
NUMENIUS AND ALCINOUS ON THE FIRST PRINCIPLE 

JOHN WHITTAKER 

IN A NOTE published in Phoenix a decade ago' I argued against accept- 
ance of an emendation by E. R. Dodds of Numenius fr. 22 Leemans 
(= fr. 13 des Places)2 not because I thought it palaeographically im- 
plausible but because the emendation, being based on a false assumption, 
is unnecessary. The pertinent fragment (preserved in direct quotation 
ap. Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 11.18, GCS 2.42.15 if. Mras) reads as follows: 

"2o-irep 68 7ra&Xv X6oyos rear yewp'yc 7rpos Trv T vTvreovTra, ava Tr6 avr'T Xbyov 
ca'XLTrTa kaTTV 6 orpWroS Oe6s 7rp6O rTv 671rlOvpyov. '0 'vY 7ye &v aVrepjp.a r&aavs 

tpvX's aTrelpel Ets rda iCeraXaLyXavovTa aVrov XpilAara avt,CravTa o6 VOlOOETrrfs be 

UVTrefe Kal avcLieyEtL KaL IEeTacUVTEVeL els rj/1as EKaaTovs TO eKKElOev TpoKaoTal3efX7rJLeva. 

Dodds had argued3 on the one hand that "if we make anrepua the predicate 
of &v we make nonsense," and on the other hand that "6 xv, 'He that is, 
KaT' (tox/v' cannot be convincingly defended as a Hebraism." Conse- 
quently, Dodds suggested, we should read "6 Akv -ye a' &v (= Trpwros &v)." 
It was the object of my aforementioned paper to defend the MSS reading 
and to demonstrate that Numenius' use of the title o6 &v to designate the 
supreme divinity is indeed an instance of his well-attested affection for 
Judaism and other non-Greek religions, but nonetheless does not con- 
stitute a "Hebraism." Philo of Alexandria and probably his Hellenistic 
Jewish predecessors (followed by the Christian patristic tradition) had 
seized upon the 6 xv of Exodus 3.14 as a significant link between Jewish 
belief and the Platonic concept of Being. In the mind of Philo (and per- 
haps already in the mind of the LXX translator) the title 6 &v is not a 
Hebraism but a Platonism-a scriptural proof of the ultimate identity 
of the teachings of Moses and Plate, and a justification of the wholesale 
appropriation of current Platonism into Alexandrian Jewish exegesis.4 

"'Moses Atticizing," Phoenix 21 (1967) 196 ff. 
2NumEnius: Fragments, texte etabli et traduit par E. des Places (Paris 1973). 
3In his "Numenius and Ammonius" in Les sources de Plotin (Entretiens de la Fondation 

Hardt 5: Vandoeuvres-Geneve 1960) 15 f. The view which Dodds (following Scott) 
rejects as "nonsense" would not necessarily have appeared nonsensical to the late 
Hellenistic mind. Gregory of Nyssa, In S. Stephanum Protomart. p. 14. 14 ff. Lendle 
(= PG 46.708), for example, describes Satan sowing himself into the impromptu 
executioners of the protomartyr: KaL 7rOLKtI\CS EavfrV Trois 'IoV6atlots vsiaaoTrepas 
7ratrava yverat r TC retavc, KaTrpjyopos, s6KaT7ris, 8rtjLLos Kal ri Xotl' rov Oavarov 
6vrr/peala. There are, however, other more solid objections to the interpretation repudi- 
ated by Dodds; cf. pp. 151 f. below. 

4Is it possible that John 8. 58 ('rpiv 'Aftpa&aL yeverOal, iyc elyw C) is a weak reflection 
of the classic Platonic division of reality into rb ov a&e and TO ytTy6V.uevov? 
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NUMENIUS AND ALCINOUS 

That Numenius was familiar with the writings of Philo has not been 
proven, but his sympathy with the syncretistic approach practised by 
the Alexandrian Jew is not in doubt.5 

Even though Dodds' emendation has not met with much favour, there 
are still scholars who hesitate to accept that Numenius has recognized 
the platonizing potential of the LXX appellation and has (in this one 
instance at least) employed it to designate his own supreme principle. 
Indicative of such hesitation is P. Thillet's emendation (reported in 
des Places' apparatus ad loc.) of 6 iEv ye v to 6 ,?v yevvbv on the strength 
of Plato's description of the Demiurge as 6 r6o6 r6 7rav yEvvvaas at Tim. 41 A 
5 f. M. Baltes in his recension of des Places' edition extols Thillet's 
conjecture as a "glanzende Verbesserung" and continues: "Die Konjek- 
tur ist leider nicht in den Text aufgenommen worden. Der erste Gott 
kann als irpeaolrepov Kal amrov Tris ovaoas Kal TinS leas (Fr. 16 = 26 L) jedoch 
kaum 6 &v benannt werden."6 The opinion expressed here by Baltes, be it 
noted, diverges not insignificantly from that put forward in his own 
practically simultaneous study "Numenios von Apamea und der platon- 
ische Timaios" which on the one hand gives reserved support to Dodds' 
emendation and on the other concludes that "Thillet konjiziert nicht 
schlecht: 6 uyv yevvwv."7 Still more recently J. Dillon has proposed that 
we read 6b eAv 'ycpyCv in place of the disputed 6 ,'ev ye Wv.8 The following 
comments may offer some clarification of what is obviously by no means 
a closed issue. 

