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Chapter Six 

Revival of Virtue Ethics 

SECTION ONE 

It has already been pointed out that although Aristotle and Plato were the chief 

architects of virtue ethics, but their own formulation of virtue ethics was mostly 

subdued with the appearance of consequentialism as well as Kantian deontology. 

However, modem thinkers have attempted to revive virtue ethics in its new form and 

in this regard the name which is popularly known is G.E.M.Anscombe. In fact 

Anscombe in his article Modern Moral Philosophy clearly indicates in what sense 

virtue ethics can be revived and what was wrong with the traditional virtue ethics as 

expounded by Aristotle and Plato. We have already discussed the traditional view of 

virtue ethics and we are now delving into the modern tradition of virtue ethics. We 

hope that the loopholes of the traditional form of virtue ethics will come in the eyes of 

modern interpreters for which the traditional form of virtue ethics lost its glory. 

In his celebrated article Modern Moral Philosophy, Anscombe points out three 

important issues for which traditional virtue ethics perhaps lost its glory. First, moral 

philosophy in general cannot survive without an adequate philosophy of psychology 

, and this thing was absent in the traditional virtue ethics. Secondly, without 

psychological possibility the concepts of moral obligation and moral duty, the moral 

sense of ought to be jeopardized. Thirdly and importantly, the differences between 

the well-known English writers on moral philosophy from Sidgwick to the present day 

are of little importance. 

According to Anscombe the philosopher having the conceptual understanding of 

traditional virtue ethics as well as modern interpretation of virtue ethics can easily 

realise wliat are lacking in the traditional virtue ethics as propounded by Aristotle. 

VePJ interestingly, the crucial term 'moral' as interpreted by Aristotle cannot find its 
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relevance in modern sense. Aristotle distinguishes virtues as moral as well as 

intellectuals and what he designates 'intellectual' virtues what we should call a moral. 

This is so, because a failure of intellectual virtue may be blameworthy. However, this 

should not be universalized. According to Anscombe Aristotle confuses the idea of 

moral blame as if he (Aristotle) conceived the idea of moral blame as opposed to any 

other, then why has he not considered it more central? For Anscombe, there are 

some mistakes not of involuntariness in actions, but of scoundrelism for which a man 

is blamed. Anscombe says, "If someone professes to be expounding Aristotle and 

talks in a modern fashion about 'moral' such-and-such, he must be very imperceptive 

if he does not constantly feel like someone whose jaws have somehow got out of 

alignment: the teeth don't come together in a proper bite."67 Therefore, one should 

not follow Aristotelian form of virtue ethics, Anscombe opines, in order to formulate a 

revival form of virtue ethics. He further contends that all the leading ethical thinkers 

in modern times, from Butler to Mill, lost their glory in the revolution of the revivalism 

of virtue ethics. 

Anscombe conceives that although Butler exalts conscience, but he appears 

ignorant that a man's conscience may tell him to do the vilest things. He also 

criticizes Hume as Hume defines truth in such a way that excludes ethical 

judgments. Hume also implicitly defines passion in a comprehensive manner and 

thereby claims that aiming at anything is having passion. As he rejects the possibility 

of making ethical judgments as true or false, he thereby rejects to derive 'ought' from 

'is' and equally rejects the passing from 'is' to 'owes' or from 'is' to 'needs'. Kant's 

own idea of legislating for oneself is equally absurd .according to Anscombe as the 

concept of legislation requires superior power in the legislator. Moreover, his 

rigoristic convictions on the subject of lying were so intense that it never occurred to 

67 Anscombe, G.E.M. Modern Moral Philosophy, included in Virtue Ethics, edited by Roger Crisp and 
Michael Slote, Oxford university Press, 1997, p. 27. 
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him that a lie could be relevantly described as anything but just a lie. Anscombe 

further contends that Kantian rule about universalizable maxims is useless without 

stipulations as to what shall count as a relevant description of an action with a view 

to constructing a maxim about it. Mill like Kant fails to realise the necessity for 

stipulations as to relevant descriptions if his theory is to have content. According to 

Mill where a proposed action falls under some one principle established on grounds 

of utility, one must go by that. This, in fact, is the genesis of the principle of 

utilitarianism. However, Anscombe co~tents that any action can be so described as 

to make it fall under a variety of principle of utility if it fall under any. However, 

Anscombe tributes a great regard to Hume as although Anscombe conceives as a 

sophist, but in spite of his sophistry, he is a very profound and great philosopher. 

According to Anscombe ethics requires a sound philosophy of psychology. To give 

an ethical interpretation about how an unjust man is a bad man or an unjust action a 

bad action, one has to have a sound philosophy of psychology. To prove that an 

unjust man is a bad man would require a positive account of justice as a virtue. For 

Anscombe, this part of the subject matter of ethics is completely closed to us so long 

we do not have the characteristics of virtue ethics. In fact, Aristotelian form of virtue 

ethics did not make it clear. Aristotle conceives moral in connection with a moral 

subject matter, namely, that of human passions and actions. But in contemporary 

sense, the term 'should' and 'ought' are not used in a special; moral' sense as the 

term 'should' relates to good and bad, e.g. machinery needs oil, or should or ought to 

be oiled and running without oil is bad for it. 

There is no question of doubt that Hume's interpretation of virtue ethics introduces a 

new dimension. The revival of virtue ethics, in fact, finds it foothold with the insightful 

explanation of David Hume. To have a law conception of ethics is to hold that what is 

needed for conformity with the virtues is required by divine law. Naturally it is not 

possible to have such a conception unless you believe in God as a law giver, like 
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Jews, Stoics, and Christians. But if such a conception is dominant for many centuries 

and then given up, then it is natural result that the concept of 'obligation' is required 

as by a law and it should remain even though they had lost their root. Metaphorically, 

it is just like that if the notion 'criminal' were to remain when criminal law and criminal 

courts had been abolished and forgotten. Hume gives a classic solution or replay in 

this regard. Hume conceives that there was a special sentiment, expressed by 

'criminal', which alone give the word its sense. Thus, Hume discovers a situation in 

which the notion 'obligation' survived. Moreover, when Hume produces his famous 

remarks about the transition from 'is' to 'ought', he thereby brings together several 

quite different points. It would be possible to bring out a different point unlike the 

transition from 'is' to 'owes' from 'is' to 'needs'. To say that it needs that environment 

is not to say, e.g. that you want it to have that environment, but that it would not 

flourish unless it has it. According to Hume, it all depends whether you want it to 

flourish. Hence, it is impossible to infer 'needs' or 'ought to be' from 'is'. However, in 

the case of a plant the inference from 'is' to 'needs' is certainly not in the least 

dubious. Hume's reasoning in effect leads one to think it must be about the word 'to 

need', or 'to be good for'. 

According to Anscombe, Hume as well as our contemporary ethicists had done a 

commendable service by explication the view that no moral content could be found in 

the notion 'morally ought'. That means the moral term 'ought' does not possess any 

special moral status so that it cannot be used in factual context. Modern ethical 

thinkers suggest that without this moral term one can do ethics. For example, instead 

of 'morally wrong', one can always name a genus such as 'untruthful', 'unchaste', 

'unjust'. Even modern moral philosopher Sidgwick senses an intuitive change 

between Mill and Moore. According to Mill there is no question of calculating 

particular consequences of an action such as murder or theft, because, it is not clear 

how an action can fall under just ol"le principle of utility. However, Moore thinks the 
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other way round as to him it is pretty obvious that 'the right action' means the one 

which produces the best possible consequences. Accordingly, it can be said that a 

man does well, if he acts for the best in the' particular circumstances according to the 

judgment of the total consequences of this particular action. However, the overall 

similarity is made clear if we consider the case of killing an innocent. It has been the 

characteristics of the Hebrew- Christian ethic that there are certain things forbidden 

whatever consequences threaten, such as, choosing to kill the innocent for any 

purpose, however good. The prohibition of certain things simply in virtue of their 

description as such and such identifiable kinds of action, regardless of any further 

consequences, is certainly not the whole of the Hebrew- Christian ethic, but it is a 

noteworthy feature of it. Philosopher like Sidgwick denies this ethics Even if we 

closely examine the transition from Mill to Moore, it would reveal to us that Sidgwick 

is mostly responsible for this transition. In fact Sidgwick was critical about divine law 

theory of ethics which tells us that God is to be obeyed in his capacity of a moral 

being. One seems to hear Aristotle saying: "Isn't the praise vulgar"" ss Sidgwick in 

this sense is vulgar as he thinks, unlike Aristotle, that humility consists in 

underestimating your own merits. 

