Cseitinana KOYOBCKA-CTEBOBUK YIK:
3BopeH HayueH TpyJ

AHTNYKA EITUCTOJIAPHA TEOPHJA: KYC IIPETTIE]]

Kpaiuxa cogp:una

Osoj Tipyg Upeiliciiasysa Kyc lipeijeq HA AHWUYKUTLE TeOPUCKU oZleqgu 3a Uuc-
Moilio: KaKo B0 aHiiukaiia Oun gehuHupan iioumoiti ‘ucmo’ (¢riiotoAn, epistula), wiitio ce
paciipasano 8o illeopujaiua 3a tucmaiia, 0g Kaxksu Upeliopaku ce cocitioeN euucitionapHu-
oiti decorum u Kou BugoBu iiucma Ouie gepuHupaHu 8o aHIIUUKUE HPUPAYHULU 3a COC-
uasysaree tiucma. Ileniia Ha Wpygoiu e Bp3 0CHOBA HA COYYBAHUILLE CBEGOUIIBA (A ce pe-
KOHCUIpYuUpa aHilluuKaiila euuciionapHa weopuja. [JupekitiHu csegowitisa 3a osaa itleopuja
ce eKkcKypcoul 3a uucmauia 8o cuucow ,ITepi épunveiac® na Ilcesgo-Jlemetipuj, gsa upu-
pauHuka 3a uuwysarwe iucma (,Tomor émiotodkoi” u JETioToAlpaior xapakTn-
pec”), egen kyc wipakiiaui Ha cogpuciioii Punocuipaiu og Jlemoc, egHo tiucmo Ha I'pezo-
puj Hasujanun u atiengukcoiu ,,De epistulis“, tiomecilieH Ha Kpajoiul 0 peiiopuuKuoi ipu-
pauruk Ha Jyauj Buxitop ,Ars rhetorica“. HHgupexiuHu cseqouiitiaa, iaxk, 3a aHUUYKAilia
eiiucitionapHa itieopuja ce He WOAKY bpojHuile HiolaiuHU 3abefewku 3a HUCMOWIO KaKo 00-
JIUK U 30 BUgOBUe ULCMA, KOU Ce cpekasaail, Z1asHo, 8o KukepoHosuitie tucma.

Knyunu 300posu: AHTUYKA EIINCTOJIAPHA TEOPHJA, AHTUYKO ITHCMO
EITUCTOJIAPEH DECORUM

1. AHTHUKa eNKCTo/IapHa TeopHja: JUPEKTHH U MHIUPEKTHHU CBeJIOUITBA

AHTHYKaTa ermucTonorpad)cka Ipakca Bo TEKOT Ha Pa3/IMUHKUTE eTaIH off CBOjOT
TOJIT ¥ KOHTHMHYMpPaH Pa3Boj co3jajia MpoJyKIlKja Koja BO OJJHOC Ha OpOjHOCTA U pa3Ho-
BH/IHOCTA Ha MKMCMAaTa IITO I' COJIPKH € TEIIKO CIOPEeTBA CO Koja OWI0 TIOf[OIIHEKHA
erucrosorpadcka mposaykiuja. lako Bo XeleHCKUOT KYITYPeH KOHTEKCT oBaa IpaKca
Omla eTab/MpaHa yiTe BO PaHHOT YETBPTH BEK CT. €., O] CIIHCUTE KOU JIONIIE JI0 HAC
TIPEKY PaKOMUCHATA TpajiMIija He MOKe Jla ce 00Me BIeYaToK JieKa IMUCMOTO KaKko 00-
JIMK OMJIO TIpeJIMET Ha OTICEKHU TEOPUCKU COITIefi0M. 3a HajcTap CITUC BO KOj PeIMET Ha
MHTEpeC e MICMOTO Ce cMeTa pacrpaBara Ha Jlemerpuj 3a jasuunuou uspas ([Teot éoun-
velag), BO Koja, MO MOTTIaBjeTo 3a eTHOCTABHUOT ja3WUeH U3pa3, e MOMeCTeH efieH KyC

! HajcrapoTo 3auyBaHO MICMO BO Koe ce cpeKaBaaT emicTonapHuTe opMy/mi BoO6UIACHU BO II0-
JIoLHeKHATa emucTosorpadcka mpakca e micMoTo Ha Kup o Kujakcap, BMeTHato Bo crmcot Boc-
uuinanueuio Ha Kup (Kbgov moudeia) Ha Keenocdont (Xen. Cyrop. 4.5. 27-33). Cimcot ce gatipa
okorny 370 T. cT.e., @ MPUOMMKHO BO TOj TIEPHO, Ce IATUPAAT 1 TMMCMAaTa KOU PAKOMUCHATA TPajy-
1i{ja My Tt IpumuiyBa Ha [aToH.
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eKckype 3a mucMara (Dem. De eloc. 223-235). EqMHCTBeHH, NaK, 3a4yBaHU TPUPAYHHII
3a MUINIyBame mucMa ce crmcute Bugosu diucma (TUmol émuotoAucol) Ha TceBpo-[le-
metpuj 1 Eiiucitionapiu sugosu (ErtotoAtpaior xagaktioes) Ha Tceso-/lubanmj,’
KOM, MICTO KaKo ¥ CIIOMEeHaTaTa pacipaBa Ha [leMeTpuj, He MOKAT TOUHO 7la Ce JIaTH-
paar.* Op mpupaunmkor Ha IlceBo-JleMeTpuj, Koj ce cMeTa 3a IOCTap, € U3BECHO feKa
BO BPEMETO KOTa OuJ co3flajieH MPUPAYHKKOT, TIOCTOeJIa HEeKAaKBa TeopHja (B ewolav) Ko-
ja ce 3aHMMAaBaJIa CO MUCMOTO KaKo 06/MK.” OBaa Teopyja BepojaTHO 61la KOHIMIIpPaHA
CJINYHO KaKo U Bo crucoT Ha [lceBmo-/lemeTpuj: 3a/; YBOJHUOT Jies, BO KOj HaKyco Oue
M3/I0}KEeHM HEKOM OCHOBHM MPENOpaKu 3a MUCMOTO KaKo OOJIMK, CiiellyBajl KaTaJior €O
MOIIIHe KyC MOJie/l 3a pa3/IMuHy BU/0oBH mucMa. OcBeH BO OBHe JIBa CIHUCA, UCMOTO €
TpesMeT Ha TEOPUCKO MPOMUCITYBae M BO efleH KyC TPakTaT Ha coductot dumocrpar
ot Jlemuoc (EG: 14-15) 1 Bo egHo mucmo Ha I'peropuj Hasujanu (ibid. 15-16). Equncrae-
HOTO JIMPEKTHO CBEJIONITBO 3@ AHTHYKATA eMUCTO/ApHA TeopHja Ha JIATMHCKH jasuK e
aneHMKCOT 3a ducmaitia (De epistulis), momMecTeH Ha KpajoT off crucoT Peiliopcka seu-
itiuna (Ars rhetorica) Ha pUMCKUOT PeTop off UeTBPTH Bek H. e. I'aj Jynuj Buktop (RLM pp.
447-8). Tlokpaj oBue AUPEKTHU CBEIOLITBA, BO TUTEpaTypaTa ce cpeKaBaaT U HEKOU CIIo-
paguuHy GeJIeNIKY 3a Toa IIITO e TOa MMCMO, KaKBY BUIOBY MUCMA TIOCTOjaT M KAKo Tpebda
Ja ce coctaByBaat micma. Hajctapure 1 Hajopojuurte obiter dicta 3a micMoTo ce cpeka-

? He mocTojar J0BOJHO YBEpIMBH TIOKA3aTeN1 HUTY 32 aBTOPCTBOTO HA OBOj CITAC HUTY 32 BPEMETO
Ha HEroBOTO HacTaHyBamwe. Bo Hajcrapuot pakomnuc (Parisinus Graecus 1741) Kako HeroB aBTOp e
nocouer JJemetpuj of PanepoH (c. 350-280 r. cT. €), mepumaTeTHyap, yueHK u npujaten Ha Teo-
dpacrt. Jlerec Bo TeopujaTa IITO 0 TPETHPA OBa Mpalllake He MOCTOM JMieMa JieKa aBTop Ha CITy-
coT He e JlemeTpuj o DasepoH, TYKY WK e HeKoj Apyr [leMeTpuj win aBTOpoT e aHOHUMeH. Hajy-
BepJ/IMBHU TTOKA3aTeJd 3a T0a JieKa MO3HATHOT TepuriaTeTHyap U yueHuK Ha Teodpact He e aBTop Ha
crimcot ce dakror mto [[uoreH Jlaeptuj Bo 6uorpacujata Ha Teodpact (Diog. Laert. 5. 5) He ro
CIIOMEHYBA CITUCOT, 8 UHIMKATHBHY BO OJJHOC HA TOA ce 1 OPOjHUTE Pa3/IMKU BO ja3MUHUOT U3pa3
CO KOj e HAMHUIIaH CIUCOT M CO KOj Ce HANMIIAHK CITUCHUTE 32 KOM He TIOCTOU COMHEX JIeKa Ce aB-
TopcTBO Ha [leMeTpuj of Danepon. OTBOpEHO e U TpaliamkeTo 3a JaThpameTo Ha crucot. [Ipefio-
JKEeHHTe OJ['OBOPY MOKPUBAAT MEPHOJ] O] HEeKOJIKY BeKa, TIOUHYBAjKU Off TPETH BEK CT. €. 710 TIPBH
BeK H. e. Buzu, Ha pumep, Innes, 311-335, Kennedy 1994: 88-90.

5 Bo HeKoM PAKOIICH KaKo aBTOP Ha CIICOT ce MocouyBa coductot Jlubamuj, a Bo ApyrH Heoma-
tonuctot [Ipokse. Co orye/; Ha ToA IITO Ce CMeTa 3a M3BECHO [leKa HUTY ef[HUOT Off /IBajlaTa He e
aBTOP Ha CIUCOT, BO TeopHjaTa e mpudareHa KOHBEHIMjaTa AHOHMMHUOT aBTOP 7Ia Ce 03HAUYBa CO
umeto [lcepmo-JIubanu;.

4 Ce mpeTmocTaByBa fieka BO NIEPHOJIOT Mefy BTOPHOT BeK CT. €. M TPETHOT BeK H. e. CIACOT Ha
[TceBpo-leMeTpuj oxMBeas nmoBeKe M37laHuja, a leKa TEKCTOT LITO e 3auyBaH JIeHeC e MOJIOIHe K-
Ha Bep3uja Ha HeKoj mocTap cruc (Poster, 24); HeM3BeCHO e U BPEMETO Ha HaCTaHyBambe Ha CIUCOT
Ha I[lceBpo-/Iubanuj. Ce cmeTa ieKa ¥ 0BOj CIIMC ce pa3sBUBaJl OCTEIEHO, a IeKa Bep3ujaTa IITo e
3auyBaHa JleHeC HacTaHasa Mer'y UeTBPTHOT U METTHOT Bek H. e. (Klauck, 202).