In fairness to Dodds it deserves to be emphasized that the textual 
corruption which he envisages is palaeographically speaking far from 
impossible. The use of the letters of the Greek alphabet (whether uncial 
or minuscule) as symbols for ordinal as well as cardinal numbers is 
universal in Greek manuscripts of all periods and can be traced far back 
into the ancient world itself.9 To eliminate confusion letters employed as 
numerals were generally distinguished by means of an appropriate lec- 
tional sign. In the case of uncials this lectional aid usually took the form 
of a horizontal stroke above the top of the letter or letters-a practice 
apparent already in, for example, a second-century B.C. papyrus fragment 
of Homer (P. Teb. 1.4, col. 5 = Univ. of California 2390) in which the 
stichometric notation B appears in the left margin between Iliad 2.200 
and 201.10 For some ninth-century instances of this usage see Parisinus 
gr. 1962, fol. 146 verso (cf. Phoenix 28 [1974] Plate 2). It persists com- 

6Cf. my op. cit. (above, note 1). 
6Gnomon 47 (1975) 540. 
7Vigiliae Christianae 29 (1975) 262, n. 88. 
8See Dillon's The Middle Platonists (London 1977) 368. 
9Cf. in general V. Gardthausen, Griechische Palaeographie2 2 (Leipzig 1913) 358 ff. 
'?Cf. E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (Oxford 1971) plate 12. 

But as Turner points out (ibid. 18), in the actual body of the writing numerical abbrevi- 
ations rarely occur in papyri containing classical literary texts. 
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monly throughout the medieval period whenever uncials are employed, 
i.e., frequently in titles, subscriptions, lemmata, pinaxes, marginalia, 
gathering-marks, etc. In the case of minuscule letters employed as 
numerical symbols the same distinguishing mark may be utilized, but 
more commonly a stroke was placed high in the line behind the pertinent 
letter or letters, sloping down to the left and tipped often by a short 
return-stroke dropping to the right at a roughly 45 degree angle. Both 
signs may appear in combination, whilst numbers above a thousand are 
normally preceded by an identifying stroke sloping down to the left below 
the level of the line.'l All these conventional signs were employed with 
great frequency, and were therefore thoroughly familiar to the literate 
public. This universal familiarity renders it likely that the numerical 
phenomena in question could lead to misunderstanding and consequent 
textual corruption only when the text was for one reason or another 
illegible, or when the scribe met with number symbols in circumstances 
in which he had no reason to expect them. For example, in Vaticanus gr. 
784 the subscription at the foot of fol. 160 verso ends as follows: OboOv ews 
rov viiv [sc. vvv] t7rb Tro a irXdaarov [= irpoTro7oraarov] 'AbdaL.' cri ,SUKO - 

[A.M. 6825 = A.D. 1316/1317].12 It would be excusable if an unobservant 
reader mistook the horizontal bar over a for a spiritus lenis and began to 
wonder what sense there could be to describing Adam as a&rXaarov! If 
such a reader went on to "correct" a&rXaarov to 7rXaaTrov, then he would 
have produced precisely the type of textual corruption which Dodds 
believes to have taken place in the transmission of Numenius. Since no 
such "correction" has been made in Vaticanus gr. 784, this example, 
although instructive, is less valuable than it might have been. Of much 
greater pertinence is an instance in the history of the text of the Didas- 
kalikos of the Middle Platonist Alcinousl3 in which failure to grasp the 
numerical value of a letter has led to the disfigurement of the entire 
subsequent manuscript tradition, and indeed of all printed editions up to 
the present day. 

Didask. 10 contains a description of the via eminentiae which reads as 
follows in Hermann's edition (165. 24 ff.): 

TpTir? 6e v6orl at nsTroLarvfl7 TS av eZ?' Oewpwv yap rts TOr6 er TOLS aUlaaO- KaXo'v JIerT 
TOVTO v TAELaLv L rL TO T7S 1 VXXS KaXXOS, elTa TO6 v ETrrtTr/evpaaTL KaL VO6LoLS, erTa 
e?rt To 7roXvi reXayos Tro KaXoAv, ieOG' 0 avro ro aTyaeOv voei Kat TO kpaaTrov Ka 
EkerTOlv w6arrep q?s ?3avev Kat otov eKXau'e /av Tir OVToS avLovaop V'ux' TOVTO7 fe Kal 
o6ov avveIrtvoel 6La Tr?)v Ev T7 Tly VTqrpoXi,v. 

