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I

... It seems clear that virtues are, in.some general way, Cllaeneﬁcng;
Human beings do not get on well without them. Nobody C?;e%n ¢
on well if he lacks courage, and does gqt have some measurz oh i
perance and wisdom, while communities where justice an cu;rll dZ.
are lacking are apt to be wretched places to live, as Russia wasust o
the Stalinist terror, or Sicily under the Mafia. But now v;/le m st ask
to whom the benefit goes, whether to Fhe man who has ft e vir e or
rather to those who have to do with him? In the case o so;ne pdom
virtues the answer seems clear. Cour.age, temperance ;m wis om
benefit both the man who has thgse d1sp951t10ns and other %e;)‘i e
well; and moral failings such as pride, vanity, wo.rldhnessk,lan avarice
harm both their possessor and others, thgugh chwﬂy p::fr ﬁps o
mer. But what about the virtues of charity and Justlge}; heiei Sa:;awed
rectly concerned with the welfare. of othérs, and.wu wha s owed
to them; and since each may require sacrifice of m.terest onh . pos_
of the virtuous man both may seem to be dele.te.rloush to t fexr prse
sessor and beneficial to others. Whether ,m _fact it is 301' as, Io .cour ea:
been a matter of controversy since Plato§ time or i;rflerl.) : ris a:: e
sonable opinion that on the whole man is better off for ae: nit har
itable and just, but this 1s not to say that c1r'cumstan;es may ot aris
in which he will have to sacrifice everythxng for charity or j : an(i
Nor is this the only problem about the re}atlon betweenhv1rtummn
human good. For one very difficult question cgncc;rns t.de ;:mc "
between justice and the common good. Justice, in the wide ense n
which it is understood in discuss.ions of the cardinal Yl;tuis_,t;nt in chis
paper, has to do with that to which someone has a right a
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he is owed in respect of non-interference and positive service—and
rights may stand in the way of the pursuit of the common good. Or
so at least it seems to those who reject utilitarian doctrines. This dis—
pute cannot be settled here, but [ shall treat justice as a virtue in-
dependent of charity, and standing as a possible limit on the scope of
that virtue.

Let us say then, leaving unsolved problems behind us, that virtues
are in general beneficial characteristics, and indeed ones that a hu-
man being needs to have, for his own sake and that of his fellows.
This will not, however, take us far towards a definition of a virtue,
since there are many other qualities of 2 man that may be similarly
beneficial, as for instance bodily characteristics such as health and
physical strength, and mental powers such as those of memory and
concentration. What is it, we must ask, that differentiates virtues
from such things?

As a first approximation to an answer we might say that while
health and strength are excellences of the body, and memory and
concentration of the mind, it is the will that is good in a man of vir-
tue. But this suggestion is worth only as much as the explanation
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 intentions
that a man’s moral dispositions are Judged. If he does something un-
intentionally this is usually irrelevant to our estimate of his virtue.
But of course this thesis must be qualified, because failures in per-
formance rather than intention may show a lack of virtue. This will
be so when, for instance, one man brings harm to another without
realising he is doing it, but where his ignorance is itself culpable.
Sometimes in such cases there will be a previous act or omission to
which we can point as the source of the ignorance. Charity requires
that we take care to find out how to render assistance where we are
likely to be called on to do so, and thus, for example, it is contrary
to charity to fail to find out about elementary first aid. But in an in-
teresting class of cases in which it seems again to be performance
rather than intention that counts in Judging a man’s virtue there is

no possibility of shifting the Judgment to previous intentions. For
sometimes one man succeeds where another fails not because there is
some specific difference in their previous conduct but rather because

his heart lies in a different place; and the disposition of the heart is
part of virtue.
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Thus it seems right to attribute a kind of moral failing to some
deeply discouraging and debilitating people who say, without lying,
that they mean to be helpful; and on the other side to see virtue par
excellence in one who is prompt and resourceful in doing good. In his
novel A Single Pebble John Hersey describes such a man, speaking of
a rescue in a swift flowing river.

It was the head tracker’s marvellous swift response that captured
my admiration at first, his split second solicitousness when he heard
a cry of pain, his finding in mid-air, as it were, the only way to save
the injured boy. But there was more to it than that. His action, which
could not have been mulled over in his mind, showed a deep, in-
stinctive love of life, a compassion, an optimism, which made me feel

very good . ..

