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P. BEROL. INV. 5008, DIDYMUS, AND HARPOCRATION RECONSIDERED 

In 1882 Friedrich Blass published three fragments of a fifth-century papyrus co- 
dex (P. Berol. inv. 5008)1 containing part of an alphabetical lexicon to Dem. 23, 
Against Aristocrates. Of the five entries preserved-MtXITOK609rS, iL6pav, 66o6, 6 
Kacd0sv v6otoq, and oizt OEtIGTOKklg 6orTPaKia0rl-the second, third, and fourth bear 
close resemblance to entries in Harpocration's second-century A.D. lexicon to the At- 
tic orators.2 After comparing each of the three pairs of entries, Blass argued that 
Harpocration had derived his discussions of ot6pav, 6o66, and 6 Kdzcosv vo6tog from 
the anonymous lexicon partially preserved by the papyrus.3 When we examine the 
discussions of p6pav and 6066, Blass' hypothesis seems plausible: Harpocration's 
discussion of t6ppav could easily have been cut directly from the anonymous lexicon, 
and the two discussions of 6b66 are nearly identical.4 But this hypothesis, in my 
view, does not adequately account for the differences between the two versions of the 
comment on 6 KcLto0v v6itoq. In what follows, I argue that Harpocration and the au- 
thor of the anonymous lexicon in P. Berol. inv. 5008 are dependent on a common 
source, which in turn is dependent on Didymus and perhaps one other commentator.5 
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2. Edited by John J. Keaney, Harpocration: Lexeis of the Ten Orators (Amsterdam, 1991). 
3. Cf. Blass, "Lexicon," 160. 
4. For a side-by-side comparison of the two texts, see Blass, "Lexicon," 157-58. 
5. I draw a distinction between the "anonymous text in P. Berol. inv. 5008," whose composition, as I will 

argue, dates from between the first century B.C. and the fifth century A.D., and the particular fifth-century 
copy preserved in P. Berol. inv. 5008. 
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This investigation provides a rare glimpse into the interrelationships among ancient 
commentaries and lexica and shows concretely how ancient scholars borrowed from 
and adapted each other's works for their own varied purposes. 

The two entries on 6 KcTCo0ev v6ptoS are intended to explain the meaning of that 
phrase in Dem. 23.28: Kai ?Xapou5ov ?KEiVOISq ?iocrat czpcp30ouv, aiKiacG0att, xpllLaCa 

7tpdiacC0at. KaCOI zot dv-a TaOT' dlTsiprlKsv iVTrKpUi Kai Goa(p6S KcTdro0V vOpOS lqt16 
TOV6 calOKOKTaMg Kai 6E6oyLIsvoU ; dvopo(p6vou5 sFeival motsiv. yes 6' aTroi; auorov TOV 
v6Otov TOV lptea& TaOc.6 The relevant law is then given: To6u 6' dv6po(p6vo)uS 1iElval 

c/T;OKTEiVEiV ?V Tf] ]iPS6aIT/f Kai d7Tdystv, (O C?v TX (a) 6%ovt dyopEuEs, kupaiv?o0sa 65 

Pl, r 76 rootv&, Ii? 6t roi6v 6(pSi?1tv boov &v KaTaf3Xidldgt. s?io(ppstv $6 TOVs &PXov- 
TagJ, cov KaoTTOI &sKaGTorai ioIt, TX) pOUk?ovplV). T/iV 6' ltuciaav 6bayIyvc6oKstv.7 Not sur- 

prisingly, the quoted law corresponds exactly to Demosthenes' call to read a law 

governing the treatment of murderers. But ancient scholars in this instance mistak- 

enly believed that the readily apparent explanation was not the correct one. Two fac- 
tors probably contributed to their misunderstanding. First, 6 Kcr0to0v vo6pog is not one 
of Demosthenes' usual expressions for a law that is about to be read aloud or appears 
below in the text. In fact, it is never used elsewhere in Demosthenes with reference 
to a law, and there is not a single instance of the word KcTco0sv in the other Attic 
orators. Elsewhere in Dem. 23, for instance, Demosthenes asks the clerk to read TrO 

