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Abstiact— Whistle-blowings a core topic for any "ethics”
or "pr ofessionalism”course offered for IS/CS/CE/EEma-
jors. Thispaperdocuments real whistle-blowingcasethat
is ideal for usein teacing. Theincidentis setin the com-
putingindustry specificallyin the supplyof micro-electonic
chipsfor usein safety-criticalsystemsTheincidentis well
documentedwith decisionsin both a criminal caseand a
civil case It toucheson all the major issuesinvolvedin
whistle-blowing

1. Introduction

The term “whistle blowing” may not alreadybe famil-
iar to studentdn IS/CS/SE/EEOneauthordefinedwhistle
blowers as “thosewho ... make revelationsmeantto call
attentionto nggligence,abusesor dangershat threatenthe
publicinterest.They soundanalarmbasedntheirexpertise
or insideknowledge oftenfrom within theveryorganization
in whichthey work ... Most[whistle blowers]know thattheir
alarmsposea threatto anyonewho benefitsfrom the ongo-
ing practiceandthat their own careersand livelihood may
be at risk” [5]. Examplesof situationsthatleadto whistle
blowing arewhenanemployeediscoversthattheir compaty
is knowingly supplyingan unsafeproductto customerspr
whensomeonaliscoversthattax dollarsarebeingwastedn
somefraudulentor flagrantmanner The casediscussedhere
actuallycombinesbothof thesetypesof concerns.

Whistle-blaving is mentionedin all the major codesof
ethicsrelevant to the computingprofession. For example,
the first item in the IEEE code (seechapter3 of [6], also
www.ieee.org ) saysthatmembersagreeto:

Acceptresponsibilityin makingengineeringdeci-
sionsconsistentwith the safety health, and wel-
fare of the public, and disclosepromptly factors
thatmightendan@rthepublicor theervironment.

The explanationof item 1.2 of the ACM code(seeappendix
2 of [6]), “Avoid Harmto Others; amplifieson this theme:

In the work ernvironmentthe computingprofes-
sional hasthe additional obligationto reportany
signsof systemslangers that mightresultin seri-
ouspersonalor socialdamaye. If one’s superios
do not act to curtail or mitigate sucd dangers, it
may be necessaryto “blow the whistle” to help
correctthe problemsor reducetherisk.

The AITP Standard®f Conduct(seechapter3 of [6], also
www.aitp.org ) includeghestatementhatmemberswill:

Never misepresenor withholdinformationthatis
germaneto a problemor situationof public con-
cernnor will I allow any suc knowninformation
to remainunchallenged.

Principle 1.4 of the IEEE-CS/ACM Software Engineering
Codeof Ethicsstates:

Discloseto appropriatepersonsor authoritiesany
actual or potentialdanger to the user the public,
or theervironmentthatthey reasonablypelieveto
beassociatedvith softwae or relateddocuments.

It is clearfrom theseguoteghatwhistleblowingis animpor-
tantconcernfor professionalén the computingindustry In
fact,the codeof ethicsof our professionasocieties equire
theprofessionalo blow thewhistlein certaincircumstances.

Therearewell-known casestudiesn whistle-blaving; for
example,the NASA Challengedisastei4, 7, 10]. Butrel-
atively few aresetin the contet of the computingindustry
Perhapghe best-knavn is the BART incidentof the early
1970s[1] (seealsochapter7 of [6]). This paperpresents
a modernwhistle-blaving casestudyinvolving two women
who worked for HughesAircraft and blew the whistle on
fraud in testingand certificationof micro-electronicchips
usedin variousweaponssystems.A time line for the main
eventsin this caseappearsn Figurel. Thetimeline is use-
ful in emphasizingo studentghe lengthof time thatit can
take to resolhe whistle-blaving cases.
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Figurel: Timeline of majoreventsin the GoodearlindAldred versusHughesAircraft whistle-bloving case.

