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POLITICS, MORALS, NATURE AND CONVENTION

Aristotle says, near the beginning of his Nicomachean Ethics!, that
the subject-matter of political science, namely a certain excellence and jus-
tice in human action, is of such variety and inconstancy that it might seem
to be the product of human convention (vopog), and not part of the natural
order of things (pUoig). A similar inconstancy, he adds, is characteristic
of things which we hold to be good. (He now has in mind, evidently, commod-
ities, or qualities of character, rather than actions). Wealth, for example,
he remarks, has been the ruin of some people, bravery of others. His imme-
diate point is that the variety and inconstancy of which he is speaking must
be taken as a warning not to expect, in either political or moral science, too
great certitude or precision: certainly not that degree of them which is cha-
racteristic, say, of mathematics. But the more interesting point, in a way,
is the bearing which the variety and inconstancy mentioned may have on the
subject-matter of the two studies, political and moral science. He indicates,
explicitly for the first and implicitly for the second, that the comparative
irregularity of the phenomena with which they are concerned is or may be
a sign that we are dealing in them with purely human creations or contri-
vances, as contrasted with what «exists by nature» (pvoel). My object in
the present paper is to take up and examine this contrast. (I shall make no
attempt to trace Aristotle’s own further treatment of it. I am simply taking

what he says in the passage noted as representing an interesting theme for
independent discussion).

What exists by nature —the idea would seem to be— is stable in a way
in which social and individual norms, virtues and values —those which
make up what may be loosely called the moral fabric of a society— are not.
For example : if there are any triangles in nature then in each instance the
sum of the three angles will be 180° on a plane. This is nature at its most
stable. Natural triangles on a plane are bound to be triangles of a certain
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standard, so to speak: it is not just probable that they will be true to type.
Water, left to itself, will run downhill. A disease, left to take its course, will
kill or impair the organism or else be got rid of, according to the organism’s
condition. A naturally-felt emotion like panic terror, will, if left to develop,
issue in paralysis or flight. All this, too, is stable. The stability in the later
examples is not logical, as in the case of the natural triangle ; but, whatever
its basis, it is an over-all general feature of things left to themselves. The
beginnings of instability come when things are not left to themselves, when
one mixes one’s labour with nature. This it is that introduces into nature
—as factors— wants, requirements, objectives, designs, projects and so
on — all that irradiates it with purpose, that in a sense ramifies it, in a sense
makes it more complex than it is «in itself». Thus, water may be forced to
run uphill ; a disease may be prevented, or treated in more and more novel
ways ; panic terror may be overcome by training; we may even, without
violating any logic, abandon orthodox logic (so to speak) when we find that
nature is to be interpreted and charted, on occasion, in terms of an elliptic
or hyperbolic, rather than Euclidean geometry. (It is not that this theoretic
shift as such renders nature less stable, but once mixed with nature as a
factor it can transform nature in indefinitely many ways).

One can say something along these lines, then, about the stability of
what «exists by nature», when men are thought of as the spectators of nature
rather than as agents in it. But is this possibility enough to provide us with
an interesting contrast between the phenomena of politics and morals, lacking
as they are said to be in stability, and the natural ? It is not, because the
contrast so far is too obvious. It is no sort of discovery that politi-
cal and moral phenomena lack the sort of stability that is characteristic of
unviolated nature, because politics and morals are precisely part of a vio-
lation. They belong conspicuously to men as agents and not as spectators.
They could not conceivably belong to nature as do those stable features
and ways of behaving of which I have given some examples. Laws and moral
rules are no part of the articulation of nature, like the laws of falling bodies ;
justice is no feature of natural organisms as health may be; moral cor-
ruption does not come about like disease ; political obligation and moral
decency, unlike fear, do not occur in nature. And all of this is rather
obviously so. There is no interesting possibility of treating social ideals,
justice or moral excellence as being naturally embodied anywhere — as
having that sort of stability. It would seem not worth while, therefore, to
point out that they lack this feature, if it were not that a great philosopher
could write, / am far removed from the sentiment of those who maintain
that there are no rules of goodness and of perfection in the nature of



Akadnpuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

Politics, Morals, Nature and Convention 87

things®, and that we might thereby seem licensed to think of a universe in
which there might be such rules but not a soul to be affected by them: or
perhaps of a universe where there were some souls, but where we were to

be quietists and wait ridiculously with folded arms for what God would
decree?’.

