
UC Merced
Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science 
Society

Title
Ethical Reasoning Strategies and Their Relation to Case-Based Instruction: Some 
Preliminary Results

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/89b1w36g

Journal
Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science Society, 18(0)

Authors
Ashley, Kevin D.
Keefer, Matthew

Publication Date
1996
 
Peer reviewed

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/89b1w36g
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


Ethica l  Reasonin g Strategie s an d Thei r  Relatio n t o Case-Base d Instruction : 
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Learnin g Researc h an d Developmen t  Cente r 
393 9 O'Har a Stree t 

Pittsburgh ,  P A 1521 3 
ashley-t-@pitt.edu ,  keefer@vms.cis.pitt.ed u 

Abstrac t 

Thi s pape r  describe s som e preliminar y result s o f  a n 
experimen t  t o collect ,  analyz e an d compar e protocol s o f 
argument s concernin g practica l  ethica l  dilemma s prepare d 
by novic e an d mor e experience d ethica l  reasoners .  W e 
repor t  th e difference s w e observe d betwee n th e novic e an d 
experience d reasoners '  apparen t  strategie s fo r  analyzin g 
ethica l  dilemmas .  W e offe r  a n explanatio n o f  th e 
difference s i n term s o f  specifi c  difference s i n th e difficult y 
of  th e strategies '  informatio n processin g requirements . 
Finally ,  w e attemp t  t o explai n th e utilit y  o f  case-base d 
ethic s instructio n i n term s o f  th e nee d t o inculcat e 
informatio n processin g skill s  require d b y th e experience d 
reasoners '  strategy . 

Introduction 

I n thi s paper ,  w e repor t  som e preliminar y finding s o f  a n 
empirica l  investigatio n o f  differen t  strategie s fo r  analyzin g 
practica l  ethica l  dilemma s employe d b y novic e an d mor e 
experience d ethica l  reasoners .  W e undertoo k thi s researc h i n 
par t  t o identif y th e relationshi p betwee n case-base d 
instructio n i n practica l  ethic s an d ethica l  reasonin g 
strategies .  S o m e recen t  wor k ha s emphasize d th e us e o f 
case-base d instructio n t o acquir e cas e experience s fo r  us e i n 
subsequen t  case-base d reasoning .  B y contrast ,  ou r  previou s 
wor k ha s emphasize d th e rol e o f  case-base d instructio n i n 
teachin g mor e domain-specifi c  case-base d reasonin g 
strategies .  Compar e Edelson' s C R E A N I M A TE progra m 
(Edclson ,  1996 )  whic h teache s youn g elementar y student s b y 
havin g the m se e an d modif y cas e example s o f  anima l 
adaptations ,  wit h th e C A T O progra m whic h teache s first 
yea r  la w student s a  proces s o f  makin g an d respondin g t o 
case-base d lega l  argument s (Aleve n &  Ashley ,  1995) .  W e 
sough t  t o investigat e wha t  th e rol e o f  case-base d instructio n 
migh t  b e concernin g practica l  ethica l  reasoning ,  specificall y 
reasonin g abou t  dilemma s involvin g whethe r  t o tel l  th e 
trut h o r  disclos e information .  I n thi s domain ,  case-base d 
reasonin g i s les s formalize d (an d mor e controversial )  tha n i n 
lega l  argument ,  bu t  sul l  mor e structure d tha n in ,  say , 
thinkin g abou t  anima l  functio n an d adaptation . 

The pedagogica l  valu e o f  focusin g ethic s instructio n o n 
individua l  cases ,  o n case-base d comparison ,  an d o n explici t 
procedure s fo r  conductin g mora l  deliberatio n ha s bee n 
recognize d i n (Winston ,  1990 ;  Arras ,  1991) .  A  recen t 
engineerin g ethic s textboo k propose s a  casuisti c  (i.e. ,  case -
based )  mode l  fo r  resolvin g "line-drawing "  problem s (Harris , 

et  al. ,  1995 ,  pp .  127-135) .  Medica l  ethic s textbook s an d 
course s o f  instructio n focu s o n cas e studie s (see ,  e.g. , 
Beauchamp &  McCullough ,  1984) . 

