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PLOTINUS 8. 9. 7 (2. 518. 3ff. VOLKMANN)

If the soul is to be filled with the vision
of the One, it must beforehand be emptied
of all other content; for as long as there
are in it other impressions or Forms (tdmot)
the illumination cannot take place: &’
Bomep wepl Tic OAng  Myeto, g Hpx
grmoov elvan (elddv) Bel mdvrov, el péle
3tyeodar Tobg wEvrmv THROLE, ofte xal wold
paEddov avelBeov thv duyxhv ylveaBar el péle
pndty dunéBiov Eynabiuevov Eaeabur mpdg wAY-
puwoty xal Eepfiv adth Tic plocwg Tig
npdms. In the Platonic passage (Tim.
50E4{.) to which the Aéyeva refers the right
condition of the Receptacle—ever since
Aristotle (Phys. 4. 2.209b11-13) treated
as Gin—is described in these words: wdvray
dxrdq clddv elvar ypedv Td Ttk wdvra Exde-

Eduevov &v altk yvévn. The sentence is spe-
cific about the absence mévrav ... cldav,
and so is another statement a few lines
earlierin the Ttmaeus (50D7 . . . axaciv tév
i3cav). Is Plotinus likely to have left out
the word which he takes up at the
beginning of the main clause when con.
tinuing obte xal moAd wEAhov dveldeov Tv
Joyhy ylvesOor (sc. 8e1)? dveldeov does
not here mean ‘‘formless’ but rather
“emptied of every Form (so E. R. Dodds,
Select Passages Illustrating Neoplatoniem
{London, 1923], p. 119).

FRIEDRICH SOLMSEN

CoRNELL UNIVERSITY

ADDENDUM TO **‘IMITATION’ IN THE FIFTH CENTURY,”
CP, LIII (1958), PP. 73-80

Professor B. Einarson has kindly called
my attention to certain compounds of
pipos and pueicBer which had escaped me.

dvvipypog: Aristoph. Thesm. 17, dgfadzbv,
dvelppov Hlov tpoxd, “the eye, a counter-
feit of the sun’s disk.”

yovarxduios, “‘woman-aping’: [Aesch.]
PV 1005, Soph. Frag. 769 P. (sole oc-
currence of any word of the uipes family
in S.; my statement should be modified
accordingly), Eur. Bacch. 980. The word
is clearly contemptuous in all three pas-
sages. The Sophocles passage may be
from a satyr play. Implicit reference to
the mime itself is possible; cf. the yuva-

wetor pipor (Suid. 8.9. depawv; P Ozy., I1,
p- 300) of Sophron.

tyupeicfo:, “ape,” “‘counterfeit’’: Eur.
Frag. 210 N2 (referring to Amphitryon’s
appearance), HF 1298 (Ixion’s posture or
situation),

gvnplpnog, “‘(counter-)imitation” (of
the Syracusan battle preparations): Thuc.
7.67. 2.

It is to be noted that-all the cases ex-
cept the last refer to a mimicking of ex-
ternal shape, posture, or movement.

GERALD F. ELse
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

827. ELSE G.F., Imitation in the fifth century: CPh 53 1958

79-90; 245.

Hermann Koller (Die mimesis in der Antike, 1954) renversait
’interprétation courante en soutenant que mimésisn’a sigr)ifié d’ab?rd
que la force d’expression cathartique particuli¢re 2 la musique et a la
danse, et que c’est chez les Pythagoriciens du 5¢ siécle qu’il faut trouver
la source de cette signification. Else conteste une telle interprétation en
réexaminant les textes, sans nier toutefois I'affinité établie par les
Pythagoriciens entre la musique et I'ame, et donc entre la musique et
I*éducation. Ce dernier point est capital pour la formation du concept

d'imitation propre a Platon.
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RECENT book by Hermann Koller!
Aputs forward a radically new and

challenging account of the origin
and development of the concept of
“imitation” (mimésis) among the
Greeks: challenging because it turns
our usual understanding of the word
and its history almost exactly upside
down. According to the prevailing view,
mimésis—or  mimeisthai—began by
meaning “‘imitation,” “Nachahmung,”
and then took on other senses by
extension or adaptation, for example,
in the Poetics, where it clearly denotes
something more than a mere copying
of nature. Koller maintains, on the
contrary, (1) that the original sense
was not “‘imitation,” but ‘Darstel-
lung,” “Ausdruck(sform),” ‘“Formwer-
dung des Seelischen’;2 (2) that the
ambit of the word was originally
limited to music and dancing, denoting
the expressive power of mousiké in
its primeval unity;® and (3) that the
meaning “‘imitation” is a later develop-
ment, a watered-down application of
the idea to fields (e.g., painting) where
it did not properly belong.t The pri-
meval idea was expanded by Damon
and the fifth-century Pythagoreans
(identity unspecified, as is their re-
lation to Damon) into a grandiose
“Ausdrucks-’ or ‘‘Ethoslehre,” em-
bracing the whole range of emotional,
[CrassicaL PHiLoLoGy, LIII, April, 1958]

therapeutic (cathartic), and educational
uses of music. This Pythagorean-
Damonian doctrine was partly adopted,
partly adapted and distorted, by Plato
and Aristotle, and provides the neces-
sary background not only for their
discussions of mimésis but for the
conception of music which was domi-
nant throughout antiquity.

I am far from wishing to challenge
everything in Koller’s book. It is full
of interest and sets off in bold relief
the crucial importance of Pythago-
reanism for the Greek view of music,
not that that importance was unrecog-
nized heretofore. But much of Koller’s
material has relatively little to do with
the concept of “imitation” per se;
and at a number of points it seems to
me that he has seriously misinter-
preted the evidence, both for Plato
and for the period before Plato, while
other evidence of at least equal im-
portance is neglected. Thus, following
and developing a lead suggested by
Deiters and Schifke,? Koller relies
heavily upon the second book of
Aristides Quintilianus On Music as
a prime source for Damon and the
fifth-century Pythagoreans, while on
the other hand he considers only a
small fraction of the instances of
mimeisthai and mimésis in actual fifth-
century authors. The result is an inter-
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pretation which contains important
elements of the truth but also, in my
opinion, some serious distortions.

A reconstruction of the fifth-century
concept of mimésis is of interest above
all as a background for understanding
the use of the term by Plato and
Aristotle; but it is also interesting in
itself. In any case I hope to deal with
Plato in another article; here my
concern is with the fifth century. What
was the original meaning of mimeisthai
and mimésis, and what line of develop-
ment did that meaning take before
Plato ? The crucial question is the one
raised so energetically by Koller: Did
these words originally mean ‘‘imi-
tation,” the copying of something, or
“expression,” the giving of outward
form to some kind of spiritual content ?
Secondly, is their original center of
gravity in the sphere of music and
dancing, as Koller maintains, so that
the application of mimésis to poetry
in general, including the drama, is a
secondary extension (by Plato)?

We will begin with the actual occur-
rences of maimeisthar and mimésis,
especially the former, since mimésis is
a rare word in the fifth century. Now
the first and most obvious thing about
mimetsthat, whatever its meaning, is
that it is a denominative verb based
on mimos. Koller recognizes this, but
only by implication, in his semantic
chart on page 120, where the root of
the whole development is shown as
“nipog = Akteur eines dionysischen
Kultdramas (Maske ?).”’¢ On the pre-
ceding page, as well as on page 39
where it is first put forward, we are
told that this identification of mimos
with the Dionysiac cult is nothing
more than a conjecture, on which too
great weight is not to be laid. However,
we are also warned that in any case
we must hold fast to the basic meaning

“tinzerische Darstellung” for mimes-
sthat; and Koller leaves no doubt that
by dancing he means religious or cult
dancing, the representation of some
sacred story (drémenon), and normally
by a group (“Gruppentanz,” p. 45).
Thus “mimos = actor in a cult drama”
is the real fons et origo after all; the
only word on which Koller does not
insist is ‘“Dionysiac.”

This whole idea, conjecture or not,
rests on a passage cited by Strabo
from the Edénoi of Aeschylus.” Here
the chorus—composed, undoubtedly,
of the Edoni, the subjects of King Ly-
curgus of Thrace—is describing a
Dionysiac orgy and evidently com-
paring it with the rites of its native
goddess Cotys or Cotyto. After speaking
of the droning of bass flutes (bombykes),
the clashing of cymbals (kotylar), and
the twanging (psalmos) of stringed
instruments, it adds: tavpégployyol ¥ dmo-
puxdvral mobev €€ doavobs oPepol piuot,
Tumavoy & elxhyv ol Smoyailov Bpovrig
pépetat Baputaplie. “Wer sind diese
uipot 2% asks Koller, and goes on to
say, ‘“‘Es miissen Darsteller, Teilnehmer
des orgiastischen Spieles sein” (i.e.,
“actors in a Dionysiac cult drama’).
But it is a curious fact that these
actors are not seen but only heard
molev &% dpavals. Closer inspection of
the passage, and of the words with
which Strabo introduces it shows
clearly that what we have here is a
list of musical instruments, among which
are ‘bull-voiced, dreadful imitators
(-tions) bellow(ing) from somewhere un-
seen,” just as there is an “image”
or effect of a drum pounding some-
where underground. A scholar as versed
in anthropology as Jane Harrison
had no difficulty in recognizing what
the chorus is talking about: it is the
little instrument called the “bull-
roarer.”’® Consisting simply of a flat, thin
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piece of wood swung on the end of a
string, it is an unimpressive-looking
affair; but all those who have actually
heard it testify to the unearthly quality
and demoniacal power of its ‘“‘voice.”
The bull-roarer first came to the at-
tention of modern anthropologists in
Australia, as a central feature of the
initiation rites of the Bushmen. But
it is in use among many peoples around
the world, as a toy or in more serious
employments, and was known to the
Greeks; its technical name in Greek
was rhombos.1°

Who, then, are the tavpépboyyor
uipor? Not actors in a cult drama,
of which there is no mention in the
passage; not the persons who swing the
bull-roarer(s) ;1! and, to judge by tvmdvou
elxv in the next clause, not even the
bull-roarers themselves, but their ef-
fect. In other words the phrase must
refer to the performance itself, the
production of a voice which sounds
like that of bulls: Towpbéeboyyor pipot
= tabpwv ¢leyyopévmv uiunoerg.12 What
is described here is a calculated sound
effect. The instrument itself is not seen,
it is only heard moBev €€ doavols. For
one cardinal fact about the bull-roarer
is that its puny appearance is out of all
proportion to its dreadful sound. Hence,
wherever it is used for a ritual purpose,
the irrefragable law is that it must not
be seen. In Australia it is never shown
to the women at all, to the boys only
after they have completed the initiation,
and then as a portentous secret. Clearly
the same rule held good in the Dionysiac
rites, as indeed it must.

