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Abstract: This article aims to reflect on the notion of ‘living word’ from
an historical trajectory, recognizing that although this subject has been very
current among many intellectuals in the ‘east’ and the ‘west ’it is still object
of multiple questions which refer to different readings about this notion.
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Resumo: Este estudo tem como objetivo refletir sobre a nogao de ‘palavra
viva’a partir de um percurso histérico, reconhecendo que embora o tema
seja bastante atual entre uma maioria de intelectuais do ‘Leste’ e do ‘Oes-
te’, ainda tem sido objeto de uma série de inquietagdes que remetem para
leituras distintas em torno da nogao.
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Exactly why the notion of xwuBoe cimoBo became such a live issue among such a wide
range of intellectual circles from a variety of intellectual backgrounds is a question that
has not been given adequate attention in critical literature. This contribution attempts to
address this question, pointing out that the term became a syncretic category in which a
range of related but far from identical concerns coalesced but never resulted in a system-
atic synthesis. As such the current article is an exercise in what maybe called semantic
palacontology, revealing the various deposits of meaning, but nevertheless acknowledg-
ing that for different intellectual groups the ordering of the layers varied significantly.

1. Democracy

Discussions about the democratic order that should replace Tsarist autocracy was a
sphere in which the notion of »xuBoe cioBo played an important role. The liberals who en-
visaged the establishment of a formal bourgeois democracy inevitably championed basic
rights of assembly and ‘freedom of speech’ but elections were to be limited to realm of
abstract citizenship, and control of the economic bases of power was to be excluded from
any democracy. The reality of this is quite clear to see today in Greece, where elected
governments have been instructed by unelected banks to impose austerity regardless of
the popular will of the electorates. Bourgeois democracy also institutionalizes distance

1 This paper was elaborated according to goals and concessions of the President of Russian Federation as a
support for the main scientific schools of the Federation, Project n. NSH.1140.2012.6.
G67 Living word. Logos- Voice- Mouvement — Gest. This article was published in a Russian edition with
other authors under the supervision of V.V. Feshchenko. The authors’ articles are researchers on linving
word: linguists, poets, interpreters and collectors of oral poetry, specialists on reading and interpretative
movements, professionals of theater, psichologists, musicians and researchers on the History of sciences.

2 Professor and researcher at Sheffield University —UK. Coordinator of Bakhtin Centre.



between representatives and their electors and does not allow the latter to recall the for-
mer. Theorists of bourgeois democracy, such as the architects of the US constitution gen-
erally counterposed the formal democracy of the new system to that of ancient Athens,
which was characterized by such notions as the ‘tyranny of the democracy’.

Alternative conceptions of democracy among the more radical elements of the lib-
eration movement inevitably referred back to the earlier notion of démokratia, which
Aristotle defined as ‘a constitution in which ‘the free-born and poor control the govern-
ment—being at the same time a majority’ as opposed to an oligarchy, in which “the rich
and better-born control the government- being at the same time a minority. Instead of
an abstract ‘freedom of speech’, in which there is no guarantee one’s perspective will
be listened to, the more substation notion of Isegoria — the equality of speech operated
in Athenian démokratia — the right to have one’s say. Clearly démokratia had a social
content in the Aristotelian definition. The démos had the sense of the poor masses (the
Latin plebs), while kratos denoted a forcible grip on the disempowered wealthy few. As
Paul Cartledge (1996: 183) notes, Démokratia was probably construed by its opponents
negatively to mean something approaching the “dictatorship of the proletariat”. Isegoria,
the right to speak at the assembly was related to deliberative rhetoric (sym- bouleutikon),
which involved Ethos (establishing confidence in the speaker); Pathos (arousing the feel-
ings of the audience); Pistis (proof) given through Paradeigma (example), chosen accord-
ing to its appropriateness, Prepon, which required the assessment of the specific socio-
logical characteristics of an audience and an orientation on its values. The free assembly
would listen to the cases presented speakers cases and vote (For discussions see Vickers,
1988; Ginzburg, 1999).

