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ABSTRACT

This article revisits a long-abandoned position that, contrary to the developmentalist view,
Aristotle’s lost dialogue, the Eudemus, argued for the immortality of intellect, not for the
Platonic view of the immortality of the soul as a whole. It does so by providing evidence for
the presence of Aristotle’s lost writings in the Church Fathers, a period often overlooked in
the study of the reception of Aristotle’s lost writings. After discussing the debates in the
secondary literature on Aristotle’s view of immortality in the Eudemus, it shows that
Tertullian’s De anima 12 should be considered a fragment of the central argument for the
immortality of intellect in Aristotle’s Eudemus. The conclusion is based not only on the fact
that Tertullian’s summary of Aristotle’s view cannot be derived from any of Aristotle’s extant
writings, but also on similar reports regarding the separability of intellect from soul found
in Origen and Clement of Alexandria. The article thereby demonstrates the influence of
Aristotle’s lost writings in the Patristic period and their importance as reporters of
Aristotle’s lost works.
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One of the strongest reasons for positing a development in Aristotle’s views between the
composition of the lost dialogue, the Eudemus, and the De anima is that the Eudemus
appears to have argued for the immortality of the soul—and to have done so in a manner
similar to Plato’s, specifically in the Phaedo. In the De anima, by contrast, Aristotle
rather maintains that the soul is an (inseparable) entelecheia and presents a schematic in
which perhaps intellect alone may be separable and immortal. However, there is no
explicit account of the intellect’s separability and immortality in Aristotle’s extant texts
and, even if there were, this still does not amount to the (Platonic) view of the entire soul
as a separable, immortal substance which Aristotle seems to have advocated for in his lost
dialogue on the soul.

In opposition to the application of (any kind of) developmental thesis to Aristotle’s
lost works,1 a few scholars (Reese, Cherniss and, slightly less emphatically, Düring)2
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1 Such a view would be found most famously inW. Jaeger, Aristotle: Fundamentals of the History of
His Development (Oxford, 1948), 39–53, followed by A.H. Chroust, ‘Eudemus or On the Soul: a lost
dialogue of Aristotle on the immortality of the soul’, Mnemosyne 19 (1966a), 17–30; A.H. Chroust,
‘The psychology in Aristotle’s lost dialogue Eudemus or On the Soul’, AClass 9 (1966b), 49–62; W.D.
Ross, ‘The development of Aristotle’s thought’, in I. Düring and G.E.L. Owen (edd.), Aristotle and
Plato in the Mid-Fourth Century (Uppsala, 1960), 1–17; F. Nuyens, L’évolution de la psychologie
d’Aristote (Louvain, 1948). A developmentalist view, albeit substantially less dramatic than Jaeger’s
rendering, can be found even in early attempts at histories of philosophy and in works of the (late)
Renaissance: E. Berti, La filosofia del primo Aristotele (Padova, 1962), 9–33.

2 D.A. Rees, ‘Theories of the soul in the early Aristotle’, in I. Düring and G.E.L. Owen (edd.), Plato
and Aristotle in the Mid-Fourth Century (Uppsala, 1960), 191–200; H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism
of Plato and the Academy (Oxford, 1944); I. Düring, ‘Aristotle and Plato in the mid-fourth century’,
Eranos 54 (1956), 109–20.
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argued that there is no reason to assume that the Eudemus argued for the view that the
soul in its entirety is immortal as Plato does. Rather, we should assume a compatibility
between the De anima and the Eudemus as our starting point and look to reports of the
lost work which rather endorse the view that is at least not in contradiction with what we
find in De anima: that (perhaps) intellect alone is immortal. However, in the existing
collections of fragments of the Eudemus there are scant reports upon which these scholars
can rely; indeed, they make their argument based almost exclusively on a single remark
made by Themistius (in De an. 106.29–107.5), coupled only with the consideration that
we have no overpowering reason to assume anything other than a continuity with
De anima. This consideration is reasonable but not terribly convincing—especially not
for the generation of scholars for whom the developmental thesis seemed the more
fashionable choice. Thus the view that the Eudemus argued for the immortality of
intellect, along with the mortality of soul, has become a minority position.

This article however argues for this same view, approaching the task by examining an
essentially new body of evidence, namely the accounts of Aristotle in the writings of the
Church Fathers—accounts largely left out of the existing collections of Aristotle’s
fragments. Because the earlier scholars restricted themselves to the collections of
fragments assembled by Rose, Walzer, Ross and Gigon,3 they missed these reports of
Aristotle’s lost views of the soul which would have substantiated their intuition and made
fruitful their attempts to harmonize the lost Aristotle with the extant Aristotle. In this
article, I present a passage in Tertullian, paralleled in two other figures in the Patristic
tradition, Origen and Clement of Alexandria, which substantiates Themistius’ claim that
Aristotle argued for the immortality of the intellect in the Eudemus. First, however,
I provide a literature overview by way of presenting the situation as it stands, looking at
the collections of fragments compiled to date.

I. OVERVIEW OF SCHOLARSHIP: ELIAS, THEMISTIUS AND PROCLUS
(CICERO AND IAMBLICHUS)

If we look at the content of, for example, Ross’s collection of fragments of the Eudemus,4

we find that the bulk of the philosophical substance of the dialogue is reported in frr. 2, 3,
4, 5 and 7. All others contain something along the lines of myths or anecdotes which
seem to imply an afterlife for the human soul based on a common nature between humans
and the gods (as is evidenced, for example, in the prophetic power of dreams). Fr. 7
(= Philop. in De an. 141.22; 144.21; Simp. in De an. 53.1–4; Them. in De an. 24.13;
Olymp. in Phd. 173.20; Sophon. in De an. 25.4–8) provides a long set of parallels in
Philoponus, Simplicius, Themistius and Sophonias, where a series of arguments against

3 V. Rose, Aristoteles pseudographus (Leipzig, 1863); V. Rose, Aristotelis qui ferebantur librorum
fragmenta. Opera Aristotelis, vol. 5 (Leipzig, 1870, repr. 1967); V. Rose, Aristotelis qui ferebantur
librorum fragmenta (Leipzig, 1886); R. Walzer, Aristotelis dialogorum fragmenta (Florence, 1934);
W.D. Ross, Aristotelis fragmenta selecta (Oxford, 1955); O. Gigon, ‘Librorum deperditorum
fragmenta’, in Aristotelis opera, vol. 3 (Berlin, 1987). Less commented on is E. Heitz, ‘Aristotelis
fragmenta’, in Aristotelis opera omnia graece et latine, vol. 4 (Paris, 1868).

4 I refer here to Ross’s collection for convenience; there is little significant difference among the
collections of fragments, except that Rose originally included also the passages from Pseudo-Plutarch’s
De musica (1138C–1140B = fr. 47 Rose), which do not so clearly fit in with the topics covered in the
Eudemus. Walzer considers the De musica passages to belong rather to De philosophia, and Ross
follows Walzer (fr. 25 Walzer/Ross).
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the view of the soul as a harmony, similar to those of Plato’s Phaedo, are attributed to
Aristotle’s Eudemus.

