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Overview: 
As one can see from the detailed reports, below, participating faculty continue to apply the tools 
they learned in the multiple training sessions we’ve held. Nearly everyone who received the 
training is still explicitly incorporating ethics engagement in their classes, and in ways they had 
not done prior to the training. This year, most of the faculty continued, and in many cases added 
to, the projects they started last year. Again, see details below (based on a mix of interviews with 
participants and their self-authored summaries).   
 
Meyers hosted another training session in December (attended by ~15 faculty) and has provided 
a range of guest lectures. He did fewer of those this year, compared to last – a desired outcome 
as faculty become more comfortable with the material and conversations.  
 
Some new highlights include increasing emphasis on building an ethics component as a central 
feature of multiple disciplines’ curricula (see, e.g., the reports from John Stark – Business – and 
Melissa Danforth – CS/CE/EE). The star here is the Social Work program. The specifics of the 
project are explained in the individual reports from Leigh Collins, Bruce Hartsell and Rose 
McCleary, a summary of which is that we now devote a class session in each of the quarters of 
the first-year Field class. Meyers does a guest lecture, with the complexity and sophistication 
(provided and expected) increasing throughout the year. The goal is that these students will now 
be in a better place to explicitly address ethical issues as they naturally arise in their second year 
courses, an outcome we are already witnessing (see Bruce’s report). Since this is the first year 
we’ve formally done the sequential approach, we’ll have a much better sense next year as to 
whether the teaching/learning is ‘sticking’. Some of the other programs (e.g., Public 
Administration, Nursing and Computer Science) are considering adoption of a similar approach. 
 
Some key developments outside the classroom include that we developed a set of learning 
outcomes (see below) and developed a rough plan for how we can assess the program (not yet 
fully implemented, though I hope to have some results from Social Work by the end of the term). 
Further, and consistent with our goal of making is an ethics-across-the-campus project, we again 
partnered with Student Affairs to host the second annual Ethics Bowl competition. It was a great 
success, with more teams participating, great help from campus and community members 
(judges and moderators), and first-rate feedback from the students. The final round pitted teams 
from ClubGen and Philosophy, with the latter – “The Philosoraptors” – eking out the win. Dr. 
Jackson is building a combined team from those finalists to compete in next year’s California 
Regional competition (for which Meyers has secured external, private funding). We are also 
using EAC funds to sponsor students presenting ethics-related papers at this year’s Joss-in-June 
conference.  
 
Last, the Philosophy program hired Dr. Nate Olson, a specialist in ethics theory and practice. Dr. 
Olson also has strong interest in engaging with the EAC project and likely will pick up many of 
the management duties over the next few years (being mentored into that role by Meyers).  
 



Next Year:  
The goal for next year is to take the existing foundation and build upon it in several ways. First, 
Meyers will host advanced training sessions, with the goal of getting faculty to do more role-play 
work on how to teach ethics topics in their respective disciplines. Second, we will look to take 
the Social Work model and see if it can be effectively implemented in, at least, Public 
Administration and Nursing. Third, we will make the assessment strategy a more formal part of 
the program, asking participating faculty to include a case study analysis as part of a class or 
program culminating project to see how well the students can do the ethics reasoning on their 
own.  
 
Ethics across the Curriculum: Foundation and Outcomes 
Definition:  
Ethical Reasoning is reasoning about human conduct and how actions impact others, align with 
core moral principles, and reflect upon the agent’s character.  
Outcomes: 

Students will recognize the difference between strictly factual issues and those with 
ethical content; 

Students will apply key ethical concepts to intellectual and real-world concerns; 
Students will recognize ambiguities in and identify solutions to ethical problems in 

multiple intellectual contexts as well as in student life and real world settings; 
Students will be able to provide reasoned arguments in justification of their proposed 

solutions to ethical problems; 
Students will be able to identify their ethical values and explain why they are important.  

 
Individual Faculty Reports  
 
Maria-Tania Becerra (Theater): 
She continues her project of focusing on ethical issues that arise in George Bernard Shaw’s play, 
“Major Barbara,” with her approach this year being more directed with more time committed to 
the ethical analysis, including providing students with questions in advance.  
 
