                              In Search of a Global Ethic.
By Myrta Dragona-Monachou

During the last decade it was often spoken  of “universal ethics”, while nowadays the expression “global ethics” is more current. Perhaps this is due among other factors to  the foundation of many Centers, Institutes and Societies of Global Ethics, the establishment  of postgraduate programs on global ethics by many  universities (e.g. Birmingham, Gent, Wittemberg, Maine and others), the organization of conferences and congresses on this issue and perhaps  the appearance of the Journal of Global Ethics in 2005. This does not mean that we do not also speak  about “land ethics”, “world ethics” “planetary ethics”, “integral ethics”,  “international ethics” , “eco-ethics” “cosmopolitan ethics”, etc., an issue specially discussed during the last  XXIII World Congress of Philosophy held in Seoul last August. This problematic is due to the fact that after the expansion of scientific knowledge and  technological  innovations in most if not all parts of the world in the context of  the  so-called globalization –better, mondialization, to recall Derrida—and particularly after the explosions of terrorism and violence, the need for some common values and principles is deeply felt and an integral ethics is urgently required for the confrontation if not the solution of  the huge world problems that plague  our planet as a whole. 

The term “a global ethic” first appeared in the  declaration   “Towards a  Global Ethic” by the Chicago “Parliament of World Religions” in 1993   and in  Hans Kueng’s subsequent edition  Yes to a Global Ethic: Voices from Religion and Politics” (1993). The editor  made clear the intentions of this movement by stating that by  global ethics is not meant a global ideology or a single unified religion but a fundamental consensus on binding values, irrevocable standards and personal stands. Without  a fundamental consensus in ethics, he argued, every community will sooner or later be threatened by chaos and the individuals by despair. More specifically, global ethics denotes ethics dealing with world issues  requiring international dialogue such as global justice and global peace and world problems such as war, terrorism, violence, development, global warming and famine, emigration, etc. It is  a process or discussion of issues  arising  in the context of globalization, multiculturalism  and philosophical  pluralism. As distinguished by  Nigel Dower (Journal of Global Ethics

1/1/2005: 26)  global ethics is  considered as a “systematic reflective enquiry into the  nature, content, justification and application of a global ethic and the comparison of different global ethics” as well as the justification and  the application of a  global ethic, while a   global ethic can be seen as  “a claim by an individual or group about universal values and transnational responsibilities; or as a set of values and norms universally accepted; or as a set of values   widely shared by people from all over the world” (ibid. 35). As such Dower proposes a global ethic based on the Erath Charter as agreed in 2000 (ibid. 38-42). It took many years,  many international meetings and much deliberation. to  elaborate this Charter.  It is composed by four fundamental principles  (respect for the Earth in all its diversity, care for the community of life with understanding, compassion and love, building of democratic societies that are just, participatory, sustainable and peaceful and security of Earth’d baunty and beauty for present and future generations (Dower 39). Kwasi Wiredu, also emphasizes that there is a need both of global ethics and “a global ethic”; yet, although he suggests that a global ethic can be realized only through intercultural dialogue, he does not yet believe that a global ethic exists ( Journal of Global Ethics  1/1/ 2005: 45-46).  In this view Wiredu is in agreement with John Hick who  in his  talk given to the Center of the Study of Global Ethics, at the University of Bermingham in 2007 argued that  whereas   global ethics  is  solidly established, “a global ethic remains   to be uncovered and that to do this requires world-wide consultation going beyond the present Western versions”. In my view, given my experience as member of the Hellenic National Bioethics Committee in the elaboration of the “Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights” (2005), a global ethic might be  a set of   principles rather than  values, rules  or norms  widely  accepted through  overlapping consensus  and providing a common ground for an  effective international dialogue. Yet, both expressions are most of the time used alternatively and both are still covered sometimes by the expression “universal ethics”. 

