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Ethical Case Study of a Hypothetical Case Scenario and a Historical Case
Part A: Hypothetical Scenario (No. 1)
In ethics, deontology states that the ethicality of any action is based on whether the action follows particular rules in a specific context, regardless of the end result of the action (Shakil, 2013). The deontological theory focuses on the rationale for a particular action and whether this rationale abides by an individual’s ethical responsibility in a particular context. In the case of the sales representative placing two bottles of whisky in the back seat of what I suspect to be the purchasing agent’s car, there is a possibility that the rationale behind the sales representative’s action is to persuade the purchasing agent by using the two bottles of whisky as a buy-off. This rationale would be unethical according to the ethical responsibility of the sales representative in this context, which includes not influencing the purchasing agent’s judgment through gifts, bribes, or buy-offs. This is regardless of whether buying off the purchasing agent would lead to a positive outcome in the contract negotiations since deontology disregards the outcomes of an action. In this case, the buy-off can be considered as a self-serving act by the sales representative, which in deontology is an unethical rationale for any action.
However, there is a possibility that the car does not belong to the company’s purchasing agent. Also, the sales representative may have placed the bottles of whisky in the back seat not necessarily as a means of persuading the purchasing agent but for other reasons completely unrelated to the contract discussions such as the two being friends. Nonetheless, my ethical responsibility based on deontology is to ensure transparency in all the actions related to the contract discussions, which implies that I will report what transpired to the boss. According to deontology, the ethicality of my choice to report is not based on the outcomes of reporting the actions of the sales representative to my boss, but on my intention, which is to clarify whether there was any dubious activity between the sales representative and the purchasing agent. Nonetheless, deontology judges the ethicality of my intention for reporting based on whether I do it consistently, and not only in this particular instance.
Part B: Historical Case (The Love Canal Environmental Disaster)
The deontological theory aims to evaluate and direct the decisions that determine our actions (Larry & Moore, 2020). In deontology, the term agent is used to mean the individual who undertakes a particular action, and a moral agent refers to any individual who can act morally (Shakil, 2013). According to this theory, an action is justified as moral only if it upholds particular conventions that are universally considered ethical in a particular context. The universal acknowledgment of these conventions is referred to as Categorical Imperative. In deontology, maxim is used to refer to these conventions or rules that should be followed (Shakil, 2013). Intrinsically, deontology does not consider whether an action may produce beneficial results or cause no harm in evaluating its ethicality. Instead, it evaluates the rationale behind the actions of an individual. In this, the term ‘will’ is used by deontologists to represent the rationale or intentions of a moral agent in a particular context (Shakil, 2013). The deontological theory can be used to evaluate the ethical issues surrounding the Love Canal environmental disaster.
The Hooker Electrochemical company was ethically responsible for the Love Canal disaster which resulted in environment-related genetic complications and other detrimental outcomes to the residents of Niagara Falls (Robert, 1996). The maxim for the company, in this case, was the environmental-friendly chemical and toxic waste disposal protocols outlined by Environmental Protection Agency and other international rules surrounding sustainable waste management. Additionally, the company had an ethical responsibility to the citizens of Niagara Falls to maintain a safe environment. Despite these maxims, Hooker negligently disposed of toxic chemical waste into the Love Canal. According to the deontological theory, the officials and management of Hooker Electrochemical Company as moral agents acted unethically by disregarding the proper waste disposal protocols, which would eventually lead to severe environmental degradation. Furthermore, their decision to cheaply sell off the wasteland to the City of Niagara Falls just to avoid taking responsibility for the consequences of the environmental damage due to their negligence was an act of self-interest, which is an unethical rationale for any action based on the deontological theory (Robert, 1996).
The Officials of the City of Niagara Falls were also ethically responsible for the disaster. Firstly, they acted unethically by allowing Hooker to avoid taking responsibility for the environmental damage consequences. From a deontological perspective, the City officials had a moral obligation to create a sustainable environment for their citizens and ensure that Hooker takes responsibility for the damage they had done. Furthermore, the City officials discredited the architect’s warning about the danger and unpredictability of building on a chemical landfill (Robert, 1996). Instead, they unethically responded by moving the site to a less suspect location about 25 meters away (Robert, 1996). Also, the city did not warn the developers about the dangers of constructing their buildings on sites that were previously chemical waste dumpsites (Robert, 1996). This was unethical because it was a self-serving act whose intention was to profit from selling the land at the expense of the people who suffered the consequences when the toxic waste eventually emerged. Nonetheless, the land developers also acted unethically by not informing the residents of the possible dangers of living in the area that was previously used as a chemical dumpsite.
Consequently, Hooker could have acted more ethically by following the EPA guidelines on sustainable waste disposal and management. Additionally, they should have taken responsibility for the implications of the environmental damage due to their negligent waste disposal and warned the city about the possible consequences of their chemical waste. As such, they would not have treated the city officials as only a means to an end, which in this case was avoiding the responsibility for the environmental damage. Deontology proposes that ethical actions do not treat other individuals as a mere means to an end (Shakil, 2013). The City of Niagara Falls Officials, on the other hand, should have taken legal action against the waste disposal practices of the Hooker Company before buying their land. This could have been ethical because the officials had a duty to provide their citizens with a safe environment. Using the same logic, the City officials should not have allowed schools to be built in the area that was previously a chemical dumpsite. Also, the land developers could have acted ethically by not building houses on lands that were considered risky since they contained toxic chemical waste.
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