The next thing we have to do, therefore, 1s to look at the natural on
another level, one on which it will be intertwined with what people do, and
not limited to what they merely find confronting them. The quest will still
be for a kind of stability, in «natural» phenomena, which it may be of some
interest to identify as not belonging to political or moral phenomena. Now
this is difficult —difficult in prospect, at least— for anyone who is accus-
tomed to take with any degree of seriousness the classic contrasts which have
been drawn between man in his organized political and institutionally moral
condition, and «the natural condition of mankind» or «the state of nature»
as variously depicted. It does not matter for our present purposes that these
«natural» states or conditions may never have existed or, alternatively, that
they may have occurred in only a very few small, special or isolated examples.
It does matter that they purport to show us how man stands, regarded natu-
rally, in relation to more or less familiar organized, contrived, institution-
alized political and moral contexts. According to one way of thinking, man in
the natural condition may be nothing, politically and morally regarded.
The concepts of justice (and injustice), virtue (and vice), kindness (and cruel-
ty), and so on may have or be given no application to that condition — be
logically not on speaking terms with concepts which do apply. According to
another, they may have or be given a kind of courtesy application. In the
natural state we may recognize surrogates for the kinds of features or
qualities just mentioned. There may be justice of a kind — an unreliable
willingness on people’s part co-operatively to see that others are protected,
inequity avoided, injury redressed, and so on. Correspondingly, there may
be something that passes for injustice ; there may be actions which, by more
or less general consent, are regarded as meet for punishment and may indeed
evoke some more or less organized requital. (Locke, for example, allows for
«punishment» in his state of nature, counting as and justifiable as the execu-
tion of the law of nature. Although such punishment may involve even the
destruction of the offender, it is to be distinguished sharply from any unjust

2. Leibniz, Discourse on Metaphysics 2.
3. Cf. ibid. 4.
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violence and slaughter?). There may be virtue of a kind — perhaps not often
rewarded, but practised on the basis that some qualities of character and
ways of dealing with people are admirable, some not, and regardless of the
fact that there may be no further rationale of virtue to be given in the circum-
stances. Specific virtues, like kindness, may be typical enough, within the
natural state, to be recognized as such. They may be unstable and unreliable,
but they will be there as manifestations of that «natural» virtue (puoikmn
apetn) which Aristotle, very interestingly, distinguished from virtue in the
strict sense®.

But now, whether we take the first, the Hobbesian, or the second, the
Lockeian way of looking at man in the natural condition it becomes clear
that the terms of the comparison between natural and socially-organized
man do not help us with our original Aristotelian observation that there is
something non-natural about the subject-matter of political and moral
science because it is all so unstable. When 1t comes to a question of the con-
stancy and reliability of political and moral phenomena in comparison with
their «natural» counterparts or surrogates, the award must go to what
exists artificially by contrivance, or by convention or custom, as distinct
from what exists «by nature». In the Hobbesian natural condition there are
no surrogates worth recognizing, and all is parlous, chancy, suspect and
unreliable. Without political arrangements neither law nor morality makes
any part of the fabric of a human community, and the community 1s, by that
very fact, a quicksand. With political arrangements it can be held together.
Where, then, in this account do we find the instability, even the relative in-
stability, which, according to Aristotle’s suggestion, 1s so much a feature of
the subject-matter of political and moral science ? In Locke’s terms the
situation is essentially no different, from our present point of view. The
famous «inconveniences» which it is the purpose of civil society to remedy
or avert, are all those of not quite knowing where you stand, so that you
need to stiffen the natural helpfulness, amiability, even morality of people,
with something more adamantine. So, in Locke’s state of nature (and the same
would hold for Rousseau’s) we find no firmer a basis than in Hobbes’s for
the idea that there is something interestingly non-natural about the subject
-matter of political and moral science because of its variation and
inconstancy. Relatively speaking, political arrangements and a moral code
introduce or represent order, reliability and security where without them

4. See his Second Treatise of Government §§ 7-13.
5. Nie. Eth. VI 13, 1144 b 1 sqq.
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there is little or none. Property, as Rousseau puts it, can take the place of
possesion ; and much else that is stable can take the place of the unstable.

It may be suggested, of course, that «state of nature» theories are by
now more of a historical curiosity than a useful way of approaching problems
in political philosophy. Nevertheless, I take it to be significant for our present
purposes that these are the theories which lay the most special stress on
the conventional nature of political arrangements — though admit-
tedly as regards moral they do not speak with one voice. But they do, in
effect, take their stand on the question, «How can phenomena so universal
as citizenship, so generally recognized as political obedience, so generally
acknowledged as political obligation, be othe r than contractual in nature
— however difficult it may be actually to point to a contract in which citizen
A or citizen B or citizen C personally is involved ?». How can something
relatively so stable not rest on something so binding ? It is in a particular
kind of convention, and not just in an organic growth (nature unintegrated
by contractual attitudes) that we must look for an explanation of these
widespread, almost universal, kinds or means of cohesion which represent
the major data of political study.

