VIRTUE ETHICS
APPLICATION TO BUSINESS ETHICS
According to Aristotle, the practice of business and economics for profit was totally without virtue. He called those involved in business ‘parasites’, believing they were involved in selfish practices. All trade, he thought, was a form of exploitation because the business man was making money out of people (‘usury’). He would, therefore, have agreed with Milton Friedman’s comment that,

The only social responsibility of business is to increase its


profits.

However, unlike Friedman who believes this to be the only virtue of business, Aristotle thought such a view characteristic of a vice full activity. The thing that infuriated Aristotle about business was that it appeared to separate business activity from the rest of life, in the way that you couldn’t practice the virtues in business but had to, so to speak, leave them ‘at the door of the company’. 

By contrast, virtue, for Aristotle, encompassed all aspects of life rather than being focused on particular actions in particular places. Virtue is expressed in character so that “what we do is what we are”. On Aristotle’s terms, this means that those involved in business are developing vices not virtues. 

APPLYING ARISTOTLE TO BUSINESS AND ECONOMICS

Despite Aristotle’s dismissal of business as a virtuous activity – his understanding of virtue can be applied to the realm of business. Basically, education in virtue through developing a capacity of intellectual ‘practical wisdom’ is central. In resolving issues about fairness or justice, for example, what is required in each and every case is the ability to balance and weigh competing concerns to come to a fair conclusion.  Furthermore, the formation of good habits of moral virtue like honesty - of sound ethical practices if you like - will encourage a business environment which acts out of an inbuilt ethical code of behaviour. For virtuous action to take place, it is necessary for those involved in business to be informed of the situation they find themselves in so that they can make the best decision – ‘wisdom’
Community – the law of extreme laissez-faire capitalism, namely the ‘law of the jungle – of every man for himself’, directly goes against Aristotle’s view that people are first of all members of a community and our self-interest is identical with the larger interests of the larger group. This means that the profit motive, the element of competition in business rests upon rather than replaces, the importance of cooperation and mutual interest. 
Temperance – is a key virtue in business. Sometimes an executive, manager or employee may be faced with wanting to do something which should not be done. It is temperance that is needed to prevent those involved from indulging in such activity. This is closely associated with the modern idea of ‘integrity’. A person’s integrity on the job typically requires him/her to follow the rules and practices that define that job – it could be health and safety rules, it could be the practice of ethical investment etc – rather than allow oneself to be swayed by temptations. Yet, sometimes, temperance may require an employee to act as a ‘whistle-blower’ (e.g. nurses in hospital informing on the malpractice of a doctor – an employee of the ‘Environment Agency’ making public a firms deliberate pollution of a river or water supply), and so to act against your superiors’ express instructions. 
Courage – this mention of temperance brings to mind the importance of moral courage. A person in business should stand up for what they care about and believe in even though it we may suffer in the process. This is, therefore, a central virtue since it can be applicable to many situations from ‘whistle-blowing’ about illegal or under-hand business practices like “insider trading”, poor company safety standards, fighting for a company to practice “ethical investment”, to fighting for the rights of workers in the developing world to gain access to fair trade.

Friendship – this is the highest moral good for both Aristotle and MacIntyre. This is to treat workers as people rather than as economic units. MacIntyre’s modern business character is the bureaucratic manager whose main aim is to maximise profit. If a factory has to close down to get a better deal for shareholders, then so be it: any moral or social implications such loss of jobs or loyalty to the employees is ignored. This is to treat employees as economic units. Friendship emphasises a relationship of mutual trust and equality. This will affect the company policies on relations between staff and influence ‘mission statements’. It will also encourage the view that the greatest company asset is its workforce. 

Justice – the just person is concerned with the needs and rights of others. The virtue of justice has an obvious link with the Christian response to the economic needs of the developing world. MacIntyre thinks that justice is a central virtue since it can counteract the tendency of corporations and institutions towards moral corruption. Aristotle believed that an unjust person aims to get a disproportionately large share of something good for himself. This would make the ‘free market’ and the barriers to free trade which the developed countries put in place to prevent the real development of the poor countries a vice. According to Aristotle, fair trade was required in a just society. If people pay too much, or are paid too little, or prevented from trading on an equal footing because of debt repayment and the tariff barriers of rich countries then they have been cheated. 
VIRTUE ETHICS

