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 John Dudley 

De Wulf-Mansion Centre, KU Leuven, Belgium 

The Physical and Metaphysical Foundations of Ethics for Aristotle 

Having read Aristotle’s ethical treatises we might be inclined to define ethics as the theory of 

how human beings ought to behave if they wish to achieve their goal in life, which is happiness. 

However, such a definition would not provide us with the foundations of ethical thought, the 

foundations that enable us to see the meaning of ethics for Aristotle. In this paper I shall attempt 

to elucidate these foundations.  

In the first place it may be said that Aristotle founds his ethics on human nature, but more 

specifically on the coordination of the two higher parts of the soul that are proper to human 

beings (NE I, xiii; EE II, i). The study of the soul falls under physics, and accordingly it would 

appear that there is in the first place a physical foundation of ethical thought. 

In the second place Aristotle defines happiness as an energeia, which is a metaphysical term 

meaning not just activity, but realisation or actualisation. Virtuous or excellent (κατ 'άρετήν, 

kat'areten) actualisation of the soul is happiness. Thus we see that Aristotle has an underlying 

metaphysical view of ethical activity. 
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Thirdly I argue that there is a goal of Aristotle's ethical thought, and that this is not merely 

happiness, the goal he mentions. A careful examination of the numerous theological passages in 

Aristotle's ethical works can show us that there is a further goal of ethics, namely the search for 

the perfection and immortality of the unmoved mover. This further goal of ethics seems to bring 

Aristotle's ethical thought into harmony with the teleology of his physical thought. Just as 

animals and plants seek their full development and reproduce in order to achieve immortality as 

far as possible in the species, so too human beings appear to seek their full development and 

immortality as far as possible.  

Aristotle himself does not make the connection between his ethical thought, on the one hand, and 

his physical and metaphysical thought, on the other hand. Numerous commentaries on the ethical 

works also make no connection between these branches of knowledge. But the connection is 

very clearly implicit, and it is certainly a mistake to not even raise the question of the connection 

between these branches of knowledge. 

In my book Gott und Theoria bei Aristoteles, Die metaphysische Grundlage der Nikomachischen 

Ethik (1982) I argue for the importance of seeing the metaphysical dimension of Aristotle's 

ethical thought. In my book Aristotle's Concept of Chance, - Accidents, Cause,Necessity and 

Determinism (2012), Chapter 8, I elaborate a number of arguments for a parallel between ethics 

and physics for Aristotle. The paper I propose argues for a synthesis of these arguments. 

 
2
 Alexander Pogonyaylo  

St. Petersburg State University, Russian Federation 

Time and Intellect, according to Aristotle. Commentaries by A.G. Chernyakov and V.V. 

Bibihin 
If soul did not exist time would exist or not? 

Aristotle Phys. IV 14 (223a 16 – 26).  

In «Physics» Aristotle dwells on time and motion following contemplative logic of essence 

(order of determination), constitutive for the future metaphysics. The eidos of time is dealt as a 

«figure of motion», the countable, but not the one with which we count. Yet the «count of 

figure», that runs from the «now», «nun», is ultimately the very same «fundamental count of 

existence» (the science of being that is under issue), which we are taught in Book VII of the 

Plato’s «Republic».  

However in Nicomachean Ethics, where a debate is on between sophia and phronesis 

(Chernyakov), another «way of a soul truthfulling» is depicted, i.e. the ontology of an act, where 

the initial point of consideration of time is not the «nun» («now», «at the present time»), but the 

kairos, «split second» («it’s time», following the translation of Bibihin).   

The commentaries by the two outstanding Russian philosophers cover Aristotle’s correlation of 

these two ontologies and the impact of this correlation on the fate of occidental metaphysics. 

 
3
 Ruslan Loshakov  

Ph.D., Stockholm, Sweden 

The Temporal Structure of Deed in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics 
According to Aristotle, every human action belongs either to ποίησις or to πρἃξις. The first is a 

creative work in the largest sense of what is made by human while a πρἃξις is a human deed, i.e. 

all that have done by man. Both kinds of activity suppose some conscious decision but, at the 

same time, they belong to two different kinds of causalities: final and efficient.  

Therefore Aristotle says: “Purpose, then, is the case – not the final but the efficient cause or 

origin – of action, and the origin of purpose is desire and calculation of means; so that purpose 

necessarily implies on the one hand the faculty of reason and its exercises, and on the other hand 

a certain moral character or state of desires; for right action and the contrary kind of action are 

alike impossible without both reasoning and moral character”
3
.  

Following this Aristotle’s definition, we can say that a ποίησις is a kind of activity that is 

directed at some concrete result. This result originally pre-exists as the εἶδος, which is the 

possibility of the result itself. For example, Phidias’ work is an embodiment in the stone of some 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nicomachean_Ethics
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idea that has existed in Phidias’ mind before its actualization. Therefore, a ποίησις is none other 

than a change from the possibility of work to its actuality.  

Contrary to this, a πρἃξις belongs to efficient but not to final causality. Defining the nature of 

πρἃξις, Aristotle says: “For in making anything you always have an ulterior object in view – 

what you make is desired not as an end in itself but only as a means to, or a condition of, 

something else; but what you do is an end in itself, for well-doing or right action is the end, and 

this is the object of desire”
3
.  

How we can understand Aristotelian words? We can do it only in a sense that “well-doing” 

(εὑπραξια) is not actualization of idea of some “good”. The deed is not anything like to creative 

activity of the master. To put it differently, a ποίησις is an activity which is directed at the work 

as its external ends, while the result of well-doing is a deed itself. The attitude of possibility 

toward actuality has completely changed here. As we have already said, the work of master 

exists originally as its own eidetic possibility. The work of master cannot exceed this possibility 

because it is the same idea of the work. At the same time, as we have seen, the purpose towards 

to which the deed is directed is a deed itself; it means that there are not any possibilities, which 

would exist before the deed as an act. In other words the deed is not actualization of any a priory 

given possibilities. Therefore, we can say that deed as an absolute priority of the actuality over 

possibility opens the horizon of new and unforeseen possibilities. We face here the future that is 

uncertain and hopeless. This future cannot be foreseen from the point of any “present”. More, 

being considering from the “present” the possibilities of this kind are looked as pure 

impossibilities, as anything that can be never actualized.  

The disclosure of unforeseen and non-calculating future we call the event. We deal here with 

profound temporal paradox that expresses the same nature of event: since the purpose of deed is 

only a deed itself it means that end of deed is its own beginning. As Aristotle said, only a human 

being is the beginning of deed; but, on the other hand, the human being as an actor of deed 

emerges only in the same act of deed. Some temporal uncertainty follows from here: the 

beginning of deed is given never in any present that would be the beginning of deed; it is given 

only in the immemorial past of something that already has been the beginning.  

 
4
 Stefan Hessbrueggen-Walter  

National Research University Higher School of Economics, Moscow, Russian Federation 

Moral Experience as Skilled Perception? An Aristotelian Objection 
Moral realists believe that moral claims are truth-apt. The truth of moral claims can be known ei-

ther in a non-empirical or in an empirical way. Those who claim that moral knowledge is non-

empirical, presume that it is innate, self-evident or accessible to non-empirical intuition. Those 

who take moral knowledge to be empirical must then provide some account of ‘moral experi-

ence’ (McBrayer 2010, 306). But experientialists about moral knowledge face the objection of 

non-obviousness: “[…] if we were aware of them [sc. objective values], it would have to be by 

some special faculty of moral perception or intuition, utterly different from our ordinary ways of 

knowing everything else” (Mackie 1977, 38). Truth-makers for claims about moral facts are no 

part of the world as it is disclosed to us in ordinary sense experience. 

One way to counter the objection of non-obviousness is to point out that there are several non-

moral properties that are not accessible to ordinary sense experience either: differences in the 

taste of wine, minimal deviations in the pitch of a musical instrument, the velocity of a baseball. 

However, such properties of the world are accessible to trained perceivers. In a similar way, 

moral properties may disclose themselves only to those who have acquired the skills necessary to 

perceive them.  

But the account of experience provided by Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics and expanded in 

medieval commentaries points to a profound problem in this analysis of moral experience as a 

skill: in order to maintain that we are still speaking about skilled perception, awareness of truth-

makers for moral facts must be immediate, non-inferential, and ineffable. But at the same time, 

the notion of skilled perception seems to suggest that the person in question must to some extent 

be knowledgeable about the domain of the respective skill. Aristotle solves this problem by 
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aligning experience with the intellectual virtues, most notably prudence. So experience (in the 

Aristotelian sense of the word) is not itself ‘moral’ experience. It is e. g. not action-guiding as 

such. But it is ‘morally relevant experience’, because it contributes to those intellectual capaci-

ties that are indispensable for moral action. 

In book I, Aristotle states that young people should be excluded from the study of political phi-

losophy, because they lack experience (1095a1-4). If young people do not know about ‘actions 

in life’ they are incapable of meaningful reflection of the polity as a whole. This suggests that 

conversely elder people are epistemically privileged regarding such discussions. In isolation, this 

passage may be read as saying that having experiences about actions somehow contributes to 

leading a virtuous life. But in book 2, Aristotle is explicit that experience, presumably experience 

of action, is aligned with the intellectual rather than the moral virtues (1103a15-16). Here, expe-

rience and the time required to make it is associated with teaching: intellectual virtues can be 

taught, because they do not depend on a proper emotional disposition of the student. Teaching in 

turn seems to be based on experiences which, as seen in book 1, require time. Aristotle explains 

this nexus in somewhat more detail in book 6 (1142a1-20). Young people can become capable 

geometricians or mathematicians, but they cannot obtain practical wisdom or prudence. While 

Aristotle emphasizes the variety of experience that is required for the acquisition of intellectual 

virtues in general, he now adds another feature: experience is a special requirement for practical 

wisdom, because the latter must be applied not only to universals gained through abstraction, but 

to particulars as well. 

Finally, Aristotle makes clear that abilities that rely on experience are natural abilities. The 

growth of certain intellectual powers over time comes about naturally. This is also true for those 

who are gifted with practical wisdom: it was their experiences that provide them with 'the eye 

that sees aright' (1143b6-14) If we contrast Aristotle’s own position with the contemporary views 

on moral perception as a skill discussed above, we see that both the contemporary account and 

Aristotle agree that moral experience exists -- there is a special kind of awareness of ‘actions in 

life’ that has a distinct role to play in moral psychology. Both contemporaries and Aristotle as-

sume that experience conveys a particular awareness of particulars that transcends our perception 

of them as instantiations of universals. And both subscribe to the view that moral experience is 

not just a construction, but that it uncovers aspects of the world that are relevant for moral action.  

But neither Aristotle nor his medieval commentators believed that such ‘morally relevant experi-

ence’ is immediate, non-inferential, or ineffable. They side firmly with the notion of experience 

as a kind of incomplete and fallible proto-cognitive state that still allows us to call a person 

knowledgeable in a certain domain. And although Burley accords this kind of experience a role 

in moral learning, he shies away from explicitly aligning it with moral virtue: for him, as for Ar-

istotle himself and Albert the Great, experience is a foundation of intellectual virtues rather than 

moral virtues. It contributes to those intellectual capacities that are indispensable for moral ac-

tion without being action-guiding itself. The skilled perception of a given situation is in this 

model only a necessary, but not a sufficient condition of moral action. 

To separate a prudential understanding of the world from helps us to resolve the dilemma faced 

by contemporary accounts of moral experience as a skill: the cognitive awareness of particulars 

that articulates itself in morally relevant experience allows us to understand the cognitive content 

of a moral intention to act. But a moral intention to act is not purely cognitive. An adequate emo-

tional stance towards a given situation is required as well. In order to better understand the moral 

role of experience, we now would have to investigate how the morally relevant experiences we 

acquire naturally over the course of our lives interact with our emotional disposition to act. In 

Aristotelian terms, we would need a better understanding of the relation between prudence and 

moral virtue. 

Literature 
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 Vyacheslav Sukhachev  

St. Petersburg State University, Russian Federation 

On Non-Moral Interpretation of Some Basic “Moral” Concepts of Nicomachean Ethics 
Every concept has its own genealogy and history by which the arkhe of a conceptual field had 

been covered with sediments, so that very often the arkhe has ceased to be recognized. Precisely 

in this situation there is the conceptual framework of the Nicomachean Ethics, at the same time it 

is very difficult to call Aristotle the “intellectual stranger” for the contemporary philosophy. The 

complexity of the theoretical situation consists in our intellectual belief in the “moral” status of 

the Nicomachean Ethics, although there is a great gap between the ancient Greek “ethic” and our 

idea of morals. We very often unsophisticatedly prefer to stylize Aristotle as a “moral” thinker, 

forgetting to distinguish the fundamental constitutive grounds of the ancient Greek type of 

thinking and one that had arisen within the Christianity. The reason to consider this difference is 

the feeling and understanding of frontiers of the diverse types of intellectual thinking in the 

history of philosophy, distinctness of these types has been more commonly eroded within our 

reflection through the attainments of the simplified historicism.  

Thus behind the ethical intuitions of the ancient Greek philosophy there are logical and 

ontological grounds, arkhai that generates the quite different seeing of the “world” and “human 

being”. So the term “arete” widespread in the Ancient thinking is traditionally rendered as 

“virtue”, the meaning of which is located in moral dimension, but “arete” refers to such 

phenomenality of the being [ontos] that is connected with the correspondence of the being with 

its own nature [physis]. So comprehended being exists within the “world” based on the principle 

of genesis, the “world” with special temporality where “now” [nun] is out of time, where there is 

difference between chronos, aeon, kairos. This is the temporality with special moods 

[Heidegger’s Befindlichkeit]: “without fear, hope and pity” (S.S. Averintsev). The topology of 

such a “world” is heterogeneous, hierarchic, multilayer, dynamical. That is why the concept of 

the human being is centred on “autarchy” and “autokratia”. And the whole philosophical 

thinking is penetrated with “logos” - the term that does not yield to no our conceptual translation. 

According to a first approximation, “logos” is the “melos” of the “world”, the polyphony of 

sounding of forces, and echo of it manifests in ”dynamics” of thinking catching the connection 

of logos and destiny so that meaningful difference of the self, of the world, of others 

transforming the chaotic into the “story” that gives meaningful figures [schema] of the life in 

explication of the ethics as “proficiency in the way of life” [ethos+techne]. 

It is absolutely clear that such a world is deprived of moral “shells” produced by the God as a 

“moral Creator” [I. Kant], or by the contemporary “moral norms”. This is the real context for 

interpretation the basic concepts of the Nicomachean Ethics. 

It is intended to explicate the terms arete, eydaimonia, boule, to ey, and the thesis “to logon 

ekhon”. 

 
6
 Igor Mamykin, Svetlana Mizyakina  

Belarusian State Economic University, Minsk, Republic of Belarus 

The Notion “Empathy” in the Context of Aristotle’s Ethical Ideas 
Any historical text remains alive and demanded in culture, if its actualization and the correlation 

with the realities and concepts of modernity take place. Aristotle’s philosophical heritage is not 

an exception here. The aim of this report is to compare the concept of empathy, which is 

important for the modern humanities and communication, with key categories of Stagirite’s 

ethics. 

The empathy is understood as a special state of consciousness, a kind of learning process, 

consisting in compassion emotional and wider spiritual mood of the other person. This 
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phenomenon concerns philosophy from the point of view of clarifying complex and demanding 

acts of consciousness and human behavior, testing its fundamental statements. For a philosopher 

to put himself in the place of another has long been one of the usual and acceptable way of 

reasoning. Such method, a kind of thought experiment or hypothesis in order to reconstruct the 

course of thinking of another philosopher, Aristotle applied. 