pLs& TIauTa v6lov (23.44, 51, 60, 62, and 87), the similar au6Tv TOV v6Otov rOv LiszT 
raura (28), TO6U v6lOouq auTo6oS (22), TOv (pz?eS (86) and the plural CTO6i ?1pEfq v6- 

uoug (37), and 6XXov v6otov (53). Perhaps the occurrence of the expression aU6rv rbT 
v6Oov rTV peT& Trara in close proximity to 6 KdTo0e9v v6oaoq in Dem. 23.28 led an- 

cient commentators to believe that the two expressions must refer to different things. 
The second contributing factor is that the -0Sv suffix on KcdcoOev could be taken liter- 

ally as indicating the source "from which"; in this view, 6 KdroT00v v6lpo would ac- 

tually mean "the law from below." 
These two observations led ancient commentators to look for interpretations to 

account for the unusual phrase 6 KTroc0ev v6poq; we turn now to consider the inter- 

esting results of their research. By comparing the two versions of the comment on 6 

KcdTcOev v6poq I hope to show that neither can be derived from the other, but that 
both must derive from a common source. 

I. P. BEROL. INV. 5008: O KATQOEN NOMOE: 

A[i6]ulog 6 ypalaTctKO ?X. ; I |e.[y]7i]Tat TO e [iprt]evov' i7 yap 6t& TO T.v 6itaiav | 

6[t]ay7yv6oCKetv [TEpi] TCOV XUItvoptlVOV Kai | aIo[t]vca 6eXOPtyVv OUTOg (prqaiv eiprlKcvat 

TOv | pflTopc TOV yap [6tKaoc]Trpiov seyov 7 Ta pyv al|vo lyevat Ta 6 K[dT)ti] * al& TO 

o Xaa T.]. .v TOIS. [ ooat YpaPog POU[OTpo(p]l6OV ysypaltLVrg. EK | peTacopa; Tg5 a[7r6 
TCoV &]po6[vT])V' [K TCMV K]aT[cpt] y'ap a7ro TOv &dptc[TrepCv 9ipXovTO, o(c ]Tz [v] ?[(rP 

avco]l[0]ev d[v]aTpC(p[.(.]a[t &rct TCt V 6]yctV ci5 TO& Ilp[ta ].pV JeiV e[d] ...... Oau.........u.u6E TOV 

v6[po]v | [T6v] ...... [d7r6 T6v SUCOV6pto]V tapX6[pe]vov I Kd[TtO90V - - - tival. O6svatra] I| 6 

6. "When they have got (the culprit), it is lawful to torture him, make him suffer, and take his money. Yet 

the law below (6 Kdrcstev v6poq) directly and clearly forbids us to carry out all these punishments even 

against men caught and proven to be murderers. Read to them the law that follows (aur6v v V v6oov Tbv 
eaTa Tacta)." 

7. "It is lawful to kill murderers in our own land and to arrest them, as it says on the first wcov, but not to 

inflict personal injury or exact recompense, else it is lawful to fine that person for twice the damage done. It 

is lawful that the archons, in the areas where each of them are dicasts, introduce cases for whoever wants 

them, and that the Heliaia give judgment." 
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[Kai ta TOOTO KdTcO0ev Xcy]eoOat, OTt TOU; a|'4[ovag Kai ToI) K6pp13t; av00e]v K Tr! 

aKpo|1r6X[se(o; ei TO PO?UXrilptOV Kai T]PtV dyop&v e|ST?[TrvT11GEV 'ETptdXTe;, O;S (prGotv 

Ava]ttlpvig; ?v I T1P(t) T [T6Ov OXItXTtKoivV]. 

