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This is an excellent collection of essays. All make some contribution to the fĳield, 
some make a major contribution and, on top of that, some of the discussion that 
is offfered as general “background” to the analysis of a specifĳic issue constitutes a 
wonderful synopsis of no less value than the more limited conclusions that the 
author wishes to draw. The papers have been carefully edited and there are hardly 
any typographical errors. In the following I will present the main points made by 
each essay, with occasional critical suggestions and comments. In view of my own 
limitations, I will have much less to say about the essays that deal with the Latin 
tradition. 

Jules Janssens, “Al-Lawkarī’s Reception of Ibn Sīnā’s Ilāhiyyāt,” offfers a meticu-
lous dissection of the chapters on metaphysics in al-Lawkarī’s Bayān al-Ḥaqq. 
Al-Lawkarī is purported to have studied under Bahmanyār, who in turn was a 
direct disciple of Ibn Sina. Janssens doubts this, but, nonetheless, al-Lawkarī, who 
died no later than 1123, represents an early stage in the redaction and dissemina-
tion of Ibn Sina’s teachings. Janssens’ painstaking comparisons reveal that 
al-Lawkarī has little to contribute on his own, his book being rather a pastiche of 
paraphrases from a variety of earlier texts. Nonetheless, al-Lawkarī’s decision of 
which text to draw upon for the treatment of a given topic is itself instructive.

Robert Wisnovsky opens his magisterial survey, modestly entitled “Essence 
and Existence in the Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Islamic East (Mašriq): A 
Sketch,” by observing that Suhrawardī Maqtūl (executed 1191), the “founder” of 
the Illuminationist school, attributes the doctrine that existence is something 
superadded to essence to “the followers of the Peripatetics”. Medieval and mod-
ern commentators sense that he has in mind Avicenna in particular. Though it 
makes sense that Avicenna held that view, Wisnovsky points out that he never 
explicitly commits himself to it. This puzzle leads us to a learned tour of the 
discussion on the matter by Islamic philosophers and theologians, leading to the 
(tentative) conclusion that Suhrawardī “was not so much targeting Avicenna’s 
own ontology as he was targeting an emerging Avicennian ontology”. The person 
most responsible for developing this ontology was Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, equally 
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adept at philosophy and theology (meaning here the various schools of kalam, 
Islamic speculative theology). For this reader, the really exciting contribution of 
this paper is the story of the ongoing interaction between adherents of the two 
trends. Generally at loggerheads with each other, they were thought to maintain 
a cold distance from the rival group, rejecting their views wholesale without any 
serious engagement with them. Wisnovsky shows that this was not the case at all. 
To give just one example, the theologians al-Bāqillānī and al-Juwaynī work their 
way out of a plurality of eternal, non-originated things—the divine attributes—
by exploiting Avicenna’s idea that necessity can be construed as a modifĳication 
of a predication (“God is necessarily an existent”) rather than as a straightforward 
predication (“God is necessary”) or a second-order attribute (“God’s knowledge is 
necessary”).

Stephen Menn’s study on “Fārābī in the Reception of Avicenna’s Metaphysics: 
Averroes against Avicenna on Being and Unity” is the longest (46 pages) contribu-
tion in the volume. Densely argued and highly technical, it is also one of the most 
original and rewarding pieces in the volume. Al-Fārābī had already shown the 
way in his own campaign against the al-Kindī circle, and Averroes went along 
with him even when he departed from Aristotle (for example, in his account of 
being-as-truth) because al-Fārābī’s formulations were the key to refuting Avi-
cenna. The full story is, of course, much more complex. There is al-Fārābī’s 
account of the dilemmas of the Arabic translators concerning the Arabic terms 
used for “being” or “existent”, taken over completely by Averroes; and there is 
Avicenna’s appeal to the ordinary language usages of philosophical terminolo-
gies, which led to confusing grammatical syntax with logical syntax. These are 
nothing more than a few highlights; the arguments of this piece simply cannot be 
summed up in a few sentences.