Empathy as a kind of subject-subject relationship inevitably comes into contact with the moral 

relations, because it manifests the interest of one person to another, often unselfish, or on the 

basis of mutual benefit. From this point of view, it is tempting to use the Aristotelian 

interpretation of virtue as the middle in the area of feelings and actions. In this position 

reinterpreted and synthesized the antique dialectic concept of measure and Protagoras maxim 

about the man as the measure of all things. 

Empathy can be logically considered as a kind of virtu, and it is worth thinking about how to 

apply to it the concept of action in the above sense. If you use some kind of conditional scale of 

human sensitivity, empathy deserves a central place in it. The other two members of the 

Aristotelian triad, i.e., the extremes, opposing middle, should be determined. At the beginning of 

the scale is a complete lack of empathy to another person, the "zero sympathy". Not applicable to 

thinking beings literally, this phrase is still appropriate in the conditional sense. Searches of 

relevant terms bothered Aristotle, and he found it possible to use such rather coarse expressions 

as "insensitivity", "stupidity", and "beast". 

More problematic is the characteristic of the other opposite member of the triad. It would be 

logical to look for the hypothetical extreme in this direction, i.e. the upper limit of sensitivity to 

the "other." In Stagirit’s text we do not find such ideas. However, continuing the Aristotelian 

logic of constructing ethical categories through the triad "deficiency - Golden mean – excess" it’s 

possible to incorporate empathy into a number of virtues with the modern experience of the 

consideration of this phenomenon. Then the excess of empathy will be characterized by the 

phenomenon of identification with another person known to modern psychology, which is 

fraught with the loss of self-identity. And the deficiency of empathy can be presented through the 

phenomenon of narcissism (formulated in the ancient myth) as a pathological self-love, 

accompanied by emotional impermeability to another. 

It can be assumed that Aristotle not discussed the phenomenon of identification because the 

antique people by and large did not feel themselves as individualities. There wasn’t a problem 

for them to find their own identity, since they were ontologically rooted in society through a 

variety of social structures and naturally identified themselves with the polis community. 

It should also be noted that in the modern psychoanalysis the deficiency of empathic 

responsiveness in narcissism was assessed as a result of the absence of the self-identity feeling. 

In this case identification is possible to consider as an objective deficiency of self-identity 

together with the subjective sensation of its presence. Thus, empathy is associated with the 

problem of self-identity and can be evaluated as a harmony of objective and subjective self-

identity. This thought leads us to the problems of communication, so important in modern 

philosophy. In the context of ethical concepts and Stagirit’s ideas it guides us to the categories of 

happiness (which can be considered as a consequence of the ability of empathy), friendliness. 

The study of empathy in connection with these ethical categories allows us to gain a better 

understanding of its capabilities and target orientation. 

Like other ancient thinkers, Aristotle gave principal importance to the category of "happiness", 

paying attention to its relationship with other ethical notions. The interpretation of happiness as 

the highest good, which should subjugate other goods, seems to be promising, although it isn’t 

specific enough. The reduction of happiness to pleasure, even the highest, unjustifiably 

impoverishes its content. We should, however, take into account the importance of further 

amendments to this definition. Especially valuable is indication of the wrong solution to the 

question of happiness only in relation to an individual outside his social ties. 

Aristotle said that the concept of self-sufficiency as an attribute of the good applies not to one 

man, leading a lonely life, but to a person with parents and children, his wife and in general all 

the loved ones and fellow citizens, since man is a social being by nature. Thus, happiness cannot 
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be attained alone, but together with loved ones. The fullness of virtue and life, as the 

characteristics of happiness, suggest sympathy of loved ones (empathy). At the same time the 

individual consciousness flows into the collective one and deeper understanding of the value of 

communication takes place. Some coherence of people’s thoughts and actions, their sympathy 

for each other arise from the more general problem solved by the Stagirit – to prove the 

indissoluble unity of ethics and politics. In this regard, it is justified the detailed development of 

the concept of friendliness to which the eighth and ninth books of "Nicomachean Ethics" are 

dedicated. Important for any society, these issues were especially relevant to ancient Greece, 

seeking the best forms of social organization. It should be taken in account that antagonisms and 

various barriers between people (ethnic, class, etc.) were typical for antique society and 

hampered the normal communication. The low level of social consciousness and a deficit of 

scientific ideas led to illusions and unrealistic simplifications. Clearly the Aristotle's desire to 

rely on fundamental natural-science views in this question, but they were also underdeveloped. 

In describing the different types of friendship Stagirite pays attention to the importance of correct 

and accurate representations of each other and the nature of the relationship between friends. 

Especially important in this sense is a perfect friendship, combining mutual benefit and sincere 

interest to each other. Clearly we can see empathy here and it reinforces mutual affection. But the 

author of the "Nicomachean Ethics" simplifies the task, paying attention to the conditions of 

unity only within the privileged social groups. In addition, he relies on the need of special social 

institutes, more integrating the existing community (meetings, associations, unions). 

Relationships between individuals are discussed mostly as cases with minimal social distance. 

But here there are also complications, and Aristotle does not ignore the conflicts in such 

communication. He sometimes admits the possibility of friendship (not just intercourse) with a 

slave, notices the solidarity between foreigners, not being able or not trying to explain its nature. 

His application of the concept of friendliness to the professional relationship, in particular, to the 

medical profession, is interesting too. Aristotle emphasizes that doctors knowledge should be 

based on the ability to predict not only the course of the patient's thoughts, but the movement of 

his senses. 

Empathy, therefore, has an important role in the moral consciousness, the art of philosophizing, 

professional and existential communication. Using this concept we can better understand the 

nature of philosophizing, make more effective the application of philosophy's own thinking 

techniques, clarify complex and demanding acts of consciousness and human behavior. It is 

promising for the construction of the system of economic categories. Aristotle only outlined the 

contours of the concept of empathy in solving ethical problems. However, for integration of this 

concept in the system of ethical categories, as well as for modern ethics in general is productive 

the Aristotle's methodological setting on understanding of virtue as the golden mean between the 

extremes. 
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The Social Presuppositions of Aristotle’s Ethics 
Aristotle is unique among ancient moralists in making no use of philosophical exemplars. 

Platonists, Stoics, Cynics and Sceptics frequently invoke Socrates as a model of the virtuous life; 

Epicureans invoke Epicurus; but the Nicomachean Ethics is oddly devoid of exemplary 

philosophers. Socrates is mentioned only occasionally and critically. When Aristotle seeks to 

buttress his arguments with appeals to authority, he generally quotes Homer or the tragedians, or 

traditional commonplaces. And unusually among ancient philosophers, he approaches every 

topic by first consulting “the opinions” (endoxa) on it, popular as well as learned.  

These peculiarities of Aristotle can be summarised by saying that he doesn’t recognise a 

specifically philosophical ethics as distinct from a philosophical refinement of Greek popular 

ethics. He presupposes an ethical tradition, which he sees as his task as a philosopher to 

expound, interpret and systematise. He doesn’t, unlike Plato, Epicurus and the Stoics, aim to 

create a distinctively philosophical ethics de novo. This is why he insists (N.E. 1095b1-6) that 
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students of ethics must have well brought up. They need to know already that such-and-such an 

act is just, courageous, etc., before they can appreciate an account of why it is just, courageous, 

etc.  

This dependency of Aristotle’s ethics on a pre-philosophical ethical tradition helps explain why, 

of all the ethical systems bequeathed by antiquity, his was especially amenable to adaptation by 

Christians such as Aquinas. All they had to do was replace the pagan traditions appealed to by 

Aristotle (Homer, “the gods”, etc.) with Christian traditions. The endoxa had changed, but not 

the formal structures into which they were fitted. By contrast, the revival of Stoic and Epicurean 

ethics in the Renaissance had necessarily to take a non-Christian or even anti-Christian form, 

since Stoicism and Epicureanism are both substantive ethics in their own right, with their own 

pantheon of (non-Christian) exemplary figures. 

I conclude, finally, with a glance at the situation of Aristotelian virtue ethics in the modern 

world. This situation is a somewhat anomalous one. Aristotle and medieval Aristotelians were 

able draw on shared traditions of ethical thinking, decked out with generally acknowledged 

exemplars of the virtues and vices. (Thus Aristotle can assume agreement among his readers that 

death in battle is the highest form of courage, while Aquinas can assume agreement among his 

readers that martyrdom is the highest form of courage.) Such agreement no longer exists in the 

Western world – at least, outside a few religious communities. This is why most modern books 

of neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics remain on the level of general, programmatic statement.
7
 The 

stable background of popular usage on which Aristotle and Aquinas could draw for their analyses 

of individual virtues and vices has long since crumbled away. 
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Political Philia and Need in Nicomachean Ethics, V 
There is a fundamental problem with Aristotle’s notion of political philia (πολιτικὴ φιλία) in that 

Aristotle uses the term for two seemingly different things: on the one hand, political philia is a 

type of φιλία διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον, manifested in the exchanges between two types of craftsmen (the-

se are exchanges of one kind of good against another); on the other hand, political friendship is 

identified as homonoia (‘concord’) (EN IX.6, 1167b 2, cf. EE VII.7, 1241a 34)—and homonoia 

is at other places in turn identified with philia and said to be that at which lawgivers aim more 

than at justice. Existing accounts of political friendship tend to perceive a fundamental difference 

between the Nicomachean Ethics and the Eudemian Ethics in their treatment of political friend-

ship. Whereas the former tends to conceive of political friendship in terms of concord, the latter 

seems to imply a more down-to-earth view of political philia, as the exchange between two busi-

nessmen (it is said that this kind of philia is a transaction ‘from hand to hand’, ‘ἀλλ’ ἐκ χειρὸς εἰς 

χεῖρα ἡ φιλία, EE VII.10, 1242b 21-27). 

Another problem with this topic is that the term πολιτικὴ φιλία is often translated as ‘civic 

friendship’. ‘Civic friendship’ is however a notion in its own right in modern political philoso-

phy (discussed for example in John RAWLS’, Political Liberalism), and we should be weary of 

identifying the two, as the risk is that notions and connotations of civic friendship in the modern 

debate are important into Aristotle’s notion of political philia. Civic friendship as it is discussed 

in modern political philosophy is part of a specific debate that addresses other questions than 

those that Aristotle had in mind. 

This paper will take a different approach to explain Aristotle’s notion of πολιτικὴ φιλία. What 

Aristotle in fact aims at is to analyze what keeps a polis together. He calls the mechanisms that 

ensure this ‘philia of the political type’. This approach not only renders the initial (apparent) dis-

crepancy noted above less problematic; by approaching the issue in this way, it also becomes 

clear that the two parts of political friendship can be viewed under a unifying aspect. The key to 

this harmonizing reading is a passage from Book V of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. Although 

the term political philia is not mentioned in this passage, and the passage has therefore not been 

taken into account for the discussion of political philia, this paper will argue that precisely this 

passage holds the key to harmonizing the accounts of the Nicomachean and the Eudemian Eth-
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ics. This is the discussion of the exchange between the leather-cutter and the farmer in the con-

text of the discussion of justice in Book V of the Nicomachean Ethics. This paper will focus on 

the passage NE V.5, 1133a 7-31. This passage presents us with a number of complexities. 

In this passage, Aristotle describes the problem of incommensurability that arises in the ex-

change between two different craftsmen. He offers two ways in which the incommensurability 

may be solved. He introduces two potential ‘measures’ for the goods of the different craftsmen. 

The first is ‘currency’ (νόμισμα), the second is ‘need’ (χρεία). The passage has become famous 

as Aristotle’s contribution to economics, as he here develops the notion of exchange value. Yet 

on closer analysis, the passage in fact seems to refer to two different kinds of exchange. In the 

first part of the passage under discussion (NE 1133a 19-26) in fact the role of currency is some-

what different than in the second part of the passage (NE 1133a 25-31): for in the first part of the 

passage it seems that Aristotle is thinking of currency solely as a standard of value that enables 

the participants in the exchange to determine that the goods exchanged are equal. Here money 

seems to be used as a measure of conversion: both houses and shoes can be converted into mon-

ey, and when they are, it can be determined how much of the product of the leather-cutter is 

equal to the products of the builder. By contrast, in NE 1133a 25-31 Aristotle seems to be talking 

about exchanging goods for money: the emphasis here is on the fact that it has it origin in con-

vention, νόμος, and that it has no intrinsic value (it is in our power to render it without function 

(ἄχρηστος). νόμισμα is called a ὑπάλλαγμα τῆς χρείας, a kind of material, quantifying repre-

sentative of need. The exchange envisaged here seems to be that of an amount of money against 

a certain kind of good that a person needs—but this is still a relatively simple form of exchange: 

an X amount of goods against an Y amount of money, not complicated financial things such as 

interest. The paper will address these difficulties inherent in this passage in the context of the 

discussion of political philia. Especially the fact that Aristotle ‘reduces’ the exchange discussed 

to ‘need’ is an important indication that the kind of interaction described in this passage in Book 

V of the Nicomachean Ethics concerns relationships of the ‘political’ kind. 

This paper will show why the issues discussed in this passage in NE Book V are crucial for our 

understanding of political philia. Moreover, it will argue that the category to which political 

philia belongs, φιλία διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον, is not to be understood as a relationship ‘for the sake of 

the useful’ (as it is usually seen), but rather ‘having its origin in need’. The paper will thus bring 

together considerations from the fields of economics, value theory, political theory, and moral 

reasoning to arrive at a satisfactory and coherent account of the type of relations that Aristotle 

considered constitutive for a polis. 
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Conception of Manliness in Aristotle’s Ethics 

We shall draw attention to the conception of manliness in Aristotle’s ethics. The starting point is 

Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. Our purpose is to actualize the Stagirite’s conception of 

manliness and the courageous man and to compare it with that of Plato who was the first to 

consider the phenomenon of manliness through the optics of philosophy. Manliness is one of the 

principal human und political virtues that’s why its analysis brings us necessarily to considering 

manliness and the courageous behavior within the context of virtue as such and its capacity to be 

taught. We admit that Aristotle’s conception of manliness and the courageous man differs from 

its platonic counterpart. This difference and its reasons will be elucidated. The theme of 

manliness will be set in a wider context which includes a series of concepts of great importance 

such as Virtue, Intelligence, Friendship. 
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Aristotle against the “Fear of Pascal”: an Irrational Basis of Conscious Choice (προαίρεσις) 
The report is planned to consider the conditions of free human action, according to Aristotle. In 
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this regard, it will be stated that a human being is changeable by nature, which makes it able to 

consciously choose and do different things. In order to understand human action it is essential to 

relate the different components of our nature. In turn, Aristotle sets the rational and irrational 

parts of human soul, but the role of the mind as a discursive and deliberative ability remains, our 

reason has to be a guide of all activity, the human action is a conscious process, but is not fully 

rational. 

In this connection is fair to ask whether the human action is transparent for itself, whether our 

activity is always rational and controlled by our mind. 

Non-rational component of the decision also demonstrates the real freedom of individuality. If 

our choice completely calculated, then the decision will be a kind of mathematical formula. 

Decision-making would become a real science in the sense of positivism philosophy. Then the 

man himself would be only the machine / calculator, and so will be justified the fear of Blaise 

Pascal concerning the transformation of human nature into a mathematical theorem.  

