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The idea of ethics and social responsibility will forever be transformed by two main developments: globalization and the popularizing of the innovative technology (e.g., World Wide Web, Internet). EDU709 focused on many important deliberations of ethical and social accountability concerns; highlighted within these two promising and emergent movements. Consideration was given to such areas as defining global ethics and social accountability pertinent to my vocation, and assessing guiding principles and procedures governing organizational ethics and social accountability.

Special emphasis was directed to the following learning outcomes, (1) articulate a personal and organizational code of ethics, using a cross-cultural lens, (2) compare how organizations develop, implement, and continuously evaluate guidelines and policies that address global ethics and social responsibility, (3) evaluate ethical dilemmas with an understanding of their cultural, economic, and political contexts, and (4) design an organizational-wide ethics and policy process, procedure, and working guidelines that incorporate new technologies considerations.

I have selected assignment 7.1 a case study about student athletes to abundantly reveal my degree of proficiency with regard to Developing Global Ethics and Social Responsibility. This assignment project will exhibit many of the stated objectives of this course and will illustrate a case example of many of the problems associated with education today. 
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Assignment

Having now completed the case description and evaluation it is time to focus upon making recommendations for solving the challenge presented. Especially important here is the development of several approaches, discussing the ramifications of each, evaluating them against each other and coming to a final reflected proposal for solution. You should reference course material and concepts heavily for substantiation purposes. 

Write a 300-400-word paper (Synopsis Text, Part 3-page #8). Revise your previous week’s submission if necessary. Combine this paper with the previous week’s paper. Post your paper to the forum. After posting your submission to the forum review the submissions of your peers and comment as appropriate. Please make sure to also email Dr. Schwabe the submission for grading.

Abstract

Coach Robinson has terminated Susie from participation on the State U’s track and field team due to her employment. Ron and Jamul witnessed Susie at this location, yet they received no punishment at all. Several questions must be answered in order to better understand the dilemma. This story is based on a true event, however the names and some criteria have been changed to better aid this course of study. 

Assignment 7.1

Synopsis Text, Part 1

Coach Robinson is a well-respected member of his community; he goes to church every Sunday and leads a church youth group every summer. Coach Robinson has been the head coach for State U’s track and field program for well over 7 years now. Susie McDonald has been a member of State U’s track and field program for 2 years and receives no aid, but enjoys running and being part of the Universities team; all her teammates and fellow students like Susie. Ron Morrison and Jamul Fredrickson are members of the State U’s baseball team. Ron and Jamul are considered a little wild when not studying and playing baseball. Both players are well respected by their coaches and teachers; and are just considered pranksters. 

Ron and Jamul went to a strip club in a nearby town one Friday night. To Ron and Jamul’s surprise they witnessed Susie dancing. Susie recognized Ron and Jamul, primarily because they were both wearing State U baseball jackets (team issued). Susie felt that both Ron and Jamul would keep quiet due to everyone’s embarrassment. The following week word spread about Susie’s type of employment.

By weeks end, Coach Robinson had heard about the incident from fellow coaches. A meeting was set up between Coach Robinson and Susie in which she stated that she did in fact work at a strip club. Coach Robinson immediately terminated Susie from the State U’s track and field team. 

Susie had hired an attorney for the purpose of taking legal action against the head coach and the University. The basis for this lawsuit was unfair decision making with regard to gender. Ron and Jamul received no punishment for going to the strip club, yet Susie was ejected from participation. As yet, the case is working itself through the judicial system, and no outcome has been determined. 

Answer the following questions:

(1) Does Coach Robinson have a right to intercede in Susie’s employment decision?

(2) Does the University/Coach have the right to tell an adult/student/athlete what type of employment they may employ? 

(3) Is Susie a bad person for her actions and should she be held to a higher standard because she is a female? Are Ron and Jamul bad people; should they have also been punished for their attendance at the strip club? Is there an unequal scale of justice being displayed? 

(4) Is Coach Robinson allowing his own personal biases to get in the way of his duties; or is there a valid reason for these types of rules; and if so, would he have done this if the student athlete was a male striper? Why did the head baseball coach not take the same action toward Ron and Jamul? How would you decide this case?

Synopsis Text, Part 2

Question #1 Does Coach Robinson have a right to intercede in Susie’s employment decision?
In some cases her employment should be scrutinized; yet in this case, no, I do not believe she would fall under the coaches criteria. First off the NCAA has rules of employment in which a student athlete who receives aid from the college/university be restricted http://www.gomocs.com/article.asp?articleid=3418. If for example Susie was receiving a full athletic scholarship from State U, NCAA rules could prohibit/limit her from working during school sessions, and would also restrict her from behavior unbecoming the institution

http://www.goracers.com/academics/StudentAthleteHandbook.doc. In this case Susie received no aid, thus she was forced to support herself and she was not a paid representative of the University, thus I believe the coach was wrong in interceding in her employment decision. 

Question #2 Does the University/Coach have the right to tell an adult-student-athlete what type of employment they may employ?

In many cases, yes, however in Susie’s case no. If Susie was receiving aid from the college, her employment decision should fall under scrutiny, much like regular staff and teachers. As most of you very well know, as teachers, our outside activities are not totally exempt from scrutiny by school officials. A University and a Coach can have a say in many types of off and on site employment http://www.unc.edu/campus/policies.html; especially when it effects the smooth operation of a University/team. 

