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Computers teaching ethics: killing three birds with one stone?
Can ethics be taught? Put another way, how can students be led to think about ethics, especially in Asia where memorization is favored over thought? Secondly, how can sense of community, team learning, be fostered in big classes? Finally, how can ideas of individual participation be encouraged in Asia, especially in big classes? As in many places around Asia our university faced exactly these challenges and turned to computer technology for answers. To assess results it may be helpful to first review some frameworks to assess teaching ethics. Then a look at our classroom experiences may give insights into the three questions above.  
TEACHING ETHICS: FRAMEWORKS

Measuring achievement in education is still an art more than a science. But Benjamin Bloom and colleagues have outlined a taxonomy of global educational goals (Bloom, 1956) and Francis Reeves has looked at this work as a tool to help in teaching ethics. Bloom suggested grouping goals into three overarching categories, Cognitive, Affective, and Motor Skills. While teaching and learning Motor Skills has obvious relevance in brain surgery and piano playing it is not immediately apparent how Motor Skills relates to teaching ethics. But it may be useful to consider both cognitive and affective domains when looking at our issue, teaching ethics in universities, especially in Asia.  Reeves explains how. 
In education in general, and perhaps especially in Asia, traditionally COGNITIVE goals are those recognized as important. In teaching ethics affective factors may be even more important, but let us first consider the cognitive side. Bloom’s first level in the cognitive area is Knowledge.  For example, “name one firm studied in this class whose executives were sent to prison.” This can be answered by students who memorize facts. Equity Funding is one possible answer, and a early classic in computer fraud. We also ask students to know seven ways to approach a question of ethics, and the seven happen to sat with the letters J, U, S, T, I, C, and E. Students can be tested to see whether they know, have the desired knowledge, relating to our JUSTICE model. The JUSTICE model is mentioned here in order to illustrate, so a lengthy discussion of the model is not needed here. But briefly, the model asks an individual to choose three of seven possible sets of ethical decision making criteria and apply the three to an issue to be decided, whether helping a neighbor cheat or reporting misconduct by your boss. In the JUSTICE model each letter stands for one approach:

· JUSTICE, applying same rules to all fairly and evenly

· UTILITARIAN thought, greatest good for greatest number, does good outweigh bad
· SPIRITUAL VALUES, such as the Golden Rule, to do to others as you would want others to do to you

· TV RULE, knowing you must explain your decision on TV with your family watching

· INFLUENCE criterion, considering how big an influence (if any) your actions would have

· your CORE values, the deepest human values, considering things REALLY important in life

· the urgency of the decision, whether this is a life or death issue, an EMERGENCY requiring immediate action

Students in our classes seemed to have little trouble mastering the seven criteria, and having the knowledge to define each, even in a short one credit class. 

The second cognitive level Bloom discusses, as interpreted by Reeves, has to do with Comprehension. Who were the stakeholders in the Enron case? What could a group of stakeholders or an individual stakeholder done to change the outcome of the case? When? How? So what? Application is a third cognitive level. The case method is often used in ethics courses. Students are typically given a case or mini-case and are expected to go though a series of steps to insure they can apply what is learned in class to the case in question. For example, one approach lists seven steps:

· Defining the issue

· Analyzing the case data with focus on causes and effects as well as constraints and opportunities

