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Overview: 
The level of engagement in this year’s EAC program was slightly reduced, due mainly to my 
being on sabbatical Fall term, with correspondingly reduced training and oversight. Still, faculty 
participants by-and-large continue to incorporate ethics modules in their respective courses and 
whole programs are moving to a stepped approach, modeled in part on Social Work’s effective 
version – see below for specifics on both.  
 
Some highlights: I hosted an advanced training session on March 3 and 5 (divided to pull in as 
many faculty as possible), in which we focused on structural ethics problems, ideology and a 
more complex analysis of the facts that inform ethics reasoning. A total of 12 folks participated 
and were tasked with writing a corresponding case they could potentially use in one of their 
classes. I’m still doing some cat herding there, but hope to have them all completed by early 
summer.  
 
Social Work continued to be the exemplar program. I did three training sessions with their 
students – Fall, Winter and Spring – in each case reinforcing the “Rutland Model,” and working 
to greater levels of sophistication. The first two included all their “field” class students and the 
second built off a role-playing exercise provided by professional members of our community. 
Because the department had to do some last minute shuffling of courses, due to the sudden 
departure of a faculty member, the training was restricted to only Jaewon Kim’s class in which 
they provided a couple of macro-level cases and together we analyzed them. A related highlight 
is that Bruce Hartsell and Leigh Collins are presenting our local Social Work model as a 
paradigm of best teaching practices at this June’s CalSWEC Field Initiative Summer Institute – 
congrats to both!  
 
Consistent with our goal to expand this work beyond curriculum, we hosted the third annual 
campus Ethics Bowl. Once again we ran into recruitment problems (and will work with Student 
Affairs on how best to generate interest), but the actual contest was a great success, with the 
student affairs-generated team – the Chosen Ones – slipping past the Phil/RS team by one(!) 
point for the championship. Special thanks to Drs. Wallace and Drnek and Emily Poole for all 
their help.  
 
Related, we put together our first ever competitive Ethics Bowl team. Coached by Debra Jackson 
(with help from Nate Olson, Steve Gamboa and I) and sponsored by KIE Board member Gene 
Voiland, the AH Dean’s Office, and the Office of the President, they won the California 
Regional and made it to the quarter finals of the national competition.  
 
We are also working with Dr. Wallace to generate a campus creed/honor statement. After some 
initial planning this year, the goal is to complete the process in AY 16-17.  
 



KIE is moving forward with a project to engage area K-12 schools in character education, with 
part of the goal being to create a seamless transition between those schools and our various 
activities at CSUB. To that end, we sponsored three faculty members who attended the Fresno 
conference on Character and Civic Education (CCE), two of whom presented papers. We also 
became founding partners in a statewide consortium on CCE and will be sending faculty to a 
June conference/workshop in San Diego. I’ve also begun conversations with Rob Arias, with the 
Kern County Superintendent of Schools office, to see how our project can enrich the schools’ 
engagement with programs like PBIS.   
 
Next Year:  
The goal for next year is to take the existing foundation and build upon it in several ways. First, 
Nate Olson and I will do a brief presentation as part of the new faculty orientation and also work 
with deans and department chairs to create a new cohort of faculty. The goal will be to do 
another three-year tiered training, relying in part on existing EAC faculty members to help with 
the training and guest lectures.  
 
My hope is that we’ll send at least two faculty members to the annual conference of the Society 
for Ethics Across the Curriculum (October, Salt Lake City). I will likely present and Chandra 
Commuri is also submitting a paper.  
 
Steve Gamboa is teaching the first offering of our new course, “Ethics Reasoning.” We look 
forward to it becoming a popular way for students to satisfy A3 and also serving as the 
foundation for their later involvement with ethics reasoning in their majors and other GenEd 
courses.  
 
Nate and I are also looking to emulate the layered version of ethics engagement modeled by 
Social Work by starting similar projects in Computer Science/Computer and Electrical 
Engineering, Public Administration and Nursing. In the latter case we also hope to develop an 
annual ethics ‘event’, i.e., some kind of group gathering (maybe including BC’s Nursing 
students) to discuss hot topics in Nursing Ethics.  
 
I will also use the year to continue mentoring Nate to take over the director’s position, with an 
anticipated formal handoff in Fall ’17. He participated in some of the lectures I provided and 
gave two of his own: Denise Dawkins’ nursing class (February) and Rose McCleary’s 
gerontology class (May).  
 
Individual Faculty Reports  
 
Maria-Tania Becerra (Theater): 
I continue to introduce ethical questions in the discussion of plays in THTR 385.  I find that 
students respond well to an open discussion regarding ethical questions.  
 
