The historical background of Proclus' doctrine
of the

Autor(en):  Whittaker, John

Objekttyp:  Article

Zeitschrift:  Entretiens sur I'Antiquité classique

Band (Jahr): 21 (1975)

PDF erstellt am: 21.05.2024

Persistenter Link: https://doi.org/10.5169/seals-660886

Nutzungsbedingungen

Die ETH-Bibliothek ist Anbieterin der digitalisierten Zeitschriften. Sie besitzt keine Urheberrechte an
den Inhalten der Zeitschriften. Die Rechte liegen in der Regel bei den Herausgebern.

Die auf der Plattform e-periodica vero6ffentlichten Dokumente stehen fir nicht-kommerzielle Zwecke in
Lehre und Forschung sowie fiir die private Nutzung frei zur Verfiigung. Einzelne Dateien oder
Ausdrucke aus diesem Angebot kbnnen zusammen mit diesen Nutzungsbedingungen und den
korrekten Herkunftsbezeichnungen weitergegeben werden.

Das Veroffentlichen von Bildern in Print- und Online-Publikationen ist nur mit vorheriger Genehmigung
der Rechteinhaber erlaubt. Die systematische Speicherung von Teilen des elektronischen Angebots
auf anderen Servern bedarf ebenfalls des schriftlichen Einverstandnisses der Rechteinhaber.

Haftungsausschluss

Alle Angaben erfolgen ohne Gewabhr fir Vollstandigkeit oder Richtigkeit. Es wird keine Haftung
Ubernommen fiir Schaden durch die Verwendung von Informationen aus diesem Online-Angebot oder
durch das Fehlen von Informationen. Dies gilt auch fur Inhalte Dritter, die tUber dieses Angebot
zuganglich sind.

Ein Dienst der ETH-Bibliothek
ETH Zirich, Ramistrasse 101, 8092 Zirich, Schweiz, www.library.ethz.ch

http://www.e-periodica.ch


https://doi.org/10.5169/seals-660886

VII

JorN WHITTAKER

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
OF
PROCLUS’ DOCTRINE OF THE AY®YIIOETATA

In explanation of the role of the wddvmborara 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 Hellenistic philosophy in general regarded
as a necessary ethical postulate. Hence the concept of the
addumdotatov of “‘self-constituted”, which is not self-caused in
the sense of being an independent &py, but “hypostatizes itself”
ot determines the particular potentiality which shall be actualized
in it”.* It is certainly the case that Plotinus had employed the
notion of the self-causation of the One in the context of a

Y Proclus, The Elements of Theology (Oxford 1933 ; rept. 1963), 223 f. Fot Proclus’
doctrine of the adduméctata cf. above all 0p. cit., prop. 40-51 with E. R. Dopps’
commentary, and Procl. /n Parm. p. 1145 ff. Cousin. It is noteworthy that the
doctrine of the double determination of the adduvréorara as being (Procl. 7n 77i.,
IIT p. 39, 4 f. Diehl) xol wopa tév dpynyedv aitiov xal wap’ éavtédy —a doctrine
which appears in Syrianus as well as elsewhere in Proclus (cf. E. R. Dopps,
op. cit., 224)—is not explicit in the Elements, where the emphasis is upon the
identity in the addvrmborara of cause and effect ; cf. prop. 41 and 46.
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discussion of free will (Enz. VI 8 [39] : Ilepl tob éxovsiov xol
YeMparog Tob évée), and also that Iamblichus in a similar context
based the liberty of the soul in part upon its possession of
Aoyog adduméotatog (ap. Stob. 1I 8, 45 (II p. 174, 21 f. Wachs-
muth)) : Kal xod’ 8cov pev Aoyov xadapov addvmbotatov * xol
aDTOXLYYTOV &P EXUTOD TE Evepyolvta xal TEAELOV ¥) uy¥ cuVElAnQey
&v €auTy), ®oTX TOGOUTOV &mOALTOG 0Tl TaVTWY TV Ewmdev. 2 1 am,
however, struck by the fact that neither in the Elements not
(sanf erreur) clsewhere does Proclus establish any close link
between the advréctara and the freedom of the will, whether
human or divine ®. It is therefore my contention that Proclus’
conception of the adduvrmborara 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 specul-
ation 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. Dops, 0p. ¢it., 224 points out, seems to be the earliest appearance
of the term adBuméoratog in surviving literature. It should be noted that Proclus,
In Ti., 1 p. 277, 8 ff. in no way permits one to conclude that the term was used
already by Crantor ; cf. H. DORrRIE, ‘Yrbdotacig: Wort- und Bedeutungsgeschichte
(Nachr. d. Akad. d. Wiss. in Géttingen, Phil.-Hist. Kl., 1955, 3), 67. More below
on Proclus’ references to Crantot’s Commentary on the Timaens. 1 am grateful to
John M. Dillon for supplying me with a list of compounds in adt— and add—
in the surviving works of lamblichus.

2 Cf. further Tamblichus, ap. Stob. II 8,43 (Il p. 173, 5 ff. W.) : Odota Eotly
&brog 7 ThHe duyiic wad Eavthy, doopatog, dyévwnrtog mwavty xal avidiedpog, mop’
gautiig Eyxovoa To elvon xal o LHv, adtoxivtog mavtehdds xal doyn ThHs @hoews xol TGV
Ghoov xwhoswv. Abty 87 odv xad’ doov Eotl ToradTy, xal ThY adteZodoov wal THY
grmérutov mepleldngey év éautf LwAv. That Iamblichus is here immediately depen-
dent upon Porphyry seems evident from a compatison of the above text with the
passages from Porphyry, Sent. to which E. R. Dobbs, op. ¢it., 224 refets.

3 Proclus does, howevet, insist upon the unity of will and being in the realm of
the divine ; cf. Theol. Plat. 1 15, p. 75, 8 fl. Saffrey-Westerink (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 (1 orsokr. 11 88 B 18
Diels-Kranz = Euripides, fr. 594 Nauck?):

ARAUAG TE YPOVOG TEPL T GEVAE
PEVUATL TTANEYG POLTE TIXTWV

2 by L4 {4 4 4 > o
adTdg EauToy, dtdupol T &pxtol
TOLG OXUTTAGVOLG TTTEPUYMV PLTTalG

oV " ATAdvTelov TYpolct TTOAOY.

This clear expression of the notion of self-generation makes
it evident that in a further fragment of the Perithous the term
adtopung must also be understood to imply self-generation (88
B 19 Diels-Kranz = Eurip. fr. 593 N?):

\ \ 3 3l \ 3 3 r
Gt TOV adTOQUT), TOV &V aldepley
eLUBw TavTwY QUoLy EuTAEEavd,
Al 4 \ ~ / 2 J 4
Ov TEpL Yev @i, TEpL & dppvat
\ 3 / 3/ / 3y
VOl alohbypwe, dxpttdc T &GTPWV

6 N0g EVOEAEY G ALY OPEVEL.

It is not at all apparent whether it is the self-generating ypévog
of the previous fragment who is here addressed as adropuig
(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) : évrabda
Yo TOV PV adTopuR Tov drulovpydv volv elpnxev. Our investigation
will show that Clement’s ready identification of <ov adroguy as
the Demiurgic Nous is characteristically Hellenistic.

In a familiar passage of Philodemus, De pietate 13 (p. 80
Gomperz = STF II 1078) it is reported of Chrysippus that
&v 8¢ ©( deutépey (sc. Ilept dedv) ta te eic "Oppén xat Movootov

avapepopeva xal to map’ Opnee xal ‘Howdde xal Edpuridy x (u)al
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rotTals &Aholg, ¢ ol KAsavdng, mewpdtot cuvoixeloby tals S6&wig
0TV, dmavtd T EoTiv aldp, 6 adTOC &V xal TaTHE ®el Libg, O¢ XAV
TR TPOTY Wi payesdar o v Péoav xal unmtéoa 1ol Audg elvor el
Suyatépa. ¥ That the aidnp 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 (= ST F 11 1076) : dv (opdles)-
Har TOv Abee %ok Ty %oy mavtwy edow, with which one should
compare Cicero’s summary of the pertinent views of Chrysippus
at Nat. deor. 1 15, 39 fl. (= SV F II 1077) and, for example,
Lucan. IX 580 : Juppiter est quodeumaque vides, quodcumque moveris ®.
The identification of creation with creator may indeed be consi-

Y Cf. Etymolog. Magn. s.v. ‘Péa (= STV F 11 1084) : Xploinmog 8¢ Aéyer iy yiv
‘Peov xexifiodor, enedy o’ adthg pel to B8wte. Cf. further ST/F II 1085. For
the Stoic conception of «idnp cf. SIVF IV s.r. and W. RoscHER, Lexicon, s.v.
The etymological link between #eb¢ and «iSewv which is referred to by Gregory
Nazianzen (Or. 30, in PG XXXVI 128) and John of Damascus (Fid. orth. 1 9,
14 f. Kotter) may well go back to popular Stoicism. The same etymology appeats
(as G. W. H. Lampe’s A Patristic Greek Lexicon indicates s.2. $eéc) in the scholia
on Johannes Climacus at PG LXXXVIII 645, and is certainly implied in the men-
tion made by Anastasius Sinaita, Viae Dux 2, in PG LXXXIX 85, of the Septuagint
term @royilew (cf., e.g., Exod. 9, 24) as a possible interpretation of debe.

2 Cf. Sencca, Nat. 1, praef. 13 : Quid est deus? Quod vides totum et qiuod non vides
totum. Ibid., 11 45, 3 : ipse enim est hoc quod vides totum. A similar pantheistic view
of the Logos seems to undetlie 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 sutvives in Greek
in POxy. 1, recto 6 1.
Eyetpov TOV Aldov

®axel ebp7oeELg e

oyloov T6 LOAov xwdym

éxel elyt.

Cf. further, with the commentary thereto of A. D. Nock-A.-J. FESTUGIERE,
Corpus Hermeticurn V 11 (I p. 65, 1f1.): ob yop el & [e]dv &, ob el 6 dv moud,

\ 2\ . | ! \! h) ! T A 3 3 \ b4 i\ \ p14 \ % o \ -~ 1
oL el & dv Aéyw. ol yop Twdvte gl kol &AAo o008ty Zotive & pm Eoti, ob el. ob WiV TO
vevbuevoy, b T wi yevbpevov, volg pév, voovuevog, matip 8¢, Snutovpydy, Ozdg 3¢,
gvepydy, dyabog 8¢, xal mavre mouidv. On the Demiurge in Stoic speculation see
W. THEILER’s comments in Reallexikon f. Antike u. Christentum 111 698.
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dered a2 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 Philo-
sophie erst fiir 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 wer-
den,...” *. 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 gua created creates himself. This is stated
with considerable clarity by Seneca on a number of occasions
and most strikingly in fr. 15 Haase (=Lactantius, /wsz. 1 7, in
PL VI 152 L) : alius nos edidit ; alius instruxit : deus ipse se fecit 2.
Ct. turther Seneca, Nat. 11 45, 1 ff.: Ne hoc quidem crediderunt
(sc. Etrusci) lovem, qualem in Capitolio et in ceteris aedibus colimus,
mittere manu sua fulmina, sed eundem quem nos lovem intellegunt,
rectorem custodemque universi, animum ac spiritum mundi, operis huius
dominum et artificermn, cui nomen omne convenit. V'is illum fatum vocare,
non errabis ; hic est ex quo suspensa sunt ommnia, cansa causarum. V'is
tllum providentiam dicere, recte dices ; est enim cuins consilio huic mundo
providetur, ut inoffensus exeat et actus suos explicet. Vis illum naturam
vocare, non peccabis ; hic est ex quo nata sunt ommnia, cuius Spiritu
vivimus. Vs illum vocare mundum, non falleris; ipse enim est hoc
quod vides totum, partibus suis inditus, et se sustinens et sua. Similatly
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

L Agnostos Theos (repr. Darmstadt 1956), 229 f.

