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Plotinus’ judgment on Longinus is well known: “gptddAoyos uev.
il doogog 6€ vvdauws” (Porphyry, VP [= Vita Plotind] 14, 19~20). With-
out denying Longinus’ talent, Plotinus is able by reclassifying him to deflect
the philosophical challenge posed by Longinus’ rival version of Platonism:
and the put-down has stuck to Longinus eversince. It has not been noticed
that Longinus had an equally effective way of deflecting Plotinus’ challenge,
once again by reclassifying him as something other than a Placonic philoso-
pher. Plotinus’ way of describing the difference won out historically, but
Longinus’ case deserves to be heard.

The relevant passages are preserved, along with Plotinus’ remarkand much
else about the state of Platonism in the third century AD, in Porphyry’s Life
of Plotinus. But the texts have suffered from mistranslations, and sometimes
from needless emendations; some sensitivity to the context in Porphyry’s
Life is needed to bring out what Longinus was saying.

One of Porphyry’s goals in the Life is to defend Plotinus against certain
accusations that had been made against him in his lifetime. Porphyry cites
texts of Longinus (in c. 19 a passage from a letter to Porphyry, in c. 20 the
preface to abook /1pog IMAwtivov kat 'evridiavov "Apédtov aepi téAovs)
in order to show that, although Longinus had apparently once believed the
charges against Plotinus, this “kptric@rarog” of our time™ (VP 20, 1-2)
had eventually come to a more fivorable opinion, while continuing to disa-
gree with Plotinus’ philosophical views. The most important of the charges
against Plotinus was that he vropdAderar 1o Novunviov: the usual trans-
lacion, “plagiarizes Numenius,” gives a first approximation, though I will
query the concept of “plagiarism” below. Porphyry argues that Longinus,
toward the end of his life, did notbelieve this charge, since Longinus says (in
the preface that Porphyry cites in c. 20) that Plotinus and his disciple Amelius
surpassed the other philosophers of their time in the number of problems
they examined in their writings and in their “distinctive manner of consid-
eration,” and that Plotinus was
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wig ITubayopeions appos vai lTAarwvicds, g €00k el TpOg CagecTtépay 1w 1po
aurov Karectnoauevos eEnynoty: tor the treatises of Numenius and Cronius and
Moderatus and Thrasyllus are nowhere near Plotinus’ treatises on the same subjects in
precision [@xpt Seral. (Longinus apud V2 20, 71-76)

I cite the first part of this passage in Greek, because the translation and even
the text are controversial. A.H. Armstrong, in his Locb Plotinus, translates
“Plotinus, it would seem, has expounded the principles of Pythagorean and
Platonic philosophy more clearly than anyone before him,” and something
like this is the most common interpretation. But [ think it is not really what
Longinus is saying.

To begin with, this would be surprisingly strong praise for Longinus to
give to his chief philosophical opponent. Longinus was a professed Platonist,
and if he says that Plotinus has given the clearest and most precise exposition
of Plato’s principles, he would in effect be recognizing Plotinus as a philo-
sophical authority: but this is Longinus preface to a book of philosophical
criticism of Plotinus and Amelius, where he will v to depict Plotinus as a
wortthy opponent, but hardly as an authoritv to be followed. Beyond this,
the Greek rexe as I have cited it (which is the text of Henry and Schwyzer
and of all the manuscripts they report, and which Armstrong accepts) does
not support Armstrong'’s meaning: Armstrong’s translation of g £€80x¢€t is
intolerably vacuous, and does not account for the tense of £8dxet. Indeed,
to avoid this problem, Richard Harder proposed to emend £60net into
doxel.! But we should accept the text and change the translation: &g €80k et
means as ir appeared. not to Longinus himself but to Plotinus, when he
composed the texts in question. This is the interpretation adopted by the
Paris group (Luc Brisson, Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé, Richard Goulet, and
others) in their recent edition and translation (with notes and critical essays)
of the Life of Plotinus.” They write: “[Plotin] a fourni des principes

