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Abstract

The paper discusses an evaluative technique acrabrjudging students’ responses to and ob-
servations on issues of computing. The paper dsssuthe frames of globalization, economics,
social-cultural, and ethical as dimensions struletuthe observations as well as the rubric.
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Introduction

The thinking for this paper began as consideragiahe content for a required course, INFS4170
Global, Economic, Social, and Ethical Issues of @otimg, in the Computer and Information
Systems department (hereafter GESE). It has tumed consideration of an evaluative rubric.
The course is taught as a part of an accreditegt@no by ABET CAC (Accreditation Board of
Engineering Technology Computing Accreditation Cdsgion).

The course lectures and initial assignments pravatdground in conceptions of global, eco-
nomic, social-cultural, and ethical dimensions;dimaensions or frames are represented in the
form of taxonomies which serve as a basis for datson, analysis and discussion of cases (as-
signed reports) about “issues” of digital livinghése issues center around social-cultural and
economic and global uses of information and infdromasystems. According to Hauser (1986),
issues arise when interacting and contradictory'dutect” or valued perspectives about the
world are in play; these differing perspectivesdifiering observations or takes on things. As a
result they create a sense of uncertainty or iss®of conflict in situations.

The problem of describing and analyzing issuespioalem of uncovering, describing, and ana-
lyzing values which form the frames of situationbe issues discussed and thought about are
freedom of expression in cyberspace, intellectogperty, privacy and access to information,
security and cybercrime, liability, reliability, drsafety of software and digital devices, fair com-
petition and Internet access based on cases pedserpinello (2003).

The rubric consists of the ideas, represented pydens, of the frames; a rubric (see Webster or
any dictionary) is the way by which red-
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Goal of Course

The course’s goal is to habituate students to thqhand analyzing issues of “digital life” (Ne-
groponte, 1995) in terms of global, economic, dpaiad ethical dimensions or frames so that
they continue to do so after the ending of the seLifo this end, the course’s objectives are to
have students know and understand ideas aboutligktioan, attending economic implications,
social-cultural contexts, and ethical theories. €berse’s goal proposes that students ought to be
able to use the ideas encapsulated by the glatmaipenic, social-cultural, and ethical frames to
describe and critically analyze issues of compufirige goal is about inculcating a knowledge
and understanding of the knowledge domains or fsantech provide for the probability of
structuring experience a certain way. Other objestare that the students are to apply the
knowledge and understanding in a critical analgsid discussion of selected issues of comput-
ing.

Do a professor and student have the same expeétice subject matter of a course? No, it may
depend upon what and how much of the experienpelai (what is public is not necessarily
common) is enacted within public space. The pupace of learning is the physical place, the
physical things involved, but also the languagelutee metaphors, stories, and terms, used to
describe and analyze the phenomena depicted layree fiThe public space is a situation; it is a
time and space of interacting; it is more becaussea situation of exchange, transactional, of the
stuff of experience (Dewey, 1938). A public sitoatis a frame and structure of discourse, do-
ings and sayings.

A rubric can be about content and subject mattgoresentation. This rubric is a frame for
judging, deciding, subject matter, and knowledg#, ddy its qualities and quantities of
presentation. A frame, in its taxonomy, represartiabitual take (R. T. Lakoff, 2000), an
interpretation. If a frame is canonical, it reprgsehe probable “warranted assertions” about
experience. A canonical frame must be based oamgs®er inquiry into the frame as a

theoretical perspective on experiencing the wdtld. not mere opinion, but warranted opinion
based on prior research and discussion. The pidiaiithe use of frames rises as the use of the
frames becomes a habitual means of describing @adgizing affairs, i.e., issues and problems.
Indeed, issues and problems are not experienctkd ffames are not habitual.

The Problem

The problem of this paper is the creation of aitubr set of criteria for judging students’ reports
of observations on an issue of “digital living;’etheports are structured observations according to
global, economic, social, and ethical frames (disiams). It should serve also as a rubric for ex-
ams (there are three) in the course. Developmesuaf a rubric has as much to do with the de-
velopment of the taxonomies of the dimensions (Kedge domains) used in analysis and dis-
cussion as it does with the rubric in itself arsdavaluative purpose. The problem of the rubric

for GESE is the establishment of “warranted coricept as the basis for “warranted knowl-
edge”, and as a basis for the criteria which indigghat to look for in a response. The paper
structures and clarifies conceptions in play intdeching of the course’s subject matter and
judging the results of students’ thinking in wrdior in discussion).