Thus Koller’s interpretation of this
key passage collapses. There are no
cult actors here, but only the bull-
roarer. Even more important, the
context forces upon us the sense of
“ematation” (rather than ‘“‘imitator”).
The whole point is that a sound is

produced which resembles the bellowing
of bulls but does not come from
bulls.

We can perhaps venture one step
further. As we said, the speaker of these
lines is almost certainly the chorus of
Edoni; and the anapaestic meter,
together with the fact that the Dionys-
iac rites seem to be described here as
something new, strongly suggests that
the passage comes from the beginning
of the play: the parodos, then. Now
we know that the tetralogy to which
the Edénoi belonged dramatized the
futile resistance of Lycurgus to Diony-
sus.® And we know further that
Euripides drew the theme, and in all
probability many of the details, of his
Bacchae from Aeschylus. Still further,
without subscribing to the extravagant
hypothesis of Verrall and Norwood,
that all the miracles performed by
Dionysus in the play are a hoax,* we
can observe that in the early scenes the
idea of trickery, faking, pretense, con-
stantly recurs, in the mouth of Pentheus.
The king is in fact obsessed by the
conviction that the whole Dionysiac
cult is an imposture.’®> There is every
likelihood that this attitude was mod-
eled on that of Aeschylus’ Lycurgus,16
in other words, that Lycurgus similarly
charged Dionysus or his votaries with
trickery and deception.’” But the Edoni
who formed the chorus of Aeschylus’
play were Lycurgus’ own people. It
is plausible therefore that they may
have shared his attitude. Our fragment,
with its expressions pointing to the use
of mimicry, that is, deception (uipot,
elxv), is perhaps consonant with this.
Mipo. would then be contemptuous,
like yémg émwdée in Bacchae 234.18

The special interest of this inter-
pretation is that it would give us here,
in the earliest appearance of mimos in
extant Greek literature, an implication
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which Koller finds nowhere before
Plato: that of deliberate deception.
However that may be, the word mimos
is strikingly rare in the period under
review. The instance we have just
discussed is in fact the only certain one
in the fifth century, and there are only
two others before Aristotle. In [Eurip-
ides ?] Rhesus 256, the chorus de-
scribes Dolon as tetpamovy wipov Exwy
émyaiov Onpdc. But this is a close
paraphrase of Dolon’s own words
(207ff.): “I will put on a wolfskin and,
adapting my gait to his, retpdmouy
prpfoopat Adxov xéievbov’’; so that
here, as in Aeschylus, mimos denotes
not the actor but the act of imitation.
(M?imos seems to be chosen in prefer-
ence to mimésis, which in any case is
never used in tragedy.) It may be worth
noting also that, as in Aeschylus, the
imitation is of an animal. In Demosthe-
nes, on the other hand (2d Olyn. 19),
mimot are the mime actors (= geldto-
potot) with whom Philip consorts.

The only other testimony which we
can take as equivalent to fifth-century
evidence for mimos is that of Aristotle,
Poet. 1 [1447b10]: Tods Zdpovog xod
Hevapyov wipovs, and Frag. 72 Rose
(Ath. 11 [505C]): 7Tobc xahovpévoug
Zdppovos pipoue, “the so-called ‘mimes’
of Sophron.” It can hardly be doubted
that Aristotle here is alluding to mimos
as the original, native designation of
Sophron’s little dramas, not simply as
the term by which they were known in
his (Aristotle’s) day. Here again, then,
mimos denotes the performance, not
the actors.® We can safely infer, I
think, in spite of the scantiness of the
evidence, that that was its original
meaning. The passage in Demosthenes
is not enough to establish the contrary,
at least for the early period.

The fact that mimos is so rare in the
fifth century is surely significant also.

It i$ not found in writers who have no
hesitation about using mimeisthas,
miméma, or even mimésis.?0 Sophocles
goes farther: neither mimos nor any
of its progeny appears in his vocabulary
at all. This reticence on the part of
Attic and Ionian writers must have.
some connection with the fact that
mimos, whatever its ultimate pro-
venance, was the name of a Sicilian
dramatic genre, and of one which gave
an unvarnished picture of life, usually
low life. It is hardly very venturesome
to suggest that Athenians at least felt
the word to be (a) foreign and (b)
vulgar.?

But the prejudice against mimos, if
it was one, seems not to have extended
in full force to its descendants mi-
metsthar and miméma. We even find
the former very early indeed, in the
Delian Hymn to Apollo (1. 163), where
it is said that the choruses of Delian
maidens wavtwv (§’) &vlp ey pwvas xod
xpepPotactov pipeic® tousiv. Koller
(p. 37) makes much of this passage as
confixming the inherent connection of
mimésis with dancing, especially group
dancing, and avers that the meaning
“imitate” is clearly impossible. On the
contrary, it seems to me unavoidable;
for the poet goes on to say, qain 8¢
xev adtog éxactoc héyyesd’, obrw oLy
oA cuvdpmpev dodn, “‘and each man
would think that he himself s speaking,
so beautifullyis their song puttogether.”
It is quite true that the imitation is in
the medium of song and dance. But it
is an imitation for all that, of men’s
characteristic speech and movements.
In fact ¢wvdc here may well mean
“dialects,” as in Aeschylus’ Choephoroe
(see just below). The Delian girls
impress and flatter their guests by
imitating their native accents and
dances (in this connection see the
acute observations of H. T. Wade-
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Gery on page 17 of The Poet of the
“Iliad” [Cambridge, 1952]). In any
case there is no cult drama, and the
singing and dancing has nothing to
do with sacred legend.

The next earliest (?) example,
Theognis 370 (nopedvrot 8¢ pe morhol. . .
wepeichan 8 0ddelg T4V dodpwv ddvatar),
shows an extension of meaning from
physical mimicry to moral imitation,
a sense which is of course important
much later, in Plato. But in view of
the continuing uncertainty over the
date or dates of ‘“Theognis” and the
possibility that these verses are a late
addition, we will not press this case.2?

Mimeisthai appears once in Aeschy-
lus, Cho. 564 (Orestes to Pylades):
&upo 3¢ pwvyy foopev Hapvnoida, yAdo-
o qutv Poxidoc wpovpéve, “we will
both put forward a Parnassian accent,
imitating [mimicking] the sound of the
Phociandialect.” The meaning is clearly
similar to that in the Delian Hymn;
and although there is no question of
singing or dancing—the imitation is
performed by the voice—it involves
mimicking the way other people sound.

Pindar uses mimeisthai three times,
each time in a musical context but also
with clear allusion to a mimetic effect.
Pyth. 12. 21: Athena invented the
adAdv T pwvov pélog, Bppa  TOV
Etpvddag €x xapmadipsy yeviwv yprp-
pOévta oy Evreor pipfoart’ Eplnhay-
xtav yYéov. The aulos was precisely the
instrument that could imitate the range
and various timbres of the human voice,
as the lyre could not.22 Somewhat
different is the second instance, from
the second parthencion (Frag. 94b
Snell), line 15: “I will sing of the hos-
pitable mansion of Aioladas and his
son Pagondas,” oeipfjva 3t xépmov adAi-
OROY Ao AOTIVOVY wunsop’ dodals, xei-
vov, 8¢ xtA. The meaning of ocelpiva
xéumov is certainly obscure; but it is

hardly to be thought that the maidens
are going to ‘represent,” that is,
portray, a Siren—especially a male
Siren (?). What they intend must be
an imitation of some kind of flute
music in song: the reverse, then, of
what Athena did in inventing the aulos
itself.

The third Pindaric example is still
more interesting. Frag. 107a Snell,
from a hyporcheme: IleAaoyov tmmov
7 wdve *Apvrddiay aywvie Exenbpevog
modl pipeo xopmwdrov wérog Stdxwv.
Koller (p. 38) sets great store by this
passage also, as referring to a ‘“‘tinze-
rische Darstellung unter Begleitung von
Gesang und Musik.” So far there can
be no quarrel with his interpretation.
But again he neglects the mimetic idea,
although it is clearly expressed in the
passage; for the chorus goes on to
specify that the mimésis is to be
performed of> ava Adtiov &vBepdev
mediov métatar wTA, “the way it [sc. the
hound] flies over the Dotian plain [in
pursuit of a deer].” Moreover the imi-
tation is to include the dog’s quarry
(Il. 6-7): wav [sc. Eragov] & &> adyéw
cTpégolcay ndpa mAvT & olpov. ..,
where likewise we must supply pipeo.
Here we have the scenario for a com-
plete hunting scene: a ‘“mime” of the
hunt. The solo dancer? is to mimic the
actions of the bitch and her prey,
including the tossing of the latter’s
head. We may add that the tone of the
passage, like the meter, is lively and
not oppressively dignified.

