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WHO WROTE THE ENCHEIRIDION
OF EPICTETUS?

In memory of Trudi Seidensticker

In my opinion the late Pierre Hadot, a connoisseur and explorer of ancient
philosophic tradition, gave excellent title Ecrits pour lui-méme to the
text of Marcus Aurelius best known to the literary public in European
translations as Pensées, Meditations, Selbstbetrachtungen and the like.
The traditional name, however, does not correspond to anything written
by Marcus Aurelius, as the words Eig or Ka®” éavtov preserved by the
manuscript tradition are not a title at all — they are but technical adscription
by one of the emperor’s people and not belonging to the work itself,
serving as a mark for its content: “(Documents) for himself”, “Personal
materials” and the like. (In Russian it would be /s cebs or Jluunoe.) Just
by not creating a title of the narrative type as Wege zu sich selbst or, in
Russian tradition, Haedune ¢ camum coboii (i. e. Alone with Oneself) and
the like, P. Hadot with his Ecrits pour lui-méme avoids this type of title,
replacing them with the analogue of a mark on the scroll-case.

I was surprised all the more when I saw a new French translation of
the Stoic Encheiridion along with a succulent commentary by Pierre Hadot
to what we are used to call Encheiridion of Epictetus with the following
title page: “A r r i e n. Manuel d’Epictéte. Introduction, traduction et notes
par Pierre Hadot. Paris 2000”. I felt more comfortable about it when I saw
that Ilsetraut Hadot nevertheless stuck to tradition when she named her
book, edited the same year: “Simplicius. Commentaire sur le MANUEL
d’Epictéte. Texte établi et traduit par Ilsetraut Hadot. Paris 2000”.! As we
see, the name of Arrian does not appear here on the title page at all.

This unexpected trait brings to light a difficulty that, after lurking about
for a long time, has now come to the surface. Of course nobody will deny
that Flavius Arrian contributed to Epictetean Stoicism, while Epictetus —

I T seize the opportunity to say how much the present author owes to the learned
union Hadot for the invariable and generous help with their substantial publications
in the field: theirs was an unflagging readiness to help persons embarking on the same
journey.
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a truly wise man — wrote nothing. It is evident that the role of a person
who put the oral teachings of another into a book and made it accessible
to the public is important and even — thanks to the arduousness of the
task — somehow concurrent with it. It is not surprising that the problem
of authorship of the Discourses (AwotpiBat = Dissertationes = Entretiens
etc) was raised pointedly by Th. Wirth? and H. Selle.? But even admitting
that this attitude to the role of Arrian has the merit of placing this question
under close consideration, I will try to discuss the question anew.

The title of Wirth’s paper implying the work usually called Discourses
of Epictetus may remind us of a neat formula hatched in the authorship
controversy on Shakespeare: “Who wrote Shakespeare’s plays?” That
does not mean that Wirth or Selle actually possessed new historical data
about Arrian and/or Epictetus. Instead, their theses arise from a different
evaluation of the known facts. Also, this opinion is not totally new, as the
editors of Epictetus show in their apparatus criticus that some manuscripts
read: Appravod TtV Emiktitov AwotpiBdv BifAiia, that is: Books of
Epictetus’ Discourses of Arrian!* Hence there seems to have long been
some inner contradiction in the generally accepted picture of two different
participants of the same work and in the idea that each of them might have
been regarded as a sort of (co)author of the same work. Taking into account
the seriousness of this situation from the standpoint of literary history we
must be cautious here indeed and avoid jumping to conclusions.

Of course, quarrels about the authorship of Discourses and Encheiridion
in this situation may seem like idle play with ideas. But they are not so
innocent, as the following hermeneutic episode shows. An attentive re-
searcher noticed that M. Iulius Sophron, a comic actor from Hierapolis
attested in a local inscription, very probably might be identical to a favorite
of the public mentioned in the Discourses (3. 4. 9).5 This observation stated,
the author continues: “In his Discourses of Epictetus Arrian gives a vivid
and amusing account...” This leaves us in a perplexity. The festival called
Actiaca took place in the neighborhood of Nicopolis where Epictetus lived
for decades. Of course Arrian was there also for some months. But is it
not more probable that the Sophron mentioned in the Discourses reflects
the experiences of Epictetus — for him it was most natural and easy to
recall his Epirotic acquaintance (and Phrygian countryman in addition) —
whereas Arrian, who visited Nicopolis for only a short time, hardly could

2 Wirth 1967 (the author is speaking about Discourses of Epictetus).
3 Selle 2001 (the “Autor” is here Flavius Arrian).

4 Schenkl 1894; Boter 2007.

5 Jones 1987.
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know such a person and, what is more, that Epictetus knew him? Therefore
introducing this person in the (supposedly fictive) speeches of Epictetus
would have been a piece of superhuman sagacity on Arrian’s part.

Let us cast a glance at the cultural achievements of both Arrian and
Epictetus. If the former played a substantial part in creating a written text
from the latter’s Stoic teachings, it should be only natural that Stoic ideas
bear some traces of their heritage in Arrian’s writings. Conversely, his
style should be impregnated or at least tinged by the unique manner of
the Roman libertine Epictetus. Is this the case with Arrian? No, Arrian is
a stylist, somewhat of an Attic snob. He was not by chance called a new
Xenophon. Even a quick inspection for the sake of comparison of the work
of both authors shows the differences between Arrian and Epictetus: while
Epictetus abhors any description of complex events, let alone persons or
places, Arrian is especially fond of all these. Epictetus is extremely vivid
in elaboration of moral details and those forms of behavior traditionally
discussed and analyzed by Stoic thinkers. As for Arrian, he takes delight in
descriptions fascinating for him as such, without any scholastic moralizing.
He readily portrays Alexander the Great or even some minor personages of
the epoch or describes cities and sites on the coast of Pontos in his Periplus
Ponti Euxini. An individual can occasionally awake Epictetus’ interest, as
he is an excellent observer of human nature, but it happens mostly when
it may be useful for didactic reasons and for moral improvement of other
persons in the Stoic sense.

Characteristic for Arrian is a loving description of his favored she-
dog, Horme (‘Oppn) by name (Cyneget. 5. 3), meaning Rush or Jerky. The
name could in principle allude to the Stoic term 6pun contrasted in the
anthropology of the school with &pe&ig and €émiBupic. But there is no sign
of such a joke in Arrian. Instead, no effort is spared to show admiration
of his animal friend: while she waits for him during a stroll, he sees her
smile from afar (émpeididocaca); at home she greets him leaping and
barking and trying to give her master a specially smart kiss: 10 otopo
£pappolel 1@ otopatt MG LAovoa. She is prAavOponotatn. Evidently,
Horme personally makes him happy, presumably even more than virtue
en personne can cause joy to a true Stoic. Feeling such love for a being
without reason is an absolute scandal for a person who sees the summum
bonum in the community of the divine mind.