APPLICATION TO CLONING AND GENETIC ENGINEERING

1. Intellectual virtues applied and used to justify cloning and genetic engineering at the expense of the moral virtues is one avenue to explore this issue. In other words, scientists ought to have the freedom to pursue cloning and GE since the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake and for the sake of human benefit are intellectual virtues, according to Aristotle.
Education in virtue through the development of the intellectual virtue of practical wisdom (what Aristotle calls phronesis, and today is called ‘prudence’) is central. The practice of this virtue will weigh up and balance the competing claims of self-interest and the greater claims of the community. For example, some scientists may argue that cloning and GE is necessary for the advancement of science and therefore is a necessary part of scientific work. Support for this view can be gained from the addition of the intellectual virtue of scientific knowledge. Aristotle regarded this as a virtue for without it human beings could not control the world we live in - that is, bend it to our purposes. It is easy to see that Aristotle would wholeheartedly agree to cloning and GE for if it advances science then it is a price worth paying. Furthermore, the advance of scientific knowledge would also benefit human beings when it came to the cure of diseases. Practical wisdom would seem to demand the use of cloning and GE, because of the benefits to the community as a whole.

Yet both the intellectual and moral virtues must be in unity if one is to be virtuous. In other words, one cannot simply argue for the practice of cloning or GE from the perspective of the intellectual virtues alone. One may, of course, argue that the intellectual virtues are what, according to Aristotle, makes one truly virtuous, after all Aristotle did believe that only people like him – philosophers – could be truly virtuous because they practised the intellectual virtues. Yet although Aristotle found the uniting of the intellectual and moral virtues problematic, he believed they needed to be both present in the virtuous person. Therefore, if scientific research is to be virtuous rather than vice full it cannot be understood without reference to the moral virtues. 
What is a scientific ‘fact’?
In the first place, scientists who believe they ought to be left alone to get on with their work believe they are working in a moral vacuum. This is because they understand the word “fact” in a different way to Aristotle. For the modern scientist facts are “value free” so that scientific research in its pursuit of cloning and GE simply discovers the facts about the building blocks of life, DNA and non-biological reproduction. The only question then is not whether the practice of cloning or GE is morally wrong – they can’t be because morality does not come into it, facts are morally neutral – but ‘what use ought the information gained by scientific research into cloning and GE be put to?’ Aristotle’s understanding of ‘fact’ is different. He believed facts are not morally neutral; instead he believed that facts include within them information about what is valuable to human beings. On Aristotle’s view, therefore, one can ask whether the whole practice of cloning or GE is virtuous or not i.e. whether it should be practiced at all. An answer to this can be given through an exploration of two things:


a). the importance of natural law to Aristotle’s virtue ethics


b). the application of the moral virtues to cloning and GE.  
a). Aristotle’s virtue ethics is based upon an understanding of natural law. The principle of telos is central to both. According to Aristotle, everything has a purpose (telos), revealed in its design (or natural ‘form’), and that the fulfilment of that design is the supreme good to be sought. In order to bring out the central notion of purpose (telos), Aristotle makes a distinction between an efficient cause and a final cause. An efficient cause is what we normally understand by the word ‘cause’: that is to say, when we ask the question ‘why did that happen?’ we can discover a chain of causes and effects, the cause being what brings about the effect. Yet simply looking at the chain of causes and effects gives us no sense of any overall design or purpose. We can be caught in an ‘infinite regress’ (there are connections here with the cosmological argument) By contrast, the final cause focuses upon the final good that is to be achieved by fulfilling the purpose for which something is designed – its final cause. It is, in other words, only an appreciation of something’s final cause which reveals its true purpose. 
On these grounds one could argue that both cloning and GE are wrong because they are unnatural – they do not conform to natural law. In other words, both cloning and GE can be seen as attempts to manipulate nature in an artificial way preventing the natural end to which human reproduction aims. Both cloning and GE can be seen as steps towards turning reproduction into manufacturing. Leon Kass in his article ‘The wisdom of repugance’ (1998) sees cloning as wrong because he believes with its practice human nature no longer commands respect. He goes on to make three points:

1. Human cloning will harm the created child by threatening a confusion of identity and individuality, because ‘She is the work not of nature or nature’s God but of man’. Because the cloned person will be genetically identical to another human being, possibly the parent, the child will have a crisis of identity. Both of Kass’s points are argued from the perspective of natural law.

2. Human cloning represents a step towards turning reproduction into manufacturing ‘… if sex has no intrinsic connection to generating babies, babies need have no necessary connection to sex…’In natural procreation, human beings come together, both male and female, to give existence to another being who is formed. A cloned human being is not created s/he is manufactured. In terms of natural law the manufacture of a baby through cloning can be deemed wrong in view of its artificial nature. 
3. Reproduction that doesn’t involve sex isn’t natural. In nature a child stems from two genetic lines. The child’s genetic make up is decided by nature, not human design. Kass believes these biological truths are important to human identity and any tampering with them would destroy common family relations – the parent-child relationship in particular. 