Question #3 is Susie a bad person for her actions and should she be held to a higher standard because she is a female? Are Ron and Jamul bad people; should they have also been punished for their attendance at the strip club? Is there an unequal scale of justice being displayed?

Neither Susie, or Jamul and Ron are bad people, yet they must realize that some types of actions will be determined to be unfit in some settings. Yes, Ron and Jamul are in violation of school policy; they wore a school issued uniform to a strip club. They are representatives of the University, and some punishment should be in order. Yet, it is a minor offense, and I am more than willing to allow the baseball coach to conduct an internal punishment; which would usually be a few game suspension, etc. Going to the strip club is and should not be an issue for Ron and Jamul’s punishment, however the idea of wearing a school issued uniform is highly discouraged and well founded in sport http://www.wiaa.com/pub/handbook/HTML/17.0.0.htm, and is highly dejected by coaches and Universities. That is why most schools have athletes turn in their uniforms after each game; this has been a problem in the past. I remember my Coach used to get very upset, when he says me wearing a sweat top on campus, or at practice. Athletes know they are not allowed to do these types of things. 

I believe there were uneven levels given, and little determination before this decision was specified. I think the Track Coach allowed his religious background to guide this aspect of his life; sometimes a highly religious person must step back and think in terms of the secular world rather than a religious one at times like this. Religion should be personal, and biases should be limited to ones self and ones church. The baseball coach also gave little regard to this activity. Baseball, much like football is an all male dominated sport, and with it comes male’s biases. Track and field on the other hand so often a combined sport of both males and females. I think the Baseball Coach was also bias toward his male players.

Question #4 Is Coach Robinson allowing his own personal biases to get in the way of his duties; or is there a valid reason for these types of rules; and if so, would he have done this if the student athlete was a male striper? Why did the head baseball coach not take the same action toward Ron and Jamul? How would you decide this case?

As mentioned in question/answer #3, I believe there were unequal levels of determination given by both the Track and Baseball coaches. I believe both allowed their personal perspectives to get in the way of doing the right thing. If I were the athletic director, I would have allowed Susie to continue her job as a striper, with no punishment, and I would have suspended both Ron and Jamul for at least two games for their unapproved usage of a team uniform in public. 

If it was determined that a non-scholarship athlete was stripping, I would not say anything about it; however if it were determined that a scholarship athlete was stripping in violation of NCAA and school policy, I would ask them to immediately stop their employment and self-violate my institution to the NCAA. If the male athlete would not stop stripping than I would terminate his/her participation in that sport. 

I think many of these rules are necessary; because of possible abuses in the future, and because so many athletes have in the past allowed themselves to be either used by others for profit; and have little regard for the institutions they attend.  

Summation Text, Part 3

In order to determine a suitable outcome to the above situation with regard to Susie’s expulsion from State U’s Track and Field team, I have broken down this section into three categorical conclusions. Any of these three situations and or any variation would help aid an administrator/coach to better determine a proper outcome. These recommendations should not be considered the proper outcome in all comparable situations, but should rather aid circumstances with similar backgrounds. 

Determination #1. As it stands right now, Coach Robinson took it upon himself to expel Susie from the Track team based on her admission to working at a strip club. I feel the coach burdened State U with a legal situation and jeopardized his future at this institution. He should have taken this matter to his supervisor, and allowed this decision to be determined at a higher level. This would have allowed himself to maintain neutrality toward Susie, and would have also allowed himself to maintain some distance from a final decision. 

Determination #2. Another factor, which could have been determined, would have been to allow Susie to hold her position on the Track team, and maintained some distance from any outcome. Possibly advising Susie that she might in fact be receiving some criticism from fellow students; yet welcoming her on the Track team. In doing so, Susie would be either willing to make adjustments based on criticism from fellow students, or none at all. Allowing the event to proceed would allow Coach Robinson the time necessary to better evaluate the future. The lesson here is waiting often times allows for a brighter understanding of events and how they are interrelated to all parties.

Determination #3. My final suggestion would have been to allow for a team confidence vote on whether to allow Susie to maintain her position on the Track team. This might sound like an awkward approach at first, however it is not uncommon to ask for a team vote on something that affects a team. In this situation, a team vote might in fact work for Susie. If a positive vote were determined, she would have an army of defenders on campus. However, if she lost the confidence of here teammates, she would be all-alone in her quest. Yet, I think in this case a confidence vote would be victorious for Susie; thereby gaining needed support to fend off all future attacks. This would have several affects, (1) this would deflect criticism of Coach Robinson, (2) this would allow the team to have a say in this outcome, and (3) this would aid either the administration or Susie if it was determined that she either had support or did not. 

If I were determining the outcome, I would have allowed Susie to continue her job as a striper, with no punishment. If it was determined that a non-scholarship athlete was working legally, I would not say anything about it; however if it were determined that a scholarship athlete was working in violation of NCAA and school policy, I would ask them to immediately stop their employment and self-violate my institution to the NCAA.

I think many of these rules are necessary; because of possible abuses in the future, and because so many athletes have in the past allowed themselves to be either used by others for profit; and have little regard for the institutions they attend. 

Summary

University teams are often held to a higher standard due to their publicity; many Universities do consider athletic behavior an extension of University policy, as in other areas of higher academia (Butler, 2002). This exampled story allowed for a discussion with regard to student/athlete responsibility. The answers are not always the same for student athletes as they are for the general student on a campus, nor should they be. 
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