d
A
&
15,

Universiteit

*dlied) Leiden
'%‘Q,:y‘;\& The Netherlands

5
3
H oo
B
=
=)
@\
-3

o

Dionysius and Quintilian: Imitation and emulation in Greek and Latin
literary criticism
Schippers, A.M.

Citation
Schippers, A. M. (2019, September 4). Dionysius and Quintilian: Imitation and emulation in
Greek and Latin literary criticism. Retrieved from https://hdl.handle.net/1887/76431

Version: Not Applicable (or Unknown)
License: Leiden University Non-exclusive license
Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/76431

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if applicable).


https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:3
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/76431

Cover Page

The following handle holds various files of this Leiden University dissertation:
http://hdl.handle.net/1887/76431

Author: Schippers, A.M.

Title: Dionysius and Quintilian: Imitation and emulation in Greek and Latin literary
criticism

Issue Date: 2019-09-04


https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/1
http://hdl.handle.net/1887/76431
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/1�

CHAPTER 2

DIONYSIUS AND QUINTILIAN ON IMITATION AND EMULATION

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In the introduction to the epitome of Dionysius’ On Imitation, an anecdote derived from the
life of Zeuxis relates how this painter carefully observed various Crotonian girls, and
creatively rendered their most valuable features in a new composition. The story insists on
‘imitation’ (niunoig) as a highly artificial process, consisting of intensive study, the critical
selection of the best features of different models, and the eclectic and original composition of
a new piece of art, as we have seen in the introductory chapter.

The Zeuxis narrative also encapsulates the idea that imitation is not only about
studying, following and reproducing what has been made before; it also comprises the
competitive desire for creating a new piece of art that excels its models in beauty of style and
content. These two related aspects of mimetic composition — imitation and emulation, i.e.
piunog and Cfjdog — are clearly recognizable in the Zeuxis story. In this chapter, the
connections between the notions of piunoig and {fjloc and their Latin counterparts imitatio
and aemulatio will be further explored on the basis of the theories of Dionysius and
Quintilian.

In Dionysius’ thinking, the terms pipunoig and {fjlog turn out to be inextricably linked
and, as such, constitute two essential and complementary parts of one and the same process of
imitation, as Russell has rightly observed: [...] it is important to remember that both [i.e.
pipmotg and ijog, M.S.] are means to the same end; they are not exclusive, they complement
each other [...].} As piunow and Cijhoc are complementary to Dionysius, so are imitatio and

aemulatio to Quintilian:

[...] nihil autem crescit sola imitatione. Quod si prioribus adicere fas non est, quo
modo sperare possumus illum oratorem perfectum? Cum in iis quos maximos adhuc
novimus nemo sit inventus in quo nihil aut desideretur aut reprehendatur. Sed etiam

qui summa non adpetent, contendere potius quam sequi debent. Nam qui hoc agit, ut

! Russell (1979), 10. Cf. Goudriaan (1989), 220-221: ‘We moeten pipmoic en Cijhog dus beschouwen als twee
aspecten van een en dezelfde zaak [...]’; Cizek (1994), 19: [...] wobei die dialektische Komplementaritét dieser
zwei Prozesse[i.e. pipnoig and {fAoc, M.S.] offensichtlich ist’.
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prior sit, forsitan, etiam si non transierit, aequabit. Eum vero nemo potest aequare
cuius vestigiis sibi utique insistendum putat: necesse est enim semper sit posterior qui

sequitur.

And nothing does grow by imitation alone. But if we are not allowed to add to
previous achievements, how can we hope for our ideal orator? Of the greatest orators
known up to the present, nobody can be found in whom nothing is deficient or
objectionable. But even those who do not aim for the top have an obligation to
compete and not lag behind. For the man who tries to win a race may perhaps draw
level, even if he does not get into the lead. However, no one can draw level with a man

in whose footsteps he feels bound to tread: the follower is inevitably always behind.

Judging from these passages, for both Dionysius and Quintilian, there is an evident,
complementary connection between imitation and emulation, but it is also clear that they
conceive of this complementary connection in different ways. The Zeuxis story suggests that
piunotc and {ijhog are of equal value, and merge within the process of imitation.* The passage
from Quintilian’s Institutio, however, shows a considerable gap between imitatio on the one
hand — which is described in pejorative terms of sequi and vestigiis insistendum —, and
aemulatio on the other hand — which is described in terms of adicere, contendere, and
aequare.

Apparently, piunocig and (fjlog do not mean the same to Dionysius as imitatio and
aemulatio to Quintilian. The present chapter focuses on the semantic value and connotations

of mimetic terminology in Dionysius’ and Quintilian’s theories.* What do the terms piunoic

? Quint. 10.2.8-10. Quintilian is even of the opinion that it “is a disgrace to be content merely to attain the effect
you are imitating’ (turpe [...] illud est, contentum esse id consequi quod imiteris) (10.2.7).

% As stated in section 1.2, I will use the term ‘imitation’ both in a broad sense (referring to imitation and
emulation together, as it does here) and, in terminological discussions, in a narrow sense (referring to
pipnoig/imitatio, as opposed to {fhoc/aemulatio).

* Basic meanings of mimetic terminology in earlier Greek and Latin literature underlie this discussion. In LSJ
s.v,, pipnoig is described as a rather neutral term, which refers to both the mimetic process and the mimetic
result, meaning ‘imitation’, ‘reproduction of a model’, or ‘representation by means of art’, ‘representation’,
‘portrait’. According to LSJ, the term {fjAoc can be used both in a bad and a good sense. It can denote ‘jealousy’
or, more often used in a good sense, ‘eager rivalry’, ‘emulation’. Other possible translations for {ijAog are ‘zeal’
for one or something, ‘fervour’ and ‘indignation’. The Latin terms imitatio and aemulatio are described in rather
comparable ways in OLD s.v. Imitatio means ‘the action of imitating an example’, ‘the action of producing a

copy or imitation, mimicking’, or ‘the result of imitating, a copy, counterfeit, imitation’. Aemulatio can, like
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and CijAoc, as well as imitatio and aemulatio refer to when appearing in overt opposition, and
how should they be interpreted when used alternately or separately from each other? In what
ways does Quintilian’s use of mimetic terminology differ from Dionysius’, and how can such
divergences be explained? These central questions, which have not been asked before, build
on a more general scholarly discussion on the ancient concept of imitation. Within this
dissertation, they prepare for the analysis of mimetic theories underlying Dionysius’ (chapter
3) and Quintilian’s (chapter 4) reading lists, as well as for the broader discussion of Greek and
Latin terminology and theories of imitation in the first century AD (chapter 5).°

The terminology of imitation in antiquity has been analysed by various scholars. In his
essay De Imitatione, Russell offers a clear, introductory survey of the ancient notions of
imitation and emulation, both in Latin and Greek literature.® With regard to Greek mimetic
terminology, Koller’s work Die Mimesis in der Antike is very useful. Koller argues that
piunotg, often rendered as ‘imitation’ or ‘representation’, is originally an actional and
performative term, rooted in the music, dance and speech of Greek drama.’ In her study Der

Mimesisbegriff in der griechischen Antike, Kardaun examines the meaning of piunoig within

(fhog, be either good or bad. In a good sense, it pertains to a ‘desire to equal or excel others, emulation,
ambition’. In a bad sense, it means ‘unfriendly rivalry, envious emulation’. Used in a conative way, aemulatio
pertains to the ‘attempt to imitate (a person) or reproduce (a thing), imitation’. L&S s.v. offer as possible
translations for imitatio ‘imitation’, ‘the faculty of imitation’, ‘imitation of an orator” and ‘imitation of a natural
sound, onomatopoeia’. Aemulatio is defined as ‘an assiduous striving to equal or excel another in any thing’,
‘emulation’ or (in a bad sense) ‘jealousy, envy, malevolence’. Interestingly, L&S describe aemulatio as a term
denoting ‘rather the mental effort, while imitatio regards more the mode of action’. This observation seems to be
applicable also to the meanings of the notions of pipunoig and {fjhog offered by LSJ: whereas pipnoig pertains
rather to the process and result of actual creation, {fjlog is connotated with mental activity. Another
correspondence between the Greek and Latin mimetic terminology is that pipnoig and imitatio are often used as
rather neutral, objective or descriptive terms, devoid of a specific positive or negative connotation. By contrast,
(fidog and aemulatio are more subjective, evaluative notions, which are prone to become either positively or
negatively charged. As we will see in the following sections, both Dionysius’ use of pipnocig and {fjAog and
Quintilian’s use of imitatio and aemulatio may be said to fit into this general picture. However, Dionysius and
Quintilian also differ on important aspects of imitation and emulation.

> In section 15, | explain the separation between the discussions of terminology and theories of imitation in
Dionysius and Quintilian.

® Russell (1979).

" Koller (1954).
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and outside Plato’s dialogues.® She argues that, although we need different translations to do
justice to the value of piunoig, the idea of piuncig as a polysemic term is not sustainable.
Instead, pipnoic always covers what she defines as a ‘representation through images’.’

As for Latin mimetic terminology, Reiff has made interesting observations in his
dissertation [Interpretatio, Imitatio, Aemulatio. Begriff und Vorstellung literarischer
Abhdingigkeit bei den Rémern.'® Following Heinze, he distinguishes and demonstrates
different forms of Roman literary dependence: interpretatio (‘Ubersetzung’), imitatio
(‘Entlehnung von Form wund Stofflichem’), and aemulatio (‘Selbstindigkeit freier
Schopfung’)."!

Other publications focus not so much on the terminology of imitation, as on the
history and range of the concept. Of an unprecedented scope is the study The Aesthetics of
Mimesis by Halliwell, in which he analyses the treatments of imitation by Plato and Aristotle
against the background of the history of imitation as a variable and complex concept of the
representational arts.'? In his book Greek Literature and the Roman Empire. The Politics of
Imitation, Whitmarsh, whose focus is on the Second Sophistic, explores a range of responses
to tradition by focusing on the concepts of piunoic and modeio in authors such as Dionysius,
Longinus and Plutarch.™

Specific research on mimetic terminology in Dionysius has also been carried out. In
the introduction to her commentary on Dionysius’ On Imitation, Battisti concentrates on
Dionysius’ ideas on imitation, but does not elaborate on the connotations of and connections
between piunoic and Gijhog. ™ In a thorough study on classicism in Dionysius’ works,
Goudriaan devotes an entire chapter to the range of nuances that the notions of piuncig and
Ciidoc can have.™ Goudriaan establishes that in Dionysius’ works, pipnoi (and Cijiog) is

operating at different levels of reality, but he does not always (explicitly) distinguish between

® Kardaun (1993). For a useful overview of scholarly research into the notion of pipnoc, see Kardaun (1993),
10-18.

¥ Kardaun (1993), 70.

1% Reiff (1959).

" Reiff (1959), 7. For a tripartite division of imitative practice, cf. also Cizek (1994).

12 Halliwell (2002). Halliwell also pays attention to Dionysius’ conception of pipnoiw (ibid., 292-296), and
notices a tension between pipmoig as a ‘stylized fabrication” and as a ‘possible means of depicting and conveying
truth or nature’ (ibid., 295).

¥ Whitmarsh (2001).

14 Battisti (1997).

!> Goudriaan (1989), 220-245.
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the terms.™ Cizek also pays attention to Dionysius’ definitions of pipnoig and {fjlog, arguing
that piunoig ‘erscheint als ein passiv-rezeptives Moment’, whereas (fjlog points to ‘ein
dynamisches Moment, namlich auf das Streben der Seele nach Selbsterhdhung durch Nach-
bzw. Wetteifern mit dem gegebenen Vorbild’."’

Concerning the general ideas on imitation which are put forward in Quintilian’s
Institutio, Fantham has made some interesting remarks.® She discusses Quintilian’s account
on imitation in Institutio 10.2 from the perspective of the reputed first-century Roman
rhetorical decline, arguing that imitation as such was not a symptom nor a cause of this
decline, as it had been encouraged by the best ancient teachers — from Cicero to Quintilian.™

Regarding the concepts of imitation and emulation in Quintilian, Cizek observes that
Quintilian prefers aemulatio (which he calls ‘wetteifernde imitatio’) over imitatio® However,
a profound discussion of mimetic vocabulary in Quintilian does not, to my knowledge, exist.
Thus, the present chapter differs from and contributes to existing studies in that it analyses
and compares Greek and Latin mimetic terminology in Dionysius and Quintilian.

By exploring the range of connotations that piunocig and CijAoc, as well as imitatio and
aemulatio can have, this chapter establishes that Dionysius and Quintilian preponderantly
conceive of the connections between piunoiwc-Chihoc/imitatio-aemulatio in different ways.
Whereas Dionysius suggests that piunoig and Cijhog ideally always form a homogeneous pair
in the process of imitation, Quintilian thinks imitatio and aemulatio should successively cover
the whole life of the rhetorician — with imitatio gradually fading away as the orator has grown
older and wiser.

In fact, when attested separately from Cijhog, the notion of piuncig in Dionysius also
implies Cijhoc. It is also the other way round: when attested separately from piunoi, {ijhog
also implies pipunoic. In such cases, the terms on their own highlight different aspects of one
and the same process of imitation. To Quintilian, on the other hand, imitatio and aemulatio are

more clearly separated. When one of the terms in mentioned, the meaning of the other term s,

'® Goudriaan (1989), 229. For literature on the general concept of pipmotg in Dionysius, see section 1.1, n. 10.

7 Cizek (1994), 19. | agree with Cizek that the term Cijhog is highly dynamic (although | argue it implies a
process rather than a moment), but I will object to the view that pipnoig implies mere passiveness and
receptivity.

'8 In his commentary on Instiutio 10, also Peterson (1891), 122-135 makes several observations on imitation in
Quintilian.

1% Fantham (1978), 111-116.

20 Cizek (1994), 19-20.
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in most cases, not implied. We could say that the terms imitatio and aemulatio do not refer to
different aspects of the same process of imitation, but to different, independent kinds of
imitation, which run parallel to the orator’s development.

