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Abstract

In two passages of the Oneirocritica, Artemidorus discusses the practice of asking the gods for a
dream containing a prediction or an advice. The prevailing opinion among scholars is that Arte-
midorus rejects this type of dreams categorically. In this article it is argued that, on the contrary,
Artemidorus does accept the validity of petitionary dreams, provided that some rules are taken
into account. Further, a couple of proposals for improvement of the text are made for a pivotal
passage on petitionary dreams, namely 246.15-8 Pack.
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Introduction

One of the subjects discussed in the introductions to Books 1 and 4 of Artemidorus’ Oneirocritica®
consists of dreams which may occur when [590] people are worrying about a problem and when
they have asked the gods for a dream containing a prediction or an advice.? Among students of
Artemidorus there is a wide-spread belief that the oneirocritic maintains that such dreams, which
are either called pepwuvnuatikot (‘dealing with concerns’) or aitnuatwot (‘resulting from a re-
quest’, ‘petitionary’), are devoid of any divinatory significance. Simon Price, for example, in an

article on Artemidorus rightly praised as “an excellent modern discussion of the Oneirocritica”,?

1 Our references are to the books and chapters (and to the pages and lines) of Pack’s 1963 Teubner. The
Oneirocritica has two introductions in which the principles of dream-theory and dream-interpretation are
set out. The first of these (1.1-12 [3.9-21.11]) introduces Books 1-3, which are dedicated to Cassius Maxi-
mus, the second (4.1-4 [241.1-248.20]) Books 4-5, which are addressed to Artemidorus’ homonymous
son. Although there is a considerable overlap between the two, some subjects are discussed at greater
length in either Book 1 or Book 4.

2 Artem. 1.6 (15.19-16.9) and 4.2 (246.2-247.10).

3 Bowersock 1994, 80 n. 9; cf. Bowersock 2004, 54.



claims that petitionary dreams come under the category of non-predictive dreams.* In this article,
we will argue that this view is mistaken, and that Artemidorus holds that asking for a dream may
well have the result hoped for by the prospective dreamer. In addition, we will advance two pro-
posals for improving the text in the crucial passage in 4.2 (246.15-8 Pack), where Artemidorus
gives six instances of the kind of questions one should avoid when approaching the gods with a
request for a dream. As a correct understanding of Artemidorus’ classification of dreams is es-
sential to our argument, we will start with a succinct presentation of the most important dream-
categories distinguished in the Oneirocritica.

1. Artemidorus’ Classification of Dreams®

From an oneirocritic’s point of view, the distinction between predictive and non-predictive
dreams is of course fundamental. Accordingly, it is the first distinction made by Artemidorus in
the introduction to Book 1.6 The word 8velpog is reserved for predictive dreams; non-predictive
dreams are labelled évumnvia. ‘EvUnvia result from the dreamer’s present condition and concerns.
Moreover, they literally mirror the conditions and concerns by which they are provoked: those
in love will dream about the object of their [591] longing, those in fear about what they are afraid
of, those hungry about food, etc.” In the preface to Book 4, Artemidorus returns to the distinction
between &vinvia and évelpol.® He emphasizes its importance, and he discusses a few related
issues such as the tension between everyday language and technical jargon.® In common usage
(kow@cg, 239.6 [and possibly at 238.23, see Appendix]) 6velpog and évumnviov are interchangea-
ble, but a dream-interpreter’s professional discourse (0tav &€ texvik®g Aéyn Tig, 238.24) requires
that each of the two words should be used in its proper sense (kupiwg, 238.24). Admittedly, on
a couple of occasions Artemidorus disregards his own call for terminological rigour.'? Neverthe-
less, when confronting the passages about petitionary dreams we should keep in mind that Ar-
temidorus considers it desirable to maintain a clear terminological distinction between the two
categories.

* Price 1986, 10, quoted below in n. 24. A slightly revised version of this article has been published in
Osborne 2004, 226-59. As the revision does not affect the points discussed here, we refer to the original
publication.

> For Artemidorus’ dream-classification cf. Kessels 1969, 391-6.

® Artem. 1.1 (3.9-4.21).

” Artem. 1.1 (3.13-24).

8 Artem. 4.prooem. (238.20-240.28).

 Artem. 4.prooem. (238.23-239.13).

10 As is pointed out by Kessels (1969, 392 n. 1), referring to Artem. 4.prooem. (236.9) and 4.33 (267.3). In
both cases, évUnviov is used for a predictive dream.



As a category, Ovelpol are divided into two subcategories, dvelpol Bewpnuatikol and
dvelpol dAAnyopkoi.lt "Ovelpol Bewpnuatikoi have two distinguishing characteristics: what the
dreamer ‘sees’, i.e. the content of the dream, corresponds exactly to the predicted event, and
there is hardly any lapse of time between the dream and its fulfilment.'? For obvious reasons,
ovelpol Bewpnuartikol are not a very promising field for dream-interpreters, and it does not come
as a surprise that Artemidorus focuses on 6velpot dAAnyoptikoi. The meaning of these dreams is
not immediately apparent, since it is hinted at rather than revealed: they ‘signify one thing by
means of another’.2® The hidden message has to be decoded, and to this end professional assis-
tance is needed. Fortunately, the dreamer has the opportunity to consult a dream-interpreter,
because Ovelpot dAAnyopikoi [592] also differ from évelpol Bewpnuatikol in that the prediction
encrypted in the dream is not fulfilled immediately.*