What this suggests is that a man’s virtue may be judged by his in-
nermost desires as well as by his intentions and this fits with our idea
that a virtue such as generosity lies as much in someone’s attitudes as
in his actions. Pleasure in the good fortune of others is, one thinks,
the sign of a generous spirit; and small reactions of pleasure and dis-
pleasure often the surest signs of 2 man’s moral disposition.

None of this shows that it is wrong to think of virtues as belong-
ing to the will; what it does show is that “will” must here be under-
stood in its widest sense, to cover what is wished for as well as what
is sought.

A different set of considerations will, however, force us to give up
any simple statement about the relation between virtue and will, and
these considerations have to do with the virtue of wisdom. Practical
wisdom, we said, was counted by Aristotle among the intellectual
virtues, and while our wisdom is not quite the same as phronésis or
prudentia it too might seem to belong to the intellect rather than the
will. Is not wisdom a matter of knowledge, and how can knowledge
be a matter of intention or desire? The answer is that it isn’t, so that

there is good reason for thinking of wisdom as an intellectual virtue.
But on the other hand wisdom has special connexions with the will,
meeting it at more than one point.

In order to get this rather complex picture in focus we must pause
for a little and ask what it is that we ourselves understand by wisdom:
what the wise man knows and what he does. Wisdom, as I see it, has
two parts. In the first place the wise man knows the means to cer-
tain good ends; and secondly he knows how much particular ends
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ar i in i i i
Se: worlih. Wisdom in its first part is relatively easy to understand It
ms that there are some ends belonging to human life in general

—_
'Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 1a2a¢ Q.56 a.3.

323




VIRTUE

their lives in ardent pursuit of what is trivial and unimportant it is
not possible to explain the important and the trivial in terms of the
amount of attention given to different subjects by the average man.
But I have never seen, or been able to think out, a true account of
this matter, and [ believe that a complete account of wisdom, and
of certain other virtues and vices must wait until this gap can be
filled. What we can see is that one of the things a wise man knows
and a foolish man does not is that such things as social position, and
wealth, and the good opinion of the world, are too dearly bought at
the cost of health or friendship or family ties. So we may say that a
man who lacks wisdom ““has false values,” and that vices such as van-
ity and worldliness and avarice are contrary to wisdom in a special
way. There is always an element of false judgment about these vices,
since the man who is vain for instance sees admiration as more im-
portant than it is, while the worldly man is apt to see the good life
as one of wealth and power. Adapting Aristotle’s distinction between
the weak-willed man (the akratés) who follows pleasure though he
knows, in some sense, that he should not, and the licentious man
(the akolastos) who sees the life of pleasure as the good life,? we may
say that moral failings such as these are never purely “akratic.” It
is true that a man may criticise himself or his worldliness or vanity
or love of money, but then it is his values that are the subject of his
criticism.

Wisdom in this second part is, therefore, partly to be described in
terms of apprehension, and even judgment, but since it has to do
with a man’s attachments it also characterises his will.

The idea that virtues belong to the will, and that this helps to dis-
tinguish them from such things as bodily strength or intellectual
ability has, then, survived the consideration of the virtue of wisdom,
albeit in a fairly complex and slightly attenuated form. And we shall
find this idea useful again if we turn to another important distinction
that must be made, namely that between virtues and other practical
excellences such as arts and skills.

Aristotle has sometimes been accused, for instance by von Wright,
of failing to see how different virtues are from arts or skills,? but in
fact one finds, among the many things that Aristotle and Aquinas say
about this difference, the observation that seems to go to the heart

? Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, especially bk, VII.
*G. H. von Wright, The Varieties of Goodness (London, 1963), chapter VIII.
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of the matter. In the matter of arts and skills, they say, voluntary er-
ror is preferable to involuntary error, while in the matter of virtues
(what we call virtues) it is the reverse.* The last part of the thesis is
actually rather hard to interpret, because it is not clear what is meant
by the idea of involuntary viciousness. But we can leave this aside
and still have all we need in order to distinguish arts or skills from
virtues. If we think, for instance, of someone who deliberately makes
aspelling mistake (perhaps when writing on the blackboard in order
to explain this particular point) we see that this does not in any way
count against his skill as a speller: “I did it deliberately” rebuts an ac-
cusation of this kind. And what we can say without running into any
difficulties is that there is no comparable rebuttal in the case of an
accusation relating to lack of virtue. If a man acts unjustly or un-
charitably, or in a cowardly or intemperate manner, “I did it de-
liberately” cannot on any interpretation lead to exculpation. So, we
may say, a virtue is not, like a skill or an art, a mere capacity: it must
actually engage the will.