Moreover, this chapter establishes that Dionysius and Quintilian agree, but also differ
on important points in their interpretations of the concepts of piuncic-Cihoc/imitatio-
aemulatio. As for piunoic/imitatio, it will be argued that both critics understand this notion as
a technical device for creating uniformity with models, and that both are of the opinion that
pipunotg/imitatio is the most current and suitable term for indicating or emphasising the
vertical, unequal relationship between model and imitator. Such similarities point to a shared
framework of imitation. However, whereas Dionysius interprets piuncig as a positive ‘re-
expression’ of the model and considers it to be of equal value as {fjAog, Quintilian suggests
that imitatio merely involves didactic ‘repetition’ and is, though complementarily
indispensable, inferior to aemulatio.

Concerning {ilog/aemulatio, it will be argued that Dionysius regards (ijAog as an —
either positively or negatively motivated — aspiration of the mind to grasp the beauty of the
model or to (try to) compete with it, whereas Quintilian considers aemulatio a highly
recommended, competitive strategy, based on the idea of changing, completing and
surpassing the model. These essential divergences will be explained by taking Dionysius’ and
Quintilian’s different cultural backgrounds into account.

The first part of this chapter is dedicated to Dionysius’ interpretation and use of the
notions of piunoiwg and (Rrog (2.2). The second part is concerned with Quintilian’s
understanding and use of the notions of imitatio and aemulatio (2.3), and followed by a

conclusion (2.4).

2.2 DIONYSIUS® USE OF MIMETIC TERMINOLOGY

In his rhetorical treatises on the works of classical Greek authors, Dionysius’ aim is often to
demonstrate which of their stylistic features should be imitated and which avoided. Thus,
Dionysius’ mimetic ideas underly and give subtantial shape to his critical analyses. Although
his mimetic theory often remains below the surface of evaluative discussions, Dionysius also
explicitly reflects on the notion of imitation. One of his treatises, On Imitation, was entirely
devoted to the subject, but also in his essay On Dinarchus, Dionysius approaches the concept

of imitation in a rather systemetic way.
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Chapter 3 deals with the publication, history and content of Dionysius’ treatise On
Imitation, and tries to explain from its remaining parts how Dionysius makes the concept of
imitation subservient to his own rhetorical agenda. The present section has a preparatory
function, focusing on Dionysius’ use of mimetic terminology throughout his critical essays. It
discusses Dionysius’ definitions of piunoig and Cijhoc as preserved by Syrianus (2.2.1),
Dionysius’ differentation between artificial and natural pipnoig in On Dinarchus (2.2.2), his
use of piunoig and {fiog as closely related concepts (2.2.3), the uses and connotations of
pipmotig (2.2.4) and of {ijlog (2.2.5).

2.2.1 DEFINITIONS OF MIMHZIEZ AND ZHAOX

Apart from the epitome of book 2 of Dionysius’ On Imitation, a few fragments of book 1 and
2 are preserved. One of the fragments of book 1 in particular is crucial for a better
understanding of the terminology of imitation and emulation in Dionysius, and will be
discussed in this section; two other fragments of book 1 will only briefly be referred to. 1 will
return to these three fragments in section 3.3.1, in which all remnants of Dionysius’ On
Imitation are closely and coherently examined from a more general, theoretical point of view,
focusing on recurring themes and stylistic peculiarities.

According to Usener-Radermacher, whose numbering system of fragments | adopt,
there are five remaining fragments which reputedly formed part of the first book, but only
three of them are introduced by an explicit reference to the treatise. These three fragments are
included in Syrianus’ commentaries on Hermogenes’ On Issues (fr. Il U-R) and On Types of
Style (frs. Il and V U-R).* Fragment I11 U-R is of special interest, since it contains two
concise definitions of pipunoig and Cfjlog attributed to Dionysius.

Syrianus refers to these definitions when commenting on a passage from the
introduction of Hermogenes’ On Types of Style. In this introduction, Hermogenes announces
the subject of his treatise, i.e. ‘types of style’ (idéat), and stresses its importance for both
critics and authors who wish to compose ‘speeches close to the ones the ancients produced’

(Moywv [...] mapominoiov Toic T@v apyainv).? This urges him to elaborate some more on the

2 Usener-Radermacher (1904-1929). The fragments of On Imitation have been published by Usener (1889);
some years later, they were published as part of Usener-Radermacher (1904-1929) (= U-R). More on the
numbering system and the fragments accepted in U-R, Aujac and Battisti in section 3.3.1. Fr. Il U-R = 1 Aujac =
1 Battisti. Fr. Il U-R =2 Aujac = 2 Battisti. Fr. V U-R = 3 Aujac = 3 Battisti.

22 Hermog. Id. 1.1.7-9.
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notions of imitation and emulation, both of which should, in his opinion, mainly be based on
‘practice and correct training’ (pelétn xoi i kor’ 0pboOv doknoet), which allows ‘those with
less natural ability to overtake even those who are naturally talented’ (koi TOOC €0 TEQUKOTAC

ot uf Towodtot [...] mapérotev):

‘H yaptor pipunoic koi 6 CHAog 0 mpog €ketvovg petd pev gumepiog Yl Kol tvog
dAdyov Tp1Bfic yvopevoc ovk Gv oipon dvvouto toyyave tod opOod, kv Thvu TIC Em
pOoEDg €0+ ToVVaVTIOV Yap Iomc dv odTOV Kol opGAlol piAlov TO THC QUGENC
TAEOVEKTNLOTOL YOPIG TEYVNS TWVOS AAGY®™G dtTovta, Tpog O Tt Kol TOYOol UETA HEVTOL
TG mepl TadTo EMOTAUNG Kol YvdoemG 0T TIC TOVG apyoaiove €0éAot {nAodv, kdv

netpiog &m evoeng, ovk dv duaptévotl tod okornod.”

Indeed imitation and emulation of the ancients that depend upon mere experience and
some irrational knack cannot, | think, produce what is correct, even if a person has a
lot of natural ability. Natural abilities, without some training, dashing off without
guidance at random, could in fact go particularly badly. But with a knowledge and
understanding of this topic, when anyone wishes to emulate the ancients he would not

fail even if he has only moderate ability.

In his commentary on On Types of Style, it was apparently a small step for Syrianus to
associate (whether in opposition or in conjunction) this Hermogenean passage with the two
definitions of piunoig and (fAog attributed to Dionysius, which Syrianus renders as follows:

Fr. III U-R: Miuncic éotwv évépyela O 1@V Oeopnudtov Ekpottopévn o
nopdderypo. Zikog 8¢ dotv dvépyeta yoydic mpodg Oodpa tod Sokodvtog givar kakod

Kvoopévn.

Imitation is an activity that moulds the model in accordance with the rules of art.
Emulation is an activity of the soul, of being moved towards wonder at what seems to
be beautiful.

22 Hermog. Id. 1.1.23-25.

?* Hermog. /d. 1.1.11-19.

2% Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. 1l U-R (= 2 Aujac = 2 Battisti). Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [265, 15], p. 3, 15-21.
This fragment is also briefly discussed insection 3.3.1.
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When we rely on this fragment alone, which is devoid of any information about its precise
place in On Imitation, we can only guess as to how Dionysius estimated the value of and
relationship between piunoig and (ijlogc. However, the repetition of the noun évépyeia seems
suggestive of a close connection between the two notions, and encourages us to infer that
Dionysius regarded both piuncw, which is associated with technical-creative practice, and
{fidog, which is associated with mental effort and natural susceptibility, as complementary
imitative activities — whatever weight he assigned to each of them.

There is, however, another reason to suppose that imitation and emulation should be
considered complementary. When we compare the introductory story and moral of On
Imitation starring the ugly farmer (see chapter 1), we observe the same apparent antagonisms,
not only of bodily creation and mental effort, but also of the teaching of strict rules (cf.
€610age téyvnv) and the intuitive reliance on ‘what seems to be better in each of the ancients’
(10 map’ ékdote OV Ty PéLTIov elvan Sokodv).? In short, we discern ‘the rational
criterion’ (to Aoywov kpunptov) and ‘the irrational criterion’ (10 dloyov xpunpiov) which
should go hand in hand.”

A complementary relationship between technical and natural abilities is also suggested
in another fragment of the first book of Dionysius’ treatise On Imitation, preserved in
Syrianus’ commentary on Hermogenes’ On Issues. It says that excellence in public discourse,
art and science can only be achieved by a combination of aspects belonging to nature and art:
a ‘ready nature’ (@uoig 6e&u), ‘careful study’ (nédOnoig dxpipng) and ‘laborious exercise’
(8oxnotc éninovoc).?

In his article on gendered aesthetics in Greek theory and fiction, Whitmarsh observes
that Dionysius’ mimetic theory is ‘repeatedly imaged in terms of heterosexual erotics’.® He
considers Dionysius’ definitions of piunoiwg and (fjlog as ‘programmatic’ of Dionysius’

eroticised presentation of imitation, and translates them as follows:

Mimésis is an activity of receiving the impression of the model, through theorems...
Zélos is an activity of the soul when it is stirred to wonder at what seems to be

beautiful.

?® Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.1-3.

" On Dionysius’ theories of logical and irrational evaluation of literature, see e.g. Schenkeveld (1975); Damon
(1991).

28 Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. 1l U-R (= 1 Aujac = 1 Battisti). This fragment is discussed in section 3.3.1.

2% Whitmarsh (2013), 279.
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The sentence on piunoiwg is, according to Whitmarsh, presented in terms of (female)
receptivity (cf. Whitmarsh’ translation of ékpattopévn: ‘receiving the impression of’),
whereas the sentence on {fjAog is striking for what Whitmarsh calls its ‘phallic imagery’. He
argues: ‘not only does the idea of ‘stirring’ (kwvovuévn) the soul into ‘activity’ (évépyela)’
suggest tumescence, but also both roots can themselves carry an obscene, sexual sense’.* On
the basis of these observations, Whitmarsh designates Dionysian piuncig as ‘hybridised
between the genders, a hermaphroditic phenomenon’, seeing also that in the case of both
niunotc and Cfjlog, “the imitative activity is described using a passive, feminine participle’.*

Insofar as Dionysius’ presentation of imitation as a gendered phenomenon is
concerned, | agree with Whitmarsh.* As he points out, also Dionysius’ stories on the ugly
farmer and the painter Zeuxis depict imitation as a mix of female and male forces.® However,
I would propose a different reading of the middle voice participle éxpattopévn, which, in my
opinion, does not have a passive semantic value, as Whitmarsh claims, but an active,
transitive one.*

According to LSJ, the active verb ‘mould’ or ‘model’ (ékpdrtewv) has a rather similar
meaning (‘mould’, ‘express’, ‘imitate’® + acc.) in the middle voice (éxudrrecOon). *
Whitmarsh, who translates Dionysius’ ékuattopévn 10 mopdderypo with ‘receiving the
impression of the model’, apparently considers 10 mapdaderypo an accusative of respect or
cognate accusative, but this is very unlikely and devious.

I suggest that the middle participle éxpoattopévn has an active, transitive value —
interpreting 0 mapdderypo as a direct object. Furthermore, | suppose that Dionysius’ choice
for the middle voice — as opposed to the active voice — is an indicator of subject-affectedness.
As Rutger Allan observes, the middle voice can be used in an indirect-reflexive way, and as
such ‘involves transitive events performed by a volitional subject (an agent). [...] the subject

has the semantic role of beneficiary’.*

%0 Whitmarsh (2013), ibid. Strictly speaking, there is no ‘stirring of the soul’, since the participle Kvovpévn is
congruent with évépyeia.

1 Whitmarsh (2013), 280.

%2 | do so only on the basis of Dionysius’ stories on the ugly farmer and the painter Zeuxis; not on the basis of
Dionysius’ definitions of pipunoig and {fjioc.

% Whitmarsh (2013), 282-286. For the stories on the ugly farmer and the painter Zeuxis, see section 1.1-3.

 Cf. Goudriaan (1989), 218, who also reads the verb in an active sense: ‘uipnotg is een activiteit die [...] het
voorbeeld uitbeeldt’.

¥ Cf.LSIs.v.

% Allan (2003), 112.
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The subject-affectnedness-highlighting value of the middle voice éxpottouévn fits
well into Dionysius’ conception of imitation, which centers around mental influence by and
personal engagement with original literature.” Taking this into consideration, the transitive
middle éxpdrtecBor used by Dionysius can be translated as ‘express (a model) by oneself” or
‘express (a model) in oneself/in one’s own style’.

In Dionysius’ works, the verb ‘mould’ is only attested in the middle voice, and denotes
the process of active, imitative ‘kneading’.® The verb is always accompanied by a direct
object, which in all cases refers to the original model or style. Dionysius, for instance, applies
the verb in his treatise On Demosthenes, describing a speech by Demosthenes which is
fashioned in the Lysianic style: o [...] Adyog [...] 6hog €otiv dkpipng Kol AEmTog Kol TOV
Avcokov yopoxtiipa ekpépaktot €ig dvoya (‘the speech is precise and refined throughout
and expresses the Lysianic style in every detail”).*

In the Ars Rhetorica, which is a compilation of texts falsely attributed to Dionysius,
we find the active participle ékpattov in a rather confusing definition of piuncis. Here, the
direct object of the process of kneading is not the original model, but (a characteristic of) the

imitative result:
Kai oo pipmoig dde &xst téyvng (iilog kpdrtov evbvpmpdrov dpodmra.

All imitation is as follows: it is the emulation of technical skill, which expresses a

likeness of thoughts.

%7 Cf. e.g. Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.2-3.

* In the spurious Ars Rhet., however, we find the active participle ékpdrtov. See below.