At this point we will interrupt our
pursuit of mimeisthai to consider the
two earliest examples of miméma; for
these complete the list of occurrences
of mimos and its derivatives down to
the middle of the fifth century. Miméma
appears in two fragments of Aeschylus,
in both cases denoting a replica, an
object made to resemble something
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else. Frag. 364 Nauck?: AuBupvixiic
utpmuoe pavdine ytodv, a shirt that
copies or simulates the appearance of
a Liburnian cloak. The other fragment
is even more revealing. P Oxy. 2162,
almost certainly belonging to Aeschylus’
satyr play Ocwpol # lobuiastal,?® shows
us the chorus approaching a shrine,
undoubtedly the temple of Poseidon at
the Isthmus. They are carrying painted
images or portraits of themselves which
they greatly admire: (vs. 1): Gpévreg
elxob[c] od xat’ &vbpwmoug; (vss. 6-7):
eldwhov elvar ToUT 2ud woped mhéoy, TO
Awrddrov p(e)[tunua pwviic det wévov.
Although the precise course of the
action is not certain in every detail, the
point of these remarks is unmistakable
and curious. The images the satyrs are
carrying are of themselves, but they are
lost in astonishment at them. “[Consider
whether] this image could be more
[like] my looks, this Daedalus repro-
duction; all it lacks is a voice.”’?” It is
the savage gaping at the wonders of
photography : miméma denotes an exact
copying of nature.

The two Aeschylean passages prove
beyond any argument that miméma
very early had or took on the meaning
“replica,” “‘effigy,” “image.” The ex-
tension is a natural one, from animate
to inanimate reproduction of physical
traits. For on the basis of the evidence
we must conclude that the root sense
of mimos®® was a miming or mimicking
of the external appearance, utterances,
and/or movements of an animal or a
human being by a human being: in
short, precisely the kind of mimetic
performance we associate with the
Sicilian “mime.” It can hardly be a
coincidence that in almost all the cases
we have examined particular emphasis
is laid on the realism or lifelikeness of
the reproduction. That too comports
well with what we know of the mime.

Further, the very scattered represen-
tation of our word family in Ionic and
Attic before 450 B.c., and its total
absence from Homer, Hesiod, elegy,
iambic, and early melic, except for the
two cases in the Delian Hymn and
Theognis, makes it almost certain that
mimos and its progeny came into the
Ionic-Attic sphere from a Dorian source.
And then, as Reich suggested, the
source was probably Sicily.?® Or is it
a pure coincidence that Pindar and
Aeschylus, the first poets to take up
these words, had especially close con-
nections with Sicily 73

Several of the passages we have cited
do indeed, as Koller maintains, show
mimésis linked with music and dancing;
but not all. On the other hand the
mimetic connotation, which Koller
denies, is unmistakable, in fact promi-
nent, almost everywhere. What we can
infer with some confidence is that the
original sphere of mimésis—or rather
of mimos and mimeisthai—was the
imitation of animate beings, animal
and human, by the body and the voice
(not necessarily the singing voice),
rather than by artefacts such as statues
or pictures. In other words, these terms
originally denoted a dramatic or quasi-
dramatic representation, and their ex-
tension to nondramatic forms like
painting and sculpture must have been
a secondary development. But, as we
have seen, this extension had taken
place by Aeschylus’ time at thelatest.

Above all, so far as the early evidence
is concerned, there is no warrant for
limiting mimésis to cult or ritual dances,
or even to choral performances. The
further evidence cited by Koller to this
effect (pp. 25-36: Pl. Laws 2; pp. 40-45:
pyrriché, dance of the Kourétes in
Crete, geranos at Delos, mystery-cult
dances, hieros gamos) is all, with one
exception, from Plato or later writers
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(Strabo, Plutarch, Athenaeus, Harpo-
cration, etc.) to whom the Platonic and
Aristotelian developments of the idea
were a commonplace, and so proves
nothing for the fifth century. The
exception is Xenophon 4n. 6. 1. 5-13
(not “VI 51ff.,” as cited by Koller, p. 40).
Here Xenophon describes a series of
mimetic dances performed at a banquet
(N.B.: not a religious festival) by
Thracians and others; but he uses the
word mimeisthai only once, and then
precisely in connection with a solo
battle-dance by a certain Mysian (noted
with some embarrassment by Koller,
loc. cit.). We need not doubt that many
early choral dances were mimetic, and
the hyporcheme was certainly both
mimetic and choral;3 but in the
Pindaric hyporcheme cited above the
mimetic part seems to be taken by a
soloist (miweo). In any case there is no
solid basis for Koller’s allegation that
mimésis (mimeisthat) was originally the
presentation of a cult legend or
dromenon. We may add that in none
of the examples we have cited is the
tone solemn or hieratic, that is, marked
by a strong religious flavor.

To sum up: By 450 B.c., judging
from the evidence, mimos was still a
very rare word in the JIonic-Attic
sphere, but its derivative mimeistha,
and to a lesser extent miméma, were
beginning to be naturalized. It will be
useful, before we go on, to list the
meanings we have found so far.

1. “Miming”’: direct representation of
the looks, actions, and/or utterances of
animals or men through speech, song, and/
or dancing (dramatic or protodramatic
sense): Arist. Poef. 1 [1447b10] and Frag.
72 R.; h. Hom. Apoll. 163 ; Aesch. Cho. 564 ;
Pind. Pyth. 12. 21; idem Frag. 94b Sn.;
tdem Frag. 107a Sn.

2. “Imitation” of the actions of one
person by another, in a general sense,

without actual miming (ethical sense):
Theog. 370 (date perhaps doubtful).

3. “Replication’: an image or effigy of
a person or thing in material form (miméma
only): Aesch. Frag. 364 N2.; idem, P Oxy.
2162.

Aeschylus Frag. 57 Nauck (the bull-
roarer) offers an apparent, but only an
apparent, minor problem in classifi-
cation; for although the bull-roarer is
a manufactured object its ‘‘voice”
operates like that of a sentient being, so
that the case belongs under our No. 1.

I do not claim any absolute value for
this classification. It is simply a con-
venient way of bringing out what I
take to be (1) the basic meaning of
these terms (“miming’’) and two natural
extensions, (2) imitation of persons by
persons, but without direct physical
mimicry, and (3) imitation of persons
or things in an ¢nanimate medium 32
Sense (2) is an easy step from sense (1),
since miming, though accomplished
by physical means, gains its point and
piquancy from the rendering of charac-
teristic facial expression, gesture, move-
ment, tone of voice, that is, is “ethical”
and not merely physical;3® while (3)
represents an equally natural trans-
ference from animate to inanimate
media. We shall find examples of all
three meanings in the later fifth century.
The interest of the study will be to see
whether the center of gravity remains
in the root sense or shifts to one or both
of the derived senses. The bulk of the
examples comes from three authors,
Aristophanes, Euripides, and Herod-
otus, of whom Aristophanes shows
senses (1) and (2), Euripides all three,
Herodotus only (2) and (3). The richest
haul of specimens is from Euripides.

We begin with two passages from
Aristophanes which Koller has seized
on as especially significant (pp. 11-12,
46-47). Thesm.850 (Mnesilochus, caught
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by the women and in desperate straits,
wonders how he can bring Euripides
back to the rescue): &yQda T)v xowviv
Erévyv wrpfoopar, “I know: I’ll per-
form, act, his new Helen.” Koller is
quite right in saying that Mnesilochus
proposes to enact the role of Helen: a
moment later (855ff.) he actually does
so. But his portrayal is not merely a
performance (“Ich werde die neue
Helena auffithren’), it is a parody of
the Helen whom the Athenians had
recently seen in Euripides’ play. So at

line 851 Mnesilochus reassures himself

that he is at least dressed for his mimic
role: he can at least look like a woman.
Plut. 291 (Cario, with Plutus safely
ensconced in the house, announces to
the overjoyed chorus, which is ready
to dance with delight): xai phv iy
BovAficopar (Bpettaverd!) 1ov Kirdwma
mepodpevog xal Toly mwodoly ML mapevaa-
Aevowv dudc &yerv, “Yes, and I’ll un-
dertake to lead you—thrum thrum—
mimicking the Cyclops[i.e., the Cyclops
of Philoxenus’ well-known dithyramb]
and stamping like this with my feet.”
Again we have a performance ; but again
the point of wpfiooper is the parody,
the mimicry of a figure currently in
the public eye. Similarly 3021f.: &yo 3¢
v Kipuny ... wpioopour mavrog tpé-
movg, “I’ll mimic the [new] Circe,3*
all her turns [tricks].” And at 312ff.
the chorus goes Cario one better by
announcing that they, pipoduevor tov
Aaptiov (i.e., imitating the act of
Odysseus in stringing up the unfaithful
maidservants), will hang him up by
his . Here is a shift, in terms of
our classification, from sense (1) to
sense (2); but the transition is eminently
natural and presupposes as a common
denominator the idea of closely follow-
ing a model.