Despite the attempts of, for example, Jaeger (n. 1) to say that Aristotle’s echoing of
Plato’s arguments against the soul as a harmony necessarily commits him to a Platonic
view of the soul as an immortal and separable substance, such is far from evident. First,
arguments against the view of the soul as a harmony may have led to further premises
which were then rejected in favour of the view of intellect alone as immortal. Second and
more crucially, we do not know what role these arguments played in the wider drama of
the dialogue—they could have been placed into the mouth of the adversary, not that of
Aristotle’s spokesperson.5

Of the fragments that affirm that Aristotle maintained that the soul was immortal, we
are left with those of Elias, Proclus and Themistius. Elias provides a contrast between the
methodology of Aristotle’s published and unpublished works:6 ‘Aristotle puts forth the
immortality of the soul in his acroamatic writings as well, and there by conclusive
arguments, but in the dialogues he establishes it by probable arguments.’7 He then
concludes: ‘It is mostly in the dialogues that Aristotle seems to put forth the immortality
of the soul.’8

First, this is an inaccurate portrayal of Aristotle’s view of the soul in his esoteric
works, namely, that in the De anima Aristotle conclusively argues for the immortality of
the soul. Moreover, in so far as Elias does not have direct access to the Eudemus, his
portrayal of Aristotle’s view on the immortality of the soul is questionable. He does not
echo the other reports in saying that Aristotle used arguments in the manner of the
Phaedo to argue against the view of the soul as a harmony, and the claim that Aristotle
only makes arguments in the style of the libation arguments seems suspiciously out of
character—even if such arguments were discussed in the dialogue, it is unclear whether
Elias (or his source) has taken these arguments out of context or not. For example, we do
not even know which character makes these claims.

Beyond this, let us consider also the two reports of Proclus which are included in
Ross’s collection: in Tim. 3.323.16–324.4 and in Remp. 2.349.13–26.9 The first fragment
contains only the view that Aristotle divides the labour between his dialogues and his
treatises, namely ‘handling the soul from the point of view of natural philosophy in his
treatise De anima, making no mention of the soul’s descents or its allocated stations,
whereas in his dialogues he offered a separate discussion of them and wrote up his
proposed principal topic’.10

5 Moreover, while the late antique commentators make it seem like Aristotle and Plato overlapped in
their endeavours to argue against the view of the soul as a harmony, one can only reasonably consider
that there were two arguments against the view in the Eudemus: the one found also in De an. 408a1–5,
and another which rests upon the ‘un-Platonic’ division between substance and quality. For a
presentation of the harmony between the supposedly ‘later’Aristotle and the arguments against the soul
as a harmony in the Eudemus, see M. Vogiatzi, ‘Aristotle on the soul as harmony’, Elenchos 41 (2020),
245–68.

6 Elias in Cat. 114.25–115.12 = Eudemus fr. 39 Rose= 3 Walzer= 3 Ross= 61 Gigon.
7 in Cat. 114.25–7 κατασκευάζων δὲ τὴν ἀθανασίαν τῆς ψυχῆς κἀν τοῖς ἀκροαματικοῖς δι’

ἀναγκαστικῶν λόγων κατασκευάζει, ἐν δὲ τοῖς διαλογικοῖς διὰ πιθανῶν εἰκότων. Translations of
Elias are mine.

8 in Cat. 115.11–12. ὁ δὲ Ἀριστοτέλης ἐν τοῖς διαλογικοῖς μάλιστα δοκεῖ κηρύττειν τὴν
ἀθανασίαν τῆς ψυχῆς.

9 H. Tarrant, Proclus. Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, Volume 6, Book 5: Proclus on the Gods of
Generation and the Creation of Humans (Cambridge, 2017).

10 in Tim. 3.323.31–324.4 ὃ δὴ καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης ζηλώσας ἐν τῇ Περὶ ψυχῆς πραγματείᾳ ϕυσικῶς
αὐτὴν μεταχειριζόμενος οὔτε περὶ καθόδων ψυχῆς οὔτε περὶ λήξεων ἐμνημόνευσεν, ἀλλ’ ἐν τοῖς
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Although in neither fragment does Proclus explicitly state that Aristotle thinks that the
entire soul is immortal à la Plato, in in Remp. 2.349.13–26 he seems to be attributing to
Aristotle an account of the soul exiting the body and continuing on its journey in the
afterlife: ‘The divine Aristotle states also the cause for which the soul, which comes
“here” from “there”, forgets what it has seen “there”, but when it leaves “here”, it
remembers “there” its experiences from “here”.’11 Jaeger naturally relies heavily on these
fragments to make his case for the ‘early’ or ‘Platonic’ period in the development of
Aristotle’s views on psychology. Relying on Proclus, however, opens Jaeger up to the
objection, made by Düring, Chroust and Rees,12 that there is not much reason to think
that in Remp. 2.349.13–26 is reporting Aristotle’s view regarding the immortality of the
soul in its entirety. Moreover, Aristotle merely provides a reason why the soul would
forget its life before entry into the body but remember its experience here when it passes
beyond. This does not mean that Aristotle himself necessarily advocated the view that the
soul takes such a journey. Indeed, the point about forgetfulness in changes of state from
health to sickness could be completely taken out of context and simply appropriated into
Proclus’ argument for his own, distinct position.

The final report of Aristotle’s having argued for some kind of immortality of the ‘soul’
in the existing collections rather tells us that Aristotle maintained the immortality of nous,
or more specifically nous poiêtikos. This is found in Themistius,13 who crucially
identifies that the point of commonality between the views of Plato and Aristotle is their
shared belief that only nous poiêtikos is immortal: ‘And most of the weightiest arguments
concerning the immortality of the soul that [Plato] propounded essentially refer back to
the intellect : : : as also the more credible of those elaborated by Aristotle himself in the
Eudemus. From these [texts] it is clear that Plato too believes that : : : the [productive]
intellect is “alone immortal : : : .”.’14 What we find in Themistius is an inverse of the
inaccuracy which we find in Elias. To build a harmony between Plato and Aristotle, Elias
brings Aristotle into harmony with Plato by saying that Aristotle considers the soul to be
immortal—this is either his own doing or he is parroting an attempt at harmonization in
some earlier report. If Aristotle maintained that the intellect is immortal, it is not entirely
wrong to say that he thinks the soul is immortal because the intellect is part of the soul.
We then find Themistius doing the opposite: he tries to bring Plato into harmony with
Aristotle not by attributing Plato’s view to Aristotle, but Aristotle’s view to Plato.
Themistius’ analysis—if accurate—would undermine very much the credibility of Elias’
account, and if Elias’ account is undermined, there is little reason further to believe
Proclus.