% Dion. Hal. Dem. 13.6. The reference is to Demosthenes’ Or. 7, now often considered spurious. Cf. also Pomp.
5.3: 1fic 8¢ MEemg 1) Oovkvdidng képntor T U&v onuelddeg Kol mepiepyov mépevyey, 10 8 oTpoyyvrov Kai
mucpov kol evBupmpuatucov ekpépaxtor (‘of Thucydides’ style, he [i.e. Philistus, M.S.] has avoided the
peculiarity and elaboration, and he has expressed its qualities of terseness, sharpness and systematic argument in
his own style’); Comp. 25.2: dpEopon 8¢ TpdTOV o TG YIA|G Aéemc, Eval TV AavOPDV TPOYELPLOAUEVOG OV €V
T0ic péAoToL olpon THYV oty ékpepdyon pdoty (‘I shall begin with the language of prose, selecting an
author who has, T think, most clearly expressed poetic diction in his own style’). For an overview of the verb
gkparrecbon in Dionysius” works, cf. Greilich (1886), 15-19, who also lists other instances of the verb in Greek
literature. Greilich notices: ‘metaphoricus verbi sensus est imitando exprimendi vel formandi [...]" (ibid., 16).
For éxpdrrey to denote imitation (of people), cf. also Pl. Resp. 396d.

*0 Ars Rhet.10.19.9-10. More on this definition of pipmotcin Ars Rhet.in n. 65.
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On this basis, | suggest that Dionysius conceives of piunoig not as an act of receptivity, but as
one that actively expresses the model in a different stylistic idiom.

Dionysius’ definitions of piunoic and {fjlog confront us with several syntactical and
lexical oddities. In the first place, it is worth noting that piunoiwc and (ijlog are described in a
rather stiff and unnatural way, with the participles éxpattopévn and kwvoopévn not congruent
with an acting person, but with an ‘activity’ (évépyewn), which is ‘moulding’ and ‘being
moved’. An emendation of kwvovpuévn into kivovpévng would perhaps make more sense, as
the soul rather than an activity is a candidate for ‘being moved’. However, the analogy in
construction between the two definitions (i.e. a participle congruent with évépyeia) invites us
to leave the text unchanged.

Secondly, the noun évépyeia, which should not be confused with évéapyeta (‘vividness’
or ‘visual immediacy’), appears, apart from the fragment cited above, only four times in the
corpus of Dionysius’ critical works, which makes its inclusion in this fragment remarkable.*
Like évapyewn, évépyeta is an Aristotelian concept, which generally refers to the final stage of
a process of transformation. Aristotle distinguishes different types of évépyewa, one of which
is defined as ‘movement’ (kivnoiw) in the treatise On the Soul.”? Dionysius’ definition of
(fidog as an ‘activity of the soul, of being moved towards wonder’ thus seems to be highly
indebted to Aristotelian terminology.

In the context of Syrianus’ commentary, the noun évépyeuw, although used rarely by

Dionysius, does not seem to be out of tune. After having quoted Dionysius’ definition of

* The term évépyela in Dionysius’ works can refer to (endless) labour or creative, technical production. In
Comp. 20.14, évépyewn pertains to the labour of Sisyphus. In Comp. 25.38, arts are discussed whose purpose is a
form of ‘activity’ (évépyewn) or ‘production’ (moinoic). This use of &vépyewa is explicitly related to téyvar. In
Pomp. 1.7, Dionysius argues that only his critical method of comparison between authors can reveal their
individual quality, and that this is true of all things manufactured, and ‘of which activity (évépyeta) is the aim’.
Also in this passage, évépyeta relates to technical production. It should be noted that Usener-Radermacher (1904-
1929) and Aujac (1992) read évépyewn here, whereas Usher (1985) has évépyea. In Imit. 5.5, where Aeschines’
style is characterised, Usener-Radermacher (1904-1929) have évepyng (‘active’), whereas Aujac (1992) reads
évapyng (‘vivid’). (In Amm. I 11.5, the verb évepyeiv occurs in a quote from Philochorus’ Arthis). For a definition
of the frequently occuring stylistic virtue évapyewa, see Dion. Hal. Lys. 7.1. For literature on the concept of
évapyela, see e.g. Zanker (1981); Otto (2009); Webb (2009), 87-106 (esp. on evidentia in Quintilian); Plett
(2012) (and extensive bibliography); Allan, De Jong & De Jonge (2017). Cf. section3.6.1, n. 214.

42 E.g. Arist. 1.5, De an. 417al6: kai yap otv 1 kivioig &vépyeld tig (‘for movement is a form of activity’) (tr.
Hett 1936). Although Aristotle considers kivnoig a kind of évépyeuwa, he overtly distinguishes between them. On

Aristotle’s distinction between the terms, see esp. Hagen (1984).
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pipumotg and before moving on to his definition of {ijAog, Syrianus reminds his readers of how
Dionysius’ successors considered piunoic. They were of the opinion that imitation involved a
‘discourse’ (AOyoc) or ‘action’ (mpd&ig) — and it is this mpa&ic which comes very close to

Dionysius’ use of the word évépyeuw:

Q¢ 8¢ oi petayevéotepor Aéyovowy, AOyog §| mpdflg Ouoiwow €0 Eyovoav Tod

nopadeiyporog mepiéyovoa.®

But his successors argue it [i.e. imitation, M.S.] is a discourse or action which

provides a successful likeness to the model.

Finally, the interpretation of the preposition np6g in the definition of {fijlog is puzzling. In
combination with an accusative, mp6g in the vicinity of verbs of motion expresses ‘motion or
direction towards an object’. In this fragment, however, we may be inclined to think that it
would make more sense to interpret mpdg in an instrumental way, assuming that ‘the activity
of the soul’ (évépyelo yoyiig) is moved ‘by wonder’ rather than ‘towards wonder’. This is
obviously the opinion of Aujac, who translates the definition of Cfjlog as follows:
‘L’émulation est I’¢lan actif de I’ame, mis en mouvement par I’admiration de ce qui lui parait
beau’.*

However, | would like to suggest that an interpretation of wnpog as an indicator of
direction (i.e. allative mpog) is well tenable, and even more acceptable. Here | side with
Battisti, who translates Dionysius’ definition of (fjAog as follows: ‘L’emulazione e la spinta
dell’anima mossa all’ [= npoc, M.S.] ammirazione’.* In this interpretation, ‘wonder’ (0adp)
IS not an auxiliary for Cilog, but instead the ultimate goal of successful, emulative
composition.® In the first place, considering the fact that Cfjloc is a highly dynamic concept
(i.e. évépyewn), it is plausible to expect mpoc to be used in an allative way. Secondly,
Dionysius’ perception of (fjhog as a mental activity which is ‘moved towards wonder’

parallels Longinus’ presentation of piunoic and {iiootc.*” Longinus considers these concepts,

*3 Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. 1l U-R (= 2 Aujac; sentence left out by Battisti). Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [265,
15], p. 3, 18-20.

* Aujac (1992), 27. TLG offers no instances of the combination mpog fadpo in other Greek literature.

*° Battisti (1997), 57. Cf. also Goudriaan (1989), 218: “(ijhog is een zielsactiviteit gericht op [= mpog, M.S.]
bewondering van datgene wat edel lijkt’.

* Admittedly, in this interpretation, we would expect kivodoa rather than kwvovpévn.

" More on {ilooic as a fairly rare derivative of (ijhoc in section 5.4.
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which are apparenty closely intertwined, as ‘an additional way’ (dAAn tig [...] 066¢) leading

to ‘the sublime’ (10 Dyo¢):

"Evdeivotar 8 fuiv ovtoc dvnp, & Povroipeda pm kotolyopsiv, Mg koi GAAN T
apd. TO gipnuéva 000¢ €ml Ta VYA teivet. [lola ¢ kai tic avtn; Tov Eunpocdev

LEYOL®V GUYYPOPEMV Kol TomMTdV pipnois te Kol Q’]Kcocng.48

Here is an author [i.e. Plato, M.S.] who shows us, if we choose not to ignore it, that
there is another road, besides those we have mentioned, which leads to sublimity.
What and what manner of road is this? Imitation and emulation of the great prose
writers and poets of the past.

The impact of the sublime is described in terms of mental rapture, ecstasy, enchantment and
wonder.” For Longinus, ‘wonder’ (fodua) is one of the most important notions suited to
describe what the sublime can accomplish.* Since pipnoic and {(Riwoig are, in his opinion, a
way towards sublimity, these notions can also be regarded as leading to 6adpo. Thus, both
Dionysius and Longinus seem to apply the terminology of sublimity and wonder to measure
the scope and direction of imitation.”* There are, however, important differences between
them.

Whereas Longinus presents both piuncig and {nlwotig as an upward movement of the

soul towards the model, piunoiwg and CiAog are clearly distinguished by Dionysius. In

*8 Longin. Subl.13.2. This passage is also discussed insection5.4.

* These sensations can be experienced both by the author (at the moment of composition) and the audience (at
the moment of reading). For the inspired author, see e.g. Longin. Subl. 16.2: GALN’ émeldn kabdmep Eunvevcbeig
€€aipwvng 11O B=oD (‘but when in a sudden moment of inspiration, as if possessed by the divine’). On the ecstatic
audience, see e.g. Longin. Subl. 1.4: o0 yap gig melbmd To0¢ drkpompévong AN gic Ekotaoty &yt T Vepeud (“for
the effect of genius is not to persuade the audience but to transport them out of themselves’). On the inspired
author in Longinus, see further De Jonge (2012), 279-280; on the ecstatic audience, see ibid., 280-281.

*% The word Oadpo (with all (verbal and adjectival) derivatives) frequently turns up in Longinus. See e.g. Longin.
Subl. 14: 00 yap eig el T0VGg AKPomUEVOVS AL glc EkoTaoLy dyel Td Dmep@Ld: TavTn 8¢ Y€ oLV EknAnEel ToD
mBovod kal tod Tpog xaptv del kpatel 0 Oovpdotov (‘for the effect of genius is not to persuade the audience but
rather to transport them out of themselves. The combination of wonder and amazement always prevails over
what is merely convincing and pleasing’); Subl. 30.1: 67 pev tolvov 1) TOV Kuplov Koi PeyOAOTPET®EY OVOUATOV
gxhoyn Bavpootdg dyel kol katoknAel Tovg akovovtog (‘how the choice of right and fine words leaves the
audience in a state of wonder and enchants them”).

>! For the connections between the terminology of the sublime in Dionysius and Longinus, see De Jonge (2012).
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Dionysius’ thinking, {fjAog involves an upward movement, while we are allowed to infer that
uiunotc represents a countermovement from model to imitator.> After all, Dionysius applies
the language of ‘movement towards wonder at what seems to be beautiful” only in the case of
{firog; in the case of piunoi, the model has come down to us, and is kneaded within and by
our own hands.>

Moreover, Dionysius presents {fjhog as an inner force which is moved itself, whereas
Longinus states that pipunoig and {MAwoig form a route along which we — authors and
audience — can move upwards to sublimity. Thus, to Dionysius, (ijlog is something very
personal, something deeply anchored in the soul. Longinus, on the other hand, adopts a more
dualistic view regarding {nimoig and our soul, since he images pipnoiw and {RAmoig as
features of methodological nature.>

Notwithstanding the phraseological oddities and uncertainties of the fragment of
Dionysius’ On Imitation preserved by Syrianus, we can infer some important aspects of
pipnotg and Cijhog in Dionysius’ thinking. He evidently distinguishes between the two terms.
He conceives of piuncig as an activity of merely technical reproduction. The orator is
supposed to ‘mould’ (éxudrtecton) his object (the verb being highly suggestive of the kinship
between visual and literary arts) — i.e. to reshape the literary ‘model’ (10 mapdderyua) and
make it fit for new literary conditions.* This activity of ‘moulding the model” is to be carried
out on the basis of ‘theoretical rules’ (feopfipara).”

To Dionysius, the concept of emulation, (fjlog, goes far beyond the faithful moulding
of a model. It depends on ‘an activity of the soul, of being moved towards wonder at what
seems to be beautiful’. The language of motion and appearance used by Dionysius to
designate CijAog is quite remarkable. Whereas piunoig pertains to the reproductive kneading of
the language material on the basis of prescriptions, (fjAoc on the other hand covers the

dynamic process of the rapture of the soul caused by what ‘seems to be beautiful’, not by

52 Cf. Goudriaan (1989), 220; 227.

5% For the movement from model to imitator, cf. e.g. Dion. Hal. Imiz. 1.2-3, where the idea of mental influence
from original literature into the imitator’s soul is expressed. For the metaphor of the stream, see section 1.3, n.
31.

> The image of the soul also plays an important role in the conceptualisations of the process of imitation by
Aelius Theon (section5.2) and Seneca (section 5.3).

> On the use of e.g. sculptural metaphors in the works of Dionysius, see Lockwood (1937), who offers a useful
list of different kinds of metaphorical expressions. Cf. De Jonge (2008), 186 ff. for a discussion of architectural
metaphors.

%8 For the sculptural language used to describe the process of imitation, see also section 5.2 on Aelius Theon.
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‘what is beautiful’. Judging from the entire text corpus of Dionysius, this connection between

Cijhog and ‘beauty’ (o kal6v) is an evident one.>’

2.2.2 NATURAL AND ARTIFICIAL MIMHZIZ

For Dionysius’ ideas on imitation, we can also turn to a passage in his essay On Dinarchus, in

which the distinction is not between piunoig and {fjAoc, but between natural and artificial

piunoig:

Q¢ 8¢ xkaBOAov &inelv, 300 TPOTOVS THG d1POPAS THG TPOS TA Apyoic LIUNCEDS EVPOL
g dv- GV O pEV @uokdg Té 0Tt Koi 8k MOAAMG KotnyNoewg kol cuvtpogiog
LapPovopevog, d 8& tovTm Tposeyng 8k TdV Thig Téyvng mopayyeludtmv. Ilepi pév odv
0D Tpotépov, Tl dv TS Kol Aéyot; Ilepi 8€ ToD devtépov, TovuTi Gv YOt T1G Eimev dtt
TAGL PEV TOTG APYETOHTOIS ATOPLNG TIS EMITPEYEL X APLS Kol dpa, TOIG O’ Amd TovTOV
KOTEOKEVOOUEVOLG, KOV €m°  dkpov punceng &EM0wol, mpodceotiv Tt Opmg

70 EMTETNdELEVOV KOl 0VK &K PUGEDS VTaPYOV.>

Generally speaking, two different forms of imitation can be found with regard to
ancient models: one is natural, and is acquired by rehearsal and familiarity; the other is
related to it, but is acquired by following the precepts of art. About the first, what
more is there to say? And about the second, what is there to be said except that a
certain spontaneous charm and freshness emanates from all the original models,
whereas in the artificial copies, even if they attain the height of imitative skill, there is

present nevertheless a certain element of contrivance and unnaturalness also?