Stephen Campagna-Pinto: 
 I assigned students an evaluation of the cases below on the RS 378 W15 Final Exam. 
While I think this was an adequate exercise, for a number of reasons I will not repeat it in the 
next offering of the course. I did not make concepts of ethical reasoning a central focus in class 
discussion in relation to dilemmas such as rescue, resistance, bystanding, ghetto and camp 
existence, survival, and forgiveness. I did discuss figures such as Emmanuel Levinas (a 
Holocaust survivor), and his theory of the vulnerable Other; Martin Buber’s theory of the I-Thou 
(human recognition and dignity) and I-It relations (objectivization, alienation); and H. Richard 
Niebuhr’s concept of responsibility. While I did talk about Niebuhr’s notion of the responsible 
self in relation to his discussions of divine command theory and deontology, I think there was a 
need for fuller treatment of these ideas.  
 My problems stemmed in part from the lack of class time to develop a discussion of 
ethical theory and the tools of critical reasoning; my own uncertainty of the value of models such 
as those employed in the Rutland Institute training seminar; and my personal sense that to 
develop ethical selves requires a more nuanced education in moral sensitivity and the 



engagement of the moral imagination. This requires students to participate in the act of self-
knowledge to uncover personal blind spots, bias, and anxiety when facing ethical dilemmas. The 
act of self-knowledge energizes the imagination to envision and engage in the wider environment 
of human ethical action as it plays out in their lives, but this requires increased classroom 
discussion. 

In “Reflections of a Culture of Sensitivity” (Teaching Ethics 2014) Deborah S. Mower 
writes,   

. . . implicit bias is the very filter through which we think: a solitary reasoner has little 
chance of uncovering bias on his/her own. But given subtle differences in the background 
experience of each person, a collaborative critical analysis within a classroom setting can 
capitalize on that diversity of experience. Group discussions, projects, and activities have 
a better chance for uncovering differences in associations, evaluating the social and 
political consequences, and developing a principled defense in favor of some associations 
rather than others (13). 
 

Group discussion and presentation took up more class time, but I think it was worth it. I have 
always fallen  behind on the syllabus, but I need to figure out in future how to cover essential 
material while also inculcating ethical reasoning, sensitivity, and imagination into the course.  
 The next time I teach RS 378, I plan to add fuller discussion of how we are to think about 
the ethical dilemmas present in the Holocaust. The classroom should become an ethical 
community in which issues of conscience within the context of the extreme dilemmas of the 
Holocaust are front and center. But as Mower has pointed out, such an approach has limits that 
moral sensitivity may not. She points out that moral sensitivity demands focal attention and 
critically informed interpretation to approach the messiness of life’s ethical situations without 
employing conceptual reductionism. Such reductionism is what troubles me about presenting 
four clear models of ethical reasoning as the Rutland Institute does in its teaching materials. 
 Because self-deception and bias operate at an unconscious level, Mower argues “access 
and repetition breed use, and use breeds increased and stronger connections between ideas” (13). 
Such connections are transformative; they enable students to travel between the self within and 
the world without to practice the serious play of reasoning that breaks boundaries and assumed 
frameworks of orientation. 
 To create the classroom as an ethical community thus requires the ongoing integration of 
the tools of critical reasoning. The soul of teaching is repetition achieved through the discussion 
of how to think about the difficult ethical situations found in the Holocaust. One of the 
challenges with this subject matter is not to manipulate student thinking through the inadvertent 
overuse of traumatic material or to “sell” the Holocaust to alter student thinking. The broader 
challenge going forward is to develop ethical sensitivity and imagination among students through 
an ongoing and collaborative way of focusing on the ethical dilemmas of the Holocaust and 
appraising the tools needed to interpret them 
 
Leigh Collins (Social Work): 
Social work professionals must have the ability to think critically about the ethical implications 
of their work at the same time that they are doing their work.  This ability, often called 
“reflection-in-action” or “knowing-in-action,” involves the awareness that ethical decision-
making must go beyond consulting guidebooks like the NASW Code of Ethics and must involve 
analytical skills and self-awareness (Schon, 1983).    



