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Plotinus' judgmenc on Longinus is well known: "¢1A.6A.oyo� piv. 
¢1A.6ao¢0� 8£ ov8aJHix;" (Porphyry, VP [ = Vita Plotim] 14, 1 9-20). Wich­
out denying Longin us' calenc, Plotinus is able by reclassifying him co deflecc 
che philosophical challenge posed by Longin us' rival version of Placonism; 
and the puc-down has scuck co Longinus ever since. Jc has noc been nociced 
thac Longinus had an equally effective way of deflecting Plotinus' challenge, 
once again by reclassifying him as something ocher chan a Placonic philoso­
pher. Plocinus' way of describing the difference won ouc historically, but 
Longin us' case deserves co be heard. 

The relcvanc passages are preserved, along with Plotinus' remark and much 
else abour che srare of Platonism in the rhird cemury AD, in Porphyry's Life 
of Plotinus. Bue che cexts have suffered from misrranslations, and sometimes 
from needless emendacions; some sensicivity co che concexc in Porphyry's 
Life is needed co bring ouc what Longinus was saying. 

One of Porphyry's goals in the Life is co defend Plorinus againsc certain 
accusations due had been made againsc him in his lifecime. Porphyry cices 
cexcs of Longinus (in c. 19  a passage from a leccer to Porphyry, in c. 20 the 
preface co a book npo� nA.wri vov Kai n::vnA.iavov ApEAIOV lfEpi riA.ov.;) 
in order co show that, alchough Longinus had apparently once believed the 
charges againsc Plotinus, this "KpmKwraro�" of our time" ( VP 20, 1-2) 
had eventually come co a more favorable opinion, while continuing ro disa­
gree with Plotinus' philosophical views. The most important of the charges 
against Plocinus was that he v1rof3a).).cra1 Ta Nov111,viov: the usual crans­
lacion, "plagiarizes Numenius," gives a firsc approximation, though I will 
query the concept of "plagiarism" below. Porphyry argues that Longin us, 
coward che end of his life, did not believe chis charge, since Longinus says (in 
the preface that Porphyry cites in c. 20) that Plocinus and his disciple Amelius 
surpassed the ocher philosophers of their time in the number of problems 
they examined in their wricings and in cheir "discinccive manner of consid­
eration," and chat Plotinus was 
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rci.; ntJOayopeiotx; GfJXG; •·ai nJ..ar<vvt KG�", r(x; t°WKCI. trpo; aa�<mipav r1ij1• npo 
avrou Kamar,,atiµel'O; i�1jy17a1 1·: for che rreacises of Numenius and Cronius and 
Moderacus and Thrasyllus are nowhere near Plocinus' treatises on che same subjcccs in 
precision [a•·pifk;w]. (Longinus apud VP 20, 71-76) 

I cite rhe first part of this passage in Greek, because the cranslarion and even 
rhe text are controversial. A.H. Annsrrong, in his Loeb Plotinus, translates 
" Plorinus, ir would seem, has expounded rhe principles of Pythagorean and 
Platonic philosophy more clearly than anyone before him," and something 
like chis is rhe most common inrerprerarion. Bur I chink it is not really what 
Longin us is saying. 

To begin with, chis would be surprisingly strong praise for Longinus to 
give LO his chief philosophical opponent. Longinus was a professed Plaronisr, 
and if he says chat Plotinus has given rhe clearest and most precise exposition 
of Plaro's principles, he would in effect be recognizing Plorinus as a philo­
sophical aurhoriry: bur chis is Longinus' preface ro a book of philosophical 
criticism of Plotinus and Amelius, where he will ny LO depict Plorinus as a 
worchy opponent, but hardly as an authority ro be followed. Beyond rhis, 
the Greek rexr as I have cited it (which is rhe rexr of Henry and Schwyzer 
and of all rhe manuscripcs chey report, and which Armscrong accepLs) does 
nor supporr Armstrong's meaning: Armstrong's translation of dJ1; e861ct:1 is 
intolerably vacuous, and does nor account for rhe cense of e86KEI .  Indeed, 
co avoid rhis problem, Richard Harder proposed ro emend £86K£l inro 
OUKt::i . 1  Bur we should accepc rhe rexr and change rhe rranslarion: <lx; EOOK£l 
means as ir appeared, nor co Longinus himself bur to Plotinus, when he 
composed che cexcs in quesrion. This is the incerprecarion a<lopced by rhe 
Paris group (Luc Brisson, Maric-Odile Goulet-Caze, Richard Goulet, and 
others) in rheir recent edirion and cranslacion (with notes and cricical essays) 
of rhe Life of Plorinus. 2 They write: " f  Plorin] a fourni des principes 

