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THE BEGINNINGS OF GENOLOGICAL THINKING
ANTIQUITY — MIDDLE AGES

The present paper aims at a reconstruction of some early ideas on the division
of poetry and prose into the so-called literary “genres” and “species”. It is merely
an attempt at a tentative identification of some sections of a vast field which has
not as, yet been thoroughly penctrated® and therefore remains unyielding to a discer-
ning synthesis.

Our interests were initially centred on the criteria of genological classification
in the Middle Ages and Renaissance?. It turned out, however, that it is impossible
to examine them in isolation, apart from the ancient Greek and Roman traditions.
Like all medieval poetry and prose, medieval theory of literary genres drew on the
ancient thought so much that to treat it as an independent entity would result in
a complete misunderstanding of the essence of problems disturbing the minds of
medieval critics and theoreticians.

Apparently, the notions we are going to consider here were influenced primarily
by the Platonic, Aristotelian and Horatian traditions, and also — this we wish to
say emphatically — by the theory of narrative prose, as established by Roman
rhetoric?. These ancient sources will constitute the object of our preliminary consi-
derations.

! On the same subject of, I. Behrens, Die Lehre von der Einteilung der Dichtkunst, Halle/Saale
1940. Beihefte zur “Zeitschrift fiic romanische Philologie”, Heft 92. The problem of ontology of
literary genres as conceived by various philosophical systems and trends, starting from Plato, was
presented by S, Skwarczyriska in Wstep do nauki o literaturze (An Introduction to Literary Scho-
larship), vol. 3, part 5: A Literary Genre, (A) General Problems of Genology, Warszawa 1965 (chiefly
chap. I1: Pre-Genological Difficulties and Decisions, pp. 34—71). Further bibliographical informa-
tion referring to different authors or problems will be supplied later.

% The present discussion will be continued in the paper on genological notions in the Renais-
sance theory of poetry, to appear in one of the subsequent issues of “Zagadnienia Rodzajow Li-
terackich™ (“Les Problémes des Genres Littéraires”).

* It must be stressed that as far as rhetorical theory is concerned we are concentrating on nar-
ratio alone because it is pertinent to the problems of genological theory; on the other hand, we are
leaving out such questions as the ancient theory of rhetorical genres, etc.
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Plato’s critical views on literature were never systematically expounded in any
of his works. What we do know on the subject has been reconstructed from frag-
mentary pronouncements scattered in many dialogues*.

It is in the Republics that we find the exposition of the idea of a tripartite division
of poetry — that trichotomy which was to become of crucial importance in the
formation of the European genological notions. A free exchange of ideas between
Socrates and his interlocutor furnishes the outlines of the linguistic concept of the
three general poetic categories, indeed, a rudimentary notion of literary genres.

Plato started by opposing two planes of the poem: that of the “content” (Aéyos)
and that of the “manner of expressing ideas” (Mé£w). After he has lectured on the
“content” of literature he proceeds to deal with the lexical aspect:

“So this concludes the topic of tales. That of diction, I take it, is to be considered
next. So we shall have completely examined both the matter and the manner of
speech”®.

The plane of the “manners of speech” or the plane of “how”, i. €., the linguistic
form of poems provides a further object of his inquiries.

The groundwork of the Platonic trichotomy is to be found in the juxtaposition
of two diametrically different (he thought) ways of literary pronouncement: a simple
tale (dmA)) Stfymoic) and an imitative tale (wlpnow). A simple tale is identified
with the monologue structure speech. Plate makes it clear that this kind of tale is
a monologue of the poetic subject, the latter being identical with the authoc or the
poet: “...the poet himself is the speaker and does not even attempt to suggest to us
that anyone but himself is speaking””. According to Plato, his monologue structure
is characterized by directness and openness of the poetic pronouncement while the
poet remains the chief and sole subject of this form of verbal statement. In Plato’s
view, a simple tale may take the “lyric” form as well as “epic”®.

A simple tale has no reference to mimetic function of some poems; it arises
without imitation®. This reservation becomes more intelligible in the light of Platonic

4 A basic source of information is provided in P. Vicaire’s book, Plafon — critique littéraire,
Paris 1960.

3 Plato, Republic, 392—394.

6 Ibidem, 392 c: “Ta pdv ) Abyov mépr &xére téhog, T 8% Mfews, dc Eydpa, PETH
tolito oxenmtéoy, xub Aulv & T Aextéov xal O Aextéov mavtehdg EonéeTar’

The text of the Republic is cited after Paul Shorey’s translation: Plato, The Republic, London
1953, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press. For philological checking of Greck and Latin
quotations I am indebted to Docent Tadeusz Biefikowski, Ph. D., to whom are due my warm
thanks.

7 Plato, Republic, 393 a: “[...] Myer e adtdg & momnmhs ol odF Emyctpel  HudY
Thv Stdvotay &Ahoce Tpémewy, G &AAog T O Aéywv T abric’.

8 Witness Plato’s statements on the “translation” of a fragment of Ifiad into a “simple tale”
(Republic, 393 d—394 a) and his observations upon the relations of dithyrambic poetry and a “sim-
pletale”; for the latter quotation see above.

9 Plato, Republic, 394 b.
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interpretation of the “imitative tale” representing the opposite pole towards which
the structure of the verbal plane may tend: “[...] that the opposite of this arises
when one removes the words of the poet between and leaves the alternation of
speeches” 1°,

In this way Plato characterizes a dialogue of many characters belonging to a
world represented in a literary work. It is to the dialogue alone that he ascribes
mimetic function.

The term pipyoig recurs in Plato’s works again and again though its connota-
tion varies not only in different works but sometimes even in the same work!’.
A discussion of the fluctuations in the meaning of Platonic mimesis, however cursory,
would go beyond the scope of the present paper; important though the problem is
in itself, such a discussion would be superfluous here. Pertinent for our purposes,
i. e., for the interpretation of Plato’s genological concept, is only this connotation
which has been included in the tripartite division of poetry. To preclude a misun-
derstanding, let us cite a fragment of the Republic where Socrates speaks to Adei-
mantus:

“But when he [Homer] delivers a speech as if he were someone else, shall we not
say that he then assimilates thereby his own diction as far as possible to that of the
person whom he announces as about to speak? [...] And is not likening one’s self to
another in speech or bodily bearing an imitation of him to whom one likens one’s
self? — Surely. — In such case then, it appears, he and the other poets effect their
narration through imitation. — Certainly. — But if the poet should conceal him-
self nowhere, then his entire poetizing and narration would have been accomplished
without imitation”*2.

The connotation of piunsig in this quotation approximates traditional Greek
understanding of imitation in Pre-Platonic aesthetics, i. e., as realted to histrionic
art, dramatic ballet, mime or music. While examining this understanding of piunsic
in connection with Plato’s definition of imitation as expounded earlier in Cratylus,
P. Vicaire who refers to Koller’s interpretation, writes: “[...] réalizer une représenta-
tion de quelque modele [...] en développant une activité créatrice”*?. A similar view

10 Jhidem, 394 b: “[...] 6w zadtng ab Evaveix yiyverm, &tav 7ig & 7ol mowTol T&
petald tdv fhocwv Eapdv td apotPaie xartodeiny’.

