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Chapter Two 

Nature and classification of Virtues 

We are yet to define what virtue is. Virtues are clusters of qualities or properties 

which a virtuous man should possess. Heraclitus, for example, says that 'moderation 

is the greatest virtue'. According to Balthasar Graci an virtue is the link of all 

perfections, the centre of all felicities. Virtue is the sum of our world. Nothing is 

lovable but virtue, nothing is detestable but vice. A person's capacity and greatness 

are to be measured by his virtue and not by his fortune. She alone is all sufficient. 

She makes people lovable in life, memorable after death. Since virtues are clusters 

of properties, the list of virtues as mentioned by different philosophers includes 

courage, temperance, generosity, fairness, friendliness, ambition, honesty, wit, 

modesty, and the like. The virtues mostly have to do with the proper response to 

feelings, emotions, desires, needs, wants, and wishes. Even Aristotle inclines to say 

that all emotions are, in essence, impulses to act, instant plans for handling life that 

evolution has instilled in us. Even Goleman seems to have conceived that virtues are 

the manner in which we tackle those emotions in the service of some sense of the 

good. He says, "Virtues give us the ability to motivate ourselves and persi~t in the 

face of frustrations, to .control impulse and delay gratification; to help regulate our 

moods, and to keep distress from swamping our ability to think."3 

Virtues can be classified into three basic categories, such as, (a) virtues of self

control, (b) virtues of self-efficacy and (c) the virtues of regard. The virtues of regard 

are followed from the virtues of self-control as well as from the virtu,es of self

sufficiency. The virtues of self-control involve the ability to modulate oneself in 

regard to pleasure, emotion, desire, needs, wants and wishes or in general the ability 

to modulate selfish impulses and direct self-fulfillment. Temperance, for example, is 

3 Goldman, Daniel. Emotional Intelligence, New York: Bantam, 1995, p. 34. 
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considered to be the cardinal virtue in this respect. The virtues of self-efficacy, on the 

other hand, concern our ability to persist in our goals despite pain, suffering, 

hardship, discouragement, obstacle and personal risk. Courage is thoug_ht to be the 

cardinal virtue of this category. And finally the virtues of regard generally involve the 

ability to look into the interests of others or to show respect and concern for another. 

Fair-mindedness is thought to be the cardinal virtue of this category. Fair

mindedness is the outcome of temperance and courage as temperance gives the 

ability to control ourselves in terms of what we want and desire. To share goods with 

others, one must be capable of modulating self-interest and as a matter of fact the 

vices of intemperance such as greed, ill-temper, arrogance, ruthlessness, envy, 

contempt, covetousness,- miserliness are not constitutive of fair-minded persons. On 

the other hand, courage opens us up to the possibility of tile sacrifice of our interests 

or even ourselves for some greater goal. By being able to control what we want and 

to allow ourselves to work for goals larger than ourselves, we become primed for 

cooperation with others. Fair-mindedness, therefore, is the cardinal virtue of 

cooperative practices. 

Therefore, it would not be an exaggeration to hold that becoming virtuous, then, is a 

matter of learning self-control in regard to the variety of pleasures and emotions and 

then it is practicing self-efficacy, i.e. the ability to endure pain, fear, hardship, and 

obstacle and finally learning regard for others. 

The Golden Mean: 

Virtue is conceived as the Golden Mean and whoever cultivates the golden mean 

(aurea mediocritas) can easily avoid both the poverty of the hovel and the envy of a 

palace. The concept of golden mean is expressed in a number of cultures and 

Confucius claims that the superior man exemplifies the mean. He says, "Before the 

feeling of pleasure, anger, sorrow, and joy are aroused it is called equilibrium 

(chung). When these feelings are aroused and each and all attain due measure and 
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degree, it is called harmony. Equilibrium is the great foundation of the world, and 

harmony its universal path. When equilibrium and harmony are realized to the 

highest degree, heaven and earth will attain their proper order and all things will 

flourish."4 While narrating the golden mean, Aristotle goes on to say that vice is 

either a defect or an excess in regard to some feeling, emotion, passion, desire, or 

behaviour. Virtue is a mean between two · extremes such as indulgence and 

insensitivity. Aristotle further contends virtues could be seen as a balance between 

two extremes, i.e. an excess or defect in regard to the matter with which the virtue is 

concerned. Aristotle says, "The vices fall short of or exceed what is right in both 

passion and actions, while the virtue finds and chooses that which is at the mean."s 

According to Aristotle virtue does not mean the average, rather virtue is something 

like an artistic masterpiece so that for " good work of art, it is not possible either to 

take away or to add anything , implying that excess and defect destroy the goodness 

of works of art, while the mean preserve it."B Accordingly, mean should be thought of 

as the perfection rather than the average of behaviour in regard to a certain emotion, 

feeling or desire. Life as the great work of art is the accomplishment of training, 

talent and experience, so it is with moral behaviour. The ability to hit the mean - to 

enjoy the right sort of pleasure at the right time, with the right people, with the right 

motive, and in the right way, is no doubt difficult. That is why a prudent person is 

looked up to as the paradigm for such competence. In Aristotelian sense virtues and 

vices could be organized traditionally, so that the vices from a pair, demarcated by 

excess and defect, while virtue is bound by the mean between these extremes, s_uch 

as, courage is the mean between cowardliness and r~shness, or good temper 

4 Confucius, u.(attributed). The Doctrine of the Mean. Source Book in Chinese Philosophy. Translated by 
Wing-Tsit Chan, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963, 1.1. 
5 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1107a4-7. 
6 Ibid, 1106b10-12. 
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between apathy and bad-temper, while frugality is the mean between extravagance 

and miserliness. 

On the basis of the above observation, we can classify virtues. From broader 

perspective, virtues are classified as (a) the Virtues of Self-Control and (b) the 

Virtues of Self-Efficiency. Under the category of (a), we have temperance, good

temper, ambition, curiosity, frugality, industry, contentment, and sexual continence. 

Under the category of (b), we have courage, patience, perseverance. Besides (a) 

and (b), a third kind virtue is generated, namely, the Virtues of Regard. In this 

category, we have fairmindedness, tolerance, truthfulness, and honesty. Besides , 

these three divisions, there we have Virtues of Respect and Virtues of Kindness. 

Under the category of Virtues of Respect, we have respect, pride and polite virtues 

and under the Virtues of Kindness, we have kindness, forgiveness and generosity. 

Virtue is character: 

It is said that virtue is character and where there is no virtue, there is no ethics. That 

is why it is said that a man's character is his destiny. Heraclitus says, "Character is 

destiny". However, when we talk about character in terms of virtues, we have to keep 

in mind the difference between virtuous acts, dispositions or habits and traits. A 

virtuous act is a one time event that exhibits the characteristics of a certain virtue, 

but may be performed by someone who does not exhibit that character trait or 

disposition. It is true to say that a person may act courageously in a certain situation, 

but may often act cowardly otherwise. Dispositions are habits people have acquired 

over time in responding to certain situation in certain ways and trait are thought to be 

inherent characteristic of a person which moves thern toward a certain type of action 

such as honesty or trustworthiness. However, a serious debate is witnessing in 

psychological literature whether virtues can be considered character traits of persons 

or whether virtues are simply dispositions of persons present in certain contexts. 

Since ethical rules and principles are universalizable and what is ethically good to 
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one is equally good for other, there is nothing wrong to claim that if someone is 

honest, they are so in a global sense. But the ground reality suggests the other way 

round as it seems that a person may be honest in one context, but may not be in 

another. This is really a shocking aspect of morality which clearly goes against the 

standpoint of deontology which rules out moral exception. A person who is 

considered an upright honest person is often found to be dishonest at work and a 

person thought to be honest at work is found to be deceiving in his personal life. 

Hartshorne studied hundred of children's moral behaviour in a variety of settings 

showed inconsistency in regard to characteristics such as honesty and the like. 

These findings actually suggest that virtues are not unified character traits. Even if 

certain virtues are globally expressed in some characters, it is fairly clear that under 

certain situations an honest person may turn dishonest or a kind person cruel. This 

would reflect that virtues are some contingent overlapping traits or qualities which 

are not objectively sustained. 

