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Chapter 1

Virtues and Vices

For many years the subject of the virtues and vices was sthangglected by moralists work-
ing within the school of analytic philosophy. The tacitlycapted opinion was that a study of the
topic would form no part of the fundamental work of ethicsgamce this opinion was apparently
shared by philosophers such as Kant, Mill, G. E. Moore, W. Bs®R and H. A. Prichard, from
whom contemporary moral philosophy has mostly been derigethaps the neglect was not so
surprising after all. However that may be, things have rédgdreen changing. During the past ten
or fifteen years several philosophers have turned theintateto the subject; notably G. H. von
Wright and Peter Geach. Von Wright devoted a not at all pethuny chapter to the virtues in his
book The Varieties of Goodnespublished in 1963, and Peter Geach’s book called Virtue$
appeared in 1977. Meanwhile a number of interesting astictethe topic have come out in the
journals.

In spite of this recent work, it is best when considering tivtues and vices to go back to
Aristotle and Aquinas. | myself have found Plato less hd|piecause the individual virtues
and vices are not so clearly or consistently distinguisimelis work. It is certain, in any case,
that the most systematic account is found in Aristotle, anthe blending of Aristotelian and
Christian philosophy found in St. Thomas. By and large Agsifollowed Aristotle — sometimes
even heroically — where Aristotle gave an opinion, and wtgreThomas is on his own, as in
developing the doctrine of the theological virtues of falibpe and charity, and in his theocentric
doctrine of happiness, he still uses an Aristotelian fraor&wvhere he can: as for instance in
speaking of happiness as man’s last end. However, therefemeedt emphases and new elements
in Aquinas’s ethics: often he works things out in far moreadéhan Aristotle did, and it is possible
to learn a great deal from Aquinas that one could not havergot Aristotle. It is my opinion that
the Summa Theologice one of the best sources we have for moral philosophy, angaxer
that St. Thomas’s ethical writings are as useful to the atles to the Catholic or other Christian
believer.

There is, however, one minor obstacle to be overcome whergoesg back to Aristotle and
Aquinas for help in constructing a theory of virtues, namellack of coincidence between their
terminology and our own. For when we talk about the virtuesavegenot taking as our subject ev-
erything to which Aristotle gave the naraeete or Aquinasvirtus, and consequently not everything
called a virtue in translations of these authors. ‘The estuio us are the moral virtues whereas
arete andvirtusrefer also to arts, and even to excellences of the speceiati®llect whose domain
is theory rather than practice. And to make things more canfuwe find some dispositions called
moral virtues in translations from the Greek and Latin, @lijph the class of virtues that Aristo-
tle callsaretai ethikai and Aquinasvirtutes moralesioes not exactly correspond with our class
of moral virtues. For us there are four cardinal moral vistueourage, temperance, wisdom and
justice. But Aristotle and Aquinas call only three of thesgues moral virtues; practical wisdom
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(Aristotle’'s phroresisand Aquinas’'rudentiathey class with the intellectual virtues, though they
point out the close connexions between practical wisdomvamat they call moral virtues; and
sometimes they even uaeete andvirtus very much as we use ‘virtue'.

| will come back to Aristotle and Aquinas, and shall indeefierdéo them frequently in this
paper. But | want to start by making some remarks, admittedtymentary, about the concept of
a moral virtue as we understand the idea.

First of all it seems clear that virtues are, in some genegg), Wweneficial. Human beings do
not get on well without them. Nobody can get on well if he lacksrage, and does not have some
measure of temperance and wisdom, while communities whetie¢ and charity are lacking are
apt to be wretched places to live, as Russia was under thaiSt&rror, or Sicily under the Mafia.
But now we must ask to whom the benefit goes, whether to the rharhas the virtue or rather to
those who have to do with him? In the case of some of the vitheeanswer seems clear. Courage,
temperance and.wisdom benefit both the man who has thesesidisps and other people as well;
and moral failings such as pride, vanity, worldliness, amariae harm both their possessor and
others, though chiefly perhaps the former. But what aboutitiiges of charity and justice? These
are directly, concerned with the welfare of others, and wikiat is owed to them; and since each
may require sacrifice of interest on the part of the virtuoashoth may seem to be deleterious
to their possessor and beneficial to, others. Whether intfécso has, of course, been a matter
of controversy since Plato’s time or earlier. It is a reasdma@pinion that on the whole a man is
better off for being charitable and just, but this is not ty Haat circumstances may not arise in
which he will have to sacrifice everything for charity or jigst