' Vicaire, op. cit., pp. 213—236; W.J. Verdenius, Mimesis. Plato’s Doctrine of Artistic
Imitation and Its Meaning to Us, Leiden 1962; R. McKeon, Literary Criticism in Antiquity, [in:]
Crities and Criticism Ancient and Modern, Chicago 1952, p. 147ff.

12 Plato, Republic, 393 ¢ —d: “>AMN Srav yé mva Myp piow g g &Ahog dv, &b ol téte
Spowolv abtdy ghoopev 8 T pdhiota Ty abrod Aéfw Exdote, Sv v mpostny ¢ pobvra [...].
Obxoly 16 ye dpowoly Sxutdy e 7 xatk gaviy ) xath oxfue ppeiodal domy dxeivov & &v
Tig dpoot; T piv; *Ev 8% 74 Torodte, g ouey, olitde Te ol ol ot momrel Sid piphoews
Ty Sufynow motobvrar, Ildvy pdv obv. Bl 8¢ ye undupolb fxvtdy dmoxpinrorto & momths, waow
Gy adtd dvev ppfoews i molnotg Te xal Sufynoic yeyowix eln”.

'? Vicaire, op. cit., p. 218.
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is voiced by B. Weinberg'4. W. Tatarkiewicz thus describes the archaic understan-
ding of mimesis: “[...] while later on it [the term mimesis] meant a representation
of reality through art, particularly through the theatre, painting, and sculpture,
here, in the earliest stages of Greek culture, it was applied to dancing and it stood
for something completely different, i. e., an expression of emotions, an utterance
or externalizing of experience in gestures, sounds, or words. [...] It meant imitation
in the sense of acting, not merely copying”'®.

In Plato’s text we have quoted above, poetic imitation was conceived as con-
structing the utterances of the personae represented in the poem in this way so that
the utterances should conform to their potential manner of speech, thus revealing
their character. Miynowc was then achieved in between the words actually put in
the characters’ mouths and those which could possibly have been spoken by the
represented characters. On the other hand, the poet’s report on the characters”
appearance or actions (“epic monologue”) or the poet’s pronouncements on his own
emotions or dispositions (“lyrical monologue™) were not imitation. In this context,
a “simple tale” was performed without imitation.

On the two basic structures, the monologue and the dialogue, or “simple tale”
and “imitation”, borders the third or mixed structure where the poet’s pronounce-
ments alternate with the characters’ speeches: “Do they not proceed either by pure
narration or by a narrative that is effected through imitation, or by both?”1¢

Plato connected these verbal structures with some specific, actually existing at
that time (or even earlier) poetic varieties: “[...] that there is one kind of poetry and
tale-telling which works wholly through imitation, as you remarked, tragedy and
comedy; and another which employs the recital of the poet himself, best exemplified,
I presume, in the dithyramb; and there is again that which employs both, in epic
poetry and in many other places [...]"*".

The following scheme would then result: the dialogue or mimetic structure
(including, in some cases, also the monologue pronouncements of the characters
represented), is suitable for such varieties as comedy and tragedy: the monologue
steucture (i. e., a “simple tale” conceived as a monologue of the poetic subject),
is appropriate for those like dithyramb as well as tales relating, in prose or connected
speech, a course of events'®; the mixed structure is reserved chiefly for Homeric epic.

14 B Weinberg, A History of Literary Criticism in the Italian Renaissance, vol. 1, Chicago
1961, p. 251.

15 W, Tatarkiewicz, Historia estetyki (History of Aesthetics), vol. 1: Estetyka starozytna
(Ancient Aesthetics), Wroclaw 1960, p. 27.

16 Plato, Republic, 392 d: “TAp’ olv odyl #ror &mhf) dupyfoer 8wk ppfozws Yryvopévy
# 8 dpogotépwv mepaivousiv’

17 Jbidem, 394 b—c: “[...] br Tiic mowjoeds Te wai pvdoreylug f pev Ak ppfoswg
8y dotiy, Gomep ov Ayei, Tpaywdia te ol xopedia, § 88 8 dmayyehiag witol Tob mounTol.
efipotg 8 dv adrhy pdhotd mov dv Sbvpdufors. ) 8 ab 81’ dugorépdv &v Tty TGy Endy ROV oEL,
morhoyoh 82 xal ot [...]7.

18 JIhidem, 393 d — 394 a.
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The interpretation of these poetic forms (and also of those which are not mentio-
ned in the fragment of the Republic we have been discussing), which later came to be
regarded as poetic species, forms the second current of Plato’s genological conside-
rations. This current is absolutely empirical. Plato simply enumerates the current
forms thus acknowledging their existence, cites their names (e. g., in fon, 534), and
conveys their traditional connotations as developed in the historical process (e. g.,
Laws, 698 A). The criterion of “content” is given priority in Plato’s descritption of
poetic varieties, as in the fragment cited below: “[...] one class of song was that of
prayers to the gods which bore the name pf ‘hymns’; contrasted with this was another
class, best called ‘dirges’; ‘peans’ formed another; and yet another was the ‘dithy-
ramb’, named, I fancy, after Dionysus”!°.

We may, therefore, distinguish two orders of classification: one which is based
on linguistic and structural criteria, and another whish is related to the so-called
sphere of “content” (theme, emotional tone, etc.); the order related to the plane
signifiant and that related to the plane signifié of the poem; the order of *“genre”
and that of “species”. According to Plato, these categories were independent from
one another both logically and ontologically. And yet they crossed: a poem
was genologically determined at the intersection of two spheres, that of “what”
and that of “how”.

One of the greatest connoisseurs of Aristotle’s Poetics, Francesco Robortello,
wrote in 1548 when discussing the genological concepts of his master: “Haec vero
omnia desumpsit Aristoteles ex Platone, nam ille quoque copiose de his imitandi
modis poeticis loquitur. Non est autem locus his Platonis praetermittendus, tum
ut facilius intelligantur ea, quae sunt ab Aristotele dicta breviter fortasse nimis
et obscure; tum ut unusquisque perspiciat, quam ingeniose e scriptis Platonis prae-
ceptoris sui, sicuti alia multa, ita et haec transtulerit”2°.

Indeed, Platonic echoes are prominent in Aristotle’s views, but they do not
constitute the totality of the Stagirite’s concepts of classification. The most essential
differences seem to spring from a different understanding of poetic imitation®*.

1% plato, Laws, 700 b: “[...] xat 1. v el8og Gdfc ebyul mpde Heods, Bvopa 8% Gpvor
gnexoholiveo, %al tovre 8% b dvavriov Ry G8¥c Erepov eldog Hpnvoug 8¢ Tig dv wbrods pdhioTa
Exdheae, xal matwves Erepov, wal Mo Awvioov yéveois, olpar, Si1%dpapfog Aeybuevos”.

Citations from R. G. Bury’s edition of Laws in Plato, vol. 9, London 1952, Cambridge, Mass.,
Harvard University Press.