2. The Context: Chipsand Testing

This caseinvolvescomputerchips madeat HughesAir-
craft Compay’s Micro-electronicCircuit Division in New-
port Beach, California during the time period of approxi-
mately 1985 through1987. The particularchips involved
are called hybrids becausehey useboth digital and ana-
log logic in a single package. HughesAircraft would sell
asmary as100,000hybridsperyear, at pricesrangingfrom
$300to $5,000each. The chipswere usedin a variety of
sophisticatee@lectronicsystemssuchasaircraftradarunits
andmissileguidancesystems.At least73 differentDepart-
mentof Defenseprogramswereinvolved, including the F-
14,F-15,F-16andF-18aircraft(seeFigure2), theMaverick,
PhoenixandAMRAAM (AdvancedViedium-RangeAir-to-
Air Missile) missiles,DIVADS, INTELSAT andothersys-
tems[3]. Theresultsof chip failuresin the field could be
varied. One possiblescenariothat was suggestedy testi-
mory in thecriminaltrial wasthattheradarusedby afighter
planeto directits weapongouldfail!

Contractsto supply chipsto the governmentwould re-
quire that the chips passspecifiedquality assuranceests.
Typical testswould involve checkingwhetherthe packaged
chip allowed ary leaksthat might let moistureget to the
chip,andcheckingthechipfor failuresafterbeingsubjected
to temperatureycling, constantaccelerationand/orshock.
Hybridsthatfailedaparticulartestwould eitherbediscarded
or re-workedto correctthe defect.By contractre-work was
not allowedfor failure of certaintests.

Assurancethat the chips did indeed passthe specified
testswould be madethroughpapervork tracking the tests
performedandtheresults.Hughesuseda documentalleda
“lot traveler”to keeptrackof thesequencef testsandother
operationgerformedon eachhybrid.

Ruth Aldred was employed by Hughesfrom 1979 to
1988. (Her namewas Ruth Ibarraat the time the incident
began;shelater marriedandher namechangedo Ruth Al-
dred.) From 1984to 1988, shewasa supervisoifor hybrid
guality assurance.

MargaretGoodeariwasemployed by Hughesfrom 1981
to 1989. In 1986, Goodearlbecamea supervisorfor seals
processind“seal” asin sealof the packagingf thechip)in
theervironmentakestingareaatthe Newport Beachfacility.
Shehadpreviously workedasassupervisoifor assemblyn
thehybrid productionfloor andasa supervisoin the hybrid
engineerindab.

3. TheFraud and Cover-Up

Discovery andrecognitionof thefraudfollowedatypical
scenario. Apparentlysmall anomaliesn papervork raised
guestionsthe answergo the questiongaisedmore serious
concernsand the continuedreactionto the questionscon-
firmedthe fearsof the whistle-blavers. Oneaccountstates
—“Aldred saidshebecameawareof problemsatthe Hughes
plantin 1985 ,whenGoodearlthennew to herjob, asledAl-
dredto look over somepapervork. Whenshebroughterrors
in the papervork to the attentionof hersupervisorsshesaid
shewastold to keepquietaboutthe problem”[13].

Theindictmentfor thecriminaltrial in whichHugheswvas
corvicted of conspirag to defraudthe governmentsumma-
rizestheillegal activity as— “to defraudthe Departmenof
Defenseby knowingly and deliberatelyproducinghybrids
thathadnot beentestedin the mannerspecifiedby contract
andthepertinentmilitary specifications.., andto makefalse
statementswritings and representationsn documents..”
[3]. More specifically the indictment statesthat Hughes
would — “skip requiredervironmentaltestson certainhy-



Figure2: F-16firesanAGM-88 HARM missile.

An F-16FightingFalconfrom the416thFlight TestSquadrorEdwardsAir ForceBase Calif., firesanAGM-88 HARM missile
duringtesting. The F-16is oneof the weaponssystemsn which the hybrid chipswereused. Testimoty at the criminal trial
indicatedthat chip failure in the field could causepilots to be unableto aim their weapons.(U.S. Air Force Photo,photoby

Tom Reynolds,www.af.mil/photos ).

brids for which thereweredelivery pressure®r priorities;
“fraudulently testor conductrework on hybridscontraryto
contractuaprovisions”and"f alsify essentiatlocumentshat
requiredall testsandproceduregincluding rework history)
andtheresultsof suchteststo be carefullyrecorded’3].

Much of thefraudwasapparentlymplementedinderthe
immediatedirectionof DonaldLaRue.Relesantitemsin the
indictmentstate:

“From time to time, defendantLaRuewould di-

rect test operatorsto, among other things: (a)
skip certaintestsor proceduresbut markthe (lot)

traveler as if performed; (b) falsify travelersto

shav hybrids passingtestswhenthe hybridshad
in fact failed the requiredtests; (c) perform un-
documentedndunauthorizedework without the
travelersreflectingthe rework actuallyperformed,
asrequiredby contract;(d) sign-of travelersbe-
fore testswere performed;(e) conducttestsand
proceduresut of sequenceand(f) shortcuttem-
peraturecycling andotherprocesses.

