ON ARTEMIDORUS AND HIS ARABIC
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Um’versity.of Michigan

In 1959, when Professor Toufic Fahd, of the University of Strasbourg,
was visiting Istanbul for purposes of study, he casually asked a colleague,
who was well informed about the resources of the University Library,
whether he had ever chanced upon a manuscript containing an Arabic
translation of Artemidorus. Much to Fahd’s delight and surprise, his
friend at once produced a reference which enabled attendants at the
library to place his desideratum in his hands. He announced his
lucky find in 1960, and four years later published his edition.2 In the
foreword he identified his text with the version of Hunayn b. Ishiq, a
prolific scholar of the ninth century who, as had long been known,
made such a translation in his day, though Arabists had supposed it
irretrievably lost.  This led Fahd to observe that the Greek manuscript
or recension followed by Hunayn was two centuries older than the
Laurentianus, the older of the two basic manuscripts,3 and he warned
that it would be imprudent for anyone to re-edit the original without
using this new witness. Unfortunately, my edition (Leipzig 1963)
was already in proof when his discovery first became known to me, so
that I could do no better than to explain the situation in an addendum.+

N.B. In preparing this paper I have been encouraged and assisted by Professor James A.
Bellamy, who corrected my faltering transliterations of the Arabic.

! Arabica 7 (1960) 87-89.

2 Artémidore d” Ephése: Le Livre des songes, traduit du grec en arabe par Hunayn B. Ishdq
(Damascus, Institut Frangais de Damas, 1964).

3 See note 8, below.  Of course the surviving Arabic manuscript (A 4726) was written
much later: two authorities consulted by Fahd have dated it to saec. xm—xmr, while
Rosenthal (below, note 6) prefers saec. xIv.

4 See p. 325 of my edition. The old datum about Hunayn had been duly recorded,
ibid., p. xviii. By another accident of timing, Martin Kaiser’s revision of F. S. Krauss’
translation, Artemidor von Daldis: Traumbuch (Basel-Stuttgart 1965), appeared too late
for me to profit by some of the excellent emendations proposed in the footnotes (see
my review in Guomon 38 [1966] 629-30).
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Since that time, Dario Del Corno,5 Franz Rosenthal 6 and G.
Strohmaier? have independently examined the new text and discussed
a number of its readings. No doubt other writers will sooner or later
feel moved to say even more about it, but meanwhile I submit the
results of my own first exploration: under the special circumstances it
seems pardonable for me to trespass in this field of study, and my
remarks will possibly hold a certain interest even for those readers who,
though indifferent to Artemidorus, concern themselves with the path-
ology of texts.®

The discovery of Ar raises the familiar problem of relating a new
witness to two which are already known, and it is virtually a matter of
routine to begin by looking for conjunctive errors which, being shared
by all three witnesses, point to a common ancestor, or archetype.
These can be found without difficulty: a few examples will suffice.

11.9; Ar 23.5.  <xpdvew> Rigault (an essential supplement): om. LV Ar
(as noted by Del Corno).

15.15; Ar 30.14. The context shows that two lacunae must be assumed
in LV, and Ar is similarly defective.

20.6; Ar 38.11. Tois karamjpois (sc. Oveipors) Hercher: rots
karafrpois LV Ar Suda. Ar: fi amri r-ru’yd’dti ydbisati, “in the case
of the dry dreams.” “Mutilated,” that is “incomplete,” makes sense
here, but “dry” is nonsense.

114.8; Ar 209.4. 7 DPnpovén Hercher: 7 ¢rjun pdvov L, Spewpévor V
(perhaps from a misguided correction), 7 ¢njun () Ar. Ar: fa-lil-qd’ili
an yagilla, ““then one may say that...”. The proper noun should be
restored, as in 243.1; compare TAPA 91 (1960) 147.

This situation is common enough in the history of texts, but it needs
to be stressed as a reminder that, while all LV Ar readings are arche-
typal, not all of them are necessarily those of Artemidorus’ autograph.

s Gnomon 37 (1965) 66979, a review of my edition, written in collaboration with the
Arabist, Sergio Noja.

6 JAOS 85 (1965) 139-44, a review of Fahd’s edition.

7 Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 62 (1967) 270~75, a review of Fahd.

