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A. Motta - E. Petrucci (eds.), Isagogical Crossroads from the Early Imperial Age to the End
of Antiquity, Brill, Leiden-Boston 2022 (Philosophia Antiqua 164), X1t + 269 pp.

Introductions, broadly speaking, are omnipresent in literary works of every age, but the
adjective “isagogical” in the title of this volume points rather to the narrow sense of “a formally
codified means to address intellectual, scientific or philosophical issues” (Introduction, p. 2).
Theisagogic genre was studied in the second half of the past century chiefly by Ilsetraut Hadot!
and Jaap Mansfeld,? in foundational works® which reconstruct the origins and development
of the schemata isagogica — an expression which stands for the lists of the points to be dealt
with when studying an authoritative work under the guidance of a teacher.* These lists form a
prominent feature of the Neoplatonic commentaries on Plato and Aristotle. Expanding upon
her 1984 Arzs libéraux et philosophie dans la pensée antique,’ in 1987, Ilsetraut Hadot traced
back to Proclus the schemata isagogica of these commentaries, showing that it was in the
school of Athens that Proclus established the ten points which shortly after and elsewhere,
namely in the school of Alexandria, Ammonius son of Hermias and his successors listed as
the introductory questions to be dealt with for those who want to study philosophy.® More

' 1. Hadot, “Les introductions aux commentaires exégétiques chez les auteurs néoplatoniciens et les auteurs

chrétiens”, in M. Tardieu (ed.), Les régles de I'interprétation, Cerf, Paris 1982, pp. 99-122.

2 J. Mansfeld, Prolegomena. Questions to be settled before the Study of an Author, or a Text, Brill, Leiden-New
York-Koln 1994 (Philosophia Antiqua, 41).

3 The field was not uncharted; in addition to the 1949 monograph De Commentariis isagogicis by Marian
Plezia, quoted in the Introduction of Isagogical Crossroads, cf. for the Aristotelian tradition K. Praechter, “Die
griechische Aristoteleskommentare”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 18 (1909), pp. 516-38, English trans. “Review of the
Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca”, in R. Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle Transformed. The Ancient Commentators and
their Influence, Duckworth, London 1990, pp. 31-54; 1. Diring, Aristotle in the Ancient Biographical Tradition,
Almqvist & Wiksell, Stockholm 1957 (Goteborgs hogskolas Arsskrifft, 2), and chiefly P. Moraux, Der Aristotelis-
mus bei den Griechen von Andronikos bis Alexander von Aphrodisias — Erster Band: Die Renaissance der Aristo-
telismus im L. Jhr. v. Chr., De Gruyter, Berlin-New York 1973 (Peripatot, 5), pp. 67-94. For the Platonic tradition,
the studies by Ilsetraut Hadot and Jaap Mansfeld were preceded by the short foundational essay by A.-]. Festugiere
“L’ordre de lecture des dialogues de Platon au V¢/VI siecles”, Museum Helveticum 26 (1969), pp. 281-96. Finally, it
is worth mentioning Ch. Hein, Definition und Einteilung der Philosophie. Von der spéitantiken Einleitungsliteratur
zur arabischen Enzyklopddie, P. Lang, Frankfurt-Bern-New York 1985.

4 This obviously does not imply that the teaching was actually imparted: the schemata isagogica analysed by
I. Hadot and by J. Mansfeld as well as in Isagogical Crossroads feature a canon that may or may not have been
practiced in educational contexts.

5 1. Hadot, Arts libéraux et philosophie dans la pensée antique. Contribution a Ibistoire de I’éducation et de la
culture dans I’ Antiquité, Institut d’Etudes augustiniennes, Paris 1984, Seconde édition revue et considérablement
augmentée, Vrin, Paris 2005 (Textes et traditions, 11). Especially relevant for the present question is Appendix III,
“Les parties de la philosophie chez Cassiodore et chez Origene”.

¢ Hadot, “Les introductions”, pp. 102-3, lists the points established by Proclus which feature in the com-
mentaries on the Categories by Ammonius, Philoponus, Olympiodorus, Simplicius, and David: “Voici donc les
dix points en question: (1) De combien de manieres et selon quels principes les sectes philosophiques ont-elles
recu leurs dénominations? (2) Quel est le classement des écrits d’Aristote? (3) Par quoi faut-il commencer par
aborder les écrits d’Aristote? (4) Quelle est la fin de la philosophie d’Aristote? (5) Quels sont les moyens qui nous
conduisent 2 cette fin? (6) Quel est le style (e18oc) des écrits d’Aristote? (7) Pourquoi Aristote a-t-il cultivé ’obs-
curité (&odepeLa, scil. dans ses écrits philosophiques)? (8) Quelles sont les qualités requises de I’exégete? (9) Quelles
sont les qualités requises de ’auditeur? (10) Pour chaque traité d’Aristote, combien y a-t-il de points capitaux a
examiner préalablement, quels sont-ils et quelle est leur justification?”.
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importantly, from the point of view of the readers of Isagogical Crossroads, 1. Hadot traced
the schema isagogicum in six points specific to each work of the Aristotelian corpus’ back
to a model much older than Proclus. This model was in use even before Porphyry’s Isagoge
— the work after which this literature is named.® Ilsetraut Hadot highlighted that Origen,
roughly half a century before Porphyry, had already moulded his understanding of the Song
of Songs within approximately the same framework whose codified form characterises the
isagogic literature of the subsequent eras. In 1994 Jaap Mansfeld systematically explored
the philosophical and Patristic antecedents of the schemata isagogica. He also discussed the
relationship between the commentaries and handbooks on Plato on the one hand and the
reading order of the dialogues as it is presented by Thrasyllus and Diogenes Laertius on the
other. Another aspect which is especially relevant for the present volume is the comparison
carried out by Mansfeld between the isagogic materials in the field of philosophy and those
in other fields such as medicine. Against this background, Isagogical Crossroads sets for itself
the task of “exploiting recent discoveries” and “framing isagogical writings into a wider
interdisciplinary framework — most notably, that of scientific, religious, and doxographical
texts” (Introduction, p. 2). Unfortunately, lack of competence on my part in some of the
fields covered by this volume requires me to present its contents at varying levels of analysis.

