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VII

John Whittaker

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
OF

PROCLUS' DOCTRINE OF THE AT0TÜOSTATA

In explanation of the role of the auD-uTtocrraTcc or "self-
constituted" principles in the metaphysical scheme which Proclus

expounds in his Elements of Theology E. R. Dodds comments :

"It was impossible (i.e. for Proclus) to make a breach in the

continuity of this scheme by the introduction of genuinely self-

determining principles other than the One ; at the same time it
was necessary to make some provision for the freedom of the
human will, which Plellenistic philosophy in general regarded
as a necessary ethical postulate. Hence the concept of the
cd>{k>7r6cTTaTov or "self-constituted", which is not self-caused in
the sense of being an independent <xpyy), but "hypostatizes itself"
or determines the particular potentiality which shall be actualized
in it".1 It is certainly the case that Plotinus had employed the
notion of the self-causation of the One in the context of a

1 Proclus, The Elements of Theology (Oxford 1933 ; repr. 1963), 223 f. For Proclus'
doctrine of the au&u7r6aTaTa cf. above all op. cit., prop. 40-51 with E. R. Dodds'
commentary, and Procl. In Parm. p. 1145 ff. Cousin. It is noteworthy that the
doctrine of the double determination of the au&urc6cn:aTa as being (Procl. In Ti.,
Ill p. 39, 4 f. Diehl) xal 7tapa tcov apxv)Y^wv amcov xal Trap' saurcov — a doctrine
which appears in Syrianus as well as elsewhere in Proclus (cf. E. R. Dodds,
op. cit., 224)—is not explicit in the Elements, where the emphasis is upon the
identity in the au-9u7r6axaTa of cause and effect; cf. prop. 41 and 46.
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discussion of free will (Enn. VI 8 [39] : Ilepi tou exoucflou xal
&sXY][i.aTO(; ttoü Ivo4), and also that Iamblichus in a similar context
based the liberty of the soul in part upon its possession of
Xoyoc, auD-UTtoaTar0? {ap. Stob. II 8, 45 (II p. 174, 21 ff. Wachs-

muth)) : Kai xaS-' octov pisv Xoyov xa-9-apov auS-UTOcjTaTov 1 xal
auToxiv7)Tov dtp' sauToü re Evspyoüvra xai tsXeiov 4 ctuvsIXyjjjsv

ev saury], xara roaourov dcTroXuroi; Icm TravTOJV rcov e^co&ev. 2 I am,
however, struck by the fact that neither in the Elements nor
{sauf erreur) elsewhere does Proclus establish any close link
between the aüö-uTroarara and the freedom of the will, whether
human or divine 3. It is therefore my contention that Proclus'
conception of the auS-uTroarara has little connection with the

problem of free will contra determinism but is largely influenced
by an entirely different line of reasoning, of which I should like
to attempt to trace the historical development.

The history of the notion of self-causation in ancient speculation

has never been adequately charted, and cannot be dealt
with here in every aspect. We shall be concerned in particular
with the major role which the notion plays in many Hellenistic
philosophies and theologies, but it may be well to point out

1 This, as E. R. Dodds, op. ctt., 224 points out, seems to be the earliest appearance
of the term aü&uTröaTocTcx; in surviving literature. It should be noted that Proclus,
In 7i.9 I p. 277, 8 ff. in no way permits one to conclude that the term was used

already by Crantor ; cf. H. Dorrie, 'TTrocrraat^ : Wort- und Bedeutungsgeschichte

{Nachr. d. A.kad. d. Wtss. in Göttingen, Phil-Hist. Kl., 1955, 3), 67. More below
on Proclus' references to Crantor's Commentary on the Timaeus. I am grateful to
lohn M. Dillon for supplying me with a list of compounds in ai>T— and auD-—

in the surviving works of Iamblichus.
2 Cf. further Iamblichus, ap. Stob. II 8, 43 (II p. 173, 5 ff. W.) : Ouata earlv
auXo? Y) T*?)<; eauTTjv, aacojxaToc;, ay^vv/jToc; ^vtt) xal avcoXeD-poc;, Trap'

sauryji; eyouaa to elvai xal to £t)v, auToxlwjToc; TravTsXtot; xal apy?) t% cpuaeax; xal tcov
oXcov xivrjascov. Autt} St) oüv xa&' oaov ecru tomcutt), xal T7)v aoTs^oucrtov xal tt}v
(xttoXutov TrepLslXvjcpev ev eauirfl Ccorjv. That Iamblichus is here immediately dependent

upon Porphyry seems evident from a comparison of the above text with the

passages from Porphyry, Sent, to which E. R. Dodds, op. ctt., 224 refers.
3 Proclus does, however, insist upon the unity of will and being in the realm of
the divine ; cf. Theol. Plat. I 15, p. 75, 8 ff. Saffrey-Westennk (see p. 217 below).
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that the idea of self-generation appears with particular clarity
already in the Classical period in a fragment of the Perithous,

variously ascribed to Euripides and Critias (1Yorsokr. II 88 B 18

Diels-Kranz Euripides, fr. 594 Nauck2) :

dcxapiolc, te /povoi; Trspl r' äevaw

psupiaTi. 7rXy]p7]<; cpoiT5. tlxtcov
cdrroc; sccutov, StSofxol t' apxToi
tale, wxu7TXavoi.i; Trrspüycov piTtaü;

tov 'AtXccvteiov TYJpoÜCTl tcoXov.

This clear expression of the notion of self-generation makes

it evident that in a further fragment of the Perithous the term
airro<pur]<; must also be understood to imply self-generation (88
B 19 Diels-Kranz Eurip. fr. 593 N2) :

ere tov auTocpuyj, tov sv at&eptco

pu(j.ß<r> mxvTcov cpucriv e(j,7rXs^av&',

ov Tcspt [rev cpüc„ TTspi 8' opcpvala

vüi; aioXoxpco?, «xpiTo? t' aciTpwv

o^Aot; svSsXe^coi; äpiqx^opsiisi.

It is not at all apparent whether it is the self-generating xp°vo?
of the previous fragment who is here addressed as aÜTocpuY]?

(although similarity of metre leads one to suspect that both
fragments derive from the same context), but from the point
of view of our enquiry it is of especial interest, as we shall see,

that Clement of Alexandria, who quotes the fragment, interprets
as follows {Strom. V 14, 114, 3, in GCS II p. 403, 20) : evrauS-a

yap tov (rev auTocpuY) tov STjpuoupyov voüv sl'pyjxEV. Our investigation
will show that Clement's ready identification of tov aÜTocpu?) as

the Demiurgic Nous is characteristically Hellenistic.
In a familiar passage of Philodemus, De pietate 13 (p. 80

Gomperz SVF II 1078) it is reported of Chrysippus that
£V 8s TÜ SsUTEpCp (sc. Ilep! -9-SCüv) TOC TS SLQ 'OpcpECC X<x! MoUCJOaOV

avacpepojiEva xal too 7rap' 'Oji,Y]pcp xcd 'HotoSm xai Eupi7U§7) x(t)al
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Kovrfzalc, ixXkoig, tbg xai KAeocvS"/]?, TteipSxai cruvoixsiouv Tai? 8oE;ai?

cd)tc5v. arcavTa t' ecjtiv ai&Y]p, o atiTo? wv xai n:aT7]p xai uEo?, A? xav
xS TCpcoTW p.7) fi.ayscj&ai to tt]v 'Psav xai, piTjTEpa too Aw? Eivai xai
&uyaTEpa. 1 That the aiaWjp which is both father and son to
itself is in fact Zeus, who may in turn be identified with the
universe pantheistically conceived may be concluded from a

further fragment of the De pietate SVFII 1076): ov (opid^scr)-

9-ai tov Ala xai tjv xoivtjv tcocvtcov cpüaiv, with which one should

compare Cicero's summary of the pertinent views of Chrysippus
at Nat. deor. I 15, 39 ff. SVF II 1077) and, for example,
Lucan. IX 5 80 : Iuppiter est quodcumque vides, quodcumque moveris 2.

The identification of creation with creator may indeed be con si-

1 Cf. Etymolog. Magn. s.v. 'Pea SVF II 1084) : Xpuaur7to<; 8£ X£yei tyjv y/jv
'Psav xsxXTjaffat,, ettelSt) air' aÜT^q pel Ta tfSaTa. Cf. further SVF II 1085. For
the Stoic conception of at&yjp cf. SVF IV s.v. and W. Roscher, Lexicon, s.v.
The etymological link between and al'ffstv which is referred to by Gregory
Nazianzen. (Or. 30, in PG XXXVI 128) and John of Damascus (Fid. orth. I 9,
14 f. Kotter) may well go back to popular Stoicism. The same etymology appears
(as G. W. H. Lampe's A Patristic Greek Lexicon indicates s.v. D-eog) in the scholia
on Johannes Climacus at PG LXXXVIII 645, and is certainly implied in the mention

made by Anastasius Sinaita, Viae Dux 2, in PG LXXXIX 85, of the Septuagmt
term <pXoyL£et.v (cf., e.g., Exod. 9, 24) as a possible interpretation of
2 Cf. Seneca, Nat. I, praef. 13 : Quid est deus Quod vides totum et quod non vides

totum. Ibid., II 45, 3 : ipse emm est hoc quod vides totum. A similar pantheistic view
of the Logos seems to underlie Logion 77 of the Gospel of Thomas : "Jesus said :

I am the Light that is above them all, I am the All, the All came forth from Me
and the All attained to Me. Cleave a (piece of) wood, I am there ; lift up the stone
and you will find me there". A version of the final sentence survives in Greek
in POxy. 1, recto 6 ff.:

^'yeipov tov XZ&ov

xdxet supfjaeu; p.e

aylaov to £uXov xayto
EXEL eljTt,.

Cf. further, with the commentary thereto of A. D. Nock-A.-J. Festugiere,
Corpus Hermeticum V 11 (I p. 65, 1 ff.) : au yap o [£]&v to, au el 8 av Trot,to,

au eZ 0 av Xsyco. au yap TravTa eZ xai aXXo ou8£v eaTiv 8 p.7) eaTt,, au eZ. au ?rav to
yevojj.evov, au to p,Y) yevop-evov, vou«; piv, vooupsvoc;, rraTrjp 8e, 8/)pt,oupycov, Osöc; 8s,

evepytov, ayaOo^ 8s, xai mdvTa ttoigSv. On the Demiurge in Stoic speculation see

W. Tiieiler's comments in Reallexikon f. Antike u. Christentum III 698.
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dered a commonplace of popular Stoicism. On Chrysippus*
identification of father and son, Ed. Norden commented as

follows : "Das Gott Vater und Sohn, das schaffende und das

geschaffene Prinzip, zugleich sei, kann ich aus hellenischer
Philosophie erst für Chrysippos nachweisen ; aber es kann keine Rede
davon sein, dass er diese phantastische Spekulation erfunden
habe. Sie ist orientalisch und muss als ein Symptom der Orienta-
lisierung hellenischer Spekulation durch die Stoa aufgefasst
werden,..." h Ed. Norden has here failed to take into account not
only the above-mentioned (apparently genuine) fragments of the
Perithous, but also that self-generation is a logical requirement
of Stoic pantheism : if one identifies creator with creation, then
necessarily the creator qua created creates himself. This is stated
with considerable clarity by Seneca on a number of occasions
and most strikingly in fr. 15 Haase (=Lactantius, Inst. I 7, in
PL VI 15 2 f.) : alius nos edidit; alius instruxit: deus ipse se fecit2.
Cf. further Seneca, Nat. II 45, 1 ff.: Ne hoc quidem crediderunt

(sc. Etrusci) Iovem, qualem in Capitolio et in ceteris aedibus colimus,

mittere manu sua fulmina, sed eundem quem nos Iovem intellegunt,
rectorem custodemque universi, animum ac spiritum mundi, operis huius

dotninum et artificem, cm nomen omne convenit. Vis iliumfatum vocare,

non errabis ; hie est ex quo suspensa sunt omnia, causa causarum. Vis
ilium providentiam dicere, recte dices ; est enim cuius consilio huic mundo

providetur, ut inoffensus exeat et actus suos explicet. Vis ilium naturam

vocare, non peccabis; hie est ex quo nata sunt omnia, cuius spiritu
vivimus. Vis ilium vocare mundum, non falkris; ipse enim est hoc

quod vides totum, partibus suis inditus, et se sustinens et sua. Similarly
at Nat. VII 30, 3, it is said of God that maiorque est pars sui

operis ac melior. Particularly interesting, since it indicates that
the self-generation of the universe involves not only the action
of the divine active element upon passive matter but also the

1 Agnostos Theos (repr. Darmstadt 1956), 229 f.
2 On this passage see the learned comments of M. Lausberg, Untersuchungen zu
Senecas Fragmenten (Berlin 1970), 93 ff. Cf. further note 3 p. 214 below.
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self-causation of the divine mens, is Cicero, A.c. II 37, 119 :

Quamcumque vera sententiam probaverit (sc. Stoicus sapiens), earn sic

animo comprensam habebit ut ea quae sensibus, nec magis adprobabit
nunc lucere quam, quoniam Stoicus est, hunc mundum esse sapientem,
habere mentem quae et se et ipsum fabricata sit et omnia moderetur

moveat regat. As A. Bonhöffer put it, "Gott ist ohne Welt
gleichsam nur potentiell vorhanden und wird aktuell nur in und
mit der Weltbildung selbst"1. Plotinus summarizes the Stoic
view as follows (Enn. Ill 1 [3], 2, 17 ff.) : ol S' etI tyjv toü iravTo?

äpyjv eX&ovtsp dot' oa>T?j<; xaTayoucrt Ttavra, Sia ttocvtmv <poiT7]cjaa:av

aertav xal tocuttjv ou ptovov xtvoüerav, äXXa xal 7to!.oücrav sxaara
XsyovTEp, slptappivTjv rauTvjv xal xupiayrdr/jv aEAav S-spievo!., aÜTYjv

oücrav to. Travra. The extent to which the Stoic conception of
the self-creating universe had become a commonplace is
indicated by Secundus' description of the xoapicx; as aÜToyswrjTov

&scop7)p.a 2. It may be noted further that according to Philo of
Alexandria (De aet. mundi 70) Critolaus employed the following
argument in support of the view that the universe is everlasting :

to al'rtov aÜTCp toü üytalvEiv avoaov ecttiv- äXXa xal to alhiov aÜTÖ

too aypuTtvEW aypU7tvov ecjtiv- si Se toüto, xal to a'tTtov aÜTW too
uTtdpysiv daSiov scmv ai/rtop S' o y.ba\Loc, aurü toü ÜTOXpysiv, z'L ys xal
Totp aXXot? aTtaoiv daStop apa 6 xocrptop ectrv. The view here
ascribed to Critolaus is not precisely that of the Stoics, but it
testifies nonetheless to an atmosphere of general receptivity
towards the notion of self-creation.