' Harder's text and cranslation are in Plotins Schriften, iibersetzr von Richard Harder,
Newarbeitung mir griechischem Lesetext und Anmerkungen, Band Ve: Anhang, Porphyrios Uber
Plotins Leben und iiber die Ordnung seiner Schriften, ed. Walter Marg (Hamburg, 1958).
Armistrong seews to be treating £5 ¢kt as a past potential or the apodosis of a countertactual
conditional with a suppressed protasis {"it one were to consider”); but then it would have av.
Paul Kalligas ({Topgupiov lTept 100 [Ticorivov fiov vei ts taews wov fifAlwv avrov,
text with introduction, notes, and modern Greek translation [Athens, 1991]) wranslates e
ESONEL as kT T yvedyin o (ie., Longinus’), apparently ignoring rhe tense, and makes the
phrase modify cagearepav.

* Porphyre: L Vied e Plotin (Paris, v.1, 1982, v.2, 1992). The authors are listed in v.1 as Luc
Brisson. Matie-Odile Goulet-Cazé, Richard Gouler and Denis O'Brien, in v.2 as Luc Brisson,
Jean-Louis Cherlonneix, Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé, Richard Goulet, Mirko D. Grmek, Jean-
Marie Flamand, Sylvain Macton, Jean Pépin, Henri Dominique Saffrey, Alain-Ph. Segonds,
Michel Fardieu and Pierre Thillet. I will refer to the authors collectively as “the Paris group.”
sometimes also noring the individual responsible fora particular remark.
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pythagoriciens et platoniciens, ainsi qu'il les entend air, une explication plus
claire que ses prédécesseurs” (2: 169, my emphasis); and Goulet-Cazé in her
essay, “Larriere-plan scolaire de la Vie de Plotin,” translates the same passage
as “il adonné un exposé plus clair que celui de ces prédécesseurs de ce guéraient
ases yeux les principes pythagoriciens et platoniciens” (1:264, cp. 1:275 and
1:57, my emphasis).*

I think the Paris group’s interpretation is closer to being right than
Armstrong’s, and certainly it makes Longinus’ praise for his rival more plau-
sibly restrained. But it still does not give a clear enough meaning, and it
involves some further difficulties. Recall that the next clause of Longinus’
text goes on to praise the akpifeta of Plotinus’ treatises over those of a
series of his predecessors (Numenius, Cronius, Moderatus, Thrasyllus).
Goulet-Cazé says that “si Longin dansceslignesloue I'axpi fetar de I'exégese
plotinienne des @pyai, il ne va pas jusqu’a en reconnaitre le bien-tondé,
comme le souligne le g €5dket” (1:275); bue if Plotinus’ interpretation of
these apyai was not well-founded, what could its axpifeta have consisted
in? I propose to solve the problem by translating the sentence instead: “he
has given a clearer interpretation of the Pythagorean, and, as he thought,
Platonic, principles, than his predecessors did.” Longinus would be saying,
then, not that Plotinus was a great Platonist, but that, whatever the merits of
his claim to be a Platonist, he was the best of the Pythagoreans: since Plotinus
has given the clearest and most precise statement of the notoriously obscure
Pythagorean principles, Longinus in his defense of true Platonism will take
Plotinus {rather than Numenius or whoever) as the spokesman for the op-
posing position. This is Longinus’ point in saying that Plotinus had ex-
pounded the principles in question better than “Numenius, Cronius,
Moderatus, and Thrasyllus,” all of them known more as Pythagoreans than
as Platonists: both Moderatus and Numenius spoke of their principles as the
Onc and the Tivo, and Moderatus (if heis Porphyry's source at Vita Pyrhagorae
c. 53, as from c. 48 on) actually attacked Plato in the name of a pure
Pythagoreanism. Earlier in the Life Porphyry had listed “Severus, Cronius,
Numenius, Gaius, and Atticus” as authors discussed in Plotinus’ school, and
if Longinus had wanted to show Plotinus’ superiority to all earlier Platonists,
itis odd that he would have mentioned only the Pythagorizers and not Severus
or Gaius or Atticus, none of whom has anything Pythagorizing attributed to

him.*

* Goulet-Cazé rightly notes, 1:275-6, that Longinus’ intention in his preface is not to
endorse the philosophy of Plotinus and Amelius, but to explain why they are the most impor-
ant philosophers for him to be arging against.