THE LAW (FROM) BELOW: 

Didymus the scholar explains this phrase in two ways. For he says that the orator says 
this either because it is the Heliaia that gives judgment concerning those who inflict per- 
sonal injury and those who receive recompense-for they used to speak of upper and 
lower courts; or because the layout of the writing on the &ioveg was boustrophedon, a 

metaphor from plowing, for they normally started from the lower left, so that (a law) 
would turn back from the top from right to left... But it is also possible that "from 
below" is said because Ephialtes moved the a6ove; and the KupPELgt from the Acropolis 
down to the Bouleuterion and the Agora, as Anaximenes says in the (n)th book of the 
Philippics.8 

II. HARPOCRATION, S.V. 6 KKT&r 0EV VO6OS (KEANEY, O 14): 

ArqpoO7vrlg v TXO Kar' AptoTOKpdToug. Ai6OUpog' "{fTot," prqoi, "Triv fiktaiav X7yct 6 p0i- 
T(cp t& TO V tzKaT(v rt pit(v rTa pIv avo Tar 6? Ka tr) 6vopdacl.gaot, i 6atl TO crXpa Trt; ?v 

TOI;g aoot p Ypa(pgS 3oucTPpo(prbov y,ypacutuvrl; it TIOV dTr TC)v EOW6VUpOV &dpX6OEvov 

v6lov KadTwOV 6vop6dat 6 Aitoa0Ovqg'i; OTt 'ydp," (pTOi, " 'ou'3poc loqnOv T C1av ol aiovg; 
Kal oi K6pltgPE YEYplpap tIvoIt 6eiXOKeV Eupopikov ev tcO AiroX.o&opo. if ?si[," qprqoi, "To6; 

6a[ovag Kai TOi; Kuppei3t a&VO0EV ?K T1t) aKpoT6XZFo eig; TO p6 sOUEUTfiptOV Kati TV dyopixv 

ptEaTTT:rTgv 'EptldXTaT, 6g (prIotv Avaitpvriq; ev OtItiuIrtKOi." 

THE LAW (FROM) BELOW: 

Demosthenes in Against Aristocrates. Didymus says, "Either the orator means the Heli- 
aia because the courts were called upper and lower, or because the layout of the writing 
on the 6iovcs was boustrophedon, in which a law that begins from the left Demosthenes 
calls 'from below.' For," he says, "Euphorion in Apollodorus9 made it clear that the &i- 
oveg and the KUSpPft were written boustrophedon. Or," he says, "because Ephialtes 
moved the aioveg and the Ku6pp3Et from the Acropolis down to the Bouleuterion and the 
Agora, as Anaximenes says in the Philippics." 

For the moment let us focus on the similarities between the two texts. Both give 
three interpretations of the phrase "the law (from) below." All three are ultimately 
grounded in the supposed meaning of KdrTcoOv, and some contextual support for 
them is found in the law quoted in Dem. 23.28: 

1. One view is that "the law from below" means a law from the lower courts, that is, the 
Heliaia (as distinct from the Areopagus and the other homicide courts?). According to 
Demosthenes, the Heliaia hears cases where murderers have been unlawfully abused 
(TIrv 6' ilXatiav 8taytyv)c7K?atv), but nothing in Demosthenes supports the claim about 

upper and lower courts.'? 
2. A second view is that "the law from below" refers to a law from the ai,oveS, written 

boustrophedon. "From below" is taken to mean "from the lower left of the stone." 
According to Demosthenes, a law providing for the arrest of murderers appeared on 

8. FGrH72F13. 
9. Frag. 6 in J. U. Powell, Collectanea Alexandrina (Oxford, 1925). 

10. On the Heliaia, see Douglas M. MacDowell, The Law in Classical Athens (Ithaca, 1978), 29-33. The 
only parallels for upper and lower courts, unrelated to the Heliaia, are found in Christian authors (John Chry- 
sostom and Synesius), where the context is very different. 
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the &E6ovcq (ct ?v TOC () a 6ovt dyopecti), but Demosthenes does not directly support 
the claim that this law was written boustrophedon. 

