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CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA ON ARISTOTLE’S
(COSMO-)THEOLOGY
(CLEM. PROTREPT. 5.66.4)

In this paper I will reconsider the doxographical text about Aristotle in Clement of
Alexandria’s Protrepticus 5.66.4:

008év 8¢ olpau Xa/\eﬂ'bv évraidba 'yevo’y.evos kai Téw éx 10D 11 epma'rov /.wnaﬁ'f]val.' Kal 5 yeTis
aipéoews maTip, TV 6Awv o vorjas Tov marépa, ToV xadotpevov ‘bmatov’ duyiy elvat Tod
mdvTos olerar TouTéoTL TOD KGTUOU i oy Oeov vwoz\apﬁavwv abros avrd mepumeipera.
6 ydp Tou péxpu Tis oehjvys avTis Swopllwv Ty rrpovmav &mevra 1ov kSopov Bedv fyotuevos
mepLrpémerar, Tov dpowpov Beod feov Soyparilwy.!

For the phrase 7ov xadovpevov ‘Umarov’, O. Stihlin refers to ‘[Aristot.] de mundo
p. 397b25; Xenocr. Fr. 18 Heinze’. For the final lines of the passage, the same author
refers to E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen ii.2, p. 468 (with n. 1) and to Clement,
Stromateis 5.14.90.3. In the latter passage, too, Clement attributes the doctrine of a
limited Providence to Aristotle. E. Zeller, in the above passage of his famous
handbook, explained that although Aristotle had drawn a sharp distinction between
the laws for the sublunary sphere and those for the supralunary sphere, Christian and
pagan opponents of Aristotle had misrepresented his position in speaking of a
doctrine of limited divine Providence in Aristotle.

After Zeller, A. J. Festugiere had argued in an important discussion on ‘ Aristote
dans la littérature grecque chrétienne jusqu’a Théodoret’,? that Aristotle’s
conception of God excluded the notion of divine Providence. Festugiere had added
that the broad doxographical tradition, according to which Aristotle supported a
doctrine of limited Providence, was to be seen as resulting from the influence of the
treatise De mundo, which Festugiere, too, firmly believed to be pseudo-Aristotelian.?

Moreover, in a discussion on ‘La Doctrine de la providence dans I’école
d’Aristote’, P. Moraux states: ‘jamais le Stagirite ne semble avoir attribué a Dieu une
activité véritablement providentielle. Dieu est bien, selon lui, le moteur supréme de
I’univers, mais la pensée divine n’a d’autre objet qu’elle-méme.’* In Moraux’s view,
the doctrine of limited Providence is a ‘modernization’ of Aristotelian theology by
Critolaus, who subsequently presented his own position as Aristotelian’.?

In what follows I want to show that the treatise De mundo is in fact relevant to an
understanding of Clement’s text, first of all to an understanding of the term  ¥mraros’.
In doing so I want to demonstrate that Aristotle presented his own theological

! Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. i. Protrepticus und Paedagogus, ed. O. Stihlin (GCS, Leipzig
1905, repr. Berlin 1972), pp. 50-1. Clement of Alexandria with an English Translation, by G. W.
Butterworth (London, 1919; repr. 1960), p. 150; Clément d’ Alexandrie, le Protreptique, introd.,
transl. and notes by C. Mondésert (Paris, 1949), p. 131.

® A.J. Festugiere, L'Idéal religieux des grecs et I’Evangile (Paris, 1932), pp. 221-63. D. T.
Runia took this study as his point of departure in ‘ Festugiere Revisited: Aristotle in the Greek
Patres’, V'C 43 (1989), 1-34.

3 A.J. Festugiére, op. cit., pp. 225-32. Cf. id., La Révélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste, ii (Paris,
1949), p. 478. For a detailed discussion of the De mundo, see ibid., pp. 460-518.

* P. Moraux, D’Aristote a Bessarion: trois exposés sur [histoire et la transmission de
I’Aristotélisme grec (Québec, 1970), p. 41.

® P. Moraux, op. cit., p. 55; cf. p. 10. See also P. Moraux, ‘Diogéne Laérce et le Peripatos’,
Elenchos 7 (1986), 245-94, p. 281.
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conception of the Unmoved Mover as being allegorically referred to in Iliad 8.1-22,
where the phrase Zyv' dmatov wijorwp’ occurs. This presents us with a hitherto
unrecognized argument in favour of the authenticity of the De mundo. Next, I wish
to argue that chapter 6 of the De mundo develops a position which can be understood
as a doctrine of a limited divine Providence. Finally, I shall propose that in the lost
works Aristotle presented God as the entelechy of the cosmos. This may have led to
the identification of God with ‘the soul of the world’.

All this leads to a rejection of the standard view first set out by W. Jaeger,
according to which the surviving treatises preserve the complete scientific philosophy
of late Aristotle. Doxographical accounts such as Clement’s give support to the view
that the surviving treatises should be interpreted together with and against the
background of the lost works. Indeed, Clement’s statement deserves to be
incorporated in the collections of fragments of lost works as a unique testimony to
the close relationship between Aristotle’s theology and psychology.

A ‘HIGHEST (GOD)’

I want to start my analysis with the expression 76v kaloduevov ‘Omarov’ used by
Clement. In the two passages of the Aristotelian Corpus in which the term  imraros’
occurs as a characterization of God, this term is expressly presented as a Homeric
expression. In De motu animalium it occurs in a three-line quotation from Homer,
Iliad 8.° Homer is quoted with approval because his text can help to clarify Aristotle’s
motives in arguing his theory of an unmoved principle of movement outside the
moving universe.

The other passage in the Corpus is the text to which Stihlin refers in his comment
on Clement’s text, namely the much-discussed treatise De mundo.” The author of this
treatise states at the beginning of chapter 6, where his theological discussion starts,
that God ‘has been accorded the highest and first place’ and that he is ‘therefore
called “dmaros”, dwelling, as the Poet says, “on the loftiest crest” of all heaven’.?
Here, then, in the text of a treatise passed down under Aristotle’s name, the
expression ‘Umaros’ is presented as deriving from the tradition.

