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Let me begin by stating clearly and unambiguously that this work fulfills all the 
requirements of doctoral dissertations in my opinion, and for this reason I 
recommend accepting it as a doctoral dissertation. This study is a genuine and 
original contribution to medieval intellectual history and the history of philosophy as it 
is built on a little studied but significant primary source material, which is analyzed by 
applying adequate methodologies in a competent manner. This is not to say that I 
agree with all the conclusions of the author. However, critical remarks below are not 
meant to question or undermine the academic merits of this study.

The work has two major parts. The first part is a historical-interpretative study about 
some of the major issues of the Aristotelian philosophy of soul, especially as they 
were received and developed in the Middle Ages. The investigations gravitate 
around a particular Latin text, a commentary on Arsitotle’s De anima by Jenek 
Václavův of Prague, who was one of the first philosophical writers in medieval 
Bohemia. The second part contains a semi-critical edition of the commentary itself 
on the basis of a Prague manuscript which was probably corrected by the author 
himself, and therefore its philological value approaches to that of an autograph. 

The dissertation contains adequately written historiographical discussions 
concerning the earlier researches about Jenek Václavův, and about the 
problématique  of Aristotelian philosophy of soul as well as Averroes’ interpretation 
of it. The author also discusses the few biographical information we have about 
Jenek Václavův, about the manuscript transmission of the commentary, and about 
its historical and intellectual context in late medieval Bohemia. Another introductory 
section outlines the reception history of Aristotle’s De anima in the Middle Ages (I will 
argue below that this is the most problematic part of the dissertation). After the introductory 
material the author offers in-depth analyses of the Aristotelian definition of soul and its 
medieval interpretations as well as the Aristotelian concept of the intellect. The most original 
and convincing part of the thesis is the section on Jenek Václavův’s explanation of De anima 
III, 5 (pp. 95-116). Building on Milan Mráz’s earlier study, which the author reevaluates and 
augments with important new considerations, the general approach of Jenek Václavův to the 
concept of intellect and related topics is reconstructed through a careful analysis of the 
relevant textual evidence. 

The weakest part of the dissertation is the outline of the reception of the Aristotelian 
philosophy of the soul in the Middle Ages (pp. 18-25). The account is correct but incomplete; 



in fact, quite essential points are left unmentioned and unexplained and the consequences of 
these gaps do have a negative impact on the analytic chapters to come too. The following 
things do not receive sufficient attention in the discussion:

(1) Plato’s theory of the soul. Aristotle’s theory itself was a response to Plato’s theory in 
some respects. More importantly, the Platonic agenda reappears in the history of 
Aristotelianism in various forms time and again. Most importantly, the Neoplatonic 
philosophical thought had considerable impact on the exegesis of Aristotle’s De 
anima and related texts, especially in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages. The 
author mentions the fact that latter medieval Aristotelians utilized Neoplatonic ideas 
too (eg. p. 61, 62, 79, 82, 105) but the Platonic and Neoplatonic agenda is never 
described and analyzed systematically.

(2) St. Augustine’s theories of the soul and the intellect. The importance of this Church 
Father’s legacy in the Latin West is difficult to overestimate. Many Christian 
theologians read Aristotle in light of Augustine, and had in mind Augustinian 
doctrines even when they did not refer explicitly to Augustine. Unfortunately, this 
study pays almost no attention to this topic; Augustine is mentioned only a few times 
in rather marginal contexts (p. 11 and p. 27, note 80). The author analyzes Jenek 
Václavův’s statement that the active intellect, which activates our intellectual 
capacities, is God according to Aristotle. This idea is obviously similar to Augustine’s 
doctrine of divine illumination. It is a shortcoming of the study that the relationship 
between Jenek Václavův’s idea and the Augustinian tradition is left unexamined.

(3) The debate on the multiplicity versus unity of the human form. Robert Kilwardby, 
who was a Dominican, Henry of Ghent, who was a “secular master,” and a number of 
Franciscan theologians argued that there were multiple substantial forms in the human 
beings. The more consistently Aristotelian thesis of the unicity of the substantial form 
was endorsed only by a minority of theologians in the thirteenth century, Thomas 
Aquinas among them. This debate is mentioned briefly on p. 24 and 25and on p. 52, 
note 162, but it does not receive a sufficiently focused and detailed treatment, 
although the debate is quite important for understanding, eg. the theories about the 
embryo (cf. p. 61).

On pp. 57-58 the author apparently fails to identify the “principle of synonymity”, a basic 
principle of the Aristotelian theory of generation, ie. the cause must belong to the 
same species as the effect, eg. humans are procreated by other humans, horses are 
procreated by other horses, but no humans by horses and no horses by humans. 
Cristina Cerami’s important monograph, which analyzes this principle in detail is not 
cited in the dissertation (Cristina Cerami, Génération et substance: Aristote et 
Averroès entre physique et metaphysique, Scientia Graeco-Arabica, 18, Boston and 
Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015).

Discussing the thought of Averroes, the author should have taken into account David 
Wirmer’s important publications (Averroes Über den Intellekt : Auszüge aus seinen 
drei Kommentaren zu Aristoteles' De Anima : Arabisch, Lateinisch, Deutsch, ed. 
David Wirmer, Freiburg: Herder, 2008, and David Wirmer,  Vom Denken der Natur 
zur Natur des Denkens: Ibn Bagga’s Theorie der Potenz als Grundlegung der 
Psychologie, Berlin: De Gruyter, 2014).   



Finally, a formal issue: the bibliography at the end (pp. 161-171) deviates from the 
standard practice by not separating primary sources from secondary sources and by 
alphabetizing the entries according to the first names (!) of the authors. 

Notwithstanding these shortcomings, this is a significant original contribution to 
medieval intellectual history written by a competent scholar. I would like to repeat 
that this work fulfills all the requirements of doctoral dissertations in my opinion, and 
for this reason I recommend accepting it as a doctoral dissertation.
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