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testify to his interest in Aristotle’s theory of causation. The 
question, however, is from which point of view Eustratius 
approaches this theory. Eustratius maintains that Aristotle fo-
cuses only on four causes, two of which are considered more 
important (the efficient and the final), while omitting the para-
digmatic and instrumental cause; in this sense his causal ac-
count is deficient in comparison with Plato’s. Trizio is correct 
in tracing this idea back to Proclus and Philoponus. The first 
person, however, who appears to have advanced this view was 
Porphyry in his commentary on the Physics (In Phys. apud 
Simplicium In Phys. 10.25–11.17; fr. 120 Smith), a passage 
which Trizio fails to mention. He is, however, right that Eu-
stratius᾽ aim in his comment on this Aristotelian passage was 
not to explain, let alone to defend Aristotle, but rather to jus-
tify Plato.

Of interest is Eustratius’ comment on NE VI 8, 1142a16–
19, where Aristotle speaks of the nature of mathematical 
objects. Aristotle makes this passing remark while elaborat-
ing on the nature of phronesis as opposed to episteme, yet 
Eustratius dwells on this and dedicates about 5 pages in the 
Heylbut edition to that matter. Aristotle’s point here as else-
where (Met. XIII, 1076b17–1077b11) was that mathematical 
objects do not exist independently of sensible objects and that 
we come to know them through an act of mental abstraction 
(ἐξ ἀφαιρέσεως, In NE VI, 344,  32). Trizio establishes that 
Eustratius’ position is very close to the relevant remarks made 
by Ammonius (In Porph. Isag. 11, 31–12, 6), Philoponus (In 
de anima 57, 27–58, 6) and Proclus (In Eucl. 20, 10–12; 28, 
4–13). Trizio further shows how important and rich this dis-
cussion was among Neoplatonists, yet, as he points out, Eu-
stratius appreciates only one aspect of it. In the same context 
of his commentary on NE VI 8, Eustratius also comments on 
the nature of the physical objects (In NE VI 348, 7–22), which, 
unlike mathematical objects, we do not know by means of ab-
straction, but neither do we know them as individual material 
objects; we rather come to know them through their immate-
rial form, which objects of the same kind have in common. It 
is once again thoroughly demonstrated that Eustratius draws 
from the Neoplatonic tradition in this regard (Proclus, Ps-
Simplicius). As Trizio notes, it is interesting that Eustratius 
uses the term αὐθυπόστατα to designate the substantial forms, 
a term widely used by the Neoplatonists and which implies 
the self-subsistence of the forms, a view that Aristotle, of 
course, rejects. Eustratius’ dependence on Proclus shows that 
Eustratius does not subscribe to essential aspects of Aristotle’s 
philosophy but that his philosophical allegiance lies with Pla-
tonism. This becomes clearer in the next section of the book, 
Eustratius’ commentary on the Aristotelian criticism of the 
Form of the Good (pp. 122–142).

Eustratius examines Aristotle’s criticism of the Form 
of the Good in NE I 6 and he puts forth a most interesting 
commentary. He argues that Aristotle was mistaken in taking 
Plato’s Form of the Good as a universal. As he explains, the 
platonic Forms that qualify as universals are general concepts 
hosted in the divine mind (In NE I 40, 22–41, 4), but the Form 
of the Good is not such an entity; it is rather a transcendent 
entity, a principle of all things, identifiable with the first prin-
ciple. As Trizio shows, Eustratius concurs with Proclus once 
again. Eustratius explicitly rejects Aristotle’s understanding of 

Plato’s Forms, pointing out that these are not general concepts 
or linguistic entities, but rather transcendent entities hosted in 
the divine mind. Yet Eustratius does set out to harmonize Aris-
totle’s theory of substance with Plato’s, arguing that Aristotle’s 
primary substances qualify as such only in a horizontal sense, 
that is, with regard to the sensible world; however, if we move 
to the intelligible world, the relation between primary and 
secondary substances is the reverse; as secondary substances 
qualify those that participate in the intelligible models, which 
the divine intellect contemplates in order to create the world. 
Eustratius comments on Aristotle in order to defend Plato.