2 On this passage see the learned comments of M. LAUSBERG, Untersuchungen 3u
Senecas Fragmenten (Betlin 1970), 93 fl. Cf. further note 3 p. 214 below.
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self-causation of the divine mens, is Cicero, Ae. II 37, 119:
Quamenmaque vero sententiam probaverit (sc. Stoicus sapiens), eam sic
animo comprensam habebit ut ea quae sensibus, nec magis adprobabit
nune lucere guam, quoniam Stoicus est, hunc mundum esse sapienten,
habere mentem quae et se et ipsum fabricata sit et omnia moderetur
moveat regat. As A. Bonhofler put it, “Gott ist ohne Welt
gleichsam nur potentiell vorhanden und wird aktuell nur in und
mit der Weltbildung selbst”*. Plotinus summarizes the Stoic
view as follows (Enn. III 1 [3], 2, 17 f£.) : of & &nl Thv Tol mavtde
Goyny EMIOVTEG AT ADTTG XATAYOUGL TTAVTO, OL& TTAVTOV QOLTHCUGHLY
altloy ol TadTHY 00 wovoy xwoloay, G xal Toloboav ExacTa
AEyovTEG, ELUAPUEVY)Y ToOTNV %al xvplwtatny oitiey FEuevor, adtiy
odoav Ta wavta. The extent to which the Stoic conception of
the self-creating universe had become a commonplace is indi-
cated by Secundus’ description of the xécpog as adroyévwwnrov
Yewpnuo 2. It may be noted further that according to Philo of
Alexandria (De aet. mundi 70) Critolaus employed the following
argument in suppotrt of the view that the universe is everlasting :
7o altiov adT@ TOU Uytalvewy dvosov EoTive dAAG xol TO abtiov adTdd
ToD &ypuTVELY &ypumvov Eotivt &l 8¢ Tolto, xal To altiov adtd Tod
Omapyewy aidiov Eotiv: altiog 8 6 xoopog adTd Tob Umdpyew, b ye xal
Tolg &Moig dmaawy: &idiog &pa 6 xbGpog EoTiv. The view here
ascribed to Critolaus is not precisely that of the Stoics, but it
testifies nonetheless to an atmosphere of general receptivity
towatds the notion of self-creation.

That the Stoic view persisted into the later Roman Empire
is attested in the Hermetic writings (Corpus Hermeticum X V1 19
(II p. 238, 1 fl., ed. A. D. Nock-A.-]J. Festugiére)) : mdvra 3¢ 6
Yede molel S TolTey (SC. § Yedv ol Soupbvey cTeud) Soutd, %ol

wootx Tob deol mavte €otive el 08 mavra Wwoéple, mwhvta doo 6 Debe

Y Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet (Stuttgart 1894), 248. On Stoic pantheism in
general see the remarks of A. BONHOFFER, 0p. ¢if., 243 fl.

% Cf. Fr. G. A. MurracH, FPG 1 p. 512. On the conception of the universe as a
Yewpnpa cf. Plotinus, Ewnn. 111 8 [30].
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TAVTA ODV TIOLRY, €XLTOV TOLEL Xl oLX &V ToTE ToOCWLTO, €mel xol
a0TOG &TaeTog: ol MoTep 6 deog 00 TENog Exel, 00TwE 0VE ¥ Tolnoig
adtob apynv 7 Téhog Exer. It is moreover perhaps the same Stoic
conception that has inspired Orph. Hymn. X 10 Abel, where
pUowg 1s described as adtomdrwp, amdrwe. Cf. also Nonnos,
Dionys. XLI1 51 fl., where @bowg is described as adroyévedrog and
amaTwe, aidyevtog, apntwe. 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 1i., I p. 253, 3 fl. Diehl: dx\he piv 6 odpavég — Aéyw
3¢ odpavov TO cwpatoeldEs woévov — olte mapdyety Exutov obte
GUVEYELY TLEQUXEV" GUEPEG YaQ TV TO TOLOUTOV, TO £xUTOD TTHEAXTLXOV
®ol EAUTOD GUVEXTIXOV. oD% &pa BVTwG ayévnTOg 6Ty 00dE GvTog
avoredpog, @A\’ Goov ETL TG COUATOSLOEL ol YEVNTOG €oTL  xal
oxedactéc. ' Particulatly interesting is Zheol. Plat. 1 3, p. 13,
8 fl. S.-W.: Mévy 3¢ % 7©ob IIhdtevog vdeog Sonynorg té wév
COUATIXG TTAVTR P0G &EYTG AOYov &tiudooca (SudTt d% TO pepLoTdv
oy xal SwacTatdy olite mwapdyey olite oplewy Eautd TEQUxEY dAN& xorl
TO elvar xol TO Evepyelv §) maoyety Sk Yuydic Exer xod TEV év adTh
xwiicewv), xth.2 Apart from the express denial of the possibility
that v& coparixa 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 (IVat. hom. 2,in PG XL 537 1.) : Ta cdpara 75 olxely
ploel TpemTa Ovta %ol oxeduotd xal OLOAov el &TMELPOV TUNT,
wndevog &v adTolg ueTaBANTOL VTTOAELTOUEVOL, SElTuL TOU GUVEYOVTOG
®ab GUVOLYOVTOG &l (MGTEQ GUCELYYOVTOG XAl GUYXPATOUVTOS VT,
bmep Quyhv Aéyopev. Ei tolvuv ocdus eotiv 7 Yuyy) olovdnmorte, el
xal Aemwropepéotatoy, TL mahy &oTlv TO ocuvEyov éxelvny; Edely by

ap TV chux octodar ToL ocuvéyovtog, xal obtwe elc  &melpov,
) \ )

L.CE. further, e.g. In Parm. pp. 785 . Cousin; In T5., 1 p. 2, 28 £; 1. p. 3, 78;
I p. 252, 19 ff. D.; In Alk. 124, 18 ff. Westerink.

2 Cf. in particular the parallel passage at /» 7i., 1 p. 2, 29 ff. D., where, however,
there is no specific mention of soul.
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Ewg Qv xatoavtowpey &lg oompatov. Kl 8¢ Aéyowev, xadamep ol
Trwuxol, Tovidy Two elvar xivpow xtA. It may well be that
Proclus’ ofte mapdyew ... avtd méouxev 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 7imaens which Proclus ascribes to
Albinus should be considered to have been intended in origin
as a rejection specifically of the Stoic position ; cf. 7# 77.,Ip. 219,
2 ff. D.: xal 8 ye IMatwvixdg "ANBivog &Erol xate IIhdtowve tov
x6opov ayévntov bvto yevéoewe apyny Eyew: & xol mhsovalew Tob
6vtwg Gvtog, éxelvov wpévwe del 8vrtog, Tol 8¢ xoopov Tpog TH
ael etval ol Yevécewg &yovrtog dpyny, LV 7 xol del OV xol vevnTée,
oV obTwg &V YeEvNTOG O xaTd Ypdvoy — oD Yap AV NV xal oel v —
ahN &g Aoyov Eywv yevéoewg Ol THY &x TASLOVODY Yol GVOULOLMV
oovdeow, Ny avayxalov elg &MV altiay  adtob TV OTOoTHGLY
avaréuTey mpecPutépay, O v wpdTwe ael oboav EoTl Ty xod odTOG
acl v xal od wpbvov yewntds, dANL 3ol dyévnroc. 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 77maens is not identical with that ascribed to Xenocrates
(fr. 54 Heinze), Theophrastus (fr. 29 Wimmer) and Speusippus
(fr. 54 b Lang) 2, according to which Plato had employed in
the 7imaeus a creation-myth simply as a pedagogical means of
describing the permanent state of the uncreated universe. Pro-

1 See my Parisinus graeeus 1962 and the writings of Albinus, in Phoenix 28 (1974),
320 fI. and 450 f., and L. TARAN, The Creation Myth in Plato’s Timaeus, in Essays in
Ancient Greek Philosophy, edd. J. P. Anrton and G. L. Kustas (New York 1971).

2 Cf. L. TARAN, 0p. cit., 405 1. 152.
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clus does, however, claim that already Crantor maintained an
interpretation of the 7Zmaens similar to that ascribed to Albinus ;
ct. In Ti., 1 p. 277, 8 ff. D.: of 8¢ mept Kpdvropa 7od IIAdrewvog
EEnynTal oot YEVNTOV Afyecdor TOV xbOouov ©¢ AT altiag &AAYMG
napaybuevoy %ol odx Gvta adTéyovov oddE addumboratov. It 1
am right in supposing Stoic theory to be a presupposition of
the interpretation of the Z7maeus ascribed to Albinus, then
Proclus’ ascription of a similar doctrine to Crantor must be
considered either as evidence of the lattet’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 7Zmaens maintained by Crantor was precisely
that of his master Xenocrates, namely that Plato presents his
creation-myth Sudaoradioc ydew. 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: ‘Opaddg 8¢ mdvreg
obToL ¥eéve uEv olovtar Ty Yuydy Wi yeyovévar pnd elvar yevnthy,
mhstovag 82 duvapelg Exsw, elg dg dvahbovta dewplag Evexa TNy odoioy
adThg Moy Tov [IAdtwva yryvouévny drotideodon xal cuyrepavvopévny:
T & adta xel mepl Tob xbdopov Sixvoolypevov EmioTacdul pev didiov
dvto xal ayévnrov, T0 8 & TEbme ouvtETuxTal ol SLotxelTal HOTH-
padely od Sgdtov 6pGVTR TOlg WLHTE YEVEGLY adTOU UTE TGV YEVWYTIXGY
civodov 2E doyfc mpolmodeuévolg TadTv TV 630V Tpamécdar. As
R. Heinze correctly realized !, the od7o. 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 Z7maeus 2, Proclus makes mention of him only

1 Cf. his Xenokrates (Leipzig 1892), 71 and 180.

2CE. D¢ an. proer. in Tim. 1, 1012 D ; 2, 1012 F ; 29, 1027 D ; 16, 1020 C}; 16,
1020 L) ; 20, Taz22 C; 20, 1022 D.
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in two brief instances . One may conclude that there is little
likelihood that Proclus had direct access to Crantot’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 7Zwaens which we meet with from
the Middle Platonic period onwards. In any case Crantor could
not have used the term ad9vrméotaroc 2 and I know of no instance
of adtéyovoc which can be firmly dated prior to Porphyry, Hist.
phil. fr. 18 Nauck??® On the basis of the terminology J. M.
Dillon argues, with some probability ¢, that Proclus’ source was
Tamblichus 5. Then, on the supposition that Proclus’ informa-
tion is correct if not in terminology at least in content, J. M.
Dillon goes on to argue with considerably less probability that

(13

oi mepl Kpavropae would seem, then, to be substantially
Calvisius Taurus™ 6. In fact the “anti-Stoic” view which Proclus
ascribes to of mepl Kpdvropa was a commonplace of later anti-
quity, and in no way the prerogative of Calvisius Taurus ”.

Y inTi., 1p. 277, 8 ff. D.(cf. p. 201 above), and /n 77, Ip. 75, 30 ff. D., where inter
alia Proclus describes Crantor as 6 mp®tog tob [Ihdtwvog EZnyntis. It would be
anachronistic to interpret this as meaning that Crantor wrote a full-scale commen-
tary on the 7émaens. However, the testimony of Plutarch and Proclus, /n 77.,
I p. 75, 30 ff. D. (dealing with Crantot’s appraisal of Plato’s account of Atlantis)
indicates that Crantor must have composed some sort of dmopvAuara dealing with
certain aspects of the 77maens. Although these dmopvuarta can hatrdly 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. DiLroN, lamblichi
Chalcidensis In Platonis Dialogos Commentariorum Fragmenta (Leiden 1973), 268 ff.
and 292 f.

2 Cf. note 1 p. 194 above.
3 T'o which we shall retutn ; cf. pp. 220 ff. below.

4 In spite of the fact that J. M. DiLLoN is mistaken in tegarding adtéyovos as an
lamblichean innovation ; cf. his op. ¢iz., 303.

% Op, vity, 303
8 Op, vik.; 305.