Διαλόγοις χωρὶς ἐπραγματεύσατο περὶ αὐτῶν καὶ τὸν προηγούμενον κατεβάλετο λόγον.
Translation: Tarrant (n. 9).

11 Procl. in Remp. 2.349.13–16 λέγει δὲ καὶ ὁ δαιμόνιος Ἀριστοτέλης αἰτίαν δι’ ἣν ἐκεῖθεν μὲν
ἰοῦσα ἡ ψυχὴ δεῦρο ἐπιλανθάνεται τῶν ἐκεῖ θεαμάτων, ἐντεῦθεν δὲ ἐξιοῦσα μέμνηται ἐκεῖ τῶν
ἐνταῦθα παθημάτων; my translation.

12 Düring (n. 2); Chroust (n. 1 [1966b]), at 51–2; Rees (n. 2).
13 in de An. 106.29–107.5 = Eudemus fr. 38 Rose= 2 Walzer= 2 Ross= 58 Gigon.
14 De an. 106.29–107.5 καὶ οἱ λόγοι δὲ οὓς ἠρώτησε (Plato in the Phaedo) περὶ ψυχῆς ἀθανασίας

εἰς τὸν νοῦν ἀνάγονται σχεδόν τι οἱ πλεῖστοι καὶ ἐμβριθέστατοι, ὅ τε ἐκ τῆς αὐτοκινησίας (ἐδείχθη
γὰρ ὡς αὐτοκίνητος μόνος ὁ νοῦς, εἰ τὴν κίνησιν ἀντὶ τῆς ἐνεργείας νοοίημεν), καὶ ὁ τὰς μαθήσεις
ἀναμνήσεις εἶναι λαμβάνων καὶ ὁ τὴν πρὸς τὸν θεὸν ὁμοιότητα· καὶ τῶν ἄλλων δὲ τοὺς
ἀξιοπιστοτέρους δοκοῦντας οὐ χαλεπῶς ἄν τις τῷ νῷ προσβιβάσειεν, ὥσπερ γε καὶ τῶν ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ
Ἀριστοτέλους ἐξειργασμένων ἐν τῷ Eὐδήμῳ. ἐξ ὧν δῆλον ὅτι καὶΠλάτων τὸν νοῦν ἀθάνατον μόνον
ὑπολαμβάνει : : : Translation: R.B. Todd, Themistius: On Aristotle on the Soul (London, 1996).
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Scholars who have argued against Jaeger (and those who follow him in the
developmental reading such as Chroust, Ross and Nuyens)15 and in favour of the view
that Aristotle maintained that the intellect alone is immortal have all stopped here—and it
is not a bad place to stop. Themistius’ account seems the most believable and, if we reject
Proclus’ statement regarding the journey of the soul as a ‘real’ fragment, then there is not
much reason to believe that Aristotle maintained that the soul in its entirety was
immortal. None the less, as noted above, such a non-developmental view never caught
on, probably because while the argument for the ‘whole soul is immortal’ view is weak,
the argument for ‘only the intellect is immortal’ is not much stronger. We are, after all,
relying only on Themistius.

Restricting ourselves still to the standard collections of fragments, we may note that
Pseudo-Simplicius’ comment should provide a tentative substantiation of Themistius’
assessment of the situation.16 Pseudo-Simplicius considers that Aristotle in the Eudemus
posited the intellective soul (τὴν νοητικήν) specifically, and not the whole soul, to be an
εἶδός τι, because only the intellective soul is receptive of forms. This report then would
give credence to Themistius’ claim that the intellect alone is immortal. However, this is
still far from conclusive evidence.

We find an indication of support also in the reports of Aristotle’s lost dialogues found
in Cicero, specifically those taken to belong to the De philosophia. In discussing the
‘principle common to gods and men’ which he finds in Aristotle’s works, Cicero refers to
this principle as mens (Fr. 27 = Acad. 1.7.26; Tusc. 1.27.66)—as is noted by Effe, who
considers intellect (not soul) to be the focus of the De philosophia.17 The only place
where Cicero uses animus with reference to Aristotle is in Tusculan Disputations
(Fr. 27= 1.10.22; 1.17.41; 1.26.65), where it is clear that he is blurring the lines between
intellect and soul because he is in the midst of arguing for the immortality of the soul and
is trying to rope Aristotle in on his side of the debate.

To further contextualize these comments, let us consider a final passage, now from
Iamblichus’ Protrepticus, long taken as a fragment of Aristotle’s Protrepticus:18

βέλτιον δὲ τὸ κατὰ ϕύσιν ἀρχικώτερον καὶ μᾶλλον ἡγεμονικόν, ὡς ἄνθρωπος πρὸς τὰ ἄλλα
ζῷα· οὐκοῦν ψυχὴ μὲν σώματος βέλτιον (ἀρχικώτερον γάρ), ψυχῆς δὲ τὸ λόγον ἔχον καὶ
διάνοιαν· ἔστι γὰρ τοιοῦτον ὃ κελεύει καὶ κωλύει, καὶ δεῖν ἢ μὴ δεῖν ϕησι πράττειν. ἥτις ποτὲ
οὖν ἐστιν ἀρετὴ τούτου τοῦ μέρους, ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι πάντων αἱρετωτάτην ἁπλῶς τε πᾶσι καὶ
ἡμῖν· καὶ γὰρ ἂν τοῦτο, οἶμαι, θείη τις, ὡς ἤτοι μόνον ἢ μάλιστα ἡμεῖς ἐσμεν τὸ μόριον τοῦτο.

Now that which is by nature more capable of being the ruler and principle is better, just as man is
relative to other animals; thus, soul is better than body (being more of a principle), and better than
soul is that which has reason and thought; for such is what commands and forbids, and says what
we should and should not do. That which is the excellence then of this part is of necessity the
most desirable for all things and for us in particular; for certainly, I believe that one would
maintain that this part is either only or especially what we are.

While not naming intellect as ‘separate’ from soul or ‘divine’, Iamblichus is drawing a
clear line between intellect and soul for Aristotle, and one which we do not find made so
emphatically in Aristotle’s extant works. Based on this report by Iamblichus, it would
then seem plausible, if not likely, that Aristotle would have gone on further to assert that

15 See n. 1 for references.
16 Ps.-Simpl. in De an. 221.20–33 = Eudemus fr. 46 Rose= 8 Walzer= 8 Ross= 64 Gigon.
17 B. Effe, Studien zur Kosmologie und Theologie der Aristotelischen Schrift Über die Philosophie

(Munich, 1970), 150–3.
18 Iambl. Protr. 7.41.27–42.4 Pistelli = Protrepticus fr. 6 Ross= 73 Gigon; my translation.
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this ‘part’ that is ‘either alone or above all things’ is what is immortal, not the soul
considered as a whole.

