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Abstract

In the ‘Foreword’, I address some aspects of Academician Georg Brutian’s philosophy. The In-
itial Anthropology paper follows.

In his Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle considers the relation of ethical theory to anthropology in
a specific way. He sets out an initial anthropology that describes the human through its common
and non-common elements to plants as well as to ‘other animals’. The conclusion is that the human
animal is the only living being that is endowed with reason and carries out ‘practical life’. We may
call this difference ‘the anthropological difference’. In his ethical theory, Aristotle points to the lim-
its of the anthropological difference. On the one hand, he holds that only practical theory can ex-
plain the ‘practical life’ as well as the ‘human Good’. On the other hand, he highlights that the hu-
man is higher than the ‘other animals’, since the human is endowed with the divine element of intel-
lect; nevertheless, there are beings that are ‘more divine’ than the human. Thus Aristotle corrobo-
rates the human and its practical life, without abandoning the Socratic-Platonic view of the Divine.

In this aspect, the alleged anthropocentrism of Aristotle’s ethics is to be reconsidered.

Keywords: Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Ethics, Anthropology, ‘other animals’, anthropolog-

ical difference, Anthropocentrism, the Divine.

Foreword:

In Honour of Academician Georg Brutian

Today we are coming together upon the
invitation of the Armenian Pedagogical Uni-
versity after Khachatur Abovyan to partici-
pate in the International Conference dedicated
to 90 anniversary of the late Academician
George Brutian, that is the leading philoso-
pher in Armenia in our times. The Interna-
tional Conference is organised by The Arme-
nian State Pedagogical University after Kha-
chatur Abovyan, by the International Acade-
my of Philosophy, and by the Armenian Phil-
osophical Society. In this International Con-

ference we remember and honour the distin-
guished philosopher Academician Georg Bru-
tian, who was an eminent personality, highly
recognised in his homeland Armenia and in
the international philosophical community for
his important philosophical research, for his
initiatives concerning dialogue among per-
sons and cultures, as well as for his contribu-
tion to the universal education of humanity.
The issue of this International Conference is
‘Life and Philosophy’ and it expresses in an
appropriate way Academician Georg Bru-
tian’s commitment to the work of philosophy,
being namely to conceive the problems of
life, to set out their conceptual analysis, and
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to elevate them to the level of reasoned com-
munication and of social consciousness as
well.

Therefore, 1 express my gratitude to the
institutions that have organised this Confer-
ence. | have to thank especially my distin-
guished colleague, Chairperson of the Philos-
ophy Department, Professor Hasmik Hovan-
nisyan for her excellent work concerning the
organisation of the conference as well as for
her kind efforts as regards my academic visit
in Yerevan. Since | am a member of the In-
ternational Academy for Philosophy founded
by late Academician Georg Brutian, I have to
stress that this Academy under his presidency
has contributed through its conferences and
its periodical ‘News and Views’ to widen the
philosophical dialogue among philosophers
from Armenia and other countries. Further-
more, Academician Georg Brutian encour-
aged the traditional ties of cultural exchange,
of academic collaboration, and of friendship
existing for centuries between the Armenian
and the Greek people.

Logic, theory of argumentation, and meth-
odology belong to the main issues of Academi-
cian George Brutian’s philosophy. (Brutian,
1998; Djidjian, 2006, pp. 16-24; Djidjian, 2007,
pp. 32-35; Hovhannisyan, 2006; van Eemeren,
Garssen, Verheij, Krabbe, Snoeck Henkemans,
& Wagemans, 2014, pp. 740-741, 868-869).
Their distant roots are in ancient Greek philos-
ophy, especially in Aristotle’s philosophy and
its tradition, to which Armenian philosophy is
connected through the commentator David the
Invincible. Academician Georg Brutian has
contributed to promoting research on the
work of Neo-Platonic Commentator David the
Invincible as well as on the further develop-

ment of Armenian philosophy (Brutian, 1998,

pp. 77-88). As he points out, the theory of ar-
gumentation has its distant origins in Socrates’
search for the meaning of terms, in Plato’s dia-
logues, as well as in Aristotle’s dialectics as a
theory of using arguments in a dispute. Aristo-
tle set out his dialectics in his works ‘Topics’
and ‘Sophistical Refutations’ (Aristoteles,
1970b; Brutian, 1998, p. 91).