II

I'shall now turn to another thesis about the virtues, which I might
express by saying that they are corrective, each one standing at a point
at which there is some temptation to be resisted or deficiency of mo-
tivation to be made good. As Aristotle put it, virtues are about what
is difficult for men, and I want to see in what sense this is true, and
then to consider a problem in Kant’s moral philosophy in the light
of what has been said.

Let us first think about coverage and temperance. Aristotle and
Aquinas contrasted these virtues with justice in the following respect.
Justice was concerned with operations and courage and temperance
with passions.> What they meant by this seems to have been, primar-
ily, that the man of courage does not fear immoderately nor the man
of temperance have immoderate desires for pleasure, and that there
was no corresponding moderation of a passion implied in the idea
of justice. This particular account of courage and temperance might
be disputed on the ground that a man’s courage is measured by his

*Aristotle op. cit. 1140 b. 22-25. Aquinas op. cit. 1a2ae Q.57 a 4.

*Aristotle op. cit. 1106 b. 15 and 1129 2.4 have this implication; but Aquinas is
more explicit in op. cit. 1a2ae Q.60 a.2.
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action and not by anything as uncontrollable as fear; and similarly that
the temperate man who must on occasion refuse pleasures need not
desire them any less than the intemperate man. Be that as it may (and
something will be said about it later) it is obviously true that courage
and temperance have to do with particular springs of action as jus-
tice does not. Almost any desire can lead a man to act unjustly, not
even excluding the desire to help a friend or to save a life, whereas
a cowardly act must be motivated by fear or a desire for safety, and
an act of intemperance by a desire for pleasure, perhaps even for a
particular range of pleasures such as those of eating or drinking or
sex. And now, going back to the idea of virtues as correctives one
may say that it is only because fear and the desire for pleasure often
operate as temptations that courage and temperance exist as virtues
at all. As things are we often want to run away not only where that
is the right thing to do but also where we should stand firm; and we
want pleasure not only where we should seek pleasure but also where
we should not. If human nature had been different there would have
been no need of a corrective disposition in either place, as fear and
pleasure would have been good guides to conduct throughout life.
So Aquinas says, about the passions,

They may incite us to something against reason, and so we need a
curb, which we name temperance. Or they may make us shirk a course
of action dictated by reason, through fear of dangers or hardships.
Then a person needs to be steadfast and not run away from what is
right; and for this courage is named.*

As with courage and temperance so with many other virtues:
there is, for instance, a virtue of industriousness only because idle-
ness is a temptation; and of humility only because men tend to think
too well of themselves. Hope is a virtue because despair too is a
temptation; it might have been that no one cried that all was lost
except where he could really see 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 different, be-
cause they correspond not to any particular desire or tendency that
has to be kept in check but rather to a deficiency of motivation; and
it is this that they must make good. If people were as much attached
to the good of others as they are to their own good there would no

¢Aquinas op. cit. 1a2ae Q.61 a.3.
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more be a general virtue of benevolence than there is a general vir-
tue of self-love. And if people cared about the rights of others as they
care about their own rights no virtue of justice would be needed
to look after the matter, and rules about such things as contracts
and promises would only need to be made public, like the rules of a
game that everyone was eager to play.

On this view of the virtues and vices everything is seen to depend
on what human nature is like, and the traditional catalogue of the
two kinds of dispositions is not hard to understand. Nevertheless it
may be defective, and anyone who accepts the thesis that I am put-
ting forward will feel free to ask himself where the temptations and
deficiencies that need correcting are really to be found. It is possible,
for example, that the theory of human nature lying behind the tra-
ditional list of virtues and vices puts too much emphasis on hedo-
nistic and sensual impulses, and does not sufficiently take account
of less straightforward inclinations such as the desire 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 seen as
correctives; and part of what is meant by saying that virtue is about
things that are difficult for men should also have appeared. The fur-
ther application of this idea is, however, controversial, and the fol-
lowing difficulty presents itself: that we both are and are not inclined
to think that the harder a man finds it to act virtuously the more vir-
tue is needed where it is particularly hard to act virtuously; yet on the
other it could be argued that difficulty in acting virtuously shows that
the agent is imperfect in virtue: according to Aristotle, to take plea-
sure in virtuous action is the mark of true virtue, with the self-mastery
of the one who finds virtue difficult only a second best. How then
is this conflict to be decided? Who shows most courage, the one
who wants to run away but does not, or the one who does not even
want to run away? Who shows most charity, the one who finds it
easy to make the good of others his object, or the one who finds
it hard?