This is indeed how this fragment has been interpreted; however, it has been taken
always to be a fragment not of the Eudemus but of the Protrepticus. Understanding that
this stands in contradiction with his interpretation of the Eudemus as having advocated
for the immortality of the entire soul, Jaeger explains away the inconsistency by saying
that the Protrepticuswas written after the Eudemus, when Aristotle had already discarded
the view that the soul is immortal.19 Jaeger’s developmental thesis, at this point, becomes
suspicious.

Why then is it justifiable to bring Iamblichus’ Protrepticus into play here? First, a
significant amount of literature brings into question the neat hypothesis that Iamblichus is
relying solely upon Aristotle’s Protrepticus in the composition of his own work, notably
Flashar.20 According to Flashar, Iamblichus’ Protrepticus is a synthesis not only of a
number of works of Aristotle, but also a variety of works of Plato. Indeed, this technical
point about the distinction between soul and intellect rather seems to fit better into the
context of the Eudemus (a work on the nature of the soul) than that of an exhortation to
philosophy.

This suffices for an examination of the relevant issues in the fragments assembled in
the standard collections. A sympathetic reader at this point may think that the scales tip
slightly in the direction of the ‘only intellect is immortal’ reading. However, there is
better and more conclusive evidence—better, indeed, because it lies in sources closer in
time to Aristotle. Let us therefore take a step further back to the second and third
centuries A.D.

II. CLEMENT, ORIGEN AND TERTULLIAN

Noting a peculiarity regarding Origen’s and Clement’s views of Aristotle on the
immortality of the soul, Runia thus characterizes the situation:

In the case of the doctrine of the soul it is not the Platonizing views of the Eudemus that entered
the doxographic tradition but the doctrine of ἐντελέχεια as found in the De anima. Various
aspects of the Aristotelian psychology are perfectly acceptable to the Fathers, notably the
distinction between rational and irrational parts or powers shared with Plato. What is
unacceptable is that the soul is not immortal. But is this fair? Aristotle speaks of the νοῦς
θύραθεν or χωριστός, and the doctrine does not go unmentioned in the doxographical tradition.
Should not the Fathers have taken more notice of this (it is mentioned explicitly by Clement and
anonymously by Origen)?21

Runia is right: among the Greek Fathers of the Church, we find Clement and Origen
among a scarce few who think that either Aristotle or ‘someone’ considered part of the
soul to be immortal—namely, the rational part, the intellect. Runia is also right that the

19 Jaeger (n. 1), 49.
20 H. Flashar, ‘Platon und Aristoteles im Protreptikos des Jamblichos’, AGPh 47 (1965), 53–79. D.S.

Hutchinson and M.R. Johnson, ‘Authenticating Aristotle’s Protrepticus’, OSAPh 29 (2005), 193–294,
at 251 (Book 7) and 258 (Book 8) admit that it is difficult to determine the origin of the ideas contained
in the seventh and eight books of Iamblichus’ Protrepticus, although they still wish to reconstruct
Aristotle’s Protrepticus on the basis of many of these passages. A.P. Bos, ‘Aristotle’s Eudemus and
Protrepticus: are they really two different works?’,Dionysius 8 (1984), 19–51 questions whether or not
the Protrepticus and the Eudemus were two separate dialogues.

21 D. Runia, ‘Festugière revisited: Aristotle in the Greek Patres’, VChr 43 (1989), 1–34, at 21.
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view of many of the Church Fathers that Aristotle considers the soul to be mortal—full
stop—is a hasty and unfair reading. There would be indications, in De anima alone, that
Aristotle would at least entertain the view that intellect (that is, a specific part or kind of
soul) is immortal and separable. Yet it is not surprising that the Greek Fathers, many of
whom are sufficiently hostile to Aristotle, would not entertain the kinder reading of this
text. Thus formulations of Aristotle’s views such as Tatian,Oratio ad Graecos 25.2.1–522

and Eusebius, Praeparatio euangelica 15.9.6–8, which state unequivocally that Aristotle
denies any immortality to the soul, are quite common.

Let us assume, as this seems most likely, that the majority of the Greek Church
Fathers did not have direct access to Aristotle’s lost work, the Eudemus. Accordingly, it
would make sense that they end up repeating a view of Aristotle derived solely from the
De anima, and that this view is not the most generous interpretation of that work, given
their other motivations and biases at work here. Thus there is nothing peculiar about their
understanding of Aristotle as maintaining a mortal soul.

Rather, the peculiarity pertains to Origen and Clement.23 Clement names Aristotle as
being in agreement with Plato and the Pythagoreans regarding the origin of intellect:
‘Hence the Pythagoreans say that intellect comes to man by divine providence, as Plato
and Aristotle avow.’24 Without however naming Aristotle explicitly, Origen refers to the
idea among the Greeks that the intellect alone may be immortal: ‘let [Celsus] meet the
arguments, which are not lightly advanced among Greeks and Barbarians, regarding
the immortality of the soul, or its duration (after death), or the immortality of the intellect
(τῆς τοῦ νοῦ ἀθανασίας) : : : ’.25 With respect to Origen in particular, we may wonder
where this view regarding the immortality of intellect alone comes from, in so far as
elsewhere he refers to Aristotle as having rejected Plato’s view of the soul as immortal.26

Unlike many of the other Fathers, Clement had access—either direct or indirect, but
substantial—to the dialogues of Aristotle.27 Clark considers that Clement’s reference to

22 For the presence of the lost Aristotle in Tatian, see L. Alfonsi, ‘Echi del giovane Aristotele in
Taziano’, Revue d’études augustiniennes et patristiques 2 (1956), 251–6. A similar hesitation to say
that the soul is immortal for Aristotle is also found in Pseudo-Justin Martyr, Cohortatio ad gentiles
7.E.2. For the reception of the lost works of Aristotle in this text, see L. Alfonsi, ‘Traces de jeune
Aristote dans la Cohortatio ad Gentiles faussement attribuée à Justin’, VChr 2 (1948), 65–85.

23 M. Edwards, Aristotle and Early Christian Thought (London, 2019), 38–54 likewise singles out
Origen and Clement, as well as Tertullian and Basilides, as being among the figures of the Patristic
period who were somewhat in favour of incorporating the texts of Aristotle.

24 Clem. Al. Strom. 5.13.88.1–2 ἐντεῦθεν οἱ ἀμϕὶ τὸν Πυθαγόραν θείᾳ μοίρᾳ τὸν νοῦν εἰς
ἀνθρώπους ἥκειν ϕασί, καθάπερ Πλάτων καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης ὁμολογοῦσιν; W. Wilson, Clement of
Alexandria, Stromata: Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 2 (Buffalo, NY, 1885).

25 Origen, C. Cels. 3.80.14–16 ἀγωνισάσθω οὖν μηκέτι κρύπτων τὴν ἑαυτοῦ αἵρεσιν ἀλλ’
ὁμολογῶν ἐπικούρειος εἶναι πρὸς τὰ παρ’ Ἕλλησι καὶ βαρβάροις οὐκ εὐκαταϕρονήτως λεγόμενα
περὶ τῆς ἀθανασίας τῆς ψυχῆς ἢ τῆς ἐπιδιαμονῆς αὐτῆς ἢ τῆς τοῦ νοῦ ἀθανασίας : : : ; F. Crombie,
Origen: Contra Celsum. Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 4 (Buffalo, NY, 1885).