It takes no particular divination to
see in these two passages a close ap-

proximation to the ‘“mime” in the
proper sense, especially the variety
which went in for mythological bur-
lesque. In fact we could well render
wpnoopar “I will mime [the Cyclops,
or Circe].” It may or may not be a
coincidence that this usage does not
appear in Aristophanes’ earliest plays.
The nearest thing to it elsewhere in his
work is Eccl. 278: Praxagora instructs
the women how to dress and walk like
men, T6v Tpémov prpodueval TOV TGV
aypolxwv, clumping with their sticks
and singing some ‘“old man’s tune’’;
(vs. 545) she tells her husband how she
stole his slippers and imitated his gait
when she left the house. Here we have
aping of gesture, etc., and a kind of
quasi-dramatic performance, though
not miming in the technical sense. But
this after all is very like Clouds 1430,
where Strepsiades, after being lectured
by his son on how the birds treat their
fathers, says, “If you’re imitating
(weuet) the cocks in everything, why
don’t you eat dung and sleep on a
perch ?°’; or Birds 1285, where the herald
reports that on Earth everybody is bird
mad and doing everything the birds do,
éxpepodpevor. This seems to fall within
the orbit of our general sense (2), “do
as somebody else does”; but the list of
antics which follows still has something
of the mimic spirit about it. Two other
(and, as it happens, earlier) passages
show more clearly the generalized sense.
Clouds 559 (parabasis): “The other
poets have been heaping abuse on
Hyperbolus and his mother, imitating
my comparisons [figures, eixols] of
eels”’; Wasps 1019 (parabasis): “I have
put many of my comic ideas into
other men’s mouths [lit., bellies], imi-
tating the mantic skill of Eurycles
[a ventriloquist].”

One piquant passage is hard to
classify, Lysistrata 159. Calonice, think-
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ing of objections to Lysistrata’s plan:
“What if the men simply go away and
leave us %’ Lys.: “Then you’ll have to
use Pherecrates’ dodge and ‘flay a
flayed dog’”’—obviously a reference
to some form of satisfaction that does
not require a man’s assistance. Cal.:
phuapta TabT EoTt Ta peprpnuéve, “Oh,
that secondhand stuff is all twaddle.”’35
The special interest of the remark is
that it so clearly refers to the inade-
quacy of the “imitation” as compared
with the original, an implication which
Koller does not find anywhere before
Plato Republic 10.

Mimésis appears twice in Aristoph-
anes. At Thesm. 147ff. Agathon is
explaining to Mnesilochus that a poet
has to adapt his nature and habits to
the play he is writing. If the drama
is “male,” he has everything he needs
ready at hand in (on) his own person;
but if it is female, petovsiav el Tdv
TpbéTwy TO odW’ Eyetv, which in turn is
paraphrased (155-56) by & & od xext#-
peba, wiunoic Hdn vabra cuvbnpeierar.
Concretely, this means female (a) dress
and (b) behavior, and in fact Agathon
is presented throughout the scene as a
ybvvig. Once more, as in the Plutus,
we are close to the mimic sphere.3¢ The
other instance has a similar flavor.
Frogs 109 (Dionysus to Herakles): “I
have come xata onv piunoy, to get
your costume, your approved list of
inns, etc., for my trip to Hades”; and
this is followed by the outfitting and
further adventures of Dionysus as the
mimic Herakles.

Thus it is noteworthy how often in
Aristophanes, the comedian, mimeisthat
and mimésis (he never uses miméma)
seem to bring us a whiff from the world
of the mime. In Euripides we naturally
find nothing of the sort.?” There is in
fact only one certain instance of either
word referring directly to sensuous

mimicry, Iph. Aul. 578 (chorus): Paris,
as a shepherd boy on Ida, blew ®puyiwy
adA&vY pepruete on his pipes. Iph. Taur.
294 would be interesting if we could be
sure of the text. The shepherd says,
describing Orestes’ fit of madness:
TopTv & 6pdv 0ldxn adTa Lop@ic oxALAT,
N \Adaoeto @loyyde e pboywv xal
wovdv OAdypata, Tohv gac® *Epwie évat
wpnuata, “‘and there were no actual
bodily shapes[for us]to see, but he kept
shifting [to? i.e., uttering in turn?]
bawlings of calves and howlings of dogs,
mimickings of the [creatures, visions ?]
they say the Furies send.”’3®

Sense (2) is much commoner, for
example, Hel. 940 (Helen to Theonog):
“imitate the ways (utpod tpémoug) of
your righteous father.”$® Hipp. 114
(the old servant, scandalized by H.’s
disrespect for Aphrodite): ‘“we must
not imitate the young when they think
such thoughts.” El. 1037 (Clytemnestra,
justifying her adultery by the example
of Agamemnon): when a husband does
such things, wipeiclou 08her yoviy Tov
&vdpa. Ion 451 (Ion, at the story of
Apollo’s rape of Creusa): “we human
beings should not be blamed & &
16V Bedv xaxa pipodped’.”’40 Similarly
miméma, Herc. Fur. 294 (Megara, re-
solving to emulate her husband’s
valor): é&pot 1e piumw’ &vdpdc odx
arwoTtéoy.

Finally, miméma in our sense (3). In
the Helen (875) it denotes the wraith or
image of Helen that went to Troy;
conversely, in line 74, the astonished
Teucer takes Helen for an eikén or
miméma of herself. Tro. 922: Helen
refers to Alexander as a miméma of
the burning brand which his mother
dreamed about before his birth—a
curious inversion. Ion 1429: mimémata
of Erichthonius, referring to the figures
in Creusa’s web representing the ancient
story. Frag. 25 Nauck: “we old men
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are nothing but bdvelpwv ppporta.”
See also Herc. Fur. 992.

With Herodotus we can be briefer.
He has mimésis just once (counted by
Powell as the earliest occurrence in
Greek),% and in sense (3): 3. 37. 2, the
statuette of “Hephaestus” at Memphis
is a muypatov avdpde piuneig. Mimer-
sthar always in the colorless, generalized
form of sense (2), “imitate someone
else, do as he does.” Thus 4. 166. 1:
Aryandes, seeing that Darius was
winning a great name by coining purer
money, ¢utpéeto tobtov; 5. 67. 1 (cf. 69.
1): Herodotus gives it as his opinion
that Cleisthenes of Athens, in his attack
on the old Attic tribes, was following
the example of (¢uiuéeto) his maternal
grandfather, Cleisthenes of Sicyon, who
suppressed the cult of Adrastus there.
Similarly 1. 176. 2; 2. 104. 4; 3. 32. 4;
4. 170; 9. 34. 1. We find sense (3) also,
but only with perfect passives of
mimeisthai; for example, 2. 78: at
Egyptian banquets a realistic wooden
image of a corpse, pepipnpévov &g Ta
nakioTe xod Yoo xol pyw, was carried
about and shown to the guests toremind
them of mortality; 2. 86. 2 (mummy
models in stock sizes); 2. 132. 1; 2. 169.
2. Miméma is not used at all by He-
rodotus.

Finally, there are just two cases of
mimésis and one of mimeisthar in
Thucydides, all showing our generalized
sense (2). Closest, perhaps, to the old
“mimic” sense is 1. 95. 3: Pausanias’
generalship appeared rather an “imi-
tation” of a tyranny; but what we
learn about his royal style and dress
gives the word a flavor of ‘‘aping,”
something like Agathon’s imitation of
women in the Thesmophoriazusae. 7.
63. 3: Nicias appeals to the men in the
ship crews who, although not Athe-
nians, are generally considered so “‘and
by your command of our dialect and

your imitation of our ways [tropoi: cf.
Eur. Hel. 940, above] have won admi-
ration throughout Greece.” Pericles
in 2. 37. 1: “we have a form of govern-
ment which does not emulate the
institutions of our neighbors; we are a
model (paradeigma) for others rather
than imitators of them.”

It seems fairly evident that as we
move from Aristophanes to Euripides
and Herodotus we are moving away
from the original center of gravity of
mimeisthat, that is, away from “live”
imitation, in the style of the mime,
toward a more abstract and colorless
range of meaning. One feels this in the
Ionian particularly. The word now
begins to belong to the general vocabu-
lary; it reeks less of the mime, so to
speak. But mimos itself is still taboo.
This dissociation of the two words is
of importance for the later history of
MIMESLS.

Koller (p. 58) ascribes the concept of
art as an imitation of nature to
Heraclitus, on the strength of [Aristotle]
De mundo 5 [396b7ff.]. But the phrase
T téyvn v @lov prpovpévy  belongs
to the text of the treatise, not to the
quotation from Heraclitus, which begins
several lines below and is clearly marked
off from the rest.4> Thus the remark on
art is at best an interpretation of
Heraclitus and proves nothing for the
philosopher himself. But actually, in
all probability, it is just the familiar
Aristotelian apothegm, which the writer
of the De mundo has here brought into
proximity with Heraclitus.