The thread developed by Peter Adamson (“Avicenna and his Commentators on 
Human and Divine Self-Intellection”) traces Avicenna’s bridging of Aristotle’s dis-
cussion of self-intellection (De Anima III.4) to Metaphysics Lambda and the claims 
there about divine intellection—a typical Avicennan move, as Adamson avers, 
and provided with new arguments. However, the really interesting materials are 
found in the sparring between two commentators to Avicenna’s Pointers and 
Reminders: the critic, Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, and Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī, counsel for 
the defense. In particular, al-Rāzī introduces the theological dimension (admit-
tedly, Avicenna invites this by mentioning the divine names), hinting that Avi-
cenna’s distinction between divine self-intellection and the self-intellection of 
other immaterial beings recalls the kalam view of attributes independent of the 
divine essence. On the other hand, al-Rāzī—one of the most independently 
minded and intellectually honest among medieval thinkers—is also willing to 
help out Avicenna, for example, by explaining that a separate intellect’s grasp of 
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itself does not necessarily mean that it will grasp God: it will know that it has a 
cause, but it will not know the specifĳic cause for its existence.

Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, whose importance for the development of the Avicennan 
tradition has been noted in some of the preceding articles, takes center stage in 
the contribution of Heidrun Eichner, “Essence and Existence: Thirteenth-Century 
Perspectives in Arabic-Islamic Philosophy and Theology.” Eichner rightly high-
lights Fakhr al-Dīn’s as yet unpublished, and for all practical purposes unstudied 
encyclopedic compendium, al-Mulakhkhaṣ fī al-ḥikma (which she translates, 
“Compendium on Philosophy”) as a key text in the reformulation of the agenda 
in the centuries following Ibn Sina. She studies the text along with writings of two 
important exponents and critics, Athīr al-Dīn al-Abharī and Najm al-Dīn al-Kātibī 
al-Qazwīnī. Both are even less known than Fakhr al-Dīn outside the circle of spe-
cialists in Islamic philosophy. In fact, though, their impact was far greater than 
that of Fakhr al-Dīn. Each of them wrote a concise philosophical encyclopedia 
(the Hidāya of al-Abahrī and Ḥikmat al-ʿayn of al-Qazwīnī) which was widely dif-
fused in many manuscript copies and spawned many commentaries. Eichner has 
really ventured into the unknown, academically speaking; her study deserves a 
lenghtier discussion, including a few criticisms. 

Eichner tries to sort out the entangled philosophical and theological argumen-
tation and terminology in the writings she studies. Perhaps, after research has 
advanced, some of her classifĳication will seem artifĳicial, but it is certainly 
extremely helpful for the pioneering stage we fĳind ourselves in at present, with 
Eichner leading the way. She offfers some nice insights along the way, for exam-
ple, the anachronistic way later philosophers such as al-Abharī described the 
positions of the mutakallimūn in Avicennan terms. Still, as we have already seen 
in Wisnovsky’s study, the mutakallimūn were not impervious to philosophy.

It is odd that, in choosing to look at the critical review of Fakhr al-Dīn found 
in the writings of al-Abharī and al-Kātibī al-Qazwīnī, Eichner ignores the most 
direct and obvious source: the commentaries of both to the Mulakhkhaṣ. The 
commentary of al-Kātibī al-Qazwīnī is more readily available, at least in manu-
script (but almost all of Eichner’s sources are still in manuscript). I have copies of 
three: MSS Istanbul, Yeni Cami 747; Leyden Or. 36; Teheran, Majlis 827t. Al-Kātibī’s 
commentary is thorough and critical. As for al-Abharī, there is a small manu-
script, MS Teheran Majlis 15376, which purports to contain his marginalia 
(ḥāshiyya) to the Mulakhkhaṣ; I cannot as yet confĳirm that al-Abharī is the author, 
but it is a commentary to the Mulakhkhaṣ. 

Eichner’s translations are undoubtedly useful, certainly as the only sampling 
available in English for most of these texts, but they sufffer from occasional lapses 
in precision or minimal explanation. I will illustrate this for the fĳirst two primary 
texts in her selection. The very end of the fĳirst text reads: “If they have a unifĳied 
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referent (muttaḥida l-mafhūm): q.e.d.” That cannot be right! I presume that the 
“If ” which begins the sentence is idhan, which must mean here “Therefore”. 