· Generating alternatives

· Selecting decision criteria

· Analyzing and evaluating alternatives

· Selecting the preferred alternative

· Developing an action and implementation plan
In our classes we showed a popular ethics video, The Parable of the Sadhu. In this video a Wall Street broker describes encountering a half dead monk or pilgrim, a holy man called a Sadhu, while in the middle of a long planned mountain climbing expedition in the Himalayas. Students were asked apply these or similar steps, showing they could apply what things they have learned (such as the JUSTICE model) to the situation in the video. After Application Bloom moves to a fourth cognitive level, Analysis. Reeves suggests that classroom discussions or written examinations can check skills of Analysis by asking about unstated assumptions, causality, or fallacies for example. A stage beyond Analysis is Synthesis. Synthesis may be asked for solutions to an ethics problem the class has identified as existing in the university (cheating in exams, plagiarism involving web, copying home work). New creative approaches to the issues identified suggests students are developing abilities to Synthesize. Bloom’s sixth and final cognitive level is Evaluation. Reeves, citing Bloom, says Evaluation is “making a judgment about the value or worth of something. It presupposes the previous levels but is not necessarily the last step” (Reeves, 1990. p613). In an ethics class students should be pushed to reflect, to evaluate, to carefully judge situations, look closely and critically at alternatives, and consider implications of outcomes. Evaluation is not easy but is important.
Although COGNITIVE factors are important in an ethics class, the AFFECTIVE domain looms even larger. Bloom talks about five affective levels. First he calls Receiving. Each student in the ethics class, provided he or she stays awake, will be exposed to ideas related to ethics. While there may be a more-or-less neutral reaction to the JUSTICE model, at least the student has received input, and should hopefully not feel negatively towards the idea of deciding ethically. A second level is called responding. Here Bloom is talking about doing assignments, either from fear of bad grades or out of interest, or perhaps engaging in class activities because they seem worthwhile, worth the time. Carrying our JUSTICE model example a bit further, students at the responding level may get some pleasure out of figuring how to apply the model to a case of student cheating for example. There is no burning desire to become an expert in ethics, but at this level there is a responsive feeling in the student. Valuing is the third level in Bloom’s affective typology. Once a student feels that “ethics is an important topic” the student can be said to have reached the Valuing level. While a good classroom lecture might help a student reach the received level and also the responding level, Bloom suggests that the final three levels, including valuing, require participative learning. Lectures are not enough. Bloom also suggests Organization and Characterization can be seen as more affective than cognitive. Once a student can organize and internalize a value system, fore example think through and argue for or against a framework or model such as the JUSTICE model, that student can be said to have reached the Organization affective level. Bloom calls his fifth and final affective level Characterization. Although one might wish Bloom had chosen a more affective-sounding term, as explained Characterization can be used to describe an individual who as reached a high stage in the affective domain. If a person can be characterized as an exceptionally helpful person, or uncommonly honest, then enough values must have been internalized so that the characterization fits the individual. That IS the person, perhaps the HONEST person Diogenes looked for.   