That the Stoic view persisted into the later Roman Empire
is attested in the Hermetic writings (Corpus Hermeticum XVI 19

(II p. 238, 1 ff., ed. A. D. Nock-A.-J. Festugiere)) : TtavTa Se o

S-sop TtoLs! Sta TOUTtov (sc. 7] D-swv xal Satptovcov arpaTtd) saurm, xal

[ropia toü S-soü TCavra scrnv- si Se -raxvTa ptopia, 7tavTa apa o fl-so?-

1 Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet (Stuttgart 1894), 248. On Stoic pantheism in
general see the remarks of A. Bonhöffer, op. cit., 243 ff.
2 Cf. Fr. G. A. Mullach, FPG I p. 512. On the conception of the universe as a

&e<ip7][ra cf. Plotinus, Enn. Ill 8 [30].
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TravTa oOv noi£>v, sauTov 7tot.EL xal oüx av tots TtauctatTO, etcsI xal
oo>t6<; aTrauoTop- xal cocnrsp o afeoi; 0ü tsXo<; syst, OIL'0? ouSs yj tzoitjgiq
aÜToü äpxV rj rsXo<; syst. It is moreover perhaps the same Stoic

conception that has inspired Orph. Hymn. X 10 Abel, where
cpiW? is described as auTo-rcdTwp, araxTotp. Cf. also Nonnos,
Dionys. XLI 51 ff., where fiiGic; is described as aÜToysvsD-Xoi; and

aTOXTwp, äXoysuTo?, äp.r|Tcop. Indeed Proclus' frequent rejection
of the idea of the self-generation of the universe suggests that
the doctrine still possessed a certain actuality in his day; cf.,

e.g., In Ti., I p. 253, 3 ff. Diehl : aXXa [iyjv 6 oupavoi; — Xsyco

8s oupavov to owfiarosiSsi; piovov — outs Ttapaystv sauTov outs

cruveysiv 7ts<puxsv <xp.sps<; yäp Ttav to toioutov, to sauToü irapaxTixov
xal sauToü ctuvsxtixov. oüx apa ovtcoi; aysvYjTot; eotiv ou8s ovtox;
avoXsD-poi;, aXX' octov etc! toj crcupiaTOSLSsü xai ysvY]TCn; scru xal
axsSaoTo?. 1 Particularly interesting is Theol. Plat. I 3, p. 13,
8 ff. S.-W.: Movt) Ss yj tou IlXaTcovot; svD-so? u<pY]yY)cri<; Ta piv
CTCopiaTtxa TtdvTa npoq dpy^<; Xoyov aTipdaaaa (Sioti 8y) to psptcrrov
Ttäv xai StacrraTOV outs 7tapdys!.v outs aco^st-v sauTo 7tscpuxev aXXa xal

to slvai xal to svspyslv fj TCaoystv Sia <]juX% ®Xel xo" T^v ®v a^rY)

xivYjtjswv), xtX.2 Apart from the express denial of the possibility
that to; crcopiaTixd be self-caused Proclus' argumentation coincides
with that which Numenius and Ammonius Saccas employed,
according to Nemesius, to demonstrate that the soul is necessarily
incorporeal {Nat. hom. 2, in PC XL 5 37 If.) : Ta crcopaTa ty] oExsEa

cpuCTSt TpSTCTa ovra xai crxsSacnrd xai SioXou sIc, cbtsipov TpY)T<x,

pYjSsvcx; sv aÜTOLi; äpsTaßXY)Tou U7toXsi7top£vou, Sslrai toü auvsyovTot;
xai auvayovTOi; xai &g7rsp auocpiyyovTot; xal CTuyxpaTouvTop aÜTa,

07rsp 4>uyY]v Xsyopsv. EE toEvuv owpd sotiv y) iJjuyY] o1ov8y]7t:ote, si

xai XsTTOfispsCTTaTOV, tE TCaXtv scmv to ctuvsyov sxsEvyjv ; sSsEyfl-Y)

yap 7tav crwpa SslcrD-at. toü auvsyovTop, xal outox; sE<; catsipov,

1 Cf. further, e.g., In Parm. pp. 785 ff. Cousin ; In Ti., I p. 2, 28 f.; I p. 3, 7 ff.;
1 p. 252, 19 ff. D.; In Ale. 124, 18 ff. Westerink.
2 Cf. in particular the parallel passage at In Ti., I p. 2, 29 ff. D., where, however,
there is no specific mention of soul.
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eose, av xaTavTY]o,wfi.sv sit; aciMfxaTov. Et 8s Xsyoisv, xa&arcsp ol
Etgxxoi, tovi.xy)v Ttva slvat xIv-^ctlv xtX. It may well be that
Proclus' ours itapdystv sauro necpuxsv reflects a feature of the
anti-Stoic argumentation of Numenius and/or Ammonius which
Nemesius has failed to mention.

In view of the prevalence at the beginning of our era of
the Stoic theory of the self-generation of the universe, there
exists a strong probability that the version of the non-literal
interpretation of Plato's Timaens which Proclus ascribes to
Albinus should be considered to have been intended in origin
as a rejection specifically of the Stoic position ; cf. In Ti., I p. 219,
2 ff. D. : xal o ys nXaTomxöc; 'AXßtvcx; äipiot xaxa HXarcdva tov

xoaptov äysv7]Tov ovxa ysveaeco<; dpyyjv eystv- d> xai TrXsova^etv tou
ovtcui; ovtcx;, sxslvou ptovax; asl övxop, toü 8s xoaptou —poc; toj
asl slvat xal ysvsusw^ syovxcx; apyyjv, tv' fj xal asl wv xal ysv*)TO<;,

oüy outox; uv ysvTjTO? <1Sc, xaxa ypovov — ou yap av Ijv xal äsl uv —
aXX' Xoyov e'ycuv ysvstjsax; 81a tyjv sx Tzksiovtsv xal dvofxolwv

uuvS-stJiv, yjv avayxatov sic, aXXvjv alxtav auToü ty)v UTtocrraarv

dvaTO[J.7TSi.v Tcpso'ßuTspav, St' 7jv TrpwTax; äsl oücrav eaxt 71:7) xal auxcx;

äsl &>v xal oü ptovov ysv7)TO<;, dXXa xal dysvrjTOi;. According to
the view which Proclus here ascribes to Albinus and which is
similar to views expressed in other Middle Platonic as well as

Neoplatonic sources *, the universe is not, as the Stoics supposed,
self-creating but rather in a state of permanent dependence upon
an outside cause. It should be noted that this interpretation of
the Timaeus is not identical with that ascribed to Xenocrates
(fr. 54 Pleinze), Theophrastus (fr. 29 Wimmer) and Speusippus
(fr. 54 b Lang)2, according to which Plato had employed in
the Timaeus a creation-myth simply as a pedagogical means of
describing the permanent state of the uncreated universe. Pro-

1 See my Parisimts graecus 1962 and the writings of Albinus, in Phoenix 28 (1974),
320 ff. and 450 ff., and L. Taran, The Creation Myth in Plato's Timaens, in Essays in
Ancient Greek Philosophy, edd. J. P. Anton and G. L. Kustas (New York 1971).
2 Cf. L. Taran, op. cit., 405 n. 152.
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clus does, however, claim that already Crantor maintained an

interpretation of the Timaeus similar to that ascribed to Albinus ;

cf. In Ti., I p. 277, 8 If. D.: oi Se nepi Kpav-ropa toü nXaTwvcx;

iETjyrjTal cpacii. yevyjTov Xsyscrllat. tov xoafiov 6iC, txrc' aiTtap aXkrjC,

Ttapayofisvov xal oüx ovra aÜToyovov ouSe au&UTrocrraTov. If I
am right in supposing Stoic theory to be a presupposition of
the interpretation of the Timaeus ascribed to Albinus, then
Proclus' ascription of a similar doctrine to Crantor must be

considered either as evidence of the latter's reaction to the
Stoicism of Zeno, or as a mistake on the part of Proclus. In
fact one is entitled to suspect that Proclus is in error, and that
the view of the Timaeus maintained by Crantor was precisely
that of his master Xenocrates, namely that Plato presents his

creation-myth SiSacrxaAlac x^-pw- Evidence of the agreement of
Crantor with Xenocrates upon this matter is to be found in
Plutarch, De an. procr. in Tim. 3, 1013 A-B : 'OpiaXwp Se 7tavTs<;

oütol XP°VCP oEovrai ty]v tJwX'P P-'l ysyovevat po]S' slvai ysvr)TY]v,

TiXslovap Ss Suvajietp sxsiv, stp ac, ävaXüovTa S-stoplai; evexa ttjv oüalav

odrriji; Xoyco tov ÜXaTcova yiyvojiivyjv UTtoTdleorS'at. xal auyxepavvup.sv7]v

Ta S' airra xal 7tspl tou xoapiou Siavooüfxevov ETuaTacdfai. [rev ddSiov

ovxa xal ayevTjxov, to S' cb Tp6r:w cruvTexaxTai. xal Sioixeixai xaxa-
[laD-eüv oö paSiov opwvTa roh; [A)ts yeveatv aoToü [A]ts tüv yevv7)Tt,x<öv

aüvo&ov iE «PX% TpoÜ7ro9-e[xevoi.(; rauTTjv tt)v ÖSov Tpa-retrS-ai.. As
R. Heinze correctly realized *, the ourot, to whom Plutarch refers

at the outset of the above passage can only be, since no others
have been mentioned in the preceding portion of the treatise,
Xenocrates and Crantor and their followers. In measuring the
value of Plutarch's testimony against that of Proclus it is worthy
of note that whereas Plutarch frequently refers to Crantor's
comments on the Timaeus 2, Proclus makes mention of him only

1 Cf. his Xenokrates (Leipzig 1892), 71 and 180.
2 Cf. De an. procr. in Tim. i, 1012 D ; 2, 1012 F ; 29, 1027 D ; 16, 1020 C ; 16,

1020 D ; 20, 1022 C; zo, 1022 D.
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in two brief instances 1. One may conclude that there is little
likelihood that Proclus had direct access to Crantor's Commentary,
and good reason to suspect that he has been misled by his

source into believing that Crantor had anticipated the "anti-
Stoic" interpretation of the Timaeus which we meet with from
the Middle Platonic period onwards. In any case Crantor could
not have used the term aü&u7r6c7TaTo<;2 and I know of no instance
of aÜToyovo? which can be firmly dated prior to Porphyry, Hist,
phil. fr. 18 Nauck2 3. On the basis of the terminology J. M.
Dillon argues, with some probability 4, that Proclus' source was
Iamblichus 5. Then, on the supposition that Proclus' information

is correct if not in terminology at least in content, J. M.
Dillon goes on to argue with considerably less probability that
"oE rapl Kpavropa would seem, then, to be substantially
Calvisius Taurus" 6. In fact the "anti-Stoic" view which Proclus
ascribes to oE rapl Kpavropa was a commonplace of later
antiquity, and in no way the prerogative of Calvisius Taurus7.

1 In Ti., I p. 277, 8 ff. D. (cf. p. 201 above), and In 7I p. 75, 30 ff. D., where inter
aha Proclus describes Crantor as o —pco-ro? rou HXarcovcx; el*Y]Y7]T7js. It would be

anachronistic to interpret this as meaning that Crantor wrote a full-scale commentary

on the Timaeus. However, the testimony of Plutarch and Proclus, In Ti.,
1 P» 75> 3° D. (dealing with Crantor's appraisal of Plato's account of Atlantis)
indicates that Crantor must have composed some sort of uTroirv^paTa dealing with
certain aspects of the Timaeus. Although these U7top.v7)(xaTa can hardly have been
available to Proclus, it seems to be the case that Plutarch had them at his disposal.
In fact the record of Crantor's views on the Atlantis story has been transmitted
to Proclus as a part of a comprehensive doxography ; cf. J. M. Dillon, Iambhchi
Chalcidensis In Platoms Dialogos Commentariorum Fragmenta (Leiden 1973), 268 ff.
and 292 f.
2 Cf. note 1 p. 194 above.
3 To which we shall return ; cf. pp. 220 ff. below.
4 In spite of the fact that [. M. Dillon is mistaken in regarding aur6yovo? as an
Iamblichean innovation ; cf. his op. cit., 303.
0 Op. cit., 303 ff.
6 Op. cit., 305.
7 Cf. my art. cit. (see note 1 p. 200 above), 451 ff.
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We now turn away from the theme of the pantheistic self-

creating god of the Stoics to an essentially different, and yet
not unrelated conception — that of the self-generation of the
transcendent divinity. Here again we find ourselves face to face

with a theological common place of the Roman empire. Thus,
Aelius Aristides dwells at some length upon the self-generation
of Zeus (Or. XLIII 7 ff., p. 340, 14 ff. Keil) : Zsuc, xd 7t<xvxa

S7roi7)C7£v xal Atop saxiv spya oaa scm Tcavxa, snoirjaev Si

TcptÖTOi; auxop sauxov, oü Kpy)X7)<; ev evcoSsgiv avxpoic, xpa9elp, oüS'

EflEXXyjaSV aüxov KpOVO? XaxaTUElV oüS' <XVx' IxeIvOU Xfifov xaXS7USV

OÜS' EXlvSÜvSUCTE Zsui; oÜSs p.7]7i:OTS XtvSuVSÜcn), OÜS' ECTXIV TTpECjßuXEpOV

oüSsv Aio?, oü [xaXXov ys y) ulslp xe 7taTEpoiv 7tpsaßuxepo[, yEvoivx' av

xal xd yiyvopisva xwv tzotoüvxwv, äXX' oSs ectxI 7ipc5xop xs xal
Trpecrßüxaxo«; xal <xp%y)yExy]<; xa>v 7tdvxcov, aüxcx; iE, auxoG ysvopiEvop.

07TOXS 8s eysvsxo oüx ectxiv eEtteIv, txXX' fjv xs apa iE äpyyj<; xal scrrai
slaccei, auxoTraxcop xs xal 4 si; aXXou ysyovsvat. xal wcnrcp xyjv

'Albjvav apa ex xyj; xscpaXyjp scpuasv xal yapiou ouSsv 7rpoasSsy)&y]

eE; aüxY]v, oöxwp Ext 7cpoxepov auxop sauxov iE sauxoü £tcoIt)(jev xal
ouSsv 7rpo<TESsr]&4 Ixspou eE; xö slvai, äXX' aüxo xouvavxEov 7tavxa

slvai dot' exelvou 4p^axo. Similarly Zeus is invoked as auxoroxxcop

at Orph., Hymn. XV 7 Abel*, and is described as aüxoxoxoc, by
Nonnos at Dionys. VIII 81 and XXVII 62 2. Once again
Secundus, who defines D-eo; as IStoTCXaoxov dyaS-ov 3, serves to
emphasize the commonplace nature of the theme.