[ do not agree, then, that for present purposes the social contract theories
in terms of which I have been speaking are of historical rather than of phi-
losophical interest. But a more daring criticism of what they have to offer,
in their various ways of distinguishing between the natural state and the
moral-political order, must now be considered. This is that they view the
difference between the natural and the non-natural the wrong way round. It
1s the so-called «natural» condition and state of nature —the differences be-
tween them not being to the point— that are really non-natural or artificial,
and the moral-political order that exists «by nature». It is not that «states
of nature» represent any sort of actual convention or contrivance. But they
are artificial in that they are sheer abstractions, sheer intellectual construc-
tions (if you like) : in yet other terms, they are polarizations of what in
fact exists unpolarized ; they represent a putting-together of certain charac-
teristics, tendencies and dispositions of human beings, their pride, ambition,
competitiveness, mutual suspicion, aggressiveness and the rest, so as to pre-
sent a picture of mankind that may be coherent enough, but is also artificial
and distorted. For every single one of these characteristics, tendencies and
dispositions is taken out of its context. They are all abstracted from, drawn
out from what is natural ; and whatever the purpose of doing this, its effect
is to present them in an artificial independence and isolation, as operating
unmodified whereas in nature they are modified by all sorts of other factors.
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If, then (the argument would run), either term in the relationship, state
of nature — civil society, is to be held to represent something that exists
«by nature», it can only be civil society. For all that social contract theorists
have shown to the contrary, man is by nature as much a moral and political
animal as he is one who fears, mistrusts and plays the savage. If in the
so-called natural condition we find instability, uncertainty and lack of order
it 1s because we ourselves have put them there, arbitrarily and by fia t. Such
stability and order as may be found in political and moral institutions is
not due, it would appear, to the overcoming of nature, at any rate nature
as specified by those who have been most concerned to speak of a natural
state or condition. And the term «overcoming» seems, accordingly, out of
place, since what is «overcome» is only one facet, or a few facets, of man’s
natural being amongst others, and that which does the overcoming is, for
all that has been shown to the contrary, as natural as they are. We are
bound, therefore, still to be puzzled at the presumption, taken seriously by
Aristotle, that because political and moral phenomena are variable and
inconstant they must be conventional rather than natural in essence. But the
puzzlement now takes a different direction. In the first place, it would seem
(and here there need be no dispute between the contract theorists and their
critics as I have represented them), political and moral phenomena are not
all variable and inconstant: it depends entirely on how generally you look
at them. And in the second place, it would seem, the contrast between natu-
ral and conventional is misconceived, at least as it has been handed down to
us in certain developed versions. Admittedly, these are the versions of Hobbes,
Locke and Rousseau, not Aristotle. But it is Aristotle who has presented us
with the distinction —I do not mean that he originated it— and if the dis-
tinction has, in a manner, gone wrong one would like all the more to know

what Aristotle had in mind when he introduced it. Gnostic assurance
is not enough.

What this criticism does is to put the whole question back into the melting
-pot. I note, in passing, the possible reply to it that the intellectual construc-
tions represented by the «natural condition» and the «state of nature» may
still have been illuminating, even if arbitrary. Their point may have been, not
to represent the natural as being more real, primitively or genetically, than
the moral-political order, but to indicate the sort of state towards which we
may lurch if we relax our moral-political guard. And it may be that only
after this fashion do the phrases, «natural condition» and «state of nature»,
require to have a referent. However, I am more concerned with the apparent
vacuity of the concept of «nature» into which we are now being led. Certainly
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Yhe main weakness of the line of criticism just suggested is that it leaves the
gcnncept of «nature» at least as vague as it found it. If that from which the
S«natural condition» and the «state of nature» are abstractions is all, itself,
in be termed «nature», then what remains that is not «natural»? Either we
g':?mus.t say that all personal activities, all inter-personal relations, all that
.E'makes up civil society, in fact, is equally natural —and hence the term «nat-
Cnral:-} ceases to illuminate anything against anything else— or we must
3‘111{1 a new basis, independently of social-contract theory if we do not wish to
persevere with that, on which to distinguish what exists by nature from what
exists in another way, «by convention» as Aristotle puts it. And 1t does sound
a feeble suggestion to make, that our conventions, covenants, compacts and
contracts are as natural to us as our processes of digestion or our hates or
fears. In a wishy-washy sense of the term it may be «natural» to man to make
covenants : but there is surely s o me interesting sense in which itis not
natural, and in agreement with which we are justified in saying that covenants,
etc., are distinctively achievements, sets of arrangements that come, not nat-
urally, but only after more or less strenuous contrivance.

