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Abstract
What Does the Fox Say? A Cross-Cultural Analysis of Aesop and the Talking Animal Tradition
by
Esther Joy Ramer
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
Designated Emphasis in Indigenous Language Revitalization
University of California, Berkeley
Professor Leslie Kurke, Chair

Aesop’s fables are sometimes dismissed as stories for children, and not worthy of serious study.
This dissertation argues that fables are an important part of understanding cultural world views
of animals, and that the relationships between humans and animals depicted in Aesop’s fables
are question the binary division between humans and animals. Talking animals are not just
laughable tales for children, but they provide a method for exploring human identity as one
species among many, interacting with other beings in a way that depends upon relationship
rather than possession of human speech. I use theoretical approaches from Indigenous Studies
and Human-Animal studies, and I use Indigenous animal stories, in particular, those collected by
William Jones in the earlier twentieth century and published in his two-volume Ojibwa Texts.
The Ojibwe stories demonstrate alternative methods of understanding anthropomorphism and the
relationship between humans and animals.

In chapter 1, I first look at an Aesopic fable that may have been translated into Ojibwe as a case
study for my methods. Next, I look at several famous fables quoted by other Greek authors, and I
demonstrate that the talking animals in these accounts can be read as destabilizing the idea of
human exceptionalism and human exclusivity in the realm of justice. In chapter 2, I explore
human relationships with other animals, specifically with canine species. I focus on Aesopic
fables about wolves and the Ojibwe story “Nenabozho and the Wolves” for this investigation. In
chapter 3, I look at trickster figures: the fox in Aesop’s fables, and Nenabozho and other animals
in Ojibwe stories.

This project makes two important contributions to the field. First, it looks at fables for their own
sake, arguing that they are more than just allegories of human experience, but that they
demonstrate cultural attitudes toward animals and allow human beings to better understand their
relationship with other species. Second, this dissertation relies upon Indigenous stories and
Indigenous scholars to provide interpretive methods for better understanding of Aesop’s fables.
This is in contrast to previous scholarship which used Classical mythology to explain Indigenous
stories.



I have chosen this interpretive method because I believe that Indigenous stories and methods
afford valuable perspectives that are often ignored or forced to fit into Western paradigms. By
adopting this cross-cultural methodology, I hope to both open a new method of interpretation and
also recognize the value of Indigenous stories and language within the humanities in general.
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Introduction

Animal fables in the ancient world frequently employ talking animals, in a fictitious
representation that is often thought to be more interested in exemplifying human interactions
than it is about actual animals.! In this dissertation, I will question whether fable’s ubiquitous
anthropomorphism is simply an obvious case of Claude Lévi-Strauss’s famous formulation, that
animals are “good to think (with),”? or whether we can learn something about human attitudes
toward, and interactions with, animals in the ancient world. I will argue that the
anthropomorphism of fables, populated with animals who talk and display human vices,
questions the boundaries between human and animal. I will investigate whether this blurring of
boundaries allows for the possibility of reimagining who can be a subject, and whether the
possession of language is a valid basis for imagining our difference from other species.

The largest corpus of texts ascribed to Aesop is found in the prose Augustana Collection
(second or third century CE).? Other surviving collections of fables are in verse: the collection of
Babrius in Greek (second century CE) and Phaedrus in Latin (first century CE), and the later
Latin collection of Avianus (fourth or fifth century CE).* In order to limit the scope of this work,
I will focus mostly on the Augustana Collection and occasionally refer to fables in verse as
comparisons.’ I will include fables cited in other Greek authors, such as Hesiod, Archilochus,
Aristophanes, Xenophon, Plato, and Aristotle, as well as in the anonymous Life of Aesop. 1 will
look at animal fables specifically rather than the entire collection of fables on other topics—this
will limit my scope but still include the majority of fables, as animal fables make up 75% of the
Augustana Collection.®

Classical scholarship on fables in the early and mid-twentieth century studied the formal
features of fables, their folkloric origins, and “source criticism,” or Quellenforschung.” Later
twentieth century scholarship focused on cultural studies, multiculturalism, and popular culture,
but, as Leslie Kurke states, “this newer surge of interest in the noncanonical and the marginal
was often paradoxically shackled to traditional disciplinary subdivisions or as yet unexamined
nineteenth-century methodologies and reading strategies.”® More recent extensive overviews of
fables were written by van Djik (1997) and Adrados (1999). Other recent treatments of ancient
fable include Zafiropoulos (2001), which looks at the ethical themes of fables, and Holzberg
(2002), which deals with the textual tradition and authorship of both the Aesopic fables and the
Life of Aesop. Kurke (2011) provides the only comprehensive treatment of fables and especially
the Life of Aesop in relation to other Greek literature. Other treatments of Aesop’s fables in
Classical scholarship include Papademetriou (1997), Hansen (1998), Dillery (1999), and duBois
(2003). While many of these studies look at historicizing questions such as the evolution of the

' Lefkowitz 2014, 7.

2 Lévi-Strauss 1964, 89.

3 Perry 1962, 228 n. 3.

4 Kurke 2011, 44; Perry 1965, xlvii-xlviii, Ixxx.
5 Perry 1952, Perry 1965.

¢ Lefkowitz 2014, 5.

7 Kurke 2011, 26-27; Lefkowitz 2014, 5.

8 Kurke 2011, 26.
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tradition of Aesop as a folk hero, and the political and social implications of the connection
between the slave Aesop and this form of popular literature, very little work has been done on
the fables as a genre interested in animals for their own sake.’

Since the focus of my inquiry will be on the content of the fables themselves, and the
tradition is notoriously difficult to date due to its amorphous and anonymous nature, I will not
make a historical argument. Instead, I will use comparative methods of literary analysis to
investigate the attitudes toward animals represented in the fables, regardless of whether those can
be linked to specific historical periods when the tradition may have arisen. I am interested in how
Greek philosophy influenced later “Western” traditions of theorizing the human-animal
relationship, and I will explore whether animal fables represent a parallel or opposing tradition of
knowledge to that philosophical approach.!® Analogously, Leslie Kurke has convincingly argued
that the Life of Aesop presents a tradition of popular wisdom in opposition to the elite tradition of
philosophy.!!

In this dissertation, I will look at the specific references to animals in Aesop’s fables and
investigate whether these animal stories, which remained popular throughout the Middle Ages
and Renaissance Europe, show an underlying current of popular knowledge based on interactions
with actual animals, which may have contributed to fable’s enduring popularity as a literary
form. Since it has already been argued that fables were used in various eras to voice popular
resistance to elite aristocratic interests,'? T hope to expand this idea of an alternative, even
subversive, literary tradition, arguing that the relationships depicted in fables represent an
alternative perspective on human-animal relationships as well.

I will adopt a methodology for reading Greek animal fables as texts that share many
features with animal tales from other cultures and whose interpretation can be enhanced by
cross-cultural comparison. The particular culture and language that I have chosen for this
comparison is Ojibwe, an Indigenous language from the Great Lakes region of North America.
Before I begin this comparison, it is important to acknowledge that these are not completely
unrelated fields of inquiry, and that the recording and translation of Indigenous oral stories in the
early 20th century and beyond was deeply embedded in an academic tradition influenced by the
philological paradigm of Classics. The importance of the field of Classics as an ideological
model for the construction of anthropological research methods cannot be overlooked. Since
Anthropology as an academic discipline was modeled on Classical Philology, this imitation
resulted in an investigation of language and literature that aimed to create a rigorously-defined
corpus, a “canon” of texts.!® In creating this corpus, certain types of knowledge were privileged
over others, and viewed as more authentic. In my dissertation, I intend to demonstrate that the
categories used to define what counts as knowledge are dependent on arbitrary assumptions that
tend to be anthropocentric.

The aim of defining a corpus of texts is found especially in the work of Franz Boas and
his students, who attempted to categorize the material they collected in accordance with a set of

® Lefkowitz 2014 is the only exception I have found.

10 Sahlins 2017 argues for the role of fables in opposition to the dualist philosophy of Descartes during the
17th century in France.

1 Kurke 2011.

12 Patterson 1991, Kurke 2011, Crane 2013.

13 Briggs and Bauman 1999, 499.



preconceived distinctions, while at the same time limiting the discursive authority of the
storytellers.'* By looking to Classics as a model of constructing an authoritative discourse, “Boas
fashioned these texts as authoritative remnants of a distanced, bounded, and disappearing world
of tradition.”® The influence of early modernity and the construction of the modern subject
necessitated the identification of a clearly-defined, static “other” on which to conduct research.
Linda Tuhawai Smith has written about the influence of Western systems of knowledge (derived
from the Classical tradition) on defining the Other as primitive, in contrast with the civilized.!® In
particular, Boas believed that “anthropology was centrally concerned with the collection of texts
that documented the languages and traditions of Others and with their systematic comparison,
including their comparison to the discursive and cultural forms associated with ‘civilized
man.””!” In my dissertation I will work to decenter the importance of not only “civilized man,”
but more foundationally, discursive subjectivity and the construction of the Other, human
exceptionalism, and the concept of Western civilization. I aim to accomplish this by focusing on
fables, non-elite texts in Greek literature that were considered a low literary form, distinct from
elite genres of poetry and prose, and which provide examples of subversive ideology in popular
form, as Leslie Kurke has shown.!® A comparison with Ojibwe animal stories, which contain
many of the same features, will provide new interpretive tools and allow us to disentangle some
of what is culturally-specific and at the same time consider the legacy of Classics in informing
methods of study in the humanities. I focus on animal stories as a locus of imagining the human
condition and human place in the world, and I argue that these texts portray that experience in
terms of complex relationships rather than of a binary opposition between human and animal.
One of Franz Boas’ students was the Meskwaki anthropologist William Jones, who
received a PhD in Linguistic Anthropology from Columbia University in 1904. As a product of
the American educational system, Jones often struggled with reconciling the differing aspects of
his identity.!” Jones’ academic career gave us a body of excellent work, yet he was unable to get
an academic position, and instead of being hired for a stable job, he was essentially forced by his
superiors to go on a field expedition where he was killed, according to Kiara Vigil, who wrote
about the complex implications of his work as an Indigenous anthropologist.?’ Jones is best
known for transcribing and translating a series of Ojibwe stories, which were edited and
published posthumously in 1917 and 1919 as part of the Publications of the American
Ethnological Society. His description of the stories he was collecting is given with something
less than admiration, yet it is clear that he found much of value for his mentor Boas.?! Jones’
Ojibwa Texts are some of the earliest recorded Ojibwe stories, and thus demonstrate the first

“1Ibid., 511.

5 1bid., 512.

16 Smith 2012, 68-71.

17 Briggs and Bauman 1999, 483.

18 Kurke 2011, 3-4.

1% On Jones as a conflicted agent of American imperialism, see Vigil 2018. According to Rideout, Jones
helped to finance his own education by tutoring in Latin and Greek (1912, 30).

20 Jones wrote while finishing transcribing the Ojibwa Texts, “If what I know and what I can do is of any
value, I ought by spring to get some sort of position.” This did not happen, and instead, his superiors pressured him
into the Philippines expedition (Rideout 1912, 125-26).

2l He wrote about the Ojibwa Texts: “Of course you know this is rather for science than for popular
reading, and it is better so; for much of it is naive and unrestrained, and it wades with childish simplicity through
what so-called civilized people term indelicacy” (Rideout 1912, 128).
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transcription of the Ojibwe oral storytelling tradition that continues to this day. In a similar way,
the Aesopic fables represent the recording of an oral tradition that precedes the written version
and even the figure of Aesop himself.??

Both Jones’ Ojibwa Texts and Aesop’s fables contain a variety of types of stories, but one
of the most common is the type in which animals speak to each other using human language.
Since talking animals will be the primary focus of my dissertation, these stories are ideal sources
to investigate the questions of subjectivity and displacement of hierarchies and oppositions. By
comparing the Ojibwe stories to the Greek ones, I hope to enrich our understanding of animal
fables, and in so doing, to also change the relationship between Classics and Indigenous Studies.
As Margaret Kovach points out, one of the key ways to include Indigenous knowledge within the
academy is to move beyond the “Indigenous exotic,” which can be done by “reconceptualizing
the relationship with Indigenous communities from that of a studied, exotic ‘other’ to that of a
partnering relationship.”?* By looking at the work of Indigenous scholars and validating
Indigenous knowledge, rather than exoticizing it, I hope that this comparison will help to
encourage and strengthen interdisciplinary perspectives.

For this comparative literary study, I will follow Chadwick Allen’s method of “reading
across,” in which he suggests that global Indigenous literary studies should aim at readings that
show togetherness and distinctiveness in Indigenous literatures.?* In his book, he juxtaposes
various Indigenous literary and non-literary works of art, producing expansive rather than limited
readings.” He interprets Indigenous-language works alongside English-language works, inspired
by Carter Revard’s essay “Herbs of Healing,” an examination of cross-cultural poetic exchanges
of contemporary American Indian poems and “classic” English literature, both modern and Old
English.?® In both Allen’s and Revard’s work, cross-cultural comparison produces an expanded
and effective reading.

My cross-cultural comparison will demonstrate both the ways in which these two
traditions share features and the ways in which they diverge. I will show how the Ojibwe
tradition involves ways of approaching animal speech that result in a less logocentric
perspective, and [ will also demonstrate how the Greek text, despite its emphasis on speech and
reason, nevertheless allows us to read against the grain and look for the blurring of boundaries
within this tradition. In other words, I will show how the Ojibwe text is more amenable to a
questioning of the human-animal binary, but that the Greek text can also be deconstructed to
arrive at a similar reading. The Ojibwe texts provide ample indications of the importance of
questioning this species-based boundary, and they provide us with a window into the power of
imagined human-animal interaction to demonstrate the embodiedness and vulnerability that we
share with other animals.

The work of Ojibwe scholar Gerald Vizenor is crucial to my understanding of both
Ojibwe and Greek animal stories. Vizenor critiques structuralist anthropological approaches to
Indigenous literature, and suggests that postmodern approaches are better suited to understanding

22 Kurke 2011, 14.

23 Kovach 2009, 170.

24 Allen 2012.

25 Ibid. xix.

26 Revard 1998, 161-183.
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this form of creative literature.?’” He argues that the common figure of the trickster is not a real
person, or a tragic hero, but rather, a semiotic sign in a comic language game.?® He also argues
that anthropomorphic representations of animals are not a misunderstanding of animal
consciousness, but that they are essential to creating presence within these imagined worlds.?
Vizenor’s theories will be important to my exploration of talking animals and especially the
trickster figure within fables and Ojibwe literature.

Gerald Vizenor provides a methodology for reading Indigenous animal stories as a way
of understanding kinship and actual relationships between human beings and animals. By
applying his methods, I intend to show that the Greek fables also can be read as an imagining of
human relationships with other creatures, and that they show not simply that animals are “good
to think with,” but that by observing and learning from other species, human interactions and
relationships with other species can be reimagined, questioning the validity of the human-animal
divide. As the basis of a popular literary tradition, animal fables may show an understanding of
embodiedness and shared vulnerability that reaches across species and opposes human
exceptionalism.

In addition to these methods from Indigenous Studies, this dissertation will be informed
by perspectives from the field of Animal Studies. Alison Suen (2015) calls for reinterpreting the
human-animal linguistic divide, using an account of language that stems from our relational
capacity, and centers kinship and imagination rather than reason. Cary Wolfe (2009) argues for
displacing the human subject rather than attempting to grant subjectivity to animals. The role of
language as an “ahuman technicity” that preexists us and constitutes our subjectivity is essential
to his argument, and it is the human subjection to language that, he argues, allows us to
reimagine the schema of subjectivity that is forced upon us. He calls for fundamentally
rethinking knowledge and the knowing subject, and I think that fable may be a good place to
attempt this rethinking and to start reframing the place of literature in a “larger universe of
communication, response, and exchange” between species.?® Throughout this study, I identify
many instances of this interspecies exchange, and the ways in which it is informed by human
inability, in relation to other animals. Rather than viewing other species as lacking language, by
inverting the perspective and recognizing the nature of language as a tool, we can see our human
use of language as comparable to our use of other tools and prosthetics to make up for our
deficiencies in physical abilities. This perspective will be especially important in chapter 2,
where I look at the human relationship with canine species in particular.

In Chapter 1, I begin with a case study of the fable of the fox and the crow, a story which
appears in both Aesop’s fables and Jones’s Ojibwa Texts. I compare the two versions of this
fable and notice the differences in how animal speech is presented. I then look at two fables
quoted in other Greek authors: the fable of the hawk and the nightingale, found in Hesiod’s
Works and Days, and the fable of the eagle and fox, found in the fragments of Archilochus. I
show how these fables highlight the ambiguous nature of speech, which Hesiod presents as a
characteristic used to divide humans from other animals, but which is implicated in the support
of predatory behavior among animals in the fables. The use of speech by the animals in these

27 Vizenor 1999, 75.

28 Vizenor 1990; Vizenor 1993.
29 Vizenor 1995.

30 Wolfe 2009, 571.
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fables allows us to identify with their perspective and to question the hierarchy of species based
on the possession of speech.

In chapter 2, I compare Aesopic fables about wolves with an Ojibwe story about wolves,
exploring the role of language in representing interspecies relationships. The Aesopic fables
present wolves as inhabiting the margins of human society, unable to engage in meaningful
relationships with human beings. In contrast, in the Ojibwe story, the human-like character
Nenabozho enters into a relationship in which his inadequacies are highlighted by his
interactions with the wolves. I argue that, by listening to the voices of other animals, as
Nenabozho does in the Ojibwe story, we can define our relationship to other species in positive
ways that acknowledge our own indebtedness and lack, rather than creating a speech-based
hierarchy which relegates other species to the lower levels because of their inability to speak
human languages.

In chapter 3, I look at the role of the trickster within Aesop’s fables and within the
Ojibwe tradition. First, I examine Aesopic fables about foxes, where this trickster behavior is
most prominent, using those fables to identify many of the defining characteristics of tricksters.
Then I briefly look at the history of scholarship on the Ojibwe/Anishinaabe trickster and use
Gerald Vizenor’s model to read the Ojibwe stories about Nenabozho. Finally, I return to the fox
in both Ojibwe and Greek, looking at the conjunction of human speech and the bodily. In each of
these stories, I show how the trickster embodies the instability of language and species
boundaries.

When quoting Jones’ Ojibwa Texts directly, I reproduce the outdated English language
translation, despite its archaic flavor, and the unique orthography Jones used to transcribe the
Ojibwe stories. In some places, I have found that Jones spelled words inconsistently even in
stories told by a single narrator, but I have reproduced his text as it appears in the volumes. In
my discussion, I use the modern double vowel orthography to transliterate Ojibwe words
recorded by Jones; in practice, this means that [ have chosen to spell the main character’s name
as Nenabozho in my discussion (a transliteration into double vowel of Jones’ Nénabushu), but
many variations exist based on dialect and spelling conventions.*! In addition, although Jones
uses the spelling “Ojibwa” in his title, I use the modern spelling Ojibwe, and I sometimes use the
interchangeable name Anishinaabe. When I refer to an Ojibwe word in my discussion, I
transliterate it into double vowel orthography following Nichols and Nyholm’s 4 Concise
Dictionary of Minnesota Ojibwe.>

31 E.g., Nanabozho, Nanabush, Wenabozho, Nanaboozhoo, and many others.
32 Nichols and Nyholm 1995.
X



1. The Talking Animal

The use of fable as a tool for arguing against powerful oppressors by the oppressed, as
exemplified by stories within the Life of Aesop, suggests that a fictitious eroding of the border
between human and animal can be used as a strategy of opposition to elite institutions and power
structures.! Due to the explicit fictional character of the genre of fable, does this displacement of
the human-animal boundary reinforce logocentrism or question it on a deeper level? If, on the
one hand, the fiction of fables may function to reinscribe the power of speech through its
dependence on narrative and moral pronouncements, on the other hand, it does so within an
imagined world of hierarchies that are very different from those of human society. In this
chapter, I will argue that we might conceive of fables as questioning the binary opposition
between human and animal and even the concept of hierarchy itself by reenacting and parodying
human speech and activities as an interaction among multiple species.

I will look at fables about animal interactions in which narrative power parodies political
power, and where the devouring mouth symbolizes the discursive mouth, following the work of
Louis Marin.? Before diving into the theoretical implications, I will look at the fable of the fox
and the crow (Perry 124), the only story very similar to a Greek fable which appears in the
Ojibwe stories collected by William Jones, as a case study.® The apparent borrowing of this fable
allows for a targeted cross-cultural analysis of form, while the content of the fable, where speech
and intelligence are central to the narrative, provides an example of the central problem of the
talking animal as subject, and the connection between discourse and devouring. This connection
is found in other fables, including Hesiod’s fable of the hawk and the nightingale, which
delineates the realm of justice and excludes those who do not possess speech, but at the same
time, contains ruptures where this logocentrism is called into question. After looking at Hesiod’s
use of the fable to define justice in the human realm, as well as the ambiguities within the fable
and its context that destabilize this reading, I will compare two additional versions of the fable
and look for the ways in which they support a similar reading and allow us to question the
identification of speech as a definitive quality of human beings. I will argue that these two
stories, in their own ways, break down the arbitrary divide between creatures who possess speech
and those who do not.

The Fox and the Crow: Who Has a Voice?

I will use the fable of the Fox and the Crow (Perry 124) as a case study. I have selected
this story because there appears to be a retelling of this fable in Ojibwe—whether this is the case,

! Kurke 2011.

2 Marin 1988.

3 Whether the story arose independently or is an adaptation is not clear, but the two stories are highly
resonant and worth comparing in either case.



as Jones’ editor, Truman Michelson, thought,* or whether the tradition arose independently, a
comparison will serve to highlight key differences in the methods of telling animal stories. The
Greek version recorded in the Aesopica is short.

KOpag kpéog apmaoag Emi Tivog dEvopov Ekdbioev. AAOTNE O Todtov Beacapévn adTov
Kai foviopévn 1od kpémg meptyevécHat oTdon ETNVEL ADTOV MG EVUEYEDN TE Kol KAAOV,
Aéyovoa Kol ¢ TPEMEL VTR POAOTA TAV OpVEDV PacIAEDELY, KOl TODTO TAVI®OG GV
yévorto, gl VIV elyev. 6 8¢ nopactiicar ot 0hav dTL Kai vV &xet, Baidv TO
Kpéag peydha dkekpdyet. &keivn 8¢ mpocdpapodco Kol O Kpéag dpracaca Epn “o
KOpaé, kol ppévog &l elyec, o3&V av £5énoev &ic 10 TavTov Pactlevery.”

TPOG Gvopa AvonTov 0 AOYOS EVKALPOGC.

A crow seized some meat and sat down in a tree. A fox observed him and was wishing to
have the meat, so she stood nearby and began to praise him, saying that he was very great
and beautiful, and that it was fitting for him most of all to be king over the birds, and that
this would most certainly happen, if he had a voice. And the crow, because he was
wishing to convince her that he in fact had a voice, dropped the meat and croaked loudly.
And she ran up, snatched the meat, and said: “O crow, if you also had brains, nothing
would stop you from being king over all.”

This story is appropriate for a foolish man.

The Ojibwe story was told to William Jones by John Pinesi in Fort William, Ontario, and is
strikingly similar.

Ninguding wagus pabamiba‘tdod uginisan wabozon. Midac ki-a-mwad abi‘ta, uginaganan
abi‘ta. Minawa kibabamiba‘to, kawin minawa uginisasin wabozon. Mi-i-dac
mi‘kwéndank udasandcigun wabozon abi‘ta ki-a-sa‘pan.

Ninguding kayd win andég papamisit owabaman wabozon abinit. Kistciminwéndam
tciwisinit. Cayigwadac wamadangdcigidt owabaman wagucan pidciba‘tonit. Médac
anwiét: “Ha'wi, ha'wi, ha'wi!” Midac ki-u-da‘pinat kimadcinat, mi'tigunk kipiini; a‘pidci
pa‘kaddban ‘afa’™ andeg.

Wagucidac ugiwabaman ki‘ptininit andégwan. Ki-i-ja ima® tibickd agdzinit, médac dnat:
“Andgek, kd°gi‘t unicicindn pazi‘kiman. A‘pidci kimino‘kwanaya.”

4 Michelson’s footnote says: “It is plain where this tale comes from, but it is simpler (more naive) than the
usual European versions; in fact, if the narrator had in mind any of the morals usually attached to the European
versions, he concealed them absolutely” (Jones 1919, 336-337). Even in the Classical tradition, the moral or
epimythion is often considered a later addition to the fable (Perry 1940); if this is correct, then the Ojibwe version is
in a sense returning to the original form.

5 Greek text from Perry 1952, 369. Translation is my own.



Midac minawa pa‘pit; “‘As, ‘a2, ‘a2, ‘a?!” uzamidac ki‘tawani pa‘pit; mi-i-"
ka-i-jipicigunat wabozon kipangiciniin mi‘tc‘kamig.

Wagucidac uginawadinan uwabodzuman; ugipa‘pi-an andégwan, “Hwa", hwa', hwav,
hwav!” Midac ki-a-mwat. Andégidac kinickadizi, anawi pi‘kic pa‘pi, “As, ‘as, ‘as, ‘aa!”
Mi-i-dac nindawa ki-a-nipasigw-u-t.

Misai 4°kozit.

Once upon a time, while a Fox was running about over the country, he killed a hare.
Accordingly, when he had eaten one half of it, he left behind the other half. Again he
went running hither and thither, but he did not kill another hare. Whereupon he
remembered his cache where he had placed one-half of a hare.

Once when a Crow was also flying about, he saw where there was a hare. Greatly pleased
was he, now that he was going to have some food to eat. And just as he was about to eat,
he saw a Fox coming along on a run. Whereupon he exclaimed: “Hawi, hawi, hawi,
hawi!” And so, taking up the meat, he carried it away; upon a tree he alighted; very
hungry at that time was the Crow.

Now, the Fox saw the Crow alight. He went over to the place underneath where the Crow
was perched, and he said to him: “Crow, truly beautiful is the garment you have on. Very
handsomely are you clad.”

And so when the Crow laughed, “‘A?, ‘@, ‘@, ‘a*!” too wide did he open his mouth as he
laughed; whereupon, when he dropped the hare, it fell to the ground.

So the Fox seized his hare; he laughed at the Crow, “Hwa", hwa", hwa", hwa"!”
Whereupon he ate the hare. Now, the Crow was angry, even though at the same time he
laughed, “‘A? @ a® ‘a%!” And so with that he rose and flew away.

That is as far as the story goes.b

The modern version of the Greek fable found in La Fontaine’s French collection and other
contemporary sources varies slightly in describing the crow as holding a piece of cheese, and this
can be traced to the verse versions of the fable ascribed to Babrius and Phaedrus in the first
century CE.” If indeed the Ojibwe version is retelling the Aesopic fable, it is reasonable to expect
that it came through the popular French version recorded by La Fontaine,? and yet the cheese is
nowhere to be seen in the Ojibwe version. Instead, like the Aesopic version, the prized
possession is a piece of meat.

® English translation adapted from Jones 1917.

7 Perry 1965, 96-97 and 206-209.

8 Jones writes in a letter that the narrator, John Pinesi, was half French (Rideout 1912, 98). For a
description of the social context in which stories of different cultures were shared in the Great Lakes region, see
Noodin 2018, 278.



Although the basic story is similar, the differences are striking, especially the key
difference involving the crow’s voice, or lack thereof. The Greek version focuses on the crow’s
lack of a voice, highlighting the fox’s first taunt as ending with the punchline “if you had a
voice” (gl poviv eiyev). In the metrical version written by Babrius, the fox says almost the same
thing: “So great a bird you are, yet you are mute and you don’t even caw (kp®(eig).” The
onomatopoeic word kpm{elg imitates the croaking noise a crow makes, while the fox uses it to
deceive, cleverly pretending to deny that the crow can make even this rudimentary noise, in
order to trick the crow into opening his mouth to prove that he can indeed caw. In both Greek
versions, the verb used for the crow’s eventual utterance is kp&lm, another onomatopoeic word,
but one that can refer to human voices as well as croaking animal sounds.’ Despite the use of
these verbs that evoke the sound a crow makes, the crow’s actual utterance is not explicitly
recorded, and thus the crow remains without a direct voice.

In the Ojibwe story, in contrast, the sound of the crow’s utterance is highlighted. The
crow is the first one to speak, exclaiming “Ha'wi, ha'wi, ha'wi!” upon seeing the fox
approaching. As in the Greek story, the fox speaks in full sentences, flattering the crow’s
appearance. After this flattery, the crow laughs, and this sound is represented directly as “‘A?,
‘a?, ‘a?, ‘a*!” Although the crow does not speak in full sentences, it seems that it shares almost
equally in utterances with the fox, as they alternate in speaking or producing sound: first the
crow exclaims, then the fox flatters, then the crow laughs, then the fox laughs, and then the crow
laughs again.

Although in both stories the fox is the one who speaks cleverly and carries out deception,
and the crow responds minimally with crow noises, the difference in the level of agency granted
to the crow is striking. The Ojibwe story begins from the perspective of the fox: “Ningoding
waagosh babaamibatood (Once upon a time a fox was running around),” and then switches to
the crow’s perspective: “Ningoding gaye wiin aandeg babaamised (Once upon a time a crow was
also flying around).”!® The story switches perspective back and forth throughout, giving each
character three turns to be in focus. The shifting perspective is highlighted by the linguistic
feature of obviation in the Ojibwe language, where the character who is not in focus is placed in
a grammatically subordinate case.!! In each section of the story, the perspective and dialogue
originate with either the fox or the crow, in equal divisions.!? Their feelings, thoughts, and
utterances are interlaced as they dialogue back and forth.

In the Greek version, the narrative gives two short sentences from the perspective of the
crow, surrounded by the fox’s perspective and taunts. There is no shared dialogue, no shared
laughter. Instead, the fox denies the crow’s ability to speak in order to achieve her desire. The
content of the fox’s speech is markedly more sinister: you’re beautiful, crow, beautiful enough to
be a king, but you aren’t, because you don’t have a voice. At the end of the fable, the fox
continues the insult: of course you have a voice, but you don’t have a brain. It is clear that the
perceived deficiency exploited by the fox is the crow’s lack of intelligence, not a lack of voice.

The hierarchy among beings based on reason and speech, so common in Greek literature,
is evident here in the fox’s statements. Although Aristotle acknowledges that animals have

9 LSJ s.v. kpalo.

10 Transliterated from Jones’ orthography into the double vowel orthography.

1 Valentine 2001, 183.

12 In the Ojibwe text in Jones’ recording, each character receives 9 of the 18 story lines.



@V, or voice, (also the word used by the fox in the fable), he denies them Adyoc, that is, reason
and human speech.!? In this fable, the fox is ostensibly denying that the crow has @wvr| (a voice)
in order to demonstrate that, in fact, what he actually lacks is Adyog (reason).!* This clever word
play is all in the interest of gaining food, satisfaction for the appetite, which, according to Plato’s
tripartite theory of the soul, is the lowest of the three parts of the soul and the furthest away from
Moyoc.!> The Greek word used by the fox, gp1iv, has a variety of meanings including “the mind,
as seat of the mental faculties,” but it is clear that the fox is exploiting the crow’s lack of reason,
or Aoyog. Thus the clever fox, the representative of human A6yog in this story, only uses that
mental ability in the interest of her bodily appetites.'® The fox’s ambiguous status in this fable
suggests that this hierarchy of knowledge is created and maintained in the service of greed, rather
than that greed is controlled by the mind. Despite this ambivalence in the fox’s use of language,
the crow is given no real opportunity for resistance in this story, unlike the crow in the story
recorded by Jones.

The Ojibwe story, in contrast, gives the crow the last laugh. Instead of a pompous
declaration of superior intelligence on the part of the fox, it simply laughs, and the crow, though
angry, responds with laughter. What could be an occasion for deep-seated enmity and insults
ends up being laughed off. Without giving an explicit moral, as the Greek fable does, this story
provides a model for laughing at one’s mistakes and not taking things too seriously. The
interaction between the crow and the fox suggests, through comic action, that what is at stake is
not a hierarchy of speech and knowledge, but the (laughable) consequences of flattery and
egotism.

The mimetic representation of the crow’s voice in the Ojibwe story deserves further
consideration. Both the exclamation “Ha'wi, ha'wi, ha'wi!” and the repeated laugh “‘A?, a® ‘a2,
‘a?!” sound like crow calls, yet their sound is different, and they are meant to signify different
things. The imitation of animal voices is common in the stories collected by Jones, and I believe
it is a significant feature both in terms of mimesis, as humans imitate animal sounds, and in
terms of signification, since utterances, even animal sounds, refer to an underlying meaning. The
crow’s first utterance, “Hawi,” suggests being startled or afraid. The second one, “‘A%” we are

13 Aristotle Politics 1.2.1253a7-18 (translation from Rackham 1932): “For nature, as we declare, does
nothing without purpose; and man alone of the animals possesses speech (A0yog). The mere voice (pmvn), it is true,
can indicate pain and pleasure, and therefore is possessed by the other animals as well (for their nature has been
developed so far as to have sensations of what is painful and pleasant and to indicate those sensations to one
another), but speech (Adyoq) is designed to indicate the advantageous and the harmful, and therefore also the right
and the wrong; for it is the special property of man in distinction from the other animals that he alone has perception
of good and bad and right and wrong and the other moral qualities, and it is partnership in these things that makes a
household and a city.” In other texts, Aristotle does allow animals and especially birds the use of language and the
power to signify. For a fuller discussion of Aristotle’s position, see Sorabji 1993, 12-16.

!4 The Greek word used by the fox, pp1fiv, has a variety of meanings including “the mind, as seat of the
mental faculties,” according to the Liddell-Scott-Jones (LSJ) lexicon. A common verb for “thinking, having sense”
is ppovéw, and the related noun, ppoévnotg, are derived from @pnv. In the version told by Babrius, the Greek word is
vodg, a common word for “mind” favored by Aristotle and other Greek philosophers discussing human mental
capacity.

15 On the categories of Greek philosophy and the subsequent Western tradition, and its influence on
colonization of Indigenous people, see Smith 2012, 49-52.

16 The obvious gendering of the Greek fox suggests common beliefs in ancient Greece about the female
connection with corporal appetites and other undesirable canine traits (Franco 2014).



told is a laugh. When the fox makes a similar noise, “Hwa",” it is also described as a laugh, as
the fox mocks the crow. The Ojibwe story thus portrays animal sounds with a vitality and
presence that is not found in the Greek version. By imitating the animal sound, the storyteller
creates an imagined world with vivid representation. The sounds of the fox and crow, rendered
on Jones’ transcribed page with phonetic symbols, existed during the telling as actual sounds
which no doubt recalled to the listener the animal calls which are often heard in rural areas. The
crow’s exclamation and the laughs of both crow and fox come to life here, enhancing the story
and giving vitality to the imagined world. Crucially, both the crow and the fox are given a voice
through the narrator.

While the suggestion that the crow and fox are laughing, and that their utterances refer to
an underlying meaning, leaves the door open for accusations of anthropomorphism, this does not
mean a naive misunderstanding of animal as human. As Susan Crane points out when discussing
fables in Medieval England, “These constructions are sometimes anthropomorphic in that they
ignore animal difference, but more often they are anthropomorphic in an exploratory mode that
takes man and other beasts to be unsettled categories coming into definition through
relationship.”!” To understand animal species and even human beings in this way, as unsettled
categories in the process of being defined, requires a particular type of relationship dependent on
being willing to learn from others. Most importantly, it imagines the human as animal, rather
than the other way around. By ascribing human emotions to an animal figure, it suggests that
perhaps we are not that different from other species after all.

Ojibwe scholar Gerald Vizenor describes the difference between tribal imagination and
anthropological invention in this way: “To imagine the world is to be in the world; to invent the
world with academic predicaments is to separate human experience from the world.”!® T am
suggesting that the relationships imagined with and among various animal species in Jones’
Ojibwa Texts represent a way of being in the world that is not based on dividing up the world
into structural oppositions and reconciliations—instead, it depends on determining one’s place in
the world through imagination. Like the crow of the Ojibwe story, understanding of one’s own
limitations does not necessarily need to be painful. It can be instructive and funny at the same
time.

These animal stories demonstrate that imagining our place in the world is a necessary and
productive activity, but this cognitive exercise is rare among those who take human
exceptionalism as a given.!” I believe that the “vice” of anthropomorphism is not as negative as
some would argue, and that it is in fact an essential part of imagining one’s place in the world
and uprooting the vestiges of human exceptionalism from our culture. Vizenor says, “Arguably
there are warranted anthropomorphic ascriptions in narratives; literary ascriptions that are
figurative and create a creature presence rather than a causal representation of animal
consciousness.”?? Figurative anthropomorphism, despite the critique it sometimes receives, was
never an attempt to literally explain animal behavior as if animal consciousness were in every
way identical to human experience. Rather, as Vizenor shows, authored animals are an important

17 Crane 2013, 1609.

18 Vizenor 1984, 27.

19 See Haraway 2008, 9-11 on the fantasy of human exceptionalism and the panic involved in attempts to
break across the divide.

20 Vizenor 1995, 661.



trope of human imagination and a way of both creating presence and understanding ourselves.?!
As the perspective of the story switches between the two animals, presence and understanding
are forged out of narrative.

Perhaps most importantly, anthropomorphic animals help to dislodge the idea of human
exceptionalism and replace it with an understanding of the diversity of living beings. Vizenor
explains: “Bestialities, brute consciousness, and other memorable tropes show that the
monotheistic separation of animals has never been sincere. That human horizon of authored
animals must reveal the diversities of creation in native literature.”?? Vizenor here proposes the
diversity present in native literature as an alternative model to the human-animal binary of
Western religion and philosophy. What would happen if we used Vizenor’s model to read the
Greek fable?

Re-reading the Aesopic version of the story through Vizenor’s model of authored animals
invites us to focus on the “beastialities and brute consciousness.” By this, I believe he is referring
to aspects of animal behavior that are considered below humans, and thus bestial, and
conversely, consciousness that is brute because it is ascribed to animals, but also brute because it
shows us the real nature of human thoughts and desires. As he says, this is in opposition to the
model of monotheistic creation, where man names the animals and establishes dominance in
language, behavior, and consciousness. Let us return to the Aesopic fable.

A crow seized some meat and sat down in a tree. A fox observed him and was wishing to
have the meat, so she stood nearby and began to praise him, saying that he was very great
and beautiful, and that it was fitting for him most of all to be king over the birds, and that
this would most certainly happen, if he had a voice. And the crow, because he was
wishing to convince her that he in fact had a voice, dropped the meat and croaked loudly.
And she ran up, snatched the meat, and said: “O crow, if you also had brains, nothing
would stop you from being king over all.”

The prominence of human-like desire in this story is striking. The fox wanted to have the meat,
and the crow wanted to convince the fox of his vocal ability. Critics of anthropomorphism would
write off these statements as foolish, as clearly projecting anthropomorphic desires onto animals.
Yet the desires and actions represented here, in particular hunger, pride, insult, and maybe even
flattery, can be classified as bestial and part of the lower, animalistic desires. The bestialities and
brute consciousness of human nature are here recognized and reinscribed upon other beings, not
to suggest that they are like us or we are like them in every way, but to show the artificiality of
the categories used to divide in the Western tradition. Although the fox, the master of clever
trickery, uses words to question the crow’s possession of a voice, that distinction between fox
and crow disappears when the basis of those categories is understood. Vizenor’s insight and the
alternative model of the Ojibwe story make it clear that sound, voices, and knowledge, as well as
animal desires, are part of the imagined presence of both animals in the story, and there is no
valid basis for distinction.

In using this model as a way of reading two narratives from very different cultures, I
hope to have demonstrated that animal stories and fables contain the metaphors of existence, the

21 Ibid., 678.
22 Ibid., 671.



imitation of sound, and a reimagining of the world by means of relationships. At the same time,
they also deconstruct the idea of human exceptionalism, especially as it relates to the possession
of speech. The Ojibwe story of the fox and the crow provides a vitality of mimesis, while the
Greek fable reminds us that the possession of speech is not a form of higher intelligence per se,
but that speech is simply a tool that can be used for communication as well as deception, in
service of the passions rather than ruling over them. Reading these two narratives alongside each
other affords not only a new method of interpretation but also an essential reconsideration of the
assumptions about knowledge which inform the collection, preservation, and understanding of
texts. By centering an often-overlooked Greek text as the focus of my study and reading it
alongside a collection of Ojibwe stories, I intend to show that any claim to both human
exceptionalism, and literary exceptionalism on the part of Classics, is misplaced. The alternative
perspectives provided in Aesop’s fables and emphasized in the Ojibwe stories demonstrate the
fallacy of human exceptionalism. By reading these stories together, I intend to celebrate the
active survival, or survivance (as Vizenor famously put it), of Indigenous knowledge.?* The
alternative perspective of the Ojibwe stories and the theoretical framework provided by Vizenor
will provide a new perspective for the study of ancient Greek texts, disrupting human
exceptionalism and coaxing us to look for vitality, relationship, and even laughter in these
imagined worlds.

Discourse and Devouring

Louis Marin quotes La Fontaine’s French version of the fable “The Crow and the Fox™ as
a reenactment of the discourse of flattery. He states that the fiction of the speaking animal
“preserves of animality the primitive sanction of all ‘social’ behavior, to eat or to be eaten, but
keeps of man that which characterizes him essentially, language, through which the going
beyond of immediate and singular desire in cultural universality is manifested. The speaking
animal of fables is thus like the figure of an origin of language in the devouring of bodies, and
the animal's discourse is the figure of this devouring, the fiction of a clinamen of verbality in
orality.”?* He explains that in the fable, “to eat (or be eaten) figures the radical power of
discourse,” and that “to eat the other is the ‘monstrous’ fiction of the power to speak to the
other.” While this fable does not involve the fox explicitly threatening to eat the crow, the
voracious nature of the fox’s mouth is transmitted in a disguised fashion through her clever
flattery. As Marin explains: “The whole discursive tactic of the fox at the foot of the tree and the
play of his coups rest in truth on an unsaid that brings us from the speaking animal, man, to the
beast, which is also man. After all, the beast began to speak—and with what skill and power—
only to bring to light and reveal the place of the body where eating (the power of) and speaking
(the power of) are situated undecidedly and indiscernibly, whether it is called mouth, throat, or
beak.”?

23 He defines it as: “Survivance is an active sense of presence, the continuance of native stories, not a mere
reaction, or a survivable name. Native survivance stories are renunciations of dominance, tragedy and victimry.”
(Vizenor 1999, vii). See also Vizenor 2008 and Smith 2012, 146.

24 Marin 1988, 95, emphasis mine.

% Ibid., 101



This fable situates these powers in the mouth of the speaking fox, in a fictitious
reenactment of the fox’s desire. In the Greek, the fox’s desire for food is transformed into ainos
by her flattery of the crow: dAdnNE 6¢ TodTOV Beacapévn kai foviopévn Tod KpEmg
nepryevésBot otdoa Emnvel avtov (A fox was watching him and wishing to have the meat, so she
stood nearby and praised him). The fox’s desire for meat is effected through praise (érawvéw),
using speech (aivog) to achieve the desired object, and identifying the mouth as the location of
both eating meat and speaking. One of the common words for fable is aivog, which according to
the etymology of émouvéwm, is contained within that verb.?® Thus the fox’s use of oivog as a tool
for praise is paralleled in the etymology of the verb.

In this short fable, the consumption of raw meat and the sophisticated use of language are
both placed within the mouth of a single animal character, the fox. Eating raw meat is crucial to
the Greek concept of animality, while speech is often thought to be the definitive characteristic
of human beings.?” Yet in the fable, both are attributed to a non-human character in a
juxtaposition that suggests that even the power of speech, and the resulting power to flatter and
deceive through speech, are qualities that, through their dependence upon the mouth as the locus
of power, cannot be separated from the intrinsic animality of the mouth and cannot be used to
define human beings as something unique from other species. As Marin concludes: “The fable in
its narrative power is the parody of political power in its discursive representations, a parody
that, because it is displaced onto the world of animals and the ferocity of its forces, can exhibit
humorously the hidden inner springs of the strategies that animate the political world, the world
of power in its desire for the absolute.”?® Marin is especially interested in flattery, because of its
use for political gain, and this is certainly a common interpretation of the fable. I would like to
push the point further and argue that, in addition to showing the mechanisms at work behind
human discourse, the fable demonstrates that speech is a communicative tool especially fitted for
deception for personal gain and for satisfying appetites in the way the fox did. This juxtaposition
of the desire to devour raw meat with the use of clever language questions the hierarchy between
bestial behavior and logical human actions. By representing the “animal” nature of speech, the
fable blurs the human-animal binary and, by linking discourse and devouring, demonstrates that
this logocentric hierarchy is not a valid method of categorization. To further explore this issue, I
will now look at the earliest recorded Greek fable, found in Hesiod’s Works and Days.

Hesiod’s Hawk and Nightingale: Power and Language

The fable of the hawk and the nightingale, as presented in Hesiod’s Works and Days,
tells a deceptively simple story that has elicited a variety of interpretations.?’ The most common
interpretations identify the nightingale with Hesiod and the hawk with the bribe-devouring

26 See Nagy 1976.

27 E.g., Detienne 1981, Heath 1999.

28 Marin 1988, 104.

29 See van Dijk 1997 (127-34) for a summary of interpretations. Zanker (2009) offers another interpretation
based on comparison with a similar Sanskrit fable; in this story, a king is tested when he is asked to judge between a
hawk and a dove. Zanker posits a Mesopotamian “Myth of the Testing of the Good King” which might have been
the common ancestor of Hesiod’s fable and the Sanskrit version. He suggests that the “hawk represents Perses, the
nightingale Hesiod, and the absent king the errant arbitrators (Bacileic) in the case between Perses and Hesiod”
(23).



kings, and the fable becomes a negative exemplum for the idea of justice which Hesiod is
presenting. In this section, I will outline the ways in which the ambiguity of the fable and its
context subverts the discourse about power and justice presented in the poem by revealing the
animal nature of speech and its symbolic power.

The story begins cryptically, as a fable or riddle*® addressed to the kings who understand:

NOv & aivov Bacthedotv Epém epovEOLGL Koi aDToig:

3" ipn& mpocéeuney dMdova TOUKIAOSEIPOV

VY1 HAA™ €V vepéeaol pEPMV OVOYEGTL LEUOPTAOGC

1 & éAedv, yvountoiot memapuévn e’ dVOXEGGL, 205
popeto: v O ¢’ EmKpaTE®G TPOG Udbov Eetmev:

“dopovin, Tt AéAnkag; &xel vo o€ TOAAOV dpeimv:

™ & €lg, ) 6° av &yd mep Eyw koi 4odov dodoav:

deimvov 9, ol K™ €0éAw, Tomoopat NE pednow.

dopav d’, 8¢ k' €0€AN TpoOg Kpeiooovag avtipepilev: 210
vikng te otépetarl mpdg T aicyecty dhyea macyel.”

¢ Epat’ axvrétng ipné, tovusintepog dpvig.’!

And now I will tell a fable to kings who themselves too have understanding. This is how
the hawk addressed the colorful-necked nightingale, carrying her high up among the
clouds, grasping her with its claws, while she wept piteously, pierced by the curved
claws; he said to her forcefully, “Silly bird, why are you crying out? One far superior to
you is holding you. You are going wherever I shall carry you, even if you are a singer; |
shall make you my dinner if I wish, or I shall let you go. Stupid he who would wish to
contend against those stronger than he is: for he is deprived of the victory, and suffers
pains in addition to his humiliations.” So spoke the swift-flying hawk, the long-winged
bird.*?

The fable seems to promote the idea that “might makes right,” and that it is foolish to resist the
violence of the powerful. Most interpretations identify the nightingale with Hesiod and the hawk
with the kings, while pointing out the additional correspondence of the nightingale to éikn and
the hawk to UBpic.>* Pucci argues at length in support of this interpretation, noting many ways in
which the language of the fable and of the surrounding passages supports it. The key points
supporting the identification of the nightingale with Hesiod are the pun on nightingale (émdov)
and poet (40180¢) and the nightingale’s explicit identification as an 0186¢ (208).3* The kings
with their crooked judgments align with the curved talons of the hawk, and the hawk’s
accusation that the nightingale is d@pwv highlight the importance of understanding in this fable
addressed to the kings (ppovéovot kai avtoic).>> The lines just after the fable (217-24) echo the

30 West (1978, 205) discusses the possible meanings of the term oivoc.
31 Text from Solmsen 1970.
32 Translations of Hesiod adapted from Most 2006.
33 Pucci 1977, 61-62; Griffith 1983, 60; van Dijk 1997, 129.
34 Pucci 1977, 62.
35 Steiner 2012, 6.
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language of the struggle between the hawk and the nightingale, but instead of depicting a bloody
conflict of predator and prey, these lines portray the mistreatment of a personified Justice as she
is dragged along (éAkopévng, 220) at the hands of powerful men who devour bribes (&vopeg
dywot dwpo@dyot, 220-21). Pucci says: “Such parallel actions should be sufficient proof of the
rigorous nature of the analogy: the oppression of the nightingale, of Hesiod, and of Diké involves
the same essential terms—lament/song, defenselessness, suffering and resistance, traveling on the
path or road chosen by the ‘other,” at the will and whim of the ‘other.””’*® This parallelism
suggests that both identifications can be seen together, as a specific, personal interpretation
coupled with a general, abstract (albeit personified) one.?” This leaves us with three sets of
oppositions and thus a threefold identification along opposing lines: nightingale/Hesiod/dikn
opposed to hawk/kings/bBp1c.