1 Harders texr and lransbrion are in Plorim Schriftm. iiberserzt von Richard Harder, 
Neutlrbei11111g mil gi·iechhchem lesetexr tmd Amnedamgen, Brrnd Vi: Anhang, Porpl�1•rios Ober 
Plotins Leben 11nd iiber die Ord1111ng seiner Schr{fim, e<l. Walrer Marg {Hamburg, I ?58). 

Armsrrong seems ro be u·earing COOKCI as a pasr potential or the apodosis of a counterfacrual 
conditional wich a suppressed protasis ("if one w<"re to consider"); bur rhen ir would h.1ve av. 
Paul Kalligas (nop,Pvpiov nepi mu I V .. <urfrotJ /}iotJ ,-ai rii; ra.;�·<u.; rcij1• /}1/J)..iM· aurou, 

texr with inrroduction, nores, and modern Greek rransbcion [Athens, 1991 ] )  translates cV; 
i<5ci•-et as Kara ni yw0µ11 pov (i.e .. Longinus'), apparenrly ignoring rhe tense, and makes the 

phrase modify aarpt:aripav. 

' Porphyre: L1 Vie de P/01i11 (Paris, v. l ,  I ?82, v.2, 1 992). The au1hors are listed in \'. I as Luc 
Brisson. Marie-Odile Goulcr-Caze. Rich,1rd Gouler and Denis O'Brien, in \'.2 .ts Luc Brisson, 
Jean-Louis Cherlonn<"ix. Marie-Odile Gouler-CazC:, Rich.ud Goulet. Mirko D. Grmek, J<'an­
Marie Flamand, Sylvain Marron, Jean Pepin, Henri Dominique Salfrey. Alain-Ph. Segonds, 
Michel 'fordieu and Pierre Thillet. I will refer to rh<' authors collecrivcly as "rhe Paris group." 
somerimes also 110ring rhe individual responsible for a particular r<"mark. 
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pychagoriciens et platoniciens, ainsi qu'il Les entendait, une explication plus 
claire que ses predecesseurs" (2: 169, my emphasis); and Coulet-Caze in her 
essay, "Carriere-plan scolaire de la Vie de Plotin," trans laces the same passage 
as "ii a donne un expose plus clait que celui de ces predecesseurs de ce quiftaient 
lz ses J'fUX Jes principes pyrhagoriciens et platoniciens" ( I  :264, cp. I :275 and 
I :57, my emphasis).3 

I think the Paris group's incerpretacion is closer to being right than 
Armstrong's, and certainly it makes Longinus' praise for his rival more plau­
sibly restrained. Bue ic still does nor give a clear enough meaning, and it  
involves some further difficulties. Recall that che nexc clause of Longin us' 
cexc goes on co praise the a1<pi{JEta of Plotinus' creacises over those of a 
series of his predecessors (Numenius, Cronius, Moderarus, Thrasyllus). 
Coulet-Caze says that "si Longin dans ces lignes loue l'a1<pi{JEta de I' exegese 
plocinienne des <ipxai, ii ne va pas jusqu'a en reconnaitre le bien-fonde, 
comme le souligne le w� i861<E1" ( I  :275); bur if Plocinus' incerprecacion of 
these apxaf was noc well-founded, what could its a1<pf{JEta have consisted 
in? I propose to solve che 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 thac 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 Plocinus 
has given the clearest and most precise statement of che notoriously obscure 
Pythagorean principles, Longinus in his defense of true Platonism will cake 
Plotinus (rather chan Numenius or whoever) as the spokesman for che op­
posing position. This is Longinus' point in saying char Plotinus had ex­
pounded che principles in question better than "Numenius, Cronius, 
Moderarus, and Thrasyllus," all of them known more as Pythagoreans than 
as Platonists: both Moderatus and Numenius spoke of their principles as the 
One and the Two, and Moderatus (if he is Porphyry's source at Vita PJ1thagorae 
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, Caius, and Atticus" as authors discussed in Plorinus' school, and 
if Longin us had wanted co show Plotinus' superiority to all earlier Platonists, 
it is odd that he would have mentioned only the Pythagorizers and not Severus 
or Caius or Acticus, none of whom has anything Pythagorizing attributed to 
him.4 

•1 Gouler-Cazc rightly notes, I :275-6, rhar Longin us' inrenrion in his preface is not to 
endorse rhe philosophy of Plorinus and Amelius. but to explain why they arc the most impor­
tant philosophers for him 10 be arguing against. 

