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The Lexicon of Harpocration exists in two recensions, an Epitome made
sometime before ca. 850, and a full recension, the earliest extant manu-
scripts of which are to be dated to the fourteenth century.! G.
Kalkoff2 pointed out that knowledge of the Lexicon seems to have
been restricted to the Epitome for some centuries after it was made.
With this hint, H. Schultz3 suggested that the full recension descended
from a manuscript belonging to a Gelehrter of the thirteenth or four-
teenth century. I propose to argue that the suggestion is correct and
that the Gelehrter can be identified as Manuel Moschopoulos. The
discussion will be based on certain interpolations in the text of the
full recension: it will be argued that Moschopoulos inserted some of
these passages into a manuscript of Harpocration which he was using
in the composition of works of his own.

In his edition of 1853, W. Dindorf excised as interpolations six*

I For brief accounts of the transmission of the Lexicon, cf. Historia 17 (1968) 507
note 1, and TAPA 98 (1967) 205 note 2.

2 G. Kalkoff, De codicibus epitomes Harpocrationeae = Dissertationes philologicae Halenses
8 (1887) 161.

3 RE 7.2413, s.v. ‘“Harpokration.”

+He actually excised several other passages, but wrongly. The first (s.v. "Ar7a)
is a trimeter, printed by Kock as Chionides F 8. Although the text in Harpocration
is defective, the trimeter is found in parallel glosses (cf. Aelius Dionysius A 193 Erbse)
and should be retained.

Dindorf also excised two references to Strabo (s.vv. Aevkds, Aéyaiov): the excisions
were based on Meineke’s (Vindiciarum Straboniarum liber [Berlin 1852] vii-ix) contention
that, with the single exception of Athenaeus, Strabo was not known to pre-Byzantine
authors. As W. Aly pointed out (RE, Zweite Reihe, vit Halbband, s.v. *“Strabon,”
151), the title of Strabo’s work which Harpocration used, I'ewypadotueva, is different
from that in the medieval mss. The same title is also used in Athenaeus 657F and schol.
Ap. Rhod. 2.942. Since this scholion, rather than being late Byzantine, as Meineke
assumed, belongs to a collection of scholia which had its origin no later than the second
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passages (glosses or parts of glosses) which are found in all manuscripts$
of the full recension® and were thus in its last archetype. I print these
in alphabetic order:

(1) s.v.’Ayedaiwy, ad fin. 1 edbeia 6 dyelaios.”

(2) post I'véows, I'vageds: Totro oi malaoi ’Arrikol Sia 70D K

eyov, kowdv 8¢ 8iud Tod y. kvddos 8¢€ éoTiw axavfDdés Ti, & Edovor

74 ipdria. TolTO Oi vewTepor Sia Tod 7y Aéyovor mapa TV yvdjuw:
\ A ko) \ \ -~ a ’ \ ’ \ea

kvadeds uév odv mapd. 76 kvd, § onualve. 76 Ebw. kal “Ounpos (A 639-640)

3\ 2] » ~ \
émi & alyewov kvi) Tupov
14 7
KkvoTt Yadkely.

\ \ \ M ~ 4 4 o b3 \ \ \ 4
yvapeds 8¢ mapa Ty ToD Pdpovs yvaw, nTis €oTi TApa TO Ydvos
76 Aapmpdy = schol. Aristophanes Plutus 166.8

century after Christ (C. Wendel, Scholia in Apollonium Rhodium vetera [Berlin 1936]
xviii) and since Strabo was known to Athenaeus (or his source), there is no reason
to assume that he was unknown to Harpocration.

Dindorf’s excision s.v. Navkpapird isbaseless, for thereHarpocration is citing Aristotle,
AP 21.5, in which the excised words occur. For arguments against his excision of
Aristophanes, Nub. 41 (s.v. ’ Eraipdpevos), see Kalkoff, 190-91.

s These are to be distinguished from interpolations in a single ms. (for interpolated
material in Marc. Gr. 444 [K], cf. TAPA 98 [1967] 205-19) or in a sub-group of mss.
of the H-family (for which cf. Dindorf, vi-ix). The interpolations in L =Marc. Gr.
490 (Dindorf, viii) come from marginal additions in L’s exemplar, P.

