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In this thoughtful and wide-ranging study Z. brings her earlier work (Interconnectedness
[2018]) on life and living being in Presocratic thought to bear on Aristotle’s investigations
of ‘the animal as such’ (p. 4) and on the complex conceptual role played by the living
beings that permeate the Aristotelian corpus. For Z. Aristotle’s investigation of animality
is simultaneously anchored in a granular study of animal sentience — the capacity that
distinguishes its living from the life of plants and illuminates the ordered and ordering
structure of the animal body — and, by this very structure, oriented towards a study of
life itself, an orientation reflected in the book’s subtitle. The purview of the volume,
then, lies within Aristotle’s broader study of nature and alongside his narrower focus on
human nature. Identifying this field of study requires reckoning with a fundamental tension
in Aristotle’s work between, as Z. puts it, the anthropocentric, hierachising tendency of the
ethical and political works and the zoocentric, more egalitarian approach to the subjects of
the biological texts.

A brief introduction sketches this argument and the principal texts on which Z. will
draw. Chapter 1, ‘Aristotle, Animal Boundaries, and the Logos of Nature’, begins with
the apologia for an investigation of a/l animals that opens the Parts of Animals and then
lays the methodological ground for the book by following Aristotle’s demarcation of the
study of animals as a distinct contribution to the study of nature. For Z. Aristotle’s
focus on the specificity of animal life, on the structures of their bodies and the movements
and sensations that this structure enables, reveals an end-directed, immanent order, a logos,
reflective of nature itself. This order provides the basis for what Z. reads as a unifying and
egalitarian approach to animal life grounded in their ‘common nature’, one that
de-emphasises the human exceptionalism asserted elsewhere in Aristotle’s work and merits
its own field of research, distinct from, while related to, both cosmology and the
human-oriented focus of his ethics and politics.

Chapter 2, ‘From Reason to Life: Aristotle on Soul Division’, turns to De anima to
locate Aristotle’s account of the faculties of soul in distinction from the bipartition at
work in his ethical texts, and as responding to his own discomfort with the limits of
bipartition when assessing the capacities of desire and affect to be persuaded by reason.
The division of soul into four capacities with their corresponding objects and organs
provides what Z. describes as a geometrical division that operates in marked distinction
from the evaluative and normative structure at work in Aristotle’s ethical treatises. The
implications of this geometrical model of soul for Aristotle’s biological work are explored
in the subsequent study of nutrition and reproduction (Chapter 3), sensation (Chapter 4)
and imagination and pleasure (Chapter 5).

Each of these chapters is rich with insight. For instance, Chapter 3, ‘Animals and
Nature: at the Core of Aristotle’s Zoocentrism’, offers an analysis of Aristotle’s account
of growth as a preservation of the proportion of the animal body, which provides depth
and nuance to Aristotle’s claim that reproduction is the most natural activity. Chapter 4,
‘The Sentient Animal’, grounds its central claim that animal life and sensation are
coextensive in a careful analysis of the complex play between potentiality and actuality
at work on the chapters devoted to sensation in De anima and their implication for the
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animal’s relation to the world; embedded in a world from birth, ‘animals do not learn to
sense the world, but rather build their knowledge of the world upon sensation’ (p. 114).
The integration of the senses by means of which animals learn the world forms a central
concern of Chapter 5, ‘Animal Pleasure: from Sensation to Imagination and beyond’,
which addresses the relationship of pleasure and pain to animal sentience in order to
claim for animals a range of pleasures that extend beyond those associated with their
nutritive life. The storing of past experiences of pleasure in memory and the anticipation
of pleasures, in the form of phantasia, give to animal lives a distinctive temporality and
movement, enabling them to carry a past as well as to ‘transcend the presentness of
sensation and to project themselves into the future, allowing order and consequentiality
on their actions and lives’ (p. 151).