8 Ar” (so Rosenthal) rather than “TA” (Fahd and Del Corno) or “a” (Strohmaier)
is used in reference to the Arabic, and the Greek text is cited by page and line of my
edition, the Arabic by page and line of Fahd’s edition. L=cod. Laurentianus 87, 8
(saec. x1); V=cod. Marcianus 268 (sacc. xv). Hercher’s edition: Leipzig, Teubner,
1864. Many readings of Ar noted by my predecessors are reviewed in this paper, but
always with some new application.
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If the archetype belonged, for example, to the seventh century,? there
would have been almost five centuries in which its ancestors could
have accumulated corruptions. When LV Ar readings seem irre-
proachable, as of course most of them do, an editor will accept them
trusting that they are right but not forgetting that their correctness is
not guaranteed. For instance, at 155.19 (Ar 282.3) I ventured to
defend,’® as an otherwise unattested term for a type of gladiator,
apBidas L (3pBidas V). Ar gives the same word transliterated
(rbyls) and confirms the reading by showing that it is archetypal,
strengthening, therefore, the possibility that it is authentically de-
scended from the autograph; but theoretical certainty has not been
attained.

The gap between autograph and archetype has yet another applica-
tion. Fahd and Rosenthal have remarked that Ar does not usually
omit the passages which editors, especially Hercher, have bracketed
believing them to be intrusions in LV, and rarely ever fills in the
lacunae which they have postulated. But much of this may be taken
simply as further proof of an archetype, not as evidence weighing
decisively against these editorial assumptions. It seems likely that such
problems, which go back to the pre-archetypal stage in the tradition,
will always prove troublesome. Perhaps some of the supposed glosses
are no more than “autoglosses,”!! that is, phrases which the author
himself wrote into his draft as afterthoughts before it was handed to the
copyists. When, however, we find an observation or anecdote
introduced by an expression like “I have noticed this myself,” we
perceive that it cannot be the author who is speaking. Actually, it is
reassuring to see that six rather long passages which Hercher deleted!2
do not appear in Ar, because it shows that there are some intrusions
in the LV tradition after all, and that Hercher had a genuine talent for
detecting them, even though he may on occasion have exercised it too

9In my edition, pp. xv-xvi, the ninth century is proposed as a terminus ante quem
for the common ancestor of LV. ‘

o TAPA 88 (1957) 190. This was accepted by Kaiser (above, note 4) 177, and Del
Corno (above, note §) 673.

11 The term and the theory come from Antonio Garzya, P&I 6 (1964) 136, a review
of my edition.

1227.7-14, 35.16-20, 120.10-25, 180.24-181.5, 186.7-13, 186.26-187.13. These
passages are bracketed in my edition.

114 T.P. 98
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freely. I shall revert later to the stemmatic interest of these passages.

Let us now consider a few more LV Ar readings.

35.7; Ar 66.4. wAnyioerar LV Ar (ego): aAyrjoer Hercher. Ar:
tustbuhu darbatun, ““an affliction will strike him.” Emendation seems
more than ever unnecessary.

73.14; Ar 135.7. kitpa (sic LV Ar; kwdpa Hercher) 8¢ Sua 70
akavfddes kal 3€0 d0vvas onuaiver. Ar: al-utrujj, “citron” (noted
by Rosenthal). Hercher’s hesitation induced me to obelize, but Ar
now inspires second thoughts and I find that citrons, according to
Athenaeus 3.84D, are indeed thorny.

83.2; Ar 154.6. kadomailovra ego (TAPA 9o [1959] 181): uaAdov
mallovra LV, dA\ov mailovra (?) Ar, kadoBarodvra Hercher. The
context calls for a rope-walker. kadomailew appears here for the
first time, though we have the noun kalomaik7ys, trapeze-artist,”
in PSI 8.953. Ar: idhd ra’d l-insdnu ka-anna ghayrahu yal‘abuhu,
“when the person dreams that another than himself is playing it.”
Either Ar’s exemplar had the reading indicated or else he misread it or
tried to emend it, but in any case Ar reflects a similar archetypal
reading, which needs only a slight correction.

132.6; Ar 238.1. detos (“eagle-ray,” a kind of fish) LV Ar: Bdros
(“skate””) Hercher, who, however, wisely repudiated this in his
addenda. Ar transliterates: “ytws.