> Ha noveToK Ha NPUPAYHUKOT, aBTOPOT Beln: Tov émotoAwov tomwy, @ HoarAeidn, éxov-
TV TV Bewoiav ToL ouveoTdval HEv amod TAEOVWY ed@V, ... [Crioper Teopujata 1TO ce
3aHMMaBa cO BUIOBUTe MKcMa, Xepakieuse, MicMa MO3Ke Jla ce COCTaBYBaaT Ha Pa3/IMUHU HAaul-
Hy, trans. Malhebre, 31.]
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Baar BO NMMcMaTa Ha KukepoH, a MICMOTO e peiMeT U Ha HEKOU TIOMATHU ¥ KYCH KOMeH-
Tapy U Bo micMata Ha Cereka (Sen. Ep. 75. 1-4), Bo yueOHMKOT 110 peToprka ObpasosaHue
Ha ZosopHuxoill (Institutio oratoria) Ha Keuntunujas (Quint. Inst. 1.1.29; 9.4.19-20; 11.1.21)
1 BO /IBA 3auyBaHM MPUPAYHKKA 3a T.H. ‘TIOATOTBHTENHH BeX6U (mooyvpvaopata),’
eJTHAOT Ha a/eKCAHPUCKUOT cOUCT U MOMIa/] COBpeMeHUK Ha KBuHTUMHMjaH - Aeruj
Teon (RG vol. II: p. 115), a apyruoT Ha coductoT Hukomaj, yunren mo petopuka Bo KoH-
CTAHTHHOIION 0ff 5 Bek H. e. (Nicolai Progymnasmata: p. 67).

Co oryies] Ha Toa IITO BO 3aUyBaHUTE TPUPAYHUIIH [0 PETOPUKA IITO MY TIPETXO-
JaT Ha yueOHMKOT Ha KBUHTWMIMjaH, KOj IpeTCTaByBa KPUTHYKH IIPUKA3 HA [eIOKYITHATa
JOTOTAIIHA PeTOPCKa TeOopHja, MICMaTa He ce CTIOMEeHYBaaT BOOIIIITO, & U BO YUeOHUKOT
Ha KBUHTWM/MjaH ce CTIOMEHYBaaT PETKO, CO MPUINYHO ToieMa CUTYPHOCT MOKe Jia ce
3aK/TyuM JleKa MICMOTO BO PETOPHMKATA He OWIO TpeJiMeT Ha rosieM uHTepec. [Ipemopaku-
Te 3a TOa KaKO Tpeda Jia ce COCTABYBaaT MICMa He OMJle HUTY e/l Off HacTaBHATa ITPOrpa-
Ma MO3HaTa Kako ‘TIOJ[TOTBUTENHU BekOU' (rgoyvuvdouata). OBa € OUMrIeHO O
(haKTOT 1ITO BO JIBATA CTIOMEHATH MPUPAYHKKA, KOM TIPETCTABYBAAT CBEJIONITBO 32 OBOj
TUI HACTABHHU COJIPIKMHY, MUCMATA Ce CIIOMEeHYBaaT caMo BO Bek0aTa mpoowmomnoua
win 1)0oroua, Koja mpeTcTaByBaja BexkOa BO Koja O] YUEHHKOT ce 0apasio Jla COCTaBH
TOBOP ¥/I TACMO’ BO KOM Ke I'il IPe3eHTHPa pa3sMIC/yBambaTa Ha HeKoja T03HaTa HCTo-
PHCKA JIMYHOCT, MUTOMOIIKY JIUK UM U3MUCTIEHa TMYHOCT. BepojaTHo e meKa Bo aHTHKa-
Ta MUCMOTO MMAaJIO CTATyC Ha TEKCT, Tpej] cé, co YTUIUTapHa (DYHKIIMja 3a Uie COCTaBy-
Bame ce CMETaJIo JleKa He e HeolXOojIHa JIOMOJHUTEIHA e/lyKallyja, HaJiBop Off perysap-
HOTO 00pa3oBaHMe MO rpaMaTHKa M peTopuKa. [IpemopakuTe 3a Toa Kako Tpeba fa ce
COCTaBYBaaT MUCMa, KaKo 1ITo cMeTa IocTep, BepojaTHo Grie U3/10KyBaHu Bo hopMa Ha
Kycu OeJTellky, MPUPaYHUITM WM TIpeJiaBarba KoM YUUTEJIOT 'Y UYBaJI Off CBOUTE CTYIEHT-
CKH JIEHOBU. 3a/] HUB CJIeTyBajl KATaJIoT CO Pa3/IMUHU TUIIOBH MUCMA, KOU Ha YUeHUIUTe
¥VIM CITy3KeJle Kako MOJIeT 3a Toa Kako Tpeba 1a cocTaBaT ompefiesieH Buj| micMo. [Tuy-

® Bo aHTHUKOTO peTopHuKo 06pasoBaHWe, HACTABHATA NPOTPAMA MO3HATA KAKO ‘TIOfTOTBHTEIHN
BEKOU' (TQOyvUVATUATa) Ce cocToeNa off YeTHPHHAECET BEXKOM, KOM UMaJie IIeJT 71a To MOJroT-
BAT UJHUOT DeceHIK, KOj INTOTYKY I'0 3a0KPYKI CBOETO 00pa3oBaHHe 10 rpaMaThKa, 3a IOMpoj-
7aboyueHo MpoyuyBae Ha Haue/aTa M TEXHHKUTe Ha peTophKara. Bo paMKuTe Ha 0BOj cTelleH off
CBOETO 00pa3oBaHuUe, HIHUOT OeceIHUK Yue KaKo Jla M3MUCITyBa IpuKasHu (LoOog, fabula), kako
7la packaxyBa (dujyepa, narratio), mobuBa (dvaokevr), refutatio/reprehensio), mokaxkysa (ico-
taokevr, confirmatio), modanysa (¢yrkwuiov, laudatio), mpekopysa (Vdyos, invectiva), ormumry-
Ba (éxpoaoig, descriptio) uTH. [ToBeke 3a moarotButeHUTe BexOHU, Bumy Reichel 1909; Bonner
1977: 250-276; Kennedy 1983: 54-73; Kennedy 1994: 202-208; Kennedy 1999: 26-28.

" lerTa Ha oBUe Besx6u 6yia MOMITACTIUHO fia Ce IIPUKaKe KApaKTEPOT Ha ULETo H3GpaHo 3a mop-
Tpetupame. EfieH BUI MOC/Ie/Iniia Ha OBKe BeXKOM ce T.H. TceBfjoenmurpa)cku MicMa - 30UPKH €O
THMCMa 32 KOM JIeHeC ce 3Hae JieKa ce fiejla Ha TIOf[OI[HEKHI aBTOPU KoM MMIIePCOHA/TU3KPAAT CIaBHI
JIMYHOCTH Off MUHATOTO (Ha rp. AjexuH, Anononnj off Tujana, Apuctoten, EBpumup, Xepaksut, Iluta-
ropa u muraropejijute, COKpaT U COKpaTOBLUTE UTH.), KAKO U MicMaTa Ha AJKigpoH, Ajnijan u ®u-
JI0CTpaT, Co3[ajieHy Bo mepuofioT Ha Bropata Coductuka. [Tncmara Ha AKug)poH, Ha TpuUMep, ce
TICMa BO KOM aBTOPOT MMITEPCOHA/IM3MPa PUOapH, 3eMjoJIeTIIi, apasuTy U XeTajpu. 3a IICeBI0eIur-
padckuTe 30MpKY micMa, BIIH, Ha pumep, Trapp, 27-31, a 3a mucmata Ha AnkudypoH ibid. 32-33.
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BAETO MUCMA Ce CMeTasio 3a (opMyladyeH Mpolec, Koj Mofpas0upa mpeluiyBakkhe
JeJI0BY Off COOZIBETHIOT MOJIE/I Ha IIMCMO CO BHECYBArbe HEONXOHY MUHUMATHY KOPEK-
i (Poster, 22).

2. 3a enncronapauotT 06k (de forma epistolari)

HajcrapaTa geduHuIMja Ha HOUMOT ‘TICMO’ e epuHUIMjaTa Ha APTeMOH, 13-
7laBauoT Ha APHCTOTEIOBUTE MUCMA, IIUTHPaHa off [leMeTpuj Bo eKCKYPCOT 3a MUCMATA.
Criopes; ApTeMoH, ‘TIMCMOTO e efieH Buj, npernonoBeH aujanor’ (Dem. De eloc. 223). Bo
npupayHuKoT Ha IlceBpo-/Iubamuj, MICMOTO e Te(hMHUPAHO CIMUHO: ‘TIHCMOTO € HEeKOj
BUJI, pasroBop (OpiAia) Bo MUIIAH 00/IMK CO HEKOTO Off KOO CMe Pa3fiBOEHH, KOj UCIION-
HYBa MPaKTUYHO T10JIe3HA I1eJT; YOBEeK 300pyBa BO MACMOTO MCTO KAKo Jla € BO JPYIITBO
Ha oTcytHoTO uie’ (EG. p.6). [lorcToBeTyBameTo Ha MICMOTO CO PasrOBOP Ce UMHH JieKa
0MM0 BOOOMUYAEHO M BO TeopHjaTa IITO WM TIPeTXofieNia Ha crucute Ha JleMeTpuj u
[ceBpo-/Tubanuj. Toa Moke Jia ce 3aKmyun of, pehepeHIIUTe Ha MUCMOTO U Ha TpaKcaTa
Ha THUIIyBabe MUcMa KoM ce cpekaBaat Kaj KukepoH. Bo Bilopauia Quauiiuka, KukepoH
T HapeKyBa micMaTa amicorum colloquia absentium - ‘pa3sroBop Mery OTCYTHH TIpujaTe-
'’ (Cic. Phil. 2.4). KoHIIEIITOT ieKa MICMOTO € HeKOj BUJT Pa3roBOP MEI'y OTCYCTHH IpHja-
TeJTH, PasroBop MpPeKy MICMO M(/TH) TPUBHU/] Ha PasroBOP € efieH BUJ| OMIITO MECTO U BO
KukepoHosute nucMa. Bo efHo nucMo 1o KBuHT, Ha mipumep, KukepoH My muiiyBa Ha
CBOjOT Opart JieKa YKUBa KOTa UMTa TOJ0JITH THCMa Off Hero, a U JleKa CaMMOT 4eCTo My
nuinyBa Ha KBUHT JOJITM TICMa, 3allITO KOra TM YMTA MUCMATA IITO TH 100U Off HETO, MY
ce UMHK KaKo JIa To cjyina (cum tua lego, te audire), a Kora Toj CaMHOT HEMY MY TTHIIYBa
TMCMa, MY ce UMHHM KaKo Jia pasroBapa co Hero (cum ad te scribo, tecum loqui videor) (Cic.
Q. fr. 1.1.45). BieyaToKOT /ieKa ‘IMCMOTO e PasroBOP Mery OTCYTHM MpHjaTen’ MoKe Jia
ce HOTHpa Bo u3pas3oT loqui cum aliquo absens ‘ma 360pyBanI co HEKOTo BO OTCYCTBO', CO
Koj KuKkepoH uecTo ja onumiiyBa cBojaTa Ipakca Ha MULIYBake MMCMa; ‘He 0CTaBMB Jia I0-
MIHE HUTY eJleH JIeH 0e3 Jla T HaIuIIaM HeKaKkBo MUACMO, He 3allTO MMaB MHOTY 3a IITO
Jia TH TIHIIYBaM, TYKY 3a Jla pasroBapam co Tebe Bo orcyctBo’ (Cic. Att. 7.15.1, mpes. C.
KouoBcka-CreBoBuK].}

