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HeLeEna CICHOCKA

Mimesis and Rhetoric in the Treatises by Dionysius of Halicarnassus
and the Byzantine Tradition (selected problems)

Passages from Book | of the epitome Ilepi uipnoewg, attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
are the source of definitions of the terms which are of concern to us in this paper and of key relevance
to the treatise of Dionysius:? rhetoric (pntopikr}) and mimesis (uiunoig) as well as the source of
comments on the importance of nature (¢voig) in literature. Book Il of Dionysius’ treatise, most of
which has been preserved, explains what authors from among poets, philosophers, historians and
orators are to be imitated, while Book 111, which has not been preserved, was expected to answer
the question how they should be imitated.?

The extant passages from the epitome Ilepi wipnoewg begin (in the edition of Usener — Rader-
macher) with the definition of rhetoric, usually ascribed in Greek and Byzantine tradition to Diony-
sius of Halicarnassus:

‘Prropikn €oTt dOvaIc TexVikN TOXVOD AOYOUL €V TIPAYUOTI TTOMTIKY, TENOG EXOVON TO €D AEYEIV® —
Rhetoric is the technical competence of persuasive expression in political activity having as the
purpose to speak properly.*

The text of this definition is quoted several times without any comments by anonymous com-
mentators of Hermogenes’ and Aphthonius’ treatises and by Byzantine epitome authors.> Nor is
Dionysius’ definition accompanied by any commentary in Maximos Planudes’ TIpoieyoueva Tiig
pnropikiic® or Matthew Camariotes’ ‘Pnropikfic émroun ék T@v 100 ‘Epuoyévouc.’

My review of Dionysius’ definitions of rhetoric accompanied by comments® starts with Pro-
legomenon 17 to Hermogenes’ treatise Ilepi otdoewv ascribed to Marcellinus,® which is followed
by an analysis of the commentary on Dionysius’ definition in anonymous Prolegomenon 4.1° The

-

Cf. D. Bartisti, Osservazioni sul testo del TTepi piunoewg di Dionigi di Alicarnasso. Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica
30/3 (1988) 101. For the further analyses | use the edition of Dionysius: Dionysii Halicarnasei Quae extant, vol. V-VI:
Opuscula, vol. I-I1, ed. H. UseNer — L. RADERMACHER. Lipsiae 1889-1904/1929 (= Us. — Rad.). Other frequently cited edi-
tions: Prolegomenon Sylloge, ed. H. Rask. Lipsiae 1931 (= Proleg. Syll.); Rhetores Graeci I-1X, ed. Chr. WaLz. Stuttgar-
tiae — Tubingae 1832-1836 (= Walz 1-IX).

Cf. Us. — Rad. 11 197-217 (AIONYXZIOY AAIKAPNAXEQY TON ITEPI MIMHZEQY. TA XQIZOMENA); cf. H. Cichocka
Mimesis i retoryka w traktatach Dionizjusza z Halikarnasu a tradycja bizantynska [Mimesis and Rhetoric in the Treatises
by Dionysius of Halicarnassus and the Byzantine Tradition]. Warszawa 2004, 64—75 (Chapter II. 2. 2: Problems of the
reconstruction of the treatise ITepi piunoewg).

Us. — Rad. 1l 197, 2-3.

Cf. G. A. Kennepy, The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World, 300 B.C. — A.D. 300. Princeton, N.J. 1972, 347: ... the artis-
tic faculty of persuasive speech in political matters, having the goal of speaking well.

Cf. CicHocka, Mimesis i retoryka 78-83 (Chapter Il1I: The definition of rhetoric attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus
and its reception in Byzantium).

Proleg. Syll. 7., 65, 13-16; cf. Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 83-86.

Walz VI 601, 2-4.

Cf. Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 87-110.

Cf. G. A. KenneDy, Later Greek Philosophy and Rhetoric. Philosophy and Rhetoric 13/3 (1980) 186; cf. Cicnocka, Mime-
sis i retoryka 87-92.

0 Cf. Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 92-96.
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36 Helena Cichocka

text of Dionysius’ definition of rhetoric is later cited by Doxapatres in Prolegomenon 9, i.e. an
introduction to Aphthonius’ Progymnasmata; however, Doxapatres ascribes this definition to
Dionysius Thrax.™ The text of Dionysius’ definition, ascribed to a certain Lollianus, is also cited by
Sopatros in a broad commentary on Hermogenes’ Téxvn.*?

A review of the definition of rhetoric by Dionysius cited by Byzantine experts in the theory of
rhetoric shows that this definition attracted attention and was very popular in Byzantium. Therefore
it seems obvious to argue that Dionysius’ definition was the basis of the so-called standard defini-
tion, a model in the Byzantine tradition.

By distinguishing between rhetoric and other word-based arts, primarily dialectics and grammar,
the words in the definition: év mpayuart momtik® (in political activity) established a direct link
between rhetoric and the political life of the Byzantine Empire.®® Thus the definition of rhetoric
accepted and approved in the theory and practice of the Byzantine tradition extends and restructures
Dionysius’ definition of rhetoric.

The basic version of the Byzantine standard definition reads:

‘Pnropikn €oti T€xVN TEPL AOYOUL dVVOULY €V TIPAYUOTL TTOMTIKD, TENOG Exovoa TO mMOAVOS EImelV
Kot TO €vdexouevov* —

Rhetoric is a practice regarding the competence of the word in political activity having as the
purpose to speak persuasively according to the possibility.t®

Some Byzantine commentators cite the standard definition without any commentary or merely
with a brief introductory sentence.’® One of the first ones to do so was Troilus (4"/ 5™ cent.), the
author of an introduction to Hermogenes’ system of rhetoric,'’, followed by anonymous authors of
general introductions to the art of rhetoric.’® The text of the standard definition also opens a review
of the definitions of rhetoric in an anonymous epitome,*® which includes random commentaries on
Hermogenes’ treatises.

The earliest Byzantine treatise that cites the standard definition with a commentary is an intro-
duction to rhetoric by Trophonius (6" cent.).22 From among Byzantine commentaries and scholia
which cited the standard definition of rhetoric with a commentary, the one that deserves special
attention is an exceptionally extensive introduction to Aphthonius’ Progymnasmata by Doxapatres
(11* cent.).2* A much shortened version, which is also an excerpt from and a paraphrase of the rel-
evant passages from Prolegomenon 9. by Doxapatres, is an introduction (also to Aphthonius’ Pro-
gymnasmata) by an unknown author, identified by Walz with Doxapatres.?? The closing section of

I CicHocka, Mimesis i retoryka 96-104.