On these grounds the production of cloned embryos for therapeutic cloning would not be virtuous. It is against natural law (not virtuous) to allow an embryo to be produced for research purposes but then prevent (artificial intervention) it from coming to full term as a baby. 

b). The Application of the Moral Virtues to Cloning and GE
Being informed will be central to virtuous action. 
Possible harm to individuals and community may make cloning/genetic engineering a vice rather than a virtue.  – because of stress on importance of the maintenance  of community through friendship – friendship undermined by crisis of identity. 
Free Will and Determinism

PREDESTINATION

Biblical Background
It is in St. Paul that one finds the most explicit statements on predestination. In Romans Paul states: 


Now we know that for those who love God all things work


together for the good… For those who he has foreknown


he has also predestined to become conformed to the image


of his Son.
For Paul, predestination is a free act of God, a choosing of all men for salvation through belief in Christ. 

Thomas Aquinas, following St. Paul states that “predestination is a plan existing in the divine mind for the ordering of some persons to eternal salvation.”
The difference here between Paul and Thomas Aquinas is not vital. Paul states that God wills all to be saved and Thomas would agree. But Thomas also knows, as does St. Paul that not all will be saved because of the free will of humankind to choose to go against God – to act against their own salvation. Thomas states: “…man chooses not of necessity but freely”. 
This means that salvation is a free act of God – not man,- people don’t, in other words, achieve their own salvation - and God permits (obviously regrettably) people to refuse salvation, so that their damnation is self-caused not caused by God. 
Summary of the Teaching of the Roman Catholic Church
1. God predestines no one to evil

2. He wills, on the contrary, the salvation of all

3. Christ did not die solely for the predestined
4. God’s grace, sufficient to save all men, is offered to all men

5. Those that do not receive God’s grace are those who refuse it

6. This is something which God permits but of which he is by no means the cause.

Predestination for the RC Church, therefore, is stating that those that are saved are saved by God – this is the meaning of Thomas Aquinas’ statement that “some persons” are ordered to “eternal salvation” - and those that are not saved are not saved because it’s their own fault. 

In conclusion: While God wills the salvation of all, he does not predestine all to eternal salvation because predestination includes the foreknowledge of God (his omniscience). In other words, God already knows who will be saved and it is this point which makes predestination selective. Yet, as we know, his knowledge of who will be saved does not take away the freedom of human beings because his knowledge is not causal. 
This means that the traditional teaching of the RC Church is libertarian – though some might argue that it is a form of soft determinism, because God has already determined who is to be saved, but we remain morally responsible for our actions. 
Other Views on Predestination

The RC heretic (someone condemned by the RC Church for having incorrect beliefs) Pelagius believed that people achieve salvation through their own efforts. Predestination, for Pelagius, means that God foresees which men will attain salvation through their own efforts. He is a heretic, because he believed God’s grace was not necessary to gain salvation at all. This would make Pelagius’s view an extreme form of libertarianism. 
John Calvin (Protestant Reformer)
Calvin described predestination as “the eternal decree of God, by which he determined that he wished to make of every man. For he does not create everyone in the same condition, but ordains eternal life for some and eternal damnation for others”. 

Calvin, therefore, believes in “double predestination”; that is, that God has (1) always willed the salvation of some (the ‘elect’), and (2) he has always willed the damnation of all the rest. He also believes that Christ died for the saved and for no one else. 

This makes Calvin’s view a form of hard determinism. If God decides who is saved and who is not it suggests that human beings don’t have free will with regard to their moral or religious behaviour. Whatever people do will make no difference to the outcome of their lives. 

In Summary: it can be seen that the six points of the RC Church Teaching tries to carve a middle way between the two extremes of Pelagius and Calvin.

In light of this, let us remind ourselves of them again:

Summary of the Teaching of the Roman Catholic Church
1. God predestines no one to evil

2. He wills, on the contrary, the salvation of all

3. Christ did not die solely for the predestined

4. God’s grace, sufficient to save all men, is offered to all men

5. Those that do not receive God’s grace are those who refuse it

6. This is something which God permits but of which he is by no means the cause.

The Application of Virtue Ethics to Animal Experimentation
Traditionally, philosophy has not defended the moral status of animals. Aristotle (384-322 BC) is, in general, responsible for the superior attitude that Western societies have taken towards animals. For Aristotle, animals were non-moral creatures because they were devoid of reason. The power of reason is what clearly distinguishes humans from animals. Moreover, the purpose (the ‘telos’) of human beings is to use their reason. If that is so, what is the purpose of animals? Aristotle was quite clear on this:

Since nature makes nothing purposeless or in vain, it is undeniably 

true that she has made all the animals for the sake of man







(Politics)

In general, therefore, Aristotle’s virtue ethics cannot be applied to the issue of animal experimentation. 