 
Ethical decision-making is infused into the curriculum in the CSUB Social Work Department.  
Every course has an ethics component, and most courses require that students explore ethical 
issues in written assignments.  The Rutland Model is introduced to first year students in the first 
quarter in the SW 520 (Human Behavior in the Social Environment) course.  This model, among 
others, is also used in the field practicum courses, in which students use case studies and role 
plays to practice identifying various ethical dilemmas and responding appropriately.  In each 
quarter of the first year of the field practicum, Chris Meyers partners with field faculty to teach 
these workshops: 
 First Quarter:   Introduction to Ethics 
 Second Quarter:  Introduction to the Rutland Model 
 Third Quarter:     What Would You Do?  An Interactive Exercise in Making 
Complicated      Ethical Decisions 
Because social workers need to be able to address ethical issues as they come up in the 
immediate context of their work, the field faculty requires their students to discuss, both orally 
and in writing, the ethical issues that arise each week in their field placements.  For example, all 
field faculty require weekly learning logs in which students describe field experiences and 
explore any ethical, legal, and policy implications.  This systematic examination of experiences, 
known as the Integrating Theory with Practice (ITP) Loop, helps students make connections 
between the knowledge and skills learned in class, their own personal values, and the practice 
they experience in the field.  A learning log might include:  
1. Practice Data:  Provide an overview of the most challenging or significant client interview, 
committee meeting, or professional exchange that took place over the past week.  
2. Theory/Ethics/Policy/Research:  Discuss any ethical issues or policy issues that relate to 
this practice data.  Discuss how theory informs your work with this client and/or your 
understanding of this client.  Discuss topics you might research to help you in your work with 
this client and/or situation. 
3. Self-Reflection:  Identify your thoughts, feelings, and assumptions regarding this practice 
data.  Compare/contrast your personal experience with the situation.  
4. Document the date/time of supervision with your field instructor.  
 
Bogo, M., & Vayda, E. (1998). The practice of field instruction in social work: Theory and 
process (2nd  ed.). Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 
Schon, Donald. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New 
York: Basic  Books. 
 
Chandra Commuri (Public Administration):  
He’s had “great fun” including ethics cases in his (first-year) public administration classes, but 
encountering difficulty in giving that a coherent theme. The conversations tend to be anecdotal 
with no real direction, let alone a genuine reasoning process. He’s also looking for a thematic 
approach to their grad program and we discussed the Social Work model as an exemplar. He’ll 
talk with his faculty and then we can proceed. I told him I would try to translate Wueste’s model 
into a more accessible handout for the students and also offered to come in and run the 
conversation for a session or two, to model how it can be done.   
 
 



Melissa Danforth: 
We primarily discussed how the department is building ethics into the programs’ respective 
curricula. The intro to engineering classes have distinct modules, but they focus mainly on 
Codes, per ABET’s recommendations. We’ll explore ways to make those richer in content. In 
her own classes, she’s doing a range of things, explicitly relying on Rutland, with good success. 
She sought some advice on developing a case for her “Vulnerability Analysis” class and I urged 
her to build some character questions into the analysis. We discussed my coming to a department 
meeting to discuss other options. Timing problems, but we’ll see…. 
Here is Melissa’s direct description of both her class activities and programmatic considerations:  
1) Work in Classes:  
CMPS 451 (Vulnerability Analysis) did the following case study:  
 
• http://www.cs.csub.edu/~melissa/cs451-s15/hw1.html_ 
 
We had a follow-up discussion during class, which was moderated by myself and Steve Garcia. 
 
2) Curriculum across the program: 
 
* ECE 160 (Introduction to Engineering) has brief exposure to ethics and professionalism for 
engineering students. Need to have more cohesive/comprehensive follow-up in ECE 490A/B 
(Senior Project) where the engineering ethics requirement is assessed. Currently just ask students 
to assess their own project, but a dilemma/scenario may be more suitable. 
 
* No similar introduction to professional ethics for Computer Science, even though the ACM 
Body of Knowledge has an entire section on Social Issues and Professional Practice, with an 
emphasis on professional ethics. The first term of programming is also pretty packed with 
technical knowledge, so hard to add a module there. Maybe come to a department meeting in 
Fall to discuss this further.  
 