12 Walz V 15-211. Cicrocka, Mimesis i retoryka 104-108.

¥ Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 110.

% Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 111-144 (Chapter IV: The standard definition of rhetoric in Byzantium).

15 Cf. B. ScHoULER, La définition de la rhétorique dans I’enseignement Byzantin. Byz 45/1 (1995) 168-169: La rhétorique est
une technique s’applicant a la capacité du discours en matiére politique, dont le but est s’exprimer de maniére persuasive
dans la limite du possible, téxvn mepi Aoyov dovauy ... .

8 Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 112-118.

17 Proleg. Syll. 5 (ITpoAeyoueva tii¢ pnropikiic ‘Epuoyévoug) (44-58).

Proleg. Syll. 2. (14, 6-16, 6); Proleg. Syll. 23 (111 339, 15-347, 12); Proleg. Syll. 24 (111 349, 1-3).

Walz 111 611, 1-3.

Proleg. Syll. 1 (Tpo¢wviov Lopiorod IIporeyodueva eig v pnropiknv) (1, 3-14, 4). Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 118—
123.

Proleg. Syll. 9 (80, 11-155, 32). Cicocka, Mimesis i retoryka 124-132.

Proleg. Syll. 11 (Incerti auctoris Prolegomena in Progymnasmata)(158, 10-170, 25) = Walz Il (Doxapatri Prolegomena
rhetoricae)(69, 4-80, 27). Cichocka, Mimesis i retoryka 133-140.
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Mimesis and Rhetoric in the Treatises by Dionysius of Halicarnassus 37

the introduction to rhetoric by Maximos Planudes (13"/ 14™ cent.) is a review of the major Byzan-
tine commentators who cite the standard definition of rhetoric together with a commentary.?

What follows from the above summary and relevant analyses® is that the definition of rhetoric
accepted and approved in the Byzantine tradition transformed and extended the definition of rheto-
ric by Dionysius, which, unlike the earlier Greek definitions, made it possible to establish a link, to
the greatest possible extent, between both the theory of rhetoric and its practical application and the
political activity in the Byzantine Empire.

The question that remains is the indisputable interrelation between the definition of rhetoric by
Dionysius (passage | in Usener — Radermacher)® and another two terms of key relevance to his
epitome Ilepi wunoewg: (1) pipnoig and (2) Chrog, cited in the edition as passage Il of the first
book.? They are preceded in passage Il by a concise presentation of the basic concepts®” linked with
the interpretation of the term imitation,?® namely ¢voig de€ia (skilful nature), uabnoig axpipng (pre-
cise learning) and &oxknoig émimovog (painful practice).

Next the publisher of the epitome cites®® the text in the introductory section of Syrianus’ com-
mentary on Hermogenes’ treatise Ilepi t@v otdoewv,® which makes an clear reference to the text
contained in passage Il of the first book of the epitome. In the introductory section of his commen-
tary Syrianus refers to Plato’s remarks which define the most important qualities of an orator in
Apologia and Gorgias:®! veracity, justice and competence. However, the direct starting point for the
commentator’s analyses is a quotation from Phaedrus, in which Plato states that if somebody is an
orator owing to his innate talents (¢pvoer), he will not become a famous orator until he adds knowl-
edge (émotnAun) and practice (uerétn) to them.®

Definitions of the terms (together with testimoniums) of key relevance to Dionysius’ epitome,
i.e. piunoig and CiAog are given in passage Il of the epitome in Usener —Radermacher.® The first
definition provided is that of piunoic:®

uiunoic éotiv évépyeia Ot TV OewpPNUATWY EKUATTOUEVN TO TOPADETYUO —
imitation is an activity expressing a model through schemes.®
2 Proleg. Syll. 7 (64, 11-73, 8). CicHocka, Mimesis i retoryka 140-144.
2 Cicnocka Mimesis i retoryka 111-144.
% Us. — Rad. Il 197, 2-3.
Us. — Rad. Il 200, 28-201, 15.
Us. — Rad. 1l 200, 4-7: tpia Tabtor TV GpioTnv Nuiv v Te TOIG TOMTIKOIG AOYOIG EEIV Kal €V TIAo TEXVN TE Kai EmoTAuD
xopnynoet ¢pvoig dedia, nabnoig akpiPng, doknoig émimovog: & mep koi TOV [Manoaviéa T0100TOV AMTEIPYROATO.
% Us. — Rad. Il 200, 4-20. Cf. H. FrLascHAR, Die klassizistische Theorie der Mimesis, in: Le classicisme a Rome aux lers
siécles avant et apres J.-C. (Entretiens sur I’Antiquité Classique XXV). Vandcevres — Geneve 1978, 87: ,,Das theoretische
Modell, von dem Quintilian sich fir die Einordung auch der rémischen Literatur mit nur geringen Modifikationen leiten
lasst, ist durch Dionys von Halikarnass gegeben. Er reprasentiert am reinsten die gangige klassizistische Theorie der Mi-
mesis. In ihr lassen sich folgende Hauptmomente unterscheiden: Mimesis bezieht sich auf drei Hauptbegriffe, die Dionys
in seiner Schrift TTepi wipnoewg nach der Definition der Rhetorik (Fr. 1) einflhrt (Fr. 2): ¢pvoic delia, uadbnoig dxpipng,
doknoig émimovog”.
Us. — Rad. I1 200, 10-14.
% Cf. Syriani in Hermogenem Commentaria, vol. I1 (Commentarium in librum ITEPI ZTALEQN), ed. H. RaBt. Lipsiae 1893,
4, 19-5, 1-5: dxohovOw¢ d¢ T@ Oeiw IMAdTwvt ki Atoviolog 6 TPeoPOTEPOC €V TG TPWTW TITAW TTEPL UIUNOEWS dnot 0Tt “Tpiat
TovTA TNV ApioTny ... doknoig émimovog, dmep kai Tov [ouaviéa TolodTov drmeipydoato.”
Cf. Plat., Apol.18 A: ... a0TO d¢ TODTO OKOTELV KAl TOUTW TOV VOOV TIPOCEXELV, €1 dikaua Aéyw f un: JIKooTOD UEV yop ot
apetn, pAtopog 8¢ TOANOR Aéyetv; Gorg. 508 C: ... tov pélhovta OpbRS Ppnropikov Eoeoboun dikouov Gpa del eivon ko
gmoTtnuova TV dikaiwy, ... .
Plat., Phaedr. 269 D: &i pév oot Ortapyet Gpuoet PNTopIK® eival, E0el PRTWP EMNOYINOC, TTPOCAXPWY EMIOTAUNY TE Kol UEAETNV"
OTov & A EAANTING TOVTWYV, TAVTN ATEANG EOEL.
3 Us. — Rap. 11 200, 22-201, 15.
% Us. — Rad. Il 200, 22-23.
% Cf. J. W. H. Atkins, Literary Criticism in Antiquity, Il. Cambridge 1934, 112: ,Imitation in general he describes as “a
copying of models with the help of certain principles ™...; Kennepy, The Art of Rhetoric 348: ,,Another fragment (3) defines
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38 Helena Cichocka