8 MerTnguKanujaTa Ha MICMOTO CO PA3TOBOP BO OTCYCTBO HJTH TIPHBHJ, HA PAsTOBOP € 0COBEHO
yecTa Bo ImicMaTa Ha KukepoH, a ce cpeKaBa 1 Bo mmicMata Ha CeHeka. Bo efiHO micMo 7o ATHK, Ha
npumMep, Kukepon 6apa oji CBOjoT afipecat MOUECTO Jia MY IKIIVBA MICMa, VIOTpeOyBajKu ro u3pa-
30T per litteras colloquare - ‘ma ce pasroBapa co HeKoro mpeky mucma’: tu velim ... quam saepissi-
me mecum per litteras colloquare - ‘64 cakan moyecto Jja pasroBapail coO MeHe TpeKy TicMa’
(Cic. Att. 6.1.24); Bo ipyro micMo, Mmax, My MUIIYBa JeKa MaKo HEMA 3a IITO J1a My THIIYBA, CeTak,
Pl la My ce 0bpaTH MpeKy micMo OUfiejKK Ha Toj HAUMH MMA BIIEYAaTOK KaKo fia pasroBapa co
Hero: Ego, etsi nihil habeo quod ad te scribam, scribo tamen quia tecum loqui videor - ‘Jac, nako
HeMaM 3a IITO JIa TH THIIaM, CeraK TH MUIIyBaM, OujiejKi Taka MMaM BIIEYaTOK JieKa pasroBapam
co te6e.” (Cic. Att. 12.53). Bugu u Cic. Fam. 12.30.1; Fam. 15.14.3; Fam. 15.19.1; Att. 12.39.2; Att. 13.
18 etc.). IloncToBeTyBambeTO Ha MICMOTO CO Pa3roBOp ce Hasupa U Bo mucMata Ha CeHeka. Bo efHo
IMICMO TOj MY MuuIyBa Ha JIVKM/IM] JeKa caKa HEeropuTe IicMa fja OMIAT HAMMIIAHK CO TOBOP
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[TucMoTO € TIpeaMeT Ha HajoTce}kHa Teoprcka 00pabOTKa BO eKCKYPCOT 3a ja-
3MYHOTO OOJIMKYBame Ha micMara Ha Jlemerpuj. Off cuTe YeTHPH OCHOBHY BU/IA jasiueH
13pas3 (ol &mAot xapaktroes) Kou [lemeTpHj ru flenHIpa Bo cBojaTa pacrpasa,’ Kako
HAjCOOIBETEH 33 MUCMOTO TOj IO CMeTa eJHOCTABHKOT jasnueH u3pa3s (ioxvog xaook-
o). HajsHauajuu ofmuky Ha efHOCTaBHUOT jasuueH u3pa3 (Dem. De eloc. 190-222) ce
yrorpebaTa Ha 300pOBUTE BO HUBHOTO OCHOBHO M/ OYKBA/IHO 3HaUeHe U HUBHOTO COOJI-
BETHO TOBP3yBare BO 300pOBHY cocTaBU. Ha eKCHUKM TTaH, 3a 0BOj U3pa3 He e CBOj-
CTBeHa YTIOTpebaTa Ha CI0KeHKH, HeoJTorH3MH 1 BocMucienn 36oposu. Ha mmaHoT Ha
CHHTAKCaTa, MaK, eJHOCTABHHOT M3pa3 ce OJIMKYBa CO pefocie]] Ha 300poBHTE KOj T0
e MPUPOTHAOT TeK Ha MUC/IATA, CO He TIPEMHOTY JIONTH PeUeHUIIN 1 CO OTCYCTBO Ha
3aBMCHU KOHCTPYKI[UK U PETOPCKU (HUTYPH KOU He ce BOOOUIAeHH 3a CEKOjIHEBHUOT T0-
Bop. akroT wTo [JeMeTpyj ‘jasuaHMOT U3pa3 Ha MUCMOTO’ (O émioTOoAWKOS XaQaKkTQ)
ro pasryefyBa OfiJeJIHO Off paclpaBaTa 3a e[HOCTABHUOT ja3UdeH M3pa3, TOBOPHU JIeKa,
CeMaK, CIope]t Hero, MpY ja3uYHOTO OO/IMKYBae HA TICMaTa He € JOBOJIHO aBTOPOT Jia
TH CJIe/]U CaMo MPeropaKkuTe 3a eHOCTABHUOT ja3uueH u3pa3. CBOjOT OCBPT KOH MKUCMa-
Ta ro KOHIMIKpA CIIOpelyBajKu ro MACMOTO CO JIWjasior, TIPUro/iHa becefia U cycKa be-
cena. Ha mouetokort off ekcypcot, [leMeTpuj moneMusupa co Te3aTa Ha ApTeMOH, Criopef
Koja IMCMOTO, OMfIejKH e HEKOj BU TIPEIoJIOBeH Iujasior, Tpeda ja3iuHo Ja ce 00/MMKyBa
MCTO KaKo U AujasioroT. Criopefi Hero, micCMOTO, CO OTJIe] Ha TOa IIITO ‘ce MUIIYBa U Ce UC-
TpaKa Kako HeKoj Bujf rofapok’ ibid. 224), Tpeba fa ce moTepyBa MHOTY OBHUMATEJTHO
o7, [IUjaJIoroT, Koj MoJipakaBa aKTUBeH roBop. UecTuTe MpeKUHYBAbA U MOJIPAKABABETO
Ha aKTHBEH roBOp, CBOjCTBEHH 3a [UjasioroT, JleMeTpuj He T¥ CMeTa 3a COOJIBETHH 3a
TKcMo, bupejKi HUBHOTO PHCYCTBO BO KOj 6110 MuIIaH 067KK (v yoapr), ITa oTTamy
¥ BO MUCMO, 0¥ MIPeIU3BUKaJI0 HejacHOCT. M3pa3oT CBOjCTBEH 3a MPUTOIHUTE M CYJICKUTE
Oeceiu, MCTO TaKa, € HeCOOZIBeTeH 3a MmcMo. iMeHo, Kora HeKoj Ou ce obpaKas Bo Mic-
MO CJTMYHO KaKo IITO ce 00paKa Bo MpUrojiHa becefia, Toj, criopen JeMeTpuj, He 01 Hau-
KYBaJl Ha YOBEK IITO BOJH MPUJATENICKU PasroBop (AxAovvTl), TYKY Ha YOBEK IITO KaxKy-
Ba npuropiHa Oecefia (¢rudekvupéve). [leproauTe, cBojcTBeHH 3a CyficKuTe beceny,
JICTO TaKa, ce HeCOO/IBETHM 3a TIMCMO, 3aIlTO TAKBOTO OO/MMKYBambe Ha MICMaTa e Heco-
O/IBETHO 3a ‘TIpHjaTeNICKO OMIITerbe Mefy mpujatenmi’ [oVdE @uAucov. ibid. 4.229]." Kora

(sermo) KakoB 1ITO O KOpHCTesT Kora Oy cejieN WM IIeTa 3ae/JHO CO Hero: ‘“TakoB KaKOB IITO 01
01T MOjOT TOBOP KOTa 3ae/jHO OM cefiesie WM IleTajie, HEYCUIIEH U JIeceH, TAKBU cakaM jia MU Ou-
JaT i [MCMaTa, BO HUB Jla HeMa HUIITO HAaMeT/TIMBO U HenpupogHo' (Sen. Ep. 75.1).

o JemeTpuj fedrHUpa YeTHPU OCHOBHY BHJA ja3iueH M3pa3 [ol dmAol xapaktioes]: ‘emHocTa-
BeH' [loxvdc], ‘BosBuIIeH [peyatomoemnic], ‘Maser’ [yAaguodg] 1 ‘KecTok’ [dewvdc]). [lokpaj
OBHe OCHOBHM BUJIOBH, CTIOPe/] HETO, TIOCTOjaT U IPYTY BUOBY ja3UUeH U3pa3, KoM HaCTaHyBaaT co
Melllaibe Ha crioMeHatuTe yeTupi. Bugu Dem. (De eloc. 36-222).

1 Crivuen cTaB Bo OfHOC Ha 0Ba Tpalliame MoJKe Jia ce HaceT! 1 Kaj KukepoH, Koj Bo eJJHO MUCMO
My MUIIYBA Ha CBOjOT ajjpecar fieKa ‘Bo0OMUaeHo e IicMaTa [ja Ce COCTaBYBaaT CO CEKOjIHEBHI
30opoBu’ [epistulas vero cotidianis verbis texere solemus (Cic. Fam. 9.21.1)).

101 ceto 0Ba e U3BeCHO feka IPUMAPHUOT MOJIeJT Ha TICMO BP3 Koj JleMeTpuj T pa3Bui CBOUTE
TEOPUCKHU COrIeiOM OMIIO T.H. (huiohpoHeitiuuKo iiucmo - TIHCMO UKja IIpMMapHa 11ef1 e J1a ja OJpIKi
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ce cocTaByBa IMcMo, criopef Jlemerpu;j, Tpeba fja ce UMa IpeBUJ, TULIETO Ha Koe My ce
muiyBa. Bo micma Bo Koy aBTOPOT UM ce 0OpaKa Ha rpafioBi ¥ KpaJieBH, ja3siuHKOT U3-
pa3 Tpeba Jia Gujie MKy IOBO3BHIIEH (¢Enopévr) Off U3Pa30T Ha MUCMAaTa 10 APYTH aji-
pecaTy, HO HHU Toj He Tpeba f1a Ouyie IIpeMHOrY BO3BHILEH, 3alITO BO TOj C/Iy4aj NACMOTO
HEMa J1a Ha/IMKyBa Ha MUCMO, TYKY Ha paclpasa. Ja3sMuHioOT U3pa3 Ha IICMOTO, 3aKIyuy-
Ba JleMeTpuj, Tpeba 1a Ouje MelIaBUHA Off JBa BU/A ja3sHueH U3pa3 - U3Ma3HeT U eJHOC-
tased (ibid. 235).

