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CHAPTER 3

DIONYSIUS’ ON IMITATION AND HIS READING LIST OF GREEK
LITERATURE

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The nuances in Dionysius’ mimetic terminology mirror a refined theory of imitation, set out
in his rhetorical essays. In these essays, Dionysius shows himself to be particularly interested
in providing the greatest literary models for imitation.' He quotes extensively from a wide
range of classical authors and submits their works to concise critical analyses and methods,
such as close reading, rearrangement or metathesis (uet@deotg) and ‘comparison’ (cOyKpioic)
of two or more authors. To arrange his material and thoughts, he identifies different virtues of
specific authors and discusses these more or less in depth. In employing such a classifying
system of virtues to cast light on the best characteristics for imitation, Dionysius was
definitely not alone. The so-called theory of ‘virtues of style’ (dpetai Aé€ewc) is a traditional
one, going back at least to Theophrastus and Demetrius.” However, the composition of
separate essays on the ‘manner of life and style of writing’ (mpoaipécelg tod te Biov kol T0D
L6yov) of a few selected authors is, as Dionysius claims, his own invention.

Dionysius also decided to devote a separate treatise to the subject of imitation, in
which its nature and methods were not discussed rather incidentally — as part of literary-
critical analyses — but in a quite systematic and comprehensive way. His work On Imitation,
which consists of three books and is dedicated to an unknown Greek called Demetrius, is the
fruit of this undertaking. That Demetrius is the addressee of On Imitation is revealed by

Dionysius in his Letter to Pompeius.* However, in his treatise On Thucydides, Dionysius

! In fact, even in Dionysius’ historical writings, imitation is a central concept. Imitation is ‘the central concept
that may be said to encapsulate the intentions of all of Dionysius’ works’, according to De Jonge & Hunter
(2018), 4.

2 For a brief overview of theories of virtues of style, see section 3.5.2.

® Dion. Hal. Orat. Vett. 4.2. On the preface to Orat. Vett., see Hidber (1996).

* Dion. Hal. Pomp.3.1. Goold (1961), 188 argues that Demetrius, the author of the treatise On Style, is the same
Demetrius as the addressee of Dionysius’ On Imitation. For discussions on the addressee of Dionysius’ On
Imitation, see e.g. Aujac (1992), 163; Fornaro (1997), 163.
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makes it clear that we should actually see all orators in spe as the intended audience of On
Imitation.”

It is important to realise that Dionysius was writing in Greek to the Greek Demetrius
on Greek authors of the classical past. From this Greek perspective, which, judging from the
epitome, leaves no room for references to the political and social reality of the Roman world,
we should analyse and interpret the treatise On Imitation and its aims. However, it is essential
not to forget that the Greek Dionysius was also thoroughly Roman.® He lived in Rome, wrote
the Roman Antiquities using both Greek and Roman sources, had many Roman acquaintances
among scholars, teachers and pupils, and addressed some of his rhetorical treatises to
Romans, like Metilius Rufus (On Composition) and Quintus Aelius Tubero (On Thucydides).
Therefore, Dionysius’ claim of offering practically useful recommendations for future
rhetoricians in his handbook On Imitation strongly involves his own city of Rome in his
programme of rhetorical imitation.

Unlike most of Dionysius’ works that survived the wear and tear of time, On Imitation
is only preserved in the form of a few fragments of the first and second book, and an epitome
of the second book, which contains a Greek reading list. In this chapter, | present an analysis
of the aims, audience, content and form (3.4) and the application of literary virtues (3.6) in On
Imitation. |1 do so on the basis of the epitome which, judging from an important section on the
historians, can be considered a rather faithful though reduced presentation of Dionysius’
views.” This analysis, which is accompanied by a brief section on the history of canons (3.5.1)
and theories of virtues of style (3.5.2), is preceded by a discussion of the remaining fragments

® Dion. Hal. Thuc. 1.1-2. This passage is also discussed in section 3.4.

® For Dionysius’ Greek and Roman network, see esp. De Jonge & Hunter (2018), 6-11. For other literature on the
network of Greek and Roman intellectuals, see section 1.1, n. 2.

’ Fortunately, we are able to compare a passage from Dionysius’ Letter to Pompeius, in which he quotes an
extensive section on the historians Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Philistus and Theopompus from the
second book of On Imitation, with the epitomised version of On Imitation. Deviations turn out to be not very
substantial. Cf. Bonner (1939), 39: ‘It is possible [...] to accept the epitome as representing the gist of
Dionysius’ remarks on the style of the authors mentioned in it’. Cf. also Aujac (1992), 15: “Vaille que vaille,
I’Epitomé nous livre au moins le plan suivi par Denys dans le livre II’. Cf. also Battisti (1997), 7: ‘Pur nella sua
frammentarieta, il testo pervenuto offre sufficienti indicazioni per ricostruire una precisa idea del concetto di
imitazione letteraria cosi come viene elaborato da Dionigi [...]". Correspondences between On Imitation and On
the Ancient Orators, especially On Lysias, reinforce the supposition that the epitome reflects the tenor of
Dionysius’ views rather faithfully. On the close parallels between the system of virtues in On Imitation and On

Lysias, see e.g. Bonner (1939), 45.
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of On Imitation (3.3), including an often overlooked scholion to Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1.11,
1371b6 which — as | will argue — is very likely to contain a quote from On Imitation (3.3.3),
and an extensive quote from On Imitation in Dionysius’ Letter to Pompeius (3.3.4-6).

The objective of this chapter is to disclose Dionysius’ purposes in On Imitation by
distilling and reconstructing important mimetic themes and criteria, not only on the basis of
what is left of On Imitation, but also taking into account other relevant works of his.® By
analysing this fruitful material, which, as far as | can tell, has not been explored to this extent
before, this chapter establishes that Dionysius tries to counterbalance his overt emphasis on
poetical magnificence and beauty by insisting also on stylistic virtues which are more
effective in Roman rhetorical practice, such as clarity.

Chapter 4, in which Quintilian’s Greek and Latin reading lists (included in Institutio
10) will be central, forms a diptych together with the present chapter.® Both chapters build on
the discussion of the use of mimetic terminology in Dionysius and Quintilian in chapter 2. By
analysing the reading lists of Dionysius (first century BC) and Quintilian (first century AD),
the present and the following chapter shed light on parallels and divergences in Dionysius’
and Quintilian’s ideas on rhetorical imitation.

Chapter 5 broadens the perspective by analysing the ideas on imitation expressed by
Greeks and Romans who lived in the decades between Dionysius and Quintilian. The mimetic
ideas of Aelius Theon, Seneca, Longinus, Pliny, Tacitus and Dio reveal that some of these
authors tend to emphasise the aesthetic qualities of (often more ancient) literature suited for
imitation, while others rather highlight the imitation of (often more recent) literature that is
useful for Roman rhetorical practice. As we will see in the present chapter, Dionysius’ work,
in which both the aesthetic qualities of literature and its usefulness are taken into account,
may well have played a steering role in their considerations.

Within the broader perspective of chapter 4 and 5, it will be argued that the parallels
and divergences between Dionysius and Quintilian (and other Greek and Roman critics) can
be explained by assuming that they drew from a shared discourse and conceptual framework

8 le. the essays On the Ancient Orators, Letter to Pompeius, On Dinarchus and On Thucydides.

® Hunter (2009), 108 remarks on both reading lists: ‘The striking parallelism between the writers considered in
the Epitome and the judgements passed on them and the similar material in Quintilian 10.1 [...] allows some
confidence that the task of reconstruction [i.e. of the three books of On Imitation, M.S.] is not a hopeless one’. |
would like to make the side note that caution is needed when reconstructing Dionysius’ views on imitation on
the basis of Quintilian’s reading list as presented in book 10. There are striking correspondences in their
approach of exemplary classical literature, but their preferences also show significant divergences.
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of imitation, and adapted elements from this discourse and framework to their own rhetorical
agendas. These agendas can be considered to reflect a gradual shift in Roman classicism —
from a stage more characterised by a traditional, aesthetic approach of imitation to one more

inclined to adhere to rhetorical-practical considerations.

3.2 THE PUBLICATION OF ON IMITATION

From a passage of Dionysius’ Letter to Pompeius, we know what each of the three books of

On Imitation was about;

Tovtwv 6 v TPATOC ATV TEPleinee TV mepi Thg Lunoemg {ftnot, 0 0 8e0TePOC
mepl ToD Tivog Gvopag ppeicBon €T Tomtds e Kol PAOGOPOVS, IGTOPLOYPAPOVS <TE>

Koi pryTopac, O 8¢ Tpitoc mept Tod THOG ST ppsicOon péypt 008 drelic.

The first of these contains an enquiry into the nature of imitation itself. The second
discusses the question of which particular poets and philosophers, historians and
orators, should be imitated. The third, on the question of how imitation should be

done, is as yet incomplete.

Thus, Dionysius completed books 1 and 2 before or during the writing of his Letter to
Pompeius, which in turn was a response to Pompeius’ objections t0 Dionysius’ treatment of
Plato in On Demosthenes.*? It is not certain whether the third book of On Imitation, of which
nothing is left, was ever published or became just one of the studies which Dionysius did not
prepare for publication.® His statement in On Thucydides that he ‘had published his treatise

On Imitation earlier’ is inconclusive, for it does not mention the completion of the third book:

1% On this gradual shift, see esp. the end of section 4.8.3. This premise builds on De Jonge’s ideas on the
development of classicism between Dionysius and Dio. See De Jonge in J. Kénig & N. Wiater (eds.) (forthc.).
1 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.1. On this important passage, which can be considered a remaining fragment of On
Imitation, see sections 3.3.4-6.

21t follows that On Demosthenes, just like two of the books of On Imitation, must have been completed when
Dionysius wrote his Letter to Pompeius. Perhaps Dionysius had been working on at least his treatises On
Demosthenes and On Imitation simultaneously.

'3 This is also suggested by Bonner (1939), 37.
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‘Ev 10i¢ mpoekdobeior mepi ThG MWUNCE®MSG VTOUVNUOTIOHOTS EmeEANAVODS 0D¢

e 7 k) Ié 3 Ié b ~ 14
VIEAAUPOVOV EMPOVESTATOVG EIVOL TOMTAG TE KoL GLYYPUQPELS |...].

In the published commentaries on imitation, | discussed those poets and prose authors

whom | considered to be outstanding.

Although the discussion on the relative order of Dionysius’ works continues, the treatise On
Imitation is generally considered an early work.™ The main point of disagreement between
various scholars is whether the treatise was published before or during the composition of the
important essays collected in On the Ancient Orators. Bonner (followed by Usher) argues that
it is ‘extremely unlikely’ that Dionysius would have substituted Isaeus with Lycurgus in On
Imitation after having devoted a special essay to Isaeus, whom he regards as a very important
forerunner of Demosthenes in On Isaeus.™ In my opinion, however, Dionysius’ inclusion of
Lycurgus instead of Isaeus could also have been inspired by the fact that Lycurgus was a
more traditional and current choice, and the treatise On Imitation more elementary, practical
and traditional in character than the essays on the orators. For example, Isaeus is never
mentioned by Cicero, and is completely left out of the orators’ list in Dio’s Oration 18.11, in
which Lycurgus does get mentioned. We do not know whether Lycurgus and Isaeus were both
listed in the lost treatise that may have established the basis for later reading lists: On the Style
of the Ten Orators, ascribed to Caecilius of Caleacte.”

Another argument sustaining the assumption that books 1 and 2 of On Imitation were
written before On the Ancient Orators, is Bonner’s observation that Demosthenes’ unique
character is not well expressed, and that he can hardly be differentiated from the other orators

In On Imitation, notwithstanding his eminent position in On the Ancient Orators. Due to this

* Dion. Hal. Thuc. 1.1. Cf. also the spurious Ars Rhet. attributed to Dionysius: 10.6.35-38: toitov 8¢ tOv
Eleyyov TOV 0D N émiotactor v avaykaiov dkolovbiov poévog Anpoctévne £EEpuyev Katd pipmov v
[Mdtovog ndg Kol tiva TpoToV, v T@ mepi pupnoens nepacodpedo (‘only Demosthenes escaped from this
criticism of not knowing the necessary order by imitating Plato: how and in what manner, we will put to the test
in the treatise onimitation’); 10.19.10-11: pokpdtepog 0 Tepl U GE®S AGYO0C, OV adlayf] petayeiplovpeda (‘the
discussion on imitation which we will have elsewhere is more extensive’).

1> E.g. Bonner (1939), 37; Grube (1965), 209; Innes (1989), 267; Aujac (1992), 11-13. For a brief discussion of
the relative chronology of the works of Dionysius and a useful list of secondary literature on this subject, see De
Jonge (2008), 20-25.

'® Dion. Hal. Is. 1.1. Bonner (1939), 37; Usher (1974), xxv.

" We also do not know if this lost treatise preceded Dionysius® On Imitation. More on Caecilius of Caleacte in
section 3.5.1.
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discrepancy, Bonner concludes that the first two books of On Imitation, in which Dionysius’
views are not yet crystallised, must have been published or composed when Dionysius started
working on his essays On the Ancient Orators.*® Bonner may well be right in assuming an
early date for On Imitation on the basis of a perceived improvement and maturity of
Dionysius’ critical methods in later works, but we should also allow for the possibility of
Dionysius writing a concise manual on imitation suitable for novice learners. For indeed, the
intended audience as well as the text genre and text goal must have been decisive for the
choices Dionysius made in On Imitation, and for the degree of profundity with which he
explores his subject.”

Aujac on the other hand asserts that Dionysius started composing On Imitation after
having published the first volume of On the Ancient Orators and the provisory version of the
first essay of the second volume, On Demosthenes.™® The first volume — consisting of the
essays On Lysias, On Isocrates and On Isaeus, in which piunoig is of central concern —would
have urged Dionysius to sharpen his mind on the nature (book 1), the literary objects (book 2)
and the methods (book 3) of imitation. Aujac is quite psychologizing in that she is trying to
identify the methodological problems Dionysius must have come across while writing his

essays On Lysias, On Isoscrates, On Isaeus and On Demosthenes.”* Her assumption is

'® Bonner (1939), 37, 43. Bonner, who clearly sees an improvement of Dionysius” critical methods over time, is
rather negative about On Imitation, which is in his eyes an immature work in which Dionysius shows himself to
be ‘merely a calculator, a mechanical worker dogmatically stating his results for undisputed acceptance by his
pupils’ (ibid., 42). In my opinion, his criticismis rather unfounded, for it is only based on some fragments and an
epitome. Grube (1965), 209-210, however, draws the same conclusion as Bonner on the basis of the extant
fragment of On Imitation in the Letter to Pompeius. According to Grube, ‘[...] this well-known passage
undoubtedly shows Dionysius at his worst and weakest’. Instead of assuming that Dionysius developed from a
superficial critic in On Imitation t0 a competent one in later works, I would stress the importance of taking the
intended audience, text genre and text goal of On Imitation into account (more on which in section 3.4). In my
opinion, these factors more adequately explain Dionysius’ tone and attitude in On Imitation. Cf. De Jonge
(2017), 650-651, who (following Weaire (2005)) wants to explain differences in tone between Dionysius’
remarks on Thucydides in his Letter to Pompeius and On Imitation on the one hand and On Thucydides on the
other by focusing on Dionysius’ professional situation and intended audience rather than by assuming a
significant development in Dionysius’ critical thinking.

'* For a discussion of the aims and audience of On Imitation, see section 3.4.

20 Aujac (1992), 11.

2! Aujac (1992), 12. For athorough discussion of Parisinus gr. 1741, see e.g. Harlfinger & Reinsch (1970), who
argue about its date: ‘will man innerhalb des 10. Jhs. eine ndhere Eingrenzung wagen, kommen wohl am ehesten
die Mitte oder die zweite Halfte in Frage’ (ibid., 32).
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plausible, but perhaps too speculative. However, for the present chapter it is only important to
realise that Dionysius composed On Imitation probably early in his writing career, and that he

is likely to have been working on different treatises at the same time.

3.3 REMNANTS OF ON IMITATION

The epitome of book 2 is the only rather substantial remnant of On Imitation. Together with
inter alia Dionysius’ treatise On Composition, it was written on some folios of the manuscript
Parisinus gr. 1741, dating back to the middle or second part of the tenth century.?? All copies
of the epitome derive from this unique source. Unfortunately, the text of the epitome is
preserved in a corrupt and unreliable state, due to a large amount of corrections, restitutions,
and conjectures by successive editors.” Therefore, due caution is needed when we try to
reconstruct Dionysius’ views, which, of course, also have been compressed by the epitomator
—and perhaps sometimes slightly altered or differently ordered.?

We do not know who this epitomator was, nor what his intentions for summarizing the
second book may have been. Usener suggests that he belonged to late-antique Neoplatonic
circles.® Judging from the epitomator’s rather straightforward and didactic approach, it seems
likely that he aimed at providing students in oratory with a list for easy consultation of Greek
authors whom Dionysius (and perhaps also he himself) considered worth reading and
imitating.”® Apart from the epitome of book 2, a few (possible) fragments of book 1 and 2 of

On Imitation are preserved, which will be discussed in the following sections.

3.3.1 (PossIBLE) FRAGMENTS OF Book 1

In this section, | examine the textual evidence of book 1 of On Imitation. As we have seen in
section 2.2.1, Usener-Radermacher accept five remaining fragments representing the first
book; of these five fragments, Aujac accepts only fragments IlI, Ill and V U-R (=1, 2 and 3
Aujac = 1, 2 and 3 Battisti), because these are, unlike fragments | and IV U-R, introduced by

22 Aujac (1992), 23.

2% Ibid. Whereas the text of the epitome of On Imitation is corrupt, the content seems to represent Dionysius’
ideas rather faithfully. Cf. n. 7.

? Hunter (2009), 108 warns against the corruptness of the text.

2% Usener (1889), 6.

26 On the didactic tone of the epitome of On Imitation, see section 3.4.
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an explicit reference to the first book of the treatise.?” These three fragments are included in
Syrianus’ commentaries on Hermogenes’ On Issues (fr. 1l U-R) and On Types of Style (frs. 11l
and V U-R). To give a complete overview of all (possible) remaining textual evidence from
On Imitation, | will discuss all five passages which are presented by Usener-Radermacher as
fragments of On Imitation.® | adopt the numbering system of the fragments used in their
edition, each time arguing whether or not the passage in question should be considered a
fragment stemming from On Imitation.”

Fragment | U-R, which is very Aristotelian in phrasing, lacks a reference to On
Imitation, and may well not derive from it. The passage provides an interesting definition of
rhetoric as an artificial skill pertaining to persuasiveness in politics. It is attributed to

Dionysius — sometimes, however, taken to be the grammarian Dionysius Thrax here:*

Fr. I U-R: Pnropun €ott dUuvoplg texvikn mhoavod AOYov €V mpdyatt TOMTIKEY, TEAOG

o Y r 1
gyovoa 1o €V >\,8’Y8l\/.3

Rhetoric is a technical ability of persuasive discourse in political content, having

eloquence as its goal.

Like fragment IIl U-R (discussed above in section 2.2.1), which contains Dionysius’
definitions of piunoig and {ijhog as presented in On Imitation, this passage takes the form of a
definition.* We can recognize some concepts which easily fit in with Dionysius’ ideas on

rhetorical imitation, but also with rhetorical theory in general: ability, persuasiveness, political

27 See Aujac (1992), 13-14, where she briefly explains her choice. As for the fragments of the first book of On
Imitation, Battisti (1997) follows Aujac’s choice and order.

28 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). In the case of frs. V
and VIII, U-R also render the words of Syrianus surrounding the quotes from Dionysius, as does Aujac (3 Aujac
and 4 Aujac; 4 Aujac quotes more from Syrianus than VIII U-R). If relevant, I summarise Syrianus’ words, but I
do not render them as part of the fragments. In this, | follow Battisti (1997).

2% Aujac’s motivation for rejecting some fragments that were accepted by Usener-Radermacher is often very
brief; I will reconsider the rejected fragments carefully.

% This fragment is attributed to Dionysius Thrax by the commentator Doxopater in his Prolegomena in
Aphthonii Progymnasmata, 14.106.22-23 (Rhetores Graeci, ed. Rabe 1931).

*! This passage can also be found in Epitome Artis Rhetoricae 3.611.4-6 (Rhetores Graeci, ed. Walz 1834)
(without the explicitation that Dionysius is Dionysius Thrax).

%2 Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. Il U-R = 2 Aujac = 2 Battisti.
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oratory, and eloquence or beauty of speech.