Thus, Aristotle created an ethical harmony that could be the cure for fear of Pascal. Aristotle 

accepts and works with the whole complexity of human nature, where our arbitrariness is not 

simply arbitrary, and the right to make a mistake - a pledge of human independence and our 

responsibility. 
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Nicomachean Ethics as the Phenomenon of Self-Denied System 

The closest connection between ethics and policy, doctrine of the virtues and doctrine of the 

state, is the main feature of Nicomachean Ethics. Ethics theoretically determines what human 

qualities are virtues and what vices. However, knowledge alone is not enough to raise a moral 

people: legislative measures are necessary. Legislators must determine what actions should make 

a citizen and from which he should abstain. Only strict law enforcements able to build up steady 

moral character. Formation of morally perfect people becomes the supreme goal of the State. 

Aristotle's well-known definition «man is a political being» means that only the person who 

makes acts for the benefit of society, can be considered virtuous. The most virtuous is the one 

who with the great pleasure spends a lot of money and efforts into great state-owned enterprises. 

In this case, political and ethical ideals coincide. Aristotle expresses this coincidence through the 

concept «state way of life». Besides this «state way of life», there are two more: «animal» and 

«contemplative». All nine books of «Nicomachean Ethics» are devoted to the condemnation of 

animal way of life as vicious and promotion of state way of life as the most worthy for the 

person. Tenth book is devoted to the contemplative life of wise men and philosophers. This book 

begins to contradict «ideal state man» and produces a revaluation of values. Aristotle argues that 

contemplative life is the only one, which absolutely corresponds to the notion «highest good». 

Until now, «highest good» was in charge of policy, corresponds with rightly and ideal state men. 

Now a wise man is recognizing as most virtuous. Aristotle puts wise man contemplates life 

above state style of life. Moreover, he says that the state activity is the biggest obstacle to 

wisdom, since it deprives leisure time, which is necessary for philosophers. The final gap 

between «wise man» and «political person» occurs because Aristotle characterizes contemplate 

life as divine. In this case, «divine» is not a literary metaphor, but is direct opposition divine and 

human. Human measures are not applicable to divine. It belongs also to moral virtues. Gods are 

out of morals; they are «beyond good and evil». Morality is obligatory standard for the political 

person, but philosophers, like all divine, stand above morality. Thus, Aristotle's ethical treatise 

reaches the point of self-denial. 
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The Treatise “On the Vices and Virtues” in the Context of the Interpretation of Aristotle 

Ethical Categories 
Ethics is perhaps the most deeply rooted in the spiritual (political, social) culture of Ancient 

Greek City-States field of Aristotle’s philosophy. Researchers had long ago noticed that in the 

“Nicomachean Ethics” the thoughts of Aristotle are intertwined with the ideas of his 

predecessors, and of everyday vocabulary of the demos, which was accustomed to evaluate 

different actions of politicians, military leaders and other public figures, as well as the actions of 

ordinary citizens. Thus, in the “Nicomachean Ethics” we can see a complete moral culture of the 

Greeks, without a knowledge of which it is hardly possible to understand accurately the ethical 

teachings of Aristotle. For the reconstruction of its cultural context we should involve works, on 

the one hand, of the same order with the texts of Aristotle and, on the other hand, works, 

stimulating the outlook at the ethical categories from the other side. In our opinion, these criteria 

correspond to the treatise of the Corpus Aristotelicum “On virtues and vices”. 

As it is well known, Aristotle's ethical writings include four treatises: “Nicomachean Ethics”, 

“Great Ethics”, “Eudemian Ethics” and the shortest and at the same time the most controversial 

treatise “On virtues and vices” (Περὶ Ἀρετῶν καὶ Κακιῶν, De Virtutibus et Vitiis Libellus). Most 

scholars dispute the authorship of this treatise, although they recognize its undoubted belonging 

to the peripatetic tradition. This text is not translated to Russian. 

The content of this text resembles the content of second book of the “Nicomachean Ethics” with 

its overview of main moral virtues. Brief comparison of these texts reveals two fundamental 

differences. First, the author of “On virtues and vices” follows the Platonic psychology, and 

directly puts it: “τριμεροῦς δὲ κατὰ τῆς ψυχῆς λαμβανομένης Πλάτωνα”. Then he distributes all 

the vices and virtues according to the three parts of the human soul: the rational part of the soul 

(logistikon) he considers prudence (φρόνησις) as virtue and folly (ἀφροσύνη) as vice, to the 

passionate part of the soul (θυμοειδοῦς) he relates meekness (πραότης) and courage (ἀνδρεία) as 

virtues, irritability (ὀργιλότης) and cowardice (δειλία) as vices, to the sensual part 

(epithumetikon) he relates chastity (σωφροσύνη) and temperance (self-control) (ἐγκράτεια) as 

virtues, dissoluteness (ἀκολασία) and intemperance (ἀκράτεια) as vices, to the entire soul – 

justice (δικαιοσύνη), nobility, liberality (ἐλευθεριότης) and generosity (μεγαλοψυχία) as virtues, 

injustice (ἀδικία), meanness (stinginess) (ἀνελευθεριότης) and cowardice (μικροψυχία) as vices. 

Secondly, the author maintains binary nomenclature by contrasting the vices to the virtues. 

Aristotle in “Nicomachean Ethics” puts forward a different ethical conception – the conception 

of virtue as something equally distant from two extremes. Meekness (πραότης) is opposed not 

only to irritability (ὀργιλότης), but also to gentleness (aorgesia). Courage (ἀνδρεία) is opposed 

not only to cowardice (δειλία), but also to “aphobia” - lack of fear (recklessness). Chastity 

(σωφροσύνη) is opposed not not only to dissoluteness (ἀκολασία), but also to insensitivity 

(anaisthetos). Justice is not considered by Aristotle in any of the opposition. Nobility, liberality 

(ἐλευθεριότης) is opposed not only to avarice (ἀνελευθεριότης), but also to prodigality (asotia). 

Generosity (μεγαλοψυχία) is opposed not only to cowardice (μικροψυχία), but also to arrogance. 

Aristotle, in contrast to the anonymous author, does not consider the prudence and recklessness, 

self-control and of intemperance (khaunotes). Nevertheless, Aristotle investigates the nature of 

virtues, which were not included in the list of “On vices and virtues”: splendor (megaloprepeia), 

ambition (philotimia), truthfulness (aletheia), wit (eytrapelia), friendliness (philia), shame 

(aidos), indignation (nemesis). And, as it can be seen, a number of categories is the same in both 

texts, that allows us to relate their content. The value of the treatise “On vices and virtues” is that 

each vice and each virtue is clarified through the introduction of an additional number of 

categories which, apparently, was considered by the author as not requiring further explanation. 

In this respect, those categories are worthy of attention, which coincide in the “On virtues and 

vices” and in the “Nicomachean Ethics”.  

Next, we give the translation into Russian of several statements from the treatise.  

Thus, the treatise “On virtues and vices” gives a rich material for clarifying of the interpretation 

of the basic categories of Aristotelian moral philosophy in general, and of the “Nicomachean 

Ethics” in particular. 
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10 Categories of Aristotle and 10 Commandments of Moses 

Researchers noted a slight influence of Aristotle's "Nicomachean Ethics" in Antiquity and 

considerable influence in the Middle Ages, which has resulted in numerous Byzantine and 

scholastic commentaries on the treatise. How the Christian and pagan ethics were combined in 

the Middle Ages? Apparently, as in the case with the logic, theologians borrowed the categorical 

apparatus of Greek philosophy from the ancient culture. 

Aristotle applies the doctrine of the categories to resolve specific issues of ethics. Having 

remembered the 10 categories of Aristotle, it is possible to compare them with the 10 

commandments given by God to Moses. What is similar in them, except the quantity of 10? 

Immediately you will notice the exceptional value of the first category (the essence) and, 

accordingly, the first commandment (I am that I AM, or, in another translation, I am what I am). 

The rest of the 9 categories, as well as the 9 commandments, do not have a sense without the first 

one, they are only the properties or the conclusions of it. 10 categories of Aristotle were later 

reduced to two basic ones: substance and accident. In the "New Testament" 10 commandments 

of Moses are reduced to two main ones "Love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all 

thy soul, and the whole strength of yours, and with all your mind, and your neighbor as yourself" 

(Lk 10, 25-37). 

Many associations arise during comparison of the other categories and commandments. 

Comparison of the table of categories and commandments lets us understand why medieval 

theologians who have developed the Christian ethics (arised from the ancient Old Testament 

ethics) cannot work without the categorical apparatus of ancient philosophy, without the ability 

to use the mind to achieve happiness (bliss). That such an important virtue Aristotle's 

"Nicomachean Ethics" emphasized as a so-called dianoethic (reasonable) virtue. 
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Nicomachean Ethics in the Context of the Early Academy Discussions: Aristotle, 

Speusippus and Eudoxus about pleasure 
By the beginning of the IV century BC issues of morality are in the focus of the Athenian public. 

The intensity of the discussion of ethical issues in Plato's Academy is indicated in the titles of his 

student ’writings. Speusippus, Xenocrates, Heraclides of Pontus, Aristotle published many 

popular writings on ethical issues. In particular, the works of "On the Pleasure" and "On Justice" 

were written by all four authors; "On the Friendship", "On the Wealth" by Speusippus, 

Xenocrates, Aristotle. The ethical writings of Aristotle, fragments of texts of Speusippus, 

Xenocrates, Eudoxus show that common names does not mean common position: in the middle 

of the IV century BC Academy started tense debates on a wide range of ethical issues. The report 

will show that academics proposed and were actively discussing different interpretations of such 

a significant ethical concept as pleasure. 

In this regard, the concept of pleasure by Eudoxus and Speusippus and its criticism by Aristotle 

in "Nicomachean Ethics" (the first and second treatises "On the Pleasure") will be considered in 

the report. 

According to Aristotle, Eudoxus thought that pleasure is the highest good (Eth. Nic. 1172b9-10, 

cf.: 1101b27-30). He understood pleasure as a self-sufficient for the purpose of all things, 

contrasting the suffering. Considering the interest of Eudoxus to medicine and his knowledge of 

medical traditions, we can assume that he understood suffering as an experience of destroyed 

proportionality, the loss of balance. According to Eudoxus pleasure is associated with the right 

proportion, symmetry and balance believing that all living beings naturally seek for restoring the 

proportions, "are drawn to pleasure." Refuse of Eudoxus from ideas of individual self-sufficient 

entity meant that good-pleasure is the immanent tendency of all things to proportionality. 

Inclusion into interschool debate also reflected the ethical views of Speusippus. First of all, it is a 
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debate about the nature of pleasure: Speusippus criticizes the hedonism of Eudoxus. He believes 

that for a intelligent and virtuous person pleasure should not be the aim. On the basis of that 

suffering is evil, it is impossible to conclude that pleasure is good (Eth. Nic. 1153b1-7; 1173a5-

28.). True happiness means to achieve the right proportion between pleasure and suffering, that is 

the absence of shocks, the state of certainty (Eth. Nic. 1173a15-17), tranquility (Clem. Strom. II 

133, 4). 

In conclusion it will be shown that Aristotelian concept of pleasure is being formed during 

interschool debates. 

 
15

 Giulio Di Basilio  

School of Philosophy, University College Dublin, Ireland 

Prohairesis in Aristotle’s Ethics (and Beyond): the Reinterpretation of Aristotle’s Theory 

of Volition in the First Centuries AD 

Aspasius’ commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics, Alexander of Aphrodisias' On Fate, Ethical 

Problems and related texts and the scholia on the Nicomachean Ethics Books II-IV (attributed to 

Adrastus of Aphrodisias by Kenny and Barnes)1 provide us with an invaluable source of infor-

mation regarding the reception of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics in the first centuries AD, in-

deed the first substantial evidence about the legacy of Aristotle’s ethics after the silence of the 

Hellenistic era. In the present contribution I wish to focus on the question whether Aspasius, Al-

exander and Adrastus are responsible for a Stoicising understanding of notions such as 

προαίρεσις, voluntary, τὸ ἐφ' ἡμῖν, deliberation and, on the whole, the cluster of notions related 

to Aristotle’s theory of volition and will. Commentators (Alberti)2 have pointed out that the no-

tion of προαίρεσις, for instance, is conceived by Peripatetics of the first centuries AD in line with 

the interpretation of Stoic thinkers, mainly following the use made this concept by Epictetus in 

his Discourses. However, the sheer presence of Stoic vocabulary is no proof of there being a real 

reinterpretation of Aristotle’s ethics unfaithful to the master. Ancient commentators show not on-

ly little reluctance to rephrase someone else’s doctrine but also easiness in using pieces of jargon 

belonging to other philosophical schools–perhaps due to their attempt to present in a favorable 

light the doctrine of their mentors. And indeed, “by the first century there had developed a com-

mon philosophical idiom or jargon, so that even if some term had originally been associated with 

one particular school the association had receded into the past”.3 A more sober assessment is, 

hence, called for if we want to ascertain the presence of a Stoicisation of Aristotle’s ethics in the 

first commentators whose writings have been handed down to us. Likewise, Alexander of 

Aphrodisias comes to address problems prominent within Stoicism by giving a libertarian twist 

to Aristotle’s doctrine of τὸ ἐφ' ἡμῖν, deliberation and more generally the question of human 

freedom (On Fate, especially XI-XV). Unfortunately, Alexander presents himself at the same 

time as an orthodox interpreter of Aristotle who none the less puts into Aristotle’s mouth claims 

that are hardly to be found in the original texts. As a result, Peripatetics of the first centuries AD 

presents us with a scenario that apparently resists simplistic generalisations.  

Roughly speaking, by welcoming other concepts and their philosophical burden I take it that in-

terpreters set about two processes, 1) an internalisation of notions such as προαίρεσις whereby 

the latter gets reinterpreted (or, perhaps, only rephrased) in line with the Stoic theory of assent to 

impressions; furthermore, 2) whereas for Aristotle προαίρεσις denotes a single state later com-

mentators split it into several steps of a complex process (as in the sequence deliberation–assent–

desire according to Aspasius) as a consequence of the enrichment that different philosophical 

traditions bring in. However, as late as in the commentary of Simplicius on Epictetus’ 

Encheiridion a more Aristotelian conception of προαίρεσις can be still found side by side its Sto-

ic version. Hence, different tendencies may be active over the centuries and resurface unexpect-

edly far beyond their original authors. 

The project just outlined is part of a broader research concerned with the history of the term 

προαίρεσις (together with its conceptual framework) from Aristotle to Aquinas. Indeed, Aquinas 

articulates his examination of human action in the IaIIae of the Summa notoriously as follows: 

voluntariness (q. 6), circumstances (q.7), will (q. 8-10), enjoyment (q. 11), intention (q. 12), 
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choice (q. 13), deliberation/counsel (q. 14), consent (q. 15), use (q. 16) and command (q. 17). 

