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INTRODUCTION

My intention in writing this book is to compare, examine, and
cross-examine what I believe to be the three most important
notions in ethical science, to wit, the notions of virtue, of duty,
and of well-being in so far as morally relevant. If more learned
terms seem appropriate, I should say that I wanted to discuss
aretaics, deontology, and (in Plutarch’s language) agathopoeics.

No other moral notions, I submit, can compare in importance
with these three. Indeed, I should go so far as to say that if all
these notions could be shown to be empty, ethics itself would
be empty too. No doubt many writers on this subject, both
to-day and in earlier times, have attempted to introduce a
deflated, workaday ethic, and in the process of doing so have
held that all the old-fashioned conceptions should be stripped
of their metaphysical or totemistic phylacteries and should be
dressed, inconspicuously, and without any amulets, in a sort
of lounge suit. Such a view, I believe, implies the denial of
genuine ethics, although it may provide several ethical dummies.
But I do not want to argue the point directly. As it seems to me,
if anyone complains that ethics makes extravagant, fantastic, or
superstitious claims, the first thing to do is to examine what
precisely these claims are. If that were settled, there should
not be any insurmountable difficulty in discovering whether
the claims were self-contradictory or inapplicable to our
lives, and, again, whether an adequate substitute could be
found and restrained from boasting. At any rate, this is the
course I propose to pursue. I want to coax or to force the
dominant vital and distinctive ethical notions to develop their
meaning vis-d-vis one another.

It is the business of moralists to present as systematic a
theory as the facts permit. Consequently it is usual to find
that moralists, if not altogether one-sided, are prone to attempt
the erection of a moral system upon a single principle, and

either to ignore other moral principles or to include them
AX
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in a sketchy and perfunctory fashion. Therefore, if I was
right in selecting the notions of virtue, duty, and well-being
as so very fundamental, it must follow that a great many moral
systems are attempts to propound a pure theory of aretaics, or
of deontology, or of agathopoeics; and history corroborates
this inference.

I intend, therefore, to pay special attention to the question
whether any one of these three notions is capable of being the
foundation of ethics and of supporting the other two.

On the other hand, a smaller but still a considerable number
of moralists have persistently maintained that ethics is governed
by several distinct conceptions which either have nothing to
do with one another (except that they commingle in morals)
or at any rate are co-ordinate. In recent years, and especially
in England, one form or the other of this perennial opinion
has received fresh vitality from the writings of certain Oxford
teachers who may be called the New Intuitionists. To use a
political metaphor, these Oxford writers may be called either
separatists or federalists in ethics. Their opponents, to abuse
a political term in the usual way, may be called unionists,
although of very different varieties.

Being one who was once an ethical unionist and who still
inclines towards a form of that creed, I have naturally been
deeply impressed by this New Oxford Movement in ethics, as
the sequel will show. If I cannot agree with the separatists, I
have at least become convinced that the arguments of the
federalists are nearly if not quite as strong as the arguments
of those unionists who belong to the persuasion to which I
formerly adhered. But I want to renounce my past in toto, and
to make no attempt to defend any opinion I formerly uttered.
In my view the times are propitious for attempting an un-
tendentious comparison of ethical ideas of the sort I have
indicated, and I want to try to make this comparison with equity
and some patience, despite my shady past.



PART I

VIRTUE
OR
THE THEORY OF ARETAICS






GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

THE word “‘virtue,” in its general moral signification, is used
comparatively seldom nowadays, although its opposite, “vice,”
is still widely employed. I think, however, that “virtue” is a
more convenient, as well as a more compendious, term than,
say, “moral worth” or “excellence of moral character”; and
since moralizing seems itself to have gone out of fashion, it
is no great matter if some of the terms of the discussion have
a slightly old-world flavour. I should also explain, perhaps,
that I mean to use the word in the traditional way as a designa-
tion for all commendable qualities of moral character and not
exclusively or usually-as a name for what is shining and saintly
and superlative. In this sense, even the respectable bourgeoisie
might conceivably be virtucus.

