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Abstract

The paper presents a rubric to be used in evadustirdent’s efforts in a course whose subject
matter is four framing conceptions: global, ecormreocial cultural, and ethical. The course is a
requirement for an ABET accredited program. Thesegeen as the grounds for constructing the
rubric. The paper also reports on the course’stipesc reports.

Key words: assessment, rubric, global, economic, socialialitand ethical framing concep-
tions, critical thinking.

Introduction

The essay is descriptive and analytic, reflectivhe experiencing of activities and events (prac-
tices) of an undergraduate senior-level courseciomaputer information systems curriculum.
Over the time of 15 weeks, the course is designedid another component to the “mindset” or
“decision-making style” (Rowe & Mason, 1989) ofdtg “educated” information systems (IS)
professionals.

The incentive and motivation for the study of thenfing conceptions and the issues are the fu-
ture decision making situations in which the stusless future information systems (IS) profes-
sionals, undoubtedly will find themse lves engagéemworking in organizations (some already
are there either as interns or ful-time employees)

The Problem

The essay’s problem is the construction of a rudsisessing the course’s outcomes. By evaluat-
ing a course’s results and consequences, we perhapsvaluate an accredited program’s effects.
This concern is based on the problematics of tleseo

The Course

The course is an ecology of conceptions (the glabaleconomic, the social-cultural, and the
ethical), framing issues of computing or
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Modeling an Assessing Rubric

The Course’s Problematics

The first problematic for this course is a desompelaboration of the subject matter and prac-
tices as a means of creating and practicing aisabta habit of critical thinking about issues of
concern to future IS professionals. There is arspooblematic which is about making mean-
ingful the experience of teaching and perhaps tgtkiis course. The paper is a construction of
sense about the course. It is an intermediate dectistanding between a semester-long se-
guence of activities and events which are histbfaad are the circumstances) to a future
planned semester-long sequences of activities @t (practices), guided by the map of the
course’s syllabus. It is an attempt to answer thestipn: did the course through the framing con-
ceptions, and discussion of issues, provide arppetige, an organized way of thinking (critical
consideration) by organizing activities and eveabmut issues of concern for future IS profes-
sionals? This is the descriptive elaboration onviinging up of the sense of the course (Geertz,
1973).

Thinking Critically a Long-term End

The long-term goal of the course is to have stttk critically about issues of information
systems and information use or computing. The eoisra situation for the development and
practice of a habit of critical thinking. The focolsthe aiming is not the subject matter nor the
practices of the course; these are concrete mégnsvaing a habit of doing critical thinking, a
habit of problem solving, or of decision making.

Critical thinking is the habit of applying the franmg conceptions of the course to the issues of the
course. Thinking critically is an important aspetan IS professional's style of decision making
within organizational situations. It is an ability be developed in a course’s practices as an as-
pect of a curriculum’s (or program’s) goal. Crititainking is the ability to analyze and explain
problematic affairs situationally and to clarifydaglaborate solutions and decisions appropriately
addressing the affairs (Cérdoba, 2007a, 2007 b;relald 998; McBann et al, 2007; Paul & Elder,
2006).

Issues of Computing

According to Hauser (1986), issues arise whenditérg but contradictory assertions about the
world, actions, or results of actions, all of whate value-based, are in play, creating uncertainty
or conflict in situations. The problem of descripeind analyzing issues is the problem of uncov-
ering, describing, and analyzing values which ext¢and sometimes contradict each other.

Some of the issues investigated are: Freedom oéssipn in cyberspace; Intellectual property;
Privacy and access to information; Security ancoytime; Liability, reliability, and safety of
software and digital devices; Fair competition &mdrnet access; Loyalty and whistle blowing,
and Outsourcing of IS jobs.