In any case this offers sufficient grounds for preferring Butterworth’s translation of
Tov kadovuevov ‘dmatov’ as ‘he who is called the “Highest”’ to Mondésert’s

8 Arist. M.A. 4, 700al, quoting //. 8.20-2.

" Cf. Aristotele: Trattato sul cosmo per Alessandro, transl. with Greek text, introd. and comm.
by G. Reale (Naples, 1974), who, after P. Gohlke, is the first to defend its authenticity. His
position is accepted in A. P. Bos, Aristoteles, Over de kosmos, introd., transl., notes (Meppel,
1989); id., ‘Supplementary Notes on the De mundo’, Hermes 119 (1991), 312-32. A date in the
first century B.C. or A.D. is again vigorously defended for the De mundo by P. Moraux, Der
Aristotelismus bei den Griechen von Andronikos bis Alexander von Aphrodisias, ii (Berlin, 1984),
pp. 5-82 and H. B. Gottschalk, ‘ Aristotelian Philosophy in the Roman World from the Time of
Cicero to the End of the Second Century’, in ANRW, 36.2 (Berlin, 1987), 1079-1174, pp.
1132-9. For a discussion of their positions see A. P. Bos, ‘Considerazioni sul *“De mundo” e
analisi critica delle tesi di Paul Moraux’, Riv. di Filos. Neo-scolastica 82 (1990), 587—-606. An
important contribution to the discussion is given in D. M Schenkeveld, ‘ Language and Style of
the Aristotelian De mundo in Relation to the Question of its Inauthenticity’, Elenchos 12 (1991),
221-55. J. Mansfeld, ‘Two attributions’, CQ 41 (1991), pp. 541-4; D. Holwerda, ‘Text
kritisches und Exegetisches zur pseudo-Aristotelischen Schrift 7epi 00 kdopov’, Mnemosyne
46 (1993), pp. 46-53.

8 Mu. 6.397524-27: v pév odv dvwrdrw kal mpdryy Epav adrds Elayev, dmards Te Sud
TOUTO WYOpO.OTAL, KATA TOV TOTHY ‘dkpoTdTy KOpUPH® TOD GUumavTos éykabiSpuuévos
ovpavodv.
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translation ‘celui qu’il appelle “trés-haut’. But the relevant text from De mundo 6
has more to contribute, if we ask whether the tradition to which the author refers can
be established more precisely. In the text, the words ‘on the loftiest crest’ are
explicitly attributed to the Poet.® Most translators and commentators confine
themselves to mentioning lliad 1.499.2° F. Regen gave preference to Iliad 5.754.1* In
my opinion, however, it is clear that the author had lliad 8.3 in mind, since the
beginning of Book 8 contains a famous speech of Zeus to the other gods, in which he
boasts of his supreme power. Even if all the gods and goddesses were to pull on one
end of a ‘golden cord’, they would not be able to move Zeus from his place. This
passage has played a very important role in the philosophical literature. In the
Timaeus Plato, too, used it as the model for the speech that the Demiurge gave to the
‘younger’ gods.!* And it is clear that the text has repeatedly been given a
philosophical meaning by means of an allegorical explanation.'® Plato gives evidence
of this in his Theaetetus.!* According to Eustathius, however, the Aristotelian
doctrine of the Prime Unmoved Mover in his relation to the seven planetary spheres
was also presented as being allegorically alluded to in the Homeric text about ‘the
golden cord’.*® On the basis of Eustathius’ information one is justified in supposing
that Aristotle himself, in his lost writings, made this link between Homer’s text and
his own philosophical theology. This supposition is supported by the fact that
Aristotle quotes three lines from the passage in question in connection with the notion
of the Prime Unmoved Mover.'®* A further important piece of evidence is that
Theophrastus also quotes a line from the same Homeric context in a critical analysis
of Aristotle’s theology.’

I believe that in the text of the De mundo we should also place the word dmaros
between quotation marks and that, instead of citing another Homeric passage, we
should first of all be thinking of the relevant passage in Iliad 8 (line 22).'® Because it
appears that Aristotle used an allegorical interpretation of the famous passage about
the ‘golden cord’ in Iliad 8 for his own theology of the Unmoved Mover and the
dependence thereon of the planetary spheres, I think that the two casual allusions to
the same passage in De mundo 6. 397b24-7 strongly suggest that the De mundo is an
authentic Aristotelian work.'®

? In the small work De mundo, G. Reale, op. cit., p. 351, draws attention to eight quotations
of Homer. In view of what follows below, I believe there are nine.

10 Thus W. L. Lorimer; J. Tricot; P. Gohlke; D.-J. Furley; G. Reale, ad loc.

11 F. Regen, ‘Die Residenz des persischen Grosskénigs und der Palast des Menelaos’,
Hermes 100 (1972), 206-7. In the text of Il. 5 there is a combination of ‘the loftiest crest’ (754)
with ‘Zeus, the Highest’ (756).

12 P|, Tim. 41a7ff. Cf. Philo, Aet. 13. Philo’s reference in ch. 16 to Aristotle’s discussion of
Plato’s views must have been based on Aristotle’s lost works (pace R. Arnaldez, ad loc.).

18 Cf. P. Lévéque, Aurea catena Homeri: une étude sur l'allégorie grecque (Paris, 1959).

14 Pl. Tht. 153c9.

15 Eustathius, In Hom. Il. (ed. M. van der Valk, Leiden, ii, 1976), p. 695.2ff. and p. 695.9fF.

16 Arist. M.A. 4, 699b37, where /I. 8.21-2 and 20 are quoted: dAXN odx dv épvoarr’ &
ovpavdlfev mediovde | Zy’ tmarov mdvrwy, 008’ el udda moAra kdpoire: | mdvres 8’ éfdmreabe
Oeoi mioal Te Oéawar (the Homeric text reads Z7ijy’ dmarov wijorwp’ in line 22). Cf. Aristotle’s
De motu anim., text with transl., comm. and interpretative essays by M. C. Nussbaum
(Princeton, 1978), pp. 320-1. Nussbaum sees in this text a veiled polemic with Plato, Tht. 153c9:
in his reference there to ‘the golden cord’, Plato had disregarded the figure of Zeus, who is
central in Homer’s picture. 17 Theophr. Metaph. 5b15, quoting Ii. 8.24.

