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late imperial) or its Homeric model that suggested the Helen motif to Constantine,
the reference in his own poem to the mixing of the ¢éppaxor in a cup of wine puts
it beyond doubt that it was a drug like Helen’s he had in mind, something to make
him forget his pain. No reference then to love potions or witches—and no lost
Hellenistic poem.

The other parallels between Propertius and Constantine adduced by Cairns add
up to no more than commonplaces: a warning for others to beware of love, and
the benefits of travel as a cure for it. Cairns himself draws attention to “marked
differences between the treatment of some of the themes in the two texts” (p. 110).
With the disappearance of the most striking of the supposed coincidences, the
idea of a common “learned tradition of erotic poetry” behind both Propertius and
Constantine is probably best abandoned.

ArLAN CAMERON
Columbia University

MOSCHOPOULOS AND THE SCHOLIA TO THE
BATRACHOMYOMACHIA

There is contained in two manuscripts! of the Batrachomyomachia, U = Ambro-
sianus H 22 (saec. xv) and P° = Ottobonianus Gr. 150 (saec. xv/xvi), a set of
scholia (to verses 1-208) which is attributed in P° (fol. 110r) to Moschopoulos:
‘Oufipov Barpaxouvouaxio uer’ étnyhoews dpehuwrarys rod Mooxomoihov.2 The attribu-
tion has not, to my knowledge, been questioned; but, in their text tradition and
contents, these scholia present so many anomalies when compared with the texts
and practices of Moschopoulos that their cumulative effect makes it almost
certain that they were not composed by him.

THE TEXT

It is certain that the Batrachomyomachia was never part of the poetic sylloge of
Moschopoulos (Zliad 1-2. 493, Hesiod Opera et dies, Pindar Olympians 1-8, the
Byzantine triads of Sophocles [47., El., OT] and Euripides [Hec., Or., Phoen.], and
Theocritus Idylls 1-8).3 The text of the Batrachomyomachia is not found in any
MS containing the whole, or the majority of the components, of the sylloge,
although it is occasionally found in a MS which contains part of the sylloge (e.g.,
Baroccianus 46: Hesiod with scholia of Tzetzes and Moschopoulos; Ambrosianus
L 73: Moschopoulos’ commentary on the Iliad; Casanatensis G IV 16: Hesiod,
Moschopoulos’ commentary on Theocritus). No component of the sylloge and no
other work of Moschopoulos is in U or Pe.

1. The first three scholia are found without attribution in U2 (Ambr. H 22, foll. 184 fi.). I use the
sigla and edition (pp. 198-308) of A. Ludwich, Die Homerische Batrachomachia des Karers Pigres
(Leipzig, 1896), cited hereafter as Ludwich.

2. E. Miller, Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la bibliothéque de I’ Escurial (Paris, 1848), p. 330,
no. 41, listed a MS containing Bafr. with the scholia of Moschopoulos, scholia of Tzetzes to Hesiod,
and Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca. The MS came into the possession of Cardinal Ottoboni in Rome
and was later incorporated in the Vatican’s holdings by Benedict XIV (Miller, p. 305). It is tempting
to identify the Escorial MS with P°; but, if Miller’s description is correct, the identification is not
possible (Ludwich, p. 119).

3. For bibliography see ‘“Moschopoulos and Harpocration,” TAPA 100 (1969): 204, n. 13, and
“Moschopulea,” ByzZ 64 (1971): 303, n. 1.
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Second, it is normal for MSS containing Moschopoulos’ scholia to carry the
same text? of the work on which the scholia comment. The texts of the Batracho-
myomachia in Pe, U, and U? belong to different recensions: P° to A. Ludwich’s®
class ITI3, U to I? and U= to I3. Further, the scholia in U comment upon a recension
different from the one in U.8

THE CONTENTS

The contents? of the scholia in U and P° show even more anomalies by the stand-
ards of Moschopoulos’ usual practice. Each of these anomalies is, perhaps, not of
much weight by itself, but again I stress their cumulative effect. The criteria I use
are (@) manner of citation, (b) authors cited, (c) works used, (d) faulty quotations,
and (¢) comparison of the content of the scholia with analogous passages in
MOSChOpOUlOS’ Iepi oxeddn.d

(@) Manner of citation. The scholiast frequently refers to Homer as o7os 6 wounris
(28; cf. 2 & wounris obros, 4 wapé 7§ wonrd Tobrw). The standard mode of reference in
Moschopoulos is wap’ ‘Oufipw; and he would not have used the scholiast’s expres-
sion, for the demonstrative pronoun so used is superfluous.® When Moschopoulos
quotes Scripture, the quotation is anonymous.’® The scholiast, on the other hand,
cites AaBis (2: Ps. 5:3) and & Wahuedés (165: immo 1 Kings 2:10).