The two men’s differing attitudes to culture in general and works of art
in particular seem typical. Epictetus is at best indifferent to this sphere of
interests. He is a freedman, but for him artists are something despicable,
Bavavool. No wonder that his imperial follower Marcus Aurelius, who
1s well versed in arts, which surrounded him from his childhood at the
palace and elsewhere, is maliciously sarcastic about them (4d se ipsum
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8. 25; 4. 48 et al.). Now, Arrian is quite the reverse: he finds everything
connected with the arts most edifying and attractive. At any moment of
his narrative about the events that changed the world in the last part of the
4t century BCE, Arrian is ready to narrate dramatic episodes from Hellenic
cultural history: these include the happy fate of the house of Pindar amid
the picture of general ruin (4nab. 1. 9). Also, describing the victims at
the Granicus he does not forget to mention Lysippus as the only person
dignified enough to create statues of the fallen heroes (ibid. 1. 16), and of
course, he relates how the sculptural group of Harmodius and Aristogeiton
was sent back to Athens from Babylon, where they had got to after the
Kunstraub committed by Xerxes (ibid. 3. 16). In other words Arrian adores
the arts, which are for him a source of delight and meaning as such. For
him — as is typical for any person both active and refined — images and
situations of life make more sense than any system of ideas which would
necessarily keep his personal attitudes within arbitrary limits.

If we compare both authors, we see a sort of moralistic Stoicism in
the works usually regarded as those of Epictetus, that is the Discourses
and Encheiridion, while worldly and slightly philosophical motifs serve
as seasoning in various works of Arrian. The latter writes diligently for
present and future admirers of his style, while Epictetus throws to the four
winds his smart replies to persons who have provoked his prompt and
often caustic wit. Arrian is informative and descriptive, whereas Epictetus
is instructive and didactic. Arrian is placid, objective, unobtrusive, tinted
with mild humour; Epictetus is unrestrained, dogmatic, and enjoys satire
and invective. At the same time the Atticism and imitation of Xenophon
the Athenian as a pupil of Socrates favoured a close connection of Arrian
with a great Teacher at Nicopolis.

Arrian admires philosophy as such less than observation of life and
human characters, of mowdeia as a whole. If he goes into raptures at
Epictetus this is probably not because he admires the Stoic system itself,
even though it is strikingly clever, but because of the personality of this
Teacher (Awdokarog), fervently expounding his system in exile. Arrian
wants to use and enjoy human experience, while Epictetus is willing to
build a fortress and to defend principles much more dear to him than
life itself. As Arrian began to care for the ideas of Epictetus he worked,
presumably, not for philosophy but because of his impulse to enrich his
own life.

Flavius Arrian was not coincidentally called a new Xenophon, writing
his prose in somewhat simplified Attic style with the function of a new
literary koine. Its vividness does not imply a radical simplification of
syntax or coarsening of vocabulary. Even if we concede that the younger
was strongly impressed by the style and zeal of the lame Master, it is
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highly improbable that Arrian was prone and able to imitate the oral style
of Epictetus, let alone the idea that he (if we consider him for a moment as
the author of Discourses and Encheiridion)® created the image of Epictetus
and developed sub persona Epicteti his own Stoic ideas. The authors citing
Epictetus in Stoic passages that we call his fragments are speaking of him,
not of Arrian, who was later sometimes called “philosopher” in the most
vague sense of the word.”

It is not easy to be Epictetus. But it is much more difficult to create both
the wisdom and character of Epictetus by means of literary imagination.
There is no evidence that Epictetus as person and thinker is not historical.
At the same time there are no signs that Arrian was either capable or
willing to dwell endlessly on Stoic themes and thought. So a comparative
look at both men shows us that the idea of any substantial participation of
Arrian in Stoic trains of thought seems so far removed from Arrian that it is
very improbable that Arrian could have been the author or even co-author
of the Discourses, if we understand authorship in the traditional sense of
the word.

Now, Arrian’s tiny introductions to the speeches of the Teacher in the
text of Discourses are very modest and do not reflect the blazing style of
Epictetus. Neither are there any signs of Epictetean influence in the work
of Arrian. The impression is that these two intellectuals are extremely far
from one another in many respects. What could be more different than
Arrian, born into a Greek family that had Roman citizenship and had been
prominent in the Roman state for one or two generations, and a former
slave like Epictetus? What could be more unequal than a friend of the
emperor Hadrian (to whom Arrian dedicates his Periplus Ponti Euxini) and
a freedman who became victim of the malign Domitian and was exiled
to Epirus for the rest of his life? A person who often is called a second
Xenophon and another one who speaks very much in the same tone as
Saul-Paul communicating with some obscure early Christian communities
in dreary spots of the empire?

These are general observations regarding the striking discrepancies
between two persons, brought together as co-authors of important Stoic
productions of the 2" century CE. What do we know about the first
appearance and subsequent destinies of two works involved, which are

¢ Photius s.v. ’Appravog. mentions also ‘Outdiat in 12 books.

7 This word “philosopher” occurs in short entries about Arrian from Greek
encyclopedias of the late time (e.g. Suda s.v. ‘Applavog ‘Appirovog Nikopndeg:
@uLocopog ‘Emktntelog; Photius s.v. Appiovdg) — it is an important sign that the
combination of these two names belonged to common knowledge.
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somehow connected with names Epictetus and Arrian together — Diatribai
and Encheiridion? Manumitted by Epaphroditus, Epictetus was exiled
along with some other Roman philosophers in 92-93 CE?® to Nicopolis,
not far from Actium, and taught there till his end. He is a character and
a thinker — he does not write, but preaches his Stoicism ferociously to
the public, which is very fond of coming to this pretty modest place to
hear the lessons of a former slave who is now an arrogant teacher. As to
Flavius Arrianus he was born ¢. 85-90 in Bithynian Nicomedia and already
given the prerequisites for a high position as a child.® Arrian was well-
educated, gifted and self-conscious person of special standing in Roman
society — an officer, administrator,'? author. Though I see no traces that he
was personally fond of Stoic ideas (not present yet in the time of his idol
Xenophon), there is no doubt that young Arrian went to Nicopolis to hear
the lame Stoic — just as one of those aristocrats who were so fond of being
called &vdpanodo (something as ‘two-legged creature’) by the reckless
Preacher (1. 4. 14; 6. 30; 7. 31 etc.). Arrian’s visit to Nicopolis took place
c. 107-108 (R. Syme). This visit became an important event in the life of
both persons as applied to their heritage.

We would not know, how the Discourses (Awotpipai)!! were
published, if a letter of Arrian to a certain Lucius Gellius, later identified
with L. Gellius Menander,!? had not appeared as a sort of preface to the
Discourses, that is to four extant books of this collection (Dissert. I procem.
ed. min. p. 5-6 Schenkl).