"For instances of the use of accents and breathings on numeral letters see A. Turyn, 
Dated Greek Manuscripts of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries in the Libraries of 
Italy 1 (Urbana, I11. 1972) 113. 

12Cf. Turyn, Codices Graeci Vaticani saeculis XIII et XIV scripti annorumque notis 
instructi (Vatican 1964) 113 f. and plate 188. 

"On the matter of the authorship of the Didaskalikos see my "Parisinus gr. 1962 and 
the writings of Albinus," Phoenix 28 (1974) 320 ff. and 450 ff. 
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As also at Didask. 5, p. 157. 13 ff. H. Alcinous paraphrases Symposium 
210 A 4 ff., but takes here the additional step of conflating Diotima's 
ultimate Beauty with the Platonic Idea of the Good conceived in Aris- 
totelian terms as avTo Tr a&yaov . . . Kat rO6 paarov Kal E,6eTOV. Festugiere 
translates this latter phrase as follows: ".. . le Bien en soi, l'objet ultime 
de l'amour et du desir."14 Although his "ultime" has no counterpart in 
Hermann's or any other printed edition of the Greek text, Festugiere 
is right in recognizing that some such term is required. The ascent to the 
Good = Beautiful consists precisely in a progressive transference of one's 
pcos to ever higher levels of Beauty. That only the final stage of this 

ascent should be described as &paarov Kalt EErOV entails an intolerable 
weakening of the argument and destroys entirely its impact. The correct 
reading at this point is undoubtedly that preserved in Vindob. phil. gr. 314, 
a manuscript copied in 925 and containing scholia stemming in all prob- 
ability from Arethas, but which has been ignored hitherto by editors of 
the Didaskalikos.'5 The pertinent passage in this vetustissimus reads 
(fol. 6 recto) thus: avr6r TO aya6ov voEi Kal TO a' [ = irpwrov] Eparo6v, Kal ?r?TOV. 
The semi-formularic character of this more appropriate designation of the 
goal of the via eminentiae is established by an unnoticed parallel in 
Plutarch's cosmological interpretation in the De Iside (374 C f.) of Plato's 
myth of Ievla and IIpos in the Symposium (203 B 1 ff.). Plutarch identi- 
fies IIopos with the self-sufficient First Principle and IIevia with basic 
matter,16 and says of the former (374 D) 6 yap Ilopos ovx frepos aorT Tov 

Trpwrov epaatrov Kat 4cerou Kat rEXElov Kat ar'apKovs.17 The precise identity of 
Plutarch's formulation with that of Alcinous indicates that Markland's 
emendation of &paaTro to cparoo in the text of Plutarch was both unneces- 
sary and undesirable; and &paaros is in any case the term used by Plato 

4La re'vlation d'Hermes Trisme'giste 4, Le dieu inconnu et la Gnose (Paris 1954) 100. 
'5To my short bibliography of this manuscript in Phoenix 27 (1973) 387 f., n. 1, add 

B. Laourdas, "'3vupoXki els Trv ?\EXTrr7v Tr7s "rtro!7S" roV 'AXfiLvov," 'AOqva 54 
(1950) 29 ff., and F. W. Kohler, Textgeschichte von Hierokles' Kommentar zum Carmen 
aureum der Pythagoreer (Miinster 1965) 6 ff. 

6For a similar but slightly different interpretation of the Symposium myth see my 
"Proclus, Procopius, Psellus and the scholia on Gregory Nazianzen," Vigiliae Christianae 
29 (1975) 310 f. Cf. also Plotinus, Enn. 3.5 [50], and in particular 3.5.9.49 ff. 

1Since Plutarch is as far as practicable avoiding hiatus, it is possible but not essential 
that we should accept the testimony of the fifteenth-century Vindob. phil. gr. 46 and read 
7rpdcrws ppacrro in place of Trpwdrov kpaoarov. However, the work of the scribe of the 
Vindobonensis is more calligraphic than careful and therefore on its own of doubtful 
value. With Plutarch's sequence of attributes compare Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1.22, p. 101. 
14 ff. S-W 'Ev be yc rI citXtMfl (20 D 1 ff.) arotxLa 7rapa6otiwav ,lAtv o IIXaTrcv rjs 
roV a&yaOov rOvaews rpta rT KvpLa'rara, TO ier6Tv, TO lKavbv, rT TrXELOVY 6tL y&p avTr 
Kal 7rpos gavr 7ravravTa rtrp0ieLV, KaL TvrXlpoVv, Kal Kara l4tfeYv \XXeIreTLV t76 
XarTTroW Triv avTrov 7repLovaulav. Cf. also Apuleius, De dogm. Plat. 2.2.221 Bonum 

primum est verum et divinum illud, optimum et amabile et concupiscendum (= ppaor6o 
Kai 6eer6O). 
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himself in the Symposium myth (204 C 4 f.): Kai yap goTL To $paarTv rT ri 
OvrL KaX\v Kal a&dpv Kail TrEXe Kal tAaKaptarbv. J. G. Griffiths, be it noted, 
perversely renders Plutarch's &paarov as "the primal lover" as if it were 
the genitive of kpaoarTs.l8 This translation is, needless to say, invalidated 
by the above-mentioned combined evidence of Plato himself and the Di- 
daskalikos. 