The dialectic of agitation and propaganda, which was developed by Plekhanov
(Ilnexanos, 1892), and further developed by Arkadi Kremer and Julius Martov (Kpemep,
Mapros, 1896) was a theory of how revolutionaries can intervene ‘free assemblies’ like
campaign meetings, trade unions and so on, by tailoring argumentation and evidence to
the characteristics of the audience, see also Cliff, 1975: 42-68, 79-98. In Uro nenars?
(JIenun, 1902) we see Lenin defining agitation in precisely this way, but specifically link-
ing it to the notion of «OKuBoe cioBo»:

«IIpomarasaucT ... JOIDKEH AaTh “MHOTO HJEH ’, HACTOIBEKO MHOTO, YTO Cpa3y BCE 3TH
UJIeu, BO BCEH X COBOKYITHOCTH, OyAyT yCBaHBaThCs JIMIIb HEMHOI'MMH (CPAaBHUTEIIBHO)
JUIAMH. ATHTaTOp K€, TOBOPSI O TOM K€ BOIPOCE, BO3BMET CaMbIif H3BECTHBII BCEM €r0
CIyLIaTessiM U caMbli BBIJAIOLIUICS IpUMep, — ...Ipe-

Paznen 1. VicTopust «oKHBOTO CJIOBay: JIFOIU, HHCTUTYTHI, TECOPUN

JIOCTABJISISI TIOJTHOE OOBSICHEHHE 9TOTO MPOTUBOPEUHs Iporaranaucty. [Ipornaranauct
JICUCTBYET ITO3TOMY IVIABHBIM 00Pa30M IEYaTHBIM, arHTaTOP — >KHUBBIM CIIOBOM.

In the 1911 article «O crapbiX, HO Be4HO HOBBIX HCTHHax», Lenin links the level of
democracy in a given bourgeois society to the hegemony of the demos in the Athenian sense:

«Kaxmas xanuTanucTideckas CTpaHa MepeXUBaCT dMOXY OypriKya3HBIX PEBOIOINH,
KOTJla CKJIAaJbIBAE€TCS Ta WIM MHAs CTENEeHb JEMOKpaTH3Ma, TOT WJIH HMHOM yKiaj
KOHCTUTYLIMOHAIIU3Ma UM apJaMeHTapu3Ma, Ta WK HHas CTENEHb CaMOCTOSTEIbHOCTH,
HE3aBHCUMOCTH, CBOOOIOMOOMS M MHUIIMATHBHOCTH ““HU30B” BOOOIIE, IpOJieTapHara B
YaCTHOCTH, Ta WJIM MHAS TPAIUIHS BO BCEH TOCYIapCTBECHHOM M OOLICCTBEHHON KU3HHU.
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KakoBa Oymer 3Ta CTEleHb IEMOKpATH3Ma M 3Ta TPAIUIHS, — 3aBHCUT UMEHHO OT
TOro, Oy/IET JIM TEreMOHMUS B PEIIAION[He MOMEHTBI IPUHAICKATh OypIKya3uu WIH ee
AHTHUIIONY, OyAeT JIK NepBast WK MOCIEAHUI (OISITh-TaKU B 3TH PEIIAO[He MOMEHTBI)
“HEHTPOM TMPUTSDKEHUS I JEMOKPATHUECKOTO KPECThSIHCTBA” W JUISI BCEX BOOOIIE
JEMOKPAaTHYECKUX NMPOMEKYTOUHBIX Ipymn U cnoesy (Jlenun, 1973: 283)

Democracy here has a class character, that is, it involves a relation to economic rela-
tionships. Only the pressure of direct producers could prevent compromises between the
bourgeoisie and the autocracy. Later (1919) he began to argue that without democratic
control of economic resources any democracy would be effectively neutralized.

