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1.	Sunaina	joined	the	Indian	Revenue	Service	(IRS)	and	got	awarded	the	prestigious	
Gold	Medal	for	academic	excellence	during	her	training.	Later	she	attended	many	
training	programmes	related	to	taxation	on	Government	budget.	In	her	sixth	year	
of	 service,	 she	 got	 admitted	 to	 a	 foreign	 university	 and	 also	 got	 departmental	
funding	for	pursuing	higher	education	for	two	years.	Her	career	took	a	new	shape	
and	she	started	to	feel	even	more	confident.	In	her	final	two	months	of	study,	she	
started	 receiving	 job	opportunities	 from	global	 tax	 law	 firms	who	were	 ready	 to	
pay	 thirty	 times	 more	 than	 her	 current	 salary.	 Some	 firms	 proposed	 to	 even	
reimburse	her	tuition	fee	to	the	Government	to	take	care	of	her	bond	obligations.	
She	 can	 stay	 in	 the	 same	 foreign	 country	 and	 lead	 a	 much	 better	 life.	 Should	
Sunaina	 leave	 the	 service	 and	 join	 any	 of	 the	 big	 law	 firms	 offering	 her	 a	much	
higher	package	and	 luxurious	 lifestyle?	 If	 she	does	 so,	will	 it	 not	be	unethical	 to	
have	taken	advantage	of	the	country	and	then	abandon	it	for	want	of	better	pay	
and	 life?	 Critically	 analyse.	What	would	 be	 your	 decision	 in	 this	 scenario?	Why?	
Substantiate.	
	
Demand	of	the	question:		
	
It	 asks	 students	 to	 write	 whether	 Sunaina	 should	 leave	 the	 service	 or	 not.	 In	 the	
second	 part	 student	 should	 write	 about	 the	 ethicality	 of	 the	 decision	 made	 by	
Sunaina	and	third	part	asks	students	to	write	their	own	response	and	reasons	behind	
it.	
	
Introduction	
	
Sunaina	being	 the	distinguished	 talent	 in	civil	 service,	government	 tried	 to	provide	
her	best	 training	 in	 the	world.	At	 the	end	of	her	 training,	 she	might	 face	dilemma	
between	 personal	 aspirations	 and	 the	 public	 service.	 The	 situation	 before	 her	 put	
civil	 services	 values	 like	 selflessness,	 integrity,	 responsibility	 and	 commitment	 in	
question.	
	
Body	
	
Sunaina	has	two	options	to	choose,	either	leave	public	service	to	join	global	tax	law	
firms	 or	 continue	 to	 serve	 in	 public	 service.	 Sunaina	 should	 not	 leave	 the	 civil	
services:	
	

• If	 she	 decides	 to	 continue	 in	 public	 service,	 she	 eventually	 upholds	 the	
foundational	value	of	selflessness	in	civil	services.	Though,	she	had	the	right	
to	choose	thirty	times	more	salary	job	and	better	lifestyle	in	foreign	country	
after	 paying	 dues	 to	 government.	 It	 will	 be	 a	 courageous	 decision	 as	 she	
could	have	afforded	better	 life	not	only	 for	herself	but	her	 family	also.	Her	
decision	 indicates	 that	 she	 has	 put	 national	 interest	 before	 her	 private	
interests.	

• She	 might	 lose	 to	 work	 with	 government	 of	 such	 fast	 growing	 major	
economy,	 various	 opportunities	 of	 diversified	 challenges,	 role	 of	 policy	
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implementation	 at	 such	 large	 scale	 and	policy	 formulation	 at	 certain	 point.	
She	might	lose	the	satisfaction	of	doing	public	service	while	fulfilling	her	duty	
of	 job	 and	 strength	 of	 decision	 to	 change	 lives	 of	 thousands	 of	 people.	 It	
might	 be	 lose-lose	 situation	 for	 her	 on	 the	 front	 of	 private	 interest	 also	
considering	the	personal	career	challenges	and	experience.	
	

It	will	 be	difficult	 to	 call	 her	decision	as	unethical	 as	 there	are	 so	many	unknowns	
about	 motives	 behind	 her	 decision	 and	 calling	 her	 decision	 as	 outright	 unethical	
might	be	oversimplification.	
	

• 	Legally	it	is	allowed	to	take	independent	decision.	Legality	is	also	one	of	the	
important	public	service	values.	

• She	 might	 have	 lost	 the	 zeal	 of	 public	 service	 and	 no	 longer	 enjoying	 the	
public	work	as	before.	