6 The fact that items 2 and 6 are also in one ms. of the Epitome, D =Par. Gr. 2552
(written in 1496), is no objection to the argument which will be offered about the
date of the interpolations, since D (or, given its late date, its ancestor, d) was collated
with and received additions from a (lost) ms. of the full recension. For a discussion,
inadequate because it is based on too limited evidence, cf. Kalkoff (above, note 2) 143—
76.

7 The addition refers to the Byzantine (cf. Suda A 186 Adler) distinction between
dyelaios and dyélaios.

8 In the only other discussion of the matter, Kalkoff (above, note 2) 188-91, objected
that the appearance of the same material in the scholia to Aristophanes is not an argument
that the text of Harpocration is interpolated, for the same phenomenon obtains s. vv.
BaBiaw (= schol. Eq. 1159), Apapyos (=schol. Nub. 37), and Kepapetrds (=schol.
Eq. 772). He was nevertheless willing to accept the excision of items 4 and 6, because
they break the alphabetic order (as, indeed, does item 2) and because they are both
taken from the same scholion.

However, matters are more complicated. The first and third scholia above share
readings with the Epitome of Harpocration (BaABiaw . .. 76 én’ adrijs Ep and schol.
Eq., 76 émi radrys IT [ = full recension]; Kepapewds . . . 6 pév évdov Tijs méAews, 68¢
¢£w Ep and schol. Eq., 6 pév &vdov év ) médet, 6 8¢ érepos €éw Tijs modews IT).  This
can only mean that these scholia were taken from the Epitome. Of the long scholion
to Nub. 37, Dindorf (apud Diibner, Scholia Graeca in Aristophanem, 420) commented
“partim ex Harpocratione illata partim aliunde.” If he is correct, the scholiast will
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(3) the first gloss of the E- series ("Edv Tis ypaydpevos kr).) is prefixed
in the mss. by the phrase loréov 67, and the whole gloss is treated as
part of the last gloss of the 4- series (ddpwv ypagpr).

(4) post Korddawv dpos, KodBatoi: Saipovés eioi Twes ardnpol wepi
7ov diévveov =schol. Pl. 279.

(s) s.v. Awcvoddpos, ad fin. Aikvov T6 mwrvov.

(6) post Mdrms, MdéOwv: ¢Adapos, ¢opTikds, dripos, aioxpds.
Aéyovar yap Toils *Abmvaiovs yeipwoapévovs Tovs udbwvas SovAiki kai
b /7 ~ ~ 14 9 \ ’ " 3 \ M/0 ’
dyepdorw mepiorijoar Tuyfj. 6fev kai’Arrikol pdbwves %) dmwo Mbwvds
Twos aloypd mowodvTos kai del év Tols mdTols dpyovpévov. udbwvas
8¢ radodor Adkwves Tols mapatpepouévovs Tols élevbépois maidas. 7
> \ -~ /’ v \ 14 ~ /’ h l
avrl 70D dvdnTos. dAot 8¢ Aéyovot Sovdompemels omeppoAdyovs =schol.

Pl. 279.

Beyond pointing out that § was apparently taken from the Suda?
(A 535 Adler), and 2, 4, and 6 from the scholia to Aristophanes, Dindorf
did not concern himself with how or when these items were interpolated
into the text. For the first, it is likely that all the items were originally
marginal additions which later crept into the text.1® It is noticeable

have had to combine two Harp.-glosses (d7juapyos, Navkpapikd). Further, the text
of the scholion sometimes (a) agrees with the full recension, sometimes (b) is closer
to the Epitome, and sometimes (c) is unique: e.g. (2) T&v év éxdoTw Sjuw I1 schol., T&v
mpoadvTwy €kdaTw Siuw Ep; (b) émedidocav kal fveyvplalov (vel évexyvplalov)
schol., é8{8ocav kai éveyvpalov 8¢ odroi Ep, é8i8oaav IT; (c) 6mére §éou schol., Smdre
Serjoeev ITEp.  Since it cannot be shown that the scholion is derived from the Epitome
or from the full recension, the easiest solution is to assume a source common to the scho-
lion and to Harpocration.