The Hermetic Kopy; xooptou preserved by Stobaeus stresses

that it is not cpiiai; that is self-generated but the transcendent

1 Divine self-generation occurs elsewhere in the Orphic Hy?nns at XII 9 Abel,
where Heracles is referred to as aÜTocpu/jq, and at VIII 3 where the same epithet
is used of the sun.
2 For further instances of such compounds in Nonnos see W. Peek, Lexikon %it

den Dionysiaka des Nonnos, Lfg. 1 (Hildesheim 1968), s.w. auroyovo^, acnropot;,

auxoXoxsuToq, auToairopot;, autoTÖxo^, auTocpu/j^. Cf. also p. 199 above and note 2

p. 207 and p. 225 below.
3 FPG I, p. 512 Mullach. Secundus describes also xaXXo^ {FPG I, p. 514 M as

ISioTrXacrrov dya&ov. The adjectival formation ISiOTtXaaTov does not seem to be

attested elsewhere.
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creator (.Exc. XXIII 58 (IV p. 19, 14 ff. ed. A. D. Nock-A.-J.
Festugiere)) : Ildrep xal D-aupacrre 7toL7]Ta 7tavTa>v, ainroyovs Satpov

xai xr\c, Sta as reavTa ysvv(i><rt)c, 7tor/)Td cpüasax;, 4S4 ttots, &> Satpov, <xsi

petFpa tota(x5v xaS-apa 7rpocrrai;ov slvat. Though the text is

corrupt it is apparent that the same message is implied at Corpus
Hermeticum VIII 2 (I p. 87, 14 ff. N.-F.) : TtpoiToi; ydp toxvtwv

ovtox; xal aESioc; xai <xy£W7]T0<; xai S7)pioupyo<; twv oXcov &s.oq-

SsuTspot; Ss 6 xax' sExova aüxoü ütc' auTou ysvopsvop xai utc' auxoS

cruvsyopEvoi; xai Tpstpopsvot; xal dO-avaTii^opsvo?, ax; uto aiSEou

Trarpoi;, asE((a>ov &q äUdvaTop. to yap äsE^aiov too at'SEou Siatpepei. 6

psv yap uto srspou oüx eysvsTO- si Ss xai sysvsTO, ücp' sauTou-

007C0TE <Ss> sysvsro, äXXa äsi yEvsTai- "[" to yap aESiov o5 aESiov scm to
7räv, "j" o Se iraT7]p auTcx; sauToü aESioc;- 6 Ss xoapo<; uto toü -rraTpot;

j" aESioi; "j" xai afl-avaTO? ysyovs, xtX.
The self-generation of the supreme principle seems also to

have been a feature of various forms of Neopythagoreanism.
We meet it in this guise in [Iamblichus], Theol. arithm. 5, p. 3,

17 f. de Falco : sauTYjv ys pi]v ysvva (sc. 4 pova<;) xal dtp' EauTTjc;

ysvvxrai ax; aÖTOTsXTji; xai avap^o<; xai dcTsXeunrjTo«;. Cf. likewise
Corpus Hermeticum IV 10 (I p. 53, 1 ff. N.-F.) : 4 yap pova«;,

oüaa 7ravTa)v apyv) xal pE<(a, sv 7taaEv ecttiv ax; av pEi(a xal dpyy).

avEu Se äpy% oüSsv, äpyr] Ss iE, oüSsvot; dXX' iE, aÜT%, z'L yE dpyf]

scrn, tüv sTsparv. povat; oöaa oüv äpyi] 7tavTa apiApov spTOpisyst,

uto pyjSsvop sp7tspi.syopsv7), xal 7tavTa äptApov yevvä uto p7)Ssvo<;

yswwpsvT) sTEpou äpiS-poü h And we should doubtless classify
as Neopythagorean-inspired also the occurrences of the notion
in the Hymns of Synesius.

Cf. Hymn. I 144 ff. Terzaghi
TE yap 00 crov, aval;;

7taTspa>v 7tavTa>v

TOXTSp, auToirdxaip,

1 In other Neopythagorean schemes, as we shall later see (cf. pp. 221 ff. below),
it is the number-series which generates itself out of the ultimate One.
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TtpOTtaTtop, aTCCXTCdp,

ule crsauToij,

SV ZVOC, TTpOTSpOV,

ovTwv cntsppta,

xtX.

Further, Hymn. I 191 ff. Terz.
EÜ TO TlXTOV E<pU?,

au TO TlXTOflSVOV

xtX.

Hymn. IV 1 ff. Terz.
Mera 7rayap aylap atrroXoysuTou,

äpp7)TC0V EVOTTjTCOV SHEXSlVa,

xtX.

Hymn. IX 52 ff. Terz.
6 piv auTocrauTop äpya,

Tapiap 7raT7)p t' Iovtwv,
aXo^EUTOt;, XTX. 1

The notion of divine self-generation is not absent from
Egyptian mythology 2, and it is perhaps an awareness of this
which has led Hippolytus to name "the Egyptians" as the
source of the Neopythagorean doctrine of the self-generated
Monad {Ref. haer. IV 43, in PG XVI 3106) : AlyÜTtTioi.
Se ecpacrav tov 9-sov sivoa (xovaSa äSialpsTOV xal aoTvjv sauTYjv

ysvvwcrav xal iE, aÜT?)? to. 7tavTa xaTserxsüatr&ae auTT) yap, 9Y]alv,

äysvvy)Top oöoa Toüp sEy\c, aptS-piotx; ysvvä, olov I9' sauTYjv rj ptovap

ETTiTTpooTsS-sicja yewä ttjv SuaSa xtX. Familiarity with Egyptian
mythology has also undoubtedly inspired Plutarch, De Is.
et Osir. 62, 376 A : tyjv plv yap TI<nv TOXXaxtc; tü tt)<; 'Aibjvac;

ovoptaTt xaXoüai. (sc. oi AlyurcTioi) cppa^ovTi. toioutov Xoyov

'^XS-ov an' epiauTyji;', oitsp Etruiv aÜTOXivr]Tou tpopä? SyjXomxov.

1 See N. Terzaghi's commentary on all of the above passages.
2 Cf. S. Morenz, Ägyptische Religion (Stuttgart i960), 181, and E. Hornung,
Der Eine und die Vielen: Ägyptische Gottesvorstellungen (Darmstadt 1971), 140 (I am
grateful to Professor R. H. Pierce for these references).
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Furthermore, although the predominant influence is undoubtedly

that of Greek philosophy, the abundant appearance of
divine self-generation in the magical papyri, and in a wide range
of Gnostic and related texts may also be partially conditioned
by Egyptian and perhaps other non-Greek mythologies.

In fact in the case of the magical papyri the main influence
in this regard seems to be that of a Hellenistic Judaism which
is in turn heavily influenced by Greek philosophy. This is

particularly apparent in a magical papyrus at Leiden in which
a Hellenistic Jewish prayer, which I have examined elsewhere 1,

opens as follows {PMag. XIII 63 ff.): S7UxaXoüpiai as tov ttxvtwv
pisi^ova, tov mxvTa XTiaavTa, as tov a<u>Toysvv4Tov, tov 7tavTa opwvTa

xcu pd) opwpievov- xtX. The influence of Hellenistic Judaism is similarly

obvious at PMag. IV 1559 ff. : axous, axous, o pisyat; &sop,

'ASwvais. aÜToysvsTwp, asi^wv S-ss, 'law 'law o wv... 'law
Saßawö, The term aÖToysvsTwp appears also in a magical
formula at PMag. XIII 267 ff. : äßXsJia? Ss ouTwp- " Ssüpo pioi, to
7TpwTocpas<; axoTop, xai xpujov pis 7tpoaTdyptaTi too ovtop sv oüpavw

aÜToysvsTopop, tov Ssiva." Xsys to övopia. At PMag. IV 45 5 ff. Horus
is invoked as auToXoysuTs in the following prayer : xXf^w 8' ouvopia

aov, 'Qp', ov Moipwv iadpi-9-piov iXaSr pioi, 7tpo7taTwp, xoapiou S-dXop,

aoToXoysuTS, 7rup9ops, ypuaocpaij, cpasaipißpoTS, 8sa7toTa xoapiou, xtX.

However, in a similar series of formulae at PMag. IV 1980 ff.
the name Iao appears in conjunction with that of Horus : Taöra

yap auTop sSwxap, aval;, sv dvS-pwTtoiai Saijvai- oti smxaXoüpiai

TSTpapiepsp aou Touvopia- 'law xXy)£w 8' ouvopia aov, TQp', ov

Moipwv ladpi&piov- 'law iXaO-i pioi, TpoTOXTwp, xoapiou 7taTsp

auToyevsS-Xs. Cf. further PMag. I 341 f. : iXaGi pioi, TTpoTOrrwp,

TrpoysvsaTsps, auToysve&Xs. And PMag. IV 939 ff. : yApe, Spaxwv

äxpiais ts Xswv, cpuaixai nupoq äpyai, yaips 8s, Xsuxov uSwp xai
SsvSpsov uJittst7)Xov xai ypuaou xuapiwvop ävaö-poiaxwv pisXiXwTOV,

xai xa-9-apwv aTopioiTwv dcppov rjpispov sipavaßXüi^wv, xavD-aps, xuxXov

1 In my A Hellenistic context for John 10, 29, in Vigiltae Christianae 24 (1970),
245 ff.
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aycov crrtopEpiou 7tupcx; aiiToysvs&Xs, ort SiauAAaßcx; si, AH, xal

TCpwT09av7)(; si, vsucrov sptot, AEvopwu, oti cnjptßoAa jrucmxa cppa^w

lAalM [jioi, 7rpo7taTwp, xaE [rot cr&svoi; auxcx; orca^oti;. xtA.
The vocabulary of self-generation plays an important part

in Gnostic literature 1, and partly in consequence of this fell
into disrepute to such a degree that it all but disappeared from
the more orthodox Christian repertoire 2. Thus, the Consti-
tutiones Apostolicae condemn such terms as characteristic of
v) tcov Sifxcoviavfiiv äS-scoTaxT) alpscit; in particular and of heretics
in general {Const. A.p. VI 10, in PG I 933): Toütoic; 8s toxotv 3

sniarjQ axonbc; Ijv siq xal 6 aurop <x-9-s6t7)to(;, tov pisv raxvTOxpaTopa
aisov ßXaarp7)(2sIv, ayvwaTOv So^a^sw, xal pd] slvai 7taTspa toö Xpicrroö,
[2Y)Ss TOÜ xocrptou Svjpuoupyov, äXX' aXsxxov, appTjxov, axaTovofxacrrov,
aÜToysvs-9-Xov xtX. Cf. also ibid., VI 11, in PG I 936 : 'Hpish; 8s

xexva S-soü xal uEol sEpy)V7)i;, tov Espov xal su&Ij Aoyov XYjpuacr-

ovts<; ty)? sücreßsEat;, sva ptovov S-eov xaTayysXXoptsv, voptou xal
7tpoq3Y]TÜV KupiOV, TCUV OVTWV SrjpUOUpyOV, TOÜ XplCJTOO TOXTSpa-

oüx aiiTaExiov xal aoToyEvsfi-Xov, w? sxstvot (i.e. the same
concatenation of Simonians and other pseudapostles as in
the previous passage) olovxai, ccAA' äESiov xal avapyov, xal <pö5<;

olxouvxa aTCpocrLTov. Similar attacks on self-generation occur
in the pseudo-Clementine Recognitiones in the course of a tirade
from the mouth of St. Peter which, although clearly influenced
by the Problematik of the Eunomian controversy, is once again
directed ostensibly against Simon the Mage {Recogn. Ill 3, 8 ff.,
in GCS, Die Pseudoklementinen II, p. 97, 8 ff.) : ingeniti autem

1 I have previously discussed some of the relevant material in my art. cit., 246 ff.
2 Nonnos, however, in his metrical paraphrasis of the Gospel ofJohn, is particularly
fond of referring to the self-generation of the Father ; cf. A. Scheindler's edition
(Leipzig 1881), Index, s.w. auToyeve&Xoi;, auToyovog, auTocpuTO?. As we shall see

(cf. p. 225 below), Nonnos in one instance {Par. Jo. B 65) refers to the Son as

auTÖyovoi;.
3 Const. A.p. VI 9, in PG I 929 ff. narrates the tale of St. Peter thwarting the
attempted levitation of Simon the Mage, and concludes thus : xal outco 7rpcoTY)

£7rayY) •?) tcov Zipcoviavcov a^ecoTarv] ai'pem<; ev 'Pcopy, xal Sia tcov Xoltccov ^euSarco-
ctt6Xcov evrjpyei 0 StaßoXo^.
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appellatio non quid sit, nobis intellegere dat, sed quod non est factus ;
autopatora[n\ vero et autogeneton, hoc est ipsum sibi patrem ipsumque
sibi ftlium qui vocaverunt Mud quod est ingenitum, contumeliam facere
conati sunt dubiis deservienfes rationibus. indigene enim nativitate
illud quod erat priusquam nasceretur, parvulorum iudicio intellegentes

putaverunt, et illud quod non filerat, pro eo quod fuerit ponentes, quasi

per se ipsum factum dicere insania insanierunt, et plantationibus con-

parare illud quod est ingenitum, ut daemoniosi ausi sunt, haec autem

omnia in impietate constituta consequentem habent ignorantiam. non

enim intellexerunt hoc ipsum dicentes et fuisse et non fuisse. quatenus
enim genuit, fuit, quatenus vero natum est, non fuit. non fuisse ergo

eum constat quatenus natum est, fuisse autem eum constat quatenus

genuit. haec autem utraque dicere simul eundem sustinuisse, non per-
mittit pietatis professio. deinde etiam communes cogitationes sollicite

a se repellunt tantam blasphemiam, dignum honorem ingenito deferentes.

quidnam igitur quis interrogatus dicat eorum qui impie appellaverunt,
nisi quia fuit priusquam esset ipse sibi pater 1 qui esse habuit ante-

quam sibi ut esset praestitisset, autopator et autogenes, hoc est ipse sibi

pater et ipse sibi filius, qua ratione dicatur et cum quidem non fuisset
quod esset ante extans intellegentiae signum audes autem factum dicere

a semetipso illud quod infectum est? The argumentation here
ascribed to St. Peter is precisely that employed down through
the ages against the concept of self-generation 1.

1 Cf., e.g., the anonymous Opiisculum TTepl -9-eou, cpucuxal aTroSe^eii; in Parisinus

gr. 1309, fol. I b verso: aa&evec; Se ecmv ou to |xy) ov (exetvo yap ouSev ecm),
dXXa to dfxuSpax; ov. touto 8£ toiootov ov vyroi alSt,6v ecmv yj yevotxevov. aXXa |xy)V

cuSlov aSovaTov elvca to toiootov daD-evec;- Suvapxq yap Y) daSioTY)<;. el 8£ yevöfxevov,

Y] 6(p' eauTOu 7rdvTto<; Y) ucp5 eTspoo. el 8' ucp' eauTou, el (xev jxeTa to yevlaDm,
oox eSetTO yevsaDm- ^87) yap ysvogevov '5]v. el 8s Ttpo tou yevecrD-ai,, aSuvaTov T,v ouS£

yap */)v ÖXcot;. to 8e (xy) ov aSuvaTov- coots aSuvaTov 69s eauTOu yevea-9-at tb ysv6(xevov.

avayxY) 8s TravTax; utto tivo<;. 69' eTipou dpa. The opiisculum is difficult to date, but
Parisinus gr. 1309 was probably copied prior to 1380 ; cf. J. Irigoin in Scriptorium

4 (1950), 201. In any case Leo Allatius (cf. J.A. Fabricius-Harles, Bibliotheca
Graeca XII, p. 96, PG CLX 786) was almost certainly mistaken in ascribing
the work to Plethon; cf. F. Masai, L'CEuvre de Georges Gemiste Plethon, in
Bulletin de VAcademie Royale de Belgique, Classe des Lettres et des Sciences Morales et

Politiques 40 (1954), 536 IT., in particular 550 f.
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To the same Eunomian context as the above passage belongs
the statement to Simon which is put in the mouth of St. Peter
at Ps.-Clem. Horn. XVI 16, 1, in PGW 377 : upi? toütolc, §e, toü
IlaTpcx; to p.7) ysYswyjcyS-at scruv, YtoC §s to yEYswyjciD'aL- ysvvTjTov §e

dcysvvr]TW y) xal aiiToysvvr)Tcp oil CTuyxplvsTai. However, that divine
self-generation did indeed appear in the MsydXy) 'A-rrocpaat.?

ascribed to Simon the Mage is attested in a fragment
preserved at Plippolytus, Ref. haer. VI 18, in PG XVI 3222 :

KaxEivcx; (sc. TtaTyjp) •Jjv sIq- lyov yap ev sauTW ai>TY)v (sc. E7uvoiav)

9)v [lovoc,, ou [revto 1 TrpwTop, xatarsp 7Tpoü7Tdpycov, cpavelp Se aura dato

sauToü, eyevsTO SsÜTspoi;. äXXa oüSs TtaT/jp exXyjO-y) Ttplv aÜTTjv aiiTOV

ovo[idcrea raxTEpa. wp oüv aÖTop eauTov ijtto eauToü 7rpoayaywv

scpavEpcociEV eauTw tI)v IStav STUvoiav, ouTcop xal yj cpavsicra emvoiav
oüx ETrolyjoEV, äXXa ISoücra ocjtov Ivexputjjs tov TraTspa ev sauTyj,

toutsoti ty|v Suvapuv, xal etJTiv apt7sv6{b]Xu<; Suvapup xal £7uvoia, o&ev

äXXyjXoip avTiCTTOtyoütJiv (ouSsv yap Stafpspei Suvapup ETtivolap) ev ovTsp.