In fact, dialectics is related to the concep-
tion of philosophy itself and, in addition, it
corresponds to the context of life of ancient
Athens. While Plato’s dialectics claims meta-
physical truth, Aristotle’s dialectics enquires
the argumentative dealing with concrete opin-
ions without intending the truth of Being. Aris-
totle, however, preserves dialectics as a philo-
sophical exercise, as it had been performed in
Plato’s Academy (Ryle, 1968), and he pro-
motes it to the method of his philosophical sci-
ences. As it is known, Aristotle lived in Athens
where the cultivation of public speech in poet-
ry, in theater, in courts, in the marketplace or
in the principal assembly was highly devel-
oped. Aristotle was impressed and inspired by
the various aspects of this flourishing city (po-
lis, moALg), and his philosophy manifests his
bond with the city (Solomou-Papanikolaou,
1989, pp. 95-98), even though he was no citi-
zen of Athens.

Academician Georg Brutian sets out his
theory of argumentation in a new perspective.
First of all, he stresses that Aristotle’s account
of argumentation should be considered in the
whole context of Organon as well as in its
relation to Rhetoric. Further, he argues that, in
dialectics, Aristotle pays attention to the topi-
cal forms of argumentation rather than to log-
ical forms of thought (Brutian, 1998, p. 99).
Moreover, he does not restrain his theory to

an interpretation of Aristotle’s dialectics. In-
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stead, he sets out his theory of argumentation
in the context of contemporary logic, method-
ology, and philosophy of language and con-
nects it with the philosophy of life. In this re-
gard, Academician Georg Brutian retains in
his theory of argumentation Aristotle’s con-
nection of dialectics and life under new pre-
suppositions. Thus, he emphasises the situa-
tional character of performed argumentation
that is defined through social and historical
conditions. In his view, performed argumenta-
tion is not only situated in the context of life
but it has to promote decisions upon problems
of life that are issues of the concrete argumen-
tation (Brutian, 1998, pp. 94, 97, 103). While
enquiring into the logical and linguistic as-
pects of argumentation and retaining their
epistemological priority, his theory endorses
almost the hermeneutic dimension of argu-
mentation. Academician Georg Brutian’s the-
ory of argumentation has been appraised as an
important contribution to this issue and makes
up the leading research perspective for the
Yerevan School of Argumentation (Hovhannis-
yan, 2006; Hovhannisyan, 2008; van Eemeren,
Garssen, Verheij, Krabbe, Snoeck Henkemans,
& Wagemans, 2014, pp. 740-741).

It is obvious that the full explication of
academician Georg Brutian’s philosophy goes
beyond the scope of this paper. Nevertheless,
the short account of his theory of argumenta-
tion indicates the broad orientation of his
thinking and philosophical research. Consid-
ering the Aristotelian component of Academi-
cian Georg Brutian’s philosophy, it is a good
coincidence that this International Conference
organised in his honour takes place this year,
since 2016 is the 2400™ anniversary of Aristo-
tle’s birth. Consequently, the theme of my
paper on ‘The Initial Anthropology in Aristo-

tle’s Nichomachean Ethics’ is in some way
justified, since it belongs to this context of
life and philosophy.

Introduction

The question whether ethical theory
needs a philosophical conception of the hu-
man is still open in contemporary philosophy.
If one argues for the separation of ethical the-
ory from a philosophical theory of the human,
one is opposed to alleged essentialism, since a
philosophical theory of the human sets out the
‘essence’ of the human. If one maintains that
ethical theory should take into account a phil-
osophical conception of the human, one en-
dorses a type of realistic ethical theory that
can describe the human as an ethical agent
and explain the relation of ethical theory to
human reality as well. For the first argument,
the essence of the human points to an obsolete
metaphysics. For the second argument, ethical
theory also needs some essential characteris-
tics of the human; otherwise it remains on a
high level of abstraction. In the Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle deals with this problem in a
specific way. He sets out an initial anthropol-
ogy that describes the human in respect to
other mortal living beings and serves as the
way into his ethical theory. Aristotle, howev-
er, avoids the anthropocentric burdens of his
ethical theory in terms of Protagoras’ concep-
tion of the human and he retains the distinc-
tion between anthropology and ethical theory.