Rhetoric is characterised as a ‘technical ability’ (dvvapug teyvikn) — dvvapug also being
the word used by Aristotle in his definition of rhetoric.®® The term frequently occurs in
Dionysius’ works, as in other rhetorical treatises. In all its ambiguity, dOvouig evokes
different domains which are closely intertwined: rhetorical ability, stylistic force and political
reign (to which rhetoric is explicitly confined in this fragment — cf. év mpéypart Todrrucd).™
The notion of dvvopug returns in fragment V U-R, which is introduced by a reference to
Dionysius’ On Imitation.®

It is this fragment V U-R which provides us with a weighty argument for rejecting
fragment | U-R as deriving from On Imitation. Whereas dvvopig denotes a technical ability in
fragment | U-R, it occurs in a non-technical sense in fragment V U-R, i.e. as a reference to
‘talent’, the most important part of which is said to be located in ‘nature’ (¢vo1g). This may,
of course, imply that the word dvvapg is not intrinsically connected with either art or nature,
but derives its specific meaning from the context. However, the fact remains that in
Dionysius’ works the notion of dOvayg is preponderantly used to denote a power of natural
origin. Since dvvauc teyvikn is probably an unusual and self-contradictory expression for
Dionysius — and its Aristotelian resonances are suspiciously strong —, fragment | U-R may
well be a conflation of different, Aristotelian-inspired sources, or a free adaptation of
Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric.®

There are other arguments for assuming a Peripatetic origin of the fragment. The
words mavod Adyov (‘persuasive discourse’) may also be considered an echo of Aristotle’s
definition of rhetoric as an ‘ability [...] to see the available means of persuasion’ (dVvapug
[...] Tob Bewpiioar 10 &vdeydpevov mBavov).¥” OF course, the idea of persuasiveness plays an
important role in Dionysius’ thinking; as one of the virtues of style, ‘persuasiveness’ (m€10®)
is closely intertwined with such important stylistic qualifications as ‘vigour’ (ioy¥c) and

‘strength’ (pcdun), which are richly represented in his treatise On Imitation.” The notion of

%3 Arist. Rh. 1.2, 1355b25-26. On the (ambiguity of the) term dUvac in Aristotle, see Haskins (2013).

% For §Gvayug meaning “ability’, see e.g. Dion. Hal. Thuc. 5.1. For dovayuc as a reference to the stylistic virtue of
‘power’, see e.g. Lys. 20.2. For dvvapug denoting ‘political reign’, see e.g. Isoc. 6.1.

% Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. V U-R = 3 Aujac = 3 Battisti.

% We might consider the possibility that Dionysius adds the word texvikn exactly because he conceives of
dvvaypug as a power of natural origin. However, | think he would have avoided the notion of dvvapug.

37 Arist. Rh. 1.2, 1355b25-26.

% More on the literary virtue of nei06 in n. 217.
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persuasiveness is also at the core of an often overlooked scholion to Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1.11,
1371b6, which is attributed to a ‘Dionysius’ and may well be regarded as a remnant of On
Imitation, as | will argue in section 3.3.3. However, the insistence on rhetorical
persuasiveness is so common in ancient rhetorical criticism that it offers insufficient proof for
attributing fragment | U-R to Dionysius.

Finally, also the idea of rhetoric ‘having eloquence as its goal’ (téhoc &ovca 1O &0
Aéyewv) seems to be inspired by Aristotle’s classification of discourse according to its specific
‘goal’ (téhog) throughout his Rhetoric. The idea of eloquence leading to a ‘goal’ is for
instance expressed in Dionysius’ proclamation in On Imitation that Lysias’ oratory reaches its
‘goal’ (okomdc).® That “speaking well” or “eloquence’ (10 &b Aéyew) is the ultimate goal of all
imitative efforts by rhetoricians, becomes clear from Dionysius’ introduction to his treatise
On Thucydides, in which he explains that he wrote On Imitation ‘in order that those who
intend to write and speak well should have sound and approved standards’ (iva Toig
TPOALPOVUEVOLS YPagew Te Kai Aéyew e kohoi kai dedokaopévol kavoves dotwv).”
However, this idea is also too common to allow for an attribution of fragment I U-R to
Dionysius. Therefore, we should reject the fragment as a whole.

Fragment 1l U-R is included in a passage in which Syrianus discusses ‘the divine
Plato’ (1® Oeio [Miarwvr). He explicitly attributes the quote to the first book of Dionysius’
treatise On Imitation. It says that excellence in public discourse, art and science can only be
achieved by a ‘clever nature’ (pvoic de€udr), “careful study’ (uébnoig axpiPng) and ‘laborious

exercise’ (Goknoig éninovog), i.e. by faculties belonging to nature, art and training:

Fr. I U-R: Tpia tadta v dpictv NUiv &v 1€ 101G moAtikoig Aoyolg £Ev kol &v maon
TEYVN TE KOl EMOTAUN Yopnynoer @Ooic 6&€id, nadnoig akping, doknoig Exitovog: ¢

nep kol ToV Hawaviéa towdtov dmepydooro.

The following three elements will in our opinion be principal in attaining eminence in

political oratory, every art and branch of science: a clever nature, careful study and

%° Dion. Hal. Imiz.5.1.

*° Dion. Hal. Thuc. 1.2. For the combination &b A&yewv in Dionysius, see also Dem.51.5; Dem.51.7; Comp. 1.5;
Comp.3.10.

*1 Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. 1l U-R = 1 Aujac = 1 Battisti. Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. Status [133, 4], p. 4,19 — p. 5, 5. For
a brief discussion of this fragment, cf. Walker (2005), 138-139. The fragment is briefly referred to in section
2.2.1.
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laborious exercise — things which also formed the man of [the deme of, M.S.] Paiania

[i.e. Demosthenes, M.S.] as he is now.

The insistence on nature, study and exercise is in line with the ideas on the creation and
reception of literary texts that Dionysius articulates elsewhere.” The notion of gvoi defid
points to the inventive, natural ability or talent with which a rhetorician should be endowed in
order to create texts, whereas uabnoig axpipric comprises his cognitive capacity to critically

examine and receive literary theories.” The oxmotc éninovog, then, pertains to the need of

*2 The notion of @voi; (as opposed to téxvn) plays a crucial role in Dionysius’ discussions on style, syntax and
word order. Cf. De Jonge (2008), 251 ff. On @vo1c with regard to an orator’s natural abil ity or talent, see e.g.
Dion. Hal. Thuc.34.2,34.7. The word pébnoig is rare in Dionysius’ works. On udbnoig and rolvpobeia, see e.g.
Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.5 (the moral attached to the introductory story of Zeuxis); cf. also Dion. Hal. Imiz. 4.3, where
he insists on the special attention one should pay to the ‘wide learning’ (moAvpadeia) displayed by Aristotle. On
the notion of doknoug, see e.g. Dion. Hal. Dem. 52.1; Comp. 25.37. Cf. Dion. Hal. Thuc. 1.2, in which Dionysius
states that rhetoricians in spe should have beautiful and approved ‘standards’ (kavoveg) by which to carry out
‘their exercises’ (tag [...] youvaoiog) (See also section 3.4). Also instructive on doknoig is Dion. Hal. Lys. 11.4,
where training of irrational sense is central: Todto kdy® t0ig dvayvdokovot TOV Avoiav Kai Tig 1) map’ adTd
10p1G €oti Bovdopévorlg pabelv Hrobeipny v Emtndedev, ypove TOAAD Kol pokpd TPIPR Kol aAdym Tabel v
aroyov cvvaokelv aioOnow (‘Iwould advise those readers of Lysias who wish to learn the nature of his grace to
do the same: to train the irrational sensibility over a long period of time, by diligent practice, and irrational
experience’.

*% That ‘invention’ (ebpeoig) for the most part depends on @vo1c is clear from e.g. Dion. Hal. Thuc. 34.2: év &
TPOTNV PEV Exel poipav 1 T@V EVOLUNUATOV TE Kol VONUATOV gDPECLS, SELTEPAY OE 1 TMV VPeBEVT®V Y piiolg:
gkelvn pev <év> 1fj eboel paAlov &govoa TV ioyvv, avtn o€ &v i) T€¢vn (‘in the treatment of this [i.e. content
and style of Thucydides’ speeches, M.S.] the first place is occupied by the invention of arguments and ideas, the
second by the deployment of this material, the former depending more upon native talent, the latter more upon
art’). The notion of @vo1g cannot only pertain to the process of creating a text, but also to the reception of texts
by means of irrational criteria. For the reception or judgement of works of art, which can be based on rational
criteria (related to téyvn) and irrational criteria (related to @vo1g), see e.g. Dion. Hal. Thuc. 27.1: tekpoipdpuevoc
611 mdioa yoyn TovTe T Yével Tiig AMéEsag dyetat, kai obte 1O dAoyov THC dovoiag KpLTNplov, @ TEPVKALEY
avtidappavesdor tdv N8Ewv { aviapdy, dAloTplodTat Tpdc oTd, 0bTE TO AoYIKdV, £9° 0D S1ay1yVAOCKETOL TO &V
gkaotn téyvn KaAdv (‘observing that this style of writing [i.e. a Thucydidean passage full of sublime eloquence,
beauty of language and rhetorical brilliance, M.S.] appeals to all minds alike, since it offends neither our
irrational aesthetic faculty, which is our natural instrument for distinguishing the pleasant from the distasteful,
nor our reason, which enables us to judge individual technical beauty’. For a discussion of Dionysius’ concept of
the rational and irrational perception of literature, cf. e.g. Schenkeveld (1975); Goudriaan (1989), 142-154, 230-
240, 466-468; De Jonge (2008), 379-384 (esp. 384) (discussion of ‘metathesis’); Hunter (2018), 46 ff. For
irrational perception esp. in relation to Lysias’ virtue of ‘grace’ (yapig), see Viidebaum (2018), esp. 117 ff.
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persevering in repetitive writing practices which will imbue the rhetorician in spe with
empirical skill. This triad of nature, art and training as (possible) prerequisites for attaining
eminence in speech is a common one, also put forward by e.g. Cicero and Quintilian.*
Fragment 1l U-R calls into mind the remarkable distinction Dionysius makes between
artificial and natural imitation in his essay On Dinarchus (a passage discussed in section
2.2.2).* Judging from Dionysius’ words, natural imitation is obtained by familiarity’
(ovvtpogia) — closely related to the ‘clever nature’ (pvoig de&1d) in fragment Il U-R — and
‘intensive learning’ (xatynotg), which can be assimilated to the requirement of ‘careful
study’ (nabnoig axppnc) in fragment Il U-R. By contrast, artificial imitation, which is said to
be ‘related’ (mpooeyng) to natural imitation, is based on the precepts of art and therefore
always gives the impression of contrivance and unnaturalness. Here we observe that the
concept of téyvn in Dionysius’ ideas on imitation can be ambiguous: on the one hand, it forms
a crucial component of the imitative practice of a rhetorician, whereas on the other, it may
effectuate a soulless copy of the original without any trace of spontaneous charm and
freshness. Consequently, artistic skill within the process of imitation should always be

balanced with natural talent and a profound affiliation with literary models.*

* Cicero considers the triad of ars-natura-exercitatio €.g. in Inv. rhet. 1.2, and also brings in ‘study’ (studium)
and ‘gift of nature’ (facultas ab naturaprofecta). Cf. Cic. Brut. 25. Quintilian discusses ars and natura in 2.19;
in 3.5.1, he mentions natura, ars and exercitatio, and notices that some people also add imitatio.

* On this passage, see also Wiater (2011), 285.

*® I do not agree with Whitmarsh (2001), who argues that Dionysius presents pipmnoig as an ‘artificial concoction’
(ibid., 71) and ‘an artificial elaboration upon nature’ (ibid., 73), and who plays down the status of natura in
Dionysius’ notion of pipnocig by posing that ‘the celebration of nature’s limited role in the education of the
rhetorician can be discerned in the very project of On mimesis’ (ibid., 72). Whitmarsh draws this conclusion
mainly on the ground that both the programmatic narratives of the ugly farmer and the painter Zeuxis ‘exemplify
the artificiality of education through literary pipunoig’ (ibid., 73). Thus, we may infer that he does not reckon a
‘clever nature’ (pboig de&id, Imit. fr. Il U-R = 1 Aujac = 1 Battisti) among Dionysius’ main concerns. This is
contrary to the view of Untersteiner (1971), who argues that Dionysius was a staunch exponent of an irrational
approach of literature both in its creation and evaluation. What seems to lay behind these conceptions is the
persistent dichotomistic view of some scholars (among them Pavano (1936)) that ancient literary criticism was
guided either by a rational and ars-related approach, or by an irrational and natura-related approach. Goudriaan
(1989), 467 and De Jonge (2008), 255, n. 16 have rightly noticed (with references to relevant text passages) that
Dionysius” works do not support this supposition, since they explicitly state that nature and art work together.
E.g. in Lys. 11.5, Dionysius refusesto declare whether art or nature is the source of Lysias’ charm. This suggests
that the boundaries between artistic skill and natural talent are blurred, and that specific virtues of style may well
be caused by a ‘mix’ of both, as Dionysius assumes (ad loc.). Cf. the interesting observations of Halliwell
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Fragment Ill U-R contains a definition of ‘imitation’ (piuncig) as opposed to

‘emulation’ (CRAoc) formulated by Dionysius in his first book of On Imitation:

Fr. I U-R: Miuncic éotv évépysia 1 T®V Oewpnudtov Ekuottopévn To
nopddetypo. Zijhog 8¢ €otv &vépyela yoyfic mpoc Oodpa tod dokodvtoc sivar KoAoD

kvovpévn. Y

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.

Since these definitions of imitation and emulation were discussed at length in section 2.2.1, |
will confine myself to some remarks on the connections between this fragment and the other
ones.

Like fragment Il U-R, this fragment, with its rather puzzling syntax and its vague
Aristotelian resonance (cf. évépyein), suggests a complementary relationship between artistic
skill — based on knowledge of ‘theoretical rules’ (Bemprjuora) — and natural abilities — related

to a movement of the soul.®®

This complementary relationship between art and nature is
crucial in Dionysius’ mimetic theory, as we have already seen. Fragment V U-R (discussed
below) will also focus on the role played by nature, as is true for fragment X U-R (discussed
below), which is about the ‘hidden artfulness’ of Lysias’ natural style.” The close thematic
correspondences between these fragments (which are all provided with a reference to
Dionysius’ On Imitation) make it plausible that they at least reflect the gist of On Imitation
and should be considered rather reliable remains of this treatise.

Fragment IV U-R (not accepted by Aujac and Battisti) originates from a rather
obscure, anonymous source: The Life of Epiphanius. It contains the name of Dionysius of

Halicarnassus, but it is not a foregone conclusion that it derives from his work On Imitation:

(2002), who argues that ‘nature and artistry form an intricate partnership in Dionysius’ argument: a general
human instinct for pipnoig becomes the basis of a highly artificial, self-conscious manipulation of language [...]’
(ibid., 294).

" Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. Il U-R = 2 Aujac = 2 Battisti. Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [265, 15], p. 3, 15-21.
*® On the Aristotelian resonances of fragment 11l U-R, see section 2.2.1.

* Dion. Hal. Imir. fr. V U-R = 3 Aujac = 3 Battisti. Fr. X U-R = 6a Aujac = 7 Battisti.
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Fr. IV U-R: "Eheyev yop Awvdciog 0 AMKapvacceeng, 0Tt TPOGHOTO TPOCHTOLS
GAMA®G Bewpoduevo 1§ KOAAGTEVEW dbvavtar 1 il Kool
KoLOTC GUUPUPEVTEC &V évi EVA® TavuoBfcovtar™® Ovdeic yap avBpdrev Eva yrrdva
QopadV avasavtov T0 cdpa duidsel. 'H yap mieiom cvvruyia mheiotovg AdYoLg

nopéyer 6mov 8¢ mhgioTot Adyot, Tohvrmepia TpaypdTemy Spdpmy.

For Dionysius of Halicarnassus said that some characters, compared to others, are
either able to be the most beautiful or ***. Ugly characters mixed with beautiful ones
will be strained on one bow. For none of the people will keep his body combed again
wearing only one chiton. For a great spontaneous mixture will provide the greatest
amount of words: an abundance of different matters is where the greatest amount of

words is.

The fragment as a whole is quite confusing and should probably be understood
metaphorically. Two things stand out. In the first place, there is great emphasis on the idea of
comparison (cf. mpocomo Tpocd®TOG GAANAMG OempovuEVE, GLUEVPEVTEG, GLVTVYIN).
Secondly, the language of variety is very prominent.

The insistence on comparison can be understood in different ways. It may be
suggested that an aesthetic judgement can only be based on comparison and contrast (that
means, things can only be designated as ‘beautiful’ in comparison with other things which are
more or less beautiful, or not beautiful at all). Seen in this way, aAAAwmg should probably be
interpreted as mapolAniomg (‘next to each other (in a contrastive way)’), and as such points to
a judgement based on and made possible by dissimilarity between things which are placed
together. In this interpretation, the fact that ugly characters mixed with beautiful ones ‘will be
strained on one bow’ (év évi EVA® TovvoOnoovtan) would mean that beauty and ugliness
ideally occur alternately in a text. As | understand it, this mixture of things of different nature
results in a certain tension (cf. tovvoOnoovtar).

Another way of interpreting the insistence on comparison and contrast is to assume

that something is beautiful only in the context of other beautiful things — that means, beauty

*% U-R (1904-1929) (app. crit.) note that 7 kaxot is attested, but suggest to read koot kakoic.

>L Cf. Epiph. Opera Omnia 336e (ed. Petavius 1622)/t 1, 25, 20 (Dindorf 1859-1862) (non vidi). Epiphanius (ca.
310-403 AD) was a saint from Constantia. Aujac (1992), 14 rejects this passage as a fragment from Dionysius’
On Imitation because of its deviating content: ‘son lien avec le traité qui nous occupe [i.e. On Imitation, M.S.]

est loin d’étre évident’.
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exists by virtue of cumulation. Seen in this way, aAAniog (or TapoAinimg) would mean that
something beautiful can only be seen ‘in conjunction with’ things alike (i.e. other beautiful
things), because they reinforce each other. Following this interpretation, &biov probably
designates something negative: not a bow, but a tool for punishment or torture (option also
given by LSJ). That ugly characters mixed with beautiful ones ‘will be strained on one
gallow’ (év évi E0A® tavvoBnoovtar) would mean that both the beautiful and the ugly ones
will perish, because of their juxtaposition.

In the last two sentences of this obscure fragment, the insistence seems to be on
‘“variety’. | suppose we should understand ava&avtov as derived from avoaéaive (‘comb again’
or ‘card’ — a verb e.g. used with respect to textile/wool), not from avo&aivo (‘tear open’). The
combing possibly refers to a refreshment or cleaning of the surface of the body, i.e. the chiton.
Then we read that ‘wearing only one chiton, none of the people will keep his body combed
again’ (ovdeic yap avOponwmv Eva yrtdva eopdv avasavtov to odpa dopuracet), possibly
meaning that when you have got only one jacket, you cannot clean it. The last sentence of this
fragment transposes this rather enigmatic message to the field of rhetoric, arguing that a ‘great
spontaneous mixture’ (mAieiotn ocvvtuyia) will provide the ‘greatest amount of words’
(mieiotoug Adyovg), just like wearing different chitons allows someone to display a great
variety of colours, materials and cuts.” Thus, this passage seems to make a plea for pragmatic
and stylistic ‘variety’ and ‘change’ (mowt\ie, petafoArn), which play a crucial role in
Dionysius’ works.”

This interpretation is plausible when we realise that the image of a coat used to refer to
a rhetorical style can also be found in other (Latin) sources, e.g. in Quintilian.>* However, his
use of this image serves a different purpose; instead of recommending stylistic mouci\ia,
Quintilian warns for colourfulness that defeats its goal. In his discussion of the usefulness of
historiography for the future rhetorician, Quintilian claims that historical works are very
different from political speeches in that they are e.g. full of ‘brilliance’ (cf. nitor, 10.1.33) and
not equipped for rhetorical battles, which need the ‘arms of soldiers’ (cf. militum lacertis,
ibid.) rather than the ‘muscles of athletes’ (cf. athletarum toris, ibid.). As an example of a
rhetorician whose ornamental speeches are too spectacular and ineffective, Quintilian

nominates Demetrius of Phalerum, whose famous ‘coat of many colours’ (cf. versicolorem

52 The comparison goes wrong because someone cannot wear different chitons at the same time, whereas ‘the
greatest amount of words’ is likely to be displayed in one text.

5% See e.g. Dion. Hal. Comp. 19.

> See e.g. Cic. Brut. 274; Tac. Dial. de Orat. 26. | owe the latter reference to Peterson (1891), 38.
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vestem, ibid.) was not apt for the ‘dust of the forum’ (cf. forensem pulverem, ibid.).” This
flamboyant coat alludes to Demetrius’ adorned style which was of little use in the political
arena.*

That being said, we return to the enigmatic fragment IV U-R, which is likely to
contain a recommendation of stylistic ‘variety’ (mowiio) and alternation. Does it suggest an
alternation between beautiful and ugly things which are juxtaposed, or between beautiful
things and other beautiful things, which enhance and reinforce each other? The fragment is
too obscure to allow for a solution; we can only speculate as to what would fit Dionysius’
rhetorical ideas most. There are several passages in Dionysius’ work in which the
juxtaposition of words, characters and events of different nature and appearance comes to the
fore. One example is Dionysius’ story on Zeuxis Selecting beautiful and less beautiful parts of
his female models (Imit. 1.4); another is a passage from his treatise On Composition, in which
he analyses Homer’s juxtaposition of words of unattractive sounds and euphonious words in
his catalogue of ships.”’ Because no style consists entirely of the finest words, this
juxtaposition of beautiful and less beautiful words is, according to Dionysius, inevitable, and
can result in a beautiful composition. On the basis of such passages, we might infer that
fragment IV U-R as a whole touches upon Dionysius’ discussion of the commendable
alternation of a wide variety of words, characters and events of differing beauty.