These three sets of opposing pairs suggest that the differences between the sides are
clear-cut and obvious. Pucci has demonstrated how the conflict of the fable is reduced, in the
lines that follow it, to an encounter of /ogoi, where the straight logos of dikn resists the crooked
logos of BPp1c.*® However, this transition from animal violence to a battle of words or ideas is
not automatic, but rather, Pucci says, it happens through a process of displacement that provokes
ambiguities in the text.>* Despite these ambiguities, the voice of the nightingale transforms into
that of the poet and emerges as a clear representation of one side of a polarity, championing the
cause of justice. This voice is evident in the line immediately following the fable, where Hesiod
admonishes Perses to listen to dikn (213):

Q ITépom, od & dxove dikng pnd’” HPpv dpekhe:
As for you, Perses, give heed to justice and do not cultivate violence.

The imperative form dxove, with its reminder of the voice of justice and the parallel cries of the
nightingale, suggests that Hesiod places Perses on the opposing side along with the kings and the
hawk.

Hesiod’s injunction to pursue justice is followed by a description of the personified
Justice which closely parallels the description of the nightingale in the fable. But the incentive to
give heed to justice seems especially weak in this context, given the uncertain fate of the
nightingale and the outrages which the personified Justice suffers in this passage (219-24):

avtika yap tpéxet ‘Opkog dpo okoAfot diknov:

i 88 Atkmg po0Bog Elkopévne ) kK Bvdpec Bymot 220
dwpodryot, okoAfic 6¢ dikng Kpivwot BEpioTac:

N & &meton Khaiovoa TOMV kol fi0ea Aadv,

Nnépa EGGaUEVT), KOKOV AvOpOTOIoL PEPOLGQ

ol 1€ puv €€ehdomat Kol ovk 10eiav Evetpay.

36 Ibid., 66.
37 Van Dijk (1997, 131) also notes that these interpretations do not have to be exclusive.
38 Pucci 1977, 70-71.
3 Ibid., 64.
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For at once Oath starts to run along beside crooked judgments, and there is a clamor
when Justice is dragged where men, gift-eaters, carry her off and pronounce verdicts
with crooked judgments; but she weeping, frequents the city and the people’s abodes,
clad in mist, bearing evil to the human beings who drive her out and do not deal
straight.

In these lines Justice is portrayed as a powerless victim subjected to the wrongs of the
people who pronounce crooked judgments. Her powerlessness recalls the nightingale’s vain
struggle and gives no hint (yet) that Zeus will actually hear her cries. Although Justice is
“bearing evil” to the people who harm her, this is analogous to the nightingale struggling
against the hawk, and if, as the fable seems to indicate, the nightingale’s resistance is fruitless,
the parallel efforts of Justice must also be in vain.*® Zeus’s presence is still unmentioned,
contributing to a sense of hopelessness about the fate of justice.

If, as we have seen, Justice cries out in vain, what about Hesiod, who has assimilated
himself to both the nightingale and Justice? Pucci concludes that the “overall transformation of
the nightingale’s lament has failed to transform language itself: the metaphors and the
personification do not transgress the limits of language, do not transform language into
something akin to the ‘original” locus of power. Hesiod still sings like the nightingale pierced by
the claws of the hawk.”*! Hesiod’s voice continues to echo the cries of the wounded nightingale
as he mourns the plight of justice and, consequently, his own powerlessness. Pucci concludes
that “a faith in the divine Justice that controls the world, coincides, in Hesiod’s text, with the
acknowledgement of the powerlessness of Diké.”*? Dike’s appeal to the absent Zeus, which for
the time being confirms her powerlessness, is perhaps analogous to that of the nightingale, who
cries out, but with no one to hear her.*3

Hesiod’s self-fashioning as powerless in this passage disguises his real power, as a self-
proclaimed voice of the Muses in the Theogony, and as a poet who at the very beginning of the
Works and Days declares his intention to proclaim the truth to Perses (€ya 0¢ ke [Tépor €mTopa
pobnoaipny, 10) as, in Mark Griffith’s terms, “a kind of junior partner to Zeus.”* Nagy points
out how the poem itself takes over the function of the basileus to declare what is and is not
“thémis ‘divine law’ by way of his diké ‘judgment.””*> The poet’s official voice, as a mouthpiece
of the Muses, is operating to subtly create distinctions and hierarchies in the text, especially in
this passage, which begins with the fable (202-12) and ends with its reevaluation (276-85). He
constructs a series of oppositions which begins in the anthropomorphic world of the fable and
ends with the categorical difference between the human and animal worlds. In doing so, he
engages in a contestation over official forms of knowledge common among Greek poets, often
involving the use of riddles or fables.*®

49 Pycci 1977, 68.
4 Ibid., 72.
42 Ibid., 74.
43 In Zanker’s interpretation, the nightingale is appealing to the kings to protect her, but this is by extension
an appeal to Zeus, whose immortals are watching the king’s actions (2009, 22).
# Griffith 1983, 59.
45 Nagy 1990, 67.
46 See Griffith 1990 and Kurke 2011.
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According to Bourdieu, the role of poet is rich in linguistic capital, because he is in
charge of creating the instruments of cultural production (rhetorical devices, genres, legitimate
styles, and especially authoritative formations), and he thus acquires “a power over language and
thereby over the ordinary users of language.”’” Hesiod, as a poet invested by the Muses,
possesses this power, and indeed, his poetry is filled with the literary figures described by
Bourdieu, including the important authoritative formations, and it is composed in the ultimate
authoritative style of the time: dactylic hexameter. Thus the poet’s cultural capital equates to a
large amount of symbolic power.

The fable of the hawk and the nightingale, where an allegorical Hesiod engages in a
fruitless struggle against the basileis, perhaps dramatizes this struggle for symbolic power, and
especially, what Bourdieu calls “the symbolic struggle for the production of common sense or,
more precisely, for the monopoly of legitimate naming as the official — i.e. explicit and public —
imposition of the legitimate vision of the social world.”*® Hesiod’s struggle against the kings is
better defined as a struggle for social capital rather than a bloody conflict of survival. Looking
back, beyond the myth of the races and the myth of Pandora, to Works and Days 27-41, Hesiod
pits himself against the kings in an opposition of two types of justice—the one he is proposing,
which comes from Zeus (36), and that of the kings (39).*’ Hesiod’s quarrel may be with Perses,
but he portrays it as a conflict between the judgments proposed by himself and those of the
kings. He is claiming to be on the side of Zeus, and thus in a position of symbolic power,
achieving what Bourdieu terms a monopoly on legitimate naming.>® After the fable, he continues
to promote his identification with Zeus throughout the lengthy description of justice (225-73)
and the two types of cities. His appeal to Zeus suggests that he benefits from the symbolic power
of the father, who is “the locus of power and justice.”! His association with Zeus supports his
claim to symbolic power which frames the fable, but in the story itself, there is no outright
appeal to Zeus; rather, Hesiod’s claims are hidden in the nightingale’s wordless cry. But the
fable portrays another side to this symbolic struggle, in which the hawk also vies for symbolic
power (despite its clear possession of physical power).

In the fable, the hawk attacks the nightingale not only with its talons, but also with its
insults, thus engaging in one of the two types of symbolic strategies Bourdieu assigns to agents
aiming “to impose their vision of the divisions of the social world and of their position in that
world.” Bourdieu locates these two strategies, insult and official naming, at two extremes of a
spectrum; the insult is the attempt of an ordinary individual to impose his (or her?) point of view,
and the official naming is performed by a delegated agent who is “the holder of the monopoly of
legitimate symbolic violence.”>? By allowing the hawk to resort to insult (Sopovin, 207; Gepov,
210), the authority of its speech (udBov, 206) is weakened, and the symbolic struggle of Hesiod
against the kings is once again portrayed as a conflict for official status in a world controlled by
Zeus. The hawk’s forceful speech turns out to be nothing more than a power play filled with
boasts and insults. Like the fox in the previous fable, the hawk’s taunts are the expression of a

47 Bourdieu 1991, 57-58.
48 Ibid., 239.
4 Foucault 2014, 45.
30 Bourdieu 1991, 239.
31 Pucci 1977, 74.
52 Bourdieu 1991, 239. Italics in original.
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desire to devour, and the symbolic power of its words are linked to its physical power to devour
the helpless nightingale.

Mordine argues for interpreting the fable alongside the Prometheus story told (in
differing versions) in both the Theogony and the Works and Days. He notes: “These two
episodes—the punishment of Prometheus and the tale of the hawk and the nightingale—serve as
comparanda on the use of power.”> This interpretation depends upon seeing the absolute use of
power as a divine characteristic, and indeed, the hawk’s power is described in divine terms.>* An
absolute use of power, then, is admissible in a divine context (such as the Prometheus episode of
the Theogony) but not in a human context (such as that represented by most readings of the
fable). Mordine argues that Hesiod’s self-identification with justice and the nightingale allows
him to create “a nexus between himself and Zeus through Aikn which posits a countervailing and
morally superior relationship to Zeus than that which exists between Zeus and the hubristic gift-
devouring kings.”>*> While I believe that Mordine’s analysis of the hawk’s absolute power as on
par with divine power is correct, the implications of this claim are subverted by Hesiod’s own
symbolic power, which is evidenced in part by his “morally superior relationship to Zeus.” As
Bourdieu has shown, power relations pervade all social interactions, and in the remainder of this
section, I will look at the subtle ways in which the text hints at Hesiod’s symbolic power,
creating ambiguities which suggest that perhaps Hesiod’s challenge to the kings’ assumptions
about power is not as radical as it may seem at first.

The first ambiguity is found in Hesiod’s self-presentation as a wounded songbird, which
is undercut by the language of the fable. One key term in the hawk’s speech obscures the crucial
boundary between predator and prey. While it may seem that there could be no mistaking a hawk
for a nightingale, in fact, the hawk’s first words to the nightingale (“dotpovin, ti AéAnkag;”) are
surprising in this context. The cry of the wounded nightingale is described using the verb Adoko,
a term which evokes the scream of a hawk hunting and seems less appropriate to the quieter cry
of a tiny songbird.’® The same word is in fact used of a predatory hawk in the Iliad (22.139-42):

nite kiprog dpecev ELAPPOTATOG TETENVAV
PNidimg oiunoce petd tprpova TEAEAY,

1 8¢ 0” DrouBa poPeital, 0 0° £yyHBev 0EL AeANKAC
Tap@é’ énaicoet, EAéev 1€ € Bupog dvaryet:

As a hawk®’ in the mountains, the nimblest of winged things, swoops easily after a
timorous dove, and she flees away from him, and he shrieking shrilly from nearby rushes
close at her, and his heart orders him to seize her...

53 Mordine 2006, 368. In this reading, Mordine identifies the hawk with Zeus and the nightingale with
Prometheus, and the fable thus metaphorically completes the Prometheus story by giving Prometheus his deserved
punishment.

>+ See West 1978, 208.

55 Mordine 2006, 371-72.

56 1.SJ s.v. Mokw 1.11.

57 The term «ipkog refers to a hawk or falcon, according to the LSJ s.v. 1.1, which gives the example “Iipn&
kipkog (where ipné is the generic term, kipxog the specific), Od.13.87.”
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This passage uses the same perfect tense as Hesiod uses,’® and the similarity of the forms
AeAnkog and AéAnkog is striking. West notes that “Adoxo is a surprising word for the
nightingale.”® He goes on to suggest that the hawk, rather than the nightingale, may have been
shrieking in an earlier version of the fable. Such an adaptation on Hesiod’s part would be
significant, but even if no earlier version existed, the word still enacts a conflation of predator
and prey mid-fable, by overlaying a voice of violence onto the songbird’s cry. If Hesiod’s justice
is predicated upon that of the nightingale, and his voice takes over that the of nightingale, the
bird’s uttering of not only pitiful sobs (€Aedv . . . pbpeto, 205-6) but also a raptorial scream
suggests that there may be more potential for violence in the story than just the brutality of the
hawk’s talons. The word Adoko is also used for human voices, such as that of oracles and the
ololugmos, forms of speech that are linked with religious activity and other emotionally charged
situations, hinting at animal noises as well as powerful incantations.®® Because of this ambiguity,
the voice of the wounded songbird is no longer entirely powerless, but it hints at its own ability
to enact violence.

A second ambiguity arises after the fable, when Hesiod ends his speech to Perses and
returns to addressing the kings. He has just done a case study of sorts, comparing the just
city and the unjust one. Now, after describing the retributive justice of Zeus, Hesiod says
(248-49):

Q Bacifc, VUeTS 8¢ kotappalecsde kai odTol
TVOE diknv

As for you kings, too, ponder this justice yourselves.

Mordine points out that the syntax of this sentence mirrors the previous address to the
kings, which occurred at the opening of the fable (202-3)°!:

Ndv & aivov Boaocidedoty pém ppovEéOLGL Kol adToig:
®d” ipné . . .

And now I will tell a fable to kings who themselves also have understanding.
Thus the hawk . . .

Mordine notes a series of parallel wording, but most significantly, he points out the
parallel position of Tvde diknv and @3’ Ipn&, noting that the hawk has been “textually erased
and supplanted by justice: 6ikn, a system regulating power relations, is substituted for the ipn¢, a
manifestation of OBpig and arbitrary power.”®? Mordine argues that this 8ikn is a form of justice
that regulates absolute divine power, in opposition to the hawk’s violent abuse of power.

58 West (1978, 207) states that “the expression of continuous noises by the perfect is Homeric.”
% West 1978, 207; Puelma 1972, 93 (n. 33).
0 1.SJ, s.v. Mok I11.1 and 111.2.
6! Mordine 2006, 371.
62 Mordine 2006, 371. Italics in the original.
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Hesiod’s self-positioning, according to Mordine, allows him to situate proper human behavior in
the middle of a spectrum between divine and animal behavior.®> However, the dikn to which the
demonstrative tvde refers seems likely to be the most recent one, that of Zeus against the
hubristic polis (toig 8¢ diknv Kpovidng texpaipetor gvpvona Zebe, 239). This version of justice
aligns better with Mordine’s concept of absolute divine power, which he attributed to the hawk
in the fable, than with the regulated form of justice he believes is appropriate for humans, since
Zeus dispenses heavenly justice in the form of pestilence, famine, death, and diminishment (242-
44). In the lines which follow this address to the kings, Hesiod again warns against the
retribution of Zeus (260-69), where justice comes in many forms—the personified Justice, who
demands the retribution of Zeus, as well as the justice of the city whose kings make crooked
judgments (Tvoe dikny wOMG £vtog €épyet, 269). Thus, it appears that the justice which literally
replaces the hawk in the text is neither carefully regulated nor perfectly appropriate to
humankind; rather, it oscillates between divine retribution and human (in)justice. And, by virtue
of its supplanting the hawk, this justice could be called predatory; it has replaced the hawk, and it
has maintained many of the same rapacious attributes.

The hawk’s replacement by justice, and the nature of this justice, suggests that the
oppositions created by the fable have been overturned. Justice is no longer clearly on the side
of good, suffering at the hands of a violent raptor. Instead, a retributive form of justice has
supplanted the hawk, assuming its position in the line of the text and perhaps even its position
in the world represented by the fable. This form of justice is aligned with the power to harm
and the power to devour. On the other hand, the nightingale, as a symbol of Hesiod, has also
shown its predatory potential, suggesting that both the songbird and the justice it stands for are
something more than victims in this power play. The clearly-structured world of the fable is
now a confused medley of different voices and various conceptions of justice competing for
attention.

Hesiod’s description of Zeus’ retributive justice leads into the final part of this
section, where Hesiod pronounces the division between human and animal worlds. Once
again he is demonstrating his symbolic power, for the function of symbolic power is that of
constructing hierarchies; it is a power that constructs reality by its definitions.®* Hesiod, as
a mouthpiece of the Muses’ official speech, relies on discourse to create and maintain his
vision of the world. Through this discourse, he explains the exclusivity of justice in the
world and its results for human beings (274-85):

Q ITépon, ov 8¢ tadto petd Ppeci PaAreo ofjol

Kot vu 0lkng €ndikove, Bing & émAnbeo mhumav. 275
T6vde Yap avBpamoiot vopov diétate Kpovimv,

iyBVo1 pev kai Onpot Koi olwvoig meTenvoig

g€a0etv aAAovg, €l 0V Oikn €0Ti HET’ aTOTG

3 Mordine 2006, 373: “The section introduced by the aivog thus situates the behavior of humankind in
opposition to both the divine and the animal worlds. By rejecting a divine modus operandi in the human context and
by articulating the necessity for dixn in the middle of a narrative which begins with the divine and ends in the
rejection of animal behaviour, Hesiod locates human behaviour between the extremes of the absolute use of power
in the divine world and the arbitrary violence of the animal world. In the middle realm of humanity, power must be
regulated by justice.”

% Bourdieu 1991, 166.
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avBpomolol &° EdmKe diknv, §j TOAAOV dpiotn

yivetar el yap tic k* €0€An Ta dikar” dyopedoat 280
YWOOK®V, T@ HéEV T OAPov d1dol evpvoma Zevg:

0G 0¢ ke popTLpinoY EKMV EMOPKOV OUOGGOG
yevoetat, &v 8¢ Atknv PAayag viikestov daco,

10D 0€ T AUALPOTEPT YEVET HeTOMIoHE AéAetmTon
avopoc & e0OPKOL yeven petdmichev aueivav. 285

Perses, lay these things in your heart and give heed to justice, and put violence entirely
out of your mind. This is the law that Cronus’ son has established for human beings: that
fish and beasts and winged birds eat one another, since justice is not among them; but to
human beings he has given justice, which is the best by far. For if someone who
recognizes what is just is willing to speak it out publicly, then far-seeing Zeus gives him
wealth. But whoever willfully swears a false oath, telling a lie in his testimony, and so
hurts Justice and is incurably harmed, in later times his family is left more obscure;
whereas the family of the man who keeps his oath is better in later times.

In this passage, Hesiod constructs a crucial link between justice and speech. The possession of
speech is necessary for the possession of justice, since Hesiod denies justice to fish, beasts, and
birds, all of which lack (human) speech. For human beings, it is not only the possession of
speech, but also its employment, which leads to justice. The person who recognizes (ywvookmv,
281) justice must be willing to publicly declare it (&yopedoati, 280). Consequently, the
proclamation of just things leads directly to prosperity (6Afov, 281). This prosperity is opposed
to the poverty of a person’s lineage which results from swearing falsely, and conversely, keeping
an oath leads to a better lineage (a concept which must involve wealth to some degree, in order
to ensure the survival of the family). The individual fortunes promised in this passage are parallel
to the flourishing of the just polis, which pronounces straight judgments (dikog i0eiag, 225-26),
and the poverty of the hubristic polis (UBpic e péunie xaxm, 238). For this evil polis, Zeus
marks out justice, but it is a retributive justice filled with violence, as we have already seen.

This reminder of absolute divine power, aligned with those who speak just things, and
opposed to those who do not, reinforces the symbolic power of justice. As Hesiod presents it, the
possession of justice and the capacity to express it in words are equal to a powerful form of
symbolic capital, affirming the most basic of ontological distinctions: that between humans and
the rest of the animal kingdom. The exercise of justice leads to additional distinctions between
truthful, just humans and unjust humans who forswear themselves, but all humans apparently
possess the capacity for justice whether they exercise it or not. Bourdieu defines symbolic
capital, or distinction, as “nothing other than capital, of whatever kind, when it is perceived by an
agent endowed with categories of perception arising from the incorporation of the structure of its
distribution, i.e. when it is known and recognized as self-evident.”®® That is, symbolic capital (in
this case, justice) is defined through capacities of perception that derive from the structure
underlying its distribution. In the case of justice, it is the capital possessed by those who are able
to perceive it due to their structural difference from others who do not possess it, namely, the
capacity of speech and rational thought denied to animals, birds, and fish. In other words,

% Bourdieu 1991, 238.
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symbolic power creates hierarchies through the incorporation of the very structures to which the
hierarchies are then applied. These hierarchies allow the enforcement of symbolic power as they
are mapped onto a supposed “natural (human) order.”

Hesiod’s reference to the natural order of humans and animals alludes to the fable
introduced earlier, and creates what Kurke calls a “deferred revision of meaning.”%® The claim
that there is no justice in the animal kingdom “revises the fable by undermining or
deconstructing the basic premise of fable—the analogy between human and animal behaviors—
making the fable into a ‘self-consuming artifact.””®” The kings to whom the fable is addressed
are those who “possess understanding” (ppovéovot kai avtoig, 202), cementing their difference
from animals—or, if they do not understand, their assimilation to the animals of the fable.
Hesiod identifies the animals’ consumption of each other as the factor which demonstrates their
lack of justice, clearly alluding to the hawk’s threat to consume the nightingale. By doing so, and
thereby rejecting the anthropomorphism of the fable, he reinforces the ontological distinctions
between humans and animals and reaffirms the symbolic order of the world.%® But how does the
revised fable affirm Hesiod’s vision of the proper expression of justice? Does it simply turn a
negative example into a non-applicable example? Or does it hint at the fragile and ambiguous
structures that underlie the symbolic order of Hesiod’s world?

Although Hesiod’s presentation of justice (and himself) alternates between powerlessness
and power, between the wounded and the vindictive, what remains constant throughout is that he
is on the side of justice, as he creates a series of oppositions beginning with predator and prey in
the fable, continuing through the mistreatment of the personified Justice and the retribution from
Zeus, and ending with the opposition between humans and animals. His symbolic power is
clearly affirmed, and its underlying nature can be seen through the subtle glimpses of the
injustice and exclusions underlying his vision of the world. The first two sections, the fable and
the mistreatment of Justice, demonstrate Hesiod’s struggle to affirm his symbolic power; the last
two sections, the retribution of Zeus and the division of the world, show the results of exercising
this symbolic power — the creation of hierarchies.®® But the ambiguities of the text always show
how fraught with injustice these hierarchies truly are.

By aligning himself with justice, and attempting to demonstrate the injustice of the
basileis, Hesiod engages in a symbolic struggle aimed at imposing his own definition of the
social world. Both he and the kings were likely part of the social elite of the ancient world, a
dominant class in which the struggle is, as Bordieu explains, “over the hierarchy of the principles
of hierarchization.”” In Hesiod’s attempt to allegorize justice, he portrays himself as a victim
suffering under violent oppression, yet his definition of justice places himself at the top of a
hierarchy which admits only one higher power, that of Zeus. His allegorical admission of the
kings’ power is subverted by his own possession of symbolic power through his connection to
Zeus.”! The symbolic power of justice is evident in the symbolic structure of the world Hesiod

6 Kurke 2011, 403.

7 Ibid., 403-4.

8 Sampson 2012, 473. Hesiod fails to differentiate between consumption of other species (which humans
also engage in) and cannibalism, demonstrating that he is lumping all animals together into a category in opposition
to humankind.

 On Hesiod’s verbal power and superior sophia in these later sections, see Steiner 2012, 10.

70 Bourdieu 1991, 167.

"' See Theogony 93-103 for an example of the parallel authority of kings and singer-poets.
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envisions. In this world, justice is aligned with power: the power to speak, the power to devour,
and the power to create authoritative discourse. By linking justice to the possession of speech,
and showing the hawk as the speaker within the fable, the predatory potential of speech is thinly
veiled, and the boundaries between humans and other species, between those who have speech
and those who don’t, have been blurred. This fable, as a negative example of justice,
demonstrates that the categories which delineate just behavior and the possession of speech are
not clear binaries, but that what remains is a jumbled muddle of conflicting ideologies.

Aesop’s Hawk and Nightingale

Through its ambiguities, the Hesiodic fable and its context demonstrate the ambiguity
inherent in trying to differentiate between powerful and oppressed, between speaker and
devourer, showing that even in a text that purports to delineate a clear boundary between humans
and other creatures, that border is obfuscated by the overlapping sounds of the two birds. In
addition to questioning the hierarchy underlying Hesiod’s definition of justice, the fable reminds
us that speech can be used for the perpetration of injustice and for personal gain, as in the fable
of the fox and the crow. In both of these fables, the locus of power, and the threat of devouring,
is given to the character who is stronger. Although the context of Hesiod’s use of the fable to
illustrate the struggle between dike and hubris allows for multiple interpretations, there are two
other versions of the fable to compare.

In the other Greek version of the fable (Perry 4), the interaction is markedly different:

’ Andmv £ni Tivog DyMAfig Spuog kadnuévn kot o cvvnOec Ndev. iEpal 8 adTv
Beacdpevog, ¢ NTOPEL TPOPTG, EMNTOS GUVEAAPEV. 1] 0€ pEALOVGO dvarpeichat £6€€To
avTod pebeivol adTv, Aéyovoa mg oy TKovn 0TV 1EPAKOS YOOTEPO QT TANPAGOL Ol
8¢ avtov, el Tpo@Rc dmopet, &mi o peilova @V dpvémv Tpénechal. Kol g VTOTLYMV EleV
“aAL’ Eyoye dmdmAnKtog av €Ny, €l TV &v yepoiv Etoiuny Popav Tapeig 0 PNdET®
eowvopeva duwkotut.”

0 Adyog dnot, 61t obte Kol TOV AvOpOT®V AAdYIoTOL €loty, 01 01" EATid pelldvmv td v
¥EPOiV dvta Tpoievtat.

A nightingale perched on a high oak and was singing her usual song. A hawk saw her,
and because he was hungry, he flew over and grabbed her. When she was about to be
killed, she begged the hawk to let her go, saying that she was not enough to fill the
hawk’s stomach; if he was hungry, he ought to go after larger birds. But he replied, “But I
would be a fool if I let go of the food ready in my hands and pursued something I can’t

2

Sce.

This story shows that in the same way those people are also foolish who give up what
they have in their grasp in hope of greater things.”?

2 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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In this version of the fable, we are told that the nightingale speaks. Gone are the pitiful shrieks,
replaced by logical speech. Yet, despite being able to communicate with the hawk via human
language, there is no change in the outcome. The hawk in this version is just as determined to
make a meal out of the nightingale. Both fables feature the nightingale’s poignant struggle, but
the last words and the control of the outcome rest with the hawk. Even though this version
reports the nightingale’s words, it does so with indirect discourse (Aéyovca mg), while the
hawk’s reply is recorded in direct speech. Thus while the nightingale is afforded speech and not
just cries, the fable still presents her words less vividly than those of the hawk.

There is also a sixth-century Latin version of the fable with other significant differences
(Perry 567):

In nidum lusciniae cum sederet accipiter, ut specularetur auritum, parvos in illo invenit
pullos. Supervenit luscinia et rogabat illum parcere pullis. Ait accipiter “Faciam quod vis,
si mihi bene cantaveris.” Et quamvis se praecederet animo, tamen metu pavebat; denique
coacta et dolore plena cantavit. Acceptor, qui praecdam captaverat, ait “Non bene
cantasti;” aprehenditque unum de pullis eius, et devorare coepit. Ex diverso venit auceps,
et, calamo silenter levato, acceptorem, contracto viso, in terram deiecit.

Qui aliis insidiantur, timere debent ne capiantur.

When a hawk landed on a nightingale’s nest to spy on a rabbit, he found some little
nestlings in there. The nightingale came back and asked the hawk to spare her young. The
hawk said, “I’ll do as you say if you sing well for me.” Although she made a show of
courage, she was trembling with fear, but finally, because she must, she sang with a
heavy heart. The hawk, who had seized his prey, said, “You didn’t sing well,” seized one
of her nestlings and began to devour it. From the other direction came a fowler, and
silently raising his wand, he brought the hawk to earth, caught fast in the bird lime.

Those who set ambushes for others must beware of being caught themselves.”

In this version, the nightingale’s protest leads to the hawk offering her a false hope of saving her
children by singing well. Then the hawk’s arbitrary pronouncement that she didn’t sing well and
therefore didn’t deserve to save her children unexpectedly leads to a swift resolution in justice
being served by an external character, the fowler who catches the hawk in his bird lime. This
resolution calls to mind the fable of the eagle and the fox told by Archilochus.” But in the
nightingale’s case, there is no broken pact, only typical predatory behavior from the hawk. The
fable’s moral is so clearly linked to the ending of the narrative that it seems that both may be late
additions to the story.”> Without this ending, the fable is much closer to the version told by
Hesiod, but with the ending twist, the fable walks back the previous suggestion the “might makes
right.”

3 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.

7 See the next section.

75 On the superfluous and anticlimactic nature of epimythia, originating from the indexing in a handbook of
reference, see Perry 1940.
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The fact that the nightingale’s song is ineffective suggests that it is a song of mourning,
recalling the story of Procne and Philomela and the transformation of one of the sisters (accounts
vary on which one) into a nightingale who mourns her dead child.”® The themes of lost children,
powerlessness, silencing, and revenge suggest a connection between these two accounts. In the
fable, the nightingale’s song does not change the outcome, since the hawk effectively silences
the nightingale by declaring her song ineffectual and beginning to devour her offspring. Rather
than saving her offspring, the nightingale’s song in a sense transcends language, transforming
into a signifier of wordless mourning and loss. Like the lament of Philomela (or Procne), the
nightingale’s song refers to the injustice she has suffered, and the transformation of a lost voice
into a different kind of musical voice.

In this version, the nightingale’s speech is once again recorded indirectly. Despite being
afforded the use of human language, the nightingale’s attempt to persuade through speech is
precluded by the hawk’s demand that she regale him with singing. We thus have three fables
with three ways the nightingale attempts to escape: weeping piteously, appealing to the hawk’s
sense of reason, and being forced to sing her way out. Yet, as I have shown, the hawk’s use of
direct speech is foregrounded, and the nightingale’s words are never given the underscoring of
direct discourse. In all three fables, the control of the situation (at least until the end), and the
power to both speak and devour, belong to the hawk. In fact, the hawk’s words are focused on
this devouring. In the Works and Days, the hawk threatens to make the nightingale his dinner,
while in Perry 4, the hawk refers to the nightingale as fopé, or food, especially that of
carnivorous beasts and cannibals.”” Even when the nightingale speaks, she refers to the hawk’s
stomach and hunger. Even references to the nightingale’s song reinforce the locus of the mouth,
the source of her song, in connection with the looming threat of the hawk’s curved beak, as a
location of danger for the nightingale. This strong link between speech and the bird of prey, in
comparison to the varied tactics of the nightingale, undercuts claims that the possession of
speech is a defining characteristic of humanlike, civilized behavior.” In the interactions between
the birds in the fable, the primary use of speech is by the hawk, already in control, to further
manipulate the situation to achieve the nightingale’s destruction.

Lefkowitz suggests that in Hesiod’s fable, animal speech is problematized by showing
that the nightingale’s humanlike singing is to no avail, and that animals are simply behaving like
animals in the fable, as Hesiod goes on to state in the deferred discussion of justice (WD 274-80).
He notes: “Thus we can observe that the idea of animal speech was already problematized in the
fable, where the nightingale attempted to communicate in human terms, but the hawk did not
listen—her anthropomorphic utterances are thrown back at her as irrelevant animal noises in the
fable itself.””° The prose version of the fable (Perry 4), where anthropomorphic utterances are
increased, seems to show the same inability to alter the outcome by means of speech. However, I
have argued that, based on the preponderance of speech being assigned to the hawk, that rather
than demonstrating the irrelevance of animal noises, these fables show the fraught nature of
speech and its potential for harm, ensuring that speech cannot be the basis for separating humans

S E.g., Odyssey 19.518-23.

77 LSJ s.v. Bopé.

8 Compare the Muses’ categorization of shepherds as “mere bellies” in Theogony 26. See Svenbro 1976,
50-59 on poets and bellies.

7 Lefkowitz 2014, 10.
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from other animals. Rather, by endowing animals with speech, these fables show that speech is a
communicative tool with no special claim to superiority. Like, and perhaps more than, any other
form of communication, it can be used to satisfy “animal urges” and is directly linked to a bodily
location, the mouth. Because of its embodied nature, and its use to serve the rest of the body,
speech cannot be elevated to a higher plane and claimed as a defining human characteristic.

These three versions fit into a category of fables where prey animals try to convince
predators not to eat them; another famous example is the fable of the wolf and the lamb (Perry
155 and 159). Lefkowitz argues that these fables show the futility of animal speech, with the
rejection of just causes and logical arguments in favor of the brutality of animal instincts.?’ On
the other hand, Korhonen argues that these particular fables draw attention to the actual animals
in the stories, by presenting the point of view of an animal being hunted by a predator, forcing
the predator to justify (and occasionally abandon) its engagement in predatory behavior.®! T
would argue that, based on the three versions of the nightingale attempting to escape from the
hawk’s predation of herself or her children, that these fables are particularly effective in creating
a poignant portrayal of injustice and oppression. While Hesiod’s use of the fable undercuts this
message, on its own, the multiple versions of the narrative allow us to imagine the nightingale’s
point of view, with each failed attempt to convince the hawk creating its own instantiation of
sympathy. This effect is not created per se by the nightingale’s use of human speech, since, in
Hesiod’s version, she does not speak, and in the other versions, her speech is provided indirectly.
Thus, human speech becomes one feature among many that collectively allow us to imagine the
consciousness of the nightingale. At the same time, the hawk’s use of speech demonstrates the
multiplicitous nature of language and its potential for deception and violence.

Despite the obvious anthropomorphism of the fable, it does not focus on the nightingale’s
humanlike qualities, but on her vulnerability and fear. In these stories, possessing speech is
linked to the power to devour, yet it does not equate to invincible power, but is simply one
characteristic among many that enable interactions among species, however violent they may be.
Through the nightingale’s inability to avoid death for herself or her children, and despite the
beauty of her voice, we may sympathize with her and be reminded of our own vulnerability. In
this identification with a fragile songbird, and in the hawk’s cruel rejection of logic, we can see
allegorical descriptions of human behavior, but also realistic depictions of the interactions
between predator and prey, as the nightingale makes every attempt to escape from the hawk’s
talons or save her children from destruction.

The Eagle and the Fox

The fable of the eagle and the fox was told by the Greek iambic poet Archilochus, but
only fragments remain of his version.®? It is believed that Archilochus told this fable as part of
his conflict with his political rival and father-in-law Lycambes.?? Perry provides a full version
that appears similar to the surviving fragments from Archilochus (Perry 1), though there are
significant variations, as we shall see:

80 Lefkowitz 2014, 11-13.

81 Korhonen 2017, 108-10.

82 For an overview of the fragments and quotations, see Van Dijk 1997, 138-44.

8 For recent discussion of the context, see Hawkins 2008, Gagné 2009, and Steiner 2012.
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aetog Kol AAGTNE eAiov TPOg AAANAOVG TOGApEVOL TANGIOV E0VTGV OIKETY dIEYyVmOoay,
BePaimoty grriog v cvvnBelay TolovEVOL. Kol 01 O HeV AvaPag Emt Tt mepiunkeg
dévdpov Eveottomomaoato- 1 6¢ eicelbodoa gig TOV voKeipevov BAapvov ETekev.
€€elbovomng 0€ mote avThg £ml vounv O AeTOg Amop®dV TPOPTG KATOTTAS £iG TOV Bdvov
Kol TO YEVVILLATO AVOPTAGOS LETA TAV £00TOD VEOTTMV KaTteBOIVAGATO. 1) 68 AADTNE
gmovelBodoa, ag Eyvem 10 TpayBEv, 0O HAAAOV €L T@ TV VEOTTAV Bavdtm EAvmnon,
doov &mi Tij dpdvn- yepooaio yap ovco TIMvov Sidkety ROVVATEL S16mep TOPPOEY GTAGA,
0 povov 10ig aobevéoty kol dovvatolg VoAeinetal, T@ &xOp® KaTnPATo. GLVEPT 08 VTG
¢ el TV eiMav doePeiog ovk eig paxpdy Siknv Docyeiv: BLOVTIOV Yap TVOV oiyo &’
&ypod, KoTomTag 6o Tod Bopod omAdyvov Eumupov GviveyKev: oD Koue0EvTog ml TV
KOALAY, GQPOOPOG EUTECAOV AVENOG K AETTOD Kol TAAALOD KAPPOLS AQUTPAV PAOYQ
aviiye. kai S1d Todto KataAeydévieg oi veottoi—iKai yop foav Tt trijvon dredelc—Eni
TNV YRV KOTEMEGOV. Kai 1) AGADOTNE Tpocdpapodca v dyel ToD AeToD TAVTOG ADTOVG
KOTEQAYEV.

0 Adyog dnot, 6Tt o1 PIAioy TOPAGTOVIODVTES, KAV TV TAV NOKNUEVOV EKPUYMGL
KOAOGLY, AL’ 0LV e TNV €K 00D Tipwpioy o dtakpovovTaL.

An eagle and a fox who had made a friendship decided to live close to one another and
made their living near each other a pledge of their friendship. The eagle flew up to a very
tall tree and had its brood there, while the fox went into a thicket below and gave birth to
her young. Once when the fox went to hunt, the eagle, having no food, flew down to the
thicket, snatched up the young foxes, and devoured them with its nestlings. When the fox
returned and realized what had happened, she was not so grieved at the death of her
young as she was concerned with revenge. As a land creature, she could not pursue the
winged one and therefore stood and cursed her enemy from a distance, which is the only
resort of the weak and powerless. But it turned out that before long the eagle paid the
penalty for her violation of the friendship. Some men were making a sacrifice in the
country, and the eagle flew down and carried off a piece of burning entrail from the altar.
When she brought this to the nest, which was made of old dry twigs, a strong wind
caught it and started a burning fire. The nestlings, since they were still unfledged, were
burned in the fire and fell to the ground. The fox ran up and ate them all before the
eagle’s very eyes.

The fable shows that those who violate friendships do not avert the vengeance of god,
even though they may escape punishment by those they have wronged because they are
weak .34

This version of the fable imagines a pact of friendship between two species both at the top of the
food chain in their own ecological niches. The competition that they might have fostered among
themselves as predators does not feature in this story; instead, they turn against each other and

eat each other’s young. Their relationship is imagined in human terms, and in particular, alludes

84 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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to the aspects that Aristotle uses to distinguish man as a “political animal” such as living together
in a partnership. Interestingly, human speech is absent from this version of the fable, despite the
description of a pact between the two species. The exact terminology focuses on the physical
rather than metaphorical side of this pledge: mAnciov éavtdv oikelv diéyvooay, Befainotv
@Aiag v cvvnbetav Totovpevol (they decided to live close to one another and made their living
near each other a pledge of their friendship). The juxtaposition of Befaimov and cuviBeiav
demonstrates the unique nature of this relationship. The pledge of their friendship is their living
close to one another, their intimacy. There is no sworn oath in this story, as there is in
Archilochus, only two animals whose shared life becomes the token of their friendship. The
word cuvnBeia, when it refers to living together, is especially used for animals that herd
together.®> This concrete token of physical proximity stands in contrast to the abstract sworn pact
of human friendship, yet even the human bond between Archilochus and Lycambes involved
shared food, and their broken oath of friendship was sworn on salt and table (fr. 173).8¢ Both of
these agreements are more than verbal; they involve physical tokens or the enactment of the
friendship through concrete actions.

While most of Archilochus’s version is no longer extant, a few lines remain. Fragment
174 refers to this friendship between fox and eagle:

0ivog TIC avOphTmV 83€,
O¢ ap’ AAOTNE KaieTog Euvewviny
Euer&ov.’

There is a fable told by human beings as follows, that a fox and an eagle joined in
friendship...

This fable is told by human beings, yet the genitive form avBpdnwv could also mean that it is
about human beings, an ambiguity that is fitting for the genre of fable.®® The verb &uei&av
suggests an intimate connection between the two, often used of sexual relationships. However,
the verb can also be used for adversaries meeting in battle.®® Thus the potential intimacy of the
two also contains hints of hostility. However, their partnership is described as uvewvin, or
Kowvia, suggesting that they are holding things in common, in a mutually-beneficial
relationship.”

In fragment 177, the fox apparently calls upon Zeus to avenge her cubs:

O Z&d, mhtep Zed, GOV PEV 00pavod KpAaTog,
oL &’ Epy’ én’ AvBpdTwV OpaG
Aewpyd kaBépioTa, ool 6 Onpimv

85 LSJ s.v. cuvn0eio 1.1L

8 West 1997, 502. On the relationship between Archilochus and Lycambes, see Hawkins 2008.
87 Text from West 1980. Translation is my own.

88 Correa 2007, 104.

8 Ibid., 106.

0 LSJ s.v. kowwvia.
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UPp1g te Koi ik pérer.”!

Zeus, Father Zeus, yours is the power in heaven, you oversee men’s deeds, reckless and
unlawful, and both the violence and justice of beasts are your concern.

The last line of this fragment presents a revision of the Hesiodic idea of justice. In this version,
not only does the fox speak, but she explicitly calls on Zeus to avenge her. Her conception of
right and wrong, of hubris and dike is remarkably similar to that of Hesiod. Due to the
fragmentary nature of this text, it is hard to reconstruct the ending, but it seems probable that the
outcome described in Perry’s version, of the burning meat catching the nest on fire, must be
Zeus’s way of avenging the fox.”? It seems that the oath, and Zeus horkios, the one who avenges
oath-breakers, are unique to Archilochus’s version of the fable.”* Like Hesiod, Archilochus as a
poet holds the symbolic power of authoritative speech, using the fox’s curse as an example for
his own invective against Lycambes. Whether this is an addition to the fable on his part, or an
alternate version, his reliance upon speech for the oath and curse is significantly different from
the version in Perry and shows the symbolic power wielded by poets, here manifested in the
curse uttered by Archilochus through the fox in the fable.

Despite the obvious parallels between the fox and eagle’s friendship and that of
Lycambes and Archilochus, the fable itself can be read as illuminating what Sampson calls “the
anthropomorphic facade.””* He compares this fable to Hesiod’s fable of the hawk and
nightingale, and states: “Both fables employ an anthropomorphic facade, but in both it is also
undermined: the animals and their drama do not simply reflect a human situation, but illuminate
it precisely because their situation or perspective is unique.”® He argues for the transmitted
reading of ka0Béota in fr. 177 on philological grounds, and goes on to show how this reading
changes the interpretation of the fable.”® With this reading, the fox is lamenting human actions as
reckless and unlawful, and she is not drawing a comparison between human beings and animals.
Her unusual attribution of justice to animals is the only case in Archaic Greek literature.”” This
allocation of justice to beasts stands in contrast to the recklessness and lawlessness of human
conduct. Sampson points out that the structure of the fragment reinforces a tripartite hierarchy
(gods, humans, animals), yet the attributes assigned to each category destabilize that
anthropocentric ontology, suggesting that animals are in the middle between gods and humans,
and humanity is the lowest order.”®

1 Text from West 1980, reading xé0éuota fere testt. from the app. crit. rather than Liebel’s emendation
kai Ogpiotd. Translation is my own.

92 Cf. Archilochus fr. 180 West.

9 For Zeus’s connection with oaths, see Iliad 3.276-80.

4 Sampson 2012.

% Ibid., 467.

% Ibid., 467-69. He points out that there is no positive adjectival form derived from 0épic in Archaic Greek,
but the privative a8épiotog is used frequently in Homer. He also compares Xenophon’s reference to Oe®v dbepiotio
£pya in reference to anthropomorphic imaginations of gods (474-75).

97 Renehan 1981, 256; West 1997, 505. Renehan dismisses this testimonium “because it occurs in a fable”
and is not meant to indicate actual human attitudes about animals. He goes on to suggest that the Greeks’
condescending attitude toward animals was what prevented the genre of fable from being fully accepted into the
corpus.

%8 Sampson 2012, 471-72.
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In this way, the fable provides an opposing perspective on justice to that provided in
Hesiod’s Works and Days, where justice is denied to animals.”® Yet even there, as we have seen,
the applicability of the fable to the human situation works only by emphasizing the difference
between animal and human behavior, and this difference is undercut by Hesiod’s implicit
identification with the nightingale and the symbolic power of language and song within the epic
poem. In Archilochus’s fable, the implications of humanity’s lack of dike are informed by his
quarrel with Lycambes, yet for the fox, who is presumably ignorant of this dispute, this
categorical statement about human behavior seems to generally apply to all humans. As Sampson
concludes: “Anthropomorphic interpretations of fable may be convenient, but the early fables
themselves are more complicated in their juxtaposition of human and animal nature.”!% Fables,
and the animals within them, “resist being reduced to simple analogies'°! and instead allow us
to consider thinking from the animal’s perspective, thereby leading to questioning assumptions
about hierarchies and the nature of speech.

The second-century CE Latin version given by Phaedrus (I1.29) shows the fox taking
justice into her own hands, first by entreating the eagle, and then by starting the fire that burns up
the eagle’s chicks:

Quamvis sublimes debent humiles metuere,
vindicta docili quia patet sollertiae.

Vulpinos catulos aquila quondam sustulit,
nidoque posuit pullis escam ut carperent.
hanc persecuta mater orare incipit, 5
ne tantum miserae luctum importaret sibi.
contempsit illa, tuta quippe ipso loco.

vulpes ab ara rapuit ardentem facem,
totamque flammis arborem circumdedit,

hosti dolorem damno miscens sanguinis. 10
aquila, ut periclo mortis eriperet suos,
incolumes natos supplex vulpi tradidit.!%?

However high in station men may be, they should, nevertheless, be apprehensive of lowly
persons; for shrewdness may learn a lesson and find the way open to revenge.

One day an eagle carried off a fox’s cubs and put them in her nest as food for her
nestlings to tear up. The mother fox followed her and began to entreat her not to bring so
great a grief upon her, a pitiable sufferer. The eagle regarded her with contempt, feeling
safe in her high place. The fox then snatched a firebrand from an altar and ringed the tree
with fire, mixing a potion of grief for her foe which threatened the loss of her own brood.
The eagle, in order to rescue her young from the danger of death, turned suppliant and
restored to the fox her young ones unharmed.

% Trwin 1998, 181-82.

100 Sampson 2012, 475.

101 Tbid.

102 Text from Perry 1965 and translation adapted from Perry’s.
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In this version, no mention is made of any “agreement” or “communion” between the two
parents. Nor does the intervention of Zeus or the rule of divine retribution figure in this version,
suggesting that the theme of revenge, and of the fox’s love for her pups, is more salient than the
belief in divine justice or concern about oath-breakers. By doing away with the divine aspect, the
role of Zeus and of retributive dike is assumed by the fox. In this version, the language of
supplication and the safe return of all the young animals suggests a reenactment of justice and
restoration on the part of the animals. Thus, the statement of Archilochus’s fox is reified: both
hubris and dike are part of the animal kingdom, and, in this story, a form of dike conquers hubris.

This version contains the language of grief and suffering, inviting us to imagine the
mother fox’s love for her pups. A similar expression of grief is found in Aeschylus’s
Agamemnon 48-59, a passage which, like the Archilochean fable, shows Zeus as avenging the
wrongs of nonhumans.!?® While the fox’s vengeance may not be believable, her grief can still
evoke the understanding that animals too are capable of bonding with their young and feeling
grief in their absence. The use of human relationship terms is also striking: mater for the fox in
the Latin version, and in fragments 175 and 179 of Archilochus, the eagle’s children are called
Taidec, an unusual term for animal young.!%* This language, rather than being simple
anthropomorphism, allows us to imagine the perspectives of the fox and the eagle, each
attempting to feed their young and prioritizing the health of their children over their agreement
of friendship.

These three versions of the fable show a different perspective on relationships, one
informed by an animal perspective that is imagined differently from the human viewpoint in that
it ascribes justice to the animal kingdom and presents nonverbal contracts as an alternative to
oaths. While Archilochus may have told this story to support his accusations against Lycambes,
the fable itself imagines animal behavior and coexistence as separate from the human sphere, and
operating by a set of agreements that are, one may argue, more ordered than typical human
behavior. In this way, we can read the fables as not necessarily providing a paradigm for human
behavior, but as critiquing human exceptionalism by demonstrating the potential for animals to
also create agreements, bond with and grieve for their young, and sustain and restore friendships.