(b) Authors cited. The scholiast uses Eustathius and frequently (7, 8, 30, et
alibi) refers to him as 6 Gesaaovikns. Moschopoulos also uses Eustathius,! but never
cites him by name—he also never cites Tzetzes and the scholiast does (1). In his
scholia to Homer and Hesiod,'* Moschopoulos cites Porphyry and Proclus but,
with a single exception,’® never elsewhere cites an ancient scholarly source. In
contrast, the scholiast refers (usually, if not always, from an intermediate source
like Eustathius or the Etymologicum magnum) to Theodosius and Herodianus
(124: from Eustathius), Choiroboscus (13, 24), Aristophanes & vpauuarwés (98:
from Eustathius), and to Aristocles’ Iepi dcahéxrwr (69: from Eustathius). Finally,
citations of Cornutus are unexampled in Moschopoulos, but he is quoted by the
scholiast (171: Koprobros ¢ laropukss): the quotation is fictitious and seems to be a
garbled reminiscence of a passage in Tzetzes.4

4. I avoid the phrase “Moschopoulean recension” because of the doubts recently expressed by
R. D. Dawe, Studies on the Text of Sophocles (Leyden, 1973), pp. 55-57.

5. Ludwich, p. 56.

6. Cf. Ludwich, I'ndex lectionum in Regia Academia Albertina (Konigsberg, 1891-92), p. 25,
where O is Ludwich’s earlier siglum for U.

7. In what follows, numbers, unless otherwise specified, refer to lines of Batr.

8. Hepl oxeddv = Manuelis Moschopuli “De ratione inandae orationis libellus’ (Paris,
1545). On this work, see ‘“Moschopulea,” pp. 303 ff.

9. IL. ox. 17. 29: &5 b7av elrw “0 wounThs” ebs yap Tov “Ounpov EEdxws voely dldwput.

10. IL. ax. 5. 26: s 76 ‘4 0 Beds ékabnpe, ob w7y kowodv” (Acts 10:15 = 11:9); 7. 27: &s 76
“OaveifeTar 6 duapTwhis Kai obk dmoricet” (Ps. 36:21). Sometimes Moschopoulos makes general
reference to Scriptural usage (IL. ox. 25. 23: wapa 7§ guvnfelqg T7s Oelas ypadis; ad Pind. OL. 1. 1
[52. 13 Abel]: wapad 7§ Oelg ypadf).

11. Compare especially the discussion of Zuwfet (Il. 1. 39) in Moschopoulos (L. Bachmann

[ed.], Manuelis Moschopuli Scholiorum Homericorum, particula prima [Prog. Rostock, 1835], p. 10)
with Eustathius ad loc. (1:56 Van der Valk).

12. In the scholia to Hesiod, he is especially reliant on Proclus: cf. M. R. Dimitrijevi¢, Studia
Hesiodea (Leipzig, 1899), pp. 46-48.

13. The exception is the citation of Gorgon of Rhodes (FGrHist 515 F 18) ad Pind. Ol. 7. 1 (214.
7 Abel), which he got from the scholia vetera.

14. Cf. Ludwich, p. 275: “Freilich steht in der "Emdpoun 7éw kard 79w ‘EX\quikiy Beohoyiay
wapadedouévwy des Kornutos nichts davon, dass er die Kentauren fiir Thessalien erklirte.”
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(c) Works used. Moschopoulos never refers to or quotes the Hesiodic Scutum,
as the scholiast does (141), nor the Batrachomyomachia itself. A large number of
the scholia contain the kind of etymologizing familiar in (and in many cases drawn
from?') the Etymologicum magnum. I would not affirm that Moschopoulos never
dipped into that farrago, but he does not make the kind of systematic use of it
evident in the scholia.

(d) Faulty quotations. When Moschopoulos quotes from memory, as I assume he
does at least occasionally for Homer and Scripture, the quotations are either
accurate or slightly (but not misleadingly) inaccurate.l® Quotations of more diffi-
cult authors—Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes—are precise. No one will claim
precision for the scholiast. Doubtless some of the faulty quotations are the result
of the oral nature of the scholia,)” and it is probably the fault of a “wenig achtsam
Zuhorer’™® that we find errors like cavrss for o’ adris (4, quoting Il. 6. 490). For
the majority of errors, however, blame must be assigned to the scholiast himself.
Examples need not be multiplied. I point to 2, where ebxero 8’ "AméN\wvt &vaxre is a
conflation of Iliad 4. 119 and 1. 35-36; to 94, where Euripides Orestes 5-7 (Téavrahos /
Kopuis UmepTéNhovTa dewuaivwy wéTpoy / aépe wor&rac) is rendered &8s wpoodeiuaivwy wérpov
aépu wordrac; and to 152, where 760" elvas xai Seloavres is apparently a corruption of
Aristophanes Ranae 133 766’ elvat xal b gadrév.