* The Paris group themselves (Brisson ar 1:58) list Moderatus, Thrasyllus, Crenius and
Numenius as Pythagoreans (though noting thar these philosophers would also have cliimed to
be Plaronists), while listing Arricus, Gaius. and Severus as Platonists instead. For what is known
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This interpretation of what Longinus is saying about Plotinus is strongly
confirmed by che interpretation thac Porphyry himself gives in the following
chapter (VP 21, 1-9), when he restates what Longinus’ prefaceimplies about
his attitude toward Plotinus. From the text he had cited in the previous
chapter, Porphyry now concludesonly that Longinusbelieved (i) that Plotinus
and Anielius excelled in the number of problems they wrote on and in cheir
“distinctive manner of consideration” (lines 1-4); (ii) thar they did not @
Nouunviov vrofdrdectun vai taxeivov npecPevety doyuara. but rather
ra tov MvBayopeiwy avtov t€ EAouevou uetievar doyuarta (lines 4—
6);3 and finally (iii) that Plotinus’ treatises surpassed in axpifieia those of
Numenius, Cronius, Moderatus, and Thrasyllus (lines 6-9). Porphyry is here
being scrupulously exact in reporting what he can and cannot infer from
Longinus’ preface. Strikingly, he does not say that Plotinus was a great

of these tigures see John Dillon, The Middle Platonists (1.ondon, 1977); as Dillon rightly stresses,
Hellenistic and post-Hellenistic “Pythagoreanism™ was historically just a modality of Platonism
{even the would-be anti-Platonist Moderatus is torally dependent on Plato tor his
"Pythagorcanism”). On Thrasyllus, see Harold Tarrant, Thrasyllan Platonism (lthaca, 1993);
Thrasyllus' Pythagoreanism emerges most strikingly in his interpretation of Democritus (Tarcant,
85-7; Tarrant discusses the present texts of Longinus and Porphyry at 87). It is surprising that
Porphyry elsewhere mentions Longinus amidst Numenius and Cronius and Modesatus: in
Against the Christians Fr. 39 {cited by Eusebius Church History V1. 19), complaining about the
Christian Origen’s use of pagan learning in incerpreting the Jewish scriptures, Porphyry says
that Origen “cuviv 1€ yap aci wo fTIAanovt, toig te Novpnviov vat Kpoviov "Aroiiopevovs
e nai Avyyivou xai Modeparov Nikopayov t€ nai rav £v [TuBayopeiors € AAoyiiuor
(WEPOV OUIAEL CLYYPELpoTY, Explito 08 kai Xatpruovos tov Ercotkot Kopvoutov 1
tai¢ BifAoig” (Perphyry i apparendy concentrating on writers useful for Origen’s project as
models either of theology or of exegesis). Parphyry does not actually call Longinus a Pythago-
rean here, and, since he has not mentioned any Platonist names atter Plaro and before the
group beginning with Numenius, Porphyry probably intends here to be listing Placonists iund
Pythagoreans, rather than simply Pythagoreans; it is still strange company for Longinus, re-
flecting Porphyry’s views on the relation between Platonism and Pythagoreanism rather than
Longinus’ own. There is no erasing Longinus’ contempt for all writers on Pythagorean princi-
plesbetore Plotinus. including Nwunenius and Cronius and Moderatus. It is noteworthy that,
in Longinus’ long survey of recent philosophers (V2 20), he cites nine Platonists, cight Stoics,
three Peripatetics, and no Pythagoreans, apart from the incidental mention of earlier Pythagoreans
in attesting to Plotinus’ superiority. The Pythagoreansseem to be, like the Epicureans, not quite
respectible philosophiers.

