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			Preface

			Sport plays a significant role in the lives of millions of people throughout the world. Many men and women participate actively in sports, and still more are spectators, fans, and critics of sport. Even those who are uninvolved in sports, bored by them, or critical of athletic competition often will be significantly affected by them, either because of their relationships with enthusiasts or, more importantly, because of the impact of sport on our language, thought, and culture.

			Because sports are a significant form of social activity that affects the educational system, the economy, and, perhaps, the values of citizens, they raise a wide range of issues, some of which are factual or empirical in character. Social scientists, historians, physicians, and writers have raised many such issues that concern sport. For example, sociologists may be concerned with whether participation in sports affects the participants’ values, and psychologists might try to determine what personality features contribute to success or failure in competitive athletics.

			In addition to factual and explanatory questions, sports also raise philosophical issues that are conceptual and ethical in nature. Conceptual questions concern how we are to understand the concepts and ideas that apply in the world of sports. What are sports, anyway? How are sports related to rules? Do those who intentionally break the rules of a game even play it, or are they doing something else? Are there different forms of competition in sports? Is it possible to compete against oneself?

			Ethical questions raise the moral concerns many of us have about sports. Should sports be accorded the importance our society gives them? Is there too much emphasis on winning and competition? Are college sports getting out of hand? Why shouldn’t we cheat in a game if it will bring us a championship? What, if anything, makes the use of steroids to enhance performance in sports unethical? How should men and women be treated in sports if they are to be treated equitably and fairly? Should we be aiming more for excellence in competition among highly skilled athletes, or should we place greater value on more participation? Does the commercialization of sports actually corrupt the game? Fair Play examines such questions and evaluates the principles to which thoughtful people might appeal in trying to formulate answers.

			Not only are questions in the philosophy of sport important in their own right, but they can also serve as a useful introduction to broader philosophical issues. Most students come to philosophy courses with knowledge of sports, and many have a deep interest in ethical issues raised by sports. This initial interest can serve as a launching pad to introduce students to the nature and value of philosophical inquiry. For example, questions about whether the use of steroids to enhance athletic performance is fair can lead to broad inquiry into the nature of fairness and the just society.

			Perhaps most importantly, issues in the philosophy of sport are of great intrinsic interest and are well worth our attention. Philosophical questions force us to stretch our analytical powers to the fullest and question basic presuppositions. Those that arise in the philosophical examination of sports, like any others, require us to test and evaluate fundamental justificatory principles and engage in rigorous critical inquiry.

			Readers of earlier editions of this book will find significant changes in the current edition. Most significantly, this is the first edition of Fair Play to be a collaborative project. Robert L. Simon, the author of the earlier editions, introduces his coauthors as follows.

			I am extremely happy to have two stellar scholars in the philosophy of sport join me in this project. Cesar R. Torres and Peter F. Hager have written cogently on a great variety of topics bearing on the ethics of sport, ranging from moral issues in youth sports to developing the theories of broad internalism and the quest for excellence that ground much of this book’s argument. They bring new perspectives to our discussion and improve the quality of the work immensely. I am proud to have worked with them on this project and am sure our readers will likewise welcome their contributions.

			This new edition, although preserving the major approaches and lines of argument of earlier ones, contains significant changes as well. Perhaps what is most essential to this new text is that we have moved the theoretical framework on which we rely, broad internalism and mutualism in competitive athletics, earlier in the text to Chapter 2 so we can more easily apply it in later chapters to concrete issues that arise in sports. We also make clearer the relationship between broad internalism as an approach to justifying ethical claims in sports and mutualism as a theory of competition justifiable on broad internalist grounds. Broad internalism itself is expanded to include aesthetic as well as ethical criteria for evaluation applicable to sports.

			Readers of earlier editions will find new examples of ethical disputes in sport, such as “Spygate,” the New England Patriots’ hacking into the electronic communications on strategy among opposing coaches during the 2007 NFL season, among others. We also preserved key examples discussed in earlier editions whenever doing so advanced our discussion. Among the most significant additions to our philosophical discussions are an examination of William J. Morgan’s recent defense of “deep conventionalism” as well as discussions of ethical issues that arise in youth sports and of ethical issues relevant to the behavior of sports fans. Another significant change is the inclusion of study questions at the end of each chapter.

			We hope this edition provides a deeper insight into major issues in the philosophy of sport while remaining accessible to students and others new to the philosophical investigation of sport.

			Fair Play never would have been written had it not been for the challenges to our own views of sport put forth by friends, colleagues, and, especially, our students, all of whom have been critical of many of our views but always in a way that has been helpful and insightful. We have also benefited from the tough questions and helpful suggestions posed by colleagues in the International Association for the Philosophy of Sport, including Scott Kretchmar, William J. Morgan, Jan Boxill, and others far too numerous to mention. We are grateful to all of you.

			Robert L. Simon would like to thank the original editors of the first edition of this book, Ray O’Connell and Doris Michaels of Prentice-Hall, for their initial encouragement, and Spencer Carr, Sarah Warner, and Karl Yambert of Westview for their support during work on earlier editions of Fair Play.

			All three of us would especially like to thank Ada Fung, our initial editor for this edition, not only for her work on this edition but also for encouraging us to take this project on in the first place, without which this book would not exist, and her suggestion that collaboration among us would be a terrific way to go. She was right, as we hope our readers will agree. We also want to thank the whole team at Westview, especially editor Elizabeth Hansen, whose good advice helped bring the manuscript to completion, the production and publicity staff, including Victoria Hensen (sales and marketing) and Carolyn Sobczak (project editor), and our copy editor, Josephine Mariea, for their extraordinary efforts on our behalf.

			Finally, but of special importance, we want to thank our families for their support and for putting up with the inevitable distractions that kept us in our studies or preoccupied us as times when our attentions should have been focused closer to home. This book could never have been written without their love and encouragement.

			We hope our readers enjoy this book as well as learn from it and that we have contributed to continuing critical dialogue on the role of ethics in sport.
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			Introduction

			The Ethics of Sport

			Robert Simon reports that the following incident not only stimulated his interest in the philosophy of sport but also suggests the kind of issues philosophical inquiry in sport raises:

			I would like to think this book began on an unfortunately not atypical cold and rainy late October day in upstate New York. I had been discussing some of my generally unsuccessful efforts in local golf tournaments with colleagues in the philosophy department and let drop what I thought was an innocuous remark to the effect that although winning isn’t everything, it sure beats losing. Much to my surprise my colleagues objected vehemently, asserting that winning means nothing. In their view the recreational aspects of sport, such as having fun and trying to improve—not defeating an opponent—are all that should matter. I soon found myself backed into a corner by this usually unthreatening but now fully aroused assortment of philosophers. Fortunately for me, another colleague entered the office just at the right moment. Struck by the vehemence of the argument, although he had no idea what it was about, he looked at my opponents and remarked, “You folks sure are trying to win this argument.”1

			This incident illustrates two important aspects of a philosophical examination of sports. First, issues arise in sports that are not simply empirical questions of psychology, sociology, or some other discipline. Empirical surveys can tell us whether people think winning is important, but they cannot tell us whether that is what people ought to think or whether winning really ought to be regarded as a primary goal of athletics. Second, the incident illustrated that logic could be applied to issues in the philosophy of sport. Thus, at least on the surface it appeared my colleagues were in the logically embarrassing position of trying hard to win an argument to the effect that winning is unimportant. Of course, they might reply that their goal was not winning but the pursuit of truth, but athletes might similarly argue that winning is important because it is a sign of achieving their true goal, excellence.