Nor is this the only problem about the relation between eidnd human good. For one very
difficult question concerns the relation between justicd tie common good. Justice, in the wide
sense in which it is understood in discussions of the cardinaes, and in this paper, has to do
with that to which someone has a right — that which he is owedspect of non-interference and
positive service — and rights may stand in the way of the pu§ihe common good. Or so at
least it seems to those who reject utilitarian doctrinesis Tspute cannot be settled here, but |
shall treat justice as a virtue independent of charity, daddng as a possible limit on the scope
of that virtue.

Let us say then, leaving unsolved problems behind us, thated are in general beneficial
characteristics, and indeed ones that a human being nebdsédofor his own sake and that of his
fellows. This will not, however, take us far towards a defamtof a virtue, since there are many
other qualities of a man that may be similarly beneficial casrfstance bodily characteristics such
as health and physical strength, and mental powers suclose ¢tfi memory and concentration.

What is it, we must ask, that differentiates virtues fromhstigngs?

As a first approximation to an answer we might say that whikdtheand strength are excel-
lences of the body, and memory and concentration of the ntiredthe will that is good in a man
of virtue. But this suggestion is worth only as much as thdangttion that follows it. What might
we mean by saying that virtue belongs to the will?

In the first place we observe that it is primarily by his intens that a man’s moral dispositions
are judged. If he does something unintentionally this isallgurrelevant to our estimate of his
virtue. But of course this thesis must be qualified, becaaserés in performance rather than
intention may show a lack of virtue. This will be so when, fostance, one man brings harm
to another without realizing he is doing it, but where hisagance is itself culpable. Sometimes
in such cases there will be a previous act or omission to whielcan point as the source of
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the ignorance. Charity requires that we take care to find out to render assistance where we
are likely to be called on to do so, and thus, for example, doistrary to charity to fail to find
out about elementary first aid. But in an interesting classasks in which it seems again to be
performance rather than intention that counts in judgingaa’'svirtue there is no possibility of
shifting the judgement to previous intentions. For somesirane man succeeds where another
fails not because there is some specific difference in thiewripus conduct but rather because his
heart lies in a different place; and the disposition of tharhis part of virtue.

Thus it seems right to attribute a kind of moral failing to sodeeply discouraging and debil-
itating people who say, without lying, that they mean to bipfug and on the other side to see
virtue par excellencen one who is prompt and resourceful in doing good. In his hév&ingle
PebbleJohn Hersey describes such a man, speaking of a rescue ift @ming river:

It was the head tracker’s marvelous swift response thaticaghtmy admiration at first,
his split second solicitousness when he heard a cry of painding in mid-air, as
it were, the only way to save the injured boy. But there wasentorit than that. His
action, which could not have been mulled over in his mindyatba deep, instinctive
love of life, a compassion, an optimism, which made me fegl geod ...

What this suggests is that a man’s virtue may be judged byhhermost desires as welt as by
his intentions; and this fits with our idea that a virtue suslgenerosity lies as much in someone’s
attitudes as in his actions. Pleasure in the good fortunethadrs is, one thinks, the sign of a
generous spirit; and small reactions of pleasure and dispte often the surest signs of a man’s
moral disposition.

None of this shows that it is wrong to think of virtues as bejog to the will; what it does
show is that ‘will’ must here be understood in its widest se1ie cover what is wished for as well
as what is sought.