* Plotinus is the antecedent of the genitive absolute avtov € o pévou, which would be bad
grammar if he were the subject of the infinitive gertévan, but the subject is racher “Plotinus
and Amelius” (thus tovrovg ypricacs8at in the parallel construction in line 4). What Porphyry
is saving (and what Longinus was saying in che passage Porphyry is summarizing) is that they,
Plotinus and Amelius, followed the doctrines of the Pythagoreans, Ae Plotinus, having made
his own choice of them, and Amelius (V2 20, 76-80 and 21, 9-12) following in Plotinus’
footsteps.
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Platonist, or indeed that he was a Platonist at all: this is because he recog-
nizes that Longinus had not said that the principles Plotinus had so clearly
expounded were genuinely Platonic, but only that they were Pythagorean.

Once again, scholars have tound the implied reservation about Plotinus’
Platonism so troubling that they have proposed to emend the text. Thus
Richard Goulet says that it is “trés surprenant qu'un platonicien comme
Porphyre ait laissé tomber la mention des principes platoniciens dans un
rappel de la phrase de Longin. C’est bien dans le cadre d’'un réinterpretation
non seulement du pythagorisme, mais aussi du platonisme que Plotin
inscrivait sa démarche philosophique et c’est certainementainsique Porphyre,
tout comme Longin, la comprenait” (2:292, cp. 2:129 and 1:264 nl). For
this reason, the Paris group adopt Tollius” seventeenth-century proposal to
emend 7@ towv HuBayopeiwv avto t€ £Aouvou uetiévar doyuara into
a rov NvBayopeiov aurov e [TAdtwvos uetiévat §yuara.’ Butr we
should keep the text of the manuscripts. If Longinus had said thar Plotinus
“followed the doctrines of Plato himself,” then this admission would be very
important for Porphyry’s apologetic purpose, and it would be surprising in-
deed if he failed to mention it; but Longinus had made no such admission.
Longinus had, however, admitted that Plotinus treated more problems than
other people did, that he had his distinctive manner of consideration, and
that he had given a more precise exposition of the Pythagorean (and alleg-
edly Platonic) principles than any of the earlier Pythagoreans including
Numenius: this is more than enough to show that Longinus, when he wrote
this preface, did not believe that Plotinus vrefdiero ra Novunviov, and
this is what Porphyzy is trying to show. Of course Porphyry himself believes
that Plotinus is following genuine Platonic doctrine, but he knows that
Longinus was not equally convinced.”

If we retain the text of the manuscipts, we can also appreciate a positive
point that, on Porphyry's interpretation, Longinus is making about Plotinus.
Porphyry says that Longinus grants that Plotinus followed the doctrines of
the Pythagoreans avtot €lopgvov, “having chosen or selected them for
himself.” Armstrong translates this as saying that Plotinus “deliberately pro-
pounded Pythagorean views,” but surely no one had suggested that Plotinus
Pythagorized unintentionally, and saying that he Pythagorized deliberacely
would not refute the charge that he plagiarized Numenius. The point is

¢ Tollius. Dionysii Longini de sublimitate commentarius (Uwecht, 1694); also tellowed in
MacKenna's translation and by Kalligas.

7 As Kalligas recognizes even while accepting Tollius' emendation: “ '@ [Topgupiog Spews
PQIVETAl v EVSIRPEPETAL V& VTTOYPaLttICEL TV QUBEVTIK GTHIQ 10U NAKTOVICLIOD TOY
MAwtivov), rpaype rot 6 Aoyyivog u&Alov 8&v irav Etoluog va kaver” (164, ad VP 21,
6).
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rather that Plotinus made his own selection and interpretation from among
the notoriously obscure and inconsistent reports of Pythagorean teaching,
and that he did not take over a pre-packaged interpretation of Pythagoreanism
from Numenius or anyone else, but in fact gave a more precise interpreta-
tion than his predecessors had done. If we emend avrov 1e £Aouevou o
avtov te 1A arwvog, then we lose this point: for without 2100 £AouéEvon,
then whoever’s doctrines Plotinus may have followed, he migh still have
been plagiarizing Numenius.®