2. Language and labour

One particularly influential formulation in Russia at the time was that of the German
monist philosopher, and follower of Schopenhauer Ludwig Noiré (1829-89). For him
language and reason constitute a ‘monon, captured in the notion of \6yog¢ (Logos). Fol-
lowing Schopenhauer Noir¢ grounded language and reason in the Will (Noiré 1885; see
also Hyaps 1926). However, unlike Schopenhauer, Noiré stressed the practical aspects
of Will and so argued that the roots of language arise in collective labour activity though
the metaphorical transfer of sounds to the products of mans labour and to his percep-
tions. All language thus bears evidence of the sedimentations of labour activity. This
metaphysics of labour was quickly reinterpreted in Marxist terms by Plekhanov and es-
pecially by Aleksandr Bogdanov and in subsequent interpretations the non-Marxist prov-
enance of the idea was largely forgotten. Bogdanov developed Noiré’s idea to argue that
«CBsI3b DIICMEHTOB OMbBITA B O3HAHUU CBOCH OCHOBOIO MMEET COOTHOIICHHUS 3JIEMEHTOB
00IIeCTBEHHON aKTUBHOCTH B TpyaoBoM mporecce» (bormanos, 1923: 293). For Bogda-
nov, different experiences give rise to different logics, worldviews, forms of culture and
indeed science. Although this was fundamentally different from Leninist conception, in
the USSR this idea became dominant, especially through the mediation of Bogdanovs
erstwhile colleagues A.V. Lu- nacharskii and N.I. Bukharin. Indeed, it can be argued
that what became known as ‘Marxism-Leninism” was a product of Bukharins attempts
to recast certain of Lenin’s ideas according to a Bogdano- vite philosophy (see, for in-
stance, Biggart, 1992). In his influential textbook Teopus nctopuaeckoro Marepuain3ma
(Byxapun, 1922) Bukharin was to designate language part of the ‘superstructure’ on an
economic base, which was completely absent from Marx’s ideas and which, along with
Noiré’s ideas about the origin of language, became key elements of Nikolai Marr’s theory
of language. Bogdanov (bormanos, 1910: 5) argued the proletariat was struggling for
«Bceobmast kynerypHast reremonus» and this fed into the notion of cultural revolution
that was to become the dominant conception at the end of the 1920s.

3.The Theurgic and Aesthetic

Another quite distinct trend in the reception of the ideas of xuBoe cmoo and Logos
was connected with the heritage of orthodox theology in Russian philosophical thought
and the way in which this affected the development of aesthetics in the years before
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the Revolution. Especially prominent in this regard is, of course, the symbolist poet V.I.
Ivanov (MBanos, 1974), who viewed language and art as arising from the communal ex-
perience of ancient theatre, that is the Dionysian rites as described by Nietzsche. Ivanov
identified the birth of the Logos with the ecclesiastical notion of cioBo. Now art has a
theurgic nature, and the poetic word restructures subject from within, by participating
in the establish-ment of CobopHocts. Interestingly this mystical notion was but a spe-
cific rendering of what Terry Eagleton (1990: 42-43) has called the ‘the aesthetic ideal’:
Paznen 1. VcTopust «KHBOTO CIIOBay: JIFONU, MHCTUTYTHI, TeopuH ‘the aesthetic... is short-
hand for a whole project of hegemony, the massive introjection of abstract reason by the
life of the senses. What matters is not in the first place art, but this process of refashioning
the human subject from the inside, informing its subtlest affections and bodily responses
with this law which is not a law’.

This aesthetic ideal is one of individuals woven together into a unity with no detriment
to their particularity.

Another Silver Age thinker, the classicist and ideologist of the so called ‘Third Renais-
sance’ F.F. Zelinskii was developing a very similar, but marginally less mystical conception.
Both Ivanov and Zelinskii were to attune their ideas to the immediate post-Revolutionary
situation. In 1922 Zelinskii argued that «cioBo, jexaiiee B OCHOBE U I'PayKIaHCKOW JKHU3HU
B3pOCIIOTO YeNIOBEeKa U BOCIIUTAHHUS MOJIOJEKHU, ObLIIO HACTOSIIUM BIACTEIMHOM JIPEBHETO
mupay (3emmHckwi, 1922: 171). This led to the identification of the living word with reason
and the Greek term Logos (like the Russian cioBo) expressed both concepts. The growth
of the conviction that Logos rules the world led to the mystical and evangelical understand-
ing of the role of Logos, which was the «arogeos» of the rule of the living word. This was
inherited by Christianity and institutionalised by the deadening bureaucratic hand of the
church for which the written Logos of the gospels should rule the world and mens hearts.
Thus, «cioBo youso xect. [Tucemo youso cinoBo» (3enunckuid, 1922:172). With the rise of
political activism, parliamentary speeches and courtroom appearances, especially follow-
ing 1905, the idea that what was taking place in Russia was a veritable rebirth of the living
word, >xuBoe croBo, was widespread and a number of studies of the phenomenon arose
(Benmunckuii, 1922: 172, see also MBanosa, 2003).