In what follows, I explore the main as-
pects of this theme. The first aspect is the rel-
evance of Aristotle’s initial anthropology for
his ethical theory in terms of the dialectics of
negation and affirmation. Subsequently, I

consider the elements of this initial anthro-

67 WISDOM 1(8), 2017



Georgia APOSTOLOPOULOU

pology with reference to the anthropological
difference that introduces the human animal
as the living being that is endowed with rea-
son (logos, Aoyoc) and carries out ‘practical
life’. Further, I explain that the anthropologi-
cal difference has its limits, because it cannot
point to the priority of the Divine with respect
to the human being. Thus, the alleged anthro-
pocentrism of Aristotle’s ethics is questioned.
The concluding remarks point to the signifi-
cance of anthropology for contemporary eth-

ics.

The Relevance of Initial Anthropology

In his Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle fo-
cuses on the human Good that can be realised
though humans’ actions within the shared life
of family, of friendship, and of the City (po-
lis, moAc) as well. In this context, the City has
priority for humans’ life (Solomou-Papaniko-
laou, 1989; Moutsopoulos, 1994). Aristotle’s
destructive critique of Plato’s idea of the Good
as a principle is a decisive step towards his own
ethical theory (Aristoteles 1970a, 1096all-
1097a13; cf. Santas, 1989; Pentzopoulou-
Valalas, 1998, pp. 25-40). Certainly, critique is
a main characteristic of philosophical theory.
Nevertheless, Aristotle’s initial critique that
aims to demarcate the field of the new theory
from the field of the theory it refutes does not
coincide with the new theory. For, the initial
critique is a form of concrete negation, which
only opens the new field of theorising. Then it
indirectly requires an initial affirmative con-
sideration functioning as the threshold to the
new theory. The initial affirmative considera-
tion has a formal character corresponding to
the pragmatics of theory. Its content can be

positive or negative in respect to concrete re-

ality. In this aspect, the initial affirmative
consideration indicates that the philosopher
does go beyond the critique of another theory,
and he accepts an initial account promoting
his own theory. In fact, it is this dialectics of
negation and affirmation, which does not let
theorising wither at the fringes of critique.

Its impact is also obvious in Aristotle’s
ethical theory. At the beginning of his Ni-
comachean Ethics, Aristotle does not only for-
mulate a rigorous critique of Plato’s idea of the
Good as a principle; he also sets out his elemen-
tary anthropology as the initial affirmation pro-
moting the development of his ethical theory.
He, however, retains Socrates’ and Plato’s
question of the Good, and dedicates his own
ethical theory to investigating this question pri-
marily within the human scale. In this respect,
Nicomachean Ethics does not only include a
rigorous critique of Plato; it also remains a dia-
logue for and against Socrates’ conception of
ethics (Burger, 2008). Furthermore, Aristotle
proposes the relative autonomy of ethical theory
towards anthropology and metaphysics as well.

It is worth mentioning that Aristotle nei-
ther uses the term ‘anthropology’ nor does he
explore an independent theory of the human,
which could be named ‘anthropology’. Never-
theless, he often sets out the essential charac-
teristics of the human in such a systematic
way, that his pertinent sentiments could be
assumed to amount to a theory of the human
being. Thus, it has been accepted that Aristo-
tle’s philosophy includes a specific anthro-
pology or philosophical anthropology (Kyr-
kos, 1971; Scheler, 1976, p. 126; Fleischer,
1976; Apostolopoulou, 1987, pp. 50-52). This
view offers a significant interpretative possi-
bility in dealing with Aristotle’s consideration

of the human and, at the same time, it corre-
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sponds to the fact that there is an ‘anthropo-
logical tradition’ in ancient Greece already
before Aristotle. This tradition indeed includes
an innovation, since the ancient Greeks invent-
ed the concept of the human, even though they
did not establish a complete universalisation of
this concept because of the social conditions of
those times. Alongside the distinction between
‘free’ and ‘slave’, Aristotle has the insight of
this universalisation, when he explains that the
master and the slave can be friends, not be-
cause the master is the master and the slave is
the slave, but because both are humans (Aristo-
teles 1970a, 1161b5-8; Apostolopoulou, 2006,
pp. 111-112). However, he does not eliminate
the particularity of his conception, since he ar-

gues that slavery is ‘by nature’.