" 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): Zed¢ ta wdvra
2 4 \ 4 2 b14 o 2 A / 2 4 A
érmoinoey xal Awbg éotv Epya 8ow éotl TmdvTa, ... émolncev 3¢

~ 3 1 € ’ 3 / b 3 I 2 ’ > b ]
mpdTog adtog £autdy, o Kpnrne év edwdeowv &vtpoig Tpagpeic, odd
3 i 3> \ 4 n 3 3 3 > 3 r ! 4
guélinoey adtov Kpdvog xatamielv 008’ avt’ &xeivov Aldov xartémiev
008’ Exwdlvevoe Zebg 0dde pnmote xwduvedoy), 008 Eotiv TtpesfUTepoY
3 \ / 3 ~ ! A\ ¢ I ] r 3
003V Ardg, o0 pEAAGY ye ) vlelg Te Tatépwy TpeoBlTepoL YEvoVT Av
®ol TG yryvopeve TEV Tolodvtey, G\ 63 EoTl TpdTOg TE xel
mpeafitatog xal apynyétng TAY TAvTwY, 0dTdg EE adtol yevduevoe.
€ 4 \ 3 / 3 b4 3 il 3 3 3 blA 3 3 L g N
6moTe 3¢ Eyéveto odx Eotiv elmely, aAN Tv Te dpa €& apyic wal EoTon
bl 7 3 L A !/ 2 bl ’ \ t \
elonel, adtomdtwp e xal petlov %) €€ &Ahov yeyovévar. xal Gomep THY
"A9nviy dpa Ex THG xepaAflc Epuosy xal YEUOL 00OV TPOGESENDY)
elc adtNy, obrtwg &TL TpOTEpOY adTOG EauTov € EauTol Emolvcev xol
3 \ 4 [4 4 3 A 3 3 3 3 \ 3 I3 /
000V Tpocedendy étépov elg TO elvon, AN adTd Todvevtiov TdvTe
elvar &’ xetvou HpLaro. Similarly Zeus is invoked as adrondrwe
at Orph., Hymn. XN 7 Abel?, and is described as adzoréxog by
Nonnos at Dionys. VIII 81 and XXVII 622  Once again
Secundus, who defines 9edc as idibmiactov dyaddy 3, serves to
emphasize the commonplace nature of the theme.

The Hermetic Képn xbouov preserved by Stobaeus stresses

that it is not @bow that is self-generated but the transcendent

! Divine self-generation occurs elsewhere in the Orphic Hymns at XII 9 Abel,
where Heracles is referred to as adtoguig, and at VIII 3 where the same epithet
is used of the sun.

% For further instances of such compounds in Nonnos see W. PEgk, Lexikon 3u
den Dionysiaka des Nonnos, Lfg. 1 (Hildesheim 1968), s.vv. adtéyovog, dsmopog,
adTorbyEuTos, adTbomopog, adtotéxog, adtoguig. Cf. also p. 199 above and note 2
p. 207 and p. 225 below.

8 FPG 1, p. 512 Mullach. Secundus describes also »&i\og (FPG I, p. 514 M) as
iStémhaotov dyadév. The adjectival formation idudmhactov does not seem to be
attested elsewhere.
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creator (Exe. XXIII 58 (IV p. 19, 14 ff. ed. A. D. Nock-A.-].
Festugiere)) : Ildrep xal Savpoacte mornrd wavtwy, adtéyove Suipov
xal The St 68 TAVTR YEVWAGTG TTOLTA QUGEWS, HdY ToTE, & datuov, del
peldpa motandv xadaps mpdotabov elvar. Though the text is
corrupt it is apparent that the same message is implied at Corpus
Hermeticum VIIL 2 (I p. 87, 14 f. N.-F.) 1 mpdtoc yap mavrev
» A 3t \ 3 ’ \ \ ~ (14 7
Svtwg xal &idiog xal &yevvntog xal OMuLovpyds TGV HAwv  debdg
Scitepog 3¢ 6 xat’ eixdva adrtol O adTol vyevbuevog xul O adtod
cuveybuevog xal TpeEpouevog xal  ddavartilouevog, ©¢ UTO  aidtou
/ > 7 € ) / \ \ : ~ EETANT4 / L4
matebdg, detlwov g addvatog. TO yap detlwov Tob &idiov Sixpépet. 6
A \ € h) L4 2 3 ] / 2 \ A bl g € 3 e ~
pudv yop Omd Etépou odx éyéveror el 8& wal éyéveto, Go’ Exutol
obmote <d&> yéveto, &Mk del yiveton T 1O yap aidiov ob &ididv éatt To
~ < \ \ 3 \ 4 o~ 3/’ 4 \ / ] \ ~ 1
nav, T 6 3% mathp adtdg Eavtob &idiogr 6 3¢ wxbopog VO TOL TaTEG
37 \ 2 4 ’
T &idiog T xal ddavarog yéyove, xTA.

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], Zheol. arithm. 5, p. 3,
17 f. de Falco : éaxvtiv ye piv yewq (sc. 7 povag) xal &g’ Eavthe
yewdtar ¢ adTtotelng xal dvapyog xal drededtyrog. Cf. likewise
Corpus Hermeticum IV 10 (I p. 53, 1 ff. N.-F.): % yap povig,
obox TavTLY ey xol oila, &v mioly €oTv G¢ v ptlo ol apyy.
» b 3 ~ 3 \ 3 \ 9 3 \ 3 p e 3 A~ 3 L r
&vev 3t dpyic o038y, dpyn Ot &5 o0devog N’ EE adtic, et ye dpym
EoTL TGV ETEPWVY. QLOVAG 0DGO OLY Gyl TovTa dptduov eumeptéyet,
OO undevig EUTEQLEYOUEYY), ol TAVTH GELOUOY YEWE LTO pndevdg
vewouévy étépov gordpod . And we should doubtless classify
as Neopythagorean-inspired also the occurrences of the notion
in the Hymns of Synesius.

Ct. Hymn. 1 144 fI. Terzaghi
Ti yep 00 oov, dvak;
TUTEPWV TCAVTWY

3 /

!
TCATEQ, AVTOTNATWE,

1 In othet 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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TPOTATWP, ATATWY,
vi¢ ceaVTOD,

Al {3 \ 14

Ev &vog TpldTEROY,
OVTOV GTEQULA,

HTA.

Further, Hymn. 1 191 ff. Terz.
20 16 Tixtov Eguc,
oL TO TIXTOUEVOY

HTA.

Hymn. IV 1 fl. Terz.
Mera maydg aytoag adroroyedTov,
APENTOLV EVOTNTOV ETEXELV,
xTA.

Hymn. 1X 52 f. Terz.

0 pev adTbooLTOG APYY,

Toplog TRTNE T EOVTLY,

oAOYEVTOG, XTA. 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): Alybrrior
3¢ ... Epocav TOV deov elvor povalde dduxipeTov xol odTHY  EouThy
vewdoay xol &5 adThg T Tavta xoateoxsbacdout adty yap, @rnoly,
ayévwntoc obow Tovg €ENg dptdpovg yewd, olov €@’ ExvTHy N LOVAG
emmpootedelon yewd thv dvade xvA. Familiarity with Egyptian
mythology has also undoubtedly inspired Plutarch, De Is.
et Osir. 62, 376 A: wiv pev yep “low moldowg 16 thHe "Advvig
ovopatt  xaholor  (sc. ob  Alydmrior) @pdlovri Towoltov  Abyov

€3 bR ] 3 ~ oD ¢ 3 b 3 / ~ 7
NNdov &’ Epoawthg, Omep oty adTOXWVTOL QOPEE  ONAWTIXOY.

1 See N. TERzZAGHI’s commentary on all of the above passages.

2 Cf. S. Morenz, Agyptische Religion (Stuttgart 1960), 181, and E. HornunG,
Der Eine und die Vielen : Ag yptische 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 undoubt-
edly 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
particulatly apparent in a magical papyrus at Leiden in which
a Hellenistic Jewish prayer, which I have examined elsewhere ?,
opens as follows (PMag. XIIT 63 fL.): émxeroBpal oe ToV wdvTwV
petlove, TOV TAVTOL ®TEoAVTA, GE TOV a<O>TOYEWNTOY, TOV TTavTo GRGVTA
xol pd) 6pdpevov: xth. The influence of Hellenistic Judaism is simi-
larly obvious at PMag. IV 1559 . : &xove, &xove, & péyog debs,
"Adwvale. .., adtoyevétwp, aellov deg, ... Tdw ... Tdw ... 6 Ov... Tdo
ZofBadd, ... The term adroyevérwp appears also in a magical for-
mula at PMag. XIIT 267 fl.: aBrediag 8¢ obrwe  debpd pot, o
TEWTOPUEG 6%OTOG, Xal xPVUPOV e TPOGTAYUATL TOU GVTOG &V 0DPAVE)
adToyEvETopog, TOV detvar.”” Aéye T6 Svopa. At PMag. IV 455 ff. Horus
is invoked as adroréyeute in the following prayer : xifjlw & olvopa
cbv, “Qp’, By Morpdv todotdpov: ... Dl pot, mpomdrtwe, ®bopov ddhog,
adToAbyEVTE, TTLUPQbEE, Ypucooad, oacctufpote, déomota wbGLOL, KTA.
However, in a similar series of formulae at PMag. IV 1980 ff.
the name Jao appears in conjunction with that of Horus : taira
yop adTog Edwxag, dvak, &v avdpomoist dafvarr &t Emukaholpot
TeTpopepEs cov Todvopa: ... law: ... xinle & obvopa by, TQp’, dv
Mowp@dv loaprdpov: ... 'Iam: ... Dhadl wot, wpomwdtwp, ®bopov ThTER
adtoyévedre. Cf. further PMag. 1 341 f.: thali poi, wpomdrwe,
npoyevéotepe, avtoyévedhe. And PMag. IV 939 ff. : yaipe, Spdnwv
axpalé te Mwv, puotxal Tupds dpyal, yolpe ¢, Asuxdv Gdwp xol
8evdpeov Glumétyhov xal ypucol xvapdvog avadpoionwy peAiimToy,

\ ~ 4 3 \ A 3 A A ]
xal xadapddy oTopdTwY Apeov Npepov EEavafrilwy, xavdape, xdxlov

! In my A Hellenistic context fot John 10, 29, in Vigiliae Christianae 24 (1970),
245 fl.
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&ywv omopipov Tupds adtoyévedhe, Bti StovAAxfog el, AH, xal
TpwTopavng &L, veboov uot, Attopat, 67t odpPora puoTind @ealw: ...
Dadl poi, mpomaTwe, xal pot odévog adtodg omdlols. ®TA.

The vocabulary of self-generation plays an important part
in Gnostic literature !, 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
N oY Zipoviavdy adewtdt alpecig in particular and of heretics
in general (Const. Ap. VI 10, in PG I 933): Tobrowg 8¢ wéow 3
ETlomg OXOTOG MV €Lg Xl 6 aOTOG ADESTNTOG, TOV WUV TOVTOXQATOPN
Deov Pracepnpely, &yvwotov Sobalety, kol i) elvor Tatépa Tob XpLaToD,
unde Tob xbopov dnuiovpydy, GAN dhextov, &op7TOV, EXATOVOLAGTOY,
adtoyévedhov: xth. Cf. also 7bid., VI 11, in PG 1 936 : ‘Hpelg 8¢
Téxve, deob  xal viol elpNyng, TOV iepdv xal =09 Abdyov xrpdoo-
ovteg Thg edoePelug, Eva wovov Pedv  xatayyENouev, vouov xol
wpoenTadv  Kdpiov, Tdv Ovtev Snutovpyov, tob Xpiotobd matépw:
odx adraltiov xal  adrtoyéveddrov, ¢ éxelvor (l.e. the same
concatenation of Simonians and other pseudapostles as in
the previous passage) ofovron, GAN  &idiov xal &vapyov, xal Qg
oixobvra &mpdorrov. 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. I11 3, 8 fI.,
in GCS, Die Pseudoklementinen 11, p. 97, 8 fL.): ingeniti auntem

11 have previously discussed some of the relevant material in my art. cif., 246 ff.