4. Syncretism

The resonance of the idea of sxuBoe ciioBo in the immediate post-revolutionary period
is largely to be explained by the fact that these three trends were brought together into
a syncretic (rather than synthetic) unity. This was particularly facilitated by the eclectic
Commissar of Enlightenment Anatolii Lunacharskii in whose work, speeches and in the
research programmes he framed, the three trends were brought together. While Lenin,
Trotskii and others were preoccupied by the Civil War, Lunacharskii, an associate of
Petrograd symbolists and long time colleague of Bogdanov, was guiding cultural policy.
His attempt to fuse Leninist and Bogdanovite can be seen in his contribution to early
Proletkul’t documents, which as Mariia Levchenko correctly observes, constitute a pa-
limpsest of Leninist and Bogdanovite terms. Lunacharskii argues at one point: «L{ensto
KYJIBTYPHO-IIPOCBETUTEILHOTO JBIKEHHUS TpOJIeTapuaTa siBJIsIeTCs BOOPYKHTh pabouuii
KJIacC 3HAHISIMH, OPTaHW30BaTh €T0 YyBCTBO MCKyccTBOM» (quoted in Jlepuenko, 2007:
38-40). Here we can see the combination quite clearly.
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Several leading symbolists, including Ivanov, Aleksandr Blok and Andrei Belyi par-
ticipated in Proletkul’t activities in a number of areas, but the TearpamsHOE OTHENEHHE
(TEO) Hapromnpoca was an area of particularly intense contact. It was here that the
festivals of the Revolution were organized, with Ivanov a particularly influential par-
ticipant (3y6apes, 1996; 1998; bepa, 2006). More importantly, however, was that it was
TEO that administered institutes such as the Petrograd MuacTuTyT *)X1MBOrO ciosa and the
Moscow T'ocynapcrBenHbiii uHCTUTYT aekiamanuu (later. MucTutyT ciosa). Here rep-
resentatives of each trend came together and worked out lines of research that would
be influential for the next decade. The ideas of Isegoria, of Logos and of collectivism
coexisted and came into many fascinating combinations. Thus at the opening of the Petro-
grad institute Lunacharskii defined the purpose of the institution: «Ha/10 y4uTh TOBOPUTH
[my6nnuHO| Bech Hapoj OoT Mana Jio Benuka» (3amucki..., 1919: 23), while Zelinskii
argued that «AduHCKasg AEMOKpaTHs ObLTa TOH SYEHKOH, KOTOPOH OBLIO BCKOPMIICHO
KHBOE cJI0BO. JlanbHeilas HCTOpUsI aHTUYHOTO MUPA TUITMYHA TAKOKe U TIOTOMY, YTO OHa
JIOKa3bIBACT HAM HEPa3pbIBHOCTh ATUX JIBYX HMOHITUI — JEMOKpPATUH U KHBOTO CIIOBA»
(3amuckw..., 1919: 8). In 1921 N.K. Krupskaia was proclaiming that «Poccusst — HOBas
Admna» (Kpymckas, 1921). Speaking at the opening of the Moscow Institute Lunacha-
rskii (Jlynauapckwuii, 1981) proclaimed:

Paznen 1. Mctopust «oKMBOTO CIIOBa»: JIIOAU, HHCTUTYTbI, TEOPUU

«l'ocymapcTBeHHBIH MHCTUTYT ACKJIaMallid MpU3BaH paboTaTk B 00JACTH CIIOBA.
DTHUM CaMbIM OH OTBEYAET OCHOBHOM Hallled 1eJr 1 OCHOBHOMY TOHY BEJIMKOH PyCCKOM
PEBOJIOLIMM — HAIIEMy YCTPEMJIEHHIO K MAHIICUXU3MY, IIMPOKOMY KOJUIEKTHBHOMY
YyBCTBOBAHHUIO».

Here once again we see the Bogdanovite elements of Lunacharskii’s thought, which
coexisted with the other tends.