Conclusion

The three fables examined in this chapter each question the idea of human
exceptionalism. The Greek fable of the fox and the crow shows the insidious power of speech
when used to deceive and to deny others a voice. Comparison with the Ojibwe version of this
fable demonstrates an alternative model of allowing others to speak on their own terms, and
reimagining shared experience. The bodily locus of speech, the mouth, is a place of
consumption, of devouring other bodies, and this connection is visible in all three fables where
predators engage in conversation. The fable of the hawk and nightingale demonstrates that, while
Hesiod denies justice to animals and states the superiority of his cause, the ambiguity of the fable
and its allegorical implications complicate the attempt to divide categories of beings based on
their possession of speech. Likewise, the other versions of this fable highlight the ambivalent

103 West 1997, 505. Compare the mother calf’s expression of grief in Lucretius De Rerum Natura 2.353-66.
104 West 1997, 504; Gagné 2009, 255. West notes parallels in the Assyrian/Babylonian Myth of Etana.
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nature of speech, as the nightingale attempts unsuccessfully to negotiate with the hawk. Finally,
in the fable of the eagle and fox, as told by Archilochus, an alternative worldview is presented
where animals are not viewed as “less-than” for their inability to possess justice. In the
corresponding versions of this fable, alternative models of coexistence, based on non-verbal
agreements, are presented, and animals are given the capacity to grieve for their young and seek
revenge and reconciliation. In each of these fables, rather than simply seeing a representation of
human interaction, we have found ways in which the stories invite us to imagine the animal
character’s point of view and consider our own positioning regarding speech and the
characteristics that we share with other species. In the next chapter I will return to the Ojibwe
traditional stories in order to look at multispecies relationships in fables as an interconnectedness
based on shared vulnerability, and further question the role of anthropomorphism within these
stories.
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2. Raised by Wolves: Reimagining Relationships

A confused wolf outfitted with an electronic backpack, complete with transmitter, looks
dubiously at the members of a wild wolf pack. One of the wild wolves says, “We found her
wandering at the edge of the forest. She was raised by scientists.” Warren Miller’s 1993 cartoon
for the New Yorker encapsulates the ambivalent relationship between humans and wolves.!
Despite the unavoidable presence of wolves in almost every type of human art and origin story,
wolves remain one of humankind’s most hated enemies. In his 1963 book Never Cry Wolf,
Canadian environmentalist Farley Mowat critiques the reasoning behind government wolf-
extermination programs. He says, "We have doomed the wolf not for what it is but for what we
deliberately and mistakenly perceive it to be: the mythologized epitome of a savage, ruthless
killer—which is, in reality, not more than the reflected image of ourself. We have made it the
scapewolf for our own sins."?

The uneasy relationship between human beings and wolves focalizes our apprehension
about an animal that can be both implacably savage and easily domesticated. After all, man’s
best friend used to be a wolf. This well-known origin story lurks behind every human encounter
with a dog, as well as the less frequent but more memorable human-wolf interactions. In their
famous description of “becoming-animal,” Deleuze and Guattari present the wolf pack as an
image of human interconnectedness, an image that Donna Haraway terms a “call-of-the-wild
version.” Deleuze and Guattari lay out three categories that animals can fall into: the individual
pet, the genus of animal as represented in myth, and the wild animal that lives in packs. It seems
to me that the canine clearly exemplifies this multiplicity. A dog is one of the best examples of
the individuated, sentimental pet, yet the wild dog, a wolf, is both a protagonist of divine myths,
a “State animal,” and the quintessential animal that lives in a pack. Deleuze and Guattari use the
dog/wolf opposition to signal domestic individual vs. wild multiplicities.* Haraway considers
this opposition “a symptomatic morass for how not to take earthly animals—wild or domestic—
seriously.” In this chapter, I hope to look at wolves and dogs in a way that both does away with
ontological dualism and also takes seriously Haraway’s plea to consider actual, earthly animals
in this inquiry. The key to doing this, I will argue, is to consider the story “Nenabozho and the
Wolves,” an Ojibwe story with much to say about becoming-wolf in a way that acknowledges
both individual differences and rhizomatic multiplicities—a becoming-with, to use Donna
Haraway’s term. This becoming-with is one way of describing a mutually-instructive and
beneficial relationship, which I believe can be found within this story.

Relationships are key to interpreting fables in the work of Susan Crane, where she draws
parallels between fables and other medieval literature in which animal forms of embodied

! This cartoon is reprinted in Haraway 2008, 13.

2 Mowat 1963, viii.

3 Haraway 2008, 313 n. 36; Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 239-41.
4 Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 38.

5 Haraway 2008, 29.
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consciousness are represented as parallel to human understanding. Like the medieval literature of
Crane’s field, Classics also has tended to be gripped by a “humanism that conceives all other
animals in opposition to humankind, and hierarchizes that binary opposition so that animals are
distributed along a single axis of lack. But medieval works abound in other ways of thinking
about animals that need recovering and reconsideration.”® In this chapter, I will look for these
other ways of thinking about animals within ancient Greek fable and use Ojibwe stories as an
example of how this way of thinking can be expanded. By viewing difference not as lack, but as
a potential for alternate ways of conceptualizing the world and our relationships to other
creatures, it becomes possible to deconstruct hierarchies of being and reimagine interspecies
relationships.

An understanding of fable’s role in portraying human and animal relationships is key to
reinterpreting anthropomorphism, which is often dismissed as nothing more than
anthropocentrism. In a famous example, Derrida says: “We know the history of fabulization and
how it remains an anthropomorphic taming, a moralizing subjection, a domestication. Always a
discourse of man, on man, indeed on the animality of man, but for and in man.”” In order to
separate discourse on humanity from discourse on animality, it is necessary to begin by
separating the animal from the apologue, as Crane suggests: “Fable presses its beasts into human
shapes, but it also troubles the beasts’ relation to the apologue, deflecting attention from the
human and back toward the pleasure of imagining proximity to other animals.”® This requires
reading fables against the grain, and identifying qualities shared by humans and other beings,
such as body, mind, and ethical capacity, that cross species boundaries and problematize the
assumption of the unchangeability of species. In doing so, I hope to show that fable can be, in
Crane’s words, “an exploratory mode that takes man and other beasts to be unsettled categories
coming into definition through relationship.”

Despite the tendency to read fables as allegories of human relationships, the interactions
depicted in both the Ojibwe story and the Greek fables can also be investigated for what they
might tell us about cultural attitudes toward animals. Within these perspectives, I will look for
moments in the texts that question the hierarchy of species, and I will investigate the assumptions
that underlie anthropomorphism within these stories. Fables about wolves and their dog
counterparts, species that are opposed in their compatibility with humankind, will be the
particular focus of this inquiry.

As Cristiana Franco points out, many Classical scholars have focused on the divisive
modes of human-animal relationships, such as sacrifice, hunting, and the monstrous, but the
conjunctive elements of interspecies relationships are rarely treated.!? These conjunctive
elements are sometimes found in fable, where we see multiple species interacting with each other

6 Crane 2013, 1609.

7 Derrida 2008, 37. However, Derrida goes on to suggest his own reinterpretation: “Rather than developing
that fabulous bestiary, I gave myself a horde of animals, within the forest of my own signs and the memoirs of my
memory.”

8 Crane 2013, 44.

? Ibid., 169.

19 Franco 2014, 183. For exceptions, see Griffith 2006a and 2006b, on the conjunctive relationships
between humans and horses, mules, and donkeys. Williams 2013 provides examples from Aelian, Plutarch, and
others of animals falling in love with humans and briefly compares these accounts to Indigenous narratives. See also
Smith 2014 and Clark 2000 for examples of conjunctive human-animal relationships.
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and communicating via human language, in an exploration of the intricacies of their
relationships. In the field of Indigenous Studies, Gerald Vizenor describes tribal imagination as
key to effectively being in the world.!! In this chapter I will explore whether the relationships
imagined between humans and canine species in both the Greek fables and Jones’ Ojibwa Texts
represent a way of being in the world that is not based on a disjunctive dividing up the world into
structural oppositions and reconciliations, but one that depends on determining one’s place in the
world through the imagination of conjunctive relationships.

Aesop’s Wolves

I will start by looking at Greek fables of wolves, and especially of dogs and wolves, to
investigate the human concerns behind our identification with our pet dogs, and our more
hesitant affiliation with the wolf as a wild animal, all of which are exemplified in the
relationships depicted in fable. I will first look at the wolf in Greek fable to delineate the cultural
attitudes toward wolves that inform these fables, and then explore the ways in which these
attitudes and the fables themselves reflect on human conceptions of relationality with other
species.

The wolf in Greek literature is often interpreted as a creature of liminal and even
improper behavior, being associated with cannibalism, deception, and violent behavior.!? The
wolf functions as a symbol for the tyrant in Plato and occasionally in iambic and lyric poetry.'3
In contrast to the fawning behavior of domestic dogs, the wolf is a declared enemy, who engages
in trickery with no remorse.!* In epic poetry, the wolf is an intelligent but violent creature to
which epic heroes are sometimes compared, but it is a collective animal rather than a solitary
individual.'® In particular, the cooperative equality among wolves is emphasized both in Homeric
simile and in fables.!® In the following sections, I will examine how wolves in fable represent
and reiterate many of these conceptions.

The Wolf as Predator

Fables of wolves found in the Aesopica depict their stereotypical features, such as cruelty
and cunning, yet if we look beneath the surface, there is more to these wolves than simple
species types. In almost every fable involving wolves, they are shown as hunting for food. In
some cases, this involves a discussion between predator and prey, and in other cases, the focus is
on the wolf’s unalterably predatory nature. A famous example of the first type is the fable of the
wolf and the lamb (Perry 155):

AOKog Beacdpevog dpva And Tvog ToTapod mivovta, ToDTov ELOVANON pet’ eOAGYOL
aitiog katabovncacOat. S1OTEP OTAG AVAOTEPM NTIATO AVTOV OC Bolodvta TO DO®p Kol

'1'Vizenor 1984, 27.

12 Mainoldi 1984; Steiner 2015.

13 Mainoldi 1984, 193-94; Ramer 2018.

14 Franco 2014, 132-34.

15 Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 148-50; Redfield 1979, 197-98; Steiner 2015.
16 Steiner 2015, 336-37.
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Tivewv oToV U EOvTa. oD 0& AEyovtog, Mg dkpolg Toig xeileot mivel Kol GAA®S 00
JUVATOV OVTH E0TMTL KATOTEP® EMAV®D TaPAGSEWY TO VOWP, O ADKOG ATOoTLYMV TAHTNG
¢ aitiag £n “aALd TEPVOL TOV TATEPQ OV EA010OpPNcaS.” eindvtog 68 €keivov Uno’
gméteov yeyeviioBon 0 AVkog @1 TPOS aTOV “E€0v GV ATOAOYIDY EVTOPTIS, £YD GE OV
Katéoopa;”

0 Adyog dnhol &1t oig mpdOesic dottv ddikelv, map’ anToic 0vdE dikaia dmoroyia ioyvet.

A wolf saw a lamb drinking from a river and decided to find a plausible reason for
making a meal of him. So from where he stood upstream he began to complain that the
lamb was muddying the water and not letting him get a drink. When the lamb said that he
was no more than touching the water with his lips and that besides, from where he was
standing downstream, he couldn’t possibly disturb the water above him, the wolf, failing
in this complaint, said, “But last year you made unpleasant remarks about my father.”
Then, when the lamb said he wasn’t even a year old, the wolf said to him, “Am I to be
cheated out of eating you just because you are so free with your excuses?”

The fable shows that those who are set on doing wrong are not to be deterred even by a
just argument.'’

In this fable, the wolf attempts to use a series of complaints to justify (net’ e0Adyov aitiag) his
consumption of the lamb; when all of these attempts fail, the wolf is willing to devour the lamb
anyway, despite his lack of a reason.!®

17 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
13 In Perry 452, a Byzantine fable, a wolf also attempts to justify his consumption of another animal
through a ridiculous accusation of a crime (Daly 1961, 242-43, emphasis mine):
A wolf met an ass on the road. Though he had the ass unquestionably trapped and intended to make a meal
of him, not satisfied with his food and the ass’ plight, he subjected him to trial, too. Taunting the poor
wretch, he said, “Don’t worry, I’'m not of such an unjust disposition that I would do anything rash to you,
knowing that you have not given an accounting of your life. Let us each make mutual confession to the
other of the wrongs we have done during our lives. And if mine are worse than yours, you are freed from
the fate I have in mind for you and make skip right off scot-free to your pasture. But if it proves that you
have outdone me in your wrongdoings, be your own judge as to whether you do not deserve to pay me the
penalty of your conviction.” So saying, he began to recount his wrongdoings: mangling so many sheep and
goats, carrying off thousands of kids and lambs, throttling oxen, and finally biting the herdsmen themselves
or even actually killing them. When the wolf had run over these and more doings of the same sort in a
modest and depreciatory tone so that would not—or so he thought—seem to be wrong at all, he gave the
ass opportunity to tell of his crimes. But after the ass had searched his soul without being able to recall any
blameworthy action—for he could not remember ever having done anything forbidden—finally at a loss, he
told of the following incident just as though it were a crime. Once, he said, as he was going along carrying
a load for his master—it was green vegetables— “a fly tickled me so I couldn’t stand it; I twisted my neck
around to blow it off. As I did this, a leaf that happened to be handing out from the vegetables caught on
my teeth, and I chewed it up and swallowed it. But I paid the price for this right on the spot, for my master
gave me a good going over with the stick he was carrying. I got such a beating over the back that I threw it
all up again.” When the poor fellow had finished this account, the wolf seized on what he had said as
though it were another lamb and shouted, “What a crime! What an enormous misdeed! And is there still
room for you on earth, you sinner, after such a revolting, such a defiling pollution? Oh, the ingratitude you
showed your poor master who had sweat over his vegetables, sowing them, forever watering them, weeding
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What is the function of speech in this fable, and is it used successfully? Lefkowitz states
that “this fable dramatizes animals failing to communicate with one another.”'® Yet I would
argue that on one level the communication has been successful, and the wolf understands what
the lamb is saying, but willfully chooses to ignore it. To support his point, Lefkowitz points to
the fable of the wolf and the sheep (Perry 159), where an almost identical interchange happens,
but this time, because the wolf has eaten his fill, he accepts the sheep’s statements and lets him

go.

AOKOG TPOOTic KeEKOPESUEVOC, Emeldn £€0edoato TpoPatov Emi yig PePAnpévov, aicBouevog
OTL 310 TOV £0VTOD POPOV TENMTOKE, TPOSEADDY TAPEDBAPSLVEY ADTO, AEYWOV DS, EAV VT
TPEIG AOYoug AANOETS €lmn, AmoAvoel 0VTO. <TO> 88 ApEapevov ELeye TPATOV PEV U
BePoificBar avTd mepiTvyEly, devTEPOV O€, €1 Apa ToDTO lpapTal, TVPAD, TpiToV O¢:
“Kakol Kak®dg amorolche mhvteg ol AVkot, 8Tt NV TaBOVTEG VY’ NUDV KAKOV TOAEUETTE
NUAC.” Kol 6 ADK0G AmodeEAIEVOS aDTOD TO AYEVOES ATEAVGEY ODTO.

0 Adyog dnrot &1L moALAKLG GANOELa Kol Topd TOAEIOIS iGYVEL.

A wolf who had eaten his fill saw a sheep lying on the ground and, realizing that he had
fallen there out of fear for the wolf himself, went up and told him not to be afraid, for if
he would make three truthful statements, he would let him go. The sheep started off by
saying he wished he had not met a wolf; second, if he had to meet one, he wished that it
had been a blind one; and third, “I hope all you wolves die a miserable death for waging
such cruel war on us although we have never done you any harm.” The wolf accepted his
truthfulness and let him go.

The fable shows that the truth often has force even with enemies.2’

In contrast to the previous fable, the sheep’s ability to make three true statements, while cleverly
denigrating the wolf, results in the wolf’s letting him go. Yet as Lefkowitz points out, it is not the
winner of the language game who determines the outcome; rather, it is the wolf’s appetite.!
While I agree with Lefkowitz that animal instincts trump animal speech in these fables, I believe
that these exchanges can also be read against the grain, showing the true nature of speech, and its
potential for deception, rather than merely its overpowering by animal instincts.

What is unique in the fable of the wolf and the lamb is that in the situation represented,
which could be a plausible scene between these two animals, human speech replaces animal
vocalizations and non-vocal communication (in whatever rudimentary form such cross-species

them, picking them, doing all kinds of toil over them, which were his only hope of livelihood, and then all
at once lost his profit on them because of you. For the way he rained blows on you, with all the violence
you describe, shows the cruel and mortal wound you had dealt his spirit in eating his vegetables. But
apparently justice didn’t feel that the beating was sufficient punishment for that deed, and stored up further
punishment for you, since your falling into my clutches when I wasn’t even hunting for you shows the
whole thing up very clearly.”

19 Lefkowitz 2014, 12.

20 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.

2 Ibid.
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communication would take). This interjection of human language allows the wolf to make
complicated arguments, referring to past events and to his father, yet, as the fable tells us, all this
verbal elaboration is solely for the purpose of assuaging his guilt over killing the lamb. Speech is
not a tool of communication, but of trickery and evasion. It serves no real function in the plot of
the fable, nor does it change the outcome. Thus, it adds a negative dimension to the fable,
changing the wolf from a hungry but honest predator into a duplicitous character.?? The wolf’s
use of speech is thus completely self-serving, allowing him to attempt to justify his actions, and
it functions to reveal rather than hide his duplicitous nature.

The wolf’s rapaciousness seems to be a given in fable, and indeed, in all of Greek
literature, where wolves are often read as symbols of lawlessness, unscrupulous behavior, and
tyranny.?® In this sense, the wolf’s true character is revealed through his speech, but this is not to
say that animal instincts prevail over logic. Instead, the nature of speech and its potential to
deceive, to endlessly defer, and to bring out the worst in people (and animals) is revealed. As we
saw in the fables of the fox and the crow, and the hawk and the nightingale, speech is used in
service of animal instincts. Far from being an elevated form of civilized communication, speech
is highlighted in its inability to create or maintain relationships, despite its relational nature. The
lamb’s physical weakness is aligned with the symbolic weakness of his language, which cannot
protect him from the wolf’s predation. In this fable, the wolf is given direct speech, while the
lamb’s replies are reported indirectly. This is not to say that the lamb is unskilled in language,
because his arguments are logically correct; on the other hand, it is the inability of language itself
to overcome brute force and support justice in this fable. Speech is not merely overpowered by
animal instincts, however, but it also reveals the wolf’s duplicitous character.

In La Fontaine’s French version of the fable, the moral of the fable is: “The reason of the
strongest is always the best” (1.10). In his remarks on this fable, Louis Marin shows how a story
about power is moralized as a discourse of justice, in an interaction between animals, first and
foremost, as animals.?* He says: “The power of the discourse that belongs to the strongest would
be nothing other than strength itself, and the latter is not a matter of discourse or reasoning.”?’
This point is important because it shows that language does not exist in a vacuum, but is closely
intertwined with the body and with other forms of power. The wolf’s strength resides within its
body, and in particular, in its powerful jaws. This physical power only appears to be challenged
by discourse and logic, but in reality, it remains strong. For a brief moment, it seems like the
lamb may be spared, because the wolf’s attempts at creating a logical reason for his actions are
not successful. But the wolf, being stronger than the lamb physically, and having a mouth that
has no difficulty ripping the lamb apart, is able to disregard his own logical failure and go ahead
with his intended plan.

The wolf’s accusations to the lamb, though they may at first seem legitimate, go on to be
revealed as baseless allegations whose delivery seems to be a form of taunting the innocent prey
animal and reinforcing the wolf’s powerful position. Rather than giving the lamb a form of
escape by pleading his case, the wolf has no intention of letting his prey escape. When his logical
attempts fail to fool the lamb, the veneer of legitimacy falls away, and sheer cruelty is revealed.

22 Compare the lion, who does not try to hide his violent nature (e.g., Perry 149).
23 Mainoldi 1984. See also Ramer 2018.

24 Marin 1989, 60-68.

% Ibid., 64.
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The wolf enacts the role of cruel predator, giving the lamb a glimpse of hope before dashing
those hopes. In doing so, the wolf may lose the language game, only to reveal that it was not a
game, but only a cruel trick. Rather than being the lamb’s means of defense, the discourse
creates a situation of greater wrong, validating the lamb’s innocence and the wolf’s cruelty. Like
the fable of the hawk and nightingale, this fable also seems to suggest that might makes right, yet
in doing so, it firmly situates might in the world of language and its appropriation in the service
of the body, and by doing so, demonstrates the power of speech to harm and to collaborate with
bodily power for greater violence.

The Wolf as Butcher

In other fables, wolves are shown to be equally cruel and capable of using language to
trick other animals. In Perry 153, the fable of the wolves and the sheep, wolves trick a flock of
sheep into surrendering their dog guardians, and in Perry 342, the fable of the wolves and the
dogs, a similar situation occurs, in which the wolves trick the dogs into surrendering the sheep to
them, with the same result. In both of these fables, the wolves present an argument blaming their
lack of friendship on a third party (to the sheep, the wolves say it is the dogs’ fault, and to the
dogs, they blame the human masters). Perry 153 tells the story as follows:

AOKot EmPovievoviec moipvn TpoPatwv, ETeldr) ovk E0UvavTo adTdV TEptyevEécHat ot
TOVG PUAACCOVTAG AVTA KUVOGS, EYVOGOV STV 610 00A0L TOVTO TPALL. KOl TEUYOVTES
npéoPelg ENTovy ap’ avT®V TOVS KOHVIGS, AEYOVTEG, OC £KEIVOl ThG ExBpag aitiol elot kal,
el &yxelpicovoty aTovg, eipnvn HETAED ADTMV YEVHOETAL. T O€ TPOPaTa [T} TPoiddEVa
10 péALOV EEEdmKOY aITOVG. KOl 01 AVKOL TEPLYEVOLEVOL EKEIVAOV PASIMG TNV TOivNV
dpvrokTov oboav Siéedeipay.

oUT® Kol TOV TOAE®V 0l TOVG dNUAYOYOVS Pading Tpodidodoat AovOdvoust Kai avtal
TOYEMG TOAEUIOLG YEIPOVUEVAL.

Some wolves were plotting against a flock of sheep but could not get the better of them
because of the dogs who guarded them, and so they decided they would have to do it by
trickery. They sent ambassadors and demanded the surrender of the dogs, arguing that the
dogs were the cause of the enmity between them and that if they would deliver the dogs
into their hands, there would be peace between them. The sheep didn’t foresee the result
and surrendered the dogs. The wolves easily got the better of the sheep and destroyed the
unprotected flock.

So it is with cities which readily abandon their political leaders without realizing that they
themselves will soon fall into the hands of their enemies.?®

In this story, the sheep are fooled by the wolves, their wool pulled over their eyes, so to speak.
This fable is the first beast fable told by Aesop himself in the Life of Aesop 96-97, where he uses

26 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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it to convince the Samians of the political benefits of keeping him as an advisor.?” The same
fable, according to Plutarch, is told by Demosthenes in an attempt to keep the Athenians from
surrendering him to Alexander (Plutarch Demosthenes 23.5-6).?8 In this passage, Demosthenes
refers to Alexander as the “Macedonian lone wolf,” a term that emphasizes his violent and
predatory nature, from the perspective of the Athenian demos.

I will look beyond the allegorical implications of the fable, at the relationship between
the dogs and the wolves depicted here. Wolves and dogs are shown as the worst of enemies,
because of the dogs’ allegiance to their human masters and to the flocks they protect. This
hostility, I would argue, betrays a human uneasiness about these wild animals who so resemble
domestic dogs and yet exhibit all the undesirable behaviors that have been trained and bred out
of dogs. The relationship between humans and dogs demonstrates the fragile pacts that underlie
all social contracts. Like civil and social practices of the ancient Greeks, food underlies all types
of social relationships, and it is believed to be such a contract that led to the first domestication
of wolves into dogs.?’ Yet, as Cristiana Franco argues, because dogs cannot be fully assimilated
into human culture, and remain other than humans, the dog’s potential betrayal of this contract
remains a constant source of anxiety.’® As Detienne and Svenbro show, even the wolf
understands the culinary nature of social contracts, being an expert butcher, in the sense that they
kill with their sharp teeth and divide the meat among themselves.*! The wolf, of course, does not
share a culinary contract with human beings, but remains on the outside, threatening to corrupt
his canine brother into betraying that contract.

Perry 342 tells this story in detail, emphasizing the tensions between wild wolves and
domestic dogs:

Ot 01 TG £0VTAV TaTPIdAG TPOIIOOVTEG TO10VTOVG HGHovg Aappdvovot.

o1 AKot Toig Kuotv elmov “Sid i dpotot Evteg NIV &v Tacty 0vY OLOPPOVEITE NIV (OC
A0eAPOi; 0VOEV Yap VUMV SLOALATTOUEY TTATV T YVOUT|. Koi UETG LV Edevbepig
cu(®deV- VUETG 0€ TOIg AVOPMTOLG DTOKVTTOVTES KOl SOVAEVOVTEG TANYOS TP’ VTV
vropévete, Kol kAol mepttifece, kai uAdtiete Ta TpoOPata. 0t 68 £oBiovat, pudva Ta
00td VUl EmppinTovcty. AL’ €av meldncbe, mdvta ta Toipvia Ekdote UiV Kol EEopev
mévTo Kol £ic kdpov dcbioviec.” Hmkovsay oLV TPOG TadTo i KOVEC. ol 88 Eviov ThV
ommAaiov gicelBdvteg mpdTEpOV TOVG KOVAG S1EPOEpay.

[The fable shows] that those who betray their own countries receive a fitting recompense.

The wolves said to the dogs, “Why, since you are like us in every way, don’t you show
brotherly likemindedness toward us? The only difference between us is one of opinion.
We live a life of freedom together, but though you skulk and slave for men, all you get
from them is beatings; you get collars put around your necks, and have to guard their

27 See Kurke 2011, 144 for discussion.

28 Tbid., 148.

29 Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 153; Franco 2014, 170.
30 Franco 2014, 170-71.

31 Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 153.
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sheep. But when they eat, all they throw you is the bones. Why don’t you listen to us?
Turn the flocks over to us; we’ll share everything and have all we want to eat.” So the
dogs did as they said, but as soon as they got into the shelters where the sheep were kept,
the dogs were the wolves’ first victims.

Here we can see the wolves enumerating the disadvantages experienced by the dogs due to their
domestication, using those negatives to convince the dogs to turn over the sheep in order to live
in a utopia of freedom. This call of the wild does not end well for the dogs, when it is revealed
that the wolves had no intention of sharing with them, and instead were manipulating them for
their own benefit.

This fable focuses on the relationship between the wolves and the dogs. The wolves’
speech asks for a brotherly likemindedness (opo@poveite uiv mg ddeipol) and suggests that the
differences between the two species is not physical, but mental (involving yvdun, or opinion).3?
The wolves suggest that the dogs have not entered into a fair contract with humans, but that they
are being held as slaves. By insinuating that the dogs don’t deserve the oppression they receive at
the hands of their human masters, the wolves are able to convince the dogs to abandon their role
as guards in order to receive better treatment. The resulting slaughter encapsulates the attitude
toward wolves found throughout Greek literature: wolves are vicious predators, butchers, a threat

32 In another version, the homogeneity of the wolves is emphasized (Babrius 85, text and translation from
Perry 1955).

Kvoiv mot’ €xOpa kai AOKo1g GUVEIGTHKEL.

KOV 6 Ayanog 1p£dn Kuvdv dNum

oTPATNYOS Elval. Kod Péymg EmoTHHmY

Eueldev, éppadvvey. o1 & Emnmeilovy,

€l un mpodet, v poymv T évepynoet. 5

“bxovcot’” gimey “ob yhpv Statpipo,

i 6 gvhofoduar xpn & del Tpofovievewv.

TV pév modepimv T YEvog Qv Opd ThvTmv

gv oty udv 8" fA0ov ol pév ék Kprimg,

018" €k MoAlooc®v gioty, ol &” Axkapvavav, 10

dAlol 8¢ Adlomec, ol 6& Kompov §| ®pdkny

avyobotv, dAAol 6" dAA0BEV—Ti unKOvVE;

70 XpdU0 8" NIV ovy &v £oTv G TOHTOLS,

GAN" ol HEV UGV PEAAVES, Ol O& TEPPDOELS,

£viol 8¢ Tuppoi Kol didpyepot oTion, 15

dAAot 82 Aevkoi. TdC &v odv duvndeiny

£i¢ TOLEUOV BPYEV” EINE “TAV ACLUPDOVOVY

TPOG TOLG Opota wavt Eyovtog dAANAoLG;”

Once between the dogs and wolves a state of war arose. An Achaean dog was chosen by the
commonwealth of dogs to be their general. He was skilled in battle, but he kept delaying and was slow to
act. The others threatened him, if he should fail to lead them forth and get the battle under way. “Hear why
it is,” he said, “that I delay, why I am cautious. One must always make one’s plans beforehand. Our
enemies all, so far as I can see, are of one breed; but as for us, some come from Crete, some are
Molossians, some Akarnanians, others Dolopes; some of us claim Cyprus as our home, some Thrace, and
others are from other countries—why be long? Neither are we all of the same colour, as are these wolves;
some of us are black, some ashen-hued, some red with breasts white-spotted, others white. How can |
manage troops who are so different from each other in a war against these wolves who are alike in
everything?”
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to flocks and to dogs, defined by their willingness to eat even their own kind.?* While in this
fable, the wolves tear apart the dogs, their so-called brothers, in other accounts they cannibalize
each other. Before looking at cannibalism, I will first look at a fable which describes the wolf as
a butcher.

The wolf’s natural talent as a butcher is made explicit in several fables.>* In the fable of
the kid and the aulos-playing wolf, the wolf acknowledges his natural calling as a butcher (Perry
97).

EPLUPOC VOTEPNGOG ATTO TTOIVIG VIO AVKOV KATENIDKETO. EMOTPAPEIS OE O EPLPOog ALYEL TD

MK “méneiopan, Adke, 0Tt ooV Ppdud gipt GAL’ tva pn 406Emg dmobdve, adAncov,

Omwg dpyMoopaL.” avAoDVTOC 8¢ ToD AKOoV Kol dpyovEVOL TOD Epipov, 01 KHVES

aKovoavTeG £61MKOV TOV AVKOV. EMOTPAPELS 08 O AVKOG AEYeL T® £plpm “TadTa ol

KOAGG yiveTar E0et Yop e pokeALAPLOV SvTo aOANTV U pipeicOot.”

obtmc ol mapd YvounY Tod Kopod T TPATTOVTIES Koi OV &V YEpGiv EYOVGLY VGTEPODVTOL.

A kid had lagged behind the herd and was pursued by a wolf. The kid turned around and
said to the wolf, “I’m sure that I’m to be your dinner, but just so that I won’t die
ignominiously, play a tune on your aulos for me to dance to.” While the wolf played and
the kid danced, the dogs heard and chased the wolf away. The wolf turned back and said
to the kid, “This is what I deserve. A butcher like me shouldn’t try to be an aulos player.”

So people who do something without considering its timeliness miss out on even what
they already hold in their hands.*

In this fable, the wolf laments attempting to be anything other than the butcher (poakeAddpioc)
that he is. Detienne and Svenbro point out the many ways in which the wolf is an ideal butcher,
particularly because wolves bleed their prey to death, using their sharp jaws as a butcher’s knife,
and then divide the meat among themselves.>® But this fable goes beyond defining the wolf as a
butcher and allows us to identify with the character of the kid, who successfully tricks the wolf
into posing as an aulete, buying himself some time and securing his escape. Although domestic
animals in Aesop’s fables have a mixed track record in avoiding predation by wolves, this kid is
able to use his own cunning to buy time, depending ultimately on the relationship with the guard
dogs who come to his rescue. Unlike the lamb in Perry 155, the kid successfully saves himself by
using language, pretending to be interested in music and dancing but actually buying himself
time. Far from being a helpless sitting duck, this young goat takes definitive action and saves his
own life. In this way, the fable stands in stark contrast to the typical wolf fable, where the wolf is
the one whose cunning determines the fate of the helpless domestic animal.

In the fables in this section, we have seen that wolves in Aesop’s fables are quick to use
language to trick other animals, and when they gain the upper hand, they are violent and
merciless. Yet, as the fable of the aulete wolf shows, even a defenseless kid can play this

33 Detienne and Svenbro 1989.
3% In addition to Perry 97, see also Perry 187.
35 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
36 Ibid., 153-55.
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language game and win freedom. While the wolves of fable typically use language to exploit
their tenuous relationships with other animals, because of the slippery nature of language, it can
also be used against them. When the wolves succeed in hoodwinking domestic animals, they do
so by feigning friendship and pretending to be bound to a social contract that in reality they do
not abide by. Thus, they cement their status as outsiders, existing on the outside of the sphere of
human life and domestic activities, where they enter only to create destruction. Unable to abide
by the culinary contract that dogs take part in, their method of collecting food is savage and
implacable. But, as these fables suggest, they actively engage in deception and the creation of
false friendships to achieve their goal, and within the world of fable, they exploit the most well-
adapted tool for that purpose: human language.

The Wolf as Cannibal

The wolf’s depiction as a master butcher, apportioning the meat, is taken to its logical
extreme in the fable of the wolf as lawgiver and the donkey (Perry 348).

dtL avToi oi Todg vopovg dikaing opiley Sokodvieg koi &v oig Oprlovot koi dikdovoty
0VK EUUEVOVGLY.

AOKOG TAV LoV AVK®V 6TpoTNnynoag vopovg étate macwy tva, i 1 dv EKaoTtog
Kuovnynon, mévta gig pécov a&n Kai pepida ionv £kdoto dmor, Ommg ur| ol Aoutol £voeeig
ovteg aAMAovg KatesBimotv. dvog 0¢ mapelbav v yaitnyv oeicag Een “€x epevog
AOKOV KOAT YVOUN: GAAL TG oV TV ¥Bectviy dypav i) koitn évanébov; dye Tavtnv &ig
péoov amopepicag.” 0 8¢ EheyyBeic TOVG VOLOLG AVEAVGEY.

The very people who appear to make laws justly do not abide even by their own laws and
decisions.

A wolf who was acting as general of the other wolves established laws to the effect that
each wolf should bring whatever he caught by hunting into the middle and give an equal
share to each so that the others would not be in need and eat each other. But a donkey
who was walking by tossed his mane and said, “That’s a noble idea from a wolf’s mind,
but how is it that you stored away yesterday’s catch in your lair? Bring that out into the
middle and share it.” So the wolf, being exposed, repealed the laws.3’

This fable demonstrates the wolf’s position as an enigma in the political world, capable of
wielding his powerful jaws as a sacrificial knife, yet hindered by greed from engaging in
isonomia, or political equality.?® The emphasis on equality is represented by the phrase i pécov
(into the middle). Detienne and Svenbro point out the circularity of this social space, where what
is shared is in the middle, and “in which the position of each is reciprocal and reversible with
respect to a central point.”* But, as the donkey astutely observes, the wolf has failed to follow

37 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.

38 See Kurke 2011, 152-53.

3 Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 151; Steiner 2015, 342. See also Detienne 1996, 98-101, and Vernant 1982,
125-28, on the significance of isonomia and the center in the Greek polis.
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his own laws and refuses to engage in equal distribution. The purported reason for the wolf’s
shared society is to avoid cannibalism, but Detienne and Svenbro point out that the civic
structure created in the fable is recalled in a later story about cannibalism.*’

This story occurs in Aelian’s De Natura Animalium (7.20), which presents cannibalism as
an attested characteristic of wolves:*!

Aypidtatov 6& AvKot. Aéyovat ¢ ol Atyvmtiol 8Tt Kol dAAAovg €o8iovat, Kai TOV TpdmTOoV
¢ &mPovAfig Ekelvov puoty. ¢ KUKAOV EaVTONC TEPLOYOyOVTES £lTa LEVTOL OE0VGTLY.
Otav 0€ Tig aTAY HITO TOD KATA TOV dPOUOV IATYYOL GKOTOdIVIAGT Kol TepLTpomt], ol
Aomol KEWEVE TPOGTECOVTEG CTOPATTOVGLY aTOV Kol é50iovot. dpdaot 8¢ dpa Todto
gmav GOnpia Tepmécmot. TpdC yap TO P mewvijv mhvta Afipov fjymviatl dGomep ovv oi Tdv
avOpOTOV KoKl TPOG TO APYVPLOV.

Wolves are exceedingly fierce, and the Egyptians say that they even eat one another, and
that the way in which they plot against each other is, they say, as follows. They gather
round in a circle and then start to run. And when one of them is overcome with dizziness
from running round and round and collapses, the rest fall upon him as he lies, tear him to
pieces, and eat him. They do this whenever their hunting is unsuccessful. For with them,
provided they do not go hungry, nothing else counts; just as with evil men nothing counts
but money.*?

In this passage, the strange ritual takes place in a circle. What Detienne and Svenbro call the
“spectre of forced cannibalism” returns in full force, because the wolves, who are predators,
must kill to survive, and when their hunting is unsuccessful, they turn on each other, changing
the circular space of civic equality into an arena of deadly competition.** The imagery creates an
uncanny evocation of the Aesopic wolf’s prey placed in the middle, but instead of the lifeless
body of a prey animal being divided equally, in this account the wolves fall upon the dizzy and
exhausted body of their fellow wolf and tear him to pieces, their surrounding bodies creating a
new and uncivilized circle around him as they devour him. The isonomia of civic exchange,
already exposed by the donkey in the fable as easily subject to corruption, is here reimagined as
its savage counterpart, confirming that wolves are dangerous and untrustworthy creatures.

The belief that wolves are willing to eat their own kind epitomizes the depiction of
wolves as cruel and heartless predators who do not distinguish between species in choosing their
prey. It also enlarges the gulf between wolves and dogs, who are trusted to differentiate between
the sheep to protect and the stranger (or wolf) to attack. The wolf as an indiscriminate killer
symbolizes fears of humans killing each other and tasting their blood, as evidenced in the legend
of Lycaean Zeus told by Socrates in Plato’s Republic.** As an animal that exists in the boundary
between political life, on the one hand, and senseless slaughter, on the other, the wolf represents
the precarious nature of power and violence in human society. But these stories suggest that,

49 Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 151.

4! Compare Plato’s story of the legend of Lycaean Zeus, in Republic 8.565d-566a.
42 Text from Scholfield 1958. Translation adapted from Schofield 1958.

43 Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 151.

4 See Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 156-57.
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beyond simply representing the human, the wolf encapsulates fears about what separates human
behavior from nonhuman, and in this way, the fear and hatred of wolves exhibited in these
stories functions as a foil for these underlying misgivings.

Taming the Wolf

Four fables tell of shepherds who mistakenly trust wolves. The first one, “The Shepherd
and the Wolf Cubs” (Perry 209), explains the consequences of attempting to domesticate wolf
cubs:

TOWNV €0PAOV AVKIGETS TOVTOVG HEeTA TOAATG Empuedeiog ETpepev, 0idpevog dTL
tehemBévteg o0 pdvov ta Eavtod TpoPata puAdEovoty, ALY Kol Td £TEpV ApTdlovTeg
EaVT® oloovotv. ol 8¢ MG TayloTa ETpAPnoaY, Adeiog TVYOVTEG TPATOV OLTOD THV
moipvny S1épdetpav. kol d¢ dvaotevatag eimev “OAN" Eyaoye Sikata mémovOo- ti yap
ToVTOVG VNiovg dvtag Eolov, oDg £det kol NOENIEVOLS AvalpETv;”

oDT®G 01 TOVG TOVNPOVG TTEPIEDLOVTES AavBdvovot Ko’ adTdY TPATOV ATOVG
POVVOVTES.

A shepherd found some wolf cubs and carefully brought them up, thinking that when
they were grown, they would not only guard his own sheep but would also steal sheep
from others and bring them to him. As soon as they were grown, lacking all fear of
punishment, the first thing they did was to destroy the shepherd’s flock. He groaned and
said, “I got just what I deserved. Why did I save these wolves when they were young? |
ought to have killed them even if they were full-grown.”

So it is that those who spare bad men discover that they are strengthening enemies first
against themselves.*

This story is strikingly similar to the story of the lion cub in Aeschylus’s Agamemnon (716-36),
with both involving unsuccessful attempts to domesticate a wild animal.*® In the Agamemnon,
the lion cub grows up and displays the character (0oc) inherited from its parents. This same
hereditary fj0og compels the wolves raised by the shepherd to fall upon his flock. In the fable,
unlike in the Agamemnon, the shepherd is not looking for a pet, but rather attempting to raise
guard dogs. The similarity between dogs and wolves hints at the potential for wolves to guard
sheep, yet, as any shepherd knows, wolves should be suspected because of their traditional role
as his worst enemy. This shepherd hopes to harness the wolves’ destructive force to enlarge his
flock, but the outcome is the opposite of what he had hoped.

Unlike the trusty guard dog, the wolf is unable to distinguish between animals to be
protected and animals to be eaten. Not only will a wolf engage in cannibalism, but it will also
carry out indiscriminate slaughter of domestic animals. Cristiana Franco highlights the ability to

4 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
46 See Vidal-Naquet 1990 on the intersection of wild and domestic animals, via the themes of hunting and
sacrifice, in the Agamemnon.
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choose prey with discrimination as a key factor separating wolves and dogs, which is lost when
dogs become afflicted with the malady the Greeks called /yssa and become like wolves:

In other words, the dog’s violent energy is normally unleashed with a certain order and
control, and it is because of this that man is able to exploit it for his own ends. It is an
aggression that distinguishes between the familiar and the foreign, the flock to protect
and the predator to attack, the hunter to help and the prey to pursue. But when a dog is
afflicted with lyssa, its mental clarity wavers and it tends not to make distinctions,
becoming hostile to all, a savage wolf. In this sense, a dog differs from a wolf as a sane
person from a psychopath. And if to suffer from lyssa is to become a wolf, it is clear that
the main difference between the dog and its wild brother is located precisely in the sane
dog’s capacity to exercise judgment in using violent force. Nevertheless, the fact that
lyssa is a typically canine illness—that the dog is thought to be particularly and
constitutionally vulnerable to mental imbalance—shows how thin a line separates its
aggression from the wolf’s.*’

Failure to understand this essential difference between dogs and wolves gets many a shepherd
into trouble in the fables. It is clear that one of the key characteristics of wolves in Aesop is their
lack of trustworthiness, as well as the continual tension between wild wolves and domestic dogs,
in particular in relation to the agricultural and domestic sphere.

Perry 234, the fable of the wolf and the shepherd, tells the story of another hapless
shepherd who made the same mistake of trusting a wolf:

AOKOG akoAOVOGV OV TPOPATOV 0VOLEY NOIKEL O O TOWUNV KOTH UEV APYOC
EPLAATTETO AVTOV MG EYOPOV KO OEOOIKMG TAPETNPETTO. EMEL OE GLVEXDS EKETVOG
TOPETOUEVOS 0VOEV NOTKEL, GAL™ oVTE ApynV TOD Apmalev EVEYEPETTO, TVIKODTO
gvvoricog eOlaka PdALoV gtvor avtov 7 EniBovlov, émeldn ypeia Tig avTodv KaTélafev €ig
dotu mapayevésOat, KatoMmav Tap’ avTd Td TpdPata ArRAOey. Kai Og Kapdv Exewv
VIoAUPAV Ta TAEID S1EPOEpEY. O 0€ TowunV EmaveABmv kai Beacdpevog TV moipuvny
dtepBapuévny €pn “dtkona mémovOa: i yop Ak Tpofoata Enictevov;”

oUT® Kol TOV AVOPOTWV 01 TOIg PLLOPYVPOIS KOl TAEOVEKTOLG TOG TOPAKOTOO KOG
gyyepilovieg elKOTMG AmOoTEPODVTOL.

A wolf kept following a flock of sheep without harming them. At first the shepherd
guarded against him as an enemy and kept a fearful eye on him. But when the wolf went
right on following without doing any harm and without even trying to steal any sheep, the
shepherd began to think of him as a protection rather than a threat, and when he had to go
to town, he went off and left the sheep with him. Then the wolf, deciding that his time
had come, killed most of the sheep. When the shepherd came back and saw most of his
flock killed, he said, “I got what I deserved. Why did I trust my sheep to a wolf?”

47 Franco 2014, 29-30.
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In this way, when people entrust deposits into the hands of greedy men, they will most
likely be robbed.*

This fable shows the wolf engaging in deception of the shepherd, pretending to follow the sheep
as a guard dog, and waiting until the shepherd leaves to resume his typical behavior. In contrast
to the model of the ravening of an uncontrolled beast, this story demonstrates the wolf’s ability
to pretend, a characteristic which is sometimes considered to be exclusive to humans. While this
is not a scientific account as such, it nevertheless provides evidence of cultural attitudes toward
wolves, which not only encompass their fundamental untrustworthiness and inability to be
tamed, but also their ability to pretend and cover their tracks, as it were. In fact, the wolf in this
story shows a remarkable ability to discriminately choose prey—not in choosing never to attack,
as a dog might do, but in choosing the appropriate time to attack.

In Perry 267, the fable of the shepherd and the wolf he raised with his dogs, another
shepherd is duped by the deception of a wolf:

TOUUTNV VEOYVOV ADKOV GKOUVOV EDPAV Kol AVEAOLEVOG GLV TOIG KLGLV ETpePey. €nel &’
NVENON, €l mote AVK0g TPOPATOV HipTacE, LETA TAV KUVAV Kol aTOG £01KE. TOV 08
KOV®V £€60° dte P} Suvapévev KaTadoPelv TOV AVKOV Kol d1d TadTo VTOGTPEPOVIMYV,
gKkgivog fkorovfet, péypic dv Todtov katedofov, olo 81 Avkog, coppetdoyn tiig Ofpog:
elto VTEGTPEQEV. &l 8¢ pn Avkog EEmBev dprdoele mpoPatov, odTdg Addpa Hd®V fpio Toig
KLGiv €001veTTo, E0G O OV GTOYACAIEVOS KOl GUVELG TO OPpMUEVOV €iG OEVOPOV aDTOV
AVOPTACOG ATEKTELVEV.

6 udboc dnoi 811 PvoIg TOVNPE XPNGTOV TOOG OV TPEPEL.

A shepherd found a newborn wolf cub and took it home and raised it with his dogs. When
the cub grew up, if a wolf carried off a sheep, he would join the dogs in the chase. But
once when the dogs couldn’t catch the wolf and went home, he kept on pursuing until he
caught up and then, being a wolf, he shared in the spoils before returning home. After
that if another wolf didn’t steal a sheep, he would sacrifice one on the sly and feast on it
with the dogs. Finally the shepherd grew suspicious, and when he realized what was
happening, he hanged the wolf from a tree.

The fable shows that an evil nature does not produce good character.*’

This wolf also finds sneaky ways to engage in wolf-like behavior, deceiving the shepherd at least
for some time. This behavior occurs in degrees, beginning with joining the dogs in chasing away
a wolf, but then abandoning his role as a dog and assuming his true nature as a wolf (ota 87
AMokog, coppetdoyn tig Onpoag), convincing the dogs to join him.*° Like the wolf in the previous
fable, this one also engages in deception, slaughtering sheep, here described in sacrificial
language, on the sly (A4Opa 0O®V).

48 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
4 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
30 Steiner 2015, 338.
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The wolf in this story parodies human sacrificial behavior, sacrificing the sheep (BVvwv)
and feasting on it with the dogs (800wveito).>! Like the lion cub in Aeschylus’s Agamemnon, the
feast that the wolf prepares does not fit within the parameters of proper human sacrifice and
feasting, thus cementing the wolf’s status as an outsider, unable to share in civilized behavior.
The wolf’s exclusion from the realm of proper sacrifice stands in contrast to the dog’s ability to
negotiate a food-based contract with humans.>?

Despite having no share in human sacrifice or feasting, the wolves in these fables do
share in the human trait of pretending. By now it should be clear that one of the key
characteristics of wolves in fables is their ability to “cover their tracks,” figuratively and literally,
as they attempt to erase the evidence of their wild behavior to trick animals into being eaten by
them, or to trick humans into trusting them. One final fable shows the confluence of these two
themes, as a shepherd decides to use the wolf’s trickery for his own benefit (Perry 366, the fable
of the shepherd who raised a wolf):

ot oi T} evoet dewvoi, apralev kol mheovékTey HaBOVTEG, TOVG O104E0VTAG TOAAAKIG
EPhayav.

MOV HIKpOV AVKOV eDpav 80péyato, eito. oKOpVOV yevouevoy 88idatev apmalewv éx
TAV cHVEYYLS TOUVIEV. 0 AVKOG O¢ d1dayBelg Epn “Opa pn Tog ov €Bicag pe apraley
TOALG TGV 6eavTOd TpoPdtwv {ntmong.”

Those who are naturally formidable, when they learn to steal and be greedy, often hurt
their teachers.

A shepherd found and nursed a little wolf and as it grew up taught it to steal from the
neighboring flocks. When the wolf had learned his lesson, he said, “Watch out, now that
you’ve accustomed me to stealing, that you don’t have to seek for many of your own
sheep.”

The wolf’s ability to steal on the sly is co-opted by an enterprising shepherd who sees the
potential for expanding his own flocks. In return for this favor, the wolf tells the shepherd to
watch out for his own flock, threatening to turn his training back on the shepherd.

This fable enacts a curious reversal of roles. The wolf, the stereotypical thief and predator
of sheep, is taught to steal by the shepherd. Instead of simply growing into its natural character,
the wolf must be educated. However, the wolf sees through the shepherd’s designs and turns the
plan back on him, warning him of the dangers of supporting this behavior. Yet the language
shows the shepherd’s active role in this sheep-stealing plot. “You have accustomed me to
stealing,” the wolf says (o0 €Bicag pe apralewv), explicitly placing the blame for the unintended
consequences of the shepherd’s plan back on him. The shepherd has unleashed a dangerous
beast, but one that he himself trained for this very purpose.

