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M. Brinzei – D. Coman – I. Curuṭ, A. Marinca (eds.), Pseudo-Aristotelian Texts in Medieval 
Thought. Acts of the XXII Annual Colloquium of the Société Internationale pour l’Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale, Cluj-Napoca, 28-30 September 2016, Brepols, Turnhout 2023 
(SIEPM Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 28), xxi + 360 pp. 

One of the prominent features of Medieval Aristotelianism, both Arabic and Latin, lies in 
that Aristotle has been credited with writings that, although different in origin and sometimes 
in philosophical allegiance, circulated under his name.1 The need to categorize the works 
which have falsely been attributed to Aristotle was acknowledged long before the beginning 
of modern-day scholarship, by scholars such as Francesco Patrizi in the 16th cent. and 
Johannes Fabricius in the early 17th. In the modern era the importance of the medieval pseudo-
Aristotelica was demonstrated by Valentin Rose, who published fragmentary and spurious 
works passed under Aristotle’s name.2 In his inventory of Arabic and Hebrew translations of 
the Greek heritage, Moritz Steinschneider3 included a significant number of writings falsely 
attributed to Aristotle. Lynn Thorndike4 was the first to systematically collect the data on the 

1	  This has been highlighted in several foundational studies: W.F. Ryan - Ch.B. Schmitt (eds.), Pseudo-Aristotle: 
The Secret of Secrets. Sources and Influences, Warburg Institute-University of London, London 1982 (Warburg In-
stitute Surveys, IX); J. Kraye - W.F. Ryan - Ch.B. Schmitt (eds.), Pseudo-Aristotle in the Middle Ages: The Theology 
and other Texts, Warburg Institute-University of London, London 1986 (Warburg Institute Surveys, XI); G. Endress, 
“Die wissenschaftliche Literatur”, in H. Gätje (ed.) Grundriss der Arabischen Philologie II. Literaturwissenschaft, 
Wiesbaden, Reichert 1987, pp. 400-530 (repr. Reichert, Wiesbaden 1992); C. D’Ancona, Recherches sur le Liber de 
Causis, Vrin, Paris 1995 (Études de philosophie médiévale, 72). Two traditions of learning rooted in late Antiquity 
were developed under the aegis of Aristotle from the formative period of the transmission of the “Aristotelian” herit-
age to the Arabic Middle Ages (cf. G. Endress, Proclus Arabus: Zwanzig Abschnitte aus der Institutio Theologica in 
arabischer Übersetzung, Orient-Institut der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft, Beirut 1973; D. Gutas, Greek 
Wisdom Literature in Arabic Translation: A Study of the Graeco-Arabic Gnomologia, American Oriental Society, 
New Haven 1975; C. D’Ancona, “Arisṭū ʿinda l-ʿArab, and beyond”, in A. Alwishah - J. Hayes [eds.], Aristotle and 
the Arabic Tradition, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2015, pp. 11-29). On the one hand, there is an “Aristotle” rooted 
in late ancient schools, especially the “Aristotle of logic” heir of the Neoplatonic school of Alexandria (cf. Chr. Hein, 
Definition und Einteilung der Philosophie. Von der spätantiken Einleitungsliteratur zur arabischen Enzyklopädie, 
P. Lang. Frankfurt-Bern-New York 1985). On the other, there is the “Aristotle” of the court, the wise man educating 
the prince on the secrets of nature rooted in the tradition of the specula principum (cf. D. O’Meara - J. Shamp [eds.], 
Miroirs de prince de l’Empire romain au IVe siècle, Academic Press, Fribourg 2006), the heir to the character of the 
Romance of Alexander (cf. G. Fowden, “Pseudo-Aristotelian Politics and Theology in universal Islam”, in P.F. Bang – 
D. Kolodziejczyk [eds.], Universal Empire: A Comparative Approach to Imperial Culture and Representation in 
Eurasian History, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2012, pp. 130-48), competing with Hermes (cf. K. Van Bladel, The 
Arabic Hermes. From Pagan Sage to Prophet of Science, Oxford U.P., Oxford-New York 2009) in the role of the mas-
ter of wisdom for the whole of mankind. The interactions of these two images contributed to the shaping of Aristotle 
as the learned man who had enacted the foundations of science and, in parallel, as the wise man conferring with the 
ruler about the cosmos. A “Virtual Aristotle” giving voice to the intellectual heritage of the Greeks viewed as compat-
ible with the Islamic worldview (cf. G. Endress, “L’Aristote Arabe. Réception, autorité et transformation du Premier 
Maître”, Medioevo 23 [1997], pp. 1-42). Both images reappear in the Latin-speaking world. 