Clearly the syncretic conception of xmBoe c1oBo was an unstable phenomenon, but
which elements became accentuated as time went on depended more on the institutional
context within which the conception was articulated and received than any purely intellec-
tual factors. As the Revolution was isolated and the process of bureaucratic degeneration
accelerated after the defeat of the German Revolution in 1923, the counter-revolutionary
process ran counter to the democratic elements of «kuBoe cioBo» and the collectivist
elements became combined with the deadening hand of bureaucracy and officialdom. The
Party line was claimed to be the distilled essence of proletarian consciousness, and the
language of Party leaders as the quintessence of proletarian speech. The First Five Year
Plan of course proved an important watershed, after which the primacy of «xuBoe cioBo»
was definitively replaced by that of «mmeuarHoe cioBo» as literature began to acquire a
special status as something akin to the «amodeo3» of the word. As Katerina Clark (2011:
82) has recently observed:

The emphasis on letters also has to do with permanence, rationalization, and consoli-
dation. Writing is a way to give governance to speech. Behind this prejudice is the view
that there is a hidden order in speech that becomes manifest in writing. And in Stalinist
Russia writing emerged as the highest occupation because it was felt that it would reveal
the truth of the order to be found in Bolshevik experience, the reason behind it.

Instead of state being absorbed by civil society, which was the precondition for true
democracy, civil society was absorbed by the state. The whole political discourse was fa-
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tally distorted as a result, and this places significant obstacles in the way of the researcher
seeking to trace the continuities and ruptures in Soviet thought. Crucial in approaching
this question is the institutional setting in which the ideas developed.

The oratory section of the Petrograd Institute became ['o- ckypcbl TexHuKH peun which
provided courses «IOArOTOBKa PYKOBOAWTENEH-MHCTPYKTOPOB M IPEIOAaBaTEleH. .
JUIA YYpekKACHUHN monuTIpocsera mpododpa u comBoca». There were three areas of
specialism: «a) nuTepaTypa, TBOPYECTBO U KypHAJIHCTHKA, 0) pedeBas Mmemaroruka, c)
nyonuunas peus» (L[1A- UITJ. CII6. ®. 8720. On. 1. Ex. xp. 4. JI. 1). The staff re-
mained of a very high calibre, including most of the staff from the Oratory Section of
the MucTHTYT *%)MBOTO Cci0Ba, but the research base was largely transferred to Hay4no-
HCCIIEIOBATeNIbCKU MHCTUTYT CPaBHHUTEIBHON HCTOPUM JIUTEPATYp M S3BIKOB 3amaja
u Bocroka (MJISI3B), which shared many staff. The Jlaboparopust myOauuHON pedn at
WNJISA3B, which was set up by L.P. Iakubinskii and K.A. Erberg was an important point of
institutional continuity between the institutions. (See bpanmauct, 2007 and Brandist, 2008)
However, in the 1930s, ['ockypcsl TexHukn peun became MHCTUTYT arutanuu um. B.
Bomomapckoro, where agitation was finally transformed from intervention in free assem-
blies to management control techniques to cajole people into carrying out tasks that had
been decided in advance (see bpanmuct, 2007). «XKuoe cioBo» continued to be studied
by figures such as Boris Larin (1928; 1931) and others in pioneering work on argot, but
from the late 1920s, such phenomena were increasingly presented as a ‘problem’ to be
overcome.

References

Bepn P. Bsu. IBaHOB 1 MaccoBbIe ITpa3iHeCTBa paHHeH coBeTckolt amoxu. 2006. URL:
http://imwerden.de/pdf/berd vjach ivanov i massovye prazdnestva 2006 text.pdf
(accessed 27 May 2012).

Bornanos A.A. He nano 3aremusth / Ko Bcem ToBapumam. ITapux. 1910.

Bornanos A.A. ®unocodus sxuBoro ombita. I1r; M., 1923.

Bpanauct K.C. Koncrantun Cronnep6epr (3poepr) u ucciie/JoBaHHe M IpeTojaBaHie
YKIBOTO CJI0Ba ¥ IyOonmuaHoi peun B [lerporpane-Jlenunrpa- ne 1918-1932 rr. //
Esxeromumk Pykommcuoro otnena Ilymkuackoro moma Ha 2003-2004 rogsr. CII6., 2007.
Byxapun H.U. Teopus ucropudeckoro marepuanuzma. M., 1922,

3anucKu MHCTUTYTA KUBOTO cioBa. 1919. Bem. 1.