It is further contended that certain moral traits will cluster with certain personality 

characteristics and attitudes and it is in fact true to say that certain persons will have 

more of a talent for certain virtues than others. Even many studies would suggest 

that virtues, such as honesty, do not seem to be as consistently exercised by a 

person as thought. This indicates that most virtuously disposed are subject of 

situational deviances. Even it is confirmed that there are several relatively 

autonomous human intellectual competences, such as, linguistic, musical, logical

mathematical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, and interpersonal and each of theses 

intelligences is fitted with a unique process in the brain that facilitates and expresses 

it. These intellectual competences can vary to different degrees within the same 

person. Likewise, there are several sorts of virtue competencies like intellectual 

competencies. So it is misleading to think of a virtuous person as someone who 

exhibits most if not all of the major virtues in a consistent pattern through various 
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situations. Therefore, it has been suggested by many that a virtue trait should be 

understood as a dispositional module. 

Are virtues traits self-controlling? Self control is the ability to constrain one's more 

positive emotions, feelings and desires. The virtues of self-control is concerned, 

then, with the mastery of those more positive passions. Such virtues are thoughts of 

as inwardly directed discipline and are often considered to be the fundamental and 

essential virtues for moral character. Even Kant himself one says, "Virtue requires, 

first of all, control over oneself."? Temperance can be defined as self-control in 

regard to pleasure. This is reflected by the remark of Greek philosopher Epimarchus 

who once remarked, "Pleasures for mortals are like impious pirates: for the man who 

is caught by pleasure is straightway drowned in a sea of them." a Even Aristotle in his 

Nicomachean conceives that pleasure without associating with temperance is 

destructive. This leads us to say that there is perhaps no psychological skill more 

fundamental than resisting impulse and it is in fact the root of all emotional self

control as all emotions, by their very nature, lead to one or another impulse to act. 

In fact, temperance acts in both ways as it in one sense can resist pleasure, but in 

some other sense helps once to feel good. Temperance includes the ability to 

forestall lesser pleasure for greater pleasures or to forgo immediate pleasure for long 

term ones. It also assists one to feel good in the enjoyment of appropriate pleasure. 

Pleasure is essential to most social activity as it influences attachment, the 

willingness to participate in groups and obey rules, it also regulates appetite for food 

and more succinctly it can be said that pleasure reaches into every aspect of 

personality through passion, aesthetic sensibility and self satisfaction. Besides self

control of pleasure and enjoyments, temperance also involves the ability to control 

7 Kant, Immanuel. The Metaphysical Principles of the Virtues, Translated by J. Ellington, New York: 
Bobbs-Merrill, 1964, p. p.67. 
8 Epimarchus, 485 B.C Fragments.Ancilla to the Pre-Socratic Philosophers. Translated by K.Freeman, 
Cambridge, M.A: Harbard University Press, 1978, 23.44a. 
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emotions and desires that may cloud judgment. However, Kant feels that 

temperance allows a steady and calm emotional state, a state necessary for sound 

judgment. Aristotle also thinks that the lack of temperance leads to the development 

of improper tastes, i.e. a taste for base pleasures. However, when vices are 

associated with temperance, self-indulgence is thought to be one that leads toward 

personal decline. For example, those who acquire sudden wealth and fame are often 

led this way simply because so many opportunities for enjoyment are now possible. 

Aristotle then goes on to justify in what sense the Greek word eudaimonia for 

happiness or flourishing is associated with virtue. According to Aristotle the good life 

is not constituted by pleasure, but by virtuous activities which result in a certain kind 

and level of enjoyment. However, Stoicism stands against hedonism and 

eudaimonism by claiming that life of virtue should constitute our end of life and it is 

indifference to pleasure. According to Stoicism if pleasure is paramount, the right 

thing to do may often become subordinate. Epicureanism argues that although 

pleasure is the end of life, one must choose only those pleasures in life that provide 

the most of the highest pleasures. For Epicurus, pleasure of the mind is paramount 

and peace of mind is the highest of the mind's pleasure. It can achieve through the 

coordination of several aspects of one's life. According to Epicurus there are two 

sorts of pleasures, such as kinetic pleasures which are associated with the activity 

and they are not permanent as so long activity will persist, pleasure associated with 

it will persist and they cease when the activity ceases. Such pleasures are called 

momentary pleasures which come and go with activity. The other kind of pleasure is 

called catastemamatic pleasure$ associated with a stable or prolonged condition. 

Temperance, then, is a crucial factor in this regard and its goal would be to ensure 

catastematic pleasures for the body. 

The eudaimonism Aristotle is certainly more complex than the bald pursuit of 

pleasure found in sybaritism, but also subtly different from Epicureanism. Under this 
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view it is not merely feeling good that matters, but living the happy life, which 

Aristotle calls flourishing (eudaimonia). Flourishing is living one's life with excellence 

or virtue. Although the end of one's life is happiness, virtues constitute happiness 

and it is not simply a means to it. In this case temperance, as the moderation of 

pleasurable feelings, is one aspect of living the good life. In fact flourishing is not 

identified with the pleasantness of life, but happiness in the living of virtuous life. 

Aristotle explicates the. subtle relation between pleasures and flourishing in the end 

of his Nicomachean Ethics. He says, "Pleasure completes the activity not as a 

characteristic completes an activity by being already inherent in it, but as a 

completeness that superimposes itself upon it, like the bloom of youth in those who 

are in their prime."9 Viewing the above passage of Aristotle, we can say that when 

the eye is functioning well when viewing a beautiful object a certain pleasure results; 

pleasure accrues within the activity performed well. Analogically, it can be said that if 

we live our live with excellence, with virtue, then a certain pleasure will accrue. 

Hedonism sees pleasure or the. pleasant life as the end of human activity suggests 

that activities are not sought for their own sake, but for the pleasure they might bring. 

But for Aristotle pleasure is something that accompanies certain activities. 

Accordingly, if we seek the activity because it is worthy, then the pleasure is 

something that crowns the activity. But if the goal is pleasure, then the activity 

becomes simply a means to pleasure and the worth of the activity is less important to 

you. As a matter of fact you may be willing to participate in less worthy activities so 

long as they produce the desire pleasure. If one lives well, with excellence, then 

pleasure results and if on~ lives for pleasure, then the activities that generate it can 

become corrupted. Proper pleasures are those that accompany the virtuous exercise 

of worthy practices. 

9 Aristotle, Nocomachean Ethics, 1174b32. 
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The eudaimonism of Aristotle is critical of hedonism because it subordinates virtues 

to pleasure. For hedonism virtue is a means to an end. Accordingly, if there is no 

such connection between virtue and pleasure, then there is no reason for being 

virtuous. Eudaimonism would also have to show that there is an inherent connection 

between the virtuous life and flourishing and if there is no connection, then the basis 

of acting virtuously seem to drop away. However, the Stoics think differently as they 

conceive that even if there is no connection between virtue and pleasure or virtue 

and flourishing, one must still be virtuous. An obvious question then arises: what 

then is the incentive for acting virtuously? It is simply for its own sake. Hedonism and 

the eudaimonism both suggest acting morally is one's self-interest. That means 

owing to lead a pleasant life, a flourishing life, one need to be virtuous. Unlike 

hedonism and eudaimonism, the Stoic suggests that one should need to forgo his 

own self-interest in favour of a generalisable interest regardless of how it affects you 

personally. A confirmed Stoic says that by moral worth, then, we understand that 

which is of such a nature that, though devoid of all utility, it can justly be commanded 

in and for itself, apart from any profit or reward. 

We think that Stoic position is akin to Kantian position of virtue. For Stoics the best 

way to illustrate the deontological basis of virtuous behaviour is indeed by means of 

the notion of duty. Duty is acting regardless of whatever pleasure or pain it brings 

and whatever consequence that action may incur. In fact the person who acts from 

duty becomes an exemplar of the person who acts on the basis of the moral worth of 

the action rather than of self-interest. If the good life is constituted by virtue and not 

by pleasure, then w~ ought to act virtuously for its own sake irrespective of pleasures 

or pain it brings. Temperance as seen by Aristotle and the hedonists is a way of 

moderating pleasure and choosing the right sort of pleasures so that flourishing can 

be attained, but pleasures and emotions definitely play a central role in good life. 
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However, for the Stoics, pleasures as well as the other emotions take away from the 

life of virtue. 

Good -Temper: 

Control of anger is called good-temper and it is a virtue. Anger may be the most 

difficult of the passion to control. Anger may prompted by some perception of 

endangerment. It is not just a physical threat, but also a threat to self-esteem or 

dignity. Good temper therefore is a necessity for any social interaction and those 

who cannot control their temper are often avoided by others. According to Aristotle, 

ill temper person is prone towards revenge, so a person needs to be more cautious 

in any partnership with them; while the even-tempered one is capable of making 

allowances. Aristotle further contends that the man who is angry at the right things 

and with the right people, and further, as he ought, when he ought, and as long as 

he ought, he praised. For Aristotle the virtue of good temper is a matter of not only 

controlling inappropriate anger, but allowing anger to be expressed when it should. 