Th e relationshi p betwee n case-base d ethica l  instructio n 
and ethica l  reasonin g i s mor e controversial ,  no t  leas t  becaus e 
th e natur e o f  ethica l  reasonin g i s  controversial . 
Contemporar y theorist s o f  mora l  philosoph y hav e debate d 
th e distinctio n betwee n procedura l  /  principle d approache s t o 
ethica l  reasonin g an d mor e agent-oriente d approache s (See , 
e.g. ,  Hampshire ,  1983 ;  Taylor ,  1989 ;  Maclntyre ,  1984) . 
Thes e philosopher s hav e argue d tha t  moder n mora l 
philosoph y represent s a  "shif t  awa y fro m conceivin g th e 
mora l  lif e i n accordanc e wit h th e specifi c  context s an d 
exigencie s o f  th e mora l  acto r  towar d a  focu s o n th e 
acquisitio n o f  mora l  rules ,  an d th e us e o f  rule s i n providin g 
th e standar d fo r  mora l  judgment "  (Keefer ,  1994) .  Th e 
theoretica l  an d empirica l  wor k o f  Piage t  (1932/1965 )  an d 
Kohlber g (se e Colb y &  Kohlberg ,  1987 )  ha s generall y 
supporte d thi s trend ,  describin g mora l  judgmen t  a s passin g 
throug h a  serie s o f  stage s culminatin g i n th e applicatio n o f 
hig h orde r  genera l  principle s t o practica l  judgments .  Caro l 
Gilliga n criticize d thi s vie w o f  mora l  development , 
showin g tha t  man y decisio n maker s focu s o n mor e practica l 
solutio n strategie s (Gilligan ,  1982) . 

I n reactio n t o th e procedura l  /  principle d approaches ,  a 
number  o f  ethicist s hav e develope d "ne w casuistic "  model s 
of  practica l  ethica l  decisio n makin g whic h involv e 
comparin g ethica l  dilemma s t o pas t  o r  paradigmati c ethica l 
case s (Strong ,  1988 ;  Jonsen ,  1991 ;  Jonse n an d Toulmin , 
1988 ;  Brody ,  1988 ;  Schaffner ,  1994) .  T h e casuisti c 
approache s focu s o n th e importanc e o f  th e mora l  agents ' 
gettin g th e right  descriptio n an d interpretatio n o f  a  mora l 
dilemm a fro m whic h follow s th e choic e o f  a n action .  The y 
emplo y mor e domain-specifi c  "middle-level "  principle s an d 
cas e comparison s t o fles h ou t  a  mor e adequat e descriptio n o f 
th e proble m an d it s  possibl e solutions .  Accordin g t o 
Strong' s model ,  fo r  instance ,  whe n face d wit h a  mora l 
problem ,  on e should :  first,  identif y pertinen t  middle-leve l 
principles ,  role-specifi c  duties ,  alternativ e course s o f  action , 
and morall y relevan t  way s i n whic h case s o f  thi s typ e ca n 
diffe r  fro m on e anothe r  (i.e. ,  factors) .  Then ,  fo r  eac h option , 
one identifie s paradig m rea l  o r  hypothetica l  case s i n whic h 
th e variou s option s woul d b e justifiable ,  compare s th e cas e 
at  han d wit h th e paradigm s an d determine s whic h paradigm s 
i t  i s  "closes t  to "  (Strong ,  1988) . 

We ar e intereste d i n understandin g th e use s o f  case s i n 
teachin g i n thi s domai n wher e eve n th e mode l  o f  reasonin g 
i s debated .  Ther e ar e a  numbe r  o f  possibilities .  Th e purpos e 

483 

mailto:ashley-t-@pitt.edu
mailto:keefer@vms.cis.pitt.edu


of  case-base d instructio n i n ethic s migh t  b e t o teac h student s 
t o emplo y a  casuisti c mode l  lik e Strong' s and ,  perhaps ,  t o 
provid e a  menta l  databas e o f  paradigmati c case s fo r  purpose s 
of  makin g comparisons .  I t  migh t  b e t o provid e student s 
wit h practic e employin g a  procedura l  /  principle d approac h 
t o ethica l  reasonin g an d example s o f  principle s an d 
circumstance s wher e the y apply .  Alternatively ,  th e 
connectio n betwee n case-base d instructio n an d ethica l 
reasonin g m a y involv e a  comple x dialectica l  relationshi p 
betwee n principle s an d case s (Arras ,  199 1 p .  480 -