% Nonnos, howevet, in his mettical paraphrasis of the Gospel of Jobn, is particulatly
fond of referring to the self-generation of the Father ; cf. A. SCHEINDLER’s edition
(Leipzig 1881), Index, s.vv. adtoyévedhrog, adréyovog, adtéguros. As we shall see
(cf. p. 225 below), Nonnos in one instance (Par. Jo. B 65) refers to the Son as
adTbyovog.

8 Const. Ap. V1 9, in PG 1 929 ff. narrates the tale of St. Peter thwarting the
attempted levitation of Simon the Mage, and concludes thus : xal oltew mpd™
Emayn ) TOV Zipoviavdy adeotary alpeotg &v Pduy, xal Sie tdv Aotndv Yevdaro-
oTéAwV Evipyet 6 Sudfolos.
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appellatio non quid sit, nobis intellegere dat, sed guod non est factus;
antopatora|n) vero et antogeneton, hoc est ipsum sibi patrem ipsumque
sibi filium qui vocaverunt illud quod est ingenitum, contumeliam facere
conati sunt dubiis deservientes rationibus. indigere enim nativitate
illud qguod erat prinsquam nasceretur, parvulorum iudicio intellegentes
putaverunt, et illud quod non fuerat, pro eo quod fuerit ponentes, quasi
per se ipsum factum dicere insania insanierunt, et plantationibus con-
parare illud quod est ingenitum, ut daemcniosi ansi sunt. haec autem
ommnia 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 qualtenus natum est, ﬁtz'xm autem eum constal qualenus
genuit.  haec auntem 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? qui esse babuit ante-
quam sibi ut esset praestitisset, antopator 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 antem 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 *.

L Cf., e.g., the anonymous Opusculum Tlepl Heod, quowral dmodelies in Parisinus
gr. 1309, fol. 1 b vetrso: dcdevic 8¢ oty o) o i év (dxeivo ydp 0ddév domi),
A o Gpudpdig Gv. Tolto 8¢ TowobTov By Hror didibv doTiv i) yevéuevov. dAAa UV
&idiov &8bvarrov elvor O TowbTov dodevéc: Slvapig vép h udubtrg. el 8t yevduevov,
A O¢" favtod mavtwg #) 0@’ Etépou. el 8 O¢’ Exutod, el wdv petd T yevéoda,
o &8eito yevéodar %37 yop yevduevoy fv. el 8¢ mwpd Tob yeveécDou, ddVvatov Fve 00dE
oo v 6hwe. T6 88 wh By ddlvatoy: dote dddvatov B’ Exvtod yevésHar T yevbuevov.
dvarynn B8 mavtog O Tvos. O’ Etépov dpa. The opusculum is difficult to date, but
Parisinus gr. 1309 was probably copied prior to 1380 ; cf. J. IR1GOIN in Seriptorium
4 (1950), 201. In any case Leo Allatius (cf. J.A. Fasricrus-HARrLES, Bibliotheca
Graeca X11, p. 96, = PG CLX 786) was almost certainly mistaken in ascribing
the work to Plethon ; cf. F. Masar, L’(Buvre de Georges Gémiste Pléthon, in
Bulletin de I’ Académie Royale de Belgique, Classe des Lettres et des Sciences Morales et
Politiques 40 (1954), 536 fI., in particular 550 £.
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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. Hom. XVI1 16, 1, in PG II 377 : mpdg todrog 3¢, Tod
IMotpoc to pn yeyewhodat €otv, Yiob 3¢ 16 yeyewiodor: yevwnTov 3¢
Gyewhte B xol adToyewnTo od ouyxpivetar. However, that divine
self-generation did indeed appear in the Meyddy "Anbpactg
ascribed to Simon the Mage is attested in a fragment
preserved at Hippolytus, Ref. haer. VI 18, in PG XVI 3222:
Kaxeivog (sc. mwathp) v elg Exov yap &v €avtd adthv (SC. Emivoray)
AV LOvog, o0 pévToL TPMTOG, Xainep TEOUTAPY WY, Quvels 08 adTE &mod
€oUTOD, €YEVETO OelTEPOg. GAAA OVOE Tatnp ExANdy Tolv adT?v adTOV
OVORLUGHL TATEPX. ¢ 0LV odTOG £€xuTOV UTO EauTol  TTpoaYdy®Y

QAVELGH ETTLYOLAY

e

EQavépwoey ExuTd TNV Ldioy Emivotay, olTWG xol
3 3 4 b \ 3 ~ 3 A 3 ! \ r 3 € -~
o0x émolncev, GMa iSoboa odtdv Evéxpule TOV TaTEpa Ev EquTy,
LA \ I \ ¥ J / ! \ 2 / o
TouTesTL THY Sdvapty, ol oty dpoevédniug Sbvauig xal Emivole, 8dev
aANHotg avriaToLyoboty (0008 Yo Sioéper Shvautg émtvolag) v bvre.
For an indication of the extent to which the vocabulary of self-

generation appears in Gnostic literature cf. C. Schmidt, Kop-
tisch-gnostische Schriften1, 3. Aufl. v. W. Till, GCS 45 (Berlin 1962),

Wortregister s.vv. adtoyévedhog, adroyevie,t adroyév<vonrog, adro-

! The eatliest appearance of the term adroyevigin surviving texts appeats to be Philo,
De mut. nom. 259 £.: Tive 00v &’ <odpavod> ooty evdinwe beadat Aéyer (cf. Ex. 16, 4),
87 A Thv odpaviov coglav; Av dvewdey emimépmel Tods {puepov dpetiig &xodoons buyaig
6 ppovihcewg eddvioy xal edetnplow Exwv xol to S &pdwv xod pdAisTe &v iepd B84,
v oaBPatov xehel. tére Yoo THY TOV adToudTev dyadév gopav Ecectal groy, odx
&2, 8hng Téxvne dvatelhdvtwy, AN adToyevel xal adtotedel @loel  BAacTtavévrwv
xal Tovg oixeloug @epbvtwv xopmwods. The mss. reading €% 6ing téyvne has
provoked numerous emendations, on which see R. ARNALDEZ’ edition
(Patis 1964), 153 n.3; advoyevel is not only a Philonic hapax legomenon
but also the only appeatance in Philo of an adjectival formation indica-
tive of self-generation. P. WENDLAND suggested that one should read adduvyevel
(a favourite Philonic term), but thete 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
cettainly no need to suppose that De zut. nom. 259 £. is influenced directly by Greek
philosophical concepts ; but cf. G. Luck, Der Akademiker Antiochos (Bern/Stuttgart
1953), 30 n. 1. For information on Philo I am much indebted to the complete
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ndtwp, adtopuic. 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 f.1: “Denn (y&p) ich bin die
Erste und die Letzte. Ich bin die Geehrte und die Verachtete.
Ich bin die Dirne (wépvn) und die Ehrbare (oepvi). Ich bin
die Frau und die Jungfrau (mapdévoc). Ich bin die Mutter und
die Tochter. Ich bin die Glieder (uéhog) meiner Mutter. Ich
bin die Unfruchtbare, und zahlreich sind ihre Kinder, Ich bin
die, deren Hochzeiten (ydpoc) zahlreich sind, und ich habe nicht
geheiratet. Ich bin die Hebamme und die, die nicht gebiert.
Ich bin der Trost meiner Geburtsschmerzen. Ich bin die
Braut und der Briutigam. Und mein Mann ist es, der mich
gezeugt hat.  Ich bin die Mutter meines Vaters und die Schwes-
ter meines Mannes, und er ist mein Abkémmling. Ich bin die
Sklavin dessen, der mich bereitet hat. Ich bin die Herrin mei-
nes Abkémmlings. Er aber (3¢) ist es, der mich vor der Zeit
gezeugt hat in einer Geburts-Art (oder : Geburts-Fall), und er
ist mein Abkommling i[n] der Zeit, und meine Kraft (3dvap.c)
stammt aus ithm.”

But in addition to its role as an ingredient in a variety of
more of 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. baer. IX 10, in

concotdance to Philo compiled by P. BorGEx and R. SkARsTEN at the University
of Bergen.

Y Gnostische und Hermetische Schriften aus Codex II und Codex 171, edd. M. KRAUSE
and P. Lasi (Gluckstadt 1971), 122 f. The same antitheses are applied to Eve,
the primeval Vitgin, in Nag Hammadi Codex 11, p. 114, 7 fl.; cf. M. KrAUSE, Der
Stand der Verdffentlichung der Nag Hammadi-Texte, in Le Origini dello Gnosticismo,
ed. U. Biaxcur (Leiden 1967), 82, and M. TARDIEU, T rois mzythes gnostiques : Adam,
Eros et les animanx d’ Egypte dans un écrit de Nag Hammadi (11, 5) (Paris 1974), 107 fl.
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PG XVI 3378) : 8t 8¢ xal tov adtov Yidv elvar Aéyer (sc. Noywég)
wal Tlatépo 003elg ayvoetl. Aéyel 3¢ olrtwg * Ete pév odv un yeyévnro
6 Iathp, Suatwg Ilatne mpoonydpsutor &te 3¢ MOdduncey vyévesuy
oopeivat, Yewndelg 6 Yiog Eyéveto adtog €autod, ody €tépov.” oltwg
vop doxel povapytoy cuVLGTAY, £y xal TO adTd acxwy vrdpeyety [latépn
xel Yiov xedobuevov, ody Etepov €€ Etépou, AN adtov £ Eautol, %TA.
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: “Hpdurerrog
UEY OLY @moLy €lval TO TV SLaLPETOV ASLALPETOV, YEVNTOV &YEVNTOV,
Pvnrov addvertov, Aoyov [xeovov ?], aléve, Hlatépa Yiov, Medv dixowov.
In suppott of these claims Hippolytus quotes copiously from
the fragments of Heraclitus. For example, #bid., in PG XVI
3374, he writes &t 3¢ éotv 6 TaThp TAVTLY TAV YEYOVOTWY YEVNTOS
ayevnTog, %Tlolg OmnuLovpyss, Exetvou Aéyovtog axovopev: IléAepog
mwavtov utv mathe Eott, xtA. (Morsokr. 1 22 B 53 Diels-Kranz). Cf.
also 7bid., in PG X VI 3375 : Aéyeu(sc. Heraclitus) 8¢ xai tol xéoupov
%plow xal TIVTOV TGV &v adTd Sk Tupds Yivesdar Aéywv obtwg (22
B 64 D.-K.)* Ta 8¢ mdvra olaxiler Kepawvoe, tovtéott xateudiver:
*EPALVOV TO TUP AEY®VY TO alddviov. Aéyer O xal @povipov TolTo elva
70 7o xal TG Srowoewg TAY Ehwy altiov: xadel (22 B 65 D.-K.) 3¢
adTO YenorociVY xal xbpov: yeNoroclvy d€ EoTiy 1) SlaxdoumnoLs xat
adTéy, %) 3¢ dxmbpwarg xbpog: Idvra ydp, enal (22 B 66 D.-K.), 7o
mop EmeAdov xpuvel xal xatahPetor. &v 3¢ ToUTE TG xepadale TAVTA
6100 TOv 13tov vobv éEédero, dpa 8¢ xal tov g Nomtol alpéoewe, <6v? >

