Lecture 6
Whistleblowing
This is also known as informing. What is the difference between being a whistle blower and being an informer? (Similar to a referee).
(Wikileaks – Julian Assnage, has to go to court. Wikileaks offers the option of informing anonymously)
Informing – We like to be informed but we do not like the informer. 
· There are cultures that support on informing on others i.e. Nazi children inform on their parents but there is no law that says that you have to inform on yourself.
· Watched a Movie – Cutting Corners Whislte Blowing
· Stabilizer was jammed and the crisis is bad.
· The plane crashed and all the passengers died, apparently there was a problem in the tail of the plane (in a jack screw) which was crucial to stabilize the entire airplane.
· After interview of the mechanics in Alaska, they found out that mechanics were pressured to keep the planes in the air and sometimes falsify records that work was done when it wasn’t. 
· John Leotine alerted authorities in 1998 (year before the crash) about the maintenance. FBI raided Alaska facilities. They were fined heavily.
1. He was a whistle blower!
2. He sued the company.
3. It is almost impossible to be a whistle blower and survive in your career. 
· The Main question is did John Leotine do the right thing?
· If you’re going to be a whistle blower, there is no guarantee that anything will change for the better. 
1. i.e. his whistleblowing did not help the people in the airplane
· There is a double-standard on informers
1. I.e. you can inform on others but not on me. 
2. Would Kant want informing to become a universal law, where everybody informs on everybody else?
3. The reason why people would submit to the double standard is because we all know that we are not perfect and wouldn’t want to be informed on
4. Business has its secrets. 
5. So even if you are doing the good thing, where you are trying to create the best consequences, it is still not clear if you are making a difference.
6. In the example of the movie, even though John Leotine whistle blew, the company today may still be going along business the same way as it was even after being exposed, John Leotine cannot go back to working in the industry. 
7. Is it still the right thing, if he actually made the company go out of business then all the people working there would have lost their jobs, and families would have been affected? 
8. Also the customers have to be taken into consideration.
9. There is a lot to do with Human Nature when it comes to whistleblowing.
10. There is also virtue ethics i.e. what character of person is involved in whistle blowing i.e. is it an honourable person or a bad person.
11. So are whistle blowers are doing the right thing?
· Two articles on whistleblowing
· Duska
1. You own no loyalty to an employer. Because a business is not a team, you only work there to make money. Your contract says I do work and you give me money, that’s it.
2. Business itself is only about making money, so why should you have an ethical concern to it? 
3. However, being whistleblower is something that should also be avoided. You’re not going to have an easy life after doing it.
4. There are 4 conditions to being a whistle-blower
1. There must be a clear harm to the society (something pretty  big and obvious and will have a negative effect on a lot of lives)
2. You have to be close to the information (You can’t rely on Gossip)
3. You have to have a good chance of success 
4. It should be a last resort (in other words go for alternatives first).
· Bok 
1. Three things to consider
1. Weigh the pros and cons of being an informant for yourself and for the company
2. Consider the question of Loyalty. Should companies receive loyalty from their employees?
3. Be sure of the accuracy of your informing. In other words, you have to be right.
2. Even if you decided to be a whistleblower you shouldn’t do it because your life will be ruined, so you should seek an alternative method, i.e. solve the problem internally.
· If a business is like a team. When you join a business, there is an unwritten oath of loyalty. If a business is not a team, then maybe things will be different.
· Being an informer is universally despised.
· If you saw a murderer running down the street, you could call the police and inform on him. No one will consider you as an informer
· There is a big difference between that and calling the tax man to report on your friend because he is cheating on his taxes. Society would call you an informer
· It all comes down to loyalty. 
· There is a way to be an informer anonymously – Wikileaks
· There is no retaliation because no one knows you informed
· But is it now ok to do it?
· One problem with being anonymous is what virtue is that? There is no virtue as sneakiness. There is no courage in being anonymous. 