In order to meet production goals, Hughes
(through LaRue) would also causesign offs on
travelers for thousandsof hybrids to be forged
by employeeswho hadneitherconductechor had
knowledgeof thetestsor the actualtestresults,in
knowing violation of governmentcontractualre-

quirements On repeatedccasionsl.aRuewould
personallyremove leak stickersplacedon hybrids
thatfailed eitherthe fine leak or grossleak tests,
andwould causethe travelersfor suchpartsto be
initially markedor subsequentlglteredto fraudu-
lently representhatthe parthad passedsuchtest
3]

In news accountsat thetime thatthe criminal indictment
was announcedHughesofficials downplayedthe incident
and deniedthat anything wrong had taken place. Onere-
sponsewvasthatthe indictmentwas“disproportionatdo the
allegedactvities” [11]. Anotherwasthat“no substandaradr
defectize hardwarewasdeliveredby Hughes™[11].

4. Whistle-Blowing

After failing to get Hughesmanagemeninterestedin
correctingthe problems, Aldred and Goodearlreportedthe
problemsto federalinvestigatorsn late 1986. Oneaccount
guoted Goodearl describing her motivation for whistle-
blowing asfollows—*“I hadno choice... I've gotthreesons
and a daughterandary oneof them could wind up in the
military ... anddeadbecaus®f thesebadparts”[13].

Thecriminalindictmentlists specificactsof intimidation
and harassmentoward the whistle blowers[3]. In onein-
stancea HughesmanagecalledGoodearinto hisofficeand



demandedo know who was“the goddamrsquealet In an-
otherinstanceGoodearlvastold to dotheteststheway that
LaRuewantedthem done,andto “get with the program

In yet anotherinstance] aRuetold Goodearlto “stay away
from QA” (quality assurancedr “it would costherherjob.”

In yet anotherinstancea Hughesmanagetore up a hand-
written complaintby Goodearlandtold here“If you everdo
arnythinglike thatagain,l will fire yourass.

News accountggive variousadditionaldetailsrelatedto
intimidationandharassmentt wasallegedthatthewhistle-
blowerswere“harassedy meansof racialandsexual slurs
andverbalcommentsjn additionto physicalgesturesand
menacingpostures’and that one day when Goodearlleft
work she“found a butcheredpig’s headin a brown paper
bagonthehood”of hercar[8]. TheHughedefensdawyers
disputethatthe pig’s headincidentactuallyhappened.

Harassmento discouragethe whistle-blovers also ex-
tendedto their families. Aldred’s husbanddescribedone
incidentasfollows — “The worst part of this probablywas
when our daughter Vicki, cameinto our bedroomcrying.
Shesaidshed picked up the phoneandthatsomebodyhad
told herthatwe weredeadmeatif we didn’t leave thisalone.
Shewasa latch-key kid atthetime, sooneof theinvestiga-
tors(from the JusticeDepartmentyvoundup working asher
bodyguardor afew weeks"[13].

Goodearlwas fired (“laid off”) by HughesAircraft in
1989. Aldred hadleft Hughesin 1988,“after beingrelieved
of all meaningfulresponsibilitiesand put in a cubiclewith
nothingto do” [18]. Goodearfiled a“wrongful termination”
lawsuitagainsHughesanda numberof individualmanagers
in Juneof 1990.This suitwasapparentlyaterdroppedn fa-
vor of thesuitunderthe FalseClaimsAct.

The unemplymentand the generalstrain on Goodearl
contritutedto the breakupof hermarriagein 1995. Shewas
guotedassaying—"“l wentfrom engineeringvork to beinga
houseleeper13].

5. TheCriminal Trial

The indictmentin the criminal trial namedtwo defen-
dantsHughegAircraft andDonaldAnthory LaRue[2]. The
allegationswerethatthedefendants:

willfully conspiedandagreed... (1) to defraudthe
Departmenbf Defenseby knowinglyanddeliber

ately producinghybrids that had not beentested
in the mannerspecifiedby contract and the per-

tinent military specifications.. and (2) to male

false statementswritings and representation®n

documents

The trial lastedfour weeks,and“a numberof Hughesem-
ployeestestified... about“wholesalecheatingon a wide
range”of ervironmentatests’[16]. OnJunel5,1992 ajury
found HughesAircraft guilty conspiringto defraudthe U.S.

governmentDonaldLaRuewasacquittedof all chages,ap-
parentlybecauséhe jury believedthat his actionswerethe
resultof pressureon him by higherlevel management.in
Octoberof 1992, U.S. District JudgeMatthewv Byrne fined
HughesAircraft $3.5million.