18 Line 22 should be preferred to line 31 on account of the reference in Theophrastus. But see
also Plut. Quaest. Plat. 9.

1* Cf. A. P. Bos, ‘Supplementary Notes’, Hermes 119 (1991), 326-7.
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In Clement’s text the words Tov kadoduevov ‘Umarov’ are to be taken in the sense
that Aristotle gives the God who in his view is meant by Homer when the latter speaks
about ‘ Zevs vmaros’ who sits enthroned on the dkpordry xopudy, a place in his own
system as well.

We should not, however, unreservedly conclude that Clement or his source drew
directly on De mundo 6. 397b24-7, as it is obvious that the allegorical explanation of
Iliad 8 that is indicated by the texts of Theophrastus and Eustathius must have been
presented in one of Aristotle’s lost works. The De mundo, whether it is by Aristotle
himself or by a later author, does not pretend to be more than a brief summary of
Aristotle’s philosophical views.?® But if it is seen that the two references to Homer in
De mundo 6 are to be taken as allusions to the famous passage in /liad 8, even though
they have not been recognized as such by modern scholars hitherto, then this has to
be a strong argument in favour of Aristotle’s authorship. For a falsifier this kind of
method is too subtle!

THE DOCTRINE OF LIMITED PROVIDENCE

I now want to focus on Clement’s statement that Aristotle spoke about Providence
in a particular way. I have already pointed out that modern scholars like Zeller,
Festugiere, and Moraux hold that there was no question of divine Providence in the
Aristotelian works which have been handed down to us and which are recognized as
authentic.?* Moreover, there is supposedly no room for such an idea in Aristotle’s
philosophical system, since Aristotle emphatically denies any actio ad extra on God’s
part.??

However, there is a broad and strong tradition which does attribute to Aristotle the
view which we found in Clement, namely that Aristotle accepted divine Providence
for the area extending from the outermost heavenly sphere to the sphere of the Moon,
that is to say, for the entire part of the cosmos of which Aristotle has posited that it
consisted of a very special, divine fifth element.?® According to this tradition, divine
Providence was not operative in the sublunary sphere.

We find this tradition not only in authors from the early Christian church, but
equally in the pagan doxographical tradition of Aétius:?*’Apiororélns ot éupuyov
8Aov 8. Blov odTe Aoyikov olTe voepov olTe mpovolg Siotkovuevov. T wév yap
ovUpdvia TOUTWY TAVTWY KoOwwveEiy, opalpas yap meplexew éuptyovs kai {wTikds, Ta

20 Mu. 6, 397b11-12: € kai p1 8¢ drpiBeias, AGAX odv ye ws els Tumra)dn pdbnow. See also
ch. 4, 394a8. 21 Cf. notes 3-5 above.

22 Cf. Arist. Metaph. /9. 1074b15-35.

3 We find this view attributed to Aristotle by Tatian, Or. adv. Graecos 2; Athenagoras, Leg.
25; Hippolytus, Ref. 1.20, 22 and 7.14; Clement, Strom. 5.14; Origen, C. Cels. 1.21 and 3. 75;
Eusebius, Praep. Ev. XV 5,1; Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 27.10; Epiphanius, 4dv. Haer. 3. 2,9,
Theodoretus, Graec. aff. 5.77.47 and 6.86.7; Ambrose, Off. 1.13.48 ; Chalcidius, In Tim. 248. Cf.
A. P. Bos, Providentia Divina; The Theme of Divine ‘pronoia’ in Plato and Aristotle (Assen,
1976), p. 5; D. T. Runia, ‘Festugiére Revisited” V'C 43 (1989), 1-34, p. 18.

24 See Ps.-Plut. Plac. 2.3; Stob. Ecloga 1.21. Cf. H. Diels, Doxographi Graeci, p. 330. See also
Diog. Laertius 5.32: 76v 8¢ feov dowpatov dmépawe, ... Siatelvew 8 adrod Ty mpovolay uéxpt
T@V odpaviwy kal elvar dxivyTov avTov: 1 § émlyewa kata T mpos TaibTa ovumdfeov
oikovoueiofar and the commentary of P. Moraux, Elenchos 7 (1986), 281. It is striking how
easily scholars like Moraux (and before him Festugiere) accept that the whole of antiquity took
a completely wrong view of matters on such an important subject as the Aristotelian doctrine
of divine Providence. For an entirely new analysis of the problem of ancient doxography, see J.
Mansfeld, ‘Doxography and Dialectic: The Sitz im Leben of the “Placita”’, in ANRW 36.4
(Berlin, 1990), 3057-3229; cf. D. T. Runia, ‘Xenophanes on the Moon: A Doxographicum in
Agétius’, Phronesis 34 (1989), 245-69.
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8¢ meplyeia undevos avraw, Tis 8 edraflas kata cvuPeBnkos od mponyovuévws
weréxew. According to this tradition, the heavenly beings are endowed with reason
and intellectual ability and they fall within the organization of Providence. This is not
true of the sublunary sphere as such. It is added that in so far as the sublunary sphere
is well ordered, this is at most a side-effect. Evidently only the unchanging order of
the movements of the heavenly beings is the direct manifestation of divine Providence.