For an indication of the extent to which the vocabulary of self-

generation appears in Gnostic literature cf. C. Schmidt, Kop-
tisch-gnostische Schriften I, 3. Aufl. v. W. Till, GCS45 (Berlin 1962),

Wortregister s.w. aÜToysvs&Xoi;, auToysvyjp,1 aÖToy£V<v>y)TO<;, aÜTO-

1 The earliest appearance of the term auTovev^c in surviving texts appears to be Philo,
De mat. nom. 259 f.: Ttva oCvair' <oüpavou> xpo<pY)v evSlxtoc; ueaOat, Xeyei (cf. Ex. 16,4),
Öxt, [irr] tt]v oupavt,ov aocplav; avco&ev enrtrcsptTcet -vcdc, ipiepov apsTT)^ eyouaai«; ^uXa^
o 9povYjG£co<; eWbjvtav xal euexyjplav exwv xal "a- ÖXa ccpScov xal piaXiaxa ev lepa eßSofTT],

Yjv aaßßaxov xaXei. t6ts yap tt)v tcov auxojxaxcov aya-9-cav cpopav eaea&ai (pvjaiv, oux
he, Teyv^q avaxeXXovxcov, aXX5 auxoyevel xal auxoxeXei cpuaei ßXaaxavovxtov
xal Tout; olxelou<; «pepövxcov xapTrou^. The mss. reading h\ oX-/;? xsyy'(\c, has

provoked numerous emendations, on which see R. Arnaldez' edition
(Paris 1964), 153 n. 3; auxoyevei is not only a Philonic hapax legomenon

but also the only appearance in Philo of an adjectival formation indicative

of self-generation. P. Wendland suggested that one should read aoSxyeve?

(a favourite Philonic term), but there is not need to suspect the mss. However,
this almost total absence from the works of Philo of the terminology of self-

generation suggests either that Philo disapproved of the concept of divine self-

generation or that in his day such terms had not yet come into vogue. There is

certainly no need to suppose that De mat. nom. 259 f. is influenced directly by Greek
philosophical concepts ; butcf. G. Luck, Der Akademiker Antlocbos (Bzin/Stuttgart
I953)> 3° n- For information on Philo I am much indebted to the complete
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raxTup, aÜT09UY]<;. The strange fascination which the notion
exercised upon the religious mentality of the early centuries of
our era is exemplified in the following antitheses from the
treatise entitled « Der Donner, der vollkommene Nus » in Nag
Hammadi Codex VI, p. 13, 16 ff.1: "Denn (yap) ich bin die
Erste und die Letzte. Ich bin die Geehrte und die Verachtete.
Ich bin die Dirne (mopvT)) und die Ehrbare (aey-v-fj). Ich bin
die Frau und die Jungfrau (raxpFsvoc;). Ich bin die Mutter und
die Tochter. Ich bin die Glieder (piXo?) meiner Mutter. Ich
bin die Unfruchtbare, und zahlreich sind ihre Kinder. Ich bin
die, deren Hochzeiten (yago<;) zahlreich sind, und ich habe nicht
geheiratet. Ich bin die Flebamme und die, die nicht gebiert.
Ich bin der Trost meiner Geburtsschmerzen. Ich bin die
Braut und der Bräutigam. Und mein Mann ist es, der mich

gezeugt hat. Ich bin die Mutter meines Vaters und die Schwester

meines Mannes, und er ist mein Abkömmling. Ich bin die

Sklavin dessen, der mich bereitet hat. Ich bin die Herrin meines

Abkömmlings. Er aber (§s) ist es, der mich vor der Zeit
gezeugt hat in einer Geburts-Art (oder : Geburts-Fall), und er
ist mein Abkömmling i[n] der Zeit, und meine Kraft (Suvapuc)

stammt aus ihm."
But in addition to its role as an ingredient in a variety of

more or less exotic Gnostic systems, the notion of self-generation
figures prominently — though this seems rarely to be recognized
— in the Trinitarian disputes of the early Church. Hippolytus
accuses already Noetus of identifying the Father with the Son

on the ground that the one supreme God is self-generated and

therefore both father and son to himself {Ref. haer. IX 10, in

concordance to Philo compiled by P. Borgen and R. Skarsten at the University
of Bergen.
1 Gnostiscbe und Hermetische Schriften aus Codex II und Codex VI, edd. M. Krause
and P. Labib (Glückstadt 1971), 122 f. The same antitheses are applied to Eve,
the primeval Virgin, in Nag Hammadi Codex II, p. 114, 7 ff.; cf. M. Krause, Der
Stand der Veröffentlichung der Nag Hammadi-Texte, in De Origini dello Gnosticismo,
ed. U. Bianchi (Leiden 1967), 82, and M. Tardieu, Trois mythes gnostiques: Adam,
Eros et les animaux d'Egypte dans tin ecrit de Nag Hammadi (II, 5) (Paris 1974), 107 ff.
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PG XVI 3378) : oto Se xal tov auTov Ylov elvai Xsyso (sc. Notjto?)
xal ÜaTEpa oüSsli; äyvoEo. Xsyso Ss outgx;- " ote jiev oOv 44 ysyEV7)TO

6 üaTY|p, Soxaocoi; üaTyjp TtpocrrjyopEUTO- ote Se TjüSoxyjosv yEvscrov

ünoposovao, ysvv7)&El<; 6 Ylcx; sysvsTO aÜTÖp sauTOÖ, oüy ETEpou." outox;

yap Soxso poovapyoav cruvocrrSv, ev xal to aüto cpdaxcov Ö7tapxeov ÜaTEpa

xal Ylov xaXoüposvov, oüy STSpov si; sTspou, äXX' aÖTov si; sauToü, xtX.
Since it is the guiding principle of Hippolytus that every form
of Christian heresy can be traced back to the corrupting influence
of Greek philosophy, it is not surprising that he regards the

"Filiopatrian Monarchianism" of Noetus as inspired by the
Stoic conception of the self-generating pantheistic universe —
a conception which Hippolytus finds already in the fragments of
Heraclitus. Cf. Ref. haer. IX 9, in PG XVI 3371: 'HpdxXsoToc;

posv o5v cpijCTiv slvao to kSm SoaopsTÖv aSoaopsTov, ysvvjTov aysvyjTov,

S-vyjtov dc-9-avaTov, Xoyov [ypovov ?], aowva, ÜaTEpa Tlov, 0sov Soxaoov.

In support of these claims Hippolytus quotes copiously from
the fragments of Heraclitus. For example, ibid., in PG XVI
3374, he writes oto Se eotov 6 7raT7]p 7rdvT6>v tcov ysyovoTtov ysv-^TCx;

aysvyjTOi;, xtocjoc; STjfitoupyoi;, sxeovoo XsyovTOi; axouoposv- üoXEpiot;

TcavTwv [xev 7iaT7]p ecjti, xtX. (Vorsokr. I 22 B 5 3 Diels-Kranz). Cf.
also ibid., inPGXVI 3375 : Xsyso (sc. Heraclitus) Ssxal tou xoayoou

xpociov xal TravTGiv twv ev aÜTÖ Sod 7tupcx; yovEa&ao Xsycov outgx; (22
B 64 D.-K.)' Ta Se 7rdvTa ooaxo((so Kspauvo;, toutectto xaTSuDuvEo-

xspauvov to 7iCp Xsywv to alwvoov. Xsyso Se xal cppovopoov toüto sivao

to m>p xal t% Soooxtjoegx; t<J>v oXwv a'oToov xaXel (22 B 65 D.-K.) Se

aÜTO yp7)(7[i.ocjuw)v xal xopov- ypTjcrgocruvT) Se ecttov 4 Soaxoafcrjooc; xaT'

aoTov, 4 Se sxTOjpcoaoi; xopoi;- üdvra yap, <p4<rl (22 B 66 D.-K.), to
Tcup etteXD-ov xpovso xal xaTaX7)tj;sTao. ev Se toutg) tü XEcpaXaow TidvTa

opoou tov 'o'Soov vouv s^eD-eto, apoa Se xal tov T49 N04T0G aipEcjsax;, <ov?>

So' oXoyoiv OTsSEO^a oüx ovTa Xpoarou aXXd 'HpaxXsorou poa^T^v.

tov yap 7TO04TOV xoayoov aÜTOV S4poooupyov xal 7TO04T4V sauToü

yovoposvov ooTco Xsyso- '0 S-soi; 4poep4 Eucppov4, xtX. (22 B 67 D.-K.).
Hippolytus' account is interesting evidence both of Stoic
doctrine and utilisation of Heraclitus, as well as of the views of
Noetus and his supporters.
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The doctrine of divine self-generation could of course be

readily enlisted into the arsenal of many versions of "Sabel-
lianism", and there can be no doubt but that it did considerable
service in this capacity. In 358 the doctrine was considered

important enough to merit the following condemnation at the

Synod of Ancyra (cf. Epiphanius, A.dv. haer. LXXIII 11, in
PG XLII 424 D) : xcu si! tic, TO aypovov -nji; tou ptovoyevoo? XpiuTOÜ

Ix Ttarpop UTtocracjswc; ini tvjv <xysvv7)T0v tou 0soO oüalav avacpspot,

cx; uloTcaTopa 1 Asycov, ävaS-spta sotco. The comments of Hilary of
Poitiers on this anathema are revealing : Dedisse superior defi-
nitio 2 occasionem haereticis videbatur, writes Hilary {De synod. 26,

in PL X 499 f.), cum tempus nat'witatis Filii negaretur (quia nefas

esset, si pater esset in tempore: in tempore autem esset, si Filius
tempori subderetur): ut per banc opportunitatem temporis abnegati,
sub Filii nuncupatione, Pater, qui innascibilis esset, singularis atque
unicus ipse sibi etpater etfilius praedicaretur : quia ubi nascendi tempus
excluditur, illic opinio videtur innascibilitatis admitti; ut natus non

putetur, mius nativitas non sit in tempore. Idcirco ne per banc

occasionem temporis abnegati, haeresis (Sabelliana) unionis irreperet;
haec impietas damnatur, quae audeat intemporalem nativitatem ad

unicam ac singularem innascibilis essentiae referre substantiam: cum

aliud sit intemporalem esse, aliud sit esse non natum; quorum unitm
habet (licet extra tempus) nativitatem, aliud ipsum sibi, ad id quod

est, solus atque idem auctor aeternus sit. The Father is indeed, says

Hilary, the source ('auctor) of his own being, but is nonetheless

not to be confounded with the Son. Just as the Father
eternally generates the Son so also is he the eternal cause of his own
being. But in expressing this latter idea Hilary carefully avoids
the discredited terminology of self-generation and employs
instead the neutral term auctor. Cf. likewise Faustus of Riez,

1 On the term utoTtccTwp see the material in G.W.H. Lampe's A Patristic Greek

Lexicon, s.v.
2 Cf. ibid., 24, in PL X 499 : Et si quis seniorem tempore Patrem dicat Filio ex se

unigenito, juniorem autem Filium Paire : anathema sit.
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Epist. VII, in PL LVIII 8 5 7 D : Ipse et sibi auctor et Filio, quia

una origo est et fontis, et fluminis. Here, one thinks, the term
pater would have been appropriate, but Faustus clearly cannot
bring himself to use it.

Hilary goes on to suggest, no doubt wrongly *, that Paul of
Samosata subscribed to the Filiopatrian aberration {De synod. 82,

in PL X 535) : Vel quis secundum Samosateum, in Christo renatus,

et Filium confessus ac Patrem, quod Christus in se sibi et pater et

filius sit confitebitur Hilary also indicates that one of the objections

brought by the semi-Arians against the term ogoouaroi;

was that it had been repudiated as suggestive of Filiopatrian
heresy by the Synod of Antioch which in 268 had condemned
Paul of Samosata {ibid., 81, in PL X 5 34 B) : Secundo quoque id
addidistis, quod patres nostri, cum Paulus Samosateus haereticus pro-
nuntiatus est, etiam homousion repudiaverint: quia per hanc unius

essentiae nuncupationem solitarium atque unicum sibi esse Patrem et

Filium praedicabat. A probably equally ill-founded charge of
Sabellianism is brought by Eusebius against Marcellus of
Ancyra 2 {De eccles. theol. I 1, in PC XXIV 829 C) : 6n Se tocuS-'

odtüx; lyei, ysvon:' av IXeyyop auxop (sc. MdpxsXXop) eauTou, YEoTtdfOpa

rov 0eov xara tov SaßeXXiov, et xal 44 yugvö rü Xoyco, t?) yoüv

dXvjUeta sEadycov, xü ttjv Ü7r6aracn,v ävaipetv tou Ytoü, Iva Se 0eöv

optCdlhW) xat toStov eauxrou IlaTepa, xai aü 7rdXr.v YEov axxoxaXsiv

sauToü. By the fourth century the notion of self-generation had

clearly become one of the hallmarks of heresy. One of the results

of this development was that in order to avoid the charge of
having Filiopatrian sympathies Christians were generally satisfied

either to avoid altogether the question of the source of the
Father's being or to assert simply that He is ungenerated. The
so-called Fides Damasi (presumably from about the close of the

1 Cf. G. L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London 1952), 205 ff. The charge
of Sabellianism is repeated by Epiphanius, Adv. haer. LXV I, in PG XLII 13.
2 Cf. G. L. Prestige, op. cit., 207 f., and T. E. Pollard, Marcellus of Ancyra, a

neglected Pather, in EPEKTASIS: Melanges patristiques offerts ä Jean Danielou

(Beauchesne 1972), 191 f.
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fourth century) proclaims that1: Non tres Deos, sed Patrem et

Filium et Spiritum Sanctum unum Deum colimus et confitemur: non
sic unum Deum, quasi solitarium, nec eundem, qui ipse sibi Pater sit,
ipse et Filius, But most of the early Symbols either ignore
the issue (as do the Nicene and Nicaeno-Constantinopolitan
Creeds) or specifically state that the Father is ingenitus 2. Typical
of the orthodoxy of the period is St. Basil's statement (Ep. 38,

4, in PG XXXII 329 ff.) that 6 Ss stu tcgcvtwv Feop e^alpsxov -u

yvtopiafxa ttji; saurou UTTOcnratTsax;, to üaTvjp elvai, xai ex (X7)Ssp.ia<;

aErtap wroerojvou, (xovo? Even St. Augustine adopts the
same unenquiring attitude; cf. Trin. XV 26, 47, in PL XLII
1095 : Pater enim solus non est de alio, ideo solus appellatur ingenitus,

non quidem in Scripturis, sed in consuetudine disputantium, et de re

tanta sermonem qualem valuerint proferentium. Cf. likewise ibid.,
IV 20, 28, in PL XLII 908 : Sed Pater cum ex tempore a quoquam
cognoscitur, non dicitur missus: non enim habet de quo sit, aut ex quo

procedat. Sapientia quippe dicit, "Ego ex ore Altissimi prodivi"
(Ecclus. 24, 5) ; et de Spiritu sancto dicitur, 'L4 Patre procedit"
(Jo. 15, 26) : Pater vero, a nullo. St. Augustine could have added
that the Father is the source of his own being; but in fact he
does not. By failing to take up seriously the problem of the

source of the Father's being Christians neglected an important
department of theology, and by abandoning the concept of self-

generation deprived their theology of a suggestive means of
expressing the aseity of the supreme divinity 3.