26 C. Cels. 2.12. Nevertheless, he does not refer to Aristotle especially negatively throughout the rest
of the text, but rather is quite even-handed, e.g. Christ’s advice to flee the city that persecutes you
(Matthew 10:23) is exemplified by Aristotle’s second departure from Athens (C. Cels. 1.65).

27 For the twenty-one fragments (in Rose’s edition) derived from Clement, see E.A. Clark, Clement’s
Use of Aristotle: The Aristotelian Contribution to Clement of Alexandria’s Refutation of Gnosticism
(Lewiston, NY, 1977), 10–13. Bernays analyses parallels between Clem. Al. Strom. 2 and Eth. Nic.
1111a16–18, although he does not conclude that this is sufficient evidence that Clement had a copy of
the Nicomachean Ethics in its entirety. J. Bernays, ‘Zu Aristoteles und Clemens’, Symbola
philologorum Bonnensium in honorem Friderici Ritschelii collecta (Leipzig, 1864), 301–12. For more
on Clement’s use of the lost writings of Aristotle, see L. Alfonsi, ‘Motivi tradizionali del giovane
Aristotele in Clemente Alessandrino e in Atenagora’, VChr 7 (1953), 129–42; G. Lazzati, L’Aristotele
perduto e gli scrittori cristiani (Milan, 1938), 9–34; A.J. Festugière, ‘Aristote dans la littérature
grecque chrétienne jusqu’à Théodoret’, in L’idéal religieux des Grecs et l’Évangile (Paris, 1932),
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Aristotle above either may be paralleled with the above-discussed passage in Iamblichus
(Protr. 7.41.27–42.4), thereby implying a common source, or is based on Nicomachean
Ethics 10.7, a passage discussed below as being a possible basis also for Tertullian’s
De anima.28 The latter possibility seems difficult to believe in so far as the Eth. Nic.
indicates nothing about intellect coming to man because of divine providence. It does
rather seem that Clement had access to some other text, perhaps a common source
between himself and Iamblichus. This furthermore would explain the fact that both
Clement (Protr. 1.7.4.3–6.1) and Iamblichus (Protr. 8.47.21–48.9) report the same
narrative of the binding of the living with the dead, a fragment which belongs either to the
Protrepticus or the Eudemus.29

It is tempting to think that Origen had access to the same texts as Clement, simply
because both worked in Alexandria. However, while Porphyry (according to Eusebius,
Hist. eccl. 6.19.7–8) considers Origen to have read a large number of Greek
philosophical writers, he does not include Aristotle in his list. One difficulty is that
Origen rarely references Aristotle by name, yet he often seems to lift ideas and
terminology from Aristotle’s texts. For example, there is a clear parallel between
Origen’s definition of God as intellect or beyond intellect (νοῦν τοίνυν ἢ ἐπέκεινα νοῦ)
in C. Cels. 7.38.1 and Simplicius’ quotation from Aristotle’s On Prayer (in Cael.
485.21–2) as ὁ θεὸς ἢ νοῦς ἐστιν ἢ καὶ ἐπέκεινά τι τοῦ νοῦ.30 Similarly, Tzamalikos
considers that Origen relies on Aristotle for his argument for apokatastasis, namely the
restoration of all creation to a state of perfection (in Ioan. 2.13), again without ever
naming him explicitly (for example, καὶ ὥσπερ Ἑλλήνων τινές ϕασιν, εἶναι τῶν “οὔ
τινων” τὰ γένη καὶ τὰ εἴδη : : : ).31 Thus while Origen seems to have access to Aristotle,
and freely uses his texts, the question of the precise extent of his access to Aristotle has
yet to be answered conclusively.32

221–63. For Clement’s appropriation of Aristotle’s Categories in the Stromata, see M. Havrda,
‘Categories in Stromata VIII’, Elenchos 33 (2012), 197–225. None of this implies that Clement had
full copies of Aristotle’s writings, and it seems likely that he used manuals: E. de Faye, Clément
d’Alexandrie: étude sur les rapports du Christianisme et de la philosophie grecque au II e siècle (Paris,
1906), 333–6. de Faye relies heavily on H. Diels, Doxographi Graeci (Berlin, 1879) and seems to
allude to the Vetusta Placita as a common source for Clement, Philo and Cicero. This would be
disproven by J. Mansfeld and D. Runia, Aetiana: The Method and Intellectual Content of a
Doxographer. Vol. 1: The Sources (Leiden, 1996), 327–32 on the Placita of Aetius. The chance that
Clement, Cicero and Philo share a common source would be even slighter given the (controversial)
view of A. Lebedev, ‘Did the doxographer Aetius ever exist?’, in Philosophie et culture. Actes du XVIIe
Congrès mondial de philosophie (Paris, 1988), 813–17, which denies even the existence of Aetius as
the single author of the Placita. This is all to say, it seems rather unlikely that Cicero and the school of
Alexandria would have had access to the same manuals.

28 Clark (n. 27), 145.
29 Only the passage in Iamblichus is included in the collected fragments, always as having belonged

to the Protrepticus: fr. 60 Rose= 10b Walzer= 10b Ross= 73 Gigon. See n. 20 above for literature
that has questioned the thesis that Iamblichus only relied on Aristotle’s Protrepticus, as opposed to
actively synthesizing different texts. J. Brunschwig, ‘Aristote et les pirates tyrrhéniens (A propos des
fragments 60 Rose du Protreptique)’, RPhilos 153 (1963), 171–90 considers this narrative in particular
to belong to the Eudemus.

30 V. Limone, ‘Origen’s explicit references to Aristotle and the Peripateticians’, VChr 72 (2018),
390–404, at 403 n. 60 also notes this passage.

31 P. Tzamalikos, Origen: Philosophy of History & Eschatology (Leiden, 2007), 244–7.
32 For more on Origen’s access to Aristotle, in addition to Runia (n. 21), see also Limone (n. 30),

390–404; G. Bardy, ‘Origène et l’aristotélisme’, in Mélanges Gustave Glotz, vol. 1 (Paris, 1932),
75–83; P. Tzamalikos (n. 31), 4–5, 84, 244–7 and passim. For more specific examples see the indexes
of P. Koetschau (ed.), Origenes Werke, II. Buch V–VIII Gegen Celsus. Die Schrift vom Gebet (Leipzig,
1899), which also indicate that Origen often references Aristotle without citing him explicitly. These
studies, however, are inconclusive; I will return to this matter at the end of this article.
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Returning now to the specific peculiarity regarding the comments of Origen and
Clement on Aristotle’s view of intellect, if we assume that they both have some kind of
(possibly indirect) access to Aristotle’s Eudemus, and if the Eudemus, as Runia (along
with the majority of scholars) assumes, advocated for the immortality of soul, two
questions come to mind. First, why are Origen and Clement deferring to the De anima’s
vague indication that intellect may be immortal? And why, if they are so deferring, do
they give this kinder reading of the text, while figures like Tatian and Eusebius simply
state the worst possible reading, that Aristotle thinks the soul is mortal?