3emunckuii ®.@. 3HaueHune opatopckoro uckyccrsa // ickyccrso n mHapon. I, 1922.
Pasnen 1. Vicropust «oKMBOTO CJIOBa»: JIOAU, HHCTUTYThI, TEOPUU

3ybapes JI./I. BsiuecnaB MBaHoB B TearpanbHOM oTene Hapkommpoca // Pycckas
¢unonorus. 1997. Beimn. 8.

3ybapes JI./I. BsiuecnaB MBaHOB 1 TearpanbHast peopma 1mepBbIx
ITOCIIEPEBOIOIMOHHBIX JeT // Hawamo 4. 1998.

Wsanos B.W. IlpequyscTBus u npeasectus. HoBas oprannueckas snoxa u tearp
oynyiero // Codpanue counnenuid. bproccens, 1974/1906. T. 2.

WBanosa 1. Pa3BuTHe NOHATHUS «XKHUBOTO CI0Ba» B PycCKOM KynbType koHa XIX-
Havaja Beka (0T clioBocoueTanus K opunuansHomy HHCTHTYTY) // Contributions suisses
au XIIle congrés mondial des slavistes a Lublijana, aott 2003. Bern, 2003.

Kpemep A., Maptos 0. O6 aruranun. XXenesa, 1896.

28



Kpynckas H.K. ['maBnonmurnpocser u uckyccrso // I[TpaBna. 1921. 13 ¢es.

Jlapun B.A. O nmuHrBHCTHYECKOM M3y4eHHHU roposa // lctopus pycckoro s3bika U
ob1ee si3piko3Hanue (M30pannsie padotsr). M., 1977.

Jlapun B.A. 3anajHoeBpoIneiickre 3JIeMEeHTBI PYyCCKOTO BOPOBCKOTO apro // SI3bIk
nmuteparypa. JI., 1931. T. VIL

Jleuenko M. UunycrpuanbHas cBupens: [1oa3us nponerkynsra. CI16.,2007.

Jlenun B.U. «Uro nenate?» HaGonesmwme Bompock: Hamero qemwkeHus. 1902. URL:
http://www.trud-ros.ru/teor/lenin_chto_del.htm (accessed 27 May 2012).

Jlennn B.1. O crapbix, HO Be4yHO HOBBIX HcTHHAX // [TonHoe cobpanue counHenuit. M.,
1973. T. 20.

Jlynauapckuii A.B. Ha otkpeitin ['ocynapcTBeHHOTO HHCTUTYTa ieKinamanun // O
MacCCOBBIX Mpa3HECTBAX, 3cTpaje, uupke. M., 1981.

Hyap»aJI. Opynue tpyna. Kues, 1926.

[Tnexanos I'1. O 3agauax conpanuctoB B 60psde ¢ romogoM B Pocecnn (mcema x
MoJto1eIM ToBapuiam) // Codpanue counnenuit. M., 1923. T. 3.

Biggart J. Bukharins Theory of Cultural Revolution // The Ideas of Nikolai Bukharin.
Oxford, 1992.

Brandist C. Sociological Linguistics in Leningrad: The Institute for The Comparative
History of the Literatures and Languages of the West and East (ILJaZV) 1921-1933 //
Russian Literature. LXIII, II, III, TV. 2008.

Cartledge P. Comparatively Equal. // Démokratia: A Conversation on Democracies
Ancient and Modern. Princeton, 1996.

Clark K. Moscow, the Fourth Rome: Stalinism, Cosmopolitanism, and the Evolution of
Soviet Culture, 1931-1941. Cambridge Mass, 2011.

CIliff T. Lenin: Budding the Party. London, 1975.

Eagleton T. The Ideology of the Aesthetic. Oxford, 1990.

Ginzburg C. History, Rhetoric and Proof. Hanover and London, 1999.

Noiré L. Logos: Ursprung und Wesen der Begriffe. Leipzig, 1885.

Vickers B. In Defence of Rhetoric. Oxford, 1988.

Wood E.M. Demos vs. “We the People”: Freedom and Democracy Ancient and Modern
11 Démokratia: A Conversation on Democracies Ancient and Modern. Princeton, 1996.

APXWB

LlenTpanbHbIl TOCyIapCTBEHHBIH apXWB HCTOPHKO-MOIUTUYECKUX JOKYMEHTOB
Cankr-IlerepOypra. @. 8720, Unctutyt aruranuu uM. B. Bononapckoro.

29