Although the conception of the supreme principle to which Plutarch 
and the author of the Didaskalikos have here given expression in identical 
terms is commonplace enough, the precise phraseology which they have 
employed was not adopted into the permanent vocabulary of meta- 
physical theology. No exact parallel in later literature springs readily to 
mind. Since therefore in the case of Didask. 10 there is nothing in the 
immediate context to suggest compellingly the presence of a numeral it 
would not be surprising if a scribe who found in his exemplar the formula 
r6 a' &paar6v should fail to recognize the numerical value of the a'. As it 
happens, Vindob. phil. gr. 314 seems to have led an underground existence 
throughout the entire medieval period. The manuscript has no known med- 
ieval progeny and its whereabouts are unknown prior to its acquisition for 
the sum of three ducats by the scholar-collector Johannes Sambucus 
(1531-1584),'9 whence with the remainder of Sambucus' library it passed 
into the possession of the then Imperial Library in Vienna (now the Na- 
tionalbibliothek) where it has remained until the present day. However, 
the effect of scribal misunderstanding is manifest already in our oldest 
manuscript of the Didaskalikos, Parisinus gr. 1962 dating probably from 
the second half of the ninth century.20 On fol. 157 recto of the Parisinus 
the text in question reads: avrT ro a'yafov voeZ, Kal TO a&paarov, Kal E4eETOV. 
Here the scribe has quite evidently failed to grasp that the a in front of 
epaarov is a numerical symbol. However, since the a was plainly present 
in his exemplar, he has reproduced it faithfully even if incomprehendingly 
and he has left us a record of his incomprehension in the small, hesitant 
vertical stroke which he has placed above the letter. This stroke is quite 
unlike the lectional signs which our scribe employs elsewhere to distinguish 
numerals and quite different from the apostrophes which he occasionally 
uses. It is indeed not a mark of punctuation at all, but a mark of hesita- 
tion and incomprehension.21 Later scribes have been equally incompre- 

18In his Plutarch's De Iside et Osiride (University of Wales Press 1970) 211. 
"1Cf. H. Gerstinger, "Johannes Sambucus als Handschriftensammler," in Festschrift 

der Nationalbibliothek in Wien. Herausgegeben zur Feier des 200-jihrigen Bestehens des 
Gebaudes (Vienna 1926) 377. Nothing further is known of the circumstances in which 
Sambucus obtained possession of the manuscript. 

200n the Parisinus cf. my op. cit. (above, note 13). 
21See also my "Textual comments on Timaeus 27 C-D," Phoenix 27 (1973) 387 ff. 

where I have discussed some instances in Parisinus gr. 1807 of hesitation on the part of 
the same scribe. 
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hending but less conscientious, since not a single manuscript apart from 
the two above-mentioned vetustissimi contain the a in question. It has 
left no trace in the entire subsequent manuscript tradition, and has not 
been given consideration by modern editors.22 

The above example drawn from the textual tradition of the Didaskali- 
kos presents a perfect parallel to the corruption envisaged by Dodds in the 
text of Numenius; for here is indeed an incontestable instance of the 
numerical a' = irp&rov first of all being met with incomprehension (i.e., 
by the scribe of the Parisinus and probably its exemplar) and finally 
disappearing completely from the transmitted text. However, before we 
hasten to accept this example as a clinching proof of Dodds' argument it 
will be well to weigh the following counter considerations. 

That Numenius made frequent use of the terms 7pTros, 6VrTEpos, and 
even rpTros to refer to the various levels of divinity is abundantly attested 
and also in keeping with the hierarchical conceptions of his age.23 But 
nowhere in the surviving testimony has Numenius used any of these 
numerals in conjunction with the present participle of ei,/u in a manner 
comparable to that which Dodds has proposed to introduce into the 
disputed fragment. There is therefore nothing to suggest that the 
locution vrpwros & v is a specifically Numenian designation denoting at 
once Being and Primacy. Nor is it easy to find elsewhere evidence that the 
locution had attained the status of a common formula. But if the locution 
did not enjoy formularic status, one is hard put to see, supposing that 
Dodds be right, what useful purpose the present participle xv could serve 
in this sentence. If 6 7rpwTroS v simply equals o6 rpWros, then the participle 
is at once superfluous and out of step with Numenius' normal usage. If 
on the other hand one were to hold that the 6 ,uv which opens the sentence 
is pronominal and cv in consequence a circumstantial participle with 
Trpiros as predicate, then one would have to suppose that there is some 
necessary and obvious link between "being first" and "sowing the seed 
of all soul." But since there does not appear to be such a link it seems 
wisest to discount also this latter interpretation. We may conclude that 