In the present context, we have to understand Sidgwick's own definition of intention. 

He defines intention in such a way that one must be said to intend any foreseen 

consequences of one's voluntary action. According to Anscombe, this definition is 

not correct. Although the theory has been accepted by many people, but it does not 

make any difference to a man's responsibility for something that he foresaw either as 

an end or as .a means to an end. To avoid Sidgwick's faulty conception of the 

language of intention, Anscombe opines, we may state the thesis thus: it does not 

make any difference to a man's responsibility for an effect of his action which he can 

foresee, that he does not intend it. Let us suppose that a man has a responsibility for 

68 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1178b 16, op. cit. 
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the maintenance of some child and deliberately to withdraw support from it is a bad 

sort of thing for him to do. It would be bad for him to withdraw its maintenance 

because he didn't want to maintain it any longer and equally bad for him to withdraw 

it because by doing so he would compel someone else to do something. But now he 

has to choose between something disgraceful and going to prison. If he goes to 

prison, it will follow that he withdraws support from the child. However, in Sidgwick's 

doctrine there is no difference in his responsibility for ceasing to maintain the child, 

between the case where he does it for its own sake or as a means to some other 

purposes. It follows that he must weigh up the relative badness of withdrawing 

support from the child and of doing the disgraceful thing and the disgraceful thing is 

in fact a less vicious action than intentionally withdrawing support from the child 

would be. This further leads us to say that withdrawing support from the child is a 

side effect of his going to prison does not make any difference to his responsibility. 

This consideration will incline him to do the disgraceful thing which is morally bad. 

More importantly, if he looks this matter in this way, then what remains reasonable to 

him is the consequences, but not the intrinsic badness of this action. He then 

conceives that no great harm will come if he deliberately withdrawing support from 

the child and interestingly if his calculations turn out to be wrong, it will appear that 

he was not responsible for the consequences as he did not foresee it. Therefore, 

Anscombe own observation is that Sidgwick's thesis is incapable in estimating the 

badness of an action in the light of expected consequences. 

Being a proponent of the revival trend of virtue ethics, Anscombe is also critical 

about consequentialism. According to Anscombe consequentialism is q shallow 

philosophy. He further contends that there are always borderline cases in ethics 

otherwise we do not witness different nameable theories, such as, consequentialism, 

deontological theory. Now, if you are either an Aristotelian or a believer of divine law, 

you certainly deal with a borderline case by considering whether doing such and 
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such in such and such circumstances, for example, murder, is an act of injustice. To 

decide it is or it is not is equally you judge it to be a thing to do or not. This would be 

the method of casuistry. However, if you are a consequentialist, then the question 

'what is it right to do in such and such circumstances is simply pointless. The casuist, 

unlike the consequentialist, raises the question: Would it be permissible to do so

and-so? Or would it be permissible not to do so and so? And in case if it would not 

be permissible not to do so-and-so, then he could say 'This would be the thing to do'. 

The consequentialist is no way in a position to say that this would be permissible as 

by his own hypothesis, it is the consequences that are to decide. 

Anscombe, being a proponent of the revival of virtue ethics, also criticises the 

Kantian concept of mora/legislation. According to Anscombe there is no relevance of 

moral legislation in ethics. Those who recognize the origins of the notions of 

'obligation', and of the emphatic, 'moral' ought, in the divine-law conception of ethics, 

sometimes look about for the possibility of retaining a law conception without a divine 

legislator. Anscombe professes that the idea that legislation can be 'for oneself is 

absurd as whatever you can do 'for yourself' may be admirable, but it is in no sense 

legislating. According to Anscombe the problem of considering moral agent as a 

legislator is that in such a case the moral agent can frame his own rules according to 

his will and he might say ' I shall go by the customs of my ancestors'. In such a case 

the goodness or badness of moral action will depend on the content of the rules or of 

the customs of one's ancestors and in fact the relevance of moral luck in such case 

cannot be ignored. However Anscombe thinks that to preserve moral harmony and 

moral balance this theory loses its relevance. He says, " ... .in the present day this is 

not likely to lead good results: it might lead one to eat the weaker according to the 

laws of nature, but would hardly lead anyone nowadays to notlons of justice; the pre-
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Socratic feeling about justice as comparable to the balance or harmony which kept 

things is very remote to us."ss 

Having been deviated from the contemporary moral philosophy, Anscombe sets out 

the norms in human virtues. He metaphorically says that just like humans have the 

teeth, a man to be a virtuous must possess some virtuous qualities. Virtuous quality 

is not a single one, but there are clusters of qualities which are virtuous qualities. We 

have already seen that Plato admits four cardinal virtues and many others have 

considered justice is the prime characteristic of virtue. Anscombe says that just as 

man has so many teeth, so the species of man just not biologically but from the point 

of view of the activity of thought and choice in regard to the various departments of 

life has such and such virtues. Accordingly, a particular man, Anscombe opines, with 

the complete set of virtues is the 'norm', as 'man' with, e.g. a complete set of teeth is 

a norm. Here the notion of 'norm' is nearly conceived in the Aristotelian sense rather 

than a law or legislation conception of ethics as expounded by the deontologists. 

According to Anscombe instead of using the word 'ought' in a special moral sense, it 

is rather an advantage of using the word 'ought' in a non-emphatic fashion and the 

moral sense of the word 'wrong' can be used as 'unjust'. This reflects that in 

advocating virtue ethics, Anscombe proposes some non-traditional uses of ethical 

terms. Anscombe distinguishes between what is unjust and what is intrinsically 

unjust. To give any judicial punishment to somebody for something of which he is not 

responsible is intrinsically unjust. This has often been done in every other aspect as 

well. On the other hand, to deprive people of their ostensible property without legal 

procedure, not to pay debts, not to keep contracts is unjust. We think that this 

situation or circumstance can make a great deal of difference in estimating the 

justice or injustice of such procedures as these circumstances may sometimes 

include expected consequences. However, one should keep in mind that what would 

69 Anscombe, G.E.M, Modem Moral Philosophy, op.cit. p.39. 
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ordinarily be an act of injustice is not intrinsically unjust. At the same time, it would 

difficult to make a clear cut boundary line between what is unjust and what is 

intrinsically unjust. If fact, it is really a big gap in philosophy and we cannot give a 

general account of the concept of virtue and of the concept of justice except by ways 

of examples. 

It appears that in advocating the revival trend of virtue ethics, Anscombe does not 

rule out the relevance or influence of external forces or moral luck in considering 

what is just and what is unjust. This again goes against the standpoint of deontology. 

Since what is just and what is unjust is relative and one cannot determine it without 

specifying examples as well as the consequence of the action under consideration, it 

can be said that what is just in one situation might be unjust in other situation. 

Consequence of an action plays an important rule in some cases for determining 

what is just and what is unjust. Now as far as intrinsic unjust is concerned, it can be 

said that if a procedure is one of judicially punishing a man for what he is clearly 

understood not to have done, there can be absolutely no argument about the 

description of this as unjust. No circumstances and no expected consequences can 

modify the description of it as unjust. Someone who attempted to dispute this would 

only be pretending not to know what 'unjust' means, for this is a paradigm case of 

injustice. According to Anscombe in the case so far discussed the term 'unjust' has 

established the superiority over the term 'morally right' and 'morally wrong'. Moral 

philosophers since Sidgwick onward discussed whether it might be 'morally right' in 

some circumstances to adopt that procedure; but this does not make sense to say 

that the procedure would in any circumstances be unjust. 

Anscombe further goes on to say that what is unjust is sometimes determined by 

expected consequences and it has a point to admit it, but there are other cases 

where it would not be the case. Therefore, the so-called moral philosophers are in 
·• 

fact involved into a dilemma to draw a clear cut boarder line between what is just and 
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what is unjust. Now, if we have a case where the term unjust applies purely in virtue 
·• 

of a factual description, then cannot one raise the (;!Uestion whether one at times 

conceivably ought to do injustice? In fact, 'what is injustice' is determined by 

consideration of whether it is right to do so and so in such and such circumstances, 

then definitely the question whether it is right to commit injustice cannot arise simply 

because of the fact that 'wrong' has been built into the definition of injustice. 