CraBoBuTe Ha JIPyTUTE aBTOPU CE BO MHOTY acleKT! CJIMYHU CO THe Ha [lemeT-
pyj. Criopes mMoBeKeTo Off HUB, HAjCOO/IBETEH 3a MUCMOTO € CEKOjHEBHUOT WM Pasro-
BOPHMOT ja3MK, KOj BO eKCKYPCOT Ha J[eMeTpuj COOJIBETCTBYBA Ha T.H. ‘e[IHOCTAaBEH jasu-
yeH 13pa3’. HajBreuaT/inBy Bo 0Baa CMUCIIa Ce HEKOM 0ff 3a0esienikuTe Ha I'peropuj u Jy-
nmj Burrop. ['peropuj muinyBa ieKa 0OHOj IITO COCTaBYBa IKCMa Tpeba MoBeKe f1a ce cTpe-
MU KOH ‘pasroBOPHHOT jasuk’ (AaAucov). Hajoobpo u HajybaBo micMo, cropeq Hero, e
‘OHa TITO € eJIHAaKBO YOEJIMBO U 3a OOMUHMOT U 3a 00Pa30BAHUOT YOBEK, OHA IITO HA
OOMYHKOT YOBEK MY Ce UMHM KaKO Jla e HATMIIaHo IT0 MepKa Ha TOJIaTa, a Ha 00pa3oBa-
HHUOT JIeKa e Haji MepKaTa Ha Tonmata’ (EG: 15, peB. C. KouoBcka-CTeBoBUK). Jynuj Buk-
TOP, UCTO TaKa, MUIIYBA JleKa ‘MHOTY off TTperopaKuTe KOU BaskaT 3a TOBOPHHUOT jasuk (de
sermone) Baykat u 3a micmata’ (RLM, 447). Kora roBopu 3a U3pa3oT Ha MUcMaTa, Toj Ipa-
BM IUCTHHKIM]a Mery ‘menoBHE’ (negotiales) u ‘mpuBathu mucma’ (familiares). [lenoBHOTO
TICMO, CTIOpe]] Hero, Tpeba fla ce MANIYBA C/IMYHO KaKo IITO ce MUIIyBa Oecefia, HO AypH
¥ Toramr He Tpeba Jla ce KOPUCTAT CUTE Pecypcy Ha TOBOPHHUINTBOTO, 3alTO ja3UYHUOT
13pas ¥ BO JIeJIOBHUTe TMHcMa Tpeba fla Oujie Mo6IM30K /10 TOBOPHUOT jasuK. Bo mpuBar-
HUTe MUCMa, NAaK, OCHOBHOTO TIPaBMJIO 10 Koe Tpeba aBTOPOT fla ce MPUJIP/KYBa € Kpart-
KOCTa, HO, IMCMOTO, CeTIaK, He cMee Jia Oujie TOKY MHOTY KyCO IITO Ke 0CTaBa BIIEYaToOK
IieKa off Hero e HemrTo ucmymteHo. OcBeH co00pa3eH Ha TUIOT Ha IMHCMO, ja3UYHUOT U3-
pa3 Tpeba f1a 6use coobpa3seH M Ha THIIOT Ha pefialija Mery ajipecaHToT U af[pecaTor,
KaKO ¥ Ha camaTa MpWIMKa. AKO TIMCMOTO MY Ce YTaTyBa Ha YOBEK INTO e Ha TOBKCOKA
TIO3MIIMja Off Taa Ha aBTOPOT, He Tpeba fla Oujie METOBUTO; aKO € YIaTeHo [0 YOBEK CO
e/THAKOB OIINITECTBEH CTATYyC, He Tpeba j1a buje HAMMIIAHO CO HeJbyOe3eH TOH; aKo e yIia-
TEHO [I0 YOBEK CO TIOHU30K CTaTyC, He Tpeba Jja Oujie HaJIMEHO; aKo e YIaTeHo JI0 YIeH

TIpHjaTeNIcKaTa penanyja (@ulopedvnois) Mely afipecaToT U afpecatoT. Co3fjaBambeTo Ha OI-
mrronpugaTeHHOT TEPMUH JIeHeC Bo Teopujata (hunogpoHeitiuuko iiucmo (philophronetic letter) my
ce mpunumyBa Ha KockueHnumu. AHTTIMCKaTa BapijaHTa e TPeBojl Ha OPUTMHATHUOT TepMUH Fre-
undschaftsbrief, co3gagen Bo ctyaujata Ha Kockenuemu Studien zur Idee und Phraseologie des gri-
echischen Briefes bis 400 n. Chr. Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedakatemia, 1956 (non vidi). Toa mto fe-
JIOBHOTO MHUCMO He OUJI0 TpeIMeT Ha HErOBMOT MHTEPEC, TOBOPH JIeKa eKCKYPCOT MM OU/T HaMeHeT,
I7IaBHO, Ha MPHUIAHALUTE Ha XeJIeHUCTHUKATA apiCTOKPaTHja, KOM eJUHCTBEHO MPUBATHHUTE ITHC-
Ma I'f [AIIYBajie TMYHO, MAnu propria win ANKTHPajKku My Ha rucap. [TuinyBameTo Ha [elOBHH Ii-
cMma 010 3ajjlaya Ha JIMYHUTE CeKpeTapd Kou Oue BpaboTeHM BO KYKUTE Ha apUCTOKpaThjaTa U
Kou Omste 06pa3yBaHM 3a MUIIYBare O(QUIMjaTHI MMCMA. 3a HUBHKTE MOTPeOy BepojaTHO MOCToe-
Jie CTelujaiHi IPUPAYHKII, CJIMYHK Ha TpupaunuiuTe Ha [lcemo-Jlemerpuj u [lcemo-JInOanuj
(Poster, 24).



T'OJIMIIEH 3b0PHUK 151

YoBeK, Tpeba /la Oujie COCTaBeHO CO rojieMO BHUMaHHe, HO M KOTa e YIaTeHo JI0 HeyK 4o-
BeK, He Tpeba Jja Ouje HaNMMIIAaHO HEBHUMATETHO. Ja3MUHMOT M3pa3 Tpeba Ja bupe mpuc-
10co0eH ¥ Ha caMaTa MPUIMKA: Kora HEKOMY MY Ce UeCTHTa, TOTalll MMCMOTO Tpeba fla
Oujie cpAieuHo, 3a 1a ja 3roieMy PajiocTa Ha aJipecaToT; Kora o Hero ce TelIy YOBeK IITO
cTpaja, Tpeba a ce ymoTpeOyBaat MoMaKy 300poBH, 3a /]a He ja 3rojieMar Tarata Ha aji-
PecaToT; Kora aBTOpOT Ce IIeryBa co HEeKOro, Tpeba jja uMa MpefBU/ eKa OKOJTHOCTUTE
BO KOM a[pecaToT Ke ro YMTa MICMOTO MO3Ke Jla OMJIaT HeCOOIBETHH 3a ILery; Kora Mu-
1IyBa MACMO Ha Mpernopaka, aBTopoT Tpeba Ja O1je UCKPEeH WK He Tpeda BOOIIIITO 71a TO
coctaByBa mucMoTo. EmmcronmaphuTe (opMymu Tpeba fja TM CeJlaT KOHBEHIIMUTE Ha
eMUCTOJIApHATA MPaKca, HO Tpeba u Jla OMAAT BO CKIaj CO CTEMeHOT Ha MPUjaTeJICTBO 1
CO CTATyCOT Ha YUeCHUIIUTE BO MPEIHCKATa.

Cnopeq ®unoctpat of JlemHoc u IlceBpo-/IubaHuj, ja3sMUHKOT U3pa3 Ha MHCMO-
TO Tpeba 1a Ouse HENITO TIOMely CeKOjIHEeBHIOT TOBOP U aTHUKUOT jasuueH u3pas. du-
JI0CTpAaT BeJu JieKa IMCMOTO Tpeba Jla Oujle HAIMIIAHO Ha ja3uK Koj Ke Oujie ‘TI0aTHYKH
0] CEKOjTHEBHUOT TOBOP, HO TIOCEKOjIHEBEH Off aTHIIU3MOT, COCTABEH BO CKJIaf CO CEKOj-
IHEBHHOT FOBOP Ha rpalaHiTe, HO Jla He My HefoctacyBa nipedunetoct’ (EG: 14, mpes. C.
KouoBcka-CreBoBuK). [lceBgo-/Inbanuj ce cornacyBa co 0Boj CTaB, I0flaBajKu [eKa aBTo-
POT Ha TMICMOTO Tpeba ‘ma ro yKpacyBa MICMOTO CO YOABMHATA Ha ja3MUHMOT M3pa3, yMe-
PeHO J1a ro KOPUCTH aTUIU3MOT U J]a He Ce CITYKU CO HaJIMeH rOBOP ToBeKe OTKOJIKY IITO
e oTpebHO 3aIlTo, KaKo IITO CBEJIOYAT CUTe CTapH, IpeKyMepHaTa BO3BHIIEHOCT, Hajl-
MEHOCTa BO TOBOPOT U MPEKYMEPHUOT aTHIM3aM ce HECOOJIBETHH 3a ja3UUHMOT U3Pa3 Ha
micmara’ (ibid. 7).

[loBeKeTo aHTMYKHM TEOPETHYAPH, BO CBOMTE JIUCKYCHH 3a EIUCTONAPHUOT 00-
JIK, ja MCTAKHYBAAT jaCHOCTA (Capnve o) KAKO Haj3HAYAjHA O/IUKA HA ja3UHKOT U3pa3
Ha micMoTo. Mako JleMeTpuj oBaa 10071eCT Ha U3pas3oT He ja CIOMEHYBA eKCIUTUIIUTHO BO
KOHTEKCT Ha MUCMaTa, HETOBUOT CTaB BO OIHOC HAa OBa Mpallame e ounrniefed. OBa e
OUHMITIEJTHO, TIPBO, BO (haKTOT IITO OBOj ABTOP KAKO HAjCOOJIBETEH 3a TIHCMOTO T'0 TI0COUY-
Ba eJIHOCTABHUOT ja3UeH U3pas3, Unja OCHOBHA OJIIMKA € TOKMY jacHocTa. Bropo, Bo fe-
JIOT Off eKCKYPCOT BO KOj pacrpaBa 3a pasiuKuTe Mery JUjaoroT U MUCMOTO, UCTIPEKH-
HaTocTa (1) AVoLg), CBOjcTBEHA 3a JIMjaJIoroT, ja MocouyBa Kako HECOO/IBETHA 3a MUCMATa
¥ 33 CUTe JIPYTY MAIIAHNA OOUHIM, TIOPAM ToA IITO, KAaKo IITo Beu [leMeTpuj, Taa mpe-
Iu3BuKyBa HejacHocT (Dem. De eloc. 226). ®unocrpar, 'peropuj Hasujanun u IceBpo-
JIubanuj ce cornacysaar co [lemerpuj eka jacHocTa Tpeba /ja OuzIe of/IuKa Ha CeKoj mu-
1aH 00/IHK, HO, CTIOpe]] HUB, Taa Tpeba fa buse ocobeHo cBojcTBeHa 3a micmara. duoc-
TpaT, Ha MPUMeP, MANIYBa: ‘JacHOCTa e obap Bojau Ha CeKoj BT IUCKYPC, HO 0COOEHO
Ha micmoto’ (EG: 14). Cniopep; I'peropuj HasujanuH, HajmoOpo e oHa MMCMO ‘IITO YOBEK
MOKe JIa To pa3bepe BeJIHAIIl, 3allITO € HECOOJBETHO Jla Ce Pa30TKPUBAAT TaTaHKH, KaKko
1 fla ce TonkyBa mucmoro (ibid. 15). U criopep Jymuj Buktop, reHepanHa oJjiiKa Ha CUTe

2 Yckasot ‘Kako mTo CBeJI0UaT cute crapu’ [Og mdvtes ol maAalol paQTuEoLCL] BO 0BOj LIUTAT
jacHo yKa)kyBa Ha Toa JieKa craBoBuTe 1ITo [TceBo-JIn6aHuj I M3/OKKUIT BO CBOjaTa pacrpaBa Ou-
Jie BoOOMYaeHH BO eIICTOJIapHATa TEOPHja LITO MY TIPETXO/ie/Ta Ha HETOBHOT CITHC.
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BUJIOBM MicMa Tpeba fa Gujie jacHocTa. YrorpebaTa Ha TajHU KOJOBH € [03BOJIEHA CAMO
BO IIMCMa IIITO COAPIKAT YYBCTBUTETHI MH(OPMALMK, HO i OBKe IicMa Tpeba 1a M ou-
JaT pasobupiuBy U jachu (clarae perspicuaque) Ha oHHe Ha KoM UM ce yiatenu. Kora He-
Ma 11oTpeda o1 TajHOCT, HejacHocTa Tpeba f1a ce ofiderHyBa yiuTe moBeke OTKOJIKY BO To-
BOP M/IM BO Pa3sroBop, 3aIuTo, (pM3MUKaTa Pas3IBOCHOCT MEly YUECHHIIUTE BO IpencKaTa
1ozipasdKpa HEMOKHOCT fla ce obapa IONOJHUATETHO 00jacHYBabe 0ff IPYTHOT YUeCHUK
BO mpemnuckata (RLM: 448).