Conceptions Framing Issues

The focus also is on the content, consisting octhreceptions or frames of the global, economic,
social cuftural, and ethical subject matter, wmulst be developed and elaborated in order to
create a conceptual frame and foundation, whictksvbest when silent, “tacit”, or unconscious,
as one of the instrumentalities (all courses ir@iculum are really about this) by which the
habit of doing critical thinking on or about issuggrown. Over the course of a semester, the
intention is to grow a student’s framing concepsi@md endeavors to sustain a questioning atti-
tude on issues of concern for future IS profes$omad decision makers.
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A course normally adds warranted and canonicaleygians and vocabularies, as its subject mat-
ter, to “thinking frames” or “decision frames” dudgents (Russo & Schoemaker, 1990). They are
canonical concepts with “warrants” because theyesended in the discipline’s theories and
public research. These conceptual frames providaguage for discussion of topics. From the
discipline’s point of view, these conceptions fraame ground an IS professional's experience.
The framing conceptions are individually and hal&ily perspectives or ways of approaching
any issue arising in the analysis, design, andldprent of information systems. Framing con-
ceptions structure the meanings of the practicashiirst & Sarr, 1996). They present takes or
possible ways of interpretation. Framing conceptiare habitual mental models (Lakoff, 2000;
Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Norman, 1988; Senge, 1990).

The course structures together framing conceptisages, and practices to create a decision
frame or a thinking frame (a style) (Russo & Schaken, 1990). They are ways of organizing
thinking and discussion of issues of informing eyss. The framing conceptions represent ways
(grammars and vocabularies) of writing and tallabgut issues of some concern for future 1S
professionals. They are methods of constructingental model” (Norman, 1988; Senge, 1990)
by which a habit of thinking with the attending abulary is grown, or extended in the IS world
(Hall, 1982). The thinking frame or mental modedg®nts itself in the vocabularies and meta-
phors (Lakoff, 2002; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) in afigcussion of an issue.

An Assessing Rubric

An assessing rubric depends upon vocabularies etaphors as criteria by which a student’s
knowing of and ability in critical thinking in theubject matter is evaluated and judged. So, to
assess critical thinking and knowing, the coursstmresent the language to be used (reflective
of the ideas in play), the metaphors and vocalasaiihese metaphors are the global, the eco-
nomic, the social, and the ethical; the framingcemtions. The vocabularies are the key terms of
the framing conceptions, the metaphors signifyireggkey concepts which constitute the Whats in
this logical space of discussing, the ontologiesribtal thinking and knowing.

Framing Conceptions

The framing conceptions of the global, economicjad@ultural, and ethical perspectives en-
frame and inform the issues of computing, and pi®wa ground for questions and analytical ob-
servations. The four frames, theories, are thengi®tor making decisions and judgments about
events and activities. The frames provide vocaledaand componential ideas; they are interpre-
tative perspectives providing key terms usableritisat lenses focusing discussion.

Words and their application to issues are symtsigsg) of framing conceptions or systems of
meanings. A word’'s use (or constellation of wordsg situation is part of the grammar, the logic
of a framing conception. The framing conceptiorves the logic, the rationality of use; it also
represents a set of associated practices. A fracongeption is a system of meaning, a semantic
structuring shared in a social and public space.dfffairs of doing a discussion on a topic (an
issue) reflect framing conceptions; they are th®ities shared socially and publicly in the class
which explain how affairs make sense; framing cptioas afford and constrain takes or inter-
pretations (Lakoff, 2002); they provide boundanégvaluation and appraisal.

The best kind of framing conception is one whichdrees (over the course of a semester) an un-
conscious habit or style (practice) of doing angdrgn seeing and hearing, of learning. They are
personally, individually tacit; they are situatidigaorganizationally implicit. People in results-
oriented situations and organizations allow thening conceptions to remain implicit, communi-
cationally they sustain the “high context” (HaB8R); people in process-oriented situational in
organizations cause the framing conceptions tokplcé in the structurings and procedures of
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situations and organizations, communicationallythastain the “low context” (Hall, 1982;
Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).

Global Framing Conception

Globalization is not something new. It has beemiggdainder many different names for a long
time. To think critically about globalization, yooust gather information about world-wide
changes and events in political, cultural, techgio®l, financial, national security, and ecological
spheres (Friedman, 2000). But now the concepiobigdjization represents an evolutionary and
integrative system pulling people and societiesttagy into a common, world-wide market and
flow of products, services, and knowledge (Friedn20®0, 2006; Wheelan, 2002). “[Globaliza-
tion]...is the inexorable integration of markets, naticatest and technologies...” (Friedman,
2000, p. 8). It is a way of conceiving of the madeation of economies, of making markets effi-
cient, and creating wealth and progress on pdliind social fronts by erasing geographical
boundaries and cultural hindrances (Brake, 1997e¥8a1995); this modernization creates a
common social cultural environment, progressive @amocratic (Brake, 1997; Friedman, 2000,

p. 9).