*® Francisci Robortelli Utinensis In Librum Aristotelis De arte poetica explicationes,

Florentiae 1548, p. 25.
; *1 Some interesting remarks on the Platonic and Aristotelian notions of ufpnou can be found
in the paper by G. Genette, Frontiéres du récit, “Communications”, No. 8, 1966, pp. 152—156.
Cf. also McKeon, op. cit. It cannot be stressed enough that our discussion, here and in the prece-
ding pages, on the problem of imitation, as understood by Plato, has been founded on the philoso-
pher’s earlier views as expounded in Cratylus or in the fragments of the Republic we have quoted
above. We are not taking into account Plato's later concept of plumows as discussed in the
subsequent part of the Republic (595fF.), which is closer to Aristotelian standpoint, but differs from.
the latter in this that Plato describes imitation as a process of passive reproduction of the model.
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In more recent commentaries to Poetics there are at least two possible interpreta-
tions of the term pipnois which is recurrently used in the text. Aristotle left no
univocal definition of imitation of his own, hence numerous controversies and
polemics among the scholars examining his heritage. The first of the possible inter-
pretations prevailed in the nineceenth -century critical works?2, and was also favoured
by some later critics like, e. g., K. Svoboda?3. According to this interpretation
Aristotelian piunoic was to be understood as reproducing a model or making
exact, “photographic” reproductions of extra-artistic reality. The second interpre-
tation became prominent in the last decades, its outstanding spokesman being
R. Ingarden?*. In the latter view piunoig is the opposite of passive reproduction.
The emphasis is laid on creative elements in mimetic process; on the imitative presen-
tation not “fitting” the model; on the fictitious model having equal rights the real
one; on the imitative representation being subordinate to the laws of “objective
consequence”, to principles of “necessity” and “probability” rather than “truth”
understood as adequacy in relation to the model. On the other hand, the supporters
of both interpretations have no misgivings about the fact that Aristotelian piunsug
-occurs between a broadly conceived plane of the poem, comprising not only “cha-
raclers” but also a “plot” (including the characters’ actions) and “idea”2s, and the
extra-artistic reality; Aristotelian piunecis is therefore an attribute of all poetry
while with Plato it is appropriate but to one species of poetry.

The notion of piuncis in the system of Poetics is of interest to us only in so
far as it is related to the complex of Aristotelian genological meditations. It is this
set of problems that makes the philosopher’s ambivalent attitude towards the ques-
tion of imitation more apparent. Apart from the approach to plpyneig referred to
above, there seems to exist in the text of Poetics still another, the traditional one
which we have met earlier while considering Plato’s views.

In the chapter devoted to a discussion of epic forms we can read: “Homer deserves
praise for many things and especially for this, that alone of all poets he does not
fail to understand what he ought to do himself. The poet should speak as seldom
as possible in his own character, since he is not ‘representing’ the story in that sense.
Now the other poets play a part themselves throughout the poem and only occasio-
nally ‘represent’ a few things dramatically, but Homer after a brief prelude at once
brings in a man or a woman or some other character, never without character,
but all having character of their own”?.

2z Tatarkiewicz, op. cit.,vol. 1, p. 172.

33 K. Svoboda, L’Esthétique d’Aristote (Aristotelovd estetika), Brno 1927, p. 39.

2+ R. Ingarden, Uwagi na marginesie “Poetyki” Arystotelesa (Some Remarks on Aristotle’s
“Poetics™), [in:] Studia z estetyki (Studies on Aesthetics), vol. 1. Warszawa 1966, pp. 337—377.
Cf. Z. Szmydtowa, Problemy Poetyki Arystotelesa (The Problems of Aristotle's Poetics), and Proble-
mow Poetyki Arystotelesa ciqg dalszy (Problems of Aristotle’s Poetics Continued), [in:] Poeci i poetyka
(Poets and Poetics), Warszawa 1964, pp. 371—409; McKeon, op. cit., p. 160ff.

25 Aristotle, Poetics, 6. 1449 b — 1450 a.

26 Ibidem, 24. 1460 a 13 —14: “"Opngoc 8¢ Id 7= modhd &Zwos EmaweioDon xol L))
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We can easily distinguish here a direct reverberation of the Platonic opposition
of the mimetic dialogue structure and the non-imitative monologue structure.
In this context piunolg appears to be an attribute of a certain structure of verbal
pronouncement. Conforming to tradition created by the fragment of the Republic
referred to above, piunoig here represents a relation between two pronouncements,
one which has actually been realized by the poet and which expresses character,
and a potential one.

Such an understanding of piynois was considered by Aristotle in his theory
of division of poetry (Books I-III) even though the theory was in many respects
indebted to Platonic tradition. The classification of poetic varieties was based on
the notion of imitation; and piunoie, as we know, was regarded as an epistemologi-
cal attribute of all poetic varieties and forms; moreover, pipmoig was also reco-
gnized as an attribute of other forms of art, including painting. For that reason
ceased to function as a distinctive criterion of division of poetry into genres; the
rdle of such criteria was now assumed by some aspects of the mimetic process,
namely the “means”, “objects” and “manners of imitation”?”.

In the category of “means of imitation” are included the rhythm, speech and
melody. “Speech” is an essential constituent of poetry; other “means” may just
coexist with “speech”?8. Aéfic then becomes a distinctive characteristic of poetry
since it separates poetry from other arts. “But the art which employs words either
in bare prose or in metres [...]” 2%,

The verbal stratum of the poem may be organized by different “manners of imi-
tation”: “For in representing the same objects by the same means it is possible to
proceed either partly by narrative and partly by assuming a character other than
your own — this is Homer’s method — or by remaining yourself without any such
change, or else to represent the characters as carrying out the whole action the m-
selves” 39,

In the first type, the 2é%ic of the poem consists of the alternading pronouncements
-of the author and those of the characters represented in the poem; the second type
contains only the characters’ pronouncements. We can recognize here the models

%ol $i pbvog @y mouTaY odx dyvoet b Sei motelv abtév. adtdv yap St wov mouthv EdyroTe
Ayew, ob ydp Eott xatd Tabte puyThe. of pév obv &Akor abrol pdv 8 Ghou dywvilovra, pipobv-
Ton 8% Shbye wol Shuydnis, & 8% dMbyn ppoupiacdpevos edfis elodyer dvdpa A yuvaixa i) &Xo T
[H90c] vl 0088’ &9n 40N Eyovro %97, Here and elsewhere quotations are from W. Hamilton
Fyfe’ s translation of Poetics in: Aristotle, “The Poetics”; Longinus, “On the Sublime”; Deme-
trius, “On Style”, London 1953, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press.

27 Aristotle, Poetics, 1.1447 a 3—4.

28 Ibidem, 1.1447 a 5— 6.
Ibidem, 1. 1447 a —1. 1447 b: “% 8¢ [Emomoiia] pévov Toig Abyois Yrhoic 7 Toig pérpors ..."”
Ibidem, 1. 1448 a 2 —3: “xal ydp &v 7oig adroig ol Td odre pupeicdon Eomv OtE
pev dmayyélhovia, 7 Erepby T yryvbpevoy, domep “Oumnpog moiei, ) g Tov adtov xal ph peta-
Bdlovra, # mdvrag dg mpdTTovTag Mol Evepyolvrag Todg pipovpévons’.
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of a mixed structure and a dialogue structure, as created by Plato. (The interpreta-
tion of this quotation by K. Svoboda who has besides discerned a model of a monolo-
gue structure here, seems to be untenable)3!. Thus Aristotle outlines two general
poetic categories which can be described as epic and dramatic since he associa-
tes them with Homeric epic and drama. Like in Plato, they are essentially lin-
guistic categories; it is the structure of the Aé£ic that determines their representative
genres.,

Apart from these general categories, the Poetics offer a fuller (as compared with
Plato’s account) theory of poetic varieties which are isolated through the application
of the criterion of “object of imitation”.