After having made the distinction between Ovelpol Bewpnuatikol and ovelpot
aA\nyopikoi, Artemidorus goes more deeply into the latter subcategory, discussing or mention-
ing in the introductions to both Book 1 and Book 4 a number of fundamental interpretative is-
sues, such as the person(s) or entities to which a prediction encoded in a dream may refer, the
difficulties which the interpreter has to overcome in deciding whether a dream is favourable or
not, and the assessment of the relevance and scope of the imagery it contains.’> Then a new
distinction is introduced, again both in Book 1 and in Book 4, between dreams which are labelled
HEPLUVNUATIKOL or aitnuatikoi on the one hand, and Ovelpol Bednepntol (‘god-sent’) on the
other.1® With regard to the terms used for the dreams belonging to the first of these subdivisions,
the dreams ‘dealing with concerns’ or ‘resulting from a request’, we should realize that they both
refer to one type of dreams. This is evident from the passage in 4.2 (246.2-7), where Artemidorus
explicitly states that the word aitnuatikol applies to the same dreams (toU¢ a0toug, I. 5) as the
term peplpuvnuotikot.

The dreams belonging to the second subdivision, the dvelpol Bedmeuntol, are dreams
which occur spontaneously.’ It is important to notice that Artemidorus’ choice for the word
Bedneuntog, ‘god-sent’, does not imply a judgment on the origin of such dreams: he simply

11 Artem. 1.2 (4.22-3) and 4.1 (241.1-2).

12 Artem. 1.2 (4.23-5.9 and 5.23-6.13) and 4.1 (241.2-3, 8-9, 15-20 and 241.25-242.1).

13 Artem. 1.2 (5.9-11): &A\nyoptkol 8¢ ol 8t GAAwv EA\a onpaivovteg, aivicoopévng év alTtolc GuotkdC
T [kal] thc Yuxfic. Cf. 4.1 (241.3-4): ..., aMnyopkoUg 8¢ TOUG TA onpalvopeva 86U alviypdtwy
£grmudekvivrag.

14 Artem. 1.2 (5.19-20: doa pév dmoBriostol xpovou peTafl SteABovtog i toAhoD A OAiyou...) and 4.1
(241.9-10: 600 6& AANYopLKA, MAVTWG XPOvou Slaleimovtog fj moAAoD fj 6Aiyou).

15 Artem. 1.2-5 (7.1-15.18) and 4.1-2 (242.1-246.2).

16 Artem. 1.6 (15.19-16.9) and 4.2-3 (246.2-247.12).

17 Artem. 1.6 (16.1-4) and 4.3 (247.10-1): Bsonéurtouc 8¢ dveipoug <fRyol> touc aidvidlov édlotapévouc.



follows common usage, in which unexpected events and phenomena are called 8g6mnepntoc.'®
As far as the provenance of predictive dreams is concerned, Artemidorus fairly consistently re-
fuses to commit himself, usually leaving room for two possibilities: either the god(s) or the
dreamer’s soul.’® Indeed, [593] his usage suggests that the second alternative is closer to his
actual thoughts

on the matter: time and again, predictive dreaming is described as resulting from an action of
the soul.?? This impression is corroborated by his comments on the observation that literary
dreams are dreamt only by people who are well-versed in literature and not by the uneducated:??
‘From this anyone can clearly perceive that dreams are creations of the soul and are not caused
by any outside influence.’?? Still, he mostly maintains a non-committal attitude with regard to the
origin of dreams and, confusing though it may be, this is even true of petitionary dreams, which
occur when one has asked the gods for a divinatory dream.?3

2. Are Petitionary Dreams by Definition Non-predictive?

Several scholars hold that Artemidorus regards petitionary dreams as equivalent to évUmvia,
which are by definition non-predictive.?* This interpretation seems to be based on an incorrect
reading of 1.6, the relevant chapter [594] from the introduction to Book 1. It opens with the
statement (15.19-23) that the visions which present themselves to those who are worried about

18 Artem. 1.6 (16.4-9) and 4.3 (247.11-2): ... W¢ Kot tavta td anpooboknta Bedmepnta KAAOTHEV.

19 See e.g. Artem. 4.2 (247.8-10): xpn obv edxecBat pév @ Be® Mept WV TIC dpovtilel dmwe && Xpn
T(POAYOpPEVELY, EMITPENTEOV AUT® T® Be® A Th £autold Wuyij. Cf. for Artemidorus’ views on the prove-
nance of predictive dreams Blum 1936, 62-4; Del Corno 1978, 1611; Price 1986, 16-7; Schwabl 1988, 142-
3; Weber 1999, 215 n. 23.

20 See e.g. Artem. 1.2 (5.21: mpoayopeUel /| Yuxr); 3.22 (213.14: Ssikvuowv A Puxn T® ophvtl); 4.27
(261.23-262.3: 1 Puxn... mpoayopeveL... deikvuowv); and cf. 1.2 (5.9-11), quoted above, n. 13.

21 Artem. 4.59 (284.3-5).

22 Artem. 4.59 (284.6-7): 6Bev Gv TG kal pdAiota katapdol &t Thg Yuxic Epya giolv ol Bvelpol kal &t

oUY UTO Twvog E€wBev yivovtal. We have borrowed the translation from Price 1986, 16.