9 In this view he may have been influenced by the fact that the Aldine edition (the
editio princeps and the basis of all editions until Bekker’s of 1833) was interpolated from
the Suda, though based on a (lost) ms. of the I-family. At any rate, the interpolation
does not resemble very closely the relevant part of the Suda-gloss which begins Alkvoy
KSoKWOV, 1) TTVOV.

10 It cannot be determined whether the process from margin to text was completed
by the time Borbonicus 118 II D 22 (saec. X1v) was written; this contains a reference
to item 2 as being from Harpocration (ofrws “Apmokpariwv). The reference is in a
school-edition of Aesop’s fables, the commentary to which was partially published by
A. Hausrath, “Die Asopstudien des Maximus Planudes,” ByzZ 10 (1901) 90-105,
esp. 98. Hausrath’s arguments that the commentary is Planudean were correctly
refuted by B. E. Perry, Studies in the Text History of the Life and Fables of Aesop (Lancaster
1936) 217-18. Some support for Perry’s position is provided by the fact that, so far
as [ have been able to discover, Planudes did not use the Lexicon of Harpocration (his oc-
casional references to a Harpocration [cf. C. Walz, Rhetores Graeci 9, 635] are to
arhetorician). Further, although the commentary is not Moschopulean, some of the
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that the full glosses (2, 4, 6) break the alphabetic order. Such disloca-
tions are characteristic of marginal insertions in this text-tradition.
An analogous situation exists with some glosses of the A-series; omitted
from the text at some stage in the transmission, they were replaced
in the margin; they were then wholly omitted when the Epitome was
made, and reinserted into the text of the full recension but in the
wrong order.!!

Since the interpolations are not in the Epitome (cf. above, note 6),
they will fall sometime between 850 and the date of the last archetype
of the full recension, i.e. in or prior to the fourteenth century. Further,
to underscore the obvious, they were made by someone who was
familiar with the scholia to the Plutus and with Harpocration. Finally,
it is convenient to assume, they were made by someone whose (briefly)
annotated manuscript could become authoritative for the succeeding

tradition.12

All these qualifications are met by only one man, Manuel Moscho-
poulos, the pupil of Maximus Planudes. In recent years, special
studies have been devoted to Moschopoulos’ editions of Greek poets,'3
for these became widely influential in individual text-traditions.
Equally influential, in Byzantine and Western education,™ were his
major grammatical works, the Erofemata and the schedographia!s

material in it is influenced by his work: compare e.g. (p. 97 Hausrath) xai xémrw 16
dmAds kpobw s kal wapa.’ Apioropdves (Nub. 133) 1is éotiv 6 kdpas Tiv 0dpav’’
with ITepi oxed@v (omitted by Stephanus) kémrw 76 Téuvw Kkal 70 Kpovw ws év
7@ “'1is €00’ 6 kSpas miv Gpav.”

11 Cf. Historia 19 (1970) 3 note 8.

12 The hypothesis that the interpolations were made at the same time and by the same
man would seem to follow from the fact that three of them are from the scholia to
the Plutus, and will be further supported in the argument.

13 Cf. R. Aubreton, Démétrius Triclinius et les recensions médiévales de Sophocle (Paris
1949) 17-18 and 79-86; A. Turyn, Studies in the Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies
of Sophocles= Illinois Studies in Language and Literature 36 (Urbana 1952) 16-30; The
Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides = Illinois Studies . . . 43 (Urbana
1957) 83-164; H. Irigoin, Histoire du Texte de Pindare (Paris 1952) 27-86; C. Gallavotti,
Theocritus quique feruntur bucolici Graeci (Rome 1946) 273-79.

14 Cf. I. Sevienko, Speculum 27 (1952) 133, and R. R. Bolgar, The Classical Heritage
and its Beneficiaries (Cambridge 1954) 84.

15 On schedographia, cf. K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der Byzantinischen Litteratur?
(Munich 1897) 59093, and F. Fuchs, Die hoheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im Mittelalter
=ByzArchiv 8 (Berlin 1926) 44-49. I hope to show elsewhere how Moschopoulos
adapted a traditional collection of oxédn (found e.g. in Vat. Gr. 18 and 1527) in the
composition of his own work.
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which, since Stephanus’ edition (Paris 1545), has traditionally been
entitled ITepi oxediv.