However, Anscombe contends that if it would be the case where the description 

'unjust' applies purely in virtues of the facts, without bringing 'wrong' in, then the 

question can arise whether one 'ought' prefers to commit an injustice, whether it 

might not be 'right' to. Here the term 'ought' and 'right' are being used in their moral 

sense here. For Anscombe either you must decide what is 'morally right' in the light 

of certain other 'principles' or you make a principle about this and thereby decide that 

an injustice is never 'right' and even if you go the latter, you are thereby making a 

decision beyond the facts that you will not commit injustice. However, in either case, 

Anscombe fells, if the term 'unjust' in determined simply by the facts, it is not the 

term 'unjust' that determines that the term 'wrong' applies., but a decision that 

injustice is wrong. However, the man who makes an absolute decision that 'injustice' 

is wrong has no footing on which to criticize someone who does not make that 

decision as judging falsely. Here the term 'wrong' of course is expressed as morally 

wrong. The term 'morally wrong' explicitly means that there is an obligation not to do 

it for which it is morally wrong. This interpretation belongs to the divine-law theory of 

ethics. Now, if the divine law obliges not to commit injustice by forbidding injustice, it 

really does add something to the description 'unjJ.Jst' to say there is an obligation not 

to do it. In the case of divine-law ethics, the term 'morally wrong' goes beyond the 

mere factual description 'unjust' and it seems to have no discernable content except 

a certain compelling force, what Anscombe calls purely psychological. 
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Anscombe then goes on to discuss ordinary 'ought' instead of 'morally ought' which 

according to him frequently uses in inhuman language. Now if we do return to 

ordinary ought, then cannot it reasonably be asked whether one might ever need to 

commit injustice? Various answers can be given affirmatively. Some would like to 

say since justice is a virtue and injustice is a vice and virtues and vices are built up 

by the performance of the actions in which they are instanced, an act of injustice will 

tend to make a man bad. Accordingly, it can be said that the flourishing of a man 

qua- man consists in his being good, i.e. in virtues. But for any x to which such terms 

apply, x needs what makes it flourish. Therefore, a man needs or ought to perform 

only virtuous actions. However, it may happen that although he does virtuous 

actions, he may flourish less or even not at all. So he needs to perform only just 

actions. That is roughly how Plato and Aristotle talk, but at the same time, it can be 

seen that philosophically there underlies a huge gap which needs to be filled by an 

account of human action, the type of characteristic a virtue is and above all of human 

flourishing. Human flourishing is subject to a condition and Aristotle himself once 

says that it would be ridiculous to think of a flourish man having a pain and hunger 

and poor and friendless. Many would like to give different interpretation of the term 

flourishing. Therefore, it is left to the moral philosophers to construct systems 

according to which the man who says, 'we need such-and such, and will only get in 

this way' may be.a virtuous character. 

Understanding Moral Obligation: A New Outlook 

SECTION TWO 

Morality being a variety of ethical thought has its own spirit, aims and it implies a 

general picture of ethical life. These are said to the genesis of morality which can 
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only be flourished through moral obligation. In fact the term 'obligation' is a general 

term and it can even be used b-y the laymen as well, but when we are talking of 

'moral obligation', we are thereby specifying a different sort of ethical outlook. The 

philosopher who was given the purest, deepest, and most through representation of 

morality is Kant. The new approach of virtue ethics thinks the other way round. It 

holds that morality is not an invention of philosophers, it is not something 

compartmentalise, rather morality is the outlook of almost all of us. In the 

contemporary moral system particularly in the deontological system moral obligation 

is expressed as a kind of deliberative conclusion which is directed towards what to 

do. Such conclusion is governed by moral reasons and concerned with a particular 

situation. It is also said that moral obligation is a kind of practical conclusion. It is an 

obligation to do something with respect to an action known as agent's power. 0(.Jght 

implies can is a formula famous in this connection. The other notable aspect of such 

morality is that moral obligations cannot conflict with each other, i.e., there is no 

possibility or chance of moral dichotomy in moral obligations. This leads us to say 

that what I am obliged to do must be in my power. In this sense, if I am obliged to do 

X and equally obliged to do Y, then I am obliged to do X and Y. This in fact reflects 

the practical aspect of the notion of moral obligation. 

However, the revival trend of virtue ethics anticipates or rather admits moral conflict 

in moral obligations which is completely foreign in deontology. Philosopher such as 

David Ross conceives a terminology for discussing the conflict of obligations. In this 

regard, he distinguishes between prima facie and actual obligations. A prima-facie 

obligation is a conclusion supported by moral considerations, which in. turn is a 

candidate for beings one's actual obligation. According to Ross a merely prima-facie 

obligation is more than an apparent obligation because at times a prima-facie 

obligation can come to support some other actual obligation. If I have for good and 

compelling reasons broken a promise, I may acquire an actual obligation to do 
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something else because of that. It is therefore not clear at all why I should be under 

this further obligation, because in such a case no actual obligation has been broken 

for which I should blame myself. In fact I may blame myself for something else such 

as getting into the situation, but it is mistaken to blame or reproach myself for not 

doing the rejected action. 

Does it then make sense to say that moral obligation is inescapable? When one 

makes a promise, he thereby acquires an obligation voluntarily. Likewise one can 

make a promise non-voluntarily. In the case of non-voluntary, the person under 

consideration has no choice of his own. However, according to the theory of 

deontology, once I am under the obligation, there is no point of escaping it. And the 

fact that a given agent would prefer not to be in this system or bound by its rule will 

not excuse him nor will blaming him be based on a misunderstanding. Blame is the 

characteristic reaction for the morality system. However, it is possible for particular 

agents who belong to the system never to blame anyone in the sense of expressing 

blame. They might be scrupulously skeptical about what in other people's power. 

The important point is that self-blame or remorse requires one's action to have been 

voluntary is only a special application of a general rule that blame of anyone is 

directed to the voluntary. Unlike the law of an actual liberal republic, the moral law is 

more exigent as it allows no emigration. In the respect, utilitarianism is a marginal 

member of the morality system. It may usually think that blame and other social 

reactions should be allocated in such a way that will be socially useful. This leads us 

to say that applying the utilitarian criterion to all actions, including the social actions 

of expressing blame and so forth. However, a utilitarian may ask whether the most 

useful policy might not be to forget that the point of blame, on utilitarian grounds, was 

usefulness. Utilitarians are often immensely conscientious people as they work for 

humanity. They think this is what they morally ought to do and feel guilty if they do 
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not live up to their own standards. It is because of such motivations, utilitarianism in 

most versions is a kind of morality. 

The view that moral obligation is inescapable holds that what I am obliged to do is 

what I must do. It is said to be the first-personal end which even states that moral 

obligation applies to people even if they do not want to do. The third personal aspect 

is that moral judgment and blame can apply to people even if they want to live 

outside that system altogether. In Kant's term, we may incorporate these two 

aspects in saying that moral obligation is categorical. One way in which the central, 

deontological, version of morality deals with them is to try to make as many as 

possible into obligations. In fact Ross lists several types of what he regards as 

general obligations besides prima-facie obligations. Ross understands general 

obligations as duties. Prima-facie obligation includes what everyone calls an 

obligation, keeping promise, telling the truth. General obligations involve 'duties of 

gratitude', that is to do good to those who have done services for you. What Ross is 

trying to force into the mould of obligation is surely a different ethical idea which he 

calls 'duties of justice'. According to Ross these duties rest on the fact or possibility 

of a distribution of pleasure or happiness or the means thereto which is not in 

accordance with the merits of the persons concerned; in which case there arises a 

duty to upset or prevent such a distribution. There are such things as duties or 

obligations of justice and the requirements of justice concern, in the first place, what · 

ought to happen. 