However, in the same way that Aristotle’s support for slavery and his prejudice against those who do not contemplate life (philosophers) does not mean his theory of virtue is worthless Aristotle’s virtue ethics can also be applied to the issue of animal experimentation using the example of Roger Scruton.

Applying Virtue Ethics to Animal Experimentation
In his book Animal Rights and Wrongs (2000), Roger Scruton rejects Peter Singer’s view that animals have the same moral status as human beings. Animals, according to Scruton, are non-moral beings precisely because they do not possess rationality, self-consciousness, personality and so on; and it is rationality that is the most important factor which makes a being moral. Remember that Aristotle said that those people who fail to use their reason in moral decision making are the “bovine masses” (like grazing cattle)! 

Yet unlike Aristotle, for whom animals are simply the means to human ends, Scruton believes that a virtue ethics approach demands that animals should not be treated in a way that depraves (makes humans less human) humanity. In other words, our treatment of animals may be deemed immoral if it makes us less virtuous and encourages vice. 
Scruton’s  approach sanctions the use of animals in experiments because animals do not have the same moral status as human beings, so that it would be virtuous to experiment on an animal before experimenting on a human being. Yet the reason why animals are experimented on is very important when making a judgement as to what should be done. 
Education in virtue through the development of the intellectual virtue of practical wisdom (what Aristotle calls phronesis, and today is called ‘prudence’) is central. The practice of this virtue will weigh up and balance the competing claims of self-interest and the greater claims of the community. For example, some scientists may argue that animal experimentation is necessary for the advancement of science and therefore is a necessary part of scientific work. Support for this view can be gained from the addition of the intellectual virtue of scientific knowledge. Aristotle regarded this as a virtue for without it human beings could not control the world we live in - that is, bend it to our purposes. It is easy to see that Aristotle would wholeheartedly agree to the use of animals in experimentation for if it advances science then it is a price worth paying. Furthermore, the advance of scientific knowledge would also benefit human beings when it came to the cure of diseases. Practical wisdom would seem to demand the use of animals in experimentation, because of the benefits to the community as a whole. 
Temperance is also a key moral virtue when considering the issue of animal experimentation. Sometimes a research scientist may be asked to perform procedures on animals that cause pain for the purposes of testing cosmetics. Some scientists, in their pursuit of scientific freedom, may be completely licentious (i.e vice full) and totally disregard the pain of the animal. In Scruton’s eyes this would be vice since such scientific freedom encourages a degree of callousness in one’s dealings with animals. Scruton’s point is that we become better people if we’re sympathetic towards animals and worse people if we treat them in a cruel or callous way. It may be the case then, that on this issue, animal experimentation ought not to continue because any advance in scientific knowledge is too costly to our pursuit of becoming better people. 
Closely related to the moral virtue of temperance are the intellectual virtues of wisdom and resourcefulness and deliberation. In order to make any good decision, you must have knowledge and understanding of the relevant facts (wisdom) and know where to find these out (resourcefulness and deliberation). The virtuous person, therefore, would educate themselves about the issue of animal experimentation. This in turn may influence one’s employment. Some scientists may forego employment in a scientific laboratory if the use of animals in experimentation could, knowingly, be done by other means. This approach may also influence consumers when they buy products. They may shop at retailers that do not test products on animals. It may also lead to a person campaigning against animal testing, arguing that although a final product is not tested on animals, the various parts which go to make up the product are making the product a product of vice. 
The moral virtue of courage can also apply to the issue of animal experimentation. Armed with the knowledge and understanding of the issue, a person may be inspired to stand up for what they care about and believe in even though the person may suffer in the process. This can work both ways. The owner of ‘Huntingdon Life Sciences’ believed that animal experimentation was necessary for the advancement of science and for the curing of human diseases. He, therefore, suffered abuse, threats and violence from animal rights protestors yet displayed courage in the process. By contrast, an individual may take a stand against animal experimentation, while being mocked as a person who loves animals more than human beings etc. 

See sheets “Sorry, but I think dying people are more important than dumb animals” and “animal experiments are bad science” as supporting texts.