The Ilepi oxeddv is a text-book, consisting of twenty-two passages
(ox€dm), each followed by an analysis which is partly syntactical,
partly lexical. This latter aspect of the analysis takes the form of a
list of words beginning with the same two or three letters as the word
in the passage; many of these are accompanied with explanations.
It is in these explanations that the combination of Aristophanes-scholia
and Harpocration is especially to be found. W. J. Koster has shown
that at least one scholion to the Plutus is Moschopulean.’6 It can
also be shown that the scholia to Aristophanes were one of the major
sources of the ITepi oxeddv;17 in that work, Moschopoulos also cited
more than two hundred glosses from Harpocration. The other work
in which he used Harpocration most extensively is a (largely schedo-
graphic) commentary to a Byzantine scholastic anthology,’® which
comprised Philostratus’ Imagines 1.1-26,19 extracts from Marcus
Aurelius and Aelian, NA,2° the poem in thermas Pythias of pseu-

do-Paulus Silentiarius,2! and the Sylloge Vaticana of the Planudean
anthology.?2

16 Mnemosyne, Ser. 4, 7 (1954) 152-55.

17 E.g. the gloss (p. 60 Stephanus) Tpurd): 7 kepadn) kard SidAexrov, dgp’ oF Tpiro-
yéveia 7 *AbOqva, absent from the comparable list in Moschopoulos’ model, is taken
from the scholion to Nub. 989, ... 7pire) ydp 7 kedpals) map’ Alodedow KrA.

18 That it is a scholastic anthology was first recognized by C. Gallavotti, BPEC,
n.s. 8 (1960) 14.

19 There are two commentaries to Philostratus as well as to the other components
to the anthology, one written in the margin, the other in the text after individual
passages. S. Lindstam, *“Die Philostratoskommentare und die Moschopoulos-Sylloga,”
GHA 31 (1925) 173-84, showed that the marginal commentary was basically Planudean
and the other Moschopulean, but did not recognize (as will be shown elsewhere) that
some of the marginal commentary is also Moschopulean. In the text, I use post to
refer to the second commentary and ad to refer to the first.

20 These extracts are listed by F. De Stefani, SIFC 12 (1904) 152-53.

21 The poem is printed in E. Cougny, Epigrammatum Anthologia Palatina 3 (Paris
1890) 408-12. It was actually composed by Leon Choirosphaktes: cf. S. G. Mercati,
“Intorno all’ autore del carme eis 7d év [TvBiows Oepud,” Rivista degli Studi Orientali
10 (1924) 210-48.

22 Cf. Gallavotti (above, note 18) 11-16. Only the commentaries to the Sylloge
Vaticana have been edited and the edition does not observe the distinction between
the two types: cf. A. Luppino, “Scholia Graeca inedita in Anthologiae epigrammata
selecta,” Atti della Accademia Pontaniana, n.s. 9 (anno 1959-60; publ. 1961) 25-62.
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To return to the interpolations in Harpocration, I point to the
following items from these works of Moschopoulos:

(1) post Phil. Imag. 1.16 (ad dyelale Bol, p. 317, 23 Kayser) dyéln
Aéyerar §rav moAda mpdPara Spod Pookerar, 7 moMdoi yoipor 3 Bdes 7
TowOTOV TU, €’ Gv Aéyetar O dyeddtms. dyeddTns yap O peTo
Eldovs avvwy dyédpy [dwv. dmd ToD dyélny dyelalov {dwv 70 Tijs
dyéhys kal dmd TovTou dyelaios dvbpwmos 6 Tob wAbovs Kkal
xvdalos, kal dyeAndov émippmyupa dvrl Tod kara dyélas Sua 7ol 7).
The same passage includes a list of words ending in -mjpia (ad épyaarijpiov,
p- 317, 27 Kayser) in which one gloss " Avakadvmrripia) from Harpocra-
tion’s A-series is cited.