Havin g undertake n a n empirica l  investigatio n o f  ethica l 
reasonin g strategie s a m o n g novic e an d mor e experience d 
ethica l  reasoners ,  w e hav e identifie d anothe r  plausibl e 
hypothesis .  W e se e instructio n wit h case s a s a  strateg y fo r 
apprisin g novice s o f  th e importanc e o f  descriptio n an d 
interpretatio n i n ethica l  reasonin g (Geertz ,  1971 ;  Davis , 
1991 )  an d teachin g the m informatio n an d method s fo r 
meetin g th e informatio n processin g requirement s o f  a 
particula r  reasonin g strateg y w e cal l  th e R S O (fo r  Role -
Specifi c  Obligations )  Strategy .  A s w e discus s below ,  th e 
R SO Strateg y i s no t  strictl y speakin g a  case-base d strategy , 
but  case-base d instructio n i s uniquel y abl e t o inculcat e th e 
informatio n processin g skill s  th e R S O Strateg y requires . 

Collecting Ethical Argument Protocols 

Recently ,  w e hav e complete d a n analysi s o f  protocol s 
generate d i n a n experimen t  t o documen t  an d understan d th e 
processe s b y whic h subject s i n tw o group s reasone d abou t 
practica l  ethica l  issues .  Th e firs t  group ,  mean t  t o represen t 
novic e ethica l  reasoners ,  comprise d fourtee n hig h schoo l 
student s i n on e o f  th e premie r  suburba n publi c hig h school s 
of  th e Pittsburg h area .  Th e secon d group ,  mean t  t o represen t 
mor e experience d ethica l  reasoners ,  comprise d si x graduat e 
student s enrolle d i n a  medica l  ethic s graduat e progra m a t  th e 
Universit y o f  Pittsburgh .  Ou r  experimenta l  procedur e 
involve d presentin g th e novic e grou p o n thre e differen t  day s 
wit h twelv e ethica l  dilemmas .  W e sough t  t o presen t  case s 
raisin g issue s intrinsicall y interestin g t o hig h schoo l 
students ,  bu t  whic h als o fel l  withi n th e experienc e an d 
expertis e o f  th e graduat e students .  Al l  o f  th e dilemma s deal t 
wit h issue s involvin g whethe r  o r  no t  t o disclos e 
information .  Nin e case s deal t  wit h healt h car e worke r  /  clien t 
scenarios ,  whil e th e remainin g thre e deal t  wit h youn g adul t 
wor k plac e scenarios .  Fo r  th e hig h schoo l  students ,  eac h 
day' s sessio n laste d fo r  abou t  1. 5 hours .  Th e subject s woul d 
begi n b y readin g a  se t  o f  fro m thre e t o si x o f  th e case s an d 
fillin g ou t  a  questionnair e regardin g h o w the y woul d resolv e 
th e cases .  Sampl e question s are : 

"I n Cas e A ,  shoul d th e residen t  tel l  Jenny' s parent s 
abou t  he r  plan s t o leav e th e hospital ? W h y ? "  "I n Cas e B , 
shoul d Jessic a tel l  th e insuranc e agen t  tha t  he r  patien t  wa s 
on drugs ? W h y ? "  "Shoul d Dr .  Lewi s repor t  [t o Medicare ] 
tha t  hi s patien t  ha s a  mor e seriou s conditio n i n Cas e E ? 
W hy o r  w h y not? "  "Wha t  i s th e bes t  wa y t o handl e Cas e 
A ? W h y ? (i.e. .  Wha t  shoul d Victo r  do?) " 
We the n conducte d th e sam e experimenta l  procedur e o n 

thre e differen t  day s wit h th e experience d ethica l  reasone r 
group .  Th e ethic s graduat e student s rea d th e sam e case s an d 
fille d ou t  th e sam e questionnaire s a s th e hig h schoo l 
students . 

T h r e e Strategie s fo r  A n a l y z i n g D i l e m m a s 

I n thi s paper ,  w e repor t  th e preliminar y result s o f  ou r 
analysi s o f  th e students '  answer s t o th e questionnaires .  A n 
initia l  revie w o f  th e students '  response s t o th e questionnaire s 
suggeste d that ,  i n analyzin g th e dilemmas ,  th e subject s 
employe d tw o primar y strategies :  (1 )  a  Justificatio n / 
Principle d Strateg y ( P R I N C Strategy )  an d (2 )  a  Rol e 
Specifi c  Obligation s Strateg y ( R S O Strategy) . 