“Poetry then split into two kinds according to the poet’s nature. For the more
serious poets represented fine doings and the doings of fine men, while those of a
less exalted nature represented the actions of inferior men, at first writing satire
just as the others at first wrote hymns and eulogies” 32,

The first specific criterion thus refers to ethical properties of the represented
characters. This had also been said before in one of the earlier chapters of Poetics:
“Since living persons are the objects of representation, these must necessarily be
either good men or inferior [...] that is to say either better than ourselves or worse
or much what we are. [...] It is just in this respect that tragedy differs from comedy.
The latter sets out to represent people as worse than they are today, the former
as better” 33,

Ethical criteria combined with the criteria of content do not exhaust the question
of classificacdion. “Nature herself discovered the proper metre. The iambic is indeed
the most conversational of the metres, and the proof is that in talking to each
other we most often use iambic lines but very rarely hexameters and only when we
1ise above the ordinary pitch of conversation”3%.

The definitions of particular poetic species take besides inio account such criteria
as their function (which had been described as “action” in the preliminary discussion),
e. g., in the definition of tragedy whose object is to move pity or fear®®, or tone,

31 Svoboda, op. cit., p. 48.

32 Aristotle, Poetics, 4. 14483 b 8: “dicondodn 8¢ xard <& oleciz #9n 7 moinouc.
ol pdv yikp ceuvérepoL Tag wuhde Euipolvro mpdlheig xal Tdg T@Y. Towobrey, of 8% edreréorepor.
Tag TGV QuvAwy, TpdTov Ybyoug motolvres, domep Erepor Guvovg wal Eyudyia’.

33 Ibidem, 2. 1448 a 1—7: *émel 8% pupolvron ol pwobusvor mpdrrovrag, dvdyxn
8% tobroug 7 amoudaioug 1) padioug elvan [...] #ror Bertlovac | xxd® fudc A yetoovag 3 nal totod-
Toug <motolow>, domep ol ypageis. [...] v Tadey 8% 7 Swxpopd xal ) Tpayedix wpds T xouE-
Sty Stéomixev. | piv ydp yelpovg 4 8% Behrlovg pepeicBur Bolderar tav vov'.

3% Ibidem, 4. 1449 a 18 —19: “AéZewg 8% yevopdvne wdth % glowg =6 oluciov pérpov-
elpe. pAAoTe YIp AckTinty T@V pétgov T lapPeidy doTw. orusiov 8t Tobrou, mAsiaTa yip lop-
Beia Aéyopev &v 7j Srahéxtey Ti] Tpdg dANANoug, EEdustpu OF Shvydung xal ExBaivovtes Tijc Aewtt—
*ig dpuoving™, '

35 [bidem, 6. 1449 b 1 —4,
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as in the definition of comedy which should avoid ugliness and expose the ridiculous
“without causing pain”3°.

The criteria of division into poetic species therefore result from the intersection
of the properties of the represented world and the conventions of metrical arrangement
of the verbal stratum — the “objects” and “means of imitation”; these criteria
then belong to a different order than those determining the division into literary
genres. These two planes of genological thinking which obviously follow the spirit
of Platonic tradition, are not integrated into a compact, logically consistent system
of classification of poetry. They “do not fit” and the failure to “fit” is responsible
for leaving some monologue forms (&mhh dufynoie — according to Plato), cor-
responding to some later conceptions of lyric poetry, outside the system of literary
genres37,

Apart from the Platonic and Aristotelian trends which have been of fundamental
importance for European genological thinking, literary critics and theoreticians of
the Middle Ages and the Renaissance assimilated some ideas of the genres, which
had been developed in a more or less independent way by the Romans. Two achie-
vements will deserve our special attention: first, the influence of Horace, and, second,
the rhetorical concept of the narrative.

Horace’s Epistle to Pisones proved to have a cogent influence since it fixed in
the literary consciousness of the following centuries the concept of a literary
species as a peculiar unity of “content” (theme, the quality of the characters, and emo-
tional tone) and of the verbal stratum characterized by an “appropriate” diction and
a “proper” meter®®. The mutual relations of the poem’s represented plane and its
verbal plane (style and meter) were balanced by the principle of decorum, the latter
being a fundamental aesthetic principle of every work of art not merely for Horace
but for the majority of art critics of that period. Accordingly, the “codes” of the
few poetic species were outlined in terms of the category of propriety of “content”
and verbal “form”. This was then a revival of the empirical and descriptive current
of genelogical thinking, the one we were trying to trace in the Greek tradition.

The problems of literary genres, in their number the question of classification
of poetry in the structural and linguistic plane, were outside the sphere of Horace’s
interests. It must, however, be emphasized that Horace, in his own peculiar way
restored the literary species *® which had been related by Plato to the structure of
amhh) Sujynowg. The re-establishment was of material consequence for the sub-
Sequent development of the theory of literary genres. Horace went as far as to
TeCommend:

[...] ne forte pudori
Sit tibi Musa lyrae sollers et cantor Apollo*°,

3¢ JIbidem, 5. 1449 a 1 —2,
Ibidem, 1. 1447 a 2—6; 1. 1447 b 7—10; 4. 1448 b 8 and elsewhere.

Horace, De arte poetica, 73f5., 891
39 Ibidem, 83 — 85.

40 Ibidem, 406 — 407.
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The second formative influence is to be found in the rhetoric of the first century
B. C. Unlike the Greek tradition in the theory of elocution which proved indifferent
to typological aspects of the narrative, Roman rhetoric offered such an approach
to rhetorical narratio as was to become the foundation stone of prose fiction. The
concepts coined by Cicero and by the anonymous author of the Rhetorica ad Heren-
nium, and later repeated by Quintilian, were to run through all medieval prose
theory (as well as poetics) to reappear again in the Renaissance theoretical thinking.

Cicero has distinguished forensic speech which accurately renders past events
and only at times introduces the elements of the speaker’s subjective emotions,
from epideictic speech whose aims are rather literary. “Tertium genus est remotum
a civilibus causis, quod delectationis causa, non inatili cum exercitatione, dicitur
et scribitur”41,

The latter type of speech is further described:

“Eius partes sunt duae, quarum altera in negotiis, altera in personis maxime
versatur. Ea, quae in negotiorum expositione posita est, tres habet partes: fabulam,
historiam, argumentum. Fabula est, in qua nec verae nec verisimiles res continentur,
cuiusmodi est:

Angues ingentes alites, iuncti iugo...

Historia est gesta res ab aetatis nostrae memoria remota; quod genus: Appius indixit
Carthaginiensibus bellum.Argumentum est ficta res, quae tamen fieri potuit. Huius-
modi apud Terentium:

Nam is postquam excessit ex Ephebis, Sosia...