It would be generally agreed, I suppose, that a man’s virtues
are features of his personal character; and I shall assume that
they are. If confirmation were needed, it might be found in
quite unexpected quarters. 'Thus Hume is commonly and
correctly regarded as, in the main, a utilitarian moralist, that
is to say, as one who holds that an action should be approved
or condemned in proportion as it tends to confer personal or
social benefit. Indeed Adam Smith censured Hume for excessive
devotion to the principle of utility (although it must be con-
ceded that Bentham was of opinion that Hume was not utili-
tarian enough). In Hume, however, we find a most explicit
assertion of the view that it is character that we approve when
we approve morally. “Actions,” he said (Treatise,* p. 411),
“are by their very nature temporary and perishing; and where
they proceed not from some cause in the characters and dis-
position of the person who performed them, they infix not
themselves upon him, and can neither redound to his honour,

* Selby-Bigge’s edition.
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if good, nor infamy, if evil. The action itself may be blame-
able; it may be contrary to all the rules of morality and religion.
But the person is not responsible for it; and as it proceeded
from nothing in him, that is durable or constant, and leaves
nothing of that nature behind it, ’tis impossible he can, upon
its account, become the object of punishment or vengeance.”
Again he said (sbid., p. 477): ““Tis evident, that when we
praise any actions, we regard only the motives that produced
them, and consider the actions as signs or indications of
certain principles in the mind and temper. The external per-
formance has no merit. We must look within to find the moral
quality.”

Hume, as usual, put his case as clearly as it could be put.
He claimed, as these quotations show, that it was evident that
morality referred to disposition, character, and motive, and that
it did so primarily because it was concerned with what was
durable and inward in the moral agent. Indeed, as he explained,
since a “‘motive” although inward is perishing, motives like
actions are but signs of virtue, although they come nearer to
virtue on account of their inwardness.

Accordingly, it seems essential to ask, in the first place,
whether the moral character in general (and also more specific
moral dispositions) is a reality of which we can give a clear
and adequate account.

Here, it must be confessed, there are difficulties of at least
- two kinds. (1) Terms like character, disposition, or tendency
seem largely to be names for potentialities, and it is always
puzzling to raise questions about the nature and actual status
of a potentiality. (2) Again, it may not be readily apparent
how a non-moral or sub-moral “disposition” differs from a
moral disposition.

(1) The first type of difficulty may be conveniently illus-
trated by the current distinction, in popular, semi-medical
slang, between “‘organic” injury or disease, on the one hand,
and “functional” disturbances on the other. The difference
is that if there is something “organically”” wrong, it is possible
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to show the existence of a definite and stubborn pathological
condition of the relevant organs, and hence to infer the effects
of this condition with as good reason as can be found in any
other instance in which definite effects are assigned to definite
causes. If, on the other hand, nothing organically wrong can
be discovered, all that can be said is that particular ‘‘functional”
disturbances have occurred. We can give a name to such dis-
turbances and may discover, by experience, which of them
are likely to recur and which are likely to clear up. Giving a
name, however, is very different indeed from assigning a
cause; and although it may be reasonable to say that we can
infer the presence of an unknown cause or set of causes for
these disturbances, it is not very creditable to our intelligence
if we give this unknown cause a name, and it is altogether
discreditable if, having baptized the infant in absentia, we
go on to speak of it as if we knew it had real existence, and were
wholly comparable to known causes whose existence can be
independently verified.