Will an agreement of any two witnesses against the third yield the
archetypal reading? This will of course depend upon their affiliation
or stemmatic relation, which can be established, provided that the
tradition is not contaminated, by following the procedure outlined in
the classic treatise of Paul Maas.3

It will be recalled that for three witnesses there are twenty-two
possible stemmatic types including eighteen in which any one witness
is the direct exemplar of any other or (either directly or through a lost
intermediary) of both the others. Many of the readings adduced here
for other purposes will show, without need of a formal demonstration,
that none of the witnesses which figure here is the direct exemplar of
another, and it will be convenient to reserve until later the possibility
that Ar’s manuscript was the ancestor of a lost LV hyparchetype

13 Textual Criticism (Oxford 1958) 45, gives the drill for the case in which there are
three witnesses.
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(see note 16, below). Consequently, the number of possible types is
reduced to four. Since Ar enjoys priority in point of time and since,
as shown above, it has the merit of not translating six passages ap-
parently intrusive in LV, the obvious choice for testing is Maas Type
mr.2c, with his ABC replaced by LV Ar respectively, and showing Ar
and B, the LV hyparchetype, in parallel descent from a, the common
ancestor or archetype. If this stemma proves valid, L Ar or V Ar
readings will be those of the archetype, but LV readings will go back
only to the hyparchetype. Errors shared by LV against Ar will tend
to validate the stemma, but if it turns out that there are also conjunctive
errors in L Ar against V or V Ar against L, we shall conclude that the
tradition is to some degree contaminated, so that our stemma will not
sanction or enforce the invariable application of the principles of
agreement which it implies.

First, then, the assumed hyparchetype (B) is supported by a fair
number of passages in which Ar is found to agree with various slight
but necessary corrections made by the editors in LV.

9.6; Ar 18.14. marépa Reiske Ar: unrépa LV.

30.14; Ar $8.4. oixéras Reiske Ar: olxérqv LV. Ar: al-mamdlik,
“slaves.”

64.15; Ar 119.10. aAds Rigault Ar (cf. Odyssey 4.708; noted by Del
Corno): dMos L, dA\y V. Ar: khaylu Il-bahri, “horses of the sea.”
Compare TAPA 91 (1960) 146.

82.9; Ar 151.9. Owavevoy Reiske Ar: Swawevfj LV. Ar: ashdra
ilayhi bi-yadihi, “ point to it with his hand.”

85.16; Ar 158.11. (orédpavor) krjpor Rigault Ar: kpwor L, kpivwor
V. Ar: al-akdlilu llati tuhayya's mina-sh-sham'i, “the crowns which are
prepared from wax.” Compare TAPA 91 (1960) 147.

90.9; Ar 166.2. %) mpos Tov marépa eis éxfpav (sic Hercher Ar:
xapav LV) karacrabijoerar.  Ar:aw-yu‘ddi abdhu, “ or he will antagonize
his father.”

107.22; Ar 198.12. © «krels Jacobs Ar: ¢ kmis L, s V. Ar: al-
musht, “‘comb.”

120.27; Ar 220.3. wpos yduov Hercher Ar: kai mpos ¢udiav LV.
Ar: li-man yuridu an yu'risa, “for one who wishes to marry.”

127.2; Ar 2309. Zeds Zafdlios Rigault Ar: Z. geBdouios LV.
Ar: zwsh wa-sb’zyws, “ Zeus and Sabazios.”

156.15; Ar 283.12. Oeiv Hercher Ar: i8eiv LV. Ar: anna l-wdjiba
‘alayhi, “that the obligation was upon him.”
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219.13; Ar 400.12. ypwudrwv Hercher Ar: ypnudrwy LV. Ar: al-
alwdn, “ colors.”

225.5; Ar 413.9. Reiske conjectured that xal pepuvnuévous is spurious,
Kaiser brackets it, and it does not appear in Ar.

For all that we can tell, a few of these Ar readings may be due to
correction by the translator and so may not represent the actual text of
his exemplar, but Ar’s blunders in translation, which Rosenthal has
copiously illustrated,# cast doubt upon his ability to correct with
uniform success. It seems likely that he has preserved many good and
authentic readings just because he had good materials at his disposal.

With evidence of this class we may group several passages in which
the readings of Ar point to corrections of LV, the necessity br, in some
cases, the feasibility of which has now for the first time become
apparent.

75.20; Ar139.12. 7jTTova 8¢ kal Bpadvrepa Ar(?):17. 8. k. BapiTepa
LV. Hercher deleted the last two words, but the phrase rendered by
Ar (wa-abta’, “and slower,” noted by Rosenthal and Strohmaier), is
less objectionable if at all.