1 Cf. H. Denzinger, Enchiridion Symbolorum 35 (Freiburg l. Br. 1973), § 15.
Cf. likewise Ps.-Justin, Quaest. Graec., in PG VI 1469 C : xal to -fteuSv 9ap.ev elvat,

aacojjiaTOv, ouy qti scttiv dacojxaTov (Ireexeiva yap saxiv 0 D-ecx; t9) auxou ouala, touTrsp

tou awpiaxo?, o&rco xal tou dacojrdTOu, co<; exaxspou toutcov uTrapycov S/)jj.ioopy6(;-
ouSs yap enrolvjasv o Qeoc, d auxoc; uTrapyst,),
2 Cf. H. Denzinger, op. cit., passim.
3 Lactantius {Inst. I 7, in PL VI 15 2 f.) does indeed quote Seneca, fr. 15 Haase

(cf. p. 197 above) with approval: Verum quia fieri non potest, quin id quod sit, ahquando
esse coeperit, consequens est, ut quando nihil ante ilium fmt, ipse ante omnia ex se ipso sit
procreatus. Ideoque ab Jipolhne auTocpu-/}qta Sibylla auToysvvjc;, et aysvv/]To<;, et arrol^Toc;
nommatur. Quod Seneca, homo acutus, in Exhortationibus vidit: "Afar, wquit} aliunde
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The classic discussion of the self-causation of the supreme
principle is that presented by Plotinus in his treatise (Enn. VI
8 [39]) IIspl toü exoucrtou xal 9-eXy]jra-rcx; toü evo<;. Such a

principle, argues Plotinus, exists neither by chance nor as a result
of any external necessity, but solely by reason of its own free
choice. In the supreme divinity Will and Being coincide.
God exists because he so desires. C£, e.g., Enn. VI 8, 13,
50 ff.: eI oüv utpsaTTjxs to äyaS-ov xal auvucplaTYjarv aÜTÖ 7) atpstii?
xal Y) ßoüXYjOTi; — avsu yap toutcov oöx Sarai — Sei Se touto (iy)

•jroXXa elvai, auvaxTEOv wi; sv tyjv ßoiiXY)aiv xal ty)v oücrlav xal to
•9-eXsiv* to Se •9-eXstv <sl> Trap' auToö, ävdyxY) raxp' auToü xal to
slvai auTcö elvai, costs auTÖv 7tS7toi7)xevai aÜTÖv o Xoyo<; ävsüpsv.

ei yap Y] ßoüXYjOTt; Trap' auToü xal olov epyov auToü, aurrj Se TaÖTov

ty) UTrocrTacjE!. auToü, aÜTOi; av outox; inzoari]aac, av e'Iy) auTOV-

C0C7TE oüy OTCEp ETO^EV ECTTE.V, äXX' OTTEp sßouXY)0Y) aOTO?. Many
of the subtleties of the probing argumentation of this "most
theological" of Plotinus' treatises 1 are no doubt the product
of Plotinus' own reflections, but the argument that God is self-

pendemits. Itaque ad altquem respicimus, cuiy quod est optimum m nobis debeamus. Alius
nos edidit; alius mstruxit: Dens ipse se fecit". However, Lactantius' expression of
approval has provoked the following castigatory comments quoted by the Migne
editor ad loc. from the margin of a manuscript: Animadversio R.P. Jo. Mariae
Brasichell., sacri palatii apost. Magistri, excerpta ex ora ms. Reg. n. 3759 : Caute

lege ista omnia ad finem usque capitis, nam vehementer abhorrent a more loqnendi theolo-

gorum ; neque enim Deus a seipso gemtus est aut procreatus, cum nihil magis impossibile

siti quam aliqmd seipsum generare aut producere. Nec videntur verba Lactantn in bonum

ahquem sensum posse reduci, nisi negative a seipso gemtus, id est non ab alio gemtus. Denique

in hac causa quam tllud absurdum: "Fieri non potest quin id, quod sit, ahquando esse

coeperitThe Migne editor adds {loc. cit.) in defence of Lactantius that he has

given a correct appraisal {De Deo rede sensit) at Inst. IV 13, in PL VI 482 f.,
which reads as follows : Ipse enim pater Dens, ei origo, et prmcipuim rerum, quoniam
parentibus caret, airaTcop atque aji^Tcop a Trismegisto verissime nommatnr (cf. Corpus
Hermeticum IV, ed. A. D. Nock- A. I. Festugiere, p. 106, fr. 4 b), quod ex nullo

sit procreatus. Elsewhere, however, Lactantius reports as Hermetic the belief that
the supreme God has no parents quia ex se et per se ipse sit {Epit. mst. 4, in PL
VI 1022, Corpus Hermeticum IV, p. 107, fr. 4 c).
1 Cf. E. Brehier, Plotm: Enneades, VI, 2P partie (repr. Paris 1963), 119. Cf.
further H. J. Kramer, Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik (Amsterdam 1967), 398 ff.
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caused since in Him Will and Being coincide, seems to be pre-
Plotinian. The existence of some such argumentation is a

presupposition of the persistent appearance of the terminology of
divine self-generation in pre-Neoplatonic literature. Moreover,

the basic elements of the Plotinian argument are explicit
in the Hermetic Asclepius, a work which can hardly have been
influenced by the Neoplatonism of Plotinus. Cf. the Latin
version of the Asclepius 26, in Corpus Hermeticum II, edd.

A .D. Nock - A.-J. Festugiere, p. 331, 12 ff. (Voluntas etenim

dei caret initio, quae eadem est et, sicuti est, sempiterna. dei enim

natura consilium est voluntatis), and more particularly the Coptic
version of this section of the Asclepius preserved in Nag Ham-
madi Codex VI, p. 74, 12 ff.1: "Der Wille Gottes nämlich (yap)
hat keinen Anfang wie (xcnrd) seine Natur (cpbcrt^) — das ist sein
Wille — ; denn (ydp) die Natur (cpuaLp) Gottes ist der Wille. Sein

Wille aber (Se) ist das Gute (dyaD-ov)." Cf. also the Latin Asclepius

14, p. 313, 12 ff. N.-F. : Quaecumque ergo sunt, quibus inest

natura generandi, haec et generabilia sunt, de quibus nascipotest, tarnetsi

ea ex se nata sunt (neque enim dubitatur ex his, quae ex se nata sunt,

facile nasci posse, de quibus cuncta nascuntur). deus ergo sempiternus,
deus aeternus nec nasci potest nec potuit; hoc est, hoc fuit, hoc erit
semper, haec ergo est, quae ex se tota est, natura dei. This latter

passage is unfortunately not included in the portion of the

Asclepius preserved in Coptic in Nag Hammadi Codex VI. 2

1 Cf. Gnostische und Hermetische Schriften aus Codex II und Codex VI (see n. 1 p. 210
above), 200.
2 Cf. further Asclepius 30, p. 338, 18 f. N.-F.: ipse enim (sc. dens') in se est ei a se est.

The relevant section of the Asclepius is not preserved in the Coptic, but cf. Cyril
of Alexandria, Contra Iulian. I, in PG LXXVI 549 (quoted by A. D. Nock-
A. J. Festugiere adloc. n. 265), who preserves in a Hermetic fragment the pertinent
GtQzkformulae(ci. Corpus Hermeticum IV, p. 130, fr. 25 N.-F.) : Ei -rt^ ouv dacopaTo?

ocp-&aXpoc;, tou crcopccTOc; etc). T7]v •ö-eav too xaXoö xal ava7i:Tr]Tco xal aicop7)iW)TCO

(-9-ecopefcco N.-F.), p?] axrjpa, (A) acopa, p7] ISsa? £y)tcov •freaaaa-frai, aXX5 exeivo
paXXov t6 toutcov 7t<x7]tix6v, to ^ctuxov, to yaX"fjv6v, to sSpatov, to ^tpettov, to aoTO

TravTa xal pövov, to ev, to auTÖ £auTOo, to auTo sv eauTco, to &auTcp öpoiov, Ö

fXYjTE aXXto öpoiov ecti prjTs sauTta dv6p.ot.ov. Proclus, of course, on the basis of the
First Hypothesis of the Parmenides, rejects the use of all such terminology with
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The identity in the Divine of will and being is maintained
by Proclus in somewhat similar terms at, e.g., Theol. Plat. I 15,

p. 75, 8 ff. S.-W. : Kai outs -r?j cpuast. 7tapa7tAr;crl6x; TtotouvTsq tw
slvat piovov a7ipoatp£Ttop svspyoucuv (sc. ol &sol) outs taip pisptxait;
i]/uyat<; op-otcoq pisxa ßouXvjcjsox; svspyoijVTSc; Txjp xax' oü<jtav 7to(.y)C7scop

ECTTspTQvrai., auvyjpvjxatn Ss aficpw xaxa piav svcoaiv, xal ßoüXovTai

frsv oca tc~j slvat, Suvavrai, tw Ss sivat. rcavra xal Suvaptsvoi xal

tcoiouvtsp acp&ovqo ßouXrjcjst ttjv ttJi; 7ro[.Y)(j£M<; atxlav cuvsyoucriv.

However, the considered view of Proclus is that whereas Nous
and Soul are aüS-uTtocrraTa, the One by its very nature (since the

concept of self-generation involves some internal distinction
in the self-created) 1 transcends self-generation2. Proclus

argues this at length at In Parm. p. 1147 ff. Cousin, in his

comments upon Parm. 138 b 2 ff. (Oüxoüv sTspov fisv av ti sl'yj

ai>TO TO TCSptSyOV, STSpOV Ss TO 7tSp[.E)(6p.EVOV oü yäp oXov ys apitpa)

TauTOV apta ne'iae-Tcni xal Tzoii\Gev xal outw to sv oüx av si'v) sti sv

aXXa Suo). Cf. in particular Proclus, In Parm. p. 1150, 16 ff. C. :

EE toIvuv to auDwcooraTov 67x6)0ouv StatpsTOV sera, to Ss sv ou

StatpsTov, oüx av s'u] to sv au&UTracrtaTOV, äXXa xal tüv auS-UTCoaraTcov

obtavTcuv aiTiov, tw 7tavTa au^scHai. Sia to sv, xal ocra raxp' sauTwv,

xal ocra 7tap' aXXcov ücpscrnjxsv. Ol Ss S7r6(i,svo(. tw IlAaTGm

reference to the One; cf. In Parm. p. 1169 ff. C., and in particular 1171, 4 ff. C.:
Ei'xs oüv yaXf]v7] itc egxtv up.voup.sv/] vospa rrapa xolp crocpoip, Etxs op pop puaxlxop, e'Ixe

GCf/) TTaTC'.XY], St)XoV O/p a-ivTCOV XWV TOIOUXWV E;f]p7]-ai to ev, £7tEXElVa 6v xal
evEpp'E'.ap xal a/ypP xal pouylap xal TravTtov opou xcov ev xoip ouatv avupvoupsvcov
axaalpcov aovif/jpaTcov.
1 This in spite of, e.g., Elem. theol. 47, which argues that I!av to auDoTroa-aTov

apEpsp Suxi xal dicXouv. The question of the duality of the aü&u-Saxaxa is raised
but hardly settled by Damascius, In Phlh. 116 ; cf. L. G. Westerink ad loc., p. 55 f.
2 Particularly interesting, in that it not only insists upon the One's transcendence

of self-constitution but also distinguishes a higher and lower category of
aüffuTTÖaxaxa, is In It., I p. 232, 11 ff. D.: xo pSv oüv ev xal xoü aüffuTrücxaxov Etvat

xpsixxov Saxu Ssl yap auxo rravxop IpypyoDaj. TrXvidoup- xo SS asl öv aufhrnoaxaxov

psv, Sta xo Sv SS xf,v Suvaptv g/e'. xaux7]v xo So pEx' aüxo xal aubuxooxaTOv apa
xal dir' alxlap dXXyp utptaxaxai 7toi'/]xix-/ip, olöv ttüu xal xö rjpexEpov Saxu xd SS

Sayaxa Trapetai, pSv dir' alxlap elp xo Etvai xpslxxovop, aoDuxoaxaxa SS oüx saxiv,
aXX' dvuxoaxaxa.
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xpsixxov xal xouxou to Tcpwxov slvai SiappY]§7]v sEpyjxacji., xpstxxov 8s

aü xal 7taxpixrjt; aExEai; aTracn)? slvai xal ysvvt)t!.x%, are 84 xal
Suvapisax; (X7raa7]<; e^7)p7)pievov xxX. And, e.g., ife/., p. 1151,
10 ff. C. : ou yap scjxi. xd auS-u-Ttoerraxa xcüv Övxwv oute Tcpcjxa

oüxs Eayaxa- to Ss aXXcov Ttapaxxixov avsu xoü aüxo sauxo

TOXpaysiv Stxxov, to plv xüv aü&U7toc7xaT£ov xpstxxov, to Ss ysipov.
Taking into account the evidence presented above one may
safely conclude that in defending his thesis at such length
Proclus is not simply indulging in scholastic exercise but
seriously defending his position against the weighty tradition
which identified the supreme principle as self-generated. In
this connection Proclus emphasizes that when used with reference

to the first principle the term au8-u7r6axaxo<; must not be
taken to mean no more than that the first principle is uncaused

{ibid., p. 1146, 3 ff. C.) 1
: sE Ss scm xo auS-uTCoaxaxov, 89)Xov oxi

xotouxov Ecrxtv, olov xal 7tapdysi.v sauxo xal Trapa-yEaS-ai ücp' eauxoü-

touto yap to slvai auxo sauxou uTraaxaxixov xal aüxoysvsi;. Xeyco yäp
auS-UTCOcrxaxov oüy o xi av peqSsv 7capdyy] (xcpcx; o xivst; cbraStSovxsi; to
Ttpwxov ebrav auHuTrauxaxov (be, perjSsv syov a'mov, eI'9-' w<; (xy)Ssv

syov a'txtov, dbra xauxoptaxou tyjv umxpifiv systv sxsIvo [oü] XEToXpcjxauiv

sine.lv'), dXX' 0 av sauxo raxpayir).

