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Abstract: The nu1ion of individual rcsponsihi lily is cvcn in o ur c.:urrcnt e1~1 of 
111s1irutional anti corporate tledsions :mtl entt:rprises of mud1 import anti of 
p:11ticul:1r rmponancc for tedmology. Howcvcr. problcms of collcnh·c :.tnd 
coqm1~1tc respon,iJ)llrty are lx:coming and still will become more and more 
topictl. Engincering e th ll"s codes should he dl!vdoped. improved anti o pe ra-
11onally implemented in the fu1ure. The mll:s skctdted out hi:re of prioritic:s 
tor ha ndling responsih11ity cunllie1s have suhscquentl» to be l'lahorated mudt 
funlu.:r. Ali this. then. would he necessa1y 10 m<:et the idt':il requin:ments oí 
our joim anti individ u.tl l"l'sp<>nsibility for tedmology in our sodety. 

Resumen: En nuestra :1ctual era de e mpresas y dcdsioncs corporati\·as e ins­
tillll'ionaks, b noción ck responsabilidad individual es de gr.in signifk~1do y 
tk partirubr 1mp11nanl'ia para la 1ecnología. 'o ohstantt:. los problema' dt: la 
ri:sponsabilid:1d nilet·ti\ .1 y corporativa se tornan, y se torna r:ín cada \º<:Z. más 
:Kluales y decisivos. Los c:é1d1gos é ticos de l:i ingeniería deht'rian. pues. dcsa­
rrol1:1rsc. mejorarse y hacerse cfcc.:tivos ope1~1tivamente en el futuro. Por eso, 
la.> n:gl:ts esbozadas aquí sobre prioridades para el mam:jo tlt' los rnnllictos 
de responsab ilidad han de ser elaboradas con mucho más dc:t:.llle. Todo idlo 
:-ería necesario. por tanto. ¡x1ra encontrar lo~ r<:quisitos ideales de nuestrn ri:s­
ponsah il idad indi\'idu:il )' colecth·a respecto de la temologi:i en nuestra sodc­
d:id. 

J>no 11u:.\1s <>F HL..,l'O:-.sm1uTY 1:-1 A'.'ID ron Ti:c:Hr--0 1.o(;y 

Econornks :ind Engineering are diffc:rent fields. Do the ethics 
qucstions as a conscquence differ between thern? Moral judgcments 
and ethical prohlems with respect to technology a1UI cconomy are 
usually problcms of hearing, attributing and disttibuting responsihility. 
\'i/c can understand man or woman :.is thc norrn:.itive being which 
means that he or she is morally distinguished from other crcatures by 
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1he capaciry lO bc.:ar. acknowleclge, consciously identify ami accept res­
ponsihilities for the outcome of h is or her ~1ctions anc.I rok fu lfilments. 
Human:; are so 10 speak the moral heings. Yet, moral responsibility is 
hut eme son oí responsihi lity whid1 might be locatt:c.I within a rather 
complex realm of different responsihilities, e .g. engendert:d by con­
rracrs or some other mumal agret:mc.:nis which might not necessarily 
hl:' moral in the narrm\'er sense, i.e .. that tht:y might not affect the life. 
limhs, psyche, anc.I well-heing of other people or living heings in gene­
ral. These ethically speaking not morally relevant responsihiJicies might 
be callec.I c.:t l1ically neutral. But they are still normative ancl primafacie 
to he ahickd by rbe respective persons who havc.: taken over these 
non-moral rc.:sponsibilitic.:s. In addirion. lhese ethically neutral respon­
sihilities mighl gel in10 conflict with moral duries and ethically rdevant 
ohligarions. i.e. moral duties in the narrower sense. Shoukl a manager 
just follow up with managerial and economic !'tra1egies of maximizing 
profü ur pre~ing for rime in risky opemtions and siraregies of imple­
mentation of ~1 new lechnology or so? Or should he rcfrain from any 
risk for livt:s anc.I limbs o f other people in acceding 10 operational 
plans of implementalion of a new technology? Is safety to be valuecl 
first - even clespite sorne set-lx.1cks with respecl to cconomic develop­
ment anc.l a possible maximization of gains o r prollts? Should for ins­
tance an t::ngineer who is employed in a depcndent pos1tion. in case 
of a risky clecision to occur "hlow che whistle .. - as 1he respective 
metaphor reac.ls - and give a warning information to the public about 
che expectec.I rish or hazards or negative po tential outcomes? Should 
loyalry to his firm or supervisors or the taking into considt::ralion of his 
personal carcer wi1hin the fírm override bis moral resronsibility or 
coresponsibility for the safety of che puhlic:? O r has moral responsibi­
liry to take preccdence ovcr the responsibility of contractual kincls alt­
hough even the abiding by contracis ccrtainJy also h<is a moral hue to 

ir or even a moral dimen.o.;ion inso far. e .g., as we are also morally obli­
ged ro ahide h} the law. There is also a question whethcr or not moral 
n:sponsihilities occurring in economy and technology are ic.lentical or 
overlapping or mayhe at strains with one another. An affirmarive ans­
wer would amounl then 10 the lhesis rhar ethics in economy ancl moral 
judgements in iechnology could be al times in contlict with ont: anot­
her o r at lt:ast diverge within some rcg1on of overlap. Indeed, one 
could well argue 1ha1 ethical prohlcms in economy are fu11her-rea­
ch ing than moral prohlems in technology, hecause thcrc.: are many pro­
blcms in the economic management and distribution of jobs etc. which 
are not directly relevanr for or influencecl hy technological factors. 
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J lowever, ha:-.k'ally thc.:rc is a large overlap herwecn the rwo fields, and 
as far as technology is involvcd and techno logical implemenration a t 
stakc.: wirhin economk decision-makíng. the prohlems of ethica1 rele­
\'ann: nf hoth fidds are preny much the same oral lcast narrowly con­
nccted \\'ith cine another «:f. Lenk/ Maring l 995ú 

ll seems. hm\'t:\'er, th:11 \\'ith respect to the question of safety 
manager:-. srnm:time . .., would ignore thi:-. rdat<::dness. This rnight drama­
ric.:a lly lK· highlighted h)' the analysis of the catastrophe oí rhc US spa­
c.:ec.:raft Cballe11ger in 198(i, w hen 73 seconds after take-off from Cape 
Canavcr:d thc rnanned spaceship explod e d and seven astronauts lo.st 
their li\'es. A clírect cause was a hrittle sealing ring of ruhber which 
according to cxpenation and warnings of thc cngineers from che roc­
ket producer firm Morton Thiokol hrokc.: undcr the conditions of low 
remperatun.: bdow free7.ing point. One day befare take-off thc engi­
neers. most notahly Allen MacDonald. thc projccc leader, and Roger 
íloisjoly. rhe vc::1y expc.:rt íor se:.1ling rings in rocketry, had warned and 
protc.:sted against takc.:-off plans for the next clay. They informed ASA 
:thout the <ianger that thc.: sealíng ríngs would break bdow freezing 
point. Thc::y wen..' assistcd hy the cleputy director of the engint:!ering 
dt:partment of the rockc.:uy firm. Rohen Lund, who :.tlso informed Jerry 
Ma-;on. a superordinate engineer wichin thc: s;1me firm. Mason howe­
,·er :.ik-nccd Lund ami finished rhe debate by saying, ~Take off your 
enginc.:c:ring hat and put on your m:rnagement hat". Lund gave in and 
gavc: ltis n>nsenl to thc: takc:-off which he notifiecl to the project le:.1der 
of NASA who okayed tlw take-off without mencioning any douhts. The 
carastrophic acc:iclent ensued. (Later on the enginec:rs w ho had laun­
ched 1he warnings, MacDonald and Boisjoly, wc.:re - even afrer the 
acciclenr - transferrcd ro another department which they deemcd a 
kind of quasi-punishment after rhe facr.) 