84.4; Ar 156.3. Ar reads: “And as regards a crown of roses, if a
person sees it in a time other than that in which there are roses, it is bad,
and if he sees that in the time of roses, it is good for everyone.” As
Rosenthal remarks, this heals the Greek, about as follows: of 8¢ éx 7&v
pdwv (sc. arépavor) mapa (sicLV Ar, kara Reiskeetal.) pév Tov katpov
<kaxol, kard 8¢ Tov kawpov > mdow dyalfol. Theerror of LV isnot in
the preposition, as Reiske fancied, but in a homoioteleuton omission.
The scribe of the LV hyparchetype evidently worked in haste, because
he made such omissions also in 4.2 (noted by Del Corno), 108.10,
205.5 (discussed below), and 79.19 (Ar 146.13), where, as Louis Robert
has observed (Hellenica 11~12 [1960] 602), Ar supports Hercher’s
conjecture <kaTa ey TRV wpay >.13

108.10; Ar 199.16-200.2. Ar: “...something similar is indicated
by looking at water. If one dreams that he is looking at the earth and

14 Fahd and Strohmaier maintain that Hunayn knew Greek well, so probably not all
the errors in Ar should be laid at his door. ~Strohmaier suggests that Ar is not the work
of Hunayn himself, but that one of his pupils produced it from a Syriac version by the
master. Another factor that obscures the issue is the probability of scribal error in the
Arabic manuscript tradition.

15 Or rather, if omitted by homoioteleuton, <kard pev Tov Kaipov>.
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seeing his face, it indicates the death...” Rosenthal accordingly
detects a lacuna in LV: ... domep kal 76 év §8ar karomrpileofou,
<76 8¢ év yfj karomtpileabar > Odvatov mpoayopever kTA.

163.6; Ar 293.5. kal Ta Tod i8ovTos Supata(sc. Zehjvy onpaiver),
87t ToD Opdv kai adT) éorw aitia kai Seomolvas: (sic Dreikurs,
apud Kaiser; ... airla xal 8éomowa LV Hercher, ego) xowov yap
mdvres oi Beol Adyov éyovar mpos deomdras. Ar: wa-yadullu aydan
‘ald l-mawld, “...and it (sc. the Moon) also indicates the master,”
implying «al Seomdryyv. Ar lends partial support to Dreikurs’
attractive emendation.

175.22; Ar 316.3. Awdvuin Ar: Mrjryp fedv LV. Fahd (in his
edition, p. xvii, note 3) calls attention to the high interest of Ar:
dndwmy. Does this preserve the true reading, a lectio difficilior trivial-
ized, or expelled by a gloss, in the hyparchetype of LV?

At first blush the following case might seem to belong to the same
class of evidence.

121.18; Ar 221.10. Bdes épydrar (sic LV, épydrais? Ar) mdow
dyabol, dyelaiow 8¢ Bdes Tapayas onuaivovor. Ar: lijami‘il-akarati,
“for all plowmen.” Rosenthal is sagely noncommittal about this.
I think Ar erred, because the phrase Bods épydrys, ““working ox,”
appears elsewhere in Greek and there is a contrast with “oxen in a
herd.” '

Though conjunctive errors suggesting possible contamination appear
to be relatively few, they cannot be ignored.

19.6; Ar 37.2. oi madawol V (cf. 2.9, 68.15): of moAdoi L Ar.
Ar: kathirun mina-n-ndsi, ““many people” (noted by G. Vajda, Arabica
13 [1966] 90).

68.15; Ar 126.11. O pév mdvv madatol 76 Aovesbar od (sic V;
L Ar om. od) kawov évduulov. The negative is essential to the logic
of the passage (cf. lines 17-19).

69.9; Ar 127.17. éoTi viv 76 Balaveiov o0dév dAo 7 68Ss émi
Tpudiv (sic L Suda; rpodn V Ar).  Ar: ild tandwuli t-ta‘dmi, “(a way)
to the acquisition of food” (noted by Rosenthal).