The next two sections make for a good follow-up to the 
previous one; they focus on the intellect and its knowledge and 
on universals respectively (pp. 143–198). Commenting on the 
intellect mentioned briefly in NE VI 6, 1141a3–7, Eustratius 
distinguishes two kinds, the separate, divine, intellect and the 
individual human intellect. The former knows the intelligibles 
in an unmediated way, while the latter cannot do so because 
of its attachment to the body; yet because of its affinity with 
the divine intellect, it can also come to know the intelligibles.  
Trizio convincingly shows that in this regard Eustratius also 
largely depends on Proclus, who distinguishes between intel-
lect κατ᾽οὐσίαν and intellect καθ᾽ ἕξιν. The latter human in-
tellect knows in a discursive way (διάνοια), while the former 
knows in a non-discursive way. Trizio also draws the reader’s 
attention to Eustratius’ comments on Posterior Analytics II 19 
(In Post. An. II 257, 33–259, 27) and emphasizes the soul᾽s 
ability for innate knowledge, a view that Eustratius empha-
sizes as Platonic (ibid. 257, 27–32). 

The next section on Eustratius’ position on universals (pp. 
188–198) revisits one of the most discussed in Eustratius’ 
philosophy. Scholars appear to be divided among those who 
ascribe a nominalist position to Eustratius and those who take 
him to be a conceptualist. Trizio takes as his starting point 
the fact that Eustratius speaks of the innate logoi in the soul 
and considers this knowledge prior to that of sense perception. 
Trizio is right to point out that this is a position distinct from 
those of universals being prior to, in, or after sensible objects. 
Trizio draws our attention to passages where Eustratius speaks 
of universals as being independent of our thought (In Post. 
An. II 263, 27–32), which appears to contradict his view of 
the universals being innate logoi. One way of reconciling the 
two positions is to say that universals are forms independent of 
thought yet are dependent on thought when present in the hu-
man mind. If this is the case, though, then Eustratius is closer 
to a realist, Platonist, position, than to either a conceptualist or 
nominalist one.

The last section of the book is centered on Eustratius’ com-
mentary on Aristotle’s notion of eudaimonia (pp. 199–224). 
Following Aristotle, Eustratius distinguishes between eudai-
monia and makariotes, between a happy and a blessed life, 
and associates the former with μετριοπάθεια, or moderation 
of emotions, and the latter with ἀπάθεια or extirpation of emo-
tions. Eustratius connects eudaimonia in the first form with 
virtue in a political community and the latter with contempla-
tion, which is discussed in NE X 7–8, and he even refers to 
levels of virtue (In NE I 59, 20–29; 109, 19–110, 4). Trizio 
rightly points out that once again Eustratius clearly follows a 
Platonist tradition. Porphyry is surely one source in this regard 
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(Sententiae 32) as well as Proclus and Olympiodorus. Yet the 
association of eudaimonia with metriopatheia goes back to 
Hellenistic times; we first find it in Antiochus of Ascalon and 
it might well precede him. 

What we see at the end and what is rightly stressed in the 
conclusions of the book (pp. 225–227) is that Eustratius is 
not the Aristotelian philosopher simpliciter he has often been 
portrayed to be; his exegesis is shaped substantially by Neo-
platonic sources, particularly by Proclus, who, unlike many 
Neoplatonist commentators, was not sympathetic to Aristo-
tle. It is especially interesting that Eustratius’ comments on 
Aristotle are often critical, which is not what we usually find 
in the late antique commentaries. Eustratius then emerges as 
a Platonist or Neoplatonist rather than as an Aristotelian phi-
losopher; more precisely, Eustratius often follows the tradition 
of Neoplatonism that is not sympathetic to Aristotle. 

Trizio has written a book that unsettles the traditional view 
of Eustratius while commending him as a more complex and 
interesting philosopher than has hitherto been thought. Triz-
io’s methodology deserves special praise; the historical thesis 
that is advanced in part one concerning Eustratius’ Neopla-
tonist outlook is amply illustrated, then confirmed in part two 
by means of a close look at the vocabulary and philosophical 
doctrine of select passages from his commentaries on Aristo-
tle. In order to carry out this task, Trizio displays all the nec-
essary skills (historical, philological, philosophical) that are 
needed in order to do innovative scholarly work in Byzantine 
philosophy.
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