The same applies with even greater
force to the confused and sometimes
foolish lucubrations on the same theme
in the pseudo-Hippocratic treatise De
victu, which are conscientiously cited
and analyzed by Koller (pp. 59-62).
Even according to the dating which
prevailed until recently (ca. 400 B.C.),
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the work would not tell us much about
fifth-century usage. But the most
recent reliable judgments date it to
the middle of the fourth century or
even later.43

“Imitation” does appear three times
in the fragments of Democritus. Frag.
39 Diels: dyabov # clvar ypedv ¥ puel-
obo; Frag. 79: yohemdv pepeioBar pév
Tobg xaxols, pnde EBéherv 3¢ tode dya-
Bodc. Both cases show the generalized
sense (2), which in fact appears to be
the standard one in writers belong-
ing to the Ionic tradition (Theognis ?,
Herodotus, Democritus). The first one
carries in addition an interesting impli-
cation, that of the contrast between
being and seeming.4* There is perhaps
a more direct echo of the old “mimic”
sense in Frag. 154 (Plut. De sollert. an.
20 [974A]): (v6v Lo wv) pabnrac &v Tolg
ueylotolg yeyovétag MWdg dpdyvng &v
Opovrind) wod gxeotind, yeAdbvog E&v
oixodoula, xod TEHV Myvp&v, %xDxvou %ol
dndévog, &v 3% wata wiwnotyv. On first
reading, xoto wipmetv seems to apply
to all the examples, and Koller takes
it so (p. 58). But closer reading brings
out that it probably belongs to the
last one only, that is, that the reference
is specific, to musical mimicry or imi-
tation.#> Imitating a bird in singing
is a different kind of thing from imi-
tating a swallow in housebuilding.
Bird song and song are genuinely simi-
lar processes, physiologically and psy-
chologically, on both the producing and
the receiving (listening) side, while nest
building and housebuilding are only
analogous ones. Considering the very
limited use of the word mimésis in our
period, and the fact that in both the
other examples it referred to actual
mimicry, it is more likely that Democ-
ritus meant to denote by it the
genuinely mimetic act of singing.

This completes the certainly attested

list of occurrences of mimos, mimeisthas,
miméma, mimésis in the fifth century.
The important and difficult task re-
mains of considering the evidence for
the ‘“Pythagorean-Damonian theory
of imitation” which Koller finds to be
such a massive factor in the whole
development. It is a little difficult even
to determine where to take hold of
this theory, just because Koller finds
it un peu partout. However, on his
showing the key passage is Plato’s
discussion of mimésis in the third book
of the Republic. Hence it will be
necessary to examine certain features
of that passage, even though I am
reserving Plato’s doctrine of “‘imi-
tation’ as such for later treatment.

In these pages Plato deals with the
topic of poetic expression, first by
means of words (lexts, often mistrans-
lated ‘““diction’: 392C-398B), then by
means of melody and rhythm (398C-
402D), that is, spoken verses and song
respectively. In the first part, according
to Koller, Plato operates deliberately
with two quite different meanings of
mimésis, namely (1) ‘“Personliches Auf-
treten und Handeln der in der Dichtung
vorkommenden Gestalten’” and (2) the
musical representation of states of
soul.#6 According to Koller again, this
second meaning stems from Damon
(who is mentioned later, at 400B), and
it brings into the discussion an idea of
ethical evaluation that is wholly alien
to the first. In other words, a concept
of “imitation” which was originally
intended only for music (and dancing)
has been smuggled into a purely
technical analysis of poetry in general,
where it does not properly belong, and
Plato has done this because otherwise
he could not achieve the ethical condem-
nation of certain kinds of poetry.
Koller finds the new musical concept
obscurely but unmistakably implied
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at 396Bff. (“imitation’ of horses neigh-
ing, bulls bellowing, thunder, etec.) and
397Aff. These passages, he says, an-
ticipate 399D (condemnation of the
aulos) and already breathe the spirit
of Damon, even though the latter is
not mentioned by name until 400B.

It can be said at once that 396Bff.
and 397Aff. imply nothing of the kind.
In both places Plato is still talking
about imitation through speech (lexis),
or at least through the voice, without
song.®” The mimetic stunts alluded to
in both passages (mimicking of horses,
bulls, winds, musical instruments, etc.)
are simply imitations per vocem et
gestus, such as have always captivated
simple people and used to ornament
the stage in the palmy days of American
vaudeville, along with the jugglers, the
ventriloquists, and the song-and-dance
men.®8 It istrue that melody and rhythm
are mentioned at 397B, in anticipation
of 398C where they officially come up
for discussion. And this anticipation is
indeed an important clue to the relation
between 392C-398B (lexis) and 398CHf.
(melos), but not in Koller’s sense.
Plato has been characterizing the
indiscriminate kind of spoken mimésis,
which is ready to mimic anything and
everything. He now points out that if
such a mimésis is set to music, that is,
if melody and rhythm are added to it,
the melody and rhythm also will have
to be indiscriminate, mavrodamat, where-
as we want only the simplest and most
uniform kind of imitation, that of a
good man. And that is precisely the
point that is made, and made emphatic-
ally, in the discussion of “‘song” which
begins at 398C. Only two ‘“‘harmonies”
will be needed in our state, and a
limited number of rhythms—which
ones, we will leave to Damon—Dbecause
song is to be judged by the same typoi
(“stamps,” “patterns’) as speech, that

is, the two modes of presentation which
were defined in 396BC as (1) the
pattern that would be used by a good
man and (2) the one that would be
used by his opposite.

Thus the two parts of the discussion,
that on lexis and that on melos, are
treated in exactly the same ethical
spirit, according to identical principles;
and Koller’s assertion that a purely
technical, ethically neutral concept of
“imitation” is succeeded by a quite
different, ethically oriented one, is
incorrect.

Nevertheless Koller is right in think-
ing that the aura of Damon’s influence
extends some distance back from the
explicit mention of his name at 400B.
From the other testimonia about him,
sparse though they are, we cannot fail
to recognize that Damon’s theory about
the relation between music and the soul
included ‘harmonies” as well as
rhythms. We can therefore carry the
“Damonian” orbit back at least to
399A, where Socrates asks Glaucon to
name two harmonies which will “fitting-
ly imitate” the utterances of a good
man in war and in peace.?® And here
we find mimeisthai, A7 and C3, not to
mention 400AB, where it is said that
Damon will rule on the question mota
[sc. €tdn € &v ol Paoelg TAéxovran] 6Tolov
Blov prufpata [sc. €otiv]. It would
appear, therefore, that Damon did have
a theory of ‘“‘imitation,” namely, that
certain kinds of melody and rhythm
“imitate” certain modes of life. And
since Plato is engaged precisely in
determining what kinds of imitation in
speech, melody, and rhythm are appro-
priate to the life of his Guardians, it
would further appear that the whole
passage 392C-402D is Damonian in
inspiration. I believe that this infer-
ence is correct, in one sense, and yet
that Koller is wrong in attributing a
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theory of ‘“imitation” to Damon. Let
us see how this paradox can be main-
tained.

Not even Koller has asserted that
the concept of imitation which is
expounded in 392Dff. (mimésis =
dramatic impersonation) is Damonian.
There is in fact no evidence that Damon
had anything in particular to say about
the drama, or that he tried to extend
his musical theories to the dramatic
side (dialogue parts) of tragedy. More-
over, by the elaborateness of his ex-
planation of mimésis in 392D-394C,
Plato makes it as clear as he well could
that the application of the word to
epic and drama is something new and
unfamiliar; whereas at 400Bff. it is
equally evident that Glaucon at least
is fully conversant with Damon’s
theories. On the other hand, as we
have said, the new application of
mimésis is used as the basis of an
ethical evaluation of poetry; and this
ethical evaluation is continued. along
exactly the same lines in the section on
melodies and rhythms, where we have
admitted Damon’s influence. The key
to the puzzle, it seems to me, is the
psychological premise which underlies
the whole passage. The thing which
dramatic imitation (in Plato’s sense,
i.e., impersonation) and musical imi-
tation have in common is assimilation
of one’s soul to the character of the person
or “life”” which ts imitated. And this
principle was undoubtedly enunciated
—for music—by Damon.® But he need
not have enunciated it in terms of
“imitation,” and the passage before us
makes it very unlikely that he did.
According to Koller, Plato’s procedure
here was to extend Damon’s musical
conception of mimésis to cover poetry
in general. The actual course of events
seems to me very different, namely that
Plato brought together mimésis, with

its dramatic connotations, and the
concept of assimilation which was at
home in music. The terms employed
by Damon for the latter were presum-
ably those that appear in close prox-
imity to his name in the Republic:
homoidsis or homoiotés (homoiousthai)
and (to) prepon (prepontds, prepousar).sl

It may be said that after all we have
ended by leaving Damon almost every-
thing that Koller claims for him—
everything, in fact, except the parti-
cular term mimésis. But I would argue
that much more than a termisinvolved :
that “imitation” as a description of
the nature of poetry and music as a
whole is in fact a complex idea and
that complex idea was the invention
of Plato, not Damon. The full justi-
fication of this argument will have to
wait for our later study of Plato.

As for the extensive evidence which
Kollerclaims to findfor the “Damonian”
theory. of imitation in the second book
of Aristides Quintilianus, I must avow
that the whole hypothesis seems to me
very shaky.’? Schifke, upon whose
Quellenuntersuchungen  Koller leans
heavily, is much more guarded, claiming
only that certain parts of the second
book go back to a writer somewhere
between Damon and Heraclides Ponti-
cus.® The source may be pre-Aristo-
xenian, then, as both Schifke and
Koller insist, but not necessarily pre-
Platonic; and it remains to be demon-
strated that Aristides’ remarks on
imitation are from that source in
particular. Aristides has much to say
about pedagogical and cathartic uses
of music, but little about imitation,
and then mainly in passages which
according to Schifkearenot Damonian.®
Most, if not all, of the references can
perfectly well be accounted for as
echoes of Plato or Aristotle. Hence I
cannot admit that Aristides offers us
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any enlightenment on the subject of
a Damonian theory of imitation.

