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O6beM AUIUIOMHON paboThl «YueHue o Gurypax peyd B aHOHUMHOM pUM-
ckol ,,Putopuke nis 'epennus (86—82 rr. 10 H. 3.) C TOUYKU 3pPEHUST COBpE-
MeHHOU umonoruu»: 102 cTp., B TOM 4UHCIE TMPUIOXKEHUS C. 63—
102. KonmuuectBo tabmui: 20. KonudyectBo mpunokenuit: 3. KomnuectBo wuc-
MOJIb30BaHHBIX UCTOYHUKOB: 28.

KmroueBsie cinoBa: AHTUUYHASA PUTOPUKA, «PUTOPUKA JJIA TE-
PEHHUS», PATOPUYECKUE ®UT'YPbI, TPOIIbI, OFPA3HbBII CUHTAK-
CHUC.

OOBEeKT U3y4YeHUs: KOHIEMNIUS U TEPMUHONOTHS  «hUTYp  pedmn»
B aHOHUMHOM PHUMCKOM COYMHEHMH | B. 10 H. 3. «PuTtopuka s ['epeHHus».

[Ipenmer n3yuyeHusi: BHyTpeHHss1 (opMa TEPMUHOIOTHUECKUX 0003HAUYCHUM
buryp peuu B HCCIEIyeMON JIATUHCKOW PUTOPUKE B COMOCTABICHHUM, C OJHOU
CTOpPOHBI, C IPEBHETPEUYECKUMH COOTBETCTBUSIMU WJIM aHAJIOraMU, a C IPYTrOu, —
C TEPMHUHOJIOTUYECKUMHU Mapaie]IIMUA B PyCCKOM U O€JIOPYCCKOM sI3bIKaX.

Lenp aurmuioMHOM pabOTHI: OMNPENETUTh JEHOTATUBHYIO OTHECEHHOCTb
U BHYTPEHHIOIO (GOpMY TEPMHUHOB, 0003HAYAIOIMIUX B MCCIEIYEMOU JIATUHCKOU
puTOpUKEe (PUTYPHI pEUU U TPOIIBI; BBISIBUTH JIOTUKY B 0TOOpE PUTYp pedu U B UX
pPacIoyiOKeHUH B HCCIIEyeMOM NaMSATHUKE; OXapaKTepu3oBaTh HamOoJsiee 3a-
METHBIE PACXOXXJICHHUS B TMOHMMAHUU OTJEIBHBIX PUTOPUUYECKUX KaTETrOpUid
Mexnay «Putopukoii 1y I'epeHHUs» 1 COBpeMEHHOM (hUITOIOTUEH.

AKTyalqbHOCTH TUIIOMHOW paOOThl 3aKiIIO4YaeTcsi B HE0OX0IUMOCTU Ooree
rJIyOOKOro M JIETadbHOrO MOHWMAHMSI TOTO BIMSHUS, KOTOPOE PAHHSIS pUMCKas
PUTOpPUKA OKa3aja Ha MOCIEAYIONIYI0 (DUIIOJIOTMYECKYI0 TPaJMIIMIO €BpOIei-
CKHMX HapoJOB, B TOM YHUCJIE€ BOCTOYHBIX CJIaBsH. /[aHHOE HCClIeIOBaHUE CYIlle-
CTBEHHO KakK ISl UICTOPUM €BPOIIEMCKONM PUTOPUKH, TaK W JJISI MPENOIaBaHUs
psaa GUIOIOrMYECKUX AUCIUIUIMH B BBICIIEH U CPEIHEH IIKOJIe.