The Elements of Initial Anthropology

While explaining Aristotle’s initial an-
thropology, I take into account one of the
main arguments of Helmuth Plessner’s philo-
sophical anthropology about the human as a
nature-bound and, at the same time, as an ethi-
cal being (Plessner, 1981, p. 64). Consequent-
ly, the philosophical description of the human
as an ethical agent has to consider humans in
relation to nature, to plants and animals. Nev-
ertheless, this philosophical description is not
sufficient for Aristotle, because Aristotle con-
siders the human that is endowed with reason
and with the divine element of intellect as well.
These points can serve as a hermeneutic eluci-
dation of what I mean by anthropology in this
paper. It is obvious that it cannot be my inten-
tion to investigate now the divergence between
Plessner’s anthropology and that of Aristotle’s.

In his initial anthropology, Aristotle de-

scribes the specific characteristics of humans’

life with respect to the realisations of life in
plants, in ‘other animals’, and in human ani-
mals (Aristoteles, 1970a, 1097b33-1098a4;
for the expression ‘other animals’ see 111a26,
1111b8, 1141a33-34, 1178b27-28 etc.). Thus,
Aristotle describes the essential characteris-
tics of the human ‘from below’, through fol-
lowing the scale of the realisations of life in
nature from the lower level up to the higher
one that is the level of the human animal. This
way of theorising also expresses Aristotle’s
attempt to pose the problem of the Good in
terms of the mundane and of the human scale
as well. At the same time, this is contrary to
Plato’s account of the transcendent Good,
which Aristotle has refuted at the beginning
of the Nicomachean Ethics. Aristotle consid-
ers life as the common essential characteristic
of plants, of other animals, and of human an-
imals as well, since all of them participate in
life and realise different types of it. In fact,
life is an active field supported through the
appropriate life activity of these living beings.
In this aspect, life manifests its actual order as
an essential interweaving of realisations.
Aristotle holds that every level includes
the types realised in the lower level and, at the
same time, it brings to the fore a further type
of the realisation of life. Thus, every level is
richer than the previous one. In plants, life
consists in nutrition and growth. On the level
of animals, life is not only nutritive and aug-
mentative, but it is enriched through the sensi-
tive-perceptive life. Then the human animals
share with the other animals the nutritive, the
augmentative, and the sensitive-perceptive
life. Nevertheless, they realise another type of
life, since they are the only living beings en-
dowed with reason. Then their ‘peculiar’ life

is the ‘practical life’ (praktiké zo€, mpokTikm
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fon), namely a life of action (Aristoteles,
1970a, 1098a4-5).

Aristotle does not explain how the types
of life are realised in every level. He takes
them as given and develops an almost phe-
nomenological description of them in terms of
a realistic conceptual scheme. Therefore, his
phenomenological account is close to what
could be considered as a philosophical biolo-
gy, since it describes animals on the basis of
common and - where it is necessary- of dif-
ferentiated characteristics. In this way, he re-
tains the chain of life and, at the same time,
he poses the difference between human ani-
mals and other animals as another realisation
of life that is connected with the novel ele-
ment of reason.

At first glance, reason and practical life
could be seen as an addition to the other types
of life. Nevertheless, Aristotle indicates that
this form of life is supported though the
common self-understanding of humans. While
other animals live together in a place and look
for their food, human animals are conscious
of being members of their shared life and, at
the same time, they support this shared life
through their actions and values. However the
shared life of humans has its basis in life as a
natural reality, it makes up a novel level of
life and corresponds to the essential character-
istic of the human as a ‘political animal’
(zdon politikon, {@ov moAtTikov) by nature, in
terms of the institutional frame of ‘polis’ (Ar-
istoteles, 1970a, 1097b11). In his relatively
short initial anthropology, Aristotle summa-
rises his affirmative account as that difference
of the human animal from other animals,
which consists in reason and practical life.
For this conception of difference I shall use

the expression ‘anthropological difference’

that serves only as an interpretative significa-
tion for further investigation. Then it is a
question whether Aristotle considers the an-
thropological difference as a sufficient ac-
count within the context of his ethical theory.