‘Applovog Aovki® TeAAl@ yoipetv. OVTe GLVEYpOYWA €YD TOVG
‘ETiktATou A0Y0vg 00TMG O GV TIG GLYYPAWELE T TOLODTO 0VTE
gENveyko elg AvOPOTOVG atDTOC, OG YE 0VBE GLYYPAWOL ENuL. dooL O
MKOVOV 0DTOV AEYOVTOG, TODTO QDT ETELPAONV OLDTOTG OVOLAGLY OG

8 The Russian-Soviet history knows a parallel to the expulsions of philosophers
from Rome, namely the so-called “philosophic steamship”: in autumn 1922, two
German ships and some other transports helped c. 225 outstanding Russian intellectuals
out of the country, which did not need them any more.

9 Syme 1982.

10 Alf6ldy 1977, 267 (list of magistrates; cf. 238 £.).

I The title is not only traditional, but seems natural if we put trust in Photius;
‘Optdton in 12 books could have been a synonym to describe the same sylloge, let it
be that the number of books is a consequence of some confusion. At the same time it is
not less probable that 12 books of ‘Optiion could be a collection of some other kind of
talks, e.g. as a type of Vorlesungen. Who could have converted these into a written text?
It is in this case plausible that not Arrian but another person edited them.

12.So Syme 1982, 186, relying on a newly found inscription from Corinth; cf.
Bowersock 1967, 279 f. On L. Gellius s. PIR IV2 132.
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otV Te v Ypoybevog DO VARATO Eig VOTEPOV ELOVTR SLapLAGENL
THG €KelVOL dLavolog Kol Toppnoiloc. £0TL 81 ToloDTO MOTEP £1KOG
omolo Gv Tig adTO0EV OpUNBELg elmot TPOg ETEPOV, 0VY OTOTaL GV €Ml
T® VOTEPOV EVIVYXGVELY TLVAG 0DTOLG GVYYPAPOL. TolaDTO & SvTo
o0k olda Omwg ohte £xOvTog £pod olte €id0Tog €Eémecev eig
avBpOTOvLS. AAA’ €Ol YE OV TOAVG AOYOG, €1 OVY 1KOVOG GOLVODLOL
oVYYpPAeeLy, 'EMKTAT® T€ 008 OALY0G, €1 KOTOPPOVAGEL TIG QDTOD
TOV AOYyV, £nel kol AEywv odTobg 008evog GALoL dfAog AV Epiéple -
VoG OTL 1) KLVIIGAL TOG YVAOROG TOV AKOVOVIMV TPOG TO BEATIOTOL.

The text (we quote its first half here) is of substantial importance for all
existing opinions about the early story of the Epictetean texts and for the
role of Arrian in their publication. There are many remarkable points here,
but the thing most surprising for us is that the question of authorship had
been raised already in all its acuteness at this crucial stage in the history of
these texts by the middle of the 27 century CE. Arrian seems to be snarling
here at some remark by his correspondent presupposing a sort of authorship
on his part. Perhaps L. Gellius made a reference to some people who had
insisted recently on Arrian’s authorship and at the same time in one or
another manner had criticized the literary form of the text, which is very
far indeed from the traditional Hellenistic idiolect of the philosophers.!3
Probably this language question was combined with the allegation that
such sub-literary texts can be of only second-rate efficacy. At any event,
Arrian seems to feel uncomfortable about being associated with this sort
of language in which the Discourses had been spoken and written down
to appear in public under his aegis,'* for it is not only a kind of colloquial
but a sort of creolized language, which would be made fun of by the petits-
maitres of the Second Sophistic. A philosopher should write as Plato or
Aristotle did, not as a sort of new Aesop or a mimologos, they claimed.
One therefore feels the ambivalent nature of the relationship of Arrian to
Epictetus: on the one hand, Arrian is carried away by the inspired preacher,
on the other, there is a sort of embarrassment about the trivial (i.e. un-
Atticist) language, linked with too much of the folksy humour typical of
Epictetus but alien to Arrian. As a whole, with his precious self-made copy

13 1t is not only koine, but its vernacular form, full of popular idioms and verve,
in contrast to the language of such writers as Attic as Xenophon and Thucydides with
traces of a literary level of koine (so Kretschmer 1912, 1, 551). As to the popular koine
of the epoch, see rich literature devoted to comparison between language of Epictetus
and that of St. Paul.

14 Numerous examples taken from Arrian’s writings in the Suda show that for a
long time he was a source of correct literary language for posterity.
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of the Discourses Arrian seems to have thought not about humanity and
posterity, but primarily of his own pleasure and convenience.'>

Arrian’s letter gave a stinging rebuke to L. Gellius and those people
who should have expressed an opinion that the Diatribai contain too much
material alien to a Roman officer like Arrian. It is both true and natural
that the latter denied resolutely any authorship connected with these texts,
explaining that his part of the work was restricted only to writing down
the speeches of Epictetus, as he had spoken them. Such practice was not
unheard of, but presumably rare. Arrian’s diction in this letter betrays
strong feelings, as the author forgets here to some degree his refined Attic
style: the words Votepov and &vdykn occur twice each in a paragraph;
the forms of cvyypdeerv within the same passage are used five times etc.
The end of the letter to Gellius, which is not cited here, is as abrupt as its
beginning. Nevertheless this replica, made in a moment of irritation, was
preserved forever as a sort of introduction to one of valuable creations of
the human spirit. It seems plausible that it was either Arrian himself or
L. Gellius, who (it seems natural to assume that) edited Arrian’s text of
Epictetus in the form preserved to our time with this letter as a sort of
introduction. !

It would be important to know when the letter of Arrian to L. Gellius
was written. We come across contradictory data here: if the delight with
the Stoic authority indicates a recent sojourn at Nicopolis (though we
know that Arrian did not become a Stoic writer in his long literary career),
the defiance towards public evaluation he declared in a letter appears to
be a consequence of the high repute as a writer he had already enjoyed for
a long time. As for Epictetus (c. 50-130), one would think that he was yet
alive at this moment — otherwise Arrian would probably have referred to
Epictetus’ death in his answer). On the whole the letter seems to have been
written at least during the more mature period of Arrian’s life, e.g. between
130 and 140.!7 As a just observer of the school of Epictetus Arrian means
that the Teacher at Nicopolis made stones move. Accordingly Arrian — if
the texts of Diatribai are said by some people to be inadequate — is ready to
take the fault upon himself, which is not in his usual vein (see e.g. his self-
evaluation at the beginning of his Anabasis 1, procem. 3).

15 mappnoio seems to be unexpected here. I think it emphasizes the impromptu
character of philosophic speeches of Epictetus in contrast to a well-prepared, let it be
oral, philosophic lecture.

16 For Th. Wirth the irritation of the Letter to L. Gellius as well as ‘Bescheidenheit’
Arrian’s are due to the ‘Fiktivitdt’ of his enterprise (Wirth 1967, 158 f.).

