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Donating drugs or medicine to a third-world country to help cure any sort of disease
sounds like the most responsible and ethical thing for a business to do, but from a
business standpoint merely offering donations is unrealistic. Although donating these
drugs could fall under corporate citizenship for Merck, this type of strategy would not
be sustainable on its own. There are more implications to consider than just the cost of
the medicine such as the regulations to import the drug into these countries as well as
who will distribute or administer it to those who need it. It also does not seem
sustainable for Merck to offer these donations without any sort of profit to back up the
continuous production of their drug ivermectin. Third party funding would be the most
ideal, but since Merck was unable to receive this, the next move should be to see about
creating some partnerships with programs that can possibly raise awareness as well as
donations to go toward the production on ivermectin.

Some opinions may be to just donate ivermectin and not worry about any sort of profit

and others may think Merck should definitely not donate their product because they

will not make any profit from it. However, finding a balance (if possible) between the

two is the right answer. As long as the need is great and there is awareness about how

river blindness if affecting many people in these countries, there will be those who will

support Merck financially even in the smallest of amounts. &
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Merck should have used the World Health Organization's list that helped Third World countries
determine how to best use their resources for treating diseases in their region. By placing river
blindness on that list, Merck could have supplemented the poor countries' financial contribution
for the drug. The company would either break even, or sell it to the poor nation at aloss. Any loss
experienced would have been mitigated by profits generated from selling other drugs to nations
and people. Merck would not have to do this for long if the aerial larvacide spraying would be
successful in eliminating the black flies that carried the virus.

Businesses main goal is to provide money and value to their owners. Yet, drug
companies should know that all lives matter, so decisions should not be made
on a monetary basis alone. It is my belief that drug companies have the same
responsibility as doctors, which is to take care of the health of society. Allowing
money to be the driving force for making decisions could lead to greater
problems like Merck encountered with Vioxx.
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