The conceptual field of reason and of
practical life makes up the transition from initial
anthropology to ethical theory. Aristotle intro-
duces the crucial concept of the ‘work of the
human’ (ergon anthropou, &pyov avOpamov) in
order to define the ‘human Good’ (anthrdpinon
agathon, avOpomvov dyadov) that is the core of
his ethical theory (Aristoteles, 1970a, 1097b24-
25, 1098a7-16; Dragona-Monachou, 1981, pp.
109-111; Cooper, 1986, especially 144ft.). The
translation of Aristotle’s term ‘ergon’ in modern
languages is not so easy, and the English ren-
dering ‘function’ does not solve the problem
(Solomou-Papanikolaou 1989, pp. 65-66). In
fact, the word ‘ergon’ exists in the Greek lan-
guage from Homer’s epic poems up to the pre-
sent in a variety of meanings (Theodorakopou-
los, 1981, pp. 72-73). It is obvious that the way
from the semantics of everyday Greek lan-
guage to Aristotle’s theoretical elucidation is
indispensable, if we wish to find out the mean-
ing of ‘ergon’ in the context of his philosophy.
Anyway, | prefer the English rendering ‘work’
for Aristotle’s term ‘ergon’.

Since the life of the human is the practic-
ing of reason, the work of the human is an
activity of soul in accordance with reason to-
wards an optimal achievement. Aristotle ele-
vates the work of the human to the peculiar
human Good that is ‘soul’s activity (energeia,
évépyewr) in accordance with excellence (are-
te, apetn) (Aristoteles, 1970a, 1098a16-17).
Since the peculiar life of the human is ‘practi-
cal life’, the human Good is what can be

achieved in action (prakton agathon, Tpoaktov
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ayabov) (Aristoteles, 1970a, 1097a23). In this
respect, the work is the activity presupposing
potentiality and, at the same time, ability and
effort to perform an activity causing an effect.
And the work of the human is this activity
guided through reason. Then the gradual tran-
sition from work to activity and to praxis,
from the Good to the human Good, to the
Good achieved through and in praxis opens

the field of Aristotle’s main ethical theory.

The Anthropological Difference in the
Context of Ethical Theory

The initial anthropology in Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics points to reason as the
crucial difference of the human from non-
human animals. It seems human life recapitu-
lates the previous types of life and, at the
same time, it transforms their characteristics
because of reason. As mentioned above, the
main issue of initial anthropology is life as a
process and as an activity as well. Aristotle
does not abandon the anthropological differ-
ence at the threshold of his ethical theory. In-
stead, he investigates its aspects in order to
stress that reason is no gradual distinction but
it is a real difference characterising the human
in contrast to other animals. So, he argues
other animals do not participate either in vir-
tue or in malice because they lack reason (Ar-
istoteles, 1970a, 1145a25-26, 1149b31-32;
Steiner, 2005, pp. 61-62). While suggesting
that they are not to be ethical agents, Aristotle
ascribes them some virtue as regards the ele-
mentary care for life. When he considers ani-
mals in terms of parent-children relation, he
notes that, in this case, the human as well as
the animals have a natural kind of mutual
friendship (Aristoteles, 1970a, 1155a16-20).

Yet, Aristotle admits that some animals are
prudent, because they seem to have the natu-
ral ability to provide for their life (Aristoteles,
1970a, 1155a25-28). Whether naturalistic or
anthropomorphic, these views indicate Aristo-
tle’s broad conception of life. On the one
hand, Aristotle excludes animals from practi-
cal life; on the other hand, he attributes to
them some elements of moral behaviour by
arguing that they have some inclination to vir-
tue only ‘by nature’. Therefore other animals’
behaviour has some glance of virtue, but this
glance concerns only some cases and does not
cover the whole of their life. In other words,
only humans perform activities with reason
and on the basis of ethical criteria, only hu-
mans communicate about good and just, only
humans carry out their life as a whole of life
with virtue. Even though Aristotle does not
intend to set out an account of animals’ ethics,
his views foreshadow this version of ethics
that has been developed in the twentieth cen-
tury.

Further, the anthropological difference
contributes to the critical self-understanding
of the human as an ethical agent. Aristotle
considers the difference between the human
and the animal on the moral level not as op-
position indicating that virtue belongs to the
human, while malice characterises the animal,
as it was usually maintained in everyday life.
Moreover, his argumentation has different
levels. First of all, Aristotle formulates a short
critique of moral language. As he points out,
metaphor is useful, but it does not express
truth. Secondly, he denies that the human is
good and that the animal is bad. He underlines
that virtue and malice are human possibilities
connected with reason. Therefore, he insists

that malice characterises the human, since mal-
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ice indicates the distortion of reason, namely
the attitude of the human acting against its es-
sential determination. So, he argues that the
nature of animals is less than malice; a bad
man is more frightful than an animal (Aristo-
teles, 1970a, 1150a1-8).