2  V. Rose, Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus, Teubner, Leipzig 1863.
3  M. Steinschneider, Die arabischen Übersetzungen aus dem Griechischen (collections of articles originally 

printed in various periodicals, 1889-96), repr. Akad. Verl., Graz 1960; Id., Die Hebräischen Übersetzungen des 
Mittelalters und die Juden als Dolmetscher. Ein Beitrag zur Literaturgeschichte des Mittelalters, meist nach hand-
schriftlichen Quellen, Komm. Vl. d. Bibliogr. Bureaus, Berlin 1893 (repr. Akad. Verl., Graz 1956).

4  L. Thorndike, “The Latin Pseudo-Aristotle and Medieval Occult Science”, The Journal of English and Ger-
manic Philology 21/2 (1922), pp. 229-58 (repr. in Id., History of Magic and Experimental Sciences, Columbia U.P., 
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Latin works that circulated under Aristotle’s name during the Middle Ages. His research was 
expanded first by Aleksander Birkenmajer5 and then again by Charles Schmitt and Dilwyn 
Knox in Pseudo-Aristoteles latinus.6

Coming after this scholarship, the colloquium whose proceedings are collected in this 
volume7 raises a specific question, as stated by De Leemans and Devriese: how the Middle 
Ages saw the question of ‘authenticity’. The volume aims to turn “from modern attempts 
to classify Aristotelian pseudepigrapha into distinct categories to the criteria that the Latins 
might have employed in assessing the authenticity of texts” (p. IX). Its focus is a subset 
formed by the Secretum secretorum, the Liber De Causis, the De Plantis, the De Secretis 
mulierum, the De Inundatione Nili, and the De Pomo.

After the Introduction (pp. VII-XXI), the volume opens with the chapter by P. De Leemans (†) 
and L. Devriese, “Translating and Reading Pseudo-Aristotle in the Latin West” (pp. 1-27). They 
aim to “shed some light on the stages of the translation process of pseudo-Aristotelian texts in 
the Middle Ages and on the main figures who have played a role herein, that is, Bartholomew 
of Messina and William of Moerbeke”. If other names that come to  mind are not included, like 
that of the translator of the Liber de causis Gerard of Cremona, this is due to the fact that the 
authors choose to refer only to “the direct Latin translations of Greek originals attributed to 
Aristotle” and “on a more occasional basis (…) to translations of texts that do not have such a 
Greek ancestor” (p. 7). This well-documented paper adopts a quantitative approach: number of 
preserved manuscripts, number of commentaries, number of anthologies.8

W. Duba, “Balancing authority on a column of fire: The Secret of Secrets and the 
Salvation of Aristotle”, (pp. 29-51) deals with “a chief problem for Christian interpreters 
of Aristotle” namely, the problem of “reconciling the doctrine of the eternity of the world 
with the belief in creation” (p. 31). The Secretum secretorum proved helpful in mitigating or, 
conversely, exacerbate the importance of the most problematic aspects of Aristotle’s thought. 
Depending on whether it is considered authentic or spurious, it proves that Aristotle held 
beliefs compatible with the Christian faith or, on the contrary, with the Infernal Sect of the 
Antichrist. The article complements William’s The Secret of Secrets9 (quoted by Duba at p. 30 
n. 2) with an analysis of Hugh of Novocastro’s (beginning 14th cent.) use of it. Hugh is “one 
of the first scholastics to call into question the authenticity of these pseudo-Aristotelian texts 
[i.e., the Secretum secretorum and the De Pomo]. While he does not demonstrate why they 
are inauthentic, his reasons are implicit in the other two arguments for damning Aristotle”, 

New York 1959-64, Vol. 2, pp. 246-78). Cf. also L. Saif, “A Preliminary Study of the Pseudo-Aristotelian Her-
metica”, al-ʿUsur al-wusta: The Journal of Middle East Medievalists 29/1 (2021), pp. 20-80.