[lpyrute TeMU Ha KOU Ce OCBPHYBAaT aHTHUKUTE eMUCTONIAPHU TEOPeTHIapHU ce
TOJDKMHATA Ha TIMCMOTO U eMUCTo/IapHuTe TeMu. JloMKMHATa Ha mUCMoTo, criopef [le-
MeTpuj, Tpeba fja GuzTe yMepeHa, 3allITo aKo MAICMATa Ce MMPeMHOTY JIOJITH, ToTall HeMa Jia
HaJIMKyBaaT Ha MMCMA, TYKY Ha PacrpaBu BO KOM Ce BMETHATU eMUCTONAapHU hOpMYIH
(Dem. De eloc. 228). Cemnag, mMcMaTa He Tpeba Ja OMIaT HM TOJIKY MHOTY KYCH IITO Ke oC-
TaBaaT BIIEYATOK JIeKa OfI HUB e u30cTaBeHo Heinro (RLM: 447). Bo omHoc Ha oBa mpa-
urame, I'peropuj HasujaHuH cMeTa fieKa He TI0CTOjaT CTPOTH MPaBUIIa, OMIEjKM TOTKIHA-
Ta Ha TKCMOTO Tpeda fla Ouzle cO0OPa3Ha CO Ie/ITa MTo Tpeba MICMOTO JIa ja MCIIONHHU:
aKo 3a IpeJIMeTOT 3a Koj ce pacipaBa HeMa MHOTY Jla ce Kajke, TOTAIll MICMOTO Tpeba Jia
Oupie Kyco, a aKo I0CTojaT MoBeKe PadOTH KoM Tpeda Jja ce KasKaT 3a MPeIMeTOT, TOTalll
aBTOPOT He Tpeba ma wrreu 30oposi (EG: 15). Jlornukure mpobeMu U TeMUTe off 00ac-
Ta Ha Qu3ukara JleMeTpyj ru cMeTa ce HecooJBETHU 3a rmucMo. Criope[; Hero, aBTOPOT
Tpeba na u30KMpa eJHOCTABHU TeMH, KOM Ke TH U3JI0KU BO Kyca hopMa ¥ CO eJTHOCTaBHU
300pOBH.

3. BuoBu nmucMma (genera epistularum)

[IBara 3auyBaHu cl¥ca BO KOU TUIONIOTMjaTa Ha MACMATa ce TIPefIMeT Ha OTICex-
Ha aHajm3a, crcute Ha [lceBmo-Jlemerpuj u [lceBmo-/Inbanuj, ce maTUpaar Bo MOCTKIIA-
CHYHMOT TIepuofi. EJMHCTBEHNUTE TIOCBEIOUEHH TEOPUCKH COTTIeNI0M Off KIACHUHUOT ITe-
PHOJ] KO Ce OJJHECYBAaT Ha OBA Tpallame ce He TOJKY OpOjHUTe TOTaTHU OeJTellky 3a
BUJIOBUTE MKCMa KoM ce cpeKaBaaT Kaj KukepoH. Co ornefi Ha Toa mro KukepoHoBuTe
pedepeHIM ce HajcTapy, BO 0BOj MPeTJie] MPBO Ke YKaKeMe Ha HUB.

Hajommrara mojienoa Ha micmara Ha ‘jaBHu’ (litterae publicae) n ‘npuBaThu’ (lit-
terae privatae) ce cpekaBa Bo KukepoHosuot roBop Bo ogbpana Ha @naxk (Cic. Flac. 37).
Toa yieka oBaa mofiesioa He OwWla eIMHCTBEHATa BO BpeMeTo Ha KMKepoH CBeoun efiHo
mcmo (Fam. 2.1.1) Bo Koe KukepoH Ha cBojoT afipecaT, KyproH, My crioMeHyBa Tpy BUjia
nicMma: (1) ‘micMo Koe uMano (yHKIMja a To U3BECTU HEKOTO IITO € OTCYTEH 3a HEllTo
1IITO € BayKHO 3a aBTOPOT W/IK 3a afpecatot’ [ut certiores faceremus absentis si quid es-
set quod eos scire aut nostra aut ipsorum interesset], (2) ‘ipujaTencko u MWeroBUTO ITAC-
Mo’ [familiare et iocosum (sc. genus epistularum)] u (3) ‘cepro3Ho u yriageHo micMmo’
[severum et grave] (Fam. 2. 4. 1). HajdpexserTHu, BepojaTHo, Ouie miucMaTa off IPBHOT
BHJI, TIOPajIi KOM, KaKo IITo Besli KMKepoH, Ouia M3MKC/IeHa M caMaTa ITpaKkca Ha cocTa-
ByBame mucMa. TepMUHUTE CO KO Ce 03HAYeHW JIPYTUTe JIBa BUJa CIIOMEHATH OBJie HE
yIaTyBaaT Ha HUBHMTE CYIITMHCKU CBOjCTBA: BTOPHOT BUJ, ‘TIPHjaTe/ICKO M IIETOBUTO



T'OJIMIIEH 3b0PHUK 153

TMICMO’, HECOMEHEHO TM O3HauyBajl MMCMaTa co ToHedopMasieH KapakTep YIaTeHH [0
OJMMCKM TIpWjaTeNy, a TPeTHOT, ‘CEPMO3HO M YI/afeHO MUCMO’, TIMCMaTa 70 MOMasKy
OJIMCKM aJ[pecaHTy BO KOU Ce pacipaBaio 3a rmocepuo3Hu Temu. Bo KukepoHoBarta mpe-
TICKa ce CTIOMEHYBAaT U Jpyry BUI0BY mucMa. Taka, Bo efHO micMo KukepoH my muiiy-
Ba Ha AnTonuj (Cic. Fam. 5.5.1) eka ja mpeKpiyBa COICTBEHATa OJ/IVKa Jia My MHIIyBa
caMo ‘TiicMa Ha mpemnopaka' (commendaticias). Bo oBue micMa aJipecaHToT, TIOBUKYBAjKu
ce Ha COMCTBEHNOT MHTETPUTET M Ha MPHUjaTeJICTBOTO CO afIpecaToT, bapas off apecaToT
na npudaTy HEKOTo in amicitiam v ja My HarpaBU KOHKPETHA YC/TyTa HA HEKOE TPETO
mane.” Ce unHY JjeKa NPHIMUHO CTaGMIeH BUJ THcMa Guile 1 T.H. consolationes - incma
Ha yrexa (ibid. 4. 13.1) u gratulationes - mucma-uectutku (Fam. 2. 7. 1= 107 SB). Oyukiu-
jaTa Ha TIpBUTe OMTa HEKOMY Jla IafiaT yTexa 3a Heirro (consolari aliquem in aliqua re), a
Ha BTOpPMTE - JIa MY UeCTUTAaT HeKoMY 3a Helro (gratulari alicui de aliqua re). Tepmunu-
Te co KoM KuKepoH ru 03HauyBa CUTe CIIOMEHATH BUJIOBH IHCMa, KaKo IITO Ke BUIMME
TIOHATaMy, HAJIMKYBAaT Ha HEKOU O TEPMUHKTE CO KOU Cce 03HAUeHU BU[OBHTE IHCMa BO
tunonoruute Ha [lceBgo-Jlemerpuj u IlceBgo-/Inbanu;.

Bo tunonorujata Ha IlceBmo-/leMeTpuj ce uueHTH(MKYBaHU JIBaeceT U eeH
BMJ] [IMCMa, a BO TUIoJorujata Ha IlceBo-JInbanuj peuncu BOjHO TIOBEKe - YeTHPHUECET
¥ eieH Bul. JIBaHaeceT BUJiA Ce UJIEHTUYHU BO JIBETE THIIOTIOTHU:

‘mpujatencko’ (puAikoc = giducr) ™ ‘3aKaHyBauKo' (dmetAnTikdc = dmetAntuk)

‘MCMO HA NPeNopaKa’ (cvatatikéc = ovota-  ‘ToGanHo’ (EmauveTikds = ématveTixt))

TUKT))

‘IPeKOPYBaYKO’ (LeumTikoc = peuniKm) ‘IMCMO €O Tpaliame’ (épwTnuaTikic = &épw-
TN PATIKT)

‘KYAeUKO’ (0veLdtoTikoc = dveldioTik) ‘MUCMO-YeCTUTKA' (0Vy xapLoTLkoC = ovy xa-
ptoTik)

‘ICMO Ha yTexa’ (mapapvdnTikis = napayuv-  ‘UPOHUUHO’ (elpwvikdc = elpwvikt])

OnTixn)

‘MCMO €O IPUroBop’ (¢mLTiunTikoc = émutiun-  ‘TIMCMO Ha barofapHocT’ (dmevxaploTioc =
TuKcH)) evxapLoTik)

B OcBen KukepoHoBuTe micMa Ha PeriopaKa, 3auyBaHy ce 1 ABAeCeTHHA MUCMA Ha TPenopaKa Ha
[Imunnj (Bupu Sherwin-White, 12-3) u mecHaecer Ha ®pontoH (Buau Van den Hout, 399).

¥ Bo tunosorujata Ha [lceBmo-JlemeTpuj, micMara ce o3HauUeHH CO MpU/ABKa Off MALIKU Poji, Koja
uMa (DyHKIMja Ha aTpuOYT Ha MMeHKaTa UTtog ‘BUA’, KOJallTo € UMEHKa Off MAlIKU POJ: @ALcOG
TUTOC ‘TIpMjaTe/icKu BUJ [Ha MHUCMO]'; BO TUIOJIOrHjaTa, Mak, Ha IlceBfo-/lnbaHuj, MpuIaBKaTa
IITO TO 03HAUYBA CEKOj Ofifie/ieH B/ TICMO e BO JKeHCKH POi U ce 0IHecyBa Ha MMEHKATa & mioTo-
A1] - ‘IMCMO’, KOJaIlITO e MMeHKa Of JKeHCKH POJy: (LALKT] €TLOTOAN ~ ‘TIPHjaTeICKO MIHCMO’.
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Bo Tumnonorujata Ha IlceBmo-JlemMeTpuj, MOKPaj cTioMeHaTHTe, ce HaBeJieH! YIII-
Te CJIe[[HUBE JieBeT BU/A MUCMa:

‘omoMeHyBauKo’ (vovOeTnTIkoc) ‘aneropucko’ (¢AAnyoprkoc)

‘ocyayBauKo’ (ektiroc) ‘cyacko’ (witioAoyrog)
‘coBeTofiaBHO’ (v pPovAevTIKOC) ‘06BHHYBAUKO' (katnyopikdc)
‘micMo co bapame’ (&&wpatikoc) ‘anonoretcko’ (&moAoynTixdc)

‘mIeMo o 0FroBop’ (dmopavTikdc)
OcTaHaTuTe IBaeCeT U JIeBeT MICMa Bo THIIoIoryjaTa Ha [lceBo-/Inbanuyj ce:

‘IIUCMO co HaroBop' (rapaveTikn) ‘murutoMarcko’ (mpeaBevtiki)