			We will return to the issue of whether winning is important in Chapter 2. For now let us consider further what philosophical inquiry might contribute to our understanding of sport.

			Ethical Issues in Sport

			Sports play a major, if sometimes unappreciated, role in the lives of Americans. Most of us are exposed to them as children. As a result of our childhood experiences, many of us become participants and retain some affiliation with sports for life, even if only as spectators.2 Athletes and fans devote a great deal of time and effort to sports at all levels, so much so that their involvement is surely one of their most personally significant activities. The situation is not unique to the United States. Intense interest in sports is virtually a global phenomenon. Whether it is ice hockey in Canada, Scandinavia, or Russia; baseball in Latin America and Japan; or soccer in Europe, South America, and Africa, sports play a major role worldwide. The ancient Greeks, Romans, and Native Americans all valued sport. Indeed, participation in sports and the related activity of play is characteristic of most, if not all, human societies.

			Although there is a tendency to regard sports as trivial, it is not clear that such a view is justified. Those critical of sport or bored by athletic competition must admit sport plays a significant role in our lives, even if they believe that dominance is misguided or even harmful. At the very least it is surely worth discovering what it is about sport that calls forth a favorable response among so many people from so many different cultures.

			Reflection upon sport raises issues that go beyond the bounds of sport itself. For example, reflection on the value of competition in athletics and the emphasis on winning in much of organized sports may shed light on the ethics of competition in other areas, such as the marketplace. Inquiry into the nature of fair play in sport can also help our understanding of justice in a wider social setting. Indeed, because many of our basic values, such as fairness and honesty, are often absorbed through involvement in athletic competition, inquiry into values in sport may have important general implications in addition to the intrinsic interest it invokes from participants and fans.

			Sport raises many kinds of philosophical issues. For example, what is a sport? Football, baseball, and soccer clearly are sports. But some have doubts about golf. What about chess and auto racing? How are sports related to games? Is participation in sport always a form of play? Questions such as these raise issues that go well beyond looking up words in a dictionary. To settle them we will need to rely on a theory of what makes something a game, a sport, or an instance of play. Dictionary definitions often presuppose such theories. But the theories a definition presupposes may be unclear, may leave open how borderline cases are to be thought of, or may just be wrong. For example, one dictionary account of games classifies them as competitive activities. But must all games be competitive? “Playing house” arguably is a game, but is it competitive? What about playing catch?

			Some of the most important kinds of philosophical issues that arise in sport are ethical or moral ones; these are the kinds of issues about which this book will be primarily concerned. Some moral issues in sport concern specific actions, often of athletes. For example, the strategic acts referred to as “diving” in soccer and “flopping” in basketball have caused considerable concern for many involved with these sports. These acts call for a player to attempt to deceive officials and others by falling to the ground after an opponent has nearly or negligibly made contact with her in hopes of drawing a foul call and receiving an undeserved compensatory advantage. In soccer, dives are often executed within the opposing team’s penalty area so the diver’s team will be awarded a penalty kick, a free shot at the goal with only the goalie, who cannot move directionally until the ball is contacted, between her and the goal. In basketball, defenders tend to flop when they believe they can draw a charging foul that will result in a change of possession and nullify the results of a shot in progress. Players on offense will flop on field goal attempts in order to secure an additional free throw if they make the shot or two free throws if they miss it.

			To some the above tactics may seem fair enough because both are conventional strategic moves players on either side can employ. But in each of these situations the flopper or diver is using a questionable form of deception to neutralize an opponent’s fairly earned advantage and/or gain a high-percentage scoring opportunity. Many in soccer and basketball sporting communities have spoken out against these acts, contending they are not consistent with the spirit of the respective sports and their rules. Their arguments have influenced governing bodies to institute rules and regulations against flopping and diving and to define sanctions for those who continue to use them. Still, questions remain regarding whether such rules and penalties are warranted due to the use of a particular kind of deception. Is the type of deception used in flopping and diving unethical? What makes it different from the legal, creative forms of deception we applaud in sport?

			Other ethical issues in sport involve the assessment of rules or policies—for example, many sports organizations’ prohibition of competitive athletes’ use of performance-enhancing drugs. What justifies this prohibition? Is it because performance-enhancing drugs such as steroids often have harmful side effects? But why shouldn’t athletes, especially competent adult athletes, be free to take risks with their bodies? After all, many of us would reject the kind of paternalism that constantly interferes with the pursuit of our goals whenever risky behavior is involved. Think of the dangers inherent in a typical American diet, which contains a high proportion of unhealthy fats and sugars.

			Or should performance-enhancing drugs be prohibited because they provide unfair advantages to some of the competitors? Are the advantages any different from those conferred by the legal use of technologically advanced equipment? Moreover, would the advantages still be unfair if all competitors had access to the drug? Defenders of baseball slugger Barry Bonds, who is alleged to have achieved his home run records in part with the assistance of performance-enhancing drugs, claim that some opposing pitchers undoubtedly also used performance enhancers, thus equalizing the competition.

			Questions of marketing, sports administration, and the formulation of rules also involve moral issues, although the moral character of the questions raised may not always be obvious. For example, consider whether a rule change ought to be instituted that might make a sport more attractive to fans at the professional or college levels yet diminish the skill or strategy needed to play the game. Some would argue that the designated-hitter rule in American League baseball, which allows teams to replace their usually weak-hitting pitcher with a designated hitter in the batting order, is such a case. The rule may make the game more exciting to the casual fan, who values an explosive offense; however, it may also remove various subtleties from the game, such as the decision about when to remove the pitcher from the game for a pinch hitter or the value of the sacrifice bunt, which weak-hitting pitchers might be capable of executing.

