
persist?’ (p. 243) and ‘[w]hat is the life and activity of human nous . . . like, apart from the
body?’ (p. 244) are likely to occupy scholars into the future even if ‘Aristotle is committed
to the possibility of continuing human intellectual activity’ (p. 246).

Although I have done little justice to most of the work that comprises this collection –
much less to differences of view –, suffice it to say that this Critical Guide is eminently
worth reading. Aristotle scholars will find it a refreshing departure from twentieth-century
debates, and new readers of ancient Greek thought will find Cohoe’s roadmap approach
especially readable in virtue of the organic progress of Aristotle’s ideas, his engagement
with the past and his persistent optimism about the possibility of knowledge concerning
psyche.

WENDY LYNNE LEEBloomsburg University of Pennsylvania
wlee@bloomu.edu

AR I S TOTLE ON M IND AND WORLD

KE L S E Y ( S . ) Mind and World in Aristotle’s De Anima. Pp. xii + 181.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2022. Cased, £75, US$99.99.
ISBN: 978-1-108-83291-5.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X2200172X

As the title indicates, this book concerns the Mind–World relation in Aristotle’s De anima,
a fundamental topic transversely calling into question Aristotelian cognitive psychology,
epistemology and ontology. The basic question K. addresses is: what is it that makes
the Mind able to know the World? The attempt to account for this fact – that our Mind
is able to know the World – is a book-length exploration on the very essence of perception
and intelligence, the two basic cognitive capacities of our psuchē. The word ‘psuchē’ is
left untranslated because the Aristotelian ‘psuchē’ denotes life as an activity, which is
inadequately captured by the usual term ‘soul’. More generally, K. allows himself
linguistically relaxed re-descriptions of Aristotle’s theories and arguments, since his approach
to texts is more oriented to deep conceptual understanding than worried by philological
issues. However, such a choice does not undermine the accuracy of his analysis.

The answer to the question is anticipated in the introduction: it is by being in some
sense the World – as explicitly stated in De an. 3.8.431b21 – that our psuchē is able to
know the World; the passage referred to draws the essential moral of the doctrines on
the ‘what-it-is’ of perception and intelligence previously exposed in the De anima. The
original proposal of the book is to give a particular reading to the ‘sense’ or ‘way’ in
which psuchē is the World itself and so is able to know it by being it. Provided that the
question addressed, though central, is specific and orthogonal to the typical issues
discussed in the relevant literature on the De anima, K.’s engagement with that literature
is partial and not very systematic, but – as said – it is such with reason.

The book has a clear structure, with three Parts (‘Questions’, ‘Angles’ and ‘Proposals’),
each of which is internally well-articulated into chapters according to a successfully
conceived, rational and argumentative progression. Part 1, ‘Questions’, explains that,
and in what terms, the question addressed is Aristotle’s question, and also makes it
clear that Aristotle wants to preserve – albeit only in a qualified way – two principles

THE CLASSICAL REVIEW 89

The Classical Review (2023) 73.1 89–91 © The Author(s), 2022. Published by Cambridge University
Press on behalf of The Classical Association

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009840X2200172X Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009840X2200172X&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009840X2200172X


assumed by his predecessors: that cognition is a ‘like-by-like’ relation; and that it is a sort
of alteration. In order for cognition to have some objective purport, it cannot be just a
like-by-like alteration; otherwise the subject would be changed only accidentally, by
contingent environmental circumstances and bodily conditions, as in a ‘Protagorean’
world where judgement is arbitrary and unstable. Instead – starting from perceptual
cognition – cognitive success is guaranteed by cognition being a formal assimilation in
which the subject is altered in one way, but unaltered in another, affected by the like in
one way (same genus: e.g. colour-to-eye), but by the unlike in another (e.g. a given
colour-to-a-transparent eye). Perceptual sense is able to remain the same even when
occupying different states, since it consists in a ratio (logos: ‘a proportion’, ‘a mean’)
able to receive perceptual forms/properties without being disrupted thereby. So far, this
is an accurate but not a very original reconstruction of Aristotle’s perceptual theory.

It is especially from Part 2, ‘Angles’, onwards that the constructive proposal is
articulated. K. reads sensibility and intelligence as measures of the respective objects;
the key notion of measure (metron) makes cognitive powers akin to their objects (measure
and measured fall under the same genus), and it makes them the principles of the cognition
of the respective objects insofar as measures are ‘“forms of the forms” of the objects they
measure’ (p. 85). Perception is a qualitative measure, as it is a meson – between two
opposites as limits of the range within a given genus: for example, black and white as
limits of the genus [colour], with the other colours covering the intermediate spectrum –
by which qualitative properties are ‘measured’, using the meson as a standard. In particular,
a colour will be dark if it lies between the meson and the black, light if it is between the
meson and the white. This entails that it is our sensibility – which is the form of the
sensibles by being the measure of them – that determines whether a colour is dark or
light, as measures are in a sense conceptually prior to what is measured.

