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Documents such as this “Code of Ethics for Engineers” seem to exist for the sole purpose of existing.  The document is a combination of the obvious and the implausible – not really meant for any competent engineer to ever read.  This is something you’re more likely to find in a manager’s hands – probably right before he fires you for doing something you were told to do in the first place.  
I found many statements impractical and other sections to be contradictory.  The most amusing line to me was “Engineers shall acknowledge their errors and shall not distort or alter the facts”.  Although the intended meaning may be obvious, one could interpret this as “If you make a mistake, don’t fix it”.  The paragraph outlining misrepresenting one’s qualifications (II-5.A) is one I see being violated with many aspiring engineers during interviews.  I often hear of candidates saying they ‘know’ a particular area when in actuality they read four pages about it in one text book.  Such misrepresentation also occurs inevitably in business.  Modern marketing principles make it almost impossible for an engineer to control how exactly his or her work is used.  An engineer has little ability to change his clients’ advertising practices, which may be misleading; he or she cannot anticipate such occurrences and shouldn’t be expected to.
Part II-2 seems to be very confused as to whether a supervising engineer has to know what’s going on at all.  It initially states the engineer should ‘sign’ only work in which he or she is competent and has total control.  The next point ironically states that an engineer can sign a document provided other engineers know what they’re doing.  As mentioned in class, another contradictory idea is that you shouldn’t reveal your employer’s internal information, unless it is ‘unethical’ in which case you can tell anyone.  Again, we can allude to the Challenger case in which the contracted engineers probably would have been fired if they had publicly spoken up, which they were anyhow.  There are probably engineers at Microsoft who believe their employer may be “engaged in fraudulent of dishonest enterprise” in regards to antitrust laws.  If any Microsoft employees left the company because of this, they probably were an eligible candidate to be accountable for such actions.  Such an ‘escape’ would violate more code.


Other sections seem advocate an unrealistic engineering utopia: “Engineers shall at all times strive to serve the public interest” (Part III-2).  Exactly what does this mean and what are its limitations?  What if the public interest were to know how to go without buying whatever service the engineer’s employer is providing?  Again, relating to Microsoft: the computer community as a whole is attempting to avoid becoming dependant on Microsoft products.  Does this mean a Microsoft engineer is ‘ethically’ responsible to dissuade costumers from using Microsoft products.  Further, this section practically demands community service by the engineer; this cannot be expected of an individual working fulltime while raising a family or having other vested time commitments. 

From my experience, a document such as this will probably be left unacknowledged until it is too late.  Engineers (and people, in general) will do whatever their conscious tells them to do, regardless of what some standardized code states. We see modern enterprise violating these codes everyday.  Many important, respectable characters have had to break a rule here or there in order to standout or get ahead.  Engineers should be able to work under most of these specifications, but I don’t believe there is any use to standardize and enforce them. Most engineers aren’t private practice, which is where such codes have been useful for professions such as lawyers and doctors.  