			The use of the shootout tiebreaker to force outcomes in National Hockey League (NHL) regular-season games presents a second example of how formal structural changes can have moral effects. Shootouts are essentially one-on-one skills competitions between individual shooters and goalkeepers. Although such tiebreakers may please fans and bring further excitement to NHL ice hockey, they do not require players and teams to utilize other primary offensive and defensive skills that make ice hockey the unique sport it is. The NHL does not use shootouts to decide the outcomes of playoff games, presumably because the league recognizes that the flaws of the practice make it inferior to “sudden death” overtimes, in which ties are broken in actual play. Given the acknowledged flaws of the shootout, why doesn’t the NHL accept the ties that naturally occur in regulation time as valid results of regular-season contests, as it once did, rather than padding the standings’ point totals of teams who thrive in crowd-pleasing shootouts? Wouldn’t a decision to accept ties lead to a more honest assessment of excellence over a full season and a more accurate and fair ranking of playoff contenders for the postseason?

			Although the previous two examples are not as obvious moral issues as some of the other examples cited, they do have moral or, at least, evaluative components. They raise questions about the purposes or goals of sport, what social functions it ought to serve, and whether sport has an integrity that ought to be preserved. Similar issues may arise when we consider when technological innovations ought to be permitted in sport and when they ought to be prohibited for making a sport too easy.

			At a more abstract level other ethical issues concern the values central to competitive sport itself. Is competition in sport ethically permissible or even desirable, or does it create a kind of selfishness, perhaps an analog of a narrow form of nationalism that says, “My team, right or wrong”? Does the single-minded pursuit of winning, which is apparently central to competition in sport, help promote violent behavior in fans? Does it teach competitors to regard opponents as mere obstacles to be overcome and not as fellow human beings? Is it related to the anger many participants’ parents show in youth sports, which culminated in 2001 when an enraged parent killed a hockey coach? What kind of competition in sport can be defended morally, and how great an emphasis on winning is too much?

			Questions such as these raise basic issues about the kinds of moral values involved in sport. They are not only about what people think about sport or about what values they hold; rather, these questions are about what people ought to think. They require the identification of defensible ethical standards and their application to sport. Critical inquiry into the philosophy of sport consists in formulating and rationally evaluating such standards as well as testing them by seeing how they apply to concrete issues in sport and athletics.

			Sport, Philosophy, and Moral Values

			Just what does philosophy have to contribute to reflection about sport and moral values? It is evident even to a casual observer of our society that sport in the United States is undergoing intense moral scrutiny. How can philosophy contribute to this endeavor?

			Philosophy of Sport

			Misconceptions about the nature of philosophy are widespread. According to one story, a philosopher on a domestic flight was asked by his seatmate what he did for a living. He replied, perhaps foolishly, “I’m a philosopher,” a statement that is one of the greatest conversation stoppers known to the human race. The seatmate, apparently stupefied by the reply, was silent for several minutes. Finally he turned to the philosopher and remarked, “Oh, and what are some of your sayings?”3

			The image of the philosopher as the author of wise sayings can perhaps be forgiven, for the word “philosophy” has its roots in the Greek expression meaning “love of wisdom.” But wisdom is not necessarily encapsulated in brief sayings that we might memorize before breakfast. The ancient Greek philosopher Socrates provides a different model of philosophic inquiry.

			Socrates, who lived in the fifth century BC, did not leave a body of written works behind him; however, we know a great deal about his life and thought primarily through the works of his most influential pupil, Plato. As a young man, Socrates, seeking a mentor from whom to learn, set out to find the wisest man in Greece. According to the story he decided to ask a religious figure, the oracle at Delphi, the identity of the man he was seeking. Much to Socrates’s surprise, the oracle informed him that he, Socrates, was the wisest man in Greece. “How can that be?” Socrates must have wondered; after all, he was searching for a wise teacher precisely because he considered himself ignorant.

			However, looking at the oracle’s answer in light of Plato’s presentation of Socrates, we can discern what the oracle meant. In the early Platonic dialogues, such as the Euthyphro, Socrates questioned important figures of the day about the nature of piety or the essence of knowledge. Those questioned purported to be experts in the subject under investigation, but Socrates’s logical analysis discredited their claim to expertise. These experts not only failed in what they claimed to know but also seemed to have accepted views they had never exposed to critical examination.

			Perhaps in calling Socrates the wisest man in Greece the oracle was suggesting that Socrates alone was willing to expose beliefs and principles to critical examination. He did not claim to know what he did not know, but he was willing to learn. He was also not willing to take popular opinion for granted but was prepared to question it.

			This Socratic model suggests that the role of philosophy is to examine our beliefs, clarify the principles on which they rest, and subject them to critical examination. For example, in science the role of philosophy is not to compete in formulating and testing empirical hypotheses in biology, chemistry, and physics; rather, philosophers might try to understand in what sense science provides objective knowledge and then examine claims that all knowledge must be scientific. If we adopt such a view of philosophy, the task of the philosophy of sport would be to clarify, systematize, and evaluate the principles that we believe should govern the world of sport. This task might involve a conceptual analysis of such terms as “sport” and “game,” an inquiry into the nature of excellence in sport, an ethical evaluation of such principles as “winning should be the only concern of the serious athlete,” and an application of ethical analysis to concrete issues, such as disagreement over whether athletes should be permitted to take performance-enhancing drugs.

			This book is concerned primarily with ethically evaluating principles that many people associate with sport and employing that analysis to examine specific issues. Its major focus is the nature of principles and values that should apply to sport. Thus, its concern is predominantly normative rather than descriptive—assessing what ought to be rather than describing what is. Perhaps only a few people think of sports as activities that raise serious moral issues. They see sport either as a mere instrument for gaining fame and fortune or as play, something relatively trivial that we do for fun and recreation. However, as the headlines of our daily newspapers show all too frequently, serious moral issues do arise in sports.

			But can moral issues be critically examined? Is rational argument even possible in ethics? Aren’t moral views just matters of opinion? Can moral principles be rationally evaluated and defended, or are they mere expressions of personal feelings that are not even the sorts of things that can be rationally evaluated or examined?

			Ethics and Moral Reasoning

			If reasoned ethical discourse is impossible, rational inquiry into ethical issues in sport is impossible. Although we cannot consider all possible reasons for skepticism about whether rationally justifiable moral positions can be developed, one widely cited reason for doubting the objectivity of ethics is relativism. Because relativism is so widely suggested as a basis for skepticism about the role of reason in ethics, a brief discussion of it will prove helpful. The remainder of this book attempts to consider moral issues in sport rationally. Clearly, if this attempt succeeds, it counts as an example of reasoned inquiry in ethics.

			Relativism

			Perhaps the most widely cited position that rejects the rationality and objectivity of ethical discourse is relativism. In his best-selling book, The Closing of the American Mind, Allen Bloom blamed relativism for much of what he saw as the moral and educational decay infecting American universities in the 1980s. According to Bloom “There is one thing a professor can be absolutely certain of: Almost every student entering the university believes, or says he believes, that truth is relative.”4 At the time relativism was so widely supported, according to Bloom, because its opposite was—incorrectly, as we will see—identified with a kind of dogmatic absolutism. This misidentification continues to haunt higher education today, as a positive emphasis on values such as diversity, pluralism, and respect for others and their ideas has influenced many to adopt relativist moral positions so as to avoid appearing intolerant. The price we pay for this misidentification is our inability to formulate, articulate, and defend standards we think are correct. But just what is relativism in ethics?