Such an elaborate inquiry into human action by no means comes out of the blue; on the contrary, 

it originates from, and take stock of, more than a thousand years of comment and commentaries 

on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. For these reasons, it would be interesting to follow this evo-

lution of the term from Aristotle, who establishes its philosophical use, onwards by focusing on 

the process of accumulation of external influence started, to our knowledge, with Aspasius and 

the other commentators (Alexander, Adrastus) going through the first Christian philosophers 

(Nemesius, Origen, John of Damascus to name but a few) up to Aquinas. In this contribution I 

concentrate on the first stages of this millennial process. Needless to say, the history of the no-

tion of προαίρεσις, considered its prominent position in the NE, is ipso facto a history of the re-

ception of the Nicomachean Ethics.  
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From ethics to anthropology: the reception of Nicomachean Ethics in Nemesius’ of Emesa 

De natura hominis 

The treatise On the Nature of Man—the only extant work of Nemesius, bishop of Emesa (Homs) 

in Syria toward the end of the 4th century BC—has been praised by some scholars as the first 

example of Christian anthropology,1 and recognized as one of the most important sources for 

John’s of Damascus De fide orthodoxa and especially for Thomas Aquinas’ Summa theologiae 

(I–II qq. 6–17, 22–48).2 Nevertheless this work has been considered for a long time merely a 

doxography of philosophical theorems which Nemesius diligently copied from his sources.3 For-

tunately scholars have begun over the last few years to challenge this view. They stress inter alia 

that Nemesius’ originality consists in his inclusive approach to and reshaping of pagan sources in 

order to build an anthropology based on a vision of man as a morally free being.4 

Particularly interesting is the fact that—while Nemesius holds a Neoplatonic vision of the rela-

tionship between body and soul and strongly criticizes Aristotle for his view of the soul as 

entelekheia of the body—he makes ample use of the Nicomachean Ethics and of later commen-

taries on Aristotle’s masterwork in his discussion of choice (prohairesis). Indeed, Nemesius’ 

chapters on “On the intentional and unintentional”, “On the unintentional”, On the unintentional 

through ignorance”, “On the intentional”, “On choice”, and “About what things do we deliber-

ate” (29–34. 93, 19–104, 11), present a rather close paraphrase and commentary of EN III 1-5. 

The chapters “On what is up to us, or on autonomy”, “Concerning what things are up to us” and 

“For what reasons were we born autonomous?” (39–41. 112, 7–120, 5) offer, instead, an inde-

pendent reconsideration of the same (and other Aristotelian) material.5 

Building on the excellent work by Emil Dobler, Martin Streck, Robert Sharples, and Philip van 

der Eijk, who have examined at length the textual parallelisms among the Nicomachean Ethics, 

some late antique commentaries on Aristotle and Nemesius’ De natura hominis, I propose in this 

paper to lay out the reasons which may have induced Nemesius to use Aristotle’s Ethics as a ba-

sis for his own work. I will argue that Aristotle’s treatment of choice enabled Nemesius to elabo-

rate more precisely his own anthropological position. Nemesius sees the human being as a mor-

ally free psychosomatic unity, whose ability to choose between good and evil, based both on its 

intellect and on its appetites, is deeply rooted in its bodily constitution.6 Thus Nemesius uses Ar-

istotle’ Nicomachean Ethics in order to elaborate a ‘pragmatic’ anthropology, in which he both 

describes the nature of the human being and exhorts his readers to accept their nature as crea-

tures of God and to commit themselves to a morally irreprehensible life.7 
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After a brief, introductory overview of the structure of De natura hominis,8 in which I claim that 

Nemesius’ discussion of prohairesis must be read as a development of his treatment of the pow-

ers of the soul from the ethical perspective, I will focus in the body of my paper on chapter 29–

41 of the treatise. 

Nemesius does not aim with these chapters to formally examine ethical concepts such as ‘inten-

tional’ and ‘unintentional’. Rather he wants to fully extend the role of human freedom, and in 

this way tries to eliminate fatalism and determinism as possible concurrent explanations of hu-

man agency.9 This is shown especially by three elements. 

First of all, Nemesius’ discussion of prohairesis is flanked by a broader analysis of fate (chs. 35-

38). Here Nemesius rejects four philosophical positions: 1) the claim of those who argue that the 

course of the stars governs everything in the world; 2) the Stoic idea that human freedom and 

fate are compatible; 3) the position of those who claim that although human beings can actually 

choose from many options, the result of their actions is predetermined and inevitable; 4) the Sto-

ic doctrine that everything repeats itself endlessly. 

Secondly Nemesius in his analysis of the ‘intentional’ and of the ‘unintentional’ clearly asserts—

following Aristotle—that “we deliberate about things that are up to us and can come about 

through us, and for which the outcome is unclear, that is, it can come about in one way or anoth-

er. ‘Up to us’ was said because we deliberate only about practical matters, for it is these that are 

up to us” (DNH 34. 102, 8–11).10 This claim should be considered, however, with the caveats 

that Nemesius casts both on generally ‘unintentional’ actions and on actions that are usually con-

sidered ‘unintentional through ignorance’ (chs. 30 and 31). 

Finally the whole examination of prohairesis as opposed to determinism leads into a discussion 

of the reasons why humans were created as autonomous beings. Here it becomes clear that 

Nemesius is moved by a ‘pragmatic’ anthropological concern. Indeed, he clearly states that 

“from both considerations [scil. a) man is a rational being b) man has got a material component] 

it follows that man is necessarily autonomous and is changeable (autexousion kai trepton, DNH 

41. 118,2–3)”. As autonomous and changeable beings, according to Nemesius, humans naturally 

have the power to make their own choices. In other words, human nature is originally good and 

evil develops as a consequence of man’s own choices. Nobody can blame God for his/her evil 

deeds (cf. DNH 41. 119, 4–9). This claim represent a counterpart to the praise of man and its 

‘relativization’ at the end of chapter 1, where Nemesius exhorts his readers not to “dishonor our 

nature … let us not for short-lasting and brief pleasure abandon the enjoyment of all eternal 

things, but let us preserve our nobility by good deeds, by abstaining from what is low, by a right 

aim, … and by prayers” (DNH 1. 16, 1–5). 

To conclude I will offer a concise summary of my analysis. 
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The Golden Mean (μεσότης) in John Cassian and Maximus the Confessor 
The paper deals with an elaboration in the Patristic thought of the Aristotle’s notion of the gold-

en mean (μεσότης) as the desirable middle between two extremes, one of excess and the other of 

deficiency. While some Church Fathers (such as Isidor of Pelusium) simply repeat this Aristo-

tle’s idea, others creatively elaborated it. Among them are such great thinkers as John Cassian 

and Maximus the Confessor. John Cassian applied the notion of the golden mean to his three-

part anthropology (spirit-soul-body) within his ascetic teaching. As for Maximus the Confessor, 

he uses Aristotle’s notion of the golden mean in his ascetic exegesis of the Holy Scripture, par-

ticularly, in his exegesis of the Israel’s crossing of the Red Sea. Two walls of water in this inter-

pretation symbolize one of excess and the other of deficiency of virtue. This paper analyses these 

and some other cases of the Patristic use of the golden mean and underlines the importance of 

this notion for the Fathers of the Church.  
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Energy and Motivation in Ethics of Maximus the Confessor 
Disclosing the action of man's will Maximus the Confessor puts the concept of energy in the 

foundation of his ethics and theory of act of will. The root of understanding the will as an energy 

is detected by Aristotle’s «Nicomachean Ethics» and «Great Ethics». Bright representatives of 

heterodox direction in Byzantine philosophical and theological thought – Eunomius and 
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Nemesius of Emesa have implemented the maximum convergence of the concepts of energy and 

will. Eunomius puts forward the idea that the energy of God is the God's will have directed 

outward (ad extra). The act of the divine will is limited by the time frame, that is, it has the 

beginning and the end. In turn, the Nemesius of Emesa’s tractate «On the Nature of Man» 

became an important text on anthropology and ethics in Byzantine thought along with the 

Gregory of Nyssa’s tractate «On the Structure of Man». Nemesius of Emesa repeats Aristotle in 

many aspects and develops the doctrine of voluntary and involuntary actions. 

Maximus the Confessor is the author of the first theological synthesis in Byzantine thought. He 

uses ideas of Aristotle, Eunomius, Nemesius of Emesa and Church Fathers of Cappadocia. He 

interprets the will as a natural energy of reasonable human being.  Maximus the Confessor has 

divided the human will into two types: The first one is the natural will (Θελημα φσικόν), which 

binds created and uncreated essences. The second one is the gnomic will (Θελημα γηωμικόν), 

which belongs to the individual being or personality. Maximus the Confessor indicates that 

gnomic will is corresponding to the human’s tropos of existence; at the same time the natural 

will is corresponding to the human’s logos. The human’s logos are the particle of God’s 

uncreated energies in our life, while the gnomic will is a manifestation of man’s desire of the 

created beings. Such understanding of the will as the mode of natural energy in Maximus the 

Confessor gives us the reason to consider that his ethic is founded on the concepts of energy and 

motivation. 
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Aristotle and St. Gregory Palamas: Two Misunderstood Philosophers 
In my discussion, I will focus on key misunderstandings on the Aristotelian Corpus, related to 

his supposed rationalism in Metaphysics and Ethics (esp. Nicomachean Ethics, and how this 

work can only be interpreted appropriately through reference to the Poetics and the Politics). I 

will relate them to similar key misunderstandings on the work of St Gregory Palamas. I will fo-

cus on the work of Ierodiakonou and Sinkiewicz and how they failed to understand the appropri-

ation by Palamas of key Aristotelian categories of thought and related theories in Metaphysics 

and Ethics. 
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Aristotle's Ethics of Virtue as the Basis of Social Rights: in the Locus of the Meeting of 

Ancient and Middle Eastern Cultures 
Today Russia is before the alternative of types of social relations: or the common moral law is 

basis of social life, or the society obeys interests of separate classes. The actuality of Aristotle's 

ethics of virtue is rationale of interrelation of moral law and social right, but Aristotle's model of 

interrelation of moral law and social life is possible only in historical and in cultural conditions 

of classical Greek polis, and the Aristotle's model can only partly be realized in the Russian state. 

Moreover, Aristotle was creating the doctrine of ethics in order to overcome the crisis of Greek 

political culture. It was impossible to perform, because the cause of the crisis was the Greek 

understanding of virtue. The Greek understanding of virtue was demanding of adjustments, 

including those from the Middle East and Asia Minor crops. On the other hand, Aristotle's ethics 

of virtue is an anatomy of the moral act. The Aristotle's ethics is effective in understanding of 

consequences of moral act for society and absolutely relevant today as a method of analysis of 

the existing social relations. We believe, that a comparative analysis of the Aristotle's concept of 

virtue  in the locus meeting of ancient and Middle Eastern cultures can make adjustments to the 

analysis of the interrelation of the moral law and social right and actualize in the public mind the 

role and importance for the social life of the common moral law.  

The Aristotle's virtue is reasonable control of desire, respect for the rights of another person. 

Virtue is a reflection about moral act and its consequences, afore to make it. It always is the 

choice is virtuous, unlike from blind subjection to norm and sample. To be virtuous means the 
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battle with himself, because virtue is not given to us by nature: «From this it is also plain that 

none of the moral virtues arises in us by nature»,1 «Therefore virtue also is in our own power, 

and so too vice. For where it is in our power to act it is also in our power not to act, and vice 

versa, so that, if to act, where this is noble, is in our power, not to act, which will be base, will 

also be in our power, and if not act, where this is noble, is in our power, to act, which will be 

base, will also be in our power. Now if it is in our power to do noble or base acts, and likewise in 

our power not to do them, and this was what being good or bad meant, then it is in our power to 

be virtuous or vicious»2. 

Mission of virtue is regulation of social relations in order to be not violated rights and good of 

citizens. Accordingly virtue is the basis of the best state system, as collective understanding of 

good.  

But in human will to be or not to be virtuous. Person makes moral choices freely. One can to 

prepare the person through education to understanding of meaning of moral act for individual 

life and public life. So Aristotle raised before us a problem of freedom of moral choices. 

Also moral choices are made in certain axiological field, in which limits of moral choices are 

established. Limits of axiological field are coordinated with the basis of this culture: with the 

concepts of good and evil. We suppose that the overcome of crisis of ancient culture was 

impossible because of the limitation of axiological field of ancient culture that was determinate a 

understanding of good and evil.  

We suppose that thralldom was inherent part of axiological field of ancient culture. Thralls were 

necessary to city-state economically and socially plan. Thralldom was thought by good because 

the ancient culture was built on thralldom. The thralldom was personification of infirmity and of 

suffering of human that permitted to a Hellene to delete a weak side of human nature from 

perfect image of human.  

But exclusion of weak side of human nature would not give an answer about trueness of moral 

choices in critical situations. The rational society that avoids of the manifestations of deep 

sensual side of human nature who does not see a weak side of human nature, could not give an 

answer the question about veritable motives of actions of human as well and about the grounds 

of unity of society. The axiological field as if does not admit those side of human nature from 

which the evil and the good can emanate and in which the human is defenseless and weak. If the 

moral choices are made in all entirety of human nature and understanding of results of moral 

choices, this moral choices is really a virtue. 

According to studies of S.S. Averintsev, another understanding of virtue was in cultures of 

Middle East and Asia Minor. The human of Middle East is corporally vulnerable; he experiences 

all entirety of human suffering. «This is image of a body suffering", in which, however, lives 

such heat "intimate", the heat "internal", the heat "heart-to-heart" ..».3 Therefore the human 

seeks his God as his protector. Thus in cultures of Middle East and Asia Minor were prepared the 

basics of transcendental order. The idea of order is speculative, the idea comes from the outside, 

because source of order is God. 

If human hears a will of God it means he can hear other human. This is not the agreement about 

the mutual good between equal citizens, this is the dialogue about essence of existence when the 

human seeks to find «a source of Life» «beside oneself, in a different, be this other the God or 

the human»,4 I must to need in a different. The cultures of Middle East and Asia Minor have 

created their understanding of virtue as control of desires; these cultures not exclude a weak side 

of human nature. The essence of virtue are the asceticism and a obedience of God's will, for the 

person can realize himself in full measure only in obedience to God's will. «The cosmos can 

have to this to personal God only personal relationship namely relationship of submissiveness», 

this is austerity5. The obedience of God's will is the performance of God's will, is the acceptance 

of responsibility for their acts before face of objective judge and is the understanding of effects 

of disobedience of God's will.  

Thus the cultures of Middle East and Asia Minor have created other bases of social justice 

namely citizens are united by unanimous understanding of virtue and of common good, but the 

virtue is created in human not in the conditions of wonderful and safe Life which is based on 
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slave labor, opposite, virtue is created in conditions of real moral choice which is made in 

understanding of all the fullness of human nature and of the strength of her weakness. Natural 

that only the personal God can be basis of dialogue of all citizens, for all are equal before laws of 

God, God is objective and absolute good which not have of human weakness. 

Thus, Aristotle's ethics of virtue has established a basis of understanding of organization of just 

state, ethics has established a basis of understanding of anatomy of moral act, what has become 

importantly today. But Aristotle's ethics of virtue was in axiological field of ancient culture 

which excluded the image of suffering human. The axiological field of cultures of Middle East 

and Asia Minor can complete and expand a possible axiological field of ancient culture. The 

austerity and the obedience to God were an alternative to rational middle between pleasure and 

suffering of equal citizens. Such virtue was basis of social justice. These two concepts of virtue 

complement each other therefore they can serve as a moral beacon for the Russian social 

development. 
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The Understanding of Good in "Nicomachean Ethics" of Aristotle and "Ethics" of Abelard 
1. The comparison of two things (in this case - the two ethical teachings) was called by the crisis 

of understanding of life’s meaning and the fundamental principles of philosophy. Abelard’s 

"Ethics, or Know thyself" and "Dialogue among philosopher, Jew and Christian" appeared at the 

time that is determined by the split of the Church and by matching of three world religions and 

of Greek philosophy, but the main thing is the separation philosophy and theology. Abelard 

carefully listened to the Hellenistic ethical thought and immediately and bluntly answers (in 

accordance with the concept of Aristotle "Nicomachean Ethics") from the beginning "and leads 

to the beginnings" (1095a 30). 

2. The beginning, according to Abelard, is in a paradox of simultaneous dually-given pure 

(heavenly, divine, transcendent, ineffable) world and empirically-given occasional bodily 

(earthly) world. The first is the Good; the second is both the good and vicious. The beginning as 

the truth, according to Aristotle, is possible to get or to acquire through education. For the 

Christian the truth is that it tries to master the person. Comprehending the notion of such truth, a 

person directs the mind not outside, in the policy, but inside of his soul, giving rise to the Castle 

of Heaven, the home of the Good. "Ethics" of Master Peter no accident begins with reference to 

the words not of Aristotle, but Socrates.  