22Daniel Heinsius was able to consult Parisinus gr. 1962 for his 1607 edition of Maxi- 
mus of Tyre and Alcinous (i.e., not first for his 1614 edition, as I suggested in my op. cit. 
[above, note 13] 351 f.) but he has taken no note of the dt which precedes epaao6v in that 
manuscript. P. Louis, Albinos: Epitome (Paris 1945) 61, whose apparatus mistakenly 
reports the reading of the Parisinus as being &apaarov, is the only modern editor to 
make any reference at all at this point to the Paris manuscript. Louis' mistake is repeated 
by B. Laourdas, op. cit. (above, note 15) 31. 

23Cf. the Index Verborum s. vv. of des Places' edition (above, note 2), P. Merlan, 
"Drei Anmerkungen zu Numenius," Philologus 106 (1962) 137 ff., and H. J. Krimer, 
Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik (Amsterdam 1964) 63 ff. Cf. further G. L. Prestige, 
God in Patristic Thought (London 1969) 140 ff. and D. J. O'Meara, Structures hi/rar- 
chiques dans la pensee de Plotin (Leiden 1975). 
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unless some more plausible interpretation of Dodds' emendation can be 
suggested-and to this date none has-, there can be no justification 
for his insertion of rpwTros into the text. 

Also Thillet's emendation lacks cogency as the following considerations 
will show. The terminology of sowing and planting in our fragment seems 
inspired by Tim. 41 B ff., as Thillet himself points out.24 The term 
vouoOirTfS, on the other hand, is absent from the Timaeus but had nonethe- 
less become a usual Middle Platonic title of the Second God.25 Likewise 
the term yewpyos is lacking in the Timaeus, but it, too, (though this has 
not been noted by students of Numenius) was a common divine appella- 
tion of the imperial age, as evidenced by inter alia the cult of ZEvs yewpyos 
celebrated at Athens in the month of Maimakterion (the season of plow- 
ing and sowing)26 and by the appearance of the appellation yecwpyos in 
magical EirKXiasts and elsewhere.27 Those who had like Numenius himself 
a penchant for Jewish and Christian conceptions would be familiar from 
the literature of these religions with descriptions in agricultural terms of 
God and his activities.28 But the agricultural imagery of this fragment of 
Numenius would also have suggested to his contemporaries obvious 
associations from the realm of popular Stoicism. Deus ad homines venit, 
says Seneca (Ep. 73.16), immo quod est propius, in homines venit; nulla 
sine deo mens bona est. Semina in corporibus humanis divina dispersa sunt, 
quae si bonus cultor excipit, similia origini prodeunt et paria iis, ex quibus 
orta sunt, surgunt; etc. Thus, though it may be partly influenced by 
Jewish conceptions there is from the popular Graeco-Roman viewpoint 
nothing startlingly new in the following passage from a Hermetic writing 
(C.H. 14.9 f.): 6e elKova KaXXiaT7lv Kal oLotLoraTrv, t6e YEWop'v airEp,la 
KaraPaXXovTa elS r' y?V, v i rov AU irvpbv, OTrov 6 KPLOrOv, OrTOV 6 a&XXo rt TrV 

aTrepparuvv. '6e rTOv aVTOrv CT7reXOV uVTrVovrTa Katl !rLXEav Kal ra &XXa rwv '6kvpwv. 

1^4p. des Places, op. cit. 108, n. 3, Cf. also Tim. 73 C and Phdr. 248 D 1. Metaphors of 
sowing and planting entities other than souls are common enough; cf., e.g., Rep. 597 D 5, 
Tim. 70 C 5, 75 D 4, 77 C 6. 

"Cf. Baltes, op. cit. (above, note 7) 262, n. 89. 
"2Cf. A. Dieterich, Abraxas: Studien zur Religionsgeschichte des spdtern Altertums 

(Leipzig 1891) 123, and M. P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion 22 (Munich 
1961) 331. 

"See the evidence assembled by R. Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes (G6t- 
tingen 1968) 408, n. 3. 

"'Cf., e.g., Philo, De plant. 2 (6 eLv rolvvv rv v TVckrOVpy /o'V eytlaT KaL Trv 
TrXV7v reTXetOTaros O rwv 6iXwOV 7iyeLjv OTrL t, VTOV S av repLexov ev Eavur ra ev 
LipeL 4lvrTa &a,a lraI.Lvpta KaOairep KX)rl.raTL6as K ilas avaflXaaravovra pi1rls o6e 6 
Kbaleos) and in general U. Friichtel, Die kosmologischen Vorstellungen bei Philo von 
Alexandrien (Leiden 1968) 53 if. Pertinent references are given by Bultmann, loc. cit. 
See also Nock-Festugiere, Corpus Hermeticum 1 (Paris 1945) 104, n. 26. Many of the 
relevant biblical texts are catalogued and commented by [Pseudo-] Gregory of Nyssa, 
De paradiso (Gregorii Nysseni opera: Supplementum, ed. H. Horner [Leiden 1972]). 
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OVTrw Kat 6 OeOs Ev Oicv oipavc aOavaLaav ortipet, va ve 6 fi .erafoX&iv, Ev i Tr 

7ravrT lriv' Kcal KLV?fTLV. We may conclude that our fragment of Numenius, 
curious as it may seem, builds upon a combination of what must have 
been to the Hellenistic mind familiar conceptions. 