5  A. Birkenmajer, “Classement des ouvrages attribués à Aristote par le Moyen Age latin” (1st ed. Imprimérie 
de l’université, Krakow 1932), in Id., Études d’histoire des sciences et de la philosophie du Moyen Âge, Zakład 
Narodowy im. Ossolińskich, Wrocław 1970, pp. 53-71.

6  Ch.B. Schmitt - D. Knox, Pseudo-Aristoteles Latinus. A Guide to Latin Works Falsely Attributed to Aristotle 
before 1500, The Warburg Institute, London 1985.

7  XXII Annual Colloquium of the SIEPM “Pseudo-Aristotelian Texts in Medieval Thought. Why 
Cluj-Napoca and Why this Topic?” (28-30 Sept. 2016, Babeṣ-Bolyai University, Cluj-Napoca, Romania).

8  Other approaches are possible: cf. in part. the volumes edited by J. Kraye - W.F. Ryan - Ch.B. Schmitt quoted 
above, n. 1.

9  S.J. William, The Secret of Secrets: The Scholarly Career of a Pseudo-Aristotelian Text in the Latin Middle 
Ages, The University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor 2003.
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namely that (i) “if Aristotle had received some revelation that made his salvation possible, 
this information would have been transmitted to us”, and that (ii) “Aristotle’s philosophy 
is incompatible with Christian beatitude”. These arguments, Duba thinks, “call back to the 
heritage of Bonaventure and Olivi” (p. 46).

A. Rocha Martins, “The Secretum secretorum and the Idea of Political Happiness in 
the Latin Middle Ages” (pp. 53-84) deals with the impact of the doctrines on politics and 
government attributed to “Aristotle”, drawing upon texts by Albert the Great, Thomas 
Aquinas, and Giles of Rome. That they accepted the Aristotelian authorship of the Secretum 
secretorum “was a mere ‘error perpetrated out of sheer sympathy’ and arose as such quite 
naturally. In other words, this error was not intentional or conscious for there are elements 
that denote a profound affinity and similarity between said medieval pseudepigraph and 
Aristotle’s own perspective on practical philosophy - particularly the Nicomachean Ethics” 
(p. 54). Rocha Martins believes that “The Secretum secretorum (that is to say, “Aristotle”) 
offers a twofold “service - a prognosis and a diagnosis - of political power (…) that Albert 
the Great, Thomas Aquinas, and Giles of Rome, through the Aristotelian assumptions that 
characterize their reception of the opus, witness in the second half of the 13th century” (p. 84). 
The origins and contents of the Secretum secretorum are not investigated in this article;10 its 
focus is rather on the conceptualization of sovereignty in the Latin-speaking world.11 

P. Cermanová, “Greek and Arabic Inspirations for Organizing Medieval Banquets: The 
Pseudo-Aristotelian Secretum Secretorum as a Source and a Model for Medieval Advice 
Literature” (pp. 85-109) explores the reception of this work into the Bohemian literature, 
especially of the 14th century. The Secretum secretorum “could have been a model for other 
newly written texts (Summa recreatorum, Mensa philosophica, to name a few representatives) 
that also exhibit an extraordinary diversity of content and form, combine scholarly topics, prose 
and poetry, are both a manual for social conduct, the art of conversation, as well” (p. 109).12 

Contributing to a recent debate on Aquinas’ argument against occasionalism,13 J. Loveland 
Swanstrom, “Secondary Causes in the Liber de causis and the Work of Thomas Aquinas” 
(pp. 111-52) discusses “how Aquinas explains secondary causes, focusing primarily on his 
discussion in his Commentary on the Book of Causes” (p. 111). She identifies five criteria 
adopted by Thomas to define a ‘secondary cause’: depending upon how a cause can be described 
in terms of major or minor participation, power, order, preservation, goodness, it deserves to be 
judged primary or secondary. This helps to “shed light on the Neoplatonic heritage of Aquinas’ 

10  Cf. R. Forster, Das Geheimnis der Geheimnisse. Die arabischen und deutschen Fassungen des pseudo-aristo-
telischen Sirr al-asrār/ Secretum secretorum, Reichert, Wiesbaden 2006 (Wissensliteratur im Mittelalter, 43).