If a distinction along such lines is to be made out, it is probably easier
to approach it from the side of what is natural rather than the reverse way.
This is in spite of the fact that the non-natural is, in a sense, the more likely
to stand out, and to be the narrower class. But the natural is what i1s being
departed from, and lexicographically, certainly, it is the easier to begin with.
Anyhow, let me suggest that a typical facet of the meaning of «natural», when
that term 1s applied to human activity and human relationships, is that the
natural comes effortlessly®. A golfer may be said to have a «natural» swing:
that is, he has not worked at or taken instruction about his swing, but accom-
plishes it effortlessly and accurately. Mathematical thinking may come
«naturally» to one student, but be a desperate effort for another. Various
primary physical functions may be described as «natural» in that, in normal
circumstances, they take place automatically and without special effort. In
personal relationships, too, effort may be more or less conspicuous, and the
relationships may be thought of correspondingly as formal or informal,
ceremonious or natural in some degree. Manifestations of friendship, for
example, might be thought of as relatively natural —relationships into which
one falls, as it were— in contrast with the sort of relationships involved
in trying to drive a bargain. It does not normally take an effort to exchange

6. The Ozford English Dictionary gives due support to this suggestion. «Natu-
ral», has, as one of its main definitions, «coming ecasily or spontancously to one».
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news with a friend; but it requires continuous alertness, and an ability
to read the mind of the person being bargained with, if the process is to be
brought to a satisfactory end.

Consider next certain more general forms of human interrelationship.
In a hot country it is natural for people to come out on to the streets after
the sun sets, to parade up and down, talking, enjoying the gentle movement,
taking stock of one another, exchanging «good-evenings», and so on. It is
all very affable, easy-going and effortless. It is orderly, indeed quite a ri ual,
but without organization. There are things one would do and things one
would not do on such occasions?, but knowing and observing the difference
is a product of sheer custom and convention, as one might say. There are
no laws specially applicable to these occasions, that is, no laws specifically
drawn up to regulate them. (I except what might be called «facilitating» laws
or regulations, such as a bye-law closing certain streets to motor traffic
between certain times.) The people’s ritual follows no score, obeys no codi-
fied rules and involves no kind of constitution. Now, contrast with this the
sort of assemblage of people that you get, say, at an airport. Here there will
be, at any one moment, an extraordinary variety of relationships amongst
the individuals present, those of passengers to passengers, of passengers to
airport officials, of these to airline crews, and so on and so on. There is not
one of these relationships but may be, and typically is, subject to some kind
of regulation, pertaining specially to the conduct of persons at airports, and
whatever the regulation it will appear in print somewhere, on the passenger’s
ticket, in a notice on top of a desk, on a display board or elsewhere. Passen-
gers, at any rate most of them, make it their concern to satisfy these regula-
tions, and officials of all sorts are concerned to have them satisfied. The
regulations themselves, while mandatory as they stand, are always liable
to change and amendment to suit changing conditions; and this involves
discussion, argument, the application of expert knowledge, concern for effi-
ciency and so on. The point is that all is effortful. What holds this assemblage
together may include, in this or that respect, what I have called «sheer»
custom or convention : I suppose that the politeness of passengers to one
another, or some of the ways in which they kill time, depend on nothing else.
But these matters are relatively unimportant. It is the application of a whole
network of complicated, sophisticated, express «conventions» (in a parti-

7. For example, one could talk politics with friends, but it might well not be the
done thing to political slogans.
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cular sense of this term) which really does the job: involving, at every point,
the energetic regulation of what the people are doing in this particular kind
of place.

The charter and statutes of a university are like airport regulations
in the respects just mentioned. They may remain unchanged for long enough,
but they actively preoccupy the minds and control the doings of a specific
group of people, and also they are not like the tables of stone brought down
by Moses from the mountain — renewable only without amendment. Part
of one’s preoccupation with them has to do with the question of their
continuing suitability. They represent, from this point of view, something
dynamic rather than static. They are a source of order and stability, but a
condition of their being so 1s that they should not be allowed to become
ill-adapted to the needs of the changing community which they govern. The
same might be said about the laws of the land, and about constitutions of
various degrees of generality.