Chapter 6, ‘The Lives of Animals’, returns to the overarching examination of the
organisation of the animal body introduced in Chapter 1 by way of a study of
Aristotle’s History of Animals, which ‘reflects Aristotle’s understanding of life as founded
on, and deriving from, a set of fundamental and complementary functions and activities
that are rooted in the living body, relate to movement, and ultimately express animals’
intrinsic desire to live, fulfilling it’ (p. 176). For Z. HA is distinct from, and complementary
to, Aristotle’s other zoological investigations by focusing specifically on animal’s
‘variegated space of existence’ (p. 177), that is, on how animals’ living unfolds in their
particular topos. Z. thus tracks the argument of HA through Aristotle’s variable assessment
of animal sameness and difference to conclude with a focus on his understanding of the
political nature of certain animals, identifying therein ‘a form of cohesion that equally
exists among (some) nonhuman animals and their fellow humans’ (p. 201).
Z. concludes by returning briefly to the scene of Aristotle’s engagement with
Presocratic thinkers to reassert that, for all of the differences he observes between his
own approach to living being and those of figures like Empedocles and Democritus, a
‘body-rooted form of thought’ (p. 218) connects their respective thinking about animality,
one that Aquinas’ influential approach to Aristotle overlooks.

The breadth of textual evidence that Z. summons to make her case is dazzling, as is her
reconstruction of the conceptual debate to which Aristotle was responding in his effort to
locate the study of animal life within a larger philosophical project. Z.’s book is a
significant contribution to ongoing conversations about the scale of Aristotle’s teleology
presented in work by J. Gelber and D. Henry, about whether zoé is a core-dependent
homonym, as opened by C. Shields and complicated fruitfully in recent work by
C. Coates, and about the kind and extent of Aristotle’s empiricism as explored by
M. Gasser-Wingate. Z.’s volume should be considered necessary reading for scholars
tracking and participating in these conversations. While it would not be possible to engage
with all the secondary literature on the texts Z. covers in this book, Z. would likely have
found lively interlocution in E. Rabinoftf’s work on perception in Aristotle’s ethics
(Perception in Aristotle’s Ethics [2018]), O. Aygiin’s survey of the many senses of
logos in the Aristotelian corpus (The Middle Included: Logos in Aristotle [2016]) and
A. Kosman’s work on Aristotle (The Activity of Being [2013]).

As she suggests in the conclusion, the stability of the distinction that Z. draws between
the ethical/political treatises and the biological texts remains a question; anthropocentrism
and zoocentrism ‘coexisted in Aristotle’s corpus itself’ (p. 219), and Aristotle’s hierarchising
tendency is embedded in his zoological works in a variety of ways. For instance, as
Z. notes, even as Aristotle claims the separability of mind, the human ‘hosting’ of
mind does make demands on the human body and is reflected in human upright posture
(PA 686a24—686b22) — it is hard to see in this passage from Parts of Animals an ‘exile’
of reason or absence of hierarchy and human exceptionalism. Parsing Aristotle’s use of
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zoe, zoion, zén, eu zén, bios and eubiotos is notoriously difficult; it is also difficult to avoid
the impression that Aristotle reserves eu zén for human life, opting for eubiotos to
designate non-human animal success at living and eu heneka for mortal animal well-being
(as is the case for the passages Z. cites about non-human animal living well, see p. 66 and
n. 139).

Nevertheless, Z.’s insistence on a generalist lens informing even (perhaps especially)
Aristotle’s most granular study of the lives of animals is deeply compelling.
Z. eftectively shows a difference of perspective and approach between the biological
works and the ethical and political that is not reducible to the difference between
theoretical and practical inquiries and that bears upon the question of whether life admits
of a single account. While it remains unclear whether Aristotle’s approach to living beings
would support the definite article of Z.’s subtitle, the volume significantly advances
conversation about this question by requiring scholars to query just how easily
Aristotle’s detailed analysis of animal structure sits with his differential assessment of
animal worth; by highlighting the places where we see interaction between universalising
and hierarchising impulses; and by focusing squarely on Aristotle’s arguments about the
embodied structure of animal lives, as the source from which a general account could arise.
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