The introduction to fragment V U-R makes explicit reference to the last part of the
first book of Dionysius’ On Imitation. In this fragment, ‘power’ or ‘talent’ (5Ovopuc) is
discussed as being opposed to ‘deliberate choice’ or ‘intention’ (mpoaipeois, i.e. the choice of
how to apply one’s talent). The fragment makes it clear that since ‘talent’ (50vayuig) should be

seen as a phenomenon to a great extent depending on ‘nature’ (evoig) — and thus, by

*® Quintilian also mentions Demetrius of Phalerum in his reading list (10.1.80).

°® Cf. Peterson (1891), ad loc., who observes that ‘vestis is more than a metaphor here: Demetrius was as foppish
in dress as he was in his style’. For the clothing metaphor, cf. also Quint. 8 proem. 20: similiter illa translucida
et versicolor quorundam elocutio res ipsas effeminat quae illo verborum habitu vestiantur (‘in the same way, the
translucent and many-coloured style of some speakers emasculates subjects which are clothed in this kind of
verbal dress’).

> Dion. Hal. Comp. 16:19: 8mag yép £0Tv 6 KatdAoyog adTdv T010DT0G Koi ToAY 8AAa, &V 01¢ dvarykaobeig
OvOHOTA AUPAVEW 0V KOAL THV UGV £TEPOLG aNTH KOGUET KOAOTC Kol AVEL TNV EKEIVOV duayEPELRV T TOVTOV
evpopeiq (‘the whole of his [i.e. Homer’s, M.S.] list is of the same character, as are many other passages in
which, being forced to handle words which are not naturally beautiful, he places them in a setting of beautiful
ones, counteracting their ungainly effect by the shapeliness of the others’. Cf. also Comp. 18.2, where Dionysius
discusses the juxtaposition of words with a beautiful and mean rhythm. More on this in De Jonge (2008), 77-84.
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implication, for a minor part also on ‘art’ (téxvn) — we cannot control it as we wish.”® By

contrast, ‘intention’ (mpoaipeoig) is a matter fully in our ‘control’ (é€ovoia):

Fr. V U-R: Tfig pév duvdpeng thv Kuptotdrny ivar poipav &v T @vosl, fiv odk 8¢’
NUiv Eotv ofov GEodpey Exev: THC 88 mpoaupéoems ovdEV Uépog EoTiv 0D R THV

: L e 59
g€ovoiov NUES Eropev.

Of talent, the most important part lies in nature, of which it is not in our control to
have it as we wish. But of intention, there is not a single part which is not in our

control.

The opposition between dbvapg and mpoaipeoig in fragment V U-R seems to correspond to
the message in fragment Il U-R, which shows that, in order to achieve literary perfection, the
endowment with a ‘clever nature’ (evoig 6&&1d), significantly mentioned first, should be
accompanied by the accomplishment of ‘careful study’ (nd®noiwg éxpiprc) and ‘laborious
exercise’ (Goxmoig énimovog). The notion of dvvopig seems to be equivalent in value to evo1g
de€14; mpoaipeotc in turn can be seen as the fruit of padnoig dxpiprc and doknoig Enimovoc. In
Dionysius’ works, the notion of mpoaipeoig is more often contrasted with natural talent, for
instance in the Letter to Pompeius, where Dionysius argues that ‘Xenophon and Philistus [...]
did not resemble one another either in their nature or in the intentions they adopted’ (Egvopdv
8¢ kai dikorog [...] obite pvoelg dpoiag elyov oBte mpoarpéoerc).”

As we have seen, of the five fragments which are said to represent the first book of On
Imitation, fragment | U-R is of a different nature than the other ones. It contains a statement
on the subject of rhetoric in general, not on imitation. Moreover, its Aristotelian resonances

are suspiciously strong. On this basis, the fragment may be regarded as spurious.

*® For the term dvvoyug used with reference to a faculty which may have been acquired through the mixture of
nature and art, cf. also Dion. Hal. Lys. 11.5 (in this case: Lysias’ ‘grace’ (xap1g)).

*° Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. V U-R = 3 Aujac = 3 Battisti. Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [265, 25], p. 5, 24 — p. 6,
5.

% Dion. Hal. Pomp. 4.1. The opposition between dovapuc and mpoaipeoic is also a rather common one, e.g.
occuringin Dion. Hal. Pomp.5.6, where Dionysius criticises Philistus’ uniformity: dAA” 008¢ toig peyéfeot tdv
avdp®dV cuveElo®V TOVG AOYOVG, AAAL WOPOOEElG KOl TOVG <KPOTIGTOVG> dNUNYOPODVTOG KATOAEIT®V TG
duvapelg Kal tag Tpoatpécelg opoiovg dravtag molel (‘he does not even make his speeches measure up to the

stature of his speakers, but makes his popular orators so crowd-shy that they all alike abandon their faculties and

their principles’). For other passages in which d0vapig and npoaipeotig are juxtaposed, see Dion. Hal. Lys. 12.8,
20.2;1s.2.1; Dem.2.3,16.1,41.1; Thuc.1.1,2.2,3.1,5.1, 16.4, 24.12.
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Fragment IV U-R remains problematic. It seems to emphasise the importance of
pragmatic and stylistic mixture and variety, which are important topics in Dionysius’ treatises.
Although this fragment may be attributed to another Dionysius than ‘our’ Dionysius, we do
well to allow for the possibility that it derives from On Imitation.

Fragments Il and V U-R bear witness to a rather coherent view on the very important
roles of natural talent on the one hand and active, technical effort on the other in the imitative
process of composing a text. Finally, fragment Ill U-R clearly defines and contrasts the
notions of imitation and emulation, also by alluding to the concepts of @voig and téyvn.
Therefore, these fragments, which are thematically interconnected and provided with a

reference to Dionysius’ On Imitation, are likely to be genuine remains of the treatise’s first
book.

3.3.2 (PossIBLE) FRAGMENTS OF BookK 2

In addition to the epitome, a few fragments and a long quote in Dionysius’ Letter to Pompeius
are preserved of the second book of On Imitation.”* In their edition of On Imitation, Usener-
Radermacher included what they consider to be a fragment (\VI?) in which there seems to be a
reference to Dionysius’ introductory story on the painter Zeuxis.®”” The passage is found in the
Byzantine grammarian and philologist Maximus Planudes, who may have adapted it from
Dionysius’ On Imitation. Whether Planudes is quoting or paraphrasing from his source,
remains unclear. Neither can we establish whether his source was the original of On Imitation,
the epitome or another text, but what we can observe is that his rendition of the story of a
‘certain painter’ corresponds to the Zeuxis story in On Imitation’s epitome, although only in

broad outline:

Fr. VI U-R: Ot Loypdeog Tic kGALog Epiotov ypawar POVAOUEVOS TAC KOTO TRV
YOPAV KOAGG yuvoikag cvvinOpolse, kol 4@’ €KAGTNG TO TV HEADY UWOVUEVOC

KOAAoTOV, THiG uev 0@Bodpnode, Thg 8¢ piva, Tig 6& 0ppdog Kai ar’ GAANC dAlo (00dE

®% In this section, I will not discuss Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. X1 U-R. This fragment is adopted from Ars Rhet., falsely
attributed to Dionysius. | quote this fragment in n. 14 (first quote). | will also pay no further attention to
Dionysius’ own reference (6 6¢ tpitog mepl 10D MG del ppeicbor) to book 3 of On Imitation, presented as a
fragment in the editions of Usener-Radermacher and Aujac. This is a borrowing from Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.1.

%2 In the edition of U-R, the text of the epitome is listed as fr. VI, whereas the fragment under discussion is
numbered ‘VI*. This fragment VI? is not accepted by Aujac (1992) and Battisti (1997).
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Yop v Gmboog koA @épev T mavTa), KGAAoTov €100g dmnkpipodcaro. "Eowke 8¢
0070 AaPeiv ék tod ‘Ounpov. Kal yap keivog dmoypdpmv tOv Ayopéuvova dupoto
(nev onoi) kai kepoAny ikehoc Au <tepmikepavve>, Apei 6& (dvny, otépvov O

[Moceddovi.®

A painter who wanted to depict the utmost beauty, gathered the beautiful women from
the region, and while he was imitating of each of them their most beautiful part — the
eyes from this one, the nose from another one, the eyebrows from yet another one and
from each of them something different — (for it was not possible that they all were
beautiful in all parts), he carefully worked out the most beautiful form. He seems to
have been adopting this from Homer. For the latter says in describing Agamemnon
that with respect to his eyes and face he was like Zeus hurling the thunderbolt, with

respect to his waist like Ares, and with respect to his breast like Poseidon.*

Deviations from the epitome’s Zeuxis story occur in the omission of the name of the story’s
protagonist, but also in the more detailed description of the physical objects of imitation
(specific facial parts). Although it is striking that nothing is said either on the city of Croton
(Zeuxis’ working place), or on Helen (his object of painting) and the virginal status of the
selected Crotonian women, we may have enough reason to assume that Planudes indeed had a
version of On Imitation at his disposal, if only because of the remarkable parallels in the
choice of words between the epitome’s Zeuxis story and Planudes’ rendition of a remarkably

similar narrative.% The associative reference to Homer seems to be Planudes’ own addition.

%% Cf. “Intorno ai Collectanea di Massimo Planude’, in Rivista di filologia 2.157¢A7 (ed. Piccolomini 1874) (non
vidi).

% The reference is to Hom. 1. 2.477-479.

% |.e. cuviBpoioe (‘he gathered’) vs. Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.4: 70poictn (‘were collected’) (note, however, that
nBpoicOn is used not for assembling the maidens, but for assembling their most beautiful features in one single
picture of a body). Other comparable expressions are: kdAloc Gpiotov (‘utmost beauty’) vs. Dion. Hal. Imit. 1.4:
éhelov [adov] eldoc (‘a perfect [beautiful] form’); a4’ €kaotng 1O TV PEADY HIHOVUEVOC KOAAMGTOV
(‘imitating of each of them their most beautiful part’) vs. Dion. Hal. Imit. 1.4: 6 8’ fiv 8&wov mop’ ékdotn Ypaeic
[...] kéx TOAGY pepdv cvrlhoyfg (‘what was worth paining in each of them [...] and from the compilation of
many parts’); 008& yap fv amdoog kaAd eépety To mavta (‘for it was not possible that they all were beautiful in

all parts’) vs. Dion. Hal. Imit. 1.4: odx énetdfmep foov dmacat katai (‘not that they were all beautiful’).
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Fragment VII U-R encompasses the extensive quote from On Imitation in Dionysius’
Letter to Pompeius. As it is of great interest, it will be discussed separately in sections 3.3.4-
6.66

Fragment VIII U-R can be found in Syrianus’ commentary on Hermogenes’ On Types
of Style. In the introduction to this fragment, Dionysius is said to have proclaimed that a
discourse which should be labelled ‘poetical’ is characterised by figurative, metaphorical and
dithyrambic composition’ (tpomikf] t& kai petopopiki] kai d10vpopPfddel cvvOnkn), and that
Gorgias’ political speeches bear witness to this.

Syrianus’ reference to Dionysius’ criticism of Gorgias is triggered by Hermogenes’
discussion of different types of style. In the introduction to his treatise, Hermogenes indicates
that he will discuss these types of style on themselves before analysing the style of an author
who pre-eminently combines all the types — whom he considers to be the orator Demosthenes.
A demonstration of i.a. the ‘individual features’ (té [...] puépn xod’ &kaotov) of this author
and the ‘general character’ (10 &lov €idoc) of his work will serve as an account of every
individual type of style.®” Moreover, it will clarify how these types can be combined and
‘how, as a result of these combinations, the style can be poetical or unpoetical’ (xoi TdG
LYVOPEVOV TOV a0TAV TOTE Pév TomTikoc, T0Té 8¢ 00 moutedc).® In his comment on this

passage in Hermogenes, Syrianus refers to Dionysius as follows:

Fr. VIII U-R: [Ip&toc yap éxeivoc, w¢ pnot Arovioiog év 1@ Ilepl puunoews oevtépq,

TV momTikiv Kod 310vpapfddn AEEw gig Todg moltucodg siofveyke Adyoug.”

He [i.e. Gorgias, M.S.] was, as Dionysius argues in the second book of On Imitation,

the first to introduce a poetical and dithyrambic vocabulary in political speeches.

Syrianus adds that poetical discourse shares in a ‘beautiful rhythm and a continual harmony’
(evpvbpiog pev kai appoviag opaifc) caused by the ‘meticulous composition of periods and
clauses’ (mepodmv kol kdAwv annkpiPouévny cvvieowv), and is ‘far away fromrivalling with
the dithyrambic and poetical composition such as the style of Isocrates is’ (v 8¢ ye

d0vpapuPmdn kol momrikny cuvOnkny fikiota (nAdoavto, oia tic €otv 1 Tookpdrtovg

°® Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. VIl U-R = 7 Aujac = 5 Battisti.

" Hermog. Id. 1.1.48-49.

®® Hermog. Id. 1.1.52-53.

% Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. VIIl U-R = 4 Aujac = 4 Battisti. Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [266, 31], p. 10, 9-20.
On the views of Gorgias, Dionysius and Longinus on poetical speech, see e.g. De Jonge (2008), 332-340.
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epboic). After having mentioned Isocrates, Syrianus quotes Dionysius again, this time
referring to his treatise On Isocrates, in which Dionysius expresses his distaste for the orator’s
use of rhythms which are ‘not far removed from those of verse’ (o0 moOAL dméyovil 0D
TomTkod péTpov).”

From Syrianus’ (introduction to the) quote from the second book of On Imitation, it
becomes clear that Dionysius was of the opinion that 1) dithyrambic elements are inherent to
poetical discourse, and 2) Gorgias introduced poetical and dithyrambic vocabulary in political
speeches.” There are several passages in which Dionysius pays attention to the (unsuccessful)
incorporation of dithyrambic discourse by prose writers. Especially for Gorgias’ grand prose
style, which heavily leans against poetical discourse, Dionysius expresses his contempt by
using the term ‘dithyramb’ (8100pappoc).” We find this word also in his deprecatory
characterisations of the grand styles of Thucydides and Plato.”

It is striking that Gorgias is mentioned in this (and the following) fragment, whereas
he is entirely omitted in the epitome of the second book.”™ From the existence of these two
fragments, it follows that Dionysius may have mentioned more and/or other authors than
those recorded by the epitomator.

In the quite extensive fragment IX U-R of book 2, Dionysius elaborates on his
idea that Gorgias transferred poetical expression to political speeches to distinguish himself
from ordinary people. Gorgias is contrasted with Lysias, who did the opposite: his style was,
according to Dionysius, clear and common for all people, in accordance with his belief that

current and simple language would be best suited for persuading the layman:

Fr. IX U-R: Topylag pév tv momtiknv Epunveiov LETHVEYKEV €15 AOYOLS TOATIKOVG,
ovK GEBV Bpotov OV prtopa Toic idihtouc sivat. Avciog 88 Tovvavtiov énoince: v
Yap Qavepdy Emact kai terpiupévny AéEv EMhlooev Eyyota vopilov eivor tod mgicat

TOV 101OTNV TO KOOV Thg Ovopaciog Kol apeléc: fiKiota yop dv Tig ebpot Tov Avciov

" Dion. Hal. Isoc. 2.5.

" From this latter statement it follows that dithyrambic vocabulary can be distinguished from poetical discourse,
though it also forms an intrinsic part of it.

"2 Dion. Hal. Lys. 3.4 The dithyramb is a choral song of relatively free harmony and form, performed in honour
of Dionysus.

"% Dion. Hal. Thuc. 29.4 (on Thucydides); Dem. 6.4 (on Plato); Dem. 7.4 (on Plato); Dem. 29.4 (on Plato). More
on Dionysius’ characterisation of the styles of Gorgias, Thucydides and Plato as ‘dithyrambic’ in De Jonge
(2008), 354.

™ Aujac (1992), 21 also observes this.
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TPOTIKT] Kol petaeopiky AéEel keypnuévov: oepvo 0& kol meptttd Kol peYdAa
eaivesOor o TPAYUOTO TOET TOIG KOWOTATOLS OVOLOGL YPDOUEVOS Kol TOMTIKNG oY

AnTOUEVOC KATAGKEVTG. ™

Gorgias transferred poetical expression to political speech, for he did not consider it
right for the rhetorician to be equal to laymen. By contrast, Lysias did the opposite: he
aspired to a style clear to all and used constantly by all, believing that a current and
simple vocabulary comes closest to persuading the laymen. Indeed, one could least of
all find Lysias using figurative and metaphorical speech: he makes his subject matter
seem solemn and extravagant and grand by applying the commonest words and not

adhering to poetical ornamentation.

From other works of Dionysius, it becomes clear that he preferred the approach of Lysias to
that of Gorgias.” In his essay On Lysias, but also in the epitome of book 2 of On Imitation,
Dionysius highly recommends Lysias’ purity, common language and clarity.” In the
discussion of fragment VIII U-R above, I already touched upon Dionysius’ aversion to
Gorgias’ ‘dithyrambic’ prose style. In On Lysias, Gorgias is introduced as a deterrent example
of an orator who, when trying to add ‘colour’ (k6ouog) to his speeches, chooses to resort ‘to
poetical expression’ (gig v momriknv @pdotwv), ‘using a lot of metaphors, exaggerations and
other forms of figurative language’ (petapopois & TOALOKAG YpdEVOL Kol VepPOAais Kol TOAg
GMhong Tpomkoig idéang).” By contrast, Lysias succesfully ‘makes his subject matter seem
solemn, extravagant and grand by applying the commonest words and not adhering to poetical
ornamentation’ (koi oguvo Kol mePITTO Kol peydio @aivesOat ta mpdyporo molEl TOIC

I , s s 3 ~ 5 13 r ~ 7
KOWOTATOLG YPDHEVOG OVOLLAGT KOi TOMTIKTG 00y, ATTOpEVOS KATOOKEVTC). ™

’® Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. IX U-R = 5 Aujac = 6 Battisti. Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [266, 31], p. 11,19 - p.
12, 3.

’® As a critic, Dionysius was not really interested in designating one particular composition type and style as
superior to another inthe process of literary imitation, because he expected his students to imitate all styles ina
creative and eclectic way. He nevertheless expressed his preference for the ‘well-blended’ middle style, e.g. in
Comp. 24. What Dionysius did care about was excellence in one of the three styles he distinguished: the grand,
the plain (of which Lysias was the role model) and the middle, which he himself considered most worth
pursuing.

" Dion. Hal. Lys. 2.1, 3.8-9, 4.1; Dion. Hal. Imiz.5.1.

’® Dion. Hal. Lys. 3.3.

" Dion. Hal. Lys. 3.2. Note that this is the same sentence as the final sentence of Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. IX U-R =5
Aujac = 6 Battisti, except for the reversal of the order of ypdpevog dvopaot.
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As for fragment X U-R, Syrianus states that it comes from the second book of On
Imitation, but its message can, in a slightly different form, also be found in On Lysias 8.5.
Like the former fragment, the quote casts light on the subject of poetical discourse. This time,
however, Dionysius is not concerned with its presence, but with its absence in prose. Syrianus
declares that for Dionysius, ‘unpoetical’ is ‘what seems to be not artful’ (16 Soxodv
avemndevtov eivar), and he critically notes that Dionysius would have done better
completely to avoid the term ‘unpoetical’ in favour of ‘not artful’. The following is, according
to Syrianus, what Dionysius had to say about the seemingly loose and not artful style of
Lysias:

Fr. X U-R: Aokel pgv yap amointdg Tig sivan kai dreyvitevtog 6 tiic Epunveiog ovtod
[tod Avciov] yapaxtip, kai moAloilg Gv kol T@®V @ULOAOY®V mapdoyol d0&av, Ot
AVEMTNOEVTMG KO OV KOTA TEXVNV, OVTORATOS d¢ Tmg Kol a¢ ETuyxe cvykeltor. “Eott
d0¢ mavtdg €pyov HOAAOV TE(VIKOD KOTECKEVOGUEVOG: TEmOiNTAL YAp ovTOd TO
amointov Kol d€deton TO AeALUEVOV, Kol &V oOT@ T@ 1| SOKEWV devdg KateokevdoOon

70 dewov Eyer.”

His [Lysias’] type of style seems to be an unpoetical and artless one, and he may give
many people, even among philologists, the impression that he is composing unartfully
and without competence, but rather accidentally and casually. But his style is more
artificially constructed than whatever technical work: for the unpoetical element of his
work is the fruit of effort and its loose character is strongly tied, and even in the

respect in which it does not seem to be skilfully constructed, it possesses skill.

