Vol. Ixxxviii] Artemidorus Daldianus 189

XVII. Textual Notes on Artemidorus Daldianus

ROGER PACK

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

The most recent study seems to show that the only reliable witnesses
to the text of the Onirocritica are L = Codex Laurentianus 87, 8 (saec.
XI) and V = Codex Marcianus 268 (saec. XV), the latter written by
Michael Apostolius. These are, in fact, the two manuscripts upon
which Rudolph Hercher, the latest editor (Leipzig 1864), based his text,
though he occasionally quoted the readings of others which now appear
to have no independent authority.! This paper consists of five notes on
problems encountered in an attempt to prepare a modern, revised edi-
tion, followed by a few provisional remarks on the results of a new colla-
tion of LV.2

1. In Onirocr. 11.26-12.1, we read that kdunhos is derived from
*kduunpos, because the animal péoouvs xdumrer Tovs unpots, and the au-
thority cited for this curious etymology® is Elnwos & 70ls eis Etvouor
"Epwrwkots ('Epwryuarwkots, Reiske). L has eb q» os written over an
erasure in a space for eight letters, while in V a word of seven letters
has been changed into Etmros, that is, the original third and fourth letters
have been refashioned into an eta — facts which Hercher neglected to
record. Thus the name is slightly suspect paleographically, but since L
and V represent two different families conservative criticism would not
reject it as the archetypal reading, and in fact it derives support from
Arrian, Epict. 4.9.6: avrl Xpvoirmov kal Zivwvos *ApioTeldny dvaywhokels
kai Etmrov, a collocation of names which would render Reiske’s conjec-
ture superfluous, especially if we assume, as has been suggested (RE
s.v. “Euenos” [7]), that the datum about the camel may have had some

1 See Claes Blum, Studies in the Dream-Book of Artemidorus (Uppsala 1936) 12-22,
and ‘“Manuscript Studies in Artemidorus,” Eranos 39 (1941) 56-63. Blum makes a
good case for his contention that, of the one family, MU are derived from L and, of
the other, COB offer no readings of value independently of V.

2 Citations of the Onirocritica are in terms of page and line in Hercher. I am in-
debted to Dr. Berta Maracchi, Directress of the Biblioteca Medicea-Laurenziana, and
Dr. Tullia Gasparrini-Leporace, Directress of the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, for
their courtesy in enabling me to obtain photographs of L and VM, respectively.

3 As the early editors indicate, a similar etymology is given by Horapollo, Hiero-
glyphica 2.100, and the Etym. Magn. s.v. Kaunhos.
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indecent application. Now Wilamowitz (Hermes 11 [1876] 300) emended
the name in Arrian to EBuov, because Ovid, after mentioning Aristides,
adds: nec qui descripsit corrumpi semina matrum / Eubius, inpurae
conditor historiae, / nec qui conposuit nuper Sybaritida (var. lect.,
Sybaritica) fugit (ZTristia 2.415-17) — and in Byzantine pronunciation
there was a difference of only one letter between the two names. Wilamo-
witz was not then acquainted with the passage in Artemidorus: if he
had been, might he not have emended that as well, and on nearly as
good grounds? As matters stand, I think it judicious to regard Evenus
and Eubius as distinct personalities, and to refrain from tampering
with either Arrian or Artemidorus.?

2. Swubxapos 8¢ kal 6 Neyouevos popuiMwv (sic Hercher, apBfias L,
opBrAas V) fiTor papuakor § &AAws kakdTpowoy 1 duopgov €lvar THY Yuvaika
onpaivovor (Onirocr. 129.8-10). Is there any cogent reason for rejecting
the reading of L? Although é&pBf\as is not found elsewhere, we have
4pBnlos, denoting a ‘‘semicircular knife” used by leather-workers
(Hesychius, s.v. avapBnha; Nicander, Theriaca 423 and scholium), and
the Etymologicum Magnum, not cited in LS/, adds to this definition
the pertinent statement that “it is also a weapon” (éo7i 8¢ kal 8wov).
apBihas, then, would be a gladiator who fights with such a weapon.®
For an analogous noun of agent ending in -as and formed from a term
for an implement in -os I cite xépvas (Anth. Pal. 7.709), a priest who
carries a képros (a special kind of earthenware dish for offerings).® It
should occasion no surprise to find a type of gladiator mentioned in this
one passage, because the case would not be unique.”