EM. Petrucci opens the volume with a survey of the Aristotelian tradition between
Andronicus of Rhodes and Alexander of Aphrodisias. His chapter “Isagogical Conceptions
in the Peripatetic Exegesis of the Post-Hellenistic Age: Aspasius and the Others”, pp. 16-32,
deals with the commentary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics by the 2™ cent. Peripatetic
philosopher Aspasius. This work,which is only partially preserved, bears “traces of typical
isagogical problems” (p. 23) such as the question of the place of the Nicomachean Ethics
within the corpus, that of its goal, and that of its utility.’ Starting from a passage deemed to be
“a sort of programmatic claim” (p. 26), Petrucci discusses Aspasius’ approach in relation to
the typically isagogic question of the so-called “obscurity” of Aristotle.’® Aspasius declares
that some issues will not be taken into account either because they are self-evident or because
they have been addressed in what has already been said. This claim operates for Petrucci as
a “selection criterion” (p. 27) for commentary, as Aspasius says that the sentences which

7 The tenth point was developed by Proclus, according to I. Hadot, into further points which were meant
to be examined for each work of the corpus. The six points are extracted from the Alexandrian commentaries on
the Categories: “Tous les commentateurs grecs des Catégories: Ammonius, Philopon, Olympiodore, Simplicius et
David, nomment comme points capitaux les six suivants: (1) le but du livre; (2) son utilité; (3) son authenticité; (3)
sa place dans I’ordre de lecture; (4) la raison d’étre de son titre ; (6) sa division en chapitres” (p. 105). According to
I. Hadot (pp. 103 and 105), Proclus did all this — namely, both the ten points schema and that in six points — in a
work entitled Zuvavéyvwstg. C. Luna - A.Ph. Segonds, “Proclus de Lycie”, DPhA, Vb, p. 1555, show convincingly
that the expression év tfj cuvavaryvdoer means “dans la lecture en commun” rather than “dans un ouvrage intitulé
Zuvavayveots”.

8 Other philosophical works bear the term eloayoy™ in their title (e.g. Albinus’ Prologue to Plato’s Dialogues;
more on this point in the chapters by I. Mannlein-Robert below in this volume, p. 81, n. 48, and S. Morlet, p. 125,
on the Christian literature and p. 135 on Eusebius in particular), but Porphyry’s work set the tone for a whole series
of treatises throughout the centuries and also in languages other than Greek (chiefly Latin and Arabic, where we
find both the transliteration Isag#gz and the translation al-Madpal). The label schemata isagogica points essentially
to this post-Porphyrian tradition of thought.

9 Respectively, points (3), (1), and (2) of the list in six points mentioned above, n. 7.

1o Point (7) of the list in ten points mentioned above, n. 6.
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are clear will not be submitted to in-depth examination. Petrucci reads this claim in the
light of the question of Aristotle’s intentional or unintentional obscurity. What is more, in
expanding upon Aspasius’ general treatment of the Nicomachean Ethics, he concludes that
for this philosopher (and by extension for the Peripatetics of that age) “Aristotle’s corpus is
arranged according to a continuous and progressive path, encompassing different steps, that
is different parts of philosophy; these steps are in turn associated with specific writings which
must be read according to a specific order” (p. 30). This brings up the question of Aspasius’
acquaintance with the structure which, in the 1% century b.C., had been given to Aristotle’s
writings by Andronicus of Rhodes.!! The idea based chiefly on Porphyry'? that Andronicus
was responsible for the order of the corpus as it has come down through the millennia has
met with scholarly consensus." But it has also been challenged,'* to be substantially restored
thanks to Michael J. Grifhin’s in-depth examination.” Petrucci does not discuss the point,
but his article ends with the claim of a substantial agreement between Aspasius and the late
antique commentators on how to approach Aristotle’s works. A table (p. 31) aligns Aspasius’
vision and that which results from the late antique schemata isagogica. Aristotle’s corpus is
conceived of as a systematic structure one component of which leads to another, and this lends
weight to the idea of a reading order which was already available to the 2"¢century Peripatetic
Aspasius. We however ignore what order Aspasius sided with. To be more precise, we do not
know whether he followed in Andronicus’ footsteps in relation to the crucial question w69ev
doxtéov Tav Aptototedindv ouyypappdtov. On this question a divide is attested between
Andronicus and Boethus of Sidon, who disagreed on whether the starting point should have
been logic or physics;'® other options were also considered'” but Aspasius remains silent on
the matter. This prevents us, in my opinion, from enlisting him among the predecessors of
the Neoplatonic commentators, whose response to the question n69ev doxtéov was shaped
by Porphyry’s Isagoge. They read in a Porphyrian vein Andronicus’ preference for logic as
the gateway to Aristotle’s doctrines. At the risk of oversimplifying, this means that for the
Neoplatonic commentators the “Organon” lays the foundations for a path leading to the
most challenging philosophical questions: those to be dealt with when one moves forward to
the intelligible realm. Such a vision goes far beyond Andronicus and Aspasius.