‘micMmo co bapame’ (napaxAntikn) ‘IUIAKTHUKO’ (StdavoaixT)
‘macmMo co Mornba’ (evkTikT) ‘YKOpYBauKo' (éAeyxTix)
‘ImICMO CO ofipeKyBame’ (drtapynTiky) ‘pyrauro’ (SrapAnTikn)
‘micMo co 3amnoseft
(napayyeApatikn/diapaptopixn),

‘ICMO CO TIOKAjaHue’ (peTapeAnTikn)

‘oxpabpyBauro’ (rapabappvvtix)

‘IICMO Bo Koe ce 6apa coBeT’ (dvaBetikr)
‘COXAUTENHO' (cvumadntTikn) ‘mucMo co Tipecyad’ (dmopavTik)
‘nomMupmuBo’ (Oepamnevtikin/dnoloyntuk) ‘mof0MBHO’ (0K W TLicr])
‘OMaJIOBaKyBauKO' (mapadoyiotikn) ‘IOKOPYBAUKO' (eTpLaotiki)
‘mMCMO co KOHTpaoOBIHeHue' (dvTeykAnuatiki) ‘ajHUrMATCKO’ (@iviy partikt))

‘UCMO-0fToBOD’ (dvTemiotaAtik) ‘micMo co mipeaior’ (vrtopvnoTLk)

‘pasppasHyBauko’ (mapovvTik)
‘HaBpeflyBauKko’ (VBpioTikT)
‘U3BeCTYBAUKO’ (dmtaryyeATi)

‘micMo co u3pas Ha Tara’ (Avmntikn))
‘IbYOOBHO' (¢pwTix)

‘MelaHo micMo’ (pktn)

‘MICMO €O M3pa3 Ha NyTHHA' (oxeTAtaotik))

JledounuiiumTe Ha BUJOBUTE IIMCMA M MOJIE/IUTE Ha IMCMa IIITO CJIeyBarT 3af ce-
Koja lepuHMIIMja Bo MpUpauyHUKOT Ha IlceBpo-/Inbanuj ynaTyBaaT Ha Toa Jieka HEKOM Off
HMCMaTa IITO TOj ' HaBeJ[yBa Ce COBIIaraaT co HEKOM Off ITICMaTa 03HaYeHH CO IPYT Tep-
MUH Bo Knacuduranujara Ha [IceBmo-Jlemerpuj. Bo efieH cyuaj, mak, 1 MOKpaj yrorpe-
0aTa Ha UJIEHTUUYEH TePMKH U BO IBaTa CITMCH, BP3 OCHOBA Ha JehMHUIMjaTa ¥ MOJIEJIOT
Ha IICMO, € jacHO JieKa ce paboTH 3a apyr TuM. Toa e cy4aj o T.H. aiviypatikn émi-
07O, ‘ajHUTMATCKO TIMCMO’, KOe e BepojaTHO UJeHTHYHO co micMoTo wto [lceBpo-[le-
MeTpHj T0 03HauyBa €O TEPMUHOT dAANyoprkdc TUTOG, ‘aneropucku Bug, nuemo’. Iuc-
MOTO, TaK, LITO e 03HAUEeHO CO TePMUHOT dTtopavTik, ‘U3jacHyBaAYKO IMUCMO’, CIIOpes,
JeduHUIMjaTa ¥ MOJIENIOT Ha IMCMO ILIITO C/ieiyBa 3aj] Hea, He KOPecloHaupa o BUAOT
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Ha IICMO O3HaueH O MCTHOT TEPMHUH BO KnacuguKaiujaTa Ha [IceBmo-JlemeTpuj. OBoj
Bup mucmo [ceBpio-JlemMeTpyj ro seduHIpa KaKko MUCMO TIITO Ce COCTaBYBa KOTa Ce Ofiro-
Bapa Ha HeKoj IITO TOCTaBII Mpalate, a [lcemo-/Iubanuj, mak, Kako MUCMO BO Koe ce
13HeCyBa CTaB BO OJIHOC Ha Hekoe mpamiame (Klauck, 2006: 203 n. 20).

Ot 0BOj KyC TIpersies] MOKe Jia ce BUIM fIeKa BO aHTHUKUTE TEOPUCKHU OTJIENM 32
TIICMOTO MOJKAT J]a Ce HOTUPAAT HU3a UIEHTUYHH WK CJINYHY TTIe[IUIITA KAKO BO OJIHOC
Ha leMHUIMKTE HA CAMUOT TIOMM MHCMO, TaKa U BO OJJHOC Ha BU/IOBUTE TTHCMA U eITiC-
tonapHuoT decorum. U mokpaj Toa 1ITo U3BOPUTE KO CBEJIOUAT 32 €MUCTONAPHATA Teo-
pHja ce co3fajieHy BO Pa3IMUHU TIePUOIM U MM MPUITAraaT Ha PasTMYHM ja3uuHU Tpa-
IUIMM, BO HUB € TIPHCYTHA KOH3UCTEHTHOCT ¥ BO OJTHOC Ha M300POT Ha TEMUTE U BO Off-
HOC Ha HAUMHOT Ha HUBHA oOpaboTKa. Cemak, MOCKTYpeH MoKasaTesl off caMaTa Teopuja
3a TOA /ieKa BO aHTHMKATa IOCTOee TIPIIMYHO CTPOTO YTBPJEHH MPaBUIa 3a TOA KaKo
Tpeba fla ce COCTABYBAAT MMCMa Ce CaMUTe aHTUUKM TTICMa, BO KoM, 0e3 orJie] Ha Toa fa-
JU ¥ TIpUTaraaT Ha XeJleHCKAaTa WIM HAa PUMCKaTa emucTonorpaduja, Moar fa ce
TIPeno3HaaT MHOTY CIMYHOCTH Y HA MAKPO- ¥ HA MUKPOCTPYKTYPHO PAMHHUIIITE.
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Abstract

This paper is a brief overview of ancient theoretical views on letters: how the term
‘epistle’ (¢7iiotoAn, epistula) was defined in ancient times, what was discussed in the theo-
ry of letters, what recommendations comprised epistolary decorum and what types of let-
ters were defined in ancient handbooks of letter-writing. The purpose of the paper is to re-
construct ancient epistolary theory based on surviving evidence. Direct evidence of this the-
ory are the excursus on letters in the treatise [Tept épunveiac by Demetrius, two post-
classical handbooks of letter-writing (“Tvmor émiotodixoi” and “Emiotodiuaior yo-
paxktipec”), a brief tractate on letters written by the sophist Philostratus of Lemnos, one
epistle by Gregory of Nazinanzus and the appendix “De epistulis” at the end of the rhetorical
handbook by Gaius Julius Victor “Ars rhetorica”. Indirect evidence, on the other hand, of an-
cient epistolary theory are the not-so-numerous incidental references to letters and letter-
writing that are mainly found in Cicero’s correspondence.

Key words: ANCIENT EPISTOLARY THEORY, ANCIENT LETTER, EPISTOLARY
DECORUM

1. Ancient epistolary theory: direct and indirect evidence

Ancient epistolographic practice, in its various stages during its long and con-
tinuous development, created a production that in terms of the numbers and diversity
of letters it contains is difficult to compare with any other later epistolographic pro-
duction. Although in the Hellenic cultural context this practice was established in as
early as the 4™ century BC,' the writings that have reached us through manuscript tra-
dition do not give the impression that letters were the subject of extensive theoretical
examination. The oldest surviving text on letters is Demetrius’ treatise On style (ITeoi
éounveiag) where, after the chapter on the plain style, there is one brief excursus on
letters (Dem. De eloc. 223-235).% The only surviving handbooks of letter-writing are Let-

! The oldest preserved letter that contains the epistolary formulas typical for the subsequent epi-
stolographic practice is the letter of Cyrus to Cyaxares, inserted in Xenophon's Cyropaedia (Kv-
oov madeia) (Xen. Cyrop. 4.5. 27-33). Cyropaedia was written around 370 BC. The letters that the
manuscript tradition assigns to Plato are also dated to this period approximately.

2 There is no sufficiently credible evidence concerning the author of this work or the time at
which it was created. In the latest manuscript (Parisinus Graecus 1741), Demetrius of Phalerum (c.
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ter Types (TUToL é¢miotoAucoi) by Pseudo-Demetrius and Epistolary Types (ErtiotoAl-
uaiot xaoaktrioes) by Pseudo-Libanius®, which, as the above mentioned treatise by
Demetrius, cannot be precisely dated.* From Pseudo-Demetrius’s handbook, which is
considered to be older, it is certain that at the time when the handbook was created,
there was some theory (Ocwoiav) which dealt with letters.” This theory was probably
conceived similarly to the one in Pseudo-Demetrius’s work: after the introductory part,
which gives some brief recommendations on letters as a form, there was a catalogue
with a very short model for various types of letters. In addition to these two works, let-
ters are theoretically reviewed in a short tractate written by the sophist Philostratus
(EG: 14-15) and in one letter by Gregory of Nazianzus (ibid. 15-16). The only direct eviden-
ce of ancient epistolary theory written in Latin is the appendix On letters (De epistulis),
added at the end of Julius Victor’s treatise on rhetoric (Ars rhetorica), written in the 4
century AD (RLM pp. 447-8). Apart from this direct evidence, there are some sporadic
notes in literature on what a letter is, what types of letters exist and how a letter
should be composed. The oldest and most numerous obiter dicta on letters are found in
Cicero’s letters. Letters are also the subject of some sporadic and brief comments in Se-
neca’s letters (Sen. Ep. 75. 1-4), in Quintilian's handbook The Orator’s Education (Institu-
tio oratoria) (Quint. Inst. 1.1.29; 9.4.19-20; 11.1.21) and in two surviving progymnasmata
textbooks,’ one by the Alexandrian sophist and younger contemporary of Quintilian Ae-

350-280 BC), a peripatetic, student and friend of Theophrastus, is mentioned as its author. In to-
day’s theory on this topic there is no dilemma that the author of the treatise is not Demetrius of
Phalerum, but it is some other Demetrius or the author is anonymous. The most credible indica-
tor that the well-known peripatetic and student of Theophrastus is not the work’s author is the
fact that Diogenes Laértius does not mention this work in the biography of Theophrastus (Diog.
Laert. 5. 5), and indicative of this are also the numerous differences in the linguistic expression
used in the text and those in the works that were undoubtedly written by Demetrius of Phalerum.
The date of the writing is also an open question. The proposed answers cover a period of several
centuries, starting from 30 century BC up to 1 century AD. See for example Innes, 311-335, Ken-
nedy 1994: 88-90.

3 In some manuscripts, the sophist Libanius is mentioned as the author, while in others - Neopla-
tonist Proclus. Since it is considered certain that neither of them is the author, it is an accepted
convention to refer to the anonymous author as Pseudo-Libanius.

*It is assumed that in the period between 2™ century BC and 3" century AD the text was reissued
several times and the text preserved today is a later version of some older text (Poster, 24); the ti-
me when the text was written is also uncertain. It is considered that it developed gradually and
that the version preserved today was created between the 4™ and 5™ century AD (Klauck, 202).

5 At the beginning of the handbook, the author writes: Tov érotoAkav tnwv, @ HoaxAel-
o, éxovtwv TV Bewiav to0 cvvestdval pEv &no mMAedVLV eld@V, ... [According to
the theory that governs epistolary types, Heraclides, (letters) can be composed in a great number
of styles, trans. Malhebre, 31.]