Now in the Aristotelian Corpus we do find lengthy expositions on the supralunary
sphere and the fifth element. But the discussion here remains entirely on the level of
the ‘natural facts’ which can be observed through ‘natural experience’. Nowhere in
the De caelo are the phenomena described there presented as products of ordering or
Providence. The presentation must have been very different in the lost work On
Philosophy, which certainly did not remain restricted within the limits of pure natural
philosophy, but also offered a theological discussion.?®

But we also find this ‘comprehensive’ perspective in the surviving treatise De
mundo. There the order in the heavenly spheres is explained in so many words as the
effect of God’s ‘ power’, which operates on them in proportion to their proximity to
God. That is why the earth and all earthly events seem weak, unharmonious, and full
of confusion, because they are farthest removed from the help proceeding from
God.?® But the conclusion which this might suggest, that the sublunary sphere is
entirely devoid of order, is immediately countered by the author of the De mundo:*
‘Nevertheless, in so far as the divine by nature permeates all things and things in our
world occur according to what occurs in the [celestial] regions above us, ... it is better
to assume... that the power which has its seat in heaven is the cause of preservation
even for those things which are remotest from it...’. Here we have not only the
remarkable statement that ‘ the divine permeates all things’, to which I shall return in
due course, but also that the phenomena in the sublunary sphere are a side-effect of
the orderly movements in the heavens!* The report in Aétius that the earthly regions
share in sound order not primarily but as a side-effect’ seems to go back directly to
this, or to the work of which the De mundo is a brief summary.?®

Finally, it is quite remarkable that the orthodox Aristotelian character of precisely
this part of the doxographical tradition and of the De mundo is proved by a text of
no less an authority than Theophrastus. In chapter 1 of his Metaphysics, Aristotle’s
best-known pupil reflects on the possibility of a relationship between the metaphysical
Origin and physical reality and then discusses whether this relationship can be

25 Cf. Arist. Philos. fr. 26 Ross, fr. 25. 1 Gigon.

%6 Mu. 6. 397b27-32 (directly after the passage in which God is described as vmartos and
enthroned on the aKpOTaTT] Kopvd;-q) /J.a)ua'ra 8¢ mws O.UTDU s vaap.ews amolavel 76
7TA770'£0V aUTOU Uw‘u,a Kal €7T€L'Ta TO ,I'GT GKGLVO Kal €¢€§7’S OUTUJS axPL TwV Kae 7”.Lag TOTTCUV
416 y1) 7€ kai Ta émi yiis éowkev, év dToaTdoel TAelaTy Tiis € Beod vTa dielelas, dobevi kal
dkatdAAnAa elvar kai moAvjs peara Tapayiis. Cf. S. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in
Christian Platonism and Gnosticism (Oxford, 1971), p. 47 with n. 1.

% Ibid. 397b32-398a4: 0d uyv dAa kab’ Saov émi mdv Sukveiobol mépukev T Beiov, kai Ta
kaf fuds opolws ovuBaive. Td T€ Hmép Nuds, kata T6 éyyidy Te kai moppwTépw Peod elva
uGAdov Te kal NrTov Wdelelas peratapBdvovta, kpeiTTov odv UmodaPeiv, & kai mpémov éoTi
kai Oep pdAioTa dpudlov, ds 7 év olpavd Svvauis (Spvuévy kai Tois mAeioTov dee-
aTnKdOwW, ... aiTios YiveTaL cwTnpias, ... .

% With D.-J. Furley I reject the addition of ém( before 7a ka6’ fuds by W. L. Lorimer as
misleading. Diogenes Laertius 5.32 expresses the same idea as the doxographical tradition in the
words: 7a 8 émlyeia kara Ty mpos TadTa cvumdBeiav oikovoueiohar.

% Cf. Hermes 119 (1991), 327-8, where I argue that the passage 71is 8 edralias kara
aupuBeBrnrods od mponyovuévws peréyew in the doxographical testimony indicates the right way
to read Mu. 6. 397b33: kai Ta xaf’ Huds Suolws cvuBaivel Td Te Vmep Huds.
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thought to consist in a dynamis proceeding from the Origin.?® Because Theophrastus
is undoubtedly dealing with the theological theories of his teacher here, he thus gives
strong support to the soundly Aristotelian character of the doctrine of divine dynamis
in chapter 6 of the De mundo. Moreover, Theophrastus elaborates on this in the sense
that the dynamis is perhaps to be conceived of as the cause of a desire which motivates
the outermost heavenly sphere. The divine power is apparently a kind of ‘power of
attraction’. Reflecting further on this cosmic ‘desire’ as the effect of the divine
dynamis, he also asks why it only operates (directly) on the heavenly beings which
move in a circle. In this way Theophrastus clearly indicates that, according to
Aristotle, the relationship of the Original Principle with the divine heavenly beings of
the ethereal sphere is a direct relationship, in contrast to that with the sublunary
sphere.

Strikingly, Theophrastus goes on to argue that this cannot be explained by saying
that ‘the Original Principle does not penetrate’ into the sublunary sphere.® This
seems to link up directly with the remark in De mundo 6. 397b32: o0 pyv dAXd kaf’
Soov émi wav Suxveiolar médukev 76 Beiov. And this connection with the theology of
the De mundo is reinforced when Theophrastus rejects the idea that the Original
Principle is limited in its effect with reference to Iliad 8.24, from the context of the
‘golden cord’ passage.

On the basis of this text in Theophrastus, one is justified in stating that:

(a) the doctrine of divine dynamis in De mundo 6 is soundly Aristotelian ;32

(b) the doctrine of a divine Providence which is limited to the sphere of the Moon
is soundly Aristotelian, and is identical with the theory in the De mundo that the order
in the heavenly spheres is the result of the effect of divine dynamis, while the sublunary
sphere is less well ordered and sometimes chaotic because the order there is merely
derivative and secondary in nature ;%

(c) that the doxographical tradition about Aristotle’s doctrine of limited
Providence as found in Pseudo-Plutarch, Diogenes Laertius, and Stobaeus ultimately
goes back to Theophrastus’ own interpretation of the Aristotelian texts.

Finally, one might note that the phrasing of Clement’s uéyp. mjs oedjrns avris
Swopilwv v mpovolav recalls another passage from the De mundo, where the last
planet mentioned in a list of the planets is 6 s cehjuns (sc. kvrdos), uéxpis 1s
opilerar 6 aibp.

IS IT POSSIBLE THAT ARISTOTLE PRESENTED THE ‘HIGHEST
(GOD)’ AS THE SOUL OF THE WORLD?