In On Dinarchus, Dionysius applies the notion of piuncic as a criterion for establishing the
authenticity of literature.® He discusses two different forms of pipnotc in order to explain the
failure of the orator Dinarchus, who ‘is neither uniform in all his speeches nor the inventor of

an individual style by which one can recognize him with accuracy’ (otte duotog év dnaciv

°" See e.g. Dion. Hal. Thuc.48.2; Ant. Rom. 2.18.2;8.30.5 (Ant. Rom. = ed. Jacoby 1885-1905).

*® Dion. Hal. Din.7.5-7.

%% Untersteiner (1971) devoted a study to this. Cf. also the thorough discussion of the function of piymoic in On
Dinarchus by Goudriaan (1989), 230-240. On the opposition between natural and artificial imitation in Din. 7,
see esp. Goudriaan (1989), 236-239. For the connection between Din. 7 and Imit. fr. 11 U-R (= 1 Aujac = 1
Battisti), see section 3.3.1.

32



gotv 0BT’ 1diov TVOC edpeTiic, dU0D Yvdoetal tic avtov dxpPdc).® The passage has also
been discussed by Wiater, who points out that Dionysius’ ‘unmistakable criterion by which to
distinguish his [i.e. Dinarchus’, M.S.] speeches from those of the original classical orators’ is
his lack of stylistic ‘uniformity’ (opoeidein). It is this uniformity which Dionysius presents as
‘the most effective means of recognition’ (peyiotn yvdoig) of the speeches of the orators
whom Dinarchus imitates.®

The criterion of ‘uniformity’ (opogidewn) is two-sided. On the one hand, it concerns
homogeneity within and individuality of a style, which evidently results from a balanced,
imitative blending of a wide variety of models ina new, organic textual unity, and will not be
achieved by the orator who, like Dinarchus, ‘in some places [...] shows a close resemblance
to Lysias, in others to Hyperides, and in others to Demosthenes’ (xoi toig Avciov
nopamhiclog ot Smov yiveron kai Toig Yrepeidov kol Toic Anposdivoug Adyoig).

On the other hand, the notion of opocideia expresses the idea of piunoig which aims at
uniformity with classical models — that means, at composing a speech which is classical
instead of appearing s0.% This aspect of the criterion of oposidewa in relation to models
explicitly comes to the fore when Dionysius observes that Dinarchus unfortunately ‘displays
many examples of imitation and of difference from the original models of the speeches
themselves’ (moAD yap éueaivel LUNGES T€ KOl aVTOV ®G TPOG TO TAOV AOYWV ApYETLTOV
Swpopav).® The idea of uniformity with classical models is also crucial in the passage on

natural and artificial pipnowc quoted above.®

% Dijon. Hal. Din. 6.5.

% Wiater (2011), 88. See Dion. Hal. Din. 6.2. Wiater rightly observes that this lack of stylistic uniformity is
connected with the hybrid life of Dinarchus, who ‘lived in both classical and non-classical times, began as a
classical and ended as a non-classical orator, [...] first supported democracy and then oligarchy’ (ibid., 87).

%2 Dion. Hal. Din. 5.2. In Din. 1.1, Dionysius explains that he did not discuss Dinarchus in his writings on the
ancient orators ‘because he was neither the inventor of an individual style, as were Lysias, Isocrates and Isaeus,
nor the perfecter of styles which others had invented, as | judge Demosthenes, Aeschines and Hyperides to have
been’ (S0 TO pnte dpetnv idlov yeyovévar YopoKTipog OV dvdpa, domep Tov Avciov kol Tov Tookpdtny Kai
tov Todiov, uite t@v evpnuévev £Tépolg TeElwTv, Gomep OV AnuocBévn kol v Aloyivn kai <tov>
Y epeionv fpueig kpivopev).

%% Cf. Wiater (2011), 89: [...] Dinarchus’ attempt to look classical, instead of being classical, betrays him as an
epigone, an imitator. Dinarchus’ heterogeneous life-and-style thus demonstrates ex negafivo how historical
continuity is to be achieved through homogeneity of style (opogideia)’.

* Dion. Hal. Din.6.5.

% The concept of pipmotg is also connected with the notion of uniformity in a passage from the tenth chapter of
Ars Rhet., which is an anthology of different rhetorical texts, probably dating from the early second century AD
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Judging from Dionysius’ words, the original models, which have ‘a spontaneous
charm and freshness’ (avtoeuig Tic [...] xapic xai dGpa), can be imitated in two different
ways: naturally and artificially. It is important to note that Dionysius hastens to define
artificial imitation as ‘bordering’ (mpoceync) upon natural imitation. Apparently, the two
kinds of imitation are affiliated. Unlike natural imitation, however, artificial imitation is based
on the precepts of art and therefore always gives the impression of contrivance and
unnaturalness. In deviating from the original models, it is deprived from spontaneity and
charm.

We may understand ‘artificial imitation’ in this context as one aspect of what
Dionysius defines as piunotig, i.e. the artificial ‘moulding of the example’. | suggest that
artificial imitation is certainly not a deprecatory form of piunoig, as Untersteiner posits, but

one of its essential aspects, which needs to be supplemented by something adjacent: natural

and falsely attributed to Dionysius. On the date and authorship of the chapters 8-11, see Heath (2003), 81, who
argues that ‘the Art of Rhetoric attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus is not by Dionysius and is not an art of
rhetoric. It is a disparate assemblage of essays on a variety of rhetorical themes rather than a systematic treatise,
and it contains the work of more than one rhetorician’. The passage in question (10.19.3-10) contains a definition
of what Dionysius thinks pipmoic is and is not, and interestingly also mentions the concept of {fjoc: €t 8¢ kai
TV modondmTa pn &v i) 0écer tdv PuPAimy vopilmuev givar, AL v T yprioet Thc OpodTnTog. Miunoig yap ov
¥PNolg 0Tt TV davonudtv, AL’ 1 opoia Tdv moioadv Evigyvog petayeiptolg. Kal pipeitor ov Anpocshévny
ovy 0 10 <AnuocBévoug Aéywv AL’ 6> AnpocBevikdg, kol tov [TAdtwva opoing kol tov ‘Ounpov. Kai oo
pipmoic ®de Eyer téevng (Rhog éxpdttov dvBvunudtov opowmro (‘moreover, we think that old age too is not
in the disposition of books, but in the use of likeness. For pipmoig is not the use of thoughts, but a skillful
practice similar to that of the ancients. And not he who expresses what is from Demosthenes imitates
Demosthenes, but he who expresses himself in a Demosthenic way, and [neither does he imitate] Plato and
Homer [who expresses what is from Plato and Homer]. And all imitation is as follows: it is the emulation of
technical skill, which expresses a likeness of thoughts®). On this passage, see also Heath (2003), 97. Although
the attribution of the Ars Rhet. to Dionysius is evidently spurious, in this passage we can recognize two
important parallels with Dionysius’ definition of piunoiwg (Imit. fr. Il U-R = 2 Aujac = 2 Battisti) and his
description of natural imitation (Dion. Hal. Din.7.5-7). In the first place, pipnoig is connected with artistic skill
and the activity of ‘moulding’, as is true for Dionysius’ definition of pipnowg. Secondly, pipnoig goes hand in
hand with the idea of creating ‘likeness’ (0po16cG) to the model, which is e.g. evident from the passage in Dion.
Hal. Din. 7, but also from other passages in the works of Dionysius (see e.g. section 3.4). In some aspects,
however, the quote from the Ars Rhet. differs from what can be considered Dionysius’ genuine thoughts (frs. and
epitome of Imit.). For instance, the remarkable definition of piunocig as an ‘emulation of technical skill” (téyvng
{fidog) is inconsistent with Dionysius” overt distinction between pipnoig and Cijdog; instead, it seems to conflate
both notions to describe the complex of imitation and emulation together.
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niunoc.® In this passage, we are left in the dark as to what this natural kind of imitation is
about — Dionysius refuses to define it, obviously convinced of its meaning being evident to
all.”’

Although we may be inclined to read Dionysius’ description of the original models,
which have ‘a spontaneous charm and freshness’ (avtogung tig [...] xépig kai dpa), as an
indirect characterisation of natural imitation also, this does not follow from Dionysius’ words.
In the first place, it would be inconsistent for Dionysius to define natural imitation in a veiled
manner after having suggested that it does not require further explanation.

Secondly, when we assume that Dionysius’ description of original models also applies
to the natural kind of imitation, the implication would be that natural imitation is preferred
above or hierarchically superior to artificial imitation, which, as we have seen, possesses
‘contrivance and unnaturalness’ (t0 émtetndevpévov Kol ovK €k pOoemg). However, since
both kinds of piunoig are presented as ‘contiguous’ (mpoogyng), Dionysius rather suggests
they are on the same level, and go hand in hand.

So far, we have seen that when Dionysius reflects on the concept of imitation in a
systematical way, he divides it into two indispensable and complementary stages: piuncig and
Cfidog. Within this general division, piunoic can be further subdivided into two closely related
imitative forms: natural and artificial pipunoiwc. The following sections focus on how the terms
pipnotg and Cijhog are used in the huge corpus of Dionysius’ critical and rhetorical works, and

show that in its actual application, Dionysius’ mimetic theory is less clear cut.

% Untersteiner (1971), 651.

7| have thought of considering natural imitation an equivalent of {ihog. However, the only clear parallel
between Dionysius’ concepts of (fjlog and natural imitation is that an ‘activity of the soul’ (évépyeio yoyfg) can
be regarded as ‘natural’. It is difficult to observe more parallels, unless we accept a passage from Longinus’
treatise On the Sublime as an intermediate step. In language which reminds us of Dionysius’ description of
original models which emanate charm and freshness, Longinus argues that emulators (oi {nAoUvteg) share in the
flow of inspiration which emanates from the natural genius of models (Sub!. 13.2): oVtmg dnd Tiig TdV apyoimv
ueyoropuiag &g g T@V Aovviay éketvoug Yuydc dg &md iepdv ctopiav dmdppotad Tves eépovat, VO’ @V
gnurvedpevol Kol oi pun AMav gotpactikol t@ £tépmv cuvevbovsidot peyébet (so, too, from the natural genius of
those old writers there flows into the hearts of their admirers as it were an emanation from those holy mouths.
Inspired by this, even those who are not easily moved to prophecy share the enthusiasm of these others’
grandeur’). From this Longinean passage, which presents Cijhoc in terms of ‘nobleness of nature’ (peyoroguia),
movement (cf. pépovrar) and inspiration (cf. émmvedpevor, potfacticoi, cuvevBovoldot), it is only a small step
to Dionysius’ definition of ijhog, in which the soul of the imitator is said to ‘be moved’ (kiwvovpévn) by the
apparent beauty of literary models. Thus, only by inference, Dionysius’ understanding of ‘natural imitation’ can
be vaguely linked with his conception of {fjog. This is, | think, too weak an argument to see a connection.
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2.2.3 MIMHZIZ AND ZHAOX AS CLOSELY RELATED CONCEPTS

In Dionysius’ treatises, pipunoig and (fjlog can appear in close conjunction. Sometimes there is
no (clear) difference in meaning between the two notions.® In these cases, we may be
inclined to regard the terms as manifestations of variatio or even synonymy. However, other
passages contextualise piunoig and Cijioc more clearly, and allow us to infer that the terms —
although closely intertwined — cover different aspects of the process of imitation. This section
argues that piunoig is often used as a descriptive term denoting (the result of) imitative
creation; {fjAog, in turn, is more evaluative, and as such relates to the imitative process of
aspiring engagement with and mental perception and interpretation of models.

An example from On Thucydides shows that a distinctive value of piunciwc and {ijkog
Is not easily recognizable for modern readers. Reading peicBor Aéyovteg and {niodv
Aéyovteg in quite similar sentences, we may even suppose variatio. What is clear, is that two
groups of people are opposed (cf. ot uév [...] ot &¢): those who claim to imitate Plato, and
those who claim to emulate Thucydides. Their imitative efforts are in vain, and result in

undesirable stylistic contortions of the original:

Koi ot pév IMidrova pipeicBon Aéyovteg koi T pev apyoiov Kol DYMAOV Kol ebyapt Kol
KAAOV 00 duvapevol AaPelv, 610vpapPaon 6& dvopata kol PopTIKd EIGPEPOVTEG KAT
00T’ €Ayyovian Ppadimg. Oi 8¢ Bovkvdidny {nhodv Aéyovteg kol TO pEV eDTOVOV Kad
oTepedV Kol OOV Kol T TOVUTOlg Ouown yoAem®dg EkAapuPdavovieg, TOLG O

GOAOIKOPAVEIC GYMUATIOHOVS Kai TO doopss Tpoyepidpevor [...].%

Again, those who claim to imitate Plato, and are unable to capture his pristine quality,
his sublimity, his grace and beauty, but who rather introduce inflated and vulgar
language, these are easily exposed on this count. Those who claim to be emulating
Thucydides, and find difficulty in assimilating his characteristic vigour, compactness

and intensity, resortinstead to ungrammatical constructions and to obscurity [...].

%8 Cf. Goudriaan (1989), 220, who argues: ‘Beide termen komen we steeds afwisselend tegen, meestal zonder

aantoonbaar verschil in betekenis [...]".
* Dion. Hal. Din.8.1.
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Also in two other passages, the terms piunoig and {ijAog are hardly distinguishable, and might

even give the impression of being used as synonyms:

‘Epoi pév on tadta Kol ta mapomiioto to0tolg d&a Aoy Te Kol HUNoE®MS €QAavn

[.]7"

This and narratives like it seemed to me admirable and worthy of emulation and

imitation [...].

Miav pgv on ooty dpetnv a&lov {MAov kol PIPMCEDS gupiokm mapd T® PNITOopt

[...]."2

This, then, is one quality [i.e. ‘purity of language’ (xabapdtng), M.S.] I find in our

orator [i.e. Lysias] which deserves emulation and imitation [...].