% In ancient rhetorical education, the teaching programme known as ‘preliminary exercises’
(reoyvpvaopata) comprised fourteen exercises with the aim of preparing future orators, who
have just completed their education in grammar, for deeper research into the principles and
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lius Theon (RG vol. II: p. 115), and the other by Nicolaus Sophista, a teacher of rhetoric
in Constantinople from the 5™ century AD (Nicolai Progymnasmata: p. 67).

Considering that in the surviving handbooks of rhetoric that precede Quintili-
an’s texthook, which is a critical overview of the entire rhetoric theory until then, let-
ters are not mentioned at all and in Quintilian’s textbook they are mentioned rarely, it
is certain that letters in rhetoric were not of great interest. Recommendations on how
to compose letters were not included in the teaching programme known as mpoyvu-
véaopata (‘the preliminary exercises’) either.” This is clear from the fact that in both
above-mentioned progymnasmata handbooks, letters are discussed only in the exercise
nipoownonotia or jBomotia, which was an exercise that required the student to com-
pose a speech or a letter, through which he will present the thoughts of a famous hi-
storical figure, a mythological character or an imaginary person. It is likely that in an-
cient times a letter had the status of a text with a primarily utilitarian function. It was
considered that no additional education would be necessary to compose letters, outside
of the regular education in grammar and rhetoric. The recommendations on how to
compose letters, as Poster believes, were probably in the form of brief notes, hand-
books or lectures that the teacher kept from his student days. After that, there was a
catalogue of different types of letters which the students used as a model on how to
compose a certain type of letter. Writing letters was considered a formulaic process
which meant copying parts of the specific model of letter with the necessary minimal
corrections (Poster, 22).

2. On epistolary form (de forma epistolari)

The oldest definition of the term ‘letter’ (¢7ttotoAn) is the definition of Arte-
mon, the editor of Aristotle’s letters, quoted by Demetrius in his excursus on letters.
According to Artemon, ‘the letter is a halved dialogue’ (Dem. De eloc. 223). In Pseudo-Li-
banius’ handbook letters are similarly defined: ‘A letter, then, is a kind of written con-

techniques of rhetoric. At this level of education, future orators learned how to make up stories
(u0B0c, fabula), how to narrate (dujyeua, narratio), refute (&vaoweur, refutatio/reprehensio)
prove (kataokeun, confirmatio), praise (éykopiov, laudatio), reproach (Woyog, invectiva), de-
scribe (¢ék@oaotg, descriptio) etc. For more on preparatory exercises, see Reichel 1909; Bonner,
250-276; Kennedy 1983: 54-73; Kennedy 1994: 202-208; Kennedy 1999: 26-28.

"'The purpose of these exercises was to present more vividly the character of the person chosen
to be described. A particular consequence of these exercises are the so-called pseudo-epigraphic
letters - a collection of letters of which it is known today that are the work of more recent au-
thors who impersonate popular persons from the past (e.g. Aeschines, Apollonius of Tyana, Aris-
totle, Euripides, Heraclitus, Pythagoras and Pythagoreans, Socrates etc.), as well as the letters of
Alciphron, Aelian and Philostratus, created in the period of the Second Sophistic. The letters of
Alciphron, for instance, are letters in which the author impersonates fishermen, country people,
parasites, and hetaerae. For pseudepigraphic collections of letters, see, for example, Trapp, 27-
31, and for the letters of Alciphron ibid. 32-33.
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versation (OpiAic) with someone from whom one is separated, and it fulfils a definite
need. One will speak in it as though one were in the company of the absent person’ (EG.
6, trans. Malherbe). It seems that equating letter with conversation was also usual in
the theory that preceded the writings of Demetrius and Pseudo-Libanius. This can be
concluded from the references to letters and the practice of letter-writing found in Ci-
cero. In the Second Philippic, Cicero calls letters amicorum colloquia absentium ‘con-
versation between absent friends’ (Cic. Phil. 2.4). The concept that a letter is some kind
of a conversation between absent friends, a conversation through a letter or an illusion
of a conversation, is a kind of commonplace in Cicero’s letters. In a letter to Quintus,
for instance, Cicero writes to his brother that he enjoys reading his long letters and
that he himself often writes long letters to Quintus, because when he reads the letters
he received from him it seems as though he is hearing him (cum tua lego, te audire),
while when he is writing letters to him, he feels as if he is talking with him (cum ad te
scribo, tecum loqui videor) (Cic. Q. fr. 1.1.45). The impression that a letter is ‘a conversati-
on between absent friends’ can be noted in the expression loqui cum aliquo absens ‘to
speak with someone who is absent’, which Cicero often uses to describe his practice of
writing letters: ‘I have not let a day pass so far without sending you some sort of letter,
not that I have had a great deal to write about, but just to talk to you in absence [ut lo-
querer tecum absens). (Cic. Att. 7.15.1, trans. Shackleton Bailey).®

Letters are the subject of the most extensive theoretical elaboration in Deme-
trius’ excursus on composing letters. Out of all four simple styles (ot &mAot xapaictiy-
oec) that Demetrius defines,’ he considers the plain style (ioxvog xagaictiio) the most
adequate for letters. The most significant characteristics of the plain style (Dem. De el-
oc. 190-222), are the use of words in their basic or literal meaning and linking them ade-

8 Identifying a letter with a conversation in absence or an illusion of conversation is particularly
common in Cicero’s letters and is also found in Seneca’s letters. In one letter to Atticus, for ex-
ample, Cicero asks his recipient to write letters more often, using the expression per litteras collo-
quare ‘to talk with someone through letters’: tu velim ... quam saepissime mecum per litteras col-
loquare ‘T hope you will talk to me by letter as often as you can’ (Cic. Att. 6.1.24); in another letter
he writes that even though he has nothing to write about, he nevertheless decided to write to
him a letter because in this way he feels as if he is talking with him: Ego, etsi nihil habeo quod ad
te scribam, scribo tamen quia tecum loqui videor ‘Although I have nothing to write to you, I write
all the same because I feel that I am talking to you.” (Cic. Att. 12.53). See also Cic. Fam. 12.30.1;
Fam. 15.14.3; Fam. 15.19.1; Att. 12.39.2; Att. 13.18 etc.). The equation of a letter with conversation
can also be glimpsed in Seneca’s letters. In one letter he writes to Lucilius that he wants his let-
ters to be written in a language (sermo) that he would use if they were sitting or walking toge-
ther: ‘I prefer that my letters should be just what my conversation would be if you and I were sit-
ting in one another’s company or taking walks together, - spontaneous and easy; for my letters
have nothing strained or artificial about them.’ (Sen. Ep. 75.1, trans. Gummere).

% Demetrius defines four simple styles [oi &mAot xapaktioeg]: ‘the plain’ [ioxvag], ‘the grand’
[peyadomoeric], ‘the elegant’ [yAapuooc], and ‘the forceful’ [dervoc)). In addition to these ba-
sic styles, according to him, there are other types of styles derived from the mix of the aforemen-
tioned ones. See Dem. De eloc. 36-222.
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quately in word groups. On the lexical level, the use of compound words, neologisms
and ambiguous words is not typical for this style."” On the syntactic level, the plain sty-
le has a word sequence that follows the natural course of thoughts, with not very long
sentences and without subordinate constructions and rhetorical figures that are not
usual for everyday speech. The fact that Demetrius considers ‘the style of letters’ (6
¢motoAucog xapaktno) separately from the debate on the plain style suggests that,
in his opinion, when composing letters it is not sufficient for the author to follow only
the recommendations for the plain style. In his review, he compares a letter to a dialo-
gue, epideictic speech and judicial speech. At the beginning of the excursus, he disputes
Artemon’s thesis that, because a letter is like one of the two sides to a dialogue, it
should be written in the same manner as a dialogue. A letter, since it ‘is written and
sent as a kind of gift’ (ibid. 224), in his opinion, should be embellished more carefully
than a dialogue, which imitates improvised conversation. The series of abrupt sentence
breaks, typical for dialogues, are not considered suitable for a letter, because their pre-
sence in writing (év yoagn), thus in a letter too, would lead to obscurity. The style ty-
pical for epideictic and judicial speech is also inadequate for a letter: if someone writes
a letter as if it is an epideictic speech, then he would not resemble a man who is chat-
ting (AaAovvi), but a man who is making a speech (¢rdeucvupéva); the periods, ty-
pical for judicial speeches, are also inadequate for a letter, because their presence in
letters is contrary to friendship’ [ovd¢ @iAucov. ibid. 4.229]." When a letter is compo-
sed, one should have in mind the person to whom a letter is addressed. The style of let-
ters in which the letter-writer addresses cities and kings must be a little more elaborate
(¢€nopévn), but it should not be so elaborate that the letter turns into a treatise. In
terms of style, Demetrius concludes, the letter should be a mix of two styles - the ele-
gant and the plain (ibid. 235).

The views of other authors are similar to those of Demetrius in many aspects.
According to the majority of them, the most adequate for the letter is everyday or collo-
quial language, which in Demetrius’ excursus corresponds to the so-called ‘plain style’.

1% A similar position on this issue can also be discerned in Cicero: ‘we usually compose letters in
ordinary everyday language’ [epistulas vero cotidianis verbis texere solemus (Cic. Fam. 9.21.1)].

"t is certain from all of this that the primary model of letter on which Demetrius developed his
theories was the so-called philophronetic letter - a letter with the primary function of sustaining
friendly relations (pulo@odévnoic) between the writer and the recipient. The creation of the wi-
dely accepted term philophronetic letter in today’s theory is ascribed to Koskenniemi. The English
word is a translation of the original term Freundschaftsbrief, created in Koskenniemi’s study Stu-
dien zur Idee und Phraseologie des griechischen Briefes bis 400 n. Chr. Helsinki: Suomalainen Tied-
akatemia, 1956 (non vidi). From the fact that the business letter was not a subject of his interest,
it follows that the excursus was mainly meant for the members of Hellenistic aristocracy, who
only wrote private letters personally, manu propria or dictated them to a scribe. The writing of
business letters was the task of personal secretaries employed in the houses of the aristocracy,
who were trained in writing official letters. There probably were special handbooks for their
needs, similar to the handbooks by Pseudo-Demetrius and Pseudo-Libanius (Poster, 24).
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The most prominent in this respect are the remarks by Gregory of Nazianzus and Julius
Victor. Gregory of Nazianzus writes that the one who composes letters should strive to-
wards the ‘conversational style’ (AaAucov). In his opinion, ‘the best and most beautiful-
ly written letter is the one that is persuasive to the uneducated and educated alike, ap-
pearing to the former as written on the popular level, and to the latter as above that le-
vel, a letter which furthermore is understood at once.’ (EG: 15, trans. Malherbe). Julius
Victor declares that ‘Many directives which pertain to oral discourse (de sermone) also
apply to letters’ (RLM, 447, trans. Malherbe). When he talks about the style of letters he
makes a distinction between so-called ‘official’ (negotiales) and ‘personal letters’ (famili-
ares). The official letter, in his opinion, should be written similarly to a speech, how-
ever not even then one should use all the resources of oratory, because the style of offi-
cial letters should be closer to conversational style. In private letters, on the other
hand, the basic rule that the writer should respect is brevity, however the letter should
not be so brief as to leave the impression that something has been omitted. In addition
to being adequate to the type of the letter, the style of the letter should also correspond
to the type of relation between the letter-writer and the recipient, as well as to the oc-
casion. If the letter is addressed to a person who has a higher position than the letter-
writer, it should not be droll; if it is addressed to a person with equal social status, it
should not be cold; if it is addressed to a person of lower status, it should not be haugh-
ty; if it is addressed to a learned man, it should be carefully composed, however even
when it is addressed to an uneducated person, it should be no less cordial. The style of
the letter should also be suitable to the occasion itself: when the letter-writer wants to
congratulate, the letter should be cordial in order to make the recipient even happier;
when the letter comforts a person who is suffering, less words should be used so as not
to deepen the recipient’s sadness; when the letter-writer is joking, he should have in
mind that the circumstances in which the recipient will read the letter might not be ap-
propriate for jokes; when writing a letter of recommendation, the letter-writer should
be honest or should not compose the letter at all. The openings and conclusions of let-
ters should conform with the degree of friendship and the recipient’s status, and
should be written according to the customary epistolary practice.