F. Ferrari, “A Middle-Platonist Plato: Introductory Schemata and the Construction
of a System in Diogenes Laertius”, pp. 33-48, explores Book 3 of the Lives of Eminent
Philosophers in the conviction that “Diogenes Laertius’ treatment of Plato provides

' Tt is worth recalling here the remark by Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen (above, n. 3), pp. 82-3,
about Alexander of Aphrodisias: the latter does not follow the “scholastische Schema” typical of the late antique
commentaries, even though in the introductory parts of his commentaries he mentions some of the questions (e.g.
title, utility) listed in the schemata isagogica.

12 Porph., Vita Plotini 24.7.

13 Diiring, Aristotle in the Ancient Biographical Tradition (above, n. 3), pp. 444-5; Moraux, Der Aristotelismus
bei den Griechen (ibid.), pp. 58-94.

4 J. Barnes, “Roman Aristotle”, in J. Barnes - M. Grifhn (eds.), Philosophia Togata II: Plato and Aristotle at
Rome, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1997, pp. 1-70.

5 M.J. Griflin, Aristotle’s Categories in the Early Roman Empire, Oxford U.P,, Oxford 2015 (Oxford Classical
Monographs), pp. 21-77; 218-32.

16 This piece of information comes from a passage of Simplicius’ commentary on the Categories which is ex-
amined by Petrucci, pp. 19-21, but under a different angle.

7 On ethics as the starting point cf. Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen (above, n. 3), pp. 78-9.
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valuable information that helps trace the outline of this process, namely the transformation
of Platonism into a system” (pp. 36-7). There is wide scholarly consensus on the idea
that the starting point of this process was the so-called “dogmatic turn” of Antiochus
of Ascalon,”® even though the déypata of Plato’s philosophy thus reconstructed as
a system vary: the “different tendencies within early Imperial Platonism” (p. 34) range
from the Stoicising Platonism of Antiochus to the Neopythagorean influence detectable
in Eudorus and Numenius, and even extend to the Aristotelian ideas echoed in Alcinous.
“Undoubtedly, however, beyond these doctrinal tendencies, which present a considerable
degree of divergence, the unifying element of Middle Platonism is to be found in its method,
and particularly in its general approach to Plato’s philosophy” (p. 35). Since the unifying
element consists for Ferrari in the transformation of Plato’s ideas into a set of doctrines
to be taught,"” he sees a formidable obstacle to the creation of a Platonic system in the
dialogic form, and considers that a “grand strategy” was at work during the early Imperial
age by the Platonists “to neutralise the anti-systematic potential of the dialogue form” (p.
36). Far from being innocent, Diogenes Laertius’ classification of the dialogues “according
to the character” — in particular, the distinction between the dialogues for instruction
(9pnynrixol) and for inquiry ({nytixot) — “represents a remarkable tool to de-absolutise
and neutralise the sceptical value of the aporetic dialogues and of those not presenting any
positive doctrines. A classificatory scheme of this sort makes it possible to assign a positive
function even to the ‘aporetic’ works within a general project that is conceived as unitary,
systematic, and on the whole constructive” (p. 41).

The chapter by J.A. Stover, “The Nature of Apuleius De Platone: An Isagoge?”, pp. 49-71,
is based on his 2016 volume® where he argued for the existence of a third book by Apuleius’
work (which is subdivided into two). A “third book” results, in Stover’s opinion, from the
attribution to Apuleius and reconduction to the De Platone of an anonymous summary of
some Platonic dialogues® preserved in a 13* century manuscript containing works of the

18 This expression indicates the change of attitude which marks the beginning of a new phase in the history of
Platonism if compared with the sceptic Academy. The change took shape in Antiochus of Ascalon: cf. J. Glucker,
Antiochus and the Late Academy, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1978; P.L. Donini, Le scuole, 'anima,
Pimpero. La filosofia antica da Antioco a Plotino, Rosenberg & Sellier, Torino 1982;J. Barnes, “ Antiochus of Ascalon”,
in M. Grifhin - J. Barnes (eds.), Philosophia Togata. Essays on Philosophy and Roman Society, Clarendon Press,
Oxford 1989, pp. 51-96 (repr. in Id., Mantissa. Essays in Ancient Philosophy IV, Clarendon Press, Oxford 2015, pp.
359-406; D. Sedley (ed.), The Philosophy of Antiochus, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2012.