The last line of this fragment is quoted a second time in Syrianus’ commentary on
Hermogenes’ On Types of Style (fr. 6b Aujac), though in a slightly different form.*

The fragment, along with many passages in the treatise On Lysias, clearly shows that a
casual style such as Lysias’ often creates the impression that the author lacks the ability to
compose his work in a solid way and in accordance with the rules of the art. Looseness of

style, however, certainly does not always indicate a lack of talent, according to Dionysius. In

8 Dion. Hal. Imiz. fr. X U-R = 6a Aujac = 7 Battisti. Cf. Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [266, 31], p. 12, 7-15.
8 Syrian. In Hermog. De Formis [394, 24], p. 87, 19-21.
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the case of Lysias, it is established by great virtuosity which completely obscures itself.® This
concealment of craftsmanship requires even more artistic competence than the overt display
of it.

The four fragments of the second book of On Imitation discussed above show that
Dionysius did not intend to provide his readers with a mere enumeration of classical authors,
devoid of any theoretical consideration. Yet, this is the impression we get from him in the
epitome, in which his views on imitation seem to be rather simplistic and unfounded. Judging
from the remaining fragments, however, we can conclude that Dionysius also elaborated on
subjects like art and nature, the poetical element in prose, and on stylistic nonchalance as a

mask of great artistic skill — themes which are also prominent in the rest of his works.

3.3.3 AN OVERLOOKED FRAGMENT?

In his commentary on Aristotle’s Rhetoric (1.11, 1371b6), Spengel points to the existence of a
».83

scholion in the margin of codex A, containing a reference to ‘Dionysius’:
Kai 6 Awviciog onowv 6t 10 mbava kpeittovd giot tdv aANO®Y domep Kol Tol
HpApoTo. TV TpoToTHNnY, olov Podv pév idelv tiktovsov od Bovpactoév, THV 88

mombeicav 1@ Pedig fodv TikTovsay 10€iv BovpacTov.

Also Dionysius says that what is convincing is more powerful than what is true, and
that imitations are more powerful than their models: for example, seeing a cow bearing

is not miraculous, whereas seeing that the cow made by Phidias is bearing is.

In Rhetoric 1.11, 1371b, Aristotle discusses the pleasure of learning and admiration, and all
things connected, such as good works of imitation which are pleasant even if the object of

% Observing these imitations excites pleasure which arises from the

imitation is no
recognition of ‘likeness’ (cvAloywopog) between model and imitation — which is an act of
learning. Aristotle adds that the same may be said from sudden changes and escapes from

danger, which induce ‘wonder’ (6adua).

8 There are many comparable comments of Dionysius concerning Lysias’ (hidden) skill in the treatise On
Lysias. See e.g. Lys. 8.4 ff., but also 17.1, where Lysias is called ‘the most skilful”’ (d&idtatov) of all orators in
composing introductions.

8 Spengel (1867), 166.

8 | touched upon this passage in section 2.2.4, n. 80.
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Spengel doubts whether the quote in the scholion to this passage is to be attributed to
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. He claims that the author of this scholion could hardly have used
other works of Dionysius than those known to us, and that in Dionysius’ treatises which have
stood the test of time, ideas are expressed which are not compatible with the message of the
scholion. Spengel must have thought of Dionysius’ discussion of both ‘persuasiveness’ and
‘truthfulness’ as (equally) important literary virtues, as well as those passages reflecting the
idea which is at the heart of Dionysius’ theory of imitation: that of the (preliminary)
supremacy of models over imitations (e.g. On Dinarchus 7.5-7).%

The interesting scholion is rescued from oblivion by Radermacher, who admits that
the idea of convincing things being superior to true things and imitations being superior to
their models cannot be reconciled with Dionysius’ surviving works.* However, Radermacher
thinks it is ‘well thinkable’ (‘wohl denkbar’) that Dionysius has emphasised the possibility of
the superiority of ta mOavéaand to pywruoata to truth and models, suggesting that in the
scholion the word ‘sometimes’ (éviote) has disappeared after pnoiv 6t.*” He supposes that
the reference in the scholion may be to a fragment of Dionysius’ treatise On Imitation. | agree
with this hypothesis, accepting one of Radermacher’s two arguments and proposing other
arguments to make a reference to a fragment of Dionysius’ On Imitation in the Aristotle-
scholion more plausible.

Supporting his suggestion that On Imitation is the original source of the quote,
Radermacher points to fragment | U-R, which contains the definition of rhetoric as dvvapuig
teyvikn mbovod Aoyov (‘technical ability of persuasive discourse’). As | have argued above, it
is plausible that this definition is a conflation of different, Aristotelian-inspired sources, or a

free adaptation of Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric. Therefore, unlike Radermacher, | do not

% For the importance of both persuasiveness and truthfulness, see e.g. Dion. Hal. Din. 7.2, where Dionysius is
concerned with establishing whether texts should be attributed to Lysias or to Dinarchus: gav 8¢ pnte <to>
xaptev Spotov gvupickn pnte 10 THavOV Kal TO TOV 0VOUATOV akplPeg unte <t0> Tiig dAnbeiag antopevov, &v
101¢ Agwvapyov Aoyoig avtovg £atm (‘but if he [i.e. the man who tries to attribute texts to Lysias or Dinarchus,
M.S.] finds no such qualities of grace or persuasiveness or precision of language or close adherence to reality, let
him leave them [i.e. the texts he examines, M.S.] among the speeches of Dinarchus’). In Dion. Hal. Din. 7.6,
Dionysius endows original models with ‘a certain spontaneous grace and freshness’ (avto@ung Tic EmtTpéyet
Yapig koi dpa), whereas imitations run the risk of being contrived and unnatural. See section 2.2.2.

8 Radermacher (1940), 78-80.

8" Radermacher (1940), 79: ‘man konnte dem geforderten Sinne geradezu durch Einschub von éviote hinter

onoiv 6t aufhelfen’.
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consider this fragment an argument for maintaining that Dionysius in the scholion is ‘our’
Dionysius.

To announce On Imitation as the possible object of reference in the Aristotle-scholion,
Radermacher also brings in the Zeuxis story at the beginning of the epitome of the second
book of On Imitation, which is centered around the idea that reality can be sublimated in
artistic imitations — that means, that imitations should ideally surpass their objects through
skilful selection and arrangement. This is in line with the statement in the scholion that
‘imitations are [or — following Radermacher’s plausible suggestion — ‘are sometimes’, M.S.]
more powerful than their models’ and the proclamation that Phidias’ representation of a
bearing cow is ‘marvelous’ (avpootdv), in contrast to the real-life scene of a bearing cow.®
In my opinion, the Zeuxis story offers Radermacher a valid argument for reconsidering the
Aristotle-scholion as a probable remnant of Dionysius’ On Imitation, which simply must have
been overlooked by Usener, his forerunner Rossler and by Rabe, who edited the scholia to
Aristotle.® There are, however, more reasons to suppose that it stems from Dionysius’ On
Imitation, as | will show.

Seeing that Dionysius for reasons of clarity and illustration often refers to art and
architecture, and the epitome of On Imitation mentions the painter Zeuxis, the reference to the
artist Phidias, one of the greatest Athenian sculptors from the fifth century BC and a
prominent figure in Dionysius’ works, should come as no surprise. Therefore, in my opinion,
Radermacher’s suggestion that the scholion’s illustrative sentence (olov Podv pév id&iv
Tiktovoav etc.) is an addition of the scholiast, is an unconvincing attempt to solve the problem
that we do not know of a sculpted cow made by Phidias. In fact, it is quite possible that he
made one, just as his contemporary Myron is known to have made a cow of bronze.
Radermacher’s proposition that the second-century AD sculptor Phidias, ‘son of Phidias’, is
meant instead of the fifth-century BC Athenian sculptor is, to my taste, an improbable
argument for holding a scholiast, and not Dionysius, responsible for the remarkable oiov

Bodv-sentence.®

8 Radermacher (1940), 79 notes that the example (olov Bodv pév id€iv Tiktovoav etc.) may well be an addition
of the scholiast.

8 Ibid. The scholion is not mentioned in editions of Dionysius’ On Imitation, except for the edition of Battisti
(1997), 28-29, n. 74, who excludes the fragment because of scarcity of evidence (‘data la scarsita di evidenza’).
% The names of the second-century AD Phidias and his brother Ammonius occur on a basalt statue (159 AD) of
a crouching monkey, discovered in the great Serapeum in Rome.
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The scholion also contains other elements which frequently occur in the works of
Dionysius. The virtue of stylistic ‘persuasiveness’ is proclaimed everywhere in his works; in
the epitome of On Imitation, Herodotus is said to be superior to Thucydides i.a. ‘in
persuasion’ (nei00i).” The criterion of ‘truthfulness’ appears four times in the epitome, and is
scattered throughout Dionysius’ other treatises.? Quite rare is the word pipnpo; it is attested
once in the epitome of On Imitation, once in On Thucydides and once in On Composition.”
The word mpwtotvmov could be a hapax in Dionysius’ works; we do find its equivalent
apyétomov. Finally, the image of a cow is absent in Dionysius’ treatises, but ‘conception’ and
‘birth” (cf. tiktovoav), ‘observation’ (cf. id€iv) and ‘marvel’ (cf. OQovuaotdv) are crucial
concepts in the epitome’s introductory stories of the ugly farmer (whose wife observes
beautiful pictures and brings forth beautiful children) and the painter Zeuxis (who closely
observes his female models).” The emotion of ‘marvel’ (Qodpa) is even intrinsically
connected with the activity of (fjkog in fragment 11l U-R of On Imitation.”

On the basis of these observations, it must be considered plausible that the scholion to
Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1.11, 1371b6 discovered by Spengel refers to a lost passage in Dionysius’
On Imitation, in which Dionysius touches upon important mimetic theoretical concepts
(persuasion, truth, and the interconnection between literary model and imitation) in an

appealing and highly illustrative way.

3.3.4 A QUOTE IN THE LETTER TO POMPEIUS

That Dionysius’ work On Imitation was less schematic than we may conclude from the
epitome, is suggested not only by the fragments preserved by Syrianus, but also by an
important fragment cited by Dionysius himself in his Letter to Pompeius. \When comparing
the fragment with the passage in the epitome, we can conclude that the epitomator has

presented the views of Dionysius rather faithfully, though in a strongly condensed form.®

*! Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.3.

%2 Dion. Hal. Imir. 2.1; 2.12; 5.1; 5.3. Imit. 3.8 discusses Philistus’ usefulness “for real debates’ (1pdg Todg
aAn0eig aydvag).

% Dion. Hal. Imit. 1.5; Thuc. 42.5; Comp. 16.3.

% See section 1.1-3.

% See the discussion of this fragment in section 2.2.1; 3.3.1.

% Aujac (1992), 18-20 is not very positive about the epitomator’s work, but she does admit that the epitomised
section on style properly reflects the tenor in the quote from the Letter to Pompeius: ‘sur le style en revanche,

I’Epitomé fournit un résumé assez fidéle de ce qu’avait dit Denys [...]".
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The Letter to Pompeius is Dionysius’ response to Cn. Pompeius Geminus, who
received copies from Dionysius’ works from Zeno, a friend of both of them, who is otherwise
unknown to us.” Most scholars assume that Pompeius was Greek, but it is also suggested that
he was Roman.® The character and ‘nationality’ of the addressee is a matter of great
importance, as recent articles of Weaire and De Jonge have shown regarding Dionysius’
Letter to Pompeius and On Thucydides.*® As De Jonge observes, in the Letter to Pompeius
(which quotes a passage from On Imitation), Dionysius criticises Thucydides rather frankly
for his anti-Athenian attitude (Pomp. 3.15), whereas in On Thucydides 8.1, the attentive
reader notices that Dionysius expresses the same criticism in a more implicit and concealed
way.

De Jonge, following Weaire, suggests that this discrepancy can be explained by taking
into account Dionysius’ professional situation and his intended audience rather than by
assuming a significant development in Dionysius’ critical thinking. The treatise On
Thucydides was addressed to the Roman Aelius Tubero, one of the passionate admirers of
Thucydides in Rome, who was obviously discontented with Dionysius’ explicit rejection of
Thucydides’ anti-Athenian bias in On Imitation.™ The recipient of On Imitation, however,
was, as we have seen, the otherwise unknown Greek Demetrius, who probably did not take
offence at such criticism.

We cannot determine Pompeius’ ‘nationality’, but what we do know is that he
objected to the critical judgements Dionysius passed on Plato in On Demosthenes.”™ This
treatise contains a famous comparison between Plato and Demosthenes, in which Dionysius
shows how Plato (just like Isocrates) in his application of the middle style falls short in
comparison with Demosthenes’ superior stylistic qualities.

After having received an objection from Pompeius to his critical assessments of Plato,
Dionysius — insisting on the fact that he too is an admirer of Plato — defends his cVykpioig

between Plato and Demosthenes by arguing that he intended to do justice to Demosthenes as

*" Dion. Hal. Pomp.1.1. Cf. Rhys Roberts (1900), 439-440, who observes that nothing is known about Pompeius
and Zeno. For scholarly discussions of Dion. Hal. Pomp., see e.g. Heath (1989b); Fornaro (1997), esp. 162 ff.;
Wiater (2011), 132-154.

% Hidber (1996), 7, n. 50.

% Weaire (2005); De Jonge (2017).

199 \we know from e.g. Cic. Orar. 30-32 that Thucydides was very popular in Rome.

101 Pompeius stands at the beginning of a tradition in which Dionysius is sharply criticised for his harsh attitude
towards Plato.
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the greatest of all literators, not as one of the best. The comparative method, so Dionysius, is
the only truthful tool of analysis to determine whose style is the most excellent of all.

Dionysius’ defence of his critical comparative method covers the first two chapters of
the Letter to Pompeius; the remainder is an extensive quote from a passage in his treatise On
Imitation, in which he discusses the historians whom he judges most suitable for imitation:
Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Philistus — who are discussed pairwise in comparison —
and finally Theopompus. By quoting this passage, Dionysius meets Pompeius’ request to
learn his opinion of Herodotus and Xenophon.'”? The quote is preceded by a general
description of the content of book 1, 2 and 3 of On Imitation.

Dionysius’ discussion on the historians is split into two parts concerning ‘subject
matter’ (6 mpaypatikog tomog) and ‘style’ (0 Aextikog toémog). The epitomator seems to have
been only interested in Dionysius’ discussion on style, for he reduces the section on the
npoypotikog tomog of the historians to no more than one sentence, in which Herodotus is
declared superior to Thucydides in this respect.'®

In the section on the Aextikog tomog, the epitomator allows himself some liberties
concerning the construction of sentences, the choice of words and, less frequently, the
presentation of ideas. The majority of these deviations, however, may have occurred due to
condensation of the material and different emphasis — which in turn may be caused by the
genre of the epitome, the personal preferences of the epitomator and his intended audience.'™

Although it may be considered sufficient to explain the discrepancies between the
epitome of the second book of On Imitation and the extant fragment in the Letter to Pompeius
by pointing to these influential factors of genre, personal preference and audience, much
effort has been made to provide other solutions.

Usener, partly followed by Heath, tries to explain the points of difference by assuming
that the Letter to Pompeius was drawn from an early draft of On Imitation, whereas the

epitomator had the final version at his disposal, which contained additional material that is not

192 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.1.

193 Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.1.

104 1t goes beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss all correspondences between the epitome of On Imitation
and the relevant section inthe Letter to Pompeius in detail. Weaire (2002) partly deals with this subject, as well
as Aujac (1992), 18-20. For ashort discussion on the intended audience and the aim of the treatise On Imitation,
see section 3.4.
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included in the Lerter.'® Sacks on the other hand argues that the differences between the
epitome and the Letter (and especially the additions in the Lerter) are so substantial that the
passage on the historians in the Letter must reflect an entire reconsideration of Dionysius’
views on the ancient historians.'® Finally, Costil states that the discrepancies between both
sources (and particularly the apparent additions in the epitome) are established by lacunae in
our text of the Letter — thus dismissing the idea of separate versions of On Imitation.™®’

As Weaire has shown — and in my opinion in a convincing way —, all of these
explanations are more or less deficient, because they do not (or not sufficiently) account for
the editorial procedure of omission and addition of the epitomator.'® The additions, according
to Weaire, are so minor — Costil, Sacks and Heath discuss only three examples — that they
could be as easily attributed to the epitomator as the omissions.'® Dionysius indeed seems to
present to Pompeius an extract from a work in progress, but, according to Weaire, ‘there is
nothing in Dionysius’ words that suggests that Imit. 2 was in need of further revision’, as
Usener claims in sustaining his idea that the fragment included in the Letter was based on a
draft."°

Sacks’ view that in his Letter Dionysius presents a revised version of the section on
the historians in On Imitation is, as Weaire rightly argues, at variance with Dionysius’

opening words that he literally, not periphrastically or partially, quotes from this work (tdde

195 Usener (1889), 8; Heath (1989a). As Weaire (2002),353 already pointed out, Usener does not go into detail
concerning these differences.

196 sacks (1983), 66-80.

197 Costil (1949), pt. 4, ch. 5. One of the two additions discerned by Costil is to be found in the epitome’s
account of Philistus, which contains, unlike the Letter to Pompeius, references to Thucydides’ incompleteness
and to Thucydides’ §0og. More on the epitome’s additions in n. 109.

108 \Weaire (2002).

109 \Weaire (2002), 353. Additions in the epitome occur in the discussion of Philistus (Imit. 3.6), and of
Theopompus (Imit. 3.9). For a detailed discussion of these additions, see Weaire (2002), 353-357. Weaire also
discusses three other additions (Imit. 3.3, 3.5, 3.7) that escaped comment, but are put forward by himself (ibid.,
357 ff.) Only one of these (Imit. 3.5) can hardly be explained by assuming the epitomator’s interference. In this
passage in the epitome, Xenophon is said to attribute ‘philosophical language to ordinary men and foreigners’
and to use ‘language appropriate for dialogues rather than correct military usage’ (tr. Weaire). In Pomp. 4.4, the
observation is confined to the ‘inappropriate character portrayal’. In this case, Weaire suggests to adopt Costil’s
theory of lacunae in the Letter, but he thinks it is hardly applicable elsewhere.

19 \Weaire (2002), 352, n. 8.
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vpaow). ™ Finally, Costil’s assumption on the possibility of lacunae in the Lerter is not
invalidated or ruled out by Weaire, although it also ignores Dionysius’ opening words. Weaire
thinks lacunae in the Letter might be postulated only in case of extreme and otherwise
inexplicable differences between the epitome and the Lerrer.'™ Since such differences can
hardly be found, and Dionysius’ claim of quoting his passage from On Imitation in full can be
taken at face value, we should — | agree with Weaire — be cautious in assuming lacunae in the
Letter. It is more likely that in Dionysius’ Letter, the substantial passage on the historians

from his treatise On Imitation has been copied in its entirety.

3.3.5 IMITATION OF SUBJECT MATTER IN THE LETTER TO POMPEIUS

The section on the historians in the Letter to Pompeius forms an important source for
reconstructing Dionysius’ ideas on imitation, whatever its relation to the epitome and the
original version of On Imitation may be. With regard to the mpaypatucog tomog, Dionysius
starts his discussion by establishing the five main tasks a historian has to accomplish in the
process of imitation, none of which is mentioned in the epitome. In fact, in the epitome as a
whole, the mpaypoatikog tomog plays a subordinate role; most of the virtues distinguished are
stylistically oriented. Because we are not well equipped with evidence on the mpoypotikog
tomog, | will discuss this section in the Letter to Pompeius in some more detail than the
passage on the Aextikog toémog — qualities of style will get full attention in the last sections of
this chapter.™®

The discussion of the mpaypoticog tomog gets shape by an illustrative cvykpioig
between Herodotus and Thucydides. First of all, Dionysius insists that writers of whatever
kind of history should ‘select a beautiful and graceful subject’ (Vm60ecv ékAéEacHon Koy
kol keyapopévy).! Here, we see that the choice of ‘ideas’ (vofuaro) is determined by

requirements (i.e. beauty and charm) similar to those imposed on the process of composition,

11 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.1; Weaire (2002), 352. Aujac (1992), 18-19 and Battisti (1997), 31 do seem to assume
that Dionysius is giving us a copy of a passage taken from On Imitation like he says, but they do not address the
question in detail.

112 \Weaire (2002), 353.

113 For a profound discussion of Dionysius’ treatment of the five main tasks of a historian, see Heath (1989b),
esp. 74-88.

1% Dion. Hal. Pomp.3.2.
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the aims of which are determined to be ®dovq and kod6v.'™ Dionysius illustrates the
requirement of a beautiful and graceful subject by pointing to Herodotus, who is better than
Thucydides in this respect: the former dared to write a general history of the wonderful deeds
of Greeks and barbarians, relying on his ability to produce something better than his
forerunners Hellanicus and Charon — in which he actually succeeded.™® By contrast, the latter
wrote on a single war which was ‘neither glorious or fortunate’ (otte kalov odte vTLYT),
although he was free to choose a subject that ought not to have been consigned ‘to silence and
oblivion® (conf] koi A0n).*" It follows that a courageous attitude, a generalist approach and
a keen eye for glorious events are of main importance for the historian who wants to imitate
and emulate his predecessors.