This already goes a long way towards exculpating Clement of the charge which could
be brought against him as a witness with regard to Greek philosophy. But that is not
to say that a complete acquittal can follow. For we still have to contend with the fact
that Clement also makes a statement about Aristotle’s philosophy which neither can
be verified in the extant work, nor is supported by the remains of the lost works, nor

30 Theophr. Metaph. 1.4, 4b14; 1.5, 5al.
81 Theophr. Metaph. 5b13: ds od Suxvovpévov Tod mpdiTou.
? Contrary to what P. Moraux, op. cit. (1984), pp. 414 claims.

3% Tt is remarkable that Apuleius, De mundo 24 translates the Greek words Suvduer ypduevos
arpuTe (6. 397b23) as ‘quodam infatigabili providentia’. Elsewhere he uses ‘potestas’ for
Svvaus.

3 Mu. 2. 392a29. It is noteworthy that the explanation for the presence of the order (rdéus)
in the ethereal sphere posited in ch. 2, 392a32 is not given until the theological sixth chapter,
397b27-30, by means of the doctrine of divine dynamis.

[
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is corroborated by any author from the doxographical tradition. I am referring to his
statement that Aristotle thinks ‘that he who is called the < Highest” is the soul of the
universe; that is to say, he supposes the soul of the world to be God’.?* Must we
conclude that Clement has committed a huge blunder here?

We can start by observing that in any case we should not take Clement to be
attributing pantheism to Aristotle. He had attributed this position to the Stoics in the
immediately preceding section and he had derided them for claiming that divinity
pervades all matter, even the most inferior.?® The fact that Aristotle’s view is placed
between those of the Stoa and Epicurus indicates that Clement is more interested in
differences in philosophical systems than in historical development, as is also the case
in the doxographical tradition of the Placita.®” In Pseudo-Plutarch’s Placita three
positions are summed up under the heading ‘Is the cosmos ensouled and guided by
Providence?’:

1. the position that the (entire) cosmos is ensouled and guided by Providence;

2. the position of the Atomists, such as Democritus and Epicurus, who deny
altogether that the cosmos is ensouled or guided by Providence;
and as an intermediate position between these two extremes:

3. Aristotle’s view, which rejects the ensouled nature of the cosmos and its
government by Providence, but accepts these for the heavenly spheres.®

Doubtless Clement, too, presented Aristotle as accepting that the supralunary part
of the cosmos is ensouled. But now he seems to posit that Aristotle identified the soul
which pervades the supralunary part of the cosmos with the ‘Highest (God)’.
Clement thus seems to be the only explicit witness to a philosophical conception which
has very often been attributed to Aristotle, not on the basis of Clement’s testimony,
but on the basis of an aprioristically constructed development in Aristotle’s thought!

I am referring to the conception of an immanent philosophy or cosmic theology.
Such a conception has been attributed to Aristotle by highly renowned scholars such
as von Arnim, Guthrie, Festugi¢re, and Pépin. But it is merely the result of modern
scholarly efforts to overcome certain problems discovered in Aristotle’s works. One
of these problems is the fact that in De caelo 1 the fifth element is said to move
eternally in a circle by virtue of its own nature, whereas in other texts the movement
of the heavenly spheres is explained by the theory of a Prime Unmoved Mover. Some
present-day interpreters have subsequently posited that the rejection of Plato’s
doctrine of Ideas led Aristotle to reject the notion of transcendence altogether. For
the early independent-minded Aristotle, the ether supposedly became the highest
divine entity. Only later was this purely cosmic theology given greater depth through
the doctrine of an Unmoved, transcendent Mover.%®

% Clem. Protr. 5.66.4: Tov kadovuevov ‘Umatov’ uxny elvar Tod mdvTos ofeTar TouTéoTl
To0 koapov T Yuxny feov dmodauBdvwy adTos adTd TepimelpeTal.

3 Clem. Protr. 5.66.3: 098¢ unv Tods dmo T1js ZTods mapedevoopar dua Tdans tAns kal Sid
s aTwoTdTns 76 Oeiov Sujkew AéyovTas, ol kaTaioxvvovaw dTexvds TV dtlocodiav.

37 A forthcoming joint study on the doxographical tradition by J. Mansfeld and D. T. Runia
will strongly emphasize this systematic approach. See also their preliminary studies mentioned
above (n. 24). 38 Ps.-Plut. Placita 2.3.

3% Cf. H. von Arnim, ‘Die Entstehung der Gotteslehre des Aristoteles’, SB Akad. W. Wien
212.5 (1931), 3-80; repr. in F. P. Hager, Metaphysik und Theologie des Aristoteles (Darmstadt,
1969), 1-74; W. K. C. Guthrie, ‘The Development of Aristotle’s Theology’, CQ 27 (1933),
162-72; 28 (1934), 90-8; J. Moreau, L’Ame du monde de Platon aux Stoiciens (Paris, 1939;
Hildesheim, 1965%), p. 122; A.J. Festugiére, La Révélation d’Hermés Trismégiste, ii (Paris,
1949), pp. 221, 245, 258-9; J. Pépin, Théologie cosmique et théologie chrétienne (Paris, 1964), p.
171: ‘Le dialogue De philosophia professait une théologie cosmique assez élaborée.’ Cf. also
J. M. Rist, The Mind of Aristotle: A Study in Philosophical Growth (Toronto, 1989), p. 15:
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However, this powerful tradition of modern Aristotelian scholarship cannot base
its claims on any cut-and-dried evidence in the texts. Instead it is continually forced
to remove certain passages on the grounds that they are ‘later additions’.
Furthermore, if these interpreters talk about an immanence theology in Aristotle at
all, it is not in the sense of a doctrine about God as the World-soul, but of God as
cosmic Mind. It must be said, however, this interpretative tradition is highly
vulnerable, since it separates Aristotle’s introduction of the new theory of ether from
his polemic against Plato’s dialectical theology.

So we have to conclude that it seems difficult to make sense of Clement’s statement
about the identification of the ‘Highest (God)’ with the World-soul.