¥ The distancing both in time and space between the philosophers of this age and the founders of the main
philosophical schools of classical antiquity was one of the main factors of this transformation. This is true also
in the case of the philosophers of Platonic allegiance. For an effective synthesis of his vision presented in detail
in earlier studies, cf. P. Hadot, Qu’est-ce que la philosophie antique? Gallimard, Paris 1995 (Folio essais. Inédit),
p- 230-1: “Ce phénomene de dispersion des écoles philosophiques a eu des conséquences sur ’enseignement lui-
méme. (...) ces écoles multiples ne sont plus, pour la plupart, en continuité vivante avec les grands ancétres: leurs
bibliothéques ne contiennent plus les textes des legons et des discussions des différents chefs d’écoles qui n’étaient
communiqués qu’aux adeptes, et il n’y a plus de chalne ininterrompue des chefs d’école. Il va falloir maintenant re-
venir aux sources. ’enseignement va consister désormais i expliquer les textes des “autorités” (...). A cette époque
I’enseignement d’une orthodoxie d’école devient essentiel”. See also D. Sedley, “Plato’s Auctoritas and the Rebirth
of the Commentary Tradition”, in Barnes-Griffin (eds.), Philosophia Togata II (above, n. 14), pp. 110-29. See also
H.G. Snyder, Teachers and Texts in the Ancient World, Routledge, London-New York 2000.

2 T.A. Stover, A New Work by Apuleius. The Lost Third Book of the De Platone, Oxford U.P., Oxford 2016.

2 The summary includes fourteen dialogues (p. 51); further on in the text however (p. 65), the dialogues are
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Platonic and Hermetic traditions.?? The 2016 study argued that the summary mentioned
above was in fact the “third book” of the De Platone and the present article develops this idea
further, claiming that the work resulting from the De Platone plus the summary of Plato’s
dialogues is “an isagogical text” (p. 50) by Apuleius. Stover discusses at length the title (pp. 51-
4), concluding that De Platone et eins dogmate was not the original one. Since this title “has
naturally led readers into thinking of the text as a two-part production: a section on Plato’s
life (De Platone) and a section on his doctrine ([de] eius dogmate)”, challenging the title entails
challenging the structure and the main scope of the work (p. 54). In Stover’s reconstruction
Apuleius’ work was tripartite: “De Platone 1 — Plato’s physical body; De Platone 1-2 — Plato’s
doctrinal body; De Platone 3 — Plato’s literary body” (p. 69). A substantial part of Stover’s
argument is based on the way in which Apuleius’ works are displayed in the manuscripts.?
To be more precise, this chapter draws conclusions on the original structure of the De Platone
from elements pertaining primarily to the history of its textual tradition. Stover’s confidence
finds support in the claim that “the corpus has a fairly robust and early transmission”
(p- 50). A note of caution is in order here, however, as seven centuries separate Apuleius
from the earliest manuscript of his corpus (9* cent., p. 50); more importantly, the 13 century
manuscript in which the summary of Plato’s dialogues can be found also contains materials
which are considerably later than Apuleius, in particular the 4% century translation of the
Timaeus by Calcidius.?* We know nothing about the criteria which guided the gathering of
these treatises in MS Reg. lat. 1572, but the miscellaneous nature of the manuscript and its
distance in time from Apuleius are worth considering.

The chapter by I. Minnlein-Robert, “Isagogical Patterns in Porphyry (Isagoge and Vita
Plotini)”, pp. 72-90, is devoted to demonstrating that “the isagogical pattern recognizable
in both texts serve not only concrete didactic purposes but may also be read as hermeneutic
instruments for Porphyry’s underlying philosophical aims” (p. 73). These aims were basically
two: “harmonizing Aristotle with Plato in terms of logic, physics, ethics, and especially
in metaphysics” on the one hand, and “bridging the gap between Middle Platonism and
Plotinian Platonism” (:bid.) on the other. The Isagoge is examined against the background

said to be “thirteen (or fourteen)”; the different number depends in all likelihood on the inclusion or exclusion of
the Epinomis, which in the list of the dialogues (p. 65) features as a sort of appendix of the Laws.

2 The manuscript, indicated at p. 51, is Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apost. Vat. Reg. lat. 1572. The text was dis-
covered by R. Klibansky, “La découverte d’un texte platonicien inconnu de I’ Antiquité classique”, in Témoignages.
Reflections on the Humanities, Fédération canadienne des études humaines, Ottawa 1993, pp. 41-51. Klibansky
described his discovery as follows: “Lorsque j’élaborai le plan du Corpus platonicum Medii Aevi [i.e. in 1939] j’avais
prévu que le premier objectif du Plato latinus serait d’établir un inventaire complet de tous les manuscrits latins de
Platon avant le début du XVesiecle, suivi de la liste des gloses et commentaires de Platon et des anciens platoniciens.
Une quéte longue et minutieuse commencgait a travers les bibliotheques du monde, qui allait se révéler riche en
surprises. C’est lors d’un bref séjour 2 Rome, peu apres la guerre, que j’ai fait la découverte, dans la bibliotheque
du Vatican, d’un texte dont je n’ai pas encore décidé s’il était le réve ou le cauchemar de I'interpréte. En lisant un
manuscrit qui avait appartenu 2 la reine Christine de Suede, le Codex Vaticanus Reginensis lat. 1572 —, je remar-
quai que le texte du Timée, dans la traduction de Chalcidius, est inséré au sein des écrits philosophiques d’Apulée,
apres Asclépius, traité hermétique du pseudo-Apulée, et avant le De Deo Socratis, le De Dogmate Platonis et le De
Mundo” (p. 41).