1

But what exactly does it mean to say that Plotinus vroparlerar ra
Nouwurpiov (first cited VP 17, 1-2), and how does it connect with the other
accusations that Porphyry reports in the same breath, not only that Plotinus
talks nonsense {01t mAatig pArjvagog], but also that he is vrofoliuaios.
and drt kai ta pavdorata v vt vroflaiidusvog?’ We usually trans-
late vmoPaiieaBat ra Novunviov as “plagiarizing Numenius,” but what
concept of plagiarism is involved? Ta Novunviov are not books but doc-
trines: this is clear from Amelius’ complaint about people 7a 100 £raipov
nuov (i.e., Plorinus’) Soyuara €ig tov "Arauea Nouvurjviov avayoviwy
(cited VP17, 18-19), and from Porphyry’s equation of vrofitidecfar ra
Nouvunviov with texeivov apecfevety doypata (in the summary of
Longinus’ preface, VP 21, 4-5): ¢ rivog and raf tivog ddypiara are inter-
changeable. So the charge was not that Plotinus tried to pass off Numenius’
books as his own, but that he took over Numenius’ doctrines. But what
would be wrong with this? Longinus and his contemporaries did not require
philosophers to be doctrinal innovators; if Longinus had really said that
Plotinus followed Plato's own doctrines, this would have been praise and not
criticism. So UTOPuiAAeaOar ta Ttvog must be not simply taking over some-
one’s doctrines, but doing so in some particular way that makes this a wrong.
If we translate “OropaAdecbar ta Novunviov” by “plagiarizing Numenius,”
we are suggesting that the wrong would lie in Plotinus’ claiming to have

¢ The Paris group (esp. Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé at 2:106) raise the problem of interpret-
ing the r& in @UTOU 1€ £Aou€vor if the manuscripe reading is retained; Gouler.Cazé suggests
thar it might be aken as equivalent to xai mrviza with pariiciple, so “followed the doctsines of
the Pythagoreans, and thac by his own choice.” But by far the easiest solution (tollowing 3
suggestion of Eyjottur Emilsson) is to take 2¢ with xai at the beginning of the nexs clause: ““0(_
only did chey tollow the doctrines of the Pythagoreans by Plotinus’ making his own choice ot
cthem [racher than by his tollowing Numenius), but indeed the treatises of Numenius and Cronius
and Moderatus and Thrasyllus are nowhere near Plotinus’ treatises on the same subjecrs in
precision.”

" This is Porphyry quoting Amelius, VP 17, 21-24: Porphyry’s summuary at VP 18, 1-8
collapses these accusations into Urofailecdar ta Novunyiov and being rAarig ¢Aivagos:
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invented some doctrine that had in fact been invented by Numenius a cen-
tury or so earlier; but since Plotinus did not claim to have invented any
doctrines at all, this could not be a plausible charge, and the alleged wrong
must lie elsewhere.