Do indc.:c.:d m:.1nagers decide differcntly from engineers? Is thís a 
case where apparently ethical aspect'i oí decision-making and factual 
judging diverge.: for the erhics of tedrnology and economics? Are the 
management hat and the engineering har indeed different hats - in 
ethical respc:c:ts? 

In any C<ISL', the example shows immediately how intriguing thc 
prohlems of responsihility :.1nd íts interpreracion as well as its disrribu­
tion are: Who was rhe responsible one in this case? Everybody who 
had heen involved? .Just ASA, not one índividually? Each ro a c:crtain 
dcgret:? J low muc:h, rhen? (Cf. belmv to the questions of distríbuting 
responsihility.) Lc:t us turn first to questíons of responsihilicy in gene-
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ral , especially to che prohlems uf definirion and delincation of respon­
sivhility ancl specific responsibilities. 

1. Nes¡xmsihility as Reluti<.J11al Cuncept 

"Responsihility" is not just a conn:pt solely to be used descripti­
' .... 1y - someone is re .... ponsible - hut also above ali an evaluative a ttri­
hurivt: concept - somd)()dy is held to be responsible. It is chis atrribu­
rion which opens the normative. even e thica l dimension of actio n in a 
stricrer sense. The concept of responsihility itself is a diverse concept 
o f structure or rdation that is linked to as!->ignmenl, attribution and 
impuration, a :-,cheme that needs to he analysc.::d and interpreted with 
respect to the follmving e lcments: 

someu11e: the suhject o r bearer of responsihiliry (a person or a corpo­
ration) 
IS 

1·e.,p<msih/e 
for: so111ethi11u (actions, consequences of :t(.1iuns. sitllations, tasks. etc.) 
111 l'ieu• uf m1 addressee ("object" of re:-,ponsihiliry) 
under s11per11ision orj11dgeme111 uf a judging o r sanctioning i11sta11ce 
i11 relation tu: a (prescriptive, normacive) c:riteri<m of ac:c:uuntahiliZ}' 
u•itbi11: a spec:ific rea/ni of respo11sihiliO• t111d acti<m. 

Responsihiliry is firstly a concept that figures within a relarional attri­
hutive norm (controlled expectation of action and behavio ur). 
Hcsponsibility means that a person must justify act ions, consequences 
of actions, situations. tasks, e tc. in front of an addressec and befare an 
instance o f justification, hoth not heing nece:-,sarily identical with one 
another, to whorn he or she has obligations or duries of rendering jus­
rificarion, in accordancc with standards, criteria, nonm, etc. The res­
ponsible person is accounrable for his or her own accions. or under 
specific conditions also for acrions perfom1ec.l hy others for whom he 
or she is vicariously responsiblc. (Parenr.-., for cxarnple. are liable for 
their young chilc.lren for a certain wrong concluct by the:-,e. mayhe in 
che sense of che violation of their supervisory c.lucy.) The concept of 
responsihility would give struccure to the social rcality (of norms and 
acl!ons) and to social rdalio ns. One can clifferentiate herween rhe typi­
cal hcare rs o f responsibility in terms of active roles and ohserver roles. 
Ont: imputes or auributes a speciflc responsibility 10 oneself as an 
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actor or to othc:rs from the perspecrive of pa11icipant, ob:.erver or 
scientbt, m rdation to mies and norms thar apply beyond the indivi­
dual. The attrihution (in a particular case) activares, that is, instantia­
tes. the general pattern of responsibility in a specific instance. 
Imputarion of responsihility lies as much in self-intcrpretarion as in the 
interpretation of the actions uf others. 

Responsibility is cherefore atrributed or impuced: on the one hand 
one establishes from the perspective of ohse1vatio11 rhat somebody (A) 
is responsihle, causally or according to a criterion, for an action (for 
acting or refraining from actio n), for the consequences of an act.ion, or 
for che occurrence of an event. On che othe r hand, 1he actor (A) can 
:.1lso be made responsible. This attrihurio n can thus be understood eit­
her descript ively or normatively; it is descriptive or normative. Both 
can be differentiated hy a careful analysis, evt:n if in effect hoth attri­
hutions are ofren considered simultaneously. 

The discussion ahout che attrihurion of responsihility shows rhat 
che distinction bctween che dcscriptive and normative attitude and a 
descriptive or nonnative assumption of the attribution or imputation, 
respectivdy, has chus far not heen sufficiently taken into consideration. 
A necessary condition of che descriptive attrihution (to describe A as 
rcsponsibk= for X) and of the normative attribute (to make A respon­
sihle for X) is that the (intentional) actor (A) is the causal agent, or is 
a1 lt:ast capahle of intervening in the causal chain that leads to X. An 
evaluation of A can be made. with references ro (normative) criteria; it 
is indeed only according 10 a criterion that the bearer of responsihility 
can or could bl! held responsible. The origin of the descriprive con­
cept of responsibil ity also, as closer analysis will show, can he traced 
back to the normative one, i.e .. ro social and conventional no rmatiza­
tion or to a requirement established by an authority. 

As one distinguishes hetween a general responsihility for che 
rc~uh~ of an action from a kind of role-responsihility and task-respon­
sihility, and from the purview of legal and moral responsibility. a 
second aspect of interpretation becomes clear: the responsibility for 
the result of an action is at first jusc seen as a superordinate, schema­
tic. formal categorization; it must be related, through the contexwal 
specifications of ta~ks or roles or through (universal) moral or legal 
inrerpretation, to tht: appropriate realm o f substancial values and 
norms. Only then can its content and sense he comprehensible. 

Distinct types of responsihility would render structure to the 
social, that is, the normative, reality in diffe rent ways. They have spe-
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cifü: :-tructur:.11 implications1. Conceptual in.'-t rument:-. of analy:.is such 
as in::.lillltionalizcd normative rules and critcria of (types of) rcsponsi­
hility abo may :-.tructure che concrete rcsponsihility atlrihutions and 
tht:ir conscqUt:nces. Tirns. specific and more concrete expecrations 
ancl demands follow from che relevant application~ of the \'arious types 
of rt:sponsihility. Ce1tain tasks and duties, for cxample, are tiecl to a 
rol<: that rebte:-. exdusively to the role-heare r, and are 001 so person­
oric.:nted as, e.g .. in che cases of an ac1h·atecl mural responsihility. 