The shepherd’s training of the wolf demonstrates that the behavior considered most
savage and incompatible with human society is actually desirable to some people, if only they

3! Franco 2014, 205 n.141.
32 Franco 2014, 51.
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can control it to their own advantage. The wolf possesses natural tools, teeth resembling a
butcher’s knife, that the shepherd wants to use for his own benefit, yet, because those tools are in
the mouth of the wolf, the shepherd cannot control how they are used. Beyond the physical tools,
the wolf also possesses other capacities that the shepherd lacks: the ability to move stealthily,
feign innocence, and then attack the flock when its protectors are unaware. As the wolf warns, all
these skills can be turned against the shepherd, in a betrayal of the shepherd’s relationship with
the wolf that should come as no surprise to those familiar with the wolf’s portrayal in other
fables.

The deception carried out by the wolf in this story demonstrates a critical feature of
human-animal studies, first articulated by Jacques Derrida, who points out that philosophers have
traditionally stated that animals are without language. “Or more precisely unable to respond, to
respond with a response that could be precisely and rigorously distinguished from a reaction, the
animal is without the right and power to ‘respond’ and hence without many other things that
would be the property of man.”>* This power to respond depends on the ability of the animal to
cover its tracks. Derrida continues: “As we shall see, even those who, from Descartes to Lacan,
have conceded to the animal some aptitude for signs and for communication have always denied
it the power to respond—to pretend, to lie, to cover its tracks or erase its own traces.”*

The ability to cover one’s tracks is a crucial feature because it exemplifies a key
component of language that is often denied to animals. This denial is part of a larger tradition of
questioning whether animals possess language. Recent attempts to reframe the question have
provided clarity by arguing that other animals use many of the same signifying systems as
humans do, and that the difference is one of degree, rather than kind.>> The complicated
signifying systems used by various animal species function like human language on a variety of
levels, including individual cognition and social networking, but human language retains the
complexity of combining phonological and syntactic elements and hierarchical ordering that
nonhuman animal communication generally lacks.’® While human language is indeed more
complex than animal communication, the differences between the two can still be described as
what Wolfe calls a difference of degree, and the basic elements of human language are found in
many species.’’ By thinking in terms of a signifying continuum, we might say that animals
possess many of the same capabilities, including the capacity to deceive. While the fables show
this ability carried out by means of cunning, stealth, and an imaginary use of human language,
the basic assumption is that wolves can and do deceive, and that they are more than capable of

53 Derrida 2002, 400.

54 Ibid., 401.

33 Wolfe 2003, 79.

6 Gibson and Tallerman 2011, Snowdon 2018. See also Haraway 2008, 372-73 n.44.

57 “The studies of animal cognition and behavior presented here provide evidence that some of the building
blocks of phonology are present in a wide range of species: many animals can group objects, extract patterns from
sensory input, perform sequential tasks, perform searches, engage in copying behaviors, and manipulate sets through
concatenation. These capacities did not evolve for phonology, but rather, for other perceptual, cognitive, and motor
functions. We find evidence for the abilities that underlie human phonological competence scattered across a wide
range of animal species, though no single species besides ours may possess all of these abilities. In this sense, what
may be unique to humans is our capacity to interface between these different components.” (Samuels, Hauser, and
Boeckx 2016, 545).
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covering their tracks. Thus, fables demonstrate a cultural attitude toward the deceptive power of
wolves that effectively repudiates any suggestion that animals cannot cover their tracks.

In addition to the wolf’s potential for betrayal and deception found in the fables in this
section, the wolf’s agency in resisting domestication at the shepherd’s hands in Perry 366
suggests that the wolf wields substantial power in this relationship. Because of his physical
prowess, he is valuable to the shepherd, but he is a danger as well. In contrast, dogs are often
portrayed as servile and flattering, being unable to stand up for themselves against their
oppressors. The wolf’s fear of this type of subjugation is illustrated in the fable of the dog in
pursuit of the wolf (Perry 407).

KOOV KoTaShKmV A0Kavov® £ppudtteto Th Te TdV ToddV TayvThtt Ko Tf idig ioydi, kai
€00KeL Pevyey TNV Abkavay 01’ oikeiav 0f0ev dcbévelay. otpagsica ovv 1 Akava
gpnoe Tpog TOV KHvVa “ov 6¢€ d€d01Ka, AAAY TV TOD 60D dECTOTOL KATUIPOUNV.”

0VTog dnAol (g ov el Tiva dykavydcOot Tf TV £Tépmv yevvaidTnTL.

A dog was chasing a female wolf and was feeling proud of his swift-footedness and his
own strength. At the same time he thought that the wolf was running from him because of
her own weakness. Then the wolf turned around and said to the dog: “It’s not you I'm
afraid of; I’m afraid of being run down by your master.”

This fable shows that one should not take credit for good qualities that belong to others.>®

The wolf expresses her fear in no uncertain terms. She is not afraid of the dog, whom she could
probably overcome in a fight, but she is afraid of his master. The power of a human master to
subjugate or even kill a wild beast is the source of her trepidation, demonstrating that the
relationship between humans and wolves imagined here is fraught with misgivings on both sides.

Showing this relationship from the wolf’s perspective allows us to imagine what it might
be like to be another creature, with a mind that fears the human. The wolf fears the dog’s master
because she knows that she will be denied entrance to the relational world that a domestic dog
inhabits. Her fears exist because she knows she will never be given a part in that pact between
humans and their companion species, because she is a wild outsider. As the previous fables have
shown, any such attempt on the part of a human or wolf to replicate the relationship between
humans and dogs with a wolf will result in disaster. Either the wolf’s behavior will be deemed
unacceptable by humankind, or the wolf’s abilities will be used nefariously to support
illegitimate human behavior. Within Aesop’s fables, there is no middle ground that imagines a
harmonious coexistence between humans and wolves.

This fraught relationship exemplifies what Alison Suen calls the “poverty of kinship.”
She highlights the relational conditions of language, suggesting that denying animals language
denies them the capacity for relationship with humans as well. Analyzing the work of Heidegger
on animality, she concludes that Heidegger defines language relationally, and that the poverty of

8 I have used the reading Akoivav from codices AV (Perry 1952, 541 app. crit.), as a rare example of
female animals in the Aesopica.
59 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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the animal exists because animals have been denied the capacity to relate.®® In particular, she
focuses on Heidegger’s use of the Greek word cOpfolov and the token of friendship indicating
that human discourse is bounded by agreement.®! Heidegger emphasizes the relational aspect of
language, which depends on agreement between two parties.’> By agreement, koatd covOnkny,
the symbolon which is the condition of the possibility of discourse occurs. The cOpporov, he
says, depends on “being held to one another and simultaneously proving to belong together,” a
relationship which, although he denies that it can exist among animals, is exactly the type of
relationship depicted within accounts of human-animal companionship.®® This sense of
belonging is rarely afforded to wolves, as we have seen in the fables, despite being frequently
offered to their dog relatives. But, as Heidegger says, agreement (being kotd cuvOnknv) is the
condition of the possibility of discourse, and there is no agreement between humans and wolves
within the world of Aesop’s fables.

Suen points out that for Heidegger “it is the ability to relate to meaning--and the ability to
relate at all—that distinguishes humans from instinctually driven animals.”%* In her discussion of
Heidegger in relation to modern accounts of language acquisition, she concludes that language
depends on relationality, not rationality, and that “by denying language to the animal, we are also
denying them the capacity to relate. In the end, the ‘poverty’ of animals comes down to a
deprivation of kinship.”®® In the fables we have seen so far, it is clear that wolves are portrayed
as having a “poverty of kinship,” existing outside of human affairs and never successfully
negotiating an entrance into human society.

Such a deprivation of kinship is illustrated in another fable in which a wolf comments
upon the state of human attitudes toward wolves (Perry 190, the fable of the donkey, the crow,
and the wolf):

OVOC NAKOUEVOG TOV VATOV &V TIVL AEIU®VL EVEIETO. KOpaKOG O¢ EmKabicavTog avTd Kol
10 EAKOG KpOLOVTOC, O Ovog AAYDV MyKaTo TE Kol £oKipTa. ToD 6& OVNAdToL TOPPWOEV
£0TMTOG KOl YEADVTOC, AVKOC Taptdv €0edoato kai mpdg avtov Epn “dbiiol fueic, of,
KAV a0T® poOvov 0pOdpev, dtwkopeda, ToVTE 08 Kol TpocyeAdoy.”

0 Adyog oot &1t ol KakoDpyotl TdV AvOpdTV Kol £ andmTov dfjAol glov.

A donkey with a sore on his back was pasturing in a meadow. When a crow landed on his
back and began pecking at the sore, he brayed and bucked in pain. The donkey’s owner
was standing nearby and laughed, but a wolf passing by saw it and said to himself, “We
have a miserable life. Whenever they catch sight of us, they chase us away, but they even
laugh at this fellow.”

The fable shows that dangerous people can be recognized even from a distance.®

60 Suen 2015, 64-69.

o Ibid., 54-56.

62 Heidegger 1995, 307-8.

63 Ibid.

64 Suen 2015, 63.

% Ibid., 69.

8 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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The donkey in this fable, whose suffering is a source of amusement for the owner, nevertheless
seems to be the focus of the wolf’s jealousy. Wishing for any kind of relationship, even a
negative one, the wolf laments the fact that any person who sees him only chases him away,
declining to laugh at him or engage with him in any other way.

The wolf’s complaint demonstrates the complete lack of kinship with human beings and
the poverty to which this outcast species is relegated.®” The wolf would settle for even having his
discomfort create amusement for humans, if only it meant that they would allow his presence
nearby. This disconnect between humans and wolves is emphasized in two other fables. In Perry
404, the fable of the hunter and the wolf, a hunter who uses his dogs to chase down a wolf mocks
the wolf from his position of strength supported by the dogs:

avnp Tig Onpevtng, Akov Beacapevog TposBdAiiovta T moipvn Koi TAsioto TdV
TPOPATOV AOG SLVATOV SLACTUPATTOVTO, TODTOV ELUNYAVOS ONPELEL KOl TOVG KOVAG AOTHD
gnaginot, OeyEAUEVOg TPOC avTOV “® Setvdtatov Onpiov, Tod cov 1 tporaPodoa ioyve,
0T 101G Kuoiv OAMC AVTIGTHVAL OVK OLVIONG.”

00Tog dnAol (g TV avOpdmeV Ekactog &v Th idiq téyvn Kadéotnie doKILOC.

A hunter, who saw a wolf attacking a flock and tearing to pieces as many sheep as he
could, easily hunted him down and set the dogs on him, shouting as he did so, “You
terrible beast, where is your former strength when you are completely unable to make a
stand against the dogs?”

This shows that each person is esteemed in their own area of expertise.®®

The hunter’s mocking of the wolf illustrates the two sides of this attitude toward wolves: fear of
the wolf (dewvotatov) and its potential for harm, and hatred and disparagement (o0k 16vviIONC)
that accompanies the overpowering of the once-feared creature. This fable suggests that there is
no middle ground: either the wolf is greatly feared for the threat he poses to the farmer, or he is
mocked for his ineptitude if he loses the fight with humans. This enmity is in contrast to the
relatively peaceful, if at times uneasy, coexistence between dogs and humans.

The fable of the plowman and the wolf (Perry 38) features a similar type of
disparagement, as a hapless wolf invites a farmer’s disdain:

apoTNG Avoog 10 Ledyog €ml TOTOV AmYyaye. AVKOG 0& AUDTTOV Kol Tpoenv {ntdv, O¢
TEPLETLYE TA APOTP®, TO PEV TPADTOV TOS TAOV Tap®V (evyrag mepiéletye, Aab®OV 08 Kot
LKpOV €medN Kabtjke TOV avyéva, avaomdy pun duvdpevog Emi v dpovpav T0 dpotpov
govpev. 6 8¢ apotnc dnaveldmv kol Oeacdpevog antov Edeyev “gi0e Yap, O Kok KEQAAT,
KOTOAMTAV TOG APTOyOS Kol TO AOIKETV €Ml TO YEOTOVELY Tpameing.”

7 Wolves as a pack animal of course have complex kinship structures; however, the Aesopic fables do not
portray this relationship to other wolves. This is in stark contrast to the kinship among wolves that we will observe
in the Ojibwe stories.

%8 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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oDT®G 01 ToVNPOL TAV AVOPOT®V, KAV ¥PNOTOTNTA EXAYYEAAMVTAL, O10 TOV TPOTOV 0V
TIGTELOVTOL.

A plowman unyoked his team and led them to drink. A hungry wolf prowling for food
came upon the plow and began to lick at the neckpiece on the yoke. Without realizing it,
he gradually put his neck in and, being unable to get out, he went dragging the plow
across the field. When the plowman returned and saw this, he said, “You worthless
creature! If only you would forget your theft and crime and turn to farming.”

The same is true of wicked people: even when they promise good behavior, because of
their character no one believes them.®’

The wolf’s basic untrustworthiness and uncivilized nature is highlighted here, and the farmer’s
response encapsulates a strong disdain for this species (& kaxm kepaAn). A hint of frustration
remains, as the farmer wishes the wolf would turn to farming, perhaps imagining a future in
which he and the wolf could work together in harmony. But the unfulfilled wish is grounded in
reality, and in the farmer’s perception of that reality, branding the wolf as engaging in theft and
crime (T0¢ apmoryds Kol 1O AOKEIV).

The wolf’s perspective on humankind’s attitude toward wolves can be found in a fable
told by Aesop in Plutarch’s Septem Sapientium Convivium 13.156a, in the context of discussing
Pittacus’s passage of a law prescribing a double penalty for crimes committed when drunk (Perry
453, The Wolf and the Shepherds).

Afcwmog Adyov gime totodtov: AKog idmv mowévac écbiovtag &v oxnvii TpoPatov, &yydg
TpoceAd®V “NAikog av v’ E€en “06pvPog LIV, &1 £y TodT” €noiovy.”

Aesop told the following story: “A wolf seeing some shepherds in a shelter eating a

sheep, came near to them and said, “What an uproar you would make if I were doing
that!””7

The wolf points out the double standard which informs the shepherd’s dedication to protecting
the flock from wolves. It is not for the sheep’s good so much as to preserve them for his own use.
The wolf in this fable sees through this hypocrisy as clearly as he can see the shepherds
consuming the sheep, and turning the situation around, allows us to wonder if perhaps he wishes
to protect the sheep from the shepherds. In this account, we can see through the wolf’s eyes and
understand that the enmity against wolves, both then and now, often stems from livestock
breeding and the competition between apex predators like the wolf and husbandry operations.”!
The denial of relationship which I discussed earlier stems from the necessity of preserving the
flock for human use alone, precluding any of the sheep being shared willingly with the wolves,
and fomenting the distrust which the shepherds have for the wolves.

8 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
70 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
"' See Haraway 2008, 101.
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In the fable of the wolf and the old woman, the wolf’s perspective on this interspecies
enmity and lack of relationship is provided, demonstrating the basic inability for cross-species
communication between human and wolf (Perry 158):

AOKOG MPOTTOV TTEPEL {NTAV £AVTA TPOPNV. OG 0& £YEVETO KT TV, EMAVALY, AKOVGOG
P0G KhawBpvptlopéve Todi dtamethovpévng, v pun tadontot BoAelv avTtov TG AVK®,
TPOCEUEVEV OLOUEVOS AANOEVEY QOTHV. ECTTEPAG OE YEVOUEVIC, (G OVOLV TOIG AOYOLG
aKoLlovBov €yEveTo, AMAAAATTOUEVOC EQN TTPOG EAVTOV “€v TaTN TT} EMOVAEL Ol dvOpmTot
Ao pev Aéyovoty, dAia 6¢ motodot.”

001G O AOYOG GppdcELEY v TP Ekeivoug TodC GvOpdIoLg 01 ToiC AdYolg dkdlovda T
gpya ovK &YOVot.

A hungry wolf was walking around looking for something to eat. When he came to a
farmstead where he heard an old woman threatening a crying child that if he didn’t stop,
she would throw him to the wolf, the wolf waited around believing that she was serious.
When evening came, and she didn’t do anything she had said, he went away and said to
himself, “In this house people say one thing and do another.”

This fable applies to people whose deeds do not match their words.”

The wolf in this fable illustrates the result of denying kinship to animals. Capable of
understanding the meaning of the words the old woman speaks, the wolf is yet unable to grasp
the deception that is taking place. In this way, the wolf is assimilated to the figure of the child,
who must also be deceived by the woman’s words for the stratagem to work. And like the child,
who will eventually grow up and understand that the wolf, at least in this threat, is not real, time
passes and the wolf understands that he has been deceived. Yet there is one crucial difference:
unlike the child, the wolf remains an outsider, denied entry to the house, overhearing words that

2 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961. Babrius 16 (Perry 1965, 26-27) records

another version of this fable with a misogynistic ending:
A rustic nurse threatened her infant when he cried: “Be still, lest I throw you to the wolf.” A wolf heard this
and, believing that the old woman meant what she said, stayed to enjoy a dinner all but served; until at last
the child at evening fell asleep and our hero, hungry and foolishly agape, as the veritable wolf in the
proverb, went away, after standing by in attendance on idle hopes. Then the she-wolf who was his wife
questioned him, saying: “Why have you come back without bringing anything as you used to do?”” And he
replied: “What can you expect, when I put my trust in a woman?”

Avianus 1 (Duff and Duff 2006, 682-85) records another version with a similar theme:
Once upon a time when her little boy was crying, a peasant-woman had sworn that if he were not quiet he
would be given as a tit-bit for a ravenous wolf. A credulous wolf overheard these words and waited on
guard close in front of the cottage doors, cherishing hopes in vain. For the child let a deep sleep come over
his weary limbs, and besides deprived the hungry robber thereby of his expectation. The wolf repaired to
the lair in his native woods, and his mate, seeing him arrive famished, said, “Why don’t you bring back the
usual prey? Why are your cheeks wasted and your jaws so drawn and emaciated?” “A mean trick took me
in,” he said; “so don’t be surprised that I have been hard put to it to skulk pitifully away—with no spoil.
What kill, do you ask, could come my way? what prospect could there be, when a scolding nurse befooled
me?” Let anyone who believes in a woman’s sincerity reflect that to him these words are spoken and that it
is he whom this lesson censures.
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are not intended for him, and speaking only to himself. In this way, the fable encapsulates the
position of the wolf relative to Greek society as demonstrated by these fables.

As this fable shows, the wolf is an outcast from human society. In every interaction
between wolves and humans, there is no communication, only deception and conflict. With other
species, such as the lamb, the wolf demonstrates an ability to use language for his own benefit, in
the service of his ravenous belly.”* The wolf’s use of language within the fables mirrors the
relationship present there. With humans, the relationship or lack thereof is characterized by
contention and exclusion, and the wolf expresses disappointment at that state of affairs, and
typically speaks only to himself. With prey animals, the wolf is in a position of power, and
translates his physical power into further violence through deceptive and taunting words. These
interactions show that language indeed depends upon relationality, and that its existence is
predicated upon the animal’s bodily form which produces it and which it supports. In this way,
Aesop’s fables subvert any attempt to separate language from the bodily and from the animal as
a special possession of the human.

I have chosen fables about wolves for this chapter because of their unique relationship to
human society. Denied kinship, and not being privy to the functioning of human discourse, the
wolf is at best a mythical creature used to scare children, and at worst a vicious predator intent
on destroying the farmer’s flock. The wolf remains on the outskirts, a wild animal occasionally
making forays into human society, but never successfully welcomed into a relationship with
humankind. The wolf never engages in productive conversation with humans; usually the wolf
speaks to himself, and when he does speak to humans, it is an occasional off the cuff remark,
such as the wolf’s remarks about the shepherds eating a sheep, and the wolf who warned the
shepherd about stealing his sheep. Thus, while the wolf is capable of using language, he does not
cultivate relational use of language, nor does the wolf’s remarks lead to a change in the outcome.
In the fable of the wolf and lamb, the wolf attempts to assuage his moral guilt, but goes ahead
with his actions anyway. In other fables, the wolf remarks upon human use of language but does
not participate in conversation with humans. The wolf’s liminal use of language is thus
especially suited to demonstrating the precariousness of language and its dependence upon both
bodily power and relationship for its existence and use.

In the next section I will look at the Ojibwe story of Nenabozho and the wolves, as
recorded by William Jones, and investigate the similarities and differences in this story’s
approach to wolves vis-a-vis the Greek fables. Key questions in this comparison will be: what
factors define the human-wolf relationship in these parallel but different stories? Where does the
animal perspective on the human appear, perhaps unexpectedly, in these accounts? How do
Indigenous methods of reading traditional stories inform this account, and can they be applied to
Greek fables? In the final section, I will compare a similar story about dogs and wolves told in
both Greek and Ojibwe, applying this method of cross-cultural analysis.

73 In addition to the fables cited earlier, this same theme continues in Perry 157, the fable of the wolf and
the goat (Daly 1961, 150):

A wolf saw a goat browsing on a cliff and, since he couldn’t get at her, urged her to come down before she

fell, pointing out that the pasture was much better down where he was, for the grass was lush. The goat

answered, “That would all be very well if I didn’t know that you are not so much interested in inviting me

to pasture as you are in your own lack of food.”
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Nenabozho and the Wolves

The story of Nenabozho and the Wolves is still told in modern variants that closely
resemble the versions recorded by William Jones.”* In Jones’s texts, multiple versions occur, and
all are lengthy. For the sake of space, I will include only the first version, told by
Waasaagoneshkang, “He-that-leaves-the-Imprint-of-his-Foot-shining-in-the-Snow,” of Bois Fort,
Minnesota.” T am using the text and English translation given by Jones, which follows the
Ojibwe quite literally.

&. Ninabushu and the Wolves

Midac ningutinigu papamusét awiya owabaman, kuniginin ma-i-gana‘ 1zan.
Ka-i-cipipagimat, ka‘piciiicanit ‘ifi'man ayat.

O-6-widac ki-i-‘kitowag 1gi" ma-i-ganag: “Kéigu picu’ a‘pitci ica‘kégun, kégo
kiw1-i-gowa,” ugiinas. Midac kédgéi‘t nagdwasa wantcigabawiwat. Wo-0-widac
ugi-i-gowan: “Amantcwini’ kitotamédg ingutci wayabaminagogun? Kawinina
indinawdmasiwanan kitindndamina‘ku? Pacugininigu kitinawdmininim: migininigu ‘ata’
kosiwa nidcikiwarzi.” O-o0-dac ugi-i-nangdman 1ni" a‘kiwé"zima-1-nganan:

“Anic nintdcimag,” ugi-i-na ‘i’ ma-inganas. Wo-o-widac ugi-i-nan: “Anindi dcayig?
ugi-i-nan.”

“Wo-0-witi nibinunk kini‘tagébanig 1gi" kitdcimag, midac iiwiti 4cayang. Midac a‘pand
iwiti ki-a-santcikuyangiban ugimi‘kawiawabanin. Midacigu iwiti ka‘kina
kaici-a-santcikuyangiban midac iwiti anubimi-i-cayank.”

O-0-dac ugt-i-nas ‘ata’™ Nédnabucu: “MI gayd nin ‘i‘i'witi pdmi-i-cayan, misa-i-1-san
kitaniciwitciwinaguk,” ugimas.

Anic, misa kigi‘t cigwa ki-aniwawitciwat. Anic kawin kecica’ utibi-a-sin aniwidciwat.
Ta‘kasinini pimusdwat. Midac cigwa unagucininig, “Mimawini-i-v cigwa
tcinantagabéciyank,” i°kitowag. Midac kédgi‘t aninantakabiciwat. Kégi‘t cigwa
umi‘kanawa ima® kabaciwat; anotc ima" apagata-a-nunk wintci-u-ninamanit. “Misa
kawicimonit anic migu gayd win dndotank ‘i¢i"* kawicimunit. O-6- ugi-i-gon i
a‘kiwd"zima-1-nganan: “Miziwa i* 1gi"* kitdcimag i-i-ma" cingicimuwat icikawicimun
kaya; kuntigu kigi‘katc.”

4 E.g., Murdoch 2020. I have chosen the spelling “Nenabozho” in my discussion, for “Nédnabushu” in
Jones’ transcription, in an attempt to be consistent. However, many alternative spellings exist, including
“Wenabozho” and “Nanaboozhoo.”

75 Jones 1917, xvi-xx.
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“Ayes, kiigi‘t ningikatc.” Anic migu i* dcimadwisininig Tni'* wibitan ‘asa’™ Niinabucu,
a‘pitciki‘katcit. Midac kéga‘t ka-i-cikawicimut i-i-ma" nisawicininit, 6-o-dac ki‘kitowan
ni' a‘kiwédrzima-i-nganan: “Taga, kimicomdiwa awi-i- ‘k kibi‘tawacaniwan.”

Midac kdgé‘t pinanowédniwan Tni" pacig, minawa i’ pdcig; mitugigu kauntcinibat.
Kigi‘tsa kicingwan. Midac ningutinigu kuskusit, kiigi‘tsa abwiso. O-0-widac k1-i-‘kito:
“Kégi‘tsa, nintabwackagunan 1ni"" animowaniuwucan!” Ningutci ka-i-ci-a- ‘pagita-u-t,
0-0-dac ugimadwé-i-gon 1ni' a‘kiwd"zimainganan: “Kégitsa kitimigamag 1gi"
kitdcimag,” ugi-i-gon 1i" a‘kiwé"zima-1-nganan.

Anic wibagu minawa anigi‘katci, anic cigwa minawa madwéiwisininig i’ wibitan.
“Mimawinigu cayigwa tcigawatcit ‘afa’™ kimicomai-i-wa. Aninta wini* minawa
awi-a-siwidg mi-i"-* kibi‘tawacaniwa?”

Midac kdgé‘t ‘ata™ picig ka-i-ciinanuwénit, minawa ‘afa’ pacig.

Anic, midac cigwa tciwabaninig, anic cay'1-gwa wimadcawag minawa. Anic cayigwa
b . . b y . y
ugi-i-gon 1ni'u a‘’kiwé"zima-1-nganan: “Misa ndngum wunagwucig tcitagwicinang witi
pami-i-cayank kicpin kici‘kayank.”

Midac kigé‘t kanicimadcawat, midac anupimiba‘tot Nanabucu. Ningutinigu
bapimusdwat, “Mimawin cigwa tcigiwisiniyanguban,” udigdn i’ a‘kiwd"zima-i-nganan.
Misa kdgé‘t cayigwa Nénabucu ina: “Taga, ani-a- ‘pitcipodawén.”

Misa kigd‘t ka-u- ‘kwa‘kwisitot, midac natundwat ni'* utickutd‘kanan.

“Anin dcictcigdyan?” udigon Tni™ a‘kiwérzima-1-nganan. Cigwa kanoniman Tni" picig:
“Taga, kin, potawén,” inimawan.

Midac kdgé‘t pimiijawan i-1-ma® ki-u-kwa‘kwisitot i mi‘tigdn; cayigwa
dcipacitcikwaskwanutaminit, pandgum dmiskwa‘kuninig.
“Na’, misai i* dcictcigink i-1-* wapd ‘tawdngin.”

Misa’ ka-i-ciwisiniwat i-i-ma®, midac cigwa ki-a-nimadcawat; anic
wi‘kagwititaguicinog. Kawin kanagd anugipangicimunit, nawantcic pimusiwag. “Anic,
mi-i* picu’cigwa,” utigds. Midac uskitibi‘katini a‘pT wadi‘tamuwat. Anic midac i-ima»
ka-icikabiciwat ki-u-cikiwag. Cigwasa natasantcigowag. Anic kayd win mina aya'T-,
utdopa‘kunisag mina. Minawa wacackwitowan mina Néanabucu. “Kéigu win
ka-a-pitcibi‘kak wabandangén; pamagu kigicép kigawabandan,” ki-i-na. Midac ka-i-nint:
“Pama kigicép.”

Misa dcinanontayagéntank tcibwawabaninig. “Tagapina, ningawabandan,” ki-i-ndndank
Misa kigd‘t ka-i-ciwabandank, anin ké-i-cinank wayabandank kagwanisagimistca‘kawtini
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‘i*i"* morsunagic! Anic cayigwa kayd win kwi‘ki‘ta, 6-0-dac Gigi-i-go®: “Intigdguca
tibi‘kunk kimadwintcigénaban.”

Cayigwasa kaydwin udanumatdsiton ‘i*-i"-* kayd win kamint. Kiyénabitécin ‘i¢"
t0‘pa‘kunisag, kayi Ini" wacackwitowan kiyinabitécin. Midac uba‘pi-i-gon. “Anin
windcitotaman ‘ifi" ki-1-cictcigdyan? kawin kitagipapamindanzin 4‘pi‘tcitibi‘kak,
nackddac &ji-i-niga-i-tisuyan Kégitsa kawin kini‘tanonta’zi, iwidac iniga‘toyan ‘i1’
kimisat. Anic, wigunic win kimidcit?”

Misa intawa #ci-a-camigut minawa ‘i¢i'". Anic umisawinamawan. Midac
ka-i-ci-a-camigut, anic, misa’ kiwisinit kayd win. O-6-dac ugi-i-gon Tni"
a‘kiwd"zima-1-"ganan: “Ambésand, papamigusita” ugi-i-gon. “Wa-a-wi pdjig kitocim
kigapapanantawdntcigdim, migu i* pa‘pic mininan. Kdgéa‘t umaci-a-n ni'* awésiyan.”

Midac kagé‘t ka-i-cikusiwat, a‘pand kamadcanit ‘i¢i" utockinawdminwa. Wi‘kaguna
pitcinag kanimadcawad. A‘pand 4-i-ci‘kawénit ‘i1 utdockinawdmiwa midac
anipapima-a-nawat. Midac cigwa ningutingigu anipima-a-nawat, ninguting ani-i-nabiwat,
ugiwabandanawa upimwickitiwinini ka-u-ntcimadciba‘tonit. O-o-dac ugi-i-gon Tni’
a‘kiwé"zima-1-nganan: “Ani-a-yamu* kitdcim ‘i¢i"* u‘pi‘tawacan.”

“Sén!” Anin kidtotaman i-i-" mackitiwinic kiniayayan?” i‘kito ‘ara™ Nénabucu. O-56-widac
udigdn ini" a‘kiwéd"zima-1-nganan: “Madmindagi kigi-i-nigama ‘afa’ kitdocim.”
Obiminasi‘kamini ‘i1 mackitiwin; dc-i-0da‘pinaminit midac dciba‘pawibinaminit;
waboyan idac ugita‘kunamini.

“Ictd! P1don, nitcizazi‘kizi, ninganipimiintan,” ugi-i-nan.

Midac kigi‘t ka‘pijiminigut midac anipimondank Anic, misa’ minawa kanicimadcawat.
Ningutingigu anipapimusdwat utani-i-gon i a‘kiwé"ziyan; wo-o- udigon: “Misa i* i"
tci-0-nitcaniwan padminicawawa 1gi™ kidocimag. Anic, misa gidgd‘t cigwa aniga‘kiawat
1gi" kidocimag.”

Ningutingigu kinibataga‘kwisinini ‘ii"* wibitani.

“Naginin, Ndnabucu, midugdoma anu-a-nipimwawagwain i mo”son. Nénabusu,
midugdma anu-a-nipimwawagwéin i mo*son. Nédnabucu, taga ani-a-ya* ‘i¢i"* ubikwa‘k
‘afa’ kidocim.”

“S4, bina! Aninda kitotaman ‘i¢i"* animwabidic kdniayayan?”

“Kigitsa kidinigamag Tgiv kitdcimag.” Ajibimi-a-yaminit nani‘kakubitonit ni"
a‘kiwéd"zima-1-nganan. Midac djipawidpinaminit, kuniginin, kdga‘t pikwa‘k
ugita‘kunamini!
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“P1don, taga,” ugi-i-nan.

Midac kagé‘t ka-i-jiminigut; ka-i-jipimiwitot. Cigwa ninguting ugiwabamawan
cingicininit udojima¢. Kawin kanaga ningutci tcimiskwiwakunaganig. Kuniginin,
Nénabucu kanona: “Kani‘tagiwagwin 1gi" kitdcimag. Misa i* dndotamuwat
mi‘kawawatcin i"* morzon.” Kamotcigisinit ni' a‘kiwinsiyan. “‘Av, ‘a*, Nénabusu,
wikici‘tota i-1-mar kétaciwiyasikdyank.”

“Wigundn i-1-* kdwiyasi‘katamank?”
Midac dgut ni" a‘kiwéd"zima-1-nganan: “Kéagétsa kitinigamag kitdcimag.”

Midac kagé‘t sibickatc witci-a-t ucigdwat. Kawin kanagé tcimadcicininit, pinic panima
kakicigdwat papindigiwag. Anin kiicinank? Cigwa unawi-a- kayi win, abitagu winin
‘i¥1"" wanawi-i-nt. Misa pitcinag 1i-ma" kiminwéndank. “Minangwana i* tciwisiniyan kaya
nin,” ki-indndam. “Wéndcitagu kédgé ‘tiguna minu-a-yang.”

9. Nédnabushu and the Wolves, Continued

Ningutingigu i-i-ma® mamo~su‘kéwat, “Ambédsanona, kosinan ta-a-‘kd. Migwantacina® i
d‘ta pimisd‘kwit,” ugi-i-nawan ni" osiwan.

Midac kigé‘t cigwa kimadci‘tanit ni' o0siwan. O:owidac udiguwan: “Ambédsand, kigu’
kanawabamici‘kdgun wofo’ wi-a- ‘kdyan. Ayangwamisin, Nanabucu,” udigdn i
a‘kiwérzima-1-nganan.

Midac kagi‘t.

Anic Ninabucu u‘kunacic dcikackackiwicink, misa pisindawawat, indigunandagu
madwigand‘pi‘tcigd. “Taga pina, niga-inab,” indndam Ninabucu. Kégi‘t
dci-a-gwasdiginank ‘i¢i" u’kunancic, cigwa kéigi‘t owadbaman na-i-ta i-i-"
ubigwa‘kugananini na-i-ta utdwawicacanitamini; kigagu mica‘kigabigagotini i-i-
usibickanamowinini. Midac kanawabamat, ningutingigu dciku‘tigwandaminit a“pidci
1-1'-ma" uckincigunk dcipangisininig. Panigu, tco", to" kaini‘tank. “Cigwadac, Ndanabucu
ningwackwégana-a-mawa!” Midac 4°kidut ‘ata’™ a‘kiwérzi: “Ayawi‘k kimicoma-1-wa,
ta‘kabawani‘k!”

Midac kigé‘t ki‘ta‘kabawinint, midac ka-i-cimi‘kawit. Midac ka-i-gut ni"* a‘kiwérziyan:
“Nénabucu, kanawabamiwambansa.”

“Kawin, kawin!”

“Nénabucu, kanawabamiwambansagu.”
9 . .
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Anic cigwa kigicép, anin dya‘pitcisigwanig pimidd? Anic udacamiguwan kigicdp ‘ici"
uda‘kanini.

Cigwa udinan: “Ambésand, nin ni‘tam niga-a- ‘ké,” udinac. Midac kéigi‘t a‘kit. “Anic
migu gayé nin, kawin wi‘ka ninganawabamigosT ‘ici"" a‘kdyan. Anic micigwa
tcigackackiwicindg.” Anic tca-1-gwa umadcipisigandanan i’ a‘kanan. Kigitsa
pimitdwikanagatiniwan. Miguna anisiwdganatank ‘i‘i"" mini‘k padmitdwikanagatini‘k,
cigwa kumaa‘pi piti‘kwicinon kackackiwicininit Tni"* a‘kiwéd"zima-1-ganan. Wawénigu
ugi-u-nabandan ‘i‘i"* midngikanagatinig u‘kan ka-i-ci-a-cdgané-a-nk, ka-i-cipaki‘tid-o-wat
ni" a‘kiwérzima-1-ganan. Anic misa’ dciniwanawat. O0dac ugi-i-na® ‘ici’" utdcimar:
“Nackéna ta‘kabawani‘k!” ugi-i-nan. Médac ka-i-nat: “Kanawabamiwambanisa
nitcizazi‘kisi. Misa’ dci-a-yayan awiya kdnawabamitcin.”

Anic mT-i-* cigwa kimi‘kawit waca’ a‘kiwé"zima-1-ngan. Wosowidac ki-i-ito: “Nénabucu
nimpaki‘tid-u-‘k,” ki-i- ‘kito; “untcitagu nimpaki‘ta-u-‘k,” ki-i- ‘kito wa-a-v
a‘kiwéd"zima-1-gan. “Anic pamasana kayi nin kiga-a-camininim.”

Midac kagé‘t kigicép. Cigwa anic na 1ni" uda‘ki‘kon kanabatc wigwasaba‘kwang
a‘pI‘tcisigwani ‘i*i" udocimas. Anic misa’ cigwa kidamwawat i’ umorzumiwan,
“Mimawin cigwa tcigusiyang,” utigdn 1ni'* a‘kiwd"ziyan. Midac dgut 1ni" a‘kiwérziyan:
“Pédcik kiminin waa™ ningwisis,” utigon.”

Anic unana‘kuman. “Misadac 1zan i-i-* ki-u-ndcimino ayayayan. Intawa migu oma
kd-undcit,” udinan i a‘kiwédrzyan.

“Anic, misagu i* wabank tcigusiyang,” utigon Tni’ a‘kiwédziyan.

Anic misa gigit cigwa kusiwat. “Namaguna aya ‘aca™ kiwabanicimi‘k,” ugi-i-gon Ini*
9
a‘kiwéziyan.

Midac kagi‘t.
8. Nédnabushu and the Wolves

Now, once on a time as he (Ndnabushu) was travelling about, he saw somebody. Lo, they
were wolves! After he had called aloud to them, then they came over to where he was.

And this said the wolves: “Go you not so very close, for he wishes to say something to
you,” they said of him. Whereupon truly, at some distance away, was where they stood
when they spoke to him. Then this they were told: “I should like to know why you act so
whenever I happen to see you anywhere. Is it always your idea that I am not your
kinsman? Why, I am very closely related to you; now that father of yours is my brother.”
And this was the way he told of how he was related to the old Wolf: “He is of my old
brother,” he said to them. And this was what he said to the son of the old Wolf: “Why
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(you are) my nephews,” he said to the Wolves. And this he said to them: “Whither are
you going?” he said to them.

“Off over here last summer your nephews did some killing, and it is thither we are going:
for it was always there that we have cached what (my children) have found. Therefore
over to the place where we had cached away everything is where we are endeavoring to

2

go.

And this to them said Nénabushu: “So am I bound for that place too, therefore I will go
along with you,” he said to them.

Well, it was true that he then went with them upon their journey. To be sure, he could
hardly keep up as he travelled along with them. A cold wind was blowing as they went.
And then as evening was coming on, “It is perhaps now time for us to look for a place to
camp,” they said. Thereupon they truly went seeking for a place to camp. Very soon they
found a place where they were to camp; all about a spot where the wind had full sweep
was where they prepared a place to camp. “Here is a place,” they said. At once they made
ready to lie down; so after they had (each) circled a spot where they were about to lie,
then the same thing did he when he lay down to sleep. This he was told by the old Wolf:
“In among where lie your nephews do you lie too; it seems as if you were cold.”

“Yes, indeed I am cold.” Now, then the chatter of Nanabushu’s teeth could be heard, so
very cold was he. Thereupon truly, after he had lain down in the midst of where they lay,
this then said the old Wolf: “Pray, let your uncle have the top-covering.”

Thereupon truly one of them tossed his tail over him, and the same (did) another; so in
that way he went to sleep. Truly, very warm he slept. And now, when once he woke, he
truly was in a sweat. So this he said: “Forsooth, but now I am made to sweat by these old
dog-tails!” When aside he had flung them, this he heard said to him by the old Wolf: “In
truth, very shamefully you use your nephews,” he was told by the old Wolf.

So when in a little while he was again becoming cold, then already again the chatter of
his teeth could be heard.

“Without doubt your uncle is already freezing to death. Why do you not again let him
have your top-coverings?” Thereupon truly, after one had tossed his tail over him, then
another (did) likewise.

Naturally then again he was warmed.

Well, it was now time for the morrow to come, so of course they were already anxious to

be off again. So presently he was told by the old Wolf: “It is this evening that we shall
arrive at the place for which we are bound, if only we hasten.”
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Thereupon truly, as on their way they started, then with effort went Nénabushu running.
Now, once as they were walking along, “It surely must be time for us to have eaten,” he
was told by the old Wolf. It was true that presently Nanabushu was told: “Pray, go on
ahead and have a fire built up.”

Thereupon truly, after he had gathered his wood into a pile, he then sought for his flint.

“What are you doing?”’ he was asked by the old Wolf. Presently (the old Wolf) addressed
one (of his sons): “I say, you kindle the fire,” thus (the son) was told.

Thereupon (the young Wolf) went over to where (Nénabushu) had gathered the wood
into a pile; the instant he leaped over (the wood), up then blazed the fire.

“There, that is the way to do when one intends to make a fire.”

And so, after they had eaten there, then presently upon their way they started; for they
were trying to arrive there (that day). They did not stop even when the sun went down,
right on they kept going. “Well, it is a little way now,” he was told. And it was in the
twilight when they arrived there. Now, it was after they had gone into camp there that
they built a shelter. Presently they went after (the contents of) the cache. And as for
(Nédnabushu) himself, he was given a certain thing, some choice firewood was he given.
Besides, some fungus was given Nédnabushu. “Don’t you look at it during the nighttime;
not till in the morning shall you look at it,” he was told. And so this was what he was
told: “Not till in the morning.”

And as he grew restless waiting for the morning before it was time to come, “Now,

really, I should like to see it,” he (thus) thought. It was true that after he had seen it, what
should he behold as he looked at it but an enormously large moose-gut! And now, after
he had bitten off a piece, and then after he had looked at it, that moment (from where they
say) did they turn about to reach for something; (and) what was he to see but them (in the
act of reaching hold of) a wonderfully large moose-gut! So then also turned he in his seat
to reach for something, and this he was told: “It truly seemed by the sound you made last
night that you had been eating.”

Already now was he too trying to take out the things that had been given to him. The
mark of his teeth was on the choice firewood, and on the fungus was the mark of his
teeth. Thereupon fun was made of him. “For what reason did you do what you did? You
should not have bothered with it during the night, for behold the disappointment you have
done yourself! Truthfully are you not good at giving heed, and on that account have you
disappointed the craving of your belly. Why, what on earth is he going to eat?”

And so accordingly was he again given that to eat. Now he felt a desire for (what they
had). And after he was given food, why, he ate too. And this he was told by the old Wolf:
“Pray, let us go travelling about with all our possessions,” he (thus) was told. “Along
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with all of these nephews of yours shall you go as you journey about hunting for game,
and this gift I make you for all time. Truly, he is good in getting game.”

It was true that when (he and the Wolf) left the camp, already off had gone their
companions. Not for a while afterwards did they leave. Ever in the trail of their
companions did they keep as they followed along behind. And then occasionally while
they continued holding the trail of the others, once in a while as they looked when going
along, they beheld the fresh droppings (in places) from which (their companions) started
running (again). Now, this he was told by the old Wolf: “As you go, take with you the
top-covering of your nephew.”

“Disgusting! What should I do with the yielding filth that I should take it along?” said
Nénabushu. And this he was told by the old Wolf: “Miserably pitiful have you made your
nephew by saying that.” Then he went to where the fresh dropping was; when he reached
(and) took it up, he then gave it a shaking; then a (white) blanket he was holding in his
hand.

“(I) declare! Fetch it hither my friend, I will carry it along upon my back,” Nénabushu
said to him.

Whereupon truly hither came the other, who then gave it to him, and accordingly then
went he on his way carrying it upon his back. Well, so then again were they off on their
way. Now once while they were walking along, he was addressed by the old (Wolf). This
he was told: “It is a big cow that your nephews are after. Why, it is true that now are your
nephews pressing close upon it.”

And presently (he saw) sticking in a tree the tooth (of one of his nephews).“Look,
Nénabushu! perhaps here may have been where they shot at a moose, but failed to hit it.
Nénabushu, pray, take that arrow of your nephew’s as you go.”

“Pshaw! What am I to do with that old dog-tooth, that I should take it along?”

“Truly, indeed, have you done your nephews a wrong by saying that.” By giving it a twist
the old Wolf pulled it out; and when he shook it, lo, an arrow was he truly holding in his
hand!

“Fetch it hither, please,” he said to (the old Wolf).

It was true that it was given to him; after which he took it along. Then by and by they saw
his nephews lying down. Nowhere at all was there snow on the ground. Behold,
Nénabushu was addressed (in these words): “Some game must your nephews have killed.
That is the way they act whenever they have found a moose.” Then happy was the old
(Wolf). “Come on, Nénabushu! let us make a place where we can prepare the meat.”
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“Where in the world is the meat for us to dry?”

Whereupon was he told by the old Wolf: “Truly, indeed, pitiful have you made your
nephews by saying that.”

Thereupon truly, much against his will, (Ndnabushu) helped them make the lodge. Not at
all did he move from where he lay, (which he continued to do) till later on, when they had
finished the lodge, (and) one by one they were coming in. What was he now to see?
Already was he allotted a share, half of the fat was the share given him. So then was he
well pleased over it. “It is certain that I shall eat too,” he thought. “Truly, very excellently
are we now living.”

9. Nédnabushu and the Wolves, Continued

Now once, while they were fixing moose-meat there, “Please let our father boil the
broken bones for the marrow. Therefore then let him be the only one to do the cooking,”
they said of their father.

Thereupon truly began their father upon his work. So this were they told by him: “I beg
of you, watch me not while I am at this work of boiling bones for the marrow. Have a
care, Ndnabushu,” he was told by the old Wolf.

Thereupon truly (such was what happened).

Now as Ninabushu lay wrapped in his old soiled blanket, and as they listened to (their
father), it seemed by the sound as if he were gnawing upon a bone. “I say, now, I will
take a look,” (thus) thought Nidnabushu. Truly, as he quietly lifted his old soiled blanket,
he saw him at the very moment when he was biting an ulna, but at just the time when it
slipped from his mouth; and nearly to the ground was stringing the (old Wolf’s) saliva.
And now, as he was watching him, then of a sudden (the old Wolf) lost his hold (on the
bone) in his mouth, (and) straight yonder into (Nénabushu’s) eye it struck. Then nothing
but tshon, ton, was the sound he heard. “Oh, to Nénabushu slipped a bone from my
mouth!” Whereupon said the old (Wolf): “Attend to your uncle, cool him with water!”

And so they truly cooled him off with water, whereupon he was then revived.
Accordingly was he then told by the old (Wolf): “Nénabushu, really you were looking at
me.”

“No, no!”

“Nénabushu, really you were looking at me.”

So when (came) the morning, how thick was the grease frozen! So they were fed in the
morning upon the grease made by boiling the bones.
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Now (Nédnabushu) said to them: “Pray, let me have a turn at making grease from bones
broken and boiled,” he said to them. Thereupon truly he made some grease. “Now, it is
the same with me too, never should I be watched while at work making grease from
broken bones. So therefore cover yourselves up.” Now began he upon the work of
cracking the bones. Truly very greasy were (the bones). Now, while he sucked the
marrow from as many bones as had grease in them, at some distance away, with his head
towards (Ndnabushu and) rolled up in his blanket, lay the old Wolf. With care he selected
a bone of great size which he had split crosswise, (and) with it he hit the old Wolf. So he
then killed (the old Wolf). Now this he said to his nephews: “Mercy, cool him off with
some water!” he said to them. And this was what he said of him: “My old friend was
certainly looking at me. that is the way I behave whenever any one is watching me.”

So then presently was the old Wolf revived. And this he said: “By Nanabushu was I
struck,” he said; “purposely was I hit by him,” said the old Wolf. “No attempt whatever
did I make to watch him,” said the old Wolf. “So not till after a while will I feed you.”

Thereupon truly was it now morning. According to the story, the grease in his kettle was
frozen as thick as a sheet of birch-bark covering of the lodge. Now, again he fed his
nephews on it. So by the time they had eaten up their moose, “It must be time for us now
to move camp,” he was told by the old (Wolf). And so he was told by the old (Wolf):
“One of my sons I give to you,” he was told.

Now, (Nédnabushu) uttered assent (while the old Wolf spoke). “This, indeed, will be the
source from which I shall obtain good sustenance. Accordingly from this place he should
go forth (to hunt),” he said to the old (Wolf).

“Well, it is on the morrow that we will move,” he was told by the old (Wolf).

So it was true that then they moved. “I am leaving you one who will keep you supplied
with food throughout the winter,” he was told by the old (Wolf).

And it was true.”®

This lengthy story presents a relationship that differs in many ways from the one found in the
Greek fables. The story begins with establishing relationship, as Nenabozho asks why the wolves
are running away, saying: “I should like to know why you act so whenever I happen to see you
anywhere. Is it always your idea that I am not your kinsman? Why, I am very closely related to
you; now that father of yours is my brother.””” Once the familial kinship is laid out, and the
young wolves are identified as Nenabozho nephews, the story can proceed.