A different set of considerations will, however, force ugjtee up any simple statement about
the relation between virtue and will, and these considenathave to do with the virtue of wisdom.
Practical wisdom we said was counted by Aristotle amonghadlectual virtues, and while our
wisdomis not quite the same as phesis or prudentia it too might seem to belong to the intellect
rather than the will. Is not wisdom a matter of knowledge, aod/ can knowledge be a matter
of intention or desire? The answer is that it isn’t, so thatr¢his good reason for thinking of
wisdom as an intellectual virtue. But on the other hand wisdh@s special connexions with the
will, meeting it at more than one point.

In order to get this rather complex picture in focus we musisgdor a little and ask what it is
that we ourselves understand by wisdom: what the wise mawkaad what he does. Wisdom,
as | see it, has two parts. In the first place the wise man knbesnieans to certain good ends;
and secondly he knows how much particular ends are worthdaffisn its first part is relatively
easy to understand. It seems that there are some ends ImglJdadiuman life in general rather
than to particular skills such as medicine or boatbuildergls having to do with such matters as
friendship, marriage, the bringing up of children, or theick of ways of life; and it seems that
knowledge of how to act well in these matters belongs to soaople but not to others. We call
those who have this knowledge wise, while those who do not ltare seen as lacking wisdom.
So, as both Aristotle and Aquinas insisted, wisdom is to b@rested with cleverness because
cleverness is the ability to take the right steps to any eméreas wisdom is related only to good
ends, and to human life in general rather than to the endsro€plar arts.
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Moreover, we should add, there belongs to wisdom only thatgb&nowledge which is within
the reach of any ordinary adult human being: knowledge taatbe acquired only by someone
who is clever or who has access to special training is notteauas part of wisdom, and would
not be so counted even if it could serve the ends that wisdoveselt is therefore quite wrong to
suggest that wisdom cannot be a moral virtue because virtust oe within the reach of anyone
who really wants it and some people are too stupid to be amythut ignorant even about the
most fundamental matters of human life. Some people arewitbeut being at all clever or well
informed: they make good decisions and they know, as we wégt's what'.

In short wisdom, in what we called its first part, is connecteth the will in the following
ways. To begin with it presupposes good ends: the man whosis does not merely know how
to do good things such as looking after his children well togrggthening someone in trouble, but
must also want to do them. And then wisdom, in so far as it assif knowledge which anyone
can gain in the course of an ordinary life, is available toargywho really wants it. As Aquinas
put it, it belongs ‘to a power under the direction of the will

The second part of wisdom, which has to do with values, is nnacter to describe, because
here we meet ideas which are curiously elusive, such as thaylki that some pursuits are more
worthwhile than others, and some matters trivial and sonp@itant in human life. Since it makes
good sense to say that most men waste a lot of their lives enaglrsuit of what is trivial and
unimportant it is not possible to explain the important ané trivial in terms of the amount of
attention given to different subjects by the average mart. | Biave never seen, or been able to
think out, a true account of this matter, and | believe thabmmglete account of wisdom, and of
certain other virtues and vices must wait until this gap cafileed. What we can see is that one
of the things a wise man knows and a foolish man does not isstlddt things as social position,
and wealth, and the good opinion of the world, are too deaolyght at the cost of health or
friendship or family ties. So we may say that a man who laclssiain ‘has false values’, and that
vices such as vanity and worldliness and avarice are cgrtvavisdom in a special way. There is
always an element of false judgement about these viceg theanan who is vain for instance sees
admiration as more important than it is, while the worldlymmsa apt to see the good life as one
of wealth and power. Adapting Aristotle’s distinction be®wn the weak-willed man (the akea)
who follows pleasure though he knows, in some sense, thdidwddnot, and the licentious man
(the akolastos) who sees the life of pleasure as the gogtwiemay say that moral failings such
as these are never purely ‘akratic’. It is true that a man migigize himself for his worldliness or
vanity or love of money, but then it is his values that are thgesct of his criticism.

Wisdom in this second part is, therefore, partly to be descrin terms of apprehension, and
even judgement, but since it has to do with a man’s attachsnealiso characterizes his will.

The idea that virtues belong to the will, and that this helpglistinguish them from such
things as bodily strength or intellectual ability has, th&urvived the consideration of the virtue of
wisdom, albeit in a fairly complex and slightly attenuatedii. And we shall find this idea useful
again if we turn to another important distinction that mustbade, namely that between virtues
and other practical excellences such as arts and skills.