Into this context of ideas Thillet's emendation introduces unequivocally 
the assertion that the First God is the father or parent (6 ,yevvwv) of the 
soul whose seed he sows. Numenius does indeed use the term 7rarip to 
describe the relationship of the First God to the Second (Fr. 21 L. = 12 
des Places): roV 6rs11uovpyo0vros be Oeov xpr' elvat voiL'eaOaTcL rarepa rbv 7rpw7ro 

OEOv. But nowhere in the surviving fragments does Numenius suggest that 
the First God generates out of himself the seed of all soul. On the con- 
trary, according to Proclus (In Tim. 2.153.17 ff. Diehl), Numenius taught 
in dependence upon the Timaeus that souls were not born of the First 
God but compounded (K iov'6os . .. cs aeEpilarov, Kat rjs aoplarov Gvabos, us 

EPTLarTso (Test. 31 L. = Fr. 39 des Places).29 Thus, Thillet's emendation 
brings into the fragment a new element which is contradicted rather than 
supported by the ancient evidence. One might claim in defence of Thillet's 
suggestion that Numenius could be using the term 6 yevvov ambiguously 
and metaphorically without implying any real relationship of paternity. 
This could perhaps be the case, even though the term 6 -yevvwv was not a 
common divine title.30 But even if Numenius may be imprecise on occa- 
sion in his choice of words,31 it is unjust to him to introduce deliberate 
ambiguity by means of unnecessary emendation. 

Nor must it be supposed that Numenius could have used innocently 
and unthinkingly the term 6 yevvYv in some metaphorical sense. That the 
relevance of the notion of paternity to the activities of divine beings was 
under question in the early centuries of our era is evident from Plutarch's 
discussion (Plat. quaest. 2, p. 116.20 ff. Hubert-Drexler) of the problem 
rtl 6rore TOr avWTartco EOv rarepa rTv TravrY v KaL 7rot-r v lrpoaelTrev [sc. Plato 
at Tim. 28 C 3 f.]. Plutarch suggests three possible solutions to this 
quandary: (1) Ot rtv jPv' Ocv rA'V T'V Yr7VVjTv KaL T riavv Opcbrcv rarTp aTTV, ... 

7roLTrTjS 6 TrV a&X6yw Kal a&'vxcov (ibid. 116.21 ff.), (2) i Tr ieTracopq 
Xpcwievos, woicrep clweE, rTO aC'TLov raTcpa Tro KOaOiov KKXr7KEv (ibid. 116.26 f.), or 

29For a consideration of the evidence cf. Baltes, op. cit. (above, note 7) 243 ff. 
30The fact that it is not a common title would render the term all the more emphatic 

in the context of our fragment of Numenius. Common cognate terms which would have 
been readily available as divine titles are, e.g., yeverTjp, Yev'erTs7, E , Yeverop, 7evrp; 
cf. LSJ and Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon s. vv. Thillet (ap. des Places, op. cit. 
[above, note 2] 108) states that 6b yevvcv is inspired by Tim. 41 A 5 f. which describes the 
Demiurge as 6 r6oe r6 7rav ' evveaas. But the use of the bare participle in a different tense 
could hardly constitute a reminiscence, and it would in any case be appropriate that an 
adaptation of a Demiurgic title be applied not to the First but to the Second God whom 
Numenius regularly identifies with the Platonic Demiurge. 

"'Cf. Baltes, op. cit. (above, note 7) 269, n. 112. 
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(3) vrot fTov LVp, . . . &ar\XXaKTraL yepo'6evov T r pyov, 7o 6'&ir6 ro T' yevv're avros 

apxi Kal tVvaopl s b4KpKparaL rT TrKVc0(VTer Kal avvEXEL Tr77)V Voa, &arb arao ta a KaL 

,o6plov32 oviaav TeKVwCaav Tos. eirel TOlvvv ov TrE aaTXLp.voLVS O K6Or(OS oV6o 

Uvv/p .Loa(vOI0LS T'OLrlaaiLv OLKEV, aXX' evev rL avTrW 4 olpa TroXXs) 'Uo6rTos KCa 

OewOT7T0Sr , iv 6 06es eylKareaorerLpe ' a eavrov r7j V\p X K KafttrLev, 6EiKO6TS s jaa 

7raTr7p TE TO 
Koa6iov, ('oOV Y'e'yOPOos KaC TroLrfT s iTroVo.Terac (ibid. 117.9 ff.). 