All of these examples portray deviations from the natural, regarded
as what comes without effort, or spontancously : and this sense of «the
natural» I take to be closely connected with the idea of a certain kind of
«facticity», of relationships into which we enter and activities in which we
engage because. . . they are there (they have not had to be organized or brought
into existence). The deviations represent, not departures from or abandon-
ments of this, that or the next «natural» relationship or activity, but depar-
tures on a different level, the abandonment for certain purposes of a life
-style of acceptance, and the adoption, instead, of policies, projects, schemes,
plans, contrivances; always with regard to groups of people and sets of
circumstances that come about by arrangement, organizedly. Effort is charac-
teristic of these schemes, in the attempts of certain people to satisfy them,
in those of others to impose them or make them work, and in the general
attempt to keep an equilibrium between the stability they make possible and
their own inherent need for review, and, it may be, reconstruction or
replacement.

This is why they are poles apart from «sheer custom or convention».
Yet there is no etymological absurdity, and no manifest offence to usage,
in applying the adjective, «conventional», to them too. One must just be
ready to allow that not all conventions are deposits or accumulations, like
the silt at the bottom of a pond, but that some are more of a holding in sus-
pension, or an interaction, than a lying or moving together in passivity.
What exists by convention (vou®), therefore, may be of very different types.
So far, what I have been tending to argue is that certain things which conspic-
uously exist by convention, the schemes, constitutions and so on, of which
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I have been speaking, have two sides to them : the stabilifying (reflecting their
own relative stability) and the energizing (reflecting their power to make
possible certain distinctive activities which, however, also require that the
governing schemes remain right, or in other words that they shall never be
pushed beyond the pale of criticism). All this has been argued by reference
to political schemes rather than ethical, that is, to various sorts of arrange-
ment, distinctive of states or civil societies, in which the idea is funda-
mentally that of the enablement or facilitation of activities considered de-
sirable, and of the prevention or discouragement of activities not so re-
garded. These are activities pursued more or less in common and where
the mode of pursuit is to be decided «in common», that is, is not such as
can suitably be left to anyone’s individual decision. It may now be useful,
however, to consider how ethical as distinct from political schemes stand
in the light of the «natural» versus «non-natural» distinction which I have
been trying to work out.

I intend no difference in sense between «ethical scheme» and «moral
code». In fact it is useful to have the two words, « scheme» and «code», avail-
able here to support the idea that we are looking towards something which,
while personal, 1s still relatively systematic. An ethical scheme 1s one that
covers situations to moral problems. There would be nothing worth calling
a moral problem if it did. I mean merely that it must be extensive and adapta-
ble enough to have something to say, or a variety of things to say, from a
moral point of view, in any situation in which one has to make personal deci-
sions of a certain kind. These are decisions as to what it is good or bad,
right or wrong to do, but in which one may not see the way clearly. And one
may be in this position because the goodness and badness one is concerned
about are more than just an immediate advantage to oneself or some other,
or a corresponding injury: such might be covered by a rule of thumb or
practical maxim, but moral goodness or badness never. Rightness or wrong-
ness, similarly, are more than just correctness or incorrectness. The latter
one would hope and tend to assess by reference to some rule of reckoning,
or a relatively cut-and-dried decision procedure; but moral rightness and
wrongness not so. A personal ethical scheme i1s a difficult scheme to hold,
precisely because it consists, not of such rules of reckoning, but rather of
principles which, while extensive and adaptable, do not always fit situations
neatly and without challenge. At the same time they do make a virtue, so to
speak, of comprehensiveness. It would be a curious ethical scheme that
consisted only of principles about honesty, say, and generosity, just as it
would be curious to call a man virtuous whose excellences lay only in courage,
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y, and temperance. Without going into the difficult question how moral
principles support one another, or how the virtues can be not independent
>~ of one another, I only note that from Mill (to name no more recent writer)
3 back to Plato a guiding idea has been that they do, and that it is a generally
g:; recognized mark of an ethical scheme as such that, however difficult it may
8 be to formulate its fundamental principle or to describe that virtue which
U%is central to it, it does have foundations and does hang together. Its very
C consistency, its having a structure, may indeed, on occasion, create problems.
< An ethic whose central virtue is, say, justice may lack spontaneity and some-
times find itself ineffective for a certain want in kindness and generosity. By
contrast, one which makes kindness absolutely central may sometimes find
itself evasive and reluctant in the application of justice. But, by and large,
its having a structure is what enables its practitioner to meet and deal with
certain classes of situation fairly and squarely, without neuroses. All of
this means that, over that area of life which is its field of operation, an ethical
scheme imparts stability, but without rigidification if it is in any degree
reflective or critical. Should it be reflective or critical, its own stability will
lie on a border with restlessness, and the most effective ethical schemes,
like the most effective political or administrative arrangements, will represent
a continuously held balance between the too much and the too little, whether
of regularity and uniformity, or of change and adaptation, in the principle
which constitute them.