23 Artem. 4.2 (246.19-22 and 247.9-10); the latter passage is quoted in n. 19 above.

24 Price 1986, 10: “Enhypnia include anxiety dreams and petitionary dreams since those just correspond
to the dreamer’s thoughts (i.6).” Idem 1986, 16: “(. . .) but these are petitionary dreams (enhypnia, iv.2,
p.2461.5;[...]).” Martin 1991, 99: “Similarly, [Artemidorus] considered ‘petitionary dreams,” which result
when people ask the gods for a dream out of some anxious concern, to be non-predictive, ‘since those
dreams ... are similar to the dreamer’s thoughts’ (I 6 [P 15,22-3]). Such dreams were completely aséman-
tos or ‘non-significative’ (I 2 [P 6,13-4]; IV, praef. [P 239,1-2]).” Pomeroy 1991, 61: “[The dream-inter-
preter] should concern himself with dAAnyopikol ovelpot, dreams which indicate the future by indirect
reference, rather than with anxiety (uepiuvnuortikol) or petitioning (aitnpatikol) dreams (I 6; IV 2). These
are not external phenomena, but are similar to physical évunvia in arising from concentration directed
not, in this case, by the body, but by the mind.” See also Del Corno 1975, 302, quoted in n. 27 below.



something and who have asked the gods for a dream are not similar to the worries themselves,?
because visions which are similar to the dreamer’s preoccupations do not predict anything at all
and are like évunvia; here Artemidorus refers to his earlier treatment of évumnvia in the first chap-
ter of Book 1 (3.9-4.9 Pack). The next phrase (15.23-16.1) reads: ‘by some people they are called
anxiety dreams and petitionary dreams’. Some scholars appear to believe that this phrase refers
to the dreams just mentioned in lines 22-3, where Artemidorus states that visions that are similar
to the dreamer’s worries do not predict anything at all and are equivalent to évUnvia (td ye Opola
Talc évvolalg dorpavtd té £otL Kal évurviwdn).2® [595] However, the subject of Aéyetat in 16.1
is TA P&V Tolg Pppovtilouot mepl TVOC Kal aitnoapévols Ovelpov mapd Be®v émdatvopeva in lines
19-20, not td ye Opola talc évvolialg in line 22. The phrase refers to the petitionary dreams as
introduced in lines 19-20: the word pepluvnuatika refers to tolg ppovrtilouaot mept Twvog in line
19, and attnpatika echoes aitnoapévolg in line 20.

Others, again, conclude that petitionary dreams are equivalent to évimnvia because they
deal with matters the dreamer is concerned about.?’ It is true that in 1.1 (3.9-4.9 Pack)

25 Hercher and Pack delete the words onuaivovta 6¢ Tt tept TV npokeévwy in 15.21-2. This deletion is
probably based on the assumption that t@v npokeluévwy is equivalent to t@v évtwv in 3.14-5, which is
contrasted with t@v peAAovtwv: at 3.14-5 it is stated that Ovelpol give indications about the future
(onuavtik® t@v peAAovtwy), whereas évunvia only deal with the present (t@v 6évtwv). But in this passage
the words t@v évtwv are loosely connected with what precedes, and it is probable that, although formally
onpavtik® should be supplied from line 14, it does not have its full force in combination with t&Gv évtwv:
as Artemidorus goes on to explain, évumnvia are just concerned with the present situation, and do not
explain or predict anything at all. The sequel in our passage, té ye Opola talc évvololg aonuavta T€ €0TL
Kol évurviwdn, suggests that the participle onupaivovta is used in the pregnant sense of ‘indicating some-
thing about the future’; and this is the regular meaning of onuaivelv and its cognates in Artemidorus. See
also 2.28 (150.20-1) ai 6¢ (...) onuaivouotv dvuoelv ta mpokeipeva and 2.65 (189.2) tuxelv yap onuaivel
o0 mpokelpévou. Should this be the case, then in our passage the words onuaivovta 8¢ tL mepl TV
npokelpévwy should be kept, and the negation o0y in line 20 should be taken with the complete phrase
opola tals dppovtiol onuaivovta &€ T mepl TV mpoKelpévwy yivetal, not just with dpota: “the visions
which present themselves are not similar to the worries and <at the same time> predictive about the
matter at stake”. For what it is worth, we note that the words onuaivovta 8¢ tL mepl TV TPOKELUEVWV
also stood in the Greek text which served as the basis for the Arabic translation, which reads something
like ‘when it (i.e. the thing he sees) points to the thing he is thinking about’. Mr. Omert J. Schrier, to whom
we owe all our information about the Arabic translation, remarks that the translator does not render the
particle 8¢; in fact, 6¢ is read in L, but not in V, according to Pack’s apparatus.

26 Cf. the quotations from Price 1986 and Martin 1991 in n. 24 above.

27 Del Corno 1975, 302 (note 24 on 1.6): “(. . .) il fatto stesso che questi sogni vengano richiesti dimostra
che hanno per oggetto qualcosa che preoccupa I'animo del sognante; e in precedenza egli ha formulato
uno degli assiomi fondamentali dell’onirocritica, ossia che tali ‘visioni oniriche’ sono sprowviste di
significato mantico”. Cf. his note 17 on 4.2 (pp. 335-6): “Nel presente passo Artemidoro, forse piegandosi



Artemidorus has explained that évinvia reflect matters which are on the dreamer’s mind:28 dur-
ing sleep, sensations have a habit of surfacing and obtruding themselves upon the soul, thus pro-
voking dream-activity.?° However, a dream that relates to something one is concerned about is
not automatically an évimviov. What Artemidorus actually does in 1.6 is to warn the dreamer
against misinterpretation. When one has asked the god(s) for a dream, Artemidorus implies, it
remains possible that an évunviov presents itself to the dreamer, as a direct result of his own
preoccupations. This évimviov should not be regarded as the évelpog one has prayed for.3° The
way to tell the one from the other, Artemidorus explains, is that the évunviov betrays itself by
employing the [596] imagery of the matter one is concerned about, whereas the dvelpog makes
use of symbols.3!