An additional factor is that while the text from Clement’s Protrepticus is the only
hard evidence for a form of immanence theology in Aristotle, Clement apparently
also knew that Aristotle presented transcendence of the cosmos and of nature as the
ultimate goal of philosophy! For in Book 1 of his Stromateis, where he describes the
division of Moses’ philosophy, that is to say, an outline of what he regards as biblical
and Christian philosophy, Clement distinguishes four parts, the highest part being
described as epopteia, ‘ contemplation’, which goes beyond natural philosophy and is
to be referred to as ‘theology’. This part, Clement goes on to say, was recognized by
Plato, but also by Aristotle, who calls it ‘metaphysics’.4! It seems inconsistent that an
author who identified the World-soul with the ‘ Highest (God)’ should simultaneously
have developed a doctrine of a transcendent, metaphysical reality.

A further peculiarity of our text from the Protrepticus is that the words ‘he who is
called the “Highest”’ seem to establish a strong link with De mundo 6. 397b25, even
though this passage is part of an argument claiming that the ‘Highest (God)’ should
not be taken to be immanent in the cosmos. For only God’s power (dynamis) is
immanent in the cosmos. His being (ousia), on the other hand, is transcendent.*? Sure
enough, God can be called ‘ the central pivot’ of the entire cosmos, in the sense of ‘the
command centre’, but by no means should he be located in the spatial centre of the
cosmos. God is too elevated above all impurity and unordered movement for this.*®
No one who has read chapter 6 of the De mundo can conclude that the author presents
God merely as the World-soul which is immanent in the heavenly spheres. The
distinction between God’s being and his power is too fundamental for such an
interpretation. But one can say that the author of the De mundo regards God as both
transcendent with regard to the world and immanent in it.

Aristotle’s dialogue De philosophia ‘denies a transcendent God and identifies the highest
principle of the cosmos with an immanent World-mind’; and D. T. Runia, art. cit. (1989), p. 19.
This view was still held in A. P. Bos, On the Elements: Aristotle’s Early Cosmology (Assen, 1972)
and id., Providentia divina (Assen, 1976).

0 See A. P. Bos, Cosmic and Meta-cosmic Theology in Aristotle’s Lost Dialogues (Leiden,
1989), p. 92, where it is pointed out that the criticism of Plato’s doctrine of the creation of the
world by a divine Demiurge in Aristotle’s De philosophia must have gone together with criticism
of the doctrine of the World-soul in the Timaeus, and that Aristotle’s alternative of an uncreated
and imperishable world suggested the notion of the divine fifth element, which took the place
of the Platonic World-soul. For the actualization of its intellectual capacity, however, this divine
substance was believed by Aristotle to be dependent on the effect of the pure, highest Intellect.

# Clem. Strom. 1.28.176: 7 uév odv kara Mwvoéa hocopia rerpayr téuverar, eis e 6
{oTopLKoV Kail T6 kupiws Aeyduevov vopoBeTikd, dmep dv ein Tis H0ucis mpaypareias idia, 76
TpiTov 8¢ els TO iepovpyikdy, 6 éoTw 18 Tis Puawis Bewplas: kal Téraprov émi mdar 16
Beodoywcov eldos, 7 émomrela, fv dnow 6 Idrwv Tév peydAwv dvrws elvar pvorypiwy,
"ApioTorédns 8¢ 16 €ldos TobTo peta T puaika kadei. E. A. Clarke, Clement's Use of Aristotle
(New York, 1977), p. 68, points out that Clement seems unaware that the title ‘Metaphysics’
does not originate from Aristotle himself. 42 Mu. 6. 397b16-24.

43 Mu. 6. 400a3-9. Cf. 398a11-35.
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It is also striking that the De mundo draws a comparison between God and the soul
of human beings. Just as the soul of man is invisible, but its effects in the life and
actions of human beings are clearly visible, so God, too, is invisible to all mortal men,
but perceptible through his effects.** We shall have to return to this passage. It
certainly would have been helpful if the De mundo had made it clear whether the
author conceived of the human soul in the Platonic sense, as has been sometimes
suggested on the basis of what is said in chapter 1 about the ascent of the soul under
the guidance of the intellect to the heavenly regions,*> or whether he was already
moving in the direction of the psychology of Aristotle’s De anima. But the author of
the De mundo in chapter 4 sets aside the whole problem of the soul, even if he does
tell us that psychology should also deal with the plants and that he also regards the
notion of pneuma as being relevant here!*®

As for Aristotle’s lost works, the remains of these have more than once been
interpreted as supporting the hypothesis of a phase in Aristotle’s development in
which he defended a purely cosmic theology. The discussion has focused on the
famous passage in Cicero, De natura deorum 1.13.33, where the Epicurean Velleius
accuses Aristotle of confusion and internal contradictions in his theology: ‘ For now
he ascribes all divinity to mind, now he says the world itself is a god, now he sets
another god over the world and ascribes to him the role of ruling and preserving the
movement of the world by a sort of backward rotation. Then he says the heat of the
heavens is a god...” (translated by W. D. Ross).*” Elsewhere I have given extensive
consideration to this text and the modern debate about it and have concluded that
Cicero’s text, too, presents the Aristotelian doctrine of a metaphysical, transcendent
Intellect as the highest divine authority.*®

But what about the information which the rest of the doxographical tradition gives
us about Aristotle’s theology? In the Placita we find: ¢ Aristotle regards the highest
God as an eidos choriston, mounted on the sphere of the universe, this sphere being
the element ether, which he calls the fifth.”*® In Diogenes Laertius we have the
statement: ‘He maintained, like Plato, that God is incorporeal. And that his
Providence extended to the heavenly beings, but that he himself was unmoved.’®® In
the Christian author Athenagoras, on the other hand, we find the information:

“ Mu. 6.399b10-19. Cf. b14: kai yap 1 oy, 8 v {dpev Te kal oikovs kai modeis éxopev,
adparos oboa Tois épyois adThs opdrar...bl9: Taira xpij kai mepi Oeod Savoeiohar ... 8oL
maay Oty duoel yevduevos alledbpnros dm’ adtdwv Tév Epywv Bewpeirar.

45 Mu. 1. 391al1-16.

4 Cf. Mu. 4. 394b9-12: Méyerar 8¢ kai érépws mvedpa 7 Te év durois kai {dots [rai] Sia
mavTwy dujkovoa Eufuxds Te kai ydvipos odola, mept 1s viv Aéyew odk avaykaiov. Cf. Hermes
119 (1991), 321-4.