The other version of the definition of uiunoig, which is ascribed to a later tradition,*® is cited by
Usener — Radermacher among the testimoniums provided after the definitions of piunoic and

Chrog:

Aoyoc [ mpaic] duoiwoty eb Exovoay ToD Tapadeiyuatog mepiéxovs’ —
a word [or an activity] bearing accurate resemblance to the pattern.

The text of the definition of Cihoc® refers to the text of the definition of uiunoic, cited as the
standard one in the edition with a slight opposition expressed by the particle ¢, which argues that
the two concepts complement each other:

{hroc d€ éoTiv évépyera Yuxfc TpOc Oodua ToD dOKODVTOC €ivat KOAOD KIVOLUEVT —
emulation is an intellectual activity directed towards admiring what seems to be beautiful.*

The definitions of Dionysius’ terms piunoig and Ciidog were cited by Syrianus in the initial section
of the commentary on Hermogenes’ treatise De ideis* as an illustration of the quotation taken from
that source: “f) yaptot piunoig koi 6 Chrog”.*? Let me remind you that Hermogenes begins his trea-
tise on ideas with a statement that being acquainted with knowledge (¢motnun) about them is one
of an orator’s key duties.*® He goes on to underline that piunoig and Ciidog, which come into being
in conjunction with mere experience (éumeipia wirr)) and some skill not linked with words (&\oyog

imitation (mimésis) as “an activity receiving the impression of a model by inspection of it"™”; D.A. RusstLt, De imitatione,
in: Creative Imitation and Latin Literature, ed. D. West — T. Woobpman. Cambridge 1979, 10: ,,Mimé&sis is an activity
reproducing the model by means of theoretical principles”; G. Auiac, Recherches sur la tradition ITepi ovvBéoewe dvoudTwy
de Denys d’Halicarnasse. Revue d’histoire des textes 4 (1974) 27: ,,L’imitation est I’action de reproduire le modele dans
les regles”; A. N. Cizek, Imitatio et tractatio. Die literarisch-rhetorischen Grundlagen der Nachahmung in Antike und Mit-
telalter. Tlbingen 1994, 19: ,,Die Nachahmung (uiunoig) ist eine Tatigkeit, die das Muster mit Hilfe genauer Betrachtung
abbildet”; D.G. BarTisti, Dionigi di Alicarnasso Sull’ imitazione. Edizione critica, traduzione e commento. Pisa — Roma

1997, 57: ,,L’imitazione & I’atto di riprodurre il modello secondo le regole...”. Cf. Denys d’Halicarnasse, Opuscules rhéto-

riques, V, par G. Ausac. Paris 2002, 27: ,,L’imitation est I’action de reproduire le modele dans les régles”.

Us. — Rad. Il 201, 1: o¢ 8¢ oi uetayevéotepot AEyouoty, ... .

87 Us. — Rad. 11 201, 1-2.

% Us. — Rad. 11 200, 24-25.

% RusseLt, De imitatione 10: ,,1t is clear that for Dionysius zélos is at any rate the more spontaneous of the two, the less
amenable to rule. But it is important to remember that both are means to the same end; they are not exclusive, they comple-
ment each other, ... What he says in that connection refers to the whole complex idea of ‘mimésis — zélosis’, not to zélosis
without its partner. It is thus wrong, or at least false in terms of this evidence, to treat ‘imitation” and ‘emulation’ as fun-
damentally different, the one passive and negative, the other positive and original”; Cizex, Imitatio et tractatio 19: ,,In der
an anderer Stelle begegnenden Kontraststellung von piunoic und Cidog erscheint die erstere als passiv-rezeptives Moment,
das die Ausgangsbasis fir den aktivisch auftretenden {iog bildet, wobei die dialektische Komplementaritat dieser zwei
Prozesse offensichtlich ist”.

4 Atkins, Literary Criticism in Antiquity 112: ,,and he further justifies the process as being in an enthusiastic form (Zfqroc),
“an activity of the soul inspired by the spectacle of the seemingly beautiful”...; Kexxepy, The Art of Rhetoric 348: ,,while
emulation (zélos) is called an “activity of the soul impelled toward admiration of what seems to be fine”; RusseLL, De
imitatione 10: ,,Z€los is an activity of the mind, roused to admiration of something believed to be beautiful”; Cizek, Imita-
tio et tractatio 19: ,, ... die Nacheiferung (Cihog) aber ist ein Streben in der Seele, die durch das, was thr schon erscheint,
zu Bewunderung hingerissen wird”; Battisti, Dionigi di Alicarnasso 57: ,,L’emulazione ¢ la spinta dell” anima mossa
all’ammirazione”; cf Ausac (2002) 27: ,,L’émulation est I’élan actif de I’ame, mis en : mouvement par I’admiration de ce
qui lui parait beau”.

Syriani in Hermogenem Commentaria | 1, 4-95, 9.

Syriani in Hermogenem Commentaria 3, 15-21: “f yaptot piunoic kai 6 CHA0G” AtovOoiog HEV év TQ) TPWTW TEPT UIUACEWS

opiletou Tv piunoiv ovtwg ...; cf. Hermog., De ideis 213, 14.