115.3; Ar 210.12. olkot V: 7oiyor L Ar (and V in the margin).
Ar: hitdna I-bayti, “ the walls of the house” (noted by Rosenthal). The
lines following (115.9-14) show clearly that olko, in the special sense
of “rooms,” is correct.
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In my opinion, these readings do not invalidate the assumption of the
stemma of Type mr.2c (Maas),’6 but they show that the principles of
agreement implicit in it cannot or need not be applied with Lachman-
nian rigor. To be sure, instances like these are not easy to find and
perhaps some of them, if not all, could be explained as due merely to
coincidental agreement in error. Even so, they illustrate the danger of
using the stemma too mechanically, because it would obviously be
perverse to maintain that the reading of L Ar or V Ar is in each of
these cases that of the archetype. The end result is the same, that in
using Ar we are not only free but obliged to exercise iudicium in the
spirit of the late Giorgio Pasquali, who would in fact have reminded
us that contamination is to be expected more often than not.

Rosenthal has spoken of the task of determining the affiliations of Ar
as if it were rather formidable, to be accomplished only after the Greek
and Arabic texts have been compared in their minutest details. Per-
haps this would be the case if one embraced in the problem the cor-
rectors of L and the excerpts in the Suda, but the interest of these more
complex relations, if they could be determined at all, would be more
theoretical than practical. For the three major witnesses the possible
permutations are few, as a moment’s attention to Maas’ aureus libellus
will prove, and it has been shown that these few can be readily reduced
to one possibility alone (and that not of rigid application) without
troubling to collect every last example that might conceivably assist
this operation. But of course it will be a long time before scholars
extract from the new material everything of value that it is capable of
yielding.

The search for a stemma has been made with the silent assumption
that the translator had only one Greek manuscript before him, but of
this there can be no certainty. Rosenthal properly speaks of “the
manuscript (or manuscripts, we cannot tell) available to the translator.”

16 None of the other three types of stemma would be valid. In particular, Type 1.3,
which would show L, V, and Ar each in direct descent from the archetype, would sup-
press the evidence reviewed above and falsely impose the principle that agreement
between any pair of the three witnesses would give the archetypal reading.

Much of the evidence could be interpreted as pointing to a stemma showing Ar’s
Greek exemplar as the actual ancestor of the lost LV hyparchetype, though variants
such as those noted above in 68.15, 69.9, and 115.3, might be regarded as telling against

it. Inany case, a stemma of this type would not differ, in its practical application, from
that which has been postulated above.
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And other Arabists have reported that it was Hunayn’s practice to
make his own recension of a given Greek text before turning it into
Syriac or Arabic.’? If he was indeed our man, Hunayn may himself
have slightly contaminated Ar by an eclectic use of two or more
manuscripts.

Though there is reason to believe that our stemma does not speak
out with unexceptionable authority, there is a set of conditions in
which the next editor would be well advised to apply it in 2 mechanical
way. When L and V differ and there is no criterion, such as the usus
scribendi or the lectio difficilior, favoring the one over the other, sheer
sporting odds will dictate the choice of L Ar over V or V Ar over L,
as Ar unquestionably exhibits a degree of independent merit.’8 This
would be groping in the dark but with an improved chance of success.
I offer three examples.

8.24; Ar 18.2. Seumvelv L Ar: Myew V Hercher, ego. Ar: annahu
ya’kulu, ““that he is eating”’ (noted by Del Corno).

114.9; Ar 209.5. L, but not V, adds Sokel odv por dAnf7 Aéyew,
cagds 8¢ o08émw. Ar translates this and it seems unobjectionable.

220.18; Ar 403.10. Bpacifovdos V Ar (tr'swbwls): Opaciuayos L

Hercher, ego.

Further, there are many places where an editor will wish to record
Ar’s readings as casting welcome, if not theoretically decisive, votes for
readings of L or V already preferred for one reason or another.  Fahd,
Rosenthal, and Strohmaier are all of the opinion that Ar more fre-
quently sides with V, but they are aware that this is only natural if] as
they believe, the text of V is in general superior.’® It goes without
saying that agreements in presumably correct readings prove nothing
whatever about affiliations or stemmata.

9.1; Ar 18.6. faxedeww L Ar Hercher et al.: xafilew eis ypelas

Baxevew V. The first three words in V look like an intrusive gloss on
the rare verb.

17 R. Walzer, Greek into Arabic: Essays on Islamic Philosophy (Oxford 1962; “Oriental
Studies” 1) 7, 34, 81.

18 Our impression of Ar’s quality, or rather the quality of his Greek materials, is
reinforced by the fact that he supports two editorial corrections of V in a passage omitted
by L: 179.3, Ar 323.6 (Reiff’s correction); 179.14, Ar 324.3 (Rigault’s correction).