Th e ke y t o th e P R I N C Strateg y i s th e applicatio n o f  a 
genera l  principl e o r  rul e a s decisiv e i n determinin g wha t 
ough t  t o b e done .  Rule s dea l  wit h case s directly .  I f  th e 
condition s fo r  th e applicatio n o f  th e rul e ar e judge d t o b e 
met ,  th e actio n prescribe d b y th e rul e i s carrie d out . 
Conversely ,  i f  th e actio n i s carrie d out ,  th e actio n ma y b e 
justifie d b y appea l  t o th e rule .  A n exampl e o f  thi s strateg y 
ca n b e see n i n th e respons e o f  a  graduat e studen t  t o a 
questio n whethe r  a  physician ,  w h o feel s tha t  a n elderl y 
Medicar e patien t  wit h hypertensio n "need s mor e tha n thre e 
day s awa y fro m he r  demandin g famil y t o res t  an d recuperat e 
(thre e day s bein g th e m a x i m u m hospita l  sta y reimbursabl e 
by Medicare] ,  shoul d 'repor t  tha t  hi s patien t  ha s a  mor e 
seriou s condition. "  Th e studen t  said : 

"No .  T o d o s o i s t o chea t  al l  o f  u s w h o pa y fo r  th e 
system .  I f  th e ol d lad y ha s a  proble m famil y i t  i s  a  matte r 
fo r  socia l  services ,  a t  worst ,  o r  perhap s ligh t  persona l 
interventio n a t  best. " 
We hav e summarize d th e P R I N C Strateg y i n th e 

followin g way .  I t  shoul d b e note d tha t  whil e w e expres s 
bot h th e P R I N C an d R S O Strategie s a s processe s fo r 
explanator y convenience ,  w e ar e not ,  a s yet ,  committe d t o 
th e clai m tha t  thei r  step s ar e performe d seriall y  o r  i n a 
particula r  order .  Moreover ,  no t  al l  o f  th e step s nee d b e 
present .  I n th e nex t  section ,  w e defin e specifi c  classificatio n 
categorie s base d o n subset s o f  th e underiine d steps . 

P R I N C Strategy :  Justification/Principle d 
I .  Identif y genera l  principle s o r  norm s i n th e dilemma . 
ia .  T h e identificatio n proces s m a y involv e statin g 

hypothetica l  o r  assume d condition s necessar y fo r  th e 
applicatio n o f  th e nor m o r  principle . 

2.  Determin e whic h nor m o r  principl e i s decisive . 
2a .  Identif y action(s )  i n th e di lemm a whic h ar e 

consisten t  wit h th e decisiv e principl e o r  norm . 
3.  I f  neithe r  nor m o r  principl e i s decisive ,  rewrit e th e 

dilemm a t o accommodat e value s supporte d b y a  nor m o r 
principle . 

3a .  Propos e a  cours e o f  actio n whic h i s consisten t  wit h 
th e nor m o r  principle . 

4.  W h e n a n actio n i s chose n tha t  i s consisten t  wit h th e 
nor m o r  principle : 

4a.  Justif y action(s )  b y adducin g th e nor m o r  principle . 
4b .  (Counterfactua l  condition s justificatio n strategy )  I n 

orde r  t o justif y th e actio n chosen ,  specif y hypothetica l 
condition s whic h woul d suppor t  a n alternativ e actio n 
mandatin g a  differen t  actio n an d sho w tha t  thes e condition s 
d o no t  obtai n i n th e presen t  case , 

4c .  Identif y consequence s whic h woul d ensu e o r  b e avoide d 
by performin g th e action(s )  mandate d b y th e nor m o r 
principle . 
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iJdentif y a n actio n i n th e di lemm a whic h i s no t 
consisten t  wit h a  nor m o r  principl e and .  so ,  shoul d no t  b e 
performed .  Justif y b y adducin g th e nor m o r  principle . 
Specif y alternativ e actio n whic h i s consisten t  wit h th e nor m 
or  principle . 