Illa autem narratio, quae versatur in personis, eiusmodi est, ut in ea simul cum
rebus ipsis personarum sermones et animi perspici possint, hoc modo:

Venit ad me saepe clamitans: Quid agis Mitio?
Cur perdis adulescentem nobis? Cur amat?
Cur potat? ...

Hoc in genere narrationis multa inesse debet festivitas, confecta ex rerum varietate
animorum dissimilitudine, gravitate, lenitate, spe, metu, suspicione, desiderio, dis-
simulatione, errore, misericordia, fortunae commutatione, msperato incommodo,
subita laetitia, iucundo exitu rerum®42.

We are not going to pretend that the fragment cited above contains an explicit
exposition of the problem of literary genres in the way that Plato and Aristotle had
left to us. We might, however, venture a hypothesis that the problem is implicit in
the division of the narrative into that in personis posita and that in negotiis posita.
It would follow from the description of these two types of prose narrative that

4t M. T.Cicero, De inventione, 1, 19.
42 Ibidem. Views similar to those held by Ciceroare found in Rhetorica ad Herennium (1, 8, 13)
and in M. F. Quintilian’s Institutionis oratoriae libri XII (2, 4, 2).
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Cicero was inclined to associate the former with the mixed (or epic) structure, as
testified by the passage: “in ea simul cum rebus ipsis personarum sermones et animi
perspici possint [...]"”, while to the latter he assigned the monologue structure (&riy
Suynotg) in iis “epic” (not lyrical) variety.

A further subdivision was, however, effected according to the criteria of “content”.
Narratio in negotiis posita was subdivided into three varieties termed fabula, argu-
mentum, and historia, each of them characterized by a peculiar relationship of the
represented plane and the extra-artistic reality. The relationship of adequacy (“truth”)
served to establish the variety called historia: here the represented plane is supposed
to be an exact reproduction of a given section of reality well removed in time from
the present. The relationship of analogy (or we might call it “imitation” — in the
Aristotelian sense of conformity to the laws of necessity and probability, instead
of truth) was a distinctive mark of the variety called argumentum. Finally, the va-
riety called fabula was characterized by the independence of the represented plane
both from the extra-artistic reality and the laws of necessity and probability*3,

In the period preceding the rise of mature systems of great medieval poetics,
genological ideas found their expression in numerous arfes grammaticae and artes
rhetoricae. Eclecticism was their dominant feature — Platonic, Horatian, and Cice-
ronian elements were mixed to result in vaiious combinations. These formed the
background from which a framework of more independent ideas was subsequently
to emerge.

Of the early theoreticians of poetry, Diomedes deserves our special attention.
He lived in the fourth century A.D., and though practically nothing is known
about the man, his writings have been preserved for us. His treatise De arte gram-
matica was universally known and quoted by the later authors and was still published
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries *4. Diomedes tackled some essential problems
of rhetoric, a large portion of his treatise being devoted to the question of classifica-
tion of poetry. Obviously, Diomedean views were preponderantly influenced by
Platonic tradition. Plato’s ideas had, however, undergone a substantial transforma-
tion — a palpable evidence that the tripartite division of poetry had turned into
a rigid, schematic frame.

“Poematis genera sunt tria. Aut enim activum est, vel imitativum, quod Graeci
Spaporixdy  vel pipemixév. Aut enarrativum vel enunciativum, quod Graeci

S3TRLR. Curtius, La littérature européenne et le Moyen Age latin, traduit par J, Bréjoux,
Paris 1956 (translated from the German original Europiische Literatur und lateinisches Mittelalter,
Bern 1954), pp. 87 — 89 and elsewhere. Cf. S. Zabtocki, Antyczne epicedium i elegia zalobna.
Geneza i rozwdj (Ancient Epicedium and Elegy. Their Origin and Development), Wroclaw 1965, espe-
cially chaps. VII and VIII.

** Weinberg (op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 79, 82 and elsewhere) writes of the vitality of Diomedean

theory in the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century theories of poetry, chiefly in the poetics derived from
the Platonic and Horatian traditions.
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EEnyrixdy  vel dvayyshmixév dicunt. Aut commune vl mixtum, quod Graeci
xowvoy vel puxerdy appellant” 43,

The classification clea:ly refers to poems, no longer to structures of verbal
pronouncement as in Plato, nor to manners of imitation as in Aristotle. Diomedes
speaks of three kinds of poems or groups of poetic works sharing, among other
things, certain common properties of the linguistic stratum. There follows a rigid
classification which reminds us of some later scholastic divisions; the arrangement of
groups and subgroups, all of them carefully graded, forms a hierarchy in which
every element is related to another through the order of subordination or superi-
ority.

Here is a description of genus activum: “Apoyparidy vel activum est, in quo
personae agunt solae, sine ulla poetae interlocutione, ut se habent tragicae vel
comicae fabulae [...]. Poematos dramatici vel activi genera sunt quatuor. Apud
Graecos: tragica, comica, satyrica, mimica; apud Romanos: ‘praetextata’, ‘taberna-
ria’, ‘attellana’, ‘planipes’”*S,

In this way the system of subordination operates within dramatic genre.

On the other hand, genus enarrativum “in quo poeta ipse loquitur sine personae
ullius inierlocutione”, consists of three species: angeltice, historice, and didascalice.
These in turn comprise, first, sententiae or moralizing and didactic poems; second,
narrative poems which, the author says, “narrationes et genealogiae componuntur,
ut est Hesiodi Theogonia et similia”*’, and, finally, philosophical works such as
those by Lucretius, astrological works, e.g., Phaenomena by Aratus, and other
works, like those by Cicero, Virgil’s Georgics, etc. Or, to use more familiar terms,
the genre represents a monologu: structure, its content being moral and/or didactic,
mythological and/or historical, philosophical and/or scientific.

Genus mixtum, “in quo poeta ipse loquitur et personae loquentes introducuntur”,
comprehends the following species: “prima et heroica ut Iliados et Aeneidos, secunda
lyrica, ut est Archilochi et Horatii” 48,

Thus both lyric poetry with its characteristic monologue structure and the typi-
cally mixed (in the Platonic sense) epic were ultimately shuffled into a common
bag of generis mixti. This is the most convincing evidence that to a medieval critic
the type of linguistic structure no longer represents a fundamental criterion of di-
vision into literary genres, even though he would plead the testimony of Platonic
tradition. For Platonic trichotomy is here translated into the language of an essen-
tially arbitrary division of poetic works into groups whose properties were not
defined clearly enough. Plato’s classification thus lost its intrinsic meaning — that

45 The following edition is here used: Diomedes, De arte grammatica, Coloniae 1533; the
present citation ibidem, 117 v.

46 Ibidem.

47 This and the subsequent quotations on genus enarrativum are from Dicmedes, op. cit.,
117 v—118.

48 Jbidem the citations on genus mixtum.

e Jg-ga‘m:,g,\.m;_- ik
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of a typology of the manner of poetic ordering of the verbal stratum of a literary
work.