• The Paris group themselves (Brisson at I :58) list Modera1us, Thrasyllus, Cronius and 
Numenius as Pythagoreans (though noting thar rhese philosophers would also have claimed ro 
be Pbtonisrs). while lisring Arricus. Gaius. and Severns as Pbconisrs ins1cad. For whac is known 
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This interpretation of what Longinus is saying about Plotinus is strongly 
confirmed by the interpretation that Porphyry himself gives in the following 
chapter ( \17> 2 I ,  1-9), when he restates what Longin us' preface implies about 
his attitude toward Plorinus. From the text he had cited in the previous 
chapter, Porphyry now concludes only char Longinus believed (i) char Plorinus 
and Amelius excelled in the number of problems they wrote on and in their 
"distinctive manner of consideration" (lines I-4); (ii) that they did not ra 
Nou�Jl]Viou u1w(J<i}.}.Ea8ai Kai raKE:ivou !TpEa[JcvEI v 86yµara. but rather 
ra HOV nu8ayop£iwv aUWU TE £.Ji.oµevOV J.IETLt�l'aI boypara (lines 4-
6);5 and finally (iii) that Plocinus' treatises surpassed in aKpi{J£.ta 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 figures see John Dillon, The Middle f'latonim (London, 1977); os Dillon rightly stresses, 
Hellenistic ond posr-Hdlenisric "Pyrhagoreanism" was historically jusc " modaliry of Platonism 
(even chc would-be anti-Pla1onis1 Moderarus is toially dcpendenc on Plo!O for his 
"Pyrlugorcanism"). On Thrasyllus, see Harold Tarranr, Thm»yl/,m P/,uonism (hhac.1. 1993); 

Thrasyllus' Pytlldgoreanism emerges most strikingly in his in1erpre1a1ion of Democritus (T.1rr:1111, 

85-7; T•rr.1111 discusses the presenr texrs of Longin us and Porphyry a1 87). le is surprising rhor 
Porphyry elsewhere mentions Longinus amidst Nu111enius anJ Cronius and Mode1:1rus: in 
Agaimt tl•e Christian; Fr. 39 (ciccd by Eusebius Church History VJ. 19). complaining about the 
Christian Origcn's use of pagon learning in inrerpreting rhe Jewish scriprures, Porph yry says 
char Origen "cn1111iv re yap <iEi r(iJ nA<ir<ov1, rolr; re Nou1111l'iou 1a1i Kpoviou A1WAA0¢vuu; 
TE 1•ai /luyyi l'OU l<'Oi Mo&:pdrou N11m11rixo u rt' 1.-ai r1iJ1• t'I• nu9ayopt:iu1.; iAAoyi11101· 

<i1'/)pciJ1· clJpiAEI auyypGJIJl<Jm v, ixp1iro S i: K<Ji Xa1p1}po11or; ruv l:rtVIKOV Kupvuurou TE 
rair; {Ji{JA.01<;" (Porphyry is apparently concenrracing on writers useful for Origen's project JS 
models either of rheology or of exegesis). Porphyry docs not acrually call Longinus a Pydugo­
rean here, and, since he has not mentioned any Platonisr names aficr Pl.1ro and before rhe 
group beginning with Numenius, Porphyry probably intends here ro be listing Pla10nim .111d 
Pythagoreans, rather rhan simply Pythagoreans; ii is still strange company for Longinus, rc­
fleC1ing Porphyry's views on the relation bciwcen Platonism and Pyrhagorcanism rJther cl1.1n 