Bloom’s model, says Reeves, can be used in any discipline, to cover any type of learning. Reeves contribution is to show that indeed Bloom’s taxonomy can be applied to teaching or learning ethics. Later we can look again at Bloom’s six cognitive levels and his five affective levels, and check how computers may or may not be useful in helping students attain these levels.
While Bloom’s discussion focuses attention on the learner, it may be useful to also look at a framework suggested for looking at CONTENT of an ethics course. Dianne Martin, Chuck Huff,  and several colleagues have suggested such a framework in a series of papers. One graphic used in these papers is shown here (Huff and Martin, 1995, p. 76):  (insert figure 1 about here)
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Bloom’s taxonomy is intended to be applicable to any discipline. The Martin and Huff  framework is aimed squarely at teaching ethics. While any number of topics might be covered in an ethics class, the value of the Huff-Martin framework is that it lists some commonly covered topical areas (privacy for example) and can thus be used to check one’s own course. In addition, the Huff-Martin framework shows seven levels of analysis ranging from individual to global. Again, such a listing of levels of analysis can help one spot ways to possibly improve a course. 
It may be valuable to look at one specific ethics course at our university using both Bloom’s taxonomy and Martin and Huff’s framework. Then we can look at ways we tried or might have tried to use computers in the course. But first consider the background and circumstances of our specific course. 
THE EXPERIMENTAL ETHICS CLASS
With this background in mind, a look at one case may suggest how theories may work or not work in practice. How did our efforts measure up against Bloom’s taxonomy? Bloom’s first level in the cognitive area is Knowledge. Certainly our course met objectives here. Two quizzes helped assess acquisition of knowledge. The quizzes may have also served as a motivating force to remind students to study in order to obtain important facts (and to retain these facts at least until exam time). Bloom’s second cognitive level is Comprehension. Quizzes were essay not multiple choice, so Comprehension could also be encouraged and assessed. Application, Bloom’s third cognitive level, can also be evaluated by essay questions. But here other elements in the class were of more direct value. In a course with limited classroom time it would be impossible to involve all in arguments or debates. But debates are an excellent way to have students apply concepts covered in lectures. The solution here was to have teams engage in on-line debates, with each side required to post at least three entries. First the proponents had to make a statement, then the opposing team had to reply, then at least two more iterations took place. After Application Bloom suggested a stage he called Analysis.  Students can be asked about unstated assumptions, causality, or fallacies for example. But how can this be done with 300 or more students in the room? This is where our university’s Personal Response System (PRS) came into play. Our university wired all classrooms computer based “PRS” technology, a Personal Response System where all students can “vote” real time in the classroom. We posed ethical dilemmas by written caselets, dilemmas described in class, and/or short videos. Then students were shown 4 or 5 alternative choices and the 30 seconds to vote. All students voted, results were displayed, followed by analysis and discussion. For example, in the video The Parable of the Sadhu, we pause in the middle of the video and ask “what steps do you think the Wall Street broker took in this situation?”  We give choices, ranging from “give the stranded half dead Sadhu coffee and say good bye” to “take the Sadhu to safety even though it may mean abandoning the long planned mountain climbing expedition.” Students almost unanimously predict that the broker would take the Sadhu to safety, but in real life this did not happen. The Sadhu was passed off to another group of mountain climbers with no in likelihood of anyone ever saving the Sadhu. This leads to a great awakening on the part of students almost all of whom had pressed the wrong response on the PRS handset, and each now individually knew that his or her unstated assumptions were incorrect.   

A stage beyond Analysis is Synthesis. Synthesis may be asked for solutions to propose a plan to solve a real ethical issue. But how can more than 300 students do this? It cannot be done in the limited class time available. But by requiring students to respond individually to a dilemma posted on the web, each moves to the level of Synthesis.  One such example involved what a patrol team should do when a boatload of people try to illegally enter the area. An element of uncertainty and possible danger made this issue very messy, requiring synthesis to handle. Other similar mini-cases were used also.  The evaluation level is the highest level in Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive skills. The on-line debates required each team to evaluate the assumptions and arguments of the opposing team. Again, without the use of computers and the web in particular, it is hard to imagine pushing students to this level in a short 8 hour course typically with 300 students in the classroom. 
But debates did more than this: In almost every case, students responded to their “opposing team” emotionally. Clearly affective dimensions came into play here. The levels of receiving and responding can be tested in a big class using the PRS system. But the debates clearly moved past those levels, as values were stated and defended time after time in debates. Bloom characterizes Organization as “organization of a value system” and in short essays each student posted to the web, organization became apparent. For example, in one class, each student had to describe his or her own view about Corporate Social Responsibility. They did the assignment and were often quite emotional in supporting their positions. As such, most probably reached what Bloom called characterization, as responses showed what kind of person each student was deep inside. Could this have been done without the computer and the web? Yes, in a smaller class, but probably not in a class the size we faced.

Figure 1     Bloom’s learning model applied to ethics class: Cognitive domain

	Knowledge
	learn facts: memorize a decision making model

	Comprehension
	news item: who are stakeholders?

	Application
	Sadhu: go through case steps, cause effect etc

	Analysis
	Sadhu: causality (bad examples, etc), fallacies

	Synthesis
	exam cheating: issue raised by class, then solutions proposed

	Evaluation
	plagiarism using WWW: problem or not? Culturally defined?