However, it is a mistake of morality to comprehend everything in terms of moral 

obligations. The root, however, is deep. What is ordinarily called an obligation does 

not necessarily have to win in a conflict of moral considerations. An ordinary moral 

obligation may at times with suitable cause be evaded, but a stickiest moralist would 

find a difficulty in the case of moral obligation. In fact obligations have a moral 

stringency which means that breaking them attracts blame. The only thing. that can 
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be counted on to cancel this is that the rival action should represent another and 

more stringent obligation. Morality encourages the idea, i.e. the idea that only an 

obligation can beat an obligation. Although morality encourages the idea, but it does 

not always insist on it, at least in the form that an obligation of mine can be 

overridden only by another obligation of mine. If some vital interest of mine would 

have to be scarified in order to carry out a promise, particularly, if the promise were 

relatively unimportant, even the severest moralist may agree that I would have the 

right to break the promise, without requiring that I would be under an obligation to do 

so. Gilbert Harman in fact raises this point. This is correct, but unless the promise is 
I 

very trivial, the severe moralist will agree. This suggests an interpretation under 

which my obligation would indeed be beaten by an obligation, but not one of mine. In 

insisting that only vital interests count, it is likely that the moralist, when he says that 

I have the right to safeguard my interest, does not mean simply that I may do that, 

but that I have what has been called a claim-right to do so. That is to say, others are 

under an obligation not to impede me in doing so. If this would be the case, then my 

original obligation will be cancelled by an obligation of the promises, to waive his or 

her right to performance. Proponents of the revival of the virtue ethics suggest that 
I 

the dictum that only an obligation can beat an obligation is notoriously a kmd of 

obligation increasingly unrecognized in modern cities. 

However, many would like to say that Ross's reductionism, i.e. a prima-facie 

obligation is ultimately reduced from general obligations would create philosophical 

trouble. If we adhere Ross's reductionism, then oblig~tion is allowed to structure 

ethical thought. In order to see around the intimidating structure that morality has 

made out of the idea of obligation, we need an account of what obligations are when 

they are rightly seen as merely one kind of ethical consideration among others. This 

account will help to lead us away from morality's special notion of moral obligation 

and eventually out of the morality system altogether. 
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Those who are within the morality system usually think that morality is important. 

Morality by its definition is something to do with personal conduct, something to do 

with deliberation. Kantian view also locates the importance of morality in the 

importance of moral motivation itself. What is important is that people should give 

moral considerations the highest deliberative priority. However, this Kantian view is 

criticized by Hegel on the grounds that it gives moral thought no content and also it 

was committed to a double-mindedness about the importance of the world. The 

content of the moral motivation was the thought of obligation to a certain things as 

against mere inclination and the need for that thought implied that individual were not 

spontaneously inclined to do those things. 

According to Kant morality has an objective foundation and he takes the experience 

of the moral demand to represent this foundation. However, revival of virtue ethicists 

seem to have conceived that this view of Kant significantly misrepresents it. In fact, 

the experience is like a law that is part of the world in which one lives. Kant tells us 

that the power of moral law does not lie and could not conceivably lie in anything 

outside oneself. Its power lies in its objective foundation and no experience could 

adequately represent that kind of objectivity. For Kant the moral objectivity comes 

this, that the requirements of practical reason will be met only by leading a life in 

which moral consideration play a basic and characteristic role. The sense of 

reverence for the law holds the key of experience. There is one sense in which the 

law is rightly represented by the experience as being outside me and it is equally in 

other people. The moral law is the law of the notional republic of moral agents who 

are re~l agents because it is rationally self-imposed by each of the moral agent. For 

Kant it is the conclusion of practical necessity which locus is deeply inside. However, 

if we deviate from Kant's own account of morality, then we can conceive experience 

in a different way. As ethical considerations are in question, the agent's conclusion 

will not usually be solitary, because they are part of an ethical life shared with others. 
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In this respect the morality system itself, with its emphasis on the 'purely moral' and 

personal sentiments of guilt and self-reproach, actually conceals the dimension in 

which ethical life lies outside the individual. Moreover, if we admit that the recognition 

of obligation is the centre of ethical experience, we thereby are building ethical life 

around an illusion. Revival of virtue ethicists even conceive that even in Kant's own 

view, this experience involves a misrepresentation. However, if this experience is 

special only in ·the psychological mode, i.e. a consequence of transposing objectivity 

from the transcendental level to the psychological level, then it would be more worse 

than a misrepresentation. In such a case there would be nothing for it to represent. 

Kant attempts to show in what sense moral law can be applied unconditionally to all 

people even though the people under consideration try to live outside it. Those who 

believe in morality, but disbelieve in Kantian construction would like to say how moral 

obligation binds those who refuse it. More specifically they would like to say how 

there can be a moral law at all. In responding to this question, it can be said that just 

like the law of a state applies to a person because he belongs to a state that can 

apply power, likewise Kant's moral law applies because as a rational agent or being 

one had a reason to apply it to oneself. In fact, when we say that someone ought to 

have acted in some desirable way in which he has not acted, we at times say that 

there was a reason for him to act in that way. Whatever the reason may be, he has 

violated the moral obligation. However, in violating or breaking the obligation, he is 

not necessarily behaving irrationally or unreasonably, but badly. In fact there are 

many different ways in which people can fail to be what we would ethically like them 

to be. At one extreme there is a general deliberative incapacity, at another extreme 

there is sincere as well as capable follower of another creed and besides these there 

are peopie with various weaknesses or vices, people who are malicious, selfish, 

brutal, inconsiderate, self-indulgent, lazy, greedy and all these people can be part of 

our ethical world. Therefore, there is nothing wrong to say that every ethical world 
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incorporates all these things and any individual life is lined by some of them. 

Therefore, there are chances of many violations of obligations, but blame always 

tends to share the particularized, practical character of moral obligation in the 

technical sense. 

This would reflect that morality is under too much pressure on the subject of the 

voluntary actions on the part of moral agents. In fact the blame arising out of 

institution works coherently, because it attempts less than morality would like it to do. 

The blame system closely concentrates on the conditions of the particular act and it 

is surrounded by other practices of encouragement and discouragement, acceptance 

and rejection, which work on desire and character to shape them into the 

requirements and possibilities of ethical life. However, the problem with the 

traditional sense of morality is that it neglects the surrounding and concentrates on 

the particularized judgment. Therefore, there is a pressure it to · require a 

voluntariness that will be total and will cut through character and psychological and 

social determination, and allocate blame and responsibility on the ultimate fair basis 

of the agent's own contribution. This, in fact, as suggested by the revivalist of virtue 

ethics, is an illusion and it is known almost to everyone. The purity of morality 

conceals not only the means by which it deals with the members of its community, 

but also the virtues of those means. In fact the purity of morality itself represents a 

value and for Kant it expresses an unqualified ideal that human existence can 

ultimately be just. This leads us to say that that the idea of morality is a value, moral 

value that transcends moral luck and in this sense it must lie beyond empirical 

determination. Values which lie beyond moral luck are held to be supreme. This ideal 

of morality has played a part in producing some actual justice in the world, but the 

idea of a value that lies beyond all luck is an illusion. Therefore, morality in the 

traditional sense is a peculiar institution as many philosophical mistakes are woven 

into this morality. Such type of morality misconceives obligations and also 
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misunderstands practical necessity thinking it peculiar to obligations. It also compels 

or makes people think that without its very special obligation, there is only inclination; 

without its utter voluntariness, there is only force and without its ultimately pure 

justice, there is no justice. In fact, their philosophical errors are only the most 

abstract expressions of a deeply rooted and still powerful misconception of life. 

Therefore, the message of the revival of virtue ethicists is to understand moral 

obligation not objectively, but with the outlook of moral luck, with the outlook of 

flexibility. Every virtuous being has possessed a strong character- a big moral heart 

and in this sense every virtuous being evaluates moral action with the situation and 

can no way ignore the moral luck or external factors which force one to violate the 

promise or moral obligation one has already been made. 

SECTION THREE 

The schizophrenia of modern ethical theories: 

Philosophers belonging to the revival camp of virtue ethics are of the opinions that 

modern ethical theories have suffered from schizophrenia. With a few exceptions 

modern ethical theories such as consequentialism as well as deontology deal only 

~ith reasons. As a matter of fact they fail to incorporate motives and the motivational 

structures and constraints of ethical life. Ethical theories based on reasons but 

forfeiting motives would not enable to produce good moral life. It is contended that 

one inevitable mark of a good life is to make a harmony between one's motive and 

one's reasons, values and justification. Therefore, to make split between one's 

motives and one's reasons is properly called a moral schizophrenia. Moral 

schizophrenia is a kind of moral malady and one can witness various kinds of moral 

maladies in modern ethical theories. In fact, an extreme form of such schizophrenia 

is characterized by being moved to do what one believes bad, harmful, ugly, abasing 

121 



on the one hand and by being disgusted, horrified, dismayed by what one wants to 

do on the other. 