Longinus' own. There is no erasing Longinus' comempr for all writers on Pyrhagore:111 princi­
ples before Plotinus. including N1un('nius and Cronius and Modcratus. h is noteworthy rlur. 
in l .onginus' long survey of recent philosophers (VP 20), he cites nine Pbtonists. eighr Stoics, 
three Peripatetics, :md no Pythagoreans, apart from the incidemal memion of earlier Pythagoreans 
in ancsiing ro Plorinus' superiority. The Pythagoreans seem to be, like rhc Epicureans, nor quire 
respectable philosophers. 

s Plotinus is the anrccedem of rhe genitive absohuc auruv £Aopi1•ou, whicli would be b.1d 
grammar if he were che subject of rhe infinitive JICriii•m , bur Lice subjec1 is racher "Plotinus 
and Amelius" (rhus rourou.; xp1iaaa8m in rhe parallel construction in line 4). What Porphyry 
is saying (and wha1 Longinus was s.�ying in th(' passage Porphyry is summarizing) is rhat they, 
Plotinus and Amelius, followed 1he doctrines of the Pytl>Jgoreans, he, Plotinus, having made 
his own choice of chem, and Amelius (VP 20, 76-80 and 2 1 ,  9-12) following in Plotinus' 
footsteps. 
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LoNGINUS ON PLOTINUS 1 1 7 

Placonist, or indeed that he was a Platonist at all: chis is because he recog­
nizes that Longinus had noc said that the principles Plotinus had so clearly 
expounded were genuinely Platonic, bur only that they were Pythagorean. 

Once again, scholars have found the implied reservation about Plotinus' 
Placonism so troubling that they have proposed to emend the text. Thus 
Richard Goulet says that it is "tres surprenant qu'un platonicien comme 
Porphyre air laisse tomber la mention des principes platoniciens dans un 
rappel de la phrase de Longin. C'est bien dans le cadre d'un reinterpretation 
non seulement du pyrhagorisme, mais aussi du plaronisme que Plotin 
inscrivait sa demarche philosophique et c' est certainement ainsi que Porphyre, 
rout comme Longin, la comprenait" (2:292, cp. 2: 1 29 and I :264 n I ) .  For 
this reason, the Paris group adopt Tollius' seventeenth-century proposal to 
emend ra rWV llu8ayop£iwv GVWV TE EAOµEVOV pt:riivm 86yµara into 
ra rn)v nveayopt:iwv avrou TE fl}.<irwvoc; w:riivm 86ypara.6 But we 
should keep the text of the manuscripts. If Longinus had said that Plorinus 
"followed the doctrines of Plato himself," then this admission would be very 
imporcant for Porphyry's apologetic purpose, and it would be surprising in­
deed if he failed to mention it; but Longin us 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 VJCE/3<iAEW ra Novµqviov, and 
this is what Porphyry is crying to show. Of course Porphyry himself believes 
that Plotinus is following genuine Platonic doctrine, but he knows that 
Longin us was not equally convinced.7 

If we retain the text of the manuscipts, we can also appreciate a positive 
point that, on Porphyry's interpretation, Longin us is making about Plorinus. 
Porphyry says that Longinus grants that Plotinus followed the doctrines of 
che Pythagoreans avrou EAOJIEVOV, "having chosen or selected chem for 
himself." Armstrong translates this as saying chat Plocinus "deliberately pro­
pounded Pythagorean views," but surely no one had suggested that Plocinus 
Pythagorized unintentionally, and saying that he Pyrhagorized deliberately 
would not refute che charge that he plagiarized Numenius. The point is 

• Tollius, Dionysii longini de rnblimitate commentarius (Uffecht, 1694); also followed in 
MacKenna's translation and by Kalligas. 

; As Kalligas recognizes even while accepting Tollius' emendation: " · 0 nvp¢vpw<; 01uv<; 
¢aivcrai va evi5w¢epcrm va v1roypa1111iu£1 niv av0£VTIK'UTl/W TOV ll'AGr<tJVl<Jpvii rvu 
nll-wri1,vu], ;rpaypa ll'VU u !lvyyi 1'0<; piiAAOV i5£v �rav i.'rot)IO<; va K'OV£t" (164, ad V7' 21,  
6). 
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1 1 8 STEPHEN MENN 

rather that Plotinus made his own selection and interpretation from among 
the notoriously obscure and inconsistent reports of Pythagorean teaching, 
and chat he did not take over a pre-packaged incerprecacion of Pychagoreanism 
from Numenius or anyone else, but in fact gave a more precise incerpreta­
cion chan his predecessors had done. I f  we emend avrou TE i:}..oµivou ro 
aUWU TE nJ...aTltWO<;, then we lose this point: for without aVTOU EAOµfiVOU, 
then whoever's doctrines Plotinus may have followed, he mighc still have 
been plagiarizing Numenius.8 