Throughout the account, Nenabozho struggles to keep up with the wolves, to stay warm,
to make fire, to find food, and to hunt. In every instance, the wolves demonstrate a remarkable
ability to survive, and they share their resources and capabilities with Nenabozho. Rather than

76 Jones 1917, 72-89
77 Ibid., 73-75.
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imagining the wolves as a species of animal related to the human along an “axis of lack,” as
Susan Crane puts it, the distribution of abilities and lack is reversed.”® Nenabozho is the one who
lacks in every category, and the wolves are the ones who provide instruction, resources, and
assistance to him.

Nenabozho is hesitant to accept the wolves’ help, and he voices his doubts by criticizing
the wolves’ gifts. His criticism shows a misunderstanding and devaluation of the wolves’
capabilities—capabilities which he, as a human, will never possess. First he is cold, and the
wolves offer him their tails for warmth. Nenabozho’s response shows his disregard for the wolf
tails: ““Forsooth, but now I am made to sweat by these old dog-tails!; When aside he had flung
them, this he heard said to him by the old Wolf: ‘In truth, very shamefully you use your
nephews,” he was told by the old Wolf.”” The old wolf’s response to Nenabozho focuses on the
potential harm inherent in human speech. Nenabozho not only struggles to accept the benefit of
the wolves’ assistance, but he also reacts by using a pejorative form of the word for dog tails,
suggesting both a feeling of disgust and, perhaps, a lowering of the wolves’ status to dogs.

In another version of this story, the human body’s lack of a tail is comically portrayed, as
Nénabushu becomes the butt of the wolves’ jokes:

Kawisa ni‘tawusisT, anuwitcIwat ‘iti"" ma-1-nganar. Ajikanonint Ninabucu: “Ambisind,
dntdtamangigu pimiba‘tdyang, m1 kayé kin katotaman.”

Tayay, kayd win totam. Anic midac i* kawin kigo ‘ifi" 0s0, midac ‘i¢i" winag ‘it
wiasowat. Kawin kanagi ndmag cigwa animaskawa ‘kwatininig.

“Kégd‘t mimawini i* tcinibut kimicoménan, maskawa‘kwatininig ‘11" winag. Intawa

3 . .
kico‘towata.” Midac ‘ata™ pdjik ma-1-ngan ubi‘tawajan dciwiwa‘kwipitciga‘tdnig.
A‘pidcigu wasi‘tawinagusi anupimiba‘tod . . .

Ningutingigu ugandnigon a‘kiwé"zima-1-nganan: ‘“Nénabucu, ambdsano, intawa, kagu'
usowa‘kédn i-1-wé kinag, osam macimagwat. Intawagu, dcictcigdyamban mi-i-* icictcigidn
ticpimusdyan.”

Not at all was he familiar with (their way of) travelling, as he tried going along with the
Wolves. Then was Nénabushu told: “Come, as we do when we run along, so in like
manner should you do too.”

Ah, and he did the same. Naturally, there was nothing in the way of a tail, therefore his
penis was what he used for a tail. It was but a very little while before it was frozen stiff.

“Surely now without doubt will our uncle die, for that his penis is frozen stiff. Therefore
let us warm it for him.” Accordingly, with the top blanket of one of the Wolves was it
wrapped about the head. And very awkward was his aspect as he tried in vain to run
along . ..

78 Crane 2013, 169.
7 Jones 1917, 77.
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And once he was told by the old Wolf: “Nénabushu, I beg of you, really, do not use your
penis for a tail, for it smells too vile. Therefore, according to the manner you are
accustomed (to), so you do when you travel.”8°

Here we can view the human body from the wolves’ point of view, as humorously lacking a tail,
with the penis as a poor substitute, and one that the old wolf finds just as disgusting as those
sweaty dog tails had been to Nenabozho previously.

In this story, Nenabozho’s body is depicted in terms of a lack of ability and need for
prosthetics, in contrast to the fully-equipped wolf body. The tail is the first example of this
contrast, where the human lack of a “top-covering” is emphasized. After Nenabozho’s
disparaging remarks about the wolf tails, the wolves present him with his own blanket, but in a
way that he again finds unsavory. When they come upon fresh wolf droppings, the old wolf asks
him to pick up his nephew’s top covering. Nenabozho is unable to contain his repulsion:

“Disgusting! What should I do with the yielding filth that I should take it along?” said
Nenabozho. And this he was told by the old Wolf: “Miserably pitiful have you made your
nephew by saying that.” Then he went to where the fresh dropping was; when he reached
(and) took it up, he then gave it a shaking; then a (white) blanket he was holding in his
hand.®!

Once again, the old wolf corrects Nenabozho’s words, attempting to regulate human speech and
make it less hurtful. The old wolf is Nenabozho’s teacher, as his uncle, instructing him on proper
speech, and subverting the notion of humans maintaining exclusive control over language.

Nenabozho continues to disparage the wolves’ assistance, as they offer him firewood and
a piece of fungus and tell him not to look at it until morning. In another version of the story, he
first looks to see what they are taking out of the cache, and says, “Stop, stop, you rascals! Why,
never is this wretched wood to be eaten.” The wolves reply: “Nenabozho, do not say that. Just
wait till in the morning, you will have nice food to eat.”®? Ever a curious transgressor of
boundaries, Nenabozho looks at it and sees moose-gut, which he tries to eat. He tries to hide his
attempts when the wolves notice him, but his tooth marks remain in the firewood and fungus.
“Thereupon fun was made of him . . . ‘Truthfully are you not good at giving heed, and on that
account have you disappointed the craving of your belly.””®3 Nanbozho’s behavior here is
contrasted with that of the wolves, who are able to wait until morning to satisfy their hunger. The
ravening wolf of the Greek tradition is nowhere to be seen.®*

80 Ibid., 237-41. This story recalls an episode from the Life of Aesop in which Aesop is introduced to his
master Xanthus’s maids in Vita G 30 (Daly 1961, 46):

The maid said, “Are you the new slave?” Aesop said, “I am.” The maid said, “Where’s your tail?” Aesop

looked at the girl and realized that she was making fun of his dog’s head, so he said, “My tail doesn’t grow

in the back the way you think, but in the front.”

81 Jones 1917, 81.

82 Ibid., 241.

8 Ibid., 79-81.

8 Compare Perry 154 (Daly 1961, 158):
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The next episode returns to the idea of the human lack and need for prosthetic
technology. Nenabozho sees a wolf tooth stuck in a tree, and the old wolf tells him to pick up his
nephew’s arrow. “Pshaw! What am I to do with that old dog-tooth, that I should take it along?”
he says, and again the old wolf responds:

“Truly, indeed, have you done your nephews a wrong by saying that.” By giving it a twist
the old Wolf pulled it out; and when he shook it, lo, an arrow was he truly holding in his
hand!

“Fetch it hither, please,” he said to (the old Wolf).
It was true that it was given to him; after which he took it along.

The wolf’s tooth becomes an arrow for Nenabozho’s use, as the difference between the wolf’s
powerful jaws and Nenabozho’s need for a tool to kill game becomes obvious. In the Greek
tradition, the wolf’s jaws are compared to a butcher’s knife, and the wolf’s belly is like a
cauldron.® In both cultures, it is clear that the wolf’s natural abilities to hunt or butcher are
considered superior to that of human beings. The wolf’s tooth is the perfect tool for Nenabozho,
when he stops disparaging it and accepts this gift.

In another version of the Nenabozho story, when he sees the wolves lying in the snow,
and no butchered game nearby, the location of that meat is specified:

Anic Nénabucu anu-1-nabit, kawin awiya owAbamasin tci-a-binit mo"son. Anic miyé‘tagu
i* umiskwiwagunaganik wyabandank. A ‘pidcisa’ tatépisiniwa¢. Ndnabucu djimanajitit,
midac ima &-1-cat a-i-tag cingicininit Ti'u pacik Ti"™ ma-1-nganan. Wagundniwinin
upapasiguntciwipiskawan. “Atcimatcistaca! mini‘k kigtanawi?”

Tcanga‘kwinowan. “Kagitsa’ kiwawisagicka', Nanabucu. Kigu' icictcigi ‘kén,
Nénabucu.” Kanona Nénabucu: “Pisan ayan. Kispin minawa kigd witdtaman, mi-i'-¢
kawin kigacamigosi.” A ‘taya, Ndnabucu dnigu‘k ano‘ki. Kawana‘pT ugici‘kanawa ‘isi™
watacimosu‘kiwat. Ajiganonawat: “Misa’ iv kigici‘taiyank.” Papasigwiwas pimi-i-cawas
1-1-ma ki-a- ‘picimoni‘kéwat. Cigwa pédcik cicigagowidwan, migu i picig ‘i1’ usagini
djimiziwdpangisininik. Kdgé‘t mama‘katdndam Ndnabucu, kdgi‘t minwéintam; wintagu
bd‘kic nanagamdosiwi, dpi‘tciminwéindank ‘ata* Ndnabucu.

Naturally, Nenabozho tried looking about, but to no purpose: he saw nothing of any
moose that was there. Now, the only thing he saw was some blood on the snow.
Thoroughly sated was each one with food. Then Nenabozho went for some balsam

A wolf was walking across a field and found some barley, but since he couldn’t eat it, he went off and left
it. Then he met a horse and let him back to the field, telling him how he had found the barley but hadn’t
eaten it and had saved it for him because he loved hearing the sound of his teeth. The horse replied, “Yes,
friend, but if wolves could eat barley, you wouldn’t have preferred your ears over your stomach.” The fable
shows that people don’t believe those who are wicked by nature, even when they profess to be generous.

85 Jones 1917, 83.

86 Detienne and Svenbro 1989, 154.
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boughs, and the way he went was directly where one of the Wolves lay. What should he
do but give him a kick to make him stand up. “For goodness’ sake! have you eaten so
much as that?”

Up he raised his head. “Really, you hurt me with your kick, Nenabozho. Don’t you do
that again, Nenabozho.” Nenabozho was told: “Be quiet. If you intend doing anything
(like that) again, then you will not be fed.” Oh, but Nenabozho labored hard. In a little
while they finished working on where they intended to dress the moose. Then they said to
him: “Therefore we are ready.” Then up they rose to their feet (and) came over to the
place where they had spread out the balsams. Presently one began to vomit, whereupon
the whole of one foreleg fell. To be sure, amazed was Nenabozho, really pleased he was;
and during all the while he hummed a song, so very pleased was Nenabozho.®’

This version shows that the wolves have eaten the entire moose, and that they regurgitate the
meat when the meat drying rack is ready. At this point, his former doubts and even his disgust at
the wolves is replaced with joy, when they give him a share of the meat. Like in the Greek
accounts, the wolf is skilled at apportioning meat, but unlike the story of the wolf as governor
(Perry 348), these wolves do not attempt to hold back a secret portion for themselves.®®

Secrecy and deception do play a role when it comes to the marrow, a prized part of the
animal and one which recalls, in its emphasis on bones and deception, Prometheus’ trickery of
Zeus.% The old wolf does not want to be watched while he is boiling bones, but Nenabozho
peeks out and sees him chewing on an ulna. The old wolf, in turn, pretends to accidentally lose
hold of the bone, which flies from his grasp and strikes Nenabozho. When Nenabozho asks to
take a turn, the reverse happens. Nenabozho in this case does not pretend, but selects a bone and
strikes the old wolf, who claims to not have made any attempt to watch him. In the third version,
the wolf does pretend:

Medac gigd‘t Nanabojo mamadowindang u‘kanan, a‘kiwénzidac ma-1-ngan udu-o-ndci
kanawabaman Néanabucon dndodaminit; miidac Nénaboju &ji-0-da‘pinang kitci-o- ‘kan,
médac djipa‘ki‘tdwad uskinawe ma-1-nganan, mi djinisat. M@dac &ji-o-niskawat ka'‘kina.
A‘kiwirzi dac i‘kido: “Anic win pa‘ki‘tiwat?”

“Kawin nin pa‘kitdwasi,” i‘kido Nénabujo.

“Kégi‘t kipagi‘tawa, kigiganawabamin kuca.”

“Kawin,” i‘kido Ninabuju. “Kanabatc kimotc' ningtkanawabamigoban, méidac
ki‘kutigwandaman i we pigwa‘kugan.”

87 Jones 1917, 245-47. In the third version of the story, the fresh appearance of the meat is emphasized:
“Thereupon then vomited the youths; exactly like meat that has newly been cut up, such was the appearance of the
moose-meat” (Ibid., 385).

8 Detienne and Svenbro, 150-55.

% Hesiod Theogony 535-60.
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Now, while Nenabozho was making a noise cracking the bones, the old Wolf then slyly
took a peep at Nenabozho (to see him) at his work; and now Nenabozho took up a large
bone, and then hit a young Wolf, whereupon he killed him. At that they all rose from
where they lay. And the old (Wolf) said: “Why did you hit him?”

“I did not hit him,” said Nenabozho.
“Indeed, you did hit him, for I was watching you.’

“Nay,” said Nenabozho. “Perhaps secretly was I observed by him, and that was why from
my mouth I slipped my hold on the knobbed ankle-bone.”°

In this version, the wolf pretends not to be watching Nenabozho, but then openly admits to his
pretending. Whether the wolf is copying Nenabozho’s behavior, attempting to teach a lesson, or
just being curious, it is clear that he is capable of pretending and covering his tracks. Any dog
owner who has seen their dog pretend to not be watching them eat will understand why Derrida
makes light of the distinction between pretending and pretending to pretend, proposed by
Lacan.”!

The reversal of roles between who is working and who is secretly watching suggests that
Nenabozho and the wolves are family members negotiating their roles, with the old wolf
consistently taking the role of teacher. In the second version, Nenabozho also deliberately kills
the old wolf, making no attempt to disguise his actions, and then when he is revived, the old wolf
reprimands him. In this version, the wolves are very clear about the unacceptableness of
Nenabozho’s behavior:

A‘pidci kigicdp kigitu Ndnabucu: “MTtcatcigwa wi-a- ‘kdyan. Kawin anistca wi‘ka
ninganawabamigdstei ‘191" wa-a- ‘kdyanin. Intawa padagwingwicinuk.”

Anic, ga‘kina djipadagwingwicinowat, Ndnabucu madwéwi-i-gi bigwa-a-nk ni™
u‘kanan. Anic, a‘pici pimiti‘kwécinon Ini’ a‘kiwinzima-1-nganan. Wiguniniwinin
udaninazi‘kawan. Kamamot udo‘kanim, gi‘tci-d-niguk u‘kwigananing &jiba‘ki‘td-o-wat.
Wiintagu gégd‘t m1-i' djitdyapitaganamat. Kégitsa sdgisiwag 1gi"" wiwosiwat. Tawa'!
djita‘kabawanawat. Gagd‘t pangi kago ina md‘kawinit: “Nénabucu, intawa m1-i'-"
ijjickwa‘tan, usam witciwigdyan, anddcigu kiticiwébis.”

“Kawin, mandogu kiwitciwininim!”
“‘A", Ninabucu, pisan ayayan kawitciwigo.”

Wayabanining kabdgicik wisiniwag. Cigwa winagucininig kigitdwan i’ a‘kiwarzi
ma-1-nganan: “Intawasa wabang kamadcamin tcigusiyang.”

% Jones 1917, 387-809.
1 Derrida 2008, 131-35; Derrida 2009, 113.
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Anic Nénabucu nawatcigu cingidnima. “Nénabucu, ambisa, wibank tcigusiyang.”
Anic Ninabucu nawatcigu cingidnima. “Nénabucu, ambisa, wabank kiwipa‘kédwinigo.”

“Kawin. Ambdisan0, ‘ata™ pacik nintocim ningawitci-ai-yawa kicpin indndaman. Kawin
. ano, M amd
wi‘ka kago ti-i-ciwébisist.”

“Anic na, Ndnabucu, kaminin ‘ata’ ninidcanis. Kigi‘kénimin manitowiyan, mi-i’-u
wa-u-ndcimininan.”

Very early in the morning up spoke Nenabozho: “And now I want to make some grease
from the bones. Never for the mere sake of observing am I watched when making grease
from bones. Therefore cover up your faces.”

Now, when all covered their faces, Nenabozho could be heard breaking up the bones.
Now, in plain view, with his head resting on his side (facing Nenabozho), lay the old
Wolf. What should he do but go over to where (the Wolf was). When he had picked up
his bone, then with all his might upon the back of his neck he struck him. To be sure, he
then laid him out completely with the blow. Really scared were they who were his
children. Poor fellow! they then dashed cool water on him. Indeed, a little something was
said (to Nenabozho) after (the Wolf) had revived: “Nenabozho, therefore now you had
better cease, too much have you been in our company, and you do things you should
not.”

“Nay, please let me go with you!”

“Very well, Nenabozho; if you behave, you may go along.”

On the morrow throughout the whole day were they eating. When evening came on, then
up spoke the old Wolf: “Therefore to-morrow will we depart to find another place to

camp.”

Now, Nenabozho was somewhat disliked. “Nenabozho, come! to-morrow we will part
company with you.”

“Nay. Please let me remain with one of my nephews if it be your will. Never will
anything (harmful) happen to him.”

“Of course, Nenabozho, I will give you one of my children. I know that you are a
manitou, for such is the reason why I give him to you.”?

The old wolf pulls no punches, clearly telling Nenabozho his behavior is not acceptable for him
to continue living in community with them. He is asked to leave, and as consolation, he is given

92 Jones 1917, 248-49.
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one of the young wolves as his companion to help him with hunting. In the first version, the old
wolf says, “I am leaving you one who will keep you supplied with food throughout the winter.”®?
Although the wolf family parts ways, Nenabozho remains connected, and in the following story,
he rescues his wolf nephew from death.**

These stories show an interdependence and kinship between Nenabozho and the wolves
that emphasizes the wolves’ skills and Nenabozho’s need for help and teaching. Rather than
dividing between those who have language and those who do not, this story situates lack on a
physical rather than linguistic axis. But it is not an all-or-nothing separation; instead, the wolves
provide assistance to Nenabozho. Not only does the old wolf provide food and implements, like
the blankets and arrow, but also a quintessential human technology, fire. In another story,
Nenabozho steals fire, disguised as a rabbit, bringing it back to his grandmother in his
smoldering fur.”® Yet in these stories, Nenabozho is unable to cook his food, and needs the
wolves’ help with that task. In all three versions, the wolves provide fire. In version one, the
young wolf leaps over the piled-up wood and kindles it.”® In the second version, the old wolf
does the same.”” In the third version, the old wolf gives Nenabozho fire as they part ways:

Ninguding ida’c a‘kiwdnzi ogandnan Ndnabojon: “Misajigwa tcigusiyang. Pecig
kigaminin kidocim, m1 a* kayé gin kdwidciwad dcinandawéndcigét. Pdjig kaya
ningawidciwa. Kigaminin iskudd.” Médac &jipogidid a‘kiwdnzi. “M1 awd a‘pis.” Minawa
kipogidi a‘kiwénzi. “M1 awe saga‘tagan.” Minawa gipogidi. “M1-i-we ki-i-man.” Minawa
gipogidi. “M1 awe wigwas. Panimagu, ki‘kapéiciyan ki-a- ‘tdyan misan, mi i*
kadicipajidcigwaskuniyan Tma" misan a‘tdg, mi i* kddici piskandsdg iskodd. Kdgu win
anicagu kudcitdo‘kyén.”

Now, once the old (Wolf) spoke to Nenabozho, saying: “It is now about time that we
should be moving. One of your nephews will I give to you, and he will be the one for you
to accompany when he goes to hunt. One, too, will I accompany. I will give you fire.”
Thereupon the old (Wolf) broke wind. “Now, that is a flint.” Again the old (Wolf) broke
wind. “Now, that is the punk.” Again he broke wind. “That is kindling.” Again he broke
wind. “That is birch-bark. After a while, when you go into camp (and) have gathered the
fire-wood, then shall you leap over the place where the wood is, whereupon up will start
the blaze. Do not try to do it merely for the sake of doing it.””®

In this exchange, the old wolf’s specific instructions follow the humorous account of his creation
of the necessary materials. As they part ways, he seems to know that Nenabozho may be tempted
to disregard his instructions and not take them seriously, being inclined to play with fire.

As we have seen, each version has a slightly different approach to individual features, but
the basic aspects remain the same. In every case, Nenabozho is the least adapted to the

% Ibid., 89.

94 See appendix.

% Ibid., 7-15. See also Murdoch 2020, 14-21, in which Nenabozho pulls out the tooth of one of the young
wolves, and this tooth is the flint that he uses to start the fire.

% Jones 1917, 77.

7 Ibid., 239.

%8 Ibid., 388-89.
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environment, and requires education, the creation of technology, and assistance in order to
survive. By portraying the wolves as teachers, who provide him with these tools that are often
associated with human technological evolution, the stories demonstrate human dependence on
animals for developing these technologies.”® But beyond that, they also demonstrate our
interconnectedness to other creatures, and our need for imagining relationships that do not
depend on hierarchies of knowledge and linguistic ability.

The story of Nenabozho and the wolves illustrates perfectly what Deleuze and Guattari
described in their account of the rhizome, a non-hierarchical way of becoming part of a
multiplicity. In particular, they describe the multiplicity involved in “becoming-wolf” in the
following way: “In becoming-wolf, the important thing is the position of the mass, and above all
the position of the subject itself in relation to the pack or wolf-multiplicity: how the subject joins
or does not join the pack, how far away it stays, how it does or does not hold to the
multiplicity.”!% In this story, Nenabozho begins far away, and gradually infiltrates the wolf
family. Yet, because of his rigidity, his disparaging attitude, and his response to being watched
by the old wolf, he is unable to remain part of the multiplicity, leading to its fracturing and the
eventual death of his nephew the wolf. In this way, the difficulties and possibilities of this type
of rhizomatic existence are illustrated. “Lines of flight or of deterritorialization, becoming-wolf,
becoming-inhuman, deterritorialized intensities: that is what multiplicity is.”!!

This multiplicity, however, is criticized by Donna Haraway, who suggests that Deleuze
and Guattari have misrepresented and misunderstood real wolves. She agrees with their basic
argument that patrilineal thinking, “which sees all the world as a tree of filiations ruled by
genealogy and identity, wars with rhizomatic thinking, which is open to nonhierarchical
becomings and contagions.”!?? Deleuze and Guattari go on to specify that becoming-animal does
not mean a real animal, but that it is still a real becoming, and that it is an alliance, rather than a
filiation.!® Whether Nenabozho really becomes a wolf or not, and whether he is engaged in an
alliance with the wolves, rather than a filiation, since the familial terms are clearly defined, may
depend upon the person interpreting the story; however, it could be argued that the old wolf is
the “exceptional individual” with whom “an alliance must be made in order to become-animal.
There may be no such thing as a lone wolf, but there is a leader of the pack, a master of the
pack...”'% Haraway, however, says: “I find little but the two writers’ scorn for all that is
mundane and ordinary and the profound absence of curiosity about and respect for and with
actual animals.”!0?

It is, I believe, within the story of Nenabozho and the wolves where these differences can
be resolved. Nenabozho’s relationship with the wolves represents both a contagious sort of
becoming-animal, as he joins the pack and becomes part of a multiplicity, while at the same time
expressing respect for actual animals, as the wolves become valuable teachers within the
narrative. Aspects of their actual animal behavior are included in the tale, such as the way they
turn themselves around before lying down, how they gorge themselves after a kill, and how their

99 Compare Lucretius’ account of the development of civilization in De Rerum Natura 5.
190 Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 29.

101 Thid., 32.

102 Haraway 2008, 28.

193 Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 138.

104 Thid., 243.

105 Haraway 2008, 27.
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furry tails act as a blanket. As Haraway points out, Deleuze and Guattari work so hard “to get
beyond the Great Divide between humans and other critters to find the rich multiplicities and
topologies of a heterogeneously and noteleologically connected world,” despite ultimately
coming up short of a real understanding of animals.!°® My argument here is that what Deleuze
and Guattari attempted to show in their book is here shown in a practical, memorable way,
through the missteps and teachable moments encountered by Nenabozho as he runs alongside the
wolves and shares their lives.

The anthropomorphic descriptions of the wolves in this story do not simply recreate wild
animals as furry versions of talking humans. The wolves remain wolves, with their fur, their
teeth, and their dung, yet they talk to Nenabozho as if they were fellow humans. But portraying
the wolves in an expanded ability to communicate with Nenabozho allows us to imagine a co-
existence of kinship and learning. What Crane calls “the pleasure of imagining proximity to
other animals” is accomplished through anthropomorphic description, using the typical human
way of understanding the world, in relation to ourselves, but expanding that knowledge to
include interactions with other beings. !’

Gerald Vizenor interprets the exploits of Nenabozho within a framework of comic
discourse, in which the trickster is a communal sign.!% He argues that these are stories of
“survivance,” and that animals provide “a literary connection with creation.”!% The
anthropomorphic representations of animals in narratives are “literary ascriptions that are
figurative and create a creature presence rather than a causal representation of animal
consciousness.”!!? The story of Nenabozho and the wolves portrays a creature presence while
also demonstrating a “connection with creation” through the wolf as odoodeman, a clan or
totem.!!! The wolves are present with Nenabozho and he enters into a relationship with them
where he allows himself to be questioned, challenged, laughed at, and helped. In this way the
story of Nenabozho and the wolves allows for a “liberation of the mind” and a reimagination of
relationships between humans and other creatures.!!? Always critical of anthropological
approaches, Vizenor states: “To imagine the world is to be in the world; to invent the world with
academic predicaments is to separate human experience from the world.”!!3 In this story, the
fractured relationship between humans and wolves that we saw in Aesop’s fables is reimagined
in a constructive way, allowing for the possibility of character development and learning from
other animals, while co-existing in a relationship based on shared needs and experiences.

106 Thid.

197 Crane 2013, 44.

198 Vizenor 1993, 187.

109 Vizenor 1998, 123. He defines survivance elsewhere: “Survivance is an active sense of presence, the
continuance of native stories, not a mere reaction, or a survivable name. Native survivance stories are renunciations
of dominance, tragedy and victimry.” (Vizenor 1999, vii).

10 Vizenor 1995, 661. Italics in original.

"' Vizenor 1998, 123.

112 Vizenor 1994, 77.

13 Vizenor 1984, 27.
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Dogs and Wolves: The Pact of Food

In this final section, I return to the fictional encounters between dogs and wolves, in both
Aesop’s fables and Jones’ Ojibwa Texts. 1 focus specifically on those accounts where the
domestic animal’s lifestyle is discussed. There is one fable in particular, with versions told by
Phaedrus and by Babrius, which discusses this topic. Phaedrus 3.7 gives the following tale:

Quam dulcis sit libertas breviter proloquar.

Cani perpasto macie confectus lupus

forte occucurrit; dein, salutati invicem

ut restiterunt, “Unde sic, quaeso, nites?

aut quo cibo fecisti tantum corporis? 5
ego, qui sum longe fortior, pereo fame.”

canis simpliciter: “Eadem est condicio tibi,

praestare domino si par officium potes.”

“Quod?” inquit ille. “Custos ut sis liminis,

a furibus tuearis et noctu domum. 10
adfertur ultro panis; de mensa sua 21
dat ossa dominus; frusta iactat familia, 22
et quod fastidit quisque pulmentarium. 23
sic sine labore venter impletur meus.” 24
“Ego vero sum paratus: nunc patior nives 11

imbresque in silvis asperam vitam trahens.

quanto est facilius mihi sub tecto vivere,

et otiosum largo satiari cibo!”

“Veni ergo mecum.” dum procedunt, aspicit 15
lupus a catena collum detritum cani.

“Vnde hoc, amice?” “Nil est.” “Dic, sodes, tamen.”
“Quia videor acer, alligant me interdiu,

luce ut quiescam, et vigilem nox cum venerit:
crepusculo solutus qua visum est vagor.” 20
“Age, abire si quo est animus, est licentia?” 25
“Non plane est” inquit. “Fruere quae laudas, canis;
regnare nolo, liber ut non sim mihi.”

How sweet liberty is I will briefly declare. A wolf, emaciated with hunger, chanced upon
a well-fed dog. After greeting each other, they stood still and the wolf said: “How do you
look so sleek? What have you been eating to put on so much flesh? I am much stronger
than you, and yet I am starving.” The dog replied frankly: “The same life will be yours if
you can serve a master in an equal way.” “What is that?”” he asked. “To be the guardian
of his threshold and protect his house from thieves at night. They bring food to me
without me asking for it; my master gives me bones from his own table; the servants toss
out tidbits to me and whatever delicacies they don’t like. In this way my belly is
replenished with no work.” “Well,” said the wolf, “I’m ready for that all right; at present
I have to endure snow and rain, and it is a hard life that I lead in the woods. How much
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easier for me it would be to live under a roof, and at my ease to sate myself with food in
abundance.” “Well then, come with me,” said the dog. As they were going along the wolf
noticed that the dog’s neck had been worn bare by a chain. “How did this happen, my
friend?” “Oh, it’s nothing.” “Tell me, please, just the same.” “Because they think me
restless they tie me up in the daytime, to make me be quiet while it is light and keep
watch when night comes. At dusk I am unchained and wander about wherever I please.”
“But if you want to go away somewhere, are you allowed to?” “Why no, as a matter of
fact, 'm not.” “Well, dog, go on enjoying the things you praise; I don’t choose to be a
king if I am not free to please myself.”!!4

Babrius 100 tells a similar story:

AVK® GVVIVTO TUEANG KOOV Ainv.

0 6" avtov éEnrale, mod Tpapeic obTmC

péyoc Kbmv €yEveto Kai AMmovg mAnpg.

“BvOponoc” elne “SaytAc IE o1TEVEL.”

“0 8¢ cot TpayMA0C” elne “midg EAevkmON;” 5
“KAou® TéTpuUTTOL GAPKO TO GLONPEi,

OV 0 TPOPEVG Lot TEPITEDEIKE YOAKEDTOG.”

AOKoG O €’ adTd Kayyboag “Eyd Toivuv

yoipev KeAeV®” enoti “tf] TpLET] TavTY,

OU fjv 6idnpog tov £uov avyéva Tplyet.” 10

A dog who was very plump met with a wolf who began to question him: Where was he
fed that he had become such a big dog and so well lined with fat? “A rich master feeds
me,” said the dog. “But your neck,” asked the wolf, “how came the bare spot on it?”” “The
flesh has been rubbed by the iron collar which my keeper forged and put upon me.” The
wolf laughed at him mockingly and said: “Away with that kind of luxury! It’s not for me
at the cost of having my neck rubbed with an iron collar.”!!>

These two fables may be related to a fragment of Archilochus (237 West): 116
A ATEMPNCE OKVTA;
How has he caused the scruff of his neck to become inflamed?
This fragment and the two verse fables seem to address the same situation: a wolf who briefly

considers adopting the life of a domestic dog, but reconsiders upon seeing the restrictive
conditions of that life.!!” I believe these fables are unique in their perspective, using the wolf to

114 Text and translation from Perry 1965.

115 Text and translation from Perry 1965.

116 Text from West 1980. See Van Dijk 1997, 147-48 for discussion.
117 Chambray 226 records yet another version of the fable:
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name the often unexpressed issue of the dog’s oppression. Cristiana Franco points out that Greek
myths, which discuss the domestication of working animals such as horses and cattle, do not
mention the dog’s collar. She says: “An eloquent silence, especially since canine cooperation had
a myth of origin quite different from those for other domestic animals. There are, in fact, a whole
group of stories in which the gods invent or construct not the tools to control and master the dog
but the dog itself.”!!® She quotes Xenophon Cynegeticus 1.1 and Odyssey 7.91-94 as examples of
the discovery or construction of dogs by the gods, and she argues that the dog is depicted as a
tool, but one “alive and endowed with autonomy,” that is an “active subject of a social
contract.”!?

The dog’s willingness to enter the social contract and receive food in payment for work
allowed the application of an anthropocentric contractual model to this relationship, but the dark
side of this contract is revealed through these fables. Unlike the idealistic image of the creation
of guard dogs by Hephaestus in Homer’s Odyssey, or the gift of hunting dogs to Chiron in
Xenophon’s Cynegeticus, the non-mythical world of fable presents an alternative and opposing
tradition.!?? In the world of fable, dogs not only struggle with opposing the clever attacks of
wolves against the sheep, or against the dogs themselves, but they also face the brutal realities of
chafing collars. Outside of fable, the dog’s contract involves performing work and receiving food
as payment, but fable offers a glimpse of the sinister reality that dogs’ labor was constrained by
the use of restraining devices, rather than being freely given in exchange for food. By pointing
out this reality, the wolf is voicing the perspective of the oppressed, while at the same time
expressing the validity of his own choice not to enter into the same contract.

A similar Ojibwe story reiterates this contrast in attitude between dogs and wolves. Anna
Gibbs recorded this story, originally told by Gerry Kingbird. She emphasized that “although this
story seems to make fun of animals, its purpose is to respect animals and show the difference
between the dog (who is dependent on man) and the wolf (who is closer to nature).”!?!

[1] Wa’awe bezhig chi-aya’aa gii-onjibaa Obaashiing. Awedi, wa’aw bezhig Akiwenzii
gii-izhinikaazo. Ogii-nagadaan o’owe ayi’ii gaa-izhi-bi-aadizooked aabiding. Gaawiin
niwanenimaasiin. Gaawiin igaye niwanendanziin owe ayi’ii gaa-bi-izhi-aadizooked owe.
Gii-aadizooke. Ogii-tazhimaan ma’iinganan miinawaa animoshan. Miish iwidi mewinzha
jibwaa-izhi-maajaad nigii- kagwejimaa owe ji-ozhibii’amaan. “Bizaan binaa ozhibii’an!
Ani- ozhibii’igaademagak gakina zhegwa, zhayiigwa,” ikido. “Mii eta go ezhi-ani-
gikenjigaademagak owe anishinaabemowin owe ezhi- ani-ozhibii’igaademagak,” gii-
ikido. Miish awedi, nimikwenimaa akiwenzii gaa-nagadang owe gaa-izhi-aadizooked

AVKOG v Khou® dedepévov Opdv péyioTov khva fipeto “Ancog Tic ¢' £E0peye Tobtov;” O 8¢ épn
“Kovnyode.” “Alha todto pn mébot Adkog £uol @idog Apog yap 1 kKAowod Papvtng.”

A wolf, seeing a large dog with a collar on, asked him: “Who put that collar round your neck, and fed you
to be like this?” “The hunter,” answered the dog. “Then,” said the wolf, “may no friend of mine suffer like
this; a collar is as grievous as starvation.”

118 Franco 2014, 43.

119 1bid., 44.

120 Franco 2014, 43-44.

121 Gibbs 2010, 96.
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aabiding. Gaawiin niwanenimaasiin Akiwenzii gaa-izhinikaazod. Awe ani- gikenimag
bezhig inini.

[2] Ma’iingan babaa-ayaa megwaayaakwaang. Animosh dash ayaa besho waakaa’iganing
endaanid anishinaaben. Ma’iingan besho gii-ayaa endaanid anishinaaben. Wiin dash
animosh gii-ayaa megwaayaakwaang. Ma’iingan miinawaa animosh gaganoonidiwag.

[3] “Daga giin animosh, omaa bi-izhaan! Bi-ganawenim anishinaabe,” ikido ma’iingan.
[4] “Aanish gaye goda,” ikido animosh.

[5] Gaawiin booch idash ogii-minwendanziin animosh gii- ayaad megwaayaakwaang.
Gii-azhegiiwed animosh. Gaa-izhi- meshkwajiiwaad.

[6] “Omaa niin nindoonji-ganawenimaa anishinaabe. Niga-bi- ayaa megwaayaakwaang,”
ikido ma’iingan.

[7] “Omaa niin niga-onji-ganawenimaa anishinaabe besho owaakaa’iganing,” ikido
animosh.

[8] Ma’iingan gaa-izhi-inaad animoshan, “Omaa niin niga- onji-ganawenimaa
anishinaabe. Omaa niin niga-onji-wiisin megwaayaakwaang. Giin dash gidaa-onji-
ganawenimaa anishinaabe besho owaakaa’iganing. Giin dash moo giga-miijin.”

This certain elder was from Ponemah. His name was Akiwenzii [old man]. He left this
story one time [before passing]. I don’t forget him. And I don’t forget his telling of this
legend. He was a storyteller. He talked about the wolf and the dog. So long ago, before he
left, I asked him if I could write it down. “Go ahead and write it! Everything should be
written down now,” he said. “That’s the only way the Indian language will be known, as
it’s written,” he said. So he’s the one, I remember that old man who left this telling one
time. I don’t forget Akiwenzii as he was called. So I have come to know well this certain
man.

The wolf is around in the wild. The dog is near the homes of man. The wolf used to be
near the Indian. And the dog was in the forest. The wolf and the dog were talking to one
another.

“Dog, you come here! Come take care of the Indian,” said the wolf.

“All right then,” said the dog.

The dog didn’t really like being in the woods anyways. The dog went back. They

switched places.
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“I will take care of the Indian from here. I will be in the forest,” said the wolf.
“I will take care of the Indian from here near his home,” said the dog.

The wolf told the dog “I will take care of the Indians from here. I will get my food from
the woods. You will watch over the Indian from nearby his house. And you will be eating
shit.”122

This story, with its humorous punchline, reveals that even without a collar, the life of a dog may
leave something to be desired, at least from the wolf’s perspective. Like the story told by Babrius
and Phaedrus, it assumes that the dog has given up some benefit to assume close proximity to
humans.

Despite the similarities, a crucial difference is the slave-like conditions found in the
Greek and Latin stories. Fables, and especially those told by Phaedrus, represent (to a certain
extent, at least) the perspective of the lower class, particularly slaves, in ancient societies.!?* In
particular, the hungry but free wolf and the well-fed but enslaved dog may represent the contrast
within Greek society of the impoverished free laborer and the domestic slave. By voicing the
concerns of slaves and even domestic animals, fables enable a disguised critique of power,
similar to what James Scott calls the “weapons of the weak.”!?* The dog’s resignation to its role
in the fable told by Babrius and Phaedrus is offset by the wolf’s resistance to the idea. In fables
of other domestic animals, stronger forms of resistance such as refusing to perform duties,
pilfering, escape, and confrontation show more explicit animal resistance.!?> Both anonymity and
disguise are required to successfully resist power by means of what Scott calls “a ‘hidden
transcript’ that represents a critique of power spoken behind the back of the dominant.”!?¢ Scott
links both material and ideological resistance to power, calling both types of insubordination the
“infrapolitics of the powerless.”!?” As the product of a society that sanctioned slavery, Aesop’s
fables encode both types of resistance, through the words and actions of the animals. While the
metaphorical application of the “hidden transcript” suggests that slaves’ voices may be heard
obliquely within the tradition, I also believe that animal resistance can be read alongside this
transcript, providing a glimpse into the everyday forms of resistance practiced by domesticated
animals all over the world.'?®

The Ojibwe story, the product of a society without slavery, does not mention a collar or
chain. In this version, the emphasis is on the diet of the animals. In contrast to the Aesopic
version, where the dog eats better than the wolf, the dog in Gibbs’ story eats shit. This humorous
statement suggests that the wolf may have access to the entire animal it kills, whereas the dog is
given scraps and bones, and may resort to eating literal excrement. This idea reinforces the
perspective found in the story of Nenabozho and the wolves, where Nenabozho first bristles at
the thought of eating what the wolves offer him, but soon adapts to their lifestyle. That story

122 Gibbs 2010, 96-99.
123 Kurke 2011, 10-12. See also Henderson 2001, Patterson 1991, and duBois 2003.
124 Scott 1985.
125 Hribal 2007, 103.
126 Scott 1990, xii.
127 Tbid., xiii.
128 Hribal 2007.
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presented an alternative way of seeing human-animal interaction as dependent upon
relationships, recognizing the limits of the human body, and adapting by learning from other
species. These stories displace anthropocentrism by their claim that animals are fully equipped to
survive and thrive on their own, and that humans find their place by learning from them. In the
story of the dog and the wolf, both the dog and the wolf care for the people from their respective
locations.

All three stories portray both dogs and wolves as autonomous subjects, capable of
choosing what kind of life they want to live. By imagining the thoughts of dogs and wolves, and
how they might discuss their respective life circumstances with each other, the stories provide an
example of humans speaking for animals, reinscribing the unknowable consciousness of another
creature into human terms. Alison Suen suggests recognizing that representation is inevitable in
our dealings with animals, and that due to the limitations of communication, the distinction
between speaking with and speaking for may collapse.'?® She argues that we should recognize
our unique form of speech as a relational capacity, whose condition depends on kinship, not
reason.!3? However, she argues that speaking for animals can be a way of elevating our
acknowledgement of the relational capacity of animals, and that, although we are describing
animal relationships in our own terms, doing so allows us to consider the perspective of other
types of beings and how that perspective can inform our interactions with other species.

By considering these perspectives and using the Indigenous stories to reflect on the Greek
fables, we can adopt a multivalent view similar to that of the trickster in Gerald Vizenor’s theory.
Vizenor states that the trickster is “a concordance of narrative voices,” a sign of the communal
experience, in contrast to modular isolation.!*! By viewing these stories as an account of
relationships, both among the human community and with other species, we allow for a fresh
interpretation of Aesop’s fables. The Ojibwe stories especially demonstrate the displacement of
anthropocentrism by focusing on the ways in which animals help, and are even superior to,
humans. Their perspective allows us to look at relationship, rather than possession of speech, as a
way of defining our existence on a continuum of species. By adopting this cross-cultural
perspective, the Ojibwe stories, as well as the Aesopic fables, redefine our understanding of what
animals have to say by allowing their voices to be heard.

129 Suen 2015, 21-22.
130 Suen 2015, 3-4.
131 Vizenor 1990, 284.

76



3. The Trickster

In this chapter I will look at trickster figures in Aesop’s fables and the Ojibwe tradition,
and explore the function of these figures within their respective worlds. In Jones’ Ojibwa Texts,
Nenabozho functions as a trickster figure, as does Aesop himself in the Life of Aesop.! Within
the Greek fables, the fox is most often cast as the trickster figure, a tradition which continued
into the medieval Reynard tales. In contrast to the trickster gods of Greek mythology, Hermes
and Prometheus, the Aesopic fox has received very little discussion concerning its trickster role.?
In Indigenous traditions, various animals, such as the fox, coyote, crow, raccoon, raven,
whiskeyjack, and rabbit play the role of trickster, and within the Ojibwe tradition, a rabbit or
hare sometimes takes on the trickster role as a refiguration of Nenabozho. In this chapter, I will
look at these figures and their multiplicities, exploring varied strands of meaning within these
stories as the characters show diverse ways of being in the world. Rather than looking at the
trickster as a mediator, or the embodiment of oppositions, I will show how the trickster, who
appears as a quintessential human and a quintessential animal, enacts the instability of
boundaries and language.® By creating shifting meaning and changing relationships with “the
other,” the trickster may be found engaging in an endless and playful search to understand the
world.

Gerald Vizenor’s theory of the trickster as a communal figure, opposed to individualism,
and as the embodiment of the complexities of discourse, will, I believe, allow for a better
interpretation of Ojibwe stories, and the same approach may also be valuable for looking at the
trickster animals in the Aesopica.* How does the trickster, as a “semiotic sign” in a language
game, allow a reimagination of humans and other animals in relationship, and in communication
with each other?® The trickster creates meaning, by doing rather than being, and enacts a creative
encounter of liberation.® The iterability and changeability of animals within these stories, and
especially that of the trickster, provide opportunity to investigate the possibility of multi-species
communication, and the ways in which language itself is not an essential human quality, but a
changeable semiotic system, which sometimes gets the best of those who interact by means of it.
Thus, the trickster enacts the role of language as part of a semiotic system for enabling and
subverting interactions among multiple species, while at the same time, the trickster’s shifting
form questions the human exclusivity of language, demonstrating that language bears a
nonhuman trace.’

! Kurke 2011, 53.
2 On Hermes in particular, see Hyde 1998.
3 On the trickster and boundaries, see Hyde 1998, 7-8.
4 Vizenor 1993.
3 Ibid., 188.
6 Ibid., 285-86.
7 Derrida 1991, 116-117, Wolfe 2009, 571; Armbruster 2013, 27.
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Aesop’s Foxes

The fox is one of the most-represented species in ancient fables, where the fox’s
cleverness is typically used to advance her own agenda.® This reputation is not limited to fables,
since Aristotle describes the fox as mischievous and wicked.” Yet the fox’s cunning is often
foiled, and the fox herself may be tricked.!? In this section I will first explore the fox’s cleverness
as exemplified in several accounts, then turn to the special case of the fox and the hedgehog. I
will then look at where the fox’s cleverness breaks down, and finally turn to the fox’s self-
serving nature. In each of these sections, I hope to show, the fox exists as a trickster within
Aesopic discourse, both creating elaborate tricks and often being exposed for her own
foolishness.

The Clever Fox

The fox’s cunning is a standard feature in fables.!! The fox often brags about this
cleverness, as demonstrated in Perry 12:

aAom§ Kol Tapdaiic mepi KAAAovg fip1lov. Thg 0 mapddiemc map’ Ekacto TV T0D
oONOTOC TOKIAOY TPOParAopévig 1 dAGTNE toTvyoDoa &P “Kol TOGOV €yd GOV
KoAM®V DTapyo, T 00 10 odpa, TV 08 Yoy nemoikiipa;”

0 Adyog dnroti, 6Tt ToD GEOUATIKOD KAAAOVG dpeivev €6Tiv O TH¢ dtavoing KOGHOG.

A fox and a leopard were disputing over their beauty. When the leopard kept mentioning
her intricately patterned skin over and over, the fox retorted decisively and said, “How
much more beautiful I am than you, since it is not my skin that is intricately patterned,

but my mind!”

The story shows that the decoration of the mind is better than physical beauty.

8 The fox is gendered feminine in the Greek language, a factor which may be an accident of linguistic
development, but which must be significant for Greek attitudes toward the fox’s craftiness.

° Aristotle Historia Animalium 488b20: Kai té pév mavodpyo kai kakodpya, olov dAdmné (Again, some are
mischievous and wicked, like the fox).

10 Zafiropoulos 2001, 29.

11 Zafiropoulos 2001, 29.

12 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961. This fable is mentioned twice in Plutarch.
Plutarch Moralia, 500c-d (Helmbold 1939, 382-83):

H pév ovv Aichnetog dAmmé mepl mowidag Sucalopévn mpdg v mépdatiy, OC xeivn 1O oMo Kol TV

smpdveloy gdovOf kol kotdotictov énedeitato, g & fv 10 EavOov odyunpdv kol ody 18D TPocidely,

“OAL" 8uod To1 1O vtog,” Eom, “oKondv, @ S1KAGTA, TowIAmTépay LE THod dyel,” Snhodoa Ty mepi 1O

M0og edtpomioy ml ToAAG Todg ypeioug dueBopsvny.

The fox in Aesop, disputing at law with the leopard concerning their claims to variety, when the leopard
had shown her body with its glossy surface bright and spotted, and the fox’s tawny skin was rough and
unpleasant to the eye, “But look at me within, sir judge,” said she, “and you will find me fuller far than she
of fair variety,” making manifest the versatility of her character which changes to many forms as necessity
arises.
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This fable is an elaboration of the Greek adjective mowilog, translated as multicolored or
wrought in various colors.!* The term can be used both for elaborate iridescent or mottled colors
of animals, such as the plumage of the wryneck,'# a mottled snake,'*> and dappled fawn skins,!
as well as for abstract qualities of cunning and subtlety.!” The leopard is of course an excellent
example of mowilog fur, while the fox exhibits the mental qualities described by mowilog. The
fox’s tricks are thus described by a term that is often used for human art such as music, weaving,
and painting.'® Beyond the color patterns and iridescence implied by this adjective, it is also
associated with constant changing and complexity, rather than simplicity.!” When applied to a
person or animal, it indicates a wily, cunning nature. Since the term spans a range of aesthetic
and technical categories, its use in the fable allows the clever intertwining of multiple meanings
as the fox demonstrates exactly how her mind is intricate and cunning.?°

Plutarch Septem 155b-c (Babbitt 1928, 398-99):
oL & £otkag 0VOE THC 6EALTOD LUVNLOVEDELY GADTEKOC. EKEIVT] UEV YOp €ic dydva motkiAiog katacTion
TPOG TNV ThpdaAty NEIOV T EVTOg avTg KAToUaOETY TOV SikaoTnV, TOKIAMTEPA Yap ExeEldev paveichal

But you, apparently, do not remember your own fox. For the fox, having entered into a contest with the

leopard to determine which was the more ingeniously coloured, insisted it was but fair that the judge should

note carefully what was within her, for there she said she should show herself more ingenious.

13 LSJ s.v. mowilog.

14 Pindar Pythian 4.214.

15 Pindar Pythian 4.249.

16 Euripides Bacchae 249.

17 Detienne and Vernant 1978, 18-19.

18 Mueller 2008, 55-56.

19 Detienne and Vernant 1978, 18-19.

20 A similar Latin fable is recorded by Avianus, but without the pun on motkidog (Duff and Duff 2006, 744-
45):

Distinctus maculis et pulchro pectore pardus

inter consimiles ibat in ora feras;

sed quia nulla graves variarent terga leones,

protinus his miserum credidit esse genus.

cetera sordenti damnans animalia vultu 5

solus in exemplum nobilitatis erat.

hunc arguta novo gaudentem vulpis amictu

corripit et vanas approbat esse notas:

“vade” ait “et pictae nimium confide iuventae,

dum mihi consilium pulchrius esse queat, 10

miremurque magis quos munera mentis adornant,

quam qui corporeis enituere bonis.”