It 1s in this respect that ethical schemes, too, may be poles apart from
sheer custom or convention. Here, too, we have to contrast stability of one
kind with stability of another. Sheer custom or convention represents stabil-
ity of the «deposited» kind. And this means that its efficacy in regulating
inter-personal life depends very much on that life’s continuing to be like
what it has been. Either sheer custom and convention are limited to those
sorts of situation of which experience has been had in the past, and hence
are not open-ended, can provide us with no way of dealing with unprec-
edented predicaments : or they a re open-ended, in that they represent all
that we have available to apply to any predicament that crops up, regardless ;
and then they may offer only the most incongruous of ways of dealing with
that predicament. It is clear, then, that sheer custom and convention are most
at home when the society in which they are operative changes as little as pos-
sible, in particular where there is no social engineering or personal experi-
mentation in styles of inter-personal relationship. Once envisage human
interference with the social scene, and a new kind of stability is required —at
the inter-personal level and independently of political, legal and adminis-
trative arrangement— in the form of a modus operandi that is not past
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-reflective, is not in that way limited in its means of dealing with problems,
that trades in terms of principles not precedents, and that, while offering no
cut-and-dried solutions, provides us nevertheless with the security of new
terms of reference, a vocabulary and syntax (if you like) which at least bear
on the problems that confront us. In ethical schemes, as in political, legal
and administrative, we may well be dealing with what exists «by convention»,
but the convention has to be understood as having a built-in d0vapig, a
critical apparatus which provides for the continuous review of the princi-
ples that otherwise constitute its strength and stability. Again it seems that
what exists by convention may be of very different types. This consider-
ation modifies accordingly the nature of the contrast or contrasts which we
may expect to establish between what exists «by convention» and what
exists «by nature».

To return to Aristotle’s problem. He offered it as a presumption to be
taken seriously that because the subject-matter of political and moral science is
so variable and inconstant, we must be dealing in these sciences with what ex-
ists «by convention» and not « by nature». I have been critical both of the prem-
1ss in this hypothetical argument and of the connection between premiss
and conclusion. Is the subject-matter of political and moral science variable
and incostant ? It depends entirely on what it is being contrasted with. Because
it consists of man’s interferences with his own self in society, it will ipso
facto be variable and inconstant along all the lines of these interferences.
But granted that man is inherently an interferer, the question arises how he
can interfere most acceptably. And here what political and moral science
are concerned with is his own preoccupation not to let his interferences be
anarchic. That is, they are concerned with the significance of political organi-
zation and obedience as such, the point and general nature of a rule of law,
and the possibility and point of ethical schemes. Hence on one level at any
rate (strictly, that of meta-politics, general jurisprudence and meta-ethics)
their subject-matter 1s not variable and inconstant, but massively constant
and of a piece. Certainly, when it comes to the philosophical discussion of
political or ethical as distinct from meta-political or meta-ethical problems,
philosophy cannot but take note of the variety that may be charactenistic,
not only of the details of political and ethical schemes, but of their very start-
ing-points. Nevertheless, there remains as a major feature of philosophy
(letting that term cover both political and moral science) a certain dialectic
in its approaches and theorizing, forced on it by the polarity of what it has
to deal with — the constancy and unity of purpose which it acknowledges
on its meta-political and meta-ethical side, and the variable detail acknowl-
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edged on its other. In old-fashioned terms, its great problem is how polit-
ical and ethical multiplicity may be o f what 1s fundamentally constant and
invariable. Hence it 1s not a clear-cut truth that the subject-matter of
politics and morals is variable and inconstant. The universal element (what
is kaBoAov) may appear in them in a different fashion from that in which it
appears either in mathematics or in natural science : there the context is axio-

= logical and not, as in these other studies, unaffectedly deductive, hypothetico

Akad

-deductive or inductive as the case may be. But appear it does, in the positing
and assessment of man’s ultimate purposes and designs as a human being,
as affected by his proximity to other human beings.