II 
But what exactly does it mean to say that Plocinus U!CO{J<i?i.?i.t:rat ra 

NOUJITJViou (first cited VP 17, 1 -2), and how does it connect with the ocher 
accusations that Porphyry reporcs in the same breath, not only that Plotinus 
talks nonsense [on JCJ...arur; <f>A1jva<f>or;] , but also char he is un:o{JoJ...1palo;. 

and OT! K"ai ra <f>auJ...6rara T<VV O\/TlVV un:of3aJ...}..6pt:vor;?'' We usually trans­
late vn:o[J<iV .. t:aBat ra Nouµ17viou as "plagiarizing Numenius," bur what 
concept of plagiarism is involved? Ta Nouµ1]\/iou are not books bur doc­
crines: this is clear from Arnelius' complaint abouc people ra rou i:raipou 
1jp<vv (i.e., Plorinus') lioniara t:ir; TO\/ An:aµia Noup1jv10v avay6vrn.11' 

(cited VP 17,  1 8- 1 9),  and from Porphyry's equation of uJCo[J<i?i.A.t:afJm ra 
Noupqviou with uiK"t:ivou n:pt:a{Jevt:1 v lioyµara (in the summary of 
Longin us' preface, VP 2 1 ,  4-5): r<i Tl vor; and r<i Tl vor; li6yµara are inter­
changeable. So the charge was nor chat Plocinus tried to pass off Numenius' 
books as his own, but that he took over Numenius' doctrines. Bur whac 
would be wrong with this? Longinus and his contemporaries did not require 
philosophers to be doctrinal innovators; if Longinus had really said ch:ir 
Plocinus followed Plato's own doctrines, this would have been praise and not 
criticism. So vn:o[J<iAAt:afJm r<i n var; must be not simply taking over some­
one's doctrines, bur doing so in some particular way chat makes this a wrong. 
If we cranslace "vn:of]ri}..}.,ca()ai ra No UJI T]Vio u" by "plagiarizing Numenius," 
we are suggesting that the wrong would lie in Plotinus' claiming to have 

• The Paris group (esp. Maric-Odilc Gouler-Cazc ar 2: I 06) raise che problem of interpret­
ing che rl' in mirou rl' £Aopivou if the manuscript re.1ding is recaincd; Goulcr-Caze suggests 

'""' it might be taken as equivalent to �·ai raura with participle, so "followed 1he docrrines of 

rhc Pyrhagoreans, and char by his own choice." Bur by far che easiesr solution (following a 

suggestion of Eyjolfur Emilsson) is co take rf' with �·ai a1 rhe beginning of rhe nexc clause: "nor
_ 

only did they follow the doctrines of the PydlJgoreans by Plotinus' making his own choice ol 
rhern [rather chan by his following Numenius] , bur indeed the treatises ofNumenius and Cronius 
and Moderoius and Thrasyllus are nowhere near Plorinus· crearises on rhe same subjccrs in 
precision. 

• This is Porphyry quoting Amdius, VP 17. 2 1-24; Porphyry's s111m11ary at 111' 18, 1-8 

coll,1pses these accus.11ions inco v1roflciAAEa8ar ra Nou111wiou .ind being 1rAarrJ.; ¢A1i1·a�· 
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LoNGINUS ON PLOT1Nus 1 1 9 