It is to be feared, however, that if “character” and “dis-
position” are regarded as the permanent “causes” of perishing
thoughts, emotions, and deeds, our explanation is similar to a
pseudo-explanation of “functional” disorders and not to the
honest explanation that can point to an organic cause. If we
knew more about the nervous system we might literally be
able to distinguish an enduring ‘“organic” cause for untruth-
fulness or some other moral defect. If, again, we could discern
a permanent “soul” additional to those psychic experiences of
passion, imagination, or cogitation that recur and perish but
do not visibly endure, we should have discovered a durable
psychic organ and might conceivably have independent
evidence of its lasting moral condition. In fact, however, we
can do neither of these things. Therefore if we are to use
terms like “character” and “disposition” significantly we
must be very careful indeed to avoid the fallacy of treating an
unknown “cause” as something that we know very well.
~ On the other hand, it is clear that when we think of “things”
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in ordinary life, whether bridges or tea-cups or hardened
arteries, a good deal of what we mean is properly and neces-
sarily expressed in terms of capacities. “This bridge is lightly
constructed”—that is to say, it is a bridge that would not
support a ten-ton lorty, that will support light cars and motor
cycles, that might have supported a platoon of marching
Russians had they crossed it (which they didn’t). Since what
we want to know about such things is how far we can rely on
them in the proximate future, we have a very special interest
in these hypothetical propositions about what would happen
under this or the other condition; and the logic of the situation
entitles us to make assertions about what would have happened
in the past as well as about what would happen in the future.
Potentiality, then, enters into our conception and knowledge
of ordinary things. This “knowledge,” indeed, may be con-
jectural, but it is matter of reasonable conjecture; and simi-
larly we have the right to ascribe potentialities to persons as
well as to things. The surveyor gives the bridge a certificated
character, informing whoever may be concerned that it may
be trusted to support horses and carts and light cars. The mis-
tress gives her cook a “character,” informing whoever may
be concerned that the cook may be trusted to boil plain potatoes
adequately, and also not to thieve. There is no essential differ-
ence in principle between the cook’s “character” and the
surveyor’s certificate for the bridge. In either case, on the
evidence of past and present actuality, we are entitled to assert
potentialities of a distinctive kind, usually respecting the
future, but, if we like, respecting past and present also.
Nevertheless we should exercise a certain caution in making
these entirely reasonable statements. The bridge would have
supported the Kaiser; but it need not therefore be credited
ad hoc with a mystical Kaiser-bearing ‘“‘virtue.” The cook’s
capacity for boiling plain potatoes is not an inner mystery
having an explanatory profundity of an entirely different
order from the actual occasions on which she Aas boiled potatoes.
Similarly, so far as I can see, there is no good reason for
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regarding a man’s moral character as a deep and holy well in
which all that really matters is a secret sediment at the bottomn.
If the moral character were a name for the unknown cause
of his moral thoughts and actions, it would indeed be secret
and mysterious by definition; for it would be an unknown
quality. But if it is essentially a statement of our knowledge
about what would happen as well as an account of our know-
ledge about what /as happened in the moral way there is nothing
more mysterious about virtue and moral character than about
anything else that concerns morality.

Hence it is necessary to interpret, perhaps even to qualify,
the explanation Hume put so well. According to him, actions
and even “motives,” being transient, are but the signs of an
enduring moral character. If this statement means that the
man himself, in his integral and enduring personality, is
the subject of moral responsibility and that virtue or wicked-
ness should be ascribed to the man, most of us would agree
with it; and, very probably, it is correct. If, on the other hand,
Hume’s statement is taken to mean that actions and motives
are not themselves a part of the personality that is morally
judged, and that the genuine subject of moral consideration is,
so to say, behind or beneath these superficial “signs,” it is, I
should say, most thoroughly exceptionable. Statements about
what a man would do or feel do not characterize him in a
profounder or more scientific way than stat>ments about
what he has di ne or felt. Certainly he endures. Certainly there
is an intclligible sense in which there is “more 1. him” at
any given moment than the particular actions or thoughts
that occur “in him” at that moment. But what in this sense is
“agtually in him” at the moment in question is not, on that
account, negligible or merely superficial. It is part of what
is morally judged, and it may very well be the part of the man
that, morally speaking, is of greatest account.

(2) The other difficulty of a general kind, to which I have
referred (i.e. that which concerns the proper boundaries of
the moral character), is apt to arise wherever we draw dis-
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tinctions rather for our own purposes than (it would seem)
for Nature’s. Plants, for instance, would appear to be very
definite entities of Nature’s contriving; and so are robins or
men. Per contra, a theme like pathology or therapeutics seems
to indicate a sort of criss-cross between Nature’s ways and
ours. It deals with a selection of Nature’s habits with special
reference to what human beings want or fear. And this, in a
different way, seems also to be true of the theme of virtue,
vice, and moral character. Aristotle said that conditions of the
soul that were praised were just what we meant by the virtues
(N.E.I. 13 at the end). More adequately, he said repeatedly
that in treating of virtue we were treating of that which is
noble. Others would assert that moral character had exclusive
reference to moral responsibility, and that moral responsibility
was primarily a juristic conception, a man being accounted
“responsible” precisely in so far as he is legally presumed to
be capable of understanding and obeying the laws of the
courts. In short, the boundaries of moral character have to be
defined by conceptual cross-currents.