Stephen Campagna-Pinto (Religious Studies): 
In RS 378, The Holocaust and its Implications, ethics education has been conducted in two ways. 
First, the class discussed issues of forgiveness, justice, and vengeance in relation to Nazi soldiers 
seeking forgiveness; second, students have written an interpretation of a post-Holocaust case 



involving Holocaust denial or Holocaust pedagogy. 
  
 
Leigh Collins (Social Work): 
(Taken from her much longer report, included as an addendum. I’d again note their program is 
the campus leader, as will be abundantly clear in that full report.) Currently, every social work 
course incorporates an ethics component, and most courses still require that students explore 
ethical issues that commonly arise in social work practice.  Since the fall of 2013, though, all 
first-year social work graduate students have also been introduced to the Rutland Institute’s 
model of ethical decision-making (Rutland Institute for Ethics, 2013) during the first quarter in 
the foundation Human Behavior in the Social Environment course. [That] model is further 
reinforced throughout the year in our field practicum courses, in which students use case studies 
and role plays to practice identifying ethical dilemmas and responding appropriately.  
 
Melissa Danforth (Computer Science and Computer and Electrical Engineering): 
For CMPS 476 – Adv. Networking and Computer Security, we discussed cyber security ethics at 
the start of the quarter. The students were given links to the professional code of ethics for 
several major cyber security organizations on the course website. We discussed the professional 
codes of ISSA, (ISC)2, and ISACA in particular during class. We also discussed the 
vulnerability reporting dilemma (e.g. full disclosure vs coordinated disclosure) and identified the 
stakeholders in this dilemma (vendors, users, society, etc.). Also, one student chose an ethics-
related topic (hacking) for a term project.  
 
Rhonda Dugan (Sociology): 
As per your request, I have not incorporated any specific EAC material this quarter in my 
courses; however, in my introductory research methods course in Fall 2015, I lecture on the 
importance of research ethics in the research process. I also have students illustrate in their final 
research proposal assignment how they consider ethical issues in the proposed research and how 
they address and resolve any potential ethical dilemmas in the research process. 
 
Steve Gamboa (Philosophy): 
Steve did not incorporate any of the EAC material in his classes this year. He is, though, teaching 
our first section of Ethics Reasoning in the fall and we’ve been working together to develop 
material and to link it with Rutland model.   
 
Steve Garcia (Computer Science)  
In Computers & Society we examine societal changes brought about by digital technology, with 
particular emphasis on how rights can be affected.  We look at formal ethical theories to use as 
tools to evaluate the ethical dilemmas brought about when computers and the Internet collide 
with free speech, privacy, intellectual property, and security. 
 
Bruce Hartsell (Social Work): 
We continue to use the Rutland Model as a point of reference when we discuss ethical issues that 
arise, and students understand the idea that consilience begets confidence.  Also, Leigh and I are 
sharing how we teach ethics with other social work programs at the CalSWEC Field Initiative 
Summer Institute this summer. 



.  
Phyllis Heintz (Nursing): 
In our Senior Seminar, Nursing Leadership Course, we devoted 2.5 hours specifically to an 
ethics presentation and discussion. We focused on whether healthcare is in danger and how the 
Affordable Care Act has helped or harmed the healthcare system.  
 
Debra Jackson (Philosophy): 
My contribution to EAC this year was coaching the CSUB Ethics Bowl Team, which placed first in the 
California Regional Ethics Bowl competition held in San Jose, CA, and qualified for the semi-quarter 
finals in the National Intercollegiate Ethics Bowl Competition held in Reston, VA. 
 
Jackie Kegley (Philosophy):   
I was able to incorporate the EAC materials into my Philosophy of Science course this Spring 
quarter. We discussed research ethics and scientific fraud and several students made 
presentations on these topics. In addition, we used several case studies. 
 
Karen Lilly (Nursing):  
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 (Biology): 
Scheduling prevented Todd for doing a follow-up this year. He hopes to get back into the 
program next year.  
 
Rose McCleary Social Work): 
In all courses, the Rutland Model is either introduced (if students have not yet had it in a prior 
course) or reviewed.  Each of my courses (SW 520, Foundations of Human Behavior, SW610 
Advanced Social Welfare Policy, SW565 Social Work with Older Adults and Their Families) 
have an ethics module where the Rutland Model is reviewed, then applied to one or more cases, 
usually in groups.  The Model continues to be infused throughout the course, especially when 
doing case studies. 
 
Donna Meyers (Computer Science):  
On sick leave.  
 
Jeff Moffit (PEAK):  
Nothing to report. 
 