It is important to note here that a good life cannot be conceived without motives as 

our major values through which a good life can be attained are intimately associated 

with our motives. More succinctly, it can be said that we should value what our major 

motives seek. A good life is a mark of harmony- a moral integration without which 

human life, good or bad, is not possible. 

This does not, however, lead us to say that in all cases moral harmony is better to 

have; rather it would better for us if self-seeking authoritarians adopt the reason of 

their motives. It is also not to be the case that in all areas of endeavour moral 

harmony is necessary for achieving moral value. For example, one's motives in fixing 

a flat tyre are largely irrelevant to getting under way again. Nor is this even to say 

that in all morally significant areas such harmony is necessary or conducive to 

achieving what is valued. For example, in the case of many morally significant jobs, 

such as feeding the sick, actions can be done irrespective of motives. This point has 

rightly be pointed out by Ross and Mill as both of them seem to have conceived that 

in the case of a large parts of ethics there is no philosophical question of harmony or 

disharmony between value and motive. They contend that one can do one's duty 

what is right, obligatory, no matter what your motive for so acting. If you think that it 

is your duty to keep a promise, you fulfill that duty no matter whether you keep the 

promise out of respect for duty or not . For them motives is irrelevant as far as 

rightness, duty and obligatoriness are concerned. 

However, revivalists of virtue ethics would like to say that although rightness, 

obligatoriness and duty are without harmony, but there is still a question of harmony. 

What sort of life would people have who did their duties but never wanted to? 

Secondly, duty, obligation and rightness are only one part, a small part of ethics. In 

fact, there is the whole other areas of values of personal and interpersonal relations 
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and a.ctivities and also the areas of moral goodness, merit and virtue where motive is 

an essential part of what is valuable. This leads us to say that in both these cases 

motive and reason must be in harmony for the values to be realised. Therefore, no 

one can deny that the view that moral· harmony is a mark of a good life. The modern 

ethical theories fail to give rise to a good life as such theories make harmony 

impossible. 

Thus, a good life in the true sense can only be provided by the renewal or revival 

trend of virtue ethics. Why is it called revival? It is called revival in the sense that 

ethics stats with virtue ethics as propounded by Aristotle and Plato. Subsequently, it 

' has lost its ground with the appearance of consequentialism and deontology. 

However, some philosophers with sufficient grounds have realised that a good life 

can only be attained by reviving virtue ethics and this can be made possible by 

making it clear that modern ethical theories cannot survive any more with the 

concept of duty, obligations. 

The problem of modern or recent ethical systems is that they have over concentrated 

on moral duty, rightness and obligations7o while reflecting on the complexity and 

vastness of our moral life. This is not only their failure; besides this they also make a 

mistake by forfeiting the relations of motives to values. In the second failure virtue 

revivalists conceive a far more serious defect of modern ethical theories than such 

over concentration on duty, obligation and rightness. The interlinked between motive 

and reason is overlooked in modern ethical theories which according to the virtue 

revivalists is vital as far as understanding of morality is concerned. In fact it is the 

pervasive area of value. More succinctly, it can be said that by ignoring the moral 

association between motive and reason, modern moral theories allow us the 

harmony of a morally impoverished life which is deeply deficient in what is valuable 

70 Stocker, Michael. Rightness and Goodness: /sThere a Difference? American Philosophical 
Querterly,v.l 0/2, April, 1973, pp.87-88. 
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instead of a morally good life. Therefore, it is not possible for people to achieve· 

value, to act on these ethical theories, to let them comprise their motives. In fact 
.() 

people who do let them comprise their motives will have a life seriously lacking in 

what is valuable. Therefore, it is assumed that modern moral theories are defectively 

in more than one ways. As ethical theories they fail to provide the moral agents the 

good or good life in an integrated way. As theories of the mind, of reasons and 

motives, of human life and activity, they fail, not only by putting us in a position that is 

psychologically uncomfortable, difficult, or even untenable, but also by making us 

and our lives essentially fragmented and incoherent. There is no question of doubt 

that loving, caring, compassion, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and community 

or society or broadly speaking our environment or surroundings are the important 

sources of person pleasure. If this would be the case, then can we say that a typical 

hedonistic egoist can get these pleasures? Certainly he would not get such 

pleasures as he adheres to the motive of pleasure for self. This, of col1rse, does not 

mean that egoists cannot get together and decide to enter into a love relationship. 

Rather they surely like other can and they equally can do various things to bring 

about such pleasure. Nonetheless there is necessarily something lacking in such a 

life which is unlikely in the life of a virtuous being. That means whatever the attempt 

an egoist happens to make, the sense of loving is missing in his life which is unlikely 

in the case of a virtuous being. 

Virtue ethics in its revival form attempts to provide an untroubled life which is 

personally pleasurable to every one possessing virtuous. However, the approach of 

an egoist is different from a virtuous being. He thinks the other way round. For him a 

life is good which is personally pleasurable to him alone and accordingly he acts in 

various ways towards others with the final goal of getting pleasure for himself alone. 

This leads indirectly that he does not act for others. This further confirms why egoism 

is often claimed to be essentially lonely. Egoism is essentially concerned with 
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external relations with others. To think of oneself in this way or to believe that a 

person you love as- a virtuous being thinks of you this way is highly intolerable and 

this is incompatible with love both from conceptual as well as from psychological 

reasons. Therefore love of this kind is unimportant in the true sense of the term 

'love'. What is essential for love is to do something for the sake of others or of caring 

for the person for that person's sake. Such kind of love is also essential for friendship 

and all affectionate relations and moreover such caring and respect is essential too 

for fellow feeling and community. Without this we have at best good and friendly 

relations without love. What has been said above is that hedonistic egoists take their 

own pleasure to be the sole justification of acts, activities, ways of life. They should 

recognize that love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and community are among 

the greatest personal pleasures. Therefore, they have their own grounds and 

reasons to enter into such relations. However, they cannot act in the ways required 

to get those pleasures if they act on their motive of pleasure-for-self. In fact, they 

cannot act for the sake of the intended beloved, friend and so on. Therefore, they 

cannot love in the true sense of the term 'love'. Owing to have these personal goods, 

they have to abandon that egoistical motive and accordingly they cannot embody 

their reason in their motive. Their reasons and motives, revivalists of virtue ethics 

contend, make their moral lives schizophrenic. 

A relevant question comes into being here. What would be the case if an egoist is 

transformed into a non-egoist and thereby acquiring the ~irtue of caring for others? In 

responding this question it is said that by way of transforming an egoist into a non

egoist, the concerned person by acquiring the virtue of caring for others loses 

conscious control on him as an egoist. The question again arises: can an egoist by 

acquiring the virtue of caring for others will be able to cheek up and see how his 

transformed self is getting on in achieving egoistically approved goals. Will they have 

a mental alarm clock which in fact wakes them up from their non-egoistical 
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transforms every once in a while? It is really difficult to give a clear cut reply without 

question begging. However, what is bad enough to have a private personality which 

every now and then encourages one to hide from others alienates one from others. 

Therefore, it is concluded by saying that egoism in general is defected. 

According to utilitarianisms an act is right, obligatory if and only if it is optimistic in 

regard to pleasure and pain and only good reason for acting is pleasure vs. pain. 

Accordingly, whatever your relation to that person, it is necessarily not love, nor is it 

friendship, affection, fellow feeling and community. Here the person you supposedly 

love engages your thought and action not for him, but rather as source of pleasure. If 

you try to carry on the relationship for the sake of goodness, there is no essential 

commitment even to that activity. So far as goodness is concerned, one cannot 

ignore love, i.e. the good of love. Accordingly, any person who would elicit as much 

of this good would be a proper an object of love as the beloved. The theory tells us · 

to bring about this good, but now we do foresee that we cannot separate what is 

good, the love from its goodness. However, this remains absent in Moore's 

utilitarianism. This leads us to say that just as egoism; utilitarian isms in various types 

necessitate schizophrenia between reason and motive as they cannot allow for love, 

friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and community. Thus, schizophrenia is equally 

found both in rule utilitarian isms as well as in the current deontology. 