The second component of the alleged
Damonian-Pythagorean theory® is even
harder to pin down than the first. We
may grant to Koller at once that the
early Pythagoreans were obsessed by
the importance of music; that they
found musical (i.e., musical-mathe-
matical) principles embodied both in
the cosmos and in human life; that
they had a developed body of practice,
if not of theory, for the ethical and
cathartic use of music; and that some—
not all—of these attitudes have a close
parallel in Damon. But all this, and it
is a good deal, does not prove that they
had a concept of “imitation.”” The only
piece of relatively good evidence point-
ing in that direction is a well-known
remark of Aristotle (Metaph. A. 5
[987b11-15]). Aristotle is speaking of
Plato’s use of “participation” to de-
scribe the relation between particulars
and Ideas; then he adds that all Plato
had done was to change the term: ol
uev yop Iubaybpeior pipsoer o Evro
pacly elvar 1tV apludy, [Adrwv 3¢
uehé€er. The statement is famous,
indeed notorious, just because it is so
problematical. On it hangs the pro-
longed controversy over one cardi-
nal point of Pythagorean cosmology,
namely whether they maintained that
things are numbers or merely ‘“imi-
tations” of numbers. It is of course
impossible to rehearse the problem at
length here. Suffice it to say that while
Cornford took the two views as in-
compatible and belonging to two quite
different stages of Pythagorean theory
in the fifth century,® others insist that
they can be reconciled or at any rate
were held simultaneously by the school
from an early period.5” But there is
still another possible solution, sug-
gested by the almost total isolation of

Aristotle’s statement: that the latter
can be accounted for by special motives
or circumstances attaching to this
particular passage®® and therefore can-
not be thrown in the scale against the
mass of evidence which speaks for the
Pythagoreans having identified things
with numbers. This solution, which
seems to me highly plausible, would
destroy the only explicit ascription of
a mimésis doctrine to the Pythagoreans,
at least by a good source.

We can perhaps add a further con-
sideration on the basis of our study of
mimeisthai and company. All the mean-
ings we have found implied the con-
scious following of a model, either in
one’s own speech, movement, or moral
action, or in a material medium (images,
replicas, etc.). It follows that if the
fifth-century Pythagoreans did speak
of things “imitating” numbers, then
they must have believed either (1) that
things tried to make themselves re-
semble numbers—mimed them, so to
speak—or (2) that they were made by
somebody in such a way as to resemble
numbers. The first doctrine would
involve something like Aristotle’s doc-
trine of the orexis of all things toward
the Prime Mover, the other something
like Plato’s demiurgus. But we can be
fairly sure that the Pythagoreans held
neither of these views. Again, so far
as mimésis itself is concerned, the
actual term cited by Aristotle, we have
seen that the word is very rare in the
fifth century and appears only in its
second half (Herodotus, Democritus,
Aristophanes). It would seem to be
specifically Ionie, or Ionic-Attic. Un-
doubtedly it belongs to the great flood
of coinages in -sis which flowed from
Tonian philosophy and science.?® So we
may be reasonably confident that it
does not belong in the Pythagorean
sphere. I believe we can be equally
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confident that there was no such thing
as a Pythagorean theory of mimésis.®
We need not rest the case on the
particular noun mimésis. It is surely
no accident that Koller can bring no
Pythagorean evidence for mimeisthai
or. any other word belonging to the
family, except from the second book of
Aristides Quintilianus which we have
already discussed. But—and let us
emphasize the importance of this “but”
—there can be no doubt that the
Pythagoreans, as they found ‘‘likeness-
es,” homoiotétes or homoidémata, of
numbers in both the natural and the
human world,$! also found a likeness
or affinity between music and the soul.®2
This was the solid basis of their peda-
gogical and cathartic uses of music
(which I donot in any way dispute), and
one of the bases of the new concept of
“imitation” which was forged by Plato.
Let us make it clear, then, what we
have against Koller’s thesis. To the
argument which is, or ought to be, his
main concern, namely the existence
of a fifth-century doctrine which af-
firmed a likeness or kinship between
music and the soul, there can be no
serious objection. Such views are un-
mistakably attested for Damon and
for the Pythagoreans (though the con-
nection between the two is not clear).
Still more, this view did exercise a
powerful influence on Plato. But in
calling it a doctrine of “imitation”
Koller has introduced a serious dis-
tortion, one which makes it impossible
to understand the subsequent develop-
ment of mimésis in the hands of Plato
and Aristotle.® This is not simply a
question of terminology. In Koller’s
exposition Plato, at least the Plato of
the Republic, necessarily figures in the
role of villain, one who wilfully twisted
the true “tanzerisch-musikalische’’ theo-
ry of imitation into a new shape to fit
a more or less accidental purpose. That

is a serious misreading. ‘“Imitation”
could not have become the master
concept of the drama, and then of
literature in general, if it had come to
Plato already hallmarked as a specifi-
cally musical concept.

What we have found in the fifth
century is not a theory® but a bundle
of interrelated, concrete word-usages.
True to its parentage, mimeisthat
seems to denote originally a “miming”
or mimicking of a person or animal by
means of voice and/or gesture. Often,
but not invariably, the medium is
music and dancing; in any case the
essential idea is the rendering of
characteristic look, action, or sound
through human means. There is reason
to believe that this usage came into
old Greece from the home of the mime,
Sicily, and that the whole word group
gained ground only gradually in the
Ionic-Attic sphere, not becoming fully
naturalized there until the latter third
of the fifth century (mimos not even
then). Out of this primary idiom, whose
vigor we find still unimpaired in Ar-
istophanes, there developed a second,
more colorless one: to “imitate’’ another
person in general, to do as or what he
does. At the same time or not much
later, and particularly in the secondary
derivative miméma, the concept of
mimicry was transferred to material
“images’’: pictures, statues, and the
like. Mimésis appears late in the fifth
century, specifically in the Ionic-Attic
orbit. It is sparsely exemplified and
seems to be an Ionic coinage, but can
take on any of the three senses. In any
case all three were in current use when
Plato was born.® Qut of these three
strands of meaning, in combination
with other ideas of different provenance,
came the complex Platonic idea of
mimésis, whose development I propose
to investigate in another article.
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NOTES

1. Die Mimesis in der Antike (“Diss. Bern.,” ser. 1,
fasc. 5; Berne, 1954). In my “A Survey of Work on
Aristotle’s Poetics, 1940-1954,” CW, XLVIII (1954-55),
78, on the basis of a rather hasty and partial reading, I
indicated a favorable judgment of Koller’s (hereafter K.)
general thesis. Further and more intensive reading has
developed some minor misgivings into major ones.

2. E.g.,, p. 25: “Ihre [sc. der Mimesis] Mittel sind
Abyoc, wéroc, dubBumég, ihr Resultat: Ausdruck, Form-
werdung der %67, mabrn, npdéeic der menschlichen Seele.”
Cf. pp. 31, 34, 45, 56, 66, 130, and passim.

3. P. 119: “Sein Bedeutungszentrum liegt im Tanz.
wipeetoBotr heiBt primédr: ‘durch Tanz zur Darstellung
bringen.’” And see esp. pp. 37-48, “Mimesis des Tanzes.”

4. P. 63, on Pl. Rep. 595Eff.: “Was hier definiert wird,
st die alltigliche, abgeblaBte Bedeutung von Mimesis, wie
wir sie schon oft angetroffen haben ... Ganz natiirlich
ergibt sich fiir Platon, daB er hier (596c¢) in erster Linie mit
der Mimesis des Malers operiert (dagegen im dritten Buch
nte).” This “everyday, watered-down” meaning has indeed
been noticed in the preceding pages, but its origin, i.e., its
derivation from the primary meaning “darstellen,” is
nowhere explained.

5. H. Deiters, De Aristidis Quintiliani doctrinae harmo-
nicae fontibus (Programm; Diiren, 1870); R. Schiifke,
Aristeides Quintilianus “Von der Musik” (Berlin, 1937).

6. The etymology of mimos is quite uncertain, as K.
rightly says (p. 13, against J. B. Hofmann, Etymol. Worterb.
d. Griech. [Munich, 1950], s.v.; Hofmann connects inimos
with Skr. mdyd, root mdi-, m-, with the basic meaning
“transformation,” “deception”; E. Schwyzer, on the other
hand, Gr. Grammatik, I [Munich, 1939], 423, takes mi- as
a reduplicative syllable). But there K. leaves the matter.
The mime, that is, the mimos proper, is fobbed off as a later
(“‘winog im spdtern Sinne,” p. 120), secondary development
out of cult dances (see pp. 39, 45), and no further attention
is paid to it.

7.10. 16 [470F] = Aesch. Frag. 57 Nauck®.

8. Strabo is out to prove that the Dionysiac rites are
essentially the same as the Thracian and Phrygian. T#c uév
obv Kotutolc [ita Nauck pro xétvog ¢l év toic "H3wvoic
Aloyvroc wéuvntor xal TGV mept adtiv dpydve v, elnodv
v&p ‘ocepnva Kot<udtolsg 8pyav’ Exovreg,” Tovg mepl TOHV
Ardvucov g0 e Emipépet. 6 pdv év xepoiv BéuBuxas Exwy,
»TA, For 8pyav’ (8pta 8 8pyav’ codd. Strab.) Nauck wrote
8pyt’, taking 8ptx and Spyav’ as “dittographiae obliterati
vocabuli 8pyie.” But the whole passage is about instru-
ments (cf. §15, just beforeit), and surely the point of Strabo’s
quotation, with the interjected remark about the followers
of Dionysus, is that they use the same instruments as the
devotees of Cotyto. In fact there is no reason for the lacuna
which is usually indicated between the two parts of the
quotation (note Strabo’s £096£w¢ &migépet!). The chorus
of Edoni is then reporting (from observation, obviously, not
participation) that the newcomers are “holding the sacred
instruments of Cotyto.” Hence I have restored &eyav’ to
the text, and the latter should be printed continuously.