(s) ITept oxeddv (p. 155 Stephanus), a list of words in Ac-: Alkvov 7o
wrdov, & éxpdvro mpos macay Tederny kal Bvoiav of “EMnres, ap’ o
Aikvoddpos map’ adrols o Todro SnlovéTe pépwy =Harp. s.v. Awvoddpos.
The same list of words includes the only other glosses (Aifos, Awrdpa)
from Harpocration which begin with A-. The following series of
words in Ay~ includes all three of the relevant Harpocration-glosses
(Anéuapyikov ypappareiov, Ajéws, Ajrn).

(6) post Phil. Imag. 1.26 (ad pdvov, p. 331, 21 Kayser), a list of words in
po-[pw- plus consonant: pdfwv 6 dvémTos %) 6 PpAvapos kai doprikds.

I have found no comparable evidence for items 2 and 4, although
Moschopoulos did use the single relevant Harpocration-gloss (I'vous)
in a yv-series (Ilepi oxeddv, p. 124 Stephanus), and in a xo-plus-
consonant-series (pp. 61-62 Stephanus) used three glosses (KofaAeia,
Ko)wvairas, Kopdaxiauds) out of a possible ten. The combination
of all this evidence, viz. that Moschopoulos used both Harpocration
and the scholia to Aristophanes and that three of the interpolated items
occur in Moschopoulos’ works, makes it certain that it was he who
was responsible for the interpolations.3

I stated initially that, since these interpolations are in all manuscripts
of the full recension, they must have been in the last archetype. It
is characteristic of archetypes that the text they contain is superior

23 If this conclusion is correct, it leads to a possible solution of item 3. loTéov &7t
is regularly used by Moschopoulos (and, of course, by other Byzantine scholars) to
introduce grammatical or exegetical notes. To account for 3, I can only conjecture
that the phrase introduced one of these notes in a marginal comment, that the rest of

the note was lost, and that the preserved initial phrase was (stupidly) incorporated into
a gloss.
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to that of any of their descendants. If the argument is correct that
Moschopoulos made marginal interpolations in the last archetype, it
should follow that the manuscript he used was superior to any of the
extant manuscripts. In this case, the proof is in the fact that Moscho-
poulos and the Epitome share good readings which are in no manu-
scripts of the full recension.2¢ The evidence:25

(i) post Phil. Imag. 1.7 (ad ormuds, p. 304, 26 Kayser): Zkidmodes (=Harp.

s.0.) €vos AiBukdv, ol daal, Tods wédas kTA.
ol Ep évopa IT
(i) post Phil. Imag. 1.9 (ad épwres, p. 307, 27 Kayser): “Epkeios Zeis

(=Harp. s.v.) dmo TovTov G Bwpoi évros Epkovs év TH adMfj krA.
év 7} adAf) Ep, év mp BovAjj 1T

(iii) ad Aclian NA 1.13, kakdoews 8lknv (p. 10, 26 Hercher): kakdoews
8ikn (=Harp. s.v.) éori Tais Te émrMipois kara TGV yeyaunrdrwy KTA.

xatd Ep, kal xara IT

In sum, I conclude that Moschopoulos used Harpocration for his
schedographic works; that, while composing these, he made casual
annotations in the manuscript of Harpocration which he was using;
and that this manuscript became the archetype of the full recension
of the Lexicon.26

24 These coincidences cannot be explained on the assumption that Moschopoulos
used the Epitome, because he shares readings with IT against Ep (e.g. Zkidmodes . . .
olovs ol yijves Ep, damep of yijves IT Mosch.).

25 I relegate one doubtful item to a footnote: post Phil. Imag. 1.23 (ad ovpmredpayuéim,
p- 304, 26 Kayser): ¢pvrrwpeiv (= Harp. s.v. Dpuxtwpdv): kupiws puév 76 Sud mopodv
dvarewopévwv ktA.  [(Ep): mupody Su (cod. G) mupdv ED Su (cod. V) mupoors Su
(codd. AM) (I1): rvpodv P mupdv cett.]  Since the correct reading upo@v may have
been independently conjectured where it occurs or may have been a variant reading
(for instances of variants, cf. AJP 88 [1967] 83 note 4), the agreement in the reading here
does not have as much weight as any of the others.

26 It is once again a pleasure to record my gratitude to the Association’s referee for
his helpful criticisms.
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