4 Hermog., De ideis 213, 4-14.
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Mimesis and Rhetoric in the Treatises by Dionysius of Halicarnassus 39

Tp1P1), could not be properly applied (tvyxaverv Tod 6pOod) if they did not actually have something
taken from nature (k&v mwévv Tig €xn dvoewc €0).4

Notwithstanding, the natural abilities alone (¢pvoewc mheovektiuata) which are not accompanied
by training (téxvn) will not lead to any success, Hermogenes argues.* And he who has knowledge
(émotAun) and understanding (yvwoig) of this topic will not, even with his modest natural talents,
miss the goal by emulating (CnAobv) the ancients;*® obviously, he will be more successful if he em-
ploys his natural talents (¢voic).*” However, if somebody has not received any natural talents, he
has no choice but to learn, as this is within his power;* through practice and correct training he will
soon excel his competitors endowed with natural abilities.*

The issues concerning the meaning and the practical application of the terms piunoic and ¢ihog
were examined in more detail in the introductory section® of the commentary on Hermogenes’ De
ideis, ascribed to Syrianus. In 1931 H. Rabe included this text®* in Prolegomenon Sylloge as Pro-
legomenon 28 by a certain Phoebammon.®? Like Hermogenes, Syrianus establishes a link between
the process of imitation and primarily the theory of style.>®* He underlines that the one acquainted
with the topic (¢motiuwv) should know not only the quantity of styles (mocdtnc) but their properties
(idr6tng) and the process of imitation relative to the ancient predecessors (f) piunoig | mPOG TOLG
mohauovg).> This is because if one attempts to imitate the ancients’ styles, his efforts will prove
futile because he will apply his statement (Adyoc) to its nature (¢pvoig), not the way it is handled
(ueTaxeipioig). He reminds the reader that Dionysius is one of those who distinguished between
three types of style: xapaxtnp ioxvog, uécog and adpoc.® Syrianus further concludes that the ap-
prehension (katainyic) of the three types of style will result from as many as four solutions,
namely our performance (t& 0d” fudv amotehovueva) is determined by imitation (Chrocg), nature
(dvo1g), chance (tuxn), or art (téxvn).*

Let me observe at this point that Syrianus’ statement on the mutual relationship between imita-
tion, nature, chance and art was extensively paraphrased in the 11" century by John Syceliotes, the
author of the most extensive extant commentary on Hermogenes’ treatise Ilepi ide®v,*” who cited
the name of Phoebammon. Having remarked on Lysias’ style, Syrianus goes on to explain that we
imitate (upovueba) a painting by shaping it in the same way if we use a specified method (u€60dog)
and the same tools, i.e. through art (téxvn); this does not occur by virtue of nature or by chance.*®
In that he makes an express reference to the first chapter of Book Il of Dionysius’ De imitatione,*
bringing up a story of the painter Zeuxis who achieved through art (téxvn) what was difficult to
achieve through nature (¢bvoic) or by chance (toxn).®° — Therefore the conclusion that we can draw

4 Hermog., De ideis 213, 14-214, 1.
% Hermog., De ideis 214, 1-3.
4 |bidem 214, 4-6.
Ibidem 214, 6-8.
Ibidem 214, 8-10: ... uoOntov €oTt KA JDAKTOV ... .
Ibidem 214, 10-12: téxa yop Gv obtw ko TOUG TEGUKOTOG Of Ur) TOIODTOL HEAETY Kal TTfj KoT OpBOV dOoKNOEL TTAPEAXOIEV.
% Syriani in Hermogenem Commentaria, | (1892) 96, 3-112, 24. CicHocka, Mimesis i retoryka 155-158.
5t Without the initial part to be found in Syrianus’s edition: In Hermog., 96, 3-97, 6
52 Proleg. Syll., 375, 3-388, 14 = Syrianus, In Hermog., 97, 7-112, 24, (28 [Phoebammonis Prolegomena in Hermogenis
ITEPI TIAEQN]; cf. A. Brinkmann, Phoibammon TTEPI MIMHZEQZX. Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie 61 [1906]
117-134).
%% CicHocka, Mimesis i retoryka 155-158.
% Syrianus, In Hermog. 98, 20-22.
5 Ibidem 99, 18-20: ... 00TO¢ yOp TPEIG EIVOL XAPAKTHPAG PpNoL, TOV ioXVOV TOV UEGOV TOV AdPOV"
Ibidem 101, 1-4.
Cf. Walz VI (Twavvov 10D Likehwtov ZxoAta eig Tdedv o'.) (72, 12-73), 17 = Syriani In Hermogenem Commentaria, [ 101,
1-102,12 = Proleg. Syll., 378, 10-379, 24.
Syrianus, In Hermog. 101, 4-19.
Us. — Rad. Il 203, 10-18.
8 Syrianus, In Hermog. 102, 3-8.
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40 Helena Cichocka

from Syrianus’ commentary is that he considered the art of rhetoric (téxvn) to be an instrument used
in the process of imitation (uiunoig).®

Another matter that raises methodological doubts (&mopruarta) is presented by Syrianus in his
reference to his earlier remark on the difficulty imitating the ancients’ style.®? He continues those
considerations to say that as a matter of fact it is not possible to imitate (CnA@oou) patterns (tomot)
of the ancients because transposing the laws of nature (¢pvoic) to a disposition (d1&0eo1c) peculiar to
somebody changes the whole arrangement of words (Aoyov dioiknoig) by virtue of its specific char-
acter (id16tng).” Therefore it is impossible to imitate closely (CnA&oou ... €igc T0 dxpiféc) Dem-
osthenes’ or Plato’s style. This can be achieved partly if one also tries to get closer to other authors,
not necessarily Demosthenes or Plato.®

In consequence, one should not give up creating speeches (Aoyot) only because he cannot im-
mediately become Demosthenes; he should also try to analyse other orators (pntopec) who initially
refrained from speech to find out whether they had not been overwhelmed by a desire to produce
speeches that did not seem to depart much from the model (tVmog) set by Demosthenes.® Syrianus
goes on to argue that it is possible to retain one’s own nature (¢pvoic) while imitating (CnA@oot) an
ancient model; an example is an imitation of Lysias’ style.®® To sum up his remarks on the theory
and practice of mimesis, which refer to the types of style and Hermogenes’ ideas, Syrianus contends
that it is possible to imitate somebody while retaining individual properties (idi6tng) of one’s
works.®