3. In Onirocr. 213.21 — 214.16, Artemidorus ridicules the medical
onirology practiced in Pergamon and Alexandria, especially the strange
prescriptions purportedly revealed by the gods.

brav vap Tis Neyp Nnpeldwv {wuoy xeudve ovvrayny Oeddofar Tiol, dokel

4 Wilamowitz’ conjecture has met with partial acceptance (see RE s.v. “Eubios”
16], and S. G. Owen, in his note on Tristia 2.416), but H. Schenkl merely prints it in
the apparatus of his editio maior (Leipzig 1916).

5 A list of known types of gladiators appears in RE s.v. “Gladiatores,” Suppl.
3.777-78; if I am not mistaken, dpB#\as should be added to it. The list includes a
scissor, known only from CIL IX 466; that the épBnhas and the scissor were the same
seems possible but dubious. On the shape of the &pBnhos, see D’Arcy W. Thompson,
CR 56 (1942) 75-76 and J. D. Beazley, ¢bid. 116. These writers say nothing of its use
as a weapon, but it would evidently have been a formidable one.

6 For a discussion and list of this and similar classes of nouns, see C. D. Buck and
Walter Petersen, A Reverse Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives (Chicago n.d.) 2-11.

7 Cf. the scissor (note 5 above) and the pinnirapus, Juv. Sat. 3.158 and schol.
(not listed, however, in RE s.v. “Gladiatores,” perhaps because M. Rostowzew,
Rom. Mitt. 15 [1900] 223-28 has held that the word signifies, more generically, a
“champion gladiator”).
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pou Tas xelpas' 7OV welwpldwy amokAnpwoas?® Lektiovas nyelofai® kal
Trehwpiovit &ykédpalor Tov® dhekrpubvos, kal *Ivdods daxvovras mémepe, [678
wéhay tori kal ddkve]’, kal mapfévov yaha <dbkpvoy>3 kal GoTpwy alpa
8pbaov, kal wpéBaroy Kopnrikdy uidov kvdawov kal 8oa Totaira.

fpetdwy (sic) — rowabra spatio relicto om. L, supplevit corrector. 1 xe- V in
rasura. 2 é&moMpfhoas coniecit Toupius, quem Reiffius secutus est. 3 Hic
lacunam statuit Hercherus. 4 Aws Valesius, Hépoov Reiffius, mvAwpod vel
kéhwpos Herch., kehwplov ego. 5 xai VL3, rov Valesius. 6 werepire VL3, wémept, 87e
Valesius. 7 Hanc sententiam in apparatum relegavit Herch. 8 Quod voca-
bulum Herchero excidisse videtur.

“For whenever someone says that ‘Nereids’ broth’ has been given as a
prescription to certain patients in the winter, it seems to me that he, by
a random (or ‘absurd’) choice, regards clams as better than mussels . . . ,”
which, by inference, they are not.” That is, “Nereids’ broth” could
signify soup made from mussels, because weAwpides are both “mussels”
and, by a pun, “she-monsters,” that is, Nereids, but as the prescription
is given in the winter (xewuwv), the equivalent is rather soup made from
clams (xetuar, i.e. xfuar). This much owes its slight obscurity to our
author’s strained facetiousness. xeiun is a vox nikili, but Artemidorus
probably wrote it for xqun by itacism® and for the sake of his word-play:
naturally the scribe of V hesitated over it. amoxAnpéoas fits the context
well enough. ““... And (sc. it seems to me that he regards) ‘monster’s (?)
brain’ as that of a rooster, and ‘biting Indians’ as pepper (because pepper
is black and bites), and ‘virgin’s milk’ as a tear (?), and ‘stars’ blood’ as
dew, and a ‘Cretan sheep’ as a quince (i.e., a ‘Cydonian apple’,’”’ a play
on ufdoy, ‘flock’), and all that sort of thing...”

“Monster’s brain” must be corrupt. Valesius proposed Auws, because
the phrase “Zeus’s brain” or “great king’s brain” was proverbial for a
choice delicacy;" it is perhaps no serious objection that cerebellum galli
gallinacei seems to have been only a medicine? and not a gastronomic

8 Artemidorus was apparently thinking of rough-shelled clams, which were deemed
inferior to mussels, though smooth-shelled clams were highly edible. See Xenocrates,
De alimentis ex fluviatilibus 31 (J. L. Ideler, Physici et Medici Graeci Minores [Berlin
1841] 1, p. 131). In Onirocr. 108.23-25, the mussel and the clam are simply listed
among the shellfish.