Nate Olson (Philosophy):  
I taught Professional Ethics all three quarters this year, and Business Ethics in the winter quarter.  
These courses expose students to ethical reasoning and show them how to connect ethical 
principles to issues they will confront in their future occupations.  Participating in the Ethics 
Across Campus program allows me to more closely calibrate my ethics instruction to issues that 
students will face in their occupations by facilitating closer interaction between me and faculty in 
other disciplines. 
Yvonne Ortiz-Bush (Educational Counseling): 



Educational Counseling (EDCS) core classes touch on the ethical issues related to the content of 
each course (Assessment, Human Communication, Social Justice, Career, etc.).  EDCS fieldwork 
students utilize seminar classes to address the real life ethical dilemmas they encounter in their 
fieldwork placement (K-12 or postsecondary campus).      
 
John Stark (Business):  
I have a component in my Managerial Skills class for the MBA program that involves personal 
values and ethics.  We work through several exercises that involve an individual decision in 
resolving ethical dilemmas, and the students then work in small groups to explain, defend, and/or 
persuade others to develop a consensus view of an appropriate resolution.  This component of the 
class is generally one of the most engaging and talked about sections of the entire course! 
 
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.  

 
 
Addendum: Full report from Leigh Collins for Social Work 
 
Ethics Across the Curriculum Report (2015-2016):  Social Work 
Leigh Collins, LCSW 
California State University, Bakersfield, CA 
  
Introduction 
Developmental psychologists Rest and Narvaez (1994) describe the four components of moral 
behavior as: moral sensitivity, or the ability to interpret moral/ethical situations; moral judgment, 
or the ability to distinguish between right and wrong; moral motivation, or the ability to prioritize 
moral/ethical values; and moral character, or the desire and courage to take action based on 
moral/ethical decisions.  The faculty of Department of Social Work at CSUB works 
collaboratively with Department of Philosophy faculty to create learning opportunities that 
promote growth in those four areas with our social work graduate students.  Three of our faculty 
members – Leigh Collins, Bruce Hartsell, and Rose McCleary – serve on the university’s Ethics 
Across the Curriculum Council and use the information from trainings provided to council 
members to help bridge the gap that sometimes exists between philosophical reasoning about 
ethical decisions and applied social work ethics. 
 



Ethics Instruction in Social Work Classes 
Traditionally, discussions about ethics have been infused throughout the curriculum in the CSUB 
Social Work Department.  In recent years, though, faculty members became concerned that 
ethics education was becoming somewhat inconsistent and too focused on certain legal aspects 
of social work practice (such as “duty to warn”) at the expense of more nuanced or ambiguous 
ethical considerations.  By working closely with Chris Meyers and by participating on the Ethics 
across the Curriculum Council, our department has found ways to teach ethical decision-making 
processes in a more focused and systematic manner. 
Currently, every social work course incorporates an ethics component, and most courses still 
require that students explore ethical issues that commonly arise in social work practice.   Since 
the fall of 2013, though, all first-year social work graduate students have also been introduced to 
the Rutland Institute’s model of ethical decision-making (Rutland Institute for Ethics, 2013) 
during the first quarter in the foundation Human Behavior in the Social Environment course.  
This model introduces students to standard ways of thinking about ethics, including the 
consequentialist approach, the deontological approach, and the virtue ethics approach.  Students 
are encouraged to explore the advantages and limits of these approaches and are then asked to 
explore ways to find the greatest degree of convergence among these approaches when applied to 
cases in which students must identify the ethical issues, analyze alternatives, justify possible 
decisions, and decide on a course of action. 
 
Education about the Rutland model is further reinforced throughout the year in our field 
practicum courses, in which students use case studies and role plays to practice identifying 
ethical dilemmas and responding appropriately.  In each quarter of the first year of the field 
practicum, philosopher Christopher Meyers, Director of the Kegley Institute of Ethics at CSUB, 
partners with field faculty to teach these workshops: 
 
 First Quarter:   Introduction to Ethics and the Rutland Model 
    Micro-level Case Study 

Second Quarter:  Applied Ethics:  Using the Rutland Model to Explore Mezzo-Level 
Issues 

Third Quarter:     Applied Ethics:  Using the Rutland Model to Explore Macro-Level 
Issues 

 
Application in the Field 
In addition to these workshops, field faculty members and onsite field instructors also require 
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 ethical, theoretical, and policy issues related to those 
experiences.  In addition, this fall, Leigh Collins trained all field instructors at the Department of 
Human Services to use the Rutland Model to discuss ethical issues in a more analytical way with 
their students, and there are plans to extend these trainings to field instructors at other agencies.    
 
Future Plans 
Our department plans to continue using this model of delivery as we transition from a quarter 
system to a semester system in Academic Year 2016-2017.  Anecdotally, students’ reports on 
their application of the model in their field settings are positive and warrant further formal 



evaluation of its use.  Our next step will be to look at ways that we can better assess how 
effectively we are teaching ethical decision-making, possibly by using pre- and post-tests to 
measure students’ confidence about their ability to make ethical decisions or by using a post-test 
that asks them to explore the ethical dimensions of a case study.   
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