Rhonda Dugan: 
Most of her focus has centered on how to reduce academic dishonesty. We discussed various 
best practices, most of which she’s already using. She uses mainly a prudential model – If you 
cheat, it will come back to bite you – to which I also urged adding some character development 
motivation. We also talked about using instances of plagiarism as a case study to which the 
students could apply the Rutland model. She’ll explore that. 
 
We also discussed giving greater attention to the inherent normativity of the discipline. That is, 
the department could give attention to focusing on academic honesty questions as part of a 
bigger piece on the moral underpinnings of sociology, with some prospect of a departmental 
statement. She discussed this with Doreen Anderson-Facile (Chair), who expressed interest in 
my coming in to a department meeting for a follow-up. 
 
Steve Gamboa: 
I utilized the Rutland Ethics Decision Making Model extensively in Philosophy 316 Professional 
Ethics, which I taught in the Summer quarter of 2014.  40% of the course grade was determined 
by an in-class presentation and final term paper, and the Rutland Model provided the essential 



framework for both of these assignments. In preparing their presentation, students were required 
to structure their material following the 4 step Rutland plan of identify, analyze, justify, and 
decide. I first offered three example cases, showing how the Rutland model could be used to both 
think through difficult ethical issues, and also organize the communication of the results of that 
reasoning. With these case-examples as guides, students found it relatively straight-forward to 
put the model to work for their own projects.   
 
Bruce Hartsell: 
Because his students have had considerable exposure to ethics reasoning broadly and the Rutland 
Model specifically in previous courses, he is able to make the ethics conversations natural, i.e., 
as issues naturally arise in conversation, he is able to address them explicitly, with some appeal 
to Respect, Consequences and Character. In many ways, this is ideal, as the students come to see 
ethical considerations as a basic component of all the work they’re doing. He had some great 
engagement over Daniel Ellsberg’s talk and the ethical choices he faced, with lead-in questions 
about promise keeping and contracts and follow-up questions about whether (unpredictable) 
consequences can serve to justify rule violations.  
 
Phyllis Heintz: 
In the gerontology clinical class, she and the students had a great conversation around whether a 
duty of veracity must prevail with, e.g., an Alzheimer’s patient who sees the clinician as a family 
member or some such. While they didn’t explicitly use the Rutland Model to try to work out the 
answer, they did “brainstorm” their way through better options, considering the outcomes 
attached to each. 
 
She also discusses with students (in MedSurg?) some of the implications of the ACA, in 
particular, since folks now have insurance, they naturally want treatment, But they don’t have a 
PCP, so they’re ending up in the area ED’s, with not enough beds to accommodate them all.  
 
She and Karen also do an explicit ethics section in their 490, relying directly on Rutland. In 
conversation with Deborah Boschini, we also decided to do a session in Fall, teaching all their 
faculty the basics of Rutland, so they can consistently apply them in their internal EAC model.  
 
Debra Jackson: 
Debra developed the new Phil course (2019), Ethical Reasoning, the description of which is below. The 
course has been approved for GenEd A3 and the overall goal is to give students an alternative to either 
Phil 102 or Soc 120, one with a clear ethics focus. The course, thus, could serve wonderfully as an 
introduction to the EAC program, with the hope that students who take it would be in a better place to 
engage ethics in their respective majors.  
 
She also put together an ethics bowl team for this year’s competition. They took second in the campus 
competition and she is combining those team members from some from the winning team to field a team 
for the ‘15-‘16 California Regional competition, with hopes of going on to the Nationals.  
 
Phil 2019, Ethics Reasoning: This course introduces students to the foundational skills of ethical 
reasoning needed for the intelligent and responsible conduct of life. Topics include recognition and 
analysis of moral arguments, evaluation of moral reasoning, recognition of common fallacies, and ethical 
decision making. 
 