Rule s an d principle s hav e bee n describe d b y som e 
philosopher s a s "preforme d decisions "  o r  "summarie s o f  th e 
outcome s o f  conflicts "  (cf .  Raz .  1990 ;  Nussbaum ,  1986 )  an d 
i n thei r  practica l  rol e provid e subjects '  wit h read y solution s 
t o difficul t  di lemma s tha t  als o carr y wit h the m a n 
intermediat e leve l  o f  justification .  Th e graduat e student' s 
respons e quote d abov e i s a n exampl e o f  how ,  i n th e exercis e 
of  th e P R I N C Strategy ,  th e determinatio n tha t  on e principl e 
i s o f  overridin g importanc e m a y invok e a n "exclusionary " 
mind-se t  tha t  ca n effectivel y eliminat e consideratio n o f 
conflictin g reasons .  I n thi s example ,  th e forc e o f  th e 
overridde n clai m (he r  stres s ove r  famil y problems )  i s 
discounte d a s a  medica l  concern ,  an d viewe d rathe r  a s a 
"matte r  fo r  socia l  services. " 

By contrast ,  th e R S O Strateg y require s recognitio n o f 
more specifi c  rol e obligation s tha t  ca n onl y b e derive d fro m 
knowledg e o f  paradigmati c scenario s o r  script s i n whic h the y 
ar e embedde d an d fro m whic h the y acquir e thei r  meaning . 
The R S O Strateg y tend s t o tak e int o accoun t  th e dilemma' s 
circumstance s i n th e identificatio n o f  th e di lemm a a s a n 
instanc e o f  a  paradig m associate d wit h th e rol e specifi c 
obligation .  Fo r  example ,  conside r  anothe r  graduat e studen t 
respons e t o th e sam e problem . 

"Dr .  Lewi s shoul d no t  repor t  a  fals e diagnosi s unles s ther e 
i s n o othe r  wa y t o provid e hi s patien t  wit h adequat e care . 
He shoul d investigat e othe r  possibilitie s ([e.g., ]  fre e car e 
fun d a t  hospita l  fo r  sta y ove r  thre e days ,  intermediat e 
option s suc h a s independen t  livin g typ e nursin g h o m e 
away fro m he r  family ,  an d alternativ e bu t  correc t 
diagnose s providin g longe r  coverage) ,  an d failin g othe r 
options ,  i f  h e feel s tha t  i t  i s  i n th e medica l  bes t  interest s 
of  hi s patien t  t o remai n hospitalized ,  h e shoul d repo n a 
more seriou s condition .  U p o n doin g so ,  however ,  h e 
shoul d attemp t  t o explai n t o hi s patien t  wh y h e i s doin g 
this ,  s o a s t o avoi d futur e confusio n abou t  he r  healt h 
status. " 
I n thi s response ,  th e studen t  clearl y state s tha t  th e 

protagonist' s  R S O shoul d b e t o "provid e hi s patien t  wit h 
adequat e medica l  care. "  Afte r  statin g thi s obligation ,  th e 
studen t  specifie s alternativ e practica l  step s tha t  woul d avoi d 
havin g t o choos e betwee n th e "horns "  o f  th e dilemm a an d 
stil l  hono r  hi s specificatio n o f  th e R S O .  I f  thos e option s ar e 
not  possible ,  th e subjec t  argues ,  th e physicia n shoul d 
perfor m th e actio n recommende d b y th e role-specifi c 
formulation .  Finally ,  th e studen t  als o attempt s t o dea l  wit h 
some o f  th e cost s o f  optin g fo r  tha t  'horn "  o f  th e dilemma , 
agai n i n a  manne r  consisten t  wit h th e R S O.  W e summariz e 
th e R S O Strateg y a s follows : 

R SO Strategy :  Rol e Specifi c  Obligation s 
1.  Identif y th e relevan t  roIe-specifi c  obligation s (RSO )  an d 

th e protagonist' s  goal s th e R S O entai l  whic h m a k e thi s 
dilemm a a n instanc e o f  a  particula r  paradigm . 

la. .  Thi s proces s m a y involv e statin g hypothetica l 
condition s consisten t  wit h th e R S O an d goals . 

2.  Determin e whic h action(s )  i n th e d i lemm a ar e 
consisten t  wit h th e R S O an d goals . 

2a.  Identif y th e action(s )  give n i n th e di lemm a whic h ar e 
consisten t  wit h th e R S O paradigm . 

3.  I f  n o actio n give n i n th e dilemm a i s consisten t  wit h th e 
R SO an d goal s rewrit e th e dilemm a t o accommodat e value s 
supporte d b y a n R S O an d goals . 