Such is my criticism of the premiss, in Aristotle’s hypothetical argument,
to the effect that the subject-matter of political and moral science is variable
and inconstant. What then of the use made of the premiss ? So far as that
subject-matter is variable and inconstant, does its having this feature
suggest that it exists by what can appropriately be called «convention» as
distinct from «nature» ? The whole trend of my discussion has been to show
that «convention» can be associated at least as firmly with stability and order-
liness as with variability and inconstancy. This holds whichever way you take
«convention» ; whether as indicating what I called «sheer custom or conven-
tion», or as indicating quite dynamic political or ethical arrangements. In
the first instance the stability is that of the «deposited» kind, in the second
a contrived, delicate and precarious affair. (It may be all the more precious
for being precarious). The first kind, sheer custom or convention, is, in fact,
near to nature in that it involves little or no questioning or probing of the
historically-given circumstances in which man finds himself, and little or
no attempt to manipulate or transform these. Here the contrast between
what exists by nature and what exists by convention is vague and ill-defined.
The second kind is not at all «near to nature». Here we have to do with
interference, on every possible scale, by man with his social circumstances.
But the further from «nature» man gets with such interference, the more he
needs to substitute one kind of stability for another. What exists by sophisti-
cated convention, whether political or ethical, legal or administrative, may be
indefinitely varied, but its raison d étre transcends the variation. Therefore,
to pick on variability and inconstancy in political and ethical phenomena as
suggesting that these exist by convention is to pick on one side of them, one
feature of their being, only. And it is not that feature which, to me, most
suggests that they exist «by convention».

7 QIAOZODIA 2
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MOAITIKH, HOIKH, «®PYZIZ» KAI « NOMOZ»
Mepiinyc.

Txomdg pov 10 perétnua todto elval va e€etaocwm v Ofowv tob "Api-
ototéhovg (Hbixa Nixoudayera 1094 b), 611 10 avrikeipevov tiig moAiti-
kfic —O6nwg kal tiig N0ikfjic— Eémotiung napovoralel téonv nowkihiav kai
dotdberav, Gote 0a propodoe va paviy 6t elvar tpoidov cvpPacens (vduov)
kai Oyl 611 Dmapyel pg tpoémov QuoLKoV (puaer).

1. BePaiog Aeiner and ta moltikd kai Nbwka @aivopeva 1o eldog Tiig
otafepotnrog, mov Oa Edeiyve 1| puolg yopic v EnépPaciy Tol avBpdmov,
dtoTt Ny [Mohtikn xai 1 "HOwkn elvar axpr1pds Oyerg puig EnepPaoems. "Alia
tobto elvatr Qavepov.

2. "Ac Onobécwopev 6t1 10 «PuokOVy elvar gig 10 éninedov éxeivov mob
npattovv oi dvlpmmor, dyt anids Ekeivov mob 1a Ppiokovv Tuydv anévavri
tovg. Elvan dpaye Svvatov va éEaxpipoocwopev £60 Eva eldog otabepotnrog,
moL d&v avikel eig Ta momTika i Owka pavopeva ;

Tobto 6év @uivetar mbavov va 10 Emrtiyopev, Eav AaPopev Ond co-
Papav Emoyv tic xhaowkés Bewpieg tod «kowvovikod ovpforaiov» (m.y.
tob Hobbes, 100 Locke xai tod Rousseau), kata tig Omoieg 1) otabepdtng a-
viiker eig 6,11 Onapyetl kata ocOpPacy (vouw), OF KaATL Srakpivopevov amd
0,11 UMAPYEL EIC PLOLKTV KATACTATLV.

*Axoun xai dv imoBéocwpev 611 ol Bewpieg avtéc elval menalaiwpéves,
pmopel akopun va Exn onpaciav 1o yeyovog Ot1 6pilovv tOV Adyov tdV mo-
MTik®V Sikaopdtov, tiic molitikiig Urakofig, T@v moAlTik®V Kubnkovioy
Kal GAlov péowv aviporivne ocuvoyfic pé v Evvotlayv tiic cvpfaoems kai Syt
tiic dpyavikiic avantifewg (dnh. Tiic pLoems, mod O&v Exel cvuninpwi
pe tpoémovg cuvumepipopic, pubmloptévous da cvpforaiov).

"AAAG ) mtapatipnoic avti B propoloe va davtikpovshi pé tov Loyov
ot eig abtég Tic Oewpieg N Evavrtinoig rduos - @i elvar 6 avaotpogog, O
KakOg dpopoc. ‘H «opuowki) xatdotacicy elvar Eva texvntov Oewpntikov
KATAOKELAOUA KAl OYl «QUOLKT)» HE KAMOL0 MPaAypatiko vonupa. Méver 10
gmyeipnua 6t 6 dAvOponog gihoer eivar tdéoov Nhikov kali molitikodv Ldov
6cov xai Eva {®ov mov @ofdrtai, dvomotel kali «xdver TO0 dyplon.