Jackie Kegley:  
After taking the EAC training I have introduced more case study issues and exercises in my 
classes. For example, students are given specific historical cases such as the Henrietta Lacks and 
the Tuskegee Syphilis cases and contemporary cases such as the Trayvon Martin case, the 
Brittany Maynard assisted suicide cases or the sexual harassment cases in business.  In small 
groups they are given different questions on the cases designed to bring out ethical principles, 
values and different perspectives on the issues in the cases including ones which ask students to 
put themselves in the shoes of "Trayvon Martin's father, " Brittany Maynard's husband, or the 
CEO in answer to the charges. This assists students to apply principles and values to concrete 
cases and to see the complexity of issues. 
 
Karen Lilly:  
Karen dropped out of formal involvement in the program, but continues to apply the Rutland 
Model in at least one class (see Phyllis Heintz’s report, below). 
 
Todd McBride: 
Todd continues the lab exercise that he initiated last year in which students choose from a list of 
ethics topics and then research them and present their conclusions to the whole class as part of a 
lab session. He uses Rutland to guide the conversation and, in his terms, “It is a valuable exercise 
[that] students enjoy…. They take ownership [over the research and topic] and some of them 
really get into” it.  
 
Rose McCleary: 
Rose uses the Rutland model explicitly and exclusively and, it seems, to good effect. In the first 
year the students address ethics-related cases in most every class. As the year develops and the 
students show increasing familiarity with the model (see Leigh’s report), she’s able to make the 
case reviews more sophisticated – even more true in the second year (with expectations that next 
year will be even better, given how formally we’re approaching it in the field classes). The only 
place she’s run into real problems is in the policy course, where students have some trouble 
identifying what counts as an ethical issue. We discussed some mechanisms for enhancing this.  
 
Donna Meyers:  
Each Friday I give an online quiz that covers the topics of the week. The quizzes are open book, 
open computer and students can work together to solve the problems. In Wtr 2015 one of my 
students asked if he could add a voting component to the quiz so that students could vote on an 
answer and all students could see the results of the voting; i.e., crowdsourcing the quiz. My 
immediate reaction was that this was cheating. But after discussing it with students I was found 
that a majority thought it was not cheating since I allowed collaboration already. So I decided to 
run the experiment for my EAC project. The results were that the crowd-based version scored 
50% although the class average was 75%. After a class discussion I learned that many students 
did not vote and did not bother to look at the crowd results either. Some students said they 
changed an answer to a wrong answer after looking at crowd results. I ran the experiment a 
second time. In this round very few students participated at all. The conclusion is that 
crowdsourcing only works if all students participate. The top students see no incentive to do so. 
Good students collaborate with other good students but rarely give away answers; i.e., the 
weaker students are marginalized if after a few weeks they do not contribute. 



 
In my digital forensics course I integrate ethics into almost every lecture, using the Rutland 
model as a guide. I also teach students how to extract digital evidence from every nook and 
cranny. To determine how the course has altered their perception of personal privacy I will give 
a final exam question on the topic of privacy and digital data.  
 
Jeff Moffit:  
Nothing to report. 
 
Yvonne Ortiz-Bush: 
She also continues the work she started last year. Here’s her description of her program and how 
ethics is a central component in their teaching/learning, including some specifics for how she 
carries it out: 
The Educational Counseling (EDCS) program prepares graduate students to work in School 
Counseling and Student Affairs settings.  The School Counseling/Pupil Personnel Services 
Credential program is accredited by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing 
(CCTC).  This year in both our Group Counseling classes (EDCS 620-Student Affairs & EDCS 
650-School Settings) students completed activities (reflective self-assessment, class and small 
group discussion, quiz, etc.) regarding the professional counseling ethics (ACA, ASCA) of group 
leadership.  These include but are not limited the ethical issues of professional boundaries and 
confidentiality.  These two issues are especially salient for educational counselors who often 
serve multiple roles within a school setting.    
 
John Stark:  
Mainly about programmatic development: Building their ethics curriculum in a way that uses a 
stand-alone course (316 or 318) as the foundation and then complementing it with modules in a 
number of other classes. Similarly looking for a modular approach for the MBA. We discussed 
the possibility of developing, for the MBA, something along the lines of what we’re doing in 
Social Work—the three course sequence. He’ll talk with his faculty and then we’ll work together 
to produce a good program. 
 
 