HoBuzna paboThl: BHEpBbIe MPEASIOKEHO OOBSCHEHHE TOW MOCIIEeN0BATENb-
HOCTH, B KOoTOpod aBTOp «Putopuku mis I'epeHHUs» paccMaTpuBaeT (UTYpHI
peuH; OTMEUYECHBI HEKOTOPBIE PA3IHUMs MEKIAY PUMCKUMU PUTOPUUESCKUMHU TEP-
MUHAaMH U X PYCCKUMHU U OGenopycckuMu pediekcamu B JE€HOTATUBHOW OTHe-
CEHHOCTU TEPMHUHOB

MeTtonbl HcclieIOBaHUs: aHAJU3 BHYTPEHHEN (OPMBI IpEBHETPEUYECKUX, Ja-
TUHCKHX, PYCCKUX U OEJIOPYCCKUX PUTOPUYECKUX TEPMHUHOB; aHAIIU3 CJIOBAp-
HBIX JIe(UHULINM; KOMITIOHCHTHBIA aHAJIN3 CEMAHTUKUA TEPMUHOB.

Teopernueckoe M NPAKTUYECKOE 3HAYECHHE MCCIENOBAHUSA: MATEPHUAIIbI
U pe3yJbTaThl UCCIIEOBAaHUSA MOTYT OBITh MCIOJIb30BaHbI NP pa3pabOTKeE JIeK-
IUA ¥ MPAKTUYECKUX 3aHATUNA MO KypcaMm HCTOPHUHU SI3bIKO3HAHUSI, CEMaHTHUKH,
CTUJIMCTUKH, TOATUKU. [IpoBeIeHHOE HCCaeq0BaHNE TEPMUHOIOTrUU «PUuToprkn
st ['epeHHus» co3aeT OCHOBY ISl CO3/IaHUS TNEpeBOjia MaMsITHUKA Ha Oelo-
PYCCKHI SA3BIK, @ TAKKE MOJHOIO CIOBAPS PUTOPUUYECKUX TEPMUHOB, YTO CyLIE-
CTBEHHO ISl PacIIMpPEHUs UCTOPUKO-(PUIOTUYECKUX TOPU30HTOB OEIOpYyCCKOM
KyJbTYphI U MOBBIIICHHS KayecTBa (PUI0JIOTMYECKOro 00pa3oBaHusl.



Diploma thesis volume («The doctrine of figures of speech in anonymous
roman ,,Rhetoric: For Herennius* (86—82 BC) from the point of view of mod-
ern philology»): 102 pp., annexes: 3. Number of tables: 20. Number of sources:
28.

Keywords: ANCIENT RHETORIC, «<RHETORIC: FOR HERENNIUS»,
RHETORICAL FIGURES, TROPES, FIGURATIVE SYNTAX.

Object of study: the concept and terminology of «figures of speech» in
anonymous Roman treatise I BC «Rhetoric: For Herennius».

Subject of study: internal form of terminological designations of figures of
speech in the studied Latin rhetoric in comparison with Greek counterparts and
with terminology parallels in the Russian and Belarusian languages.

The purpose of the diploma thesis: to determine the denotation, the attribu-
tion and internal form of terms of the figures of speech and tropes indicated in
the studied Latin rhetoric; to identify the logic in the selection of figures of
speech and in their arrangement in the studied treatise; to characterize the most
noticeable differences in the perception of individual rhetorical categories be-
tween «Rhetoric: For Herennius» and modern Philology.

The topicality of the diploma thesis lies in the necessity for more profound
and detailed understanding of the impact that early Roman rhetoric had on sub-
sequent philological tradition of European nations, including Eastern Slavs. This
study is significant both for the history of European rhetoric and for teaching
a number of philological disciplines in higher and secondary school.

Novelty: first time given explanation of the sequence in which the author of
«Rhetoric: For Herennius» studies figures of speech; some indicated differences
between Roman rhetorical terms and their Russian and Belarusian reflexes in the
denotation of terms.

Research methods: analysis of the inner form of the ancient Greek, Latin,
Russian and Belarusian rhetorical terms; analysis of dictionary definitions; com-
ponent analysis of the semantics of the terms.

Theoretical and practical value of the research: materials and research results
can be used in the preparation for lectures and workshops on the history of lin-
guistics, semantics, stylistics and poetics. The study of terminology of «Rheto-
ric: For Herenniusy creates a basis for the translation of the artifact into the Bel-
arusian language and making a complete dictionary of the rhetorical terms,
which is critical for expanding historical and philological horizons of the Bela-
rusian culture and improving the quality of education.