3. A third view interprets "the law from below" as a law from the Agora. "From below" 
is taken to mean "from below in the Agora," that is, with respect to the Acropolis. 
There is no direct support for this claim in Demosthenes. ' 

To test Blass' hypothesis that Harpocration's treatment of 6 KdTOrcOv v6toqS is de- 
rived from the anonymous lexicon in P. Berol. inv. 5008, let us now contrast the two 
versions, treating the fuller P. Berol. inv. 5008 as the base text. First, we can easily 
dismiss the converse possibility that the anonymous lexicographer drew on (and 
supplemented) Harpocration.12 The anonymous lexicon opens with the statement, 
"Didymus the scholar explains this phrase in two ways (i. tXO)." The reading x. ..) 
is corroborated by the way in which the three subsequent interpretations are orga- 
nized and presented. The first two are joined as alternatives by the words "either 
because ... or because" ( yap i6t ... i. 6f t TO6), while the third interpretation is in- 
troduced by the adversative phrase "but it is also possible that. . ." ([6tSvarat] 1 6 
[Kai]). In other words, if we accept Blass' restorations, the commentary gives the 
reader three choices: either A or B, but also possibly C. Harpocration, on the other 
hand, not only omits the qualifier "in two ways" but inserts the verb (proi to concat- 
enate the three interpretations; there can be no doubt that Harpocration intended to 
attribute all three to Didymus. But if Blass' readings are correct, and if I am correct 
to posit a distinction between Didymus' two interpretations and the third anonymous 
one, then Harpocration has incorrectly attributed all three interpretations to Didy- 
mus. If the anonymous lexicographer had drawn on Harpocration, he would not have 
known that Didymus was responsible only for the first two interpretations, unless he 
had read Didymus himself. But if he had read Didymus himself, then he and Harpo- 
cration would independently have had to find and use the third, non-Didymean inter- 
pretation-an unlikely proposition at best. Comparison of the two introductions to 
the discussion of 6 Kdcr0v v6[poc suggests very strongly that the anonymous lexi- 
con is not derived from Harpocration. 

After the introduction, each version of the discussion of 6 KLdrco0gv v6pog gives 
three interpretations. Comparison of the first and third of these unfortunately proves 
inconclusive for our purposes. In the first interpretation, the author of the anony- 
mous lexicon constructs a definition of the Heliaia's function using the law quoted 
in Dem. 23.28: ". . the Heliaia gives judgment (r.v iXkt0iav I 6[t]a7tylyvoYK?v; cf. 
Dem. T1:v 6' f]ktaiav tayltyvc6oKatv) concerning those who inflict personal injury 
(T&v kutpavosvcoov; cf. Dem. kupaivcFo0at) and those who receive recompense 
(a6o[t]va 6ExoLt?V..v; cf. Dem. drotv&vv)." This definition does not appear in Harpo- 
cration. Both authors then remark that Athenian tiKacYTrTlpta were divided into upper 

11. On the location of laws in Athens, see MacDowell, Lawst, 45-48. This interpretation is an interesting 
misreading of Anaximenes, according to Jacoby ad FGrH 72 F13: Ephialtes' removal of the laws from the 
Acropolis to the Agora is a figurative way of saying that he made the Boule and the :KKXrloia a more impor- 
tant part of Athenian politics. But Ronald S. Stroud, The axones and kyrbeis of Drakon and Solon (Berkeley, 
1979), 12-13 and 42, disagrees, saying that this statement must be taken literally: the a,ovwq and Kup3est; 
were located on the Acropolis until Ephialtes, in 461 B.C., removed the 6aove; to the Prytanium and the 
KUpP3E;t to the Agora. 

12. It is conceivable that Harpocration derived most of his discussion from the anonymous lexicon but 
added material of his own, such as glosses or additional citations. We must therefore test this possibility, be- 

cause, given a long comment and a very similar short comment, we cannot conclude that the shorter is neces- 

sarily derived from the longer. 
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and lower. Their statements are very similar; each begins with the partitive geni- 
tive 5tKaoxnzpicxv and divides the courts into ra Pi;v avCv and Tr 6 Katcr). However, 
the anonymous lexicon uses an indirect statement construction ("icyov . ..lvat), 

while Harpocration uses an articular infinitive and a different verb (6& TO ... 
6vopdtaeOat). The third interpretation is also heavily restored in P. Berol. inv. 5008. 
Nevertheless, the restorations seem justified inasmuch as the preserved text corre- 

sponds almost exactly to Harpocration, with one minor difference: the anonymous 
lexicon appears to have given a precise reference to a book of Anaximenes' Philip- 
pics, while Harpocration is content to cite the Philippics in general. 