2. D[/Te1·e111 Aiw(vtic T.J11es of Responsihility 

Thc.: most ohvious and general levd o f how to describe responsi­
bilicies is refcrring tu one's bcing respon:-.ih lc for thc resulcs and con­
sequences of one's own accions. We may call chi:- type che e1ctiun res­
pcmsihi/ity (see Fig. 1 ): 

Acrion responsibilicy <Fig. 1) 
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Stn1rnm1I implicatiorn. in this conlext meaning stnictur:r lly produced. th:tt is. 
;1ss11mecJ or 1rnpliecJ C:rnalytic) consequences of the ha~ic theory or conccpt. 
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An agent is ro he hdcl responsihle for the ou1comes of his or her 
aciions by an instance ro which (s)he is accouniable. An engineer 
designing a bridge or a dam is responsible ro che supervisor, emplo­
ycr, dient and/or che puhlic for rhe respective design in terms of tech­
nical com:ctness, saf~ty, cosr, feasibility etc. Frequenrly, accountability 
quesrions are rabed in examplary negative ca~es, by failing in one or 
some of rhese respects. The hreaking of a dam may be due to false 
statical computation or to careless, negligent or even cheating work o r 
poor crafrsmanship or using cheap material. Therefore, it is impo11am 
to empbasize negarive acrion responsibility in che form of responsibi­
li1y o f prevention - and at times o f preservalion respectively. 
Prnlcssionals, e.g., have che responsibility lo the puhlic to ensure high 
stanth1rds in 1heir work and to avoid risks of disasters as far as possi­
hle at a rca::.onable cost. The responsibility ro avoid mistakes, failures, 
pure quality of wurk etc. is pa11 and parce! uf c-Jusal responsibility hut 
also an instancc of 1he respective roles and task respon.sibility to be 
me111ioned later. A nega1ive causal responsihil icy 'votild analytically be 
direcce::d ar avoiding careless omissions. 

There is an active responsihility for caking che iniciative actively ro 
search for potential sources uf dangers and risks which e.in he called 
prevc111ion(-oriented) responsihility. The cngineer in charge of quality 
comrol has sysrematic-Jlly to search for technical weaknesses. In his 
case. the prevenrion responsihility hecomes part of his role re:-.ponsi­
hility fonnally connected with his job activity. From che action res­
ponsihility in the narrower individual (act util itarian) sense we h:ive ro 
dist inguish the general responsibility fo r longer ranging activi.ty pat­
terns. (E.g., as a parent one is not only responsiblc for individual 
aciions ancl the ir consequences with respecl to one's children but in a 
much more comprehensive manner encompassing many possihle 
act ions as wdl a~ omi.ssions.) 

Very often, we have institutions or corpomtions acting colleccively. 
Thercfon.:, there is a responsibility of institutional or corporate acrions: 
IL may coincide, tbough no r be identical. with 1he individual responsi­
h ility of a person being in a representative position (che representing 
ac:cor he it in an individual group or a ins1i1ution or corporation). 
Leaclership re.sponsibility with respecr to m1tside addressees and ins­
tances are hut one example of this kind of responsibility. 

The most usual case of responsibility dealt with so f:ir is indivi­
dual action re.sponsihility. Out if a group is acting collectively or indi­
viduals participate in a joint group action, there is the co-responsibiliry 
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of partaking members, of the co-actor:., so to speak. Thc responsibility 
for group actions is sometimes called cullcctive or grour rcsponsibility 
( Ladd) (cf. below ). 

Action re:.ponsibility would still rt:side on the mo:.t general leve! 
of ahstr.1ction. lt has scill to be substantiated by content. be it by role 
ascription/description, legal. or mor.il considcr.1tions. 

Thcrdore, the second levcl b comprised of the typcs uf t·ufe a11d 
task respcmsihifity (see Fig. 2): 

Role and Task Responsibility (Fig. 2) 
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( lt dm:~ not seem nece~sary to gi\'e ex:.11nple~ hen:·. sinci.: evc1y­
body takcs over and ti.ilfils roles and tasks assigned 10 him or her or 
chosen by onesdf.) In taking m·er and fulfilling a role ora task <e.g. 
in a jol>) a role-holder usually bears a n:sponsihility for (normal, i.t:. 
acceptable. or optimum> role-fulftlment. Thc~e role dutie~ might be 
as~igncd in a formal way or he more or less informal. Thcy can even 
be lcgally ascrihed or at lcast be legally relcvant. If the rolc-laker is a 
reprcscntative in corporatc or institutional role patlerns his responsihi­
lity may he conm::cted ·with th<.: respective institulional role n:sponsibi­
li ties <e.g. in leadcrship). A role Clike that of a parent) migbt comprise 
the responsibility for a dependent's wd l-being, i.e. a caring n:sponsi­
bility (which is a ralber interesting type for rhe moral point or view). 

13t:sick general role responsihilities "ve encounter also re:>ponsihi­
litics correlated ju!>t with specific tasks, he the:>e derh·ed from a role 
pattcrn or not. Loyalty ro a person or institution need not he connec­
tc:d with a particular role. Therefore, a loyalry respon~ibiliry b to be 
dealt with on diffen.:nl lcrms. Ir may come in the form of a canng res­
ponsihility. too. 

In acklition, wc ha,·e the corporate respon~ihility of institutions or 
corporations, if these ha\'e a special task or ohligation to perform with 
respect 10 dicnts. che puhlic or members of the organization~ etc. This 
cype of responsibility can be of legal, moral or neutrally organizational 
character. There may again he a c:oinciclence with a group responsihi­
lity ( of a group being in charge of the institution or c:orporation). Role­
holdl'rs and institutions or corporations might be hdd liahle in terms 
o f legal, moral or social qualifications - e.g., wit h respect to sodal con­
trol fo r the latter. The liability migbt be an accountability ro inc:ur 
punishment orto pay an indemnification orto reinstale a former con­
dition. 

The third le\'cl of responsihility consists ot' types of 1111il'ersal 
111uml respo11sihili()1 (see Fig. 3F. At first , rhen, wc have the direct 
moral respon:>ihility for the agent's acts ancl results of his or her ac:ting 
as activated by thc action siruation. This rt!sponsihility is directed 
towarcl person:> or living heings whose well-bc:ing (life ancl limh :Is 
well as psychical ancl emotional state) is affcctecl hy the agent's acti­
vity. <The moral point of ,·iew is always conceivcd in term~ of the 

! To lx· 'llíl'. a founh leH~l oí respon,ih1lity typc:' \\'Olllu ha ve to (()\ t'f J uia­
gr:llllllll' t>I lh<' varianl' of legal respun.,ihihty mduuin¡.t tht'ir rc:lation,h1p lo leg,al hah1hty 
ami guilt. A fif1h l}'pt' o f n:,ponsihility is the r<'hgious re,ponsihility o f 1ht· l<1i1hful. 
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alú:ct<:dncs..., of persons/ living beings. UsualJy ir rcfers to other people, 
hut it may abo pc11ain to oneself - self-responsihility - or to other living 
bcings affcccecl by che agent's activity.) More re mote consequences of 
rhc:: agcnc's activity - possihly combined with the impact.'> of oc he r peo­
ple's accions o r o missions - might amount toan i11di1·ec1 moral (co-)res­
ponsibility. ·cgleccing of safery check or a wrong apprm·al-stamp on 
airpbnes might resulc in loss of lives - as had acrually occurred in the 
DC-10 case of the 1974 Paris crash of a Turkish airliner; in 1972 th.ree 
inspectors of che OC-Long Beach plam h:id wrongly approved moclifi­
catiuns of the fotally dangerous cargo door locking system without any 
work on che cargo doors actually having been done . A similar case was 
thc fouled approval of air brake testing o f the prototypc:: in che 
Goodrich case. More complex prohlems of indirect co-responsibilities 
are raised wirh the menrioned problems of synergetic and cumulacive 
thn:sho lcl effc::cr:- bdow wirhin interacung :-ystems, e.g., in pollution or 
depkcion prohlems. 