On the following page (135) the reader may wonder why of all things Fakhr 
al-Dīn takes the heptagon as an example of something whose intellection is pos-
sible “while having doubts about its mental existence”. (In a text cited later on, at 
p. 147, al-Kātibī al-Qazwīnī, takes as an example the triangle as something we can 
conceptualize while doubting its external existence. Prima facie he was far less 
sophisticated mathematically than Fakhr al-Dīn.) It seems to me that Fakhr 
al-Dīn has in mind the regular heptagon, whose construction is impossible with 
a straight edge and compass. However, it can be constructed by means of conic 
sections; some Islamic mathematicians, following the lead of Archimedes, inves-
tigated the issue. (See, e.g., J.L. Berggren, Episodes in the Mathematics of Medieval 
Islam, Springer, 2003, 77-82.) Fakhr al-Dīn’s acquaintance with this topic, as well 
as his invoking this advanced mathematical problem as as example (the proof 
from conic sections allows one to intellectualize the fĳigure, but the impossibility 
of drawing it raises doubts about its mental existence) is further indication that 
his knowledge was not just broad but deep as well. 

“Avicenna’s Metaphysics in the Medieval Hebrew Philosophical Tradition,” the 
fĳirst of two contributions by Mauro Zonta, opens with two generalizations: that 
overall, the impact of Avicennan metaphysics on Jewish thought was minimal, 
and that much of what was received was received indirectly principally through 
al-Ghazālī’s Intentions of the Philosophers. Zonta then proceeds to give a very 
short (six pages) sketch of the “evident traces” of Avicennan metaphysics, much 
of it based on his manuscript research. The two generalizations are undoubtedly 
correct, but they ought to be qualifĳied a bit, especially the second. The most 
important indirect source was Averroes; leading philosophers, such as Levi ben 
Gershom (Gersonides), and a host of less important fĳigures, learned of Avicenna’s 
positions by way of Averroes’ refutations. Indeed, many Hebrew manuscripts of 
Averroes’ commentaries to the Metaphysics have a marginalium presenting Avi-
cenna’s famous distinction between essence and existence; one example is MS 
Paris, BNF heb 918, f. 118a. One should also not forget that al-Ghazālī’s reliance 
upon Avicenna in his Intentions is a discovery of modern scholarship; the medi-
eval Jewish thinkers ascribed the views they found there to al-Ghazālī. Occasion-
ally they will refer to “al-Ghazali and Avicenna” as both holding the same view, 
indicating an independent source for Avicenna.

I have been collecting references to Avicenna in Jewish writings, and will offfer 
a few examples here to supplement Zonta’s account. Again, though, these addi-
tional references do not change the overall assessment that Avicenna’s impact 
was limited. First, let me name two more thinkers who had direct access to Avi-
cenna in Arabic, though they wrote in Hebrew; both are known, however, to have 
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translated from Arabic into Hebrew. Moshe Ibn Migash, author of Kevod Elohim 
(Constantinople, 5345/ 1585; the author lived in the fĳirst half of the sixteenth 
century), cites Avicenna’s al-Shifāʾ (“The Healing”) by name several times. Moshe 
Ibn Lajis, a relatively unknown fĳigure of the thirteenth century, cites Avicenna in 
an unpublished metaphysical work found in MS Leipzig, UBL B.H. 39. Shimon 
ben Tzemah Duran (1361-1494), an important polymath and author, also cites Avi-
cenna several times; it remains to be seen whether he read Avicenna in the orig-
inal Arabic. Finally, mention should be made of Judaeo-Arabic writings as well; 
indeed, Maimonides wrote in that language, and if he did read Avicenna, as 
seems likely, it was in Arabic. I will mention only one more work, which has 
received no attention at all in the scholarly literature: Kitāb al-ʿIlmayn (“Book of 
the Two Sciences”, viz. Physics and Metaphysics) by Yekutiel ben Uziel, working 
in Iraq a the beginning of the fourteenth century. Only one manuscript is extant: 
MS Oxford, Bodley Huntington 503. My study of the text thus far shows that it is 
taken from the most part from the commentary of Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī to Avi-
cenna’s Pointers and Reminders. Here and there a connecting word has been 
added or modifĳied, but the great bulk is simply copied out word for word.