3a .  Propos e a  cours e o f  actio n consisten t  wit h th e 
preferre d R S O an d goals . 

4.  Havin g chose n a  consisten t  action : 
4a.  Justif y b y explici t  referenc e t o middle-leve l  o r  highe r 

principle s associate d wit h th e R S O paradigm . 
4b .  (Counterfactua l  condition s justificatio n strategy )  I n 

orde r  t o justif y th e R S O chosen ,  specif y hypothetica l 
condition s whic h woul d suppor t  classifyin g th e di lemm a a s 
an instanc e o f  a n alternativ e R S O paradig m mandatin g a 
differen t  actio n an d sho w tha t  thes e condition s d o no t  obtai n 
i n th e presen t  case . 

4c .  S h o w th e practica l  consequence s o f  th e actio n tha t 
woul d ensu e whic h ar e consisten t  wit h th e R S O an d goals . 

5^  Identif y a n actio n i n th e d i lemm a whic h i s no t 
consisten t  wit h a n R S O an d goal s and ,  so .  shoul d no t  b e 
performed .  Justif y b y explici t  referenc e t o middle-leve l  o r 
highe r  principle s associate d wit h th e R S O paradigm .  Specif y 
alternativ e actio n wit h i s consisten t  wit h R S O an d goals . 

Th e distinctio n betwee n th e P R I N C an d R S O strategie s 
m a ps directl y ont o th e distinctio n draw n betwee n 
justificatio n /  principle d strategie s an d thos e whic h focu s o n 
th e importanc e o f  th e mora l  agents '  gettin g th e righ t 
descriptio n an d interpretatio n o f  th e mora l  di lemm a fro m 
whic h follow s th e choic e o f  a n actio n (Walzer ,  1983 ;  1994) . 
The R S O Strategy' s identifyin g th e duties/obligation s o f  th e 
professional ,  specifyin g hypothetica l  condition s fo r  th e 
dilemma' s bein g a n instanc e o f  a  specifi c  R S O paradig m an d 
specifyin g practica l  consequence s consisten t  wit h th e R S O 
goal s ar e al l  strategie s fo r  adequatel y describin g th e dilemm a 
and accountin g fo r  it s circumstances . 

I n th e cours e o f  analyzin g th e data ,  anothe r  strateg y wa s 
identifie d tha t  wa s judge d t o b e especiall y prevalen t  amon g 
our  hig h schoo l  subjects .  Th e strateg y wa s simila r  i n for m 
t o th e P R I N C strategy ,  bu t  rathe r  tha n makin g appea l  t o 
principle s o r  norm s (4a )  i n defens e o f  th e solutio n chosen , 
thes e subject s appeale d t o mora l  consequences .  Th e strateg y 
was define d usin g th e identica l  numbe r  o f  component s a s th e 
R SO an d P R I N C .  an d differ s mainl y i n regar d t o th e conten t 
of  th e (4a )  justification .  A n exampl e o f  a  Justificatio n / 
Consequenc e o r  C O N S EQ strateg y i s a s follows : 

"Yes ,  th e residen t  shoul d tel l  Jenny' s parent s fo r  tw o 
reasons .  First ,  Jenn y coul d starv e hersel f  t o deat h whil e a t 
her  friend s house .  Second ,  i f  sh e leave s he r  parent s m a y 
su e th e hospita l  an d i f  th e residen t  i s foun d t o hav e know n 
th e plo t  th e residen t  coul d b e reprimande d b y th e 
hospital. " 

Analysis of Questionnaire Protocols 
Our  protoco l  analysi s applie s method s develope d i n 