Canonical Frames or Knowledge Domains

A conception’s taxonomy maps the structure of aeption in use situationally. The experience
of the terrain is structured through a taxonomyg®onomy is the structure of the experience of
the terrain). The taxonomies as conceptualizationtheir short versions, represent categories or
metaphors by which experience and learning arenizgd (Bruner, Goodnow, & Austin, 1972;
Frake, 1972; G. Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Norman,3,9®88; Pinker, 1999, 2007; Sturtevant,

322



Skovira

1972). The taxonomies provide key concepts ands¢onbe used in conversations (discussions)
and writing. They provide conceptual categoriesherorganization of experience and thinking
(and writing).

A taxonomy represents a conception, domain or frana general level; similarly, a situational
use of the terms of a taxonomy represents an uiateling of a conception, frame or domain, in
a specific instance or a particular case. A taxgnmpresents a domain or knowledge space and
represents a looked-for pattern of use. It provalest of recognizable “marks”, “tags”, or
“hooks” (the key terms) signifying an understandamgl reflexiveness which show up in the
words used and implied or referenced context espanse (Dewey, 1938; R. T. Lakoff, 2000).
The uses of marks, tags, or hooks indicate a péatitake on the matter. The taxonomies also

represent in a manner of speaking how logicallycstired observations are made.

A course represents subject matter as theory abdistipline’s affairs. A discipline is a frame of
assertable propositions, a theory about the whiishvare knowable and the hows by which the
whats are knowable. Disciplines, fields of studyd éheir curricula are ontologies based in lan-
guage use. An ontology of a disciple and its cuhdm is a conceptualization of things that exists
for and can be studied by a discipline and itsiculum; it is a framework of the discipline and

its curriculum. An ontology is background and faxmgnd of a discipline. The ontology posits the
existence of affairs, states of affairs, objectsthds of research and discovery and what they
are, and how they are as legitimate objects tleakiaown and to be known.

Disciplines and their curricula are language a$faind are representations of enduring and stable
systems of meanings shared. These language affaiisciplines represent a perspective on the
world, a worldview. A discipline and its curriculupnesent that perspective or worldview. The
lexiconic terms, algorithms or models, formulaejonaoncepts, metaphors and analogies, and
theories and methods create and construct a lgmelsdaerein practitioners of a discipline and its
curriculum live and work. A discipline and its cigulum is a public space for discourse. The ex-
plicit teaching of a conception or a frame as foanélaborated in a discipline is the explicit at-
tempt of inculcating a rubric. A rubric is an exjiliway of doing a take, or an interpretation,
which is afforded by the frame as an explicit mairconception of a discipline.

Global Frame

The global frame is a context-setting and canoriieahe for the course. Globalization is not a
new phenomenon (Brake, 1997; Hooker, 2003; Moramris] & Stripp, 1993), nor is it an
“American” phenomenon, although some may thinknglaith Friedman (2000), that it is an
American invention. The idea was probably firstnfiokated with the creation of the first globe
manifesting an understanding of the interconne@ssliof things. Friedman (2000, 2007) sees
globalization as a current phenomenon focused ontegration of world-wide systems. It is a
systems view of economic markets, societies (Fradoalls them nation-states,) and information
technologies and systems, e.g., the World Wide WebFriedman, it is a process of democrati-
zation (American style).

Some key terms and definitions of the global franaécating a partial canonical taxonomy are:
Integration: Markets, Nation-states, Technologizsminant culture: Practices, Values: Democ-
racy, Freedom; Friedman: Lexus: Modernity, OlivaetrTraditionContexts: Economy, Polity,
Culture. A key definition is: globalization: “...i& € inexorable integration of markets, nation-
states and technologies...enabling individuals, aaans and nation-states to reach around the
world farther, faster, deeper and cheaper thantefere...” (Friedman, 2000, p. 8).
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Economic Frame

The economic canonical frame creates the posgibiligenerating issues around a notion such as
intellectual property, privacy and access to infation, ownership of digitalized material, and the
value of one’s work. The major concepts of the ecais frame which are discussed and used in
analysis of the issues are self-interest, utititgrket, opportunity costs, capital, and scarce re-
sources. The economic frame works only if we ate @habstract certain concepts or things from
the sociocultural and moral matrix of life. We hdwesee that everything, in some fashion, is a
resource, to be used in the production of somethlisg which we would prefer. We have to see
that the “profit” motive is another way of thinkimg acting according to our preferences which
are things valued or worth something to us becags@ant to use them, because they are useful
in our lives, to increase pleasure. At the corallothings economical is the sense that we own our
labor, our time or our space, our knowledge, aatltthese are beneficial and useful to us in in-
teracting in situations, in the “market,” in enhemgcour pleasure (Etzioni, 1988; Flynn, 2005;
Harford, 2006; Heilbroner, 1999; O’Rourke, 2007; &tan, 2003).

