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Code of Ethics Section I .5  “Avoid deceptive acts.”

Code of Ethics Section I .6  “Conduct themselves honorably, responsibly, ethically, and lawfully so as to enhance the honor, reputation, and usefulness of the profession.”

Code of Ethics Section III.l.e. "Engineers shall not to promote their own interest at the expense of the dignity and integrity of the profession." 

Discussion
A majority of the difficulty that we had with Engineer A is that he was not up front with XYZ Incorporated in that he had decided to accept an offer with ABC Incorporated. 

Engineer A’s acceptance of the interview trip to XYZ’s mountain headquarters was deceptive in that he had already decided to commit to ABC, and did not offer that information to XYZ.  He tries to justify the trip to himself reasoning that it will “broaden his knowledge of the employment market , as well as future professional opportunities.”  This is in direct conflict with the reasoning for his decision to go with ABC because “ABC offered better long-term professional opportunities”.  He had decided to go with ABC because of the long term opportunities, so future opportunities with XYZ should not have been a factor. We felt that Engineer A was not being true to himself in by trying to justify the trip this way.

Though Engineer A was opportunistic in combining the ski trip with the interview with XYZ Incorporated, XYZ Inc. may have not have had a problem with his interest in skiing.  Given that the trip was scheduled after graduation XYZ Inc. may have even expected and encouraged a ski trip depending on how interested in they were in Engineer A. Being near a resort is an amenity for XYZ Incorporated and a positive factor in the decision making process to work for their company. 

A company recruiting engineers has some degree of risk and sunk cost in bringing them to the headquarters without a commitment from the recruit. They do have an expectation though, that they have a reasonable (or better if this is a second interview) chance that the recruit will commit to their company.  XYZ incorporated was not afforded this chance because Engineer A had made his decision to go with ABC Inc.  If Engineer A would have communicated his decision to go with ABC Inc. to the XYZ executive after the offer of the trip, it would have let  XYZ Inc. determine if it was worth it to still fly him out and try to sway his decision.  Seeing that he had “excellent credentials”, it may have been worth the risk to XYZ Inc. to bring him to their headquarters.  Though he had decided on ABC Inc. he had not officially accepted the position with them and was “still on the table”.  

The Fact situation does not discuss the size of XYZ Inc.  If it is a small company, flying one recruit that has no interest in the company may use up the recruiting budget for the year, making the deception egregious.  Where if it is a large company recruiting numerous individuals and flying them out to the headquarters, they know they are taking the chance and will not get all the recruits they go after.  This is a point that Engineer A should have considered prior to accepting the offer of the trip.

Ultimately, we felt that because Engineer A was not honest and up front with the XYZ executive, he was deceptive and took advantage of XYZ Incorporated.  

Conclusion
It was unethical for Engineer A to accept the invitation to visit XYZ headquarters.