Plutarch himself favours the latter alternative-God has on the one hand 
made the physical universe out of pre-existent matter, but on the other 

(ibid. 117.24 ff.) 6be tI,vxi7, vov ceraeaxooaoa Kal XoyLtafov Kal aptMovlas, OVK 

Epyov Earl TOV OVeoV 6Ovov &XXa Kal IeLpos, obv' v'r' avrov &XX' a r' arT rov Kal e 

aiTov yeyovev. The same interpretation, be it noted, seems to underlie 

Apuleius' description of the supreme God as (Apol. 64) summus animi 

genitor, aeternus animantum sospitator, assiduus mundi sui opifex.33 
Cf. likewise Hilary of Poitiers, In Ps. 64.4, CSEL 22.235. 18 ff. (mundi 
opificem atque animae nostrae parentem). However, also Plutarch's second 
alternative had powerful support. Thus, Cicero's translation renders the 
relevant phrase of the Timaeus simply as illum quidem quasi parentem 
huius universitatis.34 Similarly, Diogenes Laertius (7.147 = SVF 2.305.18 

f.) reports as if it were the view of Chrysippus that god is Orltjovpy'O Vi r 
6Xcov Kalc 'aw7rep ;rarTpa 7ravrov. Galen in his Compendium Timaei seems to 
have omitted, apparently tendentiously, the term 7raTrp from his para- 
phrase of the Platonic commonplace; cf. ibid. 2.14 f. Kraus-Walzer 

(creatorem mundi revera invenire investiganti haudfacile est).35 The same 

"The terminology is Stoic; cf., e.g., Epictetus, Diss. 1.14.6 (aXX' atl /vuxal lev OVTWS 

elalv evS6ele'vaL Ka aLvvarpEs rT OewL aCTr avTov uIopta ovuaaL Kat a&rowraoat.aTa); 
ibid. 2.8.11 (av airo'araoaua el TOV 0eov KrX.). Significantly, the terms aToarTad and 

ar'oa1raa'a are used of the production of semen; cf., e.g., Epicurus, fr. 329 Usener, and 
(with an interesting agricultural analogy) Gregory of Nyssa, De. an. et res., PG 46.125 
(Kal war'ep Tr'S piL77S r rv aTroaar&aa Xapovaoa rapa rwTv yerfTov6wv 7 yV 6bev6pov 
Eirolrlaev, OVK aVrt rTv avr7TiKrV 6veOe?aa Tr TpecouLi(v? 6vvaJpL, A XX& 6ov,ov dra 

7rp6s rov avrfltLv &aoplas eVLeLaa Tr rKKEtjLCp!.' OVTCO caCLYe, Kal TO EK TO)V avOpcjrov 

aroarcj'levov o rp6s &avpwrov WvrTeLav, Kat abr6 TrproV TtLV'a ̂ ov etvat e ejyuvXov 
ElJtVOV, EK TpEcOlCpVOV rpeTpE6OEVOV). 

33Although Apuleius here describes the Supreme God as summus animi genitor, he is 
careful to add that he is sine propagatione genitor; cf. my "The historical background of 
Proclus' doctrine of the aOv?rirorara," in De Jamblique a Proclus (2les Entretiens de la 
Fondation Hardt: Vandoeuvres-Geneve 1975) 222. Perhaps one should emend Apuleius, 
De dogm. Plat. 1.5.190 to read animarum genitor rerumque omnium exstructor? For other 
relevant Apuleian formulations cf. ibid. 1.7.194 (ille aedificator mundi deus), ibid. 1.8.198 
(fabricator deus), and ibid. 1.11.204 (patrem et architectum huius divini orbis). For the 
equation demiurge = architect cf. Philo, De opific. 17 ff. As U. Fruchtel, op. cit. (above, 
note 28) 9, n. 2, points out, the notion is inspired by Tim. 28 C 6 (6 TEKTaLV6o,evos) and 
Tim. 30 B 5 (UvveTrKTalvrTO). 

3At N.D. 1.18 Cicero renders the same phrase as opificem aedificatoremque mundi. 