Let us now turn to 4.2. The closing part of this lengthy chapter deals once more with pe-
titionary dreams (246.2-247.10). The treatment of the subject is much more extensive than in
1.6. As we have already noticed, the passage starts with an explanation of the two words which
may be employed to indicate this type of dreams.3? At first sight, the characterization of petition-
ary dreams in 246.3-4 seems to confirm the hypothesis that these dreams are equivalent to
gvimvia: Tepl WV AV UEPLUVACOVTES TPAYHATWY | AAGYW TWVL Opuf <A> €mBupiq xpwuevol,
‘about things that trouble us or when we are driven by an irrational impulse or desire’. This
phrase closely resembles the characterization of the évUnviov in the preface to Book 4 (239.1-4):

a una moda preponderante nel suo tempo, appare qualche poco attenuare la sua negazione della validita
dei sogni provocati, sia pure accettando questo diffuso costume entro i limiti di una generica preparazione
ad accogliere il messaggio onirico”.

28 Cf. above, text at n. 7.

2 Artem. 1.1 (3.16-7): té& towd (for which probably té& moAA& should be read; see Appendix) TGv nadiv
TipooavaTpEXELY TIEDUKE Kal MPooavaTaooely outd Tf Puxfi Kal Toug OVELPWYHOUC ArmoTeAETY.

9 This is overlooked by Schwabl (1988, 142-3). He rightly states: “Ahnelt in einem solchen Fall das
Traumbild dem Gegenstand des Anliegens, so ist die Erscheinung bedeutungslos und gehort in den Bereich
der évunvia”. But by continuing: “Gottgesandt kdnnen nur Traume heilRen, die unerwartet kommen”, he
implies that is only the Bedmepumntol 6velpol which have predictive value; he apparently fails to see that
Artemidorus leaves room for petitionary dreams displaying imagery which is not similar to the dreamer’s
concerns.

31 This is also the interpretation given by Manuwald (1994, 27): “Unsere bisherigen Ausfiihrungen lber
mantisch relevante Traume bezogen sich auf solche, die sich spontan einstellten und die Artemidor schon
deswegen ‘gottgesandt’ nennt (1,6 p. 16,1-4). Man konnte aber auch Gottheiten um einen Traum bitten;
jedoch weist Artemidor auf ein Problem bei ihrer Auslegung hin: Man miisse darauf achten, dass sie in-
haltlich nichts mit der Sorge zu tun haben (aus der heraus die Bitte um den Traum entstand), weil es sich
sonst um bedeutungslose évimnvia handle.” In his note 35 (on the same page) Manuwald refers to Arte-
midorus 1.6 (15.19-23) “dessen Gedanken hier frei wiedergegeben sind”. To the best of our knowledge,
Manuwald is the only scholar to state expressis verbis that petitionary dreams do have predictive force.
32 See above, text after n. 16.



Kal TO pEV Aonpavtov Kal o08EVOC TPOAYOPEUTIKOV QAN év Hovw TQ UTvw TRV SUvapLy €xov,
ywouevov 6¢ &€ émBupiag dAldyou i unmepBarlovtog poBou i mAnopoviis 1 évéeiag [tpodiicl,
€vumnviov xpn KaAelv, ‘and the vision which has no predictive value whatsoever, but which is only
active during the sleep, and which arises from irrational desire or overwhelming fear or satiety
or need, should be called enhypnion’. The element ‘irrational desire’ occurs in both passages. But
there are important differences, which prevent us from equating the objects of the two charac-
terizations. In the first place Artemidorus uses the term évUnviov in 2.39.1-4, while in 246.3-5 he
twice employs the word Ovelpog; we already noticed that he attaches great importance to a care-
ful distinction of these two concepts.3? Further, the resemblance between the évOnvia of 239.1-
4 and the petitionary dreams of 246.2-7 is only partial. Some petitionary [597] dreams may arise
from irrational desire, but others do not: the participle pepwuvnoavteg in line 3 must refer to
rational concerns. Thirdly, évinvia come spontaneously, petitionary dreams when asked for. Fi-
nally, €vonvia do not tell anything about the future, whereas petitionary dreams do, as is shown
by the sequel. The distinction between rational and irrational concerns hinted at in 246.3-4 can
be illustrated as follows: a man may be rationally concerned with the question whether he will
do well to buy a piece of land in order to start a farm; on the other hand, he may be concerned
irrationally with the question whether he should buy a fashionable, but expensive and unneces-
sary coat.

Nowhere in the passage on petitionary dreams in 4.2 does Artemidorus pass a negative
verdict on this type of dreams as such. In 246.7 he says 6tav pév aitfig oveipoug, ‘wWhen you ask
for dreams’, without any condemnation of the practice in itself; in 247.8-9 he even states xpn
oUv eUxeoBat pév T Be® mept wv TI§ dpovtilel, ‘you should pray to god about the things you are
concerned about’, apparently for an enlightening dream. And in 246.13-4 he gives the advice to
sacrifice to the gods and to thank them when one has received the dream one has asked for. The
advice would have been totally meaningless if Artemidorus would not have recognized the pos-
sibility that requests for a dream may be followed by a dream containing the prediction or the
advice asked for. This is true regardless of his own views on the provenance of predictive
dreams:34 he may have been prepared to go along with his clients in assuming that the dream
they had received was an answer to their prayers, but it would have been quite absurd to let
them thank the gods for a non-predictive dream.