Universal Mor.ti Hesponsibility (Fig. 3) 
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As caml' ouc r.1thcr rl'ccnrly. beside legal rl'spon ... ibilities. corpo­
rations seem also to lx:ar mordl responsihilities Cparticularly if they 
dnn't wanr co imprnve d:.mgerous condirions as. e.g .. rhe management 
o f Convair in tht.> OC-10 case <Eddy/ Porter/ Page 1976> or the Air ew 
Z<:abnd in the GlS<: of che nash on the Anrarcric Mounl En:bus (French 
l 9~h. Ch. XI)). ·nw .. is cerrainly a type of m oral rcsponsihility diffe rem 
from an individual's moral accoumahiliry. 

The corpor:lte moral r<:sponsihi lity frequently coincides. huc need 
not hl' identicd with the moral coresponsib ility oí memhers o r a deci­
s io n-niaking board . Corporate moral respo nsibility therefore b analyti­
cally not to he confounded w ith moral corcsponsibil ity or group mem­
be rs pa1taking in a collecrive action or decision-making process (cf. 
helow ). 

Caring responsihility cenainly is not o nly role-bound but also 
morally rdevanr. lt is che responsihility to take c:are for the well-heing 
of a dependent person or living heing just h) spec1fic acts hut in a 
gene::ral permanent ohligation. 

In Engmeering Ethics Co<les - as in many other Co<les of Science 
A~sociations - the responsihility for the safety. health ami welfare o f 
tite puhlic is strcssed - even considered to he of ··paramoum·· impor­
tance (cf. e.g. IEEE). 111is responsihility, a combinatio n of indirect 
moral responsihilities as mentioned above and of 1he obligation to 
a hiele by thc Ethics Code of the respective professional sociecy, is cer­
tainly also a moral ohligation. though on a higher or secondary level. 

Bl:sides immediate action- or impact-oriented responsibilities 
there is a lso a higher-level moral responsibility to kcep and fulfil con­
tractual or role duties and promises, to live up ro ethics code1> of pro­
fe::ssional socicties, etc. This ohligation is certainly a universal moral 
one::, if the rulfilment of a task, contraer or role docs not contradice 
anotht:r overri<ling mor.ti norm. 

In general , chus. we have a rather differentiated inte rplay of leveb 
and types of responsibilicies, the moral obligacion · heing hut one spec­
tnim. MorJI responsihility may he activated by a special type of ac..1ion 
an<l in conncction with a special role, bue it is rather universal. le is not 
peculiar to a ~recilk person or role but would apply 10 everyone 
bcing in the same situation an<l/ or role. Morality and moral responsi­
hility are universal. Moral responsihility is individualized in that sense 
chat il cannot he delegated, substituted, de placed or replaccd or sho­
vc:d o ff from the respective pcrson Cor corporation/institulion). It can-
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not he diminbhed. divided up, dissolvc or vanish by hdng born e by 
a numher of peoph:. It is irreplaceable and undiminishahle in that 
:-.ensc. 

3 Problems q/ fJistrihutin~ Respo11sihilizv 

Therc:: is a nice illusrrating case in the literature on collt:ctive res­
ponsihility. "A vicar had accw1mlated ;.1 remarkable amount of accom­
plishments for a harnlet of wine-growcrs. The wine-growers decided 
thcrcfore to donare a harrd of wine LO him celebrating the thankful­
ncss on a spccial occasion. Each wine-grower should contribute two 
litres of bis hest wine from his cellar. Consequently, everyone of these 
poured the two litres chey had agreed on into the open harre!. 

On the occasion of che respective celebration and after solemn 
-.peechcs the barrt:I was opened ami the fir:-.t glass presented to the 
\'ÍGlr. But the glass comained hur pure water. and rhe festive mood 
changcd to general shamefulnco.;s" (Jühr 1976, 127). 

le is nol known whether the event mentioned in this example did 
rcally cake place, bue it is a very nice illu~cration of the prohlem of dis­
tributing responsibility. TI1e example shows immediately how intri­
guing the prohlems of responsihility and its distrihution are: Who is 
responsible in this e.ase? Everybocly? ot one individually? Each to a 
certain degrt:e? 

Prohlems of distributing responsihility are to he found today in 
particular in highly developed industrial sncieties shaped hy techno­
logy and advanced economies. Personal acting seems to disappear 
bdünd colkctive, institutional and/or group actions. Group and 
collective action is on the one hand the acting of and the acting wi­
thin organizations (corporate acting) ancl on the other hand the action 
of many actors under straregic ami competitive conditions; !>ometimes 
the actors are r.ither independent of one another. With re:>pect to 

collective actions rhere are ar least rwo dasses of di:;trihution pro­
blems or rather discrihurability problem.o.; (which may however ovcr­
lap): 1. the prohlem of attriburing responsihility in che case of non­
corporme colle<.1ivc :.ictions of many actors (he they corpor.arions or 
individuals) and with respect ro dynamic processes and developmenr 
of the marker and 2. the problem of attributing and distrihuting res­
ponsibility within the organizatio n with respect Lo internal corporate 
segregation of work and role assignrnent as well as with respect to the 
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corporare division of bbour and pro<luction (cf. Lenk/ Maring 1995b). 
Tnday anti in the rn.:ar fuwn: these prohk:ins are hccoming extn.:rncly 
n:levant and pressing. This is tnie. tu he su re. not only bec:au:-e of the 
impact of new systems-tcchnolugical phenomena and proce:-ses on 
th<.:ir o\\·n. but due also to the high social interconnl:!ctin:ness of 
action system...,, mark<.:b and the evergrowing worldwide int<.:m:lated­
ness ot' soci<.:tics in general. 

Questions o f c.listributing collective and corporate responsihility 
can he dislinguished and analysed according ro the following approa­
ches: 

1. rclations and mutual dependencc of agents and lt:gal rules, 
1. models of moral n:sponsihility distribution. 
5. responsibilit) and non-corporatc actions. 
· l. responsibiliry and corporate Cinstitutional) acrions and 
'>. re:-ponsihility and ( information) system.-. . 