The problem must be that Plotinus is taking his doctrines from the wrong
source, from Numenius instead of Plato, and that consequently his doc-
trines are not the right ones. One charge against Plotinus was that he
vrofalietar xai ta pavAdraia tov ovewy (VP 17, 23-24); this must
mean, not “auch das kleinste Wort ein Plagiat” (Harder) or the like, but
rather “that his fundamental principles are the meanest of realities”
(Armstrong), “011 6€1€1 05 Paon 1a katwrepa ovra” (Kalligas), where the
meanest of realities is the One, following the familiar accusation that Aristo-
tle had made against Speusippus and the Pythagoreans." So part of the prob-
lem is that Plotinus simply urofigAAerat the wrong principles; and Kalligas
is right (ad /loc) that there is a play on words with vrofaAdecBar in the
sense of laying down a foundation (LS] vrofidAAdw]1 2). But, as the charge of
being vrofodiuaios shows, the accusations turn on a sense of UrofidAdec6at
as an essentially wrong action: the word has the basic meanings “bring in
another’s child as one’s own™ and “palm off one’s own child as another’s”
(LS] vrofia’ddw 11 1), the first of which is metaphorically extended to mean
“plagiarize,” since a writer's books (or doctrines or principles) are metaphori-
cally his children. Even in the accusation that Plotinus vrofaideran ta
pauidrara v oviav, the principles in question are assumed to be, not
thegenuine Platonic principles—like the demiurgic voig, which Longinus,
with the non-Pythagorean mainstream of Middle Platonism, took to be the
~ highest principle—Dbut rather Pythagorean principles, the One and perhaps
the Two and the Numbers that proceed from chem. When Plotinus
vnofadletar 1@ pavidrate twv dvtwv, he is bringing in these of fspring
of the Pythagoreans, and trying to pass them off, not precisely as his own
children (for he does not claim to have invented them), but racher as genu-
ine offspring of Plato, the founder of the aipeatg to which Plotinus claims
10 belong. This is also the meaning of the charge that Plotinus vmofadrerat
e Novurjviov: he is introducing Numenius’ Pythagorizing doctrines into

1% Sec the notes of Armstrong and Kalligas ad loc. For Aristotle against Speusippus and the
ythagoreans, who make the least perfec things the principles, see Adetaphysics A7 and N&-5;
N5 1092a1 4-15 Aristotle attributes to Speusippus (or, pethaps, says it follevvs from Speusippus’
ews) thac the One is #1116€ Gy 11, a passage which would be recalled by Plotinus’ opponents.
ther translators have tried taking vrofaiierar kai ra gavAdrara v dvrav as “copies
dlv” or “copies what is worst in his model,” but these, like Harder's translation, do not really
ke sense of 7y Gvrav. The Patis group translate, inscrutably, “il pille jusquaux plus vils des
+"and give no commentary,
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the Platonic school, and trying to make them pass as the oftspring of Plato.
Perhaps there is a specific reference here to Plotinus V.1.8, where Plotinus
(arguing against someone who thinks these doctrines are n@ivol, line 11),
argues that the Moderatus-Numenius scheme of three gods, the first of whom
is a One superior to the demiurge, can be found “in Plato’s own writings”
(line 14)—an argument that relies precisely on fathering the neo-Pythago-
rean Second Letter on Plato." Plotinus claims here that his Adyor are mercly
&nynrai (line 12) of these ancient doctrines, and this is a good example of
what Longinus means when he says that Plotinus has given a clearer-than-
heretofore £&1jynatg (VP 20, 73) of the Pythagorean and, as he thought,
Platonic principles. |

There is a further point to the charge that Plotinus is vrofodiuaiog (VP
17, 22), an accusation closely connected with vrofaiiec6dar wx Novunviov
and vrofariecOdai kai T pavAorara t@v ovrwv. It seems natural to as-
sume that if vrofdAdeabai is to plagiarize, or to steal a child and pass it off
as one’s own, then a vrofodiaios is a child-stealer or a plagiarist; and
everyone translates “vroflodiuaiog” as “plagiarise™ at V2 17, 22. But this
meaning seems to be nowhere else attested (I.S] do not list it as a possible
meaning at all); nor does “vroforiuaios™ mean “child-stealer,” so chac it
could be extended metaphorically to a plagiarist. Rather, the vrofodipaiog
is always the suppositious child himself, the changeling (thus in Plato, Re-
public V1l 537¢9). And this is the real point of the charges against Plotinus:
he is a changeling, a Pythagorean child who may have been raised as a Platonist

but whose works now show that he is no true son of Plato.'?