This international system integrating the worldo§iness and the social cultural environment is
a result of World Wide Web interconnectivity (Fnedn, 2000, p. 10). This is what allows firms
to be economically efficient and affords individuakcess to and use of more different markets
and knowledge. “Globalization is creating a worltheut walls, made possible by advances in
communication and transportation technologies. méis perspective is seen in the rapid move-
ment of ideas, capital, technology, and peoplesscnational borders” (Dunning, 1993, p. 40;
Moran, Harris, & Stripp, 1993, p. 299). This intenoectivity according to Friedman (2000, pp.
10, 12) and others (Brake, 1997; Levy, 2001) hamiex control (hegemony) of nation-states or
societies over their internal affairs, especidilgit economic affairs.

International business competition constrains gowental policies and actions. This interna-
tional system (globalization) is forcing deregwdatand privatizing of many things (Friedman,
2000). Friedman (2000) uses the metaphor of thdeBdbtraitjacket, “...the defining politico-
economic garment of this globalization era” (p.)182 relate the modernization of countries’
economies in order to compete in world-wide markBtsagwati, 2007, p. 3). “The driving idea
behind globalization is free-market capitalism e thore you let market forces rule and the more
you open your economy to free trade and competiti@more efficient and flourishing your
economy will be” (Friedman, 2000, p. 8).

While all this seems good, globalization is a systehich also brings conflict; a tension develops
between individuals striving for prosperity and kegding and societies which are mired in age-
old values and ethnic identities and conflicts {@al997; Dunning, 1993; Friedman, 2000,
2006). This is the conflict of modernity and traait as Friedman (2000, pp. 31-32) writes using
the metaphors of the “Lexus” and the “Olive Treeiscussing the narratives of the global and
the local. The Lexus “... represents an equally fumelatal, age-old human drive — the drive for
sustenance, improvement, prosperity and moderoizatas it is played out in today’s globaliza-
tion system” (Friedman, 2000, p.32). Olive trees fepresent everything that roots us, anchors
us, identifies us and locates us in this world -etlér it be belonging to a family, a community, a
tribe, a nation, a religion or, most of all, a gamlled home” (Friedman, 2000, p.31). The clash
of metaphors is the conflict of the modern andtthditional.

Key ideas for making observations and asking questions

Global, globalization, international system, intggm, World Wide Web, technology, market,
nation-state, democratization, freedom, traditimodernity, modern, global-local narratives, cul-
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ture, metaphor, Lexus, Olive Tree, Golden Straigd.ceconomy, polity, competition, hegemony,
global dimensions: poliics, culture, technologgahce, national security, ecology; Global cor-
porate values: caring, confidentiality, fairnesmésty, openness, participation, respect, responsi-
bility, results, sharing, unity, understanding.

Economic Framing Conception

That we do what we do to be happy, to gain, whathmd, are those things which bring us (or
others) the greatest pleasure is perhaps therfast important economic assumption (Flynn,
2005). “Economics has an overly tautological vidvhappiness: The things we do must make us
happy; otherwise we would not do them” (Wheela®22@. 154). Probably the second most im-
portant economic assumption is that people arenedtabout their choices and decisions in their
lives. We make reasonable, “common-sense” decisibnat how and why we want to be happy,
to be pleasured. We unconsciously do what the ediet®call “cost-benefit analysis” (Flynn,
2005). Economics as a way of analysis makes carssttigs “intuitive” logic in its terms of
“cost-benefit analysis”, and the “consequencedjadiavior, the “motivations” of behavior, and
the “incentives” of the situation and its circunmtas (Flynn, 2005; Harford, 2008, Landsburg,
2007; Levitt & Dubner, 2005; Wheelan, 2002).

Being rational is about making selff-interested slens in terms of their costs and benefits, or
their “utility” for us, their use-value. “Economissuppose that you can compare all possible
things that you may experience with a common measihappiness or satisfaction that they call
utility” (Flynn, 2005. p. 25). We do this in terms of ¢eelf-interests” (O’Rourke, 2007, p. 9;
Wheelan, 2002).