An assiduous  search  for  universal  ethics  was ushered in 1996 by the  ambitious  five years project on universal ethics  launched by  UNESCO on the initiative of the director of the  Division of Philosophy and Ethics Yersu Kim.  Perhaps this movement was not irrelevant to  Hantington’s  article and book on The Clash of Civilizations (1993/1996).  This is how Hans Kueng, president of  the “Foundation for a Global Ethic” and  participant in the first meeting of the  UNESCO project,  defined  global ethics: “Global Ethics is nothing but the necessary minimum of common values, standards and attitudes. We need standards that can be accepted by everybody.  We live in a time when humanity is threatened by a “clash of civilizations”: all sorts of cultural and religious conflicts between countries  or in a specific country…The alternative is a global ethic,  an ethical minimum, common to all religions, cultures, civilizations…”.). According to Karan Singh, who also participated in this  meeting, it was urgent to identify  “basic ethical principles for the emerging global society of the 21st century”,  because the transition to a global society dictated ways to transcend  pre-global mentality and cultivate “a global consciousness opening  a new dimension of thinking, a new awareness that we belong to the planet earth” Philosophy 5/1997, 3). Universal ethics as a quest for a common denominator acceptable by all societies  was seen by Yersu Kim not only as a possibility but rather as a necessity. 

UNESCO aspired to incite the philosophical community to collect conceptions and visions of all great philosophical, religious and cultural traditions   in order to draw the essential principles and bind them into a coherent whole. In the initial plan two versions of universal ethics were left open: a thin minimalist ethics susceptible of universal formulation and acceptable by all nations, cultures and societies and one thick and substantial in its content, yet vulnerable to dissent and diversity. Kim noticed that “ as the relativism of values is becoming the cultural orthodoxy of the day, there is rising search for norms and values that could serve as the bases of collective efforts towards peace and development” (Philosophy  3/1996). To that end UNESCO organized several meetings opening not only a dialogue but  an “omnilogue” among philosophers of various schools and  among the representatives of all major cultural traditions which resulted in  Kim’s booklet A Common Framework for the Ethics of the 21st Century (1999). This framework is a sort of a Charter for the ethics of our century, analogous to a certain extent to that of the Earth Charter that constituted the basis for a global ethic according to Dower.  It contains a short preamble and four parts (relation with nature, human integration, individual and community and justice), because the world problems  demanding global values and principles can be integrated in four sections: “Preservability of the earth, human fulfillment with free exercise of rights and responsibilities, complementarity between the individual and the community and peace through justice”. It is Kim’s   firm conviction that different communities and individuals, despite their diversity, are sharing  common values and particularly the common purpose of survival and welfare. This common framework can function through dialogue, mutual learning and  good will. It should be noted that this text became the basis for the Year of dialogue between civilizations under the auspices of the United Nations Organization  in 2001.

So, although this project was literally labeled a search for “universal ethics”, it was often discussed  by its authorities in terms of global or common ethics conceived as “moral and intellectual solidarity”  and badly needed in the present global society.  However, an interesting distinction was made recently during the Interim World Philosophy Congress ( New Delhi 15-18.12.2006) by  Joseph Margolis in his paper “The Global and the Universal” (Abstracts p. 38). He argued: “ I take the ‘global’ and the ‘universal’ to be entirely  independent notions. The universal, in any sense that implicates essentialism, changelessness, substantive necessity, exceptionlessness, and the like I regard as indemonstrable  as well as not required in the analysis of the legitimation of science or morality; the global I take to be benignly equivocal , as signifying a sort of holism regarding humanity  or the inclusion of all societies or cultures or aggregates of humans, however diverse or disparate they may be. I take the ‘unity of mankind’, the Congress’s theme…adequately served by reference to pertinent generalities, including the global, without any need to universality or universalism of any sort” Although I do not share the philosopher’s reservations  that  “the insistence on the universal” betrays  hegemonic and colonialist tendencies of a certain culture, I find the expression universal ethics too strong philosophically, requiring a sort of Chomskians  “moral universals”,  adding to the inherent  human normativity a certain metaphysical  dimension and recalling the notorious  discussion on  the universals in Middle Ages. A global ethic besides implying the  normativity of the human nature on the basis at least of a  moral sense, has also an experiential basis; it incorporates elements found in most cultures and can be best justified by  such principles as respect for human dignity proclaimed by  such international documents   as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. As principles inspiring this and other subsequent declarations  human rights can constitute acceptable principles  of  cosmopolitan ethics as conceived  by Greek and Roman Stoicism on the basis of natural law and further elaborated by Kant on the basis of moral law. According to  Martha Nussbaum (1996) and others, there is hope that global ethics might developed into true  cosmopolitan ethics.    