invented some doctrine chat had in fact been invented by Numenius a cen­
tury or so earlier; but since Plocinus 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 consequenrly his doc­
trines are not the right ones. One charge against Plotinus was that he 
Uf(O{J<iJ..l.t:-rm Kai ra ¢avA.6rara TWV OVTWV ( VP 17,  23-24); this must 
mean, not "auch das kleinste Wort ein Plagiat" (Harder) or the like, bur 
rather "that his fundamental principles are the meanest of realities" 
(Armstrong), "arr Birel we; f3aar1 ra IWTWTepa ovra" (Kalligas), where the 
meanest of realities is the One, following the familiar accusation chat Aristo­
tle had made against Speusippus and the Pythagoreans. 10 So part of the prob­
lem is that Plorinus simply UJCo{JaJ..A.erat the wrong principles; and Kalligas 
is right (ad Loe.) rhar there is a play on words with vrco{JaJ..A.eaBat in rhe 
sense oflaying down a foundation (LSJ VJCo{JaJ..J..<u I 2). Bur, as the charge of 
being urcof30J.1paior:; shows, the accusations turn on a sense of v1rof3al.J..eaeat 
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" 
(LSJ VTW/Jal.J.w I I  I ), 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 Plorinus vrcofJaJ..J..eral TG 
¢avA.6rara rwv ovuvv. the principles in question are assumed co be, nor 
the genuine Platonic principles-like che demiurgic vovr:;, which Longin us, 
with the non-Pythagorean mainstream of Middle Platonism, rook to be che 
highest principle-but rather Pythagorean principles, the One and perhaps 
the Two and the Numbers that proceed from chem. When Plorinus 
UTro{JaJ.A.t:rm ra ¢avJ..6ram rwv OV!<VV, he is bringing in these offspring 
of the Pythagoreans, and trying co pass them off, not precisely as his own 
children (for he does nor claim to have invented chem), but rather as genu­
ine offspring of Plato, the founder of the alpemr:; to which Plotinus claims 
10 belong. This is also the meaning of che charge that Plocinus vrcof3aA.J..era1 
ra Novp17viov: he is introducing Numenius' Pythagorizing doctrines into 

'0 See the notes of Armstrong and Kalligas ad foe. For Aristotle against Spcusippus and the 
Pythagoreans, who make the least perfect things the principles. sec Metaphysia A 7 and N4-5; 
ai .\5 1092a 14-15 Aristotle anributcs to Spcusippus (or. perhaps. says it follows from Speusippus' 
Yinvs) that 1he One is )l lJbi; ov n ,  a passage which would be recalled by Plotinus' opponents. 
Other translators have tried raking Utro{ki).J.erar Kai ra ¢avA.orara rniv cJvrwv as "copies 
badlv" or "copies what is worst in his model," bur rhese, like Harder"s rr.1nsla1ion. do nor really 
!hake sense of rnil' ovrwv. The Paris group translate, inscrutably, "ii pillc jusqu'aux plus vils des 
flia." and give no commcmary. 
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che Plaronic school, and crying ro make chem pass as che offspring of Plato. 
Perhaps there is a specific reference here ro Plorinus Y. 1 .8, where Plocinus 
(arguing against someone who chinks these doctrines are 1m1 l'Oi, line 1 1  ). 
argues chat rhe Moderacus-Numenius scheme of three gods, che first of whom 
is a One superior to the demiurge, can be found "in Placo's own writings" 
{line 1 4)-an argument char relies precisely on fathering the neo-Pychago­
rean Second Letter on Plaro. 1 1  Plot in us claims here rhac his A.oyoi are merely 
i�17yT}mi {line 1 2) of chese ancient doctrines, and chis is a good example of 
what Longinus means when he says chat Plocinus has given a clearer-chan­
heretofore i�rjyT}aic; ( VP 20, 73) of the Pyrhagorean and, as he thought, 
Platonic principles. 

There is a further poinc co the charge that Plocinus is vnof3oA.t).Jaioc; ( VP  
17, 22), an accusarion closely con necced with vnof3aA.A.t:<J8at ra Novµ 1wfo u 
and vnof3aA.A.t:<J8at Kai ra ¢avA.6rara rwv ovrwv. It seems natural to as­
sume chac if unof3aA.).t:a8ar is to plagiarize, or to sceal a child and pass it off 
as one's own, rhen a vno{Jo).1paioc; is a child-srealer or a plagiarise; and 
everyone cranslares "v7to{JoA.1µaioc;" as "plagiarise" at VP 1 7, 22. Bue this 
meaning seems co be nowhere else accesred (LSJ do nor lisr ic as a possible 
meaning at all); nor does "unof30A.1µaioc;" mean "child-stealer," so char it 
could be extended metaphorically to a plagiarist. Rather, the vnof30J..1µaio; 
is always rhe suppositious child himself, the changeling (thus in Plato, Re­
public Vil 537e9). And this is the real point of the charges againsc Plotinus: 
he is a changeling, a Pychagorean child who may have been raised as a Platonist 
but whose works now show rhac he is no true son of Plato. 1 1  