Abraham Ibn Daud (ca. 1110-1180) is the focus of the paper by Resianne Fon-
taine, “ ‘Happy is he whose children are boys’: Abraham Ibn Daud and Avicenna 
on Evil”. Ibn Daud has long been known to have relied heavily on Avicenna, and 
to have been, in fact, the fĳirst medieval Jewish thinker to absorb Arabic-Islamic 
Aristotelianism in any serious way. Fontaine shows in detail how this holds true 
for the problem of evil. One small suggestion: on page 166, Fontaine brings pow-
erful arguments for translating the Hebrew ḥiyuviyim as “existing”, rather than 
giving it the usual meaning, “positive”. One proof for this, given in note 40, is that 
the Arabic in the corresponding passage in Avicenna displays wujūdiyya, which 
means “existing”. If this is so, then the simplest explanation is that the copy before 
Ibn Daud exhibited wujūbiyya, or, more likely, the (now lost) Judaeo-Arabic orig-
inal of Ibn Daud had that word, which means, in fact, “positive”.

Mauro Zonta’s second contribution, “Possible Hebrew Quotations of the Meta-
physical Section of Avicenna’s Oriental Philosophy and Their Historical Mean-
ing,” is less satisfying than his fĳirst. Some medieval Spanish translations of Hebrew 
works contain short quotations from Avicenna’s Oriental Philosophy. These have 
been studied already by Ryan Szpiech (see Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 
20/2010/185-216), who noticed that they have precise equivalents in the Ibn 
Ṭufayl’s Ḥayy bin Yaqẓān, a book which refers to the “Oriental Philosophy”, and 
suggested that the authors confused Ibn Ṭufayl with Ibn Sīnā. Zonta questions 
this conclusion, suggesting (but not more than that) they indeed derive from Ibn 
Sīnā’s Oriental Philosophy, specifĳically the lost ethical section. Moreover, Zonta 
adduces what seem to him to be possible Indian sources for some of the ideas 
said to have been put forth by Ibn Sīnā.
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I am unconvinced. To begin with, I would not jettison Szpiech’s solid textual 
sources in Ibn Ṭufayl for a lost section of Ibn Sīnā’s book, whose contents are 
entirely speculative. Even more speculative is Zonta’s notion that Ibn Sīnā’s 
source for the Indian teachings was his correspondence with al-Bīrūnī. To begin 
with, there is nothing of the sort in the extant letters, so once again we are at best 
groping in the dark; but not entirely so, because the extant correspondence con-
sists of al-Bīrūnī’s queries and (occasionally harsh) criticisms of Aristotelian sci-
ence. There are simply no grounds at all to assume that in another set of letters 
al-Bīrūnī taught Ibn Sīnā Hindu philosophy, and even less grounds to think that, 
were such letters ever written, Ibn Sīnā would have changed his Weltanschauung 
as a result. Finally, a more thorough examination of the citations allows us to 
trace the pedigree of the ideas with a much higher degree of certainty. For exam-
ple, passage 3.1, where Avner of Burgos ascribes to Avicenna the statement that 
“the substance of the active intellect has seventy-thousand faces, and each face 
has seventy thousand mouths, and each face has seventy thousand tongues”. 
Zonta fĳinds here “an apparent trace of the influence of Indian philosophical and 
theological tradition”, citing, i.a., the Ṛgveda X, 90, “A thousand heads hath 
Purusha”. But the “Avicennan” passage has a nearly word for word equivalent in 
an ancient Jewish account in which Moses, in his celestial journey, encounters 
the archangel Metatron’s “seventy thousand heads, each head having as many 
mouths, each mouth as many tongues, and each tongue as many sayings, and he 
together with his suite of seventy thousand myriads of angels made of white fĳire 
praised and extolled the Lord” [Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, vol. 2, 115–117]. 
This passage, in turn, apparently entered the Islamic tradition as one of the 
Isrāʾiliyyāt; Ibn ʿAbbās mentions an angel with a thousand faces, and so on. It 
then entered later literary and artistic adaptations of the Miʿrāj, that is, Muham-
mad’s celestial journey. Illustrations in the Timurid Miʿrajnama depict a 
polycephalous angel of prayer, described in the text as having seventy heads with 
seventy mouths, each with seventy tongues that utter praises to God in seventy 
diffferent languages [Christiane J. Gruber, The Timurid “Book of Ascension” 
Miʿrajnama, Patrimonio, 2008, p. 317]. In short, there is no need to range as far as 
an India for a source; Metatron would be interpreted by philosophers as the 
active intellect; and, indeed, the image, and the numbers (one thousand, seventy 
thousand) are stock features of many religious traditions. 