II1
By the time that Longinus wrote 7lpos JTAwtivov kat Fevridiavov
‘Augdov mept 1€Aoug, he did not believe that Plotinus vrefaiero
Nouvunviov. But he still seems to have believed the main point of the grum-
bling against Plotinus, namely that Plotinus was a Pythagorean trying o
pass—falsely but (as Longinus admits) sincerely—for a Platonist. Who was
responsible for this grumbling, and for its exaggeration into the charge of

' For Numenius’ chree gods, and Moderarus’ three Ones, see Dillon (op. cir). Tarrant (op-
cit.) asctibes the Second Letter, plausibly enough, to Thrasyllus.

'* For the opposite of vmofodusiaiog in chis sense, note the common praise of someone 3%
someone else’s pyiaidrarog siudent or tollower or commentcator: Dionysius of Halicanasstts
says this of Cephisodorus in relation to Isocrates (De Jsocrare c. 18) and of Aristotle in relarion
10 Plato (£p. wd Pompeirm c.1), and Simplicius says it of Aristotle in relation to Plato (/1 de
Cuelo 378) but also of Xenocrates in relacion ro Plato (ibid. 12, /n Phys. 1165), of Eudemts a‘s
Atristotle’s yviiawterog éraipog (ibid. 411) and of Alexander of Aphrodisias as Aristorles
wnotwrarog €Enyng (ibid. 80, 258).
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vropaAdeaBar wx Novunviou? Porphyry calls them oi ano tijs " EAAadog
(VP 17, 1=2), that is, people connected wich the philosophical schools at
Athens: this would include Longinus as well as others. lt is naturally the
Athenian Platonists who would be Plotinus” most immediate rivals (Longinus
had lost his student Porphyty to Plotinus, and Porphyry had gone from
holding Longinus’ thesis on the status of the Forms to writing a defense of
Plotinus’ thesis against Longinus, V2 18, 10-19, and 20, 86-97): and the
Achenian Platonists could explain the phenomenon of Plotinus and the threat
he posed to them, while at the same time discrediting him, by reclassifying
him, as not a true Platonist but an offshoot of a less respectable philosophy
which did not have a chair at Athens. We do not know how much of the
grumblers’ case against Plotinus Longinus had subscribed to; bur Porphyry
says that Longinus “at first, as a result of the stupidity of others, persisted in
despising [Plotinus]” (VP 20, 5-0, . Armstrong), until Porphyry was able
to bring him to a more favorable attitude. The grumbling is unlikely to have
been very well informed, since the Athenians would not have had much
access to Plotinus’ teaching: according to VP 19, Longinus was dependent
on Porphyry and Amelius for his knowledge of Plotinus, and he complains
about the faults of the Plotinus manuscripts they had sent him (if, as Por-
phyry says (VP 20, 5-9), the manuscripts were accurate and Longinus was
simply baftled by Plotinus’ ouvvtjOng £pumnveia, this only underscores
Longinus” difficulties in acquiring a sound knowledge of Pletinus’ teach-
ing).

While there were many distinct philosophical issues between Longinus
and Plotinus, and while our evidence is too fragmentary to reconstruct much
of the discussion, some general reflections on the philosophical background
may help put the issues in perspective. The Platonism of the first and second
centuries AD had arisen out of earlier Stoicizing interpretations of Plato, as
a movement of correction. Against the Stoics, and against such interpreters
as Antiochus, the Platonists maintain the incorporeality of the apyar, both
as the right interpretation of Plato and as the truth. But the Platonists share
many assumptions with the Stoics, and there is a continuum of positions
between them. The Platonists, like the Stoics, are mainly concerned with the
concrete active and passive principles, God and matter, that combine to
produce the world, and with the concrete individual souls that act in bodies;
the Platonists’ main burden is to prove that these concrete agents and pa-
tients are non-bodily. From this perspective—and it is one side of Middle
Platonism, while neo-Pythagoreanism is another—such entities as the One
and the Numbers would be mere abstractions, incapable of acting or being
acted upon, posterior to and parasitic on the real concrete principles of the
world. A strange pseudepigraphon, Theano [Tepi e voefeiag, goesso faras
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to reclaim Pythagoras for this position: Pythagoras could not have said cha
all chings arise out of number, his wife or daughter writes, since “how could
things which do not even exist (& unde €ottv; cp. Aristotle on Speusippus]
be conceived to generate?”; Pythagoras said merely thac things arise according
to number, because they are generated in an orderly way."! Longinus would
have sympathized; we know that he incerpreted the Placonic Ideas as analo-
gous to Sroic lektav, mere thought-objects subsisting parasitically on the
demiurge’s activity of thinking, themselves neither agents nor patients but
merely the standards by which the demiurge chooses to act (Syrianus /n Mer,
105). What could Longinus have made of Plotinus’ One, a principle lacking
all determinate content and best described in negations, a God superior to
the God who made the world, refusing from sheer superiority to act directly
on bodies—a principle which, just by being the highest and ultimately un-
actainable object of thought, produces the thought-activity of the demiurgic
yovg, and so produces the very substance of the demiurge? Longinus could
only have seen this as a reductio ad absurdum of the folly of treating abstrac-