3. What to Avoid in Asking the Gods for Dreams

While the above arguments may justify the provisional conclusion that Artemidorus does not
consider petitionary dreams by definition non-predictive, it is true that he thinks that asking the
gods for dreams is a tricky business. In order to forestall potential problems, he issues two

33 See above, text at nn. 9-10.
34 On which see above, text at nn. 18-23.



warnings. The first of these is that one should not burn incense, utter secret [598] spells, and —
in sum — pressurize the gods with one’s questions (246.7-13). The argument for this warning is
very common sense: decent people are not likely to grant requests that amount to threats, and
this goes a fortiori for the gods. Obviously, Artemidorus thinks of magical procedures for obtain-
ing a dream.3> The accompanying rituals — the burning of incense, the use of spells — are suspect
in themselves, and from the argument he adduces to underpin his objections, it is clear that the
practice also meets what, in the Greco-Roman world, was an important criterion for distinguish-
ing magic: the way in which the gods are approached has a coercive dimension.3¢ Artemidorus’
phrasing of the warning makes it, incidentally, abundantly clear that he does not think that asking
the gods for dreams is in itself a magical practice.3’

Artemidorus’ second warning38is that in praying for a dream one should not lay down the
law to the gods (voupoBetelv). What Artemidorus means by this phrase is illustrated by six short
sentences, grouped in three pairs (246.15-8), which in Pack’s edition are read as follows: ‘el pot
nipaktéov Tode” Kal ‘el pot £otal t0de” kal ‘el viv (8oLt AuUnTpog Kapmov: i 6 un, Atovocou’
Kal ‘el pEv oupdEpet pot kal AuotteAel, AaBouut Tt €t 6€ un, doinv’'. Now there are some textual
problems with these illustrations of the kind of prayers one should avoid. All six sentences start
with the conjunction &€i. In the last three sentences &l has its usual meaning ‘if’, but in the first
two sentences the protasis introduced by €t is not followed by an apodosis; and in the third sen-
tence el is used as a synonym of €{B¢ or i ydp, in order to introduce a wish. This induced Hercher
to read the first three sentences as follows: ‘ol mpaktéov T06e’ kal ‘€pol éatéov 106’ Kal ‘viv
[599] (6ot Ajuntpog kapmdv’; Pack, however, prints the text as found in the manuscripts.3?

Let us first turn to the final pair of sentences (246.17-8), €l puév oupdEpel pot Kal
Auvottelel, AaBouut Ti- €l 6 R, doinv. The person who utters the prayer seeks information about
the advisability of an unspecified course of action. The god(s) addressed is/are kindly invited to
send him a dream in which he receives something, if this course of action is profitable and expe-
dient; if it is not, he wants a dream in which he gives something. The alternatives are phrased in
a pair of protaseis (el pev oupdépel pol kat AvotteAel ~ el 8¢ un), the requests for the

% Numerous real-life instances of this practice can be found in the Papyri Graecae Magicae: 2.1-64;
4.3172-208; 5.370-446; 7.222-49; 7.250-4; 7.255-9; 7.359-69; 7.664-85; 7.703-26; 7.740-55; 7.795-845;
7.1009-16; 8.64-110; 12.144-52; 12.190-2; 22b.27-31; 22b.32-5. The practice is called ovelpattnoia; see
PGM 1.329-30, where dvelpomnouneia, évelpattnoia, and dvelpokpttia are mentioned as parts of a magi-
cian’s expertise; cf. Eitrem 1991, 176-9.

36 See e.g. Hp. Morb. sacr. 4 Jones (Loeb) = 1.9 Jouanna (Budé); Philostr. VA 8.7 (304.24-30 Kayser); lamb.
Myst. 1.14; cf. Dickie 2001, 26; Graf 1997, 222-9, esp. 227-8.

37 As has been suggested by some scholars, see e.g. Krauss & Kaiser 1965, 35-6 (note on 1.6), Brackertz
1979, 395 (note 39 to 1.6); cf. Del Corno 1975, 302 (note 24 on 1.6).

38 The transition from the first to the second point is marked by &tL 6¢ in 246.14.

39 Cf. Pack 1960, 148-9.



corresponding dreams in a pair of apodoseis with the optative (AaBowui v ~ Soinv). But the pre-
ceding pair of sentences (246.16-7) shows a surprising variation. By analogy with the final pair,
we would expect two sentences, consisting of a protasis, introduced by i, and followed by an
apodosis with the optative. Now we do have the negative protasis and the corresponding apod-
osis (el 6&€ un, <tdou> Alovuoou <kapmov>); in the phrasing of the positive alternative, however,
the apodosis has been left out and, as we saw, €t is used in order to introduce a wish (gl viv (ot
Anuntpog kapmov). This syntactic variation is slightly worrying in itself, but it becomes positively
alarming when in the sequel the reader observes that the objections raised by Artemidorus
against the prayers in the penultimate pair of sentences are precisely the same as those against
the prayers in the final pair.