> OAtywv émédetfe odx dvra Xptotol aiia ‘Hpaxdeitov podnriv.
TOV Y&p TOTOV XOGPOV odTOV dMULoupyOvV ol TOWTHY  EXUTOU
ywépevoy oftw Aéyerr ‘O dedg Auéen edppbvy, x7A. (22 B 67 D.-K.).
Hippolytus’ account is interesting evidence both of Stoic doc-
trine 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, Adp. haer. LXXIII 11, in
PG X1IT 424 D) : xai €t tig w0 &ypovov tHg Tob povoyevodg Xeiotol
&x ToTpdg VTosTRGEMS &L TNV &yévwnTtov Tob Bcol odotav avagépot,
&g viomaropa ! Moy, dvddepa otw. The comments of Hilary of
Poitiers on this anathema are revealing : Dedisse superior defi-
nitio ® occasionem haereticis videbatur, writes Hilary (De synod. 20,
in PL X 499 L.), cum tempus nativitatis Filii negaretur ( quia nefas
esset, si pater esset in fempore: in tempore autem esset, si Filius
tempori subderetur): ut per hanc opportunitatem temporis abnegat,
sub Filii nuncupatione, Pater, qui innascibilis esset, singularis atque
unicus ipse sibi et pater et filius praedicaretur : quia ubi nascendi tempus
excluditur, illic opinio videtur innascibilitatis admitti; ut natus non
putetur, cuins nativitas non sit in tempore. Ideirco ne per bhanc
occasionerns temporis abnegati, haeresis (Sabelliana) unionis irreperet ;
baec impietas dammnatur, quae andeat intemporalem nativitatem ad
unicam ac singularem innascibilis essentiae referre substantiam : cum
alind sit intemporalem esse, alind sit esse non natum ; quorum unum
habet (licet extra tempus) nativitatem, alind 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 eter-
nally 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 in-
stead the neutral term auctfor. Cf. likewise Faustus of Riez,

1 On the term viomdrwp see the material in G.W.H. Lampr’s A Patristic Greek
Lexicon, s.v.

2 Cf. ibid., 24, in PL X 499 : Ef s5i quis seniorem tempore Patrem dicat Filio ex se
unigenito, juniorem autemr Filium Patre : anathema sit.
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Epist. VII, in PL LVIII 857 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
[ilius sit confitebitur 2 Hilary also indicates that one of the objec-
tions brought by the semi-Arians against the term époodcuog
was that it had been repudiated as suggestive of Filiopatrian
heresy by the Synod of Antioch which in 268 had condemned
Paul of Samosata (#bid., 81, in PL X 534 B): Secundo quogue id
addidistis, guod patres nostri, cum Paulus Samosatens baereticus 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. 1 1, in PG XXIV 829 C) : &t 8¢ tadd’
oltwme &y, yévorr’ dv Eleyyog adtog (sc. Mapxehhog) Eavtol, YiomdTopa
tov @eov xata tov Tofédhov, el xal ) youvd T6 Adyw, T yobv
dhndele elodywy, 76 thv Ombotacty averpely Tob Yiol, éva 8¢ Beov
6ptlecdar, nal toltov Exvrtod Ilatépa, xal od madwv Yiov amoxadelv
¢avtob. 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 satis-
fied either to avoid altogether the question of the source of the
Fathet’s being ot to assert simply that He is ungenerated. The
so-called Fides Damasi (presumably from about the close of the

L Cf. G. L. PrESTIGE, God in Patristic Thought (London 1952), 205 ff. The charge
of Sabellianism is repeated by Epiphanius, Ady. haer. LXV 1, in PG XLII 13.

2 Cf. G. L. PRESTIGE, 0p. ¢it., 207 f., and T. E. PoLLarD, Marcellus of Ancyra, a
neglected Father, in EPEKTASIS : Mélanges patristiques offerts a Jean Daniélon
(Beauchesne 1972), 191 £.
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fourth century) proclaims that *: Nown fres Deos, sed Patrem et
Filinm et Spiritum Sanctum unum Deum colimus et confitemur : non
sic unum Denm, quasi solitarium, nec eundem, qui ipse sibi Pater sit,
ipse et Filins, ... 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 zugenzzus 2. T'ypical
of the orthodoxy of the period is St. Basil’s statement (Zp. 38,
4,1in PG XXXII 329 fI.) that 6 8¢ énl mdvrov Jedg 2Ealpetdv Tt
yvooplopa ThHe €antod VTocTacews, To Ilathe elvon, xol éx umdepdg
alttag SmocTivar, wévos Eyer. Even St. Augustine adopts the
same unenquiring attitude ; cf. 77in. XV 26, 47, in PL XLII
1095 : Pater enim solus non est de alio, ideo solus appellatur ingenitus,
non quidem in Scripturis, sed in consuetndine disputantinm, et de re
tanta sermonem qualers valuerint proferentium. Cf. likewise zbid.,
IV 20, 28, in PL XLII 908 : Sed Pater cum ex tempore a quoqguanm:
cognoscitur, non dicitur missus : non enim habet de quo sit, aut ex quo
procedat.  Sapientia quippe dicit, “FEgo ex ore Altissimi prodivi”
(Eeclus. 24, 5); et de Spiritu sancto dicitur, A 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 .

L Cf. H. DENzINGER, Enchiridion Symbolorum %% (Freiburg i. Br. 1973), § 15.
Cf. likewise Ps.-Justin, Quaest. Graec., in PG VI 1469 C: xai 16 deiby gopev elvor
dowpotov, ody 6t Eotv dompatov (Eméxewa ydp oty 6 dedg Th abtod odota, Gomep
Tob cduatog, obtm xal Tob dowudton, Og Exatépon TodTwv Omdpywy dnuiovpyds:
0088 yap Emolncey 6 Yedg & adtdg HmdpyeL), ...

2 Cf. H. DENZINGER, 0p. cit., passim.

8 Lactantius (/nst. 1 7, in PL V1152 f£.) does indeed quote Seneca, fr. 15 Haase
(ct.p. 197above) with approval: Verum quia fieri non potest, quin id quod sit, aliguando
esse coeperit, consequens est, it quando nihil ante illum fuit, ipse ante omnia ex se ipso sit
procreatus. Ideoque ab Apolline adroouie, a Sibylla adrtoyevic, ef dyéwnrog, et dmolnrog
nominatur. Quod Seneca, homo acutus, in Exhortationibus vidit : ““Nos, inquit, 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]) Ilepl tob éxouciov xai defuatog Tob évés. Such a prin-
ciple, 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. Cf., ¢.g, Emn, VI B, 13,
so fl.: el olv Opéotnxe 10 dyaddv xal cuvuplotnow adtd %) alpeotig
xal 7) BovAnotg — &veu yop ToLTWV odx €oTel — Sei 3¢ Tolto Wy
ol elvo, cuvaxTéoy ®¢ &v THY PodAnowy xal TV odotay xal TO
Déhewv: 10 3¢ ey <el> map’ adrod, avdyny wap’ adtol ol TO
elvar adT@® elvar, Gote adTOV TEToLxévaL adTOV 6 Adyoc avebpev.
el yop M BodAnoig wop’ adTol xal otov Epyov adTol, abty 8¢ TadTov
7)) Omooctacer adtob, adtOg &v oltwg VmooThowg &v elny adTév-
dote ody Grmep Eruyév EoTwy, GAN Emep €Boudln adtég. Many
of the subtleties of the probing argumentation of this “most
theological” of Plotinus’ treatises ! are no doubt the product
of Plotinus’ own reflections, but the argument that God is self-

pendenus. Itaque ad aliguem respicimus, cui, quod est optimum in nobis debeamuns. Alins
nos edidit ; alins instruxit : Deus ipse se fecit”. However, Lactantius’ expression of
approval has provoked the following castigatory comments quoted by the Migne
editot ad loc. from the margin of a manuscript : Animadversio R.P. Jo. Matiae
Brasichell., sacti palatii apost. Magistri, excetpta ex ora ms. Reg. n. 3759 : Caute
lege ista omnia ad finem usque capitis, nam vehementer abhorrent a more loquendi theolo-
orunz ; neque enim Deus a seipso genitus est aut procreatus, cum nibil magis impossibile
sit, quam aliquid seipsum generare aut producere. Nec videntur verba Lactantii in bomum
aliquem sensunm posse reduci, nisi negative a seipso genitus, id est non ab alio genitus. Denique
in hac causa quam illud absurdum : *“ Fieri non potest quin id, quod sit, aliquando esse
coeperit”. The Migne editor adds (loc. ciz.) in defence of Lactantius that he has
given a correct appraisal (De Deo recte sensit) at Inst. IV 13, in PL VI 482 f,,
which reads as follows : Zpse enim pater Deus, et origo, et principium rerum, quonian
parentibus caret, drstwe atque auhtwe a 1rismegisto verissime nominatur (cf. Corpus
Hermeticum IV, ed. A. D. Nock- A. |. FESTUGIERE, p. 100, fr. 4 b), quod ex nullo
sit procreatus. BElsewhere, however, Lactantius reports as Hermetic the belief that
the supreme God has no patents guia ex se et per se ipse sit (Epit. inst. 4, in PL
VI 1022, = Corpus Hermeticum IV, p. 107, fr. 4 ©).

L Cf. E. BrEsIER, Plotin: Ennéades, V1, 2° partie (tept. Paris 1963), 119. Cf.
further H. J. KrRAMER, 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 pre-
supposition of the persistent appearance of the terminology of
divine self-generation in pre-Neoplatonic literature. More-
over, 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 11, 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 f1.1 : “Der Wille Gottes ndmlich (ydp)
hat keinen Anfang wie (xord) seine Natur (pdcig) — das ist sein
Wille — ; denn (ydp) die Natur (pdoic) Gottes ist der Wille. Sein
Wille aber (8¢) ist das Gute (dyadév).” Cf. also the Latin Ascle-
pius 14, p. 313, 12 fI. N.-F. 1 Quaecumaque ergo sunt, quibus inest
natura generandi, haec et generabilia sunt, de quibus nasci potest, tametsi
ea ex se nata sunt (neque enim dubitatur ex his, quae ex se nata sunt,
Jfacile nasci posse, de quibus cuncta nascuntur). deus ergo sempiternus,
dens aeternus nec nasci potest nec potuit; hoc est, hoc fuit, hoc erit
semper. haec ergo est, quae ex se tofa est, natura dei. ‘This latter
passage is unfortunately not included in the portion of the
Asclepins preserved in Coptic in Nag Hammadi Codex V1. *

1 Cf. Gnostische und Hermetische Schriften aus Codex I und Codex V1 (seen. 1 p. 210

above), 200.

2 Cf. futther Asclepius 30, p. 338, 18 £. N.-F.: ipse enim (sc. deus) in se est et a se est.
The relevant section of the Aselepins is not preserved in the Coptic, but cf. Cyril
of Alexandtia, Contra Iulian. 1, in PG LXXVI 549 (quoted by A. D. Nock-
A. J. FESTUGIERE ad /oc. n. 265), who preserves in a Hermetic fragment the pertinent
Greek formulae (cf. Corpus Hermeticum IV, p. 130, fr. 25 N.-F.) : El tig odv dompartog
opdaiubds, EZepyéodw Tob cmputog &l THy Hay Tob xehod kol dvortThTe: xal alwpndfTo
(Sewpelte N.-F.), ph) oxfuve, uh odua, ph i8éug Cnrédv Sedoacdor, AN’ Exeivo
waAov TO TovTwY TornTKdY, TO Aovyov, TO YaANvéy, TO Edpalov, TO &TpemTov, TO AdTO
v %ok pévov, T €v, e adtd €% Eautol, o adtd dv Eawtd, 10 Exwtd Suotov, &
phre 8o Buotby ot phte gautd dvbpotov. Proclus, of course, on the basis of the
First Hypothesis of the Parnzenides, 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., Zheol. Plat. 1 15,
p- 75, 8 fl. S.-W.: Kol olite 7} @loer mapamincimg morobvreg T
elvor povov ampontpétwg évepyolowy (SC. of deol) olite Talg pepixals
Juyols 6potwe peta Bovlicews évepyolvreg TG %ot 0VGLUY TOLYGEMG
éotéprvTo, ouvypract 08 dupe xata wiey Evoowy, xal Podiovran
pey oo TG elvor Svvavtal, TG OF Elvol THYTE XKoL OUVELEVOL %ol
ToLOUVTEG  GQOOVE BOUANGEL THY TVG TOLNGEMG GiTIY GUVEYOLGLY.
However, the considered view of Proclus is that whereas Nous
and Soul are addvrdctara, the One by its very nature (since the
concept of self-generation involves some internal distinction
in the self-created)! transcends self-generation® Proclus
argues this at length at /n Parm. p. 1147 fl. Cousin, in his
comments upon Parm. 138 b 2 fl. (Odxolv &rspov pév &v 7 el
adtd TO TepLéyov, E€tepov O TO mepteybuevov: od Yo Bhov ye dupw
TodTOY Gpo metoeTor xal Twounoel xal obtw TO &v odx dv elv £t &v
¢ang do). Cf. in particular Proclus, /n Parm. p. 1150, 16 fl. C. :
Ei tolwv 76 addumboratov Omwoolv Surlpetov o, TO 3¢ &v ob
dratpeTdy, 0dx &y eln To &v addumdoTaToy, dAAG Xl THY adIVTTOGTATWY
amavTov aitiov, TG Tavte cmleodar dua TO v, kol boa Top EXVTHY,

ol 6o map’ dMwv  Ogéotnxev. Ob 6¢ Embuevor T4

1

TAdTwwe

reference to the One ; cf. In Parm. p. 1169 fI. C., and in particular 1171, 4 ff. C.:
Eite obv yokfvn tic dotwy duvovpévn voepd mapa Toig cogols, eite bppog puotixds, elte
GLYN TETEIAT, ONAOY GG ATAVTWY TAOV TowlTwy EifjpnTar TO &, &méxewa dv wal
dvepyelag xal ouyfic xal fHovying xal mwavtwy 6ol T@Y év Tolg 0UOLY AVLIVOLULEVLY
oTaclLeY cuVdULLTLY.