In these two passages, piunoig and {iihog seem to be used rather idiomatically: in both cases,
they appear in the same order and as complements of the same adjective a&wov (‘worthy’).
This may lead us to suppose that there is no intended difference in meaning between them.
However, the adjective a&ov can also be accompanied by (fjloc or piuncig alone, which
implies that Dionysius deliberately chooses to mention either both terms or one of them.”
Seeing also that absolute symmetry between two terms within the same semantic field is
unlikely, we do well to infer that in the passages from On Thucydides and On Lysias quoted
above, piunoic and Cijhog as complements of é&wov highlight different aspects of the same
process of imitation. From these passages, however, we do not get a clue as to what exactly
these aspects are understood to be.

An examination of some other passages confirms that when piunoiwc and {fjAog are
mentioned in one breath, they relate to different components of the general process of
imitation. Here, it emerges what these components are like. Let us first consider the use of
piumotg and Cijhog in the moral attached to the narrative on the ugly farmer at the beginning of

the epitome of On Imitation:

"% E.g. McAdon (2018), 24 points to the synonymous relationship between the two terms in Dionysius.

! Dion. Hal. Thuc. 27.1.

"2 Dion. Hal. Lys. 2.3.

"% For the adjective G&wv followed by Cijrog alone, see Dion. Hal. Lys. 4.3; Thuc. 48.2; Imit. 3.9. Cf. also Cijhoc
followed by émitideiov in Comp. 26.7. For the adjective a&wov followed by pipunoig alone: see Dion. Hal. Thuc.
8.3.
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Obto kol Adyov pnost opodtng tiktetal, €nav (NAmon T 10 mop’ EKACT® TOV

mohaudv Bértiov eivon dokodv [...]."

In this way, in literature also, likeness is born through imitation, whenever someone

emulates what seems to be better in each of the ancients [...].

Here, Dionysius easily switches from the noun puunoet to the verb inldon, without explicitly
suggesting any shift in meaning. However, we should note that piunocig is presented as a
creative activity which is said to bring forth (cf. tiktew) something (i.e. ‘likeness’ (Opo16tNG)
to models), whereas (fjlog relates to what is perceived to be excellent.” Thus, ijhog is
connected to inner reflection and interpretation, and has to do with an ‘activity of the soul’
(cf. Dionysius’ definition of (fjAoc).

Also the description of Homer’s qualities in On Imitation is typical of the flexible and

distinctive use of piunoic and {ijlog within the space of one sentence:

Thg pé&v obv Ounpiciig tomceng o piov Tvel Tod cOPATOg Hoipay, GAL EKTOTmGOL
10 ovumav, kol AdPe (flov OGOV te TV €kel kol mabdv kol peyébovg, kol Thg
oikovouiog kol TAV GAl®V dpet®v amac®dv €lg aAnOfn v mapd ool piunocw

MAaypévov.’

Of the poetry of Homer, do not express one aspect of the corpus, but the whole, and
emulate the representation of character there, and the emotions, grandeur, and the
disposition and all other qualities, provided that they are modified for a true and

personal imitation.

In this passage, Homer is presented as an author whose qualities should be emulated (cf. Aafe
{fidov) and altered for a ‘true and personal imitation’ (&i¢ aAnOT v mapd ool piunow). What
is clear, is that the term piunoig here pertains not so much to the process as to the actual result
of imitating, which should express the essence of the model in a faithful and original way.
The preposition &ig, which signifies purpose, invites this interpretation of piunotig, as well as
the resultative perfect participle nAAayuévwv. By contrast, the words Adpe Cfilov indicate the

incentive to pursue the emulation of specific virtues of style, or, to put it differently, refer to

" Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.3.
"> Note, however, that pipmotg appears in a passive construction:; it is not explicitly marked as agens.
’® Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.1.

38



mimetic aspiration. This use of {fjAog to express aspiration and endeavour is compatible with
Dionysius’ definition of (fjAoc as a principle of ‘activity of the soul, of being moved’.
That piunoic and Cijdog cover different aspects of imitation can also be deduced from a

passage in Dionysius’ treatise On Thucydides:

Tadto o1 1d Oovkvdidov (nAwtd &pyo, Kol Amd TOVT®V TO MUHUOTO TOIG

ioToproypagodoty vrotidepon Aappavew.”’

These are the speeches of Thucydides which can be emulated, and it is from these that

I suggest writers of history should derive their imitations.

The adjective {nAwtdé and the noun pympazo refer to different subjects: (nlwta is connected
with the exemplary ‘speeches of Thucydides’ (ta ®@ovkvdidov £pya); pynuara indicates the
imitations derived from these speeches. Thus, in this passage, (fjAog implies the aspiring
engagement and rivalry with the discussed speeches of Thucydides, whereas pipumua adverts
to the result of inductive (cf. amnd Tobt®V) appropriation (cf. Aappavew) — that is, we could
say, to a ‘moulding of the model’ (cf. Dionysius’ definition of piunoig) in order to make it fit
one’s own literary purposes.

In another passage, piunocig and Cijlog are less easy to interpret:

[...] Towtog pipeicon Tog Katackevdg &v aig fi te PpaydTng Kai 1 dewdTng Kai 1 ioyde
Kol O TOVOG Kol 1] peyoahompéneta Kol ol cuyyevelg tavtalg dpetol Taow avOpdnols gici
eavepol: TOG 0 OIVIYHOTAOOES KOl OVCKOTOLOONTOVG Kol YPOUUOTIKGY EENYNcEmV
deopévag Kol ToAD TO PePoacavicpévov Kol TO GOAOIKOPAVES £V TOIC GYTNULATICUOIG
grovoac punte Bovpaley unte ppeicbot. “Tva 6 cuvelav einm, dpueotepo pev €n’ iong
Mota eival, T Te pn capdg sipnuéve VIO Tod  ovYYpoQEmS Kol TO

TpoceNPOTa oDV Taig GANAIC GpeTOig TV cagrvelay, 0Ok £xet Adyov.’™

They should imitate those specimens of his composition in which his brevity,
rhetorical power, force, intensity, impressiveness and other related virtues are plain for
all men to see; while those which are allusive and difficult to follow, and require a
commentary, and those which are full of tortured and apparently ungrammatical

constructions deserve neither to be admired nor imitated. To sum up, it does not make

" Dion. Hal. Thuc. 42.5.
"8 Dion. Hal. Thuc.55.2-3.
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sense for us that the passages in Thucydides which lack clarity and those which

possess clarity in addition to his other virtues should be equally emulated [...].

Dionysius advises ‘those who practice political oratory’ (toig dokobol TOUG TOAITIKOVG
Adyoug) only to ‘imitate’ (nipeioBot) those virtues which are evidently worthy of imitation,
and not to ‘admire’ (Gowpdlew) and ‘imitate’ (ppeicbar) what should be regarded as a
literary perversity. Apparently, when it comes to the selective act of students imitating
specific literary virtues, piunoig is the most obvious and current term.

When Dionysius summarises his words (cf. cuvelwv €inw) in a general rule (cf. odk
&yel Moyov), it is not so evident how we should understand his shift from pupeic6at to ‘what
should be emulated’ ({nAmta givar), unless we recognize that the verb fovpalet is connected
with the notion of {fjloc, and probably prepares for it. Considering Dionysius’ definition (fr.
Il U-R) of {ijkog as ‘an activity of the soul, of being moved towards wonder’ (&vépyeia
yoyfc mpog Badpa [...] kwvoouévn), we are allowed to infer that in this passage from On
Thucydides, Cijhog is connotated with ‘admiration’, and implies a rather subjective
engagement with models.

From the examples discussed above, we may conclude that when the notions of
piunows and Cijlog appear within the same passage, we should always be aware of their
difference in meaning. Although the specific, distinctive meaning of both terms cannot be
determined in some passages, others clearly show that piunoig and Cijhoc cover different, but
closely related aspects of the complex of imitation: whereas piuncig is a more descriptive
term which often adverts to (the result of) imitative creation, {ijAog is more evaluative, and
often designates the aspiring engagement with and mental perception and interpretation of

models. Let us now consider how Dionysius uses piunoic and (ijlog as separated concepts.

2.2.4 MIMHZIZ

The term piunoig is clearly the most current term of the two. When used on its own, piunoig
refers to the complex of imitation (i.e. piunow and Cijlog together), but highlights the
technical aspect of it — the “moulding of the model’. In Dionysius’ works, piunotg, like {ijiog,
is preponderantly used in an intertextual sense, referring to the imitator’s adaptation of styles,
aspects of styles or subjects derived from a wide variety of models. In most cases, (fjlog is
limited to this intertextual kind of imitation. However, piuncig embraces more. It can also
apply to the imitative relationship between form and content of one and the same text (for
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example, rough vowels used to describe a rough event), or to the faithful, linguistic
representation of various natural, real life-phenomena (for example, events, human character
traits, or what is understood to be the uncontrived language spoken by ordinary people). ™
Like {fjAog, the term can even, in a moral sense, pertain to the imitation not of an author’s
style, but of his way of life.

When piunoig is used to describe the expression of (aspects of) reality in art, the
notion appears in its original, Platonic sense, which is not so prominent in Dionysius’
rhetorical works. In this section, the focus is on the connotations of the intertextual kind of
piunotg. There are, broadly speaking, two aspects that are intrinsically connected with the
concept of piunoiwg: 1) artful creation of uniformity between model and imitator and 2)
substantial inequality of the relationship between model and imitator.

As we have seen in section 2.2.2 discussing a passage from On Dinarchus, every
product of imitation should meet the primary criterion of ‘uniformity’ (opoeidei). This
connection between piuncig and ‘uniformity’ is not incidental, nor limited to the works of
Dionysius. In fact, Dionysius seems to be indebted to Aristotle, who argues that the pleasure

of beholding art is caused by the mental process of ‘comparison’ (cvAloyiopnog) of model to

" For pipnotg denoting the imitative relationship between form and content, see e.g. Dion. Hal. Comp. 20.14-15,
in which Homer’s artful description of the torments of Sisyphus is discussed: 10 0& petal @V dvoudtov Yoy
Kol 1 TV TpoyLVOVIOV Ypoupdtev topddeotg to Siesippoto Thg Evepyeiog kal t tod poybov péyeboc |[...]
kai 611 tadta oV euoedg éoty avtopatilovong Epya GAAL TEXVNG pymoacal o yivopeva metpouévig (‘the
drawing-in of breath between the words and the juxtaposition of rough letters indicate the pauses in his [i.e.
Sisyphus’, M.S.] efforts and the hugeness of his labour [...]. And these effects are not the work of nature
improvising, but of art trying to represent events’). For pipnotg pertaining to the representation of reality, see e.g.
Dion. Hal. Is. 16.1, in which the artful representation of ‘nature and truth’ by Lysias is praised: 100 Avoiov pév
oV TIG AV VAGKY TS SYNGElS 0088V dv DroAdBot AéyecOon katd Téxvnv | movnpiav, GAL’ MC 1 eVCIC Ko 1
aM0eta épet, adtd TodTo Ayvodv 8Tl TG TéYVNG TO MpAcacOon TV @hotv avtiic péyiotov Epyov My (‘any
reader of Lysias’ narratives would suppose that no art or dishonesty had gone into their composition, but that
they are written in accordance with nature and truth. He would not know that this illusion is itself the product of
an art whose greatest achievement was to imitate nature’). For pipnoig pointing to the representation of character
traits and emotion, see e.g. Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.18: petd tavtnv cvvictarol Ty apetiy 1 tdv 10&V te kol maddv
pipnoig (‘after this quality [i.e. vividness, one of the qualities required in historiography, M.S.] comes the
imitation of traits of character and of emotions’). For pipmoig indicating the skillful representation of uncontrived
speech, see e.g. Dion. Hal. Comp. 1.13: momtikiic 1€ KataoKevTig TOV dmointov ékpupovpévng Adyov Kai 6podpa
&v 1] ppunoel katopbovong avtod <ti> 10 kpdrog (‘and in what consists the effectiveness of that poetical artistry

which closely imitates uncontrived speech and succeeds well in its purpose’).
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copy, and is not determined by the beauty or ugliness of what is represented.® In a rather
similar way, Plutarch establishes that the quality of art depends on the extent to which it
attains ‘likeness’ (6povtne) to the original &

Also in another passage (already discussed in the previous section), piuncig and
opoeidelo are associated terms. It says that ‘close adherence’ or ‘likeness’ (opotdtng) to the
original text is said to be born by piunoic (the birth metaphor is motivated by the preceding
narrative on the ugly farmer, whose wife gives birth to beautiful children after having

observed beautiful images):
[...] punoet 6potvTG ticteron. ¥

[...] likeness is born through imitation.

The concept of ‘likeness’ (Opowdtng) is also prominent in the opening lines of the treatise On

Imitation, though it is not explicitly associated with either piunoig or {ijkog:

H yap yoyn 10D avayvdokovtog Vo TG GLVEXODG TOPATNPNCENDS TV OULOLOTNTO TOD

yapaktiipog épéhketan [...].%5

For the soul of the reader attracts likeness of style by continuous study [...].

8 Arist. Rher. 1.11, 1371b4-10: énei 8¢ 1 pavOdvery te 3L kol 1 Bawpdlery, kai o 1016de dvéeyn M8a elvor
0loVv 16 T& WUOVHEVOY, HOTEP YPOPIKT) KOl GvOPLavTomotio Kol Tomtikt], Kol tdv O av €0 Hepunpuévoy 1, kv 1
pn MoL avtd TO pEUNUEVOV: 0V Yap €M TOVT® Yoipel, GAAYL GUAAOYIGHOG EoTtv OTL ToDTO €Kevo, Dote
pavOavew Tt ovpPaiver (‘and since learning and admiring are pleasant, all things connected with them must also
be pleasant; for instance, a work of imitation, such as painting, sculpture, poetry, and all that is well imitated,
even if the object of imitation is not pleasant; for it is not this that causes pleasure or the reverse, but the
inference that the imitation and the object imitated are identical, so that the result is that we learn something’) (tr.
Freese 1926). A scholion to a sentence within this passage from Aristotle’s Rhetoric contains a reference to
Dionysius. More on this in section 3.3.3.