9. J. E. Harrison, Themis: A Study of the Social Origins
of Greek Religion (Cambridge, 1912), pp. 61-67; also
(independently, it appears) A. S. F. Gow, JHS, LIV (1934),
7, n. 16. Gow cites Archytas, Frag. B1 Diels (1% p. 435),
who characterizes the rhomboi as used 2v ~uic Tehetals,
and Eur. Hel. 1361; he also gives a picture (Fig. 7) of bull-
roarers. On the bull-roarer see further R. R. Marett, The
Threshold of Religion* (London, 1929), chap. vi, pp. 145-68
(“Savage Supreme Beings and the Bull-Roarer”); A. Lang,
Custom and Myth (London, 1884), pp. 29-44; idem in
Hastings Encycl. of Rel. and Eth., s.v.; Frazer, The Golden
Bough®, vii (“Spirits of the Corn and the Wild,” Vol. 1),
p. 110, n. 4; ibid., xi (“Balder the Beautiful,” Vol. II),
pp. 227-35, esp. p. 228, n. 2; W. Ridgeway, The Dramas
and Dramatic Dances of Non-European Races (Cambridge,

1915), pp. 344-47. M. P. Nilsson, Gesch. d. gr. Rel., 1
(Munich, 1941), 539, n. 3, takes no notice of this inter-
pretation but assumes, like K., that the tavpépboyyor
winor are masked dancers.

10. Schol. Clem. Alex. Cohort., p. 5; cited by Harrison,
op. cit., p. 61, n. 3.

11. The Australian natives often use a number of bull-
roarers, up to as many as 16: Marett, loc. cit.

12. Cf. tumdvov eix & v (if correct: elxv codd.), which
certainly does not refer to the drummers.

13. See L. Séchan, Etudes sur la tragédie grecque (Paris,
1926), pp. 63-79. The complete fragments of the tetralogy
now in H. J. Mette, Suppl t Aeschyl (Kleine
Texte ..., No. 169; Berlin, 1939), pp. 9-18.

14. A. W. Verrall, The Bacchants of Euripides and
Other Essays (Cambridge, 1910), esp. pp. 71ff.; G. Norwood,
The Riddle of the Bacchae (Manchester, 1908).

15. Note these expressions, all from Pentheus: 11. 218,
mAactalol Baxxetarowv; 224, mpbdpaoty; 234, yéne nwdéc;
238, TeAeTde MpoTelvev; 245, ydmoue detoaro (sc. Semele;
= 1. 81); 475, €0 1007 éntfdnAcvoac; 489, copioudTtwv
xox@v; and cf. the thematic advice of Cadmus, 334:
watapeddov xaARS,

16. E. R. Dodds, Bacchae (Oxford, 1944), p. xxviii: “It
looks as if the first scene between Pentheus and Dionysus in
the Bacchae followed the older poet’s model pretty closely.”

17. Certainly it is plain from Frags. 59-62 N. that
Lycurgus was contemptuous of the womanish appearance
of Dionysus (6 yovwg, Frag. 61; xAovvng, Frag. 62), as
Pentheus is, and that the exotic traits of the god and his
cult (exotic, that is, from the point of view of Aeschylus
and his Athenian audience) were heavily underlined.

18. The weakness of this argument is of course that if
the Edoni were already familiar with the bull-roarer as one
of the “sacred instruments of Cotyto,” it would be strange
for them to impute trickery to the votaries of Dionysus
because they used it. But we know toolittle about Aeschylus’
play to rule the suggestion out of court entirely, and it is
compatible with the lines themselves.

19. For the later evidence see Choricius, p. 42, 3 Graux,
and cf. the testimonia on Sophron, p. 152 Kaibel. J.
Vendryes, Traité d’ A ccentuation Grecque (Paris, 1929 [1945]),
p. 150, distinguishes pipog “imitation” from piméde
“imitator,” I do not know on what authority (the principle,
however, is well known; cf. Téuoc, Toréds; Tbépos, Topbds,
etc., and see Ch. Bally, Manuel d’ Accent. Qr. [Berne, 1945],
pp. 59, 66).

20. Tts total absence in Plato is striking also, in view of
his known fondness for Sophron, the affinities of some of his
own early work with the mime (somewhat exaggerated by
H. Reich, Der Mimus, I:1 [Berlin, 1903], 380-413; see
also J. M. S. McDonald, Character-Portraiture in Epi-
charmus, Sophron, and Plato [Columbia diss.; Sewanee,
Tenn., 19311, pp. 142-58), and his massive and significant
use of mimeisthai.

21. The low position and repute of the mime throughout
antiquity is too well known to need documentation, but
note the sneer of Democritus at Philip, mentioned above,
and the story of Laberius and Caesar.

22. Jacoby, in Sitz. Berl. Akad., 1931, p. 152, refers to
vss. 367-70 as clearly not Theognidean. Sed res adhuc
incerta est.

23. Cf. Pl. Rep. 399D.

24. See Wilamowitz, Pindaros (Berlin, 1922), p. 435,
n. 2. “Irresistible [like the Sirens] clangor” ?

25. There is no suggestion of “imitation” by the chorus.
It sings and the dancer dances, following (Stbxwv) the
song. On hyporchemes accompanied by (or rather ac-
companying: hyporchema [a song sung] to [accompany the]
dancing) solo dancing see E. Diehl (cited below, n. 31).

26. P Oxy., XVIII (1942), pp. 14-22 = Frag. 190
Mette (op. cit. [n. 13 above], pp. 27-31).
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27. See Lobel’s notes, op. cit.; E. Fraenkel, Proc. Brit.
Acad., 1942, pp. 244-45; A. Setti, Ann. d. Scuola Norm. di
Pisa, ser. 2, XXT (1952), 205-44. The theme is spun out at
length in 11. 13-17: “It would give my own mother a turn:
if she saw it she’d take it right in, thinking it was me, it’s
so like me.”

28. L.e., in Greek. See above, n. 6, on the uncertainty
as to its ultimate derivation and meaning.

29. Op. cit., p. 259, n. 3. Reich suggests that Theognis
may have borrowed the word from his native dialect. We
may add, for what it is worth, the ancient tradition (Pl
Laws 630A) that Theognis was a native or at least a citizen
of the Sicilian Megara—this merely to suggest that Sicilian
influence in some of the poems in the collection is not incon-
ceivable. H. T. Wade-Gery, in Greek Poetry and Life
(Oxford, 1936), pp. 76-77, thinks that the text of Theognis
passed to Alexandria via Sicily.

30. For possible “Sicilianisms” in Aeschylus see W. B.
Stanford, Proc. Ir. Acad., XLIV (1938), sec. C, pp. 229-40.
Setti, op. cit., esp. pp. 214-15, 228-32, argues plausibly that
the Oewpol, from which we noted the phrase t6 Aowddrov
wiunua, was based on Epicharmus’ ®@expot, and goes on to
speak of an “idyllic realism” in Aeschylus’ satyr plays
which has affinities with the mime. AtBvpvixfc, in Frag.
364, also points to the West rather than old Greece, and
this fragment too could be from a satyr play.

31. E. Diehl, s.v. “Hyporchema,” RE, IX, 338—43.

32. K. nowhere gives us a clear distinction between
these senses, or a clear idea of how, when, and where the
“secondary” meaning “imitation” (which would presumably
include all three) grew out of the alleged primary meaning
“(musikalisch-tinzerische) Darstellung, Ausdruck.” All
we learn is that in Plato, whenever a definite object is
specified for the “representation,” the secondary meaning
has somehow cropped up; e.g., Rep. 395B (see K-, p. 17);
ibid. 595Eff. (see pp. 63ff.); Crat. 423B (see pp. 49-50).
‘Where it came from is not stated.

33. Cf. the later synonym for mimos: éthologos.

34. Le., Lais, the famous Corinthian ketaira; see schol.
ad loc.

35. May the perfect participle refer to some kind of
Ersatz erotic methods as actually “mimed” in the mime ?

36. In Agathon’s “male” and “female” Spdpata (note
the term) it is tempting to hear an echo of Sophron’s wiuot
avdpetot xal pimor yuvauxeiot (Suidas, s.v. Zdepwv).
K. Ziegler, RE, VIA, 2018-19, takes the Thesm. passage as
proof that a Sophistic theory of mimésis was in existence by
411, an inference for which I see no sufficient warrant.

37. The Rhesus, where Dolon’s mimos of a wolf falls
something short of tragic dignity, was noticed above under
mimos.

38. The widely accepted emendation puxjuxta (for
uipnuata) seems incongruously direct (“bawlings such as
the Furies send”?), and #AAdooeto can hardly mean
“confused” (i.e., took one for another). Qv gac’ is my very
hesitant essay at mending Té¢ ¢ao’. One would like to get
in a 7e somehow (“and imitations of ...”).

39. Cf. 1. 943.

40. xaxa Steph.: xara codd.

41. Jens Holt, Les noms d’action en -oig (-ti¢) (Aarhus,
1940), p. 110, gives the priority to Democritus (cited
below).

42. Heraclitus, Frag. B10 Diels®. See G. S. Kirk,
Heraclitus: The Cosmic Fragments (Cambridge, 1954),
pp. 167, 169.

43. W. Jaeger, Paideia, III (New York, 1944), 36-40;
Kirk, op. cit., pp. 26-29, 169, n. 1.

44. Cf. the famous characterization of Amphiaraus,
Aesch. Sept. 592: o0 vdp Soxeiv &ptatog dAN eivar BéAer;
but Democritus’ apothegm shows the heightened awareness
of the discrepancy between reality and appearance, which
is the hallmark of the latter part of the fifth century.