9 This was perceived by Reiff in his note ad loc. (Artemidori Oneirocritica [Lipsiae
1805] 2.453).

10 Cf. the punning equivalent Persica (sc. mala, “peaches”) = cultrum, i.e., Persian
sword, in Petron. Sat. 56.9 (see B. L. Ullman, CP 36 [1941] 355).

1 Suda s.v. Aws &yképalos. Valesius compared Ennius, Hedyphagetica ap. Apul.
A pol. 39: Quid scarum praeterii, cerebrum Iovis paene supremi?

12 Pliny, AN 29.88, 30.112, 117, and certain derivative texts: Marcellus Empiricus,
De medicamentis 10.26; Serenus Sammonicus, Liber medicinalis 33.8.
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dainty as well. Reiff’s IIépoov is at least ingenious: the connection
would lie in the familiar fact that a rooster was termed a “Persian (or
Median) fowl” (Ar. Aves 277, 483). Hercher left his conjecture xéhwpos
unelucidated, but no doubt he based it upon the second meaning given
by Hesychius (kéhwp - &yyovos, vids- éxToulas, ydAhos, awadwr), so that we
should have a latent play on yaX\os, “‘eunuch,” and gallus, “rooster.” I
should prefer to read rehwpiov, the initial letter of which could have been
easily altered due to the influence of mehwpidwr above. Though
Hesychius glosses this word simply as mwaidiov, it could obviously suggest
a “little eunuch” as well as a “little boy.” There would be an incidental
piquancy in equating a eunuch with a notoriously libidinous fowl.

The passage as a whole calls to mind the enigmas of Symphosius and
the riddling mottoes for the apophoreta at Trimalchio’s dinner (Petron.
Sat. 56), but these give little help in interpreting it except that they
show how far the ancients indulged their fancy in this kind of trifling.

4. Zipos 6 Tod *Avrimdrpov dodAos T (om. L) vmwokdrw &Y moddv aldrod
aba (sic Herch., alrod alra o mwéhuata LV) édotev éxew (sic Herch., un
ixew LV). ¢ow xarexdn. (Onirocr. 217.22-24).

Hercher’s editing is clever, but the older editors did less violence to
the tradition by interpreting simply that Syrus dreamt he had no soles on
the bottoms of his feet. abdra 7d Téluara might be regarded as a gloss on
76 drokédTw TGV Toddv, but the phrase seems characteristic of our author,
as we have 74 mé\uara 70v woddv alrod in the story (ibid. 270.23-271.2)
of a “cyclic” or choral flutist who dreamt that the soles of his feet were
eaten by worms, so that it seems best to read vmokdrw 7@y mod@Y alrol Ta
mé\uara édoke un éxew. This is the text of L except that I follow Reiske
and Reiff in omitting adra, assuming that it crept in because of the
preceding airod. w7 as the negative in this construction is unobjection-
able (cf. ibid. 263.26, 266.6-8; but oix in 272.16).

5. In his fourth book Artemidorus includes a paragraph on dreams
of an “imperial” nature. His third example (Onirocr. 222.12-13) appears
thus in V:

Kparivos 6 fuérepos &pyvpéov vaod (épyvpod veew Herch.) épyemorarns
Sbtas elvar, dpyupiov Bacihikod éyévero épyemardrns (ranias Herch.).

Hercher printed this version with the two changes given in parentheses.
He arbitrarily atticized vaod, in keeping with his usual practice, and he
drew rauias from L.

The reading of L differs decidedly:
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[Kparivos 6] fuérepos bvap AafBaw dpybpiov eloodiaafy vaod PBagilekod
[eyévero Epyemorarns] dofas elvar Zodilos Tauelas Eyevero dpyvpod
Ba.giewod.

L, apparently copying a damaged manuscript, left lacunae for the two
bracketed expressions, and the words were later writtenin by a corrector.

The presence of two proper names, the balance in thought between
the adverb 8vap and the participle défas, and the repetition of éyévero
clearly point to two examples instead of one, as Hercher himself observed
(““videtur quartum exemplum latere”). I suggest that the text can be
very nearly healed by punctuation and slight corrections in orthography:

Kparivos 6 ruérepos dvap AaBaw apytpwov feloodidotnl vaod Bacihikod
tyévero. ¢pyemioTarns O00fas elvar Zwilos Tauplas éyévero apyvplov
Bagilikob.