Perhaps Origen and Clement do not defer to the view of the whole soul as immortal
put forth in the Eudemus because no such view was put forth there. Unfortunately, there
is not much more to say than this, since the reports by Origen and Clement are quite brief,
and Origen’s does not even name Aristotle explicitly.

This is where another figure in the Patristic period, Tertullian, proves useful. Like
Clement, he had extensive access to the lost writings of Aristotle.33 Waszink, for
example, demonstrates two themes which Tertullian has taken up from Aristotle within
his De anima: a narrative of Hermotimus of Clazomenae (De an. 44.1–2) and a story of a
Saturn who dreams (De an. 46.10).34 The narrative of the dreaming Saturn is included in
Ross’s collection of the Protrepticus (fr. 20), while it is more prudently included by
Gigon in his collection of fragments whose connection to a specific work cannot be

33 Pace Edwards (n. 23), 38–9, who considers that ‘the writings of Tertullian give little evidence of a
close reading of Aristotle’. From this assessment he excludes Tertullian’s De anima, which in his view
shows great precision in reading and interpreting Aristotle. Tertullian’s greatest detail in his attention to
Aristotle is indeed to be found there. Edwards also well notes that Tertullian subtly distinguishes the
views of Aristotle and the Peripatetic Strato against Dicaearchus, in so far as Strato and Aristotle both
posit the existence of a hegemonic faculty of the soul (De an. 14.1 = Strato, fr. 56 Desclos–
Fortenbaugh), although Aristotle locates that in the heart and Strato in the head (cf. De res. carn.
15.3–5). For discussion of this passage, see: M.-L. Desclos and W.W. Fortenbaugh, Strato of
Lampsacus: Text, Translation, and Discussion (London, 2010), 308 and 407–8. The term which
Tertullian uses in this passage as well as in 15.1, hegemonic (ἡγεμονικόν), is significant in so far as
Iamblichus uses the same term in the above-mentioned Protr. 7.41.27–42.4. John Philoponus likewise
attributes this view to Aristotle at in De an. 195.10–11 (καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης ϕαίνεταί που
δοξάζων ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ τὸ ἡγεμονικὸν ἱδρῦσθαι). To this list, we may add Philo (De somn. 1.30–1),
who presents a number of different theories as to what ὁ ἡγεμὼν νοῦς is—one of which is ἐνδελέχεια
(a term associated with Aristotle’s dialogues, as opposed to the ἐντελέχεια ofDe anima). Furthermore,
we find Origen twice using the terminology of ἡγεμονικόν to describe the hegemonic faculty of the
mind as being in the heart (Hom. I in Ps. 36.3–6), and how Christ illumines the hegemonic faculty of
the mind (Comm. in Joann. 1:25.160–1). It is hard to discern a common source for all these rather
disparate figures. While Philo or Tertullian may lift this term from the Stoics, e.g. from Posidonius
(Diog. Laert. 7.138–9), there is little evidence that Iamblichus or Origen would be relying on
Posidonius here. Moreover, the idea that they reference is distinct both from the Stoic idea of
hegemonic nous (which is rather a cosmic principle) and the materialist view of hegemonic nous being
located physically in the head (i.e. Strato’s view: fr. 121 Wehrli ap. Pollux 2.226).

34 J. H. Waszink, ‘Traces of Aristotle’s lost dialogues in Tertullian’, VChr 1 (1947), 137–49. Not all
of Waszink’s conclusions regarding the questions of mediation between Tertullian and Aristotle’s
original texts are persuasive, however. For example, he argues that Tertullian could not have had a full
copy of the Eudemus because he knows of the narrative of Midas and Silenus, also found in Aristotle’s
Eudemus, via Theopompus (Eudemus fr. 44 Rose= 6 Walzer= 6 Ross= 65 Gigon = Ps.-Plut. Cons.
ad Apoll. 115B1–E9; cf. Cic. Tusc. 1.114, Arist. Pol. 1257b14–17). This is far from obvious. Indeed,
while Tertullian does claim to know of Silenus auctore Theopompo, this does not mean that he only
knows of this single narrative of Silenus. Rather, there is good reason to think that Tertullian had a
number of accounts available to him, or at least two: we have no reason to think that Theopompus ever
mentioned Midas’ ears in so far as Aelian does not include this part of the narrative. Yet in De an. 2.3,
Tertullian specifically references the ears of Midas (Silenum Phrygem, cui a pastoribus perducto
ingentes aures suas Midas tradidit). This cannot simply be an allegorical ‘lend ears’, as in ‘listen to’,
because the case of ‘ears’ is wrong (aures should be auribus).
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certain (fr. 979). Waszink also admits that the narratives about Saturn and Hermotimus
are probably derived from another work, such as the Eudemus, since the theme of
dreaming is echoed in fr. 1 Ross = Cic. Div. 1.53 and fr. 9 Ross = Plut. Quaest. conv.
8.9.3 (733c5–8), the latter of which, however, Gigon assigns (incorrectly) to the Iatrika
(fr. 353).35

It is appropriate that Waszink found these references (potentially) derived from
Aristotle’s Eudemus in Tertullian’sDe anima. Let us now consider yet another passage of
this work, which summarizes a view contained in the Eudemus:36

hoc etiam Aristoteles denotauit, nescio an sua paratior implere quam aliena inanire. denique et
ipse definitionem animi cum differret, interim alterum animi genus pronuntiauit, illum diuinum,
quem rursus et inpassibilem subostendens abstulit et ipse eum a consortio animae. cum enim
animam passibilem constet eorum quae sortita est pati, aut per animum et cum animo patietur, si
concreta est animo, non poterit animus inpassibilis induci, aut si non per animum nec cum animo
patietur anima, non erit concreta illi, cum quo nihil et cui nihil patitur. porro si nihil per illum et
cum illo anima patietur, iam nec sentiet nec sapiet nec mouebitur per illum, ut uolunt. nam et
sensus passiones facit Aristoteles. quidni? et sentire enim pati est, quia pati sentire est. proinde
et sapere sentire est et moueri sentire est. ita totum pati est. uidemus autem nihil istorum animam
experiri, ut non et animo deputetur, quia per illum et cum illo transigatur. iam ergo et
commiscibilis est animus aduersus Anaxagoran et passibilis aduersus Aristotelen.

ceterum si discretio admittitur, ut substantia duae res sint animus atque anima, alterius erit et
passio et sensus et sapor omnis et actus et motus, alterius autem otium et quies et stupor et nulla
iam causa, et aut animus uacabit aut anima. quodsi constat ambobus haec omnia reputari, ergo
unum erunt utrumque et Democritus obtinebit differentiam tollens et quaeretur, quomodo unum
utrumque, ex duarum substantiarum confusione, an ex unius dispositione. nos autem animum ita
dicimus animae concretum, non ut substantia alium, sed ut substantiae officium.