2 This includes paratextual elements: the very question of the existence of a third book has much to do with
the fact that in some manuscripts it is said that Book II comes to an end and Book III begins (p. 53).

2 Above, n. 22.
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of the rhetorical and philological traditions of the Imperial age, with special emphasis on the
education Porphyry received from Longinus. Of particular interest are the Prolegomena for
the Metrical Encheiridion of Hephaistion, on which Minnlein-Robert calls attention because
in this “introductory text to metrical theory” Longinus makes use of five notions most of
which overlap with Porphyry’s praedicabilia, i.e. vévoc, et8oc, Stapopd, cupBeflnxde, and 6pog
“for the conceptual and logical differentiation of metric phaenomena” (p. 82), accompanied
by a “decidedly Platonic use of Aristotelian predicables in a primarily linguistic context”
(p. 83). The conclusion she draws is that “in his Isagoge Porphyry is still committed to
Longinus, not only methodologically and philologically (...) but also because of the allusions
to the Platonic semantization of the praedicabilia”. Hence “it becomes even more plausible
that Porphyry places the inherent logical value of the praedicabilia in the foreground of his
Isagoge, but also points to their fundamentally given onto-logic, i.e. Platonic metaphysical
potential of interpretation — which is left out here, but alluded to” (ibid.). Put otherwise,
Minnlein-Robert sides with Chiaradonna and against Barnes® on the issue of the neutrality
vs the Platonic orientation of Porphyry’s approach to the Categories. The Platonic orientation
of the Isagoge is traced back chiefly to Longinus’ teaching. Furthermore, the arrangement
given by Porphyry to the Plotinian treatises in his Life of Plotinus and Order of his Writings is
presented in continuity with the tradition in which Porphyry was educated: “we must be very
aware of Porphyry’s intention to harmonize Middle Platonic philological practices and logical
and editorial tools of the Aristotelian tradition with outreaching genuine Platonic interests”
(p. 90). That some foundational aspects of Porphyry’s thought belong to the tradition we
label Middle Platonism is undoubtedly true and has been substantiated in a ground-breaking
study by Marco Zambon.* To this line of research the chapter by Minnlein-Robert adds a
noteworthy piece of documentation and a pertinent analysis of Porphyry’s debt to Longinus.
Less convincing is the idea put forward in this study that Plotinus’ provocative discussion of
the Categories was of secondary importance for Porphyry.

A. Motta, “From the Stoic Division of Philosophy to the Reading Order of Plato’s
Dialogues”, pp. 91-109, discusses “how and why the tripartition of philosophical knowledge”
i.e. the Stoic subdivision into logic, physics, and ethics “had such a crucial impact on
Neoplatonist isagogical speculation”, to the point of operating “as the very basis of the
t4&tc developed by Iamblichus” (pp. 92-3) for Plato’s dialogues. The quest for order by the
Platonic philosophers who were fascinated by the perfect cohesion of the Stoic system was,
in Motta’s opinion, an important factor in the development of the “systematic Platonism of
Late Antiquity” (p. 93). The starting point of Motta’s argument is the well-known passage of
Cicero’s De Fin. 3.74 where Stoicism is described as an admirabilis compositio disciplinae. It
is her firm belief that the “systematic Platonism of Late Antiquity” is inspired by the reading
order of Plato’s dialogues modelled after this ideal and even goes beyond it (ibid.). Antiochus

5 ].Barnes, Porphyry. Introduction, Clarendon Press, Oxford 2003, argued in his Introduction for the neutral-
ity of the Isagoge regarding the divide between the Platonic and Aristotelian positions. For R. Chiaradonna, “What
is Porphyry’s Isagoge?”, Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 19 (2008), pp. 1-30, Platonism
stands in the background of the Isagoge. Minnlein-Robert writes: “a Platonic ontological context of discussion
appears here [i.e., Isag. 1.8-14] that clearly transcends the (linguistic) logical one” (p. 79).