Aristotle admits that the human is some-
times so violent that its behaviour is ferocious.
He takes into account disease as a cause (Aris-
toteles, 1970a, 1149a16-20). Nevertheless, he
considers violence and brutality of human be-
haviour as the degradation of humanity. Since
moral language does not have the appropriate
term for these cases of human behaviour, Ar-
istotle uses the expression ‘the beast’ or fero-
cious as a metaphor indicating a similarity to
animals’ behaviour. While brutality is a spe-
cific characteristic of animals’ natural force,
in the case of human behaviour brutality indi-
cates the degradation of the human towards
inhumanity because of the distortion of rea-
son. It seems that Aristotle attempts to re-
strain the ethical downgrading of animals that
was the consequence of the gradual humani-
sation of nature.

Anyway, it is a question whether Aristo-
tle considering only the human as the ethical
agent sets out an anthropocentric ethics. In
fact, anthropocentrism has been introduced in
modern times as the other side of secularisa-
tion (Chadwick, 1991, pp. 229-234). In this
context, one may contend that morality should
and could be separated from religion and eth-
ics should and could be set out without theol-
ogy. Regarding the alleged anthropocentrism
of Aristotle’s ethics various arguments have
been developed. Thus, Martha C. Nussbaum
asserts that Aristotle’s ethics is anthropocen-
tric, because the human sets normative ele-

ments within mundanity and the human scale

and it poses the Good as the Good only for
human life and for no other (Nussbaum, 2001,
p- 291-294). In this respect, Aristotle sets out
his ethics without theological connotations,
and he elevates humans’ ethical life beyond
the life of other mortal animals. In a different
way, Gary Steiner considers anthropocentrism
as the worldview ascribing to animals an infe-
rior status in the cosmic order compared to
humans (Steiner, 2005, p. 2). He assesses that
Aristotle’s ethics represents rather a moderate
anthropocentrism, because Aristotle preserves
the continuity between humans and other an-
imals, while excluding animals from the polis.
Therefore, there is a tension between Aristo-
tle’s ‘anthropomorphic language’ and his an-
thropocentrism (Steiner, 2005, p. 72).

In fact, Aristotle sets out his initial an-
thropology explaining the human through tak-
ing into account the characteristics of other
animals that are essential for considering the
human as a living being among other mortal
living beings. Even though Aristotle under-
lines reason and speech as features of the dif-
ference of humans from other animals and he
considers only humans as ethical agents, the
anthropological prerequisites of his ethical
theory indicate a moderate definition of a
trace of ethical value for some other animals.

Suggesting that the human is higher than
the other animals because the human is en-
dowed with reason and speech, Aristotle’s ini-
tial anthropology reaches its limit. At the
same time, the anthropological difference
characterising a determination from bottom
up, from animal to human, gives place to the
question about a determination from above,
from the Divine (Aristoteles, 1970a, 1177b27
-31). As Aristotle maintains, everything has a

divine element, since it exists within the tel-
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eological life interrelation that is connected
with the Divine. Moreover, the human is en-
dowed with intellect and has the ability of in-
tellectual activity within the theoretical form
of life performed in philosophy as a research
of the principles of the order of Being. Since
intellect is the most divine element of human
existence, it opens a perspective of transcend-
ence within immanence that is realised as ra-
tional contemplation (theoria, fswpic) and
makes up the highest level of the activity of
ethical agents (Aristoteles, 1970a, 1177al3-
17, 1178b2-9).

In this respect, Aristotle explores the
main activities of ethical agents, and, at the
same time, he points to the broad interweav-
ing of life within which humans carry out
their specific forms of life. While action as
‘praxis’(npa&ig) introduces changes in human
life, intellectual activity as ‘theoria’ (Bewpio)
is an intrinsic activity (energeia, évépyeia) of
investigation and contemplation of the whole
scale of life without intending some impact
upon it. While friendship includes self-rela-
tion connected to the relation to other, to fri-
end, intellectual activity as rational contem-
plation means the self-sufficient self-relation
based upon the ontological specification of
intellect as the divine element of the human
(Aristoteles, 1970a, 1171b32-36, 1178b21-22;
Apostolopoulou, 2006, pp. 107-112). Never-
theless, self-relation characterising intellectu-
al activity never becomes absolute, since hu-
man intellect exists under conditions of fini-
tude. Therefore, intellectual activity as ration-
al contemplation is only similar to the contin-
uous activity of the Divine (Aristoteles,
1970a, 1178b27; Apostolopoulou, 1999, 31).
Thus, Aristotle corroborates the orientation of