			Actually, no one position has a unique claim to the title of relativism;5 rather, relativism is more like a family of related positions that share such features as the rejection of a universal outlook or perspective and the suspicion of principles that claim to be true or justifiable for all. According to descriptive relativism the moral judgments people make and the values they hold arise from or are relative to their culture, socioeconomic state, or ethnic and religious background. For example, secular culture in the West tends to be permissive of sexual contact between consenting adults, but such contacts have been much more strictly regulated at other times and in other places. In the world of sport some cultures may place more value than others do on winning and less on, say, the aesthetic appeal of play. Different sports communities may recognize different conceptions of fair play. In golf, for example, players are expected to call penalties on themselves and are open to criticism if they do not, whereas in basketball, players defer to the calls of officials. This form of relativism is descriptive in that it is making a factual claim about the origin or empirical basis of our values. It claims to tell us where in fact our values originate or describes the practices to which they are thought to apply rather than what we ought to think about them.

			What does descriptive relativism have to do with whether our moral beliefs and judgments are or can be rationally justified? Some argue that if descriptive relativism is true, there cannot be objectivity or rationality in ethics: no one’s ethical judgments would be any more justifiable or correct than anyone else’s; rather, people’s ethical judgments would be mere subjective claims based on their distinct and different backgrounds. In this view, our moral values are the prejudices we absorbed as children. Perhaps they were presented to us as self-evident truths, but in reality they are only the blinders of our particular culture or group.

			Accordingly, some claim that skepticism about the rationality and objectivity of ethics follows from descriptive relativism. Skepticism denies that we can know whether ethical beliefs or claims are justified or whether some are more reasonable and more defensible than others.

			This kind of philosophical skepticism needs to be distinguished from an ordinary and perhaps healthy kind of skepticism in ordinary life that cautions us not to accept the opinions of others at face value but rather to examine whether they are well supported. Philosophical skepticism of the kind at issue here denies that our ethical or moral views ever can be well supported or that we can know which moral views are rationally warranted and which are not. Ordinary skepticism cautions us to look for evidence for our views, but philosophical skepticism questions whether it is even possible, even in principle, to provide evidence or rational support for our ethical views.

			Others have suggested that descriptive relativism implies not skepticism but rather ethical (value) relativism. Ethical relativism is the view that each culture’s moral code is right for that culture. For example, according to ethical relativism repressive sexual practices are morally right for cultures that have such practices embedded in their moral codes but not for more liberal cultures or groups. Applied to sport, such ethical relativism might assert that we ought to follow the values of our own sports communities: if we are golfers, we should call the penalties on ourselves, but if we are basketball players, we should leave it to the referees, even if they make a terrible call in our favor that enables us to win a game.

			Ethical relativism differs from skepticism in that skepticism denies that any ethical perspective is more justifiable or reasonable than any other—or denies that we can know which perspectives are more justifiable than others. Whereas ethical relativism endorses an ethical view; namely, what is right for you to do is what your culture or community says is right.

			What is the significance of these views for the ethical analysis of sport? If skepticism is correct, it follows that we cannot justify any position on questions of ethics that arise in sport, as skepticism denies that any ethical perspective is more justified than any other. For example, we could not justify either the claim that the use of anabolic steroids to enhance performance is warranted or the claim that it is unwarranted. However, if ethical relativism is correct, what is morally justifiable depends on the group to which one belongs. Perhaps the use of performance-enhancing drugs is permissible for cultures that find it permissible but not for those that find it impermissible. Perhaps fighting is ethically acceptable when NHL players are participating in league contests but not when those same players are competing for nations and/or countries during the Olympic Games, where fighting is expressly impermissible.

			Does descriptive relativism really have the skeptical implications examined above? Is relativism acceptable in the forms discussed above?

			A Critique of Relativism

			First, consider the argument that the truth of moral skepticism follows from the truth of descriptive relativism, because if the thesis of descriptive relativism—that moral codes of different cultures and groups conflict—is true, then moral skepticism is true. To evaluate this argument, we need to consider what general conditions an argument must meet to be acceptable. If the premises of an argument are to justify a conclusion, two fundamental requirements must be satisfied: (1) The premises must be true. False statements cannot be acceptable evidence for the truth of a conclusion. (2) The premises must be logically relevant to the conclusion; otherwise, the conclusion could not follow from the premises because they would be irrelevant to it. For example, we would not accept the conclusion that “the major goal of competitive sports is winning” on the basis of the claim that “Washington, DC, is the capital of the United States.” Even though the latter claim is true, it has nothing to do with the former claim and, therefore, cannot support it.

			Consider again the argument that because the moral codes of different cultures and groups conflict, no set of moral judgments or principles can be correct, reasonable, or justified. First, the argument assumes that descriptive relativism is true, but is it? If descriptive relativism claims no more than that the moral codes, principles, and judgments accepted in different societies sometimes conflict, it may well be true. But it leaves open the possibility that behind the apparent disagreement there is deeper agreement on some morally fundamental values. The area of agreement might constitute the basis of cross-cultural universal values that some investigators have claimed to detect. For example, people from a wide variety of cultural, ethnic, socioeconomic, and religious backgrounds condemn incest, torture, and the random killing of members of one’s community. Protests against Communist regimes in China and the old Soviet Union and, more recently, against rigid forms of Islamic fundamentalism that deny women fundamental rights; against the murder and rape of non-Arabs, thus amounting to genocide in the view of many observers, in Darfur; or against recent government military attacks on civilians in Egypt and Syria are evidence for the broad appeal of values such as liberty and human rights.

			This point can be taken further. Apparent surface disagreement can disguise deeper agreement in values. For instance, consider a dispute between a basketball coach and her assistant before a big game. The head coach wants to use a pressure defense to take advantage of her team’s agility and the opponent’s lack of speed. The assistant argues against this strategy because it may cause overanxious and inexperienced defensive players to commit too many fouls. In this example there is disagreement over which tactics to follow. But behind the disagreement is a common value or principle both coaches share. Each is trying to select the strategy that will be in their team’s best interest and will allow the team to best accentuate its strengths and minimize the effects of its weaknesses.

			A parallel situation is possible in ethics. Suppose culture A believes that old people should be separated from the group and left to die when they can no longer contribute to the general welfare, but culture B disagrees. Clearly, there is a disagreement here, but both cultures might share deeper fundamental values as well. For one thing, the circumstances of each culture might differ. Culture A may barely be surviving at the subsistence level; culture B may be affluent and, therefore, able to care for its older members. Perhaps culture A consists of nomadic bands that must move quickly to keep up with game. Arguably, each culture may accept the same basic principle of promoting the greater good for the group, but the principle might apply differently in the different circumstances in which each group finds itself. Similarly, in sport those who espouse values like justice and inclusion may still debate how, for example, gender equity should be measured in relation to high school or intercollegiate athletics. Accordingly, although the descriptive relativist is undoubtedly correct in pointing to moral disagreement among groups, it remains controversial whether there is fundamental disagreement about all values or whether underneath the surface disagreement most societies have a deeper acceptance of fundamental core values.