Secondly, the historian should keep in mind ‘where to begin and how far to go’ (n60gv
e 8pEacBon kol péypt mod mpoeddeiv). M In this respect too, Herodotus displays his superior
taste. According to Dionysius, he does not decide to begin his narrative at the point ‘where
Greek affairs started to decline’ (4@ 7g fiplato wakdg mphrtew T EAAnvikov), as
Thucydides out of anti-Anthenian sentiments did, but he arranges his history by starting with
the reasons why the barbarians caused harm to the Greeks and by ending with the culmination
of their punishment."® Here, Dionysius insists on a sharp taste for and keen discernment of
what is appropriate in demarcating the subject — and what is appropriate, is supposed to be
chauvinistic. Indeed, this ‘appropriateness’ (10 mpénov — a quality that occurs elsewhere in the
Letter) is not only one of the essential literary virtues distinguished by Theophrastus, but also
one of Dionysius’ four means of attaining the two aims of stylistic composition mentioned
above (doviy and kadov).™ It is even called the most essential of all virtues in the essay On
Lysias."** Here, we see the boundaries between the requirements imposed on subject matter,

style and composition being blurred, as is often the case in the works of Dionysius.**

1% Dion. Hal. Comp. 10-11.

16 Dion. Hal. Pomp.3.7.

Y7 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.4.

18 Djon. Hal. Pomp.3.8.

19 Dion. Hal. Pomp.3.9.

120 On Theophrastus, see section 3.5.2.

12 Dion. Hal. Lys. 9.1. For appropriateness in composition, see Dion. Hal. Comp. 20.

122 Cf, e.g. Dion. Hal. Comp. 20:3: 6pohoyovpévou 81 mapd iowv §TL Tpénov 6Tl 1O T0I¢ VTOKEEVOLS AppOLoV
TPOCMOTOLE TE KO TPAY LAGLY, DOTTEP 1] EKAOYT TOV OVOUATOV 1] HEV TIC GV €iN TPETOVGO TOTG VTOKEIUEVOLC T) 08
ampenng, obto oM mov Kai 1 cvvBeoic (‘it is agreed by all that appropriateness is that treatment which is fitting

for the actors and the actions concerned. Just as the choice of words may be either appropriate or inappropriate to

94



Thirdly, the selection of the subject material deserves to get full attention of the
historian: he must consider ‘which events he should include in his work, and which he should
omit’ (tiva T &l mapohaPeiv &mi THY Ypapiy Tpdypote kol tive tapotumeiv).? Also in this
respect, Thucydides shows himself to be inferior to Herodotus. The former ‘hurtles
breathlessly through an extended single war’ (mOiepov &va  kototeivag, AmvevoTti
SieEépyetan).”* By contrast, the latter is aware of the fact that every narrative should have
enough ‘pauses’ (avomavoelg) to be pleasant to its audience. What exactly should be
understood by these pauses, is not explicitly addressed by Dionysius.’” However, what he
does make clear, is that these pauses, which are elsewhere designated ‘changes’
(netoforai), were intended to increase the ‘variety’ (moucihio) of the text. Interestingly, in his
work On Composition, Dionysius argues that ‘change’ (netapoAn) is one of the four means of

attaining the aims of composition.'?

Thus, here too we discern that a stylistic requirement is
applicable also to the level of subject matter.

The fourth task of a historian pertains to “distributing and arranging’ (5ieAéc8on te Kol
t6Eon) his subject material.”” In this regard, Dionysius allows no ambiguity at all.
Thucydides, with his close adherence to the chronological order of the events, is ‘unclear and
hard to follow’ (doapn kol dvomapakorovdntog), because he does not sufficiently give heed
to the cohesion of events which are necessarily separated by time. By contrast, Herodotus
follows the ‘divisions as provided by the events themselves’ (taig meployoig T@V TpoyLaT®V).
In this way, he connects and explains the events taking place, and presents them as parts of a
harmonious and coherent whole.'?

The fifth requirement imposed on the historian concerns his own ‘attitude’ (d10ec1c)

12
d.*

towards the events describe Again, Herodotus serves as a prime example. His attitude is

honest and fair, since it is ‘delighting in the good things and suffering from the bad’ (toig pev

the subject matter, so surely may the composition be”). Cf. Hagedorn (1964), 22: ‘es zeigt sich also bei Dionys
ganz deutlich die Tendenz, den virtutes elocutionis eine inhaltlich-gedankliche Seite anzugliedern’.

123 Djon. Hal. Pomp. 3.11.

124 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.12.

125 1n his commentary on Dion. Hal. Pomp., Fornaro (1997), 193 refers to pauses in Homer, which Nannini
understands to be e.g. ‘mutamenti tematici’ (‘thematic changes’), ‘digressioni’ (‘digressions’), ‘il passagio da
narrazione a discorso diretto’ (‘the transition from narration to direct discourse’).

126 Djon. Hal. Comp. 19.

127 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.13.

28 Ibid.

129 Djon. Hal. Pomp. 3.15.
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dyadoic cuvndopévn, 1oig 8¢ Kakoic cuvakyodoa).® This subtlety is completely foreign to
Thucydides: his attitude towards the events described is ‘downright’ (aw6ékactoc) and
‘harsh’ (mkpd), and he revels in examining the mistakes of his native city Athens into detail
because of his resentment over his exile.**

Thus, with regard to subject matter, the superiority of Herodotus over Thucydides
should be acknowledged in every aspect: 1) the choice of a noble subject, 2) the determination
of the beginning and end of a story, 3) the selection of the material, 4) the distribution and
arrangement of the material, and 5) the attitude towards the events described. However, in
style, Thucydides is in some respects inferior, in others superior, in others equal (cf. kot 6€
TOV AEKTIKOV T& pdv Hrtov, to 8¢ kpsittav, T 8’ icoc).”* Let us briefly look at the stylistic

virtues Dionysius distinguishes in the same passage from the Letter to Pompeius.**

3.3.6 IMITATION OF STYLE IN THE LETTER TO POMPEIUS

The supreme stylistic virtue which should, in the view of Dionysius, accompany all other
literary virtues, is the use of a language which is characterised by ‘purity’ (kaBopotng) and
Greek idiom (together called é\inviopoc).™ Both Herodotus and Thucydides — each in their
own dialect — exactly meet this requirement (cf. éxpipodow).”* The second point of
comparison is lost in the Letter to Pompeius, but in the epitome we read it had been ‘clarity’

136

(capnvewr), for which Herodotus is given the palm.” Third in line comes ‘conciseness’

Y0 Ibid.
B Ibid.
2 Ibid.
133 Eor remarks on Dionysius’ different treatment of virtues of style inthe Letter to Pompeius and On Lysias, See
Viidebaum (2018), 108, who argues that On Lysias ‘displays a very clear distinction and an almost definition-
like treatment of the virtues’ (more than the Letter to Pompeius).

3% Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.16.

%5 Ibid. Cf. Dion. Hal. Imir. 3.1 tij pév yop axpipeio 1@V dvopdtmv, e EKETEPOL TPORPNVTAL SIHAEKTOV
aroo®lovot to 1d1ov [...] (‘with regard to precision in words, both of them preserve the characteristic of the
dialect they have chosen’).

1% Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.1. Cf. Fornaro (1997), 217-218, who discusses the hiatus. The virtue of cagrvela was the
second virtue of style according to Theophrastus, after é\Anvicudc. In the discussion of the third quality in the
Letter to Pompeius, capnvewa is also referred to (Pomp. 3.17). Therefore, it seems all the more likely that

Dionysius’ second virtue had been cagnveta, as the epitome has it.
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(cvvtopia), which is also called Bpayvtne (cf. 0 Ppoyv).”*" In this respect, Thucydides
deserves to be considered the champion. In his essay On Thucydides, Dionysius categorises
these three qualities (koBopotng, caenvelwn, cvvtopio) as ‘essential virtues’ (ai dvorykodon)
directed towards a clear and correct exposition, thus distinguishing them from ‘the additional
qualities’ (oi émifetor) which reveal an author’s individual capacities.'®

The additional qualities make up the rest of the quote of On Imitation in Dionysius’
Letter to Pompeius. They are used to analyse and determine not only the individual genius
and power of Herodotus and Thucydides, but also of the minor historians Xenophon, Philistus
and Theopompus. In the Letter to Pompeius, ‘vividness’ (évapyewr) is ranked as the “first of
the additional virtues’ (mpo™ pév td@v émBétov apetdv) in historical writing, followed by
‘the representation of character and emotions’ (1 t®v O®V Te Koi maddV pipmoig).™ Third
come the qualities which display ‘grandeur’ (106 péya) and ‘marvelousness’ (1o
Bavpaotov). ™ These are succeeded by a group of virtues whose effects are “vigour® (ioyvc),
‘tension’ (tévoc) and the like.** The fifth group identified by Dionysius encompasses the
virtues pertaining to “pleasure’ (ndovi}), ‘persuasiveness’ (mem) and ‘delight’ (tépyic).**
These five groups are succeeded by three individual qualities: ‘naturalness’ (to kata @How),

‘intensity’ (to dewdv) and, most important of all, ‘appropriateness’ (16 npémov), which should

37 Dion. Hal. Pomp.3.17. Cf. Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.2: ki 10 pév oovtopov £ott mopd @ovkudidn [...] (‘and brevity
is in Thucydides’). For cuvtopio in Dionysius, see Geigenmuller (1908), 30.

** Dion. Hal. Thuc. 23.6.

139 Dion. Hal. Pomp.3.17-18. Cf. Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.2: 10 82 évapyég mapd aueotépotc. 'Ev pévrot toig foikoig
kpatel 6 Hpoddotog, &v 8¢ Toig mabntikoic 6 ®ovkvdidng (‘vividness is in both. In the representation of character,
Herodotus wins, but in emotions, Thucydides wins’). For évépyeia in Dionysius, see Geigenmuller (1908), 41-
42. For literature on the concept of évéapyeia, see section 2.2.1, n. 41.

49 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.18. Cf. Dion. Hal. Imir. 3.2, where ‘grandeur’ (10 péyo) and ‘marvelousness’ (0
Bavpootov) are replaced for the (related) concepts of ‘eloguence’ (kaAidoyio) and ‘magnificence’
(neyorompémeia). Both kodMloyia and peyarompéneio are also mentioned in Dion. Hal. Pomp. (resp. 5.3 & 4.3).
1 Dion. Hal. Pomp.3.19. Cf. Dion. Hal. Imiz. 3.3, where not only ioytg and tdvog, but also a virtue belonging to
the same category is listed (i.e. pdun), in addition with some other virtues added by the epitomator.

42 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.19. Cf. Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.3: 180vij 8¢ kai medol kai xGprt Kol @ adTOPVET LaKkpd
dteveykovia tov ‘Hpddotov gvpickopev (‘but in pleasure, persuasiveness, grace and spontaneity, we think
Herodotus is far superior’). ‘Delight’ (tépyic) is rarely used (only twice in Dionysius’ rhetorical works) as a
technical term. Cf. Fornaro (1997), 223. It is closely related to ‘grace’ (xépig). For tépyig, see Dion. Hal. Dem.
32.2.
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accompany all other virtues.*® In the discussion on the historians Xenophon, Philistus and
Theopompus, other additional qualities come to the fore which are strongly tied to those just
mentioned.'*

Although the additional status of these virtues might suggest they are less important
than the essential ones, it is they which reveal sublimity and individuality of style, as

Dionysius makes clear in his treatise On Thucydides:

[...] toc & dmbéroug, 8€ dv péhiota S1adnhoc 1 Tod prtopog yiveton dvvapug, obte
amdcag oVte €lg dxpov Tkovoog, GAL’ OAlyag woil éml Ppayd, Vyog Aéym kol
KOAMPPNUOGHVNV KOl GEUVOAOYIOV KOl LEYOAOTPEREIY: OVOE O1 TOVOV 0VdE PApog
008¢ mahoc Sieyeipov OV vodv 008¢ 1O Eppopévov Kol Evaydviov mvedua, &€ v 1

kohovpévn yiveta dewotng [...].1*°

But the additional virtues, from which an orator’s special ability is revealed most
clearly, are neither all present nor fully developed individually, but are found sparsely
and in diluted form — | am referring to sublimity, eloguence, solemn speech and
magnificence. Nor is there any tension, any gravity, or any emotion to arouse the
mind, nor any robust, combative spirit, all of which are essential to what we call

genius.

In this passage from On Thucydides, the important additional stylistic virtues identified by
Dionysius seem to be closely connected to each other. Some relate to loftiness, such as
‘sublimity’ (byog) and ‘magnificence’ (ueyolompénein); others to an intense spiritual

severity: ‘tension’ (t6vog), a ‘robust and combative spirit’ (10 éppopévov kai Evaymviov

43 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.19-20. For to dewvév in Thucydides, see Voit (1934), 76-78. Of these three qualities of
naturalness, intensity and appropriateness, ‘naturalness’ (t0 adto@uég) and ‘appropriateness’ (to mpémov) are
mentioned in Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.3. Here, t0 mpémov is, unlike the case in the Letter, listed with regard to
‘pragmatic treatment’ (rmparypoteio) and ‘portrayal of character’ (mpoowromotia). In Dion. Hal. Pomp., however,
stylistic appropriateness is referred to; moreover, appropriateness in ‘portrayal of character’ is mentioned at
another place: 4.4. This is proof of the eclectic and compiling method of the epitomator. It is also remarkable
that appropriateness is mentioned in the Letter as part of the additional virtues, although it is called ‘the most
important’ of all virtues. Cf. Dion. Hal. Lys. 9.1. This may, | guess, be due to the exceptional status of
appropriateness as a virtue which should accompany all others. Fornaro (1997) does not address this oddity;
Grube (1965), 211, however, does.

144 Discussing these qualities in detail would go beyond the scope of this chapter.

> Dion. Hal. Thuc. 23.6.

98



nvedpo) and ‘intensity’ (dewdtng). There are also virtues of style pertaining to solemnity,
such as ‘solemn speech’ (cgpvoloyio) and ‘gravity” (Bapoc). As we will see in section 3.6.1,
in which the epitome of On Imitation will be discussed, many virtues referred to in the

epitome can be subsumed to magnificence, tension and solemnity.

3.4 THE AIMS, AUDIENCE, CONTENT AND FORM OF ON IMITATION

As we have seen in the previous sections, the epitome of On Imitation is broadly consistent
with the line of thought as presented in part of the Letter to Pompeius. When the text known
as On Imitation’s epitome was published for the first time by Stephanus (1554), he did not
identify it as being an excerpt of On Imitation.**® The first to suggest so was Sylburg
(1691).*" After him, Becker (1829) and Blass (1863) demonstrated that the text of the
manuscript was an epitome of Dionysius’ treatise On Imitation. Usener (1889) was
responsible for the first critical edition of the epitome.

Slight divergences between the lost original and the epitome are likely to have been
caused either by corruption of the text or by the influential factors of personal authorial
preference and interpretation — which are difficult for us to grasp —, as well as text genre and
audience, which can be determined at least to a certain extent. This section will focus on the
possible aims and audience of the epitome of On Imitation by offering a brief formal analysis
of its content and form, and by listing some passages in which Dionysius himself explains his
intentions.

Judging from the epitome, Dionysius insisted that the writings of classical authors
were studied (cf. évruyyavew) for topical as well as stylistic purposes. Then, after continuous
observation, the soul of the emulator (note the verb {niodv) would be assimilated to the

stylistic character of the literary model:

‘Ot 0€l T0ilg TOV ApYaimV EVTLYYAVEY cLYYpaupacty, v’ évtedBey un pdvov Tig

Vmo0Ecemg TV VANV GAAG Kol TOV TdV idlopdtov Cilov yopnyndduev. ‘H yap yoym

146 Stephanus (1554) noticed that he found the text & Tvi Tadaid Gvirypaem 0D Atovusion AMKUPVIGOEDS
TEYVNG, &V T® TEPL TG TOV Aoywv £€etdoemg kepalaiw (‘in some old copy of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’
theory, in the chapter concerning the analysis of words”).

147 Sylburg (1691) noticed: eorum librorum sive £kAoyy sive éxvtopn) censeri potest libellus is [ ...] (this little
book can be considered either a selection or an epitome of these books). Cf. also Battisti (1997), 32, who
discusses this in more detail.
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TOD AVOYIVOGKOVTOG VIO THG GLVEXODS TOPUTNPNCEMG THY OLOIOTNTA TOD YOPUKTHPOGC

" 148
EPELKETOL.

It is essential to keep in touch with the writings of the ancients, in order that we be
equipped from them not only with the subject material but also with the sense of
emulation of idiomatic expressions. For the soul of the reader attracts likeness of style

by continuous study.

In this passage, there is a remarkable transition from an impersonal statement (cf. d<i) to ‘we’
(cf. yopnynOduev) to the — again rather impersonal — phrase ‘the soul of the reader’ (1 yoyn
100 Avaywaokovtog). This may be a case of variatio, but the variety in perspective can also
be interpreted as an attempt by Dionysius to present his ideas on imitation as generally
accepted truths with specific implications for ‘all of us orators’.

The passage also presents imitation as describing ‘the transition of the Classical ideal
into the Classicist’s soul and its re-emergence in the Classicist’s texts’, as Wiater puts it."*
The story of the ugly farmer, whose wife contemplates beautiful images and then gives birth
to beautiful children who reflect the images, serves as an illustration of this idea, which
implies both activeness and passiveness on the part of the classicist. Indeed, he has to
‘encounter’ (&vtuyydvewv) the ancient writings, to ‘be equipped with’ (yopnynOivar) all that is
useful, so that he “attracts’ (£péhetan) the likeness of style.™™ There is no longer a distance
between the classical Greek past and the Roman present; the boundaries of time and place are
blurred. So are those between the Classicist’s language and his character, with the result that
‘the Classicist’s diction seems to embody the past and to implement it in the present [...]".™"
| agree with Wiater, who sees the essence of Dionysian imitation as ‘uniformity’ (opoeideia),
but | would like to add that it is also ‘like-mindedness’ (6po@poctvn) and originality which

characterise the classicist’s imitative practice.® To be sure, imitation does not involve the

48 Dion. Hal. Imiz. 1.1. These opening words of the epitome form the prelude to the story of the ugly farmer,
whose wife absorbs the beauty of the images made by her husband and thus gets beautiful children. For this
story, see section 1.3. Itis striking that the exceptional verb yopnyeiv is not only used three times in the epitome
(in this case in the passive voice, not in the active, as Aujac (1992), 31, n. 1 argues), but also in Imir. fr. Il U-R =
1 Aujac = 1 Battisti. In the rest of Dionysius’ works, it does not occur.

149 Wiater (2011), 117.

130 On activeness and passiveness in Dionysius’ language of imitation, see esp. sections 2.2.1; 2.2.4.
151 Wiater (2011), 117.

2 Ibid.
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mechanical copying of one or more literary models; it circles around originality in both
language and thought which spring from the classical Greek spirit.

At the end of the epitome, Dionysius makes it clear that he not only intends to offer
the reader assistance in choosing the right models for imitation of subject matter and style, but
that he also makes a plea for a strong sense of awareness and attentiveness when reading the
literary masterpieces of the classical past. In other words, he encourages his readers to read
carefully and thoroughly, as he himself proclaims to have done in his treatise. His audience
should keep in mind that the approach and analysis of Greek literature should be based on
‘knowledge’ (émotiun) instead of superficiality and unawareness:

Tovtov 6¢ &veka Tag TAOV TpogpNUEVOV andvtav 10 d1eEiAbov, dg VTodedelyOon
OV 1pémov TG Empelodc  Gvayvodoswe, € T vmapéel TO map’  EKAGTOIG
KatopBodpevov  aipovpévolg UNTe TOPEPYMS TOIG TOAOIOLG  EVTLYYOVEWV UNTE
AEAN00TMC TV GOELELY TPOsyvOopsvY TTEptévey GAL Emotnuovec [...]. 12

For this reason | went completely through the styles of all those discussed before, in
order to show the method of attentive reading, which will make it possible for those
who choose in each of them what is right, not to approach the ancients casually or

obliviously wait for the profit to come, but knowingly [...].

In this way, Dionysius casts himself as a theoretical example worth of imitation: he provides
his readers with the notions they need to assess the value of Greek literature and, hence, with
the tools to imitate it.

