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To paraphrase the ethical dilemma, Truth or Consequences, there is a conflict between a doctor, Dr. Samuel King, and a dental hygienist, Robert Parks. Robert and Dr. King have been having disputes in the office that have disrupted adequate care of patients in the office. As Robert is certified in local anesthesia and aware of the guidelines of OSHA, he becomes concerned when Dr. King advises his employees to remove protective caps from contaminated needles prior to placement in the sharps container to save space and decrease cost. An investigation then occurred within the office after the hygienist filed a complaint, and Dr. King fired him. As a result, a court case was conducted, and both are suing each other. 
The ethical dilemma in this case is the decision Robert is faced with the options of remaining silent and following the direction of his doctor to keep his full-time position at this practice or speaking out and reporting the issue to uphold the safety protocols and guidelines with the risk of losing his job. 
The core values defined in the Code of Ethics that pertain to this case include beneficence, nonmaleficence, veracity, and justice. As outlined in the textbook, beneficence means doing what will benefit another individual (Kimbrough-Walls & Lautar, 2012, p. 24). Robert demonstrated this value by reporting the error to maintain safety and protect the staff in the office from accidental contamination of the needle, and Dr. King ignored this value by putting the safety of his employees below his own financial interests. Nonmaleficence is “to do no harm to others” (Kimbrough-Walls & Lautar, 2012, p. 24). This value is compromised when Dr. King prioritizes financial gain and compromises his staff’s health and safety by creating exposure risks. Robert refuses to follow this policy and reports the issue to avoid the transmission of possible bloodborne pathogens for himself and others to display this principle. Veracity, meaning the obligation to tell the truth, is evident when Robert reports the violation to OSHA, regardless of the consequence of the possibility of losing his job in order to uphold this value. Justice, also known as fairness, was compromised when Robert retaliated to ensure regulations were being followed by the dental practice, resulting in termination and firing from his job. Dr. King not only unjustly fired Ribert, but he also created health and safety risks for those who work in his office to improve cost efficiency. 	
It is imperative to note relevant information that may have led to a better outcome or solution to the issue if addressed differently. As mentioned in the beginning of the case, Dr. King and Robert were involved in many arguments that created an unpleasant work environment as well as disrupted the quality of patient care at the office. These issues should have been addressed and resolved before contacting OSHA and resulting in termination of an employee. Better communication between the doctor and hygienist or possible involvement of a third-party member could have created a more unified work team and could have led to the contaminated needle situation being handled differently. This resulted in a better solution created with proper and professional protocol. If Robert and Dr. King had a better relationship, Robert could have had an opportunity to handle the situation directly with the doctor and still kept his job at the office he desired. 
There are many alternative routes Robert could have taken in this situation to address the issue or resolve the issue, whether successful or unsuccessful. One option Robert could have taken was to inform the doctor and the staff that this procedure was against OSHA safety standards and protocol. This option may have been successful if the employees and doctor had understood the negative consequences that this unsafe protocol could result in and communicated to create a solution that was safe for the workers, as well as if these staff members and the doctor valued safety and ethics. To make changes, the doctor would have to put beneficence above financial gain. If the doctor refused, Robert may be forced to then report to OSHA and if the protocol was unchanged, he may have had to find a different office. Another route Robert could have chosen would be to continue following the guidelines of the doctor and keep his position in the office to avoid further conflict by not saying or doing anything. This option displays unethical components as this jeopardizes the health and safety of the workers to enable financial gain. In this alternative, the doctor and dental hygienist would not be adhering to their obligations of their position. Not to mention, if reported by another employee or noticed and reported by a patient, OSHA may have been notified anyways and Robert’s license, as well as the doctors, may have been compromised and a court case could occur. Another option Robert could have taken would be to tell the staff the dangers of this unsafe protocol and explain to everyone that it violates OSHA regulations, and he could have refused to adhere to this protocol. The consequence of this alternative is that the staff may not have listened to Robert, and the entire office would be disgruntled and in conflict with each other. Since Robert and Dr. King had been having issues prior, this may have enraged him and resulted in termination of his job regardless. 
The most ethical solution for this conflict would be to address the unsafe procedures with the doctor, discuss that his new protocol violates OSHA guidelines, and attempt to resolve their disputes. Robert could explain the dangerous consequences that could result due to the procedure of uncapping the needles prior to discarding them, and that this defies their obligations as healthcare providers. If this was unsuccessful, Robert should then make attempts to report the issue to OSHA to incorporate all core values of ethics as mentioned previously. The negative aspects of this decision include the impacts that could result if the doctor does not ethically agree with and change the course of action. If the doctor refuses to comply, then Robert would have to find another position where safety protocols are being upheld and the well-being of both patients and the staff is prioritized. The doctor may also lose his license if he does not comply with OSHA regulations. 
Overall, the most suitable and appropriate option in this case would be for Robert to first address the disputes and relationship dilemmas, then discuss with the doctor in a professional manner how his new protocol opposes OSHA, puts his employees at risk of injury and harm, endangers their licensure, and the legality of this procedure. Unfortunately, if the doctor refuses to change his protocol, Robert should then resign and report the issue to OSHA to avoid further harm despite his dismissal in the office. This decision attempts to solve the issue in the most professional manner as well as incorporating the core values of ethics, including veracity, justice, beneficence, and nonmaleficence. It is the duty of a dental hygienist, doctor, or healthcare professional to do what is ethically appropriate for the safety of the patients as well as the staff members to fulfill their duties and obligations in a professional manner, despite personal conflicts. 
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