Platonic threads were extending not only over the field of poetic genology but
also penetrated into some views on prose fiction, as expounded within the frame-
work of the rhetorical theory of narratio. An obvious example is the standpoint
of Fortunatianus (fourth century A. D.) who applied the scheme of Platonic tri-
chotomy in his classification of prosaic tales. Fortunatianus divided rhetorical
narratio into “dramatic”,“narrative”, and “mixed” 4.

For the most part, however, the scholars dealing with theory of elocution tended
to preserve traditional rhetorical divisions3°. The impact of Ciceronian ideas was
of considerable importance and it was his classification of the narrative into fabula,
argumentum and historia that was the chief model. Hermogenes became another
authority, at least for those theoreticians who accepted and reproduced his division
of narratio into four categories: “imaginary”, “probable”, “historical” and “fo-
rensic” %!, The two classifications, that of Cicero and that of Hermogenes, were
not essentially opposed since Cicero also distinguished a forensic narrative from
that “quod delectationis causa, non inutile cum exercitatione, dicitur et scribitur” 2.

The tendency described here was exemplified, among others, in the work of
Martianus Capella (fifth century A. D.) and Priscian (fifth — sixth century A. D.).
In M. Capella’s treatise De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercuri, in the section devoted to
rhetoric, we can read: “Narrationum genera sunt quatuor: historia, fabula, argumen-
tum, negocialis vel iudicialis assertio. Historia est, ut Livii. Fabula neque vera est,
neque veresimilis, ut Daphnim in arborem versam. Argumentum est, quod non
facta, sed quae fieri potuerunt, continet, ut in comoediis patrem timeri et amari
meretricem. Iudicialis autem narratio est rerum gestarum aut verisimilium exposi-
tio™33,

The patronage of Cicero and of Roman rhetoric is here apparent both in termi-
nology and in definitions. On the other hand, Priscian appears to follow the tradi-
tion of Hermogenes since the views of the latter are reflected in De praeexercitamentis
rhetoricae: “Narratio est expositio rei factae vel quasi factae. [...] Species autem
narrationis quatuor sunt: fabularis, fictilis, historica, civilis. Fabularis est ad fabu-

*® C. Chirii Fortunatiani Artis rhetoricae libri III (3,9), [in:] Rhetores latini minores, ex
codicibus maximam partem primum adhibitis, emendabat C. Halm, Lipsiae 1863, p, 126. Cf.
H. Lausberg, Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik, vol. 1. Miinchen 1960, p. 167.

*® We wish to emphasize again that it is only the genological division of prose narrative as
expounded within the theory of narratio that concerns us here.

*! Lausberg, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 167.

*2 Cf. note 41.

3 The citation is from the edition Martiani Minei Capellae De nuptiis Philologiae et Mer-

curi, Basileae 1532, pp. 117 — 118. (The same in De rhetorica, 46, 550, cf. Rhetores latini minores,
D. 486),

2 — Zagadnienia Rodzajéw Literackich, t. XII, z. 1
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las supradictas pertinens. Fictilis ad tragoedias, sive comoedias ficta. Historica ad
res gestas exponendas. Civilis quae ab oratoribus in exponendis sumitur causis” >*.

It is worth stressing that the early medieval rhetorical treatises generally evade
the Ciceronian “generic” division of the narrative into that about people and that
about events; they seem to be content to reproduce thes schemes of division we have
referred to above, the fundamental critetion being the relationship of the repre-
sented plane to extra-artistic reality.

An attempt to trace genological problems in the poetics of the mature Renais-
sance does not always yield interesting results. Such treatises as Ars versificatoria
(about 1175) by Matthew of Venddme or Documentum de modo et arte dictandi et
versificandi and Poetria nova by Geoffrey of Vinsauf (thirteenth century) simply
dispense with classifications of poetry into literary genres and species; at best, some
species are occasionally mentioned there and their description is quite perfunctory.

Matthew of Vendéme enumerates and personifies tragedy, comedy, satire and
elegy, and he includes their brief descriptions in the chapter dealing with problems
of style and versification. Of tragedy, e. g., we read:

“Tragoedia proiicit ampullas et sesquipedalia verba et pedibus innitens coturnats,
rigida superficie, minaci supercilio assuetae ferocitatis multifariam intonat conjec-
turam” *°.

In this style and in a similar manner the author would speak about other species.
Geoffrey of Vinsauf mentions comedy and he postulates a suitable choice of words
for comic matter *°,

For our purpose, the treatise Poétria [...] De arte prosaica, metrica et rithmica®’
by John of Garland (ca. 1180 — after 1252) appears to be of basic importance.
The writer intended this work to be a sum-total of the knowledge of verbal art,
and he meant to encompass the whole complex of the problems pertaining both
prose and verse. In its theoretical foundations Poetria was eclectic in the manner
typical of the Middle Ages. Thus it combined some of Platonic views on poetry
with some elements of Roman rhetoric, chiefly of the Ciceronian stream, and the
echoes of the disquisitions on poetry as expounded in the Epistle to Pisones — that
invulnerable authority for the medieval poeiics.

54 The quotation follows the edition Prisciani Grammatici Caesariensis De praeexerci-
tamentis rhetoricae ex Hermogene liber, [in:] Libri omnes, 1954, p. 866. (The same in Praeexerci-
tamina 2, 10 — 16 (De narratione), cf. Rhetores latini minores, p. 552).

35 Matthew of Vendéme, Ars versificatoria, 11, 5 (I am quoting after E. Faral, Les arts
poétiques du XII¢ et du XIII® siécle, Paris 1923, p. 153).

56 Geoffrey of Vinsauf, Poétria nova, 1883. By the same author Documentum de modo
et arte dictandi et versificandi, 163 — 169 (cited after Faral, op. cit., pp. 255 and 317).

57 A critical edition of this treatise by G. Mari, Poétria magistri Johannis Anglici De arte pro-
saica, metrica et rithmica, [in:] Romanische Forschungen, vol. 13, 1901, pp. 883 — 965. All subsequent
page references are from this edition. For John of Garland see: Faral, op. cit., pp. 40 — 46,
378 — 380; E. De Bruyne, Etudes d’esthétique médiévale, vol. 2, Brugge 1946, pp. 18 — 23; Tatar-

kiewicz, Historia estetyki (History of Aesthetics), vol. 2: Estetyka sredniowieczna (Medieval Aesthe-
tics), pp. 134 — 147 (on medieval poetics in general and also on John of Garland).
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A considerable portion of Poétria was assigned to genological problems. On the
one hand, the treaty offers a general theoretical scheme of division of poetry and
prose into genera and species sive partes; on the other hand, the work contains
a description of some poetic species called carmina.

John of Garland’s views on what a literary work is were fundamentzlly deter-
mined by his belief in a basic opposition of the literary “matter” (i. e., the content,
the represented plane, the order signifié) and of the so-called sermo (verbal enun-
ciation, the linguistic plane, the order signifiant). He enlarged upon both the members
of the opposition. The theory of sermo also dealt with some other essential problems,
in their number a generic classification of verbal works.