In his treatise On Thucydides, Dionysius clarifies the approach adopted in On

Imitation, after which he makes his aims known to his addressee Quintus Aelius Tubero:

‘Ev 10i¢ mpoekdobeior mepl ThG MWUNCE®MG VTOUVNUOTIONOTS EmeEANAVODS 0Dg
VELApPavOY  ATIPOVESTATOVG Elval TomTde TE Koi ovyypagsic, o Koivie Aile
TovPépmv, kai dedNAOK®OG &V OAYO1S Tivag EKOGTOG ATMV EICQEPETOL TPOYLOTIKAG TE
Kol AEKTIKAG Apetdc, kol mf) podota yelpwv Eovtod yivetar Katd Tag amotuyiag, €l 1€
TS mpoapécemg oy Gmavio Kotd TOV AKPPECTATOV AOYIGUOV Opdong & te THG
duvhipems ok &v amact 1oig £pyolg KatopHovong, tva Toig TPOUPOVUEVOLS YPAPEWY TE

Kol AEyEv €0 Kool Kol dESOKILAGUEVOL KOVOVES OOV, €9’ MV TOWGOVTOL TOG KOTA

133 Dion. Hal. Imit.5.7.
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HEPOG youvaciog Un mavio Piovuevol T mop’ €Keivolg Keipeva Tolg avopdoty, dALN

TG P&V GpeTdc adTdv Aoppavovres, Tac & dmotuyiog euiottopevor [...]. %

In the published commentaries on imitation, Quintus Aelius Tubero, | discussed those
poets and prose authors whom | considered to be outstanding. | indicated briefly the
good qualities of content and style contributed by each of them, and where his failings
caused him to fall furthest below his own standards, either because his purpose did not
enable him to grasp the scope of his subject in the fullest detail, or because his literary
powers did not measure up to it throughout the whole of his work. I did this in order
that those who intend to become good writers and speakers should have sound and
approved standards by which to carry out their individual exercises, not imitating all
the qualities of these authors, but adopting their good qualities and guarding against

their failings.

According to Dionysius, he only discussed the content and style of the authors whom he
considered to be outstanding. He did not only endeavour to identify their virtues, but also their
shortcomings in mwpoaipeoig and dOvayug, in order to provide his readers from falling in the
same trap.™

The faults or flaws of Greek literary masters should, so Dionysius, be explained in two
ways: they were either not able to do justice to the whole scope of the subject, or their literary
capacities fell short now and then. Dionysius continues by revealing that his intention to write
his treatise On Imitation was to offer the orators in spe useful literary ‘standards’ (kavoveg) by
which they could do their exercises.

The word ‘standard’ or ‘canon’ (xavmv) is likely to refer not to literary masterpieces,

but to the classical authors themselves (i.e. their piog and Adyoc).” It is they who embody

> Dion. Hal. Thuc. 1.1-2. Cf. Dionysius’ introduction of the topic of his essays on the ancient orators (Dion.
Hal. Orat. Vett. 4.2): tiveg giciv a&lohoydratol T@v apyoiov MTopmv 1€ Kol GLYYPOEE®Y Kol Tiveg avtdv
€yévovto mpoaipéoelg Tod te Biov kol ToD Adyov Kai Ti Tap’ Ekdotov del AapPdvery i puidttesbot (‘who are
most worthy of mention of the ancient orators and historians? What manner of life and style of writing did they
adopt? Which characteristics of each of them should we imitate, and which should we avoid?’ It is clear that On
Imitation, unlike the essays on the ancient orators, adopts a stylistic focus, and takes into account all literary
genres, not only rhetoric and historiography.

155 For a discussion of this passage and these terms, see e.g. Hunter (2018), 38 ff.

156 Cf. Dion. Hal. Orat. Vett. 4.2. The word ‘canon’ (kavév) means ‘straight rod’ or ‘bar’ (used by a weaver or

carpenter), then ‘rule’ or ‘standard’ in music, law, art and astronomy (LSJ s.v.). It could also pertain to the field
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both language and thought. There is an abundance of parallels in Dionysius’ works which
make this interpretation of the word kavav plausible; one of these passages is to be found in
Dionysius’ quote from On Imitation in his Letter to Pompeius.™ Here, Herodotus is
considered the ‘best canon’ (Gpiotog kavav) of lonic historiography, while Thucydides is of
Attic.™®

It is the interaction of prescriptive theory and rhetorical practice (i.e. of a guided,
meticulous reading and studying of xavoveg, of doing yvuvacion and composing texts) which
lies at the heart of Dionysius’ conception of imitation.” Hence, it seems safe to argue that
Dionysius’ work On Imitation must have had a practical aim, as its title already suggests: it
does not purport to be a historical overview of Greek literature, but is instead presented as a

practical guide for future orators.'®

of chronology, where it designated certain fixed points in time. In the fifth century, Polycleitus moulded his
famous bronze statue Doryphoros to illustrate the perfect and harmonious human proportions he described in his
lost treatise Canon. It is important to realise that the ancients never used the word ‘canon’ in order to refer to
certain authoritative lists of important works of literature or art, as we do from the late eighteenth century
onwards. In fact, the ancients did not have a word at all to designate what we understood as ‘canon’. Cf. e.g.
O’Sullivan (1997), 27.

*7 Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.16. Kennedy (2001), 106 observes that this is ‘the earliest application of kavév to
describe written texts’.

158 For other instances of the word kav@v denoting a classical author in Dionysius, see e.g. Lys. 2.1: kaBapdg
g0t TNV épunveiav mavo Kol tig ATTikig yA®TTNng dprotog kavav (‘he [i.e. Lysias, M.S.] is completely pure in
his vocabulary, and is the perfect model of the Attic dialect’); Dem. 1.3: 1} u&v odv EnAhaypuévn Koi mepttn Kod
8YKOTAGKEVOC K1 TO1G £m10£T01C KOGHOIC Gt cupmemAnpopévn AEELS, TiS 8pog kai kovay 6 Govkudidng (‘this
passage illustrates the striking, extravagant style which is remote from normality and is full of every kind of
accessory embellishment. Thucydides is the standard and pattern of this style”); Dem. 41.2: todtng tiig appoviog
KPATIOTOG HEV €yéveTo Kavmv 0 montng ‘Ounpog (‘Homer became the standard of excellence of this style [i.e.
the third, mixed style, M.S.]; (negative standard) Thuc. 9.10: 11 8& ovk 6pdOC 6 Kavav 0DTog 0V’ oikeiog
iotopiq, ofjdov (‘it is clear that Thucydides’ standard [of not presenting history as an uninterrupted sequence of
events, M.S.] is wrong and ill-suited to history’). For (the rare use of) kavav denoting a classical text in
Dionysius, see Lys. 12.2: ov o1t kai 6 mepi tfig Toukpdrovg eikdvog, Ov 01d° 811 moAlol Kai yopaxTiipo
Nynoawvto av koi kavovo g Ekeivov duvdapeng (‘one of these is the speech about the statue of Iphicrates, which
I know many would regard as a typical example and model of his [i.e. Lysias’, M.S.] art”).

%% On the inseparable connection between theory and practice in Dionysius’ conception of imitation, see e.g.
Gelzer (1979), 10-11; De Jonge (2008), 11; Wiater (2011), 43.

180 Bonner (1939), 39 also suggests that the title of On Imitation is suggestive of its practical character. See also

ibid., 14, where he deals with Dionysius’ critical works in general: ‘It becomes [..] a matter of the greatest
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A global formal analysis of the epitome can only confirm this. The tone of the work is
very didactic and normative due to the frequent use of diverse adhortative grammatical forms.
Firstly, the epitomator employs a large amount of directives: e.g. éxtonmoon and AdBe (2.1),
napatpetl (2.6), 6pa (2.7) and oxomer (2.8). Secondly, he inserts two first person plural
adhortative subjunctives: iopev (2.9) and eotipwopeda (4.3). Thirdly, in the epitome there
are many verbal adjectives, such as puuntéov (2.14, 4.2), fewpnréov (2.14), avayvmotéov
(4.1), mopainmrtéov (4.3), pnéov (4.4) and (nlmtéov (5.2, 5.6). Finally, the epitomator uses
other grammatical constructions in order to insist on the necessity and desirability of the
things he (and probably also Dionysius) advocates: e.g. ypn pweicOo (2.1), ikavov éotv
(2.9), a&oc tnrov (3.9), Huiv avayxaiov (4.4) and ypn Cnhodv (5.3).

Adhortative constructions can also be found in other didactive contexts, such as
grammatical treatises: Dionysius Thrax’ Grammatical Art, Apollonius Dyscolus’ On
Pronouns and Herodianus’ On Prosody in General.*®* They also turn up in Longinus’ On the
Sublime, Demetrius’ On Style and Hermogenes’ On Types of Style."® In the epitome of On
Imitation, the adhortative constructions are counterbalanced by indicative, descriptive
formulas, which often demonstrate a psychologizing or normative bias towards the
compositorial practice of the classical authors described: e.g. éppovrticey (2.2), fipeoev (2.12),
hoxev (3.6), dSmjuaptey (3.12) and maparvrodow (4.1).

It is striking that one individual group of grammatical forms in particular seems to be
clustered in the epitome: the directives. These only appear in the discussion of the poets — to
be more precise, in the description of Homer and the lyric poets Simonides, Stesichorus and
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Alcaeus.™ On the other hand, we only have two first person plural adhortative subjunctives:

importance to stress the fact that Dionysius was led to literary criticism by practical and utilitarian considerations
[...T.

'®1 Dionysius Thrax (ed. Uhlig (1883)): e.g. avayvootéov (1.1.6.6), vmotaktéov (1.1.74.1); Apollonius Dyscolus
(ed. Schneider (1878)): e.g. Aektéov (2.6.20), 6piotéov (2.9.11), pntéov (2.9.16); Herodian (ed. Lentz (1867)):
e.g. mapartntéov (3.59.24), onuewmwtéov (3.108.7), mapapvraktéov (3.392.35). For the connections between the
grammatical theories (esp. concerning the ‘parts of speech’ (uépn Adyov)) of Dionysius Thrax, Dionysius of
Halicarnassus and Apollonius Dyscolus, see e.g. De Jonge (2008), esp. 91-95, 134-139, who argues that they
belonged to the same philological tradition in which Alexandrian and Stoic influences are combined and
integrated. On these grammarians, see further Matthaios (2001).

182 ongin. Subl.: e.g. fuiv Swamopntéov (2.1), mokentéov (7.1); Demetr. Eloc. (ed. Radermacher 1901): e.g.
Aextéov (6.9), ypnotéov (55.1), okentéov (69.1); Hermog. Id .: e.g. mepatéov (1.1.23, 1.1.95), pntéov (1.1.121).
183 |n the discussion of Pindar, we do not have an imperative, but instead we read that he was {nAwtog (‘to be

emulated’).
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in the sections on the tragic poets and the philosophers. The amount of verbal adjectives is
undeniably dominating the relatively short section on the philosophers (as many as four
times). The extant fifth section, on the orators, turns out to contain not very much of the
adhortative constructions mentioned above. Instead, it is dominated by an indicative and
descriptive tone.

To draw conclusions on the basis of the above observations would be premature, but
the remarkable distribution of different grammatical pointers in the epitome of On Imitation at
least suggests that the individual sections on the lyric poets, the philosophers and the orators
had been stylistically distinguished from each other in the original version of the treatise.'® In
my opinion, these stylistic divergences might by explained in two ways: 1) either the original
version of On Imitation was a compilation of sections composed at different times and/or for
different audiences which required different forms of address or 2) the different sections in
the original version of On Imitation are to be traced back to different sources (i.e. treatises on
authors within the same genre) characterised by different stylistic peculiarities, which were
taken over by Dionysius. | consider option 2 the most likely. After all, it is well thinkable that
Dionysius made extensive and accurate use of different sources for those sections concerning
other genres than historiography and rhetoric, whereas he could afford more freedom to
develop his own, rather descriptive tone in discussing the topics with which he, as a historian

and rhetorician, was most familiar.

3.5 CANONS AND STYLES

When Dionysius for the composition of his treatise On Imitation probably made extensive and
accurate use of critical sources on specific literary genres, what role did the literary-critical
tradition play in Dionysius’ decision not only to construct a canon or reading list of Greek
literature, but also to present his ideas on various Greek authors by using a rich repertoire of
literary virtues and vices? This section elaborates on (the place of On Imitation in) the history

of canons and virtues of style.

184 Of course, we should also consider the possibility that the epitomator inserted the adhortative constructions to
make Dionysius’ treatise on imitation more ecasily accessible in a didactive context. A comparison between
Dionysius’ quote from On Imitation’s section on historiography in his Letter to Pompeius and the section on the
historiographers in the epitome is not very insightful; after all, in this section in the epitome, the tone is
descriptive rather than imperative, as is true for the quote in the Lerter. What we can observe is that the
adhortative phrase G&tog (ydov (Imit. 3.9) is absent in the Letter.
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3.5.1 THE HISTORY OF CANONS

As we have already seen, Dionysius listed classical Greek authors worthy of imitation and
emulation according to the genre in which they were specialised. It is not certain whether such
prescriptive lists had been composed before, and whether or not they should be seen in
connection with the bibliographical ‘tables’ (ITivaxeg) drawn up in Alexandria by
Callimachus. Other suggestions concern Aristophanes of Byzantium, his successor
Aristarchus or Apollodorus of Pergamum.'® We do know of (a reference in the Suda to) a lost
work concerned with ten classical Greek orators. Its author is said to have been the Greek
Caecilius of Caleacte, a contemporary of Dionysius, working in Rome like him.*® Neither
Dionysius nor his Roman successor Quintilian mention this list of Caecilius when presenting
their own literary canons, and we know nothing of its content or purposes.’®’

What becomes evident from the canons of Dionysius, Quintilian and also Dio
Chrysostom (Or. 18), is that by their time the literary genres were rather fixed, but the number
and identity of representatives were fluctuating.™® This suggests that possible lists of authors

predating the one of Dionysius were not untouchable and strictly authoritative, but that they

185 For literature on the date and compiler of the canon of ten Attic orators, see e.g. Jebb (1876); Brzoska (1883):
Douglas (1956); Worthington (1994); Smith (1995); Roisman, Worthington & Waterfield (2015), 6-10.

186 This view is held by e.g. Roisman & Worthington (2015), 9. For a recent edition of fragments of Caecilius of
Caleacte, see Woerther (2015). For a discussion of Caecilius, see O’Sullivan (1997), who — in refuting Douglas
(1956) — convincingly argues that Caecilius, as the Suda claims, is very likely to have been writing a canon of
ten Attic orators, which must have largely contributed to the rise of the Atticist movement. Douglas (1956), 39-
40 casts doubt on the reference to Caecilius’ On the Style of the Ten Orators in the Suda, mainly because this
treatise is never referred to by Caecilius’ successors. Likewise, Rutherford (1992), 357 argues that the notion of
a canon of ten orators may well not go back much before Hermogenes (Second Sophistic Period).

187 Dionysius’ one and only reference to Caecilius (1@ giitére Kokidie) can be found in Pomp. 3.20. More on
this reference in Tolkiehn (1908), who assumes that the rhetoricians Dionysius and Caecilius were closely
connected - seeing that the word ¢iAtatog is rare in Dionysius’ oeuvre. But cf. Kennedy (1972), 364, who
argues that ‘the friendship need not to be elaborated into a close professional association [...]". I owe this latter
reference to Hidber (1996), 5-6, n. 43. Quintilian links Dionysius and Caecilius in 3.1.16 and 9.3.89. Although
Quintilian does not refer to Caecilius in his canon, he does mention a group of ten orators living within the time
frame of one generation (10.1.76).

188 For the history and genre divisions of canons, see esp. Steinmetz (1964); for canons of style with a focus on
the Antonine Age, see Rutherford (1992). Even within the works of Dionysius himself, we see a shift in choice:
he replaces Lycurgus for Isaeus in On the Ancient Orators. On this replacement, see section 3.2.

106



allowed for a certain freedom in selectivity.® According to the epitome, Dionysius
distinguished between poets (epic, lyric, tragic and comic poets — the only comedian being
mentioned being Menander) and prose writers (historians, philosophers and rhetoricians).
Whereas the historians, philosophers and rhetoricians form separate categories, the different
kinds of poets are (merely) perceived as a unity.

Of all classical poets, Homer, Hesiod, Antimachus and Panyasis are listed in the epic
genre. Pindar, Simonides, Stesichorus and Alcaeus represent the lyric genre; Aeschylus,
Sophocles, Euripides and Menander the dramatic genre. There are five historians whom
Dionysius considers worth imitating: the famous Herodotus and Thucydides, as well as
Xenophon (also listed as a philosopher) and the minor historians Philistus and Theopompus.
After history, Dionysius moves to the philosophers, mentioning the Pythagoreans, Xenophon,
Plato and Aristotle. The last category is devoted to oratory. Unlike Caecilius’ alleged list of
ten, Dionysius mentions six orators: Lysias, Isocrates, Lycurgus, Demosthenes, Aeschines and
Hyperides. In chapter 4, | will further explore Dionysius’ selection of exemplary authors,
since his preferences for including specific writers and his positive evaluation of especially
the more archaic authors can best be considered in comparison with the (often deviant)
choices that Quintilian makes in his reading list.

3.5.2 THEORIES OF VIRTUES OF STYLE

It is impossible to consider Dionysius’ method in On Imitation without taking into account the
fact that tradition had supplied him with a system of virtues and vices of style evolved and
perfected by generations of scholars.*™ The first of them was Aristotle, for whom style had

only one virtue, ‘clarity’ (cagpnvela):

[...] opicOw AéEemc Gpetn capf] eivor onueiov yap 81t & Adyoc, dav pr dnloi, od
TOMOEL TO €0VTOD EPYoV' KOl UNTE TOMEWTV UNTe LIEP TO A&iopa, GAAL TpEmovcov

[...].1"

189 On the fluctuating number of esp. orators considered worth imitating, cf. Smith (1995), who describes the
ancient literary canons or reading lists as ‘suggestive’, not ‘prescriptive’ (ibid., 73).

170 On Dionysius’ mixture of different theories and methods in general, see De Jonge (2008), 34-41. On the
development of the theory of virtues of style in Dionysius, see Bonner (1939), 15-24; Schenkeweld (1964), 72-76
(esp. 74-75); Innes (1985).

Y% Arist. Rh. 3.2, 1404b1-4.
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Let the virtue of style be defined as ‘to be clear’ — the proof of this is that the speech, if

it does not make its meaning clear, will not perform its proper function — and neither

base nor above the dignity of the subject, but appropriate.'’

Judging from these words, Aristotle’s single virtue of style was in fact a tripartite one,

consisting of the interdependent virtues of 1) ‘clarity’ (cagnvew), 2) ‘appropriateness’ (to
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npémov) and 3) ‘ornamentation’ (katoaokevn).” -~ According to Cicero (Orat. 79), Aristotle’s

pupil Theophrastus developed this single Aristotelian virtue. He probably did so by dividing
the different aspects of cagpnvewn into four separate and autonomous virtues, which he

presumably designated 1) ‘correctness’ (éMAnviopdg), 2) ‘clarity’ (caenvewn), 3)

‘appropriateness’ (t0 mpémov) and 4) ‘ornamentation’ (katookevn).t

The Stoic philosopher Diogenes of Babylon expanded the system by adding a fifth
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virtue: that of ‘brevity’ (cuvtopic).”™ Another systematic attempt to refine the system was

d.}® As we

made by Dionysius, who also alluded to the efforts of several scholars in this fiel
have already seen, in Dionysius’ critical essays the system of the literary virtues had evolved
into a complex and variegated system which not only reckoned with a couple of essential

virtues, but also with a wide variety of additional ones.'”’

This may be credited to Dionysius
himself, but we should also allow for the possibility that it were indeed Hellenistic

modifications which formed the backbone of his subdivisions.'”® Taking into account that

172 Tr adapted from Kennedy (1991), 220.

173 De Jonge (2008), 349, n. 87 offers useful references to literature in this field, i.a. Hendrickson (1904), 129;
Innes (1985), 255-256, who argue that Aristotle’s single virtue of style consists of three associated items.
Fortenbaugh (2003), 224, n. 2, who first argued that there is a single Aristotelian virtue, agrees with Innes (1985)
that Aristotle’s virtue is a tripartite one. Bonner (1939), 15-16 rather seems to interpret Aristotle’s words as
referringto only one virtue of style (i.e. clarity), as do Grube (1965), 95; Kennedy (1994), 62. Rutherford (1998),
10 sees asingle virtue of style with four subdivisions. For a brief overview of the history of the literary virtues,
see De Jonge (2014), 328-329.

1 Innes (1985), 256.

17 This information is based on Diog. Laert. 7.59.

178 Dion. Hal. Thuc. 22.2: gipnron morhoic Tpdtepov (“this has been said before by many’). For passages possibly
containing implicit references to the system of virtues of style, see e.g. Cic. Part. or. 31; Brut. 261; De Or.3.52.
I owe these references to Usher (1974), 523.

77 Cf. section 3.3.6.

178 Cf. e.g. Bonner (1939), 18. A case in point which is also observed by Bonner (ibid.) is Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.17:
Evapyeto Petd TadTo TETOKTOL TPAOTH pEV TV EmBétmv dpetdv (‘next in order, vividness is established as the

first of the additional virtues’).
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Dionysius’ system contains more than double the number of virtues defined earlier, this even
seems to be plausible.