 At almost the same time during the last decade a search for common values was undertaken by eminent moral philosophers such as  Apel,   Outka-Reader, Bok,  Gewirth and others. The German advocate, together with Habermas, of the  ethics of the dialogue (discourse ethics) put the problem in question form in his article “Une ethique universaliste est-elle possible?” (1993)  and answered it in the affirmative. Apel  extended the question pointing out the philosophers’ responsibility: “What do philosophers think today of the necessity, of the possibility of a universalist ethics, consequent to a global ethics of humanity?” (493).   He  argued against postmodernists who overemphasized individual and cultural differences, thus  disputing the unity of reason  discarding the possibility of a valid universalist ethics and  remarked: “In the actual situation of the world when for the first time the different civilizations and forms of existence should cohabit and work in common in an order of planetary peace a pluralistic ethics of values should be combined with an ethics axiologically universalist” (501). Although the pursuit of happiness is a personal “plan of life”, to recall Rawls,  the norms regulating life and work should be recognized as universally valid and obligatory, which in the last resort also serves individual interests. Apel believes that an axiologically universalist  and  deontological ethics, a macroethics of Stoic  inspiration, is not only necessary  but also possible.   

Similar views in defense  of  common values  appeared expensively in the  philosophical literature  since 1993. I shall mention here only those   most representative of the parallel institutional movement towards global ethics. The edition of Gene Outka and John Reader (Prospects for a Common Morality” (1993) includes important contributions to the debate for and against a common morality. Those defending this idea ( A. Baier, R. Rorty, D. Little, A. Gewirth), focus primarily on human rights   that already have won a multicultural consensus  promoting  through rationality and universalizability  the paradigm of the Enlightenment towards an ecumenical moral institution of life.  Even  those who are skeptical about the feasibility of a common morality are sensitive enough to the spirit of the time and make interesting alternative proposals. The ethical dimension and importance of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was  defended by many moral philosophers (Dragona-monachou 1986) and recently by Brian Orend (2002).  Of great interest is the book Common Values by Sissela Bok (1995). The author considers the co-existence of some minimal values common to the great civilizations possible and necessary for the survival of humankind.  She distinguishes  three categories of values common to all major world religions and  philosophies (Judeo-Christian, Islamic, Confucian, Buddhist and Hinduist)  as well as some positive duties for mutual support, consistent with versions of the “golden rule” , and some negative duties of no  harm, non violence and non deceit  and some elementary common principles of procedural fairness and equal moral worth  imposing a sort of self-restriction. She considers together with Jennifer Trusted (Moral Principles and Social Values 1987)  trust as  the most basic moral good, necessary for the transcultural dialogue against genocide, fanaticism and fundamentalism.    Yet,  most hopeful for the case of a common morality and philosophically most robust contribution to this prospect  can perhaps be considered Alan Gewirth’s  article in Outka-Reader collection  “ Common Morality and the Community of Rights” (1993) and particularly his book The Community of Rights (1996). In this book Gewirth elaborates a normative non individualistic common morality by binding together legitimized interests, rights and values on the basis of “mutual universality”. He almost identifies common values with the human rights that  protect basic human needs and sees the solution of conflicts in the right ranking and hierarchy of rights. It is noteworthy that recently, after the destruction cause by the earthquake-induced tsunamis in South East Asia,    an argument that “positive rights are universal and global in scope  … and such rights provide a rational and ethical foundation for global justice that is cosmopolitan” was advanced by Edward Spence on the basis of the moral philosophy of Alan Gewirth (Journal of Global Ethics 3/2/ 2007: 179-200).    