To xOprov éhdttopa avtiic tiig kprTikiic eivar 611 apnver v Evvolav
g «pOoeme» TovAdyiotov to0cov doagi doov v evpiike. Kara éva doa-
pec vonua tol 6pov «puotkov» pmopel va elvor yia tov avlporov va Ka-
voviln tNv Lofv tov pé moltikovg Oecpolg, dlhda daoceuldg Lmapyel kol
Eva. dAdho, mAtov Eviwagépov vonua told Gpov Tovtov, MOL piAiov DmO-
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emy

-nguppitjm pué moéonv ovvtovov teXVIKNV yivovrar ol Osopol adroi. “Ag
Enpoonabnoopuev va 10 SleoaPCOUEY.

3. M@ tomikn mievpa tijc onpaciag 1ob «puoikod», 6tav 6 6pog ypn-
olporotijtal yua va yopaktnpion avipodmivn dpactnpromnte xoi avipod-
TLVES O)£CELS, Elval OTL 10 «@uolkovy yivetal ywpic mpoonddeiav, abBoépunta.

‘O Opog umopel va cvoyetiodi] pé v 16T pEPIKBV KOLVOVIK®Y
Evepyel®v Kai oyéoewv va elvar anidc «EkKel» (O¢ «oedopévar, «amAd
Lygyovota»), Oyt Opyavopévee, 6yt yevvnuéveg énitndec Evépyeieg —avribeta
npog MoMTIKEG— mpalels, oyédia, ovothpate K.T.A., mov mpoilmobitovv
Opades avipodmov kal ocdvola mepiotdoemy, MOL YivoviaL KATOMLV GKO-
nipov pulpiceme, pé dpyavooiv. Avta ta yapaktnpiler | npoondbera, alid
oKOnOS Toug elvat | moAttikn kai 1 kowvevikn otabepotng évog LovravoD,
Oyt arootempévov gldovs. “Yrapyovv kata oOpPaciy, aAL’ Oyt kata piav
«anAijv» oOpPaoctv.

‘H dwa dakpiowg pmopei va yivn petald Nhikdv ocvomnudrov kai
anidv NOGvV kai £0ipov. Mnopolv va Ondpyovv katd oOpufaciy (rduw),
aria 1) oOpPaocic propel va Evvondij dg doxnoig Eowtepikiic duvapens, ©C
KPLTIKT] OLOKELT] oL Aettovpyel yid Tiv cvvexd avabedpnov t@v apydy,
ol 6mofieg £€ dAlov amoteholv v otepedtnta Kai v otabepdtnra tob
ovotinuatoc. Nivetar Al @avepov Oti £xkeivo mol Omapyel xatd cOpuPfaciy
propel va épgaviletar Ond moAiolg Kal SaQopeTIKOLS TOTOLG.
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Kadnui

Elvar Aowndv 10 avrikeipevov tijg molrtikfic kai tfig nbikiic Emotiung
noikidlov xai dotabic §| Oy ; Tobro éEaptitar and 1o éninedov tiig Ocw-
piioenc. Ol émotfijpes adtéc lowg yperalovrar va droloyilouvv of it orta-
OepotnTa xai of puav EvOTnTa TpoalpECENG, moL SarekTiKG oyetileTal pé
Tig mowkileg Aentopépereg tiig mohtikiig kai tiijg Nhikiic Lwiis.

"EE Ahhov xuatd TO pétpov mol Ekeivo tO avrtikeipevov eivar moikilov
kal dotabéc, TO yeyovog Ot Exer avta Ta Yopukinplotika Ootv otnpilet
kat' avayknv v npdétacty 100 "Apiototélovs, Ottt Lmapyel katd ocOp-
Paciy (vduw) xai &yt pé puokdv tponov (giaet).

‘H Epevva pov Eterve va deiln, 611 1| «olpPacion propel va ovoyetiobiy
pé thv otafepdtnta Kal tiv T@Ev TovhayioTov 1060 oTEvi 60 Kai pé TV
mowkiMa kel v dotabera — axopn kail 6tav 1 «ovpPacigy SiEnn TOAD
duvapikés moltikés kail f0ikég pubpiocers.

Dundee/Scotland G. P. Henderson
*Aviemiotélhov pérog tiig "Akadnpiag "ABnvav