The impact of Avicenna on Latin thought has attracted scholarly attention for 
a century at least, but, with the exception of the De anima section of The Healing, 
the reception history has not been closely scrutinized. In his well-researched and 
rich study, Amos Bertolacci (“On the Reception of Avicenna’s Metaphysics before 
Albertus Magnus”) places the early reception of the the metaphysics of The Heal-
ing (commonly known in Latin as Philosophia prima) on solid footing. He 
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suggests dividing the reception into three chronological phases: 1150-1200, cover-
ing the translation of Philosophia prima until the fĳirst evidence of its use in uni-
versities; 1200—, during which Avicenna’s Philosophia prima and Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics were given joint consideration; and the period after 1240, when exe-
gesis of Aristotle was paramount, with Averroes’ commentary displacing Avi-
cenna as the more authoritative commentary, though the latter’s Philosophia 
prima continued to be studied. Bertolacci enriches the time line by adding 
insights on the literary (independent treatises, commentaries), institutional 
(within or without universities; faculties of arts with or without faculties of theol-
ogy), and utilitarian (philosophical, theological, or exegesis of Aristotle) contexts 
of this reception.

One of the most famous of Avicennan concepts, the “Giver of Forms (Dator 
formarum)” is studied by Dag Nikolaus Hasse (“Avicenna’s ‘Giver of Forms’ in 
Latin Philosophy”). The concept never gained a secure foothold in Latin philoso-
phy. Hasse analyses those thinkers who did adopt or adapt it in some way, espe-
cially Albertus Magnus, showing the evolution of the latter’s attitude toward the 
concept over time and in diffferent philosophical contexts. Hasse’s sharp eye picks 
out the references in their various garbs, e.g., the colcodea, a conflation of the 
Persian astrological concept (kadkhudhāh) and Avicenna’s giver of forms; the 
conflation is possible when both the star and the metaphysical entity are thought 
to be the source of life. Most often, the Avicennan dator formarum was used in 
the epistemological sense as the giver of intelligible forms. Rarely, though, it 
appears in an ontological sense, within the context of the Platonic notion (even 
if Plato is not mentioned by name) that matter receives forms appropriate to its 
(changing) disposition or preparedness. Note that the change in matter is not 
under the the control of intellect (or the deity), as in Plato. This is not stated 
explicitly by medieval philosophers, for obvious reasons, but it seems to me that 
Albertus Magnus, as well as Maimonides, Gersonides, and of course Avicenna 
himself, were aware of the implication. Nonetheless, I think that medieval theo-
logians would feel uncomfortable with Hasse’s application of the verb “react” to 
the Active Intellect or to God (“God reacts upon the preparedness of matter . . .”). 
God does not react: God acts, continuously emanating all forms. When the con-
stitution of a certain material object makes it prepared for a diffferent form than 
the one it has, it will receive it—not because God has reacted to the change 
(though it seems that way to us) but because it is now prepared to receive a dif-
ferent one of the forms that God unendingly educes.

Kara Richardson (“Avicenna and Aquinas on Form and Generation”) takes a 
diffferent tack. Her arguments aim to show that Aquinas’s criticisms of Avicenna 
are based on a misreadings, either by wrongly inviting an occasionalist interpre-
tation of the latter, or by concealing his own acceptance of Avicennan ideas (such 
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as the role of an incorporeal agent in bringing about the existence of a composite 
through its form). Along the way she also criticizes Averroes as well for misread-
ing Avicenna, in this case for positing an incorporeal cause in order to avoid an 
infĳinite series of corporeal causes. In order to prove her case, Richardson must 
present a thorough and minutely detailed account of what Avicenna did say 
about the causal role of the “Giver of Forms”, and this she does.

Pasquale Porro (“Immateriality and Separation in Avicenna and Thomas Aqui-
nas”) is a tightly argued exposition. The goal is to show how Aquinas uses, or 
perhaps deliberately misuses, the concepts of separation (basically, the judgment 
that a being is free of matter) and abstraction (the operation of abstracting form 
from sensible matter) in order to construct a new science, namely, a theology 
independent of philosophy. This move has the additional advantage of leaving 
metaphysics to be merely “natural theology, without any undue or immediate 
admixture with revealed doctrines” [p. 301]. Along the way to this conclusion, 
Porro offfers close analyses of Aristotle and his later commentators, al-Fārābī and 
Avicenna. Students of Platonism will be particularly interested in the discussion 
of Avicenna’s rejection of Platonic ideas on pp. 289-293.