1 This in spite of, e.g., Elem. theol. 47, which argues that Tlév t0 addvrdoratov
duepéds gott wal dmiobv., The question of the duality of the adduméorara is raised
but hardly settled by Damascius, 7z Phlb. 116 ; cf. L. G. WESTERINK ad loc., p. 55 £.
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
addumborare, is In 77,1 p. 232, 11 ff. D.: 70 pdv odv &v xol Tod addumdotoatov elvor
®pelttéy &oti Jel yap adTd movtdg Eippricdar TANDoug 1o Be del dv addumbdoTatov
wév, B td &v 8¢ Thv Sdvapy Exer Tadtrv 6 88 pet’ adtd xal addumboratov dpo
wod g’ alrlag Mg Oplotatar mornTiedg, ofév wou xal TO Huétepdv éoTi T 88
Eoyato mhpstol wev &r’ alriag elg 16 elven xpelrtovog, addumdotata 8 odx Eomw,
AN dvurboTaTe.
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®PELTTOY Xal TOLTOV TO TPdTOV elvat SLapp?dny elpfxact, xpeltTov O¢
ab ol THTEIXTG olTlog omacmG Etval ol YEWNMTIXHG, &te 37 ol
Suvdpewe dmdomng &Enemuévov: xtA. And, e.g., #bid., p. 1151,
10 fl. C.: od vdp éott 7o addumborata TéHV Gvtwv olte medTa
obte Eoyatar TO 88 ANV TapoaxTixOV  &veu ToL adTd  ExuTod
TOLEAYELY OLTTOV, TO pey TAY adIVTOoTATOY XpelTTov, TO 3¢ Yelpov.
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 refer-
ence to the first principle the term adSuréoratog must not be
taken to mean no more than that the first principle is uncaused
(ibid., p. 1146, 3 f1. C.)1: & 3t Zomt 76 addumborarov, SHhov 8Tu
ToLolTOY €0TLy, olov xal mapdyely €xutd xal mwopdyesdar bo' EauTol:
ToUTo Yop TO elvort adTO €auTol GmocTaTinoy xal adToyevEG. AEYW® Yo
adduméeTaToy ody 6 TL &v pmdev mapdyy (Tpodc 8 Tiveg dmodidévreg TO
Tp®dTov elmov addumosTaTov ©g wndey Eyov altiov, et} dg wndev
Eyov attiov, amd TadTopatov THY Hraplly Exely éxeivo [00] TeTohunracty
elmely), GAN & v Eautd TopdYY).

Thus, like the Christians (but for different reasons) Proclus
rejects the doctrine of the self-generation of the primary prin-
ciple on the one hand, and the notion that the first principle
exists dmwd tadropdtov 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 adduréstarov but that addvmésrare do
indeed exist is argued by Proclus at Elem. theol. 40, p. 42, 18
ff. Dodds as follows : %) yép o038y €otar addumboraroy, ) T0 dyadov
totolrov, ¥ T Tpdta éx Tayadol OmooTdvra. AN el pev umotv

3 7 3 3 X \ 2 3 3 3 / 2 \
O(.U'S‘UTCOG’TOCTOV, gy OUSSVL TO CUTHUCHES EC0TAL HAT OO\‘I]’S‘ELOCV. oVTE YA

! The punctuation is mine. V. CousiN has punctuated in such a way as to rendet
the text meaningless.
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&v Toyadd (vpelttov yop adtapxetag &v Bv éxeivo xal adToayadov,
AN oyl &yov Tayadov), obre év tolg peta Tayadov (mdv yop &vdegg
&Ahov Eaton, To0 PO adTol povoy <Bv> ). ei 8¢ Tayadov addumboTaToy,
a0TO EqUTO TTapayoy ody &v Eotolr TO Y&P &TO TOU Evog TEoidv ody
Ev. ap’ Eavutod yop Tpoetowy, eimep addumocTaTtov: (ote &v duo kol
oy &v 10 &v. avayxy &po TO wdIuméoTatov elvar peta TO TP®TOV:
%ol Ofhov ¢ Tpd TV &’ ETépag alTlog WOVOY  TTPOEAFOVTLV!
XUPLATEPOY Y&Q Exelvewy xal Tayodd GCLYYEVEGTEQOV, (G OEdeLkToL.
The argumentation seems more verbal than real*. 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 7o &v dxwwhitwg Sptorow  and one is left to
conclude that if the One produces axw#rwe, 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.): péver 32 oldv éoti ity o
Txpdyov: xal wévovtog, TO petr adTd Tpdetot. The doctrine is
explicitly referred to by Syrianus at Iz Metaph. p. 187, 6 L.
Kroll : 7& 8¢ 9eia mdvra, pevovsdv &el TdvV dpydv <2v> oixelolg
#9eou (cf. 77. 42 e 5 £.), mpbeowy adroybveg ik Te THY THG Yovipou
SUVAUEDS TGV TEMTOLEY®Y alTlewy Teptovstay ol Ot& TNV EXVTEVY
adTopavy) xal adtéyovoy idbTnTa, Eyel Te del xatk Td adTd xal Gowd-
twg, xth.  Similarly, Iamblichus, Aysz. VIII 2 argues that it is
not the first but the second God who is self-generated (IIpd tév
OVTWG BVTOV %ol TOV BAwY &py®v EcTL Je0¢ elg, TPMTLOTOG Xl TOL
rpmTou deol xal Pacthéws, dxivntog &v uovbTyTL THE ExvTod EVHTYTOS
pévev. Obte yap vontov adtd Emmhéxetar olite &Aho Tu+ Topdderypa
0¢ tdputar Tol adromaTopog adToybvou xal povomaTopog Yeol Tol
Ovtwg dyadob: petlov ydp Tt xal mTpdTOV Xl TNYY TEV TAVTLV xol

\ ~ /4 ’ 3 o~ of » \ h! Lo T S I
TUIUNY TGV VooLPEVLY TEMTWY LOedY dvtwv. "ATd 0¢ 1ol evog TobTov

! The argument may be directed primatily against Plotinus for maintaining that
the One is not only self-caused but also éméxewva adrapxetog ; cf. E. R. Dopbs,
op. cit., 224. Cf. also Elem. theol. 9 and 10 with E. R. Dopps’ commentary thereon.

% Proclus provides the requisite argumentation at [n Parm. p. 1167, 4 ff. C. in his
comment upon Parm. 139 a 2 f.: Kota wéicav &px xivnow 10 &v daelvnrov.
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€ 3 / \ 3 \ ) /4 l - A A 3_ s 3\ 3 ! "
6 adtaprng Sedg Eavtov EEEAapde, Sid xal adtomdrtwp xal adThpYMg
&py" Yop 00Tog xal Yeog Yy, poveg Ex Tob Evlg, TEoolaLog xal ey
¢ ovotac.), whilst Porphyry is reported as follows by Cyril of
Alexandria (Contra lulian. 1, in PG LXXVI 552 = Hist. phil. fr.
18 Nauck ?): onol yap 6 Iopglpiog &v tetdprw Bifiie @rhocdoou
L4 ’ 4 2 & A A\ =~ 3 ~ e b} N A !
totoptag Mg eimdvrog IIhdrwvog mept w0l dyadol oltwg &md 3¢ TolTou
TEOTOV TG avdpdToLg avemttvénToy voby yevésdor Te GAov xoal xod’
gtV VOEoTOTY, €V O 81 T BvTwg Gvta %l W miox odote TEY Bvtev.
Al \ \ ’ \ A 3 \ b [4 o~ ~ o~
0 0N xol TPOTWG XaAOV xol adTOXHAOY Top’ €uTol THE AAANOVG
bl \ 3 ~ \ ’ 3 3 y» 7 o L ¢ ’
Eyov 1O eldog. TpoTAde 8E mpoondviog am’ altiou Tol deod dpunuévog,
aDTOYEWYTOG MV %ol adTOTATOR® 00 Y&P EXELVOU  XIVOUUEVOL TTPOG

/ \ ! € e / 3 \ I /
véveoty THY TOUTOL 7 Tpbodog yéyovev, dAAd TolTov TapeAtévTog
adToyovee ex o, Tapehdovrog 88 odx & dpyRg TWOg Ypovixfic
obTTL YoP LPOVOS NV. GAX’ 0UE ¥povou Yevopévou Tpos adTOV 6Tl TL 6
YEOVOGT &y povog Yap GElL xal Rovog aloviog 6 volg. Gomep 08 6 dedg 6
TPATOG %l PLOvog &et, &y o’ adTol YEVN Tl TR TEVTR, TG K1) TOUTOLG
cuvapLdpelodar unde v abiay cuyxatatatresdaur Stvacdar T Exetvou
Orapber, obrw xat 6 volg aldviog povog xal dypbves Yoo, xal Ta
&V YpOve odTOS YP6Vog E6TLY, &V TauTOTNTL wévey T eautol alwvicg
dmocTdoswe.