. ~. l In the philosophical literature the prnhlems of cornpkx 
groups of inrerrelated agents causing the n:levant actions and outco­
mes and qu<.:stions of responsibiliry are usu:.illy dealt with unrelatedly 
hur very globally. whereas in jurisprudence thc pruhlem:- are <lealt 
with in more detail and sorne interesting approaches to soltlliuns are 
anained <which apply to philosophy as well>. By way of summarizing 
\\'C might say that rhe actually convincing principie of attrihuting the 
responsihiliry to exrant agent is running into some difficulries. These 
resu lr from the divcrs ancl cliverse forrns of collectiv<.: action and rhe 
non-individualizahility of rhe causal integration within or with n:spect 
to synergeric and cumulative processes. Legal rules (de /ef.!.e lata) typi­
cally fall short of considering ecological clamages and c.lamage:- thac 
on:ur far from the .-.ources of emissions ancl in regard to an adcquate 
provisiun. The need for legal regulation.s i:- heing wic.lely recognizcd. 
Suc:h topics as joint ancl total liahility, including a mutual right to rnm­
pensation. with recourse to the respective dcvclopment of sphcn:s of 
dang<.:r, (strict) product anc.I danger liahility that is indep<.:n<lent of fault, 
rhe rurnahout of th<.: hurden of proof. high prohahility of the extant 
causal agcncy, compens:uion ouc of capital fund.-., incentives to intcr­
nalize externalitie:-. etc .. are hcing discusse<l anc.I propo!->ed in the lite­
rarure. Prime d1fficulues of legal solu1ions ce1tainly lie in tlu.: non-li:.i­
hility of p<.:rmitted actions in subliminal individual contrihutions and in 
th<.: definition :.tnd establishment uf limiting and thresholcl values. (The 
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n.:k' anee ol legal considerations for philo~ophical thscus:-.ion should 
h<: carefully tested.) 

3 2 Cases in which somebocly fully and exclusively has to cake 
th<: respon~ihihry are examined in philosophy as a ru le. Bue are there 
nol also other cases of co-o perative n.:sponsihility. collective/ co-ope­
r:llive decis ion~. and collective action in gem.:ral , that are gaining much 
mon.: imponance today, in which someone carries full rcsponsibility 
by sharing rcsponsibiliry, according ro the c.legree of tllL' ind ividual co­
opcration or :iccountability? In othe r words. does thc.: cxtent of the dis­
trihution or responsibil ity gencrally reclun-: the degrei: of moral res­
ponsihi 1 ity? 

As a provi:-.icmal thesis. the fo llowing insight should he emphasi­
¿ed in regard to this prohlem : the centre of rhc rnodel of the distri­
hution of rcsponsibi lity is the question of the distribution of normati­
' \.' and de:-.criplin: responsihility - according to a theory of action - and 
the <equi\ alent > reduction o f the collective rcsponsihility to individual 
actors. \Ylrn:h 1~ dependc..:nt on the form of collecti vc.: actions and cau­
ses: the re~pecti,·e form of collecti,·c :.tction is also decisive and 
..;hould. in the follm\ ing, constitute a criterion for thc distinction of 
v:irious way:-. of attrihuting responsihil ity . A lurther point of emphasis 
i:-. thc distrihution in terms of the responsibilicy type. Jf one makes a 
dist inction het\\·c..:en a duty to compensare and moral responsihiliry, 
then a division as a solution is more.: likely in the former case than in 
the latter. Part il'ularly rc.:lc..:vant to the di . ..,t ribution o f responsihility are 
nc::gative formulatio ns of preventaliVL' ancl preservation respons ihility 
as wdl as thL' l'L'Sponsihility to avoicl omissions and fai lures, which 
sccms to he.: more suited to be open to a regulation o f the conrribu­
tional and pa rticipalmy form of responsihility cfütrihution. O nc 
should a b o diffe rcntiate in regare.! to nece~sary and ~uffident condi­
tions of the onsct of consequences an<l c.l:.11nagcs clepencling on the 
Jailc.:d or omitted or unintentionally m:glected actions of several 
actor~. 

3.3 13asic problems of responsihility clistribution do not only arise 
out of the non-corporate collective action of many actors (he they cor­
poration:-. or inclivicluals), but also out of specilk strategic conditions, 
panicularly in division-of-labour rnpitali:-.t pmcesse:-., that is, in lahour 
~egn:ga11on in the market externa! to corporations. The effects. results 
anti side-dfc.:cts of such actions llave - and not ju:-.r nowad:iys - an 
increasingly explosive nature. Maybe the difficulty can he dariJied with 
the help o f ex:.11nplcs and modd hypotheses regarding of social traps. 
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which unt il now were cliscussed mostly within the re<1lm ol individual 
rationaliry vs. collecth·e irrarjonaliry ( e.g., Prisoners' Dilemma, c f. 
Ilardin. Lenk/Maring 1990). 

\V/e ali know 1ha1 nt>gative externa! synergctic and/ or cumulative 
d f<.:cts may oc:cur when a large numhe r o f actor.> act along tht' lines of 
individual need c:alculations (only directly responsibll: for rheir own 
inten.:sts ami acts). Particular compone nts, rhat as suc:h are rdatively, 
i.e., sublimin:tlly. h:.irrnless, can lead as a whole 10 damages or even to 
the loss of highly appreciatecl '·commons" or public rroperty. lt is cha­
racterl.st ic o f t:hese cbmages that properry righrs, Le., individual rights 
to use resources. e.g. puhlic ones, are poorly or not at all clcfined or 
thar they are nor ohserved at ali. Externalities are characterized by an 
inc:ongruily hetween that outcome for which one b acrually responsi­
hle ancl that for whic:h one is made responsihle (liabll:). To a\'oid the 
externa! social costs. these results must. for exampk. be inrernalize<l -
incrnpor:11ec.1 inro the 'pro<luction functions' of a husine ... s . 

Distrihution of rt:sponsihility comes in at least two forms - In 
rt>gard to this prohlem two subproblems emerge. firstly, rhc question 
of distrihution of responsihility for or in view of rumulat1ve ancl syner­
getic c.lamages and, sccondly, che question of responsihilny for unfo­
reseen or even enforeseeahle consequencc.:s. With regard to moral juc.1-
gemenl, ir follmvs from the subprohlems that a personal ac:tion res­
ponsibilit~· in many a s ituation ancl case cannot in gene ral he attribu­
tcd ro an individua l agent :tlone nor, under many a circumstance. can 
thc cause he attribuced to a s ingle domain. Not only in the sense of 
task ancl role responsihility, hut also in the moral a ncl k:gal sense do 
the concerned inc.livicluals hear a co-responsibiliry corresponding ro 
their ac:1ive, potential or formal partic:ipation, 10 their constituting or 
inJluemial shares (to he c.letcrminecl in each individual case). An exten­
sion of che responsihility o f o perarionally manageahle rnoclels of the 
c.listrihution o f Cco-)responsibiJity are, cons ic.lering the consequence-; of 
collcctiw action, imper.itive. Appeals to the :t\'01dancc ol social trap 
situations alone are nor very useful. One shoulcl abo introduce opera­
tionally available and dficient measurcs such as legal sanctions (pro­
ducr liability, collective rcsponsibility, etc.), financia! inc:encives 10 
c:hange production, determinatio n of prope11y rights for puhlic: gix>ds, 
etc. The following rule coukl serve as a guic.leline: as many laws. regu­
lations and prohihitions as necessary: as much incentive, individual ini­
tiativc and individual responsihility as possihle. 
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.3 ·l A sccond and <lifferent catcgory \\"ith n.:spt:cl to thc prohlems 
ol r1:sponsihili1y <listrihution indttdc:s the externa! responsihility of cor­
porations. i.1: .. tlJL· corporation ancl some or ali of its memhers ( repre­
sl:'ntath e responsihility \'s. p:1rticipa1ory responsihilityl. :ind corpora-
1ion mcmhers ;tlonc: (reducible to thc specilk typt:s of rt:sponsihility); 
inll: rnal rl'-.ponsihility in ditkremly structured curporations ( hierar­
chie.-. etc) ;1s individu:.il responsihility :md co-responsihility: the d ele­
gatinn of responsihility; ancl , ·arying types of rcsponsihility. 