Therefore, knowing when, against whom, and how much to express anger is an 

essential aspect of this virtue. 

Ambition: 

Ambition is concerned with a desire to achieve a certain status or to attain sought

after goal. However, as far as the virtuous status of ambition is concerned, there 

underlies some ambiguity. Even the word itself often connotes a vice. Blind ambition 

involves keeping eyes on the prize without eyes on the road. It is a kind of lust for 

success. That is why it properly belongs to the category of temperance. In fact 

ruthless perso.ns may forsake all virtue for achievement so that it will not be beneath 

them to lie, deceive, and cheat in order to attain their goal. However, properly 

ambition people of course have a sense of what they want, because they have 

definite goals in life. While the ambitious may have goals such as a good job, a 

family, and a home, a high-minded person is an ambitious person with more noble 
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goals in mind. The high-minded person is keen on accomplishing a collective good 

or doing some public service- a better community, the improvement of others, a safer 

neighborhood and not just a good for herself. On the other hand, a directionless is 

one who drifts from goal to goal, but fails to accomplish much. Montaigne says, "The 

soul that has no fixed goal loses itself; for as they say, to be everywhere is to be 

nowhere."1o 

The Virtues of Self-Efficacy: 

The virtues of self-control deal with constraining our more pleasurable feelings, 

desires, and emotions, so that we may accomplish our goals in the morally right way, 

whereas the virtues of self-efficacy are concerned with overcoming the obstacles, 

pain and suffering that we may encounter in the pursuit of those goals. In this regard, 

it can be said that pleasure and pain dominate a person's behaviour and courage 

and temperance work to control the one and endure the other for the sake of the 

right thing. Courage is the willingness to do the right thing despite serious pain, 

significant harm, or risk to one's well-being or even to one's life. With this virtue an 

agent contributes to some highly worthwhile outcome by bringing about something 

very difficult or dangerous. There are two essential features of courage, such as, the 

presence of fear or at least the presence of a risky or dangerous task and the fact 

that the action performed for some noble, collective or super personal reason. Many 

would believe that the experience of fear is an essential feature of courageous acts. 

Others hold that it does not matter so much whether the person experiences fear or 

not so much as whether the situation is truly dangerous or risky. So persons who 

have enough confidence gained from experience to act in a d;:mgerous situation may 

not feel fear, although they still recognize the situation as risky. Such acts would still 

be called courageous, but the feeling of fear may not be present. Another essential 

feature of courage is that the end or the goal of the action must be for a noble cause, 

10 Montaigne, Michel de. 1572-1588. Essays Edited by D. Frame, New York: St. Martin's Press, 1963., p.7. 
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~r for another's good other than selfish or self interested reasons. Courage is the 

cardinal virtue of abnegation since its demands self-denial in favour for something 

larger than the person such as a cause, or principle, or sacrifice for the sake of 

others. As Aristotle argues, courage concerns overcoming fear in the face of noblest 

circumstances. He says, "It is for a noble end that the brave man endures and acts 

as courage directs."11 That is why, Aristotle says, courage is the primary virtues of 

heroes and heroes are specially those who sacrifice or incur great risk for the sake of 

collective good or another's welfare. The courageous person, Aristotle contends, 

sees a matter as a·point of honour. Courage also helps us to distinguish the genuine 

hero from someone who may simply serve as a role model. Role models may exhibit 

skill, physical virtues, plus character virtues, but they do not typically exhibit genuine 

courage. According to Aristotle those who act out of ignorance should not be 

counted as truly courageous. For example, the intoxicated person may gave false 

confidence or 'liquid courage', while those who do not understand the dangerous 

consequent upon their actions, may simply be fortunate in not being harmed or in 

succeeding in their goals. It is only, Aristotle opines, when a person is fully aware of 

the dangers involved in the enterprise that they can be truly called courageous. 

Like courage, patience is an important virtue. Patience is the ability to delay or wait 

for what is desired. Metaphorically or analogically it can be said that what is in the 

sea, go and wait for it on the beach. The importance of patience is immense and 

many would like to say that all other virtues rely on patience. Augustine emphasises 

that human self-control involved in patience. Even in Chinese proverb it is said, 

"Patience and the mulberry leaf become a silk gown." The patience of a man is that 

by which we tolerate evil things with an even mind that we may not with a mind 

uneven desert good things. It involves enduring pain and it is also associated with 

courage or fortitude. Patience allows one often to accomplish the goal in a manner 

11 Aristotle, Nicomachen Ethics, 1115b22. 
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that has better results than if one rushes to its pursuit.. Waiting for someone to grow 

or improve within its own time, of course, is a virtue of the parent or teacher. 

Patience is what is devoted when one submits himself to God's will amid the fortunes 

and the misfortunes of life. It is the will holding on through faith to a belief that life 

has meaning in spite of appearances. Patience is the disposition to bear anger and 

injures with charitable meekness. It involves the hope that such suffering will pass 

eventually into a happier state and thereby allow one to bear the suffering joyfully. 

Perseverance is a courageous patience. It involves certain ability to go on despite 

setbacks, defeats and difficulties. It is allied with hope and.optimism. Persistence is a 

close relative of perseverance. This involves the willingness to endure years of 

training or effort for some goal. Temperance and its related virtues involve self

control of the positive pleasures and emotions, and courage with self-efficacy and 

endurance. These are virtues that deal with the self primarily. The virtues of regard, 

on the other hand, are primarily concerned with one's proper relation to others. In the 

virtues of regard, self-control and self-efficacy are applied to the interests of others. 

Fairmindedness is another important virtue. Justice, along with temperance and 

courage, has always been thought of as a cardinal virtue. However, at this juncture, 

it is quite fair to make a distinction between the just or fairmindedness person and 

justice as a system of principles which addresses questions of rights, citizen duties 

and responsibilities, the distribution of goods, and the right sort of punishments for 

wrongs. In fact when we talk about the just person, we are referring to the moral 

character of someone. Owing to avoid confusion, it is better to talk about 

fairmindedness as the virtue character, and justice as a question of the proper 

arrangement of rights, punishments, etc. What is noted here is that without 

fairmindedness persons, the best form of justice could not operate. Rawls argues 

that it must be presupposed that citizens of any well-ordered society, that is a society 

founded on some principles of justice, will have the capacity for a sense of justice, 
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i.e. fairness.12 Aristotle suggests that 'this (fairmindedness) form of virtue is in 

relation to our neighbour.' Fairmindedness draws on the other cardinal virtues. On 

the one hand, fairmindedness often requires that we forgo something that we could 

otherwise have and, on the other hand, it sometimes requires that we endure that 

which we should not desire to do. Temperance can be seen as a prerequisite for 

fairmindedness and in this sense the ability to control your desires makes it possible 

to allow others to get their fair share. Courage can also be seen as a prerequisite 

because, in its most genuine case, it involves a personal cost in favour of a collective 

good. However, temperance involves self-control and courage self-denial, 

fairmindedness is the primary virtue of cooperative arrangements. Every cooperative 

arrangement involves rights and duties, costs and benefits, punishments and 

rewards. Justice and fairness involves precisely the proper adjurisdiction of those 

matters. Therefore, fairmindedness is considered by many to be the supreme virtue 

since it incorporates the other cardinal virtues in the sense that in order to be fair to 

others one must employ the other virtues in regard to them. As Aristotle puts it, it is 

virtue in the 'fullest and complete sense .... because he who possesses it can 

exercise his virtue not only in himself but towards his neighbour also."13 

Certain valuable characteristics of fairminded persons: 

Fairmindedness persons are generally willing to participate in fair or just cooperative 

arrangements. They are willing to do their part. Secondly, they do not seek more 

than what is their due in cooperative arrangements or practices. They seek only their 

fair share. Thirdly, they are abided by the rules that are either implicitly or explicitly 

set by the practice. Fourth,. they want to 'see justice done' in the sense that they are 

willing to correct a practice or arrangement so that it is more fare. Fairmindedness 

persons are thus considered to be impartial. Fairmindedness persons are willing to 

12 Rawls, John, A Theory of Justice, Cambridge, M.A: Harvard University Press, 1971, p.505. 
13 Aristotle, Nicomachen Ethics, 1129b30-35. 
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participate in fair cooperative arrangements as such arrangements are necessary for 

any society. They will, if fair, lead to mutual benefit in the sense that each participant 

gets more advantage from their existence than from their non-existence. Fairminded 

persons are also willing to participate. in these cooperative practices not only 

because they benefit themselves individually, but because it also benefits others and 

thereby contributes to the overall good of the group of which the person is a 

member. Such persons are called free riders. Fairminded persons are people who 

do not seek unfair advantage for themselves. This could be understood in at least 

four ways: (a) fairminded persons do not seek more than what they are due from the 

fair arrangement; (b) they do not seek to deprive others of their due; (c) they do not 

seek something from the arrangement without proper contribution to the 

arrangement; (d) they do not require others to contribute more to the arrangement 

than what they should. In a nutshell it can be said that fair persons do not take 

advantage of possibilities for unfair gain. In fact fair persons are not at all greedy, 

they do not cheat, lie, conspire, murder or perform ruthless actions. Fair persons will 

be those who, because of the fairness of the collective arrangement attempt to 

exercise the activity vigorously. That is why Aristotle has rightly pointed out by saying 

that that fairness is not part of virtue, but 'virtue entire'14 as owing to be a fair a 

person must also employ the other virtues. 