tions as if they were concrete agents; and this is just what it means to call
Plotinus mdatig plivagos.

When “the people from Greece” began to say that Plotinus vzzefiadeto
& Novunviov, the man who told Amelius about this, and chus provoked
Amelius’ and Porphyry’s defenses of Plotinus, was Tpugwy 0 Ztwikdg €
kat [Miarwvikds (VP 17, 1-3). This is a remarkable title. With one excep-
tion (to be discussed shortly) no other figure is described in our sources both
as a Stoic and as a Platonist, and certainly never are the adjectives conjoined
in this way. To be a Stoic and a Platonist, one must regard Scoicism and
Platonism not as schools with differing views, but as complementary incel-
lectual disciplines. Being a Stoic and a Platonist is like being a professor of
philosophy and theology: Trypho would have performed his Stoic duties by
lecturing on Chrysippus, and his Platonist dutiesby lecturing on the Timuaeus
or other Platonic texts, and presumably he would have tried as much as
possible to keep them from conflicting, just as Porphyry did in commenting
on Plato and on Aristotle’s logic. Posidonius is once cited 7év I1Aarwvos
Tiparov &nyovuevos (Sextus AM VII, 93), apparently endorsing Platos
views as he interpreted them, whether in a commentary on the whole Tinaeus
oronly in discussing a single passage; and no doubt Posidonius, and perhaps
also Antiochus, was a precedent for Trypho. But only once apart from Trypho
is someone we know to be a Stoic also described as [TAarwvixdg, Panaetius

Y Theano £k rov IMepi evoe feias, at Stobaeus 1:125-6 Wachsmuth: also printed. with
one minor change, in Holger Thesleft, ed., The Pyrhagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period (Abo.
1965) 195.
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in Proclus (7n Tim. 1:162 Diehl): it is striking that Proclus is here citing
Longinus. and Preclus himself may not have recognized Panaetius as the
Stoic. Longinus, though rejecting the Stoic thesis of the corporeality of the
apxai, belonged to a philosophical culture where it was possible to be
Zwwwog 1€ kai [TAarwvikeg, and where being recognized as a Pythago-
rean called one’s Platonism into question. The future of Platonism lay with
Plotinus, not with Longinus. Syrianus, in his commentary on Meraphysics B,
says that he will show how a IMTuBayopeios e xai IMAarwvixos would
answer Aristotle’s aropiat (In Met. 2), and 1o us as post-neo-Platonic read-
ers this self-description seems natural, while Trypho's seems absurd. Listen-
ing to Longinus on Plotinus, however fragmentary our evidence, helps to
show us a philosophical culture where the plausibilities were reversed. When
Longinus said, in eftect, “ITubayopeiog uév. NAarwvikog 8€ ovdaucss,”
he was no more fair than Plotinus when he said “¢i1620yog év. praocopog
8¢ ouap s bur our understanding of Platonism can be deepened by hear-
ing both judgments together.
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