III 
By the time that Longinus wroce npoc; ITA.wri vov Kai Tt:l'TIAWl'O\• 

ApEAIOV 7Ct:pi rtA.o vc;, he did not believe char Plorinus V7CE/3riA.t:ro ra 

NovµT}viov. Bue he still seems to have believed the main poinr of rhe grum­
bling against Plotinus, namely chat Plotinus was a Pythagorean crying to 
pass-falsely but (as Longinus admits) sincerely-for a Platonist. Who was 
responsible for this grumbling, and for its exaggeration imo che charge of 

1 1  For N11mcnius' rhrec gods. and Moderarus' three Ones, sec Dillon (op. cir). Tirrant (op. 

cit.) ascribes the Seco1ul letter, plausibly enough, to Thrasyllus. 
" For the opposite of uJrojJu).1paio<; in rhis sense, note the common praise of someone JS 

someone dses yv11autiraru; srndenr or follower or commentator: Dionysius ofHalicarn•ss11s 

says this ofCcphisodorus in rcl.uion to lsocrates (De lsocmre c. 18) and ofAristorle in rd•rion 

to Plato (Ep . .id Pompei11m c. I ) ,  and Simplicius says ir of Aristotle in relation to Pb to (In dr 
Caelo 378) but also ofXenocmcs in rclarion ro Plato (ibid. 12, In Phvs. 1 165), of Eude111u5 .1> 
Aristotle's yv11a1<oraru; iraipo<; (ibid. 4 1 1 )  and of Alexander of Aphrodisias as Aristorle"s 

Y•'l/<11loraru.; e,;11y11r1i; (ibid. 80, 258). 
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v1wf3aV .. ea£Jat ra Novµ17viov? Porphyry calls them oi iaco -rryr; . £},) .. r.ic5or; 
(VP 17, 1-2), chat is, people connected with che philosophical schools at 
Athens: chis would include Longinus as well as ochers. le is naturally che 

Athenian Platonists who would be Plotinus' most immediate rivals (Longin us 
had lost his student Porphyry to Plocinus, and Porphyry had gone from 

holding Longinus' thesis on the status of the Forms co writing a defense of 

Plocinus' thesis against Longinus, VP I 8, I 0- 1 9, and 20, 86-97); and the 
Athenian 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 chat Longinus "at first, as a result of the stupidity of others, persisted in 
despising (Plotinus)" ( VP  20, 5-6, tr. Armstrong), until Porphyry was able 
co bring him co a more favorable attitude. The grumbling is unlikely to have 
been very well informed, since the Athenians would not have had much 
access co Plocinus' teaching: according co VP 19, Longinus was dependent 
on Porphyry and Amelius for his knowledge of Plotinus, and he complains 
about the faults of the Plocinus manuscripts they had senr him (if, as Por­
phyry says ( VP  20, 5-9), the manuscripts were accurate and Longin us was 
simply baffled by Plocinus' avv1/817r; ipp 17veia, chis only underscores 
Longinus' difficulties in acquiring a sound knowledge of Plocinus' 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 che issues in perspective. The Platonism of the first and second 
cencuries AD had arisen out of earlier Scoicizing interpretations of Plato, as 
a movement of correction. Against the Stoics, and against such interpreters 
as Antioch us, the Platonists maintain the incorporeality of the ap;rai, both 
as the right imerpreracion of Plato and as che truth. Bue the Platonists share 
many assumptions with the Stoics, and there is a continuum of positions 
between them. The Platoniscs, like che Stoics, are mainly concerned with the 
concrete active and passive principles, God and matter, that combine to 
produce che world, and with the concrete individual souls chat ace in bodies; 
the Placonists' main burden is co prove chat these concrete agents and pa­
tients are non-bodily. From this perspective-and it is one side of Middle 
Platonism, while nco-Pychagoreanism 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 che 
world. A strange pseudepigraphon, Theano nepi evae{Jeiar;, goes so far as 
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ro reclaim Pythagoras for this position: Pythagoras could not have said thai 
all things arise out of number, his wife or daughter writes, since "how could 
things which do not even exist [u I' 178£ ean v; cp. Aristotle Oil Speusippus] 
be conceived ro generate?"; Pythagoras said merely that things arise according 
to number, because they are generated in an orderly way. u Longinus would 
have sympathized; we know that he interpreted the Plaronic Ideas as analo­
gous ro Sroic lektav, mere thought-objects subsisting parasitically on the 
demiurge's activity of thinking, themselves neither agents nor patients buc 
merely the standards by which the demiurge chooses to act (Syrianus In Mer. 
I 05). What could Longin us have made of Plotinus' One, a principle lacking 
all determinate content and best described in negations, a God superior to 
che God who made the world, refusing from sheer superiority to act direcdy 
on bodies-a principle which, just by being rhe highesc and ultimately un­
actainable object of thought, produces the thoughc-activity of the demiurgic 
VOV£", and so produces the very substance of the demiurge? Longinus could 
only have seen rhis as a reductio ad absurdum of the folly of treating abstrac­
tions as if they were concrete agents; and this is just what ic means co call 
Plotinus ;r,larvi; ¢-lrjva¢oi;. 