These objections are explained and illustrated in 246.18-247.8. The prayers exemplified
in 246.15-8 give rise to mAdvn, ‘misunderstanding’ (246.19), because they include the dream-
symbols which the prospective dreamer will accept as a positive or negative answer to his ques-
tion. In fact, he may well receive a dream containing one of the symbols mentioned in his prayer.
It is, however, far from certain that these symbols will have the meaning that the dreamer had
assigned to them beforehand; in fact, they may just as well signify the opposite (246.23 et évavtia
€(n). In addition to the dream-symbol asked for, the dream may display a telling detail which
reverses its meaning; it is also possible that in view of the specific situation of the dreamer, the
symbol has a significance which is fundamentally different from its expected meaning. For those
who seek social [600] advancement, for example, it is more auspicious to dream about giving
than about receiving something, for a man who owns much is likely to let others share in his
wealth, while a man who owns nothing will probably be on the receiving end’.*°® Artemidorus
invites us to imagine the case of a man who has made plans to further his career and who has
prayed to the gods for a dream, stipulating, as in the final pair of sentences (246.17-8), that he
will take a dream about receiving something as a sign of approval of those plans, a dream about
giving something, on the other hand, as an advice to drop them. Obviously, when he receives a
dream containing one of the symbols asked for, he will misunderstand its meaning, because he
will interpret his dream in accordance with the significance assigned to these symbols in his re-
quest.*! Similarly, for those who want to marry, dreaming about a vine or about wine implies a
more favourable prediction than wheat or barley, ‘the vine because of its tendrils, the wine be-
cause it is mixed’.*? Here, Artemidorus suggests that we imagine the case of a man who wants to
win a woman’s favour and who has requested a dream, stipulating, as in the penultimate pair of

40 Artem. 4.2 (247.4-8, esp. 7-8): 6 pév ydap moA& Exwv kai petadoin &v, 6 8¢ olk £xwv AdBot av.

41 Artem. 4.2 (246.22-4): 6 8¢ mpog TV £0uTol Emepwtnoly EkAapBdvwy td év Tolg Umvolg dpabévra, i
évavtia €ln, mhavatat The word énepwtnolg does not refer to a question pure and simple, but to a ques-
tion with includes a request for specific dream-symbols and their supposed significance.

42 Artem. 4.2 (247.2-4): t® 8¢ yApad (...) BéhovtL dumelog kal oivog, i pév Std toug EAtkag 6 &€ Sud tiv
KpAoLv, Emtndelotepa up®Ov f KpLBGOV.



sentences (246.16-7) that he will interpret a dream about ‘the fruit of Dionysus’ as a warning that
his wish will remain unfulfilled, a dream about ‘the fruit of Demeter’, on the other hand, as a
prediction that he will get what he desires. Again, when he receives one of the dreams he has
asked for, he is certain to misunderstand its meaning. In short, when one asks the gods for a
dream in order to settle a question, one should not prescribe to them the contents of the dream
they are supposed to send, let alone spell out the significance of the requested dream-symbols:
that is the meaning of vopoBeteiv. Accordingly, Artemidorus concludes the whole passage on
petitionary dreams with the advice ‘you may ask the god <for dreams>*3about what is troubling
you, [601] but you should leave it to the god himself or to your own soul to choose a way of
communicating their message to you’.** And it goes without saying that for the interpretation of
the dream one has to turn to a competent oneirocritic, preferably a member of the firm Artemi-
dorus and Son.

As has been established in the above paragraph, Artemidorus thinks that the prayers il-
lustrated in the penultimate pair of sentences (246.16-7) result in the same kind of confusion as
the prayers exemplified by the final pair (246.17-8). Given this parallelism of content, one would
expect a clearer syntactic parallelism. A solution to this textual problem can be found in the mag-
ical papyri, which contain a number of prayers for dreams. These prayers display a striking re-
semblance to the examples adduced by Artemidorus. In fact, they represent the type he objects
to, the only grammatical difference being that the magical papyri have the imperative, whereas
in Artemidorus’ examples the first person of the optative is used in the apodosis. One of the
prayers from the magical papyri furnishes the solution to the problem in the first sentence of the
second pair (246.16-7: i vOv (6ot AuNnTpOog Kapmov):

£av vai, 6eT[€ov p]ot dutov kal UOwp, €l &€ un ye, mhp kat oibnpoy, ...
‘If yes, show me a plant and water, but if no, fire and iron, ..."*

% That e0xeoBat does not just mean ‘pray’, but specifically ‘pray for a dream’ is not only clear from what
precedes (cf. 246.6 aitelv T mapd B0l i6elv; 246.15 evxouévwy oUTwG KTE), but also from the sequel of
the sentence, where 6mw¢ has Focus value, while mpoayopeUelv serves as Topic, referring to e0xecBal
HEV TG) Be® Tepl WV TG ppovTileL.

“ Artem. 4.2 (247.8-10): xpn oLV edxecBat pev T O epl WV TG PPoVTileL: dMwC 8€ Xpr| TPOoayopeVELY,
£rutpentéov auT® T® Oe® A tf) €avtol Yuxi.

4 PGM 7.253-4; translation: Betz 1992. See for prayers for divinatory dreams in the magical papyri also
PGM 7.258-9 (el cupdEpel pol TolUto motficat, S€1€6V pot putov Kal Udwp, i 6€ unye, nip kal oidnpov,
...); PGM 22b.30-1 (ei] yeivetat mpog é€aitnolv kahov, [6]eT€[ov] pot ULowp [kal] {[6]av, g[i] 6& aMwc,
8[e]t€ov [u]ot USwp kal étpav) and 35 (el 5¢Sotai potL T06e TO T[pdy]ua, Seif[ov] Etaipav, €l & av (sic;
possibly, o0 should be read instead; see Appendix), o[t]patiwtny.)



Reading in 246.16-7 &l vai, (dowuL Afuntpog kapmov, ‘if yes, let me dream about the fruit of De-
meter’, restores the syntactic balance with the second sentence of the penultimate pair, €i 6¢
un, Alovuoou, ‘if no, about the fruit of Dionysus’. It also restores the syntactic parallelism be-
tween the penultimate and the final pair of sentences.