discours e analysi s an d extend s th e wor k o f  (Keefer ,  1995) . 
Al l  protocol s wer e transcribe d an d segmente d fo r  analysis . 
We onl y score d th e underline d component s o f  th e strategies . 
As w e expected ,  no t  man y o f  ou r  subject s use d al l  th e 
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component s o f  a  give n strategy .  Th e minima l  criteri a fo r 
scorin g a  protoco l  a s R S O,  P R I N C an d C O N S EQ wa s th e 
presenc e o f  a  (2a )  o r  (3a )  simpl e actio n o r  interactiv e pla n 
followe d b y an y (4a )  justificatio n -  i.e. ,  fo r  th e P R I N C 
strategy ,  a  principl e o r  norm ,  fo r  th e C O N S EQ strategy ,  a n 
appea l  t o consequences ,  an d fo r  a n R S O protoco l  strategy , 
an appea l  t o rol e specifi c  obligations .  O f  course ,  man y 
subject s generate d mor e tha n thi s minima l  criteri a fo r 
strateg y membership .  I n orde r  t o provid e a  measur e o f 
difference s i n th e degre e o f  competenc e an d sophisticatio n i n 
subjects '  us e o f  a  strategy ,  eac h respons e wa s furthe r 
classifie d a s belongin g t o on e o f  thre e mutuall y exclusiv e 
levels ,  A  t o C .  Th e thre e level s ar e hierarchicall y ordere d an d 
define d b y rule s tha t  specif y th e (increasingl y complex ) 
component s o f  th e strateg y require d fo r  a  protoco l  t o b e 
score d a t  a  give n level .  Th e rule s tha t  defin e level s A  t o C 
ar e a s follows : 

A [Strategy ]  M i n (2 a /  3 a an d 4a ) 
B [Strategy ]  +  1  (2 a /  3 a an d 4a )  +  ( 1 a  an d /  o r  4c ) 
C [Strategy ]  +  2  (2 a /  3 a an d 4a )  +  (4 b an d /  o r  5 ) 

+ (optional )  (l a and/o r  4c ) 

Results 
Th e relationshi p betwee n experience d an d hig h schoo l 

subjects '  choic e o f  ethica l  strategie s i s show n i n Tabl e 1 .  O f 
th e 6 3 graduat e studen t  responses ,  6 8 % evidence d a  choic e o f 
an R S O strateg y (leve l  A ,  B  o r  C ) .  Th e 14 9 hig h schoo l 
response s wer e sprea d ou t  muc h mor e evenl y acros s th e 
differen t  strategies ,  wit h 3 0 % evidencin g a  choic e o f 
P R I N C,  2 8 % a  choic e o f  R S O ,  2 4 % C O N S E Q,  an d th e res t 
other .  Th e othe r  categor y include s protocol s classifie d a s 
nonmoral ,  unelaborate d (i.e. ,  uncodable) ,  an d mixed . 

Tabl e 2  show s th e leve l  o f  sophisticatio n o f  th e subjects ' 
response s a s define d b y th e level s A  t o C  provide d above . 
For  eac h o f  th e thre e majo r  strategies ,  P R I N C ,  R S O o r 
C O N S E Q,  th e Tabl e show s th e tota l  percentag e o f  hig h 
schoo l  an d graduat e studen t  response s evidencin g an y o f  th e 
thre e strateg y levels .  A ,  B  o r  C .  Thus ,  th e firs t  colum n i n 
Tabl e 2  show s tha t  onl y abou t  3 % o f  th e hig h schoo l 
response s reache d th e C  leve l  (th e mos t  comple x level )  o f 
th e R S O Strategy .  B y contrast ,  th e nex t  colum n show s tha t 
nearl y 4 0 % o f  th e graduat e studen t  response s reache d th e 
R S O -C level .  Th e percentag e o f  graduat e studen t  R S O 
response s a t  eac h leve l  o f  complexit y decrease s 
monotonically .  Th e hig h schoo l  student s us e th e othe r 
strategie s an d ten d no t  t o reac h th e comple x level s o f  eithe r 
of  them . 

I t  shoul d b e note d tha t  thes e result s ar e preliminary .  W e 
hav e not ,  a s yet ,  examine d inter-rate r  reliabilit y  fo r  codin g 
protocol s a s eithe r  P R I N C ,  R S O o r  C O N S E Q,  no r  hav e w e 
teste d whethe r  rater s ca n reliabl y differentiat e th e 
component s tha t  defin e eac h strategy . 

Discussion 
We interpre t  th e result s o f  Tabl e 1  a s indicatin g tha t 

graduat e studen t  response s evidence d greate r  relianc e o n th e 
R SO Strategy .  Th e hig h schoo l  subjects '  choic e o f  strateg y 
was sprea d mor e evenl y acros s th e thre e majo r  strategies . 