When "the people from Greece" began to say that Plotinus vm::{JciA.t:ro 
ra Novp17viov, the man who cold Arnelius about this, and chus provoked 
Amelius' and Porphyry's defenses of Plocinus, was Tpv¢rvv 6 I:rwt KO£" rt: 
Kai fIJ..arwv1 KO£" (VP 17, 1-3). This is a remarkable tide. With one excep­
tion (ro be discussed shortly) no other figure is described in our sources both 
as a Stoic and as a Platonist, and certainly never are che adjectives conjoined 
in this way. To be a Stoic and a Pl:nonist, one must regard Scoicism and 
Platonism not as schools with differing views, but as complementary incel­
lecrual disciplines. Being a Stoic and a Platonist is like being a professor of 
philosophy and theology: Trypho would have performed his Stoic ducies by 
lecturing on Chrysippus, and his Platonist duties by lecturing on che Timdet/S 
or other Platonic texts, and presumably he would have cried as much as 
possible to keep chem from conflicting, just as Porphyry did in commenting 
Oil Plato and on Aristotle's logic. Posidonius is once cited rov n-tcirw1·0; 
Tipmov i/;l]youpt:voi; (Sexrus AM VII, 93), apparenrly endorsing Plaro's 

views as he interpreted them, whether in a commentary on the whole Tinu1e11s 
or only in discussing a single passage; and no doubt Posidonius, and perhaps 

also Antioch us, was a precedent for Trypho. But only once apart from Trypho 
is someone we know to be a Stoic also described as []J..arwvt Kai;, Panaetius 

13 Thcano EK ruu ncpi EVac{Jciar;, at Stobacus I : 125-6 Wachsmuth: .1lso primed, wirh 
one minor change, in Holger Thesleff, ed., The Pythagore.m Texts of the Hellenistic Prriod (Abo, 
I ?65) 195. 
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in Proclus (In Tim. 1 : 162 Diehl): it is striking that Proclus is here citing 
Longinus, and Proclus himself may not have recognized Panaetius as the 
Stoic. Longinus, though rejecting rhe Stoic thesis of the corporeality of rhe 

apxai, belonged to a philosophical culture where ir was possible ro be 
£@1K6s rt: Kai nA.arnJv1K6s, and where being recognized as a Pythago­
rean called one's Placonism into question. The future of Platonism lay with 
Plotinus, nor wirh Longin us. Syrian us, in his commentary on Metaphysics B, 
says that he will show how a nu8ay6pt:16s rt: Kai nA.ar<OVIKO� would 
answer Aristotle's a1ropiai (In Met. 2), and ro us as posr-neo-Plaronic 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 culrure where the plausibilities were reversed. When 
Longin us said, in effect, "nveay6pt:IO� piv. nA.arwv1 KO� 8£ ou8awtx;." 
he was no more fair than Plotinus when he said "qnA.oA.oyos µiv. qnA.6ao¢o� 

0£ oU8aµciJ{'; bur our understanding of Platonism can be deepened by hear­
ing both judgmenrs together. 
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