The other important feature of a fair person is that he is always willing to play fair. 

That is a fair person is willing to abide by the rules of the practice even when it may 

· not particularly advantage to him. In other words, a fairminded person is impartial 

and unbiased in whatever practiGe he is participating. Fairminded persons have a 

talent for looking at both sides of an issue or conflicts irrespective of the participants. 

Impartiality is the virtue of those who serve in dispute. Furthermore, fairminded 

persons are also willing to correct a cooperative arrangement towards a more just or 

14 Ibid., 1130al0. 
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fair outcome even if they are personally advantaged by the present arrangement. 

They are not at all interested in self-interest; they also have an interest in the interest 

of others. In this sense fairminded persons acknowledged and respect the interest of 

others. Fair persons are rightly outraged at exploitation and abuse of others. All 

these reflect that a fair practice is one that is equitable, impartial, mutually 

advantageous and where the rules and conditions have mutual consent. 

However, having made the distinction between fairminded persons and fair practices 

an account of justices is still needed as justice is concerned with providing the 

underlying rules or precepts for practices that determine rights and obligations, 

rewards and punishments for cooperative arrangements. More specifically, it can be 

said that justice is concerned to ensure that people get what they desire, and do 

what they owe others. 

Tolerance: 

Tolerance is the willingness to allow others to lead a life based on a certain set of 

beliefs contrary to one's own. Peter Nicholson defines tolerance in the following way: 

"tolerance is the virtue of refraining from exercising one's power with regard to 

others' opinion or action although that deviates from one's own over something, and 

although one morally disapproves of it."15 The central issue of tolerance is its limits. 

But what sort of things should one tolerate? Mill however sets a criterion of tolerance 

in his book On Liberty where he says 'tolerate any behaviour so long it does not 

cause harm to people other than those who practice it'.16 However, the distinction 

between tolerance of practice and tolerance of beliefs complicates this issue. Karl 

Proper suggests a rather broad criterion in this matter. All beliefs should be tolerated 

including those which do not tolerate beliefs other than their own, unless those 

beliefs or acting on those beliefs lead to violence. In other words, we should tolerate 

15 Nicholson, Peter, Tolerance as a moral Ideal, Aspects of Toleration, edited by J.Horton and S.Mandis, 
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1985, p. 123. 
16 Mill, Strut, On Liberty, edited by E.Rapaport, Indianapolis: Hackett, 1959, p.9 
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much more intellectually that we should concerning actual practices. Another issue 

concerning tolerance is the tolerance of the intolerance. John Rawls makes it clear 

that the intolerant has no title to complain if he is not tolerated, since a person's right 

to complain is limited to violations of principles he acknowledges himselfY However, 

this does not infer that the liberty of the intolerant persons if they pose a genuine 

threat to one's security. Intolerance out of self-defense is not ground for the 

restrictions of one's own liberty. 

Truthfulness and Honesty: 

Truthfulness can be thought of as fairness in regard to information. It is giving others 

what is their due, especially in regard to information that can help or harm them. 

Lying, non-disclosure and misleading people about information that could help them, 

or whose absence harms them, is a form of injustice. Since mutual understanding is 

brought about solely by way of words, he who breaks his word betrays human 

society. Nicholai Hartmann says, "A lie injures the deceived person in his life; it leads 

him astray"1B People usually wish no truck with habit or habitual liars. When lies and 

dishonesty are expressed, the liar becomes an object of distrust and scorn. Once a 

person has lied, then there is an uncertainty about whether they can be trusted. to 

speak the truth again. It is therefore much easier to maintain one's reputation for 

honesty than it is to regain it once it has been lost. In fact, a single lie destroys a 

whole reputation for integrity. Liars are in a sense free riders. They do not desire to 

be deceived, yet they feel they may do so. Given that background, one can 'get 

ahead' by lying and deceiving others. Here the relevance of honesty comes into 

being. In-fact honesty heavily relies on a sense of fairness; honesty is not entirely in 

regard to others, but of mutual benefit. An honest society benefits all its members. 

17 Rawls, John, A Theory of Justice, Cambridge, M.A. Harvard University Press, 1971, po.217. 
18 Hartmann, Nichilai, 1979, p.20. 
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Liars affect integrity. Lying, Kant notes, is the obliteration of one's dignity as a human 

being. It is to make or:~eself even less than a mere thing, since at least a thing can be 

useful to someone. Another consequence of lying is that often other lies must be told 

in order to support the first lie and in this process lying leads to. a web of liars. 

However, the problem is that it is often difficult to maintain this web of liars as it takes 

a great deal of caution about what one say-s. It is easy to remember the truth, but 

difficult to recall a lie. The danger of lying is that as one begins to lie, lying becomes 

more habitual, so that liars become more prone to create situations in which much of 

their lie is tangled in such webs. Moreover, lying may often be self-deceived as well. 

Honesty, on the contrary, is strongly allied with fairmindedness. Promise is a 

combination of truthfulness and honesty. In making a promise a person claims that 

she will do something she says she will do. Moreover, in the case of a promise, she 

must be sincere in the sense that he intends to do what she says she will do. And 

finally, he must be honest in the sense that she will abide by the rules of promise 

making without secretly violating them for personal gain. Therefore, it can be said 

that honesty is essential to any cooperative arrangement and any society can 

scarcely do without honest. Montaigne says, "If (dishonesty) deceives us, it breaks 

up all our relations and dissolves all the bonds of our society."19 A complete lack of 

honesty among a group of people would lead to a complete breakdown of trust and, 

so, any cooperative effort; honesty is essential for trust. Since most of our 

knowledge, information, and beliefs are based on information supplied by others, 

honesty is the paramount virtue of all research, scholarship, and any practice 

involved in the public conveyance of information. 

The Virtue of Respect: 

To pay respect to others is another important property of virtue. Respect is the 

tendency to regard another as having some worth and consequently, the desire to 

19 Montaigne, M de. 1572-1588, Essays, edited by D. Frame, New York: St. Martin's Press, 1963. 
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treat them with civility. Respect is form of fairness, because in recognizing 

someone's worth you give them what is their due. Although each person deserves 

some level of respect, often it is aUotted in proportion to worth. Kant says that every 

person has a rightful claim of respect from others simply on the basis of their 

humanity which is itself a dignity.2o However, it is clear that some are deserving of 

more respect than others. To respect persons more that what they desire is to 

encourage arrogance in them. Contempt may be seen as lack of respect for 

authority. Contempt of court is a common charge brought against defendants. Kant 

thinks that cruel and unusual forms of punishment ought to be disallowed because 

even the vilest of criminals is owed the respect of their humanity and such 

punishments, for example, drawing and quartering, are contemptuous of any person. 

Pride is proper self-respect and is based on an honest self-evaluation. Pride is the 

good feeling about you and what you have done. "Pride", as Aristotle says, "is the 

crown of virtues"21 Pride is the afterglow of a virtuous character as it enhances 

motivation, reinforces the sense of justice and encourage courage. For this reason it 

serves to solidify virtuous behaviour. Proper pride allows you to feel justified in 

getting what you deserve. The proud person links himself you to justified in getting 

what you deserve; he even thinks himself capable of good and noble things and 

consequently it is often those sorts of things that motivate him. According to Aristotle 

the proud person is someone concerned with honour. Accordingly, pride, Aristotle 

opines, is essential, for proper motivation and proper direction in terms of goals and 

plans. 