Aristotle has sometimes been accused, for instance by vaghtyof failing to see how dif-
ferent virtues are from arts or skilftshut fact one finds, among the many things that Aristotle and
Aquinas say about this difference, the observation thahsde go the heart of the matter. In the
matter of arts and skills, they say, voluntary error is praiée to involuntary error, while in the
matter of virtues (what we call virtues) it is the revePsehe last part of the thesis is actually rather
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hard to interpret, because it is not clear what is meant bydée of involuntary viciousness. But

we can leave this aside and still have all we need in orderstiingjuish arts or skills from virtues.

If we think, for instance, of someone who deliberately makespelling mistake (perhaps when
writing on the blackboard in order to explain this particydaint) we see that this does not in any
way count against his skill as a speller: ‘I did it delibetgteebuts an accusation of this kind.

And what we can say without running into any difficulties iattthere is no comparable rebuttal
in the case of an accusation relating to lack of virtue. If aaxraats unjustly or uncharitably, or

in a cowardly or intemperate manner, ‘I did it deliberatedgnnot on any interpretation lead to
exculpation. So, we may say, a virtue is not, like a skill oa#ina mere capacity: it must actually
engage the will.

| shall now turn to another thesis about the virtues, whichighhexpress by saying that they
are corrective, each one standing at a point at which theserise temptation to be resisted or
deficiency of motivation to be made good. As Aristotle puvittues are about what is difficult for
men, and | want to see in what sense this is true, and then gd=ra problem in Kant’s moral
philosophy in the light of what has been said.

Let us first think about courage and temperance. Aristotliefequinas contrasted these virtues
with justice in the following respect. Justice was concdrméth operations, and courage and
temperance with passioAsWhat they meant by this seems to have been, primarily, tkeatin
of courage does not fear immoderately nor the man of temperhave immoderate desires for
pleasure, and that there was no corresponding moderatianpafssion implied in the idea of
justice. This particular account of courage and temperamgét be disputed on the ground that
a man’s courage is measured by his action and not by anytlingeontrollable as fear; and
similarly that the temperate man who must on occasion rgflesesures need ndesirethem any
less than the intemperate man. Be that as it may (and sorgethiinbe said about it later) it is
obviously true that courage and temperance have to do witlfcpkar springs of action as justice
does not. Almost any desire can lead a man to act unjustlhgvest excluding the desire to help a
friend or to save a life, whereas a cowardly act must be mietilay fear or a desire for safety, and
an act of intemperance by a desire for pleasure, perhapsfevarparticular range of pleasures
such as those of eating or drinking or sex. And now, going batike idea of virtues as correctives,
one may say that it is only because fear and the desire fosynleaften operate as temptations
that courage and temperance exist as virtues at all. Asstangwe often want to run away not
only where that is the right thing to do but also where we sthatdnd firm; and we want pleasure
not only where we should seek pleasure but also where wedghotl If human nature had been
different there would have been no need of a corrective difipa in either place, as fear and
pleasure would have been good guides to conduct througlieut3o Aquinas says, about the
passions

They may incite us to something against reason, and so we aneadb, which we
name temperance. Or they may make us shirk a course of ac¢titated! by reason,
through fear of dangers or hardships. Then a person needsstedédfast and not run
away from what is right; and for this courage is narfied.



As with courage and temperance so with many other virtuesetts, for instance, a virtue of
industriousness only because idleness is a temptationpfamamility only because men tend to
think too well of themselves. Hope is a virtue because despaiis a temptation; it might-have
been that no one cried that all was lost except where he ceallysee it to be so, and in this case
there would have been no virtue of hope.

With virtues such as justice and charity it is a little di#fat, because they correspond not to any
particular desire or tendency that has to be kept in checkabér to a deficiency of motivation;
and it is this that they must make good. If people were as mttelctsed to the good of others
as they are to their own good there would no more be a genetaéwf benevolence than there
is a general virtue of self-love. And if people cared aboettilghts of others as they care about
their own rights no virtue of justice would be needed to lofikrethe matter, and rules about such
things as contracts and promises would only need to be mdaie plike the rules of a game that
everyone was eager to play.