Moral responsihilit:y - chis is the main and k acl ing hypothesis - is 
usua lly. in regard to (at least idea l> corporate action , cl iffe rcntiahle and 
ramified: it is cnrpor:ltions as such, corporation members. o r the cor­
poration and its 1111.:mhers :.unong oth1:rs that can be hcld morally res­
ponsihle. The attrihution of individual mora l rcspunsihility must he 
Sl:'paratel} justificd in each case. Tn g1:neral, eme shuukl make a dis­
tincrion h1:t\\"el'n the exrernal (moral. legal. role) respons1hility ofthe 
corporations :tnd the C<:om:spondingl intern:tl rl:'spun ... ihility distrihu­
ti<>n 

Lksitk· thl' role or task-specific. the legal anti thc corporative 
acrion n:spon"ihil11y. corporations anc.I institutions do h:t\"l' a mural res­
ponsihiltty or an accountahilily analogous to moral respunsihility. This 
moral responsihility can al.so h<.: unclerstood as a higher levcl respon­
sihility: it would e"is1 in addition to ami inck:pendcnt of the specific 
individual responsihilitiL'S of thc individual corporation memhe r. 
lndh·ic.lu:tl rcsponsihility :tnd corporate rt:sponsihil ity do not have the 
satnl' meaning: they cannot s imply he mutually reduced to une anot­
li1:r. The n:sponsih iliry of one kinc.I o r type <loes not replaet: the other 
form. although in general. thes<.: analytically c.listinguished model c.:on­
cepts my overlap in social reality. 

Corporations can act ··intl'ntionally", tho ugh in a manner non­
rcducih lt- to indi\'idual :tction (i.e .. they act 111 the seconc.l:11y senst:. on 
a higher )e,·el of social fiction, on a symholtc or sc.:mantically structu­
red and tntl:'rprt:ted plane: their actions because o f this ancl the social 
con.,equences ar1: no les.-. rea l than a pcrson's action..,) Such a corpo ­
r;lll:' responsihiliry. 1hat b not equi\'alcnt 10 the immediately bearahle, 
dirl:'ct. personal responsihility applies !O hus1nesscs. the state and cor­
por:uions as wdl as to tedmical and scil'nt1fic organiLat1ons. Until 
now. the tra<litional a priori comhination of the anrihution of moral 
rl:'sponsihtl ity 10 natural persons. i.e ., thc concepts o f responsihility lin­
kecl to in<l1viduals, appeare<l to he insurmountable harrier.~ regarding 
the attrihution of moral responsibility to corpor;1tio ns ami situations. 
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Mu::.t chal be so? \Y/e think. no. Rather. the exclusive lirnitation ro the 
inclividualisric model rhwarted. Should o n e not t~trher develop a hie­
rarchical model that adequately and dilfore ntially pues the responsihi­
litics on the varim1s levels? 

Making or holding corporations responsihle may also c:onsti111te a 
first :-tep of atcrihuting rcsponsibility in c:orpor • .11e accion; thc (corpora­
tion interna]) distrihution prohlem can be dealt ·wich in a second scep. 
The lauer is difficult to deal \vich according to responsibility types. The 
fullow ing working hypotheses are fonnulated to address chis point. 

1. Only genernl distrihution mies can be laid down with certainty. 

2. These rules an.: (ideallyl to he applied to each individual case 
,,·ich extra provisos n:garding the special condicions. 

3. The responsibilicy c.liscribution is determined by the srntc:!ures 
o f the organization . c.lecision-making srrncn1res (lncernal Dec:ision 
lJnits) and pnncipks (individual and colleccive instances ami unüs; 
unanimity or majority principies). (This applies to rhe social structure 
in gene ral. too. l 

L Thc externa! rcsponsibility in ,·iew of chird parties. sociery ancl 
for tht:ir rdevanl inscances. is dependent o n the corporacc slructure, 
on thc 111fluence and control of individuals, on che conrributions of 
(individual) agent:-. :.md in general on the interna! responsihil11y distri­
hution (in the sense of n>mpetency and task distrihution and role­
structure). 

') , The interna] n:sponsihiliry for the fu lfilment o f tasks and roles 
\V ilh respect to colleagues is also primariJy de tt: rrn ined by the c:orpo­
rale strLtcLUre. It is primarily an accountability to superiors and a spe­
cial case of the role and task responsibility. (The ohservation of these 
dut ies is generally legally rec¡uired. usually in form of a contraer; it c:.m 
also he morally rt:quired.) 

6. Tasks and competencies and the accompanying respo nsihility 
can be ddegared. The responsibiliry of the delegating person <loes not 
(nect:ssarily) end there. In general, howevcr. rnornl responsibility, can­
not he delegared. 

7. The (norma ti ve l responsibility for the consequences of actions 
is primarily a result of the individual contrihutions of action and pro­
dm:tio n. The individual director or the Chief Executive Officer, as well 
as rhe perfom1er or ext:cutive, would act indeed (The performance of 
an order or a command <loes not. however. generally exculpate the 
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perfonncr.) The disLribulion of such an external or the rt:spective incer­
nal rcsponsibilily, which assumes other responsibility dislrihutions, 
results from lhe respcctive comribulion to che action or production and 
from lhe involvemem of the actor or conlrihutor. 

8. Role and task responsibility rt:sults from formal as well as infor­
mal roles ami tasks; the responsibilily ami its (externa! or interna[) dis-
1 rihu1ion c.lc¡x:nc.ls on corporale strucn1rc, hiern rcby ancl position. 

9. Moral responsibility (in a narrowcr sense) as simply c.lirectly 
anc.I personally attrihutahle responsibilily in view of externa! or inter­
na! adrcssces is nude Lopical by its own action and possibilities of 
action. Moral responsibility is a function of power, inJluence and 
knowledge. The co-responsibil ity determines itself corresponc..lingly 
with regarc.I lo the strategic placement of an individual in a corpora­
tion. lt is incn:asing with growing formal authority of the bearer and 
che levd or position within the hierarchy or corporate decision struc­
turt:. TI1e moral respo nsihility of A can be brgcr, smaller or equally 
large as chal of 1:3. Howevcr, responsibility distribulion b not suited to 
percentage di:.trihution analysis; it is bcuer suited to comparative sta­
tements. Moral responsihility b not really divisible; it is open to sha­
ring though. lt can he home solely (exdusivcly) or jointly (each per­
son fully or partly). In the distrihution model of moral rcsponsibiliry 
the individuality of che attribution and che morally required non-disap­
pearance of rhc co-responsihility il is necessary to take seriously the 
moral accounlahility evcn in view of a growing number of pa11icipants 
(which mighl facrually tend lo rninimizc the personal share of che res­
ponsibility). 