It is argued that Dionysius paved the way for further, more essential revisions of the
system of virtues in Hermogenes’ On Types of Style.® This may be true, for Dionysius is
mentioned by Hermogenes — and in fact, he is the only one mentioned. However, instead of
‘virtues of style’ (dpetai AéEemg), Hermogenes® stylistic system consists of six main ‘ideas’
(i6éar), some of which are subdivided: ‘clarity’ (capnvewn), ‘grandeur’ (péyeboc), ‘beauty’
(kédroc), ‘agility’ (yopydtng), ‘moral character’ (R0og) and ‘intensity’ (Sewétng). The
subdivisions included, they make a total of twenty ideas.

The ideas of Hermogenes in some respects resemble Dionysius’ literary virtues, but, to
use the words of Rutherford, ‘none of these correspondences is an exact fit’.*** Both systems
share the thought that ideas/virtues should best be mixed. However, the idea-theory is more
clearly arranged than Dionysius’ system of stylistic virtues, the vocabulary of which is very
extensive. In idea-theory, style is systematically divided into different levels or strata, such as
subject matter, expression, composition, rhythm and clausula. These strata are (at least
formally) absent in Dionysius’ works.*®!

Another difference between the theory of Hermogenes and that of Dionysius (and
other pre-Hermogenean systems) is that the former divides literature up into the two major
categories of 6 movnyvpwog Adyog and 6 moAtticog Adyog, Whereas Dionysius distinguishes
poetry — which comes first — and prose.'® Notwithstanding the differences between both
systems, Dionysius may have been of influence to Hermogenes, especially regarding the

concept of the mixture of stylistic qualities.'®

179 Cf. Hagedorn (1964), 23, whose aim it is ‘die Entstehung der hermogenischen Ideen aus den dpetoi AéEewg
des Dionysios glaubhaft zu machen’.

189 Rutherford (1998), 12.

181 Rutherford (1998), 12 ff.

182 Rutherford (1998), 44. For a schematic presentation of the divisions made in the pre-Hermogenean lists of
Dionysius, Quintilian and Dio Chrysostom, see Rutherford (1992), 363-364.

183 E g Rutherford (1992), 359. For Dionysius’ influence on the idea-theorist Aelius Aristides, see Rutherford
(1998), 96 ff.
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3.6 LITERARY VIRTUES IN ON IMITATION

On Imitation’s epitome confronts us with a large number of literary virtues which are
attributed to a wide range of classical authors representing different literary genres. Most of
these virtues are related to magnificence. It does not become clear what Dionysius’
considerations have been in assessing a particular quality to a particular author. However,
from his treatise On Isocrates we know that he knew to assay the ‘grandeur’ (péyebog),
‘solemnity’ (oeuvotng) and ‘extravagance’ (mepirtotng) of texts by means of the concepts of
1) ‘choice of words’ (éxhoyn t@v dvopdrmwv), 2) ‘composition’ (apuovia) and 3) ‘figures of
speech’ (oyfuata), which were, as Dionysius argues, distinguished by Theophrastus.*®* Thus,
it is important to realise that these concepts may have been the (often invisible) criteria on the
basis of which the virtues in On Imitation were assigned to classical Greek authors. Hence, in
my opinion, the treatise may be considered less superficial and simplistic than has been
judged from the epitome and the quote in the Lerter to Pompeius.**

As is evident from Dionysius’ Letter to Pompeius 3-6, in which he sets out his system
of literary virtues, the three ‘essential virtues’ (&vayxaiot) he perceives resemble those
distinguished long since: ‘purity’ (xaBapotng), ‘clarity’ (capnveia) and ‘brevity’ (cvvropia).
Every good (i.e. bright and easily understandable) exposition is built on these pillars. By
contrast, the wealthy presence of the ‘additional virtues’ (énibetov) is, according to Dionysius,
a sign of true and personal genius.'®

As we have seen in the discussion on the Letter to Pompeius, the additional virtues
identified by Dionysius are numerous; the most important ones are ‘vividness’ (évépyeia),
‘representation of characters and emotions’ (M0dv 1e woi mob®vV pipnoiwg), ‘grandeur’
(uéyeboc) and ‘marvelousness’ (10 Oavpactov), ‘vigour’ (ioyvg) and ‘tension’ (tévog),
‘pleasure’ (mdovr), ‘persuasiveness’ (mebm), ‘delight’ (tépyig), ‘naturalness’ (voig),
‘intensity’ (dewvotng) and, most important of all, ‘appropriateness’ (16 npémov). Elsewhere,
Dionysius claims the additional virtues to be related to ‘sublimity’ (byoc), ‘beauty of
language’  (kaAAppnuocvvn), ‘solemn  speech’ (ocepvoroyin) and  ‘magnificence’

(peyohompémenn).

'8 Dion. Hal. Isoc. 3.1. Cf. Theophrastus, fr. 5 Schmidit.

18 \We have already seen that Bonner (1939) passes a negative judgement on On Imitation; Grube (1965)
criticises Dionysius’ quote from On Imitation in his Letter to Pompeius. See n. 18.

188 See section 3.3.6.

'8 Dion. Hal. Thuc. 23.6. Cf. section 3.3.6.
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Both the categories of essential and additional virtues are used without distinction in
the epitome of On Imitation. Often they could be applied to both the level of ‘subject matter’
(6 mpaypatikog tomog) and ‘style” (6 Aextikog Tomog). In most cases, however, Dionysius does
not specify to which level the virtues are assigned, as | stated before. Because of his strong
stylistic orientation in the application of apetai — his quote from On Imitation in the Letter to
Pompeius shows this pre-eminently —, we may assume that these apetai should be understood
in a stylistic sense.’® However, since the boundaries between stylistic and pragmatic virtues
are also frequently blurred, we must be on our guard.*®

The general and overarching levels of subject matter and style are further subdivided,
but in the epitome this is never done in an explicit, let alone systematic way. From the
epitome, we can for instance distil that subject matter should be understood to comprise i.a.
‘invention’ (ebpeoig, 5.6), ‘arrangement’ (oikovopio, 2.1, 2.4, 3.4, 3.6, 3.9), ‘choice of
subject’” (bmd0eotg, 1.1, 2.7, 3.4, 3.6, 3.9), ‘moral character’ (f0og, e.g. 2.7) and ‘emotional
treatment’ (mdboc, 2.12), whereas style must plausibly include ‘selection of words’
(éxhoyn ovopdrwv, 2.6, 5.2, 5.4, 5.5), ‘composition’ (cOvOeoig, 2.2, 2.6, 3.5, 3.10), ‘order’
(tééc, 3.6, 5.4), “diction’ or ‘storytelling’ (émayyeria, 4.1, 5.1, 5.2), ‘ornamentation’
(xatackevn, 2.5, 5.6), ‘interpretation’ or ‘explanation’ (epunveia, 3.8, 4.3), ‘proverbial
language’ (yvopoloyia, 2.5), use of ‘figures of speech’ (oynuoata, 2.5, 2.8, 3.3, 3.7, 3.11),
‘phrasing’ (ppéoig, 5.1, 5.4, 5.6, 5,7), ‘moral character’ (10og, e.g. 2.14) and ‘emotional style’
or ‘emotional treatment’ (méoc, e.g. 3.7).%

The literary virtues mentioned in the epitome are, if specified at all, connected either
to the general levels or sublevels mentioned above, or to the units to which these sublevels in

turn are applied: ‘words’ (6vopora) and “periods’ (mepiodor).” It is hard to establish why

'8 In Pomp. 3, Dionysius makes use of a system of virtues only when the styles of Herodotus and Thucydides
are his topics.

189 Because of this ambivalence, I would prefer speaking of ‘literary virtues’ instead of “virtues of style’.

190 Kremer (1907), 2-3 discusses the organisation of subject matter and style in Dionysius. For a discussion of the
meaning and development of the terms oikovopia, vnd0eo1c, TaE1g and 00c, see Meijering (1987). The role of
Moo and its derivatives — which is very prominent in the epitome — is questionable. The term 10og is very
ambiguous and can pertain not only to the representation, but also to the production of moral qualities. Cf.
Damon (1991), 37-39. Moreover, 0o¢ constitutes a heading both under the categories of subject matter and style
(as is true for maBoc). The distinction between portrayal and production of mé0og is less clear than that of 0oc.
Cf. Damon (1991), 40.

191 The unit of ‘clauses’ (k@Aa) is omitted in the epitome. The epitome even focuses on vowels in the discussion
of the historian Theopompus (Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.11), who is said to fall short e.g. in avoiding clashes of vowels.
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these frequent shifts in levels (i.e. in the degree of precision) are made. Of course, they may
partly have been the work of the epitomator, but we should also allow for the possibility that
Dionysius himself evinced this flexibility in switching between levels without differentiation.
The overall impression, consequently, is one of imbalance, especially when levels and
sublevels themselves are presented as or take the place of literary virtues.** However, we can

also explain the frequent shifts in levels by assuming an aspiration for variety.

3.6.1 CLUSTERS OF LITERARY VIRTUES

Despite the rich and often unsystematic vocabulary used in the epitome to establish which
literary virtues should be imitated and which avoided, it is possible to create some order by
categorising cognate literary virtues.’® It is remarkable (and confusing as well) that some of
these cognate virtues tend to appear in succession.™® Bringing them together will allow us to
see 1) on which qualities Dionysius probably insisted, 2) how these qualities are distributed
over the different literary genres, and 3) how they relate to the practical aims Dionysius
propagates. This section establishes that in his theory of rhetorical imitation, Dionysius
aspires to a well-balanced, cross-generic mixture of literary virtues, conciliating his salient
insistence on poetic beauty with his propagation of rhetorical -practical usefulness.

The tables following below show five important categories of cognate literary virtues
that are used as touchstones for evaluating the styles of the auteurs under discussion. My

corpus consisted of both the fragments and the epitome of On Imitation. The categories of

192 £ 9. Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.9: ®edmoumog 8¢ 6 Xi0G TPOTOV PEV €V T TPoEAEshat ToladTog ioTopiog VToBEGELS
G&loc (NAov- uetd 8¢, oikovopiog <&vekev> (&yel yobv 10 gdmapakorobdntov koi capeg 1 ypaen)- £tt 88 kol Tig
nowkiAMog tig &v toig mpdypacty (‘Theopompus of Chios is worth emulating in the first place for his choice of
such [i.e. beautiful, M.S.] historical subjects. Secondly, because of his arrangement (easy to follow and clear is
his writing): moreover, also because of the variety in his content’).

193 As far as | could verify, this has not been done before. For a comparison between the reading lists of
Dionysius and Dio Chrysostom and the virtues of style applied in these lists, see De Jonge in J. Kénig & N.
Wiater (eds.) (forthc.). On Dionysius’ rhetorical system, see Kremer (1907). Hagedorn (1964), 11-12 (following
Geigenmdiller (1908) and Bonner (1939)) attempts to clarify the stylistic system of Dionysius mainly on the basis
of evidence found in On Lysias, Letter to Pompeius and On Thucydides.

194 A remarkable enumeration consists of ‘strength’ (popun), ‘vigour® (ioyvc) and ‘tension’ (tévoc) (Dion. Hal.
Imit. 3.3). Cf. also ‘clarity’ (caepnveiwn) and ‘purity’ (kaBapdtc) (Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.14); ‘grace’ (edydpeia) and
‘pleasure’ (ndovn) (Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.5); ‘terseness’ (otpoyyvrdtng) and ‘denseness’ (mukvotng) (Dion. Hal.
Imit. 3.7); ‘solemnity’ (cepvotnc) and ‘stateliness’ (mopnt|) (Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.10).

195 As a matter of course, the quote in the Letrer to Pompeius does not form part of this corpus.
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cognate literary virtues are far from normative or stringent, nor do they suggest that no other
arrangements and connections between literary virtues can be made. Rather, they try to create
some order and insight in the bulk of literary virtues. If possible, | converted substantively
used adjectives to nouns to enhance the uniformity of the tables. I also counted the derivatives
of the nouns listed, as well as those virtues appearing in adjectival form to characterise other
virtues (e.g. ayoviotikn tpoydng, 2.3).

In the epitome, there is an abundant reservoir of virtues referring to ‘magnificence’,
‘transcendence’ or ‘elevation’ with an aesthetic dimension. The virtues belonging to this
category are cognate in that they all point to the transition beyond a certain level — in other
words: to a form of excess, which is perceived as beautiful. The elements of excess and
beauty are already present in Aristotle’s conception of magnificence. In his Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle conceived of ‘magnificence’ (ueyaionpénein) as a moral virtue pertaining to
generosity on a very large scale, at the right time and for the right purposes. As such, it also
gets an aesthetic dimension: the magnificent man spends his great wealth ‘because of beauty’
(tod koo &veka), and when magnificence is exhibited in an undesirable way, it is described
as i.a. ‘unfamiliarity with beauty’ or ‘tastelessness’ (dmeporkaiio).'*

Aristotle’s conception of magnificence has obviously influenced ancient rhetorical
theory. As a virtue of style, magnificence is closely intertwined with excess and beauty, but
also with poetical discourse. For Cicero, the orator who is ‘magnificent, opulent, stately and
ornate’ (amplus, copiosus, gravis, ornatus) — Virtues which are strongly associated with
redundancy, poetical discourse and beauty — represents the grand style.’” In On the Sublime,
Longinus describes and recommends several virtues with often different nuances labeling
‘sublimity’ (which is not a characterisation of the grand style, but rather a special effect; see
section 5.4): these are e.g. ‘magnificence’ (upeyodompéneia), ‘grandeur’ (péyeboc) and
‘sublimity’ (Owyoc). Such virtues pertaining to greatness are often accompanied by references
to beauty, but also to extremeness.'*®

Also Quintilian refers to elevation by drawing from a reservoir of terms: in the tenth

book we find e.g. ‘sublimity’ (sublimitas, e.g. 10.1.46) and ‘magnificence’ (magnificentia,

198 Arist. Eth. Nic. 4.2,1122b6-7;2.7,1107b19. On the aesthetic dimension of magnificence in Aristotle, see e.g.
also Maclaren (2003); Curzer (2012), 118.

7 Cic. Orar. 97.

198 For the combination of beauty and sublimity, see e.g. Longin. Subl.5.1;17.2;30.1. These and other passages
are listed by Porter (2008), 312, n. 95, who argues that ‘Longinus’ tendency is not to oppose the sublime to
beauty’ (ibid.).
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e.g. 10.1.61), but also adjectives such as ‘grand’ (grandis, e.g. 10.1.65), ‘eminent’ (eminens,
e.g. 10.1.86) and ‘exalted’ (grandilocus, e.g. 10.1.66), and infinitives such as ‘to excel’
(excedere, 10.1.50) and ‘to rise’ (adsurgere, 10.1.52). The close connection observed by
Quintilian between these virtues of stylistic elevation on the one hand and poetic beauty and
excess on the other is an important reason for him to warn the reader against magnificentia in
narrations: ‘a speech which rises above normal level’ (supra modum se tollens oratio) is not
always ‘useful’ (utilis), but sometimes rather out of place.® Hence, magnificentia must fall
outside the domain of essential virtues of narrations, so Quintilian.

Dionysius considers peyoompéneo first and foremost a poetical virtue, pointing out
that it is the prime quality which, among others, contributes to ‘beauty’ (kaAov).*® In his
works, ‘magnificence’ (peyolompénewe) and ‘sublimity’ (Oyog) and other related virtues often
seem to be interchangeable concepts, as Porter (following Voit) has observed.?! In Porter’s
words: ‘he [i.e. Dionysius, M.S.] has a plethora of characterisations at the ready, not all of
which are always exactly interchangeable but which do the work of labeling sublimity for
him’.? | found that this near interchangeability applies to a great amount of the literary
virtues listed per category below.

It is important to note that the virtues of style listed below appear in the epitome of
Dionysius’ On Imitation either because a specific author possesses them (in most cases) or
because he does not (sufficiently) possess them or applies them in the wrong way (in some
cases, as made explicit in the footnotes). Remarkably enough, when Dionysius observes that a
specific author lacks a virtue of style to some extent, he sometimes even approves of this. The
following passage in the epitome should illustrate this.

In his description of Simonides, Dionysius urges his readers to observe i.a. Simonides’
talent to express ‘pity not in a magnificent, but in an emotional way’ (t0 oiktilecBor pun
peyohompende GAAe madntikdc).?® This expression of non-magnificent pity is to be praised
in Simonides, for Dionysius observes (ibid.): ‘in which respect he is found even better than

Pindar’ (xa0’ 0 Peltiov evpioketar kai [Tivddpov). Thus, whereas peyolompéneia is one of

199 Quint. 4.2.61.

2 pion. Hal. Comp. 11.2: vmd 8¢ 10 KoOAOV TV T& peyalompémelay Kai o Bapog kai T oepvoroyiav kai td
a&lopo kai 10 wdbog kai to tovtolg duota (‘and under beauty I list magnificence, gravity, solemn speech,
dignity, emotional treatment and qualities like them”).

201 porter (2016), 228 following Voit (1934), 41, 46.

292 porter (2016), 228.

2% Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.6.
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the most important virtuous characteristics of style for Dionysius, its absence can in specific
cases (i.e. in Simonides’ expressions of pity, but also, one could say, within his style as a
whole) be to an author’s credit. The judgement passed on Simonides clearly shows that
Dionysius does not rigidly apply his theory of literary virtues; rather, because he is aware of
the uniqueness of every style, he assesses whether specific virtues of style are appropriate and
appropriately and moderately applied within their literary context.

The following qualities can be reckoned among the category of magnificence:**

1. Category of MAGNIFICENCE Number of occurrences in On Imitation

Magnificence (peyolompémein) ™ 11

206

Amplification (abdénoig)

207

Grandeur (péyefog)

Extravagance (meptrtome)™

Sublimity (yog)™

Exaggeration (5sivooic)™

Greatness of nature (peyooguio)”"

RN N W W B~ O

Elevation of style (&iappo)™

TOTAL: 31

294 There are more virtues of style which are obviously related to magnificence in the works of Dionysius, as
Porter (2016), 228 suggests. Some examples are ‘tension’ (tovog) and ‘dignity’ (d&iopa). However, I judged
these qualities intrinsically more connected to respectively the categories of ‘intensity’ and ‘solemnity’, which
are, of course, contiguous to ‘magnificence’.

2% Dion. Hal. Imiz. 2.5 (2x), 2.6 (there is absence of psyalompémeia in Simonides’ expression of pity), 2.7, 2.10,
2.14,3.2,35,3.10,4.1,4.2.

2% Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.5, 5.1 (Lysias’ amplification is intermittent), 5.3, 5.5, 5.6 (Hyperides is rarely using
amplification).

27 Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.1,2.13, 3.8 (Philistus’ speech does unfortunately not weigh up against the grandeur of the
subject matter described), Imiz. fr. IX U-R =5 Aujac = 6 Battisti.

2% Dion. Hal. Imir. 2.13 (Sophocles is not extravagant in his words), 3.3, Imiz. fr. IX U-R = 5 Aujac = 6 Battisti.
2% Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.10, 2.13 (Euripides is neither sublime nor plain), 3.5 (Xenophon is not successful ini.a.
sublimity).

210 Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.5, 5.3. The virtues of ‘amplification’ (aBEnoic) and ‘exaggeration’ (Seivwoic) seem to form
a pair: they are mentioned together not only in Dion. Hal. fmit. 2.5, but also in Lys. 19.5.

211 Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.8, 2.12 (Euripides was less successful in expressing i.a. the greatness of nature of his
characters than Sophocles).

212 Dion. Hal. Imiz. 5.3 (Smppévoc).
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The following category is dominated by virtues pertaining to the essential qualities of clarity
and intelligibility:

2. Category of CLARITY Number of occurrences in On Imitation

Clarity (cogfvew)™ 10

Vividness (évéapyeto)”™

Common language (kowotne)?™

7216

Purity (xoBopotng)

Persuasiveness (mel0®)”’

Ease to follow (1o evmapoxorovdntov)™®

219

R NN W o

Current language (kvp1otg)

?3 Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.5,2.8,2.14,3.1,35,3.9,3.10,4.1,4.3,5.1.

2% Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.5, 3.2, 3.5, 5.2, 5.5 (here, Usener-Radermacher (1904-1929) have évepync; for the
difference between évépyeia and évapyeta, see also section 2.2.1, n. 41). The term évapyeia is very complex; it
comprises, e.g., ‘distinctness’ (which is also strongly related to ‘clarity’), as well as ‘vividness’; see LSJ s.v. Cf.
Meijering (1987), 29, who argues that the term generally refers to visual clarity, and Ninlist (2009), 194 ff., who
argues that it is ‘a visual concept and designates the graphic description that enthrals the audience’. For
Dionysius’ short definition of évépyewa in Lys. 7.1, see n. 217. For literature on the concept of évapyewa, see
section2.2.1,n. 41.