			Suppose, however, that we concede for the sake of argument that there are no universally accepted values or moral principles. The greatest weakness of the relativist argument is that, even if this point is conceded, moral skepticism does not follow. The premise of descriptive relativism is logically irrelevant to supporting moral skepticism. If cultures or groups disagree about moral problems, this does not mean there are no correct or justifiable resolutions to the dispute. That certain values are not accepted does not mean they are not acceptable or justifiable. Similarly, some cultures believe the world is flat and others believe it is round, but this does not by itself establish that there is no correct answer concerning the shape of the earth.6 Whether a justifiable resolution of a dispute is possible depends on whether justifiable modes of ethical (or scientific) inquiry can be applied to it. Moral disagreement can arise just as much from ignorance of such modes of inquiry, misapplication of them, or factual disagreement (as when one group of athletes denies and one asserts that steroids cause harmful side effects) as it can from the impossibility of distinguishing reasonable moral claims from those that are less reasonable.

			Disagreement alone is not sufficient to show that no rational modes of inquiry exist, let alone that they are insufficient to resolve the issue at hand. Whether moral claims can be justifiable depends on the reasons or evidence that might support them. The mere fact of disagreement on an ethical issue between two sides does not show that both have equally good reasons for their view. Similarly, moral agreement that some values are justified does not establish by itself that they are justifiable; that too depends on the reasons that can be provided in their support. In disagreement or agreement, justification depends on the kinds of reasons that can be provided to support our moral views, not simply on whether others share our values.

			Of course, the failure of descriptive relativism to establish moral skepticism doesn’t show that there is a correct resolution to moral controversies, only that the presence of cultural or group diversity does not rule out such a resolution in advance of inquiry.

			Does descriptive relativism do any better in establishing ethical relativism, the thesis that what your group or culture says is right or wrong for you is really right or wrong for you? For example, is it morally right to take anabolic steroids to enhance your performance in sports just because your peer group or even your culture says it is right?

			Once again no such implication follows. For reasons similar to those outlined above, just because groups may disagree on ethical issues does not show that each group’s moral views are right for its members. One might just as well argue that if your culture believes the earth is flat, you ought to believe the earth is flat as well. If such an absurd view were correct, we would never be justified in trying to correct or change the view of our culture or peer group even if we had strong reasons for thinking their views were unfounded. Historically this would mean the views of those who protested against the discrimination women and African Americans experienced in sport throughout the 1950s and 1960s were wrongheaded because they sought to challenge the status quo in an American society that, at best, permitted and, at worst, endorsed such social injustices.

			The previous example illustrates that ethical relativism has the unacceptable implication that the views of our culture or of other groups to which we belong are acceptable just as they are. But surely even if our peers do, for instance, advocate the use of performance-enhancing drugs in sports or fighting in ice hockey, they are not automatically correct to do so. We need to engage in ethical inquiry and argument to see whether the best reasons that can be given to support a view actually do support it rather than accepting it merely because it is the view of the group to which we belong.7

			Therefore, moral disagreement among cultures or other kinds of groups should not deter us from engaging in a moral inquiry designed to subject moral claims in sports or elsewhere to rational criticism and evaluation. Moreover, such a view does not make us dogmatic or intolerant of the views of others. Indeed, tolerance and the avoidance of dogmatism are themselves values, and many think they have objective support. If moral skepticism were justified, there would be no rational basis for tolerance itself if cultures disagreed about its value. Accordingly, commitment to rational inquiry in ethics does not make us arrogant dogmatists; if anything, it makes us open to the insights of those who may be different from us so long as we are willing to subject their views as well as our own to the test of reasoned inquiry in ethics. Thus, commitment to moral inquiry can help free us from insular prejudices and allow us to test our views by seeing whether they can stand up to the reasoned criticism of others.

			Absolutophobia: The Seductive Appeal of Crude Relativism

			In spite of such serious intellectual weaknesses, crude forms of relativism and skepticism appeal to many, especially to some college students. This subgroup of students seems unwilling to make moral judgments, and it views those who do as opinionated or “judgmental.”8 Why do so many people, particularly students, believe that some of the greatest crimes in human history, including genocide and slavery, should not be morally condemned or, perhaps more understandably, that there are no rational grounds for such condemnation? We doubt there is one root cause of such attitudes, but we do suggest that certain intellectual errors contribute to such an attitude.

			First, moral language is sometimes misused to bully or intimidate people into accepting the speaker’s position. Moreover, moral positions that are held fanatically and asserted dogmatically leave no room for reasonable response. Morality may then be seen as a refuge for dogmatists who assert but never question their own absolutes and use the fear of being labeled “immoral” or “unfair” to force people to adopt favored views. Part of the reaction against “political correctness” on college campuses perhaps reflects resentment against ardent activists trying to impose their views on others. Religious zealots and extreme right-wing politicians as well as those on the extreme left sometimes use moral language as a weapon to stifle dissent.

			However, such misuse of moral language does not imply that moral judgments cannot be justified. Indeed, to favor tolerance, judiciousness, and appeal to reason over dogmatism and zealotry is to favor one set of values over another, and, therefore, to make a moral judgment. Respect for the views of others and willingness to reason with them about values is as much a moral outlook as dogmatism and fanaticism are.

			Second, many people reject “absolutes.” But moral judgments about what is right or wrong, fair or unfair, or just or unjust seem to presuppose the very absolutes we are told do not exist. The first thing to note about rejecting absolutes is that it is unclear what an “absolute” is supposed to be. If an absolute is a simple rule that is self-evident and immune from rational scrutiny, it is far from clear that moral judgments can be absolutes. But if an absolute is a reasonable claim well supported by evidence, surely we are all committed to absolutes. In fact, the denial that absolutes exist in this sense seems itself to be one, as presumably it purports to be reasonable, well supported, and true. Whether critical rational inquiry can support moral claims can best be seen by exploring moral issues and not by dismissing moral claims through fear of committing an absolute (absolutophobia), no matter how murky that concept may be. In any case, the key point is that even if no moral judgments can be self-evident or immune from critical scrutiny, some moral judgments may still be reasonable, well supported, and justifiable.