(e) Moschopoulos’ Tlepi axeddv. For the sake of convenience, Moschopoulos uses
the same explanatory material in different contexts; and it is worth noting that
the kind of correspondence which can be observed between his scholia and the
Mepi oxeddv cannot be paralleled in the Batrachomyomachia scholia. I begin with
the latter.

Scholia 1: xépos onuaive. 8o xbdpos & Tob kbkhov' xal érvpoloveiTar amd 700 THY Xelpa
Spéyew kal Tapéxew. § Tapa 76 xépa. A, & kal kpelTTov, Tapa TO Kbpos 1) XxOpTadTLs.
yiveral képos Katd TpowRy TOD K €is X, ueTameaévtos kal ToD TéVoU' KopedbévTes
yap ol dvBpwmor dvigTavrar els 76 wailew xal xopebew. kal xopos 76 wAHbos.

II. ox. 76. 17-18 : x6pos, wAnfous kaTa KikNov oTpodn évapuovios.

Scholia 10 : yéveiov évradba Tov worywrd ¢not. dua Supdbyyou 8¢ yphderar, ws mwepLekTLKOY SV
TGV Tpux@V, ds TO Balavelov, voookoueloy, LaTpetov, Levodoxeior kal dANa.
II. ox. 67. 16-17 : yévewor, ai katd Tds gidyovas Tpixes.

For contrast, we may adduce:

Mosch. ad!® I1. 1. 151 : # 666v éNOéuevar] fiyouw eis Noxov' kai wapa Tols piropaiv éori TobTO
& xphoe. AnuooBivys ‘4 & 665 xaBeNdow’'20 fiyour évédpg. el 8¢ Yilwleln, dpaawy, %
wpoTépa, Tov BaOuov anuaiver.

I ox. 132. 7-10: 365, 1 wopeia xai 6 Néxos, s wapd Anuosdéver ‘% &v 55% kafeNdw.” ToobTow
elvat, pagl, kai 76 ‘Ounpwdy G ooy ENGéuevar.”

15. Cf., e.g., Ludwich’s comments at 11 and 69. The phrase érvuoloyeiTar a6 is a favorite of
the scholiast, but I have noted only one instance of it in Moschopoulos (II. ox. 109. 20).

16. For example, the proper reading in Acts 10 and 11 (cf. n. 10) is é&afépioer; at IL. ax. 29.
15, uera Tolow 37 is a mistake for uera 8¢ opw &Bn.

17. Ci. 8: & Ovnroiat] TobTo 70 whbos wpoaxpnuaTIouds NeévyeTal, Gs mpdmy elpfkauey & TG
“séxToa”’ (3).

18. Ludwich, p. 121.

19. Bachmann, Moschopuli Scholia Homerica, p. 19.

20. From Harpocration, s.v.
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Mosch. ad? 7. 1. 179 : kai gots érapolow] éralpor, ol wpooowkeiwdévres katd dhiav: pilot,
ol olkelol kal katd yévos wpoankdvTes' érat, ol ouvéaTiol piloL yelToves, ol wAnoioy
uévovTes.

. ox. 121. 1-9: ¢idos, & oikelos kal katd yévos wpooikwy, ds wap’ ‘Oufpw . . . dradépe 5t
Tob éraipov 8rep (Domep?) & €rns Tob yelrovos. Ppidos utv yap abré, émep elpnrar,
&ralpos &' & mpogowkewlels katd duNiav, drep "Oumpos diakpivwy Néyet . . . Erngs
8¢ ouvéaTios piNos, yeiToves 8¢ ol wAnaiov uévovres.

I subjoin two smaller pieces of evidence to add to the cumulative effect. The
Lexicon of Harpocration is used occasionally in the Moschopoulos scholia to the
Iliad?? but is not one of the sources of this scholiast. The ZvA\\oy# *Arruéy dvopdrwr,
usually? but wrongly? attributed to Moschopoulos, does contain material drawn
from his commentaries: it does not, I think, contain material from these scholia.

I conclude, then, that the attribution of these scholia to Moschopoulos in P°
is wrong. Presumably the conjectural attribution was based on the analogy of
Moschopoulos’ scholia to Homer and Hesiod.

JouN J. KEANEY
Princeton University

21. Bachmann, Moschopuli Scholia Homerica, p. 20.
22. Cf. “Moschopulea,” p. 318, n. 45.

23, Still so by Dawe, Sophocles, p. 58.

24, Cf. “Moschopulea,” pp. 314~15.
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