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Question 1 (10 points): 

 

In the table below, mark the following statements as either TRUE (T) or FALSE (F). If you change 

your answer, scratch previous one and clearly re-write the new one.  Questions with a confusing 

answer will automatically get a zero mark. Wrong answers do not penalize correct ones. The weight 

for each question is 1 point. 

1. Engineers, in the fulfillment of their professional duties, must carefully consider the safety, health, 

and welfare of the public. 

 

2. Personal ethics involves choices regarding relationships between organizations and other 

organizations, government, and groups of individuals.     

 

3.  Engineers may not participate in any matter involving a conflict of interest if it could influence or 

appear to influence their judgment or the quality of their services.  

 

4. Engineering codes of ethics have evolved over time and emphasize commitments to safety, public 

health and environmental protection. 

 

5. Engineers shall not reveal facts, data, or information without the prior consent of the client or 

employer except as authorized or required by law. 

 

6. Moral dilemmas are situations that are very obvious regarding what should be done. 

 

7. The study of engineering ethics does not strengthen the engineer’s ability to reason clearly and think 

carefully about moral questions. 

 

8. Boundary-crossing problems that are produced by entering countries are economic and not ethical 

problems. 

 

9. Nepotism allows employers’ family members or relatives to be hired though they are not the best 

candidates for the job.  
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10. If engineers can place themselves in place of host-country citizens, then they probably wouldn’t want 

foreign engineers and business people to violate laws, values, and practices. 

Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Answer T F T T T F F F T T 

 

Question 2 (30 points) 
 

Choose the best answer. Only one answer may be marked. Questions with more than one answer will 

automatically get a zero mark.  Wrong answers do not penalize correct ones. The weight for each 

question is 2 points. 

1. Ethics are beliefs that an individual or group uses to decide: 

a. How to do business? 

b. What is proper behavior? 

c. How to manage projects? 

d. What is a good employee? 

2. The idea of universalizability is central to: 

a. Both utilitarianism and respect for persons ideals. 

b. Respect for persons ideal. 

c. Utilitarianism. 

d. None of the above. 

 

3. Occasionally, a conflict of interest may occur accidentally or unavoidably. In such cases, the best course of 

action is to: 

a. Ignore the conflict of interest; it is one of the benefits of a professional job. 

b. Keep the conflict of interest secret, but try not to let it affect your decisions. 

c. Disclose the conflict to a fellow engineer and ask for advice. 

d. Disclose the conflict to your employer and anyone else directly involved. 

 

4. Codes of ethics state the engineer's duties to society, to employers, to clients, to colleagues, to subordinates, 

and to the profession. However, when these duties conflict, which group should take precedence? 

a. Society (the public). 

b. Employers and clients. 

c. Colleagues and subordinates. 

d. The profession. 

 

5. Intellectual property may be protected by: 

a. Getting a trademark  . 

b. Getting a registered mark . 

c. Filing for bankruptcy. 

d. Copyrights and patents. 

 

6. Which of the following statements best describe deliberate deception? 

a. Practicing a form of dishonesty by omission. 

b. Avoiding dishonesty. 

c. Misrepresenting the value of certain products or designs by praising their advantages 

inordinately. 

d. Making a statement believed to be false or seriously misleading. 

 

7. Government regulators have a different approach to risk which focuses on: 

a. Free and informed consent to risk and whether risk is justly distributed. 

b. Identifying harms and benefits with factors that are relatively easily quantifiable. 

c. Avoiding harm to the public rather than producing good. 
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d. All of the above. 

 

8. Criterion for clean environment takes into consideration: 

a. Health of workers. 

b. Welfare of the society. 

c. Generated revenue. 

d. None of the above. 

 

9. Progressive attitudes toward the environment exclude: 

a. Informing the public. 

b. Energy conservation. 

c. Risk reduction. 

d. Protecting the industry revenue. 

 

10. Grease payments are: 

a. Bribes. 

b. Extortion. 

c. Exploitation. 

d. None of the above 

 

Question 4 (20 points): 

 

The government requires motorcyclists to wear helmets. It requires drivers to buckle up -wearing seatbelts - 

while driving.  It forbids people from entering certain zones. It forbids the sale of various items believed to 

be harmful. 