On this view of the virtues and vices everything is seen teddmn what human nature is like,
and the traditional catalog of the two kinds of dispositi@sot hard to understand. Nevertheless
it may be defective, and anyone who accepts the thesis tmatdudting forward will feel free to
ask himself where the temptations and deficiencies that c@eelcting are really to be found. Itis
possible, for example, that the theory of human nature lpgtgnd the traditional list of the virtues
and vices puts too much emphasis on hedonistic and senspalsies, and does not sufficiently
take account of less straightforward inclinations sucthagiesire to be put upon and dissatisfied,
or the unwillingness to accept good things as they come along

It should now be clear why | said that virtues should be seetoa®ctives; and part of what
is meant by saying that virtue is about things that are difficu men should also have appeared.
The further application of this idea is, however, contraiedr and the following difficulty presents
itself: that we both are and are not inclined to think thathiheder a man finds it to act virtuously
the more virtue he shows if he does act well. For on the one beeat virtue is needed where
it is particularly hard to act virtuously; yet on the othecauld be argued that difficulty in acting
virtuously shows that the agent is imperfect in virtue: adowy to Aristotle, to take pleasure in
virtuous action is the mark of true virtue, with the self-niemg of the one who finds virtue difficult
only a second best. How then is this conflict to be decided? ¥Wows most courage, the one
who wants to run away but does not, or the one who does not earttavrrun away? Who shows
most charity, the one who finds it easy to make the good of sthisrobject, or the one who finds
it hard?

What is certain is that the thought that virtues are coweatioes not constrain us to relate
virtue to difficulty in each individual man. Since men in geaddind it hard to face great dangers
or evils, and even small ones, we may count as courageous teaswvho without blindness or
indifference are nevertheless fearless even in terribigistances. And when someone has a
natural charity or generosity it is at least part of the \@rthat he has; if natural virtue cannot
be the whole of virtue this is because a kindly or fearlespafigion could be disastrous without
justice and wisdom, and because these virtues have to metkarot because natural virtue is too
easily acquired. | have argued that the virtues can be semr@stives in relation to human nature
in general but not that each virtue must present a difficaltyeich and every man.

Nevertheless many people feel strongly inclined to say ithiatfor moral effort that moral
praise is to bestowed and that in proportion as a man findsyt lea virtuous so much the less is
he to be morally admired for his good actions. The dilemmabmresolved only when we stop

6



talking about difficulties standing in the way of virtuoudian as if they were of only one kind.
The fact is that some kinds of difficulties do indeed provideoacasion for much virtue, but that
others rather show that virtue is incomplete.

To illustrate this point | shall first consider an example ohbst action. We may suppose for
instance that a man has an opportunity to steal, in circurnegawhere stealing is not morally
permissible, but that he refrains. And now let us ask our aolélstjon. For one man it is hard to
refrain from stealing and for another man it is not: whichwhdohe greater virtue in acting as he
should? It is not difficult to see in this case that it makegshadl difference whether the difficulty
comes from circumstances, as that a man is poor, or that éisighunlikely to be detected, or
whether it comes from something that belongs to his own dbararl he fact that a man is tempted
to steal is something about him that shows a certain lack wésty: of the thoroughly honest man
we say that it ‘never entered his head’, meaning that it wasma real possibility for him. But
the fact that he is poor is something that makes the occasiwa tempting, and difficulties of this
kind make honest action all the more virtuous.

A similar distinction can be made between different obstmstanding in the way of charitable
action. Some circumstances, as that great sacrifice is deednat the one to be helped is a rival,
give an occasion on which a man’s charity is severely testedl.in given circumstances of this
kind it is the man who acts easily rather than the one who firntasrd who shows the most charity.
Charity is a virtue of attachment, and that sympathy for tiehich makes it easier to help them
is part of the virtue itself.