As pride requires self-honesty, it goes hand-in-hand with humility. Humility, on one 

hand, and true noble pride, on the other, are elements of proper self-respect. Kant 

says that people with self-respect have the courage of their mistakes. They know the 

2° Kant, Immanuel. The Metaphysical Principles of the Virtues, Translated by J.Ellington, New York, 1964, 
p.l27. 
21 Aristotle, Nocomachen Ethics, 1124al. 
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price of things and accordingly show the willingness to accept responsibility for own 

life. Many people, however, mistake pride and humility as contraries. Self-respect 

and a good self- image make persons less restraint to admitting fault and limitations 

simply because they are confident enough in their worth. The benefit of humility is 

that it allows one to improve. Humility is necessary for any education. 

One should not, however, confuse pride and modesty. According to Kant pride is a 

kind of ambition, a desire to swim to the top which may really be a characteristic of 

ruthlessness more than pride. Pride is related or is pertaining to self-image and 

modesty is a special kind of talent or ability. Arrogance is the result of a self-image 

grander than what it should be. Arrogance is an unreasoning affection by means of 

which we cherish ourselves. It represents us to ourselves as other than we are. 

Aristotle says arrogance is when a person thinks himself worthy of great things, 

being unworthy of them. Arrogance is based on a form of self deception and violates 

one of the more fundamental maxims necessary for proper judgment 'Know thyself'. 

Arrogant persons may feel that what they have done is greater that what it actually 

is. A person may deceive himself by thinking that one act of liberality makes him 

liberal. Thus arrogance is a vice by means of which a person harms himself as he 

often fails to take advantage of opportunities to improve themselves. 

Modesty is a virtue in the context of demonstrating accomplishments, ability, skill, 

talent, physical features. Modesty is also for this reason a recognition of the limit of 

our talents and abilities. We must know not only what we are capable of, but also 

what we are not capable of. This clearly suggests that modesty is a vital virtue for 

any plan or endeavour. Modest persons are those who are not ashamed, persons 

who are proud to demonstrate their talents at appropriate times and places. They do 

not hesitate to make it clear why they are not capable of doing. Modest persons are 

interested more in sharing their talents, so that other will receive enjoyment or 
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benefit from them. In this way modesty encourages cooperative behaviour since the 

talent is seen as having a collective benefit rather than a private reward. 

Like modesty politeness is an important kind of virtue. Politeness is a form of 

respect. It is a term we use for people whom we like to be with because their 

emotional skills make us feel good.22 To speak directly to others, to initiate social 

contact, to carry on a conversation, to express gratitude towards others, to let 

another pass, to wait until another is served are examples of respectful politeness 

towards others. Charm is an example of a polite virtue. Charm is an attempt to 

please others with your personality and in doing so to win the favour of other. It is 

also an effort to establish a cooperative relation with another by getting that person 

to like you. Charm is therefore is an implicit recognition of the need of the approval 

from others. 

Wittiness is a form of charm, because witty persons attempt to win favour in others 

by entertaining them with interesting stories, funny jokes or cleaver remarks. A witty 

person just like a modest person does not aim to dominate the conversation, but 

delights in the fact that others are delighted by it. Aristotle conceives that wittiness 

involves tact and for this reason 'There are jokes he will not make; for the jest is a 

sort of abuse."23 Wittiness is display of intellectual excellence and so reflects on the 

qualities of the person. Unpretentiousness is also an expression of respect. 

Unpretentious persons are those who, despite deserved reputation, position, or 

status, do not use these to intimidate others. They are willing to act cooperatively 

with people less capable. Unpretentious persons are modest and do not attempt to 

show off their abilities at every opportunity. Friendliness is ~;mother form of respect 

that assumes a person is trustworthy and worthy of consideration. Aristotle notes 

that the friendly person is not necessarily interested in giving pleasure or avoiding 

22 See Goleman, Daniel. Emotional Intelligence, New York: Bantam, 1995, p. 115. 
23 Aristotle. Nicomachen Ethics, 1128a29. 
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pain to the stranger, but doing what is honourable and expedient Obsequious 

persons go overboard in their friendliness and they aim to please another at 

whatever cost. They praise everything and never oppose. Commendation is a proper 

praise for another. In commending another you do yourself right. To commend 

inferior is to commend yourself more. If he is inferior, then to commend him is to 

commend yourself; if he is superior, then not to commend him is to cominend 

oneself less. Commending is a sort of graciousness, a charity of spirit towards others 

that allows one to praise another. Besides all of these as cited above, 

sportsmanship, cleanliness, punctuality etc are also the qualities of virtues. 

The Virtue of Kindness: 

Kindness is one of the most important virtuous qualities. People can only be kind to 

those who are in need of their help and for this reason it is concerned with the good 

of another primarily and not one's own good. Kindness raises one from mere 

reciprocity to benevolence, since like many of the other virtues of regard; it is not 

dominated by self-interest. Kindness is a special concerned with those who are 

vulnerable. Kindness is distinct from sympathy as although sympathy is to be a 

motivation for the former, but still one may exhibit sympathy for someone yet not to 

act kindly towards them. Like kindness, generosity is the willingness to give of 

money, time, service, or possessions to others who are genuinely in need of help. 

According to Aristotle generosity has to do with giving and taking of things whose 

value is measured in money. The generous person must be motivated by genuine 

kindness rather than self-aggrandisement. In this sense it can be said that generosity 

is a form of kindness. However, generosity like many of the virtues of this type are 

not simply concerned with one's interest in the context of other's interest, but is 

genuinely concerned with the good of another. 

Forgiveness is a virtue of kindness because the transgressor, who feels guilt and 

remorse for his or her actions, must seek the forgiveness of the person who has 
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been harmed. Forgiveness is the willingness to overlook transgressions made 

against you by repentant persons. A man's self-respect shows when they overlook 

an offence. That is, it is willingness to forgive those who have acted unfairly toward 

you. Bacon says, "If he easily pardons and remains offenses, it shows that his·mind 

is planted above injures, so that he cannot be shot."24. Forgiveness may restore the 

status of a relationship, but to seek restoration at all costs can hardly be a virtue. 

This is even more true of personal relationships. Being a doormat for friends or 

lovers is a strong sign of co-dependency. Murphy also points out how in an indirect 

way, forgiveness is also an indication of respect for others. One should not confuse 

forgiveness with mercy as forgiveness unlike mercy has more to do with how one 

feels towards the other, but mercy is an action that revolves about just punishment. 

Moreover, in the case of forgiveness the forgiver is the victim, while a person may 

show mercy to someone who has not personally harmed them. Thus, a judge may 

show mercy, but the victim forgiveness. Forgiveness has moral implication. Here the . 

wrongdoer recognizes and acknowledges to herself that her act was wrong. She also 

recognizes that the victim's status as a person due a certain amount of respect. The 

offender must start to see the victim as a person like herself, with his own needs and 

feelings. 

So far we have outlined the nature and classification of virtues with brief narration. 

Now the question: Is being virtuous sufficient for being moral? In fact there is no 

question of doubt that a person cannot act morally without possessing virtues. 

Virtues are the potential qualities of a normal human being. Every normal human 

being possesses some virtues. However, a normal human being may not be a moral. 

Morality is something different. It is quite possible that people will exhibit virtuous 

behaviour without being moral. Geach presents a dilemma. He says that suppose 

24 Bacon, Francis, The Essays or Counsels, Civil and Morall, Selections, Edited by S.Warhaft, New 
York:Bobbs- Merrill, 1965, p.77. 
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there is a devoted and intelligent Nazi who also possessed the virtue of courage. We 

ought to say that either it was not courage that he possessed or that in that kind of 

case courage of this sort is not a virtue. In clarifying the paradox here, Macfntyre 

makes the following points: Let us suppose we had to morally reeducate such a 

Nazi. There would be many vices he would have to unlearn, many virtues about 

which he would have to learn. Humility and charity would be relatively new to him. 