17" The expression elg Votepov can be interpreted as taken in retrospect, referring
to the time of Arrian’s visit to Nicopolis.
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As to the motif of the powerful character of the Stoic doctrine in
the form given to it by Epictetus, it seems to have been reiterated and
developed in the Commentary of Simplicius In Epict. Enchir. (Préambule
p- 2, 1. 28-34, 1. Hadot) expressed not in Arrian’s fashionable way, but with
an Epictetean vehemence. As a university professor and the last member
of the Academy of Athens, Simplicius was more polite than a Prophet
preaching in a wilderness. It was the latter’s rendering of the words he
obviously had found in Arrian’s Letter to Gellius 8 (Tuy0ov 8¢ Kol AvAayk”n
oVTmg €xe1v), when Simplicius says bluntly that only a grave may correct
those who did not change under the mighty influence of the Stoic Sermon
(loc. cit.): Kol €1 T1g DO TOVTOV U1 TAGYKEL TO®V AOY®V, DO HOVAOV ALV
TAV €V (00L dKkaoTNPL®MV ATEVOVVOELN.

The title of Epictetus’ speeches is an essential matter for our consi-
deration. The fluctuation was great, especially at the beginning. Of course,
each work of this kind could be referred to as Adyot, and the letter of
Arrian to L. Gellius (Diss. 1, procem. §§ 1, 6, 8) as well as Simplicius
in the introduction to his Commentary, citing vaguely Arrian’s letter to
Messalinus introducing the latter’s edition of the Encheiridion (Simpl.
in Epict. Enchirid. p. 1, 1. 11 f.) speaks of ol 'Emiktfitov Adyot, along,
however, with the expression dvatpipot (ibid. 1. 5 f.; cf. 1. 16 £.) to describe
the same literary unit (scil. Discourses). Adyog is always convenient
but eo ipso too general; dratpifat could have been present in the title
as it occurs when the Discourses are mentioned in some texts, passing
very well to the half-dialogue form (i.e. the one reproducing mainly the
Teacher’s answers) in the collection presented by Arrian.

Finally, the expression bmopvnpota should also be considered.
The word is mentioned in the same passage — though not directly as
a title — in a letter of Arrian to the L. Gellius. What strengthens the
possibility that the word could have served for some time as a title is a
(historically important) remark of Marcus Aurelius in his catalogue of
thanksgivings (4d se ipsum 1. 7. 8): xai 10 €vTvyelyv tolg EmkIntelog
VTOUVAROOLY, @V 01K0BeV petédwirev. This means that the text Q. ITunius
Rusticus (c. 100-170, 133 cos. suff., 162 cos.) shared with the young
prince Marcus!® was formally called or rather commonly known as

18 petodiddvor hints at the situation of not giving a present, but sharing a book
with somebody for a period. It is even possible that Rusticus had a loaned copy which he
had to return. (By chance, it could have been directly Arrian’s copy or a next one from
one of his friends.) As to oi{ko6ev applied to Rusticus, it may be understood differently:
(1) from his own library; (2) on his own initiative, out of a deep inner conviction (cf.
Plut. Quomodo ab adulatore discernatur amicus 55 F 11). The first possibility seems
preferable to me in the Ad se ipsum 1. 7.
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Yrnopvapato of Epictetus. Most probably these were our Discourses (in
complete form) and the copy made for himself by Arrian and given some
publicity by such people as L. Gellius or Junius Rusticus, who made the
text well known in the circle of the interested. It seems clear that even
if Encheiridion had already existed by then, it is the Discourses which
are mentioned by Marcus in his later years among thanks to Rusticus
(Ad se ipsum 1. 7), which should have been proper reading for such
a diligent student as the young Verissimus was. As an instrument of
initiation this breviary was good indeed for a person already versed in
the details of the Stoic dogma, but it was hardly capable of provoking the
deep enthusiasm Rusticus had reckoned upon. A final remark: if Marcus
mentions Epictetus — a figure of a gigantic importance to him — only at
the very end of the entry 1. 7, it is, I think, an expression of courtesy
towards Rusticus — sharing the book (even the crucial one) would be too
impersonal as praise for a man personally important for the moral growth
of Marcus in his formative years.

As to the date of reading of Epictetus by Marcus, remember it was,
roughly speaking, the interval between 140 and 145: Epictetus was
presumably no longer alive, while Marcus was a spirited youth, choosing
in the mid-40s between rhetoric and philosophy.!? It seemed to him that
he took to the latter, but it was fortunate for us that actually he rather
combined both rhetoric and philosophy, making out of philosophy an
object of rhetoric for his innermost self. The immense meaning of the
Discourses for him, expressed in his thanks to Rusticus, explains why this
act, which seems quite ordinary, found its way into the register of Marcus’
thanksgivings in his old age (now Book 1 of Ad se ipsum).

The title and the title page. Concerning the analogue of the modern
title page as a whole, in the case of the manuscripts of the Discourses
we find: "Appravod t@v Enitktitov AtatpiBdv Bifiia (supposedly H).
It seems that this is not just a combination of the author’s name with a
specific title of the work, given to it by the author or at least by the editor,
but a general indication of the authorship and the work sometimes not
named but only described or referred to by the editor (we have spoken
earlier about the title or rather the title page inscription of the specific
diary of Marcus Aurelius, which caused the difficulty mentioned to at the
beginning of this paper to the new European tradition. Moreover it is not
in vain that this formula has been so sternly associated with the work itself

19 See Marcus’ Letter to Fronto 1. 214 f. Haines = Ad Marc. Caes. 4. 13. 3 van
den Hout 1988, where he writes that he is reading the Stoic Ariston of Chios and that
henceforth he will reject rhetoric (written 146 CE — van den Hout 1999, 186).
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in our manuscripts, and we cannot exclude that this ‘title’ had occurred to
Arrian himself; but as it was brought back to him by L. Gellius, who
asked: “Are you then the author of these Discourses?”, this could only
throw Arrian into confusion and push him into a temper.