11  Cf. S. Leder, “Sultanic Rule in the Mirror of Medieval Political Literature”, and H.-. Schmidt, “The King’s 
Beautiful Body: On the Political Dilemmas of Ideal Government”, in R. Forster - Y. Neguin (eds.), Global 
Medieval: Mirrors for Princes Reconsidered, Harvard U.P., Cambridge 2015 (Ilex Foundation Series 15), pp.94-111, 
and pp. 122-33.

12	  On the circulation in of the Secretum secretorum in in Czech medieval literature cf. the studies of C. Thierry 
(“La fabrique d’une fiction sur Alexandre le Grand: citations du Secretum secretorum dans l’Annexe de 
l’Alexander d’Ulrich von Etzenbach”) and É. Adde-Vomáčka (“La réception du Secret des secrets dans les pays 
tchèques du XIIIe au XVIe siècle”, in C. Gaullier-Bougassas - M. Bridges - J.-Y. Tilliette [eds], Trajectoires européennes 
du Secretum secretorum du Pseudo-Aristote (XIIIe-XVIe siècle), Brepols, Turnhout 2015 (Alexander Redivivus, 6).

13  D. Calma, “Sine secundaria. Thomas d’Aquin, Siger de Brabant et les débats sur l’occasionalisme”, in Id. 
(ed.), Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes, Vol. 1: Notes on the Western Scholarly Networks and Debates, Brill, 
Leiden 2019, pp. 268-300.
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views of secondary causation, but they also allow us to see how Aquinas navigated pseudo-
Aristotelian Neoplatonic source materials like the Liber de causis by building elements of the 
traditional Aristotelian corpus into his interpretation of the Liber de causis” (p. 123).

H. Anzulewicz, “Der Liber de causis als Quelle der Intellektlehre des Albertus Magnus” 
(pp. 153-81), offers a new perspective on the importance of Albert the Great’s utilisation of 
the Liber de Causis respectively in his De Natura boni and in the earliest redactions of his De 
Sacramentis, De Incarnatione, De Resurrectione, and De Intellectu et intelligibili. Dealing with 
works different from Albert’s most famous work inspired by that pseudo-Aristotelian treatise, 
the De Causis et processu universitatis a causa prima, Anzulewicz highlights the pivotal role 
in the extensive dissemination and adoption of the De Causis within theological debates and 
more generally in the philosophical curriculum of medieval universities.

B.U. La Sala, “The Arabic Islamic Reception of the Arabic Plotinus and Maimonides’ 
Theory of Emanation” (pp. 183-98) deals with Maimonides’ theory of emanation (fayḍ) and 
the unity of God in the Guide to the Perplexed II 4. According to La Sala, his main source 
was the pseudo-Theology of Aristotle. “This does not, however, indicate a direct knowledge of 
the Arabic Plotinus by Maimonides”.  She sides with F. Griffel14 in saying that he “was most 
likely familiar with the emanation debate in the work of al-Ġazālī” (p. 198). It is, of course, 
a matter of debate whether Maimonides had access directly to Graeco-Arabic sources (the 
pseudo-Theology, the Book of Aristotle on the Exposition of the pure Good, and others), or 
he relied only on the falāsifa conveying to him the reworkings of the ideas contained in them 
- chiefly al-Fārābī and Avicenna. If, however, one thinks that the main channel was al-Ġazālī, 
one should pay attention to the presence in Maimonides of doctrines and expressions typical 
of such reworkings, like Avicenna’s notion of God as Necessary Existent (wāǧib al-wuǧūd) 
and Cause of Being (esp. Kitāb al-Šifāʾ, Ilāhiyyāt, IX, 4) that feature in Maimonides.15 Of 
great help is S. Pessin’s survey and classification of his potential sources.16

In her “Spiritus and Plant Formation: Albert the Great’s Restatement of the pseudo-
Aristotelian De Plantis” (pp. 199-214), M. Panarelli focuses on Albert the Great’s De 
Vegetabilibus. “Albert links the notion of spirit, that he embraced from his careful reading of 
Costa ben Luca [reference is given to the De Differentia animae et spiritus, ed. by M. Meroni 
and D. Righi, forthcoming] to the physiology of moisture, which is particularly relevant for 
his natural philosophy, and which took both Arabic science and medicine into consideration” 
(p. 209). Panarelli concludes that “Albert manages to establish continuity with his sources, 

14  According to La Sala, p. 194, n. 28, “Frank Griffel, on the other hand, assumes that an al-Ghazālī influ-
ence on Maimonides is present throughout the Guide of the Perplexed, but that Maimonides himself conceals this 
because he wishes to distance himself from al-Ghazālī (cf. F. Griffel, “Maimonides as a Student of Islamic Reli-
gious Thought”, in J. Stern et alii [eds.], Maimonides’ Guide Of The Perplexed in Translation. A History from the 
Thirteenth Century to the Twentieth, University of Chicago Press, Chicago-London 2019, pp. 403-27)”.

