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Woodward Hotel Case Study
From the case study, Doug is a subordinate and a new employee in the Woodward Hotel. The case problem involves Anthony Guerro, who played a role in training and helping Doug out in his role as GSM in the company as well. The apparent problem is that the GSM’s pan to report the discrepancy in ticket prices that may have led to confusion and likely to lead to loss of profits. Doug, therefore, has an ethical responsibility to support the company’s vision in the situation. At the same time, he has to ensure that his role in the case does not negatively affect workplace relationships and that it only enhances morale and productivity. Doug, therefore, faces a dilemma where he can participate in reporting Shoshana, but he cannot ascertain that his decision is right. 
Accordingly, Doug may have an ethical basis for taking part as a member of the organization and also as a friend to the other GSM’s who helped to train him. The rationale is that there is an extent to which he bears personal ethical obligations to ensure that the organization functions appropriately. Although he was not among those involved in the incident, he may be compelled to so as not to destroy his workplace relationships (Latham, 2015). On the other hand, the uncertainty of the new working environment does not allow Doug a chance to make a substantial deliberation on the matter. Essentially, the best option has to do with an analysis of the costs and benefits of each decision he chooses. 
When such unique situations occur for new employees, there is usually a need for ample contemplation and thinking through the situation and what it meant so their ethical predispositions and the integrity of their careers. In the case, for example, Doug has just found out a fraud situation, and the employees require him to join them in the decision that they make concerning either reporting or reprimanding the culprit. Becker (2010) provides that decisions have three critical aspects that draw into the choices of the employee, that is the effect on human resources, customer confidence, conflicting interests, and use of corporate resources. As such, since the case may bear ambiguities and may even lead to a legal audit, it would be better than a new employee such as Doug, be exempt from the decision. By withdrawing from the matter, Doug may avoid conflicts in workplace relationships and develop a positive working environment. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, Doug faces a dilemma where he can help in reporting the fraudulent concierge, but he cannot predict the consequences of such a decision. For instance, there could be a need for a legal audit of the events which may place either Anthony or Shoshana on the wrong. Furthermore, he is only a recent member of the team, and the ethical implications of the practice are still new to him. There is thus a significant rationale for his exemption from the decision to report Shoshana. However, an alternative for Doug would be an approach that would enhance productivity and improve the routines at the workplace. That would mean that Doug supports his friends in ascertaining that Shoshana fraudulently increased the tour bus prices to increase her commission. By suggesting an audit of the evidence, it could be possible to find out past frauds or recognize whether the price changes were technical mistakes. 
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