In other words, it was perhaps exactly Arrian’s copy which was marked
with the words "Applavod t@v Emiktintov Altatpifdv Bipiia, where his
own name "Appiavod was to be taken as gen. possess. whereas 'ETtkTNTO
stood nearer to the gen. explicat. in the sense of direct authorship. A label
on the manuscript is not a phrase of regular grammatical construction,
but mere heterogeneous information, esp. indicating ownership. In such
a juxtaposition the name Arrian at the beginning of the manuscript was
a sign of the ownership over the material copy of the Discourses, while
the gen. of the name Epictetus would have indicated the spiritual owner.
In a situation where apparently there was no name given to the book
from the very outset (because in the beginning the manuscript was hardly
meant to serve as a normal publication), it seems possible that some
persons (falsely) assumed that the combination of words marking the
work in some way or another was the title. As "Appiavod stood first, the
possibility occurred to think about Arrian as the author of the work called
Epictetean Discourses as an authentic (though fantastic) title, which
would mean that Epictetus was taken here for a literary figure in the work
created by Arrian. Presumably, something like this was an idea Arrian
had to reject with indignation in his Letter to L. Gellius. In any event the
ambiguity in the title page of the Discourses remained and could from
time to time produce some confusion in the public. Hence, the formula
used by Simplicius in his Commentary to the Encheiridion (loc. cit.) €v
701G "AppLavod TV ETKTATOV Al TpiBdV YPOoQOUEVOLS, i.€. “in Arrian’s
script of the Discourses of Epictetus”, is very remarkable, for we know
in any case how this learned historian of Greek thought understood the
situation: Epictetus is a great Teacher of Stoicism, while Arrian a person
who saved the latter’s teaching for the public. It is reasonable to think so,
for had it been otherwise Epictetus would have become a literary figure
and Arrian a genius without parallel, for it is easier to be Epictetus than
to create the image of such a person along with his ideas and utterances.
Marcus Aurelius at least seems to have had no doubts that Epictetus was
a phenomenon of superhuman wisdom and universal significance and not
a happy literary implementation.

It seems that the Encheiridion had not been compiled yet when Arrian
wrote his letter to L. Gellius concerning the Discourses. It is plausible
that only after a formal publication of these did Arrian decide to make
a brief Stoic synopsis without adding any words of his own (being
even more reserved than in the Discourses, where there are some minor
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insertions by the editor). Compiling the Manual, Arrian could lean on his
excellent knowledge of already-extant Epictetean texts for the distribution
of passages from Epictetus according to a certain plan. It would be
interesting to know whether this plan was inspired in any way by the
lectures of Epictetus himself, outlined personally by Arrian or adopted
by the latter from someone else, e.g. under the influence of some suitable
Stoic textbook. We do not know when exactly the inscription 'ETiktiTo
£yxelpldlov was created, but it is clear that €yyeipidiov was a neutral and
readily used tag for breviaries of different types precisely in the 24 and
31 centuries CE.20

We have seen how the manuscript of the Discourses produced by
Arrian for himself (we have no grounds to doubt his words from the Letter
to Gellius) began to spread through certain circles. This is natural as there
are no books or manuscripts as slippery as those one takes special care
of. It seems that the 30s or 40s of the 2" cent. were especially suited
for that.2! Once published, the book with the Epictetean Discourses was
doomed to success, for it was not only an unprecedented manner of
preaching Stoicism (just compare his diction with that of Arius Didymus
or even of Epictetus’ teacher, Musonius Rufus). Moreover it was a sort of
miracle: a resuscitation on a large scale of a vivid speech in written form,
which was partly a merit of Arrian, partly of the ancient tachygraphy (the

20 There is a small monograph on the theme (Broccia 1979), which I hope to
return to in more detail in the Russian introduction to my translation and commentary
of the Epictetean Encheiridion. The word, meaning sometimes ‘dagger’, sometimes
‘manual’, was adapted to handbooks on any matter in the age of Antonines — such
was a summary of metrics in the absolutely inoffensive handbook by Hephaestion or
a juridical summa of Sextus Pomponius, which were more or less contemporary to the
Stoic one we are preoccupied with. €yyeipidiov at this time could only mean ‘manual’
without any shadow of the notion ‘sword’, ‘dagger’ et sim. It is typical that Augustine
composed Enchiridion vel ad Laurentium de fide, spe et caritate, where the military
semantic would be drastically misplaced. Later, however, the old parallel meanings of
the adjective &yyepidiog could be combined indeed to some new unity: €yyepidiov
became a manual understood as a weapon against the enemy, so giving birth to
such titles as Pugio, Capistrum and the like; the variant Pugiunculus, as well as the
Russian Meuey dyxosnwiii betrays the trace of a (false) understanding of &yyeipidiov
as a diminutive. Similar development on the semantic line ‘Manual’ we can observe
in the German word adopted to render Encheiridion, that is Handbiichlein (which is
in its turn a consequence of the same misunderstanding of Greek ending -i8wov; cp.
Kovpidiog, alpvidiog and the like, which are not diminutive at all).

21 Marcus calls Epictetus by name five times and cites some of his passages (more
than a dozen on the whole, whereas there are no mentions of Arrian at all). One sees
moreover that after having become emperor, he continued to have Discourses close
at hand.
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prevalent name for ancient shorthand), about which it would be natural to
add some words here.

The words of Arrian from his Letter which we often refer to in this
paper — aDTolg OVORAOLY OG 01OV T AV YPaWLEVOG — are a paraphrase
of the term tachygraphy.?? At first it is not sufficiently clear whether he
used this technique himself or made use of a skilled person. The form
ypoydpevog from the same Letter would seem to imply rather using
one’s own hand. But a glance at the systems of tachygraphy in the ancient
world, which had already existed long before this time,?* makes it very
improbable that a gentleman of the type of Arrian could take upon himself
such a task, mastering such tremendously huge and awkward system as
Greek tachygraphy should have been at this moment. The skill was of
course admirable in its results but practiced, in certainty, only by people
who had been compelled by circumstances and subjected to early and
very hard training.?*

I find remarkable that in the history of tachygraphy (along with its
kindred, such as stenography, German Engschrift; brachygraphy or
cryptographic writing) there appears a trait that could have influenced the
behavior of Arrian. We are told by Diogenes Laertius that Xenophon the
Athenian, the idol and a sort of a patronym for Arrian, was associated
with the first steps of the Greeks in this craftsmanship.?> So Arrian’s
{nhog Eevoemvtelog could have been inspired mightily at this very point.
In my view it was hardly a pure chance that Arrian decided to make use
of shorthand to write down the discourses of Epictetus if he knew that
Xenophon had done the same 500 years earlier.

Now we come to the make-up of the edition of the Encheiridion.
Different from the Letter to L. Gellius concerning the story with publication
of the Discourses is the destiny of another letter by Arrian introducing
his edition of the Encheiridion. The addressee was this time a certain
Maoccoinvég, a person who was at first identified by Claude Saumaise?¢

22 On Greek tachygraphy s.: Wessely 1896; Milne 1934 (next considerable step in
these studies).

23 Gardthausen 1913, 11, 270 ff., plate 44.

24 Milne 1934, 2, speaking about the time of Antoninus Pius, cites a document
published among the Oxyrhynchus papyri (P. Oxy. 724); dating from the eighteenth
year of the Emperor (A. D. 155) it “shows us the system in full working order”: a certain
owner is negotiating about the price for sending his slave for a time of two years to the
teacher of cursive writing and adjacent tasks.

25 Diog. Laert. 2. 48: xoi TPATOC VTOONUELWCAPEVOG TO AeyOpeEVOL €1g
avBpdTovg fyaryev [scil. Xenophon], "Amopvnpovebpoto ETLypayog.

