
these thinkers operated in the belief that Islamic and Christian doctrine are twain that
shall never meet. Although this may have been the case, it is not known for a fact.
Doctrines can evolve and the many doctrinal forms of early Christianity constitute
proof of that. Moreover, Islamic theology was still very much in flux and it cannot
be excluded that some Christians ultimately hoped to bring out the latent Trinitarian
element from the Quran to kalām. The fact that the Muslim theologian Ibn Kullāb
found himself in a grey area between the two religions may show that at times the
borders between the two religions were not as sharply delineated as one might think
a millennium down the line.

This book was originally a dissertation defended at the University of Birmingham
in 2011. It has undergone a minimal round of corrections and was not bibliograph-
ically updated. Numerous inconsistencies and errors remain. The dreadful transliter-
ation of Arabic leads to distracting guesswork on the part of the reader (p. 84
“bidha” = bihā (?); p. 126: “al-kalāqa” = al-khallāqa, p. 133: rawiyyat = ruʾya,
p. 177 jamīaʿha = jamīʿuhā (?) etc.). Inconsistent referencing to the source material
is confusing, with strange mixed forms such as the Risāla al-ūlā, where one would
expect “The first letter” or al-Risāla al-ūlā, with Arabic and English titles mixed in
one line (p. 192) or even given in French (!) (p. 120, n. 46). There are boundless
infelicities and lacunae in the index and the bibliography as well. One might
want to raise the question to editors and publishing houses as to what role they
see for themselves, when their three-figure priced books contain the same poorly
edited texts as those downloadable for free from a dissertation database.

Finally, it should be noted that any further studies on this topic need to take into
account two further recent studies: Thomas W. Ricks’s Early Arabic Christian
Contributions to Trinitarian Theology (Minneapolis, 2013) and Najib G. Awad’s
Orthodoxy in Arabic Terms: A Study of Theodore Abu Qurrah’s Theology in Its
Islamic Context (Boston and Berlin, 2015).

Barbara Roggema
King’s College London

DIMITRI GUTAS:
Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition: Introduction to Reading
Avicenna’s Philosophical Works, second edition.
(Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science. Texts and Studies.) xxxi,
617 pp. Leiden: Brill, 2014. E167. ISBN 978 90 04 25580 7.
doi:10.1017/S0041977X1500049X

Any scholar would be pleased to have written a book that shaped all subsequent
research on the same topic, becoming at once a standard reference and a guide
for subsequent publications. One can only imagine how Dimitri Gutas must feel,
having written two such books (or even three, if you include his pioneering
Greek Wisdom Literature in Arabic Translation, 1975). His Greek Science,
Arabic Culture (Routledge, 1998), a pivotal monograph on the Greek–Arabic philo-
sophical translation movement, came a decade after Avicenna and the Aristotelian
Tradition, which may have had an even more dramatic impact on the study of phil-
osophy in the Islamic world. Consider three of the most important books on
Avicenna to appear since the turn of the century: David C. Reisman’s The
Making of the Aristotelian Tradition (2002), Robert Wisnovsky’s Avicenna’s
Metaphysics in Context (2003), and Amos Bertolacci’s The Reception of
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Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s Kitāb al-Shifāʾ (2006). All bear the unmistak-
able signs of influence from Gutas, and they are just a few of the highlights from
recent research on Avicenna, which has become the most active and sophisticated
area within the field more generally. This is in stark contrast to the situation in
1988, when Gutas could complain of the “still waters” and “confused” state of
research.

The appearance of a second edition of the book offers a chance to highlight its
main contributions, among which I would list the following. First, there was
Gutas’ forthright rejection of certain misconceptions concerning Avicenna’s intel-
lectual profile. Notably, he was then (and is occasionally nowadays, but thanks to
Gutas seldom) read as a deeply mystical author. Particularly important here was
Gutas’ demolition of the myths surrounding “eastern philosophy”, which Ibn
Tụfayl hailed as a true esoteric core of Avicenna’s teachings. Gutas showed that,
on the contrary, “eastern philosophy” was little more than a short-lived branding
exercise for Avicenna’s standard, non-mystical philosophy. Second and more posi-
tively, there was Gutas’ nuanced account of Avicenna’s stance towards Aristotle,
which gives his book its title. Subsequent research has taken its lead from this
account, according to which Avicenna was on the one hand engaged in a deep
and sustained engagement with Hellenic philosophy and the works of Aristotle in
particular; and on the other hand a self-consciously original thinker who had no
hesitation in departing from Aristotle when he saw fit. This went hand-in-hand
with a third achievement, namely Gutas’ reconstruction of Avicenna’s writing car-
eer, on the basis of a range of biographical texts made available in translation in the
first chapter of the book and extensive research into the dating and circumstances of
composition for the Avicennan corpus. While some details of Gutas’ account have
been disputed by scholars such as Yahya Michot, his picture has broadly stood up to
scrutiny. Fourth and finally, there was Gutas’ analysis of specific philosophical
themes in Avicenna, especially in the area of epistemology. Chapter 3 offered a
new assessment of the much misunderstood concept of hạds (then translated by
Gutas as “intuition”, now in the new edition with the more awkward but accurate
“guessing correctly”). This part of the book spawned a whole mini-literature of
its own. Revisiting Gutas’ monograph has reminded me of the insights it offers
even on thinkers other than Avicenna, for instance in a passage on Abū Bakr
al-Rāzī’s critique of prophecy (pp. 239–40) which rightly focuses on his polemic
against taqlīd.