1 O. The legal clistribution of rcsponsihility is clealr with sepanuely 
according to legal or natural persons, to the respectiv<:: civil or crimi­
nal law, lo legal aspects of aclministrarion or thc statc or constitutional 
approaches. In chis way the legal person is, a~ a rule, liable 10 thircl 
parties for those who act on its hdwlf according ro (German) civil law 
though not (in Germany far instance) :iccording to the criminal Jaw. 
Internally speaking. che corpuration may have claims against natur.il 
persons (<:.g. members). This is not the case with corporalions which 
are not "legal persons·· accorcling to the Gennan civil law. 

4.5 There i!> a further prohlem of the re!>ponsihility distribution 
emerging from che use of expert and information systems (cf. Lenk 
1989). Can thcse be responsible? Resides che "responsibil ity !...] in che 
systems" (Haefner); can wc make complex informational clecision­
making systems and expert systems rei;ponsible' Is that not an unno-
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ricecl introduction of irresponsihility with no one to he appointed 
guilty. an infringcment or tr.msgression of a taboo or even a catcgori­
cal m1stake on the sic.le of the analyser? 

lt is indeed mt:aningful and imponanc to make rompuler systems 
more reliahle. hul it i~ not rneaningful co attribute morc1I trustworthi­
m:ss ancl n.:s-ponsihility to thcm. Indt:ecl , thal would he ahsurd and 
sound oc.Id! Compute rs are not moral heings, just as information sys­
tems are nor social heings. In spitc of their far-n:aching social impli­
cations. human heings must carry rhc fu ll responsihility for the use or 
misust: of tedrnical sysrems - hut which human heings? Tht: program­
'mer? The d irector of 1he computing centre? The entr<:preneur? The 
politit:ian? ... The fL'Sponsihility may, in view of the possihle far-rea­
ching implicaLions of respo nsiblc decisions for humans, especially 
individuals. ha rclly seem bearable. bue morally ir still exists. Human 
heings cannot morally deprive themselves o f their power of decision 
ancl rheir accounrahility. they cannot and should not ct:de their moral 
responsihili1y to computcrs :lnd infonnation systems. (This thesis muse, 
howevcr. ~1111 ht: esrahlishcd and worked out). In vie\\ of thc factual 
expansion of au1om;1ted conditioned decbions, this respon~ihility 
dikmma. which th<: participants and the higher decision-makers can­
not avoid . will hecomc more ancl more pressing in the future. 
Iksponsihil11y c:annot he a llowcd to be dilutec.I , c ither in anonymity o r 
uncler rhe prokction of committees, o r in 1he infornrntion and cleci­
sion-making systems. Possihilities of a counter-reacrion exist in a hig­
her sensitiz:Hion of thc rcsponsihil iry awareness, in the development 
of :t Codc o !" Ethics for rnmputer expe1ts, in the interdisciplinaiy rese­
arc:h ami in an a ll iance in tcaching and training of ali knmvledge-orien­
tcd disciplines. etc. 

4. f;'11~i11eeri11p_ Codes <>f f:'tbics mu/ the Reso/11tic111 of Respo11sihility 
Coi(/licts 

We rt:c:orded approximately 450 Codes of Ethics or similar rcgula­
tion-. likc sdcntisls' or <:nginccrs' oaths. The recordcd cocles come from 
various profess1onal organi~Hions Cmosrly American). espcc:ially from 
as.,oci:Hions and societies of enginecrs anc.I scientisrs. Inicial <:ompari­
sons anc.1 oven•icws indicatcd la rge correspondcnc:es in che 
Fund:unental Principies and C:.mons; differenc:es are found moslly in 
rhe specific: Guidelines. The contents o ffer more o f a son nf erhos of 
the respective profession than a genuine cocle of cthic:s (if ·'ethics" is 
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understood in lhc.: slricl sense relating to u niversal moral nonns). A 
disalh"antagc.: in res¡x:ct lo che a pplicahility al least for thc: rc:spective 
professions in Germany is that lhe codes are roo strongly o riented to 

c::ngineers as sdf-<:mployed or top managers: most (German) engine­
ers do not fil lhc.:sL' categories (hut this 'ieems to be tnte in the USA, 
too). A fund:uncncal function of the Codcs is the sen-;i1i1.;1tion of engi­
nc:L·rs. scic:ntisrs. engint·c.:ring unions. ancl science and tc:chnical pro­
ft•.;sionals ami o rganiz:ll ions to c:lhical problems and to conflicts bet­
" c.:t:n erbio; and. for e:xample. economic goals. Further possihilities of 
implernenting, arplying, institutionalizing an c.I operationalizing the 
cocks should he: cardully considere<! ami. if mc:aningful . the improved 
Codc:s should then he installc:d and enforc:c:d. 

Regarding professional Co<lc:s of Elhics the follmving the:-.is can he 
presenred or postul:tted Ccf. Lenk 199 1 ): Professional regula11ons and 
ni les of hehav1our such as the Code:-. of Ethic:-. shoukJ not just he regar­
ded as representing the current professional ethos; comrrehensive 
ethical consideralions induding uniersal applicahilily and commitment, 
general social valuL·s ami goals havl' also 10 he rec:ognizc:d anc.l refor­
mulated within the Codes as somehow obligatrny or effective guideli­
nes; thl' oric:ntation co the common good<s> should be slrengthene<l, 
various institutional controls ancl po.'i-'iibilities of ohtainin~ ami furthe­
ring discipline within the group. corporation, organization or insritu­
tio n shoukl he induded; particular no11ce :-houlc.I he given 10 the ques­
tion of the s1ruc1ural inten-elations \\'ith the market and in working life 
(in husinesses and corporations ª·' wdl a:-. institutions), to institutional 
c:orporale responsihility ami to moral ideals (representing v irtues 
w hich cannot hc lc:gally enforced, instilulio na lized o r controlled). If 
the endes should still find stronger and increased emry inco the posi­
tivl· law ami gain a kind of legal status (mayhe via dauses th:n need 
to he fillc.:d in like ··goocl custom.-." <§ 138 BGB. German Civil L:m: )). 
the chances ni the realizarion of the c<>dl!s \\'ould therehy I~ gre1tly 
t·nhanced. hecause appeals alonc :md susceptahility ami thc -;ensitiza­
tion of lhe indi,·iduals - especially of dependen! employc:cs - do not 
seem lo be sufficient, as necess:.11y as they are indeed. ln:-.titutional 
supr o rt ing measurc:s a re also re quired. ll remains importanr to indu­
de e thical and rnor:tl hasic instructions in education a:-. well as in tech­
nologic:al. tl.'dinical and on-the-joh-lraining and to providt: for accom­
panying measur1::s. i.e., similarily the di:-.cussion and publicmion of 
case studies, 10 e.-.tahlish ethics conui1it1ee~. to tlesign and render com­
mirring profes.-.ional hippocratic oaths or analogou:-. vow:-. etc. , an<l to 

give legal support for ethical employeL'S unc.ler pressure. so thac the 
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prof1,;.;..,ional Ethic:-. C:odes e.lo prove not to be just pret<.:m:cs or inef­
fenive alihi appeals th:tt ha\'C: nothing to do wilh re:il lite. (Our books 
- 'f'c!dmik 1111d Ethik ( Tecb11olop,y ami F.thics) (eds. H. Lt:nk. G. Ropohl, 
Stungart 1987. 2n<l edition 1993 ), lflisse11schajf 1111d r:tbik ( Scie11ce a nd 
f:'thic:sl <ed. H. Lt.:nk. Snmg:irr 1991) and \Virtscb,{/i 111ui Ethik 
( f:'co1wmics a11d F.thics) kd:-.. J-1 . Lenk. M. Maring. Sruugarr 1992) - offer 
lots of mati.:rial on this topic:.) 

