When looking at the dilemma presented in this case, it is safe to say that there are several ways of achieving a correct course of action in order achieve the right decision. What this case comes down to is simple; whistleblowing. Before jumping to conclusions on whether to blow the whistle or not against FunTime’s unethical business behaviour, we will look into different theories and how they can help us determine the right solution based on their beliefs of what is the proper course of action to take in this given scenario. The three theories that we will be looking at are the Utilitarian, Kantian and Virtue Ethics theories. Let’s start by looking at how the Utilitarian theory would approach this problem.
Based on Jeremy Bentham’s reasoning, pleasure is the only good, and pain is the only evil. According to Bentham, it is best to do “the greatest amount of good (less pain possible) for the greatest amount of people”. This means that our actions should be based on the outcomes/consequences they have. A perfect example of this theory is the one we discussed in class regarding crazy Joe. Should Smith give Joe’s knife back if he has gone crazy? Or should he keep it, thus preventing crazy Joe from killing people? Based on Utilitarianism, you should not give the knife back to crazy Joe because he may harm (pain) other people. By not giving the knife back, you are creating the greatest good (less pain possible) for the greatest amount of people (people who may have gotten stabbed by crazy Joe). With this said, it is safe to say that Utilitarianism is a moral theory that is based on Pain (what is bad) and Pleasure (what is good). When looking at the ethical dilemma at FunTime, it is hard to come to the right conclusion. Reason being is because there are bits of valuable information that are missing in order to make the best decision based on this theory, information such as knowing how many kids are expected to choke on small parts and actually die from this. How many kids will be effected my by the toxins in the toys? What kind of toxins are in the toys? How long must the child be in contact with the toxins in order for them to have effect on the child’s health? How many children will be affected by the toys? All these questions can change the decision of the manager on whether or not to blow the whistle. For example, if only 5 children a year will be affected by the toys, is it worth blowing the whistle and jeopardizing the whole company along with all its employees? This does not seem like doing the greatest good for the greatest amount of people, especially if there are several hundreds of people. This in turn means that work for the company will no longer be able to pay for their bills along with putting food on their table for their families. With this said, the Utilitarianism approach does not lead us to the best solution for this ethical dilemma. There is a lack of information. On the contrary of using moral judgement and emotions in decision making, we can use Kantian ethics which revolve around duties.
When looking at Immanuel Kant’s theory, we are looking at a theory that is based on duties and reason. Kant sees ethics as being something logical and that we, human beings, are moral beings. We are rational. For example, if you are hungry, you get something to eat. The example that was given in class was, once again, about crazy Joe. If you ask to borrow Joe’s knife and the following day, Joe bumps his head and becomes crazy, it is your duty to give the knife back to crazy Joe because you promised him to do so. This demonstrates that the Kantian theory is based on our duty to give the knife back to Joe regardless of the consequences. Holding your promise is something that everyone should do and follow through with, in other words, a universal law that must always be followed. His theory also states that no human is a means to an end. What Kant means by this is that everybody is their own rational agent when it comes to decision making. When looking at Kantian Ethics and applying it to the case of FunTime, what is the right thing to do? I believe that the right thing to do would be to blow the whistle and help save the lives of young innocent babies. Although, on the other hand, Kantian ethics tell us that we have a duty to follow. By blowing the whistle, we are actually disobeying our duty. When we get hired at a job, we sign a contract in which we promise to serve the company with loyalty and respect. By blowing the whistle and “ratting out” FunTime, we breach this contract and break the loyalty to the company, thus breaking the promise we made to FunTime on our hire date. Based on Kantian ethics, it is our duty to respect our company and the contract in which we are tied to. In short, it would be wrong to break the promise and to wrongfully disobey the contract in which results in breach of company loyalty. As a result, I do not believe that the Kantian theory is the right one to follow because a decision such as blowing the whistle comes with large consequences, thus making Kantian ethics a poor decision platform on which to base your decision on. This leaves us to one more theory to look over; the Virtue Ethics theory.
Virtue Ethics is a theory that was primarily developed by Plato and his student Aristotle. Aristotle holds that virtues are those qualities that allow us to achieve a state of eudaimonia; also known as human flourishing or happiness. Aristotle also distinguishes two type of virtues; intellectual and moral. Intellectual virtues allow us to think in a rational way, as for moral virtues, they allow us to handle our emotions and desires rationally. (#303) With this being said, we state that Virtue Ethics is a theory that focuses on an agent (a person) rather than a focusing on right actions such as the two previous theories which we looked at. Virtue Ethics also focuses on the kind of person that you should be. It explains that you must be an honest person along with being a loyal one, in other words, you must be a virtuous person.