• 	She	might	have	the	necessity	of	better	financial	security	which	might	not	be	
the	case	in	her	government	salary.	

• 	At	 least	 she	 is	not	using	 the	path	way	of	 corruption	 to	 fulfil	 her	 increasing	
financial	needs.		

• It	 is	good	to	 leave	service	rather	than	serving	under	the	pressure	or	burden	
that	government	played	important	role	in	being	person	she	is	now.		

• She	 might	 face	 cognitive	 dissonance	 and	 value	 conflict	 after	 leaving	 such	
huge	opportunity	to	work	in	big	global	law	firm.	
	

I	 would	 like	 to	 continue	 in	 public	 service	 irrespective	 of	 the	 opportunities	 in	 the	
private	sector.	
	

• Values	 are	 for	 difficult	 times	 and	 sacrifice	 of	 personal	 interests	 over	 public	
interest	is	important	civil	service	trait.	Values	are	tested	in	difficult	times.	

• 	Better	 pay	 and	 better	 lifestyle	 are	 certainly	 important	 for	 every	 working	
person	 however,	 decision	 to	 choose	 civil	 services	 in	 the	 first	 place	 was	
informed	decision	and	it	will	be	unwise	to	leave	the	security	of	public	service	
over	 the	 greed	 of	 thirty	 times	 salary.	 Decision	 based	 on	 attractions	will	 be	
example	of	lack	of	professional	and	personal	integrity.	

• 	It	 is	well	 informed	to	the	civil	servant	that	in	democratic	country	with	huge	
under	 poverty	 population	 and	 huge	 development	 needs,	 it	 will	 not	 be	
possible	to	give	high	remuneration	matching	standards	of	private	sector.	

• 	Though	 it	 is	 allowed	 legally,	my	 conscience	will	 not	 allow	me	 to	 leave	 the	
service	 at	 such	 juncture	 where	 skills	 are	 perfectly	 shaped	 for	 maximum	
benefit	of	common	people.	Even	with	the	utilitarian	theory	it	will	be	greatest	
good	of	greatest	numbers.	

• 	Long	 term	 benefits	 at	 personal	 level	 in	 public	 service	 rather	 than	 current	
attraction	 in	 private	 sector.	 Public	 service	 is	 win-win	 for	 both	 personal	
aspiration	and	public	service	motives.	

	
Conclusion	
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Public	 service	 requires	 self-regulation,	 self-control	 and	 subordination	 of	 private	
interests	 to	 the	 public	 interest	 and	 public	 trust.	 There	 is	 need	 to	 understand	 the	
spirit	 and	motive	 of	 government	 to	 spend	 public	 money	 on	 cutting	 edge	 training	
facilities,	mere	payment	of	required	bond	dues	will	not	be	able	to	fill	the	vacuum	of	
talent	and	competence	generated	by	leaving	the	public	service.	
	
2.	A	global	epidemic	has	broken	out	and	the	only	solution	in	sight	is	a	drug	
developed	by	a	group	of	doctors	and	scientists.	The	problem,	however,	is	that	
the	drug	is	not	yet	tested.	If	the	standard	testing	protocol	is	adhered	to,	it	would	
take	at	least	a	month	to	get	the	final	approval	for	human	consumption.	By	that	
time,	the	epidemic	would	have	taken	millions	of	lives	already.	The	only	possible	
the	way	to	expedite	trials	is	to	test	the	drug	directly	on	human	beings.	It	effectively	
means	replacing	animals	with	humans	for	trial.	Moreover,	there	would	hardly	be	
any	volunteer	for	such	trials.	Meanwhile,	there	is	an	idea	floating	in	the	market.	
Why	not	choose	the	convicts	of	murders	and	rapes	serving	life	imprisonment	for	
the	trials?	Even	if	they	die	during	the	trials,	it	would	hardly	be	a	loss	to	the	
society	and	if	they	survive,	their	lives	would	be	of	some	worth	for	the	society	
after-all.	
	
What	do	you	think?	Should	prisoners	be	forced	to	undergo	the	trial?	Examine	
the	pros	and	cons	of	this	decision?	If	you	were	to	make	this	decision,	what	
Would	that	be?	Substantiate	your	choice.	
	
Introduction	
	
The	given	case	study	clearly	encapsulates	the	ethical	dilemma	where	lives	of	humans	
are	weighed	against	the	larger	good	of	society.	Means	versus	ends	is	one	of	the	most	
debated	 topics	 in	 ethics	 especially	 where	 issues	 of	 human	 beings	 survival	 is	
concerned.	Treating	human	beings	as	a	means	may	justify	Utilitarianism	but	leads	to	
violation	of	human	rights	and	duties.		
	