A fine-breasted leopard in his dappled glory went to parade himself among the beasts which were his
compeers. But because the surly lions had no varied hues upon their back, he straightway formed the belief
that theirs was a sorry tribe. Condemning all the other animals as mean-looking, he took himself for the one
pattern of noble breed. As he was rejoicing in the garb of youth, a wily vixen chid him and showed the
uselessness of his markings. “Go,” said she, “keep your excessive confidence in your gorgeous
youthfulness, so long as I can surpass you in fine counsel, and so long as we can admire those adorned by
gifts of intellect more than those who shine in bodily charms.”
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The fox’s intricately patterned mind appears in a fragment of Alcaeus in which the
descriptive adjective mowidhd@pwv occurs. While in this fragment the fox is compared to one of
Alcaeus’s political opponents, the descriptive force of the epithet highlights the fox's craftiness
(¢ drdmal mok[AO@pav, “a crafty fox™ Alcaeus fr. 69 V).2! From this fragment, it is clear that
the adjective is fittingly applied to the fox, and to Alcaeus’s rival Pittacus by extension. A similar
term, mowktlopntng is used as an epithet of Odysseus in the /liad and Odyssey, and along with his
other epithets, highlights the wily and cunning behavior he engages in.?> The many twists and
turns of Odysseus’s life correspond to the fox’s ability to suddenly reverse its position, and its
embodiment of metis, “the power of reversal.”?

The fox’s verbal cleverness is demonstrated in Perry 27, the fable of the fox and the
tragic actor’s mask.

aAomn§ eicelBodoa gl TAACTOL £pYOcTPLOV Kol EKAGTOV TAV EVOVIWOV dEPELVDGO, MG
TEPLETLYE TPAYDOOD TPOCHOTEIW, TOVTO EMdpaca €IMeEV: “olol KEPAAT) EYKEPAAOV OVK
&xer.”

0 Adyog ebKapog TpoOg AvOopa LEYOAOTPETT HEV COUATL, KOTA YOy O& AAOYIGTOV.

A fox went into the workshop of a moulder and, as she was poking her nose into
everything, came upon a tragic actor’s mask. As she picked it up, she said, “What a head
to have no brain inside!”

This fable is fitting for the man who has a magnificent physical appearance but a foolish
mind.?*

In this fable, the fox speaks the punchline, making a pun on kepaAr| (head) and &yképaiov
(brain). Her obsession with mental acuity continues in the vein of her bragging to the leopard in
Perry 12 about her own cleverness. Her observation demonstrates that she is primarily concerned
with brains, and that an impressive appearance is of no value compared to a clever mind. By
coming face-to-face with the empty mask, the fox realizes the human potential for deception
through multiple methods. Though the fox may not understand theater, she does understand
pretense and vanity.

A fable which clearly demonstrates the fox’s metis and power of reversal is recorded by
Babrius. The fable is lengthier than most, and the fox speaks multiple times, amply
demonstrating her craftiness and verbal artistry (Babrius 95):

A lion in a rocky glen lay ill, his languid limbs outstretched upon the ground. He had a
friendly fox to keep him company, to whom one day he said: “I’m sure you want me to
survive? I’'m dying of hunger for that deer who makes her home in that wooded thicket

2l See Kurke 1991, 252-53 and Kurke 1999, 112-13 for discussions of the context of this fragment.
22 E.g. lliad 11.482, Odyssey 3.163, 13.293. See Detienne and Vernant 1978, 18-19.

23 Detienne and Vernant 1978, 37.

24 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961. Compare Phaedrus 1.7.
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underneath the rugged pines.?*> No longer now, alas, have I the strength to chase a deer,
but she shall come within my claws, if you’ll consent to take her captive with your
honeyed words.” Off went the crafty one and found her quarry in the wild woodland,
prancing about upon the tender grass. She bowed before her first of all, then wished her
health, and said she’d come to bring good news. “The lion is my neighbour, as you
know,” she said. “But now he’s very ill and close to death, and so he has been thinking
much of late concerning who should rule the beasts when he is gone. ‘The boar,’ he says,
‘is a senseless creature, the bear too sluggish, the leopard too prone to anger, the tiger a
braggart who always keeps to himself.” The deer, he reckons, is worthiest of all to rule.
‘She has a proud appearance; she lives many years; her horns are fearful to all creeping
things and are like the trees with their branches, not such as are the horns of bulls.” Why
need I say more? Your election has been ratified and you are destined to rule over the
beasts who roam the mountain. When that day comes, my Lady, I pray you’ll not forget
the fox, who was the first to bring you this good news. That’s why I came. But now
farewell, dear friend; I hurry off to join the lion, lest he want me for some other service,
since he looks to me for counsel in all things. And, methinks, you too should go, my
child, if you would heed the advice of an old head. *Twould well become you to attend to
him and cheer him in his woes; for little things have weight with those who are in life’s
last hours. The souls of the dying are in their eyes.” So spoke the crafty one, and the
deer’s mind was puffed up with conceit by the spell of those false words. She came to the
hollow cave of the wild beast, not knowing what was bound to be. Up sprang the lion
reckless from his couch and set upon her, but in too great haste; only the tips of his claws
slashed the deer’s ears. The deer was frightened and dashed forth from the doorway into
the midst of the adjacent woods. The crafty one wrung her hands when she saw that her
labour had been spent in vain, and the lion groaned and churned his maw, assailed alike
by hunger and chagrin. Again he called the crafty one and begged her to devise once
more a scheme by which to take the prey. The fox delved deeply in her thoughts and said:
“Hard is your bidding to fulfil, but I will serve you nonetheless.” Then like a shrewd
hound she set out upon the trail, devising tricks and mischief of every kind. She asked
each shepherd that she met, had he seen anywhere a bleeding deer in flight? And all who
had would point the way and lead her on, until at last she found her game in a shady place
recovering her breath after running. There, with the brazen brow and front of Impudence
in person, the fox came to a stand. A shudder ran through the deer’s back and knees and
anger seethed within her heart, as thus she spoke: [ ] “You loathsome beast, this time it
won’t be good for you, if you come near me or dare to mutter so much as a word. Go,
play your tricks on others yet untaught. Choose others to be kings and put them on the
throne.” But the fox’s spirit was not daunted, and with ready words she answered: “So
ignoble are you, so full of fear, so suspicious of your friends? The lion meant to give you
profitable advice; and, to rouse you from your former lethargy, he merely touched your
ear, as a dying father might. His intention was to give you every precept you would need
to hold so great a kingdom, once you took it over. But you could not endure even the
slight scratch of his enfeebled hand, but tore yourself away by force and so were

25 The deer is gendered feminine in this fable, despite references to antlers which are typically (but not
always) found on male deer only.
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wounded more. And now he is angrier than you. After finding you very untrustworthy
and light-headed, he declares that he will set up the wolf as king. Alas, what an evil tyrant
he will be! What shall I do? You are responsible to all of us for these ills. Come now,
hereafter bear up bravely. Don’t be timid and afraid, like a sheep from the flock. I swear
to you by all the leaves, and by the springs, as I hope to have you only for my master, that
the lion is no enemy of yours, but from good will he makes you queen of all the beasts.”
Such were the coaxing words by which the fox induced the youthful deer a second time
to enter in the house of death. After shutting himself within the utmost reaches of his lair,
the lion had, all by himself, a banquet most complete. He gorged the flesh, he sucked the
marrow from the bones, devoured the inner parts. Meanwhile the one who brought the
game stood by hungering for it; and when by chance the fawn’s heart fell apart from the
rest, she seized upon it stealthily and ate it. This was the profit that she had as payment
for her toil. The lion, checking, counted over each of the inner parts, and only the heart
amid them all could not be found. All through his couch he searched, in every corner of
his lair. Then said the crafty one, to cover up the truth: “Indeed, she had no heart at all.
Don’t search in vain. What kind of heart could she or any creature have who came a
second time into a lion’s den?”2¢

In this fable, the fox is called kepd® (the crafty one, or the profiteer, lines 36, 43, 99; cf. 95).27
Her craftiness plays out in the twists and turns of this story, as she coaxes the frightened deer
twice to enter the lion’s den. Her powers of persuasion are remarkable and carried out by
“weaving all kinds of tricks and mischief” (mAékovca té€yvag kKai Tavovpyiog ndoag, 52). In
addition to this verbal artistry, her desire to gain something from this endeavor is clear. The story
puns on the fox’s name (kgpd®) and her profit (képdog) obtained by stealing the deer’s heart for
herself. The deer’s heart in this story represents her mental capacity rather than courage,
suggesting that she has no intelligence and is gullible rather than courageous.

The fox engages in verbal cleverness, weaving words and relying on deception and
multiple meanings to accomplish her goal. She lies to the deer, repeatedly telling her that the lion
wants to make her the ruler over the animals and reassuring her that it is safe to enter the lion’s
den, denying the lion’s intentions to do anything but confer rulership on her. Her successful
deception of the deer provides evidence that her craftiness is not just useful for making clever
statements, but that she is willing to use it against other animals to her advantage. She engages in
verbal reversals, saying one thing while concealing her intent under the surface of the words. Her

26 Translation adapted from Perry 1965, 117-23. Another version of this fable is recorded by Chambry
(199).

27 The fable of the hare and the fox (Perry 333) comments on this name. Text from Perry 1952. Translation
is my own.

‘O Maywog i} dhorekt ““Ovimg modhd kepdaivels, [T Exeic] 6t dvoud oot kepdd £otv;” 1) 6& AAOTNE: “&l

dmioTeic,” Epn, “SeDpo’ £y® EoTid 68.” O 88 fodovOel Kai v EvSov 008EY T} 6 Aaywodg Simvog Tif dAdmeKL.

0 8¢ Aaywog Epn “ovv Kok®d pév, aAN Epaddv cov to dvopa to0ev £oti, 00K GO ToD Kepdaivewy, GAL' Amod

0D dohodv.”

The hare said to the fox, “Do you really get the name of ‘the profiteer’ because you make so much profit?
The fox replied, “If you don't believe it, come on, I will have you for dinner.” The hare followed the fox to
her den, but the fox had nothing there to eat except for the hare himself. The hare exclaimed, “I have
learned to my sorrow that your name does not derive from any kind of profit but from trickery!'
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cleverness highlights the deception inherent in language, and the deer’s fate exemplifies the
danger in trusting in the changeable semiotic system of language.

It is precisely because the deer trusts in language rather than her own senses and her
perception of the lion’s aggressiveness that she loses her life.?® The fox convinces her of the
primacy of language over bodily perception, and in so doing, convinces her to enter the lion’s
den a second time. The fox is able to use words so convincingly that the poor deer believes that
her perceptions must be mistaken, and she accepts and follows the fox’s advice. In this way, the
fable shows the danger inherent in language, due to its inherent potential for deception.

In the fable of the fox and the goat in a well, the fox tricks a goat with a plan that appears
designed to save both of them, but in reality is intended to allow only the fox to escape (Perry
9):29

aAonn mecovoa gic ppéap Enavoykes Epeve TPOg TV AvaPacty aunyavodoa. Tpdyog 6¢
dtym cvveyOUEVOS, MG EYEVETO KT TO aVTO PpEap, Beacdpevog adTv ETVvOAaveTo i
KaAOV €11 1O Dowp. 1 8€ TV cvvtuyioy AoUeEVIGOUEVT) TOADY ETavov TOD VOATOG
KOATETEWVE, AEYOVOO OG ¥PNOTOV €1 Kol o1 kol avTOV Kotofijval mopivetl. Tod 08
APEAETNTOG KOOOAALOUEVOL S0 TO OV Y Opdv TOTE TNV €mbBupiay, Koi Guo t@d v dtyoav
oféoot petd TG AAMTEKOG GKOTODVTOS TV (vodov, ¥pNooV Tt 1) AAOTNE Een
gmvevonkévat €ig TNV AUEOTEP®V cOTNpiay: “€av yop Beinong Tovg Eunpoctiovg mddag
1@ Tol)® Tpocepeicas EyKATval kol T0 KEpaTa, AvadpapodGa ot 510 ToD GOd VAOTOL Koi
o0& AvVOoTAc®.” TOD 08 Kol TPOG TNV OEVTEPAV TAPAIVESTY ETOIUMG VINPETHOAVTOG, 1|
AAOTNE avarlopévn Sl TV GKEADV aOTOD Eml TOV VATOV AVEPT Kol dr’ éketvov €l Tdl
KépaATO dlEPEICAPEVN EML TO OTOUA TOD PPENTOC NUPEDN Kai dverBodoa dmnAidtteto. ToD
O€ TPAYOL HEUPOUEVOL DTV MG TOG OLoAOYiaG TapaPaivovcay, 1) AAGTNE Emotpageica
glmev “® o0TOC, GAL’ £l ToGAVTAC PPEVAC ElYEC BGOG &V T TMYMVL TPiYAC, OV TPOTEPOV
on xotafePnkelg mpiv 1j TV dvodov Eokéym.”

oDT® Kol TOV AVOPOTWV TOVG PPOVILOVS OET TPOTEPOV TA TEAN TAV TPAYUATOV CKOTETV,
€10’ oUTmg aVTOTG EYYEIPETV.

A fox fell into a well and had to stay there because she was unable to get out. A thirsty
billy goat came to the same well, saw the fox, and asked if the water was good. The fox
was delighted with this good fortune and greatly praised the water, saying how good it
was and encouraged him to come down also. The goat jumped in without delay, thinking
only of his thirst, and when he had quenched his thirst, began searching for a way out
along with the fox. The fox said she had a thought of a good idea for saving both of them.
“If you will brace your front feet against the wall and bend your horns over against it, I’1l
run up your back and pull you up too!” The billy goat readily agreed to the second
suggestion, and the fox jumped up through his legs onto his back, stood on his back, and
from there, supported by his horns, she reached the mouth of the well and escaped. When
the goat complained that she was breaking their agreement, the fox turned around and

28 Kurke 2011, 155.
29 A Latin version is told by Phaedrus (4.9).
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said, “My friend, if you had as many brains as you have hairs in your beard, you wouldn’t
have gone down there before figuring out how to get out.”

Thus wise people should not undertake anything before they see where it will end up.*°

This fable shows the fox using trickery to save herself, with no concern for the fate of the goat
she tricks.®! The fox’s witty remarks comment upon the other animal’s lack of brains, as she did
in the fable of the crow and the fox (&i TocavTac Ppévag elxeg doag 8v 1@ Tdywvt Tpiyag; cf.
Perry 124, @pévog &i eixec). As in Perry 124, she uses exaggeration in order to trick the other
animal, this time singing the praises of the water in the well much like the fox in Perry 124
flatters the crow. These fables demonstrate that the fox is well-versed in methods of verbal
persuasion, and likes to get the last word by offering a witty assessment of the situation. In order
to do so, the fox is willing to break agreements, as the billy goat points out (®g T0¢ OpoAoyiog
napapaivovcav). Much like in the fable of the deer without a heart, the fox engages in deception,
making false promises which the other animals take at face value, and later reneges on those
promises to her own benefit.

The fox uses her verbal and mental powers in order to protect herself in a number of
fables. In the fable of the lion, the donkey, and the fox (Perry 149), the fox quickly adjusts to a
dangerous situation to protect herself:

AoV kal dvog Kai GA®TNE Kotvavioy Tpog dAANAovg oreicdpevol EERADoV ic dypav.
TOAANV 8¢ <ONpav> 0TV GLALAPOVTOV O AE®V TPOGETAEE TGO OVE JEAETV TOTG.

10D 08¢ TPETG poipag Tomoavtog Koi EKAEEaGOL DTG ToPAvoDVTOG O AEMV AYOVOKTIOOG
[aAAOpEVOG] KaTeBOVAGATO OTOV Kol Tf) dAdTEKL pepicatl TPocETaey. 1 O TavTa €ig
piov pepida cuvabpoicaca kol pkpd 0T VTOAMTOUEVT TOPVEL AVTH EAEGOAL.
gpopévou 8 avTiv Tod Aéovtog, [Kkai] Tic adTv obtm dovépsty 88idaev, 1| dAmdTNE elnev
“ai tod dvov cvpgopai.”

0 Adyog oo, 6Tt COEPOVICUOG YiveTal TOIg AvOP®OTOLS TO T®V TEAAG SUCTUYLOTAL.

A lion, a donkey, and a fox reached an agreement with one another and went out to hunt.
When they had caught much prey, the lion instructed the donkey to divide it for them.
When the donkey divided it in three parts and asked him to choose one, the lion became
very angry, devoured the donkey, and then ordered the fox to divide up the shares. She
left only a small portion for herself, gathered all the rest into one portion, and urged the
lion to take it. When the lion asked the fox who had taught her to divide things that way,
she said, “The fate of the donkey.”

The fable shows that people can gain wisdom from their friends' misfortunes.>?

30 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.

3! The fable of the hare in the well and the fox (Perry 408) shows a similar lack of concern for others, as the
fox finds a hare trapped in a well and makes the same pronouncement about the other animal’s fate.

32 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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The fox is confronted with a dangerous situation, in which she quickly adapts and takes action to
save her skin. This story demonstrates the fox’s quick-wittedness and ability to adapt to the
circumstances.

In another related fable, the fable of the old lion and the fox, the fox also avoids being
eaten by the lion by making a wise assessment of the environment and the danger posed by the
lion (Perry 142):

AoV ynpacoag kol pun dSuvdpevog St dAKTG £t TpoPnV Topiley Eyvm deiv dU émvoiag
10070 TPALAL. KO OT) TOPAYEVOUEVOG €1G TL GTMANLOV Kad EvTadBa KoTakAOEgig
TPOCEMOLEITO TOV VOGODVTA: KOl OVT® TO TAPOYEVOLEVA TPOG OOTOV £ML TNV EMICKEYY
{da cvlhappdvov Katnobie. ToAA®Y 6¢ Onpiov KotovarobEiviov AAOTNE TO TéYvac L
a0TOD GLVEICH TAPEYEVETO, Kol 0TAGA dnmbev ToD omniaiov ETVVOAVETO aVTOD TAG EYoL.
10D 08 €IMOVTOC “Kak®dS” kol TNV aitiov épopévov dt” fjv ovk eloeioty, Epn “OAL’ Eywrye
elofiABov Gv, &l P Eopwv TOALDV eictovTov Tyvn, 510vtog & ovdevoc.”

oDT®MG 01 PPOVILOL TAV AVOPOT®V €K TEKUNPLOV TPOOPDLEVOL TOVG KIVOVVOUG
EKQEVYOVOTV.

A lion who was getting old and could not obtain food by force decided he would have to
do it by wit. So he went into a cave where he laid down and pretended to be sick. When
the other animals came to visit him, he would eat them. After many animals were
devoured, a fox, who had understood the trick, came along and standing away from the
cave asked him how he was. When the lion said he was not doing well and asked why the
fox wasn’t coming in, she said, “Well I would, if I didn’t see so many tracks going in but
none coming out.”

Thus wise people foresee danger from the signs and avoid it.*?

In this story, the fox understands the situation and not only chooses the prudent course of action
for herself, but also makes that choice known to the lion in a clever statement. In this account, as
in others, the fox’s main concern is saving her skin, and she does not demonstrate concern for the
fate of other animals, other than to the extent that she can benefit from their fate. The fox’s
cleverness is, it appears, never used to benefit other animals, but only in the service of her own
interests.

The same fable appears in Babrius 103, with additional details and a lengthier
conversation between the fox and the lion.

Aéwv En’ dypnv ovkéTt 6OEvev Paivery

(TOAA® Yap 5N T ¥POVE YEYNPOKEL)

KoiAng £6m omRAVYYOS 01 TIg VOV

Kapvov ERERANT ovk dANBE doBpaivov,

QoVNV Papeloy TPOSTOMTH AETTOV®V. 5
Onpdv & &n” avrac MABev dyyehog erum,

33 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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Kol TAvTeEG AYOLV (g AEOVTOG APPDGTOV,
gmiokomionv & &lg £kaoToc elohet.

TOVTOVG £0eENG AapPdvav dpoytnitog

Katnodiev, yiipag 0& Mmapov nOPNKEL. 10
coQn O’ AA®OTNE Vevonoe Kal TOPPW

otabeion “Pacihed, TS Exels;” EnnpmTa.

KKkeivog ine “yoipe, eitdn {Hov:

11 6" 00 TPoGEPYT, HOKPODEY O pe oKémTy);

dedpo, yAvkeia, kai pe mokidlolg pbooig 15
napnyodpnoov £yyvg dvta g poipng.”

“o®lo10” pnoiv, “fjv 8" dmelu, cuyyvoon

TOALGV yap Tyvn Onpiov pe Kolvet,

OV E10vTav odk Eyelg 8 pot deiterc.”

Moaxapilog 611G o0 mporapPhvel Traicog,

GAL" aOTOg BAA®V GLUPOPATS ETadevO).

A lion who was no longer able to hunt, for he had grown old with the passing of many
years, laid himself down in a hollow cave as if he were sick and in pain, pretending to
gasp, and making his once deep voice seem weak and thin. Rumour came bearing the
message to the beasts within their lairs, and all were grieved to learn of the lion’s illness.
Each came to call on him inside the cave; and he seized them one after the other without
trouble and devoured them. He had learned how to make his old age luxurious. A shrewd
fox sensed the truth and, taking her stand at a distance, inquired: “How are you, O King?”
The lion answered: “Greetings, dearest of creatures. Why don’t you come up, instead of
looking on from a distance? Come hither, sweet one, console me with talk of every kind,
now that I’m so near to death.” “Take care of yourself,” said the fox, “but pardon me, if
leave. I am deterred from entering by the tracks of many beasts, none of which, so far as
you can show me, are leading out from the cave.” Fortunate is the one who is not among
the first to stumble, but has learned by observing the calamities of others.>*

These two versions present essentially the same fable, with only the amount of detail varying. In
both cases, many animals lose their lives after falling into the trap set by the sick lion, and only
the fox is wise enough to see through the ruse and refuse the lion's invitation. The fable is
presented (especially in the Babrius version) not as a refusal to follow the crowd, but as a refusal
to respond to the lion's invitation into his den. The tracks themselves are not the invitation the
fox refuses; rather, they signal to the clever fox that all is not as it seems. Thus, by correctly
interpreting the tracks, a non-verbal sign, the fox demonstrates her shrewdness and intelligence
in detecting and understanding various types of signs. But as always, she does not use this power
to benefit other animals, but simply to save herself.

In a similar fable, the fable of the sick lion, the wolf, and the fox (Perry 258), the fox
actively sacrifices another animal’s life for her own benefit.

34 Text and adapted translation from Perry 1955, 130-133.
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AV yNpacog €vOsel KATAKEKAUEVOS €V avTp®. mapricay &’ Emiokeyoueva TOV Bactién
TV dAGOTEKOG, THAAN TV (OWV. 6 Toivuv ADKOGg AaBOEVOC EVKALPIOG KATNYOPEL TOPA
@ AEOVTL THG AAMTEKOC, GTE ON o’ 0VOEV TIBEUEVTG TOV TAVIMOV DTV KPATODVTA, Koi
o TadTa und’ €lg Emiokeyv AELYHEVNG. &V T0G0UTY O TopTiv Kai 1 GA®RNE, Kol TV
tedevTainV fKkpodcoto Tod AVKov PUdTOV. O pév ovv Adav kat’ avtic Bpuydto. 1} &
amoloyiag kopdv aitnoaca, “kaoi tic,” e, “Tdv cLVELBOVTOV TOGODTOV OEEANGEY dGOV
€YD, TAVTOYOGE TEPIVOGTNOAGA, Kol Oepameioy VéEP cov map’ latpdv (nToaca Kol
pobovoa;” Tod 8¢ Aéovtog evBUg TV Bepaneiov eimelv keleboAVTOG EKeivn NGt “el
Aokov {dvta €kdeipag TV adtod dopdv Bepunv apeiéon.” kol Tod AVKov avtika vekpod
KEWEVO, 1 GAOTNE yeA@oa lmev “oBTmg ov xph) TOV SeomOTNY TPOG  ducpEveELay
TOPOKIVELV, ALY TPOG EVUEVELOY.

0 pdBog onhot, 8t O kaB’ ETEPOV UNYOVOUEVOG KOO’ £0VTOD TNV ALYV TEPLTPETEL.

An old lion lay sick in a cave. All of the animals except the fox came to visit the king.
Then the wolf took this opportunity and reported to the lion that the fox disregarded him
as ruler of them all and because of this did not come to visit him. The fox arrived at that
moment and heard the wolf’s final words. The lion roared at her and she asked for a
chance to justify herself. She said, “Who of all this assembly has helped you as much as I
have, going everywhere for doctors and searching for a cure for you and learning how to
cure you?” When the lion ordered her to tell him the cure immediately, she said, “Skin a
wolf alive and wrap the warm hide around yourself.” When the wolf lay dead, the fox
laughed and said, “Thus one should not inspire the master to enmity but to goodwill.”

The fable shows that the person who plots against another sets a trap for himself.*

Although the outcome for the wolf is similar to the fate of the other animals in the previous
fable, in this account the fox takes an active role in turning the wolf’s accusation back on him,
saving herself in the process. We have explored representations of the wolf in Greek fable as a
treacherous animal willing to turn upon its own kind. This fable shows that not only is the wolf
capable of doing so, but the fox also can do the same thing in return, effectively winning the
battle of betrayal. As we will see later, the fox frequently engages in self-preservation and selfish
behaviors, using her mental power to ensure a variety of outcomes in her favor.

The fox can sometimes get jealous of the good fortune of other animals. In the fable of
the fox and the monkey (Perry 81), the fox tricks the monkey into getting caught in a trap:

&V ouvOd® T®V AAdY®V {DwV TONKOC DSOKIUNGAG BAGIAEDG VT’ aDT®V £XE1POTOVIO).
aAomnE o0& avtd eBovioaca, MG 0edoato &v Tvi TN KpENg Kelpevov, dyoryodod avTovV
gvtadBa ELeyev, dg epodoa BNcavpPoOV, AT HEV 0VK £YPNOATO, YEPAG O VT TG
Baoctieiog TetpnKe, Kol TapnveL o0t Aapupdvewy. Tod 8¢ dpeAntog EneABOvVTog Kol Vo
TG TAYNG CLAANEOEVTOG, AiTIOUEVOL TE TNV AADTEKA MG Evedpedoacay avTd, EKeivn
gon “o midnke, ob 8¢ TorvTNV Yoy Exov TdV dAdyov (hov Bactievelg;”

35 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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oDT®G 01 TOIg TPAYHAGY ATPOCKENTMOC EMLYEPOVVTIES TPOG TA SOLVGTLYETV KOl YEAWMTO
O0PAMoKAVOLGLY.

At an assembly of the irrational animals a monkey won their favor and was elected king.
But the fox was jealous of him, and when she saw some meat lying in a trap, she led him
there and said that she had found a treasure and had not taken it, but guarded it as a
kingly prize for him. She urged him to take it, and he went forward without delay and
was caught in the trap. When he accused the fox of setting an ambush for him, she said,
“My dear monkey, are you, with such a wit, the king of the irrational animals?”

So it is that those who thoughtlessly get involved in public affairs bring upon themselves
not only misfortune but also mockery.3®

The fox is not above using her trickery to get petty revenge on the monkey for his undeserved
good fortune. Her jealousy may come from the feeling that she is best fitted to be the king of the
animals (as in Perry 107, which I will discuss in the next section). In any case, she does not allow
the monkey to experience this role without mocking him.

The final line of the fox’s speech contains an apparent bowdlerization of a fragment of
Archilochus (West 187):%7

TomMvde 8 @ midnke TV TNV ExwV
Monkey, with a rump like yours

The replacement of wuynv with yoynv, itself an emendation of Toynv, focuses on the fox’s
obsession with the mind, recalling the fable of the fox and the leopard, where the fox’s mind is
described with the term yoyr.*® It also alludes to the fable of the fox and the crow and the fable
of the goat in the well, where the fox denigrates other animals for their lack of pnv (mind). The
version quoted by West with moyrv focuses on the bodily excess and ugliness of the monkey, in
contrast with the fox’s superiority, which is perhaps both mental and physical.

Either reading, I believe, fits with the fox’s typical approach of highlighting her own
mental prowess in contrast to either her opponent’s lack of mental prowess, or a correspondingly
inferior body part. For example, in the fable of the fox and the leopard, the fox contrasts her
mind to the leopard’s skin, with the implication that a mowilog mind is to be desired over
nowkidog skin. In the fable of the fox and the billy goat, the fox contrasts the goat’s lack of brains
with his relatively useless abundance of facial hair. In Archilochus’s fragment, the fox may be
contrasting her own mental ability to the monkey’s laughable and (presumably, if caught in a
trap) protruding rump.*® Her focus on the bodily may have been too obscene for the fables as

36 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
37 Text from West 1980. See van Dijk 1997, 144-47 for discussion and bibliography.
38 See Perry 1952, 353, app. crit. for manuscript readings.
3 Van Dijk 1997, 145.
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they were gathered into collections, but must certainly have been present in earlier versions, as
evidenced by the fragment of Archilochus.

A late Latin fable preserved in Perotti’s appendix tells of a similar interaction between
the ape and the fox.*° In this fable, the fox is condescending and refuses to share her tail with the
ape:

Vulpem rogabat partem caudae simius,

contegere honeste posset ut nudas nates;

cui sic maligna: “Longior fiat licet,

tamen illam citius per lutum et spinas traham,

partem tibi quam quamvis parvam impartiar.” 5

An ape asked a fox for a part of her tail, so that he might decently cover up his bare
buttocks; but the spiteful creature said to him: “Even if my tail should become longer
than it is now, still I would sooner trail it through mud and briars than share a part of it
with you, however small.”*!

The fox’s disparaging refusal to share part of her tail shows her high opinion of herself, in
contrast with the ape. She would rather that her tail be soiled with mud and briars than
contaminated by association with the ape’s body. Her superiority complex extends beyond her
mind to those beautiful parts of her body such as her tail, which she is afraid to lose (Perry 17).

The fox’s highlighting of her mind and her beauty in contrast to the less clever, more
bodily emphasis in her description of other animals positions her at a higher level than other
animals, more suitable to be the ruler over the animals. However, in the next two sections, we
will see how the fox herself resorts to bodily overpowering of other animals, and is herself
subjected to the limits of her own body. In particular, the fox’s craftiness is not confined to the
verbal domain; instead, she is tricky both verbally and physically.

In addition to the fox’s skilled command of language within fable, she also engages in
physical reversals and deceptive actions. The fox “holds the secret of reversal,” according to
Detienne and Vernant, and she embodies this deception, as evidenced by several ancient
accounts that focus on the fox’s physical flexibility and ability to reverse by flipping over.** This
ability to turn and reverse position is mentioned by Pindar in Isthmian 1.4, 45-47, in his praise of
the wrestler Melissus:

TOAULQ YOp ETKDG 45
Bopov EpPpepetdy Onpdv Aedvtwv
&V OV, UfTy 8’ AAMOTNE,
aietod & T avamrvapéva poppov ioyet:

40 On Perotti’s appendix, see Perry 1955, xcvii-xcviii.
4! Text and adapted translation from Perry 1955.
42 Detienne and Vernant 1978, 36-37.

&9



For in boldness he resembles the spirit of loud-roaring lions in toil, while in cleverness he
is a fox, who holds off the swoop of the eagle by falling on her back.*

Like the flexible Melissus, who can evade and overcome opponents by feint, the fox can escape
predation or attack by the eagle in this way, by flipping over backwards.**
The same unusual motion is also described in Aelian De Natura Animalium 6.24:

106 0¢ MTidag &v T® [Tovim Onpedovoy obtm. dmootpageicat avtal Kai &g yijv Khyaoot
TV KépKoV Avateivovoty domep odv TpdymAiov dpvifoc: ai 8¢ dmatndsicol Tpociacty Mg
TPOG BpVIv OPOPLAOV, £lta TANGIoV Yevopevar Tiig dAmmekog dAickovtot PRoTo
EMoTPOeiong Kol EmOeUEVIG KATA TO KAPTEPOV.

And this is the way that foxes hunt bustards in Pontus. They reverse themselves and put
their head down on the ground and stick their tail up, like a bird’s neck. And the bustards
are deceived and approach, supposing it to be some bird of their own kind; then when
they come close up, they are easily caught by the fox, which turns upon them and attacks
them violently.*>

This passage claims that foxes “reverse themselves,” turning upside down with their heads on the
ground and tails up, fooling bustards into thinking they are seeing another bird. Both this reversal
(dmootpageicat) and the way they turn themselves around to attack the bustards (émiotpageionc)
indicate a physical reversal that mimics the fox’s use of words in fables. The bustards are
deceived (admatnOeicar) by the fox’s physical reversal and dissimulation, in much the same way
as in Aesop the deer and other animals are deceived by the fox’s verbal machinations.

The Fox and the Hedgehog

The fox’s usual tricks famously do not work against one animal in the Greek repertoire,
the hedgehog. A well-known fragment of Archilochus refers to this apparently proverbial saying
(201 West): 46

TOM' 010" GAOTNE, GAN' &yivog Ev péya.
The fox knows many things, but the hedgehog knows one big one.
This fragment was quoted by Zenobius, who says that this proverb is said “of the greatest

scoundrels” (éni T®V mavovpyotdtwv). The scoundrel, the mavodpyoc who is ready to do
anything, echoes the language used by Aristotle in describing foxes.*” The fox is willing to try

43 Text from Snell and Maehler 1987. Translation is my own.

4 See Detienne and Vernant 1978, 51 n.68, for the scholia on the fox’s pedagogical value to wrestlers.

45 Text and adapted translation from Scholfield 1958, 40-41.

46 Text from West 1980, 67.

47 Aristotle Historia Animalium 488b20: Koi 18 u&v mavodpya koi koxodpyo, olov AdmE (Again, some
are mischievous and wicked, like the fox).
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many types of tricks to achieve her ends, whereas the hedgehog only needs one trick, because it
works. Yet, it seems, there are ways for the crafty fox to out-trick even the hedgehog.

The passage of Aelian quoted above is preceded by one about how a fox catches a
hedgehog (De Natura Animalium 6.24):

Aolepdv ypripa 1) AAOTNE. EmPBoviedel YOOV T0ig xepoaiolg £xivolg TOV TpOTOV TODTOV.
0pBovG aTOVG KaTay®mVicasOatl AdVvaTog 0Tt TO 08 aitiov, ai dkavlot dveipyovotv
aOTV. 1 0 NOVYMOG Kol TEPEIGUEVMG <EXOVGO> TOD E0VTHG GTOUOTOS AVOTPETEL ADTOVG
Kol KAiver btiovg, dvaoyicacd te £o8iel padimg TovS TEMG poPepov.

The fox is a crafty creature. For instance, she plots against hedgehogs in the following
way. She cannot overcome them by a direct attack, the reason being that their prickles
prevent it; and so, gingerly and taking great care for her mouth, she turns them over and
lays them on their back and after ripping them open, easily devours those whom until
then she dreaded.*®

The fox uses another reversal, this time by physically inverting the hedgehog’s body, turning him
upside down to gain access to his soft underbelly. This action mirrors the fox’s verbal mastery,
and her ability to flip the meaning of words to accomplish her ends. Her tactics consist of
overwhelming defenses, whether through tricking a gullible animal with words, tricking a bird
by a quick reversal, or figuring out how to avoid the hedgehog’s spines.

This is not the only trick she uses against the hedgehog, however, and her other method,
recounted by Aelian, is entirely appropriate for a trickster (De Natura Animalium 6.64):

H dAdmNnE movnpov {HOv éotiv, EvBev o1 Kol KEPOAAENV 01 ToNTal KOAETV PIAODGLY
aOTV" TOVNPOV O€ Kol O YePGOIog £XIVOG €0TL. Kl O HEV E0VTOV CLUVEIANCOG KETTAL,
Beacdpevog fikovsav THV dAMTEKa, 1) 88 Yavelv Te Koi Evoakelv ob duvapévn, kdta
ovpnoev avTod £¢ 1O oTépa” O O dmomviyeTat, ToD TVELUATOG EVOOV €K THG GLVEIAMCEMG
KOTEGYNUEVOL Kol EMPPEOVTOG 01 TOD TPOEPNUEVOD, KOl LEVTOL <kaT™> TOV TPOTOV TOVTOV
KOKOV KoK TepteAfodoa TOvV Eivov 1) AAOTNE pNKEV a0TOV. AveTéEp® O¢ ONpa AéhekTot
aAAn.

The fox is a rascally creature, hence poets are fond of calling it ‘crafty.” The hedgehog
also is a rascal, for as soon as he sees the fox approaching he rolls himself into a ball and
lies still. And the fox, unable to open her jaws and bite him, makes water into his mouth.
And the hedgehog is suffocated because his breathing is stopped through being rolled up
and because of the aforesaid stream. Moreover the fox having thus tricked the hedgehog,
one scoundrel tricking another, catches him. I have earlier described another method of
capture.®

This passage focuses on the “rascally nature” of both the fox and the hedgehog, in a battle
between two scoundrels. Yet once again the fox manages to overcome the hedgehog’s defenses,

48 Text and adapted translation from Scholfield 1958, 40-41.
4 Text and adapted translation from Scholfield 1958, 88-89.
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this time suffocating it by filling its mouth with urine. This unusual trick seems to be the polar
opposite of the typical fox in fables, who uses only words and does not resort to lower bodily
functions to achieve her ends. Yet in this case, the fox is able to force the hedgehog to unroll and
expose its belly, or suffocate. The fox’s cleverness is here directly linked with bodily functions,
much like the figure of Aesop in the Life of Aesop and Nenabozho in the Ojibwe stories.

With this background in mind, we can now turn to the fable of the fox and the hedgehog,
told by Aesop to the Samians. This fable is told by Aristotle, and catalogued as Perry 427:

Alommog 8¢ év Zapm cuvnyopdv dNUay®y®d Kpvopéve mepi Bavatov Een dA®TEKN
drafaivovcav Totapdv dnmcfval i eapayya: ov duvapuévny 8 EKPijvat Tolvv ypovov
KaKomadelv, kol KuvopasTac ToALoVG ExecOar adtiig. &xivov 88 TAAVOUEVOV, OC EIdEV
0TV, KOTOKTEIPAVTO EPOTAV €l APEAOL AVTHG TOVG KUVOPALGTAS” TNV 0& 0VK £0v.
gpopévou 8¢ d1at i, eavar “ét1 ovtor pév TApElg pov §on eiciv, kol dAiyov Elkcovoty
aipa &0 8¢ Tovtoug Aéln, Etepot EADOVTEC mev@VTEG kmobvrad pov o Aomdv aipa.”

“Grip ovV Kai DPAS,” Epn, “0 Gvdpeg Tdpiot, 00TOG PV 00dEV ETt PAyEL TAOVGLOC Yép
gotwv. éav 0¢ todToV dmokteivnte, £Tepot HEOVGL TEVNTEG, Ol DUV AVOAMDGOLGL TA KOV
KAémtovteg.”

Aesop, when defending at Samos a demagogue who was being tried for his life, related
the following anecdote. “A fox, while crossing a river, was driven into a ravine. Being
unable to get out, she was for a long time in sore distress, and a number of dog-ticks
clung to her skin. A hedgehog, wandering about, saw her and, moved with compassion,
asked her if he should remove the ticks. The fox refused and when the hedgehog asked
the reason, she answered: ‘They are already full of me and draw little blood; but if you
take them away, others will come that are hungry and will drain what blood remains to

b

me.

You in like manner, O Samians, will suffer no more harm from this man, for he is
wealthy; but if you put him to death, others will come who are poor, who will steal and
squander your public funds.”>°

This strange fable appears to show the fox resigned to the evils of the dog ticks and unwilling to
accept help. The fable appears to be invented for the occasion, as an allegory about unethical
politicians; yet, as I have demonstrated previously, cultural attitudes about actual animals can
sometimes be found within these allegorical fables.

In this account, the fox perhaps surprisingly refuses the hedgehog’s help and follows up
with an unsurprisingly clever reason for her choice. But why does this particular animal appear
in this account? Does the hedgehog perhaps have an additional, previously unknown, trick in his
repertoire? Or perhaps, after having been previously poked by the hedgehog’s spines, the fox is
not willing to have this sharp creature in close contact with her skin. The fox, a master of verbal
trickery, may suspect that the hedgehog is purely looking out for his own interests, hoping for a
tasty treat. After all, insects form the majority of the hedgehog’s diet, and this must be a hungry

50 Aristotle Rhetoric 2.20.6-7. Text from Perry 1952; translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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hedgehog who is willing to approach a fox so closely. At the very least, having examined other
fables about foxes, we should know not to take the fox’s statements at face value.

This story shows two clever creatures in competition. The fox and the hedgehog both
have tricks, both are selfish, and their interactions are always competitive. The hedgehog
sometimes wins and escapes from the fox, and at other times the fox is able to turn him over or
force him to unroll by various methods. When the hedgehog is hungry, he finds a food source on
the incapacitated fox, but the fox is not willing to allow her competitor to profit from her
misfortune. Thus, it seems the hedgehog’s plodding wisdom is no match for the fox’s quick
craftiness on many occasions, and least of all when the unlucky fox does not wish to allow the
hedgehog any benefit at her expense.

In light of Aelian’s description of the fox’s methods for catching hedgehogs, we can see
the fierce competition between these two animals. The fragment of Archilochus also depicts
these two species in competition, suggesting that the hedgehog is better positioned in this
struggle. Yet within this fable, the fox is suspicious of the hedgehog’s tricks, and unwilling to
allow the hedgehog to profit from her misfortune. While we do not see the fox attempting to
catch the hedgehog, we see evidence that these two creatures are not friends. Their fierce
competition is mirrored in other fables where the fox interacts with other animals and sometimes
gets out-foxed.

The Crafty One Tricked

The fox’s self-professed cleverness reappears on multiple occasions, where she makes
witty statements to a variety of other animals. Even Zeus notices this cleverness, in a fable that
provides an explanation of the fox’s role among the other animals (Perry 107):

Z&0¢ Ayaodpevog GAMTEKOS TO GLVETOV TMV PPEVAV Kai TO Towkilov 10 Pacilelov avTi
1OV AAOY®V (OoVv évexeiptoe. PovAopevog 6¢ yvdval, el TV TOYNV LETOALAEACH
petefareto Kol TNV YAMoypdTNTO, PEPOUEVIC OVTHG £V Popei® KAvOapov Tapd TV dyv
AeRKev. 1 0& AVTIoYETV U1 SvvaUEVN, ETELDN TEPUTTATO TQ POPEIW, AVamnINcAcH
KOOGS GLALAPETY aDTOV EMELPATO. Kol O ZeVS AyavakToag Kot  aOThg TOAY aOThV €ig
NV apyoiov TaEV AmEKATEGTNOEY.

0 Adyog dnot, 6Tt ol adAol TOV AVOPOT®V, KAV TA TPOSYNUATA AAUTPOTEPO.
avardfmot, Ty yobv eOotv oV petatifevtat.

Zeus, admiring the fox’s intelligence and cunning, gave her the kingship over the
senseless animals. But, wishing to know whether the fox after her change of fortune had
also lost her slipperiness, he set a dung beetle loose in front of her as she rode along in
her litter. Being unable to resist when it flew around the litter, the fox jumped up in a
most undignified way to try to catch it. Zeus was so angry that he demoted her to her old
station.
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The fable shows that worthless people, even if they pretend to be more elegant, do not
change their nature.!

This fable sets up the fox in opposition to the rest of the senseless animals who are deprived of
AOyog (T dloyov Cdwv). The fox is described as a human king or queen, being transported in a
litter. But Zeus plays a trick to see if the fox is truly clever; the word used here for cleverness is
YAMoypOTNG, a rather rare term which means stickiness, slipperiness, or stinginess.>? In the fable
of the fox and the leopard (Perry 12), the intricate patterns of the fox’s mind are highlighted, and
here, the texture of slipperiness or stickiness becomes the salient feature. These descriptions
metaphorically portray the fox’s mind as a tangible object with patterns and haptic qualities. But
when Zeus tests the fox’s cleverness, it seems that this slipperiness is only a surface quality, as
Zeus is able to trick the fox into undignified behavior. By means of his own clever trick, Zeus
proves that the fox is not as clever as she claims to be.

The fable hints at providing an aetiology for why the fox is not a ruler, in the human
sense, using anthropomorphic imagery such as the litter for carrying a king or queen. The
language of kingship over dumb animals suggests that the fox was for a time recognized for her
intelligence in the way humans are.>* But Perry 3, the fable of the eagle and the dung beetle, can
be read in comparison, showing that Zeus himself acted in a similar way while guarding an
eagle’s eggs, jumping up in disgust when a dung beetle flies into his face and drops a ball of
dung. In this way Zeus destroys the eagle’s eggs and accomplishes the dung beetle’s revenge on
the eagle who refused to accept his supplication on behalf of a hare that the eagle was pursuing.>*

5! Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.

52 LSJT s.v. yMoypoTc.

53 Tt recalls another fable, Perry 311, in which Zeus gives humans the gift of reason, in contrast to the
physical abilities given to the other animals; that fable also bears resemblances to the myth of Prometheus in Plato’s
Protagoras 320d-323a.

54 Perry 3 (text from Perry 1952; translation adapted from Daly 1961):

GeTOG AaywoOv £8iwKey. O 8¢ &v Epnuig TV PonOnodviwy HIapywVY, OV LOVOV O Kapog TapPESYEY, KAvOapov

idav TodToV IKéTELEY. 0 88 Tapadapcivac avTov AG £yyLg EMOOVTA TOV AeTOV £0ed00TO, TAPEKAAEL UN|

Amdryey aHToD TOV IKETNV. KAKEIVOG DIEPIBOV TV GLIKPOTNTO £V OYeL ToD KavOapov TOV Aaymov

KateBovno0T0. 0 08 G’ EKEIVOV PVIGIKOKMY JETELEL TOPOTNPOVUEVOG TOD AeTOD TAG KAAOG Ko, £l TOTE

8KeIvog ETIKTE, LETAPGLOC 0POUEVOG EKVALE TR MO KOL KOTENGGE, PéXPIG 0 TTavTodOev Elauvouevog O

GeT0g £mi 1OV Al katépuyev—~EoTt 8¢ ToD 0e0d 1epog 0 dpvic—ikal adtod £6e10N TOTOV AOT® TPOG

VEOTTOTOUOV AOPUAT] TOPACYELV. TOD S A10¢ £V TOIG KOATTO1G 0O TOD TIKTEW EMLTPEYAVTOG ADTH O KAVOPOG

TODTO EWPOKMS KOTPOL GPOIPOV TOMGOG AVETTY Kol YEVOUEVOG KT TOVG TOD A10¢ KOATOVG EvTabba

kabijkev. 0 8¢ Zevg dmoceicacOor Trv KOmpov Povdopevog, g dtavéotn, Ehabev 10 ®A droppiyog. ar’

£Keivov T€ paot, mepi OV Kapov ol kavOapot yivovtat, ToVg AeTOVC YT VEOTTEVELY.

0 AOY0G 018G0KEL UNOEVOC KOTAPPOVELY Aoylopévoug, 6Tt 00deig obTmg £0Tiv AdUVATOC MG TPOTNAAKIGOEIG
un| dvvacOot Eavtov EKOIKT|oaL.

An eagle was chasing a hare, and because he lacked anyone to help him, the hare, seeing a nearby dung
beetle as the only available help, begged the beetle to save him. The dung beetle encouraged the hare, and
when he saw the eagle approaching, begged it not to take away his suppliant. The eagle scorned the beetle
because of his smallness and made a feast of the hare. The beetle remembered this slight and kept watching
the eagle’s nest; whenever the eagle laid its eggs, he would fly up, roll the eggs down, and smash them.
This went on until the eagle, driven at every turn, sought the protection of Zeus—for the eagle is sacred to
Zeus—and begged him to provide a safe place to raise its young. Zeus allowed the eagle to lay its eggs in
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In comparison to Zeus’s momentary panic and forgetfulness, the fox’s obsession with catching
the dung beetle seems less foolish. Even Zeus cannot help but jump up at the sight of this
creature. In this fable, the littleness (cpkpotnta) of the dung beetle and its ignoble productive
activity (poiesis of the dung ball) contrasts with the eagle’s largeness and connection to Zeus.>
As such, the dung beetle perhaps represents the lowly genre of fable and Aesop himself.>® The
humble dung beetle exploits Zeus’s weakness in this fable, as in the previous fable the beetle
creates the conditions for the fox’s inner playfulness to come out.