Cyril’s report suggests that the doctrine of the self-gener-
ation of the second principle held already an established position
in the Platonic tradition at the time when Porphyry wrote his
History of philosophy. That such was indeed the case seems clear
from some of Philo of Alexandria’s reflections on the number
seven. Thus, at Quwaest. et Solut. in Gen. II 12 Philo writes* :
“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. 1 quote from R. Marcus’ translation,
Philo, Suppl. I (Cambridge, Mass./London 1953), 85. For the relevant fragments
cf. Philo, Supp/. 11 (Cambridge, Mass./L.ondon 1953), 195.
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tor He is uncreated and unbegotten * 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 : Mévog 8 dg Epny
0 émta olte yewdv mépuxev olite yewdodor. Al fiv altiav ol pev
&Ahou purdcogoL Tov gptdudv tobtov éopotolot T auntopr Nixy ol
Mopdévey, Hv éx thg o0 Audg xepudfg avapoavijvar Adyog £yet, ol 3¢
[Tudoyopeior T@ fyewdve TOGV GUUTEVTGY: TO Y&Q WNHTE YEW®MY WATE
YEVOUEVOY axiviTov pével &v xviicel yap 7 yéveoig, émel <xal TO
YEVWEY> %l TO YEWOREVOY oD% &VEL XLVNGEWG, TO wev tva yewnoy, To
3¢ v yewwndyj: wovov 8 olite wwolv olite xwvodpevoy 6 mpeaPitepog
Goywv xal Myswmv, obd Aéyort dv mpoonudvtwg elxev  EBdopds.
Maprtupel 8¢ pov 76 Aoyw xal Ddohaog év tovtorg: < YEoti ydp,
PNoLy, NYELOV xal &oywv amavrwy debg ele del &y, poévipog, dxivnroc,
adTog adT® bpotog, Erepog &Y M. (= Vorsokr.1 44 B 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, 77 Nic. p. 10, 22 ff. Pistelli(®uréraog 3¢ grow

1 R. Marcus (Philo, Suppl. 1, 85) suggests that “uncreated and unbegotten” may
correspond to dyévntog xal ayévwntos (a combination which does not occur else-
where 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 amolnrog el
dyév(v)nroc. Philo does not elsewhere employ dmolntoc as a divine epithet, but
for this usage see G.W.H. Lamre’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 LippELL-Scort-JONES, Greek-English Lexicon, Supplement (Oxford 1968), lists
on the authority of VVit. Aesop. (G) 2, p. 35, 8 Perry, the use of dmointog ¢. dat.
meaning unsuitable with reference to persons. To this may be added that émointog
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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GeLdpov elval THE TOV X0GUIXGY almving SLapoviig THY KpaTLETELOLGAY
xal odtoyevii owvoyfy = 44 B 23 D.-K.), and of Syrianus,
In Metaph. p. 142, 23 1. K. (... ®rordov ¢ Suoyvprlopévon tov
apLdov elvat GuVOY TV THE TEV XOGUIXEY alwving SLotlovijg THY AdTOYEVY
xol ®QaTLETEVOVOY, ATTAVTWY O Mg elmelv Tdv Moy Hudayopelwy
xot” Tyvy Tadtng ThHg dewplag THY mepl TOV aptdudv  OmoAndLy
Sixpdpwodvtwy). Presumably the doctrine to which Iamblichus
and Syrianus refer is that of the self-generation of the numbez-
series out of the Monad as reported by Syrianus (expatiating
upon Iamblichus, /# Nic. p. 10, 12 fl. P.) at In Metaph. p. 142,
15 ff. K.: 8rav pév yap #xtacty xal &vépyesiay Tdv &v povddi
oTepUaTiX®Y AGYWV elvat @F) TOV dptdpby, Tov amwd THG olxelag apyiig
adTOYOVLE ®al adToxtvTewe TteoeAnhudbTa kol TOV Ev EauTd Ldpuuévov
xol v eidect mavrotolg dgwpropévov mopadidwory. This view is in
marked contrast to that of the generation of the number-series
by the One, to which Philo makes refetence at De opif. mundi
99 : TO pév obv &v yewd Tolg &&¥g &mavtag apldupods i oddevog
yewmuevoy 16 mapdmav. In  fact, the evidence which we
have had occasion to consider suggests a continuing dis-
agreement 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 inevi-
tably 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 phi-
losophical texts compels us to turn for evidence. Hippolytus,
Ref. haer. V 7,1in PG XVI 3130 informs us that the Naassenes
distinguished three principles of which the second is advoyevig;
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Hippolytus writes, amopolowy obv (sc. the Naassenes), xaddmep
ol &Ahot TTavTeEG TAOV PV dvdpwTol, TOTEPGY TOTE €x TOU TPOOYTOS
eativ (SC. Yuy?) 7 éx 7ol adToyevolg %) €x TOD Exxeyvupévov Y&oug.
The phrase xaddmep of &Mhor mavreg T@Y EIvBv dvdpwmol 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 ' Hippolytus reports that (Ref. haer. V 12, in
PG XVI 3162) %ol Zoti ©0 upev mpdrov ayévwytov, dmep €oTlv
ayadov: to 3¢ deltepov dyaddy adtoyevés TO TplTov YEWYNTOV:
rotevnveY Yol Yo Q7oL dTd TEV VmepxelUévey %OGUwY 8V0, TOD TE
ayewnTou xal Tol adToyevolg, €l ToUTov TOV %6GuUov, &V () ECUEV
NUELG, TAVTOLWY SUVAUE®Y CTEQUATH. ... %OoUOV, 7oL, xahel Tag 800
polpag Tag Lmepxelpévog, THY T dyéwnTov xal TV adtoyévvrTov I
Hippolytus, 7bid., defines as follows this self-generating second
principle : t6 8¢ debrepov THg TeLdSog adTdV wépog oiovel Juvdpewy
dmewpby 1 TARDog € abtdv  yeyevnuévwy. It would be out
of place to attempt here a full discussion of the use in
Gnostic literature of terms indicative of self-generation. 1
limit myself therefore to mentioning that we must surely take
all the above evidence into account in considering the meaning
of the terms adroyevérwp, adtoyevic and adroyévyrog ® as applied
to the Son in the Apocryphon of John *. 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, /ist.
phil. fr. 18 N2, proceeds from the first principle °.

1 On whom see W. MOLLER, Geschichte der Kosmologie in der griechischen Kirche bis
anf Origenes (Halle 1860 ; repr. Frankfurt am Main 1967), 221 f.

2 Cf. also Ref. baer. X 10, in PG XVI 3419 ff.
3 Quite mistaken is the discussion of these terms offered by Charlotte A. BAyNEs,
A Coptic Gnostic Treatise Contained in the Codex Brucianus (Cambridge 1933), 33 ff.

L Cf. Die gnostischen Schriften des koptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, htsg. v.
W. C. Tiry, 2. Aufl. v. H.-M. ScuenkE (Betlin 1972), Index, s.22.

% Cf. p. 220 above. For the series dyéwnrot, adtoyevels, yéwnror see the Pistis
Sophia (C. Scamripr, Koptisch-gnostische Schriften 1, 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 Cle-
ment of Alexandria was at least familiar with the notion is
obvious from S#rom. V 3, 16, 5 (in GCS II p. 336, 12 fL.):
TpoeAdwv 88 6 AOyog Onupovpylag aitiog, Emerta xal xuTOV YEWE,
Grav 6 Aoyog ol yévyraw, tva xal deadft. Only in so far as the
Logos became flesh can it be said, since it is Snuioveylag altiog,
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 * has drawn attention
to (but without noting its significance) the application to the
Son of the term adromarwp in a fake otacle of Apollo in one of
the poems of Gregory Nazianzen (Carm. 11 2, 7, 253 ff., in
PG XXXVII 1571):

Doifog pavteborto dedv OOV OUXET

3 4

oVt
A" —_ f_ 31 f_\ o 3 ! 3 \ 7.‘ ~
DTOTATWE, AAOYEVTOG, GUNTWP EGTLY EXEIVOC,
€

>
of 3y ’ \ / ¢ 5 5 0
0GTLE ELLOV BLET‘CEPC\' HOAXOV [LEVOEG, LOTAUT O(SLS(OV .

In view of the unorthodox background of such terminology
Gregory’s use of adtondrwp, even in such a context, is somewhat
surprising. But in this connection it is worth noting that Cyril
of Alexandria (Contra Iulian. 1, in PG LXXVI 552) quotes
Porphyry, Hist. phil. fr. 18 N?2, without expressing any dis-
approval 3. Moreover, as P. Hadot demonstrates 4, the Pot-

1We have already noted (cf. p. 195 above) that in quoting a fragment of the Perit-
hous (88 B 19 D.-K., = Eutip. fr. 593 N?) Clement finds it natural to identify
Tov adTopud as Tov Snuiovpydv voby, i.e. presumably the second principle. Likewise
in the Oracula Chaldaica, p. 25 Kroll = Fr. 39 des Places (= Proclus, /z 77., I1
p. 54, 10 D.) the matpixds véog adroyévedroc is probably a secondary principle
and not (as W. KroLy, 0p. ¢it., 24 argued) identical with the Father ; cf. P. Hapor,
Porphyre et Victorinus 1 (Paris 1968), 275.

% 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. MerjeriNG, Cyril of Alexandria on the Platonists and the Trinity, in
Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 28 (1974), 16 ff.

1 See P. Hapot’s Porphyre et Victorinus, 2 vols. (Paris 1968), in particular vol. 1,

ppisiz .
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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, Ad Cand. 22, 10 ff. Henry-
Hadot : Aéyog ergo, gui est “in deo ipse dens™ (ct. 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 qguod est agere,
apparuit ipsum agere, quod quidem effecit omnia. 1psum 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 Johz 2, 12 he describes the Son
as adtéyoveg (Par. Jo. B 65 f., in PG XLIII 761 C):

3 / X
aDTOYOVER O

/ 4 / 4 o A
TUPVEVOG WUAPTYOE PENTOXOG LIEL ULYTYP.

More in the Gnostic tradition, on the other hand, is the invo-
cation of Christ as [a]dtoyevérwp and domeppoyévyte 2 in a prayer
for protection against evil spirits which survives amongst the
documents of Dioskoros of Aphrodito (ca. 520-585) 2, and reads
as follows*: [Xp(iotég): &Eopxtlw] oe, n(bpt)e, w[av]roxpdrwp,

rpwtoyev[étw]p, [a]dtoyevétwp, domeppoydvnte, I 7 letters] GTEQAVY)

6uob ToavtemoTTg 6O xal Hidw, ZaBao, Bowdao, Exe pe vidy,
{4 / 3 \ \ ~ [ A e / 14

maplo]ediabov pe dmd mavtdg movnpod wv (eb)partog xal drbraldy pot

TV |1rv (eB)pa  dowpoviewv @deipomorobvtey  dxaddpTmv, Emlyona,

€ 4 Elg A ~ \ o~ A 14
Un‘oyou.oc,! Evudpa nal yepoula, xol maoo<y> oxtacv>. Xo (1670g).

! See note 2 p. 207 above.

% gomeppoybvnre is K. PrEISENDANZ’ emendation in place of the impossible

dorepporoynte of the Papyrus. Although domeppoydvnrog does not seem to be
attested elsewhere (it is listed neither in LipperLr-ScorT-JoNEs, Greek-English
Lexikon, nor in G. W. H. Lamer’s A Patristic Greek Lexicon) the emendation
may be regarded as certain.

% On Dioskoros, see RE Suppl.-Bd. VI (Stuttgart 1935), 27 fl.

4 Papyri Gragcae magicae 11, 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 ortho-
doxy. 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 f1., in PL LIX 1023 £.)!:

inventor vitii non est Deus : angelus ilind
degener infami conceptum mente creavit,

qui prius augustum radiabat sidus et ingens

ex nihilo splendor nutrito ardebat honore.

ex nihilo nam cuncta retro, factumaque qiod usquam est,
at non ex nibilo Deus et Sapientia vera

Spiritus et Sanctus, res semper viva nec umqnam
coepta, sed aerios etiam molita ministros.

horum de numero quidam pulcherrimus ore,
maiestate ferox, nimiis dum viribus auctis
inflatur, dum grande tumens sese altins effert
ostentatque suos licito iactantius ignes,

persuasit propriis genitum se virthus ex se
materiam sumpsisse Sibi, qua primitus esse
inciperet, nascique suum sine principe coeplum ®.

Gregory Palamas is doubtless in the same tradition as Pru-
dentius when he describes his opponent Akindynos as adto-
rdrwp povaybe (Contra Akind. 11 17 [Parisinus Coislin. 98, fol.64
recto]) “en voulant dire par 12 qu’ Akindynos n’avait pas persisté

1 For this reference to Prudentius T 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 intetpretation of Ezechiel 29,
3) appears also in Rupert of Deutz, De victoria Verbi Dei 1 7 ff., in PL CLXIX
1222 ff. The idea that Satan might be self-created is considered but rejected by
Pseudo-Clement, Hom. X1X 4, 2; 9, 1; and 17, 5 fI.

2 The continuation (binc schola subtacitam meditatur gignere sectam, etc.) makes it
clear that Prudentius had some particular sect (Ptiscillians ?) in mind.
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dans I'obéissance a son pere spirituel *.””  Elsewhere Gregory
condemns as pagan and therefore heretical the notion of the
self-generation of the Father (Contra Greg. 11 [Parisinus Coislin.
100, fol. 254 recto]) % : adromdpaxtog Zotan %) odotx Tob Oeob ol
adToTATOE 6 Bedg, G¢ xal 6 Tdv JSoxolvtwyv & "EXmowy 9o
TPOUTTYYOPEVGE KAKMDG. ... aDTOG PV Yap oty 6 Bede, xal adTol EoTiy
e 4 3 r e 4 3 4

7 e delx ovolx xal N deta EvEpyeLa.