According to Philostratus and Pseudo-Libanius, the style of the letters should
be between everyday speech and the Attic style. Philostratus says that a letter should be
written in a language that would be ‘more Attic than everyday speech, but more ordina-
ry than Atticism, and it must be composed in accordance with common usage, yet not
be at variance with a graceful style.’ (EG: 14, trans. Malherbe). Pseudo-Libanius agrees
with this view, adding that the letter-writer should ‘adorn the letter with excellence of
style, and use the Attic style with moderation without, of course, falling into an unbe-
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coming preciousness of speech, for excessive loftiness of speech, verbosity, and Atticism
are foreign to the epistolary style, as all of the ancients testify’ (ibid. 7)."*

The majority of ancient epistolary theorists highlight clarity (cagnveia) as
the most important characteristic of the letter’s style. Although Demetrius does not ex-
plicitly mention this virtue of style in the context of letters, his position on this topic is
obvious. This is evident by the fact that he considers the plain style as the most adequ-
ate for the letter, and its main feature is precisely clarity. Secondly, in the section of
the excursus, where he talks about the differences between dialogue and letters, he sta-
tes that the abruptness () Avow), typical for dialogue, is inadequate for letters and any
other written forms, because it causes obscurity (Dem. De eloc. 226). Philostratus, Greg-
ory of Nazianzus and Pseudo-Libanius agree with Demetrius that clarity should be the
characteristic of any written form, particularly of letters. Philostratus, for instance, de-
clares that: ‘While clarity is a good guide for all discourse, it is especially so for a let-
ter.” (EG: 14, trans. Malherbe). According to Gregory of Nazianzus, the best letter is one
‘which furthermore is understood at once, for it were as inopportune that a riddle be
seen through (at once) as that a letter be in need of interpretation’ (ibid. 15). Julius Vic-
tor also believes that all types of letters should have clarity. The use of secret codes is
allowed only in letters containing sensitive information, however they should also be
understandable and clear to the intended recipients. When there is no need for secrecy,
obscurity should be avoided, even more than in speech and conversation, because the
physical separation between the participants in the correspondence means inability to
ask for additional explanation from the other correspondent (RLM: 448).

Other topics that are present in ancient epistolary theory are the length of the
letter and epistolary themes. The length of the letter, according to Demetrius, should
be moderate, because if letters are too long, then they will not look like letters but like
discussions with epistolary formulae inserted (Dem. De eloc. 228). Yet, letters should not
be so brief as to leave the impression that something has been omitted (RLM: 447). In
terms of this question, Gregory of Nazianzus thinks that there are no strict rules, beca-
use the length of the letter should conform to the need the letter aims to meet: if there
is not much to say about the topic, then the letter should be brief, while if there are
many things to be said on the subject, then the letter-writer should not skimp on words
(EG: 15). Demetrius considers that problems of logic or natural philosophy are inadequ-
ate for a letter. In his opinion, the letter-writer should choose simple topics that would
be expressed briefly and with simple words.

12 The statement ‘as all of the ancients testify’ [Oc mavtes ol marawol pagrugovad] in this qu-
ote clearly suggests that the views which Pseudo-Libanius describes in his debate were typical for
epistolary theory that preceded his writing.
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3. Types of letters (genera epistularum)

The two surviving texts which devote considerable attention to the typology of
letters, those by Pseudo-Demetrius and Pseudo-Libanius, date from the post-classical
period. The only confirmed theoretical views from the classical period on this topic are
the not so numerous remarks about the types of letters in Cicero’s letters. Since Cice-
ro’s remarks are the oldest, they will be discussed first in this brief overview.

The most general division of letters into ‘public’ (litterae publicae) and ‘private
(litterae privatae) is found in Cicero’s speech For Flaccus (Cic. Flac. 37). That this division
was not the only one in Cicero’s time can be seen in Ad Familiares 2. 4. 1, where Cicero
mentions to Curio three types of letters: (1) ‘to inform the absent of anything that is to
the interest of the writer or recipient that they should know’ [ut certiores faceremus ab-
sentis si quid esset quod eos scire aut nostra aut ipsorum interesset], (2) ‘the familiar and
sportive’ [familiare et iocosum (sc. genus epistularum)], and (3) ‘the grave and serious’
[severum et grave] (Cic. Fam. 2. 4. 1). Most frequent were probably the letters of the first
type, for which, as Cicero remarks, the practice of composing letters was invented. The
terms denoting the two other mentioned letter types allude to their fundamental prop-
erties: the second type, ‘the familiar and sportive’, certainly referred to the letters of a
less formal character addressed to close friends, while the third type, ‘the grave and se-
rious letter’, referred to the letters to not so close recipients discussing more serious
topics. In Cicero’s correspondence there are mentions of other types of letters. In one
letter, Cicero writes to Antonius (Cic. Fam. 5.5.1) that he is breaking his own decision to
write to him only ‘letters of recommendation' (commendaticias).” It seems that the so-
called consolationes ‘consolation letters’ (ibid. 4. 13.1) and gratulationes ‘congratulation
letters’ (ibid. 2. 7. 1) were quite well-established types of letters. The function of the for-
mer was to console someone for something (consolari aliquem in aliqua re), and of the
latter - to congratulate someone on something (gratulari alicui de aliqua re). The terms
that Cicero uses to denote all of the aforementioned types, as seen further on, resemble
some of the terms denoting types of letters in the typologies of Pseudo-Demetrius and
Pseudo-Libanius.

In Pseudo-Demetrius’ classification there are 21 types of letters, while in the
classification of Pseudo-Libanius almost double that number - 41 types. Twelve types
are identical in both classifications:

B In these letters, the letter-writer, calling upon his own integrity and the friendship with the re-
cipient, asked the addressee to accept someone in amicitiam or to make a specific favour to a
third person. In addition to Cicero’s letters of recommendation (Ad Familiares, book 13), around
twenty letters of recommendation by Pliny were preserved (see Sherwin-White, 12-3) and sixteen
by Fronto (see Van den Hout, 399).
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‘friendly’ (ptAixoc = giAuen) ‘threatening’ (dmetAntirdc = dmetAnTixn)

‘commendatory’ (cvotatikoc = ovaTatii) ‘praising’ (érawvetiic = énawetiin)

‘blaming’ (pepntixéc = pepntixn) ‘inquiring’ (épwtnuatixoc = épwtnuatikn)

‘reproachful’ (oveidiotioc = overdiotikn) ‘congratulatory’ (cvy yapiotixoc = ovy xapi-
oK)

‘consoling’ (napapvOntikéc = napapvOntucn) ‘ironic’ (elpwvikoc = eipwvik)

‘censorius’ (émuTiunTiKoc = EmMTIUNTIKT) ‘thankful’ (drevyapiotinic = edxapiotixi)

In Pseudo-Demetrius’ classification, in addition to the above, the following
nine types of letters are mentioned:

‘admonishing’ (vovOetnTikoc) ‘allegorical’ (& AAnyopixoc)
‘vituperative’ (erctircoc) ‘accounting’ (aittoAoyxoc)

‘advisory’ (ovppovAcvtiric) ‘accusing’ (katiyopuroc)

‘supplicatory’ (@& twpatikéc) ‘apologetic’ (droAoynTixoc)

‘responding’ (¢mopavtikdc)

The remaining 29 types of letters in Pseudo-Libanius’ classification are the fol-
lowing:

‘paraenetic’ (naparvetixn) ‘diplomatic’ (npeaBevtirn)
‘requesting’ (rapaxAntikn) ‘didactic’ (5tdaoxaA k)
‘praying’ (eDxTin) ‘reproving’ (éAeyxkTikn)
‘denying’ (dmapvnTixn) ‘maligning’ (StapAntikn)
‘commanding’ (nrapayyeApatikn/diapaptvpicn), ‘encouraging’ (mapaBappvvtikn)
‘repenting’ (uetapeAntikn) ‘consulting’ (dvaBetixn)
‘sympathetic’ (counaOntuki) ‘declaratory’ (dropavtixn)
‘conciliatory’ (6epamnevtin/dnoroyntixn) ‘mocking’ (cxwmnTixn)
‘contemptuous’ (raparoyiatik) ‘submissive’ (uetpraotirn)
‘counter-accusing’ (dvteyxAnuatixn) ‘enigmatic’ (aiveypatixn)
‘replying’ (dvtemiotadTixn) ‘suggestive’ (vropvnoTik)

¥1n the typology of Pseudo-Demetrius, letters are marked with a masculine adjective, which has
the function of an attribute of the noun tonoc ‘type, which is a masculine noun: At tomOg
‘friendly type [of letter]’; in the typology of Pseudo-Libanius the adjective for each type of letter is
feminine and refers to the noun ¢ muotoAn ‘letter’, which is a noun in the feminine gender: @uAi-
k1) érotoAr ‘friendly letter’.
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‘provoking’ (mapo&vviki) ‘grieving’ (AvmintTikn)
‘insulting’ (OBproTikn) ‘erotic’ (¢pwTi)
‘reporting’ (dmayyeAtikn) ‘mixed’ (uurcn)

‘angry’ (oxetAiaotirn)

The definitions of the types and models of letters that follow each definition in
Pseudo-Libanius’ handbook suggest that some of the letters he mentions correspond to
some of the letters denoted with a different term in the classification of Pseudo-Deme-
trius. In one case, despite the use of an identical term in both handbooks, based on the
definition and the model of letter-type, it is clear that they are referring to a different
letter-type. That is the case of the so-called aiviypatiks, ‘enigmatic’ letter, which is
most probably identical with the letter that Pseudo-Demetrius terms dAAnyopixdc,
‘allegorical’. The letter denoted with the term dropavtixn, ‘declaratory’, according to
the definition and model of the letter that follows, does not correspond with the letter-
type denoted with the same term in Pseudo-Demetrius’ classification. Pseudo-Demetri-
us defines this letter-type as a letter composed in answer to a question, while Pseudo-
Libanis as a letter presenting a view on a certain topic (Klauck, 203 n. 20).

It can be seen from this brief overview that in ancient epistolary theory there
are a series of identical or similar positions both in terms of the definitions of the term
‘letter’, as well as in the types of letters and epistolary decorum. Even though the sour-
ces used to reconstruct the epistolary theory are created in different periods and be-
long to different linguistic traditions, there is a consistency in terms of both the selecti-
on of themes and the manner in which they are treated. A more certain sign than the
theory itself that in ancient times there were quite strict rules about how to compose
letters, are the ancient letters themselves, which, whether they are written in Greek or
Latin, share many similarities both on macro- and micro-structural level.
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