[602] With the conjecture suggested above we now have two well-balanced pairs of sen-
tences, each consisting of a conditional protasis followed by an apodosis. But the first two sen-
tences remain problematic: ‘el pot mpaktéov 106’ kal ‘el pot €otal 166¢’. There are two ways of
interpreting them. The first way is to regard them as conditional protaseis, just like the others;
but this leaves us without an apodosis, which is very awkward, not to say impossible.*® The sec-
ond way is to take the sentences as direct questions: ‘is this to be done by me?’ and ‘is this to
occur to me?’.4” Although this interpretation is syntactically possible, it is strange that the struc-
ture of the first two sentences still deviates from that of the other four; moreover, it remains
awkward that in the first two sentences i serves to introduce a direct question, while in the
other four sentences it has its normal function of conditional conjunction.

But apart from these formal objections, there are much weightier problems with respect
to content. For a start, the two questions cannot possibly be regarded as prayers (cf. 246.15 tQv
geUXouéVwyY oUTwC); a prayer should have the form ‘Show me a dream whether | have to do this’.
Further, those scholars who take the two sentences as direct questions, try to save this interpre-
tation by pointing out that the form of the question, which allows only of ‘yes’ or ‘no’ for an
answer (a so-called Satzfrage) is too peremptory.*® But a so-called ‘open question’ (Wortfrage) is
in itself just as peremp-[603]tory as a Satzfrage; and the problem of putting the gods under pres-
sure falls under the first of the warnings Artemidorus voices with regard to dreams on demand

6 Nevertheless, White (1975) translates the sentences in this way: ‘If this is what | must do to get my wish’
and ‘If this will occur to me’.

47 The use of &i to introduce direct questions is well attested in later Greek, as was pointed out by Pack
(1960, 149); Kihner-Gerth 2.534, Anm. 14; DGE s.v. £i D II. Instances of this type of questions are attested
in the Sortes Astrampsychi (Ecdosis altera, Quaestiones 16-ka [9.12-21 Stewart]): B’ el MAeUow AKWVEUVWC;
y' i éotv Wpa tol émiBarécBal @ xpnou®; &' el otpatsvoopal; Le’ el Kowwv® T® mpaypoty; 1§ el
TIPOKOTITW €V TWi; W el dmodnud; tn’ el cuvalAa€atl cupdEpel pot; 18 el ebTtuxng eipg k' el dyopalw to
TpoKeipevov; Ka' el yap® kat oupdEpel pol.—Most translators and interpreters take the first pair of sen-
tences in our passage as direct questions: “«Dois-je faire ceci ?» ou «Me sera-t-il donné ceci ?»”
(Festugiere 1975); “«Devo fare cosi?» e «Mi succedera questa cosa?»” (Del Corno 1975); “«Soll ich das
tun?» und «Werde ich das bekommen?»” (Brackertz 1979); “‘Moet ik dit doen?’ of ‘Zal ik dat krijgen?"”
(Mooij-Valk 2003).

8 Krauss & Kaiser (1965) in their note on 4.2 (p. 273): “Der Fragende will den Gott zwingen mit Ja oder
Nein zu antworten bzw. ein eindeutiges Zeichen zu geben, das Ja oder Nein bedeutet”. Festugiére in his
note on 4.2 (p. 223): “Les deux premiers examples qui suivent indiquent que les dieux doivent répondre
par «oui» ou «non» a la question posée, de méme que les lois disent «fais ceci» ou «ne fais pas cela». Dés
lors, interroger les dieux de cette maniére, c’est comme leur «dicter des lois» (nomothétéin).”



(246.7-13),%° a section which is rounded off with ebxapiotel in line 14, the transition to a new
issue being marked by £t 6€. What is more, when Artemidorus goes on to explain what is wrong
with the prayers under discussion, he does not say a word about the questions in themselves,
but he only points out that the inclusion in the prayers of dream-symbols to which a meaning has
been assigned by the prospective dreamer is likely to result in confusion. If the gods would have
taken offence at the question as such, they would not have sent any dream at all. The mistaken
view that the first two sentences are direct questions appears to have contributed to the equally
mistaken view that Artemidorus categorically rejects petitionary dreams.

The solution we propose is very simple indeed. In order to heal the corrupted third sen-
tence, we had to change viv into vai; in order to remedy the first two sentences we need not
change one single letter, but we only have to put commas before the two 166¢’s. Read ‘el pot
nipaktéov, Tode’ kal ‘el pot Eotat, tode’, “If | have to do it, this” and “If it will occur to me, this”’.>°
In this way we have an apodosis consisting of the pronoun t06¢ alone. Given the context this is a
short way of saying ‘show me such-and-such a dream’. In the protaseis of the two sentences the
two kinds of subjects about which one may consult the gods are mentioned: the first [604] ques-
tion deals with things which one can influence (‘must | act or not?’), the second with things out-
side one’s control (‘shall this happen to me or not?’). In the apodoseis 106 stands for a dream
which is prescribed by the petitioner: in these introducing instances it is not the content of the
dream that is specified, but the bare fact that a specific dream is asked for. In the following four
sentences the specific dreams are exemplified by concrete instances of dreams some people ask
for. For the use of 168¢ as ‘such-and-such’, cf. Epictetus 4.10.7 un amnavtron t06¢e i t0d¢; for
T06¢ as the unspecified element of a conditional protasis followed by an apodosis (‘if A, then B’),
cf. Chrysippus fr. 223 von Arnim (SVF 2.74.8-9 = S.E. M. 8.276) kal yap a0Ttd TO onuUelov €otl
toloUtov ‘el 106, TOdE’.

