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Unidentified and misattributed verses in the
Opus prosodiacum Miconis

By David Butterfield, Cambridge

Abstract: The 9™-century prosodic florilegium compiled by Mico Centulensis
presents numerous verse citations that are often assigned to incorrect authors
and sometimes lack any authorial attribution. In his edition of the work, Traube
succeeded in providing accurate references for most of the cited verses. None-
theless, his work contained a number of errors and omissions. This article refers
a further twelve verses to their original authors.

Around the middle of the ninth century,! Mico Centulensis (} ¢.853), a deacon
of the monastery at Saint-Riquier, compiled a poetic florilegium to aid the learn-
ing of words of difficult prosody. This collection, which contains Latin authors
dating from the late Republic (Cicero’s Aratea, Lucretius) through to the period
roughly coeval with Mico himself (Audradus Modicus, Walahfrid Strabo, Wan-
dalbert of Priim, Milo of St Amand), was first and last edited by Ludwig Traube
in Diimmler’s monumental Poefae Latini Aevi Carolini.> The work survives in
at least eight manuscripts, the most important (and oldest) of which is Brux-
elles Bibl. roy. 10470-10473 (s. X, assigned the siglum B) 2:-117, which Traube
prudently took as the basis of his edition. This manuscript presents 407 verses,’
almost entirely of dactylic metres,* and typically with the name of the cited author

1  For general discussion of the dating of Mico’s works, including that of the florilegium’s composi-
tion, see esp. A. Van de Vyver,“Dicuil et Micon de Saint-Riquier”, RBPh 14 (1935) 2547, which
develops in many respects the discussion of M. Manitius, Geschichte der lateinischen Literatur
des Mittelalters,1 (Miinchen 1911) 469—476.

2 L.Traube (ed.), Carmina Centulensia in E. Dimmler (ed.), Monumenta Germaniae Historica:
Poetae Latini Aevi Carolini, 111 (Berlin 1896) 265-368; the Opus prosodiacum itself covers pages
280294, For further discussion of the work’s transmission see V. Sivo, “Micon Centulensis Mon.”
in P. Chiesa & L. Castaldi (edd.), La Trasmnissione dei testi Latini del medioevo,] (Florence 2004)
276—281. For treatment of the florilegium in its general context, see J. Leonhardt, Dimensio Syl-
labarum (Gottingen 1989), 81-86.

3 There are 413 lines in Traube’s numeration but five verses (20,240, 295,342, 402) merely contain
prose summaries of the metrical scheme of adjacent passages and one cited verse has been lost
(411, after uaporans). There are thus 407 lines of poetry (or prose, see n. 5 below) recorded in
the florilegium.

4 For detailed discussion of this florilegium and its primary mss, see the important catalogue of B.
Munk Olsen, “Les Classiques Latins dans les florileges médiévaux antérieurs au XIII° sidcle”,

RHT 9 (1979) 47—121, at 57-62.
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entered in the right-hand margin.® Nonetheless, Mico or his source)® is often
mistaken in his attributions, sometimes remarkably,” and in many cases records
no author at all.® Traube and his assistant Wilhelm Harster deserve much credit,
therefore, in providing a largely complete and accurate repertory of the genuine
poetic references, a task which required no mean labour. The purpose of this
brief article is to correct the instances where Traube’s attribution was mistaken,
largely owing to his reliance upon the labour of a predecessor see below), and
to provide further references as far as | have been able) where he and others
drew a blank. To my knowledge, no systematic correction of Traube’s apparatus
has been offered previously.

| begin with mistaken attributions. In a number of instances, Traube followed
in the footsteps of Rudolf Peiper, who, in his importantedition of the Latin Hep-
tateuchus attributed to Cyprian the Gaul and of other lesser works), regarded a
number of verses cited by Mico as fragments of lost parts of the Heptateuchus.? As
will be seen below, Mico attributes these verses to a variety of authors Sidonius,
Prosper, Alchimus, Alcuin) or sometimes to no one at all. Yet, as Ellis rightly
objected,'* the passages of the Latin Vulgate that Peiper adduces as their basis
are scanty in the extreme. Therefore, although it is possible that some of these
unattributed lines are indeed fragments of this elusive work,** from extant parts

5  All versesare dactylic hexameters save for 26 pentameters and fourteen citations of other me-
tres: among these other metres we findiambics trimeters: 241 Mart. 1.96.7; 406 Mart. Cap. 5.566;
dimeters: 201 Prud. Perist. 2.274), Phalaecian hendecasyllables 60Mart. 4.64.21;296 Mart. 8.38.5;
343 Mart. 10.55.7; 403 Mart. 2.6.11; 404 Mart. 6.37.1; 405 Mart. 6.37.3), and Sapphic hendecasyl—
lables 21 Prud. Cath. 8.15; 337 Prud. Cath. 8.50); in the remaining three instances four lines)
Mico cites passages of prose: 156 Sall.Cat. 2.9, cited from Prisc. Inst. 18.69 GL 3.236)), 190-191

Prisc. Inst.7.28 (GL2.310), apassage that has not to my knowledge beenexplicitly identified by
Traube or other commentators) and 219 Claudius Quadrigarius fr. 96 P., cited from Prisc. Inst.
9.49 GL 2.484)).

6  The viewof Keiland Traube, that Mico had accessto an earlier florilegium, the so-called Exem-pia
diuersorumauctorum for which see Munk Olsen, op.cit. n. 4 above), 62—63), has won general
acceptance. |n the present article, however, no other florilegium is of use for attributing the
verses under discussion.

7  E.g. Ovidis wrongly recorded for a passage from Cyprian’s Heptateuchus 347), Martial for
Ovid 171, 399),Juvenal for Martial 173, 322, 387), Prudentius for Virgil 209) and Aratus for
Walahfrid Strabo 248).

8 In43cases excluding those where the cited author is the same asin the preceding instance(s))
an author’'s name is wanting.

9  R. Peiper, Cypriani Galli poetae Heptateuchus: accedunt incertorum De Sodoma et lona et Ad
senatorem carmina et Hilarii quae feruntur in Genesin, de Maccabaeis atque de Evangelio Vienna
1891 [misprinted 1881 on the t.p.]). The fragments can be found on pages 209-211.

10 R. Ellis, “The Prosody of Mico the Levite” JPh 22 1893) 9-21,at 12. |t is a curious error that
M.R. Petringa, “La fortuna del poema dell’«Heptateuchos» tra V1l e |X secolo”in F.Stella ed.),
La scrittura infinita: Bibbia e poesia in etd medievale e umanistica Florence 2001) 511-536, at-
tributes this article at 526,n.51) to W.M. Lindsay, the author of the previous item in the journal

also for her “1892” read “1893").

11 For the strange history of the publication of the Heptateuchus, an eye-opening survey can be

found in J.E.B.Mayor, The Latin Heptateuch London 1889).





