Body	
	
In	the	above	situation	following	Ethical	Values	arise	–	

• Violation	of	Human	Rights	
• Beneficence	of	Scientist.	
• Efficiency,	 Compassion,	 Conscience,	 Emotional	 Intelligence	 of	 Decision	

Makers.	
• Means	vs	ends	
• Maximum	good	of	maximum	population	

	
This	is	a	classic	situation	of	ethical	dilemma	where,	

• On	one	hand	many	people	can	die	if	decision	is	not	being	made	quickly	and	
• On	other	hand	if	people	irrespective	of	their	background	they	are-forced	into	

danger	then	it	puts	doubt	on	our	conscience.	
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• Critical	situations	may	demand	extreme	measures	and	 in	the	following	case	
an	 epidemic	 broke	 out	 which	 is	 threatening	 the	 lives	 of	 people.	 The	 only	
option	 is	 to	 test	 it	on	humans	but	 it	may	violate	 rights	of	humans	and	may	
amount	to	torture.	However,	if	they	volunteer	then	it	can	be	tested.	

	
Should	prisoners	be	forced	to	undergo	the	trial?	
	
No,	prisoners	should	not	be	forced	to	undergo	the	trial	because	as	human	being	they	
also	have	basic	human	rights	regardless	of	their	past	actions.	As	well	as	if	we	force	
them	to	do	knowing	the	consequences	then	there	will	be	no	difference	in	them	and	
us.	Testing	without	their	will	may	lead	to	violation	of	Human	Rights.	They	should	not	
be	forced	to	undergo	trial	as	it	may	amount	to	torture.	
	
The	decision	is	examined	in	the	following	part:	
	
Pros-	

• Convicts	are	on	the	death	sentence;	hence	they	might	have	last	chance	to	do	
good	for	society	as	a	penance	for	their	crimes.	

• There	would	be	no	real	damage	to	life	since	the	convicts	are	already	on	death	
row.	

• Precious	lives	of	brave-heart	volunteers	for	trials	can	be	saved.	
• Lives	of	innocent	animals	can	be	saved	

	
Cons-	

• It	 would	 set	 wrong	 precedence	 in	 future	 because	 there	 is	 difference	 in	
punishment	and	torture.	

• It	would	be	against	the	principle	of	basic	human	rights	declared	in	Universal	
Human	Rights	Declaration.	

• This	 is	 an	 irreversible	 decision	 where	 a	 human	 life	 would	 be	 forced	 into	
danger	for	the	sake	of	greater	good.	

• It	 is	 treating	 human	 beings	 as	 a	 means	 and	 thus	 sacrificing	 human	 ethical	
principles.	

	
If	I	have	to	make	decision,	then	I	would	have	made	decision	of	not	forcing	convicts	to	
do	drug	trials.	This	is	because	of	the	following	reasons.	

• As	 Gandhi	 said,	 “An	 eye	 for	 an	 eye	 makes	 the	 whole	 world	 blind”.	 What	
would	 be	 the	 saved	 world	 like	 after	 forced	 drug	 trials	 made	 on	 convicts.	
Would	 humanity	 be	 the	 same?	 No,	 it	 wouldn’t	 because	 we	 would	 have	
sacrificed	humanity	for	sake	of	saving	human	lives.	

• Can	 we	 justify	 our	 decision	 in	 the	 number	 of	 lives	 saved?	 No,	 we	 can’t.	
Because	if	all	policy	decisions	are	based	on	greater	good	then	it	would	mean	
we	have	done	lesser	evil.	And	there	is	nothing	like	lesser	evil.	An	evil	act	is	an	
evil	act	so	there	can’t	be	less	or	more	evil	acts.	

	
Hence,	I	would	have	first	asked	the	infected	people	to	volunteer	for	the	drug	trials	
and	if	that	not	possible	then	I	would	have	asked	all	the	non-infected	people	including	
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the	 prisoners	 and	 convicts,	 if	 they	 want	 to	 volunteer.	 Ultimately	 the	 faith	 in	
humanity	that	will	show	us	the	way	to	save	it	and	not	its	sacrifice.	
	
Conclusion	
	
If	we	force	others	in	danger	for	our	own	survival	then	what	is	the	difference	in	them	
and	us.	Human	history	is	the	evidence	that	whenever	such	situation	aroused	in	past	
the	collective	compassion	and	Beneficence	of	researchers	that	prevailed	and	curbed	
the	epidemic	and	not	forced	violent	measures.	
	