One might possibly object that now there is no subject to mowntéov and €otat. That is true,
but this is only an additional argument in favour of our interpretation, because the following

4 See above, text at nn. 35-7.

0 The text of the Oneirocritica is preserved in two primary MSS., Laurentianus 87.8 (siglum L; 11th century)
and Marcianus 268 (coll. 726; siglum V; 15th century). Dr.ssa |. Giovanna Rao (Biblioteca Medicea Lauren-
ziana, Florence) has inspected Laur. 87.8 for us, and kindly sent us a photograph of the passage under
discussion: in this MS. there is a very thin high point before the first 166¢; no punctuation sign is added
before the second t66¢; the whole phrase is written as ei pol mpaktaiov -T0de Kal elpoleotal TWoE. Kal
Kt€. — Dr.ssa Susy Marcon (Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venice) has kindly inspected Marcianus 268
(coll. 726) on our behalf, and sent us a photograph of the folium where our passage stands; she reports
that this MS. does not have any punctuation sign before the two 108¢’s; the whole phrase is written as €l
poL pakteov Tode- kal €l pot Eotot T108e- Kal KT, But of course the presence or absence of punctuation
signs in the manuscripts does not tell us anything at all: Artemidorus did not punctuate his text anyway.



protaseis do not have a subject either. And this is only to be expected, since at this stage Artemi-
dorus is not yet concerned with the dreamers’ problems, but with the procedure of asking the
gods for a dream while stipulating the dream-symbols they are to send as well as their meaning.
It is only in the sequel (246.24-247.8), dealing with the confusion that is likely to arise as a result
of this procedure, that the dreamers’ concerns such as upward social mobility and marriage enter
the picture.

Conclusions

When we summarize the results of our analysis of 1.6 and 4.2, the following picture emerges.
Artemidorus does recognize the legitimacy of praying for dreams and the divinatory value of pe-
titionary dreams, provided that one takes into account three proviso’s:

— if, after having prayed for a dream, you have a dream whose imagery reflects your prob-
lem, do not mistake it for the dream you asked for: it is no more than an évumnviov, without
any predictive value;

— when you ask the gods for a dream, address them politely and do not put them under any
pressure: this will only be counter-effective;

— when you pray for a dream, leave it to the gods — or to your own soul — how to encode
the advice or prediction you are asking for: otherwise you are likely to misinterpret the
message you receive.

[605] As for the passage 246.15-8, it should be read as follows: (...) Aéyw 6€ TtV €0XOUEVWY
oUtwce: ‘el potL mpaktéov, TO8€’ kal ‘el pol £otal, TOde’ Kal ‘el vai, (ot AnuUNTpog Kapmov: i &€
un, Alovooou’ kal ‘el pev ouudépel pot kal AuotteAel, AdBoiui ti- €l 6€ un, doinv.’

Appendix: Three Conjectures on Other Passages

3.16 ta mowd. Here the MSS. have ta mowd TWV MAB®V TPoCAVATPEXEWV TEDUKE Kol
TMPOCAVATACCELV E0UTA TH PuUXi) Kal ToUg OVELPpWYHOUG ArtoteAely; V omits ta. Translators inter-
pret the words td mold as an equivalent of twvd.>! But enclitic mol6¢ means ‘of a certain nature,
kind or quality’ (LSJ), and the phrase ta mowd is especially found in philosophical authors, where
it means ‘the class of things with a certain quality’.>> Therefore the phrase cannot possibly be
correct in our passage, where it would yield the meaning ‘those emotions which have a certain
character’, which would imply that there are also emotions which do not have any character at
all. Accordingly, we suggest that ta mowa is corrupt; instead we propose reading tTd moAAQ TV
naBiv, ‘the majority of emotions’, which suits the context perfectly. The Arabic translator must

>1 “Alcune passioni” (Del Corno), “Einige Gemiitsaffekte” (Krauss & Kaiser), “certain experiences” (White),
“Bepaalde gewaarwordingen” (Mooij-Valk), “certains de nos affects” (Festugiére), “gewisse Affekte”
(Brackertz).

52 See for instance Arist. Cat. 11al14 o0 mdvto o0V Td Told EmbéxetoL T© udAAov kat T Attov, ‘not all
things with a certain quality admit of more or less’.



have read TAMOIA, but he interpreted this as ta mola (ayyun; information supplied by Mr Omert
J. Schrier).

238.23 koA®¢. In 238.20-3 Artemidorus states that évUmviov and Ovelpog are two
different phenomena. In V and in the editions the next sentence starts with the observation dAA&
Kal TOV Ovelpov €vUmviov KaA®g eimol T dv, ‘One might well call the oneiros an enhypnion as
well’ (L has Aéywv instead of kaA®¢). This phrase is rather surprising, because Artemidorus tries
to explain that the two are different. Accordingly we suppose that the word kaAQg is a corruption
of an original kow®c¢, ‘colloquially’: with this reading the phrase forms an antithesis with what
follows immediately, 6tav &€ texvik®dg Aéyn TG, ‘When one speaks technically’. The [606] word
Kow@®¢ also occurs in the immediate sequel (239.6), when Artemidorus illustrates that Homer,
who does not use technical language, uses the two words évUmnviov and Ovelpog as synonyms.

PGM 22b.35 €i & a0. This combination is used to introduce an alternative to what has
been stated before, but it is never used elliptically, that is, i 8" a0 always introduces a conditional
clause. In this passage, however, what is needed is something equivalent to ‘but if not’; this is
normally expressed by i 8¢ prj, but in later Greek €i & o0 is not uncommon.>® Therefore, we
propose to change €i 8" au into i 8" o0; €l 6" ad must be a slip of the pen.
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