· There is also the question of intent. If you whislteblow because you hate the person/company, that is not the same as informing because you are trying to save lives. Intent is the main thing in determining the ethics of informing.
· A lot of informers do not have a good intention; they normally do it for the money.
· I.e. Judas told on Jesus for 30 silver coins.
· Sell government secrets
· There is also a psychological problem where people think that informing makes them important.
Product Safety vs. Animal Rights
Focus: the use of animals in business. It is a big issue and doesn.t just include product testing.
· Some people are not strong on this issue and this will depend on your culture and whether you grew up in the city or in the country.
· Someone in class defined animal cruelty as 
· Unnecessary suffering of animals
· Violating animals freedom
· Using animals for our own benefit.
· Causing animals pain
· When it comes to cruelty to animals, in the west, laws against animal cruelty go back to the Victorian era. It is not a new thing.
· This goes back even further in India about 3 centuries ago they set up a zoo to protect animals.
· When you treat animals’ cruelly, you reveal your true self in how you treat those at your mercy.
· It shows what sort of person you are, because animals are most of the time at your mercy.
· One of the problem is that there are already laws about animal cruelty, so why is it still going on behind closed doors in business.
· If you say “Use Animals, who cares”, the real question is why not using people? They are the best to test medication and stuff on? Why not use people for medical experiments or product testing?
· If you say that you can’t do that to people but you can do that to animals, then you’re argument is weak philosophically; what is the difference between us and animals?
· If you say that, then it is more or less saying that we are allowed to do that to people who are different to us.
· Recently Obama had to apologize to the people of Guatemala for the things that happened in the 1950s
· What happened is that a medical company purposely infected people with syphilis and tested different products on them without knowing.
· The results were very good actually, but it is not considered as ethical.
· Jamieson/ Regan
· Looking at animal testing, the pros and con arguments.
· Use animals unlimitedly i.e. don’t worry about animal rights.
1. Cartesian Argument (Descartes 17th French) – There is two types of substances in the universals, there is matter and mind. Animals are just matter. God is all minds. We are a special combination of both. So animals are just biological machines, and therefore they don’t feel pain, because pain is a mental phenomenon. Vivisection is operating on live animals without aesthesia; we should do that because their screams are not pain but instead the automatic response of the machine. (This argument does not seem to be true). If this is true, why not experiment on people painlessly?
2. Might-makes right. This states that they are animals and we are the masters and so we can experiment on animals. But if this argument is indeed true, then why not experiment on the weaker and less smarter people.
3. No soul argument. Animals do not have arguments, they are just things. Aside from the fact religious belief is involved, they argue that if animals don’t have souls, then that’s all the more reason we who do have souls should treat them humanely. Also their lives are grounded on earth and thus they can never expect anything better in an afterlife. 
4. The Knowledge argument – we need to use animals to better our lives, like all the advances that have been seen in science health. This still does not show why we should not use it on humans.
5. Researchers and Business freedom. They have a right to freedom and so they can do whatever they want. No researcher of business has ultimate freedom, there are written laws restricting what they do, mainly do not experiment on humans.
· PETA – never use animals argument
1. Never inflict pain because it is evil. But can we experiment painlessly? There are times that pain is good to inflict pain – dentist.
2. There should be informed consent, in other words, animals can’t give consent therefore they can’t be used. Yes this is true, but neither can children or people in comas unconscious. 
3. The no harm argument, never harm something else. But what about in the case of self defense? 
4. The innocence argument. Animals like children are innocent. But can animals be considered innocent? Innocent is a word that goes along with guilty. Can animals be ever guilty of something? If they can’t be considered guilty, they cannot be considered innocent.
· The pair says the above argument all do not work. So they came up with the Modified Innocence Principle. You can harm innocent beings only if it will save the lives of other innocent beings.
· Peter Singer also argues for animal rights
· [bookmark: _GoBack]His argument is based on Bentham i.e. all beings seek pleasure, and avoid pain.