These decisions-of-value are made in given, evgrgtiaations and their circumstances or, to
use another economic term, in “markets”, wherenuelgts are to be made about the use-value of
“commodities” or any other thing desired or think weed. A market is a situation where a
thing’s presence, as a resource, is dependentitgpavailability in the market or situation. The
market presents the availability, the scarcityhef desired object while the person is motivated by
the perceived use-value, as an incentive, as wetil@consideration of “trade-offs” of the “ra-
tional decision” (Flynn, 2005; Harford, 2008; Hediner, 1999; Landsburg, 2007).

Key ideas for making observations and asking questions

Utility, Incentive, Motivation, Cost — benefit, ranal decision, Rationality: the right choice (de-

cision), Market [situation: interaction]: Goods &rsices, Supply & demand, Price (worth, value,
utility), Competition, Choice: decision, Pleaswsatisfaction, happiness, Perfect & imperfect in-

formation, Perfect & imperfect decision-making, Bgound knowledge, cultural norms, Perfect
& imperfect altruism, Human nature: a social animal

The Social Cultural Framing Conception

The social cultural framing conception, as an dicafgchnique, can be defined or characterized
in terms of a social group or network, relationshdgscribable in terms of role and status, and its
shared system of meanings, practices, and sitgaitidarming personal beliefs and behaviors
(Geertz, 1973, p. 12; Hall, 1981; Hofstede & Haliste2005; Hooker, 2003; Spradley, 1980;
Trompenaars, 1994, p. 14; Trompenaars & Woollidé2@83). A person stands in the midst of
multiple and complex social cultural spaces. & social cultural landscape as an ecological sys-
tem, or environment, in the head as much as imthé&l. The social cultural space is layered. A
person participates in multiple social culturaleonments (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, pp. 10-
11; Karahanna et al., 2005). A fundamental socitilial space is the family; this space provides
the basic beliefs, attitudes, behaviors informingraividual's personality.
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A person exists psychologically and socially witimfluential webs of historical and social rela-
tionships, social collectivities, and attendingleg@s of meanings, what Gladwell calls “cultural
legacies” (2008, p. 175); vocabularies and idersstiges and situations are the daily bread of a
person. Family, friends, organizations, professiansl society are some of the essential social
networks, contextualizing behavior, affording aotdstraining actions, by means of attending
ecologies of meanings. They are communities oba¢Brown & Duguid, 2000; Cohen & Pru-
sak, 2001).

Social cultural groups, as multiple and complexirsgs, have ways of dealing with power and
influence, the uncertainty of affairs; in practicé®y manifest individualistic or collective mind
sets, as well as aggressive or nurturing approaohasople and situations; they also demonstrate
short-sighted or far-sighted temporal outlooks @&fall, 2008; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). So-
cial cultural groups contextualize the flows obinhation, providing explicit or implicit ways

and means for communicating (Hall, 1981). Socidtlcal groups are sources of values and
norms by which individuals define (and redefindatienships and situations (Goffman, 1974;
Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005); they provide the fraimmed mental models, implicit habitual views,
which define reality (Fairhurst & Sarr, 1996; Go#im 1974; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Norman,
1988; Russo & Schoemaker, 1990).

The social cultural space is also a moral spaceb®liefs and behaviors are informed by a
learned sense of what is good or evil, right orngravhich implicitly structures personal relation-
ships and actions in situations (Chappell, 19981 ;pFrankena, 1963; Georges, 2003; Goleman,
1995, 2006; Hauser, 2006). There are three bapimaghes constituting this moral space foster-
ing relational and social well-being (Lakoff, 20@2,380): “overall goodness” or the habit of do-
ing good, “good versus bad consequences” or theupuaf good results, and “categories of right
or wrong action” or having rules intending to de tiight thing (Hauser, 2006, p. 113).

Key ideas for making observations and asking questions

Social group(s): Interactive (networked) space: @amity (communities) of common situations,
practice & action, multiple and complex webs oatiehships and influence. Culture: Shared sys-
tem(s) of meanings, practices, situations; Shaedididons of world & situations. Norm: Ex-
planatory principle or rule, standard or critergrbehavior. Situation + circumstances: Structure
of behavior; Practices: habits of behavior; Memabels: implicit perspectives. Frames or Cate-
gories for organizing experience: Time & Space, €ofvUncertainty, Masculinity & Feminin-

ity, Individualism & Collectivism, Long Term & Shoirerm Orientations High & low contexts

of communication: Common sense(s): codes & poticesricted & elaborated. Metaphors, takes
and language: Shared ontologies; Shared metaphi&iral grammar, moral codes, social intel-
ligence, social savvy.