These are fairly simple cases, but | am not supposing thatalways easy to say where the
relevant distinction is to be drawn. What, for instance,udtiave say about the emotion of fear
as an obstacle to action? Is a man more courageous if he femts amd nevertheless acts, or if
he is relatively fearless? Several things must be said ahait In the first place it seems that
the emotion of fear is not a necessary condition for the dispf courage; in face of a great evil
such as death or injury a man may show courage even if he doésermble. On the other hand
even irrational fears may give an occasion for courage: niesane suffers from claustrophobia
or a dread of heights he may require courage to do that whichidvmt be a courageous action
for others. But not all fears belong from this point of viewttee circumstances rather than to a
man’s character. For while we do not think of claustrophalria dread of heights as features of
character, a general timorousness may be. Thus, althougblpgical fears are not the result of
a man’s choices and values some fears may be. The fears thdtagainst a man’s courage are
those that we think he could overcome, and among them, in@amass, those that reflect the
fact that he values safety too much.

In spite of problems such as these, which have certainly Ihbean solved, both the distinc-
tion between different kinds of obstacles to virtuous actimd the general idea that virtues are
correctives will be useful in resolving a difficulty in Kaatrnoral philosophy closely related to the
issues discussed in the preceding paragraphs. In a passtugefirst section of th&roundwork
of the Metaphysics of Moralksant notoriously tied himself into a knot in trying to give aocount
of those actions which have as he put it ‘positive moral woringuing that only actions done out
of a sense of duty have this worth he contrasts a philantstregio ‘takes pleasure in spreading
happiness around him’ with one who acts out of respect foy, ditying that the actions of the
latter but not the former have moral worth. Much scorn has\lpired on Kant for this curious
doctrine, and indeed it does seem that something has gongwbot perhaps we are not in a
position to scoff unless we can give our own account of tha miewhich Kant is working. After
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all it does seem that he is right in saying that some actiomsnaaccordance with duty, and even
required by duty, without being the subjects of moral praige those of the honest trader who
deals honestly in a situation in which it is in his interestitoso.

It was this kind of example that drove Kant to his strange tsion. He added another ex-
ample, however, in discussing acts of self-preservatlwege he said, while they normally have no
positive moral worth, may have it when a man preserves halit from inclination but without
inclination and from a sense of duty. Is he not right in sayirag acts of self-preservation normally
have no moral significance but that they may have it, and howealourselves explain this fact?

To anyone who approaches this topic from a consideratiohe¥irtues the solution readily
suggests itself. Some actions are in accordance with wvitreut requiring virtue for their per-
formance, whereas others are both in accordance with \ardesuch as to show possession of a
virtue. So Kant'’s trader was dealing honestly in a situattowhich the virtue of honesty is not
required for honest dealing, and it is for this reason thatdaition did not have ‘positive moral
worth’. Similarly, the care that one ordinarily takes foredlife, as for instance on some ordinary
morning in eating one’s breakfast and keeping out of the wagy @ar on the road, is something
for which no virtue is required. As we said earlier there isgemeral virtue of self-love as there
is a virtue of benevolence or charity, because men are ggnati@ched sufficiently to their own
good. Nevertheless in special circumstances virtues ssitbraperance, courage, fortitude, and
hope may be needed if someone is to preserve his life. Are thiesumstances in which the
preservation of one’s own life is a duty? Sometimes it is eéosbmetimes it is what is owed to
others that should keep a man from destroying himself, agid tle may act out of a sense of duty.
But not all cases in which acts of self-preservation showueiare like this. For a man may display
each of the virtues just listed even where he does not do amy twaothers if he kills himself or
fails to preserve his life. And it is this that explains whyetl may be a moral aspect to suicide
which does not depend on possible injury to other peopls.nibt that suicide is ‘always wrong’,
whatever that would mean, but that suicide is sometimegagnto virtues such as courage and
hope.