 

Question 4 Solution 

 

a. Explain why should such acts or restrictions be considered a form of paternalism?  (10 points) 

 

By definition, paternalism is overriding the ability of another person to decide what he or she should 

do (or should not do) for the recipient’s own ‘‘good.’’ When the government is issuing certain 

legislations on the behalf of the public, it is deciding for others. It deprives the recipient of the 

freedom to direct his or her own life in a particular situation. Therefore, it is considered paternalism. 

 

b. Would it be a weak or strong paternalism? Justify. (10 points) 

 

There are two forms of paternalism: 

 

1. Weak Paternalism: The paternalist overrides the decision-making powers of the recipient 

when there is reason to believe the recipient is not exercising his moral agency effectively 

anyhow.  

2. Strong Paternalism:  The paternalist overrides the decision-making powers of the recipient, 

even when there is no reason to believe the recipient is not exercising his moral agency 

effectively. 

Such practice is considered Weak paternalism since the public overall can’t exercise its moral agency 

effectively within the complexity of laws, regulations, and life complexity. 
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Question 3 (20 points): 

Engineer Maya serves as a director of a building department in a major city. Maya has been concerned that 

as a result of a series of budget cutbacks and more rigid code enforcement requirements, the city has been 

unable to provide a sufficient number of qualified individuals to perform adequate and timely building 

inspections. Engineer Maya meets with the chairman of the local city council to discuss his concerns. The 

chairman indicates that he is quite sympathetic to Engineer Maya's concerns and would be willing to issue 

an order to permit the hiring of additional code officials for the building department. At the same time, the 

chairman notes that the city is seeking to encourage more businesses to relocate into the city in order to 

provide more jobs and a strengthened tax base. In this connection, the chairman seeks Engineer Maya's 

accord on a city law that would permit certain specified buildings under construction to be "grandfathered" 

under the older enforcement requirements and not the newer as more rigid requirements are now in effect. 

Engineer Maya agrees to concur with the chairman's proposal and the chairman issues the order to permit 

the hiring of additional code officials for the building department, which Engineer Maya believes the city 

desperately needs. 

Was it ethical for Engineer Maya to agree with the chairman's proposal under the facts? 

Question 3 Solution 

 

The duty to hold paramount the public health, safety, and welfare is among the most basic and fundamental 

obligations to which an engineer is required to adhere. While in many instances, the obligation is often clear 

and obvious, in other instances, there could be an obligation on the part of the engineer to balance competing 

or concurrent obligations or responsibilities to protect the public health and safety. The facts of this case are 

in many ways a classic ethical dilemma faced by many engineers in their professional lives. 

Engineer Maya is faced with a predicament with a variety of options and alternatives. First, He could 

interpret the situation presented as one involving "trade-offs," in which he must weigh one "public good" (a 

better building inspection process) against a competing or concurrent "public good" (a consistent code 

enforcement process). In such a situation, Engineer Maya could arguably rationalize a decision to permit the 

inconsistent application of a building code in order to accomplish the larger objective of obtaining the 

necessary resources to hire a sufficient number of code enforcement officials to provide proper protection to 

the public health and safety. On the other hand, Engineer Maya's decision to permit developers to avoid 

compliance with the newer, updated building code enforcement requirements might potentially cause a real 

danger to the public health and safety if the new facility causes harm to the public because of its failure to 

comply with the more updated code requirements. In addition, agreeing to the chairman's arrangement has 

the appearance of compromising the public health and safety for political gain. 

It was not ethical for Engineer Maya to agree to concur with the chairman's proposal under the facts. 

Engineer Maya should insist that the public will be seriously harmed in all cases and that if the integrity of 

the building code enforcement process is undermined for short-term gain, the city, its citizens, and its 

businesses will be harmed in the long term. 
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Question 5 (20 points) 

Daniell vs. Ford Motor Company 

In 1980, Connie Daniell felt "over-stressed" and attempted to commit suicide by 

climbing into the trunk of a 1973 Ford LTD automobile and closing the trunk behind her. 