Hughesappealedhe criminal corviction andfine. The
appealwastaken asfar asthe SupremeCourt, but was de-
nied. Resultsof acriminaltrial canbe presente@sevidence
in a relatedcivil trial. Thusthe criminal trial in this case
nearlyguaranteethewhistle-bloverswould win acivil suit.

6. Background: The False ClaimsAct

An importantelementof this caseis thatit involvesthe
useof theFalseClaimsAct (FCA), anessentiatool for whis-
tle blowersin casednvolving fraud on the federalgovern-
ment.An informative videothatdealswith the FalseClaims
Act andwhistle-blaving, andis suitablefor classroonuse,
is “Fighting Fraud: Citizen Action andthe Qui Tam Rem-
edy” This video is available from the TaxpayersAgainst
Fraudorganization Seetheir web pageat www.taf.org

TheFCA (31U.S.C.3729-31)is afederallaw which has
beenin existencesince 1863. It was motivated by fraud
againsthe governmentthe military atthattime washaving
seriousproblemswith supplierscheatingon the supplyand
price of goods. PresidentAbrahamLincoln wasapparently
anearlybacler of thelaw, andit wasknown asthe“Lincoln
Law.”

Thelaw wascreatedo discouragdraud by encouraging
peopleto reportit. Underthis law, privatecitizenscanbring
a civil suit againstsomeonehat hasdefraudedhe federal
government. The legal term “qui tam” is usedto describe
suchsuits. The privatecitizenthat bringsthe suit is known
asa‘“relator” The FCA stateghatarelator(whistle blower)
may receve betweenl5 and 25 percentof the recovered
fundsif the governmentchoosego participatein the suit.
If the governmentdecidesnot to participatein the suit, the
whistleblowermayreceve betweer25and30 percenpf the
recovery, pluslegalfeesandexpenses.

The FCA had fallen into relatve non-useuntil 1986,
when Congresspassedamendmentso strengtherthe law
andmake it easierto apply. In 1985,thelastyearbeforethe
amendmentso the law, the governmentrecoseredroughly
$27million from civil fraudsuits. Thenumberof casediled
andthe amountof fundsrecoveredby the governmenteach
yearhasgrown quickly sincethen. Roughly $500 million
per yearwas recoveredin 1997 through1999! The num-
ber of casegpursuedby the Departmenbf Justiceaveraged
about500peryearin 1997through1999?

1seethe Departmenbf Justicestatisticspostedin the www.taf.org
webpagedor moredetail.



7. TheCivil Trial

The civil trial was originally filed on May 29, 1990 by
Goodearl Aldred, andthe TaxpayersAgainstFraudorgani-
zation.Aldred heardof the FCA while watchinga represen-
tative of alaw firm speakon a television talk shawv. Aldred
and Goodearltthencontactedhe firm of Phillips & Cohen,
anddeterminedhatthey shouldhave agoodcase.

Underthe provisions of the FCA, the governmenttook
over the casein Decemberof 1992. The civil suit was
settledin Septembepnf 1996. In settling the suit, Hughes
agreedio pay $3,159,0000 the United Statesgovernment,
$891,000t0 the whistle-blovers,and$450,000to cover the
attorng/s’ feesandexpensedor the whistle-blavers.In one
partof the settlementgreementHughesassertghatit “de-
niesary wrongdoingor liability of ary kind with respecto
ary chage,allegationor claimasserteégainsit in thiscivil
action” Oneof theattorng/swho representeGoodearkand
Aldred wasquotedassaying— “This completelyvindicates
Ruth Ann Aldred and MargaretGoodearlwho madegreat
personabndprofessiorsacrificego segjusticedone’ [15]