% M. Zambon, Porphyre et le Moyen Platonisme, Vrin, Paris 2002 (Histoire des doctrines de I’Antiquité
classique, 27).
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(reconstructed after Cicero, p. 94) ¥/ is presented as the key figure in the process leading to
the Neoplatonic order of the Platonic corpus (p. 95), without however providing evidence
that Antiochus’ vision might have reached the Platonists after Plotinus. Motta mentions the
“considerableinfluence” that Antiochus may have exerted “on post-Hellenisticand late antique
authors of grammatical handbooks” (p. 99), thus determining the “absorption” of Stoicism
into school Platonism (p. 100). However, it remains unclear how Cicero’s philosophandi ratio
triplex — namely the tripartition traced back to Antiochus of Plato’s philosophy into ethics,
physics, and logic — influenced the post-Plotinian reading order of Plato’s dialogues. The
discussion of “the Neoplatonic system and the fixed té&ig of the dialogues” (pp. 104-8) is
also problematic. It is true, and firmly established in the scholarship,? that the ascending
order in which Porphyry arranged the Plotinian treatises is inspired by Albinus’ Prologue
particularly regarding the introductory role attributed to the First Alcibiades (pp. 104-7).
However, what follows this remark and Motta’s account of Porphyry’s stance in particular
raise a few doubts. The criteria he follows for the creation of the Enneads out of the Plotinian
treatises are presented, in a sort of Uotepov mpbTepov, as deriving in part from the order
of the Aristotelian corpus, and in part from Neoplatonism. “No doubt, the order of the
Enneads was influenced by the thematic arrangement of Aristotle’s acroamatic writings, as
acknowledged by Porphyry himself. But equally evident is the influence of the Neoplatonist
doctrine on how one is to ‘correctly’ embark on exegesis” (p. 106). This claim telescopes into
Porphyry’s editorial decisions the propaedeutics developed in the Neoplatonic schools of the
5% and 6™ centuries. The Neoplatonic vision of what should be read first in Plato’s corpus and
what should be kept for advanced students is formulated in the “canon of Iamblichus” that
we know thanks to the anonymous Prolegomena of the school of Alexandria® where we find
the First Alcibiades at the beginning of the Platonic education, as in Albinus and in some way
also in Porphyry. Hence, a more linear account would be to consider Porphyry as one of the
authors who contributed to form the exegetical criteria mentioned above, not the reverse.
Another contentious point is the meaning of the expression “cosmo-literary” in the final

¥ After the essay by J. Barnes, “Antiochus of Ascalon”, in Griffin - Barnes (eds.) (above, n. 18), pp. 51-
96, reports of Antiochus’ doctrine based on Cicero’s Acad. are usually accompanied by a discussion of the
level of accuracy one should credit Varro’s account with. Since no caveat is expressed in this article, I take
the liberty to quote at some length B. Inwood, “Antiochus on Physics”, in Sedley (ed.), The Philosophy of
Antiochus (above, n. 18), pp. 187-218: “even the most explicit Ciceronian evidence for Antiochus is in need of
very careful handling. Even in books (like Fin. 5) which are unequivocal about their Antiochean sources and
inspiration, Cicero still writes in dialogue form, allowing his characters to develop their views in the context
of discussion with others, and this inevitably raises questions about the impact of Cicero’s literary adapta-
tion on the presentation of Antiochus” actual doctrines. More worrisome, perhaps, is the fact that Cicero
is himself a very learned man, with his own views on philosophical matters, and that his aim throughout is
philosophical rather than merely historical or doxographical. His own intelligence, learning and goals must
have had an impact on his ‘reports” of Antiochean doctrine, even when we cannot be at all sure what that
impact may have been” (p. 189).

28 This pivot of the studies on the Neoplatonic reading order of Plato’s dialogues was established by Festugiere.
“L’ordre de lecture” (above, n. 3), in part. p. 283: “Ces lignes du Prologos d’Albinus, au II* siecle de notre ére, con-
tiennent en germe tout le programme des études platoniciennes tel qu’il sera établi a Athénes et 4 Alexandrie au
temps de Proclus et d’Olympiodore”.

¥ Prolégomeénes a la philosophie de Platon. Texte établi par L.G. Westerink, traduit par J. Trouillard avec la
collaboration de A.-Ph. Segonds, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 1990 (CUF).
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part of this article, and expanded as follows in the conclusion: “the course that students are
offered is structured in such a way as to follow the order of the Neoplatonist universe: if (...)
the dialogues are the cosmos, just as the cosmos is the dialogue, by extension it may be argued
that Platonic doctrine is the cosmos, just as the cosmos is Platonic doctrine” (pp. 108-9).

In his “Interpretive Strategies in Proclus’ Isagogical Remarks on the Timaeus”, pp. 110-
24, G. Van Riel highlights an inconsistency in Proclus and advances an explanation for it.
While in the commentary on the Timaens the “Pythagorean” and the “Socratic” ways are
described respectively as “symbolical/mystic” and “by images”, in the Platonic Theology it is
the exposition of the truth “by images” that is proclaimed to be typical of the Pythagoreans
(p- 113). This is a blatant inconsistency for Van Riel: “We are, thus, facing a real contradiction.
How could a systematic thinker like Proclus leave these incongruous statements in?” (p. 115).
The inconsistency can be smoothed over or explained as a change of mind, but Van Riel
embarks on a different explanation: “as we cannot accept the contradiction be an oversight,
nor explain it away, we should, I think, accept that Proclus left it for a very specific reason,
namely that other interpretive strategies prevailed in this case, and that the incongruity had
to be accepted as an accident de parcours, in order to safeguard more important exegetical
principles” (p. 116). According to Van Riel, Proclus’ main aim was to present the Timaeus as
a Pythagorean dialogue in the specific sense he assigns to this adjective at In Tim. 1, 7.26-31
Diehl =1, 11.10-15 Van Riel: the “Pythagorean” way is characterised by divine inspiration and
anagogic tension towards the intelligible realm. Hence, the “combination of the Pythagorean
and Socratic modes is the way par excellence to integrate natural philosophy within theology
—a point that would have been way more difficult to make on the basis of the characterization
of Pythagoreanism within the fourfold classification of theology in the Platonic Theology.
Proclus had to stretch his own classification in order to achieve this goal, but he needed to
do so in order to allow for a straightforwardly theological reading of the Timaeus” (p. 124).
This boils down, so it seems to me, to acknowledge for an inconsistency, voluntary as it
might be. But this is not surprising for a reader of Proclus, who has to face even more crucial
problems of internal consistency. Sufhice it to mention the issue of the relationship between
the ‘Henads” and the principles népag / dmetpta. This is not that alarming, however, unless
one wants to see Proclus’ works as constructing a perfect Glasperlenspiel.