The fox’s interaction with the dung beetle shows an important side of the trickster figure.
The fox may be smart, but she is not always clever enough to control herself and keep from
acting foolishly. This combination of cleverness and laughable behavior is key to what defines a
trickster, and Aesop himself, like the fox, exhibits this juxtaposition of the humorous and the
clever.>” In addition to sometimes acting foolishly, the fox can be tricked by other animals,
leading to situations in which she does not get the last laugh. In two medieval Latin fables (Perry
562 and 562a), the fox first tricks a partridge (or rooster) by flattery, and then once she catches
her prey, she is herself tricked into speaking, at which point the birds escape. Like the fable of
the fox and the crow, the fox’s tricks may be effective, but in these fables, despite the fox’s
attempts, the birds get the last laugh. Other animals in fables are not easily convinced by the fox
and are able to avoid capture by means of their own tricks (e.g. the cicada in Perry 241).

The fox gets tricked in another fable (Perry 252), in which her attempts to catch a rooster

g0 awry:

KOOV Kol GAEKTOP EIATAY TPOG AAANAOVS TOMGAUEVOL €V TG Ao BIELOV. THG O€ VOKTOG
Katalofovong &v TOn® AAcmOEL EAOOVIMV O UEV AAEKTPL®V €Tl TL 0EVOPOV AvaPag v
101G KAASO01G €KAB1GEY. O O KOOV KAT®OEV THS Payddog Tod 0EVOPOoL AQUTVMOCE. TG 08
VOKTOG TapeABohong kal avyTg KotaAafodons 0 AAEKTmp Katd TO cvvneg Leydia
gkekpayet. GAOTNE 0& ToVTOL dKovGaca Kai Boviopévn avtov katabovicactat,
g\Bodoa kol otdoa kKatwdey ToD d4vEpov &R0 TPOg ATV “Ayadov dpveov el kai
XPNOTOV TOIG AVvOp®OTOLS: KATAPN O 0€, OTMG oMUEV TAG VOKTEPIVAG MOOS Kol
ouvevPPaVOBLEY ApEdTEPOL.” O ¢ dAEKTOP VtoraPmv Epn avtl] “dncAbe, pile, KbdTwOeV
pOg TNV Pilav ToD dEVOPOL Kol pMYNGOV TOV TOPALOVEAPLOV, 0TS Kpohon 10 EOA0V.”
TG 0& AADTEKOG AmeABoHoNG TOD POVHicOL adTOV O KH®V APV TONcOS Kol THV
aAomeKD dPALAUEVOS OECTAPAEEY ODTNV.

0 pudbog onroi &1L ol Kol TOV AVOPOT®Y 01 PPOHVILLOL, OTOTAV Tl KAKOV a0TOTG EXEAOT,
Padimg TPOG AOTO AVIUTAPUTAGGOVTAL.

his lap. But when the dung beetle saw this, he created a ball of dung, flew up, and dropped it in Zeus’ lap.
When Zeus wanted to shake the dung off, he got up, forgetting the eggs, and threw them out. Since then
they say that the eagle doesn’t lay eggs when the dung beetles are around.

The story teaches us not to look down on anyone, because no one is so powerless that he cannot avenge

himself when he is mistreated.

35 See Kurke 2011, 88-89 and Steiner 2012, 29-37.

56 Aesop may also be represented by the slaughtered hare, though his potential to exact revenge after his
death aligns him more with the dung beetle (Van Dijk 1997, 196-97; Steiner 2012, 32).

57 See Kurke 2011, 225-29 for discussion of a visual pairing of Aesop and a fox on an Attic vase.
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A dog and rooster initiated a friendship and went traveling together. When night came,
they stopped in a wooded area and the rooster went up in a tree and perched in a branch.
The dog went to sleep in a crevice at the base of the tree. When the night passed and
dawn came, the rooster crowed loudly as he was accustomed to doing. A fox heard him
and wanted to make a meal of him, so she came and stood under the tree and shouted at
him, “You’re a good bird and very useful to people. Come down and let’s sing some
night songs and enjoy ourselves together.” The rooster retorted decisively, “Friend, go
tell the watchman under the tree to unlock the door.” As the fox went to tell him, the dog
suddenly sprang out, grabbed the fox, and tore her to pieces.>®

The fable shows that even wise people, when they meet any trouble, easily hold their
ground against it.>

This unlucky fox ends up being tricked by the rooster and killed by the rooster’s dog friend. The
opening phrase about friendship is identical to that of the fable of the eagle and the fox (Perry 1).
Yet in this case, the rooster and the dog maintain their friendship and use it against the fox. The
fox, who so often uses words to trick other animals, is this time subjected to the same treatment.
In a similar way, even a bramble takes on the role of competitor to the fox in Perry 19, where the
bramble scratches the fox and when she complains about this betrayal, the bramble says, “You
showed your bad judgement when you decided to catch me, because I am the one who usually
catches others.”

The fox’s tricks also go wrong in the fable of the donkey, the fox, and the lion (Perry
191). Here the fox betrays the donkey’s friendship in order to save her life, but the results are not
what she expected:

"Ovog kai GAOTNE Kovoviav cuvBépevotl mpog aAAnlovg ERABOV Emti dypav. Aéovtog 08
TEPLTVYOVTOG OVTOIG, 1) AADOTNE OpDSA TOV EMNPTNUEVOV KivOuvoV TpocelBodca T@
AEOVTL DTECYETO TAPAIDGEY VT TOV dvov, £0v avTH TO dxivovvov émayyeilntat. Tod ¢
VTNV ATOADGELY P OAVTOG, TPOGAYayoDod TOV Ovov €1¢ Tva Thynv EUTECETV
TOPECKEVOCE. KOl O AE®V OpDV EKEIVOV QEVYEV UT| SOLVAUEVOV, TTPATOV TNV AADTEKN
cuvélafev, £10' obtmc &l Tov Svov dTpdu.

Obtwg ol 101G Kovwvoic EmPovievovieg AavBivoust TOAAAKIC Kol £00VTOVG
GUVOTOAADVTEC.

A donkey and a fox made an agreement with each other and went out to hunt. When they
met a lion, the fox saw the impending danger, went up to the lion, and offered to betray
the donkey to him, if he would promise not to harm her. When he agreed to let her go,
she led the donkey to a trap and made him fall in. Then the lion, seeing that the donkey
couldn’t escape, first seized the fox and then turned to the donkey.

58 The Greek syntax in these lines is strange, but I have followed Daly’s 1961 translation.
59 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.

96



Thus it is that people who scheme against their colleagues often are destroyed with
them. 5

The fox’s cleverness ends up hurting her, as she plots to betray the donkey and ends up hurting
herself. In a related fable (Perry 568), a fox attempts to trick a wolf into sharing the spoils of his
hunting, and when he refuses, she turns him over to a shepherd who kills him. But then she is
caught by some hunters, and admits that her own death is the result of causing another’s death.
Another fable (Perry 394) presents a fox who serves a lion by pointing out the prey for him to
hunt. When the prey is divided, the fox begrudges the lion’s larger share and decides to hunt on
her own, but when she chases a sheep, she herself is set upon by the hunters. In all three of these
stories, the fox meets the same fate that she typically brings upon other animals. Her cleverness
is not foolproof, and she is susceptible to being tricked.

The fox can also be tricked in more innocuous ways. The fable of the fox and the crane
(Perry 426) provides an example. Plutarch tells this story in Quaestiones Convivales 1.5 (614e-f),
in the context of discussing the sophistic propensity for twisting words and annoying their
interlocutors.

ot (8¢) towadta TpoPfAnpoTa KabEvteg ovdEy v g Alcwneiov YepAvov Kol AAMTEKOS
EMIEESTEPOL TPOG KOVMVIAY QAVEIEY" OV 1] L&V ETvog Tt Mmapdv katd Aibov mhoteiog
KaToeaUéVn (TnVv yépavov £06£ato 00K gvmyovUévNY,) GALL YELOTO ThoYOVGaV:
g€Epevye Yap VYPOTNTL TO ETVOG TNV AETTOTNTA TOD GTOUOTOG OVTHC. £V HEPEL TOTVLV 1
YEPOVOG aTh Katayyeilaca dimvov €v Aaryuvidl mpovonke Aentov £xovom Kol Lokpov
TphynAov, GoT otV PV kabiévar to oTopa Pedimg Kol Amolavey, TV & GADTEKA, N
duvapévny, kopileoBot cupPoArdg TPETOVLGAG.

Those who propose such problems for discussion would appear to be no more fit for
society than the crane and the fox of Aesop. The fox poured some greasy pea soup out on
a flat stone and entertained the crane, not with a dinner, but with an embarrassing
situation, because the watery soup always slipped out of her thin bill. In turn, the crane
announced a dinner for the fox and served it in a jar with a long and narrow neck, so that
she could easily insert her bill and enjoy the food, while the fox, unable to put her mouth
inside, got a fitting meal. ®!

The fox in this fable receives a taste of her own medicine, as she is placed in a situation of
inability to access food due to the structure of her mouth. We have examined the fox’s verbal
dexterity, and her ability to use words to trick other animals. In this fable, the fox cleverly
designs a situation in which her mouth, by virtue of its physical construction, is more useful than
the crane’s beak. Yet the crane quickly reverses the situation, showing her own cleverness and
the fox’s failures, both in cleverness (since she does not see through the stratagem) and physical
ability (due to her inability to eat from a tall jar). Thus, we can see that the fox is not infallible,
and her abilities only extend so far. This fable suggests that, far from being an unchangeable
collection of stereotypes, the animals of fable exhibit the individual and fallible nature of real-

60 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
6! Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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life beings, and that the fox, in particular, is subject to becoming the victim of her own
cleverness.

In addition to sometimes falling victim to her own tricks, the fox is also predisposed to
laughable foibles. The fox’s laughable actions and occasional lack of wisdom are demonstrated
in Perry 24, the fable of the fox with the swollen belly:

AAOTNE MUdTTOVG0 OC £0ed0aTOo &V TIVL dPLOG KOIADUATL 8PTOVG Kol KpEa VIO TIVeV
TOWEVOV Kataledeiupéva, tadta eicelBodoa katépayey. £E0ykwOeion o8 TNV YyooTépa
EMe1dN 0K NOVVATO £EEADETY, E0Tévale Kol MOVPETO. ETEPQ O€ AADTNE TNHOE TaPLODSU (OG
fiKkovoev avTiig 1OV otevayudv, tpocerbodoa érvvOdveto Ty aitiav. pabodoa 68 Td
yveyevnuéva Een Tpog otV “OAAL pevETEOV GOl EviadBa, Emg dv TolTn Yévn, Omoia
ovoa icfileg, kai obtm padimg é€ghevon.”

0 Adyog dnot, 8Tt T YoAETd TAOV TPAYUATO®V O YPOVOS SLOADEL.

A hungry fox spied some bread and meat left in a hollow tree by some shepherds. She
crawled in and ate it, but her belly swelled so much that she could not get back out.
Another fox came by, and hearing her groaning, came up and asked what was wrong.
When she learned what had happened, she told her, “You will have to wait until you
become the same size as when you went in, and then you will come out easily.”

The fable shows that time resolves difficulties.??

This unlucky fox becomes an object of laughter, as her swollen belly traps her inside the tree
until she waits for the effects of her greediness to subside. Her gluttony is a typical feature of
tricksters, who tend to lack restraint when dealing with bodily desires. While Aesopic fables
generally avoid sexual themes, reserving those for the character of Aesop in the Life, the fox’s
gluttony is here the symbol of the tendency for bodily excess, a characteristic she shares with
Aesop himself.%* In contrast to the interactions between the ape and the fox, where the fox
positioned herself as superior to the grotesque bodily features of the ape, in this fable the fox’s
control over her body is gone.

In addition to bodily excess, the fox is prone to being excessively confident. Perry 232,
the fable of the foxes on the Meander River, demonstrates this form of excess:

ToTe AADOTEKES €Ml TOV Moiavdpov motapdv cuvnBpoicOncav, meiv €€ avtod BELovaat.
ddt 0& TO PolnoovV Pépeabat TO VOwp, AAANAOS TPOTPETOUEVAL OVK ETOAUMV EIGELOETV.
Hag 0¢ anT®v dte&lovong €mi 1@ eVTEMIEY TAG AOTAS, Kol OAloy KATOYEADONG, EAVTIV
G YEVVOLOTEPAY TTPOKPIVaGa BopGaAémg €1g TO DOMP EMNONcEV. TOD 08 PEOUATOG TAVTNV
€1g HEGOV KOTAGVPAVTOG, Kl TV AO@V Ttapd v &xOnv 10D ToTapod £6TNKLIDY, TPOG
DTV EImOVGMV “ur| ddong NUdG, ALY oTpapsica HroddeiEov TV elcodov, S Tg
axwovvemg duvnoopeda melv,” xeivn amayopévn Eheyev “andxpioy &y eig Miintov,
Kol TadTVv €Keloe amokopicat fovropat: €v 08 T@ Emaviévar pe HodeiEm vUTv.”

62 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
63 Kurke 2011, 212-17.
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TPOG TOVG KoTtd dAaloveioy E0VTolg Kivouvov EmeEPOVTIG.

Once the foxes gathered beside the Meander River to take a drink, but because the water
was roaring so loudly, although they encouraged each other, they did not dare to jump in.
Then one of them came forward to disparage the others, laughing at their cowardice, and
thinking that she was braver than the others, she jumped boldly into the water. As the
current carried her into the middle of the stream, and the others stood on the bank and
called to her, “Don't leave us! Come back and show us how we can drink without
danger!” She replied as she was being carried away, “I have a message to take to Miletus,
and [ want to take it there. When I return, I’ll show you.”

This is for those who put themselves in danger because of their boasting.%

This fox is unable to admit defeat, even while being swept away down the river. Her pride does
not allow her to admit that she was overconfident, and her boast may well result in her death.
Yet, in order to save face with the other foxes, she invents a clever excuse and does not admit
that she has put herself in danger.

This overconfidence is not surprising, but the fox is here clearly presented as an
individual within a group, with individual decisions that contrast with those of the group. In this
fable, we can see that the idea of fixed character is suspect—the fox who performs the trickster
role in this fable is contrasted with the rest of the foxes. It is changeability itself which is
highlighted. The fox is an individual capable of every type of reversal, susceptible to being
tricked, and able to make individual decisions that go against collective wisdom.

As we have seen in the fables in this section, the fox is not above being tricked or
laughed at. In fact, I would argue, it is a fundamental feature of the fox that she is not only
clever, but also very susceptible to laughable behavior and to being tricked. There is no creature
who so closely resembles the human in Aesop’s repertoire as the verbally dexterous, yet
vulnerable and ridiculous fox. As a trickster figure, she embodies both laughable gullibility and
cleverness, both human and animal, suggesting the instability of boundaries and questioning the
idea of human exceptionalism based on language abilities. In addition to her vulnerability to
being tricked, the fox is also remarkably selfish. In the following section I will look at several
fables in which the fox’s self-serving behavior is highlighted.

The Selfish Fox

A number of fox fables present the fox as clever in a self-aggrandizing manner. The fox
often attempts to manipulate situations to her advantage, or at least to ameliorate harm to herself.
In cases where actual harm cannot be avoided, the fox tries to reframe the situation, such as in
the fable of the fox and the grapes (Perry 15):

64 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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AAOTNE MUOTTOVG0 OC £08d.00TO ATd TIVOG AVadEVIPASOG BOTPLOG KPEUAUEVOLG,
NPovANON avTdV TEeptyevésHat Kai 00K OVVATO. AmallatTopévn 6€ TPOg EQVTNV EleV
“Oupaxég eiow.”

oDT® Kol TOV AVOPOTWV EVIoL TOV TPAyLATOV EPKEGOIL U duvapevol ot dcBévetlav
TOVG KOPOUG OiTIDVTOL.

A hungry fox saw some grapes hanging from a vine, and although she wanted to reach
them, she was not able to. She went away and said to herself, “Those grapes are sour.”

Thus some people who are unable to achieve things because of weakness blame their
circumstances.®

The fox’s reversals apply not only to her trickery of others, her physical dexterity, and her crafty
mind, but also to her perception of the circumstances. This phrase “sour grapes” has become
synonymous with disparagement of something unattainable, and the fox in this fable has
essentially disappeared from the phrase in its modern usage. Yet this story fits in with the pattern
of quick reversals that we have observed so far. To be a fox, in these fables, means to be able to
change at a moment’s notice. To have a mowilog mind means the ability to reconstruct a
situation to make it more advantageous. The fox attempts to assuage her frustration by the
construction of an alternate reality in which the grapes would no longer benefit her. In a sense,
the fox cannot admit defeat unless forced to do so by the circumstances, and in most cases, she
will manipulate her perception of the situation rather than admit defeat.

The fox’s tendency to construct an alternate reality extends into the physical world as
well, in the fable of the bobtailed fox (Perry 17):

Ao Vo TIVOC ThYNG TV 0VPAV ATOKOTEIGA, EedN 01’ aioybvnv dPimTov 1yeito TOV
Biov &yetv, Eyvom delv Kol Tag AL AADTEKNG €iG TO OOTO TPOoAYAYELV, Tva TQ KOV
nd0et to WBrov EAdtTopa cuYKPOLYT. Kai O1 andoag afpoicaca mapveL aOTOIg TOG 0VPAG
ATOKOTTELY, AEYOLGO G OVK ATPETEG LOVOV TODTO, GALL KOl TEPIGGOV TL AVTOIG PApOg
npocnpINTaL. ToVTOV 84 TIc DroTuyodGw Epn “® abTn, 4AL’ &l pf col TodTO GUVEPEpPEY,
oVK (v Nuiv Tod1o cuvefovrevcac.”

001G O AOYOG GpuOTTEL TPOG EKEtvoug Ol Tog cVpPovAiag TotodvTar Toig Téhag ov S’
ebvolay AAAL 01 TO £AVTOIC GUUPEPOV.

A fox had her tail cut off by a trap and was so ashamed that she thought life was
intolerable. She decided to persuade the other foxes to share her condition so she could
hide her deprivation in the common suffering. She called them all together and asked
them to cut off their tails, saying that it was not only an unsightly thing, but it was an
additional burden to carry. One of the others retorted, “Well friend, if this hadn’t
happened to you, you would not have advised this.”

85 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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This story is appropriate for those who give advice to those nearby not from goodwill but
for their own benefit.*

The fox’s self-serving nature is foregrounded in this story, where one of the foxes uses a clever
statement in an attempt to trick the others. Unsurprisingly, another fox sees through this
stratagem and calls out the first fox. The first fox’s sense of shame (aicyvvnv) is key here—her
tail has been caught in a trap, and this shame must be more acute because of her fear of what the
other foxes will think of her misfortune. As we have seen in other fables, this story also
demonstrates that foxes are not flawlessly clever. Sometimes they also get tricked, but when they
do, it is a matter of shame for them. Because the fox tends to emphasize her beauty and her
mental powers in contrast to the base nature of other animals, as we saw in the fable of the fox
and the ape, her misfortune is especially embarrassing. The fables in this section demonstrate
that the fox, because of her flexible, shifting body and crafty tricks, functions as a trickster
within the Aesopic corpus, focalizing the contradictions of human existence and the instability of
human-created binaries and language within a changeable creature.

The Anishinaabe Trickster

The term “trickster” was first used in an anthropological context by Daniel Brinton, an
American anthropologist, in 1885.57 He applied the term to the Algonquian “chief god,” known
as Nenaboj in Ojibwe and Wisakketjak in Cree, names which Brinton believed meant “cheat,”
“deceiver,” or “trickster.”® Brinton discounts the connection with the hare, waabooz, “the white
one” within the Ojibwe variants of the name, depending on a binary opposition between light and
darkness to inform his view of the trickster’s role. Unsurprisingly, he focuses on Nenabozho’s
struggle with the great serpent to justify this interpretation, suggesting that the underlying theme
is his ongoing struggles with “various powerful entities.”® He goes on to state that he “does not
conquer his enemies by brute force, nor by superior strength, but by craft and ruses, by
transforming himself into unexpected shapes, by cunning and strategy.”’° Later, he compares
Nenabozho to Odysseus in Greek epic and Reynard the fox in Medieval fables. Brinton’s ideas
were adapted by Franz Boas, who believed that tricksters from many Indigenous American
cultures could be divided into benevolent culture hero types and tricksters involved in selfishly-
motivated escapades.”! This early analysis of the Anishinaabe hero shows the influence of
Classical literature and fable on interpretations of Nenabozho, as well as the prominence of
Algonquian trickster figures as a comparison for those in other cultures.”

In the mid-twentieth century, Claude Lévi-Strauss proposed that the trickster is a
mediating figure, exemplified by scavenging creatures such as coyote and raven. While his
schematic analysis of myth raises more questions than it answers, in my opinion, the biggest
problem with his analysis is that waabooz, the snowshoe hare, is not a scavenging creature, even

8 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
67 Szyjewski 2020, 164.
%8 Brinton 1885, 137.
% Ibid., 138.
70 Ibid., 139.
"1 Boas 1940, 473-74.
2 Szyjewski 2020, 166.
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if Nenabozho himself could be described that way.”® In Paul Radin’s The Trickster, he records a
translation of Ho-Chunk (Winnebago) stories, divided into the “Trickster Cycle” and the “Hare
Cycle.”’* He explains the stories of the Ho-Chunk trickster figure (most of which are almost
identical to the Ojibwe versions) in a linear fashion, showing the development of a culture hero,
and a transformation from animality to humanity. Both Lévi-Strauss and Radin attempt to fit the
trickster stories into clearly defined oppositions and show the amorphous trickster negotiating the
space between the two sides, in a metaphor for the development of aspects of human civilization.

Gerald Vizenor provides an Ojibwe perspective on the trickster figure in traditional
stories. Unlike the work of Radin and Lévi-Strauss, where the trickster is interpreted as a
mythological mediator, Vizenor focuses on the earthly elements and the human representation
contained within the trickster. Vizenor writes that the trickster is the interior landscape that is, in
Lacanian terms, “behind what discourse says.” The trickster is between mind and body, and is
imagination, a communal voice in a comic worldview, representing the human as an adaptive
animal.”® He describes the trickster as a “comic holotrope in a postmodern language game that
uncovers the distinctions and ironies between narrative voices,” comprising the signifier, the
signified, and the sign through its multiplicity and harmony.”® He goes on to describe the way
many scholars appropriate the trickster into a modern conception of the individual, used to
support the idea of vanishing tribes in structural opposition to bourgeois capitalism. Instead of
being a solitary individual, he argues, the trickster is a communal discourse and a way for
listeners and readers to imagine their liberation.”’

For my argument, the important point is the representation of communal (human)
discourse in the trickster figure and the creation of new possibilities through the liberating power
of imagination. The trickster is thus the quintessential human, an animal that embodies and
enacts all the complexities of humanity and human discourse within its changing form. In this
section, I will discuss several Nenabozho stories, ending with an account of Nenabozho and the
fox. Finally, I will consider Vizenor’s approach as a way to help us understand the Greek fables,
while emphasizing the many differences in culture and approach between the stories of
Nenabozho and the Aesopic stories.

Nenabozho the Trickster

Part I of William Jones’ Ojibwa Texts presents the stories of Nenabozho, as told by five
Ojibwe storytellers.”® The volume is arranged in a series which contains some repetitions of the
more popular stories. Throughout the series, we can see Nenabozho cleverly tricking animals and
people, but more often than not, getting tricked himself and becoming the butt of a joke.

In story 41, Nenabozho and the Mallard, and story 42, Nenabozho and the Woodpecker,
told by Waasaagoneshkang, Nenabozho attempts to prepare a meal by imitating the actions of

3 Lévi-Strauss 1955, 440. Coyotes too are avid hunters of small animals in addition to being carrion eaters.
See Szyjewski 2020, 168 for discussion. Lévi-Strauss describes the “hare-god” as a merging of opposites (1979, 33).

74 Radin 1972.

5 Vizenor 1988.

76 Vizenor 1993, 190-02.

"7 Ibid., 193-94. Cf. Gates 2014, 64-106.

8 Jones 1917, xvi-xx.
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the mallard and the woodpecker.” The mallard’s production of food for Nenabozho involves a
humorous transformation as the mallard poops into the kettle and it fills up with rice. But when
Nenabozho tries to return the favor for the mallard, he is comically unable to do so and
eventually incurs his wife’s anger for soiling the kettle. In the end, the mallard offers to help and
makes a kettle full of rice for Nenabozho and his family. In story 42, the woodpecker makes a
kettle of corn by pecking on the wood, adding chunks of his wife’s fat for seasoning. The next
day, Nenabozho attempts to reciprocate, piercing himself with a piece of metal and using it to
peck against the lodgepoles, saying “kwu, kwu, kwu” like the woodpecker. Instead of producing
corn, he injures himself and the woodpecker has to intervene to stop him from injuring himself
and his wife. In both of these stories, as part of Nenabozho’s attempt to imitate the birds, he also
imitates their sound. The Ojibwe verb, inwe, is used for an animal or bird making its
characteristic call. While fables and traditional stories usually show animals speaking human
language, in these scenes, Nenabozho reverses the pattern. However, despite his attempts to
make the birds’ calls, he does not succeed in producing the same miraculous outcomes.

In story 11, Nenabozho Breaks the Necks of the Dancing Geese, also told by
Waasaagoneshkang, Nenabozho tricks a group of geese into imitating his dance, closing their
eyes like he did.®° He of course opens his eyes and kills them while their eyes are closed. Then
he attempts to cook them while sleeping, instructing his buttocks to watch and let him know if
anyone is approaching. When his anus speaks to him, warning him of people approaching, he
jumps up and looks but sees no one. This happens several times until he becomes angry and
scratches his buttocks until they bleed. The next time, his backside is too afraid to warn him, and
so says nothing while the people steal his geese. When he wakes up and discovers that the geese
are gone, he is even more angry and builds a big fire and stands over it to burn his buttocks. At
the end, he scrapes the scabs off on a rock and the scabs become lichens, and the resulting blood
colors the red osier dogwood.

While Radin cites this episode (in the Ho-Chunk version) as an example of the trickster
becoming an individualized being with a name, in the progression of his development, such an
analysis seems to me to be based on predetermined assumptions of a linear progression through a
clearly defined cycle, rather than allowing for the multiplicity and confusion of the situations in
which Nenabozho continuously finds himself.3! Nenabozho is here unable to control his body—
but not in such a way as one might imagine when compared to a story such as the one of the fox
with the swollen belly. Here Nenabozho indulges in sleep, and comically ignores the warnings of
his anus that his ducks are being stolen. His anus, granted the power of speech, attempts to
communicate with him, but he refuses to listen. Despite his ability to trick the geese, his own
anus is more aware than his mind about his surroundings, and because of his disregard of it, he
loses his dinner.

Rather than viewing these stories as the hero’s development through various stages, as
Radin argues, I believe that Gerald Vizenor’s explanation is more useful. Using the postmodern
interpretation of the sign, Vizenor argues that the trickster embodies both signifier and signified.
Interpreting the trickster depends upon a “semiotics that locates being in discourse” as “listeners

7 See appendix for translations of these stories.
80 See appendix.
81 Radin 1972, 134-35.
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and readers become the trickster, a sign, and semiotic being in discourse.”®* The trickster also
embodies difference, allowing listeners and readers to “imagine their liberation™ as the world is
deconstructed through discourse.®} Far from being “a real person or a tragic metaphor in an
isolated monologue,” the trickster is “being, nothingness, and liberation; a loose seam in
consciousness; that wild space over and between sounds, words, sentences, and narratives; and,
at last, the trickster is comic shit.”%* Vizenor is especially critical of social science views, such as
those about taboos, that “burden the trickster sign, end comic discourse in a language game and
demand legitimation.”®*> He points out that anthropologists undertake “an uncertain monologue
with science and other anthropologists, but not a discourse with the tribal cultures that were
reduced to theories in their studies.”®® Rather than creating theories of repression, coprophilia,
and anality, Vizenor asks us to look at the trickster as a comic sign, humorous in the way that
shit is a universal comic sign.

Anthropologist William Bascom said that the Ojibwe, “the only society reported to lack
fictional prose narratives—apparently have no folktales.” In response to this, Vizenor notes that
Bascom clearly did not actually listen to the stories of Ojibwe people. Vizenor writes of
Nenabozho: “in an aural performance the trickster fashions an anthropologist with shit to show
that the tribe has ‘fictional prose narratives’ and the comic mind to transform the obvious.”®’

The trickster’s actions are well summarized by Daniel Heath Justice, who says:
“Transformer beings like Nanabush . . . disrupt complacency and order. Often driven by
excessive appetites for food, sex, and praise, they break down the established social order, but in
so doing also disrupt inequitable power relations, frozen ideologies, and unhealthy traditions. But
they remain curious about the People—all peoples, not just the human ones—and recognize the
kinship bonds that connect them.”®® This role is an active one—tricksters are not merely
transformed, but they transform and disrupt. They change themselves, and in doing so, they
change and disrupt boundaries and structures around them.

In story 31, “The Death of Nenabozho’s Nephew, the Wolf” (the sequel to the story of
Nenabozho and the wolves) and the following story 32, “Nenabozho Slays Toad-Woman,”
Nenabozho undergoes a series of transformations.*” Transforming himself into a poplar tree, and
then into Toad Woman, he both creates and enacts a fundamental instability of boundaries. His
transformation is never completely successful, as his disguise is threatened when he is almost
unable to keep from moving as the animals scratch at the tree, and when the toad grandchild sees
his human skin through a gap in the toad woman’s skin he was wearing as a disguise. As when
Nenabozho imitates the mallard and the woodpecker, his attempts to cross species lines end in
humorous disaster. Despite these comical endings, the trickster disrupts and questions the
existence of boundaries—of species, of gender, and even the boundaries of his own body.*°

82 Ibid., 189.

8 Ibid., 194.

8 Ibid., 196.

8 Ibid., 199.

8 Ibid., 203.

87 Ibid., 208.

88 Justice 2018, 92.

8 See appendix.

%0 In story 32, the disruption of boundaries extends to the boundaries of earth and water.
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In the story of Nenabozho and the Winged Startlers (stories 5 and 24), Nenabozho and
the ruffed grouse struggle over the multiple significations of language.”! The significance of the
term “winged startlers” is contested in this humorous episode, where Nenabozho and a mother
grouse play tricks on each other. While Nenabozho attempts to show the grouse chicks that their
name can have multiple meanings, in the end, his trick is turned against him as the mother grouse
enacts her revenge. In typical trickster fashion, the clever prank he devised ends up coming back
to bite him.

Nenabozho finds himself both tricking other animals and being tricked in return, making
a fool out of himself. As a comic sign, he exemplifies a playful search to understand the world,
while at the same time, he demonstrates the changeable boundaries of species and language. His
ability to adapt to situations and come up with clever replies shows his changeable nature, as he
moves across and beyond species boundaries, and interacts with and imitates the other species he
encounters in his travels.

Nenabozho’s actions reimagine human activities within a spectrum of beings and objects
who communicate with each other. Nenabozho’s shortcomings are humorously highlighted as he
makes a fool of himself in front of his wife, the mallard, the woodpecker, and even his own anus.
Rather than mediating between light and darkness, or other opposing natural structures,
Nenabozho deconstructs the experience of human beings, not as a superior life form with
exceptional communication skills, but as a being that tries and often fails to understand his place
in the world. The liberation found here comes about through a recognition of the indeterminate
human place in the world, as a being in shifting and unstable relationships with other creatures,
with our own foibles and mistakes, as we laugh at Nenabozho’s misfortunes.

Nenabozho and the Fox

In this section, I will look at an Ojibwe story recorded by Victor Barnouw, told by a man
from Lac du Flambeau, Wisconsin, and translated into English by his wife.®? In one story,
“Wenebojo Turns His Intestines into Food,” the trickster, spelled Wenebojo in this account,
meets with a fox. It begins:

So Wenebojo went along the edge of the frozen river once more. He walked along on the
ice, and as he was walking, he heard the sound of a little bell tinkling in the distance. He
looked and saw a fox coming toward him. Wenebojo jumped behind a bunch of grass by
the riverside, because he liked to listen to the noise that the fox made. As the fox came
nearer, he got up from behind the grass to surprise him. He said, “My brother, here you
are at last! I’ve been looking all over for you, and now here you are!” Everyone was his
brother.

So Wenebojo and the fox carried on a conversation. Wenebojo said, “I saw you last when
you were a baby. You wouldn’t remember me. I wish you could make me like the way
you are; then I could make that sound. I like to hear that sound.”

9l See appendix.
92 Barnouw 1977. Barnouw gives the couple the pseudonyms Tom and Julia Badger.
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The fox said, “Oh, no, I can’t make you like the way I am. They must have made me the
way I am. I couldn’t do that.”

But Wenebojo kept on begging and asking him, “Oh please try to make me like the way
you are. I’d like to be like you.” He just begged. After a long time, the fox finally said,
“I’ll try to do what you ask me to do, but first look for a round stone.” So Wenebojo
looked for one. “Brother,” he said, “I can’t find that! I thought you would ask me for
something else!” But finally he found a round stone and took it to the fox.

When he gave it to him, the fox said, “Now bend over, with your hind end this way.”
Wenebojo did that, and then the fox took a knife and cut his ass-hole out, just cut all
around. I don’t know what he did with the round stone, but maybe he tied the ass-hole to
the round stone, which hung down behind. I don’t know for sure whether he put that
stone there or not; but he must have done something with it. “Now,” said the fox, “now
you can go.”

When Wenebojo stood up and made a step forward, it sounded like a lot of bells ringing.
Then Wenebojo and the fox left each other. Each went his own way. Wenebojo ran along.
He certainly liked the sound of those bells!®?

Eventually the sound of the bells grows fainter and stops altogether, and Wenebojo turns around
to see his guts stretched out behind him. He throws his guts over a tree and names them,
identifying them as a type of food.

The interaction between Nenabozho and the fox is particularly interesting because of its
focus on sound and Nenabozho’s desire to imitate the fox.”* As we have seen, it is not unusual
for Nenabozho to imitate other animals, and these attempts often end in an undesirable outcome
in which he becomes the object of laughter or suffers a worse fate.”> The establishment of a
relationship is the first step. Nenabozho’s first words are “My brother.” As the story tells us,
everyone was his brother—his interactions are always informed by and based upon kinship. He
speaks to the fox the way an adult might to a child, and then asks the fox to make him like a fox.
The fox objects, and finally, with much begging, Nenabozho persuades him to agree to help him.
The fox does something with a round stone, attaching it to Nenabozho’s mutilated anus so that
he too can make the sound of bells ringing when he walks. He must undergo mutilation and the
literal spilling of his guts in order to make the sound of a tinkling bell when he walks, as the fox
apparently attaches the stone to his dangling intestines.

Nenabozho’s desire to imitate the fox’s tinkling “voice” requires bodily mutilation. While
this story may entail typical trickster antics and humor, it is interesting that for Nenabozho,
learning to “become fox” requires leaving behind parts of himself. When he was living with the

% Ibid., 22-23.

%4 Unfortunately, because Barnouw did not record the Ojibwe version of this story, we cannot see whether
the verb used was madwe, a verb used for animals making their characteristic sound. This verb features prominently
in stories where animal sounds are heard.

% In the previous story recorded by Barnouw, Wenebojo becomes a beaver but ends up being killed by
some people (1977, 21-22).
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wolves, Nenabozho had to adopt parts of the wolf’s body as prosthetics to enhance his own
inabilities; here, the fox tricks him into losing body parts in order to enable him to make the
fox’s sound.

This story portrays the human relationship to animals as one of inability and lack on the
human side, rather than a lack of language on the part of the animals. The fox effectively fulfills
Nenabozho’s request to sound like him, and in doing so, demonstrates the bodily lack encoded
within the trickster’s desires. In order to achieve the desired outcome of sounding like tinkling
bells, Nenabozho must undergo the physical instantiation of his own bodily lack. The fox plays
with the trickster’s gullibility and willingness to undergo this unusual procedure. In going
through with it, Nenabozho gets tricked by the fox, but he also achieves his goal of sounding like
the fox does as he walks.

As Nenabozho goes along sounding like a tinkling bell, he does not speak. Only when the
bell sound stops, and he sees his guts stretched out, does he stop and throw his guts over a tree,
giving them a name.

Wenebojo also gave a name to the stuff that he threw over the tree. He called it anibima--
kwét, which is the name for the elm tree if the stuff is wound around it. Otherwise you
call the tree anib, if there isn’t any stuff on it. Wenebojo said, “This is the name that my
aunts will use for it as long as the earth lasts.”®

Nenabozho here resumes his creative activities and the sound of human speech replaces the
sound of the tinkling bells. Yet there are no clear boundaries between the fox’s sound and
Nenabozho’s sound, or between Nenabozho’s body and the environment. The boundaries are
shifting and changing as quickly as the trickster himself.

This story demonstrates an interaction in which Nenabozho is once again lacking a
feature that an animal has, and he attempts to achieve this feature with somewhat disastrous
results. Fortunately, because he is a trickster, there is no harm done, and he turns the episode into
a creative moment. However, in a similar story, told by J. B. Penesi and recorded by William
Jones, “The Fisher and the Raccoon,” the Fisher becomes so upset at the raccoon’s trickery that
he kills him and takes back his entrails to replace his own lost guts:

tank, tank, tank!” Inabit awlya owabaman pimipa‘tonit me-i-dac dnwénit, “Tank, tank,
tank, tank!” “Ictdya, nidct! Ondas, pijan!”

Midac kijipijanit dsipanan. Médac pa-i-nwénit, “Tank, tank, tank, tank!”
“Waégunin ‘if1" ka-1-nwig?”
“Ka?, ningipagujwa, ningipagujwa nindi, médac ninagic kisagapigiskag! Midac mi‘kwam

ima ningi-a-sa, mi-i-dac awi, ‘Tank, tank, tank, tank!”” ka-i-nwéwécing. Nacka! kayagin
‘1¢1"v todan!” Midac kimadcad dsipan.

% Barnouw 1977, 23.
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Udcigidac ogipagucwan udiyan. Pangi-i-dac ugiwi‘kupidon onagic. Mi-i-dac djimadcad,
madcipa‘tot; mT-i-dac pangi nondagwadinig “Tank, tank, tank, tank!” Ackamigo wasa
udani‘tan. Ningudingigu kawin ugaskitosin tcimadcad ‘11" ka‘kina unagec
kimadcamagadinig, ka‘kina unagic. Médac ka-i-jipa‘kibi‘tdod, me-i-dac kimadcad.
Ogi-a-ndawabaman &sibanan, kinickadizid. Nigudingidac oginagickawan &dsibanan.
Meédac dnad: “Kinina kawabaminan saga-i-ganing?”’

“Kawin,” i‘kido dsipan.

“Kégi‘t kinguca!” M1-i-dac djimiganad. A‘p1-i-dac ganisat wawip ogipagudcinan.
Migwadec kigidanig dsipanunagic, udcig ugipina-a-n udi-a-ng. Midac win ‘¢’
ka-u-nagijid ‘ata® udcig. Kayidac ugi-a-mwan 1ni’ dsibanan.

Misa! 4°kosit.

Now, once on a time a Fisher came out upon a lake that had just frozen with a covering of
thin ice. And then he heard the sound of something, “Tank, tank, tank, tank!” “Oh, (I)
say, my friend! Hither, come here!”

Thereupon hither came a Raccoon, and he came with the sound, “Tank, tank, tank, tank!”
“What is that noise?”

“Oh, I have cut it open, I have cut open my anus, and therefore my entrails have fallen
out into exposure! And so I placed a piece of ice there (on the entrails), whereupon I then
started to run; and then as I dragged that piece of ice, accordingly, ‘Tank, tank, tank,
tank!” was the sound it made. Now, come! the same thing do you!” Whereupon away
started Raccoon.

And now Fisher cut open his anus. A small part of his entrails he pulled out. Whereupon
he started away, he started running; whereat a feeble sound he could hear, “Tank, tank,
tank, tank!” Farther he kept hearing it. And presently not was he able to go, for all his
entrails began spilling out, all his entrails. And so after he broke (the entrails) off, he
accordingly started away. He went hunting for Raccoon, for he was angry. And by and by
he met Raccoon. Whereupon he said to him: “Are you the one I saw at the lake?”

“No,” said Raccoon.
“Indeed, you surely are!” Whereupon he fought him. And when he had slain him, quickly
he cut him open. And while warm were yet Raccoon’s entrails, Fisher put them inside of

his own anus. And this was how Fisher got his entrails back again. And likewise he ate
up Raccoon.
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That is as far as (the story) goes.”’

In this version, the specific tinkling sound made by the dangling entrails is recorded. One of the
key differences, however, is that Fisher does not ask Raccoon for the opportunity to make that
sound the way Nenabozho explicitly asks the fox. On the contrary, the trickster Raccoon simply
orders Fisher to do the same thing and he complies. Despite these differences, the story of Fisher
and Raccoon represents the animals acting in much the same way as Nenabozho—one is tricked
by another one, but in this story, the Fisher who is tricked reciprocates and gets the last laugh.

In the second volume of Jones’ Ojibwa Texts, many animals interact with each other and
with humans, such as Raccoon, Snapping Turtle, Mink, and Lynx. Many of these animals act
similarly to Nenabozho, tricking others, being tricked, and being laughed at. For example, in the
story “When the Crawfishes Went to War,” Raccoon interacts in a similar way as Nenabozho
does, pretending to be dead while the crawfishes pinch his anus.”® In the story “Snapping Turtle
Goes to War,” Snapping Turtle escapes death by asking not to be thrown into the water, tricking
his captors into releasing him.”

Like the stories of Aesop in the Life, these stories focus on the obscene and bodily
functions, in contrast to the Aesopic fables, in which bodily parts such as hair, skin, and stomach
often feature, but excretory bodily functions are rarely mentioned. Despite these differences, the
Aesopic fables and the Ojibwe stories both highlight the body, especially as it relates to the
trickster and the ways in which the trickster’s body refuses to be controlled. Nenabozho, the
raccoon, and others enact the instability of boundaries through the bodily and especially the
obscene. These bodily eruptions transgress and recreate boundaries as Nenabozho and the
animals negotiate their relationships with each other and with their own bodies. These stories
enable us to see how bodily expansion and excretion are vital to the trickster’s changing nature.
The fox’s expanding stomach in the fable of the fox with the swollen belly (Perry 24) also
transgresses boundaries in much the same way, as the fox’s gluttony creates a physical expansion
that traps her in a small place. Transgression of boundaries is only one of the characteristics of
tricksters that are shared in both the Aesopic fables and the Ojibwe stories.

These stories show that the features of the trickster are not exclusive or individualistic,
but a shared category of being that represents the “communal sign” proposed by Vizenor.!? By
creating comedy, and enacting the instability of boundaries, these animals and Nenabozho allow
us to consider diverse ways of being in the world, imagining the possibilities of liberating
relationships among multiple species. The many interactions in which Nenabozho demonstrates
his lack of abilities and attempts to become like an animal situate the human and animal
relationship along a continuum of differing abilities, rather than proposing a boundary between
having and not having language. At the same time, these stories show the inherent instability of
language as a changeable semiotic system, where the sign is always open to transformation and
interpretation.

7 Jones 1919, 125-27.
%8 Jones 1919, 729-36.
% Ibid., 113-120.

190 Vizenor 1993, 204.
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Conclusion

To conclude, I will turn to one final episode of Aesop in which the fox comments directly
upon human use of language. In Perry 22, the fable of the fox and the woodcutter, the fox
expresses her disdain for human deception.

AA®OTNE KUV YOLG PeBYoLTa, MG £0€dcaTO TV SPLTOUOV, TODTOV IKETEVCE KATAKPVLYOL
avTV. 0 0& AT TapNVESEV €iC TNV £0vToD KOAVPNV eloeABodoav kpuPijval. pHet’ ov
TOAD O€ TOPAYEVOUEVOV TAV KOUVIIYDV Koi TOD SpUIé)uov movlavopévav el tebéatan
ahdneka TdE Tapovoay, EKEVOGS TH HEV POVE] Tipvelto Ewpakévar, Tfj 82 xeipt vevmy
EoMNUOVEV OTTOV KOTEKPVOTTETO. TMV JE 0VY 015 EVEVE TPOGGYOVIMV, 01 OE Eleye
TIGTELGAVIOV, 1] AADOTNE 100Dca aVTOVG dmardayévag £eABodoca dnpocpmvnti
EMOPEVETO. LEPPOUEVOD OE oD TV TOD dpLTOHOV, £l YE dtacwbeion VI’ OTOD 0VIE S1d
QOVTG aVT® Epaptopnoey, Epn “aAl’ Eym ye ndyapiotnoa dv cot, £ Toig Adyolg dpoto To
Epya ThC xepdg [kai Todg TpdmovG] elyec.”

TOVT® TQ AOY® XPNoALTO &V TIG TPOG EKEIVOVG TOVG AVOPMTOVS TOVS ¥PNOTA UEV CAPDG
gmayyeAlopévoug, o1’ Epymv 6& eadro dpDVTIC.

A fox who was fleeing hunters saw a woodcutter and begged him to conceal her. The
woodcutter told her to go into his hut and hide. Before long the hunters came along and
asked him whether he had seen a fox pass by. The woodcutter said with his voice that he
hadn’t seen her, but with his hand he pointed to where she was hidden. They paid no
attention to his gesture but believed what he said. When the fox saw they were gone, she
came out and was leaving without saying anything. When the woodcutter blamed her
because she was saved by him but wasn’t acknowledging it with her voice, the fox
replied, “I would have been grateful if the actions of your hand had agreed with your
words.”

This story is useful for people who make a show of doing good but actually behave
badly.!0!

This fable creates a dichotomy between voice (pwvr)) and other actions by means of the body, in
particular, the hands. The fox initially trusts the woodcutter to save her and then is betrayed by
his hand gestures, except that the hunters fail to notice his gestures and she is saved. Although
purportedly about those who say one thing and do another, the fable also highlights both the
fox’s surprise at humans attempting to communicate with body language, as well as the
breakdown of that communication between the woodcutter and the hunters.

The fox, who as we have seen is a master of bodily twists and turns, as well as of
language, seems surprised at the woodcutter’s attempt to manipulate the situation and betray her
through his gestures. The woodcutter, who apparently intended to betray her, has deceived her
with words. Although she is a master of deception, she is nevertheless caught in the woodcutter’s
ploy. At the same time, the woodcutter's failed attempt to communicate reinforces the potential

101 Text from Perry 1952. Translation adapted from Daly 1961.
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of speech to be used for deception, as well as the potential for this deception to hurt or disappoint
the one who employs it.

We have here multiple layers of deception. The fox asks the woodcutter to deceive the
hunters on her behalf, and the woodcutter agrees, hiding from the fox his intention to betray her
with gestures. When the hunters come along, the woodcutter tells a lie, saying that he hasn’t seen
the fox, while attempting to divulge the truth through his gestures. In the end, the gesture fails.
The fox’s intended deception of the hunters is nearly foiled by the woodcutter’s secretive
actions, and consequently, the fox feels betrayed and goes off upset at the woodcutter’s failed
attempt to double cross her.

The fox in this fable understands language’s inherent potential for deception. However,
she seems surprised at being double crossed by the woodcutter, as if she did not expect that this
deception could be turned back on her. Her close brush with death demonstrates the perils of
relying on language or any other form of communication. In addition, it shows the tendency for
the trickster’s reliance on language games and other types of clever tricks to backfire. The
trickster thus enacts the slipperiness of language and the multiple significations inherent in the
sign, while often being the recipient of the tricks intended for others.

The fox’s narrow escape is in contrast to the fate of the Raccoon in the story of Fisher
and Raccoon. After Raccoon convinces Fisher to cut open his anus, Fisher becomes angry and
searches for Raccoon. When he finds him, he asks if he was the person or animal he saw
previously. Although Raccoon says no, Fisher sees through the deception and kills Raccoon
anyway. In a similar way, when Nenabozho meets the winged startlers, he disparages them and
suggests that there is no possibility for multiple referents for the term. When the mother partridge
startles him so he falls off the cliff, he understands that she also is a winged startler and that his
tricks can be turned back on himself. On another occasion, when Nenabozho asks his buttocks to
stand guard, he refuses to heed their warning, to his own detriment. In each of these cases,
endeavors to manipulate or play tricks with language result in a detrimental outcome for the one
who makes the attempt.

The trickster, whether fox, raccoon, or Nenabozho, shows us that language is also a tricky
thing. By enacting the slippery changeableness of language, the trickster embodies the twists and
turns of the changing referent. But this unpredictability gets the trickster in trouble on many
occasions, as the tricks planned for others end up harming the trickster. Yet in all of this, the
trickster enacts a playful search to understand the world, disrupting boundaries, embodying
diverse ways of being, and interacting with other creatures. The shape-shifting, inquisitive nature
of tricksters allows them to explore ways of being in the world that are not limited to or bound
by the hierarchies of society. As a “semiotic sign in a language game,” in Vizenor’s words, the
trickster reveals the contradictions and slippage inherent in language, while challenging the
underlying hierarchies by creating liberation through comic narratives.'? The trickster, at once
both animal and human, yet never truly either one, allows us to understand our role in the world
as talking animals, while reimagining our connection to other species. By reimagining the world
in this way, we can recognize that talking animals have something to say, and our human
experience can be productively imagined as a form of consciousness not so different from that of
other animals, thus recognizing a connection among a multiplicity of beings whose comic
imperfections inform their relationships with each other.