8 Plut. Quomodo adul. 18a: yeypoppéviy oabdpav f mibnkov i Oepoitov mpdcwmov 186vtes M8OpeDA Kol
Oovpdlopev oy Mg KOAOV AAL Mg Opotov. Ovcig pev yap ov dhvatat Kadov yevéahot TO aioypov: 1| 8¢ piunotig,
Gv 1€ mepl eadlov Gv e TEPL XPNoTOV EpiknTon Thg GpodTNTOCG, émauveitor (‘when we see a lizard or an ape or
the face of Thersites in a picture, we are pleased with it and admire it, not as a beautiful thing, but as a likeness.
For by its essential nature the ugly cannot become beautiful; but the imitation, be it concerned with what is base
or with what is good, if only it attain to the likeness, is commended’) (tr. Babbitt 1927).

82 Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.3.

8 Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.2.
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A phrase like this, which is a statement on the act of imitation in general, contains elements
that belong to both piunoic and {fjAog, and hence testifies to the intertwinedness of these
concepts. The notion of likeness is, as we have seen, associated with piunoci, but the
language of mental activity reminds us of Dionysius’ definition of {ijkoc.®* However, unlike
this definition, which presents the soul as ‘being moved’, the soul is active here: it ‘attracts’
(épérketon) likeness to the model of the past, and it even absorbs it (cf. petoyerevon, 1.3).
Through this enclosure of the stylistic ‘character’ (yopoxtp) of the model within the soul of
the imitator, literature of the past can be reincarnated in the present in an original way.

The alternate and flexible use of the language of activeness and passiveness is
distinctive for and essential to Dionysius’ understanding of the complex of imitation and
emulation.® This complex basically comprises an organic unity of opposites: conscientious
study and absorption of models versus innate talent; an active ‘moulding of the model’ and a
passive rapture of the soul. As we have already seen, it is the notion of piunoig (as opposed to
its partner {fjAoc) which is associated with the active and creative part of the complex of
imitation, and which brings forth uniformity by closely and faithfully following models.

However, another observation about piunoic should be made. An examination of all
occurrences of piunoig in the rhetorical works of Dionysius teaches that the notion is most
suited to designate the vertical, inequal relationship between the great orators of the past and
those of the present, although in these cases, we also regularly find (ijioc.® The notion of
(fiog, on the other hand, is more apt for contexts in which the horizontal imitative
relationship between the well-matched, great orators of the past themselves is at stake, though
here piunoig also occurs now and then.

The following examples should be sufficient to illustrate that the term piunocig
preponderantly denotes the vertical connection between models of the past and imitators of
the present. In a passage from On Lysias, Dionysius stimulates his readers to imitate Lysias to

enhance their skills in the narration of facts:

8 Cf. section2.2.1. More on this definition insection 3.3.1.
8 Whitmarsh (2013) pays attention to the language of activeness and passiveness in Dionysius’ mimetic theory,
as we have seeninsection2.2.1.

& For Dionysius’ ideas on {fjlog, see section 2.2.5.
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Mot e kol TovTOg LAAMGTO TODTO TOPEKELELGAUNY GOKEV TO HEPOG v TolG Avciov
TOPAdELYLOOT TOOLUEVOVS TOG Yopvaciog. Kpdtiota yap <av> drnodei&arto tadtmv

\ ) 4 ¢ 7 ~ N o r 87
v 10éav 6 paMota TodToV TOV BVOpOL LUNCAUEVOG,.

I should advice all students to practice this part of the speech [i.e. the narration of
facts, M.S.] above all in their training from Lysianic examples; for the one who

imitates this orator most closely will make the best showing in this kind of oratory.

Here, the term piunocig also highlights Dionysius’ insistence on mimetic technique. In the
same treatise, Lysias’ composition should be exemplary for a student in rhetoric, who should

become a pymmg:

Trv dAndstav odv Tig dmtndedov kol pvosnc pipmtng YivesOar Bovddpevog odk v
apoptévol tf Avciov cuvbBécel ypmdpevog Etépav yop ovK av  gbpol TOVTNG

dandesotépay.®

Therefore the student of realism and naturalism would not go wrong if he were to

follow Lysias in his composition, for he will find no model who is more true to life.

There are more passages in which piunoic is the proper term to designate the more distant
relationship between model of the past and imitator of the present. As we have seen in the
previous section, Dionysius, for instance, encourages students of political oratory to ‘imitate’
(upeicOar) some specific literary virtues of Thucydides in his treatise On Thucydides.® In On
Imitation, he argues that it is recommendable to ‘imitate’ (pweicOar) all poets other than
Homer as far as they exhibit stylistic excellence (2.1), and he enjoins his readers ‘also to
imitate Aristotle’ (mopoinmtéov 0& kai Apiototédnv eig piunow) for different stylistic
qualities (4.3). On Isocrates 4.4 contains an incentive to ‘imitate’ (uueicOar) the principles of
Isocrates, and in On Thucydides 25.2, Dionysius declares that the aim of writing this treatise
IS to assist those who want to ‘imitate’ (ppeicOar) Thucydides. Thus, piunoig tends to refer to
the efforts of students who would like to achieve the technical level of the classical Greek

literary masters.

¥ Dion. Hal. Lys. 18.5-6.
8 Dion. Hal. Lys. 8.7.
8 Dion. Hal. Thuc. 55.2.
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Only ina minority of cases is the term piunoig applied with respect to the rather equal,
imitative relationship between orators of the past. Demosthenes, for instance, is said to have
been imitating the enthymemes of Thucydides (Pomp. 3.20) and, in general, all best stylistic
aspects of his forerunners (Din. 6.4). Philistus is considered both an imitator and emulator of
Thucydides in some respects (/mit. 3.6), and Isocrates an imitator of Lysias (Lys. 2.2).
Probably the focus in these cases is on matters of technique.

An explanation for this remarkable distribution of piunoig may be that the term by
definition is confined to denote more distant, unequal imitative connections which are based
on the transfer of merely technical skill, whereas {ijAog is more flexible: it can imply both
(rather) equal literary combat and the strong mental aspiration that, in the end, will allow for

such an equal combat. Let us now take a closer look at Dionysius’ understanding of (fjlog.

2.2.5 ZHAOX

As we have seen, the meaning of {ijlog is sometimes difficult to distinguish from that of
piunotc. In section 2.2.3, | discussed the conjunct occurrence of piunoiwc and Cijhog in
different passages, and suggested that both terms highlight different aspects of the complex of
imitation and emulation. | tried to make plausible that {ijlog (as opposed to piunoci) is likely
to concern the aspiring engagement with and mental perception and interpretation of models,
which is aimed at (the obtainment of) wonder. In this section, we will see that when (fjlog is
used on its own, it refers to the complex of imitation (piunoig and {fioc together), but
highlights the mental aspect of it — i.e. aspiration and zealous competition. The following
connotations are often evoked by the notion of {ijlog: 1) (the zealous aspiration that possibly
leads to) equality of the relationship between model and imitator, 2) literary-critical jealousy
and 3) zeal for what should not be imitated.

In the previous section, | already touched upon the fact that the term (fjAog, unlike
piumotg, frequently turns up in passages concerning a competition between great literary
masters of the past who are more or less tied in skill. For instance, in Dionysius’ essay On
Demosthenes, we read that Aeschines, who is inferior to Demosthenes regarding the

composition of his works, still tried to emulate his long time rival Demosthenes:
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[epi 8¢ thg ovvléoemg TV dvoudtmv ovdev obte peilov <obt’ Elattov edpev
aiocyovnv> 1 kotayéAoto eépav. Kal ovyl 10016 o Oovpdalev <a&ov>, dAA’ 4Tt Kol

LOPTUPGV TOAAOYT] TV GPETHV T PATOPL KATAdNAOS ot Kai (nAdv.™

But regarding his composition Aeschines is unable to bring any charges, great or
small, or any that might expose Demosthenes to censure or to ridicule. Even this is not
altogether surprising; what is remarkable is that in many passages he plainly

acknowledges Demosthenes’ ability in this respect and tries to emulate him.

Here, {ihoc implies a specific, qualitative difference between model and imitator, which the
imitator, who himselfis ‘a man with a brilliant natural talent for speaking’ (&vnp Aopmpotdrn
evoeL Tepi Adyovug xpnoduevog, Dem. 35.3), should pertinaciously try to overcome. Moreover,
{iihog also bears a negative connotation here, as it hints at the notorious political and private
enmity between Demosthenes and Aeschines.®

In Dionysius’ treatise On Thucydides, the difference between model and imitator is not
so much qualitative as generic: the greatest of all orators, Demosthenes, is said to have been

an emulator not only of Thucydides, but of all who excelled in their own field: %

Pnropov 6& AnnocBévng povog, domep t@v ALV dcot péya Tt Kol Aapmpov EdoEav

TOLEWY &v AOY0Lg, oBtm Kol @ovkvdidov (it &yéveto Kottt moAd [...].%

% Dijon. Hal. Dem. 35.5 (additions by Aujac).

%! For the rivalry between Demosthenes and Aeschines, see e.g. Buckler (2000), 114-158.

%2 On Demosthenes’ eclectic emulation of all outstanding authors, cf. also Dion. Hal. Dem. 8.2: toiadtnv on
Katodofav v molMTikny AEEv 0 AnpocBéving ot Kekvnuévny molkiAmg, kol TNAKoUTolg €melceAfdv
avopacty £vog HEv ovbevog NElmoe yevésHor nhwtng olte yopakti|pog odte Avipog, NIEPYOLS TVOG GmavTog
oibdpevog etvan koi dteleic, &€ amdvtav & adtdv doa KkpaTiota Kal ypnotumtato v ékheyduevoc (‘thus political
oratory had gone through a variety of changes when Demosthenes came on the scene. He found himself
following in the footsteps of some illustrious men, but refused to make any single orator or any single style his
model, for he considered everyone to be imcomplete and imperfect. Instead he selected the best and most useful
elements from all of them’); Dem. 33.3: t00t0V 6& £vOG PV 0VOEVOC AmOo@NVAUEVOS 0DTE YOpOKTPOG 0BT’
avopog {nAmmyv yevésbot, €& andvimv 6& Ta KpATIoTo EKAEEAUEVOV KOWTV Kol @IAGVOpmmov Ty Epunveiay
KOTEGKELOKEVOL <KOi> Katd ToUTo pdAlota dapépe t@v dAlov (‘1 showed that he [i.e. Demosthenes, M.S.]
pretended to no single style and imitated no single orator, but by selecting the best qualities from all of them
developed a style with a universal appeal, which is what chiefly distinguishes him from all other writers”).

% Dion. Hal. Thuc. 53.1. Demosthenes also deviated from Thucydides: see Dion. Hal. Dem. 10.4.
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Demosthenes, alone among the orators, just as he emulated all who seemed to him to
have achieved greatness and distinction in their field, emulated Thucydides in many

ways [...].

More examples include some passages in the Letter to Pompeius, where we read that Plato
‘had been vying with the people in the circle of Gorgias’ ((nA®cog tovg mepi INopyiav, 2.2),
that Herodotus was an ‘emulator of Homer’ (Ounpov {niwtg, 3.11) and Xenophon an
‘emulator of Herodotus’ (‘Hpoddtov {nlmtrg, 4.1; cf. 4.2. and Imit. 3.4). In his treatise On
Isaeus, Dionysius presents Isaeus as ‘being an emulator of Lysias’ (Avciov [...] {nhotrv
6vta, 20.5).

Apparently, imitation within the classical Greek Period itself is characterised by {fjlog
rather than piunotig. In this respect, (ijlog implies a combat between geniuses who stand out in
different aspects of rhetoric or in different literary genres, and who are willing to recogni ze
and benefit from each other’s specific superiority. In the case of Demosthenes and Aeschines,
however, this combat is grim in nature.

Dionysius also applies the notion of (fjlog to designate the imitative relationship
between classical Greek models and imitators of the present. The epitome of On Imitation
provides many examples of recommended (fjloc within a didactic context.** It is noteworthy
that this kind of (fjloc does not apply to minor authors who can easily be emulated; instead,
those ‘emulatable’ are authors like Homer (2.1), Pindar (2.5), Isocrates (5.2), Lycurgus (5.3)
and Hyperides (5.6).

We can also infer from other treatises that Cijdog is certainly not confined to those
imitative situations in which model and imitator are contemporaneous and rather evenly
matched. Thus, in these cases, the notion of (fjloc does not indicate a battle between
compeers, but instead one between masters and students. That it is almost a foregone
conclusion who will win, is not important; what apparently counts, is that such an honourable
confrontation inspires the young men to measure up against the experienced literator. In this
sense, (fjlog has to do with mental aspiration rather than with serious combat and actual

emulation. This is how the following two passages could be explained:

% Cf. Cizek (1994), 19, who observes with respect to Dionysius’ interpretation of the notion of {fjdog: ‘Der
Ubergang von der Ubung zum selbstandigen Schaffen wird hier impliziert’.
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[...] 6 Tt & av (6uowv) @ KOTECKELAOUEV® Kol Eviéyvm, (HAOL Kol 6movdig

bl 4 r b4 95
gmunoglov Tuyxbvew olopo.

[...] only that [prose style, M.S.] which resembles the artistic and skilful kind I regard

as fit for serious emulation.
Tadta pév 81 Kol Té TopamAiote TovTolg kodd kai {ikov G fyodpon.®
These and similar passages | consider beautiful and worthy of emulation.

In the latter passage, there may well have been an important trigger for Dionysius to use the
term (fhog, for the examplary passages mentioned here are said to be ‘beautiful’ (xaAd).
There is a structural and close connection between (fjlog and beauty in Dionysius’ thinking —
to which also his definition of {ijAog testifies.

In addition to this use of {ijhog for equal as well as unequal imitative connections,
Dionysius often applies the term to refer to a perverse literary-critical attitude. He uses {fjlog
to designate the behaviour of those people who, for instance, criticise literary masters out of

jealousy:

[...] GAAG TOV BAA®V, 6G01C TOAD TO QlAaiTIOV EveaTv <gl T€ KaTO TOV (RHAOV> TAV
apyoimv ywopevov &l te kotd v Vmepoyiov T®V €l ThHg avthg NAkiog €1 te kat’

3 r ~ \ ) \ ~ 3 7. o 4 7
ApEoTEPa TODTA TO TGO Ko THig avBponivig Svta pvoeng.’