What is simply absent in these current theories is simply the person, the character. 

For love, friendship, affection, fellow felling and community that require that the other 

person be an essential part of what is valued. The person must be valued. The 

defect of the current moral theories is that in regard to love is not that they do not 

value love, but that they do not value the beloved. A person who values and aims at 

simply love or love in general misses the intended beloved. Modern ethical theories 

would prevent each of us from loving, caring for, and valuing oneself as opposed to 

loving, caring for, and valuing our general values. In these externally-ridden theories, 
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there is as much a disappearance non-appearance of the self as of other people. In 

fact, their externality-ridden universes of what is intrinsically valuable are not 

solipsistic; rather, they are devoid of all people. Moore's taking friendship is to be an 

intrinsic good is an exception here. However, if the previous criticism of Moore holds, 

. his so taking friendship introduces· serious strains, verging on inconsistency, into his 

theory. Egoism, in fact, puts people in vulnerable position. It treats humans externally 

or as mere instruments and truly speaking these ways are dehumanising. Therefore, 

to say much more than this would require a full-scale philosophical anthropology 

showing how such personal relations as love and friendship are possible, how they 

relate to larger ways and structures of human life. Therefore, virtue ethics of the 

revival form always insists for the development of those relations which are 

constitutive of human life worth living. More importantly, it looks at how the fullness 

of good life, a life of eudaimonia in Aristotelian sense, is made possible. 

Now the question is: what sort of motives people can have if they are to be able to 

realise the great goods of love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and community. 

Love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and community essentially contain like 

many others states and activities certain motives and essentially preclude certain 

others and among those precluded we find motives comprising the justifications, the 

goals, the goods of those ethical theories prominent today. As a matter of fact 

current ethical theories treat people externally and to preclude love, friendship, 

affection, fellow feeling, and community both with others and with oneself. Therefore, 

to have these great goods while holding those current ethical theories requires 

schizophrenia between reason and motive. The problem with the prominent current 

ethical theories is that if you hold or live the theories directly, you will fail to achieve 

its goal. Thus, charges of disharmony, moral cleavage, schizophrenia are being maid 

against the current moral theories where the personal relationship of love, friendship, 

affection, fellow feeling and community are hard to come by. These qualities are 
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essential to make a man as true man, a true virtuous being. These are also said to 

be the pyramid of human character through which a person enjoys a good life. 

A special case can be cited here to make the point clear. Suppose you have been 

locked up in a psychiatrist hospital and are· naturally most eager to get out. 

Incidentally you ask the psychiatrist when you will be released. He replies, "Pretty 

soon". You further find out that instead of telling patients what he really believes, he 

tells them what he believes is good for them to hear. Perhaps you could 'crack his 

code' by discovering his medical theories and his beliefs about you. It might be 

expected that in such case explicitly concerned with motives and their evaluation, 

ethical theories would not lead us into this disharmony or the corresponding morally 

defective life. Even in regard to moral merit and demerit, the moral virtues and vices, 

the situation is not wholly dissimilar. The standard view tells us that a morally good 

intention is an essential constituent of a morally good act. A morally good intention is 

an intention to do an act for the sake of its goodness or rightness. But now suppose 

you are in a hospital recovering from a long illness. You are very bored and restless 

and at loose ends when Smith comes in once again. You are now convinced more 

than ever that he is a fine fellow and a real friend-taking so much time to cheer you 

up, traveling all the way across town, and so on. However, it reveals at the end that it 

is not essentially because of you that he came to see you, not because you are 

friends, but because he thought it his duty or simply because he knows of no one 

more in need of cheering up and no one easier to cheer up. 

It has been observed that recent moral theories are concerned entirely with 

rightness, obligation and duty, but not with the whole of ethics. On the basis of the 

above observation, it is perhaps clear enough by now that recent ethicists have 

ignored largely and extremely important areas of morality, such as personal relations 

and that of merit. If the proponents of such ethical theories believe that duties, 

obligations .and so on are really the whole, then they were mistaken about the scope 
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and importance of duty and so on. They were mistaken about these concepts as 

even a brief study of supererogation and self-regarding notions would indicate. 

Secondly, these theories are dangerously misleading as they all too readily be taken 

as suggesting that all of ethics can be treated in an external, legislation-model, index 

way. Thirdly, the acceptance of such theories as partial theories would pose severe 

difficulties of integration within ethical theory. As these theories are so different from 

those concerning personal relations, how are they all to be integrated? This would 

reflect how contemporary ethical theories come to require either a stunted moral life 

or disharmony, schizophrenia. As far as moral legislation is concerned, they were 

concerned with duty, rightness, and obligation. When viewing morality from such a 

· legislator's point of view, when adopting such legislation to be the model, ethical 

motivation appears to be irrelevant and more importantly where there is moral 
' legislation there is also tied up with a general devaluing of our emotions and 

emotional possibilities. All these things discussed above may help us to answer a 

question why contemporary ethical theories suffer from schizophrenia, bifurcation, 

and disharmony. 
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SECTION FOUR 

A Plea towards Perfectionist Individual Ideals: 

The proponents of revivalist form of virtue ethics at times hold that ethicists' 

belonging to the current approaches are inclined to be moral saints. But 

unfortunately their views does not make a man morally perfect as individual 

perfection always requires some non-moral qualities which current moral approaches 

can not tolerate. This term 'moral saint' in fact is coined by Susan Wolf71. A person is 

called a moral saint whose every action is as morally good as possible, i.e. a person 

who is as morally worthy as can be. According to moral saints moral perfection does 

not constitute a model of personal well-being towards which it would be particularly 

rational or good or desirable for a human being to strive. It is generally assumed that 

one ought to be as morally good as possible and that what limits there are to 

morality's hold on us are set by features of human nature of which we ought not to 

be proud. If the ideals arising out of common sense as well as from philosophically 

popular moral theories do not support these assumptions, then something has to 

change. In a situation like this, we must change our moral theories in ways that will 

make them yield more palatable ideals or we must change our conception of what is 

involved in affirming a moral theory. If the current approaches do not anticipates the 

needs just cited, then proponents of such theories would be morally saints. Morality, 

according to the virtue revivalists, must cope up with common sense, the external 

facts on which moral agents can do nothing. Morality should not run with or modeled 

with abstract principles or individual pleasure which either in one sense leads to 

moral saints or in other sense l~ads to moral egoism. However, both moral egoism 

and moral saints are highly unattractive, unpopular and deviated from moralities of 

common sense. In this sense both utilitarian as well ·as Kantian moral theories are 

71 Wolf, Susan. Moral Saints, Journal of Philosophy, vol.79, 1982, p.419-39. 
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guilty of doing this. Therefore, virtue ethics in its revival form would be the true 

foundation of morality in general. 

A necessary condition of moral sainthood would be that one's life be dominated by a 

commitment to improving the welfare of others or of society as a whole. A moral 

saint might be someone whose concern for others plays the role that is played in 

most of our lives by more selfish or less morally worthy concerns. Therefore, the 

happiness of the moral saint in question would truly lie in the happiness of others. 

That means the ingredients of happiness as possessed by a moral saint are not 

unlike those of most of the rest of us. A moral saint pays little to his own happiness; 

he sacrifices his own interest to the interests of others and feels the sacrifice as 

such. The relevant question then arise: can there be a moral saint as being a saint 

out of love or out of duty? A saint who made himself a moral saint out of love is 

called the loving saint and who made himself out of duty is called a rational saint. 

Whatever a moral saint may be, whether a loving saint or a rational saint, he will 

have the standard moral virtues to a non-standard degree. A moral saint would be 

patient, considerate, even tempered, hospitable, and charitable in thought. He will 

also be careful in favouring someone over others on the basis of properties. 

However, the problem with a moral saint is that he does not encourage the discovery 

and development of significant non-moral interests. That means there are a class of 

non-moral characteristics that a moral saint cannot encourage in himself. As a matter 

of fact there underlies a tension between having any of these qualities and being a 

moral saint. For example, a cynical or sarcastic wit or a sense of humour that 

appreciates this kind of wit in others requires that one take an attitude of resign!:ltion 

and pessimism toward the flaws and vices to be found in the world. A moral saint, on 

the other hand, has reason to take an attitude in opposition to this. He should try to 

look for the best in people, giving them the benefit of the doubt as long as possible. 