26 So Salmasius 1640, 5, treating the introductory remarks of Simplicius.
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as M. Valerius Messalinus, cos. 148, nowadays specified more exactly as
C. Ulpius Prastina Pacatus Messalinus.?’” We know something about this
letter only thanks to Simplicius who was very familiar with the history
of Greek philosophical writing of different epochs; at least it is clear
that he knew the Vita of Epictetus written by Arrian and edited — either
by Messalinus or by Arrian himself — together with the Encheiridion.?8
Possessing neither Vita nor the Letter to Messalinus (admirer of Epictetus
and good friend of Arrian), we at least dispose of the picture present
to the mind of highly monotonous, but thoroughly learned Simplicius
concerning things which had been treated in those texts (this is so called
Prologue to this text of the 6 century CE).

ZIMITAIKIOY EXHI'HZIZ EIZ TO TOY EIIIKTHTOY ET'ZEIPIAION

Iept pev 1ol PBlov 100 Emiktntov, kol THG adTOD TEAELTAG,
"AppLrovog Eypoyev, 60 Tag EmMKTATOL AloTpBag €v TOAVLGTIYOLG
cvvtdEog BiPriotg Kol & Ekelvov HaBelY EGTLY, OTOTOG YEYOVE TOV
Blov 6 avnp. To d¢ BpAlov 10010, 10 'Emiktntov EYy)eipidiov miye-
YPOUUEVOV, KoL TODTO aDTO CLVETAEEV O "APPLAVOG, T KOLPLOTOTOL
KOl QvoryKolotato, €v ulocoeigr Kol KLvNTIKOTOTO TOV Yox®dv
gmleEdpevog €k TV EmkTATOL AdYOV: ®OG a0TOG €v TR TPOg
MoccoAnvov EToTorf Eypoayey O "Applovog, ® Kol 10 GOVIAYHO
TPOCEPMVNCEV, O EOVTM HEV PLATAT®, L&AloTa 8¢ TOV Emiktntov
Te0aLPoKOTL. To 8¢ aDTA OXEJOV KOl €T AVTOV TAOV OVOUAT®V
omopAadny €v 1olg "Approvod T@v Emktntov AtotpiBdv ypopopevo
gbplokeTalL.

Hence, Encheiridion is a much shorter and, as a result, much more
successful compilation made by Arrian on the basis of the Discourses, that
is, in any case, affer them. Arrian had to know the Discourses thoroughly
to fit together the mosaic of the Encheiridion (Manual) from the speeches
written down by himself or under his direction in the Discourses. This
task needed effort and a firm grip of the Stoic system, not to mention some
literary dexterity. This was a kind of creative composition from Epictetean
excerpts — to produce a Stoic breviary that would prove important to
different (mostly, Christian) cultures for one and half millennia. The
technique can be described as a kind of philosophic cento from Epictetus

27 See Alfoldy 1977, 152; PIR? V 2, p. 259; 1. Hadot 2001, 131 n. 6.

28 The Vita of Epictetus, written by Arrian as a parallel to Xenophon’s Memorabilia,
was at the same time an interesting pendant to Arrian’s Anabasis; it is a pity that we
cannot compare Arrian’s portrayal of Epictetus both with Xenophon’s Socrates and
with his own Alexander the Great.
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as quickly established hero of late Roman Stoicism. Arrian succeeded in
replacing the vibrant speeches of the Teacher with a pungent synopsis of
the Stoic system, presented with persistent quotation from the eight Books
of the Discourses of Epictetus as an overall source.

Who is then the author of the Epictetean works? It is clear that in the case
both of the Discourses and the Manual we have an unintentional conflict
of author’s rights, which (as we have seen) may lead to epistemological
discrepancies. It is true that the persons, who address themselves to the
Teacher in the extensive Discourses (even the four books remaining build
a big corpus), are often introduced by an anonymous person who had
observed or heard of some occasions, on which a consultation or a speech
of the Master took place in the Nicopolitan school. It is only natural, of
course, to identify this observer as the person named first on the title page
of the Discourses — Arrian. These, however, are only short introductory
words as in 1. 26. 1; or 1. 15. 1 and 6; or brief replicas as in the middle of
1. 15. From time to time the editor introduces some person with typical
questions and troubles as in 1. 11 or 2. 4, sometimes providing pertinent
but superficial information about persons inquiring. These preambles
are useful for making a speech of the Teacher understandable without
composing a broader introductory scene and attracting too much attention
to this element of the narrative. Arrian obviously does not pretend to
compose sermons on behalf and sub persona of Epictetus himself. Of
course he uses techniques of the Greek biographical genre as well as
modalities of constructing a dialogue in the diatribe.?? Mostly, however,
Arrian tries to render not only the ideas but also the words of the Teacher
faithfully and through his own editorial skills to bring the Stoic to a
broader public, notwithstanding the fact that speeches of the Teacher do
not correspond to his own ideas of fine literary style. As a stylist he enjoys
this difference and this peculiarity of the former slave, now a Master
Epictetus.

In other words, ascribing the authorship of any work to someone is
tantamount to the capital recognition that the prevailing majority of its
elements as well as their hierarchy within the whole work reflect pieces of
the inner life and multifarious experience of the person called its author.
The concrete personality seems to be a prerequisite to the practice of

29 These are finely described and analyzed by Wirth 1967; it is not this, but the
overall evaluation of the role of Arrian which does not convince me from the side which
I would call quantitative. Wirth says himself (p. 213): “Zwar stammt die Gestaltung
von Arrian, aber das Material, das er beniitzt, ist epiktetisch und wird in seinem Sinne
verwendet”. Who is who, then?
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authorship. The consequences of historical nature are liable to be inferred
from every creative work, even if it is not easy task to go back from a
work to its existential and especially psychological preconditions. At the
same time it is clear that a title such as “Arrien. Manuel d’Epictéte” may
be described as enigmatic and/or contradictory, especially if we remember
that Arrian had indeed worked to compose the Encheiridion, but that the
text itself consists fotally of quotations from the Discourses, which by
the majority of ancient witnesses are connected with the person called
Epictetus, with his thoughts and life experiences as well. Is it helpful to
make Arrian a plagiarist?