[...] but on account of all those others who take great delight in finding fault, whether
because they envy the writers of old or because they despise their own contemporaries,

or for both these reasons, which are common human failings.

In his Letter to Pompeius, Dionysius reproaches Plato for his ‘envious stance’ ({niotvmia)
towards Homer, just as Longinus compares Plato’s attitude towards Homer with the
overconfidence of a ‘young antagonist’ (dvtaywviotg véog) who duels with ‘someone whose

reputation has already been established’ (#81 tefovpacuévov):®

% Dion. Hal. Comp.26.7.

% Dion. Hal. Thuc. 48.2.

*" Dion. Hal. Thuc. 2.1.

% Longin. Subl. 13.4: kol 008" &v Enokpdoon pot dokel TNAKODTA TvoL TOIG THG PrAocopiog SOYHOoL Kol &g

TomTikaG VAoG ToAlayod cvvepufijval Kol epdoels, €l un meplt npoteiov viy Alo mavt Goud wpog ‘Ounpov,
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[...] 7v vép, fv év Tf] IIhGtovog @OGEL, MOAAIG GPETAS &o0oT, TO QIAOTILOV.
"EdnAwoe 0& tobTO pdhoto O thg mpog Ounpov mrotvmiog, OV €k Tig

7 ¢ B} ~ 3 ) 7 99
Kataokevalopévne OV’ anTod Toltelag ekPaiAet [...].

For there was indeed in Plato’s nature, for all its virtues, a measure of jealousy. He
showed this especially in his envious stance towards Homer, whom he expels from his

imaginary commonwealth [...].

The entire first chapter of the Letter to Pompeius deals with the contrast between fair,
respectful criticism and envious attacks. Apparently, the healthy mental aspiration which is
often referred to by the term {fjAog can also easily turn into its opposite, and induce craze,
envy as well as blunt and unfair judgements.

In some passages, (fjAoc does not evoke jealousy, but a silly appreciation for what
should evidently be avoided. In On the Ancient Orators, Dionysius’ criticism is aimed at
those people who have a ‘craze’ (Cfjhoc) for a silly rhetorical style (which, fortunately, will

not last long):

Kai odk dav Oovpdooyt, tniwkodmc petoforfic &v toute T@ Ppoyel xpovo
YEYEVNLEVTG, €1 UNKETL YOPNGEL TPOGOTEPM ULAG YEVENS O (A0S EKEIVOg TV AvonTV

AOYOV: TO Yap &k Tovtdg €ic EAdyiotov cuvayBEv Padiov & dAiyov undé etvar.'®

And since this great revolution has taken place in so short a time, | should not be
surprised if that craze for a silly style of oratory fails to survive another single
generation; for what has been reduced from omnipotence to insignificance can soon

easily be wiped out altogether.

The treatise On Demosthenes provides two other striking examples of wrongly oriented

{fidog. The first pillories Isocrates for having emulated the immature figures of Gorgias:

¢ avtayoviotng véog Tpog 11om tebavpocuévov (‘so many of these qualities would never have flourished among
Plato’s philosophic tenets, nor would he have entered so often into the subjects and language of poetry, had he
not striven, with heart and soul, to contest the prize with Homer, like a young antagonist with someone whose
reputation has already been established”).

% Dion. Hal. Pomp.1.13.

190 bion. Hal. Orat. Vert.3.3.
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Apoptaver 8¢ év oig dpailetal mote, Todg Topyiov veapodc oymuaticpods (nodoa

[...].*%"

And sometimes the style fails when it makes a display, trying to emulate the immature

figures of Gorgias.

The second contains a rhetorical question, in which {fjAog pertains to something that nobody

who is endowed with common sense would ever pursue:

[...] (tic yop &v yévorro mupdic kol mepiépyov (ijhog dvopasiac;) [...]. %

[...] for surely nobody would want to emulate a harsh and laboured vocabulary?

The fact that astute judgement is a conditio sine qua non for sound (ijhog, is also clear from a
passage from On Thucydides 55.3 (already discussed in section 2.2.3), which contains the
warning not to emulate Thucydides’ literary specimens indiscriminately.

Apparently, for Dionysius, {fjAog IS more prone to a negative connotation, or more apt
for negative contexts, than pipmoic.’® Let us now see how Quintilian conceives of the terms

imitatio and aemulatio.

2.3 QUINTILIAN’S USE OF MIMETIC TERMINOLOGY

Quintilian treats the subject of imitation systematically in Institutio 10.2 (See section 4.3), but
the entirety of this work is imbued with (often very brief) references to imitation. Especially
the reading lists of Greek and Latin literature, to be found in 10.1, testify to Quintilian’s belief
in the indispensability of literary models, and underscore the importance of imitation
(imitatio) and emulation (aemulatio) of these models. It is striking that Quintilian does not

allow for much ambiguity concerning the meaning of the concepts of imitatio and aemulatio:

'% Dion. Hal. Dem. 4.4.

'%2 Dion. Hal. Dem. 35.6.

193 Note, however, that in the preceding sentence the verb ‘imitate’ (ppcicbon) also applies to ‘compositional
specimens’ (xatookevai) which should be avoided. Thus, the notion of pipnmoig is also incidentally connected

with negative objects of imitation.
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in several passages he differentiates more clearly between them than Dionysius does between
uiunotc and Ciroc. ™

The present section is intended to shed light on Quintilian’s use of mimetic idiom, and
as such offers the preliminary terminological tools for the discussion in chapter 4, which is
devoted to Quintilian’s reading lists of Greek and Latin literature, and tries to explain how the
critical judgements he passes there — though highly indebted to Dionysius’ — reflect an
imitative approach and use of (classical Greek) literature which is strongly coloured by his
own rhetorical agenda. Quintilian’s understanding and use of the concepts of imitatio (2.3.1)

and aemulatio (2.3.2) will now be discussed successively.

2.3.1 IMITATIO

What does imitatio mean to Quintilian, what connotations does the term bear and in what
ways is it attested? In the Institutio, imitatio does not only cover the imitation of (the stylistic
characteristics of) one author by another; also the representation of reality or real life-
phenomena (for example, the cosmos, human character traits, behaviour, ways of speaking,
emotions) — either within or outside literature — can be the object of imitatio *® The focus of
this section is on imitatio in an intertextual sense.

Immediately after presenting his reading lists of Greek and Latin literature (10.1),
Quintilian opens the second chapter of book 10 by observing that imitation of the authors
recommended involves the movement of the soul towards ‘the model of all virtues’

(exemplum virtutum omnium):

19% Therefore, the structure of this section differs from the previous section dedicated to Dionysius’ ideas on
imitation.

195 Eor the literary imitation of reality, see e.g. Quint. 5.12.22: igitur et ille quem instituimus adulescens quam
maxime potest componat se ad imitationem veritatis (‘so let the young man whom we are educating prepare
himself, as far as he can, to imitate real life”). For imitation of the cosmic order by the lyre, see 1.10.12: mundum
ipsum ratione esse compositum, quam postea sit lyra imitata (‘that the world itself was constructed on the
principle which the lyre later imitated’). For imitation of emotions, see e.g. 6.2.26: nam et luctus et irae et
indignationis aliquando etiam ridicula fuerit imitatio (‘the mere imitation of grief or anger or indignation may in
fact sometimes be ridiculous’). Cf. also 11.3.61-62, 11.3.156. For the imitation of character and behaviour, see
e.g. 9.1.30: morum ac vitae imitatio (‘representation of character and life’). Cf. also 9.145; 9.2.58. For the
imitation of a way of speaking, see e.g. 11.3.165: mollior nonnumquam cum reprensione diversae partis imitatio

(‘a more effeminate manner may sometimes be right for the critical portrayal of an adversary’).
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Ex his ceterisque lectione dignis auctoribus et verborum sumenda copia est et varietas
figurarum et componendi ratio, tum ad exemplum virtutum omnium mens
derigenda.lo6

It is from these and other authors worth reading that our stock of words must be
drawn, as well as the variety of our figures, and our system of composition, and our

mind must be guided towards the model of all virtues.

Whereas Dionysius applies the language of mental movement to describe the stage of (fjlog,
Quintilian connects it with imitatio.X This, | think, is not a deliberate transposition; it is more
likely that Quintilian draws from a similar discourse of imitation. It is also possible that he, at
the beginning of the chapter, refers to a general concept of imitation and emulation together
by mentioning only the term imitatio. However, this would be quite exceptional, for
Quintilian tends to make a clear distinction between imitatio and aemulatio.

The following survey concentrates on Quintilian’s use of the notion of imitatio. It will
be argued that imitatio 1) designates the faithful, artificial repetition of a model’s features, and
2) often occurs in passages in which the substantial inequality of the relationship between
model and imitator — the latter often operating in a didactic context — is salient.

Imitatio, we learn, is an important component of technical skill, and comprises the

compliance (cf. the verb sequi) with fundamental rules:

Neque enim dubitari potest quin artis pars magna contineatur imitatione. [...] Sic
litterarum ductus, ut scribendi fiat usus, pueri secuntur, sic musici vocem docentium,
pictores opera priorum, rustici probatam experimento culturam in exemplum
intuentur, omnis denique disciplinae initia ad propositum sibi praescriptum formari

videmus *®

196 Quint. 10.2.1. Cf. Quint. 1.85, which is about the very start of reading literature (cf. lectio inciperet): et

sublimitate heroi carminis animus adsurgat et ex magnitudine rerum spiritum ducat et optimis inbuatur (‘and let
the mind be uplifted by the sublimity of the heroic poems, and inspired and filled with the highest principles by
the greatness of their theme”).

97 In 10.2.5, where Quintilian probably discusses and justifies aemulatio, the language of mental activity
returns: an illi rudes sola mentis natura ducti sunt in hoc, ut tam multa generarent: nos ad quaerendum non eo
ipso concitemur, quod certe scimus invenisse eos qui quaesierunt? (‘if those primitives were led by the sheer
nature of their spirit to create so many things, are we not to be stimulated in our search if only because we know
for sure that they who sought, found?’).

198 Qyint. 10.2.1-2.
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It cannot be doubted that a large part of art consists of imitation. [...] Children follow
the outlines of letters so as to become accustomed to writing; singers find their model
in their teacher’s voice, painters in the works of their predecessors, and farmers in
methods of cultivation which have been tested by experience. In a word, we see the
rudiments of every branch of learning shaped by standards prescribed for it.

Apparently, Quintilian uses the term imitatio to refer to an artificial approach of models,
which themselves give shape (cf. formare) to all kinds of results of imitative practice. He

categorises imitatio explicitly as ars:

Facultas orandi consummatur natura arte exercitatione, cui partem quartam adiciunt

. e e e . .. 109
qmdam imitationis, quanm nos arti subicimus.

The faculty of speech is brought to perfection by nature, art, and practice; some add a

fourth factor, imitation, but I include this under art.

Quintilian often applies the notion of imitatio with respect to didactic situations, arguing that
the life of young boys should be devoted to the imitation of the language of their nanny
(1.1.5), teacher (2.3.1, 2.4.12) and fellow pupils (1.2.29, 2.3.10). Thus, imitatio has to do with
the meticulous and artful repetition of all kinds of approved language in which children are
immersed. Its quintessential principle seems to be “uniformity’ or ‘likeness’ (similitudo) to the

model, which, however, proves to be infeasible:

Adde quod plerumque facilius est plus facere quam idem: tantam enim difficultatem
habet similitudo ut ne ipsa quidem natura in hoc ita evaluerit, ut non res quae

ca1ge . . . . .. . . 110
simillimae quaeque pares maxime videantur utique discrimine aliquo discernantur.

Furthermore, it is generally easier to improve on something than simply to repeat it.
Total similarity is so difficult to achieve that even nature has failed to prevent things
which seem to match and resemble each other most closely from being always

distinguishable in some respect.

By inference, where imitatio or ‘doing the same’ (idem facere) runs up against its limits,

aemulatio (cf. plus facere), which is considered easier, should take over.

199 Quint. 3.5.1.
110 Quint. 10.2.10.
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As Quintilian conceives of imitatio as an activity of artistic skill, so does Dionysius
conceive of uiunoic as an activity of ‘moulding the model’. Yet, there is a manifest difference
between their views. As | hope to have made clear, Dionysius’ idea of ‘moulding the model’
is far away from the mantra of ‘doing the same’ (idem facere) or ‘being formed’ (formari) by
the model; instead, it refers to giving expression to the model by using a personal and original
style. Hence, Dionysius’ conception of piunoig is less mechanical and, one could safely say,
more autarkic and positive than Quintilian’s understanding of imitatio, which merely involves
an instructive copying.™*

This being said, it may seem puzzling that the term imitatio in Quintilian can also
imply that the imitator attains not only the model’s technical level, but also his power in
speech. For example, when Quintilian reports that Calvus was an ‘imitator of the Attic
orators’ (imitator Atticorum, 10.1.115), and that Cicero ‘devoted himself to the imitation of
the Greeks’ (ad imitationem Graecorum contulisset, 10.1.108), it is obvious that their
imitation was not just built on artificial pillars, since both Calvus and Cicero are praised for
their stylistic force (vehementia) (10.1.110, 115). This force in speech is overtly separated by

Quintilian from the realm of imitatio:

[...] et cum iis felicissime cessit imitatio, verbis atque numeris sunt non multum

differentes, vim dicendi atque inventionis non adsecuntur [...].**

Even when their imitation is most successful, though they may not be very different
from the model in vocabulary or rhythm, they do not attain its power of speech or

invention [...].

It follows that force belongs to aemulatio. ™ Hence, when Quintilian refers to great authors as
‘imitators’, the idea of aemulatio resonates with the term imitatio.™

Another passage in Quintilian also shows us that force in speech cannot be the result
of imitatio. Discussing the need of making additions to what has been written before,

1 Note that Quintilian’s understanding of imitatio is very close to one of the two kinds of pipmoig discerned by
Dionysius: artificial pipnoic.