Thert.: is a son o f social traps in\'olved in abicling by or profiting 
from ethical codes: People who follow che rules muse olien ckal with 
disadvanrages, while thnse who transgress them can ht:nefil from 
ac.l\':tnl:tges Cespecially when tht: infringemenl can he hidden). 
Prohlem . .; of control, ,.;anction. trust and securiry alsn arise; these can­
not he solvec.I through coc.Jes ~done. Additional institutional 1111.:asures 
are incke<l nece:-.sary. 

lkgarding n.:sponsibility contlicts in practice, there are no isolated 
solutions or :-.uggestions for :-.uch cases; insread. applicability rules or 
practica! guic.lelines on an inrenm:<liate level shoukl he dewloped. 
These rules shouk.I ditfrrcntiate. for c.:xample, het\\·ec.:n moral idl!als 
«:on:ring \'i1tues as menliont:d above) and moral (ohligarory) rnles 
(! knnc:ssey/ Gert ). A comhination of individual and instin1tional mea­
surcs is necessary: To furthe r and strengthen individual ethiGtl com­
petence is a necessary, hut hy no means a sufficienc step for the effi­
cient solution of rc:-.ponsihility prohlems and conflicts. An implemen­
tation of ethical cunsideration:-. in law and po.litics would suppkment 
and enhancc this srep. In particular, the codes should cxplici tly set 
priorities and decision oiteri:1, which would aid in che solution of the 
respective responsibility conllicts. 

As mentioned ahon:. mosr engineers and scientists nowadays 
work as dependt:nt employcl!s in industry. lnsofar thc respective com­
pany codes, principie:-. of managemenr. as wdl as guidelines for spe­
cilk jobs, etc., are rdl!\'ant for thcm. lnch codcs are usually discussed 
in business cthics. In practica! joh s ituations technology-related and 
:-.cience-urienred questions an<l prohkm:-. are combined, so that a 
ckan-cur separation of these is neither beneficia! nor meaningful in 
this rcalm. Respon:-.ibility for technology an<l science (or resean:h act i­
\'ity) is particularly concretized in corporate accing in and for husines­
ses. Therefore. business ethics and engineering ethics as well as the 
externa! responsibility of tht: researcher are cloesly relatcd. 
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5. Priono• Rules 

rn considering differenr rypes of responsibility, we will also have 
to clevdop priority mies. as for exampk, th:.H mor.ti rcsponsihility 
wkcs prccedence over rolc-rcsponsibiliry. We woulc.I like to propase 
thc folluw ing JO niles uf prcfcrenct:: and priority which are not syste-
111a1ically arranged in a sucn:ssive order and valid under prima-facie­
conditions (that hut cxcept the first four ones presented jusr is they 
may be ovcr-rulecl hy higher ancl more hinding moral ohlig:uions). 
(The first four rules are adapted from \\'lerhane 1985, pp. 72.) 

L. To weight moral rights of the n:spel'rive individual; these moral 
rights a re non-alienable predistributive or primordial rights overriding 
u ti lit y c:onsiderations. 

2. To seek a compromise taking inro consideration intereses of 
eve1yone on an equal basis; in case of an unsolvable or seemingly 
unsolvahle con!lict hetween equally rdevanr basic rights 1.he condirion 
mentioned in the dause is especially imponant. 

3. Only after considering the mor..11 rights of each party one 
shoukl vote for the sulution which causes the least damage or maxi­
mizes utility fur all invulvcd panies. 

4. Only after application of rnle l., 2. and 3. util ity considerations 
are ro be weigbted against potential harm. That means in general: 
Non-alienable (predistributive) m oral rights are prior to consideracions 
of avoiding harm ancl damage and these latter are prior to utility con­
sic.le ralions. 

5. ln practically unsolvahle conflicts eme should look for fair com­
promises (Lhat is for compromises whic:h involve proximatly equally 
distributed or proportionally jwaifiec.I distributions of disadvantages 
and utilities respectively.) 

6. General (higher level) moral responsibiliry is to ohcain a pre­
ference over resrricted nonmoral prima-facie-ohligations. 

7. Universal moml responsibility genen11ly cahs preference over 
role and rask responsibility. 

8. Oirect or primary moral responsibility is usually hur nol always 
tu he considered p1ior to indirecc responsihility for remole conse­
quences. (This is true bec:ause o f urgency hut should at times and in 
cases be modified acc:ording to imponanc:e and impact of consequen­
ces and long r.inge effectiveness.) (See also rule 17 bdow.) 
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9. Primary ami personal moral responsibiliry prt'cedes the secon­
dary or M:cond-levd corpor.lle responsibility. 

10. Tht' puhlic weal as Wt'll as "the common good" surpasses ali 
other spt'cific, spec:ial, specious ancl pa1ticular interc::sts. 

J l . In 1echnic.1I rules and regulations for applied science impor­
tan1 principies of prioriry are formulated regarding safety regularions, 
e.g. Rule DIN 31.000 of the German Technical Regulation DIN expli­
citly slates: "With respect to sate design ( it is imperarive rhat) that solu­
tion has ro be pn.:ferred for which the safery goals will be reached in 
a tc::chnologically meaningful way anc.l the hest economical manner. In 
case of doubt safety requirernents take precedence over economical 
considerat ion." 

12. Safety goes on top of rechnical-functional and economic con­
siderations (as for instance DIN 31.000 would postula1e). 

13. Global or continental as wdl as regional and local cnviron­
mental compatihility are to he differentiated and have ro be taken into 
account: system-rekvant or decisive environmental co mpalihility and 
usually thc comparatively speaking more comprehensive compatibility 
stay in fronr . Sustainable development of ecosystems is particularly 
urgent on each o f these levds. 

14. Urgency of ecocompatibility and sustainabiliry (especially a 
systern-dec:isive eme) are to top economic utility. 

15. Social and human compatibiliry would in the case of conflict 
precede ahove environmental and nature or species compatibilities 
which are however srill to he considcred by the way of reaching for 
meaningful compromises. 

J6. Human anc.l social acceptability surpass functional efficiency and 
utility. 

17. Concrete humanity and humaneness should go in front of abstraer 
requiremcntl'> and formal universal principles. 

Such rules of priorities are conducive to tracing and probably sol­
ving conflict~ between different typel'> of responsibilitie:. obtaining in a 
panicular actual situation uf conflia. Wherea:. differenriating between 
the levels and types of responsihilities is nec<:ssa1y for the discovcry 
and identification of conflicts, thc rules of priorities could helpfully be 
applied in solving or al least rcgubting anc.l assessing the respective 
conflict-simations and in tracing their special sources. Ye!, in this realm 
much work has still to be done in rhe future. 
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