The corrupt word, as it stands, would be an aorist passive of elgodidfew:
“collect,” without an internal augment, but seemingly this verb had no
function as a passive deponent,®® and anyhow the structure of the sentence
calls for a noun in its place. What would it be? Though one would
naturally be reluctant to print a word not evidenced in LSJ,’ one thinks
of elogodiactys, ‘collector,”” a formation which would be related to
eloodiaouds, ‘‘collection,” as éfodiaorhs, ‘‘spendthrift,” is related to
ékodraouds, “payment” (cf. Omirocr. 55.8). The assumed corruption
might have been facilitated by the interchange of -¢6- and -o7-, a suffi-
ciently familiar phenomenon. ‘“‘Collector” would square nicely with
AaBwv apytpov if we take the participle in the sense of ‘‘receive” or
“collect”; compare Onirocr. 184.20, of a creditor who collects a debt;
tbid. 189.8, 14, of beggars who receive money. Then the meaning would
be “Cratinus, our friend (or ‘townsman’?; see below), who received
money in a dream, became a collector for the imperial temple. Zoilus,
who dreamt that he was a superintendent, became a steward of the
imperial treasury.” The second sentence is admittedly rather flat,
though in handling material of this kind we need hardly strain after
profundities. Perhaps, however, the genitive should be taken with
both predicate nouns: ‘“Zoilus, who dreamt that he was superintendent
of the imperial treasury, became its steward.”

B In Vettius Valens 291.26-28 (ed. Kroll) we find an aorist with true passive
meaning.
“E.g., PMich. 3.182 (line 52) reads és0w for éorw, and conversely 214 (line 13)

gives éomdoaore for doracasfar.
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Hercher evidently considered that Cratinus was of Ephesus, our
author’s own place of residence, as he proposed to read #uerépeios. On
this reasonable assumption, the “imperial treasury” would be the fiscus
Astaticus, and the “imperial temple,” I believe, could be only that of the
Augusti, called, in several inscriptions, 6 vads 6 & 'E¢éow 7év ZeBaotiv
kowos Ths "Acias.’® Temple-banks were common enough in all periods,®
and if this temple served as a bank also, a “collector,” “receiver,” or
even “teller,” would have been appropriate. Apparently no banking
activity is specifically evidenced for it, but in this respect it may well
have emulated the great temple of Artemis.'”

A casual inspection of Hercher’s critical apparatus would suffice to
show that supplementary phrases or sentences sometimes appear in the
one manuscript but not the other. Hercher presumably judged that the
statement about Zoilus in L was such an illegitimate intrusion, but specific
data concerning individuals, and not generalities about dreamlore, stem
more probably from Artemidorus himself than from later supplementa-
tion, especially if they relate to a situation in Ephesus. I believe, there-
fore, that L here preserves the true reading, which became condensed,
and manifestly corrupted, in V. Hercher has been criticized for his
general tendency to rely more heavily on L, as the older witness.®® This
is perhaps a case in which he erred rather in failing to do so: the moral is
that L, despite its uncouth orthography, deserves the most careful con-
sideration.

Finally, it should be noted that, if this result is acceptable, Zoilus,
and not Cratinus, should have been identified as a famzas of the fiscus in
TAPA 86 (1955) 287.

* * *

Though Hercher had the merit of being the first to construct a text
from L as well as V, he did not collate L himself but used a collation
made by J. Gronovius in 1680. Blum, for the purpose of his Studies,
relied upon Gronovius-Hercher for all but the first five and the last
ten leaves, of which he had photographs. For his article in Eranos he

16 See David Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton 1950) 2.1432-34.
Inscr. Brit. Mus. 3.481 (lines 328-29) records a bequest of C. Vibius Salutaris to the
thesmddoi of this temple.

16 See RE s.v. “Anleihen,” Suppl. 4.25, and “Banken,” ibid. 71.

17 For the Artemisium as a temple-bank, see Dio Chrysostom, Or. 31.54-55, printed
and interpreted by T. R. S. Broughton, “Roman Asia Minor,” An Economic Survey of
Ancient Rome (Baltimore 1938) 4.889, and, for earlier times, Plaut. Bacch. 306~7, Diog.
Laért. 2.6.7.