19V is specious, but there are passages where it falsely emends while L gives readings
only slightly corrupted. For examples, see TAPA 91 (1960) 146-48, and my edition,
Pp. Xv, note 2.
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27.23; Ar 53.6. A V Ar Hercher et al.: kedadjy L. Ar: jawhar,
“substance.”

64.4; Ar 118.13. éykwuioypdpovs V Ar Hercher et al.: xwpwdioypd-
dovs L. Ar: wa-ashdbu -madihi,  panegyrists.”

70.1; Ar 128.16. dmodéoav i dpogmy L Ar Hercher et al.: 4 dmo-
Aéoavro v dpyaiav popdmy V. Ar: laysa lahu zildlun, “it hasn’t an
awning.”

139.12; Ar 250.13. éyrdeleww V Ar Hercher et al.: éxkalew L. Ar:
ka-annahu yuharriju (n-nahla), “ that he was confining (the bees).”

148.24; Ar 268.16. édv Tt alvpTar T@V év T oikig SvTwy ego Ar (?):
dvriofrar ktA. L, édv T kwijrar kTA. V, édv mis mayj kTA.
Hercher. See TAPA 90 (1959) 182. L, slightly corrected, is apparently
supported by Ar: in afsada fi I-bayti shay’an, ““if it mars anything in the
house.”

186.22; Ar 338.13. Onoavpov elpiokew L Ar Hercher et al.: 6.
opvooew V. Ar: wajada, “found.”

195.13; Ar 353.13. Tvpoudvress L Ar Hercher ego: tupoudvreis
yvpoudvreis V (tiromantici giromantici Pascalis Romanus; see TAPA 96
[1965] 293). Probably a unique error in the V tradition, copied by
Pascalis.

220.5; Ar 422.2. kuwrjoeis L Ar Hercher et al.: xwddvovs V. Ar:
harakah, *“ motion.”

233.4; Ar 430.11. émfPolas L Ar (?) Hercher ego: émpBovdds V
(insidias Pascalis Romanus; see TAPA, loc. cit.). Ar: al-ibtidd’u, *the
beginnings.”

In conclusion, it seems to me that Rosenthal and Strohmaier, less
enthusiastic about Ar than Fahd or Del Corno, have appraised its worth
more justly. Though it could hardly be expected to help with the
many problems that arise in the Greek morphology and word-order,
it often fails us even when we might reasonably look to it for help, as
when it omits a crucial phrase or renders it in a vague or absurd
fashion.20 Though Ar is based on Greek materials of good quality,
either the hazards of its transmission or else the translator by his

20 It would be easy to draw up a long list of textual problems to whose solution Ar
contributes nothing, including such major cruces as 17.13 (Ar 34.8) and 77.1 (Ar 141.10).
Ar also fails to support some excellent emendations, for example, 19.1, Ar 36.7 (Kaiser);
26.9, Ar 50.2 (Gomperz); 144.14, Ar 259.12 (Bonner, accepted by Kaiser); 154.18, Ar
280.5 (Kaiser, endorsed by J. Pollard, CR, N.S. 16 [1966] 317). This is disappointing
but not dismaying, as it has been shown that Ar often participates in errors which can be
regarded as archetypal.
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blunders has spoiled much of its potential value, even granted that his
very errors sometimes reveal the Greek that he had before him (com-
pare the eighth item below). If the next editor, however, fully
exploits the resources of Ar he will be able to make a number of minor
but useful improvements in Books 1-3.

The rest of this paper is devoted to a few problems that invite special
attention.

(1) 11.12; Ar 23.8. ylveras ydp mws Tois edmdpots 76 Fdrovow]
(sic V, kaBarxovew L) kA, This sentence is meant to illustrate the
principle that dreams in accordance with nature, though generally
propitious, may have grave consequences for the dreamer in case the
external circumstances are unfavorable. In TAPA 91 (1960) 149-50, I
conjectured <odk alowov> 70 kartakovew, “for the rich, it is un-
propitious to hear and obey,” because they are naturally accustomed to
command. Ar (as noted by Del Corno) reads: mithla man kdna
nahiman, idha ra’4 f{ mandmihi ka-annahu yatabarrazu, “an example is he
who is voracious, if he sees in his dream that he relieves himself.” 1
think it is worth observing that Ar is translating faxedew, the rare
verb which he encountered earlier at 9.1 (see above) and rendered with
the same Arabic verb as here. This resembles the L reading and even
the V reading palaeographically, particularly if written in uncials, and
it would suggest some such restoration as <ok aigiov > 70 fakedew,
“for the rich it is unpropitious to relieve the bowels” in a dream.
This, however startling, may conceivably be right; at least a case can
be made for it, because a dream recorded later (146.7-10) shows that
the event in question could be construed as a dream-symbol for the loss
of riches,?! and without this necessary explanation the sentence at 11.12
would have been obscure and easily corrupted. Ar found it obscure,
for in a manful effort to make sense of it he gave a strange meaning to

k] /
evmdpors.