3. Despite the general idea of striving for the Good, the understanding of Good and even identity 

and purpose of good and aim, law, act, and other concepts are others at the doctrine of Abelard. 

His ethical world in which the concepts proposed by Aristotle used are also others: man is 

conceived (in the prospect) not of the earthly city, but of God. The path to Good starts with the 

definition of sin (understood not as a crime of civil law, as the contempt of God) and moves 

through the confession. The act of a person is not aimed at the external common good, which in 

Aristotle there is a "beautiful" good of one person – because for him people in general is 

important – and Abelard focuses on the human personality. The Aristotelian list and definitions 

of good, virtue, etc., are important for civil policy, Abelard proposes a list and definitions of 
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desire, anger, fear, courage, anger, joy, love, hate, sadness, envy, self-pity – all the existential 

support of the soul – as the obstacles to Good. 

4. The focus of Abelard’s "Ethics" is aimed on the analysis of the ethical intentions and the 

notion of intention (as conscious intent and content of thought). The act as the result of the 

consent of the soul for the accomplishment of the action is not presented as the focus and 

purpose of ethics (1095 and 5-10), but as the inaccurate expression of intention, being an act of 

inner responsibility. It is weighty correction of Aristotle. For Abelard, whose analysis is directed 

to the inner content of mind, the act is only something obvious and is not hidden and people 

preferred to weigh the state of their guilty, than the consequences of the act. Intention which is 

important also for Aristotle appeared as "conscious choice" (1097a 20), "activity of the soul", the 

desire-orexis (1139a 18) and have been theoretically developed by Abelard.  

5. The concepts of the offense and sin in the doctrines of Aristotle and Abelard are close in 

values, but not according to meaning. Misconduct that can be unconscious is valued in terms of 

the positive law. Sin is the guilty in front of God and the contempt for God, even though it may 

be hidden in the soul. Therefore, sin is a conscious act of the soul. It is subject to the judgment of 

God (natural law), who "measures the guilty in our intentions", the earthly court (positive law) 

"explores the criminal acts", which refers to the flesh, to the external acts.  

6. For Abelard, the division of mental and moral virtues is impossible. For him, mental virtue 

which has the aim of the Good is thereby already moral. Abelard understands the Good that is 

subject of our soul, especially the Supreme Good. The highest Good is God. Fortunately a 

transcendental Good is understandable through a deliberation as a kind of "sum of ethics". All 

human abilities and disciplines strive to it. However, in contrast to Aristotle who consider the 

"golden mean" as the measure of good (1107a 33), Abelard believes that this Good there is 

always "something more". That was the argument of Anselm of Canterbury in his approval of the 

existence of God. That "something more" is directed by love and by the human and Godly 

energy. Without love you can conceive the being, but not a thought, nor life, nor soul. Amor is a 

life-giving force of all ethical aspirations. 

7. It is known that Heidegger translated the word "soul" of the fragment 1139b 15 "Nicomachean 

Ethics" as “Dasein”. For Abelard anima corresponds to life, because life permeates of love as the 

power. This desire for the highest Good is fundamentally differ, despite the apparent similarities 

with the Aristotelian intentions. 
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Translatio Studiorum: Nicomachean Ethics in the Earlier University Commentaries (1200-

1274) 
1. Translatio studiorum. 

The continuity in the teaching or translatio studiorum is the direction of the activity St. 

Augustine, marked his pedagogical works and especially, «De doctrina christiana».1 For 

Augustine, as N.P. Kibardin writes, the most important argument in favor of Christian education 

is his moral-practical value, i.e. itself necessity of the Christian teaching of one person by 

another is "the best means for unity of people, and the outpouring of mutual co-solution like a 

shower"2. So, being a professional rhetorician Augustine, in this case, does not disregard such an 

important activity for Christians. He developed a new concept of education, on the one hand 

based on the idea of the order of knowledge, taken out of the Neo-Pythagorean and Neo-Platonic 

sources, as stressed by N. Kibardin: “He now admits that philosophers, especially Platonists, 

taught the truth, and sometimes their propositions sometimes were agree with the Christian 

faith” (PL XXXIV, De doctrina christiana, lib., IV, 60, p. 63),3 and here he developed the idea of 

ordered love (dilectio ordinata), as a methodological basis of Christian education. On the other 

hand, Augustine draws on the Old Testament, or better said, a well-known fact of assignment of 

gold and silver (Ex 3, 22, 12, 35-36), who became the his doctrine of the movement of 

knowledge in the history. Augustine compares the truths of knowledge and their dissemination 

with the fact of the removal of gold and silver which some Jews were given during the Exodus 



23 

                                                                                                                                                             

from Egypt and justified by God. This idea was well-known in the Middle Ages, confirmed in 

the study of the movement of knowledge from East to West in Hugh of St. Victor, and Otton of 

Freisingen. Then in early university knowledge, it had significance for entering Aristotelisme in 

traditional Latin language environment.  

2. Corpus Aristotelicum and Albert the Great. 

We have a single source of the first half of the XIX century, which includes almost all known to 

date material for translation of works of Aristotle into Latin in the Middle Ages, it is Amable 

Jourdain: «Recherches critique sur l’age et l’origine des traductions latines d’Aristotele et sur 

des commentaires grecs ou arabes employés par les docteurs scolastiques, ... par Amable 

Jourdain ... Paris, MD CCC XLIII. Work distinguishes solid scholarship and fundamental 

exposition. Close sources to us, only specify names, and date unknown minor part Stagirite, here 

are: Ferdinand von Steenberghen, Aristote in the West. The Origins of Latin Aristotelisme, 

Louvain, 1955.  M -T. d’Alverny “Translations and Translators”// in R. L. Benson, G. 

Constable, C.D. Lenham (eds.), Renaissance and Renewal in the Twelfth Century, Cambridge 

(Mass.), Harvard University Press, (1982), pp. 421‐ 462; Jean Jolivet «The arabic inheritance» // 

in: A History of Twelfth Century Western Philosophy ed. By Peter Dronke, Cambridge, 1988, pp. 

113-149. Alain de Libera, La philosophie médièvale, Paris, 1995. In recent years, there are 

works, exploring Greek, Jewish, Arab treatises translated into Latin by the individual sciences: 

astronomy, medicine, mathematics and law. 

Finally, the work of Concetto Marchesi  is dedicated our topic: L’Etica Nicomachea nella 

tradizione latina Medievale (Documenti ed Appunti), Messina, 1904. 

It becomes known to most of the works of Aristotle in the XVIII century.  Some Aristotelian 

translations of Boethius on logic, is considered lost (Analitica priora, Topica, De 

interpretationes) were re-opened. These texts, together with a translation Second analysts by 

James from Venice (about 1125-1150) are now called Logica nova, in contrast to the Logica 

Vetus. There are available Libri naturalis, especially Physics, De anima, De coelo and 

Metaphisica, Nicomachean Ethics, Book II and III. Also works on biology, for example, De 

generatione et Corruptione. Over time, new translations, some of them competing with each 

other, complement the other.  

Corpus aristotelicum according to Albert the Great (around 1250) consisted: De Physica auditu 

(About Physics), De Coelo et Mundo (On the Heavens and in the world), De natura locorum (On 

Nature), De Proprietatibus elementorum (Elements), De Generatione et Corruptione (The birth 

and smoldering), Meteorum (About Meteorology ), Mineralium (About minerals), De Anima (On 

the soul), De Nutrimento (about nutrition), De Sensu et Sensato (Personal feeling and sensory), 

De Memoria et Reminiscentia (About memory and memory), De intellectu et Intellegibili (About 

mind and reasonable), De Somno et Vigilia (About sleep and wakefulness), De Juventute et 

senectute (On youth and old age), De Inspiratione et Respiratione (About the breath and 

evaporation), De Motu animalium (On the motion of the soul), De Plantis ( About plants), De 

Animalibus (About souls), Metaphysicae (Metaphysics), De Natura et Origine animae (On the 

nature and origin of the soul), De Causis et Processu universitatis (On the causes and the 

universal motion), De Principiis motus (On the principles of motion) , Eticorum (Ethics), 

Politicorum (Policy).4 Himself as Albertus Magnus could be called the first and the most 

significant researcher on works of Aristotle in this early period of the history of the university. As 

for the "Nicomachean Ethics", we have "five of its Latin version" in 1300 and some of them 

directly back to the Greek original.5 In addition to the above, there is already Ethica nova, 

including book I. And Liber Ethicorum, which covers all of the books and instead the first three 

with the alterations and amendments puts text Ethica nova and Ethica vetus.  And then through 

the "Arab Bridge» (Marchesi) we come to two different Latin transcriptions "Nicomachean 

Ethics": Liber Ethicorum - vulgarized compendium of Master Taddeo of Florence... and Liber 

Minorum Moralium or liber Nicomachae, translated from Arabic into Latin [created] by 

Hermannus Alemannus in 1240. This retelling of the Ethics, drawn up by Averroes. 

3. Nicomachean Ethics in the value orientations of Sciences at the university. 

Continuing the theme of the translation, we would like to highlight the work of Michael Scott, 
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first of all because it was a university transfer, rather because Mikhail studied at the University of 

Paris and therefore his translations of Aristotle - fruit university higher education - not 

accidental, and focused or expresses a new emerging line in translatio of aristotelicien 

philosophy. "Transfer De Animalibus by Avicenna - writes in this sense d’Alverny - solemnly 

dedicated to the emperor, should be related to the Italian period in the life of Michael Scott, and 

the Emperor himself paid for publication in 1232. This part is the abbreviated Aristotle’s 

position, and it’s often included in the Corpus Aristotelicum. Another addition to Aristoteles 

Latinus more controversially, that is, the translation Ethicum Nicomachae from Greek, attributed 

to Michael Scott. Publisher of Ethica nova inclined to accept this news, in any case, there is 

nothing unusual in the fact that when Michael was in the south of Italy, Frederick II or in Sicily, 

he taught the Greek language and he found the Greek speaking assistant".6 But in fact, we are 

interested arose about 1250-1259 years occurrence problem Corpus Aristotelicum, in the 

university educational process. 

In mainly were taught sciences trivium and quadrivium, inherited from the schools of  the XII 

century. We find, pointed D’Alverny, that the trivium was not three, but four sciences: dialectic 

and Logica Vetus of Porphyry by Boethius, then, the rhetoric and the Logica Nova of four books 

of Aristotle accompanied Ethics that never was in trivium, grammar goes further; finally there is 

the fourth element of Aristotle, the most famous and largest causes suspicion, it is physics and 

metaphysics. Thus, there is a transformation of the Faculty of Arts in the Faculty of Philosophy. 

We would like to emphasize that, in fact, the entry of Greek, Jewish, Arabic language and culture 

in Latin culture took place in the XII century, that is, the basic outlines of the Mediterranean 

civilization, we have... The matter is now for the specific mentalité philosophique et theologique, 

Master Status of the Faculty of Arts in Paris, within the Mediterranean civilization and culture; 

moreover, it was found that the Corpus Aristotelicum violated the prevailing balance of 

knowledge - these Boethius and Porphyry in the toga of Aristotle, Macrobius and Martianus 

Capella with Halkidiy, as Timaeus Plato, Abelard’s and porretanii’s logic - all the usual, it 

became secondary and relative, and most importantly, Pagan Metaphysics and Physics in the 

Arab - Muslim version, threatened the Christian faith and undermining the moral foundations, on 

which held the Sacred texts and the Church sacramenta. Then, in 1250 began the first search for 

overcoming the existing impasse isn’t without intrigue and petty charges. In the scholastic stage 

it looked so: As reported in M - M Dyufey, "compromise is read between the lines of the 

program [training]," in spite of the papal interdict in 1215 and 1231 years, "the whole Aristotle 

is included in the program, but parts of a more ancient retains their dominant position: the "old" 

and "new" logic inaugurates the academic year and the two trimester are studied. The last books 

that appeared in Paris, those who escaped [from the program] last twenty years [Physics and 

Metaphysics], studied briefly in the third trimester. Thus, the unity appeared complied”.7 It is 

clear that this is a temporary compromise between theology and philosophical disciplines, the 

problem - the lost harmony of faith and reason – obscured, of course, with the entry Corpus 

Aristotelicum; the problem was ready to break out with renewed vigor, like fire in the value 

orientations of the XIII century. 

4. Thomas Aquinas, Liber Ethicorum and problems of translation. 

The difference between theology and philosophical disciplines was considered quite natural “So, 

with the necessity of philosophical sciences are mind - afirmed Thomas Aquinas - the sacred 

doctrine known through revelation... Sacred doctrine is principles of knowledge, which began, 

marked by the color of higher knowledge of God and of the blesse”.8 It seems that Thomas first 

became acquainted with the writings of Aristotle by Albert the Great. His own comment on the 

"Nicomachean Ethics" was written later and perhaps at the time of writing the "Summa 

Theologica" (1265-1273). Thomas commented on Aristotle, while he's in Rome under Pope 

Urban IV ". At that time, bro. Thomas worked in Rome - the author writes Church history 

(Tolomeo [Historia Eccles Lib XXII, cap XXIV...]) - Set out almost all of the natural and moral 

philosophy of Aristotle and made a comment, though mainly on Ethics and Metaphysics, 

translating unusual and in a new way»9. It works as follows: On the interpretation, the second 

analyst, about physics, the first three books about the sky and the world, the first book about the 
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birth and corruption, the first two about meteorology, the last two of the soul about feeling and 

sensory, memory and recollection, about sleep and vigil, twelve Metaphysics books, ten books 

about ethics (Liber Ethicorum), a book about politics. 

Thomas comments an Aristotle very carefully and every position. He begins with a definition: 

what is a "good" for man, and then considered wisdom, purpose, justice, purity, intelligence, 

understanding, friendship, etc. "As the Philosopher say at the beginning of the Metaphysics (Bk 

1, Ch 2, 982 a 18;... St. Th 2, 41-42), the case of the wise man is the dispensation of the order. 

The reason is that wisdom is the highest manifestation of the mind and is, to know the order. If 

sensual force [soul] learn things in common, yet know the correct ratio of one thing to another it 

is a property of intellect or reason”.10 We cannot dwell on a detailed analysis of the comment of 

"Nicomachean Ethics", however we point out the general approach of Thomas to Aristoteles 

Latinus in this very important movement of translatio studiorum; unlike Albertus Magnus 

Thomas begins with a critique of the translation of the text: a) belonging the text to Aristotle; b) 

compliance with the translation true meaning and value of the original.11 Then he turns to the 

environmental issues between Aristotle and the Christian doctrine. So critical translation  is the 

new which is a historical and scientific component in the university environment Aristotelis 

Latinus; translation for the first time recognized as a kind of intellectual activity; 2) the other part 

of the labor is to bring Aristotle's text in order, implying rationally organized division into parts; 

indicating a general idea of Thomas, like Ibn Rushd, according whose Stagirite’s works represent 

a plan, "ordered where the composition is, for example, had nothing internally consistent".12 

Thomas’s commentary work is extremely thin Augustinian theological - philosophical synthesis 

in translatio studiorum, which includes almost all the Aristoteles Latinus, and also commentary 

on the Liber Ethicorum. 