If only because it seems appropriate to a book about the famously critical
Avicenna, I’d like to register a note or two of mild disagreement. I do not share
Gutas’ view that Avicenna should be seen as a “rationalist empiricist”, with an expli-
cit comparison to modern empiricists like Locke (p. 375). In my view the famous
“flying man” argument is offered precisely to show that the soul’s existence to us
is available without using the resources of “experience”. Rather self-awareness,
which usually remains tacit, is presupposed as a condition prior to any possible
experience. To some extent this may be simply a dispute over words: it’s not
clear to me what it would mean to say that our grasp of primary intelligibles like
existence is “empirical”. It becomes a more substantive issue, though, when
Gutas aligns Avicenna’s project with that of the modern Empiricists. Translating
mushāhada as “experience”, while justifiable in itself, is potentially misleading
here. I think Avicenna’s point in using it is to include the sort of cognition that
would not be recognized by Empiricists like Hume or Locke. This is of course a
relatively minor point. At a more general level, I tend to think that kalām played
a larger role in Avicenna’s intellectual development than emerges from Gutas’
monograph. As he points out, the official Avicennan view is that kalām can be
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dismissed as mere dialectic. But then Avicenna is not known for acknowledging all
his intellectual debts, and there is a case to be made that kalām offered an important
foil and even a source for some of his central ideas in metaphysics.

That is just an illustration of the fact that a full assessment of Avicenna’s intel-
lectual formation remains a desideratum for future research. As it is, no book has
constituted a larger step towards that goal than this one, which (in either edition)
is far more than the “introduction” it modestly announces itself to be. Its wide-
ranging influence is evident from the footnotes of the new edition, which incorpor-
ate references to the explosion of subsequent literature on Avicenna. (I wonder if
Gutas would nowadays risk making the memorably provocative remark included
in the original version, to the effect that if anything seems to be missing from his
bibliography, then “the omission was deliberate”.) Still more useful are the addition
of a substantial conclusion, which steps back and offers a general assessment of
Avicenna’s philosophical project, and a new inventory of Avicenna’s authentic
works, which by itself will be a crucial reference for future scholarship. In light
of these new resources, even those who own the original book will want to acquire
a copy of the second edition. Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition has a strong
claim to be the most important study ever published on Avicenna, and the new ver-
sion is a worthy and welcome update.

Peter Adamson
LMU Munich

AREZOU AZAD:
Sacred Landscape in Medieval Afghanistan: Revisiting the Fadạ̄ʾil-i
Balkh.
(Oxford Oriental Monographs.) xxvi, 213 pp. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2013. £75. ISBN 978 0 19 968705 3.
doi:10.1017/S0041977X15000555

This small monograph promises to explore the Fażāʾil-i Balkh, an account of the
“virtues” of the celebrated “mother of cities” in Khurāsān, preserved in a Persian
adaptation, from 676/1278, of a lost Arabic original, written in 610/1214. This
source, available in ʿAbd al-Hạyy Hạbībī’s text edition for more than 40 years, is
of particular interest as a “transitional” work: as an example of the “city histories”
often produced in the pre-Mongol period, dominated by biographical accounts of the
local religious elites, it displays more attention to these figures’ shrines than in many
such works, though still far less than in the fully developed “shrine guides”, focused
more on “founding” saints or Sufis than on the ʿulamā, that appear somewhat later.
As such, the Fażāʾil-i Balkh, in its memorialization of the holy people whose pres-
ence, in life and death, was held to sanctify Balkh, would make an ideal platform for
a study countering the tendency of much scholarship on sacred sites and local pil-
grimage practices in the Muslim world to dwell more on the presumed “pre-Islamic
origins” of such places and rites than on their roles and meanings, embedded in a
sacralized landscape, in Muslim religiosity. It is thus disappointing that Azad’s
book instead adopts that tiresome tendency, and devotes so little space to a direct
and substantive engagement with her source, or to a deeper and more insightful ana-
lytical stance.

It is not possible, in a short review, to report the specific problems – of style, fact,
or interpretation – in the book, or to note the sources or studies that ought to have
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