The author of Poétria enumerates three genera sermonis: “Notandum ergo,
quod triplex est genus sermonis: primum est ‘dramaticon’ vel ‘dicticon’, id est imi-
tativum vel interrogativum. Secundum est ‘exagematicon’ id est enarrativum quod
a quibusdam dicitur ‘ermeneticon’ id est interpretativum. Tertium est ‘micticon’
vel ‘chelion’ id est mixtum vel commune et dicitur ‘didascalicon’ id est doctrinale,
aliquo istorum trium utitur quicumque loquitur”*®,

Both the terminology of the triad and its assignment to a linguistic plane are
indicative of Platonic tradition. Indeed, John of Garland is here presenting the
concept of genres in terms of structural and linguistic planes, as it was conceived
by the Greek philosopher. This is more noteworthy since the author breaks away
from the standpoint prevalent in the early Middle Ages in general, and from Diome-
des, the chief theoretician of genres, in particular.

The next division applies to genus enarrativum: “Sub secundo cadit narratio” .
The term narratio occurs in Poétria again and again and its meaning varies. In the
adduced case, the function of narratio is parallel to that of the later “plot” — it
adjoins the represented plane and belongs to the sphere of the “matter”.

“Quia vero narratio communis est prosae et metro, dicendum, quod sunt genera
narrationum” ®°, runs the introduction. This is followed by an enumeration of the
genres: “unum est quod in negotiis positum est, aliud quod in personis”°'.

It is not hard to recognize here the notions and phrazing taken directly from
Cicero and the author of Rhetorica ad Herennium; the stream of rhetorical genology
had thus forced its way into the bed of Platonic trichotomy.

The narrative about poeple was characterized in the following way: “Illa species
narrationis quae consistit in positione personarum ne sit vitiosa sex exquirit pro-
prictates a sex rebus sumptis, quae sunt: fortunae conditio, aetas, sexus, officium,
natio, ydyoma [...]” 2. This description, as we see, goes back to both the Ciceronian

John of Garland, Peétria, p. 926.
%9 [Ibidem.

8% Ibidem.
51 Ibidem.
% Ibidem, p. 927,
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tradition of descriptio personae and, to a lesser extent, to the Horatian concept of
the poetic persona®?.

The narrative about events, on the other hand, traditionally falls into three ele-
ments: fabula, argumentum and historia. “[...] tres habet species sive partes, scilicet: fa-
bulam, historiam, argumentum. Fabula est quae nec res veras nec verisimiles continet
[...]. Historia est res gesta ab aetatis nostrae memoria remota [...]. Argumentum
est res ficta quae tamen fieri potuit, ut contingit in comoediis”%*. It can easily be
seen that this fragment presents a faithful reflection of Cicero’s views as well as
those held by the author of Rhetorica ad Herennium.

The classification of the works of verbal art would therefore ultimately corres-
pond to the basic opposition: materia and sermo. Species narrationis are arranged
on the plane of “content”, or the represented plane, while genera sermonis are as-
signed to the linguistic plane. Our earlier remark on the eclecticism of Poétria is
therefore fully corroborated, for the species narrationis are an outcome of the
studies of rhetorical theory while genera sermonis, as we said before, owe their
existence to Platonic tradition.

The classification of poetry and prose does not exhaust the essential problems
of Poétria. We can also find there, running almost parallel and as if following their
own course, the descriptions of, and even attempts at classification of, the poetic
species which are generally referred to as carmina. These descriptions and attempted
divisions, though apparently dominated by the Horatian tradition, have been invol-
ved in the system of concepts which are typically medieval.

Carmina are generally divided into two groups termed historicum and alego-
ricum®3. The former group contains the following species (our enumeration follows
the order accepted by John of Garland): epithalamium, epicedium, epitaphium,
apoclesis, bucolicum, georgicum, liricum, epodon, carmen seculare vel hymnus, invec-
tivum, reprehensio sive satira, tragicum, elegiacum, comoedia. The group alegoricum
is tepresented by a single example, that of apologus.

Such terms as historia or historicum are repeatedly used in Poétria yet their mean-
ing is not the same throughout. In the passage we have quoted, the term historicum
was intended to be more or less synonymous to sensus historicus so as to suggest
a direct and literal meaning of this kind of carmina while alegoricum, understood
as sensus alegoricus, was to imply a transferred sense: the represented plane was to-
be referred to a certain conceptual plane forming a superstructure over the former,
but not actually represented %6, The division into historicum and alegoricum therefore
basically relates to the degree of semantic complexity of *“specific” structures.

The passages we have cited from John of Garland are also of interest in so far
as they shed the light on the problem of specific criteria. On the whole, the author

53 Cf. Cicero, De inventione, 1, 24 — 25; Horace, De arte poetica, 153 — 178.
54 John of Garland, op. cit., p. 926.

85 Jbidem, pp. 926 — 928.

%6 Cf. De Bruyne, op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 302 — 313.
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of Poétria accepted the criteria developed in the past, in some measure by Aristotle
and, chiefly, by the Roman tradition, notably Horatian. He assigned priority to the
quality of the “matter” which should be appropriate to a given species (the theme,
type of plot, type of hero, etc.); next to the “matter” he placed the tone — a basic
emotive quality; and last, the attributes of the verbal stratum, from lexis to metrical
scheme of the verse. These attributes were related to one another by means of the
principle of decorum, e. g., the verbal stratum was to be held in close correspon-
dence with both the quality of the matter and the dominant emotional tone.

The importance of the latter criterion may be demonstrated on the example
of the definitions of tragedy and comedy: “[...] sed est differentia inter tragoediam
et comoediam, quia comoedia est carmen iocosum incipiens a tristitia et terminans
in gaudium; tragoedia est carmen gravi stilo compositum incipiens a gaudio et
terminans in luctum [...]”%7, or that of elegy: “[...] elegiacum id est miserabile
carmen, quod continet et recitat dolores amantium [...]”°%.

The criterion of the dominant tone therefore determined some general categories
which might be termed “the tragic”, “the comic”, and “the elegiac”. These catego-
ries could operate in “generically” different works and they were largely responsible
for assigning these works to different species.

To sum up our discussion we might venture a general statement that two distinct
trends of genological thinking were already formed in the Greek poetic theory:
on the one hand, the meditations on literary genera ultimately resulted in a typology
of the structural and linguistic solutions of the verbal stratum; on the other hand,
descriptions of literary species led to their treatment as certain unities bringing
some definite properties of the “object of imitation” (the latter representing a do-
minant element) into harmony with the properties of style, versification, etc. It has
become apparent that these two trends were assimilated by the European theory
of verbal art, prior to modern era.

Medieval thinking on genus was dominated by Platonic tradition in the theory
of poetry while the theory of prose was predominantly Ciceronian. Both these
traditions are welded in a very significant manner in the work of John of Garland
who had included in his treatise both ars prosaica and ars metrica.

Medieval ideas on literaty species display a combination of the Platonic, Aris-
totelian and Horatian traditions (all of them equally valid because essentially they
are not contradictory) in poetry, and a predominance of the Ciceronian tradition
In prose.