Thus, like the Christians (but for different reasons) Proclus
rejects the doctrine of the self-generation of the primary principle

on the one hand, and the notion that the first principle
exists thro xauxopidxou on the other : the One exists necessarily
and has no source either inside or outside itself from which it
may in any way be distinguished or said to be derived.

That the One is not au&UTtooraxov but that aü&UTtoaxaxa do
indeed exist is argued by Proclus at Elem. theol. 40, p. 42, 18

ff. Dodds as follows : 4 yap oüSsv sorai au&urcoarxaxov, 4 to aya-frov

xotouxov, 4 xd 7tpwxa ex xdcyalloij ÜTroaxdvxa. dXX' sE ptEV [A48EV

auS-UTCoaxaxov, sv ouSsvl xo auxapxsc; sarai xax' aXyjxI-Etav. ouxe yap

1 The punctuation is mine. V. Cousin has punctuated in such a way as to render
the text meaningless.
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sv tdyaS-co (xpsmrov yap aÜTapxsiap Iv ov sxslvo xal auToayallov,
aXX' ouyl eyov fayaO-ov), oute ev to tip piera Tayafl-ov (näv yap svSssp

aXXou Eorat, too 7tpo aÜTOÜ ptovov <ov>). st Ss TayaS-ov aüöuTOcrraTOV,

aÜTO eaoTO 7tapayov ouy sv scrraL- to yap arco too svop Ttpoiov oüy

Iv. dcp' eauToü yap 7tp6sicriv, sarsp au-ffuTtooTaTov coots sv apta xal
oüy sv to sv. avayxY] apa to auS-UTTOOTarov stvai piSTa to 7tpcoTov

xal S4X0V cop Tcpö tcov äcp' sTSpap amap jxovov TtposXlfovTcov

xupicoTspov yap exelvcov xal Taya&co auyyevsoTspov, cop SsSsLXTat.

The argumentation seems more verbal than real h However,
that the self-generation of secondary principles is a logical
requirement is implied, e.g., in Elem. theol. 26, where it is taken
for granted that to sv dxivyjTcop ucpiorcjoLv

2 and one is left to
conclude that if the One produces dxivr]Tcop, then that which it
produces must be said to proceed from the One rather than to
be generated by the One. This is indeed expressed as a general
principle in prop. 27 (p. 30, 31 f. D.): [xevei Se olov sotl tiXv to
jtapayov xal pcsvovTop, to (xst' aÜTO Tcposiai. The doctrine is

explicitly referred to by Syrianus at In Metaph. p. 187, 6 ff.

Kroll : Ta Se östa roxvTa, pcsvouocov del twv apycov <ev> olxsioip

7)1>sol (cf. 77. 42 e 5 f.), 7ipOEtcjiv aÜToyovcop Sea te ttjv T?jp yovtpiou
Suvapiscop tcov TpcoTOupycöv aiTtcov icspiouoiav xal Sia tyjv sauTcov

auTocpavij xal auooyovov tS(.OT7]Ta, syst, te dsl xaTa Ta auTa xal coaau-

Tcop, xtX. Similarly, Iamblichus, Myst. VIII 2 argues that it is

not the first but the second God who is self-generated (lipo twv
OVTCOp OVTCOV xal TCOV ÖXcOV äpycöv SOTL &EOp sip, TtpCOTLOTOp xal TOO

•jrpcoTou 9-soü xal ßaoiXscop, axivY]Top sv plovotyjtl T7)p sauTou evotyjtop
pivcov. Outs yap voyjtov auTÖ STttirXexeTai outs aXXo tl- TtapaSstypa
Se ISpUTai tou auromxTopop auToyovou xal povomxTopop -9-eou toü

ovtcop aya-9-oü- psl^ov yap tl xal 7tpwTov xal 7i7)yv) töv 7tdvTC0v xal
TtuD-piTJV TCOV VOOUfXEVCOV TCptOTCOV ISsCOV OVTCOV. 'A.TZO Se TOU EVOp TOUTOU

1 The argument may be directed primarily against Plotinus for maintaining that
the One is not only self-caused but also Iresxeivcc aÜTapxclap ; cf. E. R. Dodds,
op. cit., 224. Cf. also Elem. theol. 9 and 10 with E. R. Dodds' commentary thereon.
2 Proclus provides the requisite argumentation at In Parm. p. 1167, 4 ff. C. in his
comment upon Parm. 139 a 2 f.: Ka-ra rräaav apa xivTjaiv to Sv dbdvrjTov.
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o auTapxY)? D-sop sauTov s^EXafx^s, Siö xai auTOTOXTtop xai aurap^y)«;-

«pX'h Y*P oötop 9-sop S-ecov, fxovaq ex toü svo<;, 7rpooiicrio<; xai apyy)

ryjp oüatap.), whilst Porphyry is reported as follows by Cyril of
Alexandria (Contra Iulian. I, in PG LXXVI 552= Hist. phil. fr.
18 Nauck 2) : qjyjcrL yap o Ilopcpupioi; ev TSTapTW ßißXlw cpiXocrocpou

tCTToptap wp sEttovtoi; nXaraivo? xtspl tou aya-9-oS ourotq- dato §s toutou
Tp07tov Ttva dv-9-pc!)7roi,(; <xv£7uv6y)tov vouv ysvecr&ai ts oXov xai xaD-'

sauTov uqjsarcyra, ev cb Sv) to ovtcoc; ovTa xai yj 7T<x<7a ouara tcov ovtcov.

0 Sv) xai 7rpWTW(; xaXov xai auroxaXov Trap' sauToü T?j<; xaXXovyjp

syov to sISop. 7Tp07)Xn}e Se 7Tpoat.wviO(; dot' airiou tou 9-soü <i>p(XY]fxevop,

auToyEWTjTop &>v xai ocutottavcop- oi> yap exeivou xivoupisvou TCpöc;

ysvscTiv ty]v toutou Yj 7tp6o8o<; ysyovEv, äXXd toutou TtapsXO-ovTOi;

auToyovwp ex -9-eou, raxpsXS-ovTOi; Ss oüx axe' dcpy% tivo? ypovixYjp-

ouTto yap ypovo? Ijv. aXX' ouSe ypovou yevopisvou Ttpcx; auTov ectti ti 6

ypovoq- aypovop yap asi xai fxovo<; alamo? o voü?. &oizsp Se 0 S-so? 6

7rpwTop xai [xovo? äsi, xav dar' aÜToü yevyprai Ta xravTa, tü [xy] toutoi?
auvapi&[xsicd)'ai [xyjSs ty)v dci;Eav auyxaTaTocTTsa-frai Süvacx&ai tyj sxsEvou

UTOxpi;ei, ouTco xai o vou? alamo? fxovo? xai dcypovco? Ü7tocnra?, xai Ta

ev xpovco auTO? ypovo? savlv, ev tocutotyjti (xsvcov t% sauvoö alcovla?

u7toaTdcrsa)p.

Cyril's report suggests that the doctrine of the self-generation

of the second principle held already an established position
in the Platonic tradition at the time when Porphyry wrote his

History ofphilosophy. That such was indeed the case seems clear

from some of Philo of Alexandria's reflections on the number
seven. Thus, at Quaest. et Sohlt, in Gen. II 12 Philo writes1:
"In a manner befitting God (Scripture) calls the hebdomad pure
but the dyad impure, for by nature the number seven is truly
pure, inasmuch as it is virginal and unmixed and unmothered,
nor does it give birth nor is it born, as are the several (digits)
which are in the decad, because of its likeness to the Eternal,

1 Except for a few fragments in the original Greek only the Armenian version of
Philo's Quaest. et Solut. in Gen. survives. I quote from R. Marcus' translation,
Philo, Sappl. /(Cambridge, Mass./London 1953), 85. For the relevant fragments
cf. Philo, Sappl. //(Cambridge, Mass./London 1953), 195.
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for He is uncreated and unbegotten 1 and nothing is begotten
by Him, although He is the causes of generation, and things
begotten, for He moves all those powers which are naturally
well suited to the generation of what is begotten." Since the

supreme God neither generates nor is generated we must assume
that the powers responsible for generation "proceed" from the
Eternal in some undefined manner. Of even greater interest
are Philo's comments at De opif. mundi 100 : Movo; S' w? s<p7)v

0 sTtra outs yevvScv irstpuxsv outs ysvvachl-a!.. At.' rjv amav of [xsv

äXXoi cpiXoaocpot, tov äpi&fxov toütov s^ofroioucri. tp ä|j.y)Topi. NIxy) xal
napfl-svw, rjv ex tyj<; toü Atop xscpaXrjp ävacpav^vai Xoyop syst, ot Ss

rTuD-ayopstot tw ijysptovt t£>v auptTiavTOiv to yccp pty)TS ysvvwv [xyjts

ysvvcoptsvov ocxtvvjTOv ptsvse Iv xtvf)ost yap 7) ysvecrtp, sirst <xal to
ysvvcov> xat to ysuvwptevov oüx avsu xtvY](jscop, to [rev tva ysvv7]cr7), to
Ss Iva ysvvTj&y)' ptovov S' outs xtvoüv outs xtvoupievov 6 TCpscrßÜTspop

apycuv xat Tjysuwv, oü XsyotT' äv TrpocnjxovTcop stxwv sßSoptap.

MapTupst Ss ptou tco Xoyw xat $tXoXaop sv Tourotp- " "Ecru yap,
9Y]tTtv, 7)yspt<i)v xat apywv a7ravTcov &sop sip äst &v, ptoviptop, äxtvYjTop,

aürop aÜTCp optotop, STSpop tmv aXXwv." Vorsokr. I 44B 20 D.-K.).
Like Porphyry, Philo here argues that since generation involves
movement the supreme principle cannot generate. Once one
has reached this conclusion the self-generation of the second

principle becomes a logical requirement. In referring to the
Pythagoreans, more specifically to Philolaus, Philo has the

support of Iamblichus, In Nie. p. 10,22 ff. Pistelli(<I>tX6Xaop Ss cpyjcrtv

1 R. Marcus (Philo, S/ippl. I, 85) suggests that "uncreated and unbegotten" may
correspond to dysvYjTcx; xat oLybivr\ioq (a combination which does not occur
elsewhere in Philo, or indeed to my knowledge anywhere else in a comparable context)
in the original Greek. It is perhaps more likely that Philo wrote corotxal
dy£v(v)-r}To?. Philo does not elsewhere employ d/rob)TO<; as a divine epithet, but
for this usage see G.W.H. Lampe's A Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v., and my art. cit.

(cf. note 1 p. 206 above), 249. As a matter of lexicological interest it may be noted
that Liddell-Scott-Jones, Greek-English Lexicon, Supplement (Oxford 1968), lists

on the authority of Vit. Aesop. (G) 2, p. 35, 8 Perry, the use of dn:of/]TO(; c. dat.

meaning unsuitable with reference to persons. To this may be added that dTTot^rog

meaning useless in an absolute sense is used of persons in the Acta Thomae 12,

p. 117, 11 and 66, p. 183, 12 Bonnet.
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äpt&fxov sZvai ty)<; tüv xoapuxcov atcovia;; Siafxov?j<; tyjv xpaTicrrsijoucTav

xat aÜToyev^ auvoyfjv 44 B 23 D.-K.), and of Syrianus,
In Metaph. p. 142, 23 ff. K. (DtXoXaou §s SuCTyuptCopivou tov
apd>[xov slvat cjuvoyijv t45 t£>v xoapuxcov atomar Sta[j.ovy)<; tt)v auToyEvij

xai xpaTtaTsiiouaav, cbravTcov 8e mi; sHeiv tSv aXXwv üo&ayopetMV

xax' tyyy] xauTTji; t% S-EMpta? ty)v Tcspl iwv cxpi&frMv ÖtcoXtjiJxv

Siapfl-pcoaavTCdv). Presumably the doctrine to which Iamblichus
and Syrianus refer is that of the self-generation of the number-
series out of the Monad as reported by Syrianus (expatiating
upon Iamblichus, In Nie. p. 10, 12 ff. P.) at In Metaph. p. 142,

15 ff. K. : örotv fxsv yap sxraOTv xat Ivspysiav tüv ev piovaSt

<77ispfxa-n.xwv Xoycov elvat cpyj tov <xpd>p.6v, tov coro tyj? olxeEai; <xpy%

ailiToyovax; xal aÜTOXWY]TMc; TtposXTjXO'ö'OTa xat tov ev eauTM tSpuptsvov

xat ev EtSsat TCavTotott; acpcopttrptsvov TOxpaStSwcitv. This view is in
marked contrast to that of the generation of the number-series

by the One, to which Philo makes reference at De opif. mundi

99 : to piEv oüv sv ysvvix toui; e^% öbravTai; äpt&ptoui; (in ouSevoi;

yswwptsvov to TiapaTCav. In fact, the evidence which we
have had occasion to consider suggests a continuing
disagreement in Neopythagorean circles not only on the question
of whether the One was self-caused or uncaused but also on the
matter of the generation of the number-series by, or out of the
One. However, as we have seen, already Philo was well aware
that if the first principle is to be unmoved, then it cannot
generate — a conclusion which, if taken seriously, leads inevitably

to the doctrine of the self-generation of the second

principle. It is presumably an awareness of this inevitability
which lies behind Apuleius' reference to the supreme God as

(Apol. 64) sine propagatione genitor.

It is not surprising therefore that we meet with self-

generating secondary principles in a variety of pre-Neoplatonic
Gnostic sources, to which the dearth of more specifically
philosophical texts compels us to turn for evidence. Hippolytus,
Ref. haer. V 7, in PG XVI 3130 informs us that the Naassenes

distinguished three principles of which the second is aÜToyevf),;;
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Hippolytus writes, d-TopoGaiv oüv (sc. the Naassenes), xaPamp
ol aXXoi TcavTEp xüv s&vwv avPpornoi, TOTspov tots ex too 7rpoovTop
ecttEv (sc. ^uyl)) ex too auToyEvoüp rj sx too Exxsyupivou yaoup.
The phrase xaPaTOp oE aXXoi 7tavT£p tcov sS-vcXv avPpcoTOi suggests
that for Hippolytus there was nothing at all unusual about the
notion of a self-creating second principle. Similarly in the case

of the Peratae 1 Plippolytus reports that (Ref. haer. V 12, in
PG XVI 3162) xal ECJ-U TO (LEV TtpWTOV <xy£VV7)T0V, OTCep eotEv

ayaS-ov- to 8s SsÜTEpov äya&ov aÜToyevep- to TptTov yewyjTov
xaTEVTjvEy&ai yap cprjarv dbro tcov UTrspxsLfAsvcov xoapitov Suo, too te

(xysvvrjTOU xal too aÖToyevoüp, sEp toütov tov xocrpiov, iv & eayev
JjpiEip, 7iavT0twv Suvdp.swv anepy.cf.Ta.. xoafxov, cp7]al, xaXel Tap Suo

fioEpap Tap UTOpxEipievap, ttjv te txyEwrjTOV xal tt)v aÜToysvvTjTOV 2.