An abbreviated form of a commentary on the cited passage from Hermogenes’ De ideis® is a
passage from anonymous scholia accompanying that treatise,% where the anonymous author, having
cited the definition of Cihog, argues, citing Dionysius, that for purposes of the ancient models the
term CAroc is equivalent to the term piunoic.” The anonymous author observes that mere experience
(wirn) éumeipia), i.e. mere introduction (&vayvworig) without the art (téxvn) is nothing but a skill
without the art (G\oyoc tp1fn), which is not competent in any area (mavteAdg auadng). What is
truly revealing (ebpioket) is the word (Aoyog) if it acts according to the art (kata v téxvnv).t At
this point the author cites a statement to be found in Plato’s Gorgias,’? according to which an activ-
ity inexpressive by the word (d&hoyov mpayuca) cannot be called art.”™

The term Cidog is also defined through piunoig by Ammonius in an etymological dictionary Ilepi
ouoiwv kai diadopwv Aé€ewv (De adfinium vocabulorum differentia).” K. Nickau, publisher of Am-
monius’ works, dates that lexicographer at the early part of the 1 or 2" century,” whereas H.

8 Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 157.

62 Syrianus, In Hermog. 98, 20-22.

8 Syrianus, In Hermog. 104, 14-17: oby 0i6v 1€ daot “Cnidoan ToUg TRV apxaiwy TOITOVG: Katadepouévn yap f ¢pvoic Tpog
Thv oikeiav d1a0eoty petafddher mpog THY EThg id16TNTA THY TTRoAY TOD AOYyoL dioiknotv”.

6 Syrianus, In Hermog.104, 17-22.

% |bidem 104, 22-105, 6.

% lbidem 105, 15-21: ... TOv Avotakov {nhoi XapakTipa.

57 lbidem 105, 22-106, 2.

% Cf. Hermog., De ideis, 213-214, 12.

8 Walz VII 2 (Avovipov Ixoha ...) (865, 8-14).

™ Ibidem, p. 865, 14-15: 6 mpog TOUG dpxaiovg LAog, dnotv, TOLTESTIV 1 Hiunolg, ... .

" lbidem, p. 865, 15-866, 2. Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 152-153.

2 Cf. Plat., Gorg. 465 A.

s Cf. Walz VII 2 (866, 2-4): xai yap 6 Ogiog ITAGtwv dpnoiv: éyw yap téxvnv od KoA®, 6 &v fj dhoyov payua.

™ Ammonii qui dicitur Liber de adfinium vocabulorum differentia, ed. K. Nickau. Lipsiae 1966. Cichocka, Mimesis i reto-
ryka 153-155.

s Cf. Nickau, Ammonii (Prolegomena) LXVI.
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Hunger takes Ammonius to be a lexicographer of the Byzantine period.” In his lexicon Ammonius
gives several terms whose meaning is very close to that of {ilog.

When he makes a distinction between rivalry (CnAotumia) and Cfjiog Ammonius argues that zelos
is an imitation of beauty (Cilog d¢ piunoig kadod), just like a child imitates his teacher.”” He goes
on to expand on the difference between {nA®doon and épicon and explains that {nhobv means to
imitate with passion (cvv émbuuiq pipeiodan).”® He makes a similar distinction between irog and
d0ovoc, namely he defines zelos as an imitation, arising from passion, of what seems to be beauti-
ful.” To sum up his definitions accompanied by examples, Ammonius states that there are three
forms (€idn) of zelos, of which the first two can be considered to be equivalent to mimesis, namely
(1) blessing (uaxapiouog), whereby it is said that somebody imitates somebody else in something
(CnAwTog detva €mi Tde) and (2) it is said that somebody is somebody else’s imitator ({nAwtng Tivog
eivou Aéyetan), e.g. Theseus of Heracles; the third type is the equivalent of the term “invidiousness”
(tpitog 8¢ 6 PpOOVW Ou010¢).8°

Ammonius’ definitions confirm the above submission put forward by the anonymous scholiast
that the terms zelos and mimesis correspond with each other and are almost identical or even ex-
changeable. Exchangeability of those terms can also be seen from e.g. relevant examples of the
extant passages of Dionysius’ epitome De imitatione® and his remarks set forth in Epistula ad
Pompeium.®

Let me illustrate exchangeability of the cited terms using selected examples taken from Greek
historiography. When analyzing the works of historians® Dionysius argues that Xenophon became
Herodotus’ imitator ({nAwtnc) in regard to the qualities of the subject and style.®* He expands on
his submission in Epistula ad Pompeium using similar phrases® and stresses that Xenophon is
worthy of praise as an imitator of Herodotus not only because of the subject (bt66eo1c) of the work
but also the arrangement of the content (oikovouia).2® Likewise Dionysius observes in his epitome
De imitatione that Xenophon’s style sometimes resembles Herodotus’,® In his Epistle to Pompeius
he argues that Xenophon is stylistically similar to Herodotus to some extent (7fj uév ouotog).®

Later in the epitome Dionysius refers to Philistus as an imitator (uiuntng) of Thucydides, exclud-
ing, however, his delineation of characters.® He observes that Philistus first and foremost imitated
(éChrwkev) Thucydides in his leaving the argument open and in some disorder in terms of the ar-
rangement of the content.®® What Philistus did not imitate (ovk éChAwkev) was Thucydides’ sophis-
ticated and perfect style; he merely carefully copied (mévv akpifidg dmepaaro) what was compact
(to otpoyyvrov), cohesive (to mukvov), euphonic and vivid (10 ebtovov kai évaywvioy).®

6 Cf. H. HunGer, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, I-11. Miinchen 1978, 11 49: ,,Das bekannteste derar-
tige Lexikon aus byzantinischer Zeit ist unter dem Namen Ammonios ... Uberliefert*.

7 Cf. Amm. 2009.

8 Cf. Amm. 210.
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Cf. Amm. 211: ... Cijhog pev yap €oti 1} O Embupiay yivouévn piunoic dokodvrog Tivog KaAoD ... .

