22 September 2005

Dear Professor Bradshaw,

Thank you. Here are my questions:

1) In your fair and intelligent summary of the book's main argument, you mention that it bases itself on Aristotle's thesis of the non-separation of the such pairs as soul-body and form-matter, and you seem to agree that this is true about Aristotle. You also see that the argument proceeds from this to the conclusion that such pairs denote aspects, the viewing of a thing as something else. But then you regard this conclusion as paradoxical and you reject it. 

My question is – what then is your conclusion from that non-separation thesis, as an interpreter of Aristotle?  That is, what other view of the ontological status of each member of such pairs do you suggest to attribute to Aristotle ? 

Since you did not even hint at your preference, but rejected my suggestion, I think it only plausible you did hold such other preference but simply had no space to present it. I cannot believe you had no alternative interpretation and yet rejected the book's one. So this is the main question that has been bothering me since I read your review, and I am quite curious to hear you expound your solution.
2) Assuming you read the book through, how come you decided to neglect mentioning its other scandalous conclusion, namely, that Aristotle's theory of the separate form he named god is incoherent  within his metaphysics and must be regarded as alien to it ? I mean, what other conclusion in the book could be  more untenable to the traditional Aristotle-scholar ? And since you were aiming to knock the book, how come you failed to mention such a treasure ?

3) Assuming you actually did mention it and its absence from the printed version of the review was due to an editor's decision to cut it out , it would be kind of you to allow me a tiny derivative question here: what then was your solution of this separate form puzzle ?
Thank you for your cooperation,

Zev  Bechler
Zichron Yaakov 22 Sep 05