But he would not have to unlearn or relearn what he knew about avoiding cowardice 

and rashness in the face of harm and danger. As Maclntryre says that it was 

precisely because such a Nazi was not devoid of the virtues that there was a point to 

moral contact between him and those who had the task of reeducating him, that 

there was something on which to build. To deny that the Nazi was courageous or 

that his courage was a virtue obliterates the distinction between what required moral 

reeducation in such a person and what did not. This paradox, however, seems to 

promote what might be called an instrumental view of virtue where behaviour can be 

characterized as virtuous, but not necessarily morally good. This is supported _by the 

remark: a good man will certainly also possess courage, but a brave man is not 

necessarily good. Kant also conceives in the same way by suggesting that the same 

sort of things such as courage, resolutions, and constancy of purpose, as qualities of 

temperament, are without doubt good and desirable in many respects, but they can 

also be extremely bad and hurtful when the will is not good. As far as instrumental 

view is concerned virtuous character is certainly of higher value than a vicious 

character. In this sense instrumental view is not value neutral. So, instrumental 

theory must make a distinction between merely virtuous behaviour and moral. 

behaviour. The first exhibits the moral quality of one's character, the later the moral 

quality of the action. According to the instrumental view, the vicious person is 

incapable of moral action, but the virtuous person is capable of both moral and 

immoral actions. In other words, in order for virtuous behaviour to tend towards 
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moral behaviour it must be supplemented by something which can determine what is 

good and traditionally this is understood as the province of prudence and moral 

knowledge which can help us to determine what is the right thing to do or not to do. 

Virtue can supply us with the wherewithal to do the good, but prudence and 

knowledge can supply us with the content of the good. 

Aristotle as well as Aquinas and very recently Phillipa Foot have given a proposal 

through which the above mentioned paradox can be overcome. In fact they propose 

an integral theory of virtue ethics where the practice of the virtues is collectively 

sufficient enough to lead to consistently moral behaviour. A virtue cannot be a 

perfect virtue if it is isolated from the others. For example, there can be no true 

prudence without temperance, justice and fortitude. If fortitude is strength of mind, it 

is not commended as virtuous unless it is accompanied by temperance and 

prudence. Therefore, it is quite fair to say that one cannot possess any of the virtues 

of character in a developed form without possessing all the others. Aristotle and 

Aquinas seem to have conceived that there is one particular virtue which must be 

integrated into every virtue in order to ~sure the moral quality of action which is 

known as prudence. This actually leads us to say, following Aristotle, that although 

there are clusters of virtues, as far as essentiality is concerned there are some 

virtues which must be possessed by a moral agent. Such virtue can integrate the 

other virtues. Aristotle further contends that the exercise of prudence raises a certain 

virtuous disposition to one of true virtue. Aquinas view is more assertive in this 

regard. He says, "No moral virtue can be without prudence." 25 

So far we have examined two theories of virtue, such as, instrumental and integral. 

There is some common as well as uncommon ground in these theories. The 

common ground is that their estimation or prudence or practical wisdom as 

necessary to guide or correct the character virtues towards the good. However, the 

25 Aquinas, Thomas. Summa, Part 1-11 Q, 65 Art. 1. 
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difference between the two theories hinges on the question of whether prudence is 

to count as a virtue in the way in which temperance or courage or fairness does. 

Both Aristotle and Aquinas agree that prudence, even if it is to be counted as a 

virtue, is a virtue unlike the other virtues. More succinctly,. it can be said that 

prudence is an intellectual virtue rather than a character of virtue. However, if we 

anticipate the boarder definition of Aquinas as the 'virtue is a perfection of power', 

then any ability perfected in a human being could count as a virtue. However, such 

broad definition at times appears to be unhelpful. The important point that needs to 

be addressed here how different abilities contribute differently to moral competence. 

If there is a significant difference between temperance as a virtue and prudence as a 

virtue in terms of how they perfect a power and what powers they perfect, then 

surely this would not just cause for lumping them together. In fact there is no dispute 

between the two positions in saying that prudence directs moral character to the 

good, but the difference lies whether prudence acts like a character virtue. So it is 

with moral character and prudence. Moral character contributes to moral 

competence and so does prudence, but in a way differently than character. 

A question then arises: how does prudence direct virtue to the good? An answer to 

the question of what is virtuous hinges on the answer to the following questions: how 

much? what kind? with whom? when? for what reason? For example, temperance is 

knowing what sorts of pleasure are worthy, how much of a pleasure is appropriate, 

when it is appropriate to enjoy certain pleasures, and with whom should they be 

shared. In short, prudence is concerned with answering these sorts of questions, not 

only in a particular situation, but in a greater perspective as well. In fact virtuous 

people still may acf morally. More specifically, in order for virtuous behaviour to tend 

towards moral behaviour it must be guided by something which can determine what 

the good might be and how it is to be accomplished given in a certain situation. 

,. \ 
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As far as the nature of virtue ethics is concerned, it can be said that there are just too 

many different and incompatible conceptions of virtue and any real unity tG the 

concept of virtue can hardly be unified. In fact regarding the nature of virtue moral 

philosophers like Sophocles, Aristotle, the New Testament and medieval thinkers 

differ from each other in many ways and they offer us different and incompatible lists 

of the virtues and also give different rank order of importance to different virtues. As 

a matter of fact, it would be difficult to synthesis a uniform nature of virtue ethics. In 

fact if we accommodate later Western writers on the virtues, the list of difference and . 
incompatibilities would be enlarged still further. All theses things taken together 

would reflect that there are a number rival and alternative conception of the virtues 

as far as the nature of virtue ethics is concerned. In fact it would be the case that 

different philosophers have offered different lists of items which are overlapping in 

many contexts and subsequently included in the catalogues of virtues. 

Let us consider Homer first. Some of the items in a Homeric list of the arete would 

clearly not be counted by most of us nowadays as virtues at all. In defending this 

objection, a supporter would like to say that this would perhaps be the case due to 

the lack of proper translation of the word arete in Homer by the word 'virtue'. In fact, 

instead of virtue if the word 'arete is translated in terms of 'excellence', the 

apparently surprising difference between Homer and ourselves would certainly be 

removed. Without any hesitation, it has been admitted that the possession of 

physical strength is the possession of an excellence. However, there is nothing 

wrong in preconceiving that Homer's concept of an arete, an excellence, is one thing 

and that out concept of a virtue is quite another as a particular quality can b~ an 

excellence in Homer's eyes, but may not be a virtue in ours and vice-versa. This 

does not make sense to say that Homer's list of virtues differs from ours only; it also 

notably differs from Aristotle's as well. Again Aristotle's own account of virtues differs 

from modern revival trend of virtue ethics. Thus, there always witnesses a revision of 
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virtue ethics and this in fact the genesis of ethics as well. Philosophy can survive and 

even more flourished within a constant process of revisionism, what we call in 

popular sense argumentation and counter-argumentation in philosophy. If the 

counter argumentation finds its foothold or relevance, this leads us to say that 

something new is being replaced in place of old. This may not be a complete 

revision, it is a partial revision which is worthy in philosophy. So when we are taking 

of the revival of virtue ethics, we are equally talking about the revision of virtue ethics 

and the true reality is that nothing can regain its own lost glory without revising itself. 

This kind of revision or reinterpretation may be in the form of translating of language 

or in the form of conceptual one as well. However, it would be the case that some 

Greek virtue-words are not easily translatable into English. And even though it is 

translated, but such translation may nor bear full significance of the original word. 

Moreover, it is also important to note that the relationship of virtues to the social 

order has changed and the virtue such as human excellence has different specific 

interpretation in different context. For Homer the paradigm of human excellence is 

the warrior; for Aristotle, it is the Athenian gentlemen and even Aristotle further 

contends that certain virtues are only available to those of great riches and of high 

social status and there are virtues which are not available to the poor man even if he 

is a free man. Aristotle also identifies some virtues which are central to human life 

and the translation of megalopsuchia as magnanimity is unsatisfactory. He further 

contends that munificence and magnanimity are important virtues in Aristotelian 

scheme. Aristotelian form of virtues not only differs from Homer and the present 

revival trend of virtue ethics, it equally differs from New Testament as well. New 

Testament praises virtues of which Aristotle knows nothing. For example; faith, hope 

and love are the important virtues according to New Testament and quite 

interestingly, Aristotle says nothing about them. On the contrary, the virtues such as 

phronesis which are crucial for Aristotle may not be crucial to the New Testament. 
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This again reflects that it not only differs from Homer and Aristotle in terms of items 

included in the catalogues of virtue ethics, it equally differs in its rank ordering of the 

virtues. 