(2) 14.23; Ar 29.14. Kikdwma Seiv ) 170 dvrpov adrod <7)>
mapaledvofar 7 vooeiv ktA. Ar: ka-annahu dakhala maghdratahu,
“as if he had entered his cave.” Rosenthal comments, “apparently
parelélythenai or the like; there is no trace of é in Ar,” and, to judge

2t In later onirology human ordure signifies wealth dishonestly acquired. See, for

example, Achmes, Onirocr. 105 (p. 62, 5—7, ed. Drexl), and Guillelmus de Aragonia,

De pronosticatione sompniorum 2.2 (p. 274 of my edition in AHMA 33 [1966] 237-93).
1%
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from his second remark, he thinks this may be right. But “to have
become paralyzed™ fits the context and wapeAfeiv, “enter,” requires
els; when transitive, it means ““pass by, outstrip.”

(3) 35.16; Ar 66.12. ...Tékvov ékelvov avalfferar. [§ dAAnY
Twa. edepyeaiav peydAny ...] The rest, through line 20, was also
canceled by Hercher. Rosenthal observes that Ar’s exemplar in-
cluded the first five words of the bracketed portion. They are,
however, stylistically suspect, as their controlling verb is technical in
the sense of “take up,” that is, “adopt” a child, and a grating zeugma
results when it receives a second object, the more so because its normal
non-technical meaning is “get back, recover,” not simply “get.”
It would be stemmatically consistent to assume that the phrase is an
archetypal intrusion and that another scribbler added the rest in the LV
hyparchetype.

(4) 131.9; Ar 237.3. vavmAos LV Tiimpel, ego: vavridos Ar
(nwtwls) Jacobs, Hercher. K. Tiimpel, Philologus s1 (1892) 388,
defended LV by pointing out that Pliny, H. N. 9.94, applies nauplius
to the Argonaut or Paper Nautilus,22 but Ar now suggests that the
other term may have been altered, if not vulgarized, in the LV hyp-
archetype.

(s) 135.5; Ar 243.8. “Opwibes iepol LV Hercher (in his addenda),
ego: "O. peyddoe Ar Hercher (in his text), “O. 7%épioc Kaiser. Ar:
Al-‘izdmu mina-t-tayri, “Big birds.” The context certainly favors
“big birds” in contrast to “little, seed-gathering birds.” Hercher
finally decided that “sacred birds,” referring to falcons (iépaxes), a
big species, was defensible, but this classification precedes a catalogue of
specific birds and calls for some generic term, as Kaiser has perceived.
It is now tempting to return to Hercher’s emendation.

(6) 161.22; Ar 290.12, referring to ominous hues of the sun.
dpavpos 1) Vapos 1) poppuvpwmos Suda (sic V, but popudpwy) Ar (?)
Hercher (but poppopwmds): a. 7 0. 1) mopdupwdns 1) popuvpddns L
(sanguineus pallidus rubeus vel niger Pascalis Romanus; see TAPA 96
[1965] 292, 294). Ar: muzlimah, “dark”; lawnu d-dami, ““blood-
colored”; bi-manzarin mutaghayyirin, “of a changed aspect.” This
underlines L’s error: I believe that his exemplar was rubbed or faded

22 D. W. Thompson, A Glossary of Greek Fishes (London 1947) 172, cites nautilus and
nauplius as interchangeable.
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and he made two guesses at its reading. LS] cites poppvpwmds from
this passage and gives its meaning as “with fixed, lidless eye,” like that
of the sea-fish Pagellus mormyrus (mentioned, as it happens, in 132.11);
but for Pascalis, and probably for Ar, it meant “pale,” as if it were
poppopwmds, ““hideous to behold,” that is, “ghastly, pale.” Hercher’s
correction is easy enough but our author may himself have erred, since
LS]J reports further that the same two words are confused in the manu-
scripts of Aristophanes, Ranae 925. In any case, it is clear what he
really meant.