			Perhaps another reason for reluctance to make moral judgments is an interpretation (or misinterpretation) of multiculturalism. Although “multiculturalism” stands for a family of related positions rather than just one central doctrine, most multiculturalists hold that we should learn to understand and respect cultures other than our own. But sophisticated multiculturalists ought not to blur this claim by asserting that we should not criticize others’ moral views. This second claim would prohibit them from criticizing opponents’ views of multiculturalism or from objecting to intolerance of others. Because multiculturalists want to assert that their approaches are morally more acceptable than those they reject, they would undermine themselves by embracing extreme forms of moral relativism and skepticism.

			We suggest that many who express skepticism about morality are not true skeptics or relativists but instead hold a disguised morality that tolerates and respects diversity. But by denying the moral basis to condemn evils such as the Holocaust, slavery, and racial oppression, such people are unable to condemn any wrongdoing; they cannot even defend the values that lead them to tolerate and respect diversity to begin with. If the legitimate desire to avoid moral fanaticism drives us to see the condemnation of any evil, however great, as an unwarranted intellectual arrogance, then the truly arrogant and the truly fanatical will never fear moral censure, no matter what evil they choose to inflict.

			Moral Reasoning

			Dogmatism and fanaticism can be avoided if we base our moral views on reasoning and encourage critical examination of them. But how are we to distinguish cogent from weak or incorrect moral reasoning? Philosophers and ethicists have not agreed that any one theory of moral reasoning is the correct one or even whether theories of moral reasoning are morally neutral or are themselves part of a substantive code of ethics. Some philosophers have serious doubts about the objectivity of moral judgments, although not on the crude grounds criticized in earlier sections. Perhaps the best way to determine whether moral judgments can be rationally assessed is to examine moral issues in detail. We will do that, in connection with sport, in subsequent chapters. The following comments may be helpful in assessing moral judgment and argument.

			At a minimum it is doubtful whether one can evaluate moral arguments with the precision and rigor appropriate to mathematics. This does not mean we cannot recognize the difference between well-supported and poorly supported positions. As Aristotle suggested, we should “look for precision in each class of things just so far as the nature of the subject admits; it is evidently equally foolish to accept probable reasoning from a mathematician and to demand from a rhetorician scientific proofs.”9 This does not mean that ethical reasoning must be imprecise; it may resemble a sound case made by a skilled judicial scholar rather than strict mathematical proof.

			Although good moral reasoning cannot be totally uncontroversial, the following three criteria will prove especially helpful. First, moral reasoning must be impartial. In evaluating a moral issue we are not asking, “What’s in it for me?” We want to see what position is supported by the best reasons when impartially considered. This is an important point for individuals and groups in sporting contexts, where strategic forms of instrumental reasoning are often mistaken for moral reasoning. Moral deliberation has a broader perspective than simply self-interest. Thus, we cannot justify the claim that “the use of steroids by Olympic athletes to enhance their performance is morally legitimate” simply by claiming that “the use of steroids will help me gain a gold medal in the Olympics.” The latter claim may show that the use of steroids is in the speaker’s interest, but it does nothing to show that personal interest is the only relevant moral factor.

			Philosophers have proposed various models or theories of impartial reasoning. For example, R. M. Hare has suggested that impartial moral reasoning requires us to imagine ourselves in the place of all those affected by the action or policy being evaluated, giving no special weight to any one perspective.10 John Rawls, author of the important book A Theory of Justice, has suggested that in thinking of social justice we must reason as if we were behind a veil of ignorance that hides from us the knowledge of our individual characteristics or social circumstances.11 Thus, impartiality prohibits us from arbitrarily assigning special privileges to our own gender, race, social class, or ethnic group because it would be irrational to do so if we had to consider such a policy impartially from the perspective of all affected, as Hare requires, or in ignorance of our own group membership, as Rawls suggests.

			Some theorists regard some theories of impartiality, such as those of Rawls and Hare, as too abstract to apply or to work with. Can we truly reason as if we did not know our place in society, as Rawls suggested, or fully grasp the perspective of others, as Hare’s approach seemingly requires? Don’t such theories commit us to taking what Thomas Nagel refers to as “the view from nowhere”?12 Shouldn’t we therefore abandon the notion of impartiality rather than commit ourselves to such an impossible viewpoint?

			These criticisms may overstate the difficulties. After all, in ordinary disputes we may say to the other party, “You wouldn’t hold such a view if you didn’t benefit from it.” And we often do try to understand things from the point of view of others and encourage others to do the same. Thus, in evaluating whether the women’s athletic program at a university is being treated fairly when compared to the men’s program, we may ask ourselves whether we would find both programs equally acceptable regardless of the one in which we participated.

			The core idea of impartiality, which is what the theories of philosophers such as Hare and Rawls try to capture, is that we are prohibited from arbitrarily assigning special weight to our own position or interests. Thus, a referee in a basketball game, to be impartial, must make calls in accord with the rules, not in accord with the team he or she likes better. Whatever the best theory of impartiality, impartiality plays an important and justifiable role in our ordinary moral thinking. Why otherwise insist that rules, officials, judges, and professors grading papers be impartial? The core idea is not that they necessarily must adopt a view from nowhere (or any particular theory of impartiality) but rather that they must apply appropriate standards fairly, reasonably, and equally.

			Second, in addition to satisfying the requirement of impartiality, the positions we take must be systematically consistent. For example, if one holds that it is wrong to assault another person but that it is permissible for a professional hockey player to assault another player during a game, one’s position appears inconsistent. Unless one can show that the two situations are relevantly dissimilar, one or the other position must be given up. If the two situations are similar in the relevant moral respects, assault in one cannot be permissible and assault in the other impermissible because there would be no difference between them to justify the difference in judgment made about them. If, however, one were to present contextual evidence demonstrating that, for example, fighting in professional ice hockey keeps players from committing more brutal acts of violence out of frustration or anger, it may be possible to morally justify fighting under certain circumstances.

			Third, the principles one uses in making moral decisions must account for reflective judgments about clear moral examples. For example, in golf we start with a firm conviction that competitors in a tournament should not lie about their scores. But let’s say a particular golfer believed it was permissible to turn in a wrong score merely to benefit himself. Reflective judgment about this example would reveal that turning in the wrong score was a case of lying about the score. The principle that competitors should not lie can be applied to the example of this particular golfer and would normally be grounds for rejecting or, at least, questioning the individual golfer’s belief. After all, if golfers could lie about their scores, the whole point of a golf tournament, to find out who played best, would be undermined.

			Of course—and this is what makes our third criterion controversial—we must be sure our reactions to situations are critical and reflective, not merely unanalyzed, culturally conditioned responses. It is all too easy to be influenced by cultural, social, and even biologically based presuppositions. For example, our initial reaction that it is permissible for hometown fans to boo and wave while an opposing basketball player shoots a crucial foul shot may simply be a prejudice we share with other hometown fans. However, some of our judgments about particular situations may be reflective and unbiased and, therefore, allow us to check our principles. Fans’ antics at a game in which we have no vested interests, for example, might lead us to reflect on the distinction between sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike fan conduct in sport.