Conclusion 

XIII century - the time of approval of independent spiritual path of the Catholic Church in the 

Ptolemaic round Mediterranean acumen. Under the blows of the waves of invasions, the 

Crusades and the migration of peoples, the Byzantine Empire grew weaker, giving way to one of 

the other positions of the head of the Christian world. It is important to seize her initiative and 

heritage, not only in the socio-political sphere (the idea of translatio imperii, the transfer of the 

empire, who was born in the time of Charlemagne and received a special study in the XII 

century, Otton Freisingen), but also in the intellectual sphere (the idea of translatio studiorum, 

knowledge transfer and continuity of teaching in universities is fixed). The idea of Augustine on 

the transfer of pagan knowledge (continuity) in the Christian intellectual environment becomes a 

spiritual thing here for Albertus the Greet and Thomas Aquinas. 

1. PL XXXIV, De doctrina christiana, lib. IV, cap. IV, p. 91. 

2. Kibardin N.P. St. Augustine, bishop of Hippo, as an educator of the clergy. Kazan, 1915, p. 

12 (reprint from «Инородческого обозрения». Kн. 10, 1915); The article is part of the author 

'pedagogical views bl. Augustine in their historical development and significance;The first 

chapter of this work is in ЖМНП (Октябрь. 1912, 129-175), under the title "New School of bl. 

Augustine". 
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Lenham (eds.), Renaissance and Renewal in the Twelfth Century, Cambridge (Mass.), Harvard 
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Immutability of Natural Law: Philosophical ideas guiding Grosseteste's Latin Translation 

of the Aristotelian Passage on Natural Justice (1134b18-1135a5) 
One might argue whether the Natural Justice passage from the Ethics (1134b18-1135a5) is really 

crucial or not for understanding Aristotle's account of justice, and yet its tremendous influence 

upon western ethical and juridical theory is out of any question. Largely, this is due to the prolif-

ic reception the passage had among medieval commentators, who, probably on the basis of a 

Christian philosophical and theological background, paid somehow an exaggerate attention to a 

rather brief and obscure passage. 

In his version of the Natural Justice passage, Grosseteste seems to be aware of handling with a 

text addressing a chief subject of Christian ethics such as Natural Law. A number of Latin equiv-

alents used within this passage show that he was conscious of possible readings of it which could 

be regarded at odds with the very foundations of western ethical theory at the time. One of these 

ground theses regards immutability of Natural Justice, which is developed by Aristotle within a 

discussion he engages in against an influential group of philosophers: the sophists. It is the fa-

mous discussion on the existence of 'things that are just by nature', within which the arguments 

employed by both sides are mostly related with the presence or absence of change within things 

that are by nature. 

This study aims at establishing that the Latin translation of the discussion against the sophists is 

far from neutral. Indeed, by consciously altering the original, it seems that Grosseteste would at 

one time keep Aristotle's work safe from any condemnation, while leaving to the commentators 

the task of clarifying the sense of Aristotle's now ambiguous way of speaking. 

A first step, even if not conclusive, in our discovery and establishment of a reading sided with a 

philosophical thesis consists in showing that the translator broke his own rendering rules. Thus, I 

shall highlight a few key-features of the text produced by Grosseteste and of the translation tradi-

tion to which his work pertains, in order to rightly acknowledge whether a deviation in his trans-

lation practice really obtains or not. 

To begin with, Grosseteste's effort was a word-for-word translation. According to this practice, 

every word in the original was to be translated through one equivalent alone, usually the same 

one throughout the whole work. Equivocity was scarcely explored and recognized, and thus the 

production of unsounded Latin phrasing, quite usual. This phenomenon rested in the idea that the 

final explanation was actually the proper object of the commentator's expositio. 

Our attention must be drawn then to all the events where Grosseteste made an exception to his 

rule of translating word-for-word, either by using an unusual equivalent, either by using an ex-

pression to render a single word, either by non translating a word carried in the original or, final-

ly, by inserting a word which was not present in the original. Of course, the occurrence of one of 

this exceptions does not necessarily speak of a biased reading, and should be usually regarded a 

mistake or even an effort from the translator to avoid unsound phrasing. However, the discussion 

against the sophists contained in the Natural Justice passage happens to be a rather short passage 

where a number of these exception can be indubitably recognized, at the time that all of them are 

easily explained on account of a single and strong philosophical idea, namely, that things that are 

by nature are immobile. 
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Secondly, it is important to keep in mind that when we speak of Grosseteste’s translatio, we ac-

tually speak of a revisio, a usual practice among medieval translators. According to it, when a 

whole work or a fragmentary passage was already translated, it was not to be translated again, 

but only revised. In the case of Grosseteste, the revised work was Burgundio of Pisa's Antiqua 

translatio (Vuillemin-Diem and Rashed 1997, 179-180). 

Therefore, any alteration with regard to the revised text is to be regarded prima facie conscious 

and voluntary. Then, we are to discriminate among the multiple alternative reasons that could il-

luminate such an event. Indeed, ordinarily, these can be explained merely on account of a gram-

matical basis. For instance, he might have changed an equivalent because he acknowledged a 

mistake or because he thought there was a more suitable one. Of course, some of the events 

might still be only mistakes. Finally, some of them would indeed reveal a philosophical reading 

of the text, becoming thus the proper object of our inquiry. 

Grosseteste took about ten years to finish this task, as he was not only translating Aristotle’s text, 

but also a number of Greek commentaries on it. Thus, it is neither extraneous to our purpose to 

consider that certain readings from the translator might be deeply guided by the Greek commen-

tators' ideas (Mavroudi 2015, 53). 

Besides, the translator added to the text a quite interesting set of notes (his famous notulae) re-

garding both the content and grammatical features of the translation. This is also quite interesting 

for us, as we are facing a text produced by someone who was not only a translator but also a 

highly sophisticated theologian. Actually, the very idea of immutability of Natural Justice is 

quite recurrent in other works from the author. 

The core of this study comprises two sections: the first one is an analysis of a number of key-

equivalents which would reveal a conscious intervention from the translator. Then a second sec-

tion follows, which aims at depicting a consistent reading of the Latin translation. This reading 

rests on a guiding idea from Grosseteste (which, in my view, is alien to Aristotle's own thinking), 

namely, that what is by nature is unchangeable. Finally, the same section includes a few exam-

ples that show how deep a translation of this sort was able to impact on medieval commentators 

such as Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas. 
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Virtue, Happiness, and the Good: Lessons from Plato, Aristotle, and Aquinas 
We find something like the following view in Plato: virtue consists in a certain state of the agent 

(a harmonious arrangement of the parts of the soul and an orientation toward the good); and the 

relation between happiness and virtue, whether causal or constitutive, is such that to live 

virtuously is to be happy. What is crucially important about this position is that, though virtue is 

characterized in part in terms of dispositions and values of the agent, it is essential to the agent’s 

moral worth that she be oriented in a certain way, namely toward pursuit of the Good. The proper 

state of the agent is essential to happiness—perhaps is even constitutive of happiness—but the 

state is itself made good because of its orientation toward the Form of the Good. In other words, 

though to be virtuous is to be happy, and though virtue can be explained by characterizing a 

certain state of the agent, that state is, in an important sense, not intrinsically good—its goodness 

is explained by its orientation toward pursuit of Wisdom and the Form of the Good. Let this 

stand for now as a brief and partial characterization of Platonic ethics.  

In Aristotle, on the other hand, we find that the relation of virtue, happiness, and the good would 

seem to be even tighter than in Platonic ethics. For Aristotle virtue is action in accordance with a 

thing’s telos and proper function, and goodness is spoken of not univocally but in many way. A 

thing is said to be good ascriptively: to be a good person is not to be good as such, but to be good 

relative to the ideal—the telos—of the human species. We do not say that a tiger is better than a 

snail, only that a tiger is either a good or a bad tiger, and that a snail is either a good or a bad 

snail. Thus in book I of the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle criticizes the Platonic school of 

thought for taking there to be one supreme goodness which serves as the source and standard of 

goodness for all other things. For Aristotle, by contrast, there is not one univocal highest good 
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but a variety of goods. In tension with this claim is his assertion in NE VI and X that our good is 

only fully realized when we in some sense transcend our specific abilities by partaking in the 

divine activity of contemplation. Insofar as contemplation is the function of the human nature, 

and insofar as it is properly a divine activity, it turns out that that which is most human—which 

fulfills our function—is actually a divine activity. The extent to which we realize our humanity is 

the extent to which we transcend it. Thus, Aristotle's own ethical system seems to strain against 

itself to articulate a plausible account of eudaimonia. Whereas the good of the tiger is wholly 

intrinsic to the tiger’s specific form, the good of a person is put in terms of a combination of the 

person’s form—which includes the capacity for contemplation—and the goodness of the objects 

which can be the objects of a person’s contemplation. This emerges is in his defense in the Ethics 

of the claim that the contemplation in which the philosopher must engage as his highest good is 

contemplation of the divine: “wisdom must be comprehension combined with knowledge—

knowledge of the highest objects which has received as it were its proper contemplation. For it 

would be strange to think that the art of politics, or practical wisdom, is the best knowledge, 

since man is not the best thing in the world” (1141a19-21, emphasis added). As it turns out, 

though Aristotle begins by attempting to defend a homonymous conception of goodness, and to 

do so by giving an account of each thing’s goodness solely in terms of the nature of that thing, he 

ultimately concludes that the highest good for humans lies not in an intrinsic aspect of the human 

person but in the human person’s intrinsic ability to contemplate something better than itself—

something divine.  

In my paper I take up these two threads and turn to the philosophy of Thomas Aquinas. I argue 

that Aquinas, despite his thoroughgoing Aristotelianism, in defining human blessedness as the 

achievement of a certain sort of relation to God, further distances himself from the paradigm 

relation of virtue to goodness laid out at the outset of Aristotle’s Ethics—a paradigm of a thing’s 

good being explainable fully in terms of the nature of that thing. For Aquinas, by contrast, 

though human virtue is intrinsically related to certain features of human nature, the full account 

of the human good requires reference to an external object and source of goodness: God. In this 

way, I conclude, the Thomistic adaption and revision of the framework of the Nicomachean 

Ethics results in a theory that does considerably more to vindicate Plato than Aristotle insofar as 

it underscores the inadequacy of a theory that would seek to give a plausible account of human 

fulfillment without reference to some greater good that can serve as the source of all goodness 

and the object that orients the activity of a human life.  
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Medieval Metamorphosis of Nicomachean Ethics: the Singular Case of Thomas Aquinas 
As is known, the insight of ethical thinking of Aristotle in the Latin West was processed at a slow 

pace. Only in the XV century the three Ethics attributed to Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethics, 

Eudemian Ethics, Magna Moralia) are fully known by Western scholars. The biggest influence is 

due to the Nicomachean Ethics, known in full in 1246-47 (lincolniensis translatio) and giving 

rise, then, a philosophical ethics, side by side with a traditional ethics. This is how the medieval 

ethics (i.e., the mediation of the medieval history of ethics) can be divided into two distinct 

phases: before and after the dissemination of the Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle in the schools 

of the Latin West. The first phase is characterized by the preponderant influence of Augustine, 

although authors like Boethius, Gregory the Great, Anselm and Abelard have left important 

contributions. But Aquinas will build, in the Summa Theologiae, a specifically moral theory 

adopting the Aristotelian approach, giving rise to a new conception of the moral law (moral 

consideration in the strict sense, i.e., not specifically theological). In fact, the influence of the 

Nicomachean Ethics gives rise to two distinct streams, namely, the theological current, within 

the Theological Faculties, for which the key issue is to reconcile Aristotelian ethics with 

Christian tradition, and the philosophical tendency, present in the Faculty of Arts at the 

Universities of Paris and Oxford, which aims to recover the Aristotelian tradition of eudaimonia 

crowned by philosophic contemplation, that the incidence of the syllabus of 1277 eventually 
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confirmed (Ethics is explicitly mentioned in Article 157 in respect of virtue and the theme of 

happiness). 

The aim of my presentation, is to recall the originality and novelty of the moral philosophy of St. 

Thomas Aquinas. In fact, many scholars of moral philosophy of Aquinas, although consider that 

ex professo is only in recent writings (Summa Theologiae and his commentary on the X Libros 

Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nicomachum), that appears a “full body of morality”, do not call into 

relief enough, the novelty of these later writings, especially the Summa, compared to previous 

writings. It is true that since the beginning of his intellectual career (i.e., with little more than 

twenty years), he knew the background text, because he was chosen to collect in writing the 

course that in Cologne (1248-52) Albertus Magnus gave about the Latin translation of 1246-47 

(lincolnensis versio), showing thus, his innovative character. But, together with the importance, 

attractiveness and novelty of moral text of the Stagirite, Aquinas should have also given account 

of the problems that such a text could give rise to use it in Theology, problems, openly face in 

the writing of II Pars of Summa (Paris, 1269-1272). Until then, even the three largest works, 

Scripturum super Sententiis (Paris, 1253-1255), Quaestiones disputatae De Veritate (Paris, 1256-

1259) and Summa Contra Gentiles (Orvieto, 1261-1264), drawing here and there ethical issues 

do not represent profound novelty compared to traditional Augustinian ethics. In this, the view is 

of the divine law that guides the action of consciousness that apply the law to particular cases 

and virtues that facilitate the proper law enforcement − all in order to obtain the Augustinian vita 

beata. That is, the view is not yet as clearly as it will be later in II Pars, or an ethics in first 

person, i.e., an ethic of moral subject as author of his own acts, mastering, for the same reason, 

the perspective of divine wisdom lawmaker. Thomistic ethics, inspired by the Aristotelian ethics, 

is a philosophical-theological analysis of the praxis rational and free human being. We will see 

the specific beatitude or happiness case, fundamental notion of ethics according to Thomas’s 

understanding of the Ethics. Thomas Aquinas distinguish between imperfecta and perfecta 

beatitudo. While the first corresponds to the Aristotelian notion of “finis quo” (end by which, 

i.e., actio humana), the second corresponds to the “finis cuius” (end in itself/final end). The finis 

ultimus obiectivus is God, while the finis ultimus subiectivus is the happiness. And this 

fundamental question of all ethics clearly emerge as the contact points and distancing from the 

Nicomachean Ethics. The second part of the Summa Theologiae introduces, as part integral and 

articulated, an consideratio moralis, an operative scientia, whose subject (subiectum) are human 

acts. The object continues being of God, but as the beginning and end of human acts. This 

research, however, takes place within an ethical (moral constitution of a science). Anthropology 

Ethics of Thomas Aquinas is thus a theology which never becomes an anthropology. Therefore, 

we can say that Aristotle’s Ethics, such as interpreted by Aquinas, depends on the belief in God, 

and also excludes any reference to Revelation. 