8. Uses of thisCasein Teaching

This cases goodfor teachingpurpose$ecauselecisions
werereachedn both criminal and civil court cases. Thus
a reasonablemountof detail is available, in termsof real
factsandconclusions Also, the casefollows whatmight be
considereé classigpatternin whichthewhistle blowersdis-
coverafraud,arereluffedin attemptgo handleit insidethe
compayy, lose/leae their jobs,undego turmoil in their per
sonallives,andarevindicatedyearslater throughthe court
system. In termsof the legal resolution,it is temptingto
saythatGoodearbndAldred “won? However, their experi-
encewasnotaneasyoneanda “they won” conclusionmay
take too narrav a view of the events. Their lawyer summa-
rized the impact on the whistleblavers asfollows — “As a
resultor reportingHughesto the authorities they lost their
jobs. They wentthroughsubstantiaperiodsof unemplgy-
ment. They underwent lifestyle change.l don't think they
wouldtell youit wasapleasanexperience. [12] Aldredand
herhusbandendedup on welfareat one point, beforeland-
ing new jobsin 1991[17]. Goodearbindherhusbandended
up filing bankrupty becausehey hadtrouble paying bills
[17], andthestrainof unemplymentandfinancialproblems
“helpedendtheir 20-yeamarriage”[13]. Goodearbkaid—"“I
wentfrom engineeringvork to beinga houseleeper”[13].
However, in spiteof the difficulties, the whistlebloverssay
they “woulddoit all again”[13].

Onemethodof usingthis casein teachingis to assignit
as the topic of a researchpaper Studentsshouldbe able
to find variousnews accountgelatedto this case. A good
papershoulddistinguishbetweenthe criminal andcivil tri-
als,explaintherole of the FCA, andmight alsodiscusshow

the specificsof this casemeshwith the IEEE Ethics Com-
mittee’s “Draft guidelinedor engineerslissentingon ethical
grounds[9]. Thiscasemightsimilarly beassignedo a stu-
dentto be developedfor anin-classpresentation.

Alternatively, this casecould be usedfor a classdiscus-
sion. Oneapproachs to (1) askstudentgo readaboutthe
caseprior to class,perhapswith a shortworksheeto com-
plete,(2) gooverthel EEE EthicsCommittees “Draft guide-
lines for engineergdissentingon ethical grounds”in class,
andthen(3) usetheelement®of thedraftguidelinesaspoints
of departurdor discussionA complementargpproachs to
(1) askstudentgo go to the web andreadthe IEEE Ethics
Committees draft guidelinesprior to class,(2) outline the
basicsof this casefor the class,and(3) askthe studentgo
analyzehow the draft guidelinesrelateto this specificsof
this case. Still anotherapproachis to askthe studentsto
read materialand completeworksheetsprior to class,and
usethe worksheetsasthe startingpoint for discussion.Ex-
ampleworksheetdor this purposecanbefound on the web
sitemarathon.csee.usf.edu/"kwb/nsf-ufe /.

Anotherapproacho usingthis caseis to presenit to the
classasa specificexampleof whistle-blaving andthe False
ClaimsAct in thecomputingndustry Thismightbedoneby
(1) having the classview the TAF videoonthe FalseClaims
Act, (2) thenpresentinghis caseto the class,and (3) then
having the classfollow up by writing a shortpapereitheron
amorerecentcaseg(e.g.,[19]) in thecomputingindustrythat
involvesthe FCA, or on how the draft guidelinesfor ethical
dissentrelateto this case. Additional modelexercisesand
actvities relatedto whistle-bloving areavailableat the web
site mentionedjust above, aswell asa shortreview of the
TAF video.

9. Discussion

Theeventualcostanddamagedueto thedelivery of chips
whosetestresultswere falsifiedwill never be known. Be-
causeghenumberof potentiallydefectize chipsdeliveredwas
so large, andthey wereinstalledin systemsalreadyin use,
thecostandlogisticsof recallingandreplacingthechipswas
judgedto beimpractical. Oneof the lawyerswasquotedas
follows — “They are out in the field and it would be pro-
hibitively expensve to take thesehybridsout of all the mis-
silesand planesthey arein... Thereis addedrisk, but the
governmentasno alternatve; they just cant afford to shut
thesesystemgdown to take all the hybridsout andtestthem
again”[14].

If studentsaretemptedto think suchcasesarearareoc-
currencea web searchon suitsfiled underthe FCA should
quickly dispelthis notion. For example,in March of 2000,
documentsvereunsealedn a whistle-bloving casefiled by
Nira SchvartzagainsfTRW. Schwartzworkedin the design
of computersoftwarefor anti-missilesystemsat TRW. The
allegationis thatTRW falsifiedteststo shav thatthesystems
passedvhenin factthey hadfailed[19].