The importance and the problem of being an author. Of course, the
familiar idea that every work has a unique and unambiguously defined
author — an analogue of a physical progenitor — is somewhat simplistic.
The analogy shows that relations in the world of the mind are more
complex then in biology. Even if the work in question was created largely
by a single author, somebody — or even several people — could have
helped him or her in this or another way at different stages of creation.
The author had to come to the idea, master his experiences and assimilate
alien influences, choose or generate a form appropriate to his work, find
technical means at the stage of creative production and, finally, succeed
in delivering it to the public. Sometimes a person who does the auxiliary
work (writer’s secretary, his partner or friends) or the person directing
his efforts (one’s teacher, tutor or critic) can greatly influence an author.
People busy editing or censoring the new work also give it some touches,
which now and then might add something substantial or eliminate some
feature; when needed, they can bring a work to completion along with their
own ideas about the author and/or themselves. We know that some work
for great painters was done by their pupils; that the Requiem of Mozart
was finished by another person; that Maurice Ravel in 1922 orchestrated
the Pictures at an Exhibition of Mussorgsky written in 1874. Among
sculptors we know that it was not Maurice Falconet but Marie-Anne
Collot who made the head of Peter the Great for the stature of the Bronze
Rider in Petersburg, relying, in turn, on the mask made once by Carlo B.
Rastrelli the elder, and so on. But not only ordinary people speak in all
these cases normally of the works of Mozart, Mussorgsky or Falconet —
even historians of art, who keep in mind those participants or helpers and
their respective roles, usually do the same, thoughtfully reminding us of
the highly valuable and often indispensable roles of other contributors to
the accomplishment of works of art in more detailed exposition of their
history. At the same time there are some traits in every work of art or
scholarship worth of the name that bear the main characteristics of the
whole and imply its inherent personal content.
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Even if somebody shares in general the idea which is common to
every person, conscious of the greatness of Epictetus and his role in the
culture of the human spirit, this does not impede him from recognizing
two persons being at work on one production. In the introductory phrases
of his Commentary to the FEncheiridion, Simplicius refers to both
Epictetus and Arrian, but there is no possibility of understanding both of
them on the same level or even comparing them in general terms. In such
a situation of concurrency it is salutary to combine justice with delicacy,
and to be equally inventive and precise, despite the narrow space of the
title-page, where very complicated relationships happen to be presented
with a graphic obtrusiveness and simplification; every lapse of attention
can become a great distortion in this mirror.

How to combine the due esteem for the personal creativity with
meticulous attitude to collaborative action in the creative process?
Initially we asked: Who wrote the Discourses and Encheiridion, Epictetus
or Arrian? The correct answer could be: nobody, as neither Epictetus who
did not write anything nor Arrian who wrote many books, but always
those of his own, gave birth to the Stoic message in the texts contained in
the Epictetean books. The question should be put in a more complex way:
Who and to what degree participated in the fact that both the Discourses
and Encheiridion became a remarkable part of Greek literature? Epictetus
had formed Stoic values of the later Roman empire as the following
generations knew them from the Discourses and from a sort of Stoic
Tables called Encheiridion, i.e. their author in a fundamental sense of
the word, was Epictetus, while his pupil, statesman and prolific author,
Flavius Arrianus, participated substantially in the lot of this heritage as
to its book-form. Each of them has a unique merit of his own in this
story — the Teacher as to the new implementation of Stoic ideas, using
his own life experiences and giving to the Stoic system a stamp of his
individuality, and Arrian showing his unique cultural will and high
literary skills.30

On the level of graphic presentation on a title page both promoters of
these works should be shown according to the specific merit of each. For
all that, Epictetus has to be regarded as the principal author, while Arrian
must be considered in his role of indispensable and thoughtful editorial
manager. Arrian should not, of course, be written over Epictetus, but if

30 On the title £yxepidiov see supra n. 20. A history of (mis)understanding of
the word is sometimes expressed graphically: in the translation of the &€yxeipidiov
by E. Cattin we see a picture of a sword, while on the book-jacket of the Commentary
to the same by P. Hadot depicted are the hands touching an old codex, which might
have contained the Manual. The second is much more adequate.
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we want to be adequate in the presentation of the responsibilities for this
work, he decidedly deserves to be mentioned on the title page. Arrian
is not the author of these texts, as they do not express his individual
experience or personal ideas, nor is it his own style in which most of
these texts are told. In return he was the enthusiastic recipient, careful
editor, intelligent disseminator of the Stoic preaching in the Discourses
and a masterful compiler of these in the Encheiridion — in cases similar
to the latter we sometimes speak of the author of a handbook or even of
a primer — an authorship, of course, of a very special kind, handling the
material which becomes impersonal through the anonymity of the process.
It is not by coincidence that there are famous anthologies, collections of
quotations and the like, which not only remain important for generations,
but standing at the side of the elements collected with their authors.?! The
presence of the compiler in the Encheiridion may be more actual, though
less realized, than in the Discourses.

That is why, already on the title page, a publisher should carefully
point out the responsibility and merit of those who participated essentially
during the growth and completion of the work in question. He should make
use of all editorial means at hand — distribution of substantial data on the
page: space, type-size for each line, different fonts and the like. Sometimes
it is necessary to make a title a bit longer than was typical at the time,
when authorship was taken in the oversimplified form. Thus we have the
problem of how to present authorship, through words or otherwise, on the
title page. A very broad meaning of the word ‘author’ seems to play a role
in the difficulties we encounter here, for it is a question of the distinct use
of the notions and ability to express a complex state of affairs both briefly
and with precision.

The thesis defended by Th. Wirth and H. Selle has demonstrated that
Arrian is present indeed in the Discourses, even if this is not usually noted
and the book is considered solely as Epictetus’ property. If somebody
takes care of the work of another person, it cannot be that absolutely no
trace of this involvement is left in the resulting work. We must therefore
mention this editing person on the title page of the work and make him
co-author of this work. It may seem competent and generous, but the

31 For example the Anthologia Planudea is a product of the toil and taste of
Maximus Planudes, omitting in its title the names of his predecessors Meleager and
Kephalas, not to mention the hundreds of authors included in this anthology. In the
famous German collection called Gefliigelte Worte its editor, G. Biichmann, may either
be absent from the title page of the innumerable editions or represent in the common
usage everything else which can be found in this popular volume, e.g. “He knows it all
from Biichmann”.
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fallacy is that if we apply this equalizing manner of qualification and
disregard the myriads of features the creative product consists of, the
different levels of the work become mixed up and the idea of authorship —
as fundamental as the descending line in genetics yet more subtle, of
course — begins to reel. This precisely is the dangerous side of the title
page of the Encheiridion with the name Arrian at the top of the page. It
1s remarkable, as we have seen, that classical writers connected the name
of Arrian with the Discourses rather than with the Encheiridion, even if
it may seem to us that his role was more creative in the latter than in the
former. At the same time, can the person without whom a work would
not exist at all not be as good as its author? That seems to have been
a psychological basis that led to the occasional designation of Arrian as
a kind of the additional author of Epictetean works in ancient times.

On the other hand, attempts to find adequate expression of the often
intricate phenomenon of authorship are not as new as they sometimes
appear to be. On the contrary, the problems originated long ago. The
modern trend is to privilege the persons whose rights are liable to be
endangered in comparison with those of others, who may seem to have
been over-privileged earlier. The glorification of the persons forgotten or
considered to be underrated reflects a latent craving for more egalitarianism
regarding the idea of authorship, but we should not follow a generous
principle ad absurdum by mixing up the levels and facets it consists of.
Details about individual peculiarities that almost any work could provide
should be studied attentively without the hope of presenting all results on
the title page. At the same time true authorship of every element within
a work of art or scholarship is fundamentally important for the historians
of culture and explorers of human creativity, but it is seldom of primary
value for the public.