What is certain is that the thought that virtues are corrective does
not constrain us to relate virtue to difficulty in each individual man.
Since men in general find it hard to face great dangers or evils, and
even small ones, we may count as courageous those few who without
blindness or indifference are nevertheless fearless even in terrible cir-
cumstances. And when someone has a natural charity or generosity
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it is at least part of the virtue that he has; if natural virtue ganngt' be
the whole of virtue this is because a kindly or fearless dlspo§1tlon
could be disastrous without justice and wisdom, and Fhese virtues
have to be learned, not because natural virtue is too gsdy acqulrfad.
I have argued that the virtues can be seen as correctives in relation
to human nature in general but not that each virtue must present a
difficulty to each and every man. o .

Nevertheless many people feel strongly inclined to say that it is for
moral effort that moral praise is to be bestowed, and that in propor-
tion as a man finds it easy to be virtuous so much the less is he to be
morally admired for his good actions. The. dllemm.a can be resolvec}
only when we stop talking about difﬁcultlc?s standing m.the way o
virtuous action as if they were of only one kind. The fact is that some.
kinds of difficulties do indeed provide an occasion for much virtue,
but that others rather show that virtue is incomplete.

To illustrate this point I shall first consider an example of hon;st
action. We may suppose for instance that a man has an opportunity
to steal, in circumstances where stealing is not morallx permissible,
but that he refrains. And now let us ask our old question. fqr one
man it is hard to refrain from stealing and for another man it is not:
which shows the greater virtue in acting as he sh9uld? It is not dif-
ficult to see in this case that it makes all the dlfferean: whether
the difficulty comes from circumstances, as that a man is poor, or
that his theft is unlikely to be detected, or whether it comes from
something that belongs to his own character. The fact thaF a lmz;zl 1sf
tempted to steal is something about him that shows.a“certam ac 0d
honesty: of the thoroughly honest man we say th.athl.t never entere
his head,” meaning that it was never a real possibility for hlm. But
the fact that he is poor is something that makes the. occasion more
tempting, and difficulties of this kind make honest action all the more
VIrRI 2?;ilar distinction can be made between different obstacles
standing in the way of charitable action. Some circumstances, as that
great sacrifice is needed, or that the one to be helped 1s a rn_lal, give
an occasion on which a man’s charity is severely testefi. Yet in given
circumstances of this kind it is the man who acts ea‘sﬂy rathgr tban
the one who finds it hard who shows the most charity. .Charlty isa
virtue of attachment, and that sympathy for others which makes it
easier to help them is part of the virtue itself.
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These are fairly simple cases, but I am not supposing that it is al-
ways €asy to say where the relevant distinction is to be drawn. What,
for instance, should we say about the emotion of fear as an obstacle
to action? Is a man more courageous if he fears much and neverthe-
less acts, or if he is relatively fearless? Several things must be said about
this. In the first place it seems that the emotion of fear is not a neces-
sary condition for the display of courage; in face of a great evil such as
death or injury a man may show courage even if he does not tremble.
On the other hand even irrational fears may give an occasion for cour-
age: if someone suffers from claustrophobia or a dread of heights he
may require courage to do that which would not be a courageous
action for others. But not all fears belong from this point of view to
the circumstances rather than to a man’s character. For while we do
not think of claustrophobia or a dread of heights as features of char-
acter, a general timorousness may be. Thus, although pathological
fears are not the result of a man’s choices and values some fears may
be. The fears that count against a man’s courage are those that we
think he could overcome, and among them, in a special class, those
that reflect the fact that he values safety too much.

Inspite of problems such as these, which have certainly notall been
solved, both the distinction between different kinds of obstacles to
virtuous action, and the general idea that virtues are correctives, will
be useful in resolving a difficulty in Kant’s moral philosophy closely
related to the issues discussed in the preceding paragraphs.
sage in the first section of the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals
Kant notoriously tied himself into a knot in trying to give an account
of those actions which have as he put it “positive moral worth.” Ar-
guing that only actions done out of a sense of duty have this worth
he contrasts a philanthropist who “takes pleasure in spreading happi-
ness around him” with one who acts out of respect for duty, saying
that the actions of the latter but not the former have moral worth.
Much scorn has been poured on Kant for this curious doctrine, and
indeed it does seem that something has gone wrong, but perhaps we
are not in a position to scoff unless we can give our own account of
the idea on which Kant is working. After all it does seem that he is
right in saying that some actions are in accordance with duty, and
even required by duty, without being the subjects of moral praise,
like those of the honest trader who deals honestly in a situation in
which it is in his interest to do so.