35Cf. Kraus-Walzer, Galeni Compendium Timaei Platonis (Plato Arabus 1: London 
1951) 12 and 39. 
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omission occurs at, e.g., Tertullian, Ap. 46.9 (. .. licet Plato afirmet 
factitatorem universitatis neque inveniri facilem et inventum enarrari in 
omnes dfficilem). Apuleius, on the other hand, was familiar with a version 
of the Platonic text which avoids (perhaps deliberately) taking issue 
(De dogm. Plat. 1.5.191): Platonis verba haec sunt: 0eov evpetv re epyov, 
eUpovTa Te EtS TroXXOVS ?Kc4PELv a&pvarov. But the Middle Platonist Alcinous 
defends the pertinent conception as follows (Didask. 10, p. 164.35 ff. H.): 
7ria7 p 65 eTCan T rl rtos etvaL Tavr'vTW Kal KOO'YILEV rTv obpavwOv vYOi KCa VrV rf' vXrv 
Tro Koauov Trpos eauVTO Kal Trpos rs eavroi voiorets.Moreover, as G.C. Stead 
has pointed out, this Platonic debate on the acceptability of the notion of 
divine paternity is an essential presupposition of the Arian controversy.36 
It was precisely the view of Arius that only metaphorically can God be 
described as Father. 

That disputes within pagan scholastic circles might burn as intensely 
as the Arian strife which split the Christian community Numenius him- 
self confirms when he speaks of the fate wreaked by rival scholars upon 
Plato (Fr. 1 L. = 24 des Places) cs vvv lavLtKwre0pov 0 IHevGOet rtL poaO7KE 

t6LeXKbOt6eos.37 As is understandable in one composing an elementary pre- 
sentation of his subject the Middle Platonist Alcinous tends to sit on the 
fence in his Didaskalikos. But from the attention accorded him by Plot- 
inus, Amelius, Origen the Christian, Porphyry, Theodore of Asine, Pro- 
clus who classifies him among rTv IIXaroTLKu ot KopvuaLo,s38 and Eusebius 
who quotes from him at length,39 it is evident that Numenius was in his 
lifetime and beyond in the forefront of current philosophical debate. It is 
therefore not likely that in the fragment under discussion Numenius 
would have employed unthinkingly and with no ulterior motive the 
metaphor of paternity. For any mention of paternity could not but be a 
contribution to what was a major debate of the day.40 In this debate it 
was, as we have seen, the view of Numenius that the First God stood in 
a paternal relationship to the Demiurge, whilst there is evidence that he 
did not think such a relationship to subsist between the First God and 
individual souls, and nothing to suggest that Numenius favoured a 
metaphorical use of terms indicative of paternity to describe the relation- 
ship between First God and souls. 

3aSee Stead's "The Platonism of Arius," Journal of Theological Studies N.S. 15 (1964) 
16 ff. 

37For a relevant use of the same simile cf. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1.57.1 ff., 
GCS 2.36.8 ff. Stahlin-Friichtel. 

38Cf. Test. 13 ff. L. On the influence of Numenius upon his successors cf. des Places' 
edition (above, note 2) 17 ff. 

a3All the surviving verbatim fragments have been preserved by Eusebius. Cf. further 
des Places, op. cit. 28 ff. 

40Cf. my op. cit. (above, note 33). 
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Easier to deal with is Dillon's proposal that we read 6 Ai v yewpyGwv in 
place of 6 ICv ye ev in that the suggested emendation introduces no new 
conception into the text but serves the sole objective of eliminating the 
formulation 6 6v. Fatal to this and indeed to all the proposed emendations 
of what is in fact a perfectly straightforward text is the indisputable 
testimony of Origen, Porphyry, and Eusebius (all of whom were familiar 
with Numenius' writings at first hand) that Numenius wrote approvingly 
of Jewish religion and made frequent recourse to Jewish writings in his 
own works, especially the IIepi r&ayaOo from which the disputed fragment 
derives.41 In particular Origen reports (Fr. 9b Leemans = lb des Places) 
that Numenius ev reC irpcwr Trept rayaozov, X\kyv repL T&v WAv 6avv a repl TOV 

O0oiv dcs daouwarov &6etXrtev, efyKarcraliev avro-s Kal rovs 'Iov6alovs, OV1K oKVflaas 

ev Tr avyypackp avTrov XpraaaOea Kal X6yoLs 7rpoqrLTLKOTS KaL TpoTroXoyfaaLt aTroVS. 
It is difficult to believe that Numenius would have found it profitable to 
discuss without reference to Exodus 3.14 the "immateriality" of the 
Jewish god. It is equally difficult to believe that he did not have in mind 
this same Biblical text when he posed his famous question (Fr. 10 
Leemans = fr. 8 des Places): rl 7yAp Cart ITX\arv X MWvaOrs arTTLKLOWv;42 

Far from presenting "a nasty textual problem," as Dillon claims,43 the 
fragment under discussion simply corroborates what we otherwise know 
of the fascination and influence exercised upon Numenius by Jewish 
religious notions and texts. 

We are forced to conclude, firstly, that unless further evidence be 
produced Thillet's suggested emendation is no more commendable than 
that of Dodds, and secondly, that any emendation is unnecessary and 
superfluous since an appropriation by Numenius of the LXX title 6 &v 
is neither surprising nor exceptionable. 

MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND, ST. JOHN'S 

4For the pertinent references see my op. cit. (above, note 1). 
4sSee my op. cit. 
4Loc. cit. (above, note 8). 
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