8 Cf. Amm.. 213: ¢hhov Tpia €idn ... .

8. Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 165-186.

8 Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 186-193.

8 Cf. Us. — Rad. 11 207, 5-210, 10.

8 lbidem 208, 1-3: 6 uév Eevodp®v HpodoTov {NAWTNG EYEVETO KATA TE TAC TTPAYUATIKAC APETAC <KOI TOC AEKTIKAC ...>.

Cf. Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp. 4, 1 (Us. — Rad. Il 241, 2-4): Zevop®v pev yap Hpoddtov {nAwTng éyéveto Kot audoTéPoug
TOVG XOPOKTHPOC, TOV TE TTPAYUATIKOV Kai TOV AekTikov. CicHocka, Mimesis i retoryka 187-189.

Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp 4, 2 (Us. — Rad. Il 241, 14-22).

Us. — Rad. Il 208, 5-6: ... T® 08¢ AekTIK® Tfj UV BUOIOG ... .

Cf. Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp. 4, 3 (Us. — Rad. Il 241,23-242, 5).

Us. — Rad. Il 208, 14-15: ®inotoc 8¢ piuntig ot ®ovkvdidov, £Ew Tod fibouc.

Ibidem 208, 17-20: éCnhwkev 8¢ TPGTOV eV TO TNV LITOOECIV ATEAR KATOMIIEV TOV AOTOV €KEIVY TPOTOV: 0D Unv GANG Ko
v aragiov adTod ThHg oikovouiag.

Ibidem 209, 3-5: 10 d¢ oTpoyyvAOV KOl TUKVOV Kot EBTOVOV Kati Evarywviov vy akpipde amepd€ato ... . CicHocka, Mime-
sis i retoryka 171-172.
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Similarity (éokévou) between Philistus and Thucydides is pointed out by Dionysius later in his
Epistle to Pompeius,®> where he observes that he does improve the method of presenting the
characters;* then he goes on to set the modes of presenting the subject by the two historians side
by side.* As for the style used by Thucydides, according to Dionysius Philistus avoided what was
significant (onuei®dec) and elaborate (mepiepyov), while copying (ékxuéuakton) what was compact
(otpoyyvrov), brief (ukvov) and determined (évBuvunuatikov).® Dionysius also observes that many
periods constructed the way Thucydides did it (opoiwc) could be found in Philistus’ works.%

The analysis of the two passages characterizing Xenophon’s dependence on Herodotus and Phi-
listus” dependence on Thucydides reveal that the same or very similar terms are used in Dionysius’
epitome On imitation and the Epistle to Pompeius, first and foremost the interchangeable use of the
terms CnAwtng and wiuntnc to refer to an imitator. It follows that passage 111, 2 of the epitome appears
to be an abridged version of passage 3, 4-5 of the Epistle to Pompeius, which corresponds to it;*
that this conclusion is correct is corroborated by the subsequent analysis of passages from Diony-
sius’ treatise On Thucydides.

In the introduction to the treatise ITepi ®ovkudidov® Dionysius makes a reference to his treatise
[Mepi wunoewg. He underlines that his intention was to bequeath beautiful and well-developed rules
(kavoveg), to be employed by those who have elected to write and speak well to create their own
exercises (yvuvaoiot), not by imitating everything (un mévra wipovuevor) to be found in those
authors’” works but receiving (Aaupavovtec) only their qualities (&petai) and avoiding their failures
(&motuyion).*® Turning to relatively detailed remarks on imitation in Chapter 6, Dionysius argues
that Thucydides did not imitate Herodotus (oGte ... wunoauevog ‘Hpodotov) because he did not
establish a link between history and a specific place, the way Hellanicus and others like him did,
nor did he place the deeds of Greeks and barbarians all over the world in a single work.® In Chap-
ter 8 Dionysius points out Thucydides’ truth and objectivism in presenting history, which he consid-
ers to be beautiful and a thing worth imitating (uiunoewg G&ar).0t

Dionysius does not return to imitation until Chapter 25 of the treatise On Thucydides, starting a
detailed analysis of the historian’s style.'%> He thinks that his observations are to be useful for those
who elect to imitate Thucydides (uipeioBou tov Gvdpa).2® Further in Chapter 25 Dionysius cites a
passage from Book 1V, and then in Chapter 26 extensive passages from Book V11'% of Thucydides’
work, adding his brief comments on the style. Further analyzing Thucydides’ style, Dionysius con-
cludes that the historian’s citations are admirable and worth imitating (&€& nAov Te koi piun-
0ewg). 1%

92 Cf. Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp. 5 (Us.—Rad. 1l 242, 14-244, 10). Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 189-190.

% Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp 5, 1 (Us. — Rad Il 242, 14-15): ®ihiotog d¢ @ovkudidn uairov <av> doEeiev €oikévor Kai KAT
EKEIVOV KOOUEIOOM TOV XAPAKTHPA.

% Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp 5, 1-2 (Us. — Rad. Il 242, 16-243, 1-3).

% Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp 5, 3 (Us. — Rad. Il 243, 4-7).

% Dion. Hal., Ep. ad Pomp 5, 4 (Us. — Rad. Il 243, 9-13).

9 Cicnocka, Mimesis i retoryka 189-192.

% Thuc. 1 (Us. — Rad. | 325, 3-326, 12). CicHocka, Mimesis i retoryka 200-208 (Chapter VII 4: Miunoig and Cfijhog in treatise
On Thucydides).

% Cf. Thuc. 1 (Us. — Rad. | 325, 14-16).

100 Thuc. 6 (Us. — Rad. |1 332, 7-11).

101 Thuc. 8 (Us. — Rad. | 334, 13-335, 13).

102 Thuc. 25 (Us. — Rad. | 364, 3-10).

103 |bidem (Us. — Rad. | 364, 10-16): ... okomov &xovoa TNV OdEAEIV aOTOV TOV BOLAEVOOUEVWY IPEIoDaL TOV GvdpaL.

104 |bidem (Us. — Rad. | 364,17-366, 4).