What a global ethic has to overcome or transcend is foremost the ethical and perhaps the moral, yet, not the cultural relativism. The ethical objectivity has been strongly defended in the last decades against many versions of ethical relativism and skepticism particularly by advocates of moral realism, rationalism  and contractarianism,   but this debate  does not concern us here (Dragona-Monachou 1996). The cultural and religious diversity has to do with  particularities that center around the province of the good, not around that of the right, to speak in Rawlsian terms. A short survey of the major world religions and philosophies shows that their moral core qua moral is not irrevocably  diverse. A thin ethical region, representing common morality is not as dissimilar as can be judged from the appearance of the  thick  systems of the morality of the various peoples. And, what is more important, an account of   secular morality drawn from the roots and the history of ethics of each people  shows a similar quest for happiness and welfare accomplished by  similar moral virtues, norms and principles.  It is not accidental that  justice, benevolence,  reciprocity and reversibility of moral subjects are found in the core of all religions and philosophies in East and West, North and South. Versions of the golden rule such as “whatever you wish that men could do to you, do so to them”, or “act in accord with your recipient’s desires as well as your own, including the principles upheld by your recipient as well as by yourself” (Gewirth 1982:131)--  a rationalization of the rule based on  the principle of “generic consistency”--  recalling   the Kantian categorical imperative,  are met almost in all histories of ethics. The unprecedented  communication of people in the last decades facilitated through the internet, numerous conferences and tourism, has shown that the variety of cultures should not be exaggerated. We  feel at home almost everywhere.  

 I fact, a quick survey of the emergence of morality and the history of ethics will throw some light on the ethical similarities rather than the ethical differences of peoples. According to many anthropologists morality is contemporaneous  with man. According to some ethologists and sociobiologists some moral principles are perhaps traced into other  primates  even before man and it is their observance that secured evolution and survival of the fittest. If Darwin’s suggestion  that “what makes morality necessary is conflict” is right, a shared set of moral principles  is nowadays

 a strict necessity. It has been observed that all known societies, even  small-scale ones, share values and know their meaning as principles guiding conduct  judging   actions in terms of good and evil. These values, virtues  and principles loom under proverbs, aphorisms, customs and laws. Sociability and reciprocity prove   universal human traits. Respect for human life is also  a universal value and interpersonal relations are everywhere very important  Thus, there are not societies without morality. And,  though in many societies  morality has divine authority, not all moralities have religious  origins (George Silverbawer 1993: 14-28). In larger societies with written evidence morality can be gathered from various documents, law codes, stories and myths. Social justice and the pursuit of righteousness are primary values  in the first great civilizations such as the Assyrian, the Egyptian, the Hebrew, the Indian, the  Chinese, and others.  Humanistic virtues and common moral ideas such as fidelity, righteousness, the idea of duties, self-restraint, compassion, harmonious life etc. figure preeminently      in all  versions of Hindou   and Buddhist ethics as is evidenced by the first epics and philosophical texts, while Gandhian non-violence has become a slogan of global ethics in the pursuit of global justice and peace. Islamic ethics having integrated Christian, ancient Greek  and Jewish moral insights, and though   revealed Jewish morality encourages rational thinking for redressing injustice inspiring respect for difference and otherness in human society. (P. Singer [Ed.] The Companion to Ethics 1993: (3-120). Regarding Confucian ethics, it was for me a happy surprise to find in the Analects  many loci communes between Confucian ethics and Ancient Greek moral philosophy. Many virtues and  moral principles advanced by Socrates, Plato, Aristotle even  the Stoics coincide with fundamental ideas and notions of the Analects. Given the fact that there was not any contact between ancient Greek and Chinese civilizations until very late, this coincidence shows that the language of morals is not only universalizable according to Hare, but, in a serious sense, universal (Dragona-Monachou 2008). 

What is important is that  most ethical norms of religious origin correspond closely to the morals of secular ethical theories. Perhaps the first attempt in the history of ethics to defend the independence of moral values from divine connotations,  constituting the corner stone of global ethics, is Socrates’ argumentation in the Platonic dialogue Euthyphro 10a ff. defending the independence  of the concepts of the “holy” and  the “good” from the divine will and thus the priority of moral notions.  Because something is good, it  is willed by god and not vice-versa., i.e. moral knowledge has a rational basis. In fact, it is Socrates who is rightly considered the founding father of Western ethics.   He was the first to ask a universalizable  answer to the question “how one ought to live”. He connected virtue with knowledge and happiness and asked for the definition, i.e. the philosophical meaning of the fundamental virtues regarding philosophy as a care for one’s soul. 