The Ethical Framing Conception

The ethical framing conception, as an analytic negle, represents a formal and systematic in-
quiry of the moral dimension of a social culturpdse of which there are three basic approaches
(see the social cultural framing conception abd§@appell, 1993; Macintyre, 1984; Szasz,
1974; Shirk, 1965; p. 23). “The wordorality usually refers téthe moral rules we followthe

values we havetthicsis generally defined abkeories about the rulesthics questions and justi-
fies the rules we live by...” (Rosenstand, 2006,Y). IThere are three fundamental and grand
theories: deontologism, utiltarianism, and eudairsin.

Deontologism

Deontologism is a theory which argues that any gatohtion to action must be universalizable
and necessary as an obligation for all persons tig@ry argues that every person is viewed as
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an ‘end” and not as a “means”. This results in‘@Gelden Rule” as an ethical principle that we
should do for others as we would have others dago(Frankena, 1963; Green, 1994; Mason,
Mason & Culan, 1995; Rosenstand, 2006, p. 240;r&arig 1992a, 1992b).

Utilitarianism

Utilitarianism is a theory which argues that a gootbeneficial result (or consequence) is the
ground for considering the means of achieving #silt a good state of affairs; a beneficial result
is one which generates more “happiness” (or “plet3wenerally. The rule to be followed is one
of “utility” or the use-value of the result (Chaplp&993; Mill, 1957, p. 10; Rosenstand, 2006;
Walton, 1988; Wiener, 1954). This gives us the #8alResult” as an ethical principle that we
should do the greatest resulting benefit for thetmeople. There are two versions: the best result
of the best action and the best result of the tdss{or policy) (Frankena, 1963; Rosenstand,
2006; Williams, 1972, 2000).

Eudaimonism

Eudaimonism is a theory that argues that a virtlitauer a good character is the ground for life a
life of excellence or virtue without excess. Thiedry is based on knowing one’s strengths (vir-
tue and values) and habitually acting on them nmetdér. One endeavors to act rightly and justi-
fiably, for a good end or purpose, in all situasiomhis gives us the “Golden Mean” as an ethical
principle that we should habitually and moderagadyin the right manner, for the right reason, at
the right time (Aristotle, 2004; Frankena, 1963;dUwyre, 1984; Rosenstand, 2006; Shirk, 1965;
Solomon, 1992a, 1992b, 1997; Willams, 1972)

Key ideas for making observations and asking questions

Deontologism: A universalizable and necessaryjugkfies an action as right or good. The
Golden Rule: do for others as you would have therfodyou. Utilitarianism: maxim of utility,
the Golden Result: that a moral act is one thaltiteei the most pleasure or happiness with the
least pain. Egoist versiothe greatest good for oneself Universalist versidre greatest good

for the greatest number. Act-utilitarianism: acséiare judged by their good results. Rule-
utilitarianism: rules or policies for actions avelged by greatest possible benefits intended. Eu-
daimonism: Highest moral good is self actualizatiod growth in fuffilling potential. Personal
well-being or eudaimonia is the ultimate criterlmnwhich character, action, and consequences
are judged. Virtue (Excellence) is knowledge Hapgt is self actualization and righteousness
The Golden Mean: Virtuous action is a habit of rigbtion in moderation leading to eudaimonia
(wel-being).

Practices of the Course

The focus also is on the course’s practices. Wieathe practices which grow this habit? The
course’s practices are represented in the docurpesdsced by the practices. The documents
produced are ways of making things, affairs pregesituations and ways of grounding and
structuring discussions of issues as learning tiitos; they objectify and express explicitly ob-
servations and questions in the classroom (Zimmeyra&i/4).

There are four different kinds of documents. Thet type of documents (called Assignment Re-
ports: AR1 and AR2) are initial forays into the gab matter of the framing conceptions of the
course. These are annotated bibliographies. Tingifgaconceptions are the global (business
world), the economic, the social cultural, andetteical. Annotated bibliographic reports (AR1
and AR2) are used to introduce the student tordmaifig conceptions in terms of their basic
definitions and key ideas and terms. These begipithctice of building an accumulation of in-
sightful resources about issues. These initialcesiare added to throughout the semester via the
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other types of ARs. An annotation includes a shbstract or summary of the ideas pertaining to
the framing conception, e.g., the global, the enuogthe social cultural, or the ethical, key

terms (to help remember and to build a vocabulddssourse, and to do future research), and if
possible, a pertinent quotation (the best kinduskelly definitions of key terms or focused ides).