In yet another tightly argued paper, Gabriele Galluzzo (“Two Senses of ‘Com-
mon”. Avicenna’s Doctrine of Essence and Aquinas’ View on Individuation”) 
examines an ostensible tension between Avicenna’s doctrine of essence, which 
Aquinas endorses and which is a property that results from its existence in the 
intellect, and Aquinas’ view on individuation, which demands some sort of com-
monality to obtain between essences that constitute co-specifĳic individuals in the 
extra-mental world. Galluzzo’s solution rests upon the recognition that two 
senses of “common” are at play in Aquinas’ thought. In one sense, “an essence is 
actually universal only in the mind where it exists as a fĳirst-order concept repre-
senting all individuals falling under it in the same way” [p. 333]. In another sense, 
dubbed “modally common”, an essence is individual only by being individuated 
by a principle of individuation that lies outside the essence. This, then, is a typical 
medieval maneuver: resolving an apparent contradiction in the use of a term by 
ferreting out two diffferent senses in which the term is used. I do not mean to be 
glib; Galuzzo has awakened me to the realization that this not necessarily an 
artifĳicial solution, but rather a plausible reconstruction of how a thinker deployed 
the same concept in diffferent ways. One small criticism: Avicenna, a Persian who 
wrote mostly but not exclusively in Arabic, should not be called “the Arab phi-
losopher” (p. 314 n. 13, p. 315, etc.). 

Martin Pickavé (“On the Latin Reception of Avicenna’s Theory of Individua-
tion”) looks at the theory that things are individuated by their possessing a dis-
tinct concatenation of accidents, a view expressed in one way or another by 
Porphyry, Boethius, and John Damascene. This doctrine is ascribed by some (but 
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by no means all) scholastics to Avicenna; but how can this have happened, since 
(for sure at least in his De anima), Avicenna explicitly sides with the Aristotelian 
doctrine that matter is the principle of individuation? Pickavé turns to question 
eight of Henry of Ghent’s second quodlibet, disputed in 1277 (when some aspects 
of Aquinas’ view on individuation were condemned), and fĳinds that Henry seems 
to have understood Avicenna to be saying that matter is not the sole cause of 
individuation; immaterial beings can be individuated on account of their actual 
existence, which Avicenna clearly diffferentiates from their essence.

Towards the end of the introduction to his piece, Giorgio Pini (“Scotus and 
Avicenna on What it is to Be a Thing”) makes a critically important method-
ological statement: “. . . it makes little sense to speak of Avicenna’s influence with-
out specifying in which way Avicenna was interpreted. In turn, the way Avicenna 
was interpreted had often much to do with concerns that were extraneous to 
Avicenna’s original viewpoint” [p. 366]. To be sure, the other authors as a rule are 
aware of these truisms and apply them in their studies; still I would like to see 
Pini’s remarks widely circulated, and set, inter alia, as a standard for peer evalu-
ation of all papers that wish to demonstrate the “influence” of one scholar upon 
another. Here again we encounter Avicenna’s looking at a difffĳicult concept in two 
diffferent ways: a “thing” is that about which a true statement can be made, and a 
“thing” is an entity possessing a certain essence. And once again, the pioneers, so 
to speak, in trying to fĳit this Avicennan distinction into their own thought are 
Aquinas and Henry of Ghent. Pini’s main subject of interest, Scotus, learned much 
from Henry of Ghent, but took the topic in a diffferent directions. Most interesting 
is the role that the concept “thing” plays in cognition, and the diffferences between 
Scotus’ own and Avicenna’s understanding, diffferences which Scotus attributes to 
their diffferent religious belief. For Scotus, the diffference between human cogni-
tion before and after the fall is a key doctrine; humans were meant to have a 
direct grasp of substances, but after the fall we can enjoy nothing more than 
inferences drawn from sensible qualities. But Avicenna believed (according to 
Scotus) that humans can see God in the next life and thus are constitutionally 
equipped to grasp being, without the mediation of the senses.

In sum, this a collection of the highest quality and a fĳitting addition to the 
series edited by Hasse and Bertolacci.

Tzvi Langermann
Bar-Ilan University
tlangermann@hotmail.com
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