This would reflect or suggest that a moral saint will enjoy a good episode of Father 
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Knows Best. What is important to note here is that a moral saint will have to be a 

very nice and in a way be very offensive, but the problem with him is that he will 

have to be a dull-witted or humourless or bland. The worry is confirmed when we 

consider so many non-moral traits which are not just morally good, but talented or 

attractive in non-moral ways as well. Although we are attracted to the high-spirited 

passionate nature of Natasha Roatov and there is nothing immortal about the ideal 

characters or traits, but they cannot be superimposed upon the ideal of a moral saint. 

It seems clear to us that one can achieve non-moral varieties of personal excellence 

in conjunction with some version of high moral tone. This will refl~ct that there seems 

to be a limit in moral sainthood. The default of moral sainthood is that it acts not in 

terms of choice, but in terms of moral imperative and thereby deviating moral saints 

from other non-moral traits. 

It is further noted that there is something odd about the idea of morality itself or 

moral goodness. It is said that morality itself does not seem to be suitable object of 

passion. For example, when one reflects on the Loving Saint easily and gladly giving 

up his fishing trip, one is apt to wonder not at how much he loves morality, but at 

how little he loves these other things. One thinks that, if he can give these up easily, 

he does not know what it is truly to love them. In fact, there seems to be a kind of joy 

which the loving saint, either by nature or by practice, is incapable of experiencing. 

What is said here is that the ideal of a life of moral sainthood disturbs not simply 

because it is an ideal of a life in which morality unduly dominates. The normal 

person's direct and specific desires for objects, activities, and events that conflict 

with the attainment of moral perfection are not simply scarified, but r~moved or 

subsumed. The way in which morality is apt to dominate is particularly disturbing for 

it seems to require either the lack or the denial of the existence of an identifiable 

personal self. 
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The problem with moral saints is that although non-moral interests and skills can 

give rise to happy accidents, they cannot be encouraged for their own sakes as 

distinct aspects of the realisation of human mind. That is why there remains a 

tension between having any of these qualities and being a moral saint. However, 

from this it do~s not follow that having any of these qualities is immoral. For it is not 

part of common sense morality that one ought to be a moral saint. If to be a moral 

saint is to be disbeliever of the non-moral qualities, then this counts as a reason from 

common sense perspective not to be a moral saint. If common sense does not 

anticipate or encourage the so called moral saints, then the models of moral saints 

would definitely be unattractive because they make us feel uncomfortable. They 

highlight our own weaknesses, vices as well as our flaws. The fact that moral saint 

would be without qualities does not in itself provide reason to condemn the ideal of 

the moral saint. In fact some of the qualities moral saint necessarily lacks are virtues, 

more specifically, non-moral virtues. It is, however, good for a person to strive for an 

ideal that gives a substantial role to the interests and values that correspond to these 

virtues and we implicitly acknowledge the goodness of ideals incompatible with that 

of moral saint. However, if we think that it is as good for a person to strive for one of 

these ideals then it is for him to strive for and realise the ideal of the moral saint. 

Therefore, we do express a conviction that it is good not to be a moral saint. 

Moral saints and moral theories: 

What is noted above is that common sense morality generates conception of moral 

saints that are unattractive or unacceptable. Therefore, it is said that the goal of 

moral philosophy is to develop and improved upon common sense morality. Now let 

us explain current moral approaches, such as, utilitarianism and deontology, in the 

light of moral saint. So far we have conceived two types of moral saints, such as 

loving saint and rational saint. Utilitarianism of course prefers or admits 'loving saints' 
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and Kantianism or deontology prefers 'rational saint'. Why this is so? As utilitarianism 

emphasises on happiness, it will certainly prefer 'loving saint' and on the contrary, 

since Kantianism emphasises on reason, it accordingly will prefer 'rational saint'. 

Although utilitarian unlike Kantian model prefers loving saint, but it in no way denies 

the value of self-realization. A utilitarian does not deny personal development of 
I 

interests, talents, and other attractive traits which a moral saint would like to deny, 

because such features actually enhance the happiness of the individuals who 

possess them and of those with whom they associate. This reflects that although 

utilitarianism favours loving saint, but it in no way supports moral sainthood as a 

universal ideal. It is a general moral perception that a world in which everyone 

achieved moral sainthood would probably contain less happiness than a world in 

which people realised a diversity of ideals involving a variety of personal as well as 

perfectionist values. Since utilitarianism proclaims greatest happiness of the greatest 

numbers, this leads him to the ideal of moral saint. 

Now the point is that if moral saint would be a less happy person than many others 

· and utilitarianism seeks greatest happiness of the greatest numbers, then one might 

claim that to be a moral saint, a utilitarian should choose to give up utilitarianism. 

However, this claim though appears to a good one, but in real sense is unconvincing 

in the context of empirical circumstances of our world. There are different senses as 

far as the gain of happiness is concerned. There is no question of doubt that the gain 

of happiness arising out of well-rounded and richer life has less intrinsic value than 

the gain of happiness arising out of the care of the sick as well as the downtrodden, 

the striving and the homeless. Here realisation of happine$S is important and it 

depends on ones own psychology. What can be said here is that the 

unattractiveness of moral saint perhaps fails to rationally convince the utilitarian to 

abandon his utilitarianism. A utilitarian as such feels uncomfortable to be associated 

with a moral saint. 
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Kantianism thinks that being morally worthy consists in acting from maxims that one 

could will to be a universal law. In this regard, Kantianism denies any pathological 

desire. For Kant one should act not from pathological desire, but out of reverence for 

the law as such which is universalisable. With reference to categorical imperative, it 

can be said that moral action consists in treating other persons always not as a 

means to an end, but as an end in itself. This leads us to say that in Kantian doctrine 

of moral perfection would be achieved ·simply by unerring obedience to a limited set 

of side constraints. Accordingly, Kantian theory simply does not yield an ideal 

conception of a person of any fullness comparable to that of the moral saints. What 

Kant would prefer to say is that we have a duty of benevolence, a duty not only to 

allow others to pursue their ends, but to take up their ends as our own. In Kantian 

ethics duties in fact are dominated moral life and a moral agent would be considered 

virtuous if his action is done out of moral duties, i.e. motivated by the thought of 

these duties. For Kant, 'virtue is an ideal which is unattainable while yet our duty is 

constantly approximate to it'72. This remark of Kant clearly indicates that his own 

understanding of moral saint like the other moral saints is dominated by the 

motivation to be moral. 

There is no question of doubt that as far as sainthood is concerned; Kantian moral 

saints deserve special attention in comparing to other, because such moral saints as 

we know are committed to moral law unlike other saints. This does not make sense 

to say that Kantian moral saints stand beyond begging questions. In fact it is true to 

say that Kantian saint is certainly different from the utilitarian saint as the principles 

applicable to the Kantian saints are far more stringent than the laws applicable to the 

utilitarian saints. Moreover a utilitarian saint could value his activities and character 

traits only in so far as they fell under the description of contributions to the general 

happiness. On the contrary, a Kantian saint would have to value his activities and 

72 Kant, Immanuel, The Doctrine of Virtue translated by Marry J. George, New York, 1964, 71., 
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character traits in so far as they were manifestations of respect for the moral law. 

However, the problem with the models of moral sainthood so far discussed is that 
~ 

they are dominated by a single, all-important value which all other possible values 

must be subsumed. An alternative interpretation of Kant based on finite set of 

obligations and constraints might provide a more acceptable morality which states 

that one is morally good so long one devotes some limited portion of one's energies 

towards altruism and the maintenance of one's physical and spiritual health. A more 

interesting objection may again be raised against Kantianism when we consider the 

implications of placing the kind of upper bound on moral worthiness which seemed to 

count in favour of this conception of morality. To put such a limit on one's capacity to 

be moral is effectively to deny, not just the moral necessity, but the moral goodness 

of a devotion to benevolence and the maintenance of justice that passes beyond a 

certain required point. More succinctly, it is to deny the possibility of going morally 

above and beyond the call of a restricted set of duties. To prefer one moral system 

over other does not make sense to say that the other lacks moral worthiness. 