In a pas-
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It was this kind of example that drove Kant to his strange con-
clusion. He added another example, however, in discussing acts
of self-preservation; these he said, while they normally have no
positive moral worth, have it when a man preserves his life not from
inclination but without inclination and from a sense of duty. Is he not
right in saying that acts of self-preservation normally have no moral
significance but that they may have it, and how do we ourselves ex-
plain this fact?

To anyone who approaches this topic from a consideration of the
virtues the solution readily suggests itself. Some actions are in accor-
dance with virtue without requiring virtue for their performance,
whereas others are both in accordance with virtue and such as to
show possession of a virtue. So Kant’s trader was dealing honestly in
a situation in which the virtue of honesty is not required for honest
dealing, and it is for this reason that his action did not have “positive
moral worth.” Similarly, the care that one ordinarily takes for one’s
life, as for instance on some ordinary morning in eating one’s break-

fast and keeping out of the way of a car on the road, is something for
which no virtue is required. As we said earlier there is no general vir-
tue of self-love as there is a virtue of benevolence or charity, because
men are generally attached sufficiently to their own good. Never-
theless in special circumstances virtues such as temperance, courage,
fortitude, and hope may be needed if someone is to preserve his life.
Are these circumstances in which the preservation of one’s own life
is a duty? Sometimes it is so, for sometimes it is what is owed to oth-

ers that should keep a man from destroying himself, and then he may
act out of a sense of duty. But not all cases in which acts of self-
preservation show virtue are like this. For a man may display each of
the virtues just listed even where he does not do any harm to oth-
ers if he kills himself or fails to preserve his life. And it is this that ex-
plains why there may be a moral aspect to suicide which does not
depend on possible injury to other people. It is not that suicide is “al-
ways wrong,” whatever that would mean, but that suicide is some-
times contrary to virtues such as courage and hope.

Let us now return to Kant’s philanthropists, with the thought that

it is action that is in accordance with virtue and also displays a vir- /3

tue that has moral worth. We see at once that Kant’s difficulties are
avoided, and the happy philanthropist reinstated in the position which
belongs to him. For charity is, as we said, a virtue of attachment as
well as action, and the sympathy that makes it easier to act with char-
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v .
oth dxs part of the virtue. The man who acts charitably out of a sense
- duty 1s not to be undervalued, but it is the other who most shows

other that most moral worth is attributed.
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There afe, however, reasons for thinking that the.n?atte.r is not as
simple as this. If a man who is willing to do an act of injustice to h.elp
a friend, or for the common good, is supposed to act out .of charity,
and he so acts where a just man will not, it should be said that 'thli
unjust man has more charity than the just man. But do we not thlin
that someone not ready to act unjustly may yet b.e perfect in charity,
the virtue having done its whole work in prompting a man to do.tl})le
acts that are permissible? And is therg not more .dlﬁiculty than mig t
appear in the idea of an act of injustice wh{ch is nevertheless an ac
of courage? Suppose for instance that a sordid rr.lurder were in ques-
tion, say a murder done for gain or to get an inconvenient person
out of the way, but that this murder had to be done in alarming cir-
cumstances or in the face of real danger; should we be happy to say
that such an action was an act of courage or a courageous f‘lCt?.Dld
the murderer, who certainly acted boldly, or with mFrepdxty, if he
did the murder, also act courageously? Some peop}e insist that they
are ready to say this, but I have noticed that they like to move over
to a murder for the sake of conscience, or to some -other gct done
in the course of a villainous enterprise but whose. 1mmt?dlat.e end
is innocent or positively good. On their hypothesis, which is that
bad acts can easily be seen as courageogs acts or acts of courage, my

igi mple should be just as good.
orl\%r}l;lt ZZ wi to say aboug this difficult matter? There is no doubt
that the murderer who murdered for gain was not a cow.ard: he did not
have a second moral defect which another villain might have had.
There is no difficulty about this because it is 'cle‘ar that one defec(;
may neutralise another. As Aquinas remarked, it is better for a bhp
horse if it is slow.? It does not follow, however., that an act of v11,1,a1ny
can be courageous; we are inclined to say that it “took courage, apﬁ
yet it seems wrong to think of courage as equally connected wit

od actions and bad.
goOne way out of this difficulty @ght be to say that the m(:;n }:Nho
is ready to pursue bad ends does 1pdeed have courage, an sLows
courage in his action, but that in him .cour'age is not a .vn'tue.‘ ater
I shall consider some cases in which this might be the right thing to
say, but in this instance it does not seem to be. For. unless the rrllu.r-
derer consistently pursues bad ends his courage will ofFe.n result 13
good; it may enable him to do many innocent or positively goo