Figure 2    Bloom’s learning model applied to ethics class: Affective domain

	Receiving
	Hear lecture about decision making model, watch corruption video

	Responding
	Apply decision making model to genetically modified food

	Valuing
	Students decide course topic important to life success, national success

	Organization
	Students think through and modify lecture model, make own model

	Characterization
	Students decide “this is me, important to me, I will do the right thing”


Another way to assess results of our course might be to look at the Martin-Huff framework. Did the course address issues ranging from the individual to the global level of analysis? It did, from the JUSTICE framework for individual decision making to web discussions of global warming. Did our course cover topical issues shown on the Martin-Huff framework, ranging from quality of life to privacy? Not really, or at least not in an organized way. Quality of life entered into the course when teams of students were required to prepare and post web pages on “good news about the environment” or “bad news about the environment.” Web discussions and quiz questions about issues such as child labor and sexual harassment. But in a one credit course, it seemed better to go for at least a minimum amount of depth rather than insure coverage of all relevant possible topics.
Finally, let us return to the original three questions posed at the beginning of this essay. First, can ethics be taught? Or phrased another way, can Asian students be led to think about ethics? Second, can a sense of community be built in classes of 200 and more students? Finally, can individuals participate in such big classes? And for all three questions, can computers help? A look at our classroom experiences may give insights into these three questions.  

First, can ethics be taught? Can students be led to think about ethics? While there is considerable disagreement as to the answer to these questions, there is less disagreement on a more important question: can ethics be LEARNED? Most would say yes. But this still leaves academics with the job of facilitating that learning. And many have noted that it is not easy to set the stage so students learn ethics. In fact, some find it easier to bypass the question, and simply TEACH ethics, hoping some learn. While this issue troubles teachers of ethics world-wide, there are special cultural features which suggest that feasible solutions may be a bit different in the Asia Pacific region. Many would agree that the very essence of any study of ethics involves thought. Thoughtful reflection is part of what ethics professors hope students learn. Yet, education in China, and in many parts of Asia, stresses individual rote learning. Listen, memorize, recite. This emphasis has caused by geographic region to be labeled as having a “test culture.” Indeed where we teach many students cannot get past the idea they have held for years. “Is this going to be on the exam?” If not, expect most students to tune out. While this is more prevalent in heavier subjects such as ethics compared to mechanical engineering, one still hears the question in technical fields too. Thinking is not a goal in many student minds. Students all too often are stuck at Bloom’s first level in the cognitive area, Knowledge. They may master facts, obtain knowledge, but how can we get our Asian university students to think? And as others have often pointed out, university students should not be expected to immediately embrace the study of ethics outside of Asia either. Issues raised in ethics courses are complex and not easy to handle (Cooper et al, 2001).
So, we are faced with the first of our unanswered questions, how to best promote thinking and to best facilitate learning of ethics. And, especially in the Asia Pacific region, how best to “teach” ethics, given traditional emphasis on memorization? 

With this first question still on our minds, let us look at our second and third issues. Can a sense of community, team learning, be fostered in big classes? And can individual participation be promoted, something many say Asian students sorely need? One might try to avoid or evade these questions by decreeing that ethics shall be taught in small classes. This sounds good, but a number of disparate sources put pressure which resulted in our facing 175 to 300 or even more faces each time we tried to “teach” ethics.  First, when ethics is an elective course, there is a potential for those who most “need” the course to opt to not take the course. This is an especially troubling thought in the Business School, where arguably there is a crying need for some sort of ethics exposure. So, we argued that ethics should be required. But business school faculty are not especially fond of adding new required courses, and are surely not inclined to add a required course in ETHICS. After much fighting and compromising, our university was convinced to add a required ethics course for ALL business undergraduates… but on a couple of bothersome conditions. First, it could only be a one credit course. Second, one of the proposers of the course would have to agree to teach ALL the students, some 750 students each year. (In addition, it was assumed that we could continue to teach other courses, as this was only a one credit course!) 
Let’s take the “team” and “participation” issues one at a time. With 300 students in our lecture hall, can we foster a sense of community, encourage team learning?  Teams are possible even with a large number of students, but the “one credit” provision meant we only had students in our lecture hall about 8 hours total. Form and build teams in eight hours? 