S. Morlet, “Eusebius and the Birth of Christian Isagogical Literature”, pp. 125-58,
reconstructs the General elementary introduction to Christian doctrines (Kad6iov sroryetadng
eloaywyn) by Eusebius of Caesarea, a work only in part preserved and edited long ago.
A new edition is in progress by Morlet and this chapter contains valuable information and
detailed analysis of the relationship of this work (GEI) with the Praeparatio evangelica and
the Demonstratio evangelica. The “mysterious” General elementary introduction (p. 127),
in ten books, is described in its manuscript tradition and contents (pp. 127-33). “Eusebius’
most direct adversaries” are “first the pagans (1-5), then the Jews (6-10), and eventually
heretics (10)” (p. 133). The term elcaywyy in the title does not indicate an introduction “to
a text or to a corpus of texts. More generally, and this is implied by the word »xa96é)ovu in its
title, the GE is an introduction to Christianity” (p. 135). Morlet suggests there is a specific
relationship with Porphyry: “Eusebius’s programmatic passages exhibit several very close
parallels with Porphyry’s vocabulary in the Isagoge. (...) it would even be very appealing to
assume that Eusebius intended, among other things, not only to write what may be the first
Christian Eisagoge, but to offer a Christian counterpart to a work written by the author of
a treatise against the Christians who was also one of the most prominent intellectual figures
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during Eusebius’s early career” (p. 141). If Eusebius’ intention in writing the GEI was that of
promoting the truth of the Christian faith in a sort of intellectual competition with Hellenism,
he also continued and expanded on this project with the Praeparatio evangelica and the
Demonstratio evangelica. Morlet explains that these two were written after the GEI (p. 142)
and compares these three works against the backdrop of the isagogic literature. “Eusebius
does not use the term eloaywyn anymore, but the vocabulary is still pedagogical” (p. 144).
Step-by-step progression towards the full possession of truth, from paganism to Judaism and
from Judaism to Christianity, seems to be a permanent model for Eusebius. The final part
of this chapter discusses to what extent the three works can be described as “school texts”.
“Eusebius sought to construct a Christian pedagogical project. His first proposal was the
GEI, later re-elaborated in the PE/DE, in a longer and more ambitious manner” (p. 157).

In her “Prolegomena to Medicine: The Role of the Hippocratical Aphorismi”, pp. 159-76,
G.Eccafirstpresents the place of pride attributed to Galen’s De Sectis in the medical curriculum
of late Antiquity. She documents that this priority was rooted in Galen himself and shows
that, in late Antiquity, the De Sectis was considered to be “the introductory medical treatise
par excellence” (p. 160). Ecca then moves onto the late antique approach to Hippocrates.
“While the position of primacy given to Galen’s De Sectis has clearly captured the attention
of many scholars, important questions remain about the reading of Hippocratic texts on the
medical curriculum. It is plausible to suppose that lectures on Hippocrates came after those
on Galen in the medical curriculum, and that Galen’s theoretical and well-structured treatises
played a propaedeutic role for the reading of the more obscure and condensed Hippocratic
writings” (p. 161). Hence, the question becomes whether there were specific introductions to
the Hippocratic corpus. Ecca answers in the afhirmative, with a special focus on the Aphorismi.
In late Antiquity they “acquired a central place in the canon of Hippocratic treatises that were
read in medical schools. We have evidence for a rich practice of commenting on the Aphorismi
during this period, although only the late antique commentaries written by Stephanus and
Theophilus have survived” (p. 162). It is interesting to note that in Stephanus’ commentary
the points of the schemata isagogica are listed and discussed (pp. 165-6). In the final part
of her essay, Ecca presents four texts which count as Prolegomena specifically to the study
of the first aphorism, the omnipresent ars longa vita brevis of which she offers (pp. 164-
5) the following beautiful translation: “The life is short, the art is long, the opportunity is
fleeting, the experiment is treacherous, the judgment is difficult. The physician must be ready
not only to do his duty himself but also to secure the co-operation of the patient, of the
attendants, and of externals”. The four Prolegomena examined by Ecca present this aphorism
as an introduction not only to Hippocrates, but also to medicine in general, “in accordance
with shared patterns and definitions which show close similarities with those used in the
philosophical Neoplatonic commentaries in late Antiquity” (p. 176).

V. Gysembergh, “Isagogical Questions on Hipparchus’ Commentary in the Phaenomena”,
pp- 177-82 is a short essay on the commentary by Hipparchus of Bithynia (2" cent. b.C.)
on Aratus’ astronomical poem, with a special focus on the prefatory letter to the dedicatee
Aischrion. In this letter, Gysemberg detects “the underlying presence of the standard
isagogical questions” (p. 178). Even though these do not count as the “ordering principle”
of the prefatory letter, “they can certainly be said to provide (some of) its structure. (...)
These parallels [i.e., with some points of the schemata isagogica] provide some basis for the
claim that the two series of cursory answers to all of the relevant isagogical questions were
intentionally built into the prefatory letter by Hipparchus as an elegant literary device”
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(pp- 180-81). Hence, “it is tempting to infer that these schemata isagogica circulated among
Alexandrian scholars, perhaps even before Hipparchus’ time”, even if, as Gysemberg remarks,
“Hipparchus’ biographical ties to Alexandria are a matter of debate” (p. 182).