If we try to recollect and compare the three lists of virtues considered so far such as 

the Homeric, the Aristotelian, and the New Testament's and the other lists available 

from Jane Austen's novels and Benjamin Franklin, we conceive a conceptual 

overlapping among them. At least two important features will come up from Jane 

Austen's list. Austen conceives 'constancy' as an important virtue which is analogous 

to Aristotelian phronesis. According to Austen it is a virtue the possession of which is 

a prerequisite for the possession of other virtues. The second aspect is the fact that 

what Aristotle treats as the virtue of agreeableness, Austen treats as only the 

simulacrum of a genuine virtue where genuineness is conceived, Austen opines, in 

terms of amiability. For the man who practices agreeableness does so from 

considerations of honour and expediency according to Aristotle, whereas Austen 

thought it possible and necessary for the possessor of that virtue to have a certain 

real affection for people as such. This again notices another type of disagreement 

between Aristotle and Austen over the virtues. Coming to Benjamin Franklin where 

we foresee different types of virtues as he includes cleanliness, silence and industry 

are the important virtues. He listed thirteen virtues out of which some are major and 

some are minor and more importantly he conceives or tries to understand in terms of 

maxim. For example, in the cas€ of chastity the maxim is: 'Rarely use venery but for 

health or offspring-never to dullness, weakness or the injury of your own or another's 

peace or reputation.' This interpretation of Franklin certainly differs from the earlier 

interpretation as available in Greek tradition. What we can say at this juncture is that 

different moral philosophers not only give different types of virtue, but each of these 

·lists generates different philosophical as well as ethical theory about what a virtue is. 
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In the Homeric poems a virtue is conceived as a quality the manifestation which 

enables someone to do exactly what their well defined social role requires. 

According to Homeric poems a warrior king becomes intelligible at once when we 

recognize that the key virtues must be those which enable a man to excel in combat. 

This indicates that one cannot be in a position to identify the Homeric virtues until we 

have first identified the key social rules in Homeric society and the requirements of 

each of them. That means the concept of what anyone filling such and such a role 

ought to do is prior to the concept of a virtue and the latter concept has application 

only via the former. However, if we consider Aristotelian virtue ethics, we foresee a 

different outlook. According to Aristotle although some virtues are available only to 

certain types of people, but in reality virtues as such attach not to men as inhabitin·g 

social roles, but to men as such. For Aristotle, it is the telos of man as a species 

which determines what human qualities are virtues. Aristotle further contends the 

acquisition and exercise of the virtues as means to an end and the relationship of 

means to end is internal. 

Every man desires good life and the good life can be attained and sustained with the 

virtues and the telos. According to Aristotle cultivation of the virtues is itself a crucial 

component of the good life for the man. However, the distinction between external 

and internal means to an end is not drawn by Aristotle himself in the Nicomachean 

Ethics, but it is an essential distinction to understand Aristotle properly. The 

distinction is drawn explicitly by Aquinas in the course of his defense of St 

Augustine's definition of virtue. In drawing this distinction, Aquinas, however, 

maintains a close association with Aristotelian point of view. According to Aristotle, a 

virtue is a quality the exercise of which leads to the achievement of the human telos. 

Franklin's account, like Aristotle, is teleological; but unlike Aristotle's it is utilitarian. 

Franklin in his Autobiography conceives virtues as means to an end, but unlike 

Aristotle, he conceives or rather envisages the means -ends relationship as external 
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rather than internal. The ultimate result of cultivating virtue is happiness. Happiness, 

according to Franklin, is a success, prosperity and ultimately it leads towards 

heaven. The virtues are useful according to Franklin and it has utility to the 

individuals. In characterizing Franklin's outlook of virtue ethics, Macintyre says, 

"Make no expence but to do good to others or yourself; i.e. waste nothing. Speak not 

but what may benefit others or yourself. Avoid trifling conversation, and as we have 

already seen, 'Rarely use venery but for health or offspring ..... "26 

On the basis of the above observation we have so far three diffe!ent conception of a 

virtue, such as: 

(i) A virtue is a quality which enables an individual to discharge his or 

her social role (Homer). 

(ii) A virtue is a quality which enables an individual to move towards 

the achievement of the specifically human telos, whether natural or 

supernatural. (Aristotle, the New Testament, and Aquinas). 

(iii) A virtue is a quality which has utility in achieving earthly and 

heavenly success. (Franklin). 

It indicates that we have three different views of virtues. The question then is: Are 

these as three rival accounts of the same thing? Or are they account of three 

different things? The differences and incompatibilities between different accounts at 

least suggest that there is no single, central, core conception of the virtues. 

However, one of the features of the concept of a virtue which has emerged with 

some clarity from the argument so far is that it always requires for its application the 

acceptance of some prior account of certain feature~ of social and moral life in terms 

of which it has to be defined and explained. If this is taken into account, then the 

Homeric account of virtue would appear to be secondary to that of a social role and 

26 Macintype, Alasdair. The Nature of the Virtues, included in Virtue Ethics, edited by Roger Crisp and 
Michael Stole, op. cit. p.l22. 
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in Aristotelian account it is secondary to that of the good life for man conceived as 

the telos of human action and in Franklin's much later account it is secondary to that 

of quality. The question is: what is the necessary background that will require in 

making the concept of virtue intelli_gible? In responding to this question it may be 

proposed that the complex, historical, multilayered character of the core concept of 

virtue becomes clear. That is to comprehend the core concept of virtue one has to 

have three stages in the logical development of the concept of virtue where each of 

these stages has its own conceptual background. The first stage is an account of 

practice, the second stage is an account of the narrative order of a single human life 

and the third is an account of what constitutes moral tradition. There underlies an 

implicative force among these stages as each later stage presupposes the earlier, 

but not vice versa. 

However, if we look back Homeric account of virtue, it would seem that the exercise 

of a virtue exhibits qualities which are required for sustaining a social role and for 

exhibiting excellence in some well-marked area of social practice. When Aristotle 

speaks of excellence in human activity, he sometimes refers to some well-defined 

type of human practice through which virtues are exhibited and in terms of which 

they are to receive their primary definition which is also crucial for to the whole 

enterprise of identifying a core concept of the virtues. The term 'practice' needs to 

clarify. It means any coherent and complex form of socially established cooperative 

human activity through which goods internal to that form of activity are realised in the 

course of trying to achieve those standards of excellence which are appropriate to 

that form of activity with the result that human powers to achieve excellence. So by 

the term 'practice', we do not mean something related to throwing a ball with skill, 

nor we do mean that bricklaying is a practice or architecture is a practice. In fact the 

range of practice is wider, viz. arts, science, games, and politics in the Aristotelian 

sense fall under the term 'practice'. To exemplify practice as virtue, let us assume 
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that there is a seven years old intelligent child to whom I desire to learn the game 

chess. The child in fact is not at all interested to learn chess, but he has strong 

desire for candy. Accordingly, I offer the child that if he will agree to play chess with 

me, then I will give the child 50$ worth of candy. This actually motivates the child not 

only to play chess with me, but at the same time it will motivate to win the game as 

well. There are two kinds of good possibly to be gained by playing chess. On the one 

hand, there are those goods externally and contingently attached to chess-playing 

and to other practices by the accidents of social circumstance- in the case of the 

imaginary child candy, in the case of real adults such goods as prestige, status, and 

money. In fact there may have other alternatives for achieving such goods not by 

engaging oneself into a particular kind of practice, but there are goods internal to the 

practice of chess which cannot have by any means other than by playing chess. 

External goods are not to be confused with the goods which are internal to the 

practice. The internal goods are those which result from an extended attempt to 

show how Wittgenstein's dictum "The human body is the best picture of the human 

soul"27 might be made to become true by teaching us "to regard the picture on our 

own wall as the object itself (the man, landscape, and so on) depicted there"2a in a 

quite new way. 

A practice involves standards of excellence and obedience to rules as well as the 

achievement of goods. To enter into a practice is to accept the authority of those 

standards. External goods having by practice are always some individual's property 

and possession. External_g_oods are therefore characteristically object of competition 

in which there must be losers as well as winners. Internal goods, on the contrary, are 

the outcome of competition to excel and it is a good for the whole community who 

participate in the practice. Thus as far as internal goods are concerned, we can 

27 Wittgenstein, Ludwig. Philosophical Investigations, 178e. 
28 Ibid. 205e. 
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define virtue by saying that a virtue is an acquired human quality the possession and 

exercise of which tends to enable us to achieve those goods which are internal to 

practices and the lack of which effectively prevents us from achieving any such 

goods. This definition, of course, needs further amplification and amendment. 

However as a first approximation it illuminates the place of the virtues in 

human life. Human life is made up of relationship and every practice requires a 

certain kind of relationship between those who participate in it. Accordingly, virtues 

are those goods by reference to which we define our relationships to- those other 

people with whom we share the kind of purposes and standards which inform 

practices. Let us explain how reference to the virtues has to be made in certain kinds 

of human relationship. A, 8, C and D are friends who share in the pursuit of certain 

goods through practice. Suppose D dies in obscure circumstances and A discovers 

how D died and confesses the truth to 8, but lying to C. C discovers the lie. In a 

situation like this A cannot claim that he holds the same relationship with 8 and C. 