And individual participation did not seem practical given the constraints faced. If each of our students asked a 30 second question, a worthy goal, and we gave a 60 second answer to each, we would have used up most if not all of the time we enjoyed in the presence of our students.  
So, three issues: First, how can ethics best be learned, especially where memorization is favored over thought? Second, how can team learning be fostered in a short period of time? Finally, how can individual participation be encouraged in Asia in big classes?

In each case, technology provided possible help. 
First, thought instead of memorization of facts? Two things were tried. First, as mentioned above our university had equipped our classroom with “PRS” technology, a Personal Response System where students “vote” real time on issues or simply to chose a statement closets to his or her personal opinion. We posed ethical dilemmas by written caselets, dilemmas described in class, and/or short videos. Then students were shown 4 or 5 alternative choices and the 30 seconds to vote. All students voted, results were displayed, followed by analysis and discussion. In addition to using PRS to encourage thought, each student individually had to respond on a class discussion board to 5 ethical dilemmas posted on the web. Finally, teams (formed and solidified by technology as will be shown later) had to engage in week-long debates on the web. Each team of four or five students participated on one debate out of about twenty that went on simultaneously. Thinking, even critical thinking, was apparent. Others have described many ways technology can enhance learning of ethics (Tavani, 1998; Golden, et al, 2001) but we found technological tools especially useful in a big class. In an Asian context where participation is not the cultural norm Hongladarom suggests “Active participation by students should be encouraged. The internet greatly facilitates this” (Hongladarom, 2001).  So, both culture and large class size suggest using technology in teaching ethics. 
Second, how to form and build teams given time constraints? Preplanning and lots of work was a key here. All students were assigned to teams from A to Z before class began, and assigned seats with their teams. All seats had big name tags also, facilitating name recognition. Within a few minutes of class beginning, each team was asked to decide on a team name, with the name beginning with the same letter of the alphabet assigned in advance. Thus team A may call themselves Acrobats and team P may become Pandas, etc. Further, in a very short time, each team spread around the floor and aisles and prepared a flip chart depicting a team “logo,” a poster which included the team name, the name of each student on the team, plus artwork of some kind (a Panda for example). Each team taped their poster on the auditorium wall (carefully, with paint-safe masking tape). Photos were taken of each team next to its poster. The after a bit of lecture and case work, using the PRS, each team was assigned the task of going to a computer barn on campus and in 30 minutes finding and bringing back an article about corruption in our country. While teams were doing this computer lab work, the course teaching assistant feverishly loaded each team photo onto the class web site, without announcing this. An amazing thing happened each time. At least one student would look at the class web page while working on the team assignment on corruption, and would notice the team photos. Word would spread through the computer barn like wildfire. Soon all teams wanted to see THEIR team photo on the web! Within two hours after class began, groups had formed into TEAMS. 

Finally, how can individual participation be encouraged in a large class? Again, the computer helped. Each student individually responded on a class discussion board to 5 ethical dilemmas. The dilemmas were not easy, and answers required thought. There is no way 750 students could express their opinion out loud in class on even ONE ethical issue, but now each of the 750 wrote short essays defending their position on five dilemmas.

Was this a success, using one stone, the computer, to kill three birds? Pretty well, but as one could imagine, it took time In fact, we almost died of overwork. After the end of the course in a presentation at the university about new learning methods we summarized results as follows: “Great success. But never again.” In fact, the temptation was to return to what has been the educational norm in too much of Asia: “Hello students: sit down, shut up and listen!”  Although we have not gone quite so far, most of the innovations described above have been abandoned. Were our efforts a success, or perhaps a “qualified success?” We think it would be better to call it a qualified failure.  Answers are not easy to see. All three problems still bother us. Hopefully others can take the ideas presented here and make them workable.  
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