Some key terms and definitions of the economic &amdicating a partial canonical taxonomy
are: Utility: Measure of happiness, Worth or valtMaximize happiness”; Self interest: “per-
sonal preferences”, self interest & common goody@funity costs; Capital; Scarce resources;
Competition; The Market.

Social-cultural Frame

The social-cultural frame is discussed as a saffair based upon layered sets (multiple social
groups) of shared systems of sense (meanings)rantiges (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005;
Hooker, 2003; Trompenaars, 1994; Trompenaars & Wamas, 2003). The social-cultural frame
provides a conception of a bounded life wotébénswelt It is an environment of relationships
based on empathy and sympathy (Dewey, 1986; Golet®®%, 2005) and social agreements
(Skovira, 2003). A primary subframe of this fraradghie moral aspects of relationships. Patterns
of behavior (social norms) reflect a sense of tj@tl” for the group and the individual. Every
social group and culture provides patterns or kaidfibehavior, values, as ways of dealing with
experience. These patterns of behavior represeral smrms. These habits are both social and
personal (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p. 47; HooR@03). We participate in different cultural
levels. Our sociocultural personality consists ebenplex matrix, the result of our participation
in different levels of shared systems of meanimgk@actices. The basic different shared sys-
tems are family, educational institutions, professi work-places, regions, and societies
(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Our social habits ¢ired multiple levels of learned meanings
(values) and practices. A person’s system of megnimd practices are the results of aggregated
social groups’ systems of meanings and practides.sbcial frame is discussed as the social-
cultural dimension.

Some key terms and definitions of the social-calténame indicating a partial canonical taxon-
omy are: Lebenswelt (life world, everyday worldjngathy & sympathy; Personal & moral
frame; Shared systems of meanings and practicegl&greement: Tacit moral frames, Agree-
ments & arrangements, Tacit & explicit contrachgreement, “unwritten” codes of behavior,
Environment of shared systems of meanings; Sooiaths: Practices, Meanings, Values, Virtues,
Expectations, Structure of behavior, Habits of védra Categories for organizing experience,
Explanatory principle or rule of behavior, Standarcriterion of behavior, Learned sense of why
& how to act publicly.
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Ethical Frame

The ethical frame is a systematic discussion ohtt#gogy, utilitarianism, and eudaimonism (vir-
tue ethical theory) as formal theories about theatrgphere of the social-cultural frame (Hume,
1983; Kant, 1959; Mill, 1957; Murdoch, 1993; Skavi?003; Solomon, 1992, 1997; Wilson,
1993). Ethics, even when conflated with moralisynot about morality. Ethics is about the con-
struction of formal and systematic descriptions exjplanations of the senses of axiomatic con-
ceptions and the principles, ascribed to by arviddal, of a moral frame. Ethics is a systematic
conceptualization of a moral frame. Ethics is tleéioal. Ethics is a formal and systematic articu-
lation of cognitive-emotional conceptuals (mentaldels) dependent upon shared systems of
meanings silently (tacitly) known and used, haltijuacted out in the world, the moral frame, to
which a person is personally committed as a woelviEthical theory is the description, expla-
nation, and justification of the reasons, purposads-in-view of one’s moral frame.

Some key terms and definitions of the ethical framdagcating a partial canonical taxonomy are:
Ethics: Explicit & systematic justification and tivg of moral behavior; Values & virtues; Theo-
ries: Utilitarianism: The results of action or derprinciple or policy) are “good” if the princigl
(rule): The greater “good” for the greater numbigpeople, can be applied; Deontologism: The
action is “good” if the principle (rule): the inteon and obligation to act “rightly” or in a “good”
manner would be universal (for humanity), can balied; Eudaimonism (well-being or virtuous
living): The action is “good” if the principle (re) : act in moderation and in accordance with so-
cially acceptable and personally acceptable habitwing and saying things, can be applied.