For the present, I prefer merely to indicate this difficulty,
not to discuss it in detail. We shall mecet it again.

Let us turn, then, from these highly general preliminaries
to a somewhat closer examination of the two points Hume
underlined, viz. (@) the durability, and (b) the inwardness of
virtue and moral character.

(@) As we saw, the assertion that the moral character is
durable cannot avoid the general difficultics concerning
potentiality in an acute form. In an ethics based on character
we put the emphasis upon what is supposed to be permanent,
although our evidence is drawn from what is intermittent;
and we may puzzle ourselves without end about the simple
problem whether the good man really is good when he is asleep.
There are also, however, more determinate ethical difficulties.

In the first place, it seems clear that instability of character
frequently occurs and receives moral censure. An unstable
moral character, however, is ‘“a” character that is not an
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enduring character. It is either several ‘‘characters” or a
fluctuation within what is called by courtesy ““the” character.

In the second place, there are grave and manifest difficulties
regarding the actions which, as we say, are “out of character,”
or out of keeping with a man’s usual character. While a good
character may reasonably be pleaded in mitigation of an
offence, it affords no sort of denial that the offence actually
occurred, and is no proof that a grave offence was morally
speaking trivial, dlthough serious in other ways.

Such instances, it is true, fall into different classes. Iinprimis,
the moral personality is very complex. Consequently we should
not be surprised to find that everyone has an Achilles heel,
that a boxer who is very courageous in the ring might never-
theless show a yellow streak during a shipwreck, that generous
people have odd little specialized mecannesses. Such examples
show that complete moral consistency in a man’s moral
character need not be expected, but they do not even suggest
that the ‘“character” does not have durable inconsistencies.
Secundo, in certain types of delinquency, we conceive ourselves
to have ample evidence for inferring that an offence that has
occurred but once may nevertheless demonstrate the existence
of a long-continued vicious trend of character, possibly un-
suspected but certainly not absent. It is, for example, difficult
to suppose that sexual vices of the sort that, when discovered,
bring shame and infamy could be committed by men of
standing and of high reputation unless they really did indicate
something vicious and stubborn in the offender. Deinde, as in
the common saying that everyone is a potential murderer, it
might be argued that certain offences (not all) would be com-
mitted by anyone who was very deeply provoked—that is to
say, that while certain impulses (say towards homosexuality)
either do not exist in many people or, if they exist, can always
be controlled, others (say towards brutality and violence) may
become irresistible in anyone. If so, there would be no con-
tradiction in the circumstance that a man, in most respects
meek and amiable, should murder his wife, although other
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men, not so meek and much less amiable, would either find
life with such a woman not unbearable or if they did find it
unbearable would resort, not to deeds of violence, but to a
legal separation.

We do, then, draw these distinctions, and we are seldom
content with the formal statement that if a man has wittingly
done something wrong the wrong action must have proceeded
from Aim, and therefore must be evidence of his durable moral
character. Such a formal inference, I think, would be as nearly
as possible empty and dead. It would have vitality only if it
were much more intimately allied with what we habitually
mean by moral character.

The conclusion, therefore, is that certain actions are evidence
of settled virtue or vice, while other actions, not morally
negligible, give little evidence of the kind. Hence virtue and
vice (if defined as durable) do not exhaust the whole domain
of morals, or at any rate do not obviously do so. On the other
hand, it may intelligibly be contended (whether or not it is
true) that a moralist’s principal business is with the theory
of virtue and vice. If we cannot say of some given action, or
vagrant thought, that it is morally characteristic of some par-
ticular man, we regard it very differently from one that is
morally characteristic; and many would be disposed to regard
the former as a sort of regrettable accident situated on the
extreme periphery of the moral sphere.