			Thus, our reflective reaction to actual and hypothetical examples may be a useful guide for moral inquiry; without such consideration our principles would be empty abstractions. Conversely, we can criticize an abstract principle by showing that its application would lead to unacceptable consequences for concrete action.

			The more an ethical theory survives counterexample and criticism, the more confidence we would seem to be entitled to place in it. Just as we expose our scientific theories to testing, so we should test our moral perspectives by exposing them to others’ criticism. Although clinging to our entrenched moral views by never exposing them to opposing views may feel good, the price we pay for such a policy is to prevent ourselves from discovering errors that others may recognize. We also lose opportunities for confirming our views when we refute our critics’ objections. Just as a scientific theory gains credibility by surviving tests, so may a moral view gain credibility by surviving criticism in the crucible of moral debate.

			From a critical perspective at least three strategies can undermine a moral view. We can argue that such a view would not be held if impartially considered, that its various parts are inconsistent or inharmonious, or that the view has unacceptable implications for action. Nothing said so far implies that only one moral perspective, code of ethics, or set of principles will survive moral criticism. It is possible that all who go through an extended process of moral inquiry will hold the same moral view; it is equally possible that a kind of moral pluralism will flourish. However, it is unlikely that serious and extended moral inquiry will rate all moral perspectives as equally justified. Many will be rejected as inconsistent, biased, vulnerable to counterexample, or deficient on some other appropriate ground. Thus, although there is no guarantee our criteria of moral reasoning are the only defensible ones or that they will yield strictly determinate results for all investigators, they at least provide guidance in the rational evaluation of moral issues. By applying them, we employ reason in ethics.

			Let us turn now to moral issues in sports. The discussion will ask us to make and evaluate moral judgments about controversial cases—hence, the importance of the discussion about the justifiability of moral judgment. The challenge will be to develop positions that we can impartially affirm, are consistent with our views in related areas, and rely on principles whose consequences for action are acceptable. We will begin by examining possible theoretical frameworks for ethical analysis in sporting contexts and studying a fundamental issue for sport, the importance that should be assigned to competition and winning.

			Questions for Review

				1.	Describe a variety of ethical issues that arise within sporting contexts. What specific moral questions do these issues raise?

				2.	What is relativism? Explain this general philosophic stance and the specific forms of it discussed in the chapter. What criticisms of these views did the authors present? Do you agree with their critique? Why?

				3.	What is skepticism? Explain why skeptics believe people cannot rationally support their ethical beliefs and opinions. Do you agree with the authors’ critique of skepticism? Why?

				4.	Why are many people today accepting relativist viewpoints, and why are they hesitant to critique the moral beliefs of others? Explain why the authors believe ethical debate is important in today’s world and how it helps to counter dogmatic absolutism.

				5.	Identify the three criteria of good moral reasoning presented by the authors, and explain how each is important in the process of developing sound moral positions.

			Notes

			1. Robert L. Simon, Fair Play (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1991), 1.

			2. According to one of the most extensive studies done on this topic, the Miller Lite Report on American Attitudes Towards Sports, completed in the 1980s, 96.3 percent of the American population frequently played, watched, or read articles about sports or identified with particular teams and players at that time. Moreover, nearly 70 percent followed sports every day, and 42 percent participated daily. Miller Lite Report on American Attitudes Towards Sports (Milwaukee, WI: Miller Brewing Company, 1983). Although comparisons over decades are difficult to make because different studies focus on different aspects of behavior, there is no evidence that interest in sports has declined to any significant extent in recent years. For a more recent assessment of sport participation trends, see Ronald B. Woods, Social Issues in Sport, 2nd ed. (Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics, 2011), 38–42. Data on attendance for many professional sports also show continued widespread interest by the general population. See, for example, the data on attendance collected by University of Michigan economist Rodney Fort, available at https://sites.google.com/site/rodswebpages/codes.

			3. Edmund Pincoffs of the University of Texas told Robert L. Simon this story some time ago. He was the philosopher in the story, and the remark was addressed to him.

			4. Allen Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987), 25.

			5. Our discussion of relativism draws heavily on distinctions made by James Rachels in The Elements of Moral Philosophy (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1993), 17–25, particularly the distinctions between various forms of relativism. Errors in their use or in our criticism of crude forms of relativism are entirely our own.

			6. There may be a temptation to reply that because science is different from ethics, the example in the text is irrelevant. Disagreement in science doesn’t show the impossibility of a rational resolution of a dispute, but disagreement in ethics does. But what entitles the skeptic to assume that science is rational but ethics isn’t? The skeptic needs to show just how science and ethics differ in ways that are relevant to supporting skepticism and not simply assume the difference to be self-evident when that very assumption is being challenged. In any event, the logical point still stands: disagreement on an issue by itself does not establish that we can never tell whether one side has better reasons for its views or is more justified than the other.

			7. There are other difficulties with ethical relativism as well. For example, what counts as a culture? Is the sporting community a culture? Is there such an entity as Western culture, or are there only loosely related cultural subgroups within the West? What should we do if we belong to different cultures, each of which makes conflicting moral recommendations? What if our religious culture tells us that abortion is wrong, but the secular culture of our peer group says it is permissible? Ethical relativism, which tells us to follow the dictates of our culture, would seem to be useless when the dictates of the cultures to which we belong clash.

			Finally, cultures rarely speak with one voice. Thus, the genital mutilation of females as practiced in some African cultures is not only criticized by many Western observers but also by those within the culture itself who oppose the practice. Ethical relativism, by assuming that cultures speak with one voice, obscures the ethical diversity and moral disagreement that exists within them. The important issue concerns not just what a culture asserts but also whether critical rational inquiry supports or can support the assertion.

			8. Robert L. Simon discusses the issues this comment raises, particularly some students’ reluctance to make moral judgments, in “The Paralysis of Absolutophobia,” Chronicle of Higher Education, June 27, 1997, B5–B7, http://chronicle.com/article/The-Paralysis/74721/.

			9. Nichomachean Ethics, bk. 1, chap. 2, sec. 25, trans. W. D. Ross, in The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: Random House, 1941), 936.

			10. See, for example, R. M. Hare, Freedom and Reason (New York: Oxford University Press, 1965), and his Moral Thinking (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981).

			11. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971).

			12. Thomas Nagel, The View from Nowhere (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986).
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			Theories of Sport

			Frameworks for Evaluation

			The victory of the US women’s team in the 1999 World Cup Soccer matches was one of the most exciting events in sports in the last decade of the twentieth century. Not only were the contests leading to this triumph hotly contested, with the final game decided in a shootout, but many saw the team as symbolizing the emergence of women into the center of attention in athletic competition. The team’s stars, popular and highly skilled players such as Mia Hamm and Brandy Chastain, were heroes to many young girls who played in soccer leagues across the country as well as to adults throughout the United States.