4" Cic. N.D. 1.13.33 = Arist. De philos. fr. 26 Ross, 25. 1 Gigon: Aristotelesque in tertio de
philosophia libro multa turbat a magistro suo Platone dissentiens. modo enim menti tribuit
omnem divinitatem, modo mundum ipsum deum dicit esse, modo alium quendam praeficit
mundo eique eas partes tribuit ut replicatione quadam mundi motum regat atque tueatur. tum
caeli ardorem deum dicit esse quem alio loco ipse designarit deum.

8 A. P. Bos, Cosmic and Meta-cosmic Theology, pp. 185-200.

# Ps.-Plut. Placita 1.7.881e: ’Apiororékns tov uév dvwrdrw Bedv eldos xwpiordy,
émBefnrdra ) opaipe Tod mdvros, Hris éotiv aibépiov odpa, T6 méumwTov vm abvTod
kadovuevov. In the parallel text from Stobaeus < ywpiordv > is lacking, but it adds duolws
IIdrwve. In the preceding section Ps.-Plut. had noted for Plato: vods odv & eds, ywpiordy
eldos. TouréoTi TO duryes mdons VA kal undevi mabnrd cvumemeyuévov. Cf. H. Diels,
Doxographi Graeci, pp. 304-5; J. Pépin, Théologie cosmique, pp. 159-60, who believes this text
echoes Aristotle’s De philosophia.

% Diog. Laert. 5.32: 7év 8¢ feov dowparov dmépawe kaba kai & IMAdrwy, Siatelvew 8¢
avTod T mpovolav uéxpt TGV odpaviwy kai elvar dxivyrov adTdv. See P. Moraux, Elenchos 7

(1986), 281.
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‘Aristotle and his school bring before us one God whom they liken to a composite
living being and say that he consists of soul and body. They consider his body to be
the ether, the planets and the sphere of the fixed stars, all of which have a circular
motion, and his soul to be the reason that controls the motion of the body — itself
unmoved, yet cause of the body’s motion’ (transl. W. R. Schoedel).*!

The texts cited here show that the tradition of the Placita and of Diogenes Laertius
clearly points in the direction of Aristotle’s theology of a First Unmoved Mover that
is transcendent in relation to the ether. Their information about Aristotle is entirely
consonant with the conception that we encountered in chapter 6 of the De mundo.

In the case of Athenagoras, matters are somewhat different. But he, too, thinks it
important to state that God is the logos which, unmoved itself, causes the movement
of the heavenly spheres. Athenagoras does bring up the notion of ‘soul’ in his
discussion of Aristotle’s theology, but only as the soul of the body that is formed by
the ethereal spheres, the soul which moves that body without being moved itself.

We can conclude, therefore, that neither the surviving works of Aristotle nor the
fragments of his lost works nor the treatise De mundo nor the doxographical tradition
lends support to the hypothesis that Aristotle defended an immanent theology or
purely cosmic theology in any phase of his philosophical career. All the available
sources and traditions, with the single exception of Clement, draw a distinction
between God and the ethereal sphere, in that they emphasize the fact that God is
unmoved, choristos, or immaterial. At the same time they posit a very special
relationship between God and the ether, inasmuch as they present God as the mover
of the ether or as provident with regard to the ether or as a principle which acts on
the ether with its dynamis.

In the face of so many witnesses whose testimony, though differently phrased, is
unanimous, Clement’s testimony cannot possibly be interpreted as representing an
entirely distinct and otherwise entirely unknown and unattested tradition. This raises
the question: is there any way we can remove the apparent discrepancy between
Clement of Alexandria’s account and the further tradition?

I believe there is, namely by taking Clement’s statement that Aristotle identified the
‘Highest (God)’ with the ‘soul of the universe’ as meaning that Aristotle presented
the ‘Highest (God)’ as ‘the soul of the universe’ in an Aristotelian sense, that is to
say, as the ‘first entelechy’ of the fifth element! It is this specific Aristotelian
psychology as we know it from the De anima which is attributed to Aristotle in the
doxography of Diogenes Laertius immediately after the theological position quoted
above: ‘[Aristotle] also maintained the soul to be incorporeal: it is the first entelechy
of a natural organic body which potentially possesses life. He speaks of “‘entelechy”’
with regard to that which has an incorporeal eidos.’® 1 suggest, therefore, that

' Athenag. Leg. 6.3: 6 8¢ ApioTorédys kai ol 4 abrob éva dyovres oiovel {dov avvferov,
éx Yoxiis kal odparos ouveaTnidTa Ayovor Tov Bedy, adua pév adrod 76 alfépiov vouilovres
ToUs 7€ mAavwuévous daTépas kai T odaipay TV dmAavdv kwolueva kuklopopyTikds,
Juxiy 8¢ Tov émi 19 kunjoeL ToD odbpaTos Adyov, adTov uév ob kwovpevov, aitiov 8¢ Tis TovTou
kwijoews ywdpevov. G. Bardy notes in Athénagore, Supplique au sujet des chrétiens (Paris, 1943),
p- 85 n. 2: ‘En realité ce n’est pas la doctrine d’Aristote qui est ici exposée mais celle du Du
monde’, with reference to A.J. Festugiére, L’'Idéal religieux. But W. R. Schoedel notes in
Athenagoras, Legatio and De Resurrectione, ed. and transl. (Oxford, 1972), p 15 n. 3: ‘Possibly
derived from Aetius, Plac. 1.7.32; but it is more likely that Athenagoras reflects the early
(Platonizing) Aristotle here (G. Lazzati, L’ Aristotele perduto e gli antichi scrittori cristiani
(Milan, 1938), pp. 69-72; cf. Aetius, Plac. 5.20.1)’. Cf. also J. Pépin, Théologie cosmique, p. 159.

°% Diog. Laert. 5.32-3: wai iy goyny & dodparov, évredéxeiav oboav Ty mpdTyy
odpatos [yap] duoikod kai dpyavucod duvduer Lwny éxovros. Aéyer 8 évreXéyeiar, s éorw
€l8Js Tt dowpaTov. On the problems connected with this passage, see P. Moraux, Elenchos 7
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Clement or his source posited an analogy between the relation of the soul to the body
of an individual living being and the relation between God and the whole ethereal
sphere.