Equally, to say that Kantian morality is superior to the so-called other available 

moralities, does not make sense to say that they lack moral worthiness. In fact 

Kantian moral sainthood is not particularly healthy and desirable as it would be very 

difficult to locate the existence of saints and they are by no means admirable moral 

figures. 

In viewing on upper bound morality Wolf suggests two ways. In the first sense, one 

can think of altruism and impartiality as the positive moral interests so long such 

interests remain within certain fixed limits. Secondly, such positive interests are not 

the inherent elements of morality, rather they are incidentally or contingently 

associated with morality. This means that the essence of morality lies elsewhere. For 

Wolf the essence of morality actually lies in 'an implicit social contact or in the 

recognition of our own dignified rationality'. According to the first conception of 
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morality, there is a cut off line to the amount of altruism or to the extent of devotion to 

justice and fairness that is worthy of moral praise and according to the second 

conception, these positive interests are not essentially related to morality at all. 

Therefore, it can be said that a moral theory that does not contain the seeds of an 

all-consuming ideal of moral sainthood seems to place false and unnatural limits on 

our opportunity to do moral good and our potential to deserve moral praise. 

The point is that if what has been said above regarding the content of morality which 

seems popular today, an alternative that naturally suggests itself is that we revise 

our views about the content of morality which ultimately leads towards Aristotelian 

form of morality. Recalling Aristotelian form of morality and by changing the content 

of morality of the present moral systems it actually regenerates a new formation of 

virtue ethics known as 'the revival of virtue ethics'. Such kind of revival or 

reemergence in approach involves substantially broadening our contemporary 

intuitions about which character traits constitute moral virtues and vices and which 

interests constitute moral interests. In fact if we include personal bearing or creativity 

or sense of style as features to one's moral personality, then we can create moral 

ideals which are incompatible with and probably more attractive than the Kantian and 

utilitarian ideals. In comparison to the alteration of our conception of morality known 

as the revivalists' account of virtue ethics, the current popular systems of morality 

are seen to be inferior. The moral life of a moral saint in Kantian ethics runs in 

accordance with some abstract and impersonal principles or laws which would be 

morally good as far as the criterion set by Kantian system of morality. However, this 

moral consideration does not look promising as no matter how rich we make the life 

in which perfect obedience to this guide would result, there still remains some reason 

to hope that a moral agent does not wholly rule and direct his life by the abstract and 

impersonal moral dictum prevailing in Kantian morality. Once it is comprehended that 

morality itself should not serve as a comprehensive guide to conduct, we can see 
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reasons to retain the admittedly vague contemporary intuitions about what the 

classification of moral and non-moral virtues, interests and the like should be. When 

reasons are found to revive virtue ethics, then there of course seems to be important 

differences between the aspects of a person's life which are currently considered 

appropriate objects of moral evolution and the aspects that might be included under 

the altered conception of morality we are now considering. 

In developing the revival from of virtue ethics, one should not or perhaps cannot 

directly criticise Kantianism or utilitarianism in isolation as a theory of morality. What 

one can do at best is that he, being a moralist, sets up the criterion of morality that 

goes against the current approaches. This actually makes sense to say that the 

revival form of virtue ethics does not go against Kantianism · in particular or 

utilitarianism in particular, but it goes against the current moral theory in general. 

There are certain flaws in the current approaches and the recognition of these flaws 

shows us something wrong with utilitarianism as opposed to Kantianism, or 

something wrong with Kantianism as opposed to utilitarianism, or something wrong 

with both of these theories as opposed to some nameless third alternative. It would 

also be true to say that although Aristotelian form of virtue ethics is all about in the 

revival trend of virtue ethics, but there we witness certain modification even on 

Aristotle ethics as well. Revisionism is all about in philosophy and ethics is no way 

different from that. The revival approach of virtue ethics goes mostly against Kantian 

ethics simply because of the fact that unlike other systems of morality, Kantian ethics 

is far more stringent. 

Moral saint in moral philosophy: 

There is no question of doubt that moral saints so far we conceived lack some 

necessary and desirable features that are definitely affect our life. This does not, 

however, make sense to say that moral saints are being condemned, rather what we 

want to say is that the ideal of moral standard should not be conceived as absolute 
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against any other well judged and justified non-moral standard. In reflecting on 

Gandhi, George Orwell makes a similar point. He says, "Sainthood ... is a thing that 

human beings must avoid .... It is too readily assumed that ... the ordinary man-only 

rejects it because it is too difficult; in other words that the average human being is a 

fail saint. Many people genuinely do not wish to be saints, and it is probable that 

some who achieve or aspire to sainthood have never felt much temptation to the 

human beings."73 How can we justify moral sainthood if it prohibits goals, 

relationships, activities, interests that one pursues in his life to live? Even it has been 

the case that a person may be perfectly wonderful without being perfectly moral. This 

clearly suggests that moral sainthood is a quality that can only be achieved through 

moral absolutism is not tenable. Therefore revivalists of virtue ethics clearly 

disregard moral sainthood and thereby the theories generated moral sainthood. 

However, denying moral sainthood in the above manner is not easy as it appears to 

be. If we deny moral sainthood and thereby construct moral judgments in such a way 

where non-moral considerations, such as, interests, relationships, count most, then it 

would not be a morality at all, because in such a case these non-moral judgments 

would not good for anyone other than the individual himself. In responding to this 

point, revivalists would say that it would equally be misleading to say that these 

judgments are made for the sake of the individual himself, because such judgments 

are not concerned exclusively with individual himself, rather they are associated with 

the interests for a person to have. The model of the loving saint is a model of a 

person whom the dictates of rational self interest and the dictates of morality 

coincide, but the revivalists have sufficient reasons not to have this ideal. In fact, 

there is nothing exaggeration to claim that people would have reason to be sorry, if 

their children would aspire to be a moral saint. 

73 Orwell, George, Reflection on Gandhi in A Collection of Essays by George Orwell, New York, 1945, 
p.l76. 
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There always remains a tussle between a good moral life and individual perfection. 

The moral point of view is the point of view one takes up in so far as one takes the 

recognition of the fact that one is just one person among others equally real and 

deserving of the good things in life as a fact with practical consequences. From the 

moral point of view the perfection of an individual life will have some limited value, 

because each individual remains just one person among others. On the other hand, 

from the perfectionist point of view, the moral worth of an individual's relation to his 

world will likewise have some value. For, the goodness of an individual's life does 

not vary proportionally with the degree to which it exemplifies moral goodness. It 

therefore may not be the case that the perfectionist point of view is similar to the 

moral point of view we are ever obliged to take up and express in our actions. In fact, 

the perfectionist point of view provides us withy reasons that are independent of 

moral reasons for wanting ourselves and others to develop our characters and our 

lives in certain ways. More importantly, when we take up this point of view and 

thereby ask how much it would be good for an individual to act from the moral point 

of view, we do not find an obvious answer. The most deserving point is that if moral 

philosophy is to address themselves at the most basic level to the question: how 

people should live, then they must adjust the content of their moral theories in such a 

way so that there are chances for the affirmation of non-moral values. Moreover, 

they must examine explicitly the range and nature of these non-moral values, they 

must ask how the acceptance of a moral theory is to be understood and acted upon. 

Therefore, to conceive morality as universalisable on the basis of moral principles is 

not tenable. Although it is true to say that the role of morality play$ in the 

development of our characters and the shape of our practical deliberations, but from 

this it does not authenticate that such morality acts as a universal medium through 

which all other values are translated, not does it follow that such morality acts as an 

ever present filter through which all other values must pass. Moral values are 
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important, i.e. the most important kind of value we attend to in evaluating and 

improving ourselves and our world, but at the same breadth it should be kept in mind 

that such values cannot be fully comprehended on the model of a hierarchical 

system with morality at the top. If we stand with this point, then of course Kantian 

notion of morality would suffer at most, because in such a morality the autonomy of 

the will, the duty arising out of benevolence are placed at the top. Morality should be 

framed in the line of 'open question argument' as propounded by G.E.Moore or there 

is perhaps nothing wrong if morality is dictated by intuitionism where moral rigorism 

is absent. 
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