12 Qyint. 10.2.16.

13 pliny, however, links “force’ with imitatio. More onthis insection5.5.

Y% 11 the Institutio, there are more examples of great authors who are said to have been imitators. See e.g. 8.3.20
(Horace ‘imitated’ (imitatus est) an expression of Vergil); 8.6.72 (Cicero ‘imitated’ (imitatus) an expression of
Pindar).
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Quintilian argues that ‘all imitation is artificial’ (omnis imitatio ficta est), whereas the literary
models themselves have their own ‘nature and real force’ (natura et vera vis) (which, of

course, should also be characteristic of every new composition):

Namgque iis quae in exemplum adsumimus subest natura et vera vis, contra Omnis

imitatio ficta est et ad alienum propositum commodatur ™

[...] the models we choose have their own nature and real force, whereas all imitation

is artificial and adapted to another’s purpose.*®

This passage reminds us of the distinction that Dionysius makes between artificial and natural
imitation.™"" There is, however, a crucial difference. Whereas Dionysius regards artificial and
natural imitation as two subcategories or aspects of piunoig, Quintilian radically removes the
virtues of ‘nature and real force’ (natura et vera vis) from what can be counted among and
captured by imitatio. Hence, he suggests a connection between these virtues and the concept
of aemulatio, which in this passage is referred to by the verbs ‘add’ (adicere, 10.2.9),
‘compete’ (contendere, 10.2.9) and ‘improve’ (plus facere, 10.2.10).

Finally, that a forceful style can hardly be seen as the fruit of imitatio, is also
demonstrated by Quintilian’s claim that the second-rank historian Philistus was an ‘imitator of
Thucydides’ (imitator Thucydidi), but did not achieve his force — he was ‘much weaker’
(multo infirmior).*® When stylistic force by inference has to do with aemulatio, what else

belongs to the realm of aemulatio?

2.3.2 AEMULATIO

Let us start with the remarkable observation that the term aemulatio (and derivatives) is,
despite Quintilian’s insistence on competition, much less frequently attested than imitatio
throughout the whole Institutio: only 17 times (versus 97 times imitatio and derivatives). In
this section, it is posited that the intended audience of the work explains not only the relative

underrepresentation of the notion of aemulatio, but also the rather clear distinction between

15 Quint. 10.2.11.

116 As Peterson (1891), ad loc. observes, alienum propositum means: the purpose of the imitator, not of the
author of the original.

117 see section 2.2.2.

118 Quint. 10.1.74.
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imitatio and aemulatio. Furthermore, this section argues that aemulatio comprises 1) the
victory-oriented battle with models, and 2) the crucial addition of something personal and
new to what already exists.

As we have already seen, imitatio is a notion often applied to denote the practice of
artificial repetition of models in divergent didactic contexts. Schoolboys, as well as novices in
rhetoric who are concerned with the acquisition of technicall skill, dedicate themselves to
what Quintilian names imitatio. the creation of likeness. Their teachers, but of course also
these students themselves, form the intended readership of Quintilian’s Institutio, which is
devoted to the orator’s education from cradle to law court. This explains Quintilian’s striking
attention to matters of imitative skill.

Whereas Quintilian is of the opinion that imitatio merely belongs to (different types
of) students or to orators specifically interested in matters of technique, he considers mature
orators, who fall largely outside his scope, to be concerned with aemulatio:

Namgque et consummati iam patroni veteribus aemulantur et eos iuvenum ad optima

. . . . . 119
tendentium imitatur ac sequitur industria.

The mature advocates rival the ancients, and the efforts of the promising and aspiring
young imitate and follow them.

A similar statement can be found in the first book:

Sed sicut firmiores in litteris profectus alit aemulatio, ita incipientibus atque adhuc
teneris condiscipulorum quam praeceptoris iucundior hoc ipso quod facilior imitatio
st 120

But, while rivalry nurtures literary progress when it is more firmly established,
beginners and the very young find imitation of their fellow pupils more agreeable than

imitation of their masters, because it is easier.

That the reading lists of Greek and Latin literature are still imbued with a strong sense of

competition, and that the idea, not the actual occurrence of the term aemulatio is crucial there,

19 Quint. 10.1.122.
120 Quint. 1.2.26. Cf. 1.2.29: utile igitur habere quos imitari primum, mox vincere velis (‘it is useful to have
people whom you would like first to imitate and soon to surpass’).
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is not so much because Quintilian incites his students to emulate (aemulari) the models
recommended; rather, he describes the connection between consummate Greeks and Romans
in terms of emulation.

Inthe Institutio, there are many examples of experienced orators who are motivated by
aemulatio; for instance, Gorgias was an ‘emulator’ (aemulus) of Corax and Tisias (3.1.9),
Athenaeus ‘seems to have been an emulator’ (aemulus videtur fuisse) of Hermagoras (3.1.16),
Stesichorus could have rivalled (aemulari) Homer if he had controlled himself (10.1.62),
Cicero was an emulator of Plato (10.1.123) and Hortensius of Cicero (11.3.8).

This connection between aemulatio and rhetorical maturity is rather in line with
Dionysius’ tendency to use the term (fjlog for the horizontal imitative relationship between
classical masters themselves. However, as we have seen, Dionysius also does not hesitate to
urge his students to be motivated by {fjAog, which, to his taste, can likewise be a road towards
the acquisition of mature literary mastery. This explains why Dionysius can recommend
{fidog with respect to Homer (Imit. 2.1), whereas Quintilian poses that ‘it takes a great mind, I
will not say to rival, for that is impossible, but to follow his [i.e. Homer’s, M.S.] virtues’ (ut
magni sit viri virtutes eius non aemulatione, quod fieri non potest, sed intellectu sequi.***
Aemulatio is quite a loaded term in Quintilian, and occurs only once in a deprecatory

context,'?

The term aemulatio is not defined by Quintilian. However, is it obvious that he
does give a description of aemulatio (cf. the verb superasse) as opposed (cf. vero) to imitatio
in the last paragraphs of 10.2. Here, he conceives of aemulatio in terms of ‘add’ (adicere),

‘supply’ (supplere) and ‘prune’ (circumcidere):

Haec si perviderimus, tum vere imitabimur. Qui vero etiam propria his bona adiecerit,
ut suppleat quae deerant, circumcidat si quid redundabit, is erit quem quaerimus
perfectus orator: quem nunc consummari potissimum oporteat, cum tanto plura
exempla bene dicendi supersunt quam illis qui adhuc summi sunt contigerunt. Nam

. . . . 123
erit haec quoque laus eorum, ut priores superasse, posteros docuisse dicantur.

121 Quint. 10.1.50.
122 Quint. 10.2.17: [qui] praecisis conclusionibus obscuri Sallustium atque Thucydiden superant; tristes ac ieiuni
Pollionem aenulantur (‘writers whose amputated sentences make them obscure are going one better than Sallust
or Thucidides; the dreary and jejune are rivals of Pollio’).

123 Quint. 10.2.27-28.
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If we thoroughly grasp all this [e.g. the propriety with which the great men handle
circumstances and persons, their strategy, their arrangement, the way in which is
everything is aimed at victory, M.S.], we shall be ‘imitators’ in the true sense of the
word. But it is the man who also adds his own good qualities to these, making good
the deficiencies and cutting out any superfluities, who will be the perfect orator we are
seeking; and it would be particularly appropriate that he should come to perfection in
our time, when there are so many models of good oratory to be found than were
available to those who were the greatest masters in the past. These masters will acquire
another glory too: that of being said to have surpassed their predecessors and taught

their successors.

This passage reveals that for Quintilian, aemulatio is the crucial completion of imitatio in the
second stage of an orator’s career; it involves the addition of one’s ‘own good qualities’
(propria bona) to a perspicuous understanding of things of rather technical nature, which
belong to the field of imitatio. Moreover, the passage makes clear that aemulatio concerns a
winnable battle with the excellent Greek and Latin models of the past, and that it is the actual
victory rather than the battle itself which is his concern. Quintilian’s conceptualisation of
aemulatio as a battle is in line with his insistence on literary force, which can only be
achieved by aemulatio.

Earlier in the same chapter, there is a similar distinction between imitatio and a
connected concept, which is easily recognizable as aemulatio. Quintilian notices, as we have
seen, that ‘nothing does grow by imitation alone’ (nihil [...] crescit sola imitatione), and
argues that ‘imitation on its own is not sufficient’ (imitatio per se ipsa non sufficit). In short,
there is something complementary. *** What Quintilian means by this, is to ‘discover
something new which did not exist before’ (reperiri aliquid [...] quod ante non fuerit, 10.2.5),
to ‘dig out other things’ (eruendas alias, 10.2.6), to ‘add to previous achievements’ (prioribus
adicere, 10.2.9), to ‘compete’ (contendere, 10.2.9), and to ‘improve’ (plus facere, 10.2.10).**

The term aemulatio is often used in the case of strongly competitive situations, in
which the combatants are well matched, or at each other’s heels. Already in the educational

setting of a school, young boys, who are devoted to imitatio, should develop a keen sense for

124 Quint. 10.2.8, 4.
125 As Peterson (1891), ad loc. observes, Quintilian follows Cicero in his figurative use of eruendas; cf. Cic. De
Or.2.146.
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aemulatio ‘when they compete with each other by asking one another all sorts of little
questions’ (cum positis invicem cuiusque generis quaestiunculis aemulantur).126

Metaphors derived from the battefield, gladiator fights, running races and other
competitive situations abound in the Institutio, and can appear either with or without
references to the concept of aemulatio. Metaphors of strife in Quintilian’s Greek and Latin
canons will be examined in sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.6. Especially in the Latin reading list, in
which the trial of strength with Greece plays a central role, there is a great density of
metaphors of strife. However, Quintilian also draws up the Greeks in order of battle. For
instance, he presents Stesichorus, who is an aemulus of Homer, as involved in a running race

with this unrivalled master of epic poetry:

[...] si tenuisset modum videtur aemulari proximus Homerum potuisse [...].**

[...] and, if he [i.e. Stesichorus, M.S.] had exercised restraint, he might have been

Homer’s nearest rival [...].

In general, we can say that whereas imitatio aims at likeness to the model and relates to the
repetition of things already invented by others, aemulatio is a polarising term, based on the
idea of difference with the model, and concerned with things to be invented by ourselves. For
Quintilian, the notions, however contrasting, complement each other; for we can only really

surpass our models when we have come as close as possible.

2.4 CONCLUSION

There is an evident and complementary connection between imitation and emulation for
Dionysius and Quintilian, but they conceive of this connection in different ways. For
Dionysius, piunoig and Cijdog go hand in hand during the process of imitation in whatever
stage of the orator’s career. When used separately, piunoig and Cijlog refer to the complex of
imitation and emulation together (in other words: they imply their missing partner). For
Quintilian, imitatio and aemulatio are not co-existing, but successive and often easily
distinguishable stages, covering different periods of the orator’s life.

As it comes to the valuation of piunoiwc and imitatio, Dionysius and Quintilian share

the idea that these notions pertain to a technical-creative device, suited for imitative

126 Quint. 1.3.11.
127 Quint. 10.1.62.
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relationships in which model and imitator are not evenly matched. However, Dionysius and
Quintilian also differ substantially. The former is of the opinion that piuncig involves an
original re-expression of the model; the latter, by contrast, frames imitatio in pejorative terms
of basic repetition and copying for merely didactic purposes. In short, Dionysius thinks
piunotg and Cijhog are complementary and essentially of equal value, while Quintilian pictures
imitatio and aemulatio as complementary, but unequal in value.

To Dionysius, (filog is defined as an activity of the soul in response to the
contemplation of beauty. The term is often connotated with mental perception, interpretation
and wonder, and implies an aspiring imitative approach of former literature. The notion of
Tihog is frequently used in the case of ancient orators who are evenly matched, or, less often,
in the case of students who may well eventually attain the level of their models. It is also
striking that (fjlog tends to appear in passages concerning literary-critical jealousy,
overconfidence or zeal for what should rot be the object of imitative production.

As for Quintilian, aemulatio consists of the highly recommended rivalry with the
model. It is a pregnant, loaded term, which is intrinsically associated with the idea of
changing, completing and surpassing the model by means of one’s own propria bona.
Aemulatio, which demands originality, can easily be distinguished from imitatio, which is
more passive and servile in character (it is a process of ‘being formed’ (formari)). In
Quintilian, aemulatio is only once negatively charged by the context.

| suggest that the discrepancy between Dionysius’ and Quintilian’s conception of
piunoic/imitatio and (fdoc/aemulatio is related to their cultural stance towards the literary
heritage of classical Greece. As a Greek in Rome who is concerned with the composition of
Greek texts, Dionysius approves of piunoig as a procedure of faithfully re-expressing the texts
of venerable Greek predecessors, in such a way that the beauty and grandeur of these
masterpieces is evoked and revived in an original stylistic idiom. For Quintilian, who
addresses Latin teachers and students, imitatio of Greek models is useful only as a preparatory
exercise, the fruits of which should always be ‘translated’ into the Latin language.

The idea of competition with Greek masterpieces is certainly present in Dionysius.
Just as the painter Zeuxis tried to create perfect beauty by imitating what was imperfect (see
section 1.1-3), the orator should ideally compete with different Greek models and make his
work even better, thanks to theirs. At the same time, however, Dionysius seems to be rather
reluctant in using the term (ijlog to designate the relation between model of the past and
imitator of the present, and often outlines situations in which {fjAog is abject and degenerates

into jealouzy. This is, | suggest, because he is fully aware of the differences between ancient
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Greece and modern Rome — differences which apparently do not always allow for sound
{fidog, nor for a literary match. Thus, both idealism and realism seem to guide Dionysius in
his ideas on (fjAog.

By contrast, the Roman teacher Quintilian is not very concerned with a revival of
classical Greece. His rhetorical agenda consists of bringing Latin literature on a par with
Greek literature, and the whole reading list of Latin literature is imbued with the aspiration of
competing with and conquering Greece. As a result, aemulatio is such a loaded and pregnant

term for him — more than for Dionysius.
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