In summary we want to highlight two points interrelated: 1. the novelty of Pars II compared to 

the first works; and 2. a change of course in the last Thomistic ethics against the traditional 

Augustinian framework − according to the Thomistic receipt of the Nicomachean Ethics. 
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Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas on the moral ignorance 

Firstly, it should be noted that in the epoch of XII-XIII centuries several translations of 

"Nicomachean Ethics" have been made, in particular, one of them was carried out about 1253 

under the direction of Robert Grosseteste. In turn, Albert the Great, being the mentor of Thomas 

Aquinas, twice applied to this outstanding Aristotelian treatise and layed the foundations of 

subsequent tradition of medieval commentaries. Apparently, he instilled an interest in this 

treatise to his disciple. It is noteworthy that Thomas Aquinas has left not only the Commentary 

on "Nicomachean Ethics", but in general a significant part of his fundamental work "Summa 

Theologica" is devoted to the issues of morality, that certainly due to his Christian worldviews 

which were focused according with the Ecclesiastical penitential discipline on the moral 

principles and on the calculation of sin and virtue. Nevertheless, we should not discount the 
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influence of Stagirite’s ethical discours 

Secondly, the problem of moral unawareness (agnoia), as the famous Russian philosopher 

Vladimir Solovyov has translated this Greek term, goes back to Plato's dialogue "Protagoras" 

and is an important theme both for the understanding of strategy moral act in "Nicomachean 

Ethics" and for the explanation of human action in the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas. Moreover, in 

the Western tradition it was defined as "ignorance" (ignorantia), that in the Russian perception 

indicates a free election, because the ignorance involves a personal participation (I ignore, I do 

not notice anything), while the "unawareness" is independently of me (I do not know, because I 

cannot know or have not heard). Nevertheless, for Aristotle and Aquinas, the ignorance 

associates with the problem of incontinence (akrasia), when the person is unable to make correct 

moral decisions and to develop appropriate behaviour strategies, for example, due to 

drunkenness or anger. In this sense, Aristotle separated a state of ignorance, like as in examples 

of drunkenness or anger, or out of ignorance, when a person do not have enough knowledge or 

knowledge not yet moved to the level of moral skill or when he operates under the external 

duress. However, according to Stagirite and Thomas Aquinas the fact of ignorance does not 

remove the responsibility of person. In opinion of Aristotle it is associated with a perverse man 

who is subject to errors.  

Thirdly, for Aquinas the topic of moral ignorance has a particular importance, because in his 

understanding of it is due not only with the inability to control himself, but it determines the 

moral grounds and intentions of human actions that in turn leads to the phenomenon of 

conscience and ultimately to the matter of salvation. In the context of ancient Greek philosophy 

the understanding of moral ignorance is defined by the Socratic conception of knowledge as a 

condition of our actions (if I know, then I will do so, as it should be, but if I do something wrong, 

it means that I do not know), although Aristotle recognizes that people may not know because of 

its perverse nature (incontinence etc.). According to the medieval scholastics, the intentions and 

strategies of our actions are the starting principle of imputation of guilty and moral responsibility 

of man, so the Old Testament story associated with the act of Jacob’s adultery was regarded as a 

quite venial action because of deception he could not get the appropriate knowledge. In this 

context, the issues of moral ignorance were associated with the prospect of scholastic discussions 

that unfolded around understanding the act of moral action, including identification of the causes 

of our mistakes and errors, determination of correlation of will and intellectual abilities, and 

comparing the procedure of moral judgments and emotional experiences that certainly was 

reflected in Thomas Aquinas' doctrine.  

The research is carried out within the Russian Humanitarian Foundation (grant № 16-03-00099 

"Freedom and Subjectivity in the Reformation Doctrine of Martin Luther and the Early Modern 

Philosophy").  
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Richard Kilvington’s Concept of Will from his Quaestiones super libros Ethicorum. 

Quantification of Ethics in 14
th

 Century England 
English thinkers in the fourteenth century were the vanguard of European philosophical thought. 

One of the most influential philosophers and theologians of the English School was Richard 

Kilvington, who was also one of the founding members of a group of scholars called the ‘Oxford 

Calculators’. The Oxford Calculators have already been recognized as innovators in the field of 

logic and natural philosophy mostly due to their original analytical approach based on 

quantification and the calculus of compounding ratios.  

It has been already acknowledged that the ‘Oxford Calculators’ have significantly contributed to 

the development of logic and natural philosophy. Their ideas in the field of logic and physics are 

thought to have paved the way for early modern science (mostly on the concepts of Galileo, 

Newton and Leibniz). Also, some aspects of the use of the logical tools in theology have 

attracted some attention of the historians of philosophy as well as the historians of science. It has 

been shown that the application of logic to the field of theology allowed the ‘Calculators’ to 
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foster a new perspective in analyzing some of the theological dilemmas.  

There has been, however, little research on the application of these new methods to the field of 

practical philosophy, and especially to ethics. Thus, it seems interesting to examine whether the 

application of logic to ethical propositions could be considered as significant as it is in the case 

of physics and theology. The insight into this approach adopted in fourteenth century ethics 

becomes even more important given the fact that Kilvington was the only fourteenth century 

thinker who, in his commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics, extensively and consistently 

employed the tools from logic and natural philosophy to the analyses of ethical issues.  

This paper will concentrate on Kilvington’s new ideas and methodology in ethics, taking into 

account the application of the new analytical tools to ethics. It will show how he managed to go 

far beyond the main interests of the Calculators’ that were logic and mathematical physics and 

successfully include ethical and theological problems into the areas of the topics he studied as 

well as far beyond the standard approach taken in ethical commentaries at this time. This wide 

spectrum of Kilvington’s interests has not been so far taken into consideration by the researchers 

who limited their analyses only to his innovations in logic and mathematical physics. However, 

his focus on other philosophical and theological problems as well as his original way of 

providing arguments and conducting his analyses reveal that he took into account the whole 

range of domains where the new calculating methodology could be used. In fact, it was a matter 

of high importance for Kilvington to investigate whether the same analytical tools could be 

employed successfully to investigate, calculate, and measure all the objects of the world.  

To shed light on Kilvington’s approach adopted in his ethical considerations I will concentrate on 

his concept of will. I will investigate different meanings and levels Kilvington distinguishes in 

his analysis of will. I will examine: 

1) Kilvington’s structure of will presented in two perspectives (epistemological and ontological 

one); 

2) three-dimensional theory of will that involves will’s three states, namely, willing, nilling, non-

willing (velle, nolle, non-velle); I will analyze the approach with respect to the concepts of 

necessitas respectiva and necessitas simpliciter;  

3) the importance ascribed to non-willing − the state allowing hesitation and doubts as well as 

providing the time and space for the will to postpone its decision;  

4) in what sense will can err and whether it can intentionally follow false reasoning and fully 

voluntarily choose an evil act recognizing it as such.  
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The Role of praxis in Philosophy and Human Life: Paul’s of Worczyn Commentary on 

Nicomachean Ethics in Polish Medieval Thought 
The aim of the paper is to present the main theses of Paul’s of Worczyn commentary on 

Nicomachean Ethics (1424-1425). Paul’s commentary (though still unedited and available in 

manuscript in the Jagiellonian Library in Cracow, sign. BJ 720) is not only regarded as his opus 

magnum, but also it is the largest commentary on Aristotle in Polish medieval philosophical leg-

acy. Additionally, it reflects the common tendency of doing philosophy in medieval Poland 

(namely as a strict practical philosophy), and as such plays a crucial role in the history of Polish 

medieval thought.  

Paul of Worczyn (1383-1430) was an influential representative of a Cracow practicism, i.e., a in-

tellectual current which relied on a specific way of understanding philosophy. Cracow practicism 

is understood as a metaphilosophical position that claims: (1) philosophy is first and foremost 

practical in its nature, (2) ethics is a distinguished philosophical discipline, (3) metaphysics and 

other theoretical disciplines ought to be marginalized, and (4) vita activa is the proper human 

way of life. In result, the medievalists describe Cracow practicism as “anti-speculative,” “anti-

metaphysical,” and “anti-theoretical.”  

Paul of Worczyn commented all ten books of Aristotle’s work. The commentary has a scholastic 

quaestio form. The numerous questions (the commentary consist of 547 questions) are presented 
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briefly, some of them refer to Thomas’ Aquinas and Geraldus’ Odonis solutions, but most of 

them are highly inspired by John Buridan’s commentary. Paul focused mainly on the first six 

books of Nicomachean Ethics. Thus, the central issues in Paul’s commentary are the problem of 

action, the role of habitus in action, practical reasoning, etc. The X book, which is originally de-

voted by Aristotle to the problem of contemplation, is in Paul’s commentary relatively short (on-

ly 12 questions).  

In result, Paul’s main philosophical theses presented in the commentary concern the problem of 

human action, which was the essential problem of Cracow practicism as such. The Book I of 

Paul’s commentary (which is the largest one, since it contains 105 questions) presents the meta–

ethical issues, e.g., the proper object of moral philosophy, its method and its relation to meta-

physics. Paul clarifies such terms as “theory” and “practice”, and he introduces the hierarchy of 

philosophical disciplines; in addtition, he explains the reasons for putting the practical disciplines 

on the top of the hierarchy (lib. I, q. 3, Utrum de virtutibus moralis sit scientia; q. 9, Quid sit 

subiectum scienciae moralis). Moreover, he refers to the Cracow discussion on vita activa and 

vita contemplativa, and he argues for superiority of the former. Paul assumes that active life is 

coherent with human nature. In other words, the I book of the commentary shows not only the 

original Paul’s view on moral philosophy, its place among other disciplines and in human life, 

but it also shows the meta–philosophical program of Cracow practicism.  

The VI book is a further investigation of problems of practice. It seems to be the most important 

part of the commentary, because it presents the definition of action (lib. VI, q. 5 Quaeritur, quid 

est praxis). Following Geraldus Odonis, Paul explores the internal and external causes of action 

and secundum Buridanum he introduces the concept of free will and clarifies its place in the 

structure of human action. In this context Paul reinterprets Aristotle’s theory of habits which me-

diate between man’s powers and action, and in result he creates his own theory of habitus.  

The X book concentrates on human happiness. Paul of Worczyn intends to accept Aristotelian 

idea of contemplative life as the highest human aim, as well as to support his own vision of hu-

man nature and happiness (lib. X, q. 9, Utrum felicitas principaliter consistat in actu intellectus 

vel voluntatis). Thus, he proposes the specific concept of contemplation that is defined here as a 

kind of action. Additionally, Paul adopts the Buridan’s division between libertas oppositionis 

and libertas finalis ordinationis and presents his own theory of human freedom (lib. X, q. 9, 

Utrum felicitas principlaiter consistat in actu intellectus vel voluntatis).  

Although Paul of Worczyn referred to the 14th century antecedents and used their ideas as a 

point of departure for his own philosophical research, all above mentioned topics consist of 

Paul’s original and comprehensive account of practice, its relation to theory, and the structure of 

human action and happiness. Meaning of philosophical questions and problems contained in 

Paul’s commentary make his theory still undiscovered, though important element of European 

tradition of commenting on Nicomachean Ethics. 
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Interpretation of Aristotle in F. Melanchthon’s Early Ethical Comments 

1. Philipp Melanchthon is one of the great commentators of Aristotle in the early Modern. In 

«Мodified Scholasticism» (Scholasticism passed the crisis of Aristotelianism and humanistic 

criticism), Melanchthon was radical reforming critic of Peripatetic. If Luther completely rejected 

the Aristotle’s authority and said Philosophus is the enemy of Christ, Melanchthon considered 

Aristotle as the author, represent pre-Christian stage of development of culture: its scientific, 

religious and moral level. This position is associated with Melanchthon’s humanistic education . 

2. Especially Melanchthon faith that Aristotle's text is not authoritative., He reject scholastic 

tradition, and commemorate a difficult situation: he need to interpret Aristotle, when Luther put a 

hard taboo on peripatetic philosophy. Melanchthon refused a literal following the Aristotelian 

text, take paraphrases, renderings, and references to the text. This reflected a drop in the value of 

Aristotle during the early Modern, and strangeness peripatetism for Christian culture. 

3. On the other hand, Melanchthon traditionally considered an Aristotle as the main philosopher, 
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and Aristotelianism as the philosophy par excellence. A key opposition in Melanchthon’s 

interpretation of Aristotelian philosophy based in distinction between doctrina philosophiae and 

doctrina Christiana. This difference is the foundation of early Melanchthon’s comments in 

Nicomachean Ethics (ed. Wittenberg, 1529). 

4. Melanchthon expresses the need of simply interpretation (simplex) of Aristotle's position. 

Thus, he refuses to «complicated» interpretations in traditional scholastic exegesis: the text as a 

reason for the limitless expansion of discourse by distinctions of meaning and concepts. 

Melanchthon follows the traditional humanistic injunction to understand the text within its own 

context, without adding semantic anachronisms. 

5. On the other hand, this way closes to Melanchthon possibility for «christianization» of 

Aristotle: the next step he is taking the separation of Christian and «philosophical» content. The 

key characteristic of Melanchthon’s interpretation is performs of certain topoi that can be drawn 

from the Bible: «Philosophy does not say anything about the God’s will, nor of justification of 

sinners, nor of fear and loyalty to God. There are about the external and civil life related with 

public law... but civil laws are not the center of justice (iustitiam)». Formally, this corresponds 

(even literally) the views Melanchthon expressed in his Loci theologici (1521). Philosophy 

clarified and teached (explicatio et enarratio) on external acts, without the faith. 

6. How to interpret Aristotle? As much as possible avoiding the complexities understanding, 

speaking and even of common things. Melanchthon notes that should be here especially mark 

those topoi of Christian doctrines that do not concern with external actions (actionem virtutes), 

but the knowledge and glory of God. This again appears in Melanchthon’s interpretation of 

happiness (foelicitas): «Christian happiness consists not in civil life, but in the faith and the 

contemplation of God... Happiness according Aristotle these are good acts (honestae actiones), 

which are found in civil life». 

7. Melanchthon make two important conclusions about the «philosophical virtues»: its relate 

with (a) «laws of the market» (legibus fori) and (b) «only impotent nature» (tanta inbeccititate 

naturae). Aristotle's ethics does not allow to recognize sin and be cleansed from it, only by 

strengthening human pride. 

8. Thus, the feature Melanchthon’s interpretation of Aristotelian ethics is the thesis of her 

«externalist» character. It does not concern the essence of man, his subjective beginning, and 

describes only external, socially significant aspect of his life. Salvation by faith alone is opposed 

to the Aristotelian position of realization on certain foreign «affairs» that Melanchthon 

recognized as source of immorality and death. Therefore, the Aristotelian ethic need to serve as 

an initial level in the moral doctrine. It should not be difficult and treat possible easier (fasilius 

intelligentur haec). Aristotle’s text lose an authoritative value: real instruction in Christianity 

based in theology, but for theology Aristotle is useless. 

9. On the other hand, Melanchthon probably moving away from strictly Luther's view of the 

scope of «natural morality» as a negative for Christian morality, under the influence of Aristotle. 

In later editions of his Loci (1535, 1543) Melanchthon said without Christian moral human is 

able to follow the civil laws, and that is a training and preparation for religion, and  piety and 

freedom realized in the moral choice, in the external act. 
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The Medieval Interpretations of Nicomachean Ethics and Kant's Practical Philosophy 
One of the most important elements of Kant’s moral philosophy is the difference between the 

form and the matter of an action: from a material point of view, one can act legally without 

acting morally; from a formal point of view, on the contrary, one cannot. The first formulation of 

this principle is to be found in NE II, where Aristotle demonstrates that ‘doing fair actions’ do not 

implies ‘acting fairly’. 

In the present paper, I would try to elucidate the contribution of medieval interpretations of this 

Aristotelian position, and especially of Thomas Aquinas, to the development of Kant’s ethics. 

The main themes that I intend to study are: 
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— the difference between perfectum and consummatum as Kant presents it in the “Dialectic of 

Practical Reason” and the relation of these concepts to medieval interpretations of the finality of 

moral virtue; 

— the role of free will in determining the proper end of moral life and its relation to the law;  

— the relationship between pleasure, happiness and self-determination in acting morally. 
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The Place of Aristotle in the development of Heidegger’s Phenomenology 

Above mentioned topic is rather new for the Russian phenomenology. A.G. Chernjakov had done 

a lot to clarify the difficult interrelations between the philosophy of Aristotle, the 

phenomenology of Husserl und the fundamental ontology of Heidegger.  

My purpose in this presentation is rather limited. I wish to state briefly that Heidegger’s reading 

of Aristotle has influenced him more profoundly than any other thinker. 