A second set of documents (Assignment Reports AR33) report upon the application of ques-
tions raised in the framing conceptions to selest®aks of computing (information use and in-
formation system design and development). Theyliaoeissions of personal observations
grounded in the frames about an issue. Discussimiineans a descriptive and analytical narra-
tive which combines personal observations with olz®ns gathered from articles which are
chosen because they say something about the issuestion and present some aspects (key
words) of the framing conceptions. Every reporaarissue has 6 parts: the descriptive summary
of the case (based on Spinello, 2003), a sectiooldgervations based on the framing concep-
tions, and a question which each student bringjsete@lassroom discussion and which (in the
planned discussion of the course) leads to fudbeervation made about the issue.

A third set of documents are the checks for “qual@ntrol’ or the examinations (there are three)
which ask the student to describe and elaboratéaheng conceptions and their implicative
guestions leading to observations: the actual bassiritical thinking (in examl), or to apply the
framing conceptions to an issue (exam2 and exam3).

A fourth set of documents (saved as PowerPoirgslidr every session) result from the practice
of small group discussion which, in turn, acts &asis for large group discussion (the whole
class) of an issue. The practice of small grospudision relies upon the practice of doing the
reports (AR3-ARS).

The Rubric

A rubric (since medieval times, printed in red ik rule or a set variations of a rule or direc-
tion for doing an action as a ritualistic part dfituation. Evaluating students’ work and effosts i
a ritual every teacher “knows”. A rubric is a rudich structures the questions: How do you
know that some one knows what they are talking gloowvriting about? How do you evaluate
the level of competence in the subject matter amkimking about the issue at hand? A rubric is
used to evaluate and grade a student’s performiaiscene assignment. The course’s rubric
evaluates performance and determines a level opetancy or knowledge and its application in
the use of key words or terms, hence key ideasriiimg a report about a specific computing
issue. The key words and ideas are grounded ifotihdraming conceptions and, over a semes-
ter, are developed and elaborated by the addifioew sources (outside reading) researched as
background to each issue.

An important part of the rubric for the coursehis tise of key terms as defined in the framing
conceptions. Key terms are signs of key ideas &titedraming conceptions (see Lakoff &
Johnson, 1980) applied in a discussion of issuasicBlly, a rubric posits that words, when,
where, and how used in writing (or discussion)vshtevels of competence in thinking and writ-
ing stuff down, that is, describing and analyzingpaputing (information system) issue.

The rubric requires an explicit document (the Assignt Reports: AR1 — ARS8, and exams)
which demonstrates a student’s understanding afubgct matter applied to issues by an appro-
priate and persuasive use of language (key terchglaas). The explicit use of vocabulary and
logic yields a documentable conceptual map obsé&nmlthe use of key terms and ideas of the
framing conceptions in a report’s discussion ofsane or topic. Evaluating a student’s efforts in
terms of a conceptual map is making a observabontdow density (use) of key terms to a den-
sity of key terms. This is the conceptual map aspethe rubric. The rubric also defines as a di
mension of a report its syntactical use of languageerning sentence structure and spellings.
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The rubric further defines the informational quaédits ranging from being a dense (informative,
and possibly interesting) read to a sparse (namvdtve, and boring) read. A final level of the
rubric concerns the appropriate and persuasiveiude researched sources on the topic. As a
result, the rubric affords a judgment about a sitis&knowledge and understanding about a topic
or issue, and an application of the four framingasptions to thinking critically (describing and
analyzing) to an issue. Thus, a student’s styldegision making about a topic or issue is en-
hanced.

Conclusion

The paper presents a rubric for evaluating stutlabiities and understandings in critically ap-
plying the course’s subject matter (the globalneowoc, social cultural, and ethical frames) and
researched external sources to computing or infitmmaystem issues. The rubric is a structure
to assess the course’s goal of students develepiadpit, implicitly consisting of the four frames
to thinking critically about current and futureugs which they as information system profes-
sionals do or may encounter.

The paper also provides a discussion of the glel@inomic, social cultural, and ethical framing
conceptions or frames as the grounds for constguatirubric aimed at evaluating students’ ef-
forts.
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