
and Aristotle’s best possible regime’ argue that Aristotle’s ‘polis of our prayers’ holds the
key to explaining the overarching argument of the entire Politics (Ober, 224). Destrée sees
all of Aristotle’s analyses and recommendations as a united attempt to show how any
regime, even a tyrannical regime, can better approximate an ideal city insofar as the
circumstances allow. Ober argues that the ‘polis of our prayers’ is, for Aristotle, both
the historical and teleological end of the natural development of the polis. Moreover,
because this constitution avoids restricting active citizenship to a subset within a larger
class of inhabitants who, by nature and with proper education, could fully participate in
the polis, there’s an important sense in which the teleological end of political life is
democratic.

This anthology is a worthy addition to the literature on Aristotle’s Politics and is
certainly a resource for both scholars and students of ancient political philosophy.

STEVEN SKULTETY
University of Mississippi

Email: skultety@olemiss.edu

HENNIG (B.), Aristotle’s Four Causes. New York: Peter Lang, 2019. Pp. x� 280. £84.
9781433159299
doi:10.1017/S007542692200091X

Aristotle developed an account of four causes (or aitiai) to explain things and processes in
the natural world. It is very common to explain this causal scheme with reference to a
single example: given a statue, the material cause is the bronze out of which the statue
was made; the formal cause is the form or shape which the statue came to have; the effi-
cient cause is the source or maker of the statue (or, more specifically, the maker’s craft);
and the final cause is that for the sake of which it was made, its purpose. However, in his
book Aristotle’s Four Causes, a revised version of his Habilitationsschrift submitted to the
University of Leipzig, Boris Hennig sets out to challenge this received understanding in
significant ways. The result is a new and philosophically sophisticated account of
Aristotelian causation, why there are four of them and how they relate to one another.

For Hennig the four causes form a system of two co-ordinated pairs. Put briefly, the
material cause (or matter) of a natural thing is to potentially be this thing, while the
formal cause (or essence) is what the matter potentially is, or what the natural thing
becomes according to its typical course of development. Correspondingly, the efficient
cause (which is the only one of the four causes to produce effects, and so be a cause in
the modern sense of the term) of a natural process is that which potentially is this process,
whereas the final cause of a natural process is the essence or limit of this process so long as
all goes well. Material causes relate to formal causes roughly as efficient causes relate to
final causes. Further, whereas material and formal causes are concerned with things, as
opposed to properties which belong to things, efficient and final causes are concerned with
processes, even though these processes can ultimately be reduced to things which (poten-
tially or actually) change or act in a certain way.

Hennig’s book consists of a general introduction, ten chapters and a conclusion. The ten
chapters divide into five pairs of two chapters each, with the first (‘Aristotle’s Four Causes’)
providing a detailed summary of the book as a whole and the four remaining pairs of chap-
ters being devoted to each of the four causes (chapters 3–4 on matter; chapters 5–6 on
form; chapters 7–8 on causation; chapters 9–10 on teleology). Chapter 2 (‘Two
Epistemic Directions of Fit’) discusses J.L. Austin’s distinction between two ‘directions
of fit’ (‘How to Talk’, ch. 6 of Philosophical Papers (Oxford 1979)) with a view to showing
how, according to Aristotle, natural things must be approached in a certain way in order that
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they might be analysed causally. I found the inclusion of this chapter slightly jarring after the
introductory steps provided by the first two sections, especially since the philosophical
resources which it employs are not used again until chapter 6. The main chapters begin
and end with Aristotle but contain extensive discussions of other thinkers, such as Kant,
Hume and Anscombe, except for the two chapters on matter, which follow Aristotelian texts
more closely.

Hennig’s approach is tirelessly philosophical. Near the beginning he outlines his
analytic aim to ‘repeat’ what Aristotle said rather than merely ‘report’ it, stating that
‘[i]n general, I endorse the claims that I attribute to Aristotle, so that I am as accountable
for their intelligibility and truth as I think Aristotle is’ (9). This bold strategy pays great
dividends in many contexts. For instance, in chapter 7 Hennig defends as Aristotelian the
view that causation should not be understood as a relation between two distinct things,
that is cause and effect, as Hume maintained, but as a process within which cause and
effect are parts. Chapter 5 also sees Hennig develop the notion of a ‘type’ to demonstrate
that, for Aristotle, the formal cause (or essence) of a natural thing is subject to certain
standards of typicality, which may not always be reflected by particular instances of that
thing (understood as a ‘type’). In both of these cases, Hennig’s insights not only overturn
the simplistic traditional picture of the efficient and formal causes as the agent and shape,
respectively, but also seem deeply Aristotelian (compare, for example, the notion of the
formal cause as a generic type with its description as a ‘paradigm’, Ph. 2.3, 194b26).

In sum, Hennig’s book is a demanding read but it offers a rewarding and impressively
coherent study of Aristotle’s four aitiai that, at least for this reader, is superior to the tradi-
tional way in which they are understood. It certainly deserves to be read (and reread) by
anyone interested in Aristotle’s philosophy of nature or causation in general.

JONATHAN E. GRIFFITHS
University College London and University of Oslo

Email: j.griffiths.17@ucl.ac.uk

DESTRÉE (P.) Aristote. Poétique (GF n°1637 - Philosophie). Paris: Flammarion, 2021. Pp.
272. €20.43. 9782080712295.
doi:10.1017/S0075426922000921

As a specialist in Aristotle’s Poetics, Pierre Destrée provides an annotated French translation
of the text. The translation is accompanied by an introduction; a bibliography that gathers
the most useful editions, translations, commentaries and studies, as well as articles that deal
with specific issues listed by topic (253–64); and an index of authors and titles (265–70). The
translation is a revised version of the annotated translation published in P. Pellegrin (ed.),
Œuvres Complètes d’Aristote (Paris 2014), and is based on the OCT edition by Kassel (Oxford
1966). A list of the lectiones borrowed from other editions is provided (249–51).

The book opens with a long and illuminating introduction (5–83), in which the author
gives an overview of the issues raised by the Poetics from antiquity up to the present, and
pertinently questions the targeted readership of the treatise. Does Aristotle address future
poets? Does he, as a philosopher, set rules to learn how to develop critical thinking skills?

By embedding the text in its historical, cultural and philosophical contexts, Destrée
sheds light on several controversial issues. For instance, he raises the question of the value
of poetry and its relationship to ethics; he defends the idea that, in spite of what is usually
said, Aristotle does not rule out or underestimate the role of staging among the parts of
tragedy (18–22); he explains the famous idea according to which poetry is more philosoph-
ical than historical by offering a convincing interpretation of the adverb katholou (‘selon
une structure générale’, according to a general structure) in Poet. 9 (44–48). Finally, he
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