45. So taken by C. Bailey, Lucretius (Oxford, 1947),
III, 1540.

46. K., pp. 15-21. Actually there are three meanings: (1)
“Personliches Auftreten,” etc., (2) “ethical” imitation of
one person by another, and (3) the alleged Damonian type
of imitation, through music. But K. does not distinguish
them clearly and therefore does not take proper account of
(2) as the link between dramatic and musical mimésis.

47. Cf. 397B: 2M&ig ... & WPNOEWS Qwvals Te ol
oxhuaoty with 393C: 16 ve 6potodv Exvtdv 82w, 7 xatd
QwVV 7 xatd oxfina, mumeicba oty Exeivov & &v Tig
dup.otol,

48. And the female impersonators (cf. Rep. 395D). Does
anybody now alive remember Julian Eltinge ?

49. The objection to the aulos is probably his; cf. Frag.
B4 Diels, where only kitharizein is mentioned.

50. See Frags. B7, B10 Diels.

51. Frag. B7, 8. o6uotédtntog; perhaps also mhdtrouot,
wbid.: cf. K., p. 82.

52. See the doubts and reservations expressed by I.
Diiring in Gromon, XXVII (1955), 432-33, with regard to
thé similar claims made for Damon by F. Lasserre in the
introduction to his edition of Plutarque: “De la musique”
(Olten and Lausanne, 1954). Diiring even casts doubt on
the whole tradition about Damon’s Areopagiticus, which
is the only evidence we have that Damon himself ever
wrote anything.

53. Op. cit. (see. n. 5 above), p. 110. Even this claim
is made only for one section of book 2, namely chaps.
7-16 (pp. 76-102 Meibom), which Schifke (p. 105) char-
acterizes as on the whole (for even here some summaries,
pp. 80-88 Meibom, belong to Aristides himself) “die
mehr oder weniger originalgetreue, wenn auch vielleicht
gekiirzte Wiedergabe einer einzigen Quelle.” Curiously
enough, this is precisely the section which on the whole
does not interest K. (p. 87: “Die Einzelheiten der in den
folgenden Kapiteln [sc. VIIff.] dargelegten Psychologie
sind wohl Werk des Aristides”); while on the other hand
he hails (pp. 90-92) as indubitably Pythagorean parts of
chaps. 18 and 19 (pp. 107-10 Meibom), which according
to Schifke (p. 111) belong to Aristides himself, not the
“old source.” Again, K. (pp. 82-83) finds rich Damonian-
Pythagorean material in chap. 4 (pp. 63-65 Meibom),
which is precisely one of the passages pointed out by
Schifke (pp. 100-101) as representing Aristides’ more
normal, eclectic method and being full of Platonic and
Aristotelian terms and ideas (cf., e.g.,, Stxywyh, p. 65
Meibom). The fact is that K.’s use of A. Q. as a source for
Damon does not follow any discernible method, certainly
not that of Schifke, who warns (p. 104), “da man, wenig-
stens fiir das 2. Buch, durchaus nicht ... das, was Ar. von
den malotof berichtet, ohne weiteres Damon zurechnen
darf.” Jeanne Croissant (Aristote et les mystéres [Liége-Paris,
1932], pp. 117-25) finds considerable traces not only of
Aristotle but of Theophrastus in passages of A. Q., where
K. sees only Damon or the Pythagoreans—a finding which
K. of course combats vigorously (n. 47, pp. 219-21). Aside
from all this, the style, vocabulary, 4nd mode of argumen-
tation even of the long passage singled out by Schiifke as
stemming from the old source are such that to take it as
a more or less faithful transcript of a fifth-century text is
fantastic. Such Greek was not written before the middle
of the fourth century at the earliest. Heraclides Ponticus
is perhaps possible, but then. Platonic, perhaps even
Aristotelian, influence is to be expected.

54, Particularly chap. 4 (pp. 63—64 Meibom), which as
we said above is full of Platonic and Aristotelian echoes,
and chap. 16 (pp. 100-102 Meibom), which is on hypokrisis
and has no likely connection with either Damon or the
Pythagoreans: it gives rhetorical doctrine.

55. And its connection with Damon, which is nowhere
clarified so far as I can see. K. appears to assume that
Damon was a Pythagorean, but I know of no evidence for
this except the obviously apocryphal diadoché in schol.
[PL.?] Ale. 118C, which gives the succession Pythoclides
(allegedly a Pythagorean), Agathocles, Lamprocles, Damon.
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56. F. M. Cornford, CQ, XVI (1922), 137-50; on mimésis
and its alleged origin in cult see esp. p. 143. According to
Cornford the “imitation” doctrine was the original one,
whereas the assertion that “things are numbers” belongs to
a “number-atomism” theory developed by certain Pythago-
reans in the later fifth century to answer the objections of
Parmenides. But as Raven (see next note) points out,
Cornford modified this view considerably, though without
abandoning it, in Plato and Parmenides (London, 1939),
Introd.; see esp. p. xiii. See also Ross on Metaph. A. 5,
[986a16 and 17] and A. 6 [987b10 and 11].

57. E. Zeller, Phil. d. Griechen, 1:1 (ed. [6]7; Leipzig,
1923), 446-54 (see esp. p. 449 with n. 2); J. E. Raven,
Pythagoreans and Eleatics (Cambridge, 1948), pp. 3-6,
43-65 (chap. iv, “Pythagoreanism Before Parmenides”),
esp. 62-63.

58. H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Crit. of Presocr. Philos.
(Baltimore, 1935), p. 392; idem, Aristotle’s Crit. of Pl. and
the Aead., I (Baltimore, 1944), 109 with n. 65, 190-94, and
475, n. 426. In the former place Cherniss suggests that
Aristotle borrowed this otherwise- unsupported assertion
from Aristoxenus, simply in order to slight Plato’s origi-
nality; in the later book he cites convincing evidence to
show that the remark belongs to alateraddition by Aristotle
to his own earlier account of Platonism, with which it is
inconsistent.

59. See Holt, op. cit. (above, n. 41), pp. 109-17, 140,
171. Holt also documents the obvious fact that in the
fifth century as well as later -sis is predominantly a prose
suffix.

60. The parallels adduced for the Metaphysics passage
by O. Gilbert, Archiv. f. Gesch. d. Philos., XXII (N.F., XV)
(1909), 40, areirrelevant or inapplicable except Aristoxenus,
58B2 Diels (Stob. Ecl. 1. 16, p. 20 Wachsm.): Pythagoras
especially honored and developed the study of numbers,
VT T& TedyuaTa dTetxal w v Tolg dedurols; but dmet-
v4Zewv is a characteristically Platonic word in this very
sense. K.’s idea was anticipated in nuce by A. Rostagni,
SIFC, N.S., IT (1922), 62, and E. Frank, Plato und die
sogenannten Pythagoreer (Halle, 1923), n. 18, p. 338.
E. Howald, “Eine vorplatonische Kunsttheorie,” Hermes,
LIV (1919), 187-207, derived the Aristotelian catharsis
from the Pythagoreans, as K. does (pp. 98-99), but made
no such claim for mimésis.

61. Arist. Metaph. A. 5 [985b27-986a7].

62. Idem Pol. 8. 5[1340a18-b19]; cf. b17: xai Tic Eouxe
cuyyévera [se. THic Yuxic] Talc dppoviats xat Tolg fubuois
elvae,

63. Aristotle is as decisive a test as Plato. K.’s attempt
(pp. 104-18) to find the old musical mimésis lurking in the
Poetics leads again and again to strained interpretations
or misinterpretations. Unfortunately this criticism cannot
be documented here.

64. The nearest thing to it is the fragment (154) of
Democritus on men as pupils of the animals in the arts. But
we saw that there, in all probability, mimésis denoted only
musical mimicry, in song: it was one mode of mathésis.
There is no sign of a general theory of “imitation.” I have
passed over Gorgias, to whom K. devotes a section (pp.
157-62, because we have no utterance from him on
mimésis. But his concept of apaté (see esp. his well-known
remark on the apaté of tragedy, Frag. B23 Diels = Plut.
De glor. Ath. 5 [348C]) does, I think, have something to
do with the subject, or in any case has contributed to
Plato’s conception of mimésis. (On Gorgias and apaté see
most recently T. G. Rosenmeyer, AJP, LXXVI [1955],
225-60, where however no connection is made with
mimésis.) Ziegler’s suggestion (see above, n. 36) that a
mimésis theory was put forward sometime before 411 by
a Sophist, as a counterblast to Gorgias’s apaté, has no
basis in the evidence and seems to me highly implausible.
Finally, the theory of a “Mimesis der Sprache” which K.
(pp. 48-57) attributes to Cratylus on the basis of the
Platonic Cratylus, 423ff., is a pure figment. The concept of
mimésis is introduced into the discussion by Socrates, not
Cratylus, and the latter merely accepts it (430A), only to
find himself involved in insoluble difficulties. There is
not the slightest reason to believe that the historical
Cratylus talked about a “Mimesis der Sprache.” But Plato
did, and this question, like that of Gorgias, will be dealt
with in my study of mimésis in Plato.

65. The positive part of this study was restricted to
authors who wrote, or at least began writing, before 425—
this in order to get a clear view of the semantic situation
before Plato. Hence, for example, Xenophon and the
orators, even the oldest ones, were excluded.
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