With the increasing availability of Heidegger’s early lectures it has become possible to attain a 

better understanding of the development of his thought before SZ. It is tempting to regard the 

phenomenological hermeneutics of this great work as a direct response to Husserl’s 

phenomenology. But the lectures prior to 1927 make it even more clear than SZ itself that 

Heidegger’s response to other philosophical influence such as Aristotle must also be understood 

and incorporated.  

Heidegger tells us in “My Way to Phenomenology” that his reading of Aristotle was decisive in 

his more radical formulation of the project of phenomenology. The appropriation of Aristotle, he 

says, led him to develop his own unique “way” to phenomenology. 

It is worth to show the Aristotelian character of Heidegger’s early phenomenological pathway, a 

pathway that led to the publication of SZ1. Heidegger itself claimed on many occasions that his 

discovery of Aristotle was decisive  for the genesis of SZ and the development of his own 

phenomenological method. Much of Heidegger’s teaching prior to the publication of SZ was 

related to his work on Aristotle as well as the later works2.  

I quote from one of the articles of AG. Chernjakov, that was published 11 years ago: “My deep 

conviction, which I share with many contemporary authors, is that it is the corpus Aristotelicum 

that contains the most important clues for the solutions later developed by Heidegger. <….> 

Heidegger himself in his books and lecture courses interprets a large body of Aristotle’s texts. It 

is not our goal … to evaluate, whatever the criteria of such an evaluation might be, whether 

Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle is “authentic” or not. Much more important is the task of 

observing and studying how Heidegger’s ideas and even terminology “grow out” of this 

interpretation”3. 

The titles of Heidegger’s early courses on Aristotle indicate that the “method” with which he 

reads Aristotle is “phenomenological”. But Heidegger does not intend to drug Husserl’s 

phenomenology back to an epoch where it does not and could not belong. Rather, he claims that 

his phenomenological procedure is not more than an explication of Aristotle’s own way of 

investigation, indeed, of the methodos that was indigenous to Greek philosophical thought itself. 

So, with that “phenomenological method” Heidegger broke with Husserl and with the entire 

traditional appropriation of Greek philosophy. But this explication of Aristotle’s procedure leads 

to a transformation of Aristotle’s problematic.  

My claim is that a careful investigation of Aristotle was a necessary and critical part of 

Heidegger’s phenomenological project. I would like to examine briefly the recovered lost 

manuscript - Heidegger’s 1922 introduction to a projected book on Aristotle – 

Phaenomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles (Anzeige der hermeneutischen Situation)4.  

In this essay Heidegger demonstrates that phenomenology is not just a hermeneutically naive 

appeal to the things themselves, as if it were a matter of recapturing or approximating some lost 

original position. It is the self-address of factual life. Heidegger’s pervasive claim in this essay is 

that philosophy is life, that is, the self-articulation from out of itself of life. All philosophical 

research remains attuned to the life situation out of which and for the sake of which it is 
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inquiring.  

One of the clearest indications of the legitimacy of efforts to show the link between the genesis 

of SZ and Heidegger’s work on Aristotle is found in this lost “Aristotle Introduction” when 

Heidegger announces that the question he is asking as he approaches Aristotle’s texts is the 

question of the being of human being. He makes clear that his projected reading of Aristotle is to 

be a Daseinsanalytik, a questioning about the being who experiences and interprets being. His 

aim in reading Aristotle is to uncover der Sinn von Dasein, the various “categories” that 

constitute the way of being which in some manner always already is in relationship to being. The 

fact that Heidegger looked to Aristotle for help in clarifying the many ways of being and 

knowing that found the possibility of hermeneutic phenomenology complicates the traditional 

explanation of Heidegger’s destruction as a critical movement back through the history of 

philosophy in order to overcome it. In the case of Aristotle at least, Heidegger discovers that the 

very future of philosophical thinking has already been prepared for but covered over by the 

scholasticism of the tradition.  

It is indeed fascinating and informative that so many of the sections of SZ were already so 

cogently and compactly presented here in outline form. Already in place in 1922 was much of 

the philosophical vocabulary of SZ, words like Sorge, Besorgen, Umwelt, Umsicht, 

Bedeutsamkeit etc. In some regards, in reading this essay, one gets a better sense of the 

interdependence of each of the parts of SZ. 

1. Heidegger M. Phänomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles. Einführung in die 

phänomenologische Forschung, hrsg. von Walter Bröcker und Käte Bröcker-Oltmanns (GA 61), 

Frankfurt am Main 1985; Heidegger M. Phänomenologische Interpretationen ausgewählter 

Abhandlungen des Aristoteles zur Ontologie und Logik, hrsg. von Günther Neumann (GA 62), 

Frankfurt am Main 2005; Heidegger M. Phänomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles 

(Anzeige der hermeneutischen Situation). Ausarbeitung für die Marburger und die Göttinger 

Philosophische Fakultät (1922), Anhang zu: Heidegger M. Phänomenologische Interpretationen 

ausgewählter Abhandlungen des Aristoteles zur Ontologie und Logik, hrsg. von Günther 

Neumann (GA 62), Frankfurt am Main 2005, S. 341-419; Heidegger M. Grundbegriffe der 

aristotelischen Philosophie, hrsg. von Mark Michalski (GA 18), Frankfurt am Main 2002; M. 

Platon: Sophistes, hrsg. von Ingeborg Schlüssler (GA 19), Frankfurt am Main 1992. 

2. Heidegger M. Logik. Die Frage nach der Wahrheit, hrsg. von Walter Biemel (GA 21), 

Frankfurt am Main 1976; Heidegger M. Grundbegriffe der antiken Philosophie, hrsg. von Franz-

Karl Blust (GA 22), Frankfurt am Main 1993; Heidegger M. Die Grundprobleme der 

Phänomenologie, hrsg. von Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann (GA 24), Frankfurt am Main 1975; 

Heidegger M. Die Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik. Welt-Endlichkeit-Einsamkeit, hrsg. von 

Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann (GA 29/30), Frankfurt am Main 1983; Heidegger M. 

Aristoteles, Metaphysik Θ1-3. Von Wesen und Wirklichkeit der Kraft, hrsg. von Heinrich Hüni 

(GA 33), Frankfurt am Main 1981; Heidegger M. Vom Wesen und Begriff derΦύσις. Aristoteles, 

Physik B,1. In: Heidegger M. Wegmarken, hrsg. von Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann (GA 9), 

Frankfurt am Main 1976. 

3. Ontology of Human Action (Aristotle’s Eth. Nic. VI and Heidegger’s Commentary) // 

Топос. – 2005. – № 2 (11). – С. 5–15. 

4. Heidegger M. Phänomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles (Anzeige der 

hermeneutischen Situation). Ausarbeitung für die Marburger und die Göttinger Philosophische 

Fakultät (1922), Anhang zu: Heidegger M. Phänomenologische Interpretationen ausgewählter 

Abhandlungen des Aristoteles zur Ontologie und Logik, hrsg. von Günther Neumann (GA 62), 

Frankfurt am Main 2005, S. 341-419. 
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“Aristotle’s Way of Life” in Analytical Moral Philosophy 
The matter of the paper is the moral Aristotelianism in analytical philosophy (B. Russell, W. 

Quine, A. Flew, B. Williams, R. Wollheim, A. Macintyre, etc.). Contemporary moral 
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Aristotelianism is incompatible with Platonism and Rrationalism of the Enlightenment. The main 

theoretical problem is the reaching of moral perfection. Aristotle's way of life is the way or 

private perfection without any totalitarian morality. So the analytical moral philosophy is the 

important part of modern Aristotle's discourse. 
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Aristotle’s phronesis and Lyotard’s differend 
Ethical ideal of the phronesis, developed by Aristotle in the "Nicomachean Ethics", now gets a 

special revelance in connection with a change in the status of philosophy, which is caused by the 

replacement of theoretical mode by a political mode. The most interesting interpretation of the 

phronesis gets in J. F. Lyotard’d conception of the differend.  

The polemical model of thinking, that Lyotard defines as differend, requires not an abstract 

contemplation of universal principles, but a competence that determined by what Aristotle calls 

phronesis, – that is the ability to find an adequate way of speaking and judging in the absence of 

any criteria. 

Elaborating differend, Lyotard marks a transition from the modalities of philosophy as bios 

theoretikos to the modality of philosophy as a bios politikos, that is a transition to 

problematization of philosophy as a life devoted to action (praxis), which is, according to 

Aristotle, guided by the prudence (phronesis). 
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Aristotelian Ethico-Political Motives in Ivan Ilyin’s Liberal-Conservative Conception 
Russian liberal conservatism is tightly connected, perhaps, more than any other tradition of 

domestic social philosophy, with the reception of Aristotle. The classically noted larger 

inclination of entire Russian philosophy to Plato here ends up in view of undoubted proximity, 

first of all, to the Aristotelian moderate realism, in which the general always exists in an 

indissoluble connection with the particular, that’s why there is no special sense to oppose 

material and ideal plans of being ontologically and with regard to individualism and collectivism 

– in the sphere of social ontology. Middleness and synthetical character of the political 

philosophy of Aristotle, rooting in his ethics, that demonstrates constant movement to the 

dialectical “golden mean” between the extremes of deficiency and surplus, directly agree with 

the deep intensions of all liberal conservatives, and Russian ones in particular. These intensions 

are linked with the problems of the reconciliation of the principle of personal freedom with the 

state-social order, the permanent innovating of social life and succession of social development, 

and finally the religious-metaphysical essence of a human without however his detachment from 

the purely immanent tasks of terrestrial prosperity. In this report I would like to dwell on 

elucidating of some essential Aristotelian roots of I. A. Ilyin’s liberal-conservative world view, 

which in many respects makes it possible to investigate the nature of the reception of Aristotelian 

heritage by liberal conservatism on the whole. 

The acknowledgement of interdependence between a virtuous person aspiring to happiness and 

public good is the first Aristotle and Ilyin’s common feature. Aristotle thinks that only a citizen 

who does not separate his behavior from the prosperity of policy can become properly happy; 

similarly to him Ilyin ascertains that only personality with the well developed civil legal 

conscience can be the authentic creator of its own life. In fact, only evaluating, spiritually mature 

and reasonable-free personality can come to a conclusion that completeness of its self-realization 

directly depends on the benefit of public whole, because exclusively by means of this merger of 

“private” and “public” the harmony of the active internal autonomy of a person and its 

unconstrained external manifestation will be achieved. In the “Nicomachean Ethics” we read the 

radical connection of the highest good of human life with the state (practical-active) way of life; 

indeed a sensual way – still non-human, and contemplative one (the first eudaimonia) – already 

non-human, but more likely, superhuman, godlike. Moreover it is important to emphasize that 
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this socio-state way of life is supported by the ethical virtues, at the heart of which – the 

agreement of the sensual (animal) part of the soul with the so-called being obeyed reason 

(reasonableness). Here also a right “middle” clearly appears: virtue is not a quality of one ideal 

reason alone, another part of the soul – sensual (passion, emotions) also participates in it, and 

this sensual part given the correct motion is capable of strengthening the power of virtuous 

behavior. The point is that, if reason is considered as an authoritarian conscience, which 

subordinates to itself the natural senses and emotions, then virtuous behavior is come down to 

attrition on the level of forced loyalty. It occurs otherwise when rehabilitated in “good” 

potentials senses voluntarily obey the reason. Then it is deprived of the nuance of the violence of 

normative command and occupies a position of authoritative moral leadership over senses. 

In the context of above-mentioned Ilyin’s opinion on personal virtue is similar to Aristotelian 

approach.  Presence of the consciousness of personal rights and responsibilities (legal 

conscience) is not actually enough – it always risks to degenerate into the exceptionally legal, 

loyal behavior, – the moral culture illuminated by the noumenal content of human existence is 

much more essential. Spiritually mature individual, in principle capable of “carrying the burden 

of external freedom” because of the developed moral culture, has in himself the possibility to 

coordinate the selfishness of senses with the ideal tasks of reason. However sensual side here as 

well as in Aristotelian argumentation is not rejected. In this characteristic, by the way, we reveal 

the powerful realistic attitude, the sobriety of the socio-philosophical thinking of liberal 

conservatives attempting to find “the golden mean” between the empirical and overempirical 

goals of personality. For instance Ilyin saving private property institution from the attacks of 

overwhelmed by the distributive and socialist ideas Russian intellectuals indicates its (private 

property) complete naturalness and need for a person as an individual form of life – both 

corporeal and spiritual- transcending. The life of person inevitably comes to the external 

actualization of its inner spiritual potential, and private property comes out as an organic stage of 

this actualization, without which the internal content of personality does not obtain objective 

expression. Therefore, exactly with the agreement between the rightly directed instinct of private 

property and the spiritually reasonable center of personality we are capable of opening the 

positive value of “economic culture”, in which “a person treats to the things not only by means 

of “material” interest, but also by will for perfection, by creation and by love”.1 Belonging to the 

methodology of antinomical mono-dualism of another Russian philosopher who gravitates 

towards liberal conservatism – S. L. Frank, Ilyin’s position asserts the synthetic social 

understanding of property deprived of the extremes of individualistic rapacious profit and 

barbarous socialist socialization. From an ethical point of view this coincides with Aristotle’s 

“paternal” obedience of senses and instincts to the reasonable part of a soul, being transformed in 

the political sphere into the best type of political system – monarchy, because precisely in it wise 

“paternal authority” is attained to a great extent. It must be noted that Ilyin analogously called 

monarchy, and later after the revolution such a desired by him “liberal dictatorship” (in the future 

for Russia without Bolsheviks’ regime), the most perfect type of the political organization of 

society.  

One more point of contact between Aristotle’s ethico-political program and Ilyin’s liberal 

conservatism is the principle of proportionality in understanding of equity. By and large, 

“Nicomachean Ethics” clearly identifies concepts “justice” and “proportionality”. Proportionality 

is considered as a distribution of goods between the citizens in accordance with their “merit”, 

such distribution “so that both sides would obtain proportionally equal portions”.2 Again “the 

golden mean” in the just distribution must be observed, a specific “middle” between two 

extremes –  “have less” and “have more”. In the Ilyin’s liberal-conservative philosophy 

proportionality takes the form of “the idea of rank”. Egalitarianism, according to Ilyin, is quite a 

disastrous for the society purpose, which mangles the qualitative selection of “best people” on 

the basis of their correlation with the unique, inherent to them qualities and the contribution to 

the crucial service to public whole. Social organization in which there is no real tendency toward 

the maximum convergence of the rank of spiritual quality and the rank of human 

acknowledgement is predominantly unstable. In fact a person endowed with power, authority, 
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posts must be again worthy of this social acknowledgement and resulting from this responsibility 

for society and state owing to its spiritual superiority. If this is not so, that the imaginary rank of 

the located in quasi-elite people, inclined to envious acquisitiveness and purely personal benefits 

by all means, corrodes and finally destroys healthy social organism. 

Ilyin’s liberal-conservative conception is assumed to be influenced by Hegel, especially in the 

light of Ilyin’s historico-philosophical works on Hegel. It goes without saying, the interpretation 

of the Hegelian Absolute as the concrete whole, immanent to human “world” and  thus 

converting society and history into its accidents, is likely to indicate for Russian philosopher’s 

general aim at a certain coalescence of phenomenal and noumenal social being. However, it is 

essential to note that these very socio-philosophical constructions of antiquity, particularly the 

ethico-political views of Aristotle with his moderate realism and confidence in the indivisibility 

of personal and public good, lead to the Hegelian political philosophy. Consequently, Ilyin’s 

liberal-conservative social philosophy has deeper antique, Aristotelian sources as, however, 

entire Russian liberal conservatism which assimilated sober and synthetic features of Stagirite’s 

philosophical thought. 
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