105 Thuc. 26 (Us. — Rab. | 366, 4-370, 24).

106 Thuc. 27 (Us. — Rad. 1 371, 1-2); as for the meaning of fijroc (admiration) cf. Thuc. 2 (Us. — Rad I 326, 13-23: ... <&i 1¢
KOTO TOV CAAOV> TOV ApXaiwV ... .
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Dionysius does not discuss and analyze the issues of imitating Thucydides” work in more detail
until the closing chapters (52-53) of the treatise ITepi ®ovkudidov.’” He begins Chapter 52 from a
statement that he has one topic left, namely the orators and historians who imitate (mepi t@v
wipnoauévwv) Thucydides; he considers that subject to be indispensable for completing his treatise.'%
However, taking up this subject puts him in an awkward position because he would not like to give
those who are always critical the occasion for an attack. This is because it may seem that we fulfil
a slanderous and spiteful task if we present authors who did not correctly take advantage of imita-
tion (un koA@g Tf wpnoet xpnoauévoug) citing their works of which they were most proud and which
brought them wealth and esteem of people deserving glorious fame. To prevent any such suspicion,
Dionysius decently refrains from putting forth any objections and reproaching anybody with their
mistakes.'® He also adds some remarks about those who were successful in imitation and closes his
argument at that point.'°

According to Dionysius, none of the ancient historians became Thucydides’ imitator (uiuntig)
and that because of the features that differed most from those of others, namely the style inter-
larded with foreign words (yAwoonuartikn), affecting the archaic (&mnpyoiouévn), poetic (rointikn)
and strange (Evn) at the same time; as for the syntax, the unnatural way of constructing and com-
bining ambiguous sentences, which made his speech intricate and obscure.'**

However, according to Dionysius Thucydides did find an imitator (CnAwtnc) in many points only
among orators, and that was Demosthenes.*? Let me remind you here that passage Il of the extant
part of Dionysius’ De imitatione closes with the conclusion that it is nature (¢voic), learning
(uabnoig) and practice (doknoic) that contributed to Demosthenes’ magnitude.i** Moreover, Syri-
anus’ commentary on Hermogenes’ treatise De ideis showed Demosthenes as the example to which
imitators wished to come closer.''4

In his treatise on Thucydides Dionysius pays attention to the fact that is relevant to our consid-
erations, namely that Demosthenes inserted the virtues (&petai) taken from Thucydides in his po-
litical speeches (mohtikoi Adyot) which neither Antiphontus nor Lysias nor Isocrates, outstanding
orators of their times, possessed, namely speed (taxn), conciseness (ovotpodn), intensity (toévog),
pungency (mikpov), concentration (otpipvov) and forcefulness (dervotng).!® What Demosthenes
disregarded was the bizarre (10 katdyhwooov tiig Aé€ewg), strange (to Evov) and artificially poetic
(to momnTikov) styles, because he did not take them to be adequate to court trials.**® Nor did he accept
Thucydides’ figures (oxnuara) which departed from the natural order and solecisms, choosing in-
stead to use the language in common (év toic cuvnBeotv ueive) and decorate his expressions (¢ppaoic)
using variety (uetapoin) and embellishing (roikiniat). However, he did not express any idea (vonua)
in a simple way (am\&q), i.e. without the use of a figure.'’

07 Thuc. 52-53 (Us. — Rad. | 411, 13-413, 12).

18 Thuc. 52 (Us. — Rad. | 411, 13-16): Eic¢ &11 pot korodetmeton Aoyog <6> mepi @V wipunoopuévwy Tov Gvdpa pnTopwy Te Koi
oLYYPADEWY, <AVOYKOIOG UEV (OV>, (DOTIEP TIC Kol GANOC, EIC TNV OLVTEAEIQV TG DITOOECEWS ... .

19 Jpidem (Us. — Rad. | 411,16 — 412, 3).

10 Jhidem (Us. — Rad. | 412, 3-5): mepi 8¢ TdV KATOPOWOAVTWY €V Tfj WIUNOCEL WIKPO TIPOCOEVTEC ETI KATOTTOVOOUEV TO AOYOV.

Ibidem (Us. — Rad. | 412, 5-17): Zvyyoadéwv pév odbv apxaiwv, 6oa kaue €idéval, @ovkudidov wiuntng <oddeic> €yéveto

KOTO TOOTA YE, KOO & OOKET HOAMOTA TRV GAAWY dadEPELY, KATA TNV YADCONUATIKNV KO GITNPXOIOUEVNV Kol TTOMNTIKNV Ko

Eévnv Ay, ... €€ OV 1| TAVTA ALUOIVOUEVI TX KOAX Kol OKOTOV TIAPEXOLON TOIC APETHIC doddeiar TapfiAbev gic TovG

AOYOUG.

Thuc. 53 (Us. — Rad. | 412, 18-20): Pnropwv d¢ AnuocOévng povog, domep TV GAwv doot péya Tt ko Aaumpov €dofav

TOIETV &V AOYOIC, OUTW Ko @ovkLdIdOL CNAWTNG EYEVETO KAT TTOMK ... .

Us. — Rad. Il 200, 6-7 ... ¢voig de&ia, nadnoic axpiPrg, doknoig émimovog. & mep kai Tov Hataviéa To100TOV ATTEIPYAOO-

0.

14 Cf. Syrianus, In Hermog., 104-105.

15 Thuc. 53 (Us. — Rad. | 412, 20-26).

Ibidem (Us. — Rad. | 412, 26-413, 2).

17 1bidem (Us. — Rad.l 413, 2-6).
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What Demosthenes did was to imitate (é¢niwkev) Thucydides’ intricate sentences which ex-
pressed much in a few words and which gave a remote conclusion and expressed arguments in an
unexpected way; he inserted them in deliberative and judicial speeches (dnunyopikoi kai dikavikoi
Aoyot), more freely in public than in private suits.’® Therefore Dionysius observes that he would
not hesitate to advise those who practise political speeches (moMtikoi Adyot) and who keep their
views unspoilt to draw on Demosthenes, the greatest of all orators, as their adviser (ocoufovrog),
and to imitate (uiueioBour) such constructions (kataokevai) in which brevity (Bpoxvtnc), forcefulness
(devotng), strength (ioxvg), vigor (tovog), elevation (ueyodompémeia) and related qualities (&petai)
are plainly seen by all men.1®

According to Dionysius one should not admire (6awvudev) or imitate (uipeiofou) sentences that
are puzzling, difficult to understand and require grammatical explanations, and those that feature
numerous unnatural schemes and solecisms.'*® Summing up his earlier analyses, Dionysius con-
cludes that there is no point in imitating, in the same way, (Cn\wta eivon) Thucydides passages not
expressed clearly (un coad@g) and passages that display clearness (cadnveia) together with other
virtues.*?