192 Vizenor 1990, 281; Vizenor 1993, 204.
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Conclusion

In this study, I have used two very different traditions of animal stories, Aesop’s fables in
Greek, and traditional animal stories in Ojibwe, to find new methods of understanding the Greek
fables by reading across literatures.! I have examined the ways in which texts portray cultural
differences, but also the ways in which both sets of texts can be read against the grain to open up
interpretive possibilities. In particular, by looking at the conjunctive models of human-animal
relationships presented in the Ojibwe texts, | have argued that these models provide an
alternative way of interpreting the human-animal relationships found in the Greek texts.

I have argued that the anthropomorphism found in Aesop’s fables does not merely
demonstrate the human tendency to describe and understand animals in terms of how they
resemble humans. More importantly, I have argued, it shows that humans, despite their quirks
and extensive use of language, are essentially no different than other animals. By questioning the
validity of a binary divide between human and animal, fables open up the possibility of
conjunctive interspecies interactions and allow for critical self-reflection on both human foibles
and the embodiedness that humans and other animals share.

I looked in my first chapter at fables that question the centrality of speech as a marker of
human exceptionalism. In the second chapter, I examined fables about wolves and explored the
misgivings embodied within the representation of this liminal species in Aesop, while
contrasting this portrayal of the species with the “becoming-with” approach of the Ojibwe stories
about Nenabozho and the wolves.? In the third chapter, I argued that the fox in Aesop’s fables is
a trickster figure, and I compared the Aesopic fables about foxes with Ojibwe stories about
Nenabozho, as well as several Ojibwe stories about raccoon and fox. I argued that the tricksters
in these stories allow us to understand our unique role as talking animals and that the tricksters’
boundary-crossing behavior is mirrored in their use of language. While I found it difficult to
limit the material by selecting which fables and Ojibwe stories to include, space constraints
necessitated leaving out many pertinent Aesopic fables about other animals and many Ojibwe
stories with relevant comparisons.

I believe this study is unique in terms of the interdisciplinary methodology I have
adopted.> While comparisons between Greek texts and other ancient works from the Near East
are more common and provide a wealth of material for comparative study, my approach has
involved crossing a much greater distance, spatially, culturally, and temporally. By adopting this
approach, I have attempted to show the value of looking at Indigenous traditions not only for
comparative material, which has been done in the past, but also for interpretive and theoretical
models that can be applied to the Greek texts. I believe that this methodology can be useful not
only for fables, but also for further work on Classical myths and other ancient stories of humans
and animals interacting.

!'T am here using the method of “reading across” developed by Allen 2012, xi-xxxiv.

2 The term “becoming with” is borrowed from Haraway 2008.

* Williams 2013 briefly contrasts Indigenous stories to Greek and Latin accounts, but he does not do an
extensive comparison or apply Indigenous scholarly models.
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Within the Aesopica, there are a large number of fables on humans and domestic animals,
where, it seems to me, the idea of conjunctive interspecies relationships, and the potential for
animal resistance, could be productively explored. However, all three of my chapters lean
heavily upon canine species. This is not just by chance—as Cristiana Franco has extensively
argued, the canine is of utmost importance in ancient Greek texts.* In many ways, the importance
of canine species and the human identification with dogs and their relatives is a global
phenomenon not limited to any one culture, ancient or modern. The importance of Coyote in
many Indigenous traditions and Nenabozho’s association with the wolves suggests that canine
species are closely linked to humans. In Ojibwe literature and culture, both dogs and wolves are
significant in their relationships to human beings.’

I hope that this study will encourage further work on fables and will increase the adoption
of interdisciplinary approaches to Greek and Roman texts. This project has expanded my
appreciation for Aesop’s fables and thoroughly convinced me that they are not merely children’s
stories (though I certainly loved them as a child), but that they are texts worthy of serious study.
In addition to the approaches from Indigenous Studies which I have used, the vast amount of
Aesopic material on animals invites critical discussion using approaches from Animal Studies
and Ecocriticism.

Dislodging the persistent fallacy of human exceptionalism has been a crucial aspect of
this project. I have examined the many ways in which Aesop’s fables can be read against the
grain, questioning the validity of the language-based divide between human and animal. In
particular, using the methodology described by Gerald Vizenor, I have looked at the Ojibwe
stories as ways of understanding kinship between human beings and other animals, and the
animal nature of human beings, and I have extended that approach to investigate the presence (or
in some cases absence) of those relationships in Aesop’s fables.b

It is my hope that this innovative project will provide valuable insight into Aesop’s
fables, and will encourage further cross-cultural studies. Much important work is being done on
Ojibwe language studies, including the recent volume edited by Doerfler, Sinclair, and Stark.’
While the differences between the two traditions are substantial, I have focused on points where
comparison has, I believe, yielded new interpretive possibilities. Aesop’s fables may seem to be
nothing more than a collection of fanciful stories about talking animals, but they can be
reinterpreted as the attempt of the quintessential talking animals, human beings, to understand
their relationship to other beings and their place in the world.

4 Franco 2014.

5 Vizenor 1998, 123-26. See also Vizenor 1995 for a discussion of dogs in contemporary Indigenous
literature.

% Vizenor 1993, Vizenor 1995, Vizenor 1998.

7 Doerfler, Sinclair, and Stark 2013.
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Appendix

5. Nédnabushu and the Winged Startlers!

And now, while he was walking along, he suddenly saw something lying [together] in a
heap. “I should like to know if perchance you have a name?” he said to the creatures which he
saw. “To be sure,” he was told; “this is our name, little winged startlers, such are we called.”

“Oh indeed, so that is what you are called!” Whereupon, after he had eased himself upon
them, this he then said to them: “This really the only winged startler, this is the only thing,” he
said to them. Thereupon on his way he started, on his way he went walking. When he came out
upon the sea, he saw a very high cliff with steep sides; as he looked, truly far seemed the
distance down to where the water was. “With good reason would I leap down if a woman were
up for a prize, particularly if she were short from knee to groin. With good reason would I leap
down if some one should ask: “Who will jump down?’ With good reason then would I leap
down.” There on the very brink of the cliff he stood. Now, this happened to him: as he started to
jump, he lost his footing.

And so in the mean time (the mother) had come to where her young had been eased upon.
“What has happened to you?” she said to her children.

“Why, it was by that old Nénabushu that we were eased upon.”

“Something or other must you have said to him.”

“Nay,” said one moving about there in the slush of the dung. “Truly we were asked,
‘What is your name?’ we were told. And this was what we said to him, ‘Little winged startlers
are we called,” we said to him. And this he said: ‘Like the deuce (you are) little winged
frighteners!” we were told by him; whereupon he squirted at us, after which he went his way.”

Then the mother washed them with water; and after she had finished washing them, she
then started away. “Confound him!” she said of Nénabushu. And so after she had overtaken him
yonder at the cliff, then close by she took a peep at him. Now, this was her thought of him: “I
wish that again he would swing his leg.”

Now, sure enough, up Nédnabushu raised his leg. “For a purpose would I leap if the object
of the prize measured one span of the hand from groin to knee.”

Thereupon as up flew the ruffed grouse, then (Nénabushu) leaped off the steep cliff. And
so after she had alighted there (on the edge), she watched him as we went falling; and then
yonder into the water he fell. And so from there she kept watch of him, truly a long while was he
gone in the water; a long time was she perched up there. When he came to the surface,
straightway at yonder place he cast a look; now this was she told by him: “Of a truth, you are a
winged startler,” she was told. Thereupon back home went the ruffed grouse; and as for himself
he started swimming inshore, after which he then went out of the water. Thereupon again he
started on his way.

! Translation from Jones 1917, 41-45.
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11. Ninabushu Breaks the Necks of the Dancing Geese?

And so again he went travelling about over this earth. Now, once while he was walking
about, he saw a lake; he saw some creatures moving about there. Wonder who they are!” he
thought. And so, when he went over to the place where they were busied, lo, they were geese!
“Wonder how I shall do to get at them!” he thought. Presently he discovered what he would do.
“I say, this will I tell them,” he thought. “‘Please let me make you dance,” I will say to them,” he
thought. And then he ran up from the lake; after he had been off gathering boughs in his old
soiled blanket, then out upon the beach he went walking.

“Hey, (there is) Ndnabushu yonder! He will not refrain from saying something to you!
Swim out into the lake!” the goslings were told.

When Nénabushu saw them, “Wonder why you act so whenever I see you anywhere!
Truly hurt am I over my disappointment. Learn what is going on over here from whence I come.
Truly, a fine time are they having, in a highly delightful manner are they enjoying themselves
over here from whence I come. Oh, my! but what a great time they always have dancing! Hark!
Come you hither.”

Now, truly, hither they came. “O my little brothers! a dance have I fetched (to you). Now,
these are (all) songs that I have upon my back. So therefore I am going to have you dance.
Arrange you there a place where I am to have you dance.”

And so truly out of the water came the goslings, whereupon they now began making a
place where they would be made to dance. Now, he taught them how to make it. In time they had
it finished,

“Now it is time for you to enter in.” Whereupon they filled (the place) full. In due time he
taught them what they should do. “Now, the way that I shall sing is the way that you should do;
such is the way you are to act. Now, listen! I will teach you what I shall sing, and that is what
you are to do,” he said to the goslings. “You shall pay no heed to me when I become
overwrought with excitement, for I shall be leaping to my feet. That is what I shall be doing
when I get to feeling good. Now, that is the very way I shall move about in the dance, because I
shall be so happy when I am moving about dancing.”

Well, it was now that he began to make the goslings dance. Truly happy he made them
when he had them dancing. Well, perhaps now is the time for me to kill them,” he thought. And
so he sang:

“A dance on one leg do I fetch, O my little brothers!”

So then truly on one leg danced the goslings. Now happy were they made by him.
Now, another time as he started singing, this was the song he sang:

“A dance with the eyes nearly closed do I fetch, O my little brothers!”
Now, that was what the goslings did.

“Now, when in this manner I begin to sing, if one opens one’s eyes to look, then will one
become red in the eye,” he said to them. Now he began singing:

2 Translation from Jones 1917, 101-13.
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“A dance with the eyes closed do I fetch, O my little brothers!”

So then truly did the goslings close their eyes (as they danced).
Now again he changed his song as he sang:

“As many geese as there are of you, swarm you with necks together,
O my little brothers, O my little brothers!”

Now, that truly was what the goslings did: as expected, they bunched together when they
danced.

So it was at this point that he said to them: “Now is the time for me to rise and move
about in the dance,” he said to them. And so truly up he rose, whereupon, as he came to them
dancing with their necks together, he broke their necks. Now he sang at the same time that he
moved among them breaking their necks.

By the doorway was yonder Loon dancing. Truly was he hurt when jostled by some one
bumping against him. “What is the matter?”” thought the Loon. “I think I had better open my eyes
and see,” he thought. It is seemingly probable that he is breaking the necks of these who are
dancing,” thought the Loon. When he opened his eyes was in time to see that (Nédnabushu) was
busily breaking the necks (of the goslings). Here where he was dancing, by one was he hurt
when jostled, it was by one that was flopping around. Then out of doors leaped (the Loon).
“Perhaps there is just time for me to flee to the water,” he thought. Then with a loud voice cried
the Loon: “Look out! by Nénabushu are we being slain!” said the Loon.

“Wretch!” he heard (Nénabushu) say to him as he fled for the water. Now, near was
heard the voice (of Nénabushu), whereupon then he tried to reach the place where the water met
the land; whereupon he reached the water in his flight, but alas! far away out was it yet shallow.
And so he was kicked upon the small of the back, whereupon he got a flat curve in the back by
the kick he received. And such was how the Loon came to look that way.

So it was now that Nénabushu desired to cook his goslings. When he made a great fire,
he then baked his goslings under (a bed of live-coals). And after he had laid them so that their
feet were sticking out, then, “Truly very anxious am I for a long sleep,” said Nadnabushu. “Well, I
am going to sleep,” he said. Accordingly, then to his bottom he said: “Pray, do you watch for any
visitors that might be coming into view round the point,” he said to his bottom.

And so when he went to sleep, he then lay with the bottom projecting upward; for he was
selfish of his goslings. Now, by canoe travelling some people (who saw) Néanabushu reclining
with the bottom projecting upward. “(There is) Ndnabushu yonder. Something perhaps he may
have killed,” said the people.

Well, presently the bottom that was watching for him now truly saw some strangers
coming into view round the point. “Strangers are coming round the point!” said the bottom.

Up leaped Nénabushu from where he lay, but there was no one for him to see.

“Straightway back have they turned,” said the bottom. And so again he lay with his
bottom projecting upward. “Perhaps now he may be asleep,” said the people. “Perhaps he may be
asleep,” they said. “Pray, let us again go round the point.” They then went round the point, but
again they withdrew.
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Now, again he was addressed by his bottom saying: “Strangers are coming round the
point.” Whereupon then up rose Nénabushu from where he lay. Again spoke his bottom, saying:
“Forthwith out of sight they withdrew,” he was told by his bottom.

“Wretch!” he said to his bottom. Then vigorously he scratched it; and not till he had
scratched it so hard that it bled did he then let it alone.

“Surely, not another time would I warn him,” was the thought entertained of him by his
bottom.

Then again round the point into view came the people. “He has now gone to sleep,” they
said. “Now, then, I say, let us go (and) look. Something surely must he have killed. And then, in
truth, when they went ashore, sure enough, there was his fire. Thereupon they robbed him of all
his goslings. So, breaking off the legs (of the goslings), they put them sticking out of the place
from which they took out the goslings.

Then up woke Nénabushu. “Why, I have overslept! Perhaps overdone must be those
goslings of mine. Perhaps I had better look at them.” As one after another he pulled out their
little feet, he was pulling them off. “Whys, it is true that over-long have my goslings cooked.”
Another he tried in vain to pull out, and that too he pulled off. “It is true that too long have my
goslings been cooking. And so, when one after another he had taken them all out, then, “Perhaps
I may have been robbed,” he thought. So this he said to his bottom: “You shall suffer if I have
been robbed,” he said to his bottom. Thereupon he searched about in among the ashes, but not a
single one did he find. “Wretch!” he said. “For what reason should he thus treat me, that he
should not tell me!” he said. Truly was he angered by his bottom. And so, when he set to
gathering firewood, high he stacked the pile. Then he kindled a great fire; and by the time he had
the fire going strong, he stood over the fire with legs spread apart. Well, he was thoroughly
burned. Simply “Tci!” was the only sound the bottom made; (he burned) till he was drawn tight,
drawn tight at the bottom. So then this he said to his bottom: “Yes, ‘tct”, tc1”, tc1”!” is what you
say after letting me be robbed of those goslings of mine,” he said to his bottom. He heard it utter
a sound. “Perhaps it may now be thoroughly burned,” he thought. And after he had taken his
stand away (from the fire), he then tried in vain to go; but he was unable to try to start. “Wonder
what may be the matter with me!” he thought. And so he was without strength when he tried to
walk. And so his legs were stretched far apart, but he was not able to walk. So this he thought: “I
am curious to know what it is that prevents me from being able to walk.” And when he had
sought for a place where there was a very steep cliff, then down from the cliff he slid. When he
alighted, he looked back (and) saw nothing but the sore of his bottom along where he had slid.
And this was what he said: “Oh, lichens shall the people call it as long as the world lasts!”

Then he continued on his way again. Now, while he was walking about, he saw a dense
growth of shrub. Now, as he walked through their midst, he then looked behind, and all the way
was the shrub reddened. “Oh, red willows shall the people call them till the end of the world!
The people, when they smoke, shall use them for a mixture (in their tobacco),” he said.

And so upon his way he then started. And by and by, as he went travelling along, he
again went wading through some bushes, but not quite so much were they reddened. “This,
indeed, shall the people call them till the end of the world, — wild red willows shall they be
called,” he said.
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24. Nidnabushu and the Winged Startlers?

Thereupon departed Nanabushu, travelling about; when he was come a certain distance,
he saw some young ruffed grouse in a nest, and very full they filled the place in the nest.
Nénabushu sat down beside them, very tender was his feeling for them. He counted how many
they were; twelve was their number. And then he spoke to them, asking: “By what name are you
called?”

Naturally afraid were the little ruffed grouse. Not were they able to speak. One spoke up:
“We have no name.”

Nénabushu spoke in an angry way: “How is it possible for you not to have a name? If you
do not tell me what you are called, I will club you to death.”

Naturally much did he alarm them; after a long while they said: “Why, Little Frightener*
is the name we are called.”

“Oh,” Ndnabushu said; “that is it!”” Then up to his feet rose Nanabushu; standing over
them with legs spread apart, he eased himself upon them. (Observing) them suddenly groping
about in the slush, Ndnabushu addressed them saying, “Yes, you are a little frightener! Phew!”
exclaimed Nénabushu, laughing heartily at them. “Correctly inform your mother when she
arrives.”

And so upon his way went Nénabushu; when a little way on his journey he was come,
immediately a wide view opened out, whither he was bound. “It seems as if out upon a lake [ am
coming,” he thought. In truth, out upon a lake he came, and there was a very steep precipice.
Truly distant was the sight of the water. Really beautiful was it there on the summit. When he
had gone over to the very edge of the cliff, then about over the verge Nanabushu swung his leg,
saying, “Ah, would that there were a wager, and that a particularly youthful woman were up as
the prize, and that she were short from the knee to the groin, and that she were of a very
handsome figure! if such could be, I would jump off, if it were said of the woman that whosoever
would leap off would be the one to have her for a wife. Actually would I jump off.” And so again
he swung his leg out over the cliff. “For a purpose would I leap off.”

And when at yonder place the Ruffed Grouse was come, fetching home to her children
some food for them to eat, how was she to find her children! Oh, they were completely
submerged in it. “Who has done you the injury?”

“Nénabushu.”

“Were you told something?”

“‘By what are you called?’ he asked. ‘Little Frightener,” we said to him, and thereupon
was when we were eased upon. And when he started away, we were very much laughed at. And
we were told: ‘Correctly inform your mother when she arrives.” And so when he was setting out,
he then said: ‘Yes, you are a little frightener!” we were told.”

Well, the Ruffed Grouse took up one with her mouth and another with her claws; then,
flying up, to a lake she carried them to wash them. And when she had made them clean, then the
same thing she did to the rest until (she had finished with) the twelve. When she had made all her
children clean, and by the time she was done with her work, then she said: “Now, then, I am
going to follow up Nénabushu, and I intend doing him a trick too.” When she started, she

3 Translation from Jones 1917, 186-93.
4 kuckungdicins, also translated as “winged startler.”
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followed his trail. So by and by she came within hearing distance of Nanabushu, who still could
be heard talking. Ah, it was precisely at the moment she looked when he was swinging his leg
out over (the precipice). The Ruffed Grouse thought: “Would that he might do it again!” Nearer
to the place she went. When again he was making ready (to swing his leg), she happened then to
fly up; ever so near past his ear she flew, and suddenly Nanabushu heard the sound of “T!">

Well, Ndnabushu dodged, but unfortunately over the precipice he fell, going so fast that
the wind went whistling past his ears. Ah, when he fell into the water, “Tcam” was the sound of
his fall there. Oh, for a great while was he falling through the water. And so when he got to the
bottom, all his strength he used in pushing back up to the surface; barely was he able to reach the
surface, almost was he on the very point of losing his breath.

Naturally there was the Ruffed Grouse seated watching Nédnabushu. When he came to the
surface, ah, then up from where he fell he looked, saying: “Well, (that) really is a little
frightener.” Oh, how Nénabushu could be heard laughing! “Ruffed Grouse, it was right what you
did to me for easing upon your children. Never again will I do so.” And so when out of the water
came Nénabushu, then off he started walking about.

5 “T1” trill with the lips, imitating the whir of the grouse in flight (Jones’ footnote).
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31. The Death of Ninabushu’s Nephew, the Wolf®

Ah, truly pleased was Nénabushu. On the morrow they moved camp. And with one of his
nephews he went off in another direction. He was addressed by his nephew saying: “Nénabushu,
not far away shall we stop for the night.” And so he followed in the tracks of his nephew. Some
distance on the way he saw (his nephew) seated in a spot free from snow. “My father, here is a
place for us to sleep,” Ndnabushu was told. After they had finished eating, he made ready to
sleep. He then had a nap. And while (the Wolf) was yet sitting up, all of a sudden into weeping
burst Nadnabushu. Then he waved to him with the hand. “Foh, (I) fancy that he probably is having
a bad dream about me,” he said of him. When (Nénabushu) had sleep enough, he then woke up.
Now, busy at work was the Wolf. “What were you dreaming about, that you should weep?”

“Ah, my nephew, I had a bad dream about you. To-morrow you will pursue a moose.
Please don’t you delay throwing a stick into the brook, even though you are then in sight of the
moose. Now, do try to keep that in mind.”

Now the morrow was at hand. In the morning, when (the Wolf) departed to go in pursuit
(of game), Ndnabushu set out; in the trail of his nephew he followed. Now, by the trail he made,
(the Wolf) was stalking the moose. By the way, it was well on towards spring. That was how he
trailed up (his nephew), and that was how he could tell by the trail (what) his nephew was doing;
(he saw) that (his nephew) had flung a small stick ahead on going down into the dry bed of a
little brook; (he saw) where (the Wolf) had come in sight of the moose at the time; and then
really with great speed was his nephew going at the time; and then now was the Wolf overtaking
(the moose) at where there was a dry bed of a very small brook. But in an unguarded moment,
when he tried to take it with a leap, apart spread the brook, and so far out yonder in the middle of
the stream he fell. And at once there was ringing in his ears. And then he did not come up to the
surface. Well, this was because he had forgotten to throw the little stick (ahead of him).

Nénabushu then came in sight of a river that went flowing by, straight on down to the
water he trailed his nephew. “Alas! it is possible that that nephew of mine has drowned.” Then
on over to the other side he went; everywhere downstream he went, but in vain. And so nowhere
saw he a sign of him. With great affliction then wept Nénabushu; whereupon all day long he
wandered weeping, as he sought in vain for his nephew. For full ten days he sought, but without
result, for he did not find him. Completely now was he starving.

Now, once while down the course of the river he was going, once while he was walking
along the shore, he saw a kingfisher perched aloft (and) looking down into the water. What
should he do but slip stealthily up to it; nigh up to it he came. In an attempt to grab it he just
missed catching it. And the place where the kingfisher was seized at the time was by the tuft on
its head. Then he was addressed by the Kingfisher saying: “About the anal gut of his nephew was
I going to tell Nanabushu.”

“Oh my little brother! what were you going to tell me?”

“Why about your nephew. I was watching for him yonder, where I was looking into the
water; he was the one I was watching for. Nanabushu, listen! I will declare to you what happened
to him for whom you have a longing. Now, this was what became of your nephew: the chief of
the big lynxes has seized your nephew. Now, yonder, where the river flows out into the open, is
an island of sand; and it is there the chief of the big lynxes whiles the day away when the sky is

¢ Translation from Jones 1917, 251-61.
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clear. When the day is very pleasant, then from the water he proceeds out upon the sandy island.
Nénabushu, if you heed what I say, you can behold the skin of your nephew, for flayed was that
nephew of yours. Therefore shall you believe me concerning what befell your nephew when you
lost him. By many is he guarded. Now, if you harken to what I say to you, then whatsover you
may wish to do to (the chief of the big lynxes), that you may do to him. Therefore a bow do you
make. And when you have finished it, you shall next make the arrow which you are to use. I will
give you what you shall use for a point (on your arrow).”

Nénabushu was then given one of the claws (of the kingfisher). Then he was addressed:
“Nénabushu, that is what you shall use for a point on your arrow. And of all things, it is from
flag-reed that you shall obtain your bowstring. And when, Ndnabushu, you are ready to shoot
him, do not shoot him in the body. Where he casts his shadow is the place for you to shoot him.
Do you be careful that you heed my words. Likewise a raft shall you build, and very large shall
you make the raft. Oh, if you were only a manitou, then would you be able to get him under your
power! A manitou being is the chief of the big lynxes. Now, that is as much as I shall impart to
you. Take pains, do not fail to follow my words.”

“Oh, (I) thank (you) for what you have told me! In return, I will make you so that you
will be proud of yourself.”

“(D) thank (you), Nanabushu, for what you say.”

And so then Nénabushu set to work painting the Kingfisher. When he was done with him,
“Now look at yourself, Kingfisher,” he said to him.

It was true that when he looked at himself, really proud was the Kingfisher.

“And this is the way you shall look till the end of the world,” said Nénabushu. Thereupon
Nénabushu started away, down the stream he went. And when a short way he was come, sure
enough, he beheld a lake. What should he do but build a raft, and very large he made it. When he
had finished it, he then got aboard (and) went over to yonder sandy island. What should he do
but go ashore upon yonder sandy beach. Lo, living beings left the signs of their footprints, all
kinds of living creatures left the marks of their tracks. Thereupon then back on his raft he went,
in a certain place he hid away his float. Thereupon he set to work making his bow and his arrow;
he also fixed what he was to have for a point, his claw he used for the point. When all his work
was entirely done, by that time it was night. Thereupon, when it was day, Nénabushu spoke,
saying: “Now, let there be a calm throughout the whole day, and may there be a very clear sky!”
Nénabushu then, in this place but towards the woods, became a poplar. When high the sun was
risen, he beheld moving circles upon the water of the lake. First a toad came up to the surface,
and then the various manitous, every living being then came forth from the water out upon that
island of sand. And as fast as some of them came, they went to sleep.

“Please be careful,” said the Bear. “It surely seems that by Ndnabushu are we being
observed, thus do I feel. (I am) curious to know what our chief may have to say.”

While Nénabushu was looking, everywhere was there splashing of water. By and by all
of a sudden far out upon the water something came up to the surface; behold, (it was the) Big
Lynx! Truly big was he, hitherward he looked as he came. He could be heard saying:
“Nénabushu is the one standing yonder, the form of a poplar has he taken.”

And some could be heard saying: “Long since has that poplar been there.”

“No, it is really he who has taken on its form.”
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And some said: “He is not so powerful a manitou as to take on such a form. Why, Big
Serpent, do you go coil round about him.”

Truly hitherward came the Big Serpent. When (Né@nabushu) was reached, then did (the
Serpent) squeeze him tight. Of course Nanabushu held in his breath. Just as he was about to
breathe, then the Serpent thought it a fruitless task. Away he went saying: “A tree that! How is it
possible for Nédnabushu to become such a thing?”

But the chief did not believe (what the Serpent said). “I say, you, O Bear! go claw him. It
surely is Ndnabushu.”

Then hither came the Great Bear. When (Ninabushu) was reached, he was clawed by it.
And in a little while he was let alone, then away started (the Bear). “How is it possible for
Nénabushu to become so? — Therefore come you out of the water.”

Truly on out of the water it came. In their very midst it lay down to sleep. As Nénabushu
was watching it, every once in a while it would lift up its head to look around. “Would that it
might fall into deep sleep, and that all its youths might sleep soundly too!”

Sure enough, all went to sleep.

In a while Nénabushu became a human being again. Then he went over to his raft; he
poled it along as he went over to where they were asleep. When he went ashore, in among the
manitous he stepped as he went along. Presently he came to where the chief was. Squarely in the
side he shot him.

No surprise whatever did (the manitou) display. Too bad (for him)! He had yet one other
arrow, which he took. And so there, where (the manitou) then was casting a shadow, was where
he shot him. Behold, then was (the manitou) startled with surprise. Oh! but there was a mighty
rushing of water, and barely did he reach his raft. Thereupon then under water went lake and
mountain, one after the other. Oh, afraid was Nanabushu! Then yonder where he was, alighted
the Kingfisher by whom he was addressed: “Nénabushu, therefore now have you done injury to
them that have been living upon this earth.”

Oh, everywhere were they swimming about, beings of every sort! And as the trees were
about to disappear under the flood, then was when the water ceased rising. Lo, the water receded,
leaving (the earth) as dry as before.

“Well, now,” he was told by the Kingfisher, “Nénabushu, you did not kill the chief of the
big lynxes!”
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32. Nénabushu Slays Toad-Woman, the Healer of the Manitous’

Thereupon back to its former depth did the water recede. When the water got to where it
was before, he accordingly then with care selected a place where he would have his lodge. And
so from there he intended yet to seek (for his nephew). And so while wandering about weeping,
he once heard somebody going along singing:

“From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa".
From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa".”

Such was the way he heard some one sing while going along. What should he do but go
towards the sound of the being. When he came in sight of the being, lo, (he saw that) it was a
toad leaping along from place to place. Some bast she bore upon her back, and some rattles she
carried bound to her heels. Now, a good deal was the bast she carried on her back when he
rushed up to her. On coming up to her, why, she was a very old woman.

“O my grandmother! for what reason are you singing?”

“Oh, a snare is really to be laid for Ndnabushu. And this bast which I carry upon my back
is the thing to be used for the purpose. It was Nénabushu who really shot the chief of the big
lynxes.”

“O my grandmother! pray, why is a snare to be set for Nanabushu?”

“Oh, well! it is for the arrow of Ndnabushu, which is now sticking out of (the chief of the
big lynxes). From this town yonder do I come. And over there hardly alive is the chief of the big
lynxes.”

“O my grandmother! pray, what was that you were singing about?”

“Oh, why, we are ministering to the chief; and this is what I sing when I am attending
him:

“‘From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles.’

“It is so much pleasure I impart when I sing. The song is fine.”

“O my grandmother! at what place do you sit?” In the very middle of the doorway is
where I always sit. Now, this is what they have done: a partition divides the space in two equal
parts; and so over on the other side lies that chief of ours.”

“And where is it you dwell?”

“Why, yonder at the edge of the forest do I dwell. And very small is that little wigwam of
mine. And there are two of my grandchildren, and very tiny are the boys; now, they are the only
ones with whom I live.”

“O my grandmother! how was it that (the chief) angered Nanabushu?”

Why, he actually took his nephew away from him. Very fond was Né@nabushu of his
nephew. It was on that account (the chief) angered him, which was why he was shot (by
Nanabushu).”

7 Translation from Jones 1917, 261-79.
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“Now, pray why should he be so treated by the chief of the big lynxes as to be deprived
of his nephew by him? By no means a small manitou is he who goes by the name of
Nénabushu.”

She lifted her head and looked up at him: “Ah, me! perhaps you are Nénabushu!”

“Nonsense! Not so long as this would you be held in conversation if it were Nadnabushu.
Long ago would you have been clubbed to death if I were Nénabushu. O my grandmother! do
start that song of yours once more! Not exactly yet do I know that song of yours.”

So once more:

“From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa”.
From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa".”

What did Nadnabushu do but club her to death. “Well, what a fool this wretched old
woman (was) !” Ah! Nénabushu then set to work flaying her, from every part he removed the
skin. After he had finished flaying her, very small then Nénabushu made himself. What should
he do but get into the toad-skin to wear it, in every respect did he fit into it. Slightly here on the
hip he tore it. After he had got into it, then he bound the rattles to his heels, and put the bast upon
his back. Ah! as Ndnabushu went leaping along, he then began to sing:

“From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa”.
From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa".”

And very loud was the sound of his voice as he went singing. In a while was he come in
sight of the town. When he was come at the edge of the forest, sure enough, he saw a small
wigwam. “This must be what she spoke of,” he thought. Farther on was a view of the wigwams.
Now, ever so loud he sang as he went; he was heard as he went singing along.

One then spoke up: “Yea, now once again comes the sound of our dear grandmother
singing. Therefore now again should you invite her to the gathering to smoke.”

Then presently, as he was about to arrive at the little wigwam, but before he got there, out
came the boys. “O my grandmother! have you come home?”

“Yes, my grandchildren, I am come home.” When in she entered, then on her lap sat her
grandchildren. What should happen to him but to be seen by one of his grandchildren at the place
where he had torn open the toad-skin. “O my grandmother! why do you look that way there?
Like the skin of a human being is the way you look there.”

“Oh, I wore it through while at work on the bast (to be used for a snare) that is to be laid
for Né@nabushu.”

As loud as she could she sang. Thereupon truly was she invited to the assembly to smoke.
Accordingly then she went. Presently our grandmother was approaching nigh to the wigwam.
Oh, in the doorway what should he behold but the skin of his nephew then being used for a flap
over the entry-way. And there still were left upon it some of the teeth (of his nephew). Sorrowful
Nénabushu! then did tears pour from his eyes. And almost did he weep aloud, especially when
opened the flap on his way in. Throughout every part was the space crowded with them who
were to heal. By the doorway he sat down. Sure enough, he saw that there was a partition, and it
was over beyond he could hear the sound of the chief as he groaned in pain. Already began they
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who were to do the healing. Thereupon (the throng) stepped over to the place where they heard
the sound of him who was suffering. Of course they were many.

Now the time drew nigh for him also to begin, now he too was about to begin healing.
Well, when Ndnabushu began, he began wielding the rattles with a swing, very loud he sang:

“From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa”.
From the ends of the earth do I come with the sound of my rattles, sa".”

(Thus) he sang. Presently up he rose to his feet when went over to the chief of the big
lynxes. Ah, when he went over to sit beside him, square in his side was the arrow sticking out.
Accordingly, when he breathed, then to and fro moved the arrow Now with care (Nédnabushu)
seized the arrow, which he worked back and forth into him. Ah! when Nénabushu sprang to his
feet, he thus tore up that toad-skin of his, whereupon they tried in vain to catch him there. “Alas!
it was to kill this chief of ours that Ndnabushu came.”

And then from its place he tore off his nephew’s skin as he went. Oh, thereupon, as the
flood came, as the water rose, then he fled, seeking to find his raft. Oh, at the very moment when
he felt he was getting near to it, then already was he going along with only his head out of the
water. Presently he came in sight of it, barely did he get to it; and when he got aboard his raft,
poor Ninabushu (saw that) now under water were the mountains. Why, for a great while did the
water rise. Well, to swim aimlessly about was all that the animal-folk and the beings of the air
could do. Now, some that were tiny he tried to put aboard; and those that were big hung to (the
raft) by their chins. Yet, for all that, his float was weighed down with its burden. “Therefore
never again shall we be upon land,” they thought. “Perhaps it is true that I have done a wrong
(which may never be repaired),” he thought. He spoke to the animal-kind, saying: “Pity it is that
I forgot (to fetch along) some earth. Would that I might have brought a little! Now, is there no
one able to fetch some earth? If you continue passive, then shall we all die. Even so, do you,
many as are good at diving, go seek for some earth. Do not all go together, one after the other
shall you go.”

Accordingly the Loon was the first to be addressed: “I say, you, do you first go seek for
some earth. Take care that you fetch it.”

“Well, I will try,” said the Loon. Lo, a cry the Loon was heard to give: “A, wiwiwi!” Oh,
then down he dived into the water. Why, it was a long time before he came back up to the
surface of the water. It was a poor dead loon (Ndnabushu) then picked up. After Ndnabushu had
picked him up, he then breathed upon him, whereat back to life he came. Then (Nanabushu)
spoke to him, saving: “How now? Did you not come in sight of the earth?”” Then was Nanabushu
told: “Not even did I come in sight of it, for when (on the way down) did I become insensible.”

Very much afraid became Nénabushu. “Now, you, Beaver, do you (go). Not till you are
dead shall you give up. Do not return as long as you are alive.”

Lo, therefore the Beaver too, before (he went), was heard giving forth a cry. Then down
dived the Beaver. Alas! as down through the water the Beaver was going, then was when he
became unconscious; (it was when) he tried in vain to get sight of the trees that he lost his wits.

And now Ninabushu was keeping watch. Alas! by and by up to the surface he came, and
he drew the Beaver up into his canoe. “Ah, what a pity, now that drowned is my little brother!”
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And so again, when he had breathed upon him, then accordingly, as before, (the Beaver) came
back to life. Then he spoke to him, saying: “How did you fare?”

“Why, just as I was coming into view of the trees, then did I become insensible.”

“Well, then, it is certain that now we shall die. Therefore then do all you that are good at
diving go hence together. And this is what you shall do, not till you are dead shall you give up.”

Behold, naturally, all that were good at diving then dived into the water. Now the Otter
thought that he would fetch the earth. So before starting they (all) whooped, then down they
dived, (being gone) oh, till they (were drowned and) came floating to the surface. Of as many as
went into the water, some became unconscious before they got sight of the earth. And now some
were halfway down the trees when they then lost their wits; whereupon not even a small bit of
earth did any one fetch. Yea, of a truth, afloat on the water were all those who had tried to dive.
When he drew them out of the water, again he breathed upon them, whereupon back to life they
all came. And then he asked of them, one after another: “Who was it that got a near view of the
earth?”

And the Otter spoke up: “I myself tried to get within easy view of it, but without
success.”

“And how close?”

“Why I was more than halfway down the trees when I saw the earth.”

“I say, once more, Otter.”

Whereupon truly down he dived, down into the water he went; and before he was out of
breath, then he came in sight of the earth. And the moment that he got within easy reach of it,
then he became insensible. Alas! Ndnabushu (saw) him come floating on the water. “Oh,
therefore certainly now shall we die!” Consequently, just as before, he took (the Otter) up.
Breathing upon him, he then asked of him: “How did you fare?”

“Why, it seemed fated for me not to be able to fetch home (some earth).”

Poor Nénabushu! thereupon truly was he scared. Behold, he remembered the Muskrat.
“Now you, despite our failure, Muskrat, do you dive into the water.”

“Well, anyhow, I will try; but I too shall drown.”

“Good, Muskrat, do all you can.”

Ay! the Muskrat lifted his tail; then “kwatcak!” was the sound he made as he dived into
the water. Ah! as the Muskrat was on his way through the water, he by and by came in sight of
the trees. Not so very much out of breath was he for all that. In a while halfway down the trees
was he come; and when he got to the earth, he then became insensible. When he took some earth
in his mouth, he also took up some in his paws. Then there between his groins he flung his tail
and his stiffened penis. Now, while Ndnabushu was watching for him, why, by and by (he saw)
the poor creature floating on the water (looking) quite (like) a ball that was carried on the flood.
Even so Nénabushu reached down and picked him up. Doing it in play, he opened out (the
Muskrat’s) paws. Why, (the Muskrat) was holding fast to some earth in his clinched paw.
Likewise in the other paw, in just the same way, he found him with some earth. There in his
groins he sought to find him with it, even more earth he found upon him; and there in his throat
too he found him with much more. And so when he breathed upon him, he then came back to
life.

When he had dried the earth (he found on the Muskrat), “Therefore now am I about to
create the earth.” When Nénabushu blew his breath upon it, behold! a small island floated on the
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water. Accordingly afterwards the small animal-folk were eager to go out upon it, when he then
spoke to them, saying: “Wait! not till it is larger may you go out upon it.”

When again he blew his breath upon it, a great island was floating on the water. And so
upon the place where he had blown his breath there was much earth, whereupon then began the
little animal-kind to feel themselves secure. Once more he began breathing upon the earth. Then
he spoke to the swift-flying Bird-Hawk, saying: “Now fly you round about this earth and see
how large this earth is.”

Sure enough, away went the Bird-Hawk. For some time was he gone, in a while he came
home. Then was (Ninabushu) told by him, “Not so very large is (the earth.)”

When again (Ndnabushu) breathed upon it, for a long while was he busy breathing upon
it. Next he spoke to the Raven, saying: “Now, you, Raven, do you find out how big this earth is.”

Truly then away started the Raven. It is not known for certain how many moons the
Raven was gone; after a long time he returned. Then he told, saying: “I have not learned how
large this earth is, so therefore I came back before I could find out.”

So Nénabushu then spoke to the Raven, saying: “Come, so that you may be proud of
yourself will I make you. In what manner, then, do you wish to feel pride in yourself?”

“Nénabushu, as it looks on a clear day when the sky is blue, so would I have you make
me.”

Thereupon truly Nanabushu colored him blue. Now such is the look of the Raven, he was
made so by Nédnabushu.
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41. Nanabushu and the Mallard®

When the morrow was come, then off he went on a hunt for game, but not a thing did he
kill. Continually without result did he hunt; and, in spite of all he could do, nothing did he kill.
Thereupon very hungry did he become. Then on the morrow away went Nénabushu, it was to
wander from place to place visiting (old friends). Once he came upon the footprints of some
people, in whose trail he then followed. When some distance farther on he was come, he saw
where they lived. On entering in, (he saw) a man that was seated there, likewise a woman and
their children. He was addressed: “Welcome! be seated!” was told Nanabushu.

Then up spoke the man: “What have we to offer the guest (to eat)? Well, anyhow, hang
up (a kettle of) water!” he said to the woman.

Truly, then a kettle did the woman hang up. And while the man was seated, up he flew,
and was heard to say, “Kwink, kwénk, kwénk!” (such) was what he uttered. And then yonder
upon the cross-pole (above the fire) he alighted, being heard to say, “Kwénk, kwink!” (such)
was the sound he uttered. Oh, how strange that when he muted into the kettle, he was saying,
“Come on, pay no heed, but keep it stirring!”

Truly she stirred it. And while she was stirring it, lo, very full of rice was the kettle there;
and it was cooked dry. “All right! now take it off the fire.” And then down he flew, alighting.
“Now, this is only a way I have whenever I want to eat.” It happened to be a Mallard whom he
had come to visit. After the Mallard was seated, “Come, into a vessel do you put it!”” he said to
the woman, “and very full do you fill it.”

Truly, the woman filled up the bowl.

“All right, Nédnabushu, do you eat!”

Nénabushu then began eating. When his desire for food was quite appeased, then he
ceased (eating).

“Is that all you are going to eat?”

“And how am I to force (myself) to eat (more)?”

“Nénabushu, therefore then do you take back to them at home the rest of the cooked food.
Perhaps to your children do you take it home.”

Nénabushu then spoke, saying: “It is now time for me to go back home.” And so, when
no one was looking, in under the mat he pushed his mittens. When he went outside, then near by
did he tarry.

And this was what the man said: “Please do not carry to Nidnabushu his mittens.”

And so, truly, he did not have them fetched to him. Already was Nanabushu becoming
tired of waiting to have them brought to him. Then with a loud voice he called: “I have forgotten
my mittens!” He was not harkened to. Then with a louder voice he called. At last, “Well, go take
them to him; from afar do you throw him his mittens.”

Presently he saw the boys. “Why, come you up close! And so it is a fact that you are
without food. I am not hungry. To-morrow let your father come over exactly at noon.”
Thereupon away then went Nanabushu. When he was come at where he lived, truly pleased were
his children to have food to eat, so the same with his wife; thoroughly were they satisfied with
food. On the morrow he then waited for his guest, he waited for him at noon. Soon he was come.
When he was seated, “What have we to feed the guest? Anyway, hang up the kettle.”

8 Translation from Jones 1917, 317-21.
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To be sure, the wife of Nanabushu hung up the (kettle of) water.

“With much wood do you build up the fire, soon let the kettle boil.” Aha! now, while
Nénabushu was yet seated, up he sprang, being heard to say: “Kwink, kwénk, kwank!” (such)
was the sound Ndnabushu uttered. It was a great while before Ndnabushu was able to mount the
cross-pole (over the fire). After he was perched up there on the cross-pole, then with much effort
did he grunt in vainly trying to ease himself; he could not do it. But when by and by a lump of
solid dung dropped into the kettle, he addressed his wife, saying: “Never mind! but keep it
stirring.”

Then said the woman: “Mercy sake, vile dog! you will simply ruin our kettle.”
Accordingly, to her feet the woman quickly rose; immediately down she took the kettle;
straightway out of doors she went on her way to empty out the water. After she had cleansed
their kettle, then back inside came the woman. Nénabushu was still perched upon the cross-pole
(over the fire). He was not able by his own efforts to climb down. Then he spoke to his wife,
saying: “Not at all am I able, in spite of my own efforts, to climb down.”

Truly very angry was the woman, she was in search of something to use for a club; the
woman presently found a stick. While Nédnabushu was perched up there, the woman said: “Look
and see! for I am going to club him to death who eased himself in the kettle.”

When Nénabushu was about to be struck, then from yonder place he fell; he leaped down
when she made as if to hit him.

Alas! without cheer there sat the guest. Very anxious was he to eat. Whereupon he said:
“Now, forget everything and hang up your kettle.”

Truly, the woman hung up their kettle; presently it began boiling.

At that moment up flew (the guest) from his place, and was heard saying: “Kwénk,
kwink, kwink,” (such) was the sound he uttered. Thereupon he alighted yonder on the cross-
pole (over the fire) at the same time that he was heard saying: “Kwink, kwénk,” (such) was the
sound he uttered. By him while muting were they addressed: “Never you mind! only do you keep
it stirring.”

Thereupon, truly, as they kept it stirring, how wondrously full the rice filled (the kettle),
and how dry it cooked!

“Now it is time to take it off (the fire).”

Truly off the fire the woman took it.

And so with disappointment forth from the place went their guest. Whereupon then did
Nénabushu (and his family) eat.
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42. Ninabushu and the Woodpecker®

On the morrow he went on another fruitless hunt for game, and it was just his luck not to
kill a thing. Another time he set out; but, as ill luck would have it, he did not kill a thing.

At last then up spoke the woman: “Really, you are of no use. It would therefore be much
better for you to go on a visit among (your friends); for only by such means shall we obtain food
to eat, only in that way shall we live through the winter.”

In the morning then departed Nénabushu. When some distance away he was come, a lake
he saw. While looking around, he saw somebody walking about on the ice. When he started
hitherward, he saw a man. “Pray, let me go with you when you depart for home!” Presently he
saw a wigwam; when in the other went, so then (did) he. When he was seated, he saw a woman
busily making a bag. After a while she was then spoken to: “Please hang up the kettle.”

Truly, the woman arranged (the kettle) so as to hang. When she had finished, then of a
sudden he that was seated flew up, a-lighting yonder on the lodge-pole, (and) could be heard
saying: “Kwu, kwu, kwu, kwu!” such was his cry. It happened to be the Red-Head that he was
visiting. Now, when (the Red-Head) was come at the meeting of the lodge-poles, he then began
pecking. And after a while some corn came pouring into the kettle there, whereupon full of it
became their kettle. Down he came hopping; and when (he was come), then back again (was he
in) human (form).

Well, and so another time was the woman seated, making her sack, when she said: “What
shall we put (into the corn) for seasoning, or shall it be just s0?”

Lo, he now wiped the blade of his knife. Behold, when he uncovered his wife, plump on
her very back he then began slicing her, rather large pieces he sliced off. When he had done with
carving her, he then rubbed his spittle over (the place) where he had carved her. And then into
their kettle they put the meat to boil. Then their kettle began boiling. Now, after the food was
done cooking, then out she dipped it; and in front of Nénabushu, that he might eat, she placed
(the meat) and the corn.

Oh, but Nénabushu truly had a pleasant time eating! After he was quite satisfied with
food, he accordingly ceased eating. And then again he hid his mittens. “Now I should start back
home.” Nénabushu was told: “Therefore do you take them home (some food).”

Again, after some distance he was come, out called Nidnabushu: “I have forgotten
something!” But in vain was he not listened to. Louder still he shouted, till finally, “Well, then
do you take to Nénabushu his mittens.”

To be sure, the boys took them to him. Now, from afar were they throwing them to him,
when he said to them: “My little brothers, up close do you come. You must be hungry. To-
morrow let your father come over, at noon let him come to get some food for you to eat.” And so
it is said that when Nadnabushu was come at where they lived, then the poor things ate again.
Thereupon he spoke to his wife, saying: “Now, come and make a bag!” Then was Nénabushu
answered by his wife saying: “No doubt but that you have again seen somebody doing
something. Oh, how you make me ashamed in your trying always to do everything!”

Nénabushu then spoke up: “Never you mind! just you make the bag.”

“Pray, what shall I use to make the bag?” Now, some bast did the woman have, and so
with that she began weaving (a bag).

° Translation from Jones 1917, 357-63.
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In the mean while waited Nanabushu. When it was noon, then came the man. When he
entered within, “Pray, what shall we offer (him) to eat?” Ndnabushu sharpened an old piece of
metal. After the other had come in, Nénabushu then sprang up. “Kwu, kwu, kwu, kwu!” was the
sound he uttered. When he placed the metal into his nose, then up he climbed. Presently he was
able to reach the meeting of the lodge-poles. Then he pecked at their lodge-poles. Alas! right
straight in for a long way it truly entered. When he dropped, “tcu!” was the sound Néanabushu
made.

Poor thing! him the visitor grabbed. However, he then pulled out the metal. And (he saw
that Ndnabushu) had nevertheless bled a little, (whereupon) he then washed him where he was
bloody.

Nénabushu was not becoming conscious when he said, “Never you mind, but make the
sack!” he said to his wife.

Now, truly the woman started upon the work of making the sack. Then, when he took up
the knife, he began removing her old jacket. When he began carving her at the back, straightway
she began to be heard (crying aloud). Very painfully did he hurt her with the knife. “Hush! for
this is what I always do whenever I wish to entertain.”

Then was he addressed by the guest saying: “Stop! perhaps you will kill your old woman.
Therefore fetch hither the knife.” When (the visitor) sliced off a piece from the wife of
(Nédnabushu), he put it into their kettle to boil. Next, flying up to the meeting of lodge-poles, (the
visitor) then began to peck. After a while some corn came pouring out, into their kettle it poured.
After their kettle was full, then did Nanabushu eat. “Now I am going home.”

Whereupon the buttocks of the ruffed grouse (hang aloft).
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