The Evaluative Rubric

The rubric is a map between the knowledge domaifimmes presented in the forms of taxo-
nomic categories which name properties and ategaf the domains or frames. A frame is laid
out in a taxonomy. Knowledge domains and their t@xaies indicate a world of discourse
among practitioners, each of whom may have a padizceptual model mapped to (and from)
the domain. The evaluative technique or rubric e®f taxonomies representing conceptuali-
zations of the dimensions or frames (Bateson, 1&62man, 1974) and knowledge domains
(Spradley, 1980) of globalization, of an economécgpective, of a social-culture context, and of
ethical theories in play. The taxonomies becometheria in the decision making model used to
assign “grades” to a response. A rubric indicateatwvill be used as evidence of a proper and
appropriate use of a frame, conception and itscée®al attributes, in explaining an understand-
ing of a phenomena. A rubric creates a relationbbipreen a student’s response to a particular
guestion and the canonical taxonomies of the fraifiesse frames have been presented and dis-
cussed and researched by the students in thédifsof the course. A rubric is an explicit way of
doing a “take” (R. T. Lakoff, 2000), or an interfation, which is afforded by the frame which is
an explicit part or conception of a discipline.

Use of the Rubric

It is assumed that students will have partial vigeessonal conceptual models (Norman, 1983,
1988), representing the taxonomies of globalizatmonomics, social-cultural, and ethical do-
mains, which they actually put into play in disdagsand analyzing an issue or responding via
observations to a question. They are conceptuasnfdpey are “takes” on the matter based on
the students’ interpretations of the domains (R.akoff, 2000). Personal conceptual models are
“rich” when they are complex in linked relationg@gs multiple conceptual models and, if de-
tailed enough, in linked relations in depth. Depegan their “richness,” these personal concep-
tual maps allow for an imaginative (or unimaginajivesponse to the question. An imaginative
and persuasive response provide “interesting” maaks, or hooks which reference the taxo-
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nomic categories of the knowledge domains. Theyigeoa means for “thick’ analysis and criti-
cal reasoning. These discussions either persuaitieydon’t according to the student’s integra-
tive and contextualized use of the taxonomic categmr key concepts (key terms) in the discus-
sion. These responses expressively imply conceptadkls structuring and organizing their
writing.

A response is very persuasive when it contextugabael makes judicious use of appropriate
“signs”: the names of appropriate concepts reptexea conceptual model or taxonomy and
demonstrates as far as possible and understanfdingomception of the globalization, economic,
social-cultural, or ethical frames. A conscious oBkey terms, tags or hooks, of a taxonomy in
an observation or response indicate an awarenekes efements of the taxonomy and their ap-
propriate use. An example of this would be thatube of the metaphors of “Lexus” and “Olive
tree” and the name of the originating author oséhmetaphors appropriately would effectively
demonstrate a conceptual ability to handle the nadtend use the frame to critically analyze an
issue.

The question was part of an exam, for the examgie, hooking at the two notions of privacy and
security as values of digital life and thinking abthem as aspects or factors in global, economic,
social-cultural, and ethical dimensions of digiife. The student’s response is compared to a
taxonomy in terms of relationships and conceptsl figan the frame. In particular, an example

of applying the rubric of a canonical taxonomy dfame (in this instance, a discussion of the
issues of privacy and security within the globahfie) to a student’s response is as follows (the
underlined terms indicate a match or use of taglsedrame’s taxonomy):

Unlike some 20 years ago, our communicatory gratgnes from one end of the
world to the other. Technology surpasses itselebps and bounds every year
offering its knowledge and access to individual®ss the globe The concepts
of security and privacy themselves blend togetheepresent facets of the lexus
and the olive tree (according to Friedma®ecurity and privacy are steeped in
human traditionpafter all, security is the"®most important human need after
physiological needs such as food and water (acogtdi Maslow. It is no sur-
prise that this fundamental need extends into @itadllives as in conjunction
with our actual lives. This human traditienan example of security and privacy
as valuesepresenting the olive tree

Sometimes a student relates a “true life storyd nesponse indicating a take on things. A re-
sponse is not persuasive if there is no anchofiirgstory in the knowledge domain. The links or
hooks are tacit, and requires a “reading-in” ofte@hand knowledge domain “marks” by the in-
structor. An unpersuasive situation would occur mvtieere is no significant pointing out of rela-
tionships (there are no tags” or hooks” to the texoic elements of the global, economic, social-
cultural, or ethical dimensions or frames.

Conclusion

This paper is a brief discussion concerning anuatale rubric for a course. The paper presents
some ideas concerning the structure of the evakiatibric and makes explicit conceptions in
play in the teaching of the course’s subject mattel judging the results of students’ thinking in
writing (or in discussion) a response to an exagoisstion.
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