When looking at our scenario in which we are faced with a difficult ethical dilemma, will Virtue Ethics help us attain the best decision to make? Based on Virtue Ethics, the individual himself is his own moral agent. The person’s character traits are what will make him or she make the right decision based on what is virtuous. The problem with this is that everyone is different and everyone’s decision will be different on what is virtuous in their view. The idea of this is that “You cannot teach someone to be good, but you can be taught intellectually (you cannot be taught moral virtues)”. As a consequence, it all boils down to a process of experiences. The individual requires practice. The more practice the individual has, the better they will get and the more capable they will be of handling ethical dilemma like the one presented before us. Lastly, all actions are on a scale. Take for example’ courage. If you are not courageous enough you will be perceived as a coward. If you are overly courageous, you will be perceived as a fool. Although, if you are courageous in way to not be perceived as fool and not be seen as a coward, you have reached the good life, also known as the golden mean.
With all things considered, taking the Virtue Ethics theory into account when making a decision on whether to blow the whistle or not seems like the most virtuous way. Before we get into more details on whether to blow the whistle or not, let’s look into whistleblowing itself.
According to Peg Tittle, author of Ethical Issues in Business, whistleblowing is “The release, of information to the public, by an employee, of his/her employer’s wrongdoing”. When pursuing to blow the whistle, you must take into account three different parties; the public, the company and the individual blowing the whistle. When looking at these three parties, you must look at how much harm, or good, will occur to each of the parties if the whistle is blown. When comparing the overall topic of whistleblowing, it is easy to associate each theory with the concept, although, as you could imagine, it is hard to make the right decision.
When looking at this issue from a Utilitarian perspective, we must consider the greater good for the greater amount of people. I this case we must reflect on the consequences that our actions will have. In this case, it is hard to predict what exactly will happen if we blow the whistle. Will the company just get fined? Will the company be faced with a law suit which will jeopardize everybody’s job? Will this cause the company to go close down? If we do not blow the whistle, how many children will really be affected by the small pieces and toxins in the toys? With the case given the way it is, it does not provide enough accurate information to use the Utilitarian approach in solving this ethical dilemma. In this case, if I, as a manager, were to use the Utilitarian approach, I would not blow the whistle because I am not 100% sure of what the consequences of my actions will result in, but what about Wikileaks? Wikileaks will help me to project my concern for the children, by releasing the facts about the toys, although this will jeopardize my career along with the ones of my co-workers. Right away, the company will know that there is a whistleblower in the company and will try to eliminate him or her, thus making work a stressful environment for someone like myself with a guilty conscious.  In this case, I do not believe that Wikileaks is the answer. From a Kantian perspective, dealing with this issue, it is relatively easy to assume what the answer will be. As previously mentioned, Kantian ethics revolve around duties, rights and obligations. In this scenario, it is valid to say that we must not blow the whistle. We are entitled to respect the organization we work for. By blowing the whistle we are involved in violation of loyalty and confidentiality towards the organization we work for. This statement demonstrates and individual defeating the theory of Kant; by working for the company, we are obligated to respect it. With these two theories out of the question, this leads us to our last one; Virtue Ethics.
To refresh ourselves with Virtue Ethics, it is a theory that revolves around “what is the right kind of person to be?” (2#44) This explains that a person must be virtuous. To become virtuous, you must learn moral virtue, which is taught thanks to the help of habit and training. With this said, you are your own moral agent on which to base your decisions on. Your decisions are based on who you are, and what you have learnt in the pass. This is why I believe that Virtue Ethics is the best way to go about in deciding what the ethical answer to this dilemma is.
[bookmark: _GoBack]With Virtue Ethics, there is no “real” right answer. The answer is always right because it reflects who the individual is and what is virtuous for this individual. When confronted with this dilemma, I would not blow the whistle of use Wikileaks to project my concern. I would first try and contact the individual who took charge of this decision and try to ask them why they did not take into consideration the company’s corporate social responsibility. If the individual follows through with no concern regarding the issue, I will still not blow the whistle. I believe that loyalty in the corporation I work for is important along with not jeopardizing the jobs of others around me. If nothing is being taken into consideration about the toys and their hazards to its users, I strongly believe that a company with no moral values like the ones being illustrated here is not a company in which I would be proud to work for. In result, I would start looking for a new job and a new company that has moral values that reflect the ones I believe in. Blowing the whistle and jeopardizing many lives, along with mine, is not my goal.