Let us now return to Kant’'s philanthropists, with the thouttat it is action that is in accor-
dance with virtue and also displays a virtue that has morathwoWe see at once that Kant’s
difficulties are avoided, and the happy philanthropiststited in the position which belongs to
him. For charity is, as we said, a virtue of attachment as a&laction, and the sympathy that
makes it easier to act with charity is part of the virtue. Thennwho acts charitably out of a sense
of duty is not to be undervalued, but it is the other who moetswirtue and therefore to the other
that most moral worth is attributed. Only a detail of Kanttegentation of the case of the dutiful
philanthropist tells on the other side. For what he actusdiig was that this man felt no sympathy
and took no pleasure in the good of others because ‘his misdcisaded by some sorrow of his
own’, and this is the kind of circumstance that increasewitiee that is needed if a man is to act
well.

It was suggested above that an action with ‘positive morathoor as we might say a posi-
tively good action, was to be seen as one which was in accoedaith virtue, by which | mean
contrary to no virtue, and moreover one for which a virtue veagilired. Nothing has so far been
said about another case, excluded by the formula, in whialight seem that an act displaying
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one virtue was nevertheless contrary to another. In givinglast description | am thinking not
of two virtues with competing claims, as if what were reqdit®y justice could nevertheless be
demanded by charity, or something of that kind, but rathéghefpossibility that a virtue such as
courage or temperance or industry which overcomes a speamdtation, might be displayed in
an act of folly or villainy. Is this something that we mustaoall for, or is it only good or innocent
actions which can be acts of these virtues? Aquinas, in Hisitien of virtue, said that virtues can
produce only good actions, and that they are dispositiohatich no one can make bad use’,
except when they are treated as objects, as in being thecswlbjeatred or pride. The common
opinion nowadays is, however, quite different. With theatdé exception of Peter Geach hardly
anyone sees any difficulty in the thought that virtues mayetomes be displayed in bad actions.
Von Wright, for instance, speaks of the courage of the vilks if this were a quite unproblematic
idea, and most people take it for granted that the virtuesofage and temperance may aid a bad
man in his evil work. It is also supposed that charity may leadan to act badly, as when someone
does what he has no right to do, but does it for the sake of adrie

There are, however, reasons for thinking that the matteotism simple as this. If a man who
is willing to do an act of injustice to help a friend, or for tctemmon good, is supposed to act
out of charity, and he so acts where a just man will not, it &thtve said that the unjust man has
more charity than the just man. But do we not think that soreewst ready to act unjustly may
yet be perfect in charity, the virtue having done its wholekioa prompting him to do the acts
that are permissible? And is there not more difficulty thaghhiappear in the idea of an act of
injustice which is nevertheless an act of courage? Supposedtance that a sordid murder were
in question, say a murder done for gain or to get an inconmeipierson out of the way, but that
this murder had to be done in alarming circumstances or iffieite of real danger; should we be
happy to say that such an action was an act of courage or agamus act? Did the murderer,
who certainly acted boldly, or with intrepidity, if he dideghmurder, also act courageously? Some
people insist that they are ready to say this, but | have edttbat they like to move over to a
murder for the sake of conscience, or to some other act dahe tourse of a villainous enterprise
but whose immediate end is innocent or positively good. ir thypothesis, which is that bad
acts can easily be seen as courageous acts or acts of comageginal example should be just
as good.

What are we to say about this difficult matter? There is no tthad the murderer who mur-
dered for gain waeot a coward he did not have a second moral defect which another villaghim
have had. There is no difficulty about this because it is ¢legtrone defect may neutralize another
As Aquinas remarked; it is better for a blind horse if it iswglty It does not follow, however, that
an act of villainy can be courageous; we are inclined to sayititook courage’; and yet it seems
wrong to think of courage as equally connected with goodastand bad.