18 Blum, Studies 14-15; Kurt Latte, Gromon 5 (1929) 156.
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collated L entire, but he reported no more than the readings of the cor-
rector L.! My own collation leaves me with the feeling that Blum
exaggerates when he calls Gronovius’ work ‘“extremely faulty and in-
complete.” Faulty it is, however, probably due to haste or inadvertence,
so that by mere diligence one can correct it at a number of points. Of
course, only a small proportion of these corrections can be expected to
yield improved readings.

Apparently neither Hercher nor Blum collated V independently — at
least neither says that he did so, and its readings were available to Hercher
in the Aldine edition of 1518, which was based solely upon it, or in
Rigault’s edition of 1603, which differed little from the Aldine. At
any rate, my collation of V shows that Hercher’s apparatus, apart from
other errors, often records or attributes its readings inaccurately. In
particular, I find that in over sixty cases Hercher either neglects entirely
to note a variant from his text shared by LV or else attributes to L alone
a rejected reading which is actually shared by V. Thus his alterations
are either concealed or else appear to have a partial manuscript authority,
namely that of V. In some nineteen of these cases I should judge that
the readings of LV, obscured in this fashion, are at least unobjectionable,
if not preferable to the changes made by Hercher or his predecessors.

Blum (Studies 17-18) has observed a number of cases in which the
scribe of L has omitted one or two lines, of 21-25 letters each, due to
homoioteleuton. 1 find that similarly the scribe of V has occasionally
omitted lines of 31 letters each or two lines of 56-65 letters, for example:1?

... uéA\e (sic) edmpemelas
[o0ToL kelpovTar: uelew ¢ elmpemelas,]

(Onirocr. 24.9-10; 31 letters; Hercher gives the extent of the omission
incorrectly.) This circumstance is of only passing interest, but it sug-
gests different antecedents for L and V, as we should expect.

Of course what has been said about Hercher’s editorial practices is no
sudden revelation.® His faults are mainly those of his time, while
his learning and enormous industry still deserve respect. Besides making
many obviously necessary corrections in Artemidorus’ syntax (and some

19 The other instances occur in 46.13-14 (56 letters); 51.10-11 (31 letters); 93.24-25
(56 letters); 97.20-21 (56 letters); 100.6-8 (65 letters); 152.7-8 (61 letters). In two
cases, the omissions may also be due to haplography, but it seems doubtful that they
correspond to line-units: 93.23-24 (40 letters); 224.15-16 (46 letters).

20 For example, in editing Chariton he used Hirschig’s apparatus, though he com-
plained of its inaccuracy. See W. E. Blake, TAPA 62 (1931) 68-77.
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that are not; see below), he often indulged in emendations for which no
real necessity is apparent, even when they result in greater smoothness,
consistency, or elegance. A closer adherence to the manuscript tradition,
in conformity with modern practice, would eliminate much, but far from
all of the Atticism in Hercher’s text, and in this matter Blum furnishes
some valuable guidance. He has remarked, however (Siudies 22-23),
that treatises of a subliterary character were especially subject to vul-
garization in the course of their transmission, and he admits this possi-
bility for the Onirocritica, even though the work “‘does not seem to belong
to the living literature of the Byzantine period.””” There is no doubt a
certain theoretical risk that less radical methods than Hercher’s might
produce a text more remote from Artemidorus’ autograph because closer
to the immediate LV archetype, but a modern editor, with only the two
witnesses at his disposal, would not venture much beyond that point,
but would frankly admit the limitations within which he must work.

All in all, it seems likely at this stage that the text cannot be improved
so much by checking its diplomatic foundations as by reconsidering many
small points for which Hercher already supplies the correct data. Here
is an example. LV uniformly construe ueurficfar with roiro, not roirov,
but Hercher altered the construction at 95.13, 147.24, 167.2, and 228.7,
by either omission or punctuation (e.g., 147.24: & xkai 7obro" pepviofar
xpn 8ru k7. ; at 120.8 he let it stand at first, but in his Corrigenda ad
loc. he wished to read rotrov in order to avoid a ‘“soloecismus” which
is wholly imaginary, because of course the accusative is perfectly regular
for neuter pronouns.?

Finally, having freed Artemidorus from these artificial canons, a
future editor can proceed to illustrate from other ancient writers the
many bits of curious lore and learning that are to be found in him.

2t But see W. Croenert, Berl. Philol. Woch. 31 (1911) 137.

2Tt would be gratuitous to refer to Smyth, Greek Grammar for Colleges, par.
1358, or Kuehner-Gerth, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, 1.364,
Anm. 12.
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