215 Dion. Hal. Imiz. 3.10, Imiz. fr. IX U-R = 5 Aujac = 6 Battisti (2x).

?1° Dion. Hal. Imir. 2.14, 3.5.

2" Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.3, Imit. fr. | U-R. The virtue of ‘persuasiveness’ (ne10®) is difficult to classify. For a while |
thought of considering neifd as a virtue of intensity, since it implies intrusiveness and force of argument.
However, from Dionysius’ essay on Lysias, ‘the most persuasive of all the orators’ (10.1), it can be deduced that
neld and évapyewo are cognate, and thus that mei0o originates from and contributes to clarity. In Lys. 7.1,
évapyeto is described as ‘an ability to bring words to the senses of the audience’ (60vapic tig vmo TG aicONoelg
Gyovoa ta Aeydpeva). This provides evidence of the ‘plausibility’ (0 €ikog) of actions, feelings, thoughts and
words of the persons described (7.3) — to put it differently, it makes them credible and persuasive. It should not
be seenas inconsistent that in Comp.11.2 Dionysius lists to mBavov under ‘pleasure’ (16ovr) — here identified
as one of the two aims of composition (the other one being ‘beauty’ (10 xaAdv)). After all, in this passage
Dionysius is concerned with connecting different literary qualities to two general aims. For the connection
between nelb® and 160vi, see also Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.19 and Imit. 3.3.

?'% Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.9.

219 Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.10 (here, KuploNG is used as an adjective defining the Aé€1g of Aeschines). In Dionysius’
works, the terms kowvdtng and kvpidtng appear more than once in combination with cagnveta. See e.g. Dion.
Hal. Imit. 3.10 for the combination of koo and cagnveia; see e.g. Dion. Hal. Lys. 8.3 for the combination of

KuptoTng and capnveLa.
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TOTAL: 24

Other virtues, which often appear in clusters, are cognate in that they refer to force and

asperity:

3. Category of FORCE Number of occurrences in On Imitation
Tension (evtovia / &vtovia, / T6vog)™ 6
Intensity (Sevotng)™ 5

Energetic / combative style (10 évaydviov / 4
70 dyovioTikov)??

2723

Harshness (micpotng)

224

Vehemence (codpotne)

Roughness (tpoybtng)™>

Power (Stvapuc)®®

227

Strength (popn)

228

S S

Vigour (ioy0c)

TOTAL: 23

Two other important clusters of cognate virtues can be discerned. The first of them is

dominated by virtues of delicacy and pleasure:

220 Dion. Hal. Imir.2.3,2.5, 3.3, 3.7, 3.10, 5.4.

22! Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.8, 2.14,4.3,5.5, 5.6. The meaning of the term Sewotg differs in the works of Dionysius.
For him, it is an important stylistic virtue, ‘realised either in general skill in rhetoric, particularly with respect to
invention, or in forcefulness of style [...]", so Rutherford (1992), 372. Only the second meaning is observed
here; for the first meaning, cf. e.g. Imit. fr. X U-R = 6a Aujac = 7 Battisti.

222 Dion. Hal. Imiz. 2.3 (here 10 dyovioticov is used as an adjective: Antimachus’ tpoy g is dyoviotik), 3.7,
3.8, 5.2 (Isocrates’ eloquence is not combative).

223 Dion Hal. Imir. 2.5, 3.10, 5.5.

224 Dion. Hal. Imit. 5.5 (+ 3 times as adverb).

?2% Dion. Hal. Imir. 2.3.

228 Dion. Hal. Imiz. 2.5. The two instances of Sovapuc in frs. 1 and 5 of On Imitation referto ability rather than to
power. Hence, | did not include them in this number.

??7 Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.3.

228 Dion. Hal. Imir. 3.3.

229 In Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.2, Dionysius lists under ‘pleasure’ (§80v7}) the following virtues: ‘freshness’ (&pa),
‘grace’ (yapig), ‘euphony’ (gvotopia), ‘sweetness’ (yAvkvtng), ‘persuasiveness’ (10 mibavdov) and ‘all such

virtues’ (mévta Td To100TEL).
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4. Category of PLEASURE Number of occurrences in On Imitation

Pleasure (15oviy)~ 11
Grace (yapic / evydpeia)™ 7
Elegance (kopyotng)™” 2
Subtlety (AemtdTng)™ 1
TOTAL: 21

The last important category encompasses virtues which are related to (sacred) gravity:

5. Category of (SACRED) GRAVITY Number of occurrences in On Imitation

Solemnity (cepvotng)™ 10

Stateliness (mopmR)>>

Gravity (B(Scpog)236

Piety (evoéBewa) ™

239

3
2
Dignity (a&iopa)™’ 2
1
1

Festivity (to moviyvpucov)

TOTAL: 19

20 Dion. Hal. Imir.2.2,2.5,2.8,3.3,3.5,3.10,4.2,4.3, 5.1, 5.3 (Lycurgus’ speech is not pleasurable), 5.5.

23! Dion. Hal. Imir. 3.3, 3.5, 4.2, 5.1 (2x), 5.4, 5.6. Viidebaum (2018) analyses the connotations of ydpig in
classical poetry, and establishes that Dionysius’ emphasis on this virtue, with its appeal to the ‘irrational
perception’ (GAoyog aicOnoig) of the reader and its connotations of simplicity, wit and humour, could ‘capture
the new trends in contemporary Roman (Augustan) rhetoric’ (ibid., 122).

?%2 Dion. Hal. Imit.5,1,5.2.

2% Dion. Hal. Imit. 5.6.

2% Dion. Hal. Imiz. 2.5, 2.12 (Euripides reflects what is Gogpvov in a very accurate way), 3.7, 3.10, 4.1, 5.2 (2x),
5.3,5.4, Imit. fr. IX U-R = 5 Aujac = 6 Battisti.

2% Dion. Hal. Imir. 3.10,5.2,5.5.

2% Dion. Hal. Imir. 3.7,5.5.

237 Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.7, 2.11 (in both cases, G&impa has to do with character representation). Unlike Hagedorn
(1964), 31, who regards a&iopa is a synonym of peyarompéneia, I count it primarily among the category of
solemnity, since it is a virtue pertaining to esteem even more than to elevation or height. Of course, a&iopa is
closely related to magnificence, as Hagedornargues (ibid.). Cf. also the reference to Porter (2016) inn. 201-202.
2%8 Dion. Hal. Imir. 2.5.

2% Dion. Hal. Imir. 5.2.
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The five categories mentioned above are the most obvious in the epitome of On Imitation, but
there are other important categories, such as that of ‘beauty’ (10 kahidv or kdAroc), which also
comprises the virtues of ‘elegance of language’ (kaAAtloyio) and ‘ornament’ or ‘decency’
(x6opoc), making a total of 16 instances.?* One may perhaps wonder why the virtue of
‘beauty’ (10 kolov) does not prevail in the epitome. After all, beauty, together with ‘pleasure’
(modovn), is not only determined by Dionysius as central objective (cf. otoyalesOar, Comp.
10.1) of a writer ‘who wants to compose well’ (tov BovAduevov cuvtiOévar Ty A& e,
ibid.); as we have seen in the introductory chapter 1, it is also the quintessential idea in the
epitome’s programmatic stories on the ugly farmer and the painter Zeuxis.

The answer is that Dionysius considers several of the virtues he identifies and
recommends (not only peyolompénewa, as we have already seen, but also Bdapog, ogpvoroyia,
dElopa, mdloc and virtues like these) subservient and contributing to ‘beauty’ (t0 koAdv).??
In fact, it is Dionysius’ overarching and predominant ideal of beauty which catalyses the
recommendation of many literary qualities in On Imitation. Dionysius’ insistence on aesthetic
qualities in Greek poetry and prose in his reading list has recently also been observed by De
Jonge.?*

To give a further impression of the richness of the literary abilities mentioned in the
epitome, | would like to single out in random order some minor categories, such as those of 1)
naturalness, 2) brevity, 3) effectiveness, 4) soberness and 5) balance.?* There are also virtues
which do not fit in all these categories and are difficult to classify otherwise, such as ‘variety’
(mowiMa), ‘smoothness’ (Aeld0tng, opposite to Tpayv1rg), ‘appropriateness’ (10 mpémov, which

Is exceptional in that it accompanies all other virtues; cf. n. 143), ‘truthfulness’ (dAn0ewr) and

249 For 1o kok6v and derivatives, see Dion. Hal. Imir. 1.2, 1.4 (2x), 1.5, Imit. fr. 11l U-R = 2 Aujac = 2 Battisti,
Imit. fr. VI U-R (5x). For kaAMAoyia, see Dion. Hal. Imit. 3.2, 3.7. For k6opog, see Dion. Hal. Imit. 2.10, 2.11
(Euripides often lacks decency), 5.2, 5.4.

241 Dion. Hal. Comp.11.2. This passage is quoted in n. 200. As we have seenearlier in this section, magnificence
is already endowed with an aesthetic dimension in Aristotle.

242 De Jonge in J. Konig & N. Wiater (eds.) (forthc.): “{...] Dionysius makes it clear that his selection of classical
authors is to a large extent based on the aesthetic appreciation of the literature of a distant past [...]".

243 Pirst category: ‘naturalness’ (adtoguéc) and ‘greatness of nature’ (peyoahoguia, which I also included in the
category of magnificence). Second category: ‘brevity’ (cuvtopia), ‘shortness’ (Ppayvtng), ‘terseness’
(otpoyyvAoTNG), ‘denseness’ (mukvotng). Third category: ‘effectiveness’ (énitevéig), ‘accomplishment’ (dvvoic),
‘necessity’ (avaykn), ‘usefulness’ (16 coupépov), ‘skill in shooting at a mark’ (edotoyia), ‘usefulness’ (ypfoig).
Fourth category: ‘spareness’ (ioyvotng), ‘simplicity’ (dmAdtng, which also contributes to clarity). Fifth category:
‘equilibrium’ (OpoAOTNC), ‘symmetry’ (coppetpia), harmony’ (Eupéleia).
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‘frankness’ (moppnoic). Moreover, the epitome of On Imitation informs us on the faults of the
authors mentioned, being e.g. ‘unfitness of times’ (dxaipio), ‘unmanliness’ (dvavdpia),
‘meanness’ (ukpotg), ‘baseness’ (tamewodtng) and ‘frigidity’ (yoypia). It follows that their

opposites are recommendable stylistic features.

3.6.2 DISTRIBUTION OF LITERARY VIRTUES

Within the most prominent categories, the distribution of different virtues over the four genres
(poetry, historiography, philosophy and rhetoric) shows a rather clear patron, made clear in
the table below. Of course, we should see the numbers in proportion, for the sections on the
different genres are not the same size. Still, the distribution of virtues over the genres can be
considered significant. In the table, the five categories mentioned above are listed. The
numbers indicate the occurrences of virtues belonging to these categories within the genres of

poetry, historiography, philosophy, rhetoric, and the fragments of On Imitation:

Poetry | Historiography | Philosophy | Rhetoric Fragments
1. magnificence 15 6 2 6 2
2. clarity”™ 5 10 2 3 3
3. force 8 8 1 6 --
4. pleasure 3 5 3 10 --
5. (sacred)gravity |5 4 1 8 1

The virtues belonging to the category of magnificence (total number: 31) predominantly occur
in the section on poetry: no less than 15 times. Qualities belonging to the category of clarity
have a strong preference for the section on the historians, in which they occur 10 times. Poets
and historiographers mentioned in the epitome are equally often associated with qualities of
force: both groups 8 times. Finally, virtues of pleasure and (sacred) gravity are important
criteria especially for judging rhetoricians, occurring in their section 10 and 8 times
respectively.

What can we learn from this scheme? Firstly that, according to the epitome, it is
Dionysius’ greatest interest to recommend the imitation of a first and foremost poetic virtue,

i.e. magnificence, in rhetorical contexts; secondly, that ‘clarity’ — a virtue of great importance

24% One virtue belonging to the category of clarity, i.e. cagfvea, occurs in the epitome’s introduction.

120




— is to be found primarily in historiography; thirdly, that the rhetorician in spe should
particularly study the masterpieces of his own forerunners to be equipped with splendid
examples of styles which are both pleasant and grave. Thus, we see that Dionysius’ idea of
eclectic composition, voiced in his programmatic story on the painter Zeuxis, is not confined
to certain genres; instead, it crosses all generic boundaries. The aesthetics of literature in
general are of greater importance than the generic distinction between poetry and prose.**

It is absolutely striking that the five smaller categories briefly mentioned above (being
naturalness, brevity, effectiveness, soberness and balance) contain literary virtues which tend
to occur in the section on the orators: no less than 13 out of all 25 instances are to be found in
the section on oratory.*® In fact, the virtues pertaining to effectiveness (i.e. ‘effectiveness’
(émirev€ic), ‘accomplishment’ (Gvvoig), ‘necessity’ (avdykm), ‘usefulness’ (t0 cvpeépov),
‘skill in shooting at a mark’ (evotoyio) and ‘usefulness’ (ypfioig)) and soberness (i.e.
‘spareness’ (ioyvotg) and ‘simplicity’ (amAdtng)) are distilled from this section (almost)
completely, which may suggest that according to Dionysius, especially these qualities should
distinguish the rhetorician from his literary colleagues.*’

We can conclude that not one of the essential virtues, but the additional virtue of
ueyoAonpémewn, Which is first and foremost a poetical quality closely related to beauty,
predominates in the epitome of Dionysius’ treatise On Imitation. Thus, Dionysius propagates
an elevated style for, as he himself declares, rhetorical-practical purposes (although references
to performative skills are absent). One may wonder whether the average student in Augustan
Rome was able to give a speech which could meet the requirements of the Roman courts and,
at the same time, bear traces of e.g. Homer’s péyebog — a question which is also raised by De
Jonge.**® How practical is Dionysius?

In a comparison between Dio Chrysostom’s reading list in Oration 18 (cf. section 5.7)

and Dionysius’ canon (and sideways also Quintilian’s canons), De Jonge rightly argues that

245 Cf. e.g. De Jonge (2008), 365, who observes that the focus on aesthetic qualities more than on the formal
distinction between prose and poetry is also characteristic for Dionysius’ work On Composition.

24% Section on poetry: 7 times. Section on historiography: 5 times. Section on philosophy: 0 times.

247 One virtue of effectiveness, i.c. ‘necessity’ (avaykn), also appears in the section on poetry: 2.13.

2% De Jonge in J. Konig & N. Wiater (eds.) (forthc.). Goold (1961), 168-192 (esp. 190) thinks that Dionysius and
other Greeks in Rome were not interested in influencing Roman literature and oratory; they formed a
‘professorial circle’ whose aim it was to preserve the Greek literary heritage: ‘their writings contain no direct
reference to the times in which they lived’ (ibid., 190). Here | side with Worthington (1994), 257, who, in
refuting Goold’s view, rightly points to the didactic tone of the works of Greeks in Rome. On the didactic tone of
the epitome of On Imitation, see section 3.4.
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‘Dionysius may be said to be less practically minded [...]. Dionysius makes it clear that his
selection of classical authors is to a large extent based on the aesthetic appreciation of the
literature of a distant past rather than on the practical considerations required by public speech
performances in Augustan Rome’.*® In addition, | would like to emphasise that Dionysius’
work also testifies to a reconciliation of his overt insistence on poetic beauty with his
propagation of rhetorical-practical usefulness.

How then does Dionysius warrant the feasibility of the imitation and integration of the
aesthetics of classical Greek literature in Roman rhetorical practice? My suggestion is that he
ensures that the weighty criteria pertaining to poetic magnificence are counterbalanced by
especially requirements of clarity (for which historiography provides splendid paragons) and
pleasure (which is displayed pre-eminently by rhetoricians themselves). In other words: he
makes sure that his appreciation for literary aesthetics and magnificence is not at the expense
of those virtues of style which make a text understandable and enjoyable in a performative
context. The last table above gives proof of this. Thus, for Dionysius, the secret of practically-
oriented rhetorical imitation seems to be located in a well-balanced, cross-generic mixture of

literary virtues, which should result in a beautiful, but also effective and persuasive speech.

3.7 CONCLUSION

This chapter was dedicated to the analysis, distillation and reconstruction of important themes
and criteria for successful imitation in Dionysius’ On Imitation, and to the investigation of the
purposes of the reading list presented in the second book of this treatise. What have we
learned?

A thorough examination of the surviving fragments of On Imitation has shown that
many of these fragments are thematically interconnected, can be related to the epitome of On
Imitation and/or to other treatises of Dionysius, and/or demonstrate an imaginative, narrative
and illustrative style for rhetorical instruction to which Dionysius, judging e.g. from his
programmatic stories on the ugly farmer and Zeuxis, was far from averse. When no
(sufficiently reliable) testimony of a fragment’s origin is given in its contexts, thematic and
stylistic correspondences can make it more plausible that the fragment in question is from On
Imitation, as | hope to have made clear especially in the case of the often overlooked scholion

249 De Jonge in J. Kénig & N. Wiater (eds.) (forthc.).
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to Aristotle’s Rhetoric (section 3.3.3) which, | argue, deserves inclusion in text editions of
Dionysius’ On Imitation.

In the fragments which (possibly) stem from book 1 of On Imitation, important themes
are stylistic mixture and variety (fr. IV U-R), natural talent versus active study and exercise
(fr. 11 U-R), natural talent versus intention (fr. V U-R), and imitation and emulation (fr. 11l U-
R).”?® The remnants of book 2 which are possibly genuine discuss topics such as eclectic
imitation of beauty (fr. VI* U-R), the (absence of the) poetical element in prose (frs. VIII, IX
and X U-R) and stylistic nonchalance as a mask of artistic skill (fr. X U-R).”" The scholion to
Aristotle’s Rhetoric can be considered a fragment of On Imitation concerned with persuasion,
truth, and the interconnection between model and imitation. All of these topics seamlessly fit
in with those discussed in Dionysius’ critical works in general and/or in the (stories
introducing the) epitome of On Imitation in particular.

The analysis of Dionysius’ extensive quote from On Imitation in his Letter to
Pompeius has made clear not only that the epitome can be regarded as a rather faithful
representation of the original, but also that Dionysius’ focus in his comments on the imitation
of historiographic masterpieces was not exclusively on matters of style, but also on the
npoypotikog tomog. We also learned that virtues which are highly regarded by Dionysius,
such as ‘variety’ (mowia), can function both on the levels of subject matter and style. This is
important to keep in mind when reading the epitome, in which these levels are not frequently
distinguished.”®® Moreover, we have seen that in the quote in the Letter to Pompeius three
virtues of historiographic writing elsewhere classified as ‘essential’ are followed by several
‘additional’ virtues, and that especially these additional virtues (e.g. vividness, grandeur,
marvelousness, vigour, tension) occupy an important place in the epitome — not only in the
section on historiography, but inall sections.

In the discussion of the audience and aim of On Imitation it was pointed out that
although Demetrius is the formal addressee of On Imitation (see Pomp. 3.1), in On
Thucydides 1.1-2 Dionysius proclaims that we should actually see all orators in spe as the

intended audience of his treatise. From the same passage in On Thucydides it also becomes

2% Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. 1 U-R = 1 Aujac = 1 Battisti. Fr. VV U-R = 3 Aujac = 3 Battisti. Fr. [l U-R = 2 Aujac = 2
Battisti.

251 Dion. Hal. Imit. fr. VIIl U-R = 4 Aujac = 4 Battisti. Fr. IX U-R = 5 Aujac = 6 Battisti. Fr. X U-R = 6a Aujac
= 7 Battisti.

52 However, as I noted, Dionysius’ strong stylistic orientation urges us to interpret many virtues in the epitome

as qualities primarily pertaining to style.
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evident that On Imitation was intended to be a practical guide of literary xavoveg for future
orators, showing them which qualities they should observe and which they should avoid in
each of the authors, and providing them with material for their own yvuvocion and —
eventually — their own compositions. We have also seen that Dionysius’ intention is not only
to offer the young orator assistance in choosing ancient — often archaic — Greek models for
imitation of subject matter and style, but also to make him an attentive reader — one who is
endowed with émothiun (Imit. 5.7).%°

The instructive, didactic character of Dionysius’ list is expressed in the frequent use of
a variety of adhortative formulas, on the basis of which the different sections on poetry,
historiography and rhetoric can be distinguished stylistically. These stylistic deviations per
genre, | suggested, can best be explained by supposing that the different sections in On
Imitation are to be traced back to different sources characterised by different stylistic features,
which were taken over by Dionysius.

Finally, this chapter has shown that the models that should be carefully observed often
display magnificence and beauty of style. Dionysius’ overt emphasis on poetical
magnificence and beauty for rhetorical-practical purposes is counterbalanced by his insistence
on other, more prosaic virtues such as clarity and pleasure, as well as by his passionate plea
for mimetic eclecticism and stylistic mixture. Exactly because of this mixture, the young
orator can, in an original way and in a new, Roman context, breathe new life into the grand

and beautiful literary masterpieces of classical Greece.

2%3 |n section 4.3, we will see that Quintilian makes cognition and a sound iudicium his prime concerns in his
recommendations regarding the process of imitation.
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