Socrates was primarily concerned to enlighten his co-citizen, the citizen of democratic Athens. The Stoics, who liked to be called “Socratics” ,were the first philosophers of the world who taught a cosmopolitan ethics considering all men citizen of the world (cosmopolis). They were among the first thinkers who from the similarity of humans proceeded to moral equality,  evaluated  all political laws  on the basis of the natural law, the  common law of all humankind which dictates what is good and bad, right and wrong, and treated all humans as co-citizen and brothers, as we know particularly from Cicero and Seneca. Thus it is not surprising that the roots of the idea of human rights have been traced back  to Greek and Roman Stoicism (Dragona-Monachou  1982).  Nor that current cosmopolitan ethics have been traced back to them by Martha Nussbaum (1996) and others..  The Stoic common natural  law, analogous to the Kantian moral law,  transcends ethical relativism as does the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The universality of human rights  has been shown by many philosophers and preeminently by James Nickel in his book (Making Sense of human Rights: Reflections on the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1987) in the context of prescriptive relativism, thus opening the way for “rights-based moral theories” (Mackie 1987).

What the UNESCO program for universal ethics aspired to was to avoid both “the Skyla of dogmatism and the Charybdis of relativism” . Prescriptive relativism is “a  moral position that it is desirable and proper for different groups to have different moral standards if their cultures and circumstances are different” (69 and a position that  endorses “normative diversity and tolerance among groups” (74). In its modest form prescriptive relativism holds that “universal norms should be few and broad , compatible with local standards and practices. Nickel argues, however,  that “ the standards of the international human rights movement are for the most part compatible with a modest prescriptive relativism”. Human rights as universal “complex high priority norms” held by men qua men can provide guidance to behavior and dictate duties to individual and governments. As important norms , rights prevail over conflicts with local norms, and, though not absolute, they establish minimal standards for decent social practice.   As normative structures inherent in human nature,  rights can exist in actual and justified moralities. As minimal international standards “sidestep many issues of cultural relativity.. providing a common set of minimal requirements” (51). Nickel’s position is not very different from that of John Rawls (19931/1993) focusing  on the right rather than on the good and  from the thin minimalist  morality of  Michael Walzer that abstracts from the thick morality of cultural traditions  those principles that are universally recognizable and susceptible of global acceptance. Chomsky said recently during an interview: “ It is true that there are different value systems and different cultures but  a fairly widely accepted common basis for human rights: All this is true in principle even if it is not accepted in practice. The Universal Declaration of human Rights drew from many cultures and backgrounds and at least it is a basis for talking about global ethics and human rights. Or it would be if anyone accepted it.” (Journal of Global Ethics 1/ 2/ 2005).  

Global ethics is nowadays necessary; and, through the  interioration and the moral justification of  human rights, it is also  feasible. What is needed is to instill the moral dimension of human rights as high priority ethical principles through a meaningful philosophical teaching into the soul of young generations.. Respect for human life, dignity and autonomy,  and recognition of the other as  co-citizen of the world  is a must. This can be accomplished through a humanistic and humanitarian education Kucuradi 2002). It is only in this way that global justice  will prevail, elimination of famine,  terrorism and violence will be achieved and there is a hope that  future generations will live in peace and enjoy welfare. Only  a true  paedeia,  in the ancient Greek sense of the word, of human rights  as universal or at least global principles of ethics, free of the usual legalistic spirit,   will  nurture   human beings  to  face nobody as a moral stranger and feel at home  in the whole world.  

. 

                                                         Select Bibliography 

Apel, K.-O. (1993). “Une ethique universaliste est-elle possible?”, in R. Klibamsky-

                        D.Pears (Eds.). La philosophie en Europe, Paris, Galllimard, 
Bok, S. (1995). Common Values. Missouri: University Press of Missouri

Dower, Nigel (2005). “ The Nature and Scope of Global Ethics and the Relevance

                       Of the Earth Charter”, Journal of Global Ethics 1/ 1: 25-45.

Dragona-Monachou, Myrto (1986). Philosophy and Human Rights, Athens, Papazisis

                          (in Greek).

-----------           (1985)  “ Stoicisme et les droits de l’ home” Discorsi 2 : 209-236.

-----------           (1992). “Greek Philosophy and Human Rights”, in 2500 Years 
                            of Democracy, Athens, Academy of Athens. 
 -----------           (1993). “Development and Ethics: The Problem of the Famine 

                            Relief”, in I, Kucuradi (Ed.) The Idea of Development, Ankara, 

                             Meteksan: 78-97.

 ------------          (1995). “Which Concept of Justice, if any, Underlies the Human 

                             Rights Documents?”, in Ioanna Kucuradi (Ed.) The Idea and 

                             Documents of Human Rights, Ankara, Meteksen: 47-57.                                