Taking this in account I propose to make a sort of mediating title of the
works traditionally attributed to the eccentric and great philosopher whose
fame was substantially due to Arrian: “Epictetus. Discourses. Written
down and arranged by Flavius Arrian. With an introductory Letter of
Arrian to L. Gellius”. If we knew whether the edition was due to Arrian
himself or e.g. to L. Gellius (the latter seems slightly more probable), we
could already mark this circumstance on the title page.

In the case of Encheiridion, it seems reasonable to write: “Encheiridion
or A Concise Manual. Selected from the Discourses of Epictetus and
systematized by Flavius Arrian”. If it were not only a pious guess, one
could add: Edited by Messalinus.

On the whole we can call the booklet Encheiridion, which was a product
of the successive cooperation of two outstanding persons, Epictetus and
Arrian, “one of Those Great Little Books”. Regarding our question, we
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arrive at a conclusion that is more or less common and traditional,3? but
thanks to the attempts of its radical revision we are now more conscious of
the question’s aesthetic and social aspects.?3
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Some critics (Wirth 1967, Selle 2001) have emphasized the fact that Flavius
Arrian, who wrote down, collected and disposed texts stemming from the talks of
Epictetus, did work that was more than technical and earned him the right to be
mentioned in the title of the Epictetean Discourses and Manual. The modern trend
to be meticulously delicate with every contribution to any work has led to the
consequence that Arrian is sometimes represented as a co-author or even the
author of the Discourses as well as of the Manual of Epictetus (so P. Hadot on the
title-page of the Manual). The question discussed in this paper treats the nature of
authorship: its main parts consist of a certain content presented in a chosen form
and based deeply on personal experience. The registration of all persons involved
in the process of cultivating and completing a work makes the object of study a
matter of literary history, and it is difficult to communicate this to the public on the
title page. In the case of Epictetus the author was a teacher of the old philosophical
system that he preached in his own way in the oral form. As a smart literary person
conscious of the value of the great Stoic teacher, Arrian became an editor of the
Discourses and composer of the Manual (Eyyepidiov). Knowing both the
Prologue of Simplicius’ Commentary in Enchiridium and of Arrian’s Letter to
L. Gellius we should take into account the formulations of Arrian himself, who
was already confronted with a problem similar to that discussed in this paper. The
author ends with a discussion of how to correctly present Epictetean works on the
title page of modern editions.

C nexoropsix nop (T. Bupr, I'. 3emie) Bompoc aBTopcTBa B OTHOLIEHUU 3MUKTETO-
BbIX beced n Duxupuouona CTan OCIOXKHSITHCS, TaK KaK HCCIIENOBATENIN CTaln
MOAYEPKUBATH POJb AppuaHa B Cyab0e dTHX KHUT; KpaiiHUM BBIP2KEHHEM ITOTO
MO/IXOJIa CTaJla TUTYJIbHAsl CTPAHUIA COJIMJHOTO KOMMEHTApHsl K DHXUPUOUOHY:
Arrien. Manuel d’Epictéte (Paris 2000). B cratbe 3aHOBO pa3GupaeTcst BOIpocC,
B UCM MMCHHO COCTOAJIO YUaCTUue AppMaHa B KaXXJIOM U3 JIBYX Ha3BaHHBIX IIPOU3-
BejieHUi. AppuaH, 0ECCIIOPHO, COCTABUTENb heceo, CIBIIIAHHBIX UM U3 YCT DIHUK-
teta B Havasue 11 B. H. 3.: Oe3 MPHUBICYCHHOTO APPUAHOM MCKYCCTBa CTeHOrpadun
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beceowv: He cymecTBoBamM OBl Kak TeKCT. Pois Apprana ObuTa paguKaaIbHO BayKHA,
MIOCKOJIbKY SICHO, YTO Jake IIPH OTIMYHOH CTEHOrpa)MuYecKOil 3amicu B TaKOM
TEKCTE HE MOJKET He OBITh CIIEIOB PEIaKTOPCKOM paboThl. XoTs 6e3 Appuana beced
He OBUTO OBI, 3TO HE JeNaeT ero uX aBTOpPOM, HOO 3TO MOHATHE (KaK aHAJOT IpH-
POIHOI HACJIEACTBEHHOCTH) IIOpa3syMeBaeT OeCUNCICHHbIE CBSI3H POU3BEICHHS
C UHIMBUYAIILHOCTBIO ¥ JINYHBIM OIIBITOM aBTOpa, IPUTOM Ha BCEX YPOBHSX MPO-
n3BeneHus. B Duxupuouone yaactie AppuaHa emie MEHee 3aMETHO, HO He MEHee
CyIIECTBEHHO. Y DMHUKTETa BPsA JH OBUIO HAMEpEeHHE CO3JaTh CTOMYECKHil Ope-
BUAPHIi; Wes BBICTPOUTH CTOMYECKOE II0COOME B BHIEC MO3AMKH M3 MMEBIICHCS
Tereps 3anncu beced DNUKTETa, CKOpee BCETo, MpUHAIIeKana Appuany, MexIy
TeM Kak CTHJIb Oecel U aKLEeHTHI B Iiepeiade CTONYSCKHUX UCH OCTaroTCA, KaK Ka-
KeTcsl, DNUKTETOBBIMU. B cirywae Duxupuouona MOXXHO TOBOPHUTH O ABYX aBTOpax
Ha pa3IMYHBIX YPOBHSX 3TOIO IPOM3BEACHHUS: TEKCTHI, B3AThIE U3 ITOJHOTO M3/a-
Husl beceo, mpuHaanexar DIUKTETY, a aBTOPOM y4ueOHUKa, 3a[yMaHHOTO B BHJE
ApaHXUPOBKU DIUKTETOBBIX TEKCTOB, ObUT AppHaH. YUYHUTBIBAs, YTO B KM3HH JIIO-
00ro MPoOM3BECHUS B TOM HJIM MHOW CTEIICHN IPHHUMAIOT Y4acTHe APyTHe JIUIa,
HEoOX0IMMO INPU3HATH, YTO WX BKJIAJ B CyAbOy IPOM3BEACHMS CYLIECTBEH IS
DIyOOKOro BOCIPHATHS IPOM3BEACHUS, a 3HAYUT M ISl UCTOPHKOB KYJBTYDHI,
OZIHAKO Ha TUTYJILHOW CTPAaHHLIE CIIELYeT COOMIONAaTh HePapXHUI0 aBTOPCKUX OTHO-
IICHHUH, KpaTKo 0003Ha4asi caMoe IJIaBHOE.
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