The second of the three interpretations proves more useful for the present argu- 
ment. We have already eliminated the possibility that the anonymous lexicon is 
derived from Harpocration. By comparing the two versions of the second interpreta- 
tion, we can now eliminate Blass' hypothesis that Harpocration's entry for 6 KcdroT0v 

v6[toq is derived from the anonymous lexicon. Both versions of the second inter- 
pretation begin identically: 6tix T oXrpat zTqS ?v TOiq &,OGI Ypatpi p3ovucrpo pi56v 
y7ypat.luvnq. The anonymous lexicon goes on to explain that boustrophedon is "a 
metaphor from plowing" (?K I t-ca(popa r Tfn a[6 c T)v &]poo6[vT]ov); the appearance 
of boustrophedon writing is then described in detail. Harpocration omits the gloss 
"a metaphor from plowing" and drastically compresses the description of boustro- 
phedon writing. He then adds a crucial detail not found in P. Berol. inv. 5008: 
1't.. . 3ouVCTpo(pq6Ov oGtav oi o ovFq Kcai ol KupP1t5 y?ypayt[tcvot 5?561kWKsv Ev- 

(popiwv iv tOc) AIrXo&o6pp. Harpocration directly attributes this citation of Eupho- 
rion along with its surrounding context to Didymus ("oTt ydp," (prTci [sc. Didymus], 

"p3ouOTpo(pr6ov louav oi covEq Kai o' Kuppf3t5 y7ypaEtW% vot 66sikWKcv Et'popiov iv 
T-c ArcoXXo&6pqp"), so we know that in this instance Harpocration did not contribute 
the citation of Euphorion himself.13 Furthermore, the citation of Euphorion does not 
appear in the anonymous lexicon,14 so Harpocration cannot have copied it from 
there. We can therefore dismiss Blass' hypothesis that Harpocration derived his ver- 
sion of the comment on 6 KTdrCOCV v6itoq from the anonymous lexicon in P Berol. 
inv. 5008. 

To sum up so far, I have argued that the differences between the two versions of 
the introduction to the discussion of 6 KdLT00CV v6ytoq prove that the anonymous lex- 
icon is not derived from Harpocration, while the differences between the two ver- 
sions of the second interpretation prove that Harpocration's lexicon is not derived 
from the anonymous lexicon. Given the undeniable similarities between the two 
treatments of 6 KdTrco0ev v6tao and the improbability that Harpocration and the 
anonymous lexicographer could independently have concatenated these three partic- 
ular explanations, we are left with the conclusion that P. Berol. inv. 5008 and Harpo- 
cration were independently drawing on a lost intermediary source. I would propose a 
hypothesis to explain the transmission of the comments on 6 K(rco0gv v6otoq, as sum- 
marized in the following five steps: 

1. Didymus in the first century B.C. wrote a commentary to Dem. 23, in which he gave 
two interpretations of 6 KTdrOe-v v6tpoq. This commentary is not extant, but it must 

13. Harpocration appears to cite Euphorion directly in his entries on 6e7oKU6?&; (Y 9) and 7Erpoptcscoat 
(f 65). 

14. As previously noted by Blass, "Lexicon," 159. 
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have contained at least the sum of the information that is given in the first and second 
interpretations in Harpocration and P. Berol inv. 5008. This would include a definition 
of the Heliaia's jurisdiction (constructed from Dem. 23.28), the division of courts into 
upper and lower, and the boustrophedon writing on the dooveS, including a gloss on 
the word boustrophedon ("a metaphor from plowing"), a detailed description of the 
appearance of such texts, and a citation of Euphorion's Apollodorus. 15 

2. Another commentator or lexicographer (before the second century A.D., the date of 
Harpocration's lexicon) provided a different interpretation: "because Ephialtes moved 
the &aov?g and the KUpP1St from the Acropolis down to the Bouleuterion and the Ag- 
ora." This interpretation now appears as the third interpretation in Harpocration and 
the anonymous lexicon, and the anonymous lexicon implies that Didymus is not re- 

sponsible for it. 
3. In a lost lexicon or commentary (dating from between the first century B.C., the date 

of Didymus' commentary, and the second century A.D., the date of Harpocration's lex- 
icon), an unknown scholar combined Didymus' two interpretations (Step 1) with the 
third anonymous interpretation (Step 2) into a single treatment of 6 K:rToC0v v6poS. 
The compiler made some sort of distinction between the two authors. Note: it is also 

possible that this scholar read Didymus' commentary and then added the third inter- 
pretation himself, which would eliminate Step 2 as it stands above. 