human life towards flourishing and values

without abandoning the Socratic-Platonic
viewpoint that the Divine is the highest refer-
ence point of ethical life. In some way, he
shares Protagoras’ emphasis on the human,
but he does not endorse Protagoras’ radical
anti-ontology. Instead his ethics corroborates
the human as ethical agent, but it is not re-
leased from his metaphysics.

Conclusion

The initial anthropology in Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics serves to describe the
context of Aristotle’s ethical theorising after
his critique of Plato’s comprehensive theory.
From an almost meta-theoretical considera-
tion, it has a strategic importance not only for
developing a new theory but also for vindicat-
ing the place of this theory against another
theory. While doing so, it also describes the
human as the ethical agent within a life con-
text. Besides, the anthropological difference,
namely the difference between the human and
the other mortal animals, allows some consid-
erations about other living beings as inhabit-
ants of this earth. Even though Aristotle con-
siders humans as higher over other mortal an-
imals, he does not adopt some aggressive atti-
tude or emotional aversion towards the latter.
He underlines the continuity of life that the
human and the other mortal animals share,
and, at the same time, he explains the differ-
ence and the convergence of the human to-
wards them. It is still a question whether ethi-
cal theory does need an anthropological ac-
count as a prerequisite (Apostolopoulou, 1999;
Apostolopoulou, 2008). Aristotle offers a rea-
sonable justification of such a prerequisite that
we should take into account nowadays, when

the question of the human as a concrete living
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being is put under conditions of uncertainty.

REFERENCES

Apostolopoulou, G. (1987): To problema tés
praxés ston Aristotelé kai ston Marx
(The Problem of Praxis in Aristotle
and Marx, in Greek). University of
loannina Department of Philosophy
(Ed.). First Panhellenic Symposium.
Karl Marx and Philosophy. loanni-
na, November 3-5, 1983. pp. 45-61.
Athens: Gutenberg.

Apostolopoulou, G. (1999). Aristoteles und
die Einheit der philosophischen Ver-
nunft. In T. Pentzopoulou-Valalas, &
St. Dimopoulos(Eds.), Aristotle on
Metaphysics (pp. 27-32). Thessalo-
nike: Aristotle University of Thessa-
lonike.

Apostolopoulou, G. (2006). The Hermeneu-
tics of the Subject in Aristotle’s Ni-
comachean Ethics. In. Papadis (Ed.),
Aristotle’s Ethical Philosophy. The
Nicomachean Ethics (pp. 89-113).
Athens: Traulos.

Apostolopoulou, G. (2008). The Priority of
Philosophical Anthropology towards
Ethics. XXII World Congress of Phi-
losophy. Rethinking Philosophy To-
day. July 30-August 5, 2008. 20, pp.
9-15. Charlottes Ville: Virginia, Phi-
losophy Documentation Center.

Aristoteles, (1970a). Ethica Nicomachea. Re-
cognovit brevique adnotatione criti-
ca instruxit 1. Bywater. Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press.

Aristoteles, (1970b). Topica et Sophistici
Elenchi. Recensit brevique adnota-

tione critica instruxit W.D. Ross. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press.

Aristotle, (2002). Nicomachean Ethics. Trans-
lation (with Historical Introduction)
by Ch. Row. Philosophical Introduc-
tion and Commentary by S. Broadie.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Brutian, G. (1998): Logic, Language and Ar-
gumentation in Projection of Philo-
sophical Knowledge. Armenian Li-
brary of Calouste Gulbenkian Foun-
dation. Lisbon: Grafica De Coimbra.

Brutian, G. (2007, June). The Main Disputa-
ble Questions in the Modern Theo-
ries of Argumentation. News and
Views, 15, 14-28.

Burger, R. (2008). Aristotle’s Dialogue with
Socrates. On the Nicomachean Eth-
ics. Chicago: The University of Chi-
cago Press.

Chadwick, O. (1991). The Secularization of
the European Mind in the 19th Cen-
tury. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Cooper, J. M. (1986). Reason and Human
Good in Aristotle. Indianapolis/
Cambridge:  Hackett  Publishing
Company.