Industriesin which fraudhasbeenuncoveredthroughthe
FalseClaimsAct — healthcareanddefensearemajor areas
—have aguedfor changesn thelaw. In essencehecompa-
nieswould like to make it harderfor whistle blowersto win
theircasesandto reducegheamountsompaniesvould have
to pay whenwhistle blowersdo win their cases.In 1998,
therewasa bill beforethe Congresshatwould have drasti-
cally wealenedthe FalseClaimsAct by raisingthe standard
of proof requiredand openingloopholesthat would “pro-
hibit suits againstmosthealthcareproviders” [20]. Spon-
sorsof this bill wererepresentatiesBill McCollum (R-Fla)
andWilliam Delahunt(D-Mass)andsenatord’hadCochran
(R-Miss) and ErnestHollings (D-SC). Additional attempts
of thistypewill likely beseenin thefuture.

References

[1] R.M.AndersonDividedLoyalties:Whistle-Blowingat
BART, PurdueResearclroundation,1980.

[2] AmendedFirst Supersedindndictment,U.S. District
Courtfor theCentralDistrict of California, CaseNum-
ber CR-91-1022(A), U.S.A. versusHughesAircraft
Compaly andDonaldAnthory LaRue.

[3] U.S.District Courtfor the CentralDistrict of Califor-
nia, CaseNumber90-2716JGD (JRx), First Amended
Complaint,U.S.A. ex. rel. TaxpayersAgainst Fraud,
Ruth Ann Aldred and Margaret Goodearl versus
HughesAircraft Compay.

[4] R.M. Boisjoly, The Challengedisastermoralrespon-
sibility andtheworking engineerchapterl in Ethical
Issuesn Engineering pagess-14,D. Johnsongditor,
Prentice-HallEnglevood Cliffs, 1991.

[5] S.Bok, Themorality of whistleblowing,in Computes,
Ethics & Society M.D. Ermann,M.B. Williams and
C. Gutierrez(editors), Oxford University Press,New
York, 1990.

[6] K.W. Bowyer, Ethics and Computing IEEE Press,
2000(revisededition).

[71 R.P Feynman,An outsidersview of the Challengein-
quiry, PhysicsToday, Februaryl 988,pages<26-37.

[8] C. Gawertz, Whistle-blaver suit filed againstHughes,
LosAngelesTimes February?4,1990.

[9] IEEEEthicsCommitteeDraft guidelinedor engineers
dissentingon ethical grounds, www.ieee.og/ orga-
nizations/committee/ethics/etiuid.html (accesse@4
April 2000).

[10] M. Maier, A major malfunction..the story behindthe
space shuttle challenger disaster case study video

tapes,Organizational.eadershipProgram/ Chapman
University/ 333N. GlassellStreet/ Orange CA 92866
| fax (714)744-3899.

[11] J.MathevsandS. PearlsteinHugheschagedwith fal-
sifying testdata, The WashingtonPost, Decemberl 3,
1991.

[12] D. Meinert,Hughesto pay $4.05million to settlelaw-
suit, The San Diego Union-Tribung Septemberll,
1996.

[13] Andre Mouchard, Whistle-blavers set to use their
reward, The Orange County Register, Wednesday
Septembet 1, 1996.

[14] V. Muradian, Hughespays $4 million to settle 1990
whistleblaver suit, DefenseDaily, Septemberll,
1996.

[15] H.FE RosenthalTwo HughesAircraft whistle-blavers
awarded $891,000, The AssociatedPress, Tuesday
Septembel 0, 1996.

[16] A. Pasztor HughesAircraft pays$4.5 million to set-
tle false-testindgawsuit, Wall StreetJournal, September
11,1996.

[17] H. Weinstein, Two Hugheswhistle-blavers to split
$891,000L0osAngelesTimes Septembel 1,1996.

[18] U.S. Departmentof Justicejoins whistle-blavers in
lawsuit againstHughesAircraft seekingsereral hun-
dredmillion dollars, TaxpayerdAgainstFraudpressre-
lease Decembed5,1992.

[19] Formerengineesayscompaly fakedtests,TheTampa
Tribung March7,2000.

[20] AmendingFalseClaimsAct could openloopholesfor
fraud, TheTampaTribune Octoberl4,1998.



