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EC de What to do, and then act on ethical
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é surely reflection
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actlcal pragmatic tool for making ethical
decisions

E

Q_u




EL’ cal DeC|3|on Making:
;_.-F‘Theory to Teaching Tool

— = 18 June 2007

Combat/Operational Stress Control
Conference

Elizabeth Holmes,Ph.D.



BRI dﬁﬁ@%ur-vey)’

SONE N three Marines said they were
HikeEly to report a team member for
et cal Pehavior.

s = Oth er studies confirm that people
= confronted with ethical decisions do less
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~ than they believe they should do.
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]\/]erlj sleju ation should
pjel] vJe uals to deal with moral
rJJJer nas.
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® Q teniin teaching, cases are used to
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ustrate a particular philosophical
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— "theory
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RINIENC ase 2 approeach has drawbacks

BY0Es not explore the decision-making
pIo f?“ S5 or the factors Influencing It

= B es not teach how to make ethical
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= decisions in a practical, step-by-step
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\/\/e g ut to create a tool to teach ethical
— de ron making, In a pragmatic, step-by-
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"fff o) way, based on sound theory that had
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o been validated by research.



I Moral sensitivity
,_“. -'Moral judgment
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== !\/Ioral motivation/intention
e Moral character/action
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l\/lom en5|t|V|ty (Moral Awareness)

\@r ty to recognize a moral
j-‘=‘~' S U’e In situation

!‘The Situation has moral content
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= 04a moral perspectlve IS
Nnecessary



T JEOIY"

- r

- Moral Judgment

ulatlng and evaluating which
_ _ solutions have moral
— = justification
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~ Moral Motivation

Jn htlon to choose the moral
_ EClSlon over another solution
-’f‘? representing a different value
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MQ Character (Moral Action)

r\fr mg at action In a situation,
hICh Involves ego strength,
:"5“ determination, and ability to
;*.-‘*-;"' follow through
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JJF‘ Moral Intensity Model
l\/u al intensity influences the
~ components in Rest’s model.
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JOrJrﬂa I\/Ioral Intensity Dimensions
- J\/JrIJI ude of Conseguences
> “I Consensus
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Vagnitude of Conseguences
SIHBW much someone is harmed
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| ;;_-.:f 0r benefits from the decision
__.;: -maker S action
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~® Greater harm or benefit =
greater moral intensity
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- Social Consensus
S Degree of agreement among

- t
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_;;;;;-_.-:- Ial group that an action is
—= ,—-@ ood or bad

e Agreement that act is morally
wrong = greater moral intensity
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Proximity.

> Ne rness of decision maker to the
JV|duaIs potentially affected by
= =consequences

= "- Nearness can be physical, cultural,
~ social, or psychological

e Greater proximity = greater moral
Intensity
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- Probabllity of Effect
- Ahood that predicted
-cumstances and expected level of

= 1arm or benefit will occur

-=~ Greater probability that action will
- Occur, causing predicted harm =
greater moral intensity
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\/:rji' other studies. People
cle) ndeed go through a step-by-
s- pProcess.

=" artlc:lpants were morally

~ aware, judged immoral actions

- negatively, and were inclined
toward the intention to act
morally.



- Moral Intensity Factors
Nejies _ z { of Jones’ Factors affected Rest’'s Model
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| C|al Consensus and Proximity were
e :* frong predictors for moral awareness.
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_J.:ﬂ_,-.-a- ~» Social Consensus, Magnitude of
: ~ Consequences, and Probability of Effect
- Wwere strong predictors for moral judgment.

e Social Consensus was a strong predictor for
moral intention.
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PEVEIOPINg the, Teol —-}“"'

| LAST CALL
- C eat _d a computer-based “sixth

59 mario” that allowed participants to
¢ y a role in an ethical dilemma.

"Kt crucial decision points,

- participants were prompted by
guestions. They had to make their
decisions In real time. The scenario
ramified in different directions,

Aonandina nn thoir ancew\w/arce

1A VANT
t \ihﬂ"ﬁ



opInNgrthe. Tieol (-Gem’?" -

LAST CALL

o 'me, guestions allowed participants to

go | rough practical decision-making
= st ps without being aware that’s
xrf’i’ﬁhat they were doing.

° A tutorial then taught the four-step
model, in the context of different
schools of philosophy and their takes
on ethics.
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DEVEIOPING the, Tool (C

e LAST CALL
- -'-*affecting moral intensity
Were built into the scenario,
= in udlng
— -’Soual Consequences
-UF— Probability of Effect
— Magnitude of Consequences

— Proximity
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SIS time: that we know: of in the world
et & teaching tool for ethical decision
el g as been developed based on
= ihec ory that has been validated by
Jésearch

3—":AS' CALL can be taught from the
perspective of the philosopher, the
psychologist, or the officer.
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I think I will

= | ask

| feel

Moral Awareness
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ScUl Mdual community, or ideal at

_15,;-_ _ere a dimension of right and wrong?
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How close do | feel to
those affected by my
decision?

| feel

What does my social group

think?
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o \Wrleit Qr((l CES IMOSL goearana least narm:
- Wrlel rex ects everyone’s rights?
= \/\/mgrz Eats everyone equally or fairly?
md of person will | be if | act or don’t
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~ How likely is it that something bad

" will happen? | ask
What does my social group think?

How much will someone be
harmed or benefited?




> \W\rleti WJH 00 or not

rlf" 'my decision with someone |
,_r_. what would the reaction be?

= | think | will
= What does my social group
= ~ think?
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C ommjﬁ explanatlon for failing to act
merally.
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'ca ;_,y-out my decision, in spite of

-'-"we o) osmon or possible consequences
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| act
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| feel

Moral Awareness
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