Though well-argued, this proposal faces some problems. First, why does Aristotle only
rarely characterise perception and intelligence as measures if this were the main sense in
which cognitive powers are ‘forms’ of the cognisable forms? Second, it is true that the
‘mean’ our sense consists of determines whether a given sensible form is nearer to one
end of a spectrum (to black = dark) or to the other (to white = light), but for Aristotle
such a mean is by nature ‘wisely’ recruited as an internal mechanism in order to detect
an objective equidistance from the opposite limits: each colour is really a given proportion
between black and white, and a dark colour is really a mixture made out of more black than
white. So, our internal mean tracks a mind-independent mean, besides being a standard for
tracking other mind-independent degrees within the genus [colour]. Moreover, it is a pity
that K. does not treat the perception of common sensibles, since perceivable forms like,
say, a given shape are even more evidently independent from our sensibility; concerning
them, it becomes even more ambiguous to say that ‘the senses are essential points of
reference vis-a-vis the qualities known by their means’ (p. 96). More generally, entering
into the debate about Aristotelian perception and the sense in which perceiving is receiving
the form and ‘becoming’ it (literally or ‘spiritually’ or in any other way) would have been
relevant for grounding a substantial account of perception being able to know the sensible
world by somehow being that world.

Part 3, ‘Proposals’, after still dwelling on sensibility as a ratio and as a measure, turns
finally to intelligence (nous). Unlike perception, which ‘is’ the sensible world by being a
ratio/meson, intelligence ‘is’ the known world by being ‘simple’ and ‘unmixed’, just as
its objects, when cognised, are simple and unmixed. In order to account for this,
K. limits his analysis to nous as capable of a (non-synthetic) grasp of indivisible
essences. He starts by interpreting the view that understanding is identical with its object,
at least for objects without matter: as soon as nous grasps such an essence it just
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becomes it. The issue is quite complex, but the overall impression is that K.’s reading
goes too far when holding that ‘intelligibility is a creature of intelligence’ (p. 22) and
even that ‘everything intelligible is also intelligent’ (p. 131): the latter is an undesired
consequence, an aporia (De an. 3.4) Aristotle clearly wants to avoid. It is true that
essences are ‘separated’ from matter only by the mind and, qua so separated, they are
related to an intellect (not a scandalous result); but this does not mean that they are
intelligent. Besides the fact that species as essences of living beings are causally relevant
in generation and are an objective part of the metaphysical arrangement of Nature quite
independently of our minds, it is hard to see how the essence of [tree] or of any other
natural kind, or even the abstract content of a geometrical theorem could be not only
always-grasped-by-an-intellect (qua separated) but also intelligent on their own. While
providing a reading of the relation between intelligence and its objects, K. misses an
opportunity in opting to disregard De an. 3.5 and to keep silent about the enigmatic
relation between ‘passive’ and ‘active’ intellect.

It is impossible to do justice to the richness of this proposal in a short space such as
this. In any case, this book is likely to become a point of reference – perhaps a
polemical one – for those who choose to focus their research on the topic with
which it deals.

D I EGO ZUCCAUniversità degli Studi di Sassari
dizucca@uniss.it

T HEOPHRASTUS THEN AND NOW

D I G G L E ( J . ) (ed.) Theophrastus: Characters. Pp. x + 250. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2022. Paper, £24.99, US$32.99 (Cased,
£74.99, US$99.99). ISBN: 978-1-108-93279-0 (978-1-108-83128-4 hbk).
B E A T T Y ( L . ) Looking for Theophrastus. Travels in Search of a Lost
Philosopher. Pp. 352. London: Atlantic Books, 2022. Cased, £16.99.
ISBN: 978-1-83895-436-9.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X2200258X

Two centuries ago distances separating Classicists, literary critics and novelists were
narrower. The pseudonymous George Eliot was well versed in Greek and Latin, a widely
read critic of books on Graeco-Roman antiquity and a moralistic novelist of her own
invention. Her final work of fiction, Impressions of Theophrastus Such, had as its narrator
an eponymous Theophrastus, who vents acutely perceptive criticisms towards assorted
social ills and offensive personalities Eliot had confronted during her lifetime. Some
caricatures are reminiscent of bad behaviours that the historical Theophrastus had cited
in his Characters. Writing in a different style and format than the ancient Theophrastus
had employed, Eliot nevertheless felt comfortable alluding to the historical
Theophrastus, to lend a certain classical continuity for satirising the coursing social
currents of her final days.

Today distances have widened, notwithstanding efforts by the two books under review
to bridge that growing gap between ancients and contemporaries. Few Classicists, even
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