			However, the final plays of the world championship game, in which the Americans defeated China, became the center of an important ethical controversy. Regular and overtime play had ended in a tie, and the game was to be decided by a shootout in which players from each team would go one-on-one against the opposing goalie. The team that scored the most goals after a set number of attempts would win the game. Under the rules, which prevented the goalkeeper from moving forward to cut off the shooter’s angle until a shot was launched, the offensive player had a major advantage.

			So the world championship was on the line while the offensive players matched each other goal for goal as the shootout progressed. The American goalkeeper, Briana Scurry, decided that one of the remaining Chinese players, Liu Ying, seemed to lack confidence. When Liu made her move against Scurry, the American goalie decided on a controversial tactic to stop the shot. As the Chinese player made her move, Scurry, by stepping forward in violation of the applicable rule limiting the movement of goalies, attempted to deprive Liu of the angle she would need to score. The tactic worked: Scurry blocked the shot and the Americans won. But did they win fairly?

			As one view has it, “It’s only cheating if you get caught.” A more sophisticated and surely more defensible modification of that view is that it is the referee’s job to call the game, and as long as the player is willing to accept the penalty if detected, no unethical behavior is involved. As another prominent goalkeeper put it, “What Briana did was perfectly normal. She took a step and the referee didn’t call it. I don’t call that cheating.”1

			Is it cheating to commit what we will call a strategic foul, an intentional violation of the rules designed to secure a tactical advantage? What if it is done openly and with willingness to accept the penalty if the referee calls the foul? What if it is a common practice, one the players know about and accept, as is fouling at the end of a basketball game to stop the clock? Scurry’s move in the World Cup has been defended on exactly such grounds: all goalkeepers do it, players know that goalkeepers do it, and a penalty is prescribed under the rules if the violation is detected. After all, it is not as if Scurry was trying to hide her move from the referee or claim an advantage for herself that she would not accord to other goalies as well. But what happens to sports as rule-governed activities if players decide for themselves when to obey the rules and are encouraged to test referees to see what they can get away with? Do we have a true sports contest if each team plays only by the rules it feels are useful to obey at a given moment?

			Consider a second example. During the 2007 National Football League (NFL) season the New England Patriots, the best team in the league, in violation of league rules, were found to have been tapping into the electronic communications of New York Jets defensive coaches during a contest. This enabled the Patriots to identify the plays the Jets would run in advance so the strategies the Jets employed could be countered not simply by better play but by prior knowledge of the Jets’ tactics. Was this ethical? It violated league rules, and for that reason alone it was morally suspect. As a result of what has come to be called “Spygate,” the Patriots’ head coach Bill Belichick was fined $500,000 in addition to other penalties the league imposed on the Patriots. But does the rule make moral sense? Why is it unethical to use technology to discover what tactics and strategies the other team will employ? After all, if a pitcher in baseball telegraphs what pitch is coming next, perhaps by the way he grips the baseball, alert opposing coaches will pass on the information to the batter. Is what goes on in baseball an acceptable way to seek as advantage, but is what happened in Spygate cheating?

			Consider a third example that also raises issues of ethics in competition. In early October 1990 the highly regarded University of Colorado Buffaloes played a home football contest against the University of Missouri. Top national ranking was at stake. The final seconds saw Colorado trailing 31–27 but driving toward the Missouri goal line. Somehow, in the confusion on the field, the seven officials on the field, the “chain gang” working the sideline markers, and the scoreboard operator all lost track of the downs. On what should have been the fourth and deciding down Colorado failed to score, in part because the Colorado quarterback, mistakenly thinking he had another play left, intentionally grounded a pass. In fact, the officials signaled that Colorado had another chance, unaware that the Buffaloes already had used the four chances to score the rules allowed. Colorado scored on the illegal but unnoticed fifth down to eke out a 33–31 “victory.”

			Did Colorado really win? Should the final score have been allowed to stand? It was decided that the officials’ mistake was not the sort of error that can be overruled. But should the University of Colorado have accepted the victory? Is such a “win” meaningful in an important ethical sense?

			These examples raise questions about how to conduct competition in athletics ethically. They raise issues of sportsmanship and fair play. By examining them we can better understand the values that may be used in assessing competitors’ behavior within the athletic contest itself.

			Theories of Sport

			Many of us will have intuitive reactions to cases such as those described above. For example, some of us might think that because Scurry broke the rules of soccer, her behavior was unethical and that the American victory was tainted. Others, however, might respond that rules are often not strictly observed and that if goalies generally follow the convention of moving early to get the best position to block a shot on goal, the behavior is allowable because it is a common practice in the sport of soccer. (Similarly, in baseball, umpires do not insist that the shortstop or second baseman actually be touching second base when pivoting to make a double play.) But which intuitive reaction is most justifiable?

			In part because our immediate reaction to moral issues in sport can conflict, not just with the opinions of others but often also internally, as when we are of two minds about an issue, theories of sport will prove useful in our inquiry into the values that should apply in athletic competition. But what is a theory of sport?2

			One way of approaching that question is to ask what theories of sport are good for. Thus, one important function of a theory of sport is to help us make distinctions between activities that are sports from those that aren’t, even if the distinction is not always a sharp one. Is chess, often called “the sport of kings,” a sport? What about fishing? Must a sport be a game like baseball, or can an activity like hiking also be a sport? Distinguishing sports from other related activities is important not only because of the intellectual issue of whether we can even make such a distinction—perhaps the concept of sport is too vague to admit of useful analysis, or perhaps sports have nothing in common that defines all of them—but also for theoretical and normative reasons as well. For example, if we are to explain why sports are so fascinating to millions of people around the globe, we need to distinguish them from other activities, such as walking for exercise, that also may be important for reasons of health but differ from sports in very significant respects.

			Thus, theories of sport serve a normative or evaluative function. To the extent that they help us identify salient features of sport, they provide material we can use to assess sport morally as well. For example, the importance we assign to winning in athletic contests may be at least in part a function of what we believe are the values sport should promote. By identifying key values that should apply in competitive sport, a justifiable theory of sport may help us to analyze more cogently problematic cases such as Spygate and Colorado University’s victory on the fifth down.

			We can think of a theory of sport, then, as a body of statements, some of which may be quite abstract, that helps us not only identify sports and distinguish them from other activities but also provide an assessment of the value of sport and a normative framework for examining ethical issues that may arise in sport, especially in athletic competition.

			Theories of sport, then, should serve at least the following three functions. First, they should offer a characterization of sport that helps us to distinguish sports from other activities, even if we cannot always do so due to complex borderline cases. Second, they should explain the features of sport that make it of significant interest to people around the globe, not only for participants but for spectators and fans as well. Third, they should explain the value (or disvalue, if they are critical of sport and sporting practices) of sport and provide the resources for the moral evaluation of sport, perhaps especially competitive athletics, and the ethical issues that arise in particular sporting contexts.
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