Taken in this way, Clement’s testimony offers a remarkable indication of the
convergence between Aristotle’s new psychology of the entelechy as an independently
existing principle of Form which has a guiding effect on the material principle, and
his theology! And perhaps we can also suppose that this convergence is present in the
aforementioned text in De mundo 6, 399b10-22.5%

The ‘Highest (God)’ was conceived of by Aristotle as the zelos of all natural reality.
As an eternally actual Mind, this Highest (God)’ is also the principle which eternally
actualizes the potential for intellectuality of the divine heavenly beings. The intellect
of beings who are not pure intellectuality, such as human beings, but equally that of
the heavenly beings, requires a higher principle, which as an intellectus agens
actualizes this potential intellect.®* God, who is that higher principle, might in this
sense have been said to be the entelechy of the cosmos.

Aristotle, who levelled fundamental criticism at Plato’s psychology for failing to
differentiate between kinds of souls on the basis of the level of life realized by a soul,*®
distinguished three levels himself, to wit the ‘anima vegetativa’, the ‘anima sensitiva’,
and the ‘anima rationalis’. But to realize the goal of the ‘anima rationalis’ Aristotle
postuilated a single metaphysical entelechy: the divine Intellect, as eidos choriston. It
may be conceded that human beings always remain human beings and that heavenly
beings will always continue to complete their orbits. From that point of view
Alexander of Aphrodisias could say that the first heaven only strives to become as like
as possible to the transcendent God, not to reach him.*® However, in so far as their
intellectual potentiality is being actualized by the eternally actual transcendent
Intellect, they transcend their physical condition and realize their metaphysical eidos.

THE COSMOS REFERRED TO AS ‘GOD’ BY ARISTOTLE

We still have to pay brief attention to the fourth view which Clement ascribes to
Aristotle, namely that he regards the cosmos as a god.3” We do not find this doctrine
in the surviving Aristotelian treatises either,* nor in the De mundo. But it is a doctrine
which Cicero, too, explicitly attributes to Aristotle and locates in the third book of
the work De philosophia.*® In his discussion of this text, Jaeger had hypothesized that
in the dialogue concerned Aristotle had used the term kosmos in the sense of ‘heaven’
and that the Epicurean had misunderstood this.®® If Jaeger were right, Clement, too,

(1986), pp. 282fF. Various corruptions must have taken place in this doxographical passage of
Diogenes Laertius. However, Moraux does date it to an earlier period than the commentaries
on Aristotle’s treatises. The author’s original intention must have been to say something like:
Aéyer 8 évredéxewav €ldds i dadparov...(art. cit., p. 285). 53 Cf. n. 44 above.

54 Cf. Arist. Anim. 3.5, Metaph. 2.1, 993b9-11.

5 Cf. Arist. Anim. 1.3, 407b12-26. See also Justin Martyr, Dial. 4.2-7. Cf. J. C. M. van
Winden, An Early Christian Philosopher: Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho Chapters One to
Nine (Leiden, 1971). %6 Alex. of Aphrod. 4poriae 1.25, p. 40.17 (ed. L. Bruns).

57 Clem. Protr. 5.66.4: Tov kdauov Beov fyovuevos.

5 Cf. J. Pépin, ‘Cosmic Piety’, in A. H. Armstrong (ed.), Classical Mediterranean Spiri-
tuality; Egyptian, Greek, Roman (New York, 1986), pp. 408-35, p. 413: ‘In his best-known
works, which arise from his teaching as head of a school, Aristotle leaves no room even for the
possibility of a religion of the world. But probably it was not always so.’

5 Cic., N.D. 1.13.33 = Arist. Philos. fr. 26 Ross; 25.1 Gigon. Cf. n. 47 above.

80 'W. Jaeger, Aristotle (Oxford, 1948), p. 139. Cf. A. J. Festugiere, La Révélation d’ Hermés
Trismégiste, ii.244 n. 4.
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would obviously have erred in claiming that Aristotle called the cosmos (including the
sublunary sphere) ‘god’. But Pépin has rightly rejected Jaeger’s hypothesis,® since
Philo also ascribes to Aristotle the view that the entire visible world is a ‘visible
god’.®2 And we are told in the doxographical tradition, too, that Aristotle regarded
the cosmos as évfeos.5?

We can therefore assume that in the extensive refutation of Plato’s theory of the
creation of the world which the De philosophia must have contained, Aristotle called
the cosmos as a whole ‘god’. We can probably also assume that, just as Plato called
the visible cosmos ‘god’, because he regarded it as animate and, owing to the World-
soul, endowed with intellectual capability, so Aristotle took the divinity of the cosmos
as being due to its divine component, the ether, which possesses intellectuality and
rationality owing to its relation with the transcendent, Highest God.

The difference in the terminology used by Aristotle might be explained here too by
pointing out that the treatises of the Corpus confine themselves to the ‘natural’,
immanent perspective of physics, whereas the De philosophia tried to offer a more
comprehensive perspective, namely that of theology.®

Free University, Amsterdam A.P.BOS

1 J. Pépin, Théologie cosmique, p. 146 with n. 2. Cf. E. Berti, La filosofia del primo Aristotele
(Padua, 1962), p. 378 with n. 230.

2 Philo, Aet. 3.10 = Arist. Philos. fr. 18 Ross and Philo, Aer. 5.20 = Arist. Philos. fr. 19a
Ross. Cf. J. Pépin, ‘Cosmic Piety’, pp. 413-14.

83 Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.43.1 = Arist. Philos. fr. 22 Ross.

% 1 would like to acknowledge my gratitude for the stimulating criticism of a draft version
of this article which I received from my colleagues D. M. Schenkeveld and D. T. Runia of the
Free University, Amsterdam and J. C. M. van Winden of the State University of Leiden, and
from an anonymous referee of the CQ. The final version was realized during a study leave spent
at the Netherlands Institute for Advanced Study in Wassenaar in 1991-2.
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