To sum up his considerations of Thucydides’ work, Dionysius sets forth an extremely important
view (particularly for contemporary literary criticism). He asks why praising Thucydides’ style we
persistently assert that Thucydides wrote his History for the contemporary reader who knew and
understood it while disregarding future readers (i.e. those in Dionysius’ times), who removed the
historian’s entire style from judicial trials and any other public events on the ground that it was
completely useless. Notwithstanding, Dionysius admits that the narrative part (dinynuotikov pépog)
of Thucydides’ work deserves admiration (Bavuaoctig €xerv), with hardly any exceptions, and is
capable of any application. As for deliberative oratory (dnunyopikov), not all of it is suitable for
imitating (ei¢ piunow émrndeiov), only the part that although easily comprehensible to all cannot be
composed by everybody in the same way (kataokevaodijvatr & ovy draot duvatov).1?

The analysis of the above passage that closes Dionysius’ treatise On Thucydides shows an im-
portant, albeit a rather obvious, property of Greek literary criticism, namely that.'?® It is thus argu-
able that it is through the arrangement of content in their edition of selected passages from Diony-
sius’ epitome Ilept punoews that Usener and Radermacher somehow suggest establishing a link
between rhetoric and the art of imitation; before they cite the passages, they give the definition of
rhetoric (passage 1), followed by the definitions of the terms expressing imitation, i.e. piunoic and
Cirog (passage I11). Next the publishers cite one more important definitions piunoig, to be found in
the closing section of the treatiseTéxvn pntopikn*? attributed to Dionysius. To close a critical review
of errors (Chapter X) in declamations, Pseudo-Dionysius states, having analysed the epilogue, that
antiquity (rodoudtng) does not consist in the arrangement of the books but the use of similarity
(6uo16tn¢),*? and gives us another definition of mimesis!® here:

118 Thidem (Us. — Rad. | 413, 6-12): 10¢ 8¢ TOALTAOKOVG VONOEIC KO TTOAAG SNAOVOOC €V OAIYOIG Kot d1dt HakpoD KOUILOUEVOG
TV dkohovdiav kai €k mapado&ov T évhvunuata Gpepovoag ECHAWOEY TE KA TPOCGEONKE TOIC TE ONUNYOPIKOIC Kal TOIC
dikavikoic AOYoIg, ATTOV ey €ml TRV iIdIWTIKOV dapiAéoTepov dE &mi TAV dNUOsiwy AyWOVWY.

Ibidem (Us. — Rad. | 417, 25-418, 3).

120 Jpidem (Us. — Rad. | 417, 22-25).

121 ]pidem (Us. — Rad. | 417, 25-418, 3).

Ibidem (Us. — Rad.l 418, 6-18).

Cicrocka, Mimesis i retoryka 208.

124 Us. — Rad. Il 201, 7-15. = 373, 14-22.

25 Us. — Rad. Il 373, 13-16: "E1t 8¢ kai v mohoudtntoe un év tfi Béoet T@v Pifriwy vouilwuev eivar, dAN év xpnoet Thg
ouo1oTNTOC.

Ibidem 373, 16-17.
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UiUnoic yap ov xphioig 0Tl TV dovonuaTwy, AN 1] Ouoic TV TOACI®DY EVTEXVOC UETOXEIPIOIC
— Imitation is not a simple use of thought, but the similar treatment of the ancient tradition which
requires technical skills.

Consequently the one who imitates (uiueitar) Demosthenes is — according to Pseudo-Dionysius
— not the one who delivers or reproduces his speeches but the one who delivers them after the style
of Demosthenes (Anuoofevikg), i.e. the one who faithfully expresses the specific features of
Demosthenes’ speeches, like in the case of Plato and Homer.*?” The final definition of mimesis is
given in this section of the treatise:

Kol tooo pipnoig @de Exerr téxvn CHAOG EkuaTTwv évivunuartwy opototnTal?® — every imitation
consists in the following: artistic emulation expressing resemblance of ideas.

Having drawn up that conclusion, Pseudo-Dionysius explains that the lecture on mimesis is much
longer, so he will refer to it later,'? thus obviously directing the reader to the unabridged version of
the treatise Ilepi wipnoewe. Pseudo-Dionysius’ treatise Ars rhetorica expresses the dominant theme
of the then prevailing definition of mimesis more accurately than Dionysius does; namely, imitation
is not merely the repeated use of thoughts, but it consists in the ancients mastering an appropriate
art (téxvn). We can assume that the art in question was rhetoric.

127 1bidem 373, 18-20: ko pipeiton TOv Anuoodéviny ody 6 TO <ANUooBEVoLS Aéywv OAN 6> Anuoobevik®dge, kai IIAdTwva ouoiwg
kai Tov “Ounpov; cf. Syrianus, In Hermog. 104, 17-22: ... {nA®doot yap €ig TO akpiPec TOV XopokTipa TOV Anpoctevikov q)
TMoaTwvikov adOvatov, ARV &i un Tehéwc ...; cf. Bartisti, Dionigi di Alicarnasso (Introduzione) 16-17: ,,Dionigi da una
precisa indicazione sulla nozione di mimesi: ,,La mimesi € I’atto di riprodurre il modello secondo le regole” (De imit. fr.
2, ...). Nell” Ars rhetorica (VI, ...) ... questo concetto € espresso ancor piu chiaramente: I’imitazione non e riutilizzazione
dei pensieri (diavonuérwy), ma equivale ad impossessarsi della stessa technica degli antichi ... La mimesi € I’emulazione
di una techne che riproduce una somiglianza delle idee (téxvng {irog ékudrtwy évvunuatwy oupoldtnTa), cioé dei criteri e
delle peculiarita dell” opera di ogni singolo artista”.

128 Us. — Rad. Il 373, 20-21.

129 |bidem 373, 21-22: pakpotepog O mepl UAoewg AOyoc, Ov dANax HeTaxeiploduedaL.






