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Workplace ethics
The article is about a hacker who hacked a toy company because of its "shitty security." The Hong Kong-based toymaker VTech was accused of being guilty of using "shitty data." The hacking exposed millions of parents' and children's personal data, including their name and home address. The company that makes children's tablets had some interesting data. The main objective of hacking this data was that the hacker wanted "issues made aware of and fixed." He believed that the company had inadequate security practices. The hacker admits that he never intended to benefit from the data but only wanted to raise awareness of the vulnerabilities. 
One of the issues at stake is that the personal data of children and parents is not secure. With the current security of VTech, the data can easily be accessed by many people. The hacker believes that he is not the only person accessing that data. This means the company's security is inadequate and shitty. The hacker could benefit from the database, but he believed it was morally wrong. VTech has violated the children's moral rights by allowing many people to access their private data, such as names and addresses. This violates their right to privacy. Other people could publish the data for profit and benefit from it.  
If the company continues to operate the way it does, it risks exposing children and parents' private data to more people. The company's security is not strong to keep personal data safe. According to the hacker, millions of people could, therefore, access the data. 
This case creates a dilemma; was the hacker right to hack and expose the shitty security of the toy company? Is the act morally, right? Two theories, utilitarianism and Kantianism, would have different recommendations for this issue. A utilitarian would argue that the hacker was right to expose the company because it brings the best results to the majority of people. Utilitarianism theory looks at the consequences of a particular act (MacIntyre, & Sayre, 179).  If the act brings pleasure to the majority of people, then the act is morally right. In this case, the hacker was a whistleblower who exposed the security weaknesses of the company. Parents and children would know that their privacy is at stake. It would also allow the company to tighten the security such that it does not expose personal data to other people.  On the other hand, a Kantian would say that the hacker was wrong to expose the company's vulnerabilities because it is morally wrong. Kantianism, a deontological theory, looks at whether actions per se are right or wrong (Beiser, 114). It does not look at the consequences or results of an action. If an action is wrong, it should not be done even if it brings positive consequences. Its consequences do not determine the rightness or wrongness of an act. Thus, although exposing the company's vulnerabilities brings good results, a Kantian would argue that the act is wrong.
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