A fundamental change, as compared with the Greek original, was effected during
the Middle Ages in the manner of associating the “generic” with the “specific”
categories. In antiquity their ties were loose; they were conceived as distinct planes

7 John of Garland, op. cit.,, p. 918.
8 Ibidem, p. 926.
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partly overlapping or intersecting but basically autonomous. The categories of
genus and species provided two different ways of approach to, and characterization
of, poetry — one according to the “manner”, the other according to the “object” and
“means of imitation”, to use Aristotelian terminology.

In the Middle Ages these two categories were firmly linked to produce a graded
system of poetic varieties, a hierarchy where “species” were rigorously subordina-
ted to genera, the latter being regarded as superior units. Genera were “divided”
into species. Characteristically enough, this process of rigid subordination was
begun still in the Hellenistic period in the realm of rhetorical theory; Ciceronian
disquisition on prose narrative provides a significant evidence of this phenomenon.

Translated by Maria Gotiwald

U POCZATKOW REFLEKSJI GENOLOGICZNEJ. ANTYK — SREDNIOWIECZE
STRESZCZENIE

Celem artykutu jest dokonanie rekonstrukeji pojecia ,,rodzaju” i ,,gatunku” literackiego w an-
tycznej i $redniowiecznej teorii poezji i prozy, na przykladzie wybranych autoréw: Platona, Ary-
stotelesa, Horacego, retoréw rzymskich (gléwnie Cicerona), wczesnosredniowiecznych tworcow
artes grammaticae i artes rhetoricae (Diomedesa, Fortunatianusa, Priscianusa, Martianusa Capelli)
oraz teoretykdéw dojrzalego §redniowiecza (Jana z Garlandii, Mateusza z Venddme, Godfryda
z Vinsauf).

Zr6dlem trychotomicznej koncepcji rodzajéw literackich, przyjetej powszechnie w europejskim
mysleniu genologicznym, byt poglad Platona wylozony w Rzeczypospolitej. Platon spostrzegl,
ze warstwa jezykowa utworéw poetyckich (AéEic) moze ukladaé si¢ w trzy rozmaite struktury:
»proste opowiadanie” — stanowiace monologowa wypowiedZz podmiotu poetyckiego (,,samego
poety” — wedlug sformulowania filozofa), ,,opowiadanie nasladowcze™ — polegajace wylacznie
na przytaczaniu wypowiedzi postaci przedstawionych utworu (w ich odmianie dialogowej lub mo-
nologowej), oraz ,opowiadanie mieszane” — laczace obie scharakteryzowane wyzej struktury.
Funkcja ,nasladowania” (uipnotg) miata byé zwiazana z druga z wymienionych struktur oraz
czesciowo z trzecia. Typologie te skojarzyt Platon z niekt6érymi, istniejacymi 6wczesnie odmianami
poetyckimi: ,,proste opowiadanie” mialo byé najblizsze dytyrambowi, ,,opowiadanie nasladowcze”
— dramatowi (komedii i tragedii), za§ ,,opowiadanie mieszane” — eposowi homeryckiemu.

Do pogladéw Platona nawigzat Arystoteles, wprowadzajac jednak do jego trychomicznego
ujecia istotne zmiany. Przede wszystkim uznat on na$ladowanie za wlasciwosé epistemologiczng
calej poezji, a nie, jak Platon, jednej tylko jej odmiany. Zredukowal nastgpnie podziat platoriski
do opozycji dwoch tylko ,,sposobéw nasladowania”: dramatycznego i epickiego, nie zacierajac
przy tym lingwistycznej tresci tych pojec.

W artykule prébuje sie nastepnie dowie$é, ze Cyceronska klasyfikacja retorycznej narratio
zostala nasycona refleksami platonskiej koncepcji rodzaju; wywarla ona w pozniejszych wiekach
przemozny wplyw na sposéb myslenia genologicznego o literackiej prozie narracyjnej.

Genologia wczesnego $redniowiecza pozostawata w kregu oddzialywania koncepcji Platoniskiej
(w teorii poezji) oraz Cyceronskiej i Hermogenesowskiej (w teorii prozy). W dziejach poetyki isto-
tna, choé niezbyt chlubna role odegral Diomedes (IV w. n. e.), ktory dokonal swoistego prze-
ksztalcenia platonskiej trychotomii. Sprawit on, ze tradycyjna klasyfikacja poezji utracila swa tres¢
lingwistyczna, stajac si¢ zalazkiem schematycznego, sztywnego podziatu sztuki stowa na trzy ,,grupy
utwordw”, podzielonych nastepnie arbitralnie na podgrupy-,gatunki” (genera i species). Diome-
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dejski spos6b mysélenia o rodzaju, gatunku i ich zwiazkach, polegajacych na §cistym, hierarchicznym
podporzadkowaniu, zaciazyl nad genologia wielu nastgpnych stuleci. Arres rhetoricae natomiast
sycily sig tradycja retoryki rzymskiej, powtarzajac w nieskoniczonoS¢ schematyczne podzialy
narratio.

Sposrod teoretykdw dojrzalego sredniowiecza najwiecej uwagi problematyce genologicznej
poswiecil Jan z Garlandii. Niezaleznie od tradycji Diomedejskiej, nawiazat on do trychotomicznej
koncepcji Platona. Wychodzac od podstawowej opozycji poetyckiej materii i sermo dokonal podziatu
poezji i prozy na trzy rodzaje: genus imitativum, genus enarrativum i genus mixtum, rozumiane jako
trzy roine typy strukturalnego uksztaltowania jezykowej plaszczyzny utworu.

Jedli teoria rodzaju obracala si¢ w sferze poje¢ zwiazanych ze stowna plaszczyzna utworu
poetyckiego (,sposobéw nasladowania” — wediug terminologii Arystotelesowskiej), to teoria
gatunku nawiazywala, mowiac najogélniej, do sfery ,,przedmiotow” i ,$rodkoéw nasladowania”.
Poczawszy od Platona i Arystotelesa, rozumiano gatunek jako harmonijng caloéé, ktérej dominantg
stanowit ,przedmiot” (tre$¢, temat). Dominancie tej byly podporzadkowane takie elementy, jak
metryczna organizacja warstwy stownej, styl itp. Jan z Garlandii akcentowal istotna role tonacji
emocjonalnej utworu jako kryterium gatunkowego. Wazne miejsce w dziejach teorii gatunku przy-
pada Horacemu, ktéry, wychodzac z estetycznej zasady decorum, ugruntowat w poZniejszej $wia-
domodci literackiej rozumienie gatunku jako calosci, w ktorej pewien typ przedmiotu znajduje
stosowny wyraz w odpowiadajacych mu srodkach metrycznych i stylistycznych.

W stosunku do tradycji antycznej w $redniowieczu zasadniczej przemianie ulegt sposéb koja-
rzenia kategorii ,,rodzajowej” i ,,gatunkowej”. W starozytno$ci wiazano je luZno, widzac w nich
plaszczyzny krzyzujace sie z soba w pewnym stopniu, ale w gruncie rzeczy autonomiczne. W $rednio-
wieczu kategorie te sprzegly si¢ z soba niewzruszenie, dajac w rezultacie hierarchiczny uklad odmian
poezji, w ktéorym ,gatunki” zostaly kategorycznie podporzadkowane ,rodzajom”.

Teresa Michalowska