In her essay “Musical Eisagogai”, pp. 183-204, E. Rocconi begins with the origins of music
theory to introduce aliterary genre, the “Introductions”, of which lay readers know only only
one example — Aristoxenus’ Elements of Harmonics — although several others exist. “When
this body of knowledge started to be organized through written language and gradually (but
not completely) crystallized in prose ‘texts’, many kinds of scientific writings were produced
for a variety of didactic and scholarly initiatives. Among the possible formats, the genre of
musical eloaywyal, ‘introductions’ to the topic of music or harmonics (...) stand out for a
fair number of surviving examples” (p. 184). Harmonics constitutes the most important part
of the musical theory and Rocconi offers a thorough analysis of this from the beginnings
to the full-fledged form it takes throughout the centuries, and focusses in particular on
Aristoxenus. Then she surveys several musical eloaywyal, some of which are known thanks
to Porphyry’s commentary on the Harmonics by Prolemy. The final part of the chapter is
devoted to the Introduction to Harmonics by Cleonides, “a purely Aristoxenian handbook
that systematically summarizes Aristoxenus’ main doctrines in matter of harmonics” (p. 192).

The volume is dedicated to the memory of Andrew Barker, Emeritus Professor of Classics
at the University of Birmingham and founding editor of the journal Greek and Roman Musical
Studies. The Appendix contains his “Gaudentius, Introduction to Harmonics. Introduction
and Translation”, pp. 205-26. Gaudentius “must have written the work no later than the
early sixth century” (p. 205). His Introduction is dependent on Aristoxenus to the point of
belonging to “the Aristoxenian orthodoxy of later antiquity” (p. 208). But Gaudentius took
a different stance the basis for which even the outsider can understand under the guidance of
Professor Barker’s fine-grained analysis. He presents Gaudentius” work against the cultural
backdrop of the end of antiquity, as described through the lens of Cassiodorus’ Institutiones.
Cassiodorus “set out the educational curriculum he planned for the monks in the monastery
he had founded on his estate on the East coast of Calabria, who were often deplorably
uneducated when they arrived. They knew little about the Bible, let alone the subtleties of
theology, and they were equally ignorant of the ‘wisdom of the ancients’, the knowledge and
the indispensable tools for thinking that had grown up among the Greeks in earlier times.
Accordingly, the Institutiones is in two parts. Book I discusses matters to do with the Bible
and the Christian religion; Book 2 propounds a programme of secular education, rooted in
Greek writings of the past. It follows the course of what became known as the seven liberal
arts (...). Cassiodorus, then, is not trying to train specialists or controversialists in harmonics
or astronomy or anything else, only to give his monks some acquaintance with the ancient
disciplines; and for this purpose he suggests that Gaudentius’ treatise will serve well” (p. 208).

There is much to learn from this collection of essays and and while my final comment
is devoted to those concerning philosophy, this should not be taken as a lack of regard
for those about medicine, astronomy, and music. My comment is that Plotinus, — who is
conspicuous by his absence from this volume and pour cause, given his indifference for
most of the issues dealt with herein, such as the systematisation of Platonism, or the reading
order of the dialogues, and so on — was in fact the philosopher who set the tone for the
schemata isagogica of late Antiquity, at least to the extent to which philosophical education
is understood as an ascending path. Without Plotinus’ integration of the Platonic ladder of
Love, the regrowth of the soul’s wings, and the 6p.olwoig 9ed into a single pattern of ascent
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towards the intelligible world shaped by the myth of the Cave, the idea that philosophy in
general, and Aristotle’s corpus in particular, constitute a path upwards would hardly have
emerged. For the Aristotelian distinction of ‘better known for us’ and ‘better known in itself’
to be conceived of as an ascending way leading from the visible to the suprasensible world,
Plotinus’ powerful reinterpretation of Platonism proved decisive. True, the vision of Plato as
the teacher of a philosophical truth higher than any other was widely shared by Platonists
long before Plotinus; but it was he who oriented the subsequent interpretation of Aristotle’s
philosophy as an incomplete attempt at grasping the truth. This interpretation underlies the
post-Plotinian model of combining Aristotelian logic, physics, psychology and metaphysics
with an structured Platonic education. Whether or not the model of teaching Aristotle first
and then Plato had been practiced elsewhere than in Syrianus’ classroom (and I am most
inclined to think it was not), the seed had been planted, and it was planted by Porphyry; but
Porphyry became convinced that this was the right thing to do because he attended Plotinus’
lectures with their repeated in-depth examination of Aristotle’s most central philosophical
themes. It is ironic that the solid structuring of the philosophical curriculum of late Antiquity,
with all its ramifications in languages other than Greek and in eras well beyond the Imperial
age, originated from a philosopher so prone to controversy and so averse to slavish exegesis
as Plotinus was.

Cristina D’Ancona
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