(7) 205.5-6; Ar 369.8-11. If a sick man dreams that he is playing a
game with counters or sees someone else playing, (Ar continues:)
“that is a good indication; especially, if they (sc. the counters) are
white and he is the winner in the game, it is an even better indication.
It is also a good indication if he dreams that he was defeated in his
game if the counters are white. That is because, if he is defeated, many
counters will remain to him.” Rosenthal complains that the Greek
has not been correctly restored, and in fact Ar hints at previously
unsuspected lacunae, more or less as follows:... <iSot, xaAdv.>
pddioTa 8¢, €l <adTos €l > 6 Tais Aevkais mallwv (1) otals Aevkais
mélwv L, omitted by editors) <kal vik@v, éri kdAov.  del 8¢ kaov >
€l adTos Aeimoiro <Tals Aevkals mailwv>, émedy) melovas (sic
LV Ar; peiovas Salmasius and editors) éywv Pjdovs karalelmerar 6
vkdpevos. The last clause, which Ar turns rather freely, means
“since the loser is left with more counters in his possession,” but this is
the precise opposite to what is known or assumed about the ancient
game which resembled draughts or “checkers.”23  The principle that
the white counters are lucky and the black unlucky seems to speak for
the archetypal text, but this entails the supposition that the game is of
the “give-away” variety, in which player A tries to force player B to
remove A’s own counters, thus leaving B, the loser, with most of his
counters still on the board.  Of course “checkers” can be played in this
general way as a change from the ordinary way, and no doubt the

23 See Daremberg-Saglio, s.v. “latrunculi,” 3.993; RE, s.v. “latrunculorum ludus,”
12.980-84. The former (993, note 6) cites our text as proof that “La victoire était
d’autant plus honorable qu’on avait sacrifié moins de pions pour "obtenir.” More lucid
are the words of Reiff, explaining in his note (ad loc.) why he followed Salmasius:

*“vincebatur enim in hoc lusu qui cum paucioribus calculis erat relictus in tabula, imma
qui omnes ad unum amittebat.”
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latrunculorum ludus could have been varied analogously: in that case A
would have discomfited B by maneuvering one of his own counters
between two of B’s4 and so forcing him to check and remove it. Yet
it seems that there are no allusions elsewhere to such a reverse method of
play, and one would hardly expect our author to allude, without
explanation, to a presumably exceptional method. In short, it is
difficult to reconcile the received lection with the game of latrunculi.

Could it be that scholars have hit upon the wrong game? The fact
that dice, as well as counters, are mentioned in the text, may point
rather to the other popular board-game of antiquity, which somewhat
resembled backgammon, or the “Parcheesi” of our childhood. This
was the “Twelve-Line Game” (duodecim scripta),?s played on a board
marked into spaces by twelve lines and a cross-line. Each of the two
players used fifteen counters, either white or black (or red), and these
were moved through the successive spaces at rates determined by
alternate casts of three dice. The winner was he who first moved all
his counters into his last space. This would leave the loser with most
of his counters still on the board, fulfilling the conditions of our
received text.26

(8) 206.6; Ar 372.3. Quail signify unpleasant news from across the
sea for those dreamers “who do not keep them as pets,” Tois un
dtdoTpodoiiai V Ar (but omitting p); noted by Strohmaier), ego:. ..
Tpogoiiow L,...dprvyorpopodiaw Hercher. Ar: li-man yuhibbu
kathrata t-ta‘dmi, *for one who loves an abundance of food,” clearly a
wild translation of the right word.

(9) 232.16; Ar 429.11. Bpuas (?) Ar: Sdas Hercher, ego, Bpvaé L,
pvaé V. Ar has brws, suggesting that Bpdas, an alternative form for
Eagle-Owl which appears as a variant reading in Aristotle, H. A.
59289, should be printed.

24 In normal play A used to checkmate B by maneuvering one of B’s pieces between
two of his own (A’s). For this principle the authorities cite Ovid, Ars Am. 3.358,
Tristia 2.478 (see S. G. Owen’s note), and Martial 14.17.

25 See Daremberg-Saglio, s.v. *“duodecim scripta,” 2.414-15; RE, ditto, 5.1794-96.

26 Professor Bellamy has made an interesting observation: namely, that the Greek
caption for this chapter, Ilepl Tod kuBedew (V), is rendered by Ar (369.2) as *“On the
game of backgammon” (al-nardu).
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