15  Cf. e.g. Maimonides, Guide I 57: “As for that which has no cause for its existence, there is only God, may He 
be magnified and glorified, who is like that. For this is the meaning of our saying about Him, may He be exalted, 
that His existence is necessary. Accordingly, His existence is identical with His essence and His true reality, and 
His essence is His existence. (…) His existence is necessary always (…). Consequently He exists, but not through 
an existence other than His essence” (trans. by Sh. Pines, Chicago U.P., Chicago 1963, Vol. I, p. 132).

16  S. Pessin, “The Influence of Islamic Thought on Maimonides”, in E.N. Zalta (ed.), The Stanford Encyclope-
dia of Philosophy (Spring 2016 Edition), Online (https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2016/entries/maimonides-
islamic/ accessed 2025-06-20), §2 (d).
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and in particular with his main source, the pseudo-Aristotelian De Plantis, while at the same 
time introducing a significant doctrinal novelty, acknowledging the presence of spirit in the 
vegetal body” (p. 214).

The contribution by E. Miteva, “From Pseudo-Aristotle to Pseudo-Albert: The 
Emancipation of Natural Philosophy” (pp. 215-33) explores the commentaries by Albert the 
Great on genuine Aristotelian or pseudo-Aristotelian texts concerning natural curiosities. 
Such commentaries greatly contributed to the rise of Albert’s “authority in all matters of 
natural philosophy”. Albert thus became himself “a source for pseudo-epigraphical works, 
a pseudo-Albert” (p. 215). Miteva highlights in particular the commentary on the pseudo-
Aristotelian De Causis proprietatum elementorum and calls attention to the pseudo-
Albertinian treatise De Secretis mulierum to demonstrate that “the fortune of both treatises 
proves the emancipation of natural philosophy as a science in itself” (p. 216).

P. Blažek, “Iste liber videtur esse factus ab Aristotile: Bartholomew of Bruges and the 
Medieval Reception of the De Inundatione Nili” (pp. 235-67), is grounded in his edition of the 
commentary by Bartholomew of Bruges (d. 1356) on the De Inundatione Nili.17 This work, 
preserved in MS Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, lat. 16089, ff. 154r-157v, is “the 
most important document of the medieval reception of the De Inundatione Nili” (p. 249). 
Blažek lists references to the De Inundatione Nili in the works of Roger Bacon, Dionigi da 
Borgo Sansepolcro, Pierre d’Ailly, Alfonso de Madrigal, and Petrarch, but these are only 
occasional citations. The Latin translation of the De Inundatione Nili is attributed to William 
of Moerbeke, following the lead of P. Beullens.18 Blažek favours also the latter’s hypothesis 
that the De Inundatione Nili might be a genuine work of Aristotle19 which “fully complies 
with the requirements of an Aristotelian science, as formulated by the Stagirite mainly in the 
Posterior Analytics” (p. 265). Another commentary, the Brevis expositio supra libellum De 
Inundatione Nili, is ascribed to Bartholomew; for Blažek “it is very probable that the text 
represents a separate commentary by another author that Bartholomew copied from another, 
today lost, exemplar” (ibid.). 

A. Melamed, “The Medieval Hebrew De Pomo and the Myth of the Jewish Aristotle” 
(pp. 269-86) is grounded in his 2010 book The Myth of the Jewish Origins of Science and 
Philosophy (in Hebrew) where he presents a comprehensive history of the myth of the ‘Jewish 
Aristotle’ and its various traditions, from antiquity until modern times. Melamed presents 
examples that attest to these variants of the myth: 1) Aristotle is portrayed as the intellectual 
thief of Jewish heritage (Joseph ibn Caspi), 2) he studied with Jewish sages (Isaac Abravanel), 
3) he was converted on his deathbed (the Book of the Apple), or 4) he was Jewish from birth 
(Abraham Bibago), with a special focus on those Jewish medieval authors (Abba Mari of 
Lunel, Hayyim of Briviesca, Joseph b. Shem Tov, Maimonides, and Isaac Abravanel) as well 
as Renaissance authors who were either influenced by the Book of the Apple (Gedaliah ibn 
Yahiah, Judah Moscato) or sceptic about it (Azariah de Rossi, Leone da Modena).

