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1.
Is the manuscript competently written? is the scholarship sound? Do the 


conclusions follow from the evidence? If the answer to any one of these 


questions is negative, please simply circle “NO” and indicate the problems 

on a separate sheet. These are qualifications for further consideration.



YES


2. 
What do you like most about this manuscript? B. has not engaged in the usual conferences and writing of articles on Aristotle. Partly perhaps as a consequence I found his book noticeable fresh and even exciting to read. As his footnotes show, he is in fact at home in a wide range of modern literature on the subject.

3.

What is your greatest concern about this manuscript?  Its length. 

But T.H. Irwin Aristotle’s first principles O.U.P 1988, which has a comparable subject matter (though quite different viewpoint) has 702 pp. and sold sufficiently well to the repr. as pbk.


If necessary, B. might excise (i) ch. 5 (on ethics), which is not an integral part and would save 80 pp., and (ii) some footnotes, although most contain useful and interesting comments.


The logico-metaphysical model which B. believes necessary to the understanding of the major topics of Aristotle’s philosophy is roughly that associated in the last thirty years with Kripke and Putnam – denotative account of meaning (‘essence’) and of identity, logical necessity of all identity statements, separation of the necessary/analytic from the a priori. He applies it by finding in Aristotle two types of potentiality, ‘genuine’ (implied/suggested inductively by its actuality) and by having an umbrella concept called, rather artificially, ‘non-informativity’, which is equivalent to reducibility to identity statements; he also needs, and argues for, forms to be particular not universals. This application, which is B.’s contribution, is developed from Aristotelian texts, gradually and in such a way that does not require the reader to be a logician, but to be constantly attentive. Its method is commonly criticized for exaggeration, for extending the application of a model to cover cases of non-commitment in the original text: but it should not be criticized as being by its nature anachronistic. It can also be called artificial: but the force of this complaint hangs on the success or failure with which the reader finds it explains and illuminates the text(s). It is this success which in B.’s case I judge as high and which covers a variety of topics.


Addendum: A copy-editor would have to watch for occasional English solecisms. They are not frequent.