One way out of this difficulty might be to say that the man whoeiady to pursue bad ends
does indeed have courage, and shows courage in his actidthabin him courage is not a virtue.
Later | shall consider some cases in which this might be tyi# thing to say, but in this instance
it does not seem to be. For unless the murderer consistemtbu@s bad ends his courage will
often result in good; it may enable him to do many innocentasitpvely good things for himself
or for his family and friends. On the strength of an indivitlbad action we can hardly say that in
him courage is not a virtue. Nevertheless there is sometbifg said even about the individual
action to distinguish it from one that would readily be cdlln act of courage or a courageous
act. Perhaps the following analogy may help us to see whatWe might think of words such as
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‘courage’ as haming characteristics of human beings ine@spf a certain power, as words such
as ‘poison’ and ‘solvent’ and ‘corrosive’ so hame the praijesrof physical things. The power to
which virtue-words are so related is the power of produciagdyaction, and good desires. But
just as poisons, solvents and corrosives do not always tgpehraracteristically, so it could be with
virtues. If P (say arsenic) is a poison it does not follow faicts as a poison wherever it is found.
It is quite natural to say on occasion 'P does not act as a pdisce’ though P is a poison and it
is P that is acting here. Similarly courage is not operatsg &irtue when the murderer turns his
courage, which, is a virtue, to bad ends. Not surprisingéyresistance that some of us registered
was not to the expression ‘the courage of the murderer’ dnéaassertion that what he did ‘took
courage’ but rather to the description of that action as @amfacourage or a courageous act. It is
not that the actiorould not be so described, but that the fact that courage does rohhage its
characteristic operation is a reason for finding the desoristrange.

In this example we were considering an action in which coeirags not operating as a virtue,
without suggesting that in that agent it generally faileddoso. But the latter is also a possibility.
If someone is both wicked and foolhardy this may be the caesmurage, and it is even easier to
find examples of a general connexion with evil rather tharmdgadhe case of some other virtues.
Suppose, for instance, that we think of someone who is adarstrious, or too ready to refuse
pleasure, and this is characteristic of him rather than slaimgewe find on one particular occasion.
In this case the virtue of industry, or the virtue of tempermrhas a systematic connexion with
defective action rather than good action; and it might bd saeither case that the virtue did not
operate as a virtue in this man. Just as we might say in a ces#diing ‘P is not a poison here’
though P is a poison and P is here, so we might say that industiess, or temperance, is not a
virtue in some. Similarly in a man habitually given to wishtininking, who clings to false hopes,
hope does not operate as a virtue and we may say that it is mdtia i him.

The thought developed in the last paragraph, to the effettnbt every man who has a virtue
has something that is a virtue in him, may help to explain tagediscomfort that one may feel
when discussing the virtues. Itis not easy to put one’s fingavhat is wrong, but it has something
to do with a disparity between the moral ideals that may seebetimplied in our talk about the
virtues, and the moral judgements that we actually make. édom reading the foregoing pages
might, for instance, think that the author of this paper glsvadmired most those people who
had all the virtues, being wise and temperate as well as geatss, charitable, and just. And
indeed it is sometimes so. There are some people who do goasdisese virtues and who are
loved and admired by all the world, as Pope John XXIII was tbaad admired. Yet the fact is
that many of us look up to some people whose chaotic livesagomather little of wisdom or
temperance, rather than to some others who possess thessviknd while it may be that this is
just romantic nonsense | suspect that it is not. For whilelans always operates as a virtue, its
close relation prudence does not, and it is prudence rdtaantisdom that inspires many a careful
life. Prudence is not a virtue in everyone, any more thanstrchusness is, for in some it is rather
an over-anxious concern for safety and propriety, and armi@tation to keep away from people
or situations which are apt to bring trouble with them; andshgh defensiveness much good is
lost. It is the same with temperance. Intemperance can bppailiag thing, as it was with Henry
VIII of whom Wolsey remarked that rather than he will eitheissnor want any part of his will or
appetite, he will put the loss of one half of his realm in dange

Nevertheless in some people temperance is not a virtues bather connected with timidity or
with a grudging attitude to the acceptance of good thingscddfse what is best is to live boldly
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yet without imprudence or intemperance, but the fact isthider few can manage that.

Author’s Note

| am indebted to friends in many universities for their heldorming my views on this subject;
and particularly to John Giuliano of UCLA, whose unpubliglveork on the unity of the virtues |
have consulted with profit, and to Rosalind Hursthouse whoronented on a draft of the middle
period.
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