Aristotle has also noticed this contradiction; I do not know whether he meant it to build up his
own system, or simply to destroy those of others. He himself puts off providing a definition of
intellect (animus), and meanwhile, he puts forth as one of the two classes of intellect that divine
one which he considers to be impassible and which he removes from all association with the soul
(anima). It is evident that the soul is affected by those things by which it suffers, either it suffers
through the intellect (animus) or with the intellect (animus). If the soul is conjoined with the
intellect, one cannot come to the conclusion that the intellect is impassible; if the soul suffers
neither through the intellect nor with the intellect, the soul is therefore not conjoined with the
intellect, by which the soul suffers nothing and the intellect is impassive. Now if the soul suffers
nothing through the intellect or with the intellect, then it neither senses, nor knows, nor moves in
virtue of the intellect, as is claimed. For Aristotle maintains the senses to be passions. And how
not? For sensing is to suffer because suffering is to sense. Therefore, knowing is sensing and
being moved is sensing. So everything is suffering. But we see the soul experience none of these,
so they also cannot be attributed to the intellect, because through it and with it they are
accomplished. Therefore now the intellect can be mixed, contrary to Anaxagoras, and it is
passible, contrary to Aristotle.

35 Tertullian also probably receives Aristotle’s embryology via Soranus: R. Polito, ‘I quattro libri
sull’anima di Sorano e lo scritto De anima di Tertulliano’, RSF 49 (1994), 423–68. For the similarity
between Tertullian’s De carn. Christ. 5 and Arist. Rhet. 23.22 see J. Moffatt, ‘Aristotle and Tertullian’,
JThS 17 (1916), 170–1.

36 Tert. De an. 12.3–6 Waszink = Gigon 971 (Fragmente ohne Buchangabe). Gigon alone includes
this fragment in his collection, but does not assign it to any specific work. That this passage is peculiar
is noted also by E. Barbotin, ‘Deux témoignages patristiques sur le dualism aristotélicien de l’âme et de
l’intellect’, in Autour d’Aristote – Recueil d’études de philosophie ancienne et médiévale offert à
Monseigneur A. Mansion (Leuven, 1955), 375–85. However, he does not connect it to a lost work of
Aristotle but attributes the inaccuracy of Tertullian’s summary of Aristotle’s views simply to his own
Christian interpretation of Aristotle. This is difficult to believe, as will be shown below.
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Furthermore, if the distinction is admitted, so that the intellect and the soul are two different
substances, then suffering, feeling, any sensation of taste, and action and movement will belong
only to one of the two, and to the other will belong rest and calm and stupor and it will be no
cause; either the soul is useless or the intellect is useless. And if one can attribute all of these
things to both of them, then they are one and Democritus is correct to remove all differentiation
between the two, and is it to be asked in what way can the two be one, either from a confusion of
the two substances or by a disposition of the one? We maintain that the intellect is compounded
with the soul, and is not a different substance, but it is like the agent of the substance.37

The only passages in Aristotle’s extant corpus on which Tertullian could be relying for this
assessment of Aristotle’s views are De an. 413b25–30 and 430a17–23, which contain
respectively Aristotle’s tentative proposal that intellect may be a different kind of soul, and
the well-known passage regarding the separability of nous poiêtikos. In particular, the latter
passage may seem at first glance to be Tertullian’s source (430a17–23):

καὶ οὗτος ὁ νοῦς χωριστὸς καὶ ἀπαθὴς καὶ ἀμιγής, τῇ οὐσίᾳ ὢν ἐνέργεια· ἀεὶ γὰρ τιμιώτερον
τὸ ποιοῦν τοῦ πάσχοντος καὶ ἡ ἀρχὴ τῆς ὕλης. [τὸ δ’ αὐτό ἐστιν ἡ κατ’ ἐνέργειαν ἐπιστήμη τῷ
πράγματι· ἡ δὲ κατὰ δύναμιν χρόνῳ προτέρα ἐν τῷ ἑνί, ὅλως δὲ οὐδὲ χρόνῳ, ἀλλ’ οὐχ ὁτὲ μὲν
νοεῖ ὁτὲ δ’ οὐ νοεῖ]. χωρισθεὶς δ’ ἐστὶ μόνον τοῦθ’ ὅπερ ἐστί, καὶ τοῦτο μόνον ἀθάνατον καὶ
ἀΐδιον : : :

Intellect in this sense [that is, active] is separable, impassive and unmixed, since it is essentially
an activity; for the agent is always superior to the patient, and the originating cause to the matter.
Actual knowledge is identical with its object. Potential is prior in time to actual knowledge in the
individual, but in general it is not prior in time. Intellect does not think intermittently. When
isolated it is its true self and nothing more, and this alone is immortal and everlasting : : : 38

It seems unlikely, though, that Tertullian (of all our reporters) would put the effort into
reading these texts of Aristotle in such a kind or nuanced manner. Moreover, there are clear
points that demonstrate that the above-mentioned De anima passages in Aristotle are not
parallel to Tertullian’s. What is missing from Aristotle’s De anima passages, which would
make a potential parallel evident, is the claim that intellect is divine, which Tertullian
attributes to Aristotle: ‘that divine one which he considers to be impassible and which he
removes from all association with the soul (anima)’. For such a view, one would have to
assume that Tertullian is not only relying on Aristotle’s De anima, but creatively
synthesizing it with passages from, for example, Metaphysics 12, which indicate God as
being intellect, and therefore one might call intellect ‘divine’. YetMetaphysics 12 offers no
explicit statement that the human intellect is divine. More plausibly, Tertullian draws on the
claim in the Nicomachean Ethics about the divinity of intellect. Yet again, this passage
states only the following regarding the intellect: ‘If then the intellect is something divine in
comparison with man, so is the life of the intellect divine in comparison with human life.’39

While this statement endorses the view that the human intellect is divine, it contains
no kind of explicit explanation of the division between soul and intellect which separates
soul and intellect—such as the one Tertullian provides with much elaboration in his

37 My translation. Here, we should also add Theodoret, who communicates the same position as
Tertullian but in a shortened form (i.e. that Aristotle divides soul and intellect and maintains intellect
alone as immortal), as Barbotin (n. 36) highlights, although Theodoret does not have access to the
Eudemus but relies on intermediary sources (Graec. affect. cur. 5.28.1–29.1).