8 Aquinas op. cit. la2ae Q.58 a.4.
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things for himself or for his family and friends. On the strength of
an individual bad action we can hardly say that in him courage is not
a virtue. Nevertheless there is something to be said even about the
individual action to distinguish it from one that would readily be
called an act of courage or a courageous act. Perhaps the following
analogy may help us to see what it is. We might think of words such
as “courage” as naming characteristics of human beings in respect of
a certain power, as words such as “poison” and “solvent” and “corro-
sive” so name the properties of physical things. The power to which
virtue-words are so related is the power of producing good action,
and good desires. But just as poisons, solvents and corrosives do not
always operate characteristically, so it could be with virtues. If P (say
arsenic) is a poison it does not follow that P acts as a poison wher-
ever it is found. It is quite natural to say on occasion “P does not act
a5 a poison here” though P is a poison and it is P that is acting here.
Similarly courage is not operating as a virtue when the murderer
turns his courage, which is a virtue, to bad ends. Not surprisingly
the resistance that some of us registered was not to the expression
“the courage of the murderer” or to the assertion that what he did
“took courage” but rather to the description of that action as an act
of courage or a courageous act. It is not that the action conld not be so
described, but that the fact that courage does not here have its char-
acteristic operation is a reason for finding the description strange.
In this example we were considering an action in which courage
Wwas not operating as a virtue, without suggesting that in that agent it
generally failed to do so. But the latter is also a possibility. If someone
is both wicked and foolhardy this may be the case with courage, and
it is even easier to find examples of a general connexion with evil
rather than good in the case of some other virtues. Suppose, for in-
stance, that we think of someone who is overindustrious, or too ready
to refuse pleasure, and this is characteristic of him rather than some-
thing we find on one particular occasion. In this case the virtue of in-
dustry, or the virtue of temperance, has a systematic connexion with
defective action rather than good action: and it might be said in ei-
ther case that the virtue did not operate as a virtue in this man. Just
as we might say in a certain setting “P is not a poison here” though
P is a poison and P is here, so we might say that industriousness, or
temperance, is not a virtue in some. Similarly in a man habitually
given to wishful thinking, who clings to false hopes, hope does not
operate as a virtue and we may say that it is not a virtue in him.
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VIRTUE

The thought developed in the last paragraph, to the effect that not
every man who has a virtue has something that is a virtue in him,
may help to explain a certain discomfort that one may feel when dis-
cussing the virtues. It is not easy to put one’s finger on what is wrong,
but it has something to do with a disparity between the moral ideas
that may seem to be implied in our talk about the virtues, and the
moral judgments that we actually make. Someone reading the fore-
going pages might, for instance, think that the author of this paper
always admired most those people who had all the virtues, being
wise and temperate as well as courageous, charitable, and just. And
indeed it is sometimes so. There are some people who do possess all
these virtues and who are loved and admired by all the world, as Pope
John XXIII was loved and admired. Yet the fact is that many of us
look up to some people whose chaotic lives contain rather little of
wisdom or temperance, rather than to some others who possess these
virtues. And while it may be that this is just romantic nonsense I sus-
pect that it is not. For while wisdom always operates as a virtue, its
close relation prudence does not, and it is prudence rather than wis-
dom that inspires many a careful life. Prudence is not a virtue in every-
one, any more than industriousness is, for in some it is rather an
overanxious concern for safety and propriety, and a determination to
keep away from people or situations which are apt to bring trouble
with them; and by such defensiveness much good is lost. It is the
same with temperance. Intemperance can be an appalling thing, as it
was with Henry VIII of whom Wolsey remarked that

rather than he will either miss or want any part of his will or appetite,
he will put the loss of one half of his realm in danger.

Nevertheless in some people temperance is not a virtue, but is rather
connected with timidity or with a grudging attitude to the accept-
ance of good things. Of course what is best is to live boldly yet with-
out imprudence or intemperance, but the fact is that rather few can
manage that.

STUDY QUESTIONS

1. What does Foot mean by saying “Virtue belongs to the will”?
2. How do the virtues benefit their possessors? What special fea-
tures must a beneficial trait possess to be counted as a virtue?
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