If I were involved in the dilemma in this case, I could recommend a few solutions to help solve the problem that Ford developed with the Pinto. One of the solutions in this case is to go to a supervisor and let him or her know to build a car safe for the public. Despite that the process will take longer than two years, the original deadline would have to be changed. The argument could further be supported by posing the question to management that Ford could lose its market because if Ford knowingly produces a vehicle that could cause harm, then the trust of the customers will be lost. In this case, it is important to remove the profit factor that the company is focusing on by maybe doing another cost-analysis as a second look because the risk expenditure to ensure safety is far less than facing a public civil suit. The fact is that Ford knew of the fallacy. After the crash-tests were done on the Pinto, the results reflected that the car was unsafe for the public because the car would explode into flames when hit from behind (DeGeorge, 2005). Lee Iacocca knowingly knew this issue; however, he set his purpose on profit and not safety. If I had knowledge to this matter, I would have went to a supervisor and explained to him or her that people can be hurt or even killed. At that point if there was no further action taken, I would have went to the next level of supervisors, and I would have kept going until I reached the executive level, and the board of directors. Then if the issue were still unresolved, I would have to become a whistle blower because I know that “If the danger is such that people are likely to die from the defect, then clearly it should be repaired before being sold” (DeGeorge, 2005, p. 303). Essentially, if an item is sold to the public and it is known that there is harm in the consumption of that product, then the public has a right to know of the dangers.  