17	  “Il commento di Bartolomeo di Bruges al De Inundatione Nili. Edizione del testo”, Medioevo 33 (2008), pp. 221-64.
18  Reference (p. 237 n. 6) is given to P. Beullens, “Facilius sit Nili caput invenire: Towards an Attribution and 

Reconstruction of the Aristotelian Treatise De Iinundatione Nili”, in P. De Leemans (ed.), Translating at the Court: 
Bartholomew of Messina and Cultural Life at the Court of Manfred, King of Sicily, Leuven U.P., Leuven 2014 
(Mediaevalia Lovaniensia - Series 1/Studia, 45), pp. 303-29.

19  Ibid., p. 264.
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In her contribution “The Medieval Latin Reception of Liber de Pomo in Questions De 
Intentione Aristotelis on the Eternity of the World” (pp. 287-314), I. Curuţ addresses the 
medieval Latin reception of the Book of the Apple in the context of the debates about the 
compatibility of Aristotle’s philosophy with the Christian faith. The work is cited in this 
respect by the Dominicans Robert Holcot, Conrad of Halberstadt, Heymericus de Campo 
as well as by the Franciscans Hugh of Novocastro and Peter of Candia. Lambertus de Monte 
mentions it in his De Salute Aristotelis; in Oxford, the work is cited in this respect by Richard 
Kilvington and Thomas Bradwardine; Thomas of Strasbourg, Gottschalk of Pomuk, and 
Pierre Ceffons mention it also. There are different attitudes, depending upon the positions 
held on the question of authenticity that these authors were willing to attribute to it.

A. Marinca, “The Pseudo-Aristotelian De Mundo and Late Medieval Theologians” 
(pp. 315-48) raises a similar question about the pseudo-Aristotelian De Mundo. with a special 
focus on arguing that exploring “the relation between the doctrine on God exhibited in De 
Mundo and this doctrine as a potential cause for sparking interest in the Pseudo-Aristotelian 
tract among medieval readers (…) is warranted in order to understand the reception of 
De Mundo in the theological and philosophical productions from the fourteenth-century 
universities” (p. 316). Marinca primarily focuses on Thomas Bradwardine and Andreas de 
Novocastro, especially apropos God’s knowledge of particulars. The De Mundo is mentioned 
in works by John Hiltalingen of Basel, John of Wasia, John Mair and Gaspar Casal who 
“accept the De Mundo as an authority” (p. 348).

Indexes of manuscripts (pp. 349-50) and names (pp. 351-60) end the volume.
As stated by the editors, “the contents of this volume should not be considered an 

exhaustive survey of pseudo-Aristotelian texts” (p. XX) but rather “as prolegomena of 
the potential for new ventures in the present scholarship of this textual heritage” (p. XXI). 
The topics addressed are chosen in the conviction that “exploring the pseudo-Aristotelian 
corpus illuminates the emergence of new disciplines, such as different branches of natural 
philosophy, pinpoints the advent of new philosophical discussions, and reveals the medieval 
interest in exotic topics” (p. XXI), and that “the scholastic authors’ passion for these writings 
reflects their commitment to understand nature in all its diversity and the place of humanity 
within it” (p. XXI). The editors’ warning explains to some extent the fact that, with the sole 
exception of the chapters by the late lamented P. De Leemans together with L. Devriese 
and by A. Melamed, this volume does not address the main doctrinal questions which might 
reveal the impact of the pseudepigraphic works in the construction of the image of Aristotle 
in the Latin Middle Ages. For instance: did the scholars of that age really believe that for 
Aristotle the universe emanates from God, as proclaimed in the Liber de causis? A further 
complication is that not all studies are equally well documented and of equal value. This 
volume, nonetheless, contributes to the reconstruction of the unity and multiplicity of 
Aristotelianism adding pieces to a mosaic whose design still fails to reveal itself to us.

Elisa Coda