                          (1995) Contemporary Moral Philosophy, Athens, Ellinika Grammata

                             (in Greek).         

-----------            (1998) “Need Secular Global Ethics  Conflict with Cultural 

                           Traditions?”, in Buvan Chandel-Ioanna Kucuradi (Eds.) Cultural

                           Traditions and the Idea of Secularization, Center for Studies in 

                            Civilizations, New Delhi. 

----------               (2003) “Do we Need New, Reformed or Common Values?”, in                            

                             W.  McBride (Ed.), The Idea of Values, Philosophy Documentation 

                             Center, Charlottesville:11-26.

-----------              (2004). “Respect for Human Rights as a Basis for Shared Values 

                              and Mutual Understanding among the Southeastern European 

                             People”, in Value, Culture and Communication, Bucarest,

                              Romanian Academy: 20-25.                                   :        

-----------             (2005)  (Ed.). For a Philosophical Education of Human Rights, 

                            Athens, Ellinika Grammata (in Greek). 

-----------             (2005). “The Similarity of Humans in the Past and Now” in Jean 

                             Ferrari-J.-J. Wunenburger (Eds.) La difference anthropologique a 

                             L’ ere des biotechnologies”, Lyon: 53-70.              
----------               (2005. “What Can be Expected from Moral Philosophy in the  
                             Present Century?”, News and Views 6: 12-20.

-----------              (2008). “ Search for a Global Ethics: Confucius and Ancient Greek

                             Moral Philosophy”, Skepsis  XIX/I-II: In Honor of Prof. Keping

                              Wang: 19-28. 

Gewirth, Alan (1982). Human Rights: Essays on Justification and Applications,

                         Chicago, The University  Press of Chicago.
-- -------          1996). The Community of Rights, Chicago, The University Press of                                 

                           Chicago.

Huntington, S.  (1993) “ The Clash of Civilizations”, Foreign Affairs. 
--------------       (I996). The Clash of Civilization and the Remaking of the World 

                          Order, New York< Simon & Schuster. 

Kim, Yersu.     (1999) A Common Framework for the Ethics of the 21st Century,Paris,

                           UNESCO, Division of Philosophy and Ethics. 

Kucuradi, Ioanna (Ed. 2002). Human Rights: In Turkey and the World in the Light 

                             Of Fifty-year Experience,  Ankara, UNESCO.  
Kueng, H. (Ed.)  1996 Yes to a Global Ethics.New York. Continuum.       

Mackie, J. ( 1984). “Can there be a Rights-based Moral Theory?” in J. Waldron, 

                           Theories of Rights. Oxford, OUP. 

Nickel, J. (1987). Making Sense of human Rights : Philosophical Reflections on the 

                            Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Berkeley, Univ. Cal. Pres   

Nussbaum, M. (1996). For Love of Country: Debating the Limits of Patriotism, 
                            Boston, Beacon Press.
Orend. B. (2002). Human Rights: Concept and Context, Canada, Broadview Press..
Outka G.& Reeder, J. (Eds. 1993). Prospects for a Common Morality, Princeton, 

                             Princeton U.P. 

Philosophy (1996-8). Newsletters of the UNESCO Division of  Philosophy 3-7.

Rawls, J. ( 1971) A Theory of Justice, Oxford. OUP.

------------ (1993). Political Liberalism , New York, Columbia Univ. Press.

Silverbauer, G. (1993)”Ethics in Small-Scale Societies” in P. Singer (Ed.)  A                                      

                             Companion to Ethics, Oxford, Blackwell.

Spence, E.  (2007). “Positive Rights and the Cosmopolitan Community: A Rights-

                             Centered Foundation for Global Ethics”, Journal of Global Ethics

                              3/ 2. 

Trusted, J. (1987). Moral Principles and social Values , London,. Routledge.   
Walzer, M. (1994) Thick and Thin: A Moral Argument at Home and Abroad, 

                              Notre Dame, University .Press.
Wiredu, Kwasi (2005).“On the Idea of a Global Ethic”, Journal of Global Ethics 1/1.
Myrto Dragona-Monachou, 

Professor Emerita of Philosophy 

Of the University of Athens

Former Vice-president of FISP 
PAGE  
1