Djidjian, R. (2006, March). Transformational
Logic and the Age of Thinking Ma-
chines. News and Views, 10, 16-27.

Djidjian, R. (2007, July). Metaphilosophy,
Transformational Logic and Think-
ing Machines. News and Views, 16,
32-45.

Dragona-Monachou, M. (1981). To anthro-
pino kai to politico agatho ston Aris-
totele (The Human and the Political
Good in Aristotle, in Greek). Scien-

WISDOM 1(8), 2017 74



The Initial Anthropology in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics

tific Yearbook of the Panteios Higher
School of Political Sciences, 109-
124. Athens.

Fleischer, M. (1976). Hermeneutische Anthro-
pologie: Platon, Aristoteles. Berlin:
de Gruyter.

Hovhannisyan, H. (2006, October). Yerevan
School of Argumentation on the
Threshold of the 21th Century. News
and Views, 12, 31-50.

Hovhannisyan, H. (2008, April). Argumenta-
tion and Metargumentation. News
and Views, 18, 22-25.

Kyrkos, B. (1981). Ho anthropologikos cha-
rakteras tés politikés philosophias
tou Aristotelé (The Anthropological
Character of Aristotle’s Political Phi-
losophy, in Greek). Scientific Year-
book of the Panteios Higher School
of Political Sciences, 213-229. Ath-
ens.

Moutsopoulos, E. (1994). He helleniké polis
has historiko protypo kai hos politiké
axia (The Greek Polis as a Historical
Model and as a Political Value, in
Greek). Nea Hestia 68/135, 1994,
285-286.

Nussbaum, M. C. (2001). The fragility of
goodness. Luck and ethics in Greek
tragedy and philosophy (1986, re-
vised edition 2001). Cambridge:
Cambridge, University Press.

Papadis, D. (Ed.) (2006). Aristotle’s Ethical
Philosophy. The Nicomachean Eth-
ics. Athens: Traulos.

Pentzopoulou-Valalas, T. & Dimopoulos St.
(Eds.) (1999). Aristotle on Metaphys-
ics. Thessalonike: Aristotle Universi-

ty of Thessalonike.

Pentzopoulou-Valalas, T. (1998). Proboles
ston Aristotele (Views on Aristotle,
in Greek). Thessalonike: Zetros.

Plessner, H. (1981). Die Stufen des Organ-
ischen und der Mensch. Einleitung in
die philosophische Anthropologie
(Gesammelte Schriften 1V). Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp Verlag.

Ryle, G. (1968). Dialectic in the Academy.
Aristotle on Dialectic: The Topics.
Proceedings of the Third Symposium
Aristotelicum, G.E.L. Owen (Ed.),
pp. 69-79. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Santas, G. (1989). Aristotle’s Criticism of
Plato’s Form of the Good. Philo-
sophical Papers 18, 137-160.

Scheler, M. (1976). Philosophische Weltan-
schauung. Max Scheler, Spaete
Schriften. Mit einem Anhang he-
rausgegeben von Manfred S. Frings.
Bern/Muenchen: Francke Verlag.

Solomou-Papanikolaou, V. (1989). Polis and
Aristotle: The World of the Greek
Polis and its Impact upon Some Fun-
damental Aspects of Aristotle’s Prac-
tical Philosophy. Scientific Yearbook
Dodone Suppl, 40. Toannina: Univer-
sity of loannina.

Steiner, G. (2005). Anthropocentrism and its
Discontents. The Moral Status of An-
imals in the History of Western Phi-
losophy. Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh Uni-
versity Press.

Theodorakopoulos, 1. N. (1981). Scheseis Aris-
totelous pros Platona. (Relations of
Aristotle to Plato, in Greek). World
Congress on Aristotle. Thessalonike
August 7-14, 1978, |, pp. 69-86. Ath-

ens: Ministry of Culture and Sciences.

75 WISDOM 1(8), 2017



Georgia APOSTOLOPOULOU

van Eemeren, F. H., Garssen, B., Verheij, B., Handbook of Argumentation Theory.
Krabbe, E. C. W., Snoeck Henkemans, Dordrecht/Heidelberg: Springer.
A. F., & Wagemans, J. H. M. (2014).

WISDOM 1(8), 2017 76