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 addvmésrtare may not at first sight be obvious. In pat-
ticular it may be objected that Proclus’ addvrméorara do not
belong to the realm of yewnré — a fact which Proclus himself
1s at pains to point out; ct. /n 77., I p. 239, 24 ff. D.: ©6 pév

\ - O R =\ ) ] 3 7 Py 14 ) \ \ / 3 b1
Yop el OV, RAV AT LTING TCEOLEVOLL AEYNTOL, CAAX XATX TUGHS oOTO
\ 3 7 3 ’ 3 3 3 4 ! \ A; 3 A} \ \
TG altiog o0 ylyveodar, aAN elvar prTEove xal yop O & xal weog
LAY A € 3 b \ > / b 3 /4 / b A 3 A\ 14 3
0 ®ol uvg oL TO AUTO ECTLV: ALIVTTOGTHTOV YXQ ECGTL TO GEL OV, 0L
yiyvopevoy 0@’ €autob, fva wi) yévnTab mote Wi 6V — TO yop
viyvopevov 6te yiyveton, odx €6TV — 008 TPOG «OTO YLYVOUEVOY,

[ \ [ 5 3 A b 3 \ 4 of 3 bl y b

tvae ) oOvdetov 7, oddE 3 adtd yuyvouevov, tva un arerég §. Cf.
likewise FElem. theol. 45 : Ilav 6 addumboratov dyévntév Eotiv.
However, in spite of such statements Proclus, like his teacher

L Cf. J. MEYENDORFF, Introduction a I’étude de Grégoire Palamas (Patis 1959), 62
n. 94. The context reads as follows in the Cuislinianus (my transcription) :
M+ ouvvielg yop Exdotou TV YO ool mpofuiiouévev TV Sigvolsy, xal T dvolg
GOVELVOY 0l0V TOLNGHULEVOG THV ATOVOLEY, TToVNPaG EvtixnTeals 8650g GauTd: TV Wiy obg
nUyov matépag Eyew xal xadnynTec Tob Pektiovog dmaAAoTELOGNG SaLTOV: AOTOTATWP
8’olov yeyovig povayde, xal ceawtd oawotounous od Blov Evurmdxpitov pbvov A
xal mioT.

2 My transcription. It will be noted that the text of the Coislinianus is not identical
with that which |. MEYENDORFF quotes (op. ¢iZ., 295 n. 68) and claims to be that
of the Choislinianus. 1n particular the Coislinianus employs the term adtondpaxtog
and not, as J. MEYENDORFF indicates, addbrapxtoc. However, the latter term
does belong to Gregory’s vocabulary; cf., e.g., his Apology (on which see
J. MEYENDORFF, op. cit., 356) where the following appears (I quote from
Coislinianus 99, fol. 46 tecto): 7 pdv odole adddmapxtés e %ol ToaVTITACLY
arepwiénrog. For addumdotarog in Gregory cf. |. MEYENDORFF, 0p. ¢it., 297 and 300.
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Syrianus !, frequently employs the terminology of self-gener-
ation in speaking of the wddvméstara. Cf.,e.g., In17.,1p. 252,
26 fl. D.: ta pev yap 8vrwg dvta xal del dvta yewd Te Exutd wal
cuvéyetor TTap’ EauTOV, 6dev nal ayévnra Aeyetar kol dvodhedpa rate
v éautddv poow. Cf. also adrtéyovov at Jn 77.,1p. 372,8 £. D.,and
adroybves at [n Parm.p. 1151, 17 C.; likewise Zn Parm. p. 1146, 5
f. (robto yop o lvar adtd Exvtol dmocTaTidy xal adtoyevég), and Iz
Cra. 49, p. 17, 12 f. Pasquali: év p3) advéyovoy ) xal addumboratoy.
We may indeed conclude that the term ad9uvréorarog (which, as
we have seen 2, appears for the first time in surviving literature
in Tamblichus) is simply a Neoplatonic counterpart of such
terms as adtoyevng, adroyéwrntog and their cognates and equiv-
alents. That Proclus prefers addvméorarog to these latter terms
is a matter which hardly requires explanation. Proclus’ addv-
méotato are not yewnrte 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 concep-
tions 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 con-
ceptions existed side by side throughout the entire period of

L CL. In Metaph. p. 187, 6 fl. K. (quoted on p. 219 above).
2 Cf. note 1 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 . 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 buman 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?,
that of preserving unimpaired the immobility of the first prin-
ciple: 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 ot self-hypostatization in prefer-
ence to that of self-generation hardly helps the matter. Even
though the process of self-constitution be permanent and con-

1 Cf. pp. 198 £. above.
2 Cf. pp. 217 L. above.
8 Cf. pp. 218 fI. 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 be-
tween 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 : yrovém 6
ney Tpdtog Yo EoTal €0TWG, 6 O delTepog EUTahv €6TL xLVOLUEVOG L.
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 adduméorara. To this degree the
doctrine of the addvrécrara in the philosophy of Proclus may
be considered a philosophical relic — a fragment inherited from
a superceded philosophical tradition — which sits somewhat un-
casily in the framework of Proclus’ metaphysics. In the Ele-
ments of Theology Proclus is at pains to incorporate the doctrine
into his metaphysical scheme, but to what extent his meta-
physical scheme is theoretically sound at this point is debatable.
In otrder to stress that the addumborara contain no trace of
multiplicity Proclus in the Elements plays down the doctrine of
‘double determination’ .. 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 genetates himself is perhaps the implication of
fr. 25 L. = fr. 16 des Places : 6 ydp dcitepog dittdg v adtomorel v Te i8Eay
gouToD %ol TOV ®bopov, SnuLovpyds dv, Emerta Jewpntindg OAwe.

2 Cf. notes 1 p. 193 and 1 p. 217 above.

8 CF. pp.. 217 £ aboeve.
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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 adfuvmbdorata, 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 Laws 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 exisfence of God. And in ancient philosophy it
was always easy to shift from considerations of xivnoig to questions
of vyéveows (witness the definitions of pleasure that appear in the
Philebus, in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, in Nicomachean Ethics VII and X,
etc.). So problems about movement could very easily resolve them-
selves into problems about yéveoig, 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 #zgenerated 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 histo-
rical reasons, in Ennead VI 8 between discussions of free will and
discussions about the nature of ©o &v, 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 Crantor. 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 7Zmaeus, 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 Joc., points out) in the formulation of
prop. 14 of Proclus’ Elements of 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: 1 too should like to trace the history of this
question back to Aristotle Physics VII and VIII, though perhaps not
to Laws X which does not have the specific contrast between self-
movement and unmoved moving. This problématigue 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 adfumécTata
comes in the context of movement. At Elem. theol. 14, in the series

axtvnroy, adtoxivytov, Etepoxivytov the adtoxivnrov is pécov mwg,
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%woly Te &uo xal xvodpevov, whereas of the other two one, 7z.e. the
axivntov, xwetl : what it moves is the adtoxtvyrov. So that it like
the adBuméorarov is both self-causing and caused by what is superior
to it.

M. des Places : Vous trouvez chez la plupart des auteurs allégués
une « self-generation of the second principle » ; d’autre part, vous
avez fait une enquéte a travers les formules christologiques des
« premiers credo». Y a-t-il une conciliation possible entre la « géné-
ration par lui-méme du second principe» et la génération du Fils
par le Pére? Chez Jamblique, le chapitre Mysz. VIII 2, que vous avez
largement cité — le texte est en effet un des plus beaux de 'ouvrage —
contient des formules dont certaines pourraient entrer dans une syn-
these chrétienne. Vous avez nommé Marius Victorinus : n’y aurait-il
pas a chercher davantage encore de ce coté?

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 : 11 faut prendre garde que I« autoconstitution »
chez Proclus n’est nullement '« aséité». Le premier Principe n’est
pas autoconstituant, parce que 'autoconstitution implique une pro-
cession (intériorisée), une dérivation, donc une dépendance. D’ailleurs
la théologie négative de Proclus lui interdit d’attribuer a I’'Un la
notion de caxsa sui, que Plotin lui accordait dans Ennéades V1 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 Exneads V 1,1. And one of the reasons
is “wishing to belong to themselves”, i.e. Té\po 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 z p. 226,
it seems apparent that Prudentius had in mind some specific sect
with strong dualistic tendencies.

M. Beterwaltes: Was die Bedeutung einer gottlichen « Selbst-
konstitution » in der westlichen Theologie betrifft, so ist auf Marius
Victorinus (Candidi Epist. 1 3 ; Mar. Victorin. Gen. div. verb. 18 : ipse
[Pater) enim constitutivus est et ipsins To0 Noyov. S7 emim prima causa,
non solum omnium causa, sed et sibi ipsi causa est), Hieronymus (/n Eph.
II 3, in PL XXVI 489 A : Deus vero, qui semper est, nec habet aliunde
principium el ipse sui o0rigo est suaeque causa substantiae, non potest
intelligi aliunde habere, quod substitit) und Eriugena zu verweisen (z.B.
De div. nat. 111 18, in PL CXXII 674 A : Deus seipsum fecit ; 111 20,
683 A : @ seipso creatur). Fiir die neuplatonische Tradition, fiir Hierony-
mus und Marius Victorinus zumindest verfithrt der Gedanke der
Selbstkonstitution nicht zur Vorstellung eines « werdenden
Gottes » ; cansa sui namlich als Aussage tiber das absolute Sein Gottes
kann in diesem Kontext nicht als causa e fficiens sui ipsius ver-
standen werden, die einen Zeit- oder Geschichtsprozess initiierte.

M. Whittaker : It was not at all my intention to deny the penetra-
tion of the notion of self-constitution into the field of Christian
theology. I do, however, assert that in spite of, ¢.g., Marius Victorinus
the notion has left little obvious mark on what might be considered
more orthodox versions of Christian theology. 1 have quoted a
passage from Gregory Palamas (cf. above, pp. 226 f.) to indicate an
orthodox Fastern 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 f., n. 3.

M. Brunner : L’histoire de la notion d’adfuréstarov que M. Beier-
waltes a prolongée heureusement, pourrait I’étre jusqu’a Descartes
et Spinoza. Pour le premier, causa sui désigne 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’adbuvwéstarov chez Proclus avec la réflexion du spirituel sur
lui-méme? Dans ce cas, il y aurait une nouvelle raison pour laquelle
I'Un n’est pas adOuméorarov : vous avez insisté sur le fait qu’il n’est
pas mouvement ; on peut dire encore qu’il n’est pas pensée.

D’autre part, n’étes-vous pas un peu sévere pour Proclus quand
vous dites qu’il se contredit en refusant que I’'Un soit adOuméotatoy
parce qu’il est indivisible, tout en déclarant que adOuréorarov infé-
rieur a I’'Un est indivisible lui-méme? Le néoplatonisme est familier
avec la distinction des degrés dans les notions — ce serait ici celle
d’indivisibilité — et ce qui est indivisible sous un certain rapport
peut ne pas ’étre sous un autre rapport.

M. Whittaker : 1 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 Ver-
stindnis Ihrer These, die proklische Theorie der wdfuméctata sei
nicht verbindbar mit der Frage nach dem freien Willen oder det
Freiheit. Mir scheint diese Theorie geradezu die sachliche Voraus-
setzung des proklischen Versuches zu sein, den Begriff des Freien
als des Herrn oder der Ursache seiner Handlungen oder seiner Ent-
scheidung zu definieren (= adrapxrng), z.B. De prov. 35, 3 ff.; 36, 12 ;
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57, 5. Das in nobis (Moglichkeit zur Selbstbestimmung) ist azxfoperi-
graptum, antenergitum (De prov. 56, 4 f1.). Von der Sachfrage her halte
ich Proklos’ Theorie der adfumécrara, 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 : 1 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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