Plippolytus, ibid., defines as follows this self-generating second

principle : to Se SsuTspov tt)p TpiaSop auTcov piepop olovsl Suvapiscov

aTCEipov ti -rcXTj&op si; auTcov ysysvTjpivMV. It would be out
of place to attempt here a full discussion of the use in
Gnostic literature of terms indicative of self-generation. I
limit myself therefore to mentioning that we must surely take
all the above evidence into account in considering the meaning
of the terms aÜToysvsTcop, aÜToysvY]p and auToyEvyjTop

3 as applied
to the Son in the Apocrjphon ofJohn i. There can be no doubt
but that these terms are intended to indicate that the Son

generates himself out of the Father in much the same manner
as the Nous of the Platonists, according to Porphyry, Hist,
phil. fr. 18 N2, proceeds from the first principle 5.

1 On whom see W. Moller, Geschichte der Kosmologie in der griechischen Kirche bis

auf Origenes (Halle i860 ; repr. Frankfurt am Main 1967), 221 ff.
2 Cf. also Ref. haer. X 10, in PG XVI 3419 ff.
3 Quite mistaken is the discussion of these terms offered by Chailotte A Baynes,
A. Coptic Gnostic Treatise Contained in the Codex Brucianus (Cambridge 1933), 33 ff.
4 Cf. Die gnostischen Schriften des koptischen Papyrus Berohnensis 8502, hrsg. v.
W. C. Till, 2. Aufl. v. H.-M. Schenke (Berlin 1972), Index, s.w.
5 Cf. p. 220 above. For the series aysvv/proi, auToyevsh;, yevv/)toi, see the Pistis
Sophia (C. Schmidt, Koptisch-gnostische Schriften I, 3. Aufl. v. W. Till, GCS 45

(Berlin 1962), pp. 2, 2 f. and 24, 38 f.).
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The notion of the self-generation of the Son has left little
mark on more orthodox versions of Christianity. That
Clement of Alexandria was at least familiar with the notion is
obvious from Strom. V 3, 16, 5 (in GCS II p. 336, 12 ff.) :

TtpoeX&tbv Se o Xoyo<; Svjfxioupylai; ai'-uop, etci/tcc xai ecarröv ysvvä,
Stocv o Xoyop aapi; ysvTj-rai, Eva xal fl-safl-T)h Only in so far as the

Logos became flesh can it be said, since it is S7)[rioupyia<; aE-rioq,

to be self-generated. Clement's statement may well be intended
as a criticism of those who asserted that the Son is self-generated
in a more absolute sense. A. Cameron 2 has drawn attention
to (but without noting its significance) the application to the
Son of the term aü-roTtdurcop in a fake oracle of Apollo in one of
the poems of Gregory Nazianzen (Carm. II 2, 7, 253 ff., in
PG XXXVII 1571) :

(Doißop piaVTSUOlTO 9-SCÜV ptopov OUXS~' SOVTClIV

AuTOTtCCTWp, dcXoySUTOp, d[XY)TCOp SCTTtV sxetvop,

ocrt'-p spiov SiETCSpcre xaxov (xsvop, uafai:' oceiStov

In view of the unorthodox background of such terminology
Gregory's use of aÜToirdTwp, even in such a context, is somewhat

surprising. But in this connection it is worth noting that Cyril
of Alexandria (Contra Iulian. I, in PG LXXVI 5 5 2) quotes
Porphyry, Hist. phil. fr. 18 N2, without expressing any
disapproval 3. Moreover, as P. Hadot demonstrates \ the Por-

1 We have already noted (cf. p. 195 above) that in quoting a fragment of the Perit-
hous (88 B 19 D.-K., Eurip. fr. 593 N2) Clement finds it natural to identify
tov aÜTotpuT) as töv Srijatoupyov voüv, i.e. presumably the second principle. Likewise
in the Oracula Chaldaica, p. 25 Kroll Fr. 39 des Places Proclus, In Ti., II
p. 54, 10 D.) the 7tavpty.bq vooq aiiToyEvs&Xop is probably a secondary principle
and not (as W. Kroll, op. cit., 24 argued) identical with the Father ; cf. P. Hadot,
Porphyre et Victorinus I (Paris 1968), 275.
2 In his Gregory of Nazianzus and Apollo, in Journal of Theological Studies 20 (1969),
240 f.
3 On the influence of Greek philosophy upon the trinitarian views of Cyril see

now E. P. Meijering, Cyril of Alexandria on the Platonists and the Trinity, in
Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 28 (1974), 16 ff.
4 See P. FIadot's Porphyre et Victorinus, 2 vols. (Paris 1968), in particular vol. 1,

pp. 311 ff.
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phyrian version of the self-generation of the second principle
has had a profound effect on the trinitarian conception of Marius
Victorinus ; cf., e.g., Victorinus, Aid Cand. 22, 10 ff. Henry-
Hadot: Aoyo<; ergo, qui est "in deo ipse deus" (cf. Jo. 1, 1), qui est

ipse et voluntas, ipse intelligentia et actio et vita, ex se genito motu ab eo

quod est esse, processit in esse suum proprium, id est, in quod est agere,

apparuit ipsum agere, quod quidem effecit omnia. Ipsum vero natum

est ab eo quod esse in id quod est agere, habens in eo quod est agere et

esse. Nonnos, as we have seen 1, is particularly fond of applying
to the Father epithets indicative of self-generation, but it is

remarkable that in paraphrasing John 2, 12 he describes the Son

as auroyovo? ('Par. Jo. B 65 f., in PG XLIII 761 C):

auToyovco 8s

Ttap&svop wjiapTTjae ffsTjxoxop uisi piY)T7)p.

More in the Gnostic tradition, on the other hand, is the
invocation of Christ as [a]ÜToysvsT<x>p and dcaTtsppioyovYjTs 2 in a prayer
for protection against evil spirits which survives amongst the
documents of Dioskoros of Aphrodito (ca. 520-585)3, and reads

as follows4: [Xp (icjto?)- sipopxli^w] as, x(üpi)s, TtjavJxoxpaTMp,

7rp<UToysv[sTco]p, [ajuxoysvexcop, dcaTtsppioyowqxs, | 7 letters] axscpavv]

opioü raxvTe7TO7CTY)(; ab xal Eiaco, Xaßaco, Bpiv&aoi, sys pis ulov, |

7rap[a]cpu>iai;6v pis ärro 7tavx6<; 7rov7]poö tcv (su)piaxop xal UTtoxaipov pioi
7Täv I 7rv(sü)pia Saipiovlwv cp$stpoTToio6vxa>v axa&apxwv, srayaia,
UTCoyaia,

I svuSpa xal yspaaia, xal 7raaa<v> axia<v>. Xp(iaxo£;).

1 See note 2 p. 207 above.
2

aaTCepp.oYov7)Te is K. Preisendanz' emendation in place of the impossible
a<TTCep[ioXoY7]T£ of the Papyrus. Although <xa7rsppoy6\i7]Toi; does not seem to be
attested elsewhere (it is listed neither in Ltddell-Scott-Jones, Greek-English
Lexikon, nor in G. W. H. Lampe's A. Patristic Greek Lexicon) the emendation

may be regarded as certain.
3 On Dioskoros, see RE Suppl.-Bd. VI (Stuttgart 1935), 27 ff.
4 Papyri Graecae magicae II, p. 202.
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Indeed all the above assertions of the self-generation of
Christ may be regarded as on or beyond the fringes of orthodoxy.

The whole concept of self-generation had acquired a

heretical ring, and this is well brought out by Prudentius in
making the claim to be self-created the primeval sin of Satan

('Hamartigenia 159 ff., in PL LIX 1023 f.)1 :

inventor vitii non est Dens: angelus illud
degener injami conceptum mente creavit,

qui prius augustum radiabat sidus et ingens

ex nihilo splendor nutrito ardebat honore.

ex nihilo nam cuncta retro, factumque quod usquam est,

at non ex nihilo Deus et Sapientia vera

Spiritus et Sanctus, res semper viva nec umquam
coepta, sed aerios etiam molita ministros.
horum de numero quidam pulcherrimus ore,
maiestate ferox, nimiis dum viribus auctus

inflatur, dum grande tumens sese altius effert
ostentatque suos licito iactantius ignes,

persuasit propriis genitum se viribus ex se

materiam sumpsisse sibi, qua primitus esse

inciperet, nascique suum sine principe coeptum z.

Gregory Palamas is doubtless in the same tradition as
Prudentius when he describes his opponent Akindynos as aü-ro-

7taTwp [xovaxop (Contra A.kind. II 17 [Parisinus Coislin. 98, fol.64
recto]) "en voulant dire par la qu'Akindynos n'avait pas persiste

1 For this reference to Prudentius I am indebted to my colleague David N. Bell
who has pointed out to me that the ascription to Satan of the claim to be self-
generated (based in this instance upon a forced interpretation of Ezechiel 29,
3) appears also in Rupert of Deutz, De victoria Verbi Dei I 7 ff., in PL CLXIX
1222 ff. The idea that Satan might be self-created is considered but rejected by
Pseudo-Clement, Horn. XIX 4, 2 ; 9, 1 ; and 17, 5 ff.
2 The continuation {bine schola subtacitam meditatur gignere sectam, etc.) makes it
clear that Prudentius had some particular sect (Priscillians in mind.
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dans l'obeissance a son pere spirituel1." Elsewhere Gregory
condemns as pagan and therefore heretical the notion of the

self-generation of the Father (Contra Greg. II \Parisinus Coislin.

100, fol. 254 recto]) 2
: aÜT07tdpaxTO(; earai 4 oüoia toG 0soG xal

auTOTcdrcop 0 ©sot;, ax; xal 6 twv SoxoGvtoiv Iv "EXXtjotv GS-Xoi;

TCpouTr^Yopsucrs xaxü;. aüvoc; fiev yap scrnv o ©sop, xal aiiToG ecmv

4 ts S-sla ouala xal 4 D-sta evspysta.
The close relationship between on the one hand the notions

which we have been considering of the self-generation of
secondary principles and on the other hand Proclus' doctrine
of the aüO-uTCocjTaTa may not at first sight be obvious. In
particular it may be objected that Proclus' aGS-uTroaraTa do not
belong to the realm of yev^Ta — a fact which Proclus himself
is at pains to point out; cf. In Ti., I p. 239, 24 ff. D. : to plv
yap äsl öv, xav tkn' cdi'icnc, 7rpoCsvai Xsy*)Tai, äXXa xaTa Ttdcra; aÜTO

Ta<; ama<; oü ytyvscrD-at, dXX' sivai pxjTeov xal yap Si' o xal 7tpcx;

0 xal Sep' o5 to auvo ecmv aü{k)7t6crraTov yap scttl to del ov, 00

ytyvoptsvov ucp' eauToG, Eva fxl) ysvTjTat tcots fxd) ov — to yap

ytyvoptsvov ots ytyvsTat, oux ecmv — ouSs 7tpo<; auTO ytyvoptevov,

tva ptY) cjuvD-stov fj, ouSs St' auTO ytyvoptsvov, tva (XT) aTsXsi; Ij. Cf.
likewise Elem. theol. 45 : Iläv to auS-UTtoerraTov dysvrjTov ecmv.

However, in spite of such statements Proclus, like his teacher

1 Cf. J. Meyendorff, Introduction ä 1'etude de Gregoire Palamas (Paris 1959), 62

n. 94. The context reads as follows in the Coislimanus (my transcription) :

Ml) auvtelp yap exdaxou royj vizb gov 7rpoßaXXop.evciiv tt)v Stavoiav, xal rf; avola

auveuvov olov TroL^naaevop ttjv aitovoiav, 7tov7]pdp eetixteie S6exq ay.v~or tcov [lev 0Ü9

yjuyou Ttavspap syeiv xal xaTpyy-ap toö ßeXTlovop aTtaXXoTpicoaap aauvov- auTOTtaTtop
8'oTov yeyovclx; povayop, xal aeauTcp xaivoTopdjaap ou ßlov evumSxptTov fxovov aXXa

xal Tucmv.
2 My transcription. It will be noted that the text of the Coislimanus is not identical
with that which I. Meyendorff quotes (op. eit., 295 n. 68) and claims to be that
of the Coislmianus. In particular the Coislimanus employs the term auronapaxTop
and not, as J. Meyendorff indicates, aiiftuirapxTop. However, the latter term
does belong to Gregory's vocabulary; cf., e.g., his Apology (on which see

I. Meyendorff, op. cit., 356) where the following appears (I quote from
Coislimanus 99, fol. 46 recto) : 7] [iee ovoia aoHuitapxTo9 te xal Trav-drraaiv

ä7repivÖ7)Top. For auhuTroa-aTop in Gregory cf. J. Meyendorff, op. at., 297 and 300.
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Syrianus *, frequently employs the terminology of self-generation

in speaking of the auS-u-rtocrxaxa. Cf., e.g., In Ti., I p. 252,
26 ff. D. : xa [xsv yap ovxoip Övxa xal dtel övxa ysvva xs sauxa xal

auvsysxai 7tap' eaux&v, öO-ev xal äyevyjxa Xeyexai xal ävtiXsüpa xaxa

xt)v eauxwv cpücav. Cf. also auxoyovov at In Ti., I p. 372, 8 i. D., and

auxoyovtix; at In Parm. p. 1x51, 17 C.; likewise In Parm. p. 1146, 5

f. (xouxo yap xo slvai aüxö eauxoü UTCoaxaxixov xal auxoysvsp), and In
Cra. 49, p. 17, 12 f. Pasquali: av 44 aüxoyovov fj xal aü&UTxoaxaxov.

We may indeed conclude that the term aüS-u7t6cjxaxo? (which, as

we have seen 2, appears for the first time in surviving literature
in Iamblichus) is simply a Neoplatonic counterpart of such

terms as aüxoysvY)<;, aüxoy£w)xo<; and their cognates and equivalents.

That Proclus prefers auSwraaxaxoi; to these latter terms
is a matter which hardly requires explanation. Proclus' au&u-

Tcocxaxa are not yevTjxa and for this reason he prefers
when speaking of them to avoid terminology which implies
generation. However, he had no desire to avoid entirely, or
certainly did not succeed in so avoiding, the time-honoured
terminology of divine self-generation.

To sum up : the above investigation has permitted us to
trace what seems a clear line of development from the Stoic
notion of the self-creating universe, to that of the self-creating
transcendental deity of the early centuries after Christ, to that
of self-creating secondary principles — a notion which seems
well established in, or presupposed by, the Gnostic systems of
the second century. The actual state of affairs was no doubt a

great deal more complicated than our rapid survey may suggest,
but we may be justified in supposing that the various conceptions

of self-generation have come to the fore in the order
indicated above and as a result of the considerations which
I have outlined. Once established, however, these various
conceptions existed side by side throughout the entire period of

1 Cf. In Metaph. p. 187, 6 ff. K. (quoted on p. 219 above).
2 Cf. note i p. 194 above.
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later antiquity. If only as an object of attack the Stoic notion
of the self-generating universe still possessed for Proclus some
degree of actuality 1. Similarly Proclus finds it necessary to
refute, or at least attempt to refute, at some length the Plotinian
version of the doctrine of the self-creation of the first principle 2.

Proclus' attacks upon the Stoic view may well be no more than
scholastic relics with no real relevance to the philosophical
issues of Proclus' day, but his comments upon the question of
the self-generation of the One suggest a deep and continuing
dissension in the ranks of the Platonists.