38 Translation: W.S. Hett, Aristotle: On the Soul. Parva naturalia. On Breath (Cambridge, MA,
1957), slightly modified.

39 Eth. Nic. 1177b30–31 εἰ δὴ θεῖον ὁ νοῦς πρὸς τὸν ἄνθρωπον, καὶ ὁ κατὰ τοῦτον βίος θεῖος πρὸς
τὸν ἀνθρώπινον βίον; translation from H. Rackham, Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics (Cambridge, MA,
1926).
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presentation of Aristotle’s views in De an. 12. The crux of the point which Tertullian
makes in his own text is different from what Aristotle entertains in his De anima:
Tertullian asserts that the intellect is separate from the soul while in the De anima
Aristotle states that intellect is (potentially) separable from (supposedly) the individual.
While the language is similar, the point being made has a different nuance. Indeed,
Tertullian’s explanation of this distinction between soul and intellect is not explicit in the
text of Aristotle’s De anima, by which Aristotle could mean merely that the kind of soul
which is rational is separable, as he indeed intimates atDe an. 413b25–30, saying that the
intellect may be a further class of the soul. Conversely, if Tertullian were looking at the
more precise distinction which Aristotle makes between active and passive intellect in
De an. 430a 17–23, Tertullian’s argument would make no sense: here, Aristotle would be
able to respond that there is a way by which the intellect may be affected towards
knowledge, namely via the passive intellect.

This is all to say that while one could perhaps argue that the more general statements
about the superiority and immortality of the intellect in Origen and Clement could be derived
from the De anima, or perhaps from the Nicomachean Ethics, it seems quite unlikely that
Tertullian’s more detailed account is a reporting of views contained in Aristotle’s treatises,
since we find no such views rendered explicitly in any of Aristotle’s extant works.

CONCLUSION

The goal of this article has been to resolve a long-standing—or rather long-abandoned—
debate about the question of a division between soul and intellect in Aristotle’s lost Eudemus
by turning to the early Christian reception of Aristotle. Central here has been bringing into
play a synthesizing reading of three early figures of the Patristic period: Tertullian, Clement
and Origen, whose views are confirmed in the later Neoplatonic writings of Iamblichus and
Themistius (and more gently implied by both Cicero and Ps.-Simplicius).

Of the three belonging to the Patristic period, however, Tertullian’s comment proves
all-important—not only in so far as it allows us to confirm and contextualize the passing
comments made by Clement and Origen (and indeed in Origen only anonymously), but
in so far as Tertullian’s analysis of Aristotle’s views is long and detailed in distinguishing
soul from intellect. It is therefore an invaluable source, allowing a substantial step
forward in reconstructing the lost views of Aristotle. Such an account has far-reaching
consequences with regard to the supposed development of Aristotle’s thought according
to which the dialogue represents only an early phase and presented views which Aristotle
later rejects. If this reconstruction is correct, the Eudemus argued for the immortality of
intellect, not of soul, and this does not contradict the De anima. Rather, it provides but
one possible way of reading the difficult lines of De an. 430a14–25. This brings us to a
second point: if again Tertullian’s comment is to be accepted as an authentic
representation of a view which Aristotle put forth in the Eudemus, and if we cast aside the
assumption of a development of Aristotle’s philosophical positions, such position would
undermine the view that the goal of the De anima is to introduce some single ‘external’
agent intellect (namely, God) who alone is immortal—rather we may understand De an.
430a14–25 as simply indicating the immortality of the higher part of our soul: intellect.

Tertullian’s account illuminates the reception of Aristotle in the Patristic period,
pointing as it does to the possible source material for Clement and Origen as well. This is
particularly important with respect to Origen, whose use of Aristotle is much less explicit
than Clement’s. The contrast between Clement and Origen with respect to their use of
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Aristotle has indeed perplexed scholars.40 It seems peculiar that a man as learned in the
philosophy of the Greeks as Origen, a point which Porphyry readily concedes, would not
have been interested in the ideas of Aristotle beyond definitions of words.41 Yet if
Origen’s claim about intellect alone being the immortal principle should be taken as a
reference to Aristotle, then we uncover a new way of thinking also about Origen’s
method of receiving ideas taken from Aristotle’s works, namely that he does so without
referencing Aristotle explicitly.

This brings us to a final point regarding more generally the influence of Aristotle’s
lost works during the early Patristic period. Current collections of fragments tend to
favour the later Neoplatonic reception or the pre-Christian works of figures such as
Cicero or Plutarch, while the Church Fathers are often omitted. This is a missed
opportunity—granted that looking to the Patristic period is more complex because the
reports which we may dig out of Tertullian or Clement are harder to spot in comparison
with, for example, Themistius’ explicit reference to the Eudemus. Yet, if it is the case that
figures who live before the death of Alexander of Aphrodisias in c. A.D. 250 (the date
commonly held as the cut-off point for the circulation of Aristotle’s dialogues) have the
best access to Aristotle’s dialogues,42 the early Patristic period should be of critical
importance.

There is indeed a further problem with a preference for later Neoplatonic sources.
In the list of fragments of Aristotle’s Eudemus in the published collections, every
fragment which provides strictly philosophical content, rather than relating stories or
myths told in the dialogue (as we find in Cicero and Plutarch), is provided by later
Neoplatonists. These reports are not only one step removed from Aristotle, but they are
also (with the exception of Proclus) all removed from Aristotle and mediated through
essentially one source: Alexander of Aphrodisias. More importantly, the late antique
commentators (Themistius, Pseudo-Simplicius, Elias) have an approach to reading the
lost works of Aristotle which resembles the developmental view of Jaeger. They wish to
see a Platonism in Aristotle’s dialogues—yet they extend this Platonism to Aristotle’s
treatises as well. Relying then on the late antique commentators skews the picture of the
dialogues by either emphasizing or exaggerating Aristotle’s endorsement of and harmony
with Platonism. The Christians of the Patristic period do not have such commitments, and
thereby their reports of Aristotle—although more difficult to discern—are of utmost
value as they provide not only new content, but a new context against which we may
evaluate reports found in other historical periods and philosophical schools. Interest in
Aristotle’s lost writings and efforts in reconstructing them have reached a kind of
stalemate in the past fifty years; a study of Aristotle’s influence on the Church Fathers
offers a path forward.

FRANZISKA VAN BUREN-PENEVKatholieke Universiteit Leuven
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40 Runia (n. 21); Bardy (n. 32), 75–83; Limone (n. 30), 390–404. Limone (pages 403–4) concludes
from his study that what he has collected as explicit references to Aristotle in Origen ‘neither persuade[s]
about his in-depth knowledge of Aristotle’s writings nor exclude[s] his first-hand access to them’.

41 There are three examples of this: goal, homonymy and verb: Limone (n. 30), 395–6.
42 This cannot be taken as entirely certain. Iamblichus must have had access to some dialogues of

Aristotle, or some extensive reports. J. Pépin, Théologie cosmique et théologie chrétienne (Paris, 1964)
controversially considers that Ambrose of Milan had access to the lost dialogue De philosophia.
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