When we say that the moral character is durable we do not
mean that it is irrevocably fixed. On the contrary, we usually
hold that character grows, and that it is pliable, to some
extent, even in its maturity. We are also prepared to admit
that it may degenerate during senescence, although we believe
that normally the moral character wears better than the
memory, than many passions and even than the intellect. We
may also be prepared to admit that character may be reborn
or “converted,” not always towards celestial food; and that
the converts may revert, either towards the flesh-pots of Egypt
or alternatively towards spiritual manna. There is no greater
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theoretical problem here than in any other instance of per-
sistence through change.

It should be noted, however, that the persistence of the
character is not simply an affair of habit. There is, indeed, very
old and very good authority for the truth that the moral
virtues develop by habit and exercise; but we need not infer,
in consequence, that virtue is always an acquired thing, the
offshoot of training and discipline. Even if it were, its response
to such nurture would imply a nature, and a virtuous naturel
need not be supposed to be present at birth or before it, but
like many other human powers may be supposed to become
effective during a latish phase of development.

As we shall see, there have been many theories on this point,
some philosophers maintaining that all our natural impulses
and other powers are capable of being developed in a morally
healthy way, although all are also capable of reaching a patho-
logical diathesis, others that all are naturally good although a
few may be forcibly turned to evil, others that some are originally
evil (if indeed the whole fleshly and vainglorious part of us is
not originally and ever afterwards a mass of corruption having
a natural period in complete spiritual death). I mention these
matters here only to show that the “particular go” of the
moral character has to be examined as well as the general fact
of its persistence. We need not suppose that a man’s moral
character is an acquired knack or skill similar to skating,
cycling, or high diving; but there is likely to be at least as much
knack about it as, say, about ordinary walking.

(b) The other main point in Hume’s analysis is the inward-
ness of virtue. This characteristic of inwardness is not, of
course, peculiar to virtue since it applies to all secret thoughts
and imaginations, and (many would say) to what is sub- or
un-conscious as well. Such inwardness need have no special
relationship to virtue or vice; but a man’s virtue, at any rate
in an essential part of it, belongs to what is inward, covert,
and secret in his heart and mind.

What is “‘outward” as opposed to “inward” is what is
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public in two senses. It is public because it gives evidence to
the public, and also because of its public effects—that is to
say, its effects on the ordinary course of Nature and on the
lives of others. If we assume (as we usually do) that nobody
is acquainted with the mind and heart of another person
except by means of certain physical manifestations, it follows
that anything in the mind and heart that is not so manifested
cannot be “outward” and must be “inward.”

Such inward principles might be unknown to the person
who has them; but all except a few psycho-phobiacs believe
that some ‘‘inward” principles are apparent, introspectively, to
the person they inwardly move. Since all physical motion is
public in principle, what is “inward,” in the relevant sense,
cannot refer to mere internal changes in anyone’s physical
body. It must refer to the mind and the feeling; and that is
the current opinion, although if it were held that nothing mental
occurs without a correlated bodily change, nothing would be
completely secret or altogether inward in the sense alleged.
In the present state of our knowledge, however, such doubts
are but faint and distant clouds; for we cannot ascertain the
minute physical changes alleged to be precisely correlated
with our secret thoughts, feelings, and (perhaps) sub- or
un-conscious selves. It should be noticed, however, that it is
more accurate to speak of physical manifestations than of
physical expressions; for the word ‘‘expression” suggests
an intention to communicate, and we derive much of our
knowledge of other people, not from what they say or from
what they mean to convey to us by any sort of gesture, but
from their silence, their nervous movements of an unintended
kind, and similar signs.

This being understood, there is an obvious and quite in-
escapable moral difference between “outward” and “inward,”
for the simple reason that the same outward manifestation
may proceed from very different inward principles, and that
much that is inward appears to occur without any relevant
outward manifestation at all. Since on any moral theory a mere
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physical deed without any inward purpose, intention, or
motive (conscious or subcenscious) is not a moral fact at all,
and since many thoughts and desires (which yield no public
indication of their particular nature) do pertain to morality,
there is no way of dodging the force of this contention.