In particular, however, our investigation suggests that the

question of the freedom of the human will is one that lies outside
the mainstream of the development of the concept of self-

generation. The main objective behind the introduction of
self-generating secondary principles was, as we have seen 3,

that of preserving unimpaired the immobility of the first principle

: if the first principle is to remain immobile it cannot

generate, and in consequence any secondary principle must
proceed from it rather than be generated by it. Such, rather
than the question of free will, is the line of reasoning which
underlies the doctrine of Proclus. This doctrine is, then,
firmly anchored in the philosophical tradition of later antiquity
and represents no substantial innovation whether on the part
of Proclus, Syrianus or Iamblichus. To what extent the
doctrine is at home theoretically in the philosophy of Proclus
is another matter. If the One of Proclus cannot generate by
reason of its immobility, neither can Nous for the same reason
be said to generate itself. That Proclus usually employs the

terminology of self-production or self-hypostatization in preference

to that of self-generation hardly helps the matter. Even
though the process of self-constitution be permanent and con-

1 Cf. pp. 198 f. above.
2 Cf. pp. 217 ff. above.
3 Cf. pp. 218 ff. above.
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tinuous, it remains nonetheless a form of process. This latter
anomaly hardly existed for the Platonists of the pre-Neoplatonic
period in which the notion of the self-generation of secondary
principles originated. For these Platonists the distinction
between First and Second God was frequently precisely that the
latter moves whereas the former transcends movement. Cf.,

e.g., Numenius, fr. 24 Leemans fr. 15 des Places : StjXovoti o

[rev 7rpcüT0<; D-sbe, carat larwg, 6 §s Seuxspoi; spuraXlv cart xtvoüfxevot; b
For Proclus on the other hand the distinction between motion
and rest is that which subsists between Nous and Soul (i.e.
between two categories of self-causation) rather than between
the uncaused One and the auD-uTTOarara. To this degree the
doctrine of the auS-uTtoarara in the philosophy of Proclus may
be considered a philosophical relic — a fragment inherited from
a superceded philosophical tradition — which sits somewhat
uneasily in the framework of Proclus' metaphysics. In the
Elements of Theology Proclus is at pains to incorporate the doctrine
into his metaphysical scheme, but to what extent his
metaphysical scheme is theoretically sound at this point is debatable.

In order to stress that the aü-ö-uTroarara contain no trace of
multiplicity Proclus in the Elements plays down the doctrine of
'double determination' 2. But elsewhere, as we have seen 3,

Proclus argues that the One must transcend self-generation
since the very concept of self-generation involves in the self-

generated some internal distinction incompatible with unity.
Here clearly is a contradiction which Proclus has not succeeded

in eradicating.

1 That Numenius' Second God generates himself is perhaps the implication of
fr. 25 L. — fr. 16 des Places : 0 yap Seurepcx; Smröp cov aÜToirotet t7]V ts ISsav

lauxou xal tov xoaptov, t>/jUToupyop tov, errsrea l>£Ojcr(TLXop oXtop.

2 Cf. notes 1 p. 193 and I p. 217 above.
3 Cf. pp. 217 f. above.
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DISCUSSION

M. Rist: It would clearly be possible to make a great many
comments on the excellent paper that we have heard this morning.
Let me, however, limit myself to a few :

1. It seems to me that although you are right to point out the
Stoic influence on the discussion of auQuiroerraTa, one could take
the matter further back. The whole problem of the self-generation
of the first principle has clear similarities with the debate which is

evidenced by the tenth book of the Raws and by books VII and VIII
of Aristotle's Physics on the question whether the First Mover is

unmoved or self-moving. That it is easy to shift an argument about
motion to an argument about existence is shown by the fact that

Aquinas restates Aristotle's argument for a Prime Mover as an

argument for the existence of God. And in ancient philosophy it
was always easy to shift from considerations of xhiyjai? to questions
of yivsaic, (witness the definitions of pleasure that appear in the

Philehus, in Aristotle's Rhetoric, in Nicomachean Ethics VII and X,
etc.). So problems about movement could very easily resolve themselves

into problems about ysvsctk;, with all the difficulties that could
involve for a Platonist.

2. I think that you were rather hard on some of the Christian
Fathers when you suggested that they dropped the talk about the

Father being self-generated in favour of "ideologically" neutral

phrases like Hilary of Poitiers' auctor. What they seem to have done

is, in effect, to have cashed the metaphor in the phrase "self-gene-

rating", or at least sorted it out conceptually. For the origin of
that kind of language is to be found in the fact that people did not
want to allow that such a principle was generated by (or from)
anything else, that is, they wanted to make it clear that no kind of
necessity, chance, etc., had any effect on it. Hence could it not be

that the philosophical motive behind (e.g.) Hilary's or Augustine's
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language is a recognition that talk about "self-generated" or self-

generation should be replaced by talk about what is »»generated and

supplemented by talk about willing? Perhaps, therefore we should

pay more attention to patristic texts dealing with the relation in the
first principle between esse and velle. H. Langerbeck, in JHS 77

(1957), may have been on the right lines here in pointing to some

very striking passages of Origenes {De principiis) and Pantaenus as

reported by Maximus Confessor.

3. My third point deals with Plotinus. It seems to me that there
is a very close connection, if not for logical, then perhaps for historical

reasons, in Ennead VI 8 between discussions of free will and

discussions about the nature of to Iv, whether it is self-generated,

or whatever term we care to use. The question of the reason why
in VI 8, and in VI 8 alone, Plotinus raises these questions becomes

important. It is almost as though for some reason he finds himself
face to face in the latter part of his life with a new set of problems.
What explanation can we give for this It seems to show something

very "philosophical" about Plotinus, namely his willingness to
pursue an aporia without fear of what it may do to his system.

4. Finally, about Grantor. How are we to understand the fact
that some of Plato's soi-disant followers accepted that the Demiourgos
is to be taken metaphorically, despite the fact that you yourself, and

Prof. G. Vlastos, have argued persuasively that the literal version is

indeed the genuinely Platonic one

M. Whittaker: Thank you for your most valuable comments.
To take your last point first: I think it is obvious that whatever
Plato's own intentions may have been in the Timaeus, his immediate

successors were, in giving their support to a version of the non-
literal interpretation of that dialogue, concerned primarily to defend

the master against the criticisms raised by Aristotle, above all in
the De caelo. The Middle Platonists on the other hand were concerned

incidentally to reconcile Plato with Aristotle but even more to reject
the Stoic view of the self-creating universe. Thus, the position of
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Albinus as portrayed by Proclus is substantially different from that
of the first generations of Platonists.

You are certainly right in drawing attention to the tenth Book
of the Laws and in particular to Books VII and VIII of Aristotle's
Physics. The whole debate in later antiquity was doubtless coloured

by the argumentation to be found in these texts. For example, the
direct influence of the relevant texts of Plato and Aristotle is clearly
obvious (as E. R. Dodds, ad loc., points out) in the formulation of
prop. 14 of Proclus' Elements oj Theology.

With regard to the position of the Church Fathers it was my
intention to show that their distaste for the notion of self-generation
was primarily the result of the use to which the notion had been

put not only in Gnostic systems, but also more particularly in
Trinitarian disputes. From the Christian viewpoint the notion of
self-generation was dangerous and to be avoided because it invited
the confusion of Father with Son. For most of the Church Fathers

the question of the source of the Father's being seems to have been

virtually tabu, and in consequence they generally failed to explain
why it is that God exists neither by chance nor necessity. There
is certainly much talk in Augustine about divine will. But, to my
knowledge, Augustine nowhere suggests that in God Will and Being
are identical in the sense that God exists by an act of his own free
choice. Nor is this implied in the passages of Origen to which you
have referred or in the purported fragment of Pantaenus.

M. Blumenthal: I too should like to trace the history of this

question back to Aristotle Physics VII and VIII, though perhaps not
to Laivs X which does not have the specific contrast between self-

movement and unmoved moving. This problematique could still
have been live for Proclus — in addition to all the influences you have

so richly documented. The reason for saying this is that perhaps
the closest parallel in Proclus to the situation of the au0u7raaTaTa

comes in the context of movement. At Elem. theol. 14, in the series

dbdvTJTOV, Ca>T0XtV7)T0V, STSp0xlv7)T0V the aÜTOXLVY]TOV is [XSCTOV Titoc;,
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xtvouv te apa xal xivoüpevov, whereas of the other two one, i.e. the

axtvYjTov, xLvst : what it moves is the aufoxmprov. So that it like
the aü0u7t6erraTov is both self-causing and caused by what is superior
to it.

M. des Places: Vous trouvez chez la plupart des auteurs allegues

une « self-generation of the second principle » ; d'autre part, vous
avez fait une enquete k travers les formules christologiques des

« premiers credo ». Y a-t-il une conciliation possible entre la «

generation par lui-meme du second principe» et la generation du Fils

par le Pere? Chez Jamblique, le chapitre Myst. VIII 2, que vous avez

largement cite — le texte est en effet un des plus beaux de l'ouvrage —
contient des formules dont certaines pourraient entrer dans une
Synthese chretienne. Vous avez nomme Marius Victorinus : n'y aurait-il

pas ä chercher davantage encore de ce cote?

M. Whittaker: The notion of the self-generation of the Son, as

I have pointed out, existed as an undercurrent at least from the

second century until the sixth. But it is in addition reflected in
Christian texts of all periods which speak of some form of "procession
from" instead of, or in the same breath as, "generation by" the

Father.

M. Trouillard: II faut prendre garde que 1'« autoconstitution»
chez Proclus n'est nullement 1'« aseite». Le premier Principe n'est

pas autoconstituant, parce que l'autoconstitution implique une
procession (interiorisee), une derivation, done une dependance. D'ailleurs
la theologie negative de Proclus lui interdit d'attribuer ä l'Un la

notion de causa sui, que Plotin lui accordait dans Enneades VI 8, par
mode de figure. Selon Proclus, tout autoconstituant est essentielle-

ment double.

M. Rist: I don't want to dispute that there may be "metaphysical"
factors behind Prudentius' notion that the chief sin of Satan is that
he claims to be self-generated. But the matter arises also on the
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moral plane, with a Neoplatonic background. Why do souls forget
their father, asks Plotinus in Enneads V 1,1. And one of the reasons
is "wishing to belong to themselves", i.e. -roApa or superbia. Surely
Prudentius' Satan is, in the words of the well-known phrase, a self-
made being with a deep reverence for his maker

M. Whittaker: Your comment is most apt not only in the case

of Prudentius but also in that of Gregory Palamas' attack on Akin-
dynos (cf. above, pp. 226-7). But as I point out in footnote 2 p. 226,

it seems apparent that Prudentius had in mind some specific sect

with strong dualistic tendencies.

M. Beierwaltes: Was die Bedeutung einer göttlichen «

Selbstkonstitution » in der westlichen Theologie betrifft, so ist auf Marius
Victorinus (Candidi Epist. I 3 ; Mar. Victorin. Gen. div. verb. 18 : ipse

\Pater\ enim constitutions est et ipsius toü Aoyou. Si enim prima causa,

non solum omnium causa, sed et sibi ipsi causa est), Hieronymus (/« Eph.
II 3, in PL XXVI 489 A : Deus vero, qui semper est, nec habet aliunde

principium et ipse s ui 0 r igo est suaeque causa substantiae, non potest

intelligi aliunde habere, quod substitit) und Eriugena zu verweisen (z.B.
De div. nat. III 18, in PL CXXII 674 A : Deus seipsum fecit; III 20,
683 A: a seipso creatur). Für die neuplatonische Tradition, für Hieronymus

und Marius Victorinus zumindest verführt der Gedanke der

Selbstkonstitution nicht zur Vorstellung eines «werdenden
Gottes » ; causa sui nämlich als Aussage über das absolute Sein Gottes
kann in diesem Kontext nicht als causa efficiens sui ipsius
verstanden werden, die einen Zeit- oder Geschichtsprozess initiierte.

M. Whittaker: It was not at all my intention to deny the penetration

of the notion of self-constitution into the field of Christian

theology. I do, however, assert that in spite of, e.g., Marius Victorinus
the notion has left little obvious mark on what might be considered

more orthodox versions of Christian theology. I have quoted a

passage from Gregory Palamas (cf. above, pp. 226 f.) to indicate an

orthodox Eastern reaction to the notion, and for the Western Chris-
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tian tradition I refer to the comment on Lactantius which I have

quoted above, p. 214 £, n. 3.

M. Brunner: L'histoire de la notion d'ou>Ou7r6(rraTov que M. Beier-
waltes a prolongee heureusement, pourrait l'etre jusqu'ä Descartes

et Spinoza. Pour le premier, causa sui designe la transcendance de

Dieu, tandis que le second nous rapproche du stoicisme.

Mais voici deux questions. Ne peut-on pas mettre en rapport la

notion d'aü0u7i:6cjT!XTov chez Proclus avec la reflexion du spirituel sur
lui-meme Dans ce cas, il y aurait une nouvelle raison pour laquelle
l'Un n'est pas auOimoaraTov : vous avez insiste sur le fait qu'il n'est

pas mouvement; on peut dire encore qu'il n'est pas pensee.
D'autre part, n'etes-vous pas un peu severe pour Proclus quand

vous dites qu'il se contredit en refusant que l'Un soit aufluTcociTaTov

parce qu'il est indivisible, tout en declarant que I'ocuOuTCOcjTaTov infe-
rieur ä l'Un est indivisible lui-meme? Le neoplatonisme est familier
avec la distinction des degres dans les notions — ce serait ici celle

d'indivisibility — et ce qui est indivisible sous un certain rapport
peut ne pas l'etre sous un autre rapport.

M. Whittaker: I have not noted that Proclus in fact anywhere
established a link between the notions of "self-reflection" and "self-
constitution". To your second question I would reply that in prop. 40
of the Elements of Theology Proclus seems to be attacking Plotinus by
means of considerations which are certainly applicable to his own
position and which are quite inadequate to demolish the careful

argumentation of Enn. VI 8.

M. Beierwaltes: Ich habe immer noch Schwierigkeiten im
Verständnis Ihrer These, die proklische Theorie der at!>0U7r6crraTa sei

nicht verbindbar mit der Frage nach dem freien Willen oder der

Freiheit. Mir scheint diese Theorie geradezu die sachliche Voraussetzung

des proklischen Versuches zu sein, den Begriff des Freien
als des Herrn oder der Ursache seiner Handlungen oder seiner

Entscheidung zu definieren auTapxYjs), z.B. Deprov. 35, 3 ff.; 36, 12 ;
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57, 5. Das in nobis (Möglichkeit zur Selbstbestimmung) ist autoperi-

graptum, autenergitum (De prov. 56, 4 ff.). Von der Sachfrage her halte
ich Proklos' Theorie der caiGuTracrraTa, die Frage nach der freien

Selbstbestimmung des Menschen und Plot. VI 8 durchaus verbindbar,
zumal letzterer seine (hypothetische) Explikation der « Freiheit» des

Einen als Antwort und zugleich als Voraussetzung der Frage nach

dem freien Willen des Menschen versteht.

M. Whittaker : I have not denied any of the obvious links between

the notions of free will and self-determination. I have in my paper
simply been at pains to emphasize that Proclus' self-constituted

principles are hardly explicable in terms of free will. Indeed the

question of free will is one that does not enter into Proclus' discussion

of these entities.
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