By confessing true to 8 and lying to C, A holds different relationship with them. Of 

course, A may justify himself in different ways why he made a lie in case of C. 

However., whatever the reason or ground may be, the relationship of A with 8 and C 

are different. 

Whatever the relationship may be the true reality is that without relationships practice 

cannot be sustained truthfulness, justice and courage which are genuine excellences 

and therefore are considered as virtues in the light of which we have to characterise 

ourselves with others. Of course, different societies have different codes of 

truthfulness, justice and courage, but this does not defuse the so called relationship 

as made up of practice. In our curture many of us have been brought up not to tell 

the truth to elderly great -aunts who invite us to admire their new hats, but each of 

these codes embodies an acknowledgement of the virtue of truthfulness. This leads 

us to say that practices are flourished in societies with very different codes and this 
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would not be possible where the virtues are not valued. Virtues without vices are 

impossible as they are complementary with each other. Virtues are justified in terms 

of vices and vice- versa. Accordingly, where the virtues are required, the vices also 

may flourish. Every practice has its own history and this historical dimension is 

crucial in relation to the virtues. That means to enter into a practice is to enter into a 

relationship not only with its contemporary practitioners, but also with those who 

have preceded us in the practice and for this learning and relationship to the past 

which it embodies the virtues of justice, courage, and truthfulness are prerequisite in 

precisely the same way and the same reasons as they are in sustaining present 

relationships within practices. 

There should not remain any doubt in what sense practice can be treated as virtues. 

Man is a social animal and any social animal cannot survive without making the 

relationship with other. This has been echoed by Wittgenstein as well. Wittgenstein 

in his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus maintains that no object in the world can 

survive without- proper relation and this in fact is reflected in his picture theory of 

proposition. He says that the world is all that is the case and in answering to the 

question: what is a case? Wittgenstein replies that the world is the totality of facts, 

but not objects. A fact is something which makes a proposition as either true or false 

and a proposition is constituted by logically proper names with the help of the 

relational terms. Since every proposition is constituted by only logically proper 

names and a name is something that denotes an object, one object or name cannot 

be related with other if we forgo the term relation. Now to establish a relationship is 

to make a practice and one's happy life or good life actually hinges on the better 

relationship with other. A virtuous moral agent always welcomes relationship through 

practice as it has a multidimensional utility. It not only helps to make a good society, 

it equally resists the corruption of the society. There is no question of doubt that the 

cooperative care for common goods of the practice is always vulnerable to the 
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competitiveness of the institution and in this regard the importance of virtues is clear. 

Therefore, without justice, courage and truthfulness, practice could not resist the 

corrupting power of institutions. 

In fact the exercise of virtue requires a highly determinate attitude to social and 

political issues and it is always within some particular community. Thomas Jefferson 

conceives that only in a society of small farmers could the virtues flourish and Adam 

Ferguson conceives that the institutions of modern commercial society as 

endangering at least some traditional virtues. Since virtues are clusters of 

characteristics, there are virtuous persons possessing overlapping virtuous 

properties. In fact, virtuous then stand in a different relationship to external as well as 

internal goods. The possession of virtues is necessary to achieve internal goods and 

they equally contribute in achieving external goods as well. There we witness a 

tussle regarding the superiority of goods. A section of philosophers adhere to the 

view that internal goods are morally superior to external goods and internal goods, 

unlike external goods, are intimately associated with virtues. However, in modern 

times some ethicists would conceive that external goods are genuinely goods. 

External goods are not only the characteristics objects of human desire, but no one 

', can despise them altogether without certain hypocrisy. Therefore, it may be said that 

although we may hope that we can not only achieve the standards of excellence and 

the internal goods by possessing virtues and thereby become rich, famous, and 

powerful, the virtues are always a potential stumbling block to this comfortable 

ambition. 

An obvious question then arises: how far this partial account of the core conception 

of virtue is faithful to the tradition and in what sense is it Aristotelian? One may like to 

say that it is not Aristotelian as although this account of virtue is teleological, but it 

does not require the identification of any teleology in nature and secondly just 

because of the multiplicity of human practices and the consequent multiplicity of 
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goods in the pursuit of which the virtues may be exercised, conflict will not come 

solely fmm flews in individual charater.Mainly for these two matters Aristotle's 

account of virtues appear to be vulnerable. However, if it were to be the case that 

this socially teleological account can support Aristotle's general account of virtues, 

then· these differences from Aristotle himself may well be regarded as strengthening 

rather than weakening Aristotelian standpoint. However, there are other points which 

are clearly Aristotelian. Like Aristotle this new interpretation of virtues requires 

voluntariness. The distinction between the intellectual virtues and the virtues of 

character and ·the relationship of natural abilities and to the passions and the 

structure of practical reasoning are very much akin to Aristotelian own interpretation 

of virtues. In the.new interpretation we also notice pleasure and enjoyment as virtues 

which again are common to Aristotle. As Aristotle himself says that the enjoyment of 

the activity and the enjoyment of achievement are not the ends at which the agent 

aims, but the enjoyment supervenes upon the successful activity in such a way that 

the activity achieved and the activity enjoyed are one and the same state.- What has 

been said above certainly deviates from Franklin's account of virtues as unlike 

Aristotle and many others Franklin's own interpretation of virtues external as he often 

remarks rarely use venery but for health or offspring. In denying Franklin, Lawrence 

says never use venery; it is of the character of a virtue that in order that it is effective 

in producing the internal goods which are the rewards of the virtues. The important 

point is that although virtues are just those qualities through which one can have a 

certain class of goods, but so long we practice them, we cannot possess them at all. 

Cultivation of virtues always hinders the achievement of those external goods which 

are the mark of worldly success. The new outlook of virtues cannot accommodate 

any version of utilitarianism as utilitarianism in general fails to dig up the subtle 

distinction between goods internal to and goods external to a practice. 
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When we say that virtues are defined with reference to practice, this does not make 

sense to say that it approves all practices in all circumstances. Virtues are defined 

not in terms of good and right practices, but of practices, does not entail that 

practices are actually carried through at particular times and places do not stand in 

need of moral criticism. In fact, there is no inconsistency in appealing to the 

requirements of a virtue to criticize a practice. Justice may be initially defined as a 

disposition which in a particular way necessary to sustain practices. Moreover a 

morality of virtues requires as its counterpart a conception of moral law and its 

requirements are also to be met by practices. The question then arises: does this 

suggest that there is more to the core concept of a virtue than can be spelled out in 

terms of practices? One plausible reply may be that the scope of any virtue in human 

life extends beyond the practices in terms of which it is initially defined. Of course, in 

the larger arenas of human life any account of the virtues in terms of practices could 

only be a partial and first account. Contemporary thinkers do not restrict the exercise 

of the virtues to the context of practices, but Aristotle conceives this point in terms of 

whole human life which can be called good. A person lacking the virtues would be 

defective as his own life viewed as a whole would perhaps not be a good life. If the 

\ life of the virtues is continuously fractured by choices in which one allegiance entails 

the apparently arbitrary renunciation of another, it may seem that the goods internal 

to practices do after all derive their authority from our individual choices. The modern 

self with its criterionless choices apparently reappears in the alien context of what 

was claimed to be an Aristotelian world. Moreover, without an overriding conception 

of the telos of a whole human life, our conception of certain individual virtues has to 

remain partial and incomplete. For example, justice, on the Aristotelian view, is 

defined in terms of giving each person his or her due or desert. To deserve well is to 

have contributed in some substantial way to the achievement of those goods. 

However, the goods internal to practices need to be orde~ed and evaluated in some 
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way if we are to assess relative desert. This means that only substantive application 

of an Aristotelian concept of justice requires an understanding of goods and of the 

good that goes beyond the multiplicity of goods which inform practices. 

It is particularly important to specify that unless there is a te/os which transcends the 

limited goods of practices by constituting the good of a whole human life., more 

specifically, the good of a human life conceived as a unity, it will both be the case 

that a certain subversive arbitrariness will invade the· moral life and that we ·shall be 

unable to specify the context of certain virtues adequately. This further prompts us to 

say that there is at least one virtue recognized by the tradition which cannot be 

specified at all except with reference to the wholeness of human life. The virtue of 

integrity or constancy is a case in point. Kierkegaard one says that purity of heart is 

to will one thing and this notion of singleness of purpose in a whole life can have no 

application unless that of a whole life does. 

End 
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