Thus (to keep to the first type of instance) it is clear that two
persons may perform the same deed (commonly considered
right) with very different ulterior purposes; and similarly with
regard to deeds commonly considered wrong. A’s candour, for
example, may be part of his native or established probity,
B’s an attempt to gain confidence with a view to subsequent
fraud. Even if the proximate candid deed be said to be “right”
in both instances, we should certainly form a very different moral
judgment regarding A and B;and the distinction must be inward
since there is no outward difference in the proximate act, and
since there would never be any subsequent outward difference
at all if B, let us say, abandoned his fraudulent purposes.

This distinction has the closest relevance to our subject,
for nearly everyone who opposes morality to mere legalism
does so on the ground that morality looketh on the heart,
while the law looks only to the outward performance; and
even Herr Iitler, although of opinion that “traitors should
not be punished according to the extent of their actions, but
according to the state of mind they have shown” (as reported
July 14, 1934), dealt drastically with what was said to be shown
in order to prevent later public consequences. On the other
hand, the truth contained in this doctrine of inwardness should
be freed from certain misconceptions that may easily attend it.

Firstly, it should not be inferred that the outward mani-
festation is morally irrelevant. The public effects of an action
are not negligible, and the agent may be morally responsible
for these public effects. Even if a murderous spirit is sometimes
morally worse than an actual murder, some attention should
surely be paid to the standpoint of the murdered person.

Keeping to the standpoint of the moral agent, it should be
noticed, secondly, that there may be a very relevant moral
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difference between an inward motive that remains secret and
one that does not. No doubt if our criminal, fully resolved
upon murder, sets out with his loaded pistol, but is knocked
down by an omnibus, or finds that his intended victim has
sailed for Patagonia, there may be no relevant moral difference
(as respects him) between his impotent deed and the deed he had
resolved upon, unless we include the nebulous possibility
that he might have been converted by some evangelist during
his journey. His resolve was fixed, and only an accident stopped
him. In this case, however, he had resolved to act—that is to
say, had resolved that his resolution should not remain a mere
secret resolution. If he merely harboured murderous thoughts
without actually deciding upon murder, or were but half in
earnest about his decision, or never intended to do more
than imagine murderously, our judgment of him would be very
different indeed from our judgment of an actual murderer.

In consequence, thirdly, we should remember most scrupu-
lously that those who talk about the secret springs of action
mean to refer to streams that ultimately gush. They speak,
for example, of generosity, affection, and modesty, and call
them inward ; but they mean to refer to impulsive dispositions
that begin inwardly but procced outwards. There is an apparent
exception, it is true, if the moral injunction be to quiescence, to
a life of inward contemplation; but even in that case the for-
bearance from overt action is itself an action publicly manifested.

Fourthly, it should not be inferred that the inner moral life
is not to be judged by public standards. On the contrary, if that
inner life is right and good, it #s right and good, and is not
affected by the agent’s opinions about such a matter except in
so far as right and good moral opinions (or principles) are part
of the rightness or goodness of the opiner. Indeed, many of
our most secret thoughts, for example, shame, may have a
public origin and a public reference. They may not be publicly
manifested, and yet be regarded by those who have them in
secret as the sort of thing that would lead our fellows to despise
us were the shameful characteristic known.



II
CLASSIFICATION OF THE VIRTUES

MR. N. HarTMANN, who among recent moralists has made
by far the most serious and the most valuable attempt to classify
the virtues, admits that his enterprise has to remain tentative
and unsatisfying. As he says (Ethics,* ii, p. 226), “we can only
pick out what the consciousness of the age has elaborated and
has to a certain extent made palpable. . . . An historical
survey shows that several specific groups of virtues can be
distinguished, but that between them the intermediate
members are evidently still lacking. We must scize upon the
values, where and how we can, at the risk of losing their unity
in their variety and of making mistakes as to their gradational
order.”

These questions of unity and of gradational order are likely
to remain perplexing. Regarding the former, it is tempting
to be frankly pluralistic. A just man need not be generous.
A bold man need not be truthful. A lewd man may be bold.
As soon as we embark upon this disintegrating course, however,
we begin to perceive that it has no end. A man who is generous
where large sums are concerned may be very niggardly indeed
regarding petty cash. The courage that mocks at calumny may
whine at the threat of a bayonet.