4. The author of the anonymous lexicon in P. Berol. inv. 5008 (dating from between 
the first century B.C., the date of Didymus' commentary, and the fifth century A.D., 

the palaeographical date of P. Berol. inv. 5008)16 abbreviated the lost work of Step 3, 
retaining its distinction between Didymus' two interpretations and the third anony- 
mous one. 

5. Harpocration (second century A.D.) independently and more drastically abbreviated 
the lost work of Step 3, mistakenly attributing all three interpretations to Didymus. 

Ancient commentaries typically followed the order in which the items to be dis- 

cussed appeared in the target text, and they were keyed to the text by editorial sym- 
bols or by the inclusion of brief lemmata. Ancient lexica typically differed in 

organization from commentaries, in that the discussions of individual words and 

phrases were usually shorter, and their contents were often arranged alphabetically, 
as seen in P. Berol. inv. 5008.17 From the comparison of the two versions of the com- 

ment on 6 K&aTcQOv v6oLpo in Harpocration and P. Berol. inv. 5008, we can make some 

useful observations. We have seen that Didymus' comments on 6 KdcItOE0v v6Opto, 

which originally appeared in his commentary on Dem. 23, were combined with an- 

other scholar's comments to produce a new work, which in turn was mined to pro- 
duce entries in a special lexicon for Dem. 23 (P. Berol. inv. 5008) and in a general 

15. The inspiration for Didymus' second interpretation may have come from his Ilepi T:)V do6vcov 
T&v ZO6Xvoi dvTtypaqn) 7p6g AoKr7ltSdi6TV, which is known only from one uninformative fragment; see 

M. Schmidt, ed., Didymi Chalcenteri Grammatici Alexandrini Fragmenta (Leipzig, 1854), 399. 
16. Although he does not explicitly say so, the natural extension of Blass' argument would be that 

P. Berol. inv. 5008 contains a fifth-century copy of a lexicon written between the first century B.C. (the 
date of Didymus) and the second century A.D. (the date of Harpocration). But if, as I have argued here, 
Harpocration and the author of the anonymous lexicon were both working independently from a lost 
source (my Step 3, above), we cannot necessarily date the composition of the anonymous lexicon before 
the fifth century, the palaeographical date of P. Berol. inv. 5008. 

17. The statement of Lloyd W. Daly, in Contributions to a History of Alphabetization in Antiquity and 

the Middle Ages (Brussels, 1967), p. 31, n. 2 is misleading, in that P. Berol. inv. 5008 is more properly under- 
stood as a lexicon than as a commentary with alphabetized lemmata: "By the fourth century, at least parts of 
[Didymus'] commentary on Demosthenes had been reduced to a form in which the comments were arranged 
according to the alphabetic sequence of their lemmata." 
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lexicon to the Attic orators (Harpocration). Harpocration and the anonymous lexi- 

cographer differed in their ability to cite sources accurately, digest their source 
material, and use their findings to illuminate the meaning of 6 KadToOev v6otoS in its 
Demosthenic context. More generally, we have seen here that ancient lexicographers 
were continually and creatively reworking the received tradition of scholarship, pro- 
ducing new reference works by excerpting, abbreviating, and redeploying isolated 
sections from earlier lexica and commentaries.18 

CRAIG A. GIBSON 

University of Nevada, Reno 

18. A version of this paper was read at the 1996 meeting of the Classical Association of the Middle West 
and South in Nashville, TN. I wish to thank the following for their valuable comments and suggestions; Prof. 
John F Oates, Prof. Kent Rigsby, Mr. J. D. Sosin, the Editor and two anonymous referees for CP. 
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