She remained locked inside for nine days until she was rescued. Daniell then sued Ford 

Motor Company, the manufacturer of the LTD automobile, for strict liability 

to recover for psychological and physical injuries arising from the occurrence. She 

contended that the automobile had a design defect because the trunk lock or latch did not 

have an internal release or opening mechanism. She also maintained that Ford was liable 

for failing to warn her of this condition. Ford filed a motion for summary judgment. 

 

Under strict products liability, a manufacturer has a duty to consider only those risks of injury that are 

foreseeable. A risk is not foreseeable by a manufacturer where a product is used in a manner that could not 

reasonably be anticipated by the manufacturer and that use is the cause of the plaintiff's injury.     

 

Based on the presented case, address the questions in the solution section. 

 

Question 5 Solution 

 

a. Do you think there was a foreseeable or abnormal misuse of the product in this case? Justify your answer.  (7 

points) 
 

The purposes of an automobile trunk are to transport, stow and secure the 

automobile spare tire, luggage, and other goods and to protect those items from elements 

of the weather. The design features of an automobile trunk make it well near impossible 

that a sane adult intentionally would enter the trunk and close the lid. The dimensions of a 

trunk, the height of its sill and its load floor, and the efforts to first lower the trunk lid and 

then engage its latch are among the design features that encourage closing and latching the 

trunk lid while standing outside the vehicle. Therefore, the use of the 

trunk compartment as a means to attempt suicide was an unforeseeable use as a matter of 

law. As such, the manufacturer had no duty to design an internal release or opening 

mechanism that might have prevented this occurrence nor did the manufacturer have a duty to warn the 

plaintiff of the danger of her conduct, given the plaintiff's unforeseeable use of the product. Another 

reason why the manufacturer had no duty to warn the plaintiff of the risk inherent in crawling into an 

automobile trunk and closing the trunk lid is because such a risk is obvious. There is not 

duty to warn of known dangers on strict products liability. Moreover, the potential 

efficacy of any warning, given the plaintiff's use of the automobile trunk compartment for 

a deliberate suicide attempt, is questionable. 

 

b. Was it ethical for the plaintiff to sue Ford Motor Company for her injuries? Justify your position.  (7 

points) 

It is ethical to file a law suit when the someone/something has an actual duty towards you, they/it 

breached that duty of care and you suffered significant damage. Of course, not only must you decide 

whether it is ethical to pursue a suit, but whether the amount you seek is appropriate. When someone 

sues for millions of dollars because a dry cleaner lost his pants, for example, I would consider that 

unethical.  I also don't believe the legal system should be used simply to beat up on people you are upset 

with. Since Ford did not have any duty with regards to the plaintiff who attempted suicide using the 

trunk of one of their cars, I consider the law suit as unethical.  As a matter of fact, this is why the law 

suit was dismissed by the judge in addition to the foreseeable use doctorine. 
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c. Do you think that the notion of strict liability advances or harms the economic development of business? 

Explain.  (6 points) 

 

The catechism of “strict” direct liability is now so well engrained that it is easy to lose sight of how recent 

the advent of this terminology is in the case law, and how troublesome application of this standard has 

proven, even to those, who created it. The products liability explosion of the mid-twentieth century radically 

altered our understanding of strict liability. The implications of this forgotten timeline are profound. “Strict 

liability,” particularly in its modern formulation, is not a neutral, descriptive term. Rather, the term evokes 

social policy choices and balancing considerations that may be appropriate within the case law context of 

products liability or abnormally dangerous activities, but which are inappropriate and unsuitable in the 

statutory context of law. Deeming direct infringement to be “strict liability” leads to two unanticipated and 

unwelcome effects. First, the adoption of the “strict liability” improperly inflates the courts’ role in setting 

direct infringement liability standards and suggests—incorrectly—that liability is a case law construct, when 

in fact it is a statutory construct. Second, “strict liability” improperly shifts the focus of the infringement 

toward a value-laden examination of the social utility of the defendant’s conduct vis-à-vis the harm to the 

plaintiff.  

Therefore, some sort of liability is a must and is needed to advance the economic development and 

sustainability of business.  However, special care should be given not to abuse the notion of strict liability 

which led in some cases companies to be out of business and go bankrupt. 