Accordingly, being alarmed at this indefinite proliferation
of our classifications, we snatch at the monistic antidote to our
pluralism. Often it takes courage to tell the truth. Therefore
(forgetting that it may also take courage to tell a lie) we tend
to suppose that courage must permeate all the virtues, not
because it is always present, but because it may be required in
any other virtue, even in the virtue of refusing an alms.

Thus we approach a limited pluralism of the cardinal
virtues, regarding each such virtue as a pervasive spirit that

* English translation. (London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd.)
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permeates all virtuous conduct; hereafter, perceiving that these
cardinal virtues are themselves interdependent (for it takes
courage and wisdom to be temperate or just), we tend, like
Plato, to hold that the cardinal virtues are really one. As soon,
however, as we try to grasp their unity we find it as elusive
as quicksilver. Plato found it in the principle of doing one’s
proper work, or making the best of one’s powers. Christian
ethics found it either in an intarnishable personal purity, or in
the deep and moving philanthropy of invincible charity towards
one’s neighbour, or in the theological virtues of faith and hope.
Others, like Nietzsche and M. Bergson, look for a union between
the Apolionian and the Dionysiac in virtue—that is to say, for
a subtle commingling of formal stability with romantic
adventure. And so we oscillate with little hope of finality.

The idea of a gradation of the virtues may seem more
promising, for many have asserted that there are well-marked
stages in the spiritual pilgrimage of a scul that develops as a
soul should. Thus if we knew, as Plotinus believed he knew,
both the start and the goal of such a pilgrimage, we might
indicate with some precision how we should strip ourselves
of all that occludes the vision of the One and by ascending a
well-trodden spiritual path attain fulness of life in a rarer
atmosphere. Even if a definite ascent were not always to be
expected, as in the “noble path” of the Buddhist which appears
to stretch precariously between the morass of sensuality and
the abyss of complete other-worldliness, virtue would at least
follow a definite road. Similarly a mystical rationalist like
Spinoza could indicate levels of virtue where, at the top, union
with Nature came through the understanding of her principles
and acquiescence in them, where reason was always strength
and stronger far than the crude physical strength which never-
theless had the basic virtue of tenacity.

Something, therefore, perhaps much, can be done along these
lines; and such attempts may be none the worse because there
is as much metaphysics or theology as ethics in them. In the
main, however, it can hardly be said that we know very much
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more about the gradation of the virtues than we know about
their unity. We produce lists of commendable small manners
and of commendable great manners, counting some of the
former and most of the latter among moral virtues, and what
we usually commend in all such instances is some highly
complicated pattern of mind, heart, and action in particular
types of situation. The qualities of soul that we commend are
not at all simple, and few if any of them are restricted to the
good manners that are appropriate to the situation in question.

It seems clear, however, that a great part of what we commend
in the mind and manners that we believe to be appropriate
to some type of situation is usually commended in terms either
of duty or of benefit and well-being. Thus (if truthfulness be a
duty), the habit of veracity is commendable because it facilitates
the duty of truth-telling. If, again, we commend the family
system on the ground that parents who are faithful to one
another and to their children are likely to care better for their
children than nurses, schoolmasters, or others who do not have
the same special and natural interest in these particular children,
the virtue of parental solicitude is commended (rightly or
wrongly) on the ground of its probable benefit. In either case,
virtue would be commended, not for itself, but either for its
good consequences or for its conformity to right rules; and
any classification of the moral virtues based on duty or benefit
subordinates virtue to these other moral notions. Yet in a con-
sistent theory of moral aretaics, the classification of the virtues
should 7ot be based upon duty or benefit, although it would
be legitimate and might even be necessary to indicate the
principal ways in which duty or benefit flowed from or accom-
panied the virtues.

Pretty clearly, if permanence and inwardness be the essential
notes of virtue, a sound classification will be seriously concerned
with these notions; and I propose to indicate how a serviceable
although imperfect classification may reasonably be attempted
on these lines, if it be remembered, firstly, that attention to
what is inward in virtue does not exclude attention to the
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commendable relations between inward and outward; and,
secondly, if the limited characteristic of duration or stability
be subsumed under the wider notions of integrity and of
order.

Nothing within t