We interpre t  th e result s o f  Tabl e 2  a s indicatin g tha t  th e 
graduat e studen t  response s evidence d mor e comple x R S O 

strategie s tha n thos e o f  hig h schoo l  students .  Thi s resul t 
confirm s tha t  whil e th e hig h schoo l  student s seeme d mor e 
willin g t o recommen d simpl e action s a s solution s an d t o 
adduc e rules ,  principle s o r  mora l  consequence s i n thei r 
defense ,  th e graduat e student s seeme d bette r  abl e t o specif y 
condition s unde r  whic h action s ar e recommende d b y RSO's , 
and t o conside r  thos e consequence s o f  behavio r  i n ligh t  o f 
thei r  normativ e commitments .  Graduat e student s wer e als o 
mor e likel y t o specif y alternativ e (rewrite )  strategie s (RS O 
S)  an d t o justif y solution s usin g counter-factua l  cas e 
comparison s (RS O 4b) . 

Sinc e th e graduat e studen t  response s evidence d greate r 
relianc e o n th e R S O Strateg y an d mor e comple x strateg y 
levels ,  w e hypothesiz e tha t  th e "informatio n processin g 
requirements "  o f  th e R S O Strateg y ar e somewha t  mor e 
comprehensiv e an d exactin g tha n thos e o f  eithe r  th e PRIN C 
or  C O N S EQ Strategy .  B y "informatio n processin g 
requirements "  o f  th e strategies ,  w e mea n th e answer s t o th e 
followin g questions :  Wha t  doe s on e nee d t o kno w t o appl y 
th e strategy ? H o w ar e thes e informatio n requirement s 
differen t  fo r  eac h strategy ? Wha t  ar e th e relativ e informatio n 
cost s o f  satisfyin g th e strategies '  differin g informatio n 
requirements ? 

Fro m th e example s i n th e protocols ,  w e hav e note d tha t 
posin g hypothetica l  condition s pursuan t  t o th e R S O 
Strateg y require s mor e exper t  knowledg e i n th e relevan t 
domai n o f  practic e suc h a s medica l  practice .  Th e hig h schoo l 
student s lac k tha t  knowledge .  I s th e mer e acquisitio n o f 
knowledg e abou t  medica l  practic e sufficien t  t o enabl e a 
subjec t  t o attai n a  highe r  strateg y leve l  i n analyzin g a 
physician-patien t  situation ? I n ligh t  o f  th e perceive d nee d t o 
provid e medica l  student s wit h instructio n concernin g 
practica l  ethica l  decision-making ,  w e believ e ther e i s 
probabl y mor e t o i t  tha n this .  Domain-specifi c  knowledg e i s 
on e prerequisit e fo r  greate r  sensitivit y t o a  dilemmas ' 
circumstance s an d enable s greate r  specificit y an d articulatio n 
of  th e relevan t  RSO's .  Eve n a  subjec t  wit h th e requisit e 
technica l  medica l  expertise ,  however ,  ma y stil l  nee d t o lear n 
h o w t o pos e hypothetica l  condition s meaningfull y an d 
effectivel y i n a n ethica l  analysi s an d t o practic e doin g so . 

We hypothesiz e tha t  th e R S O Strateg y i s generall y mor e 
comple x tha n th e P R I N C o r  C O N S EQ Strategy .  Som e 
suppor t  fo r  thi s hypothesi s i s foun d i n th e highe r  leve l  o f 
sophisticatio n o f  th e graduat e students '  R S O response s i n 
contras t  t o th e hig h schoo l  subjects '  R S O responses . 

I n th e vas t  majorit y o f  example s o f  th e P R I N C Strategy , 
by contrast ,  th e subjec t  simpl y identifie s a  rul e o r  principle , 
an actio n tha t  i s  consisten t  wit h i t  an d also ,  perhaps ,  a 
justificator y appea l  t o th e mor e fundamenta l  genera l  value s 
tha t  i t  supports .  Th e comparativ e simplicit y o f  thes e 
P R I N C Strateg y examples ,  w e hypothesize ,  stem s fro m th e 
fac t  tha t  th e rule s an d principle s constitut e "exclusionar y 
reasons "  whic h allo w decisio n maker s t o ignor e 
circumstance s o f  th e dilemm a tha t  ar e no t  consisten t  wit h 
th e actio n recommende d b y th e rul e o r  overridin g principle . 
Al l  tha t  i s  necessar y i s knowin g whic h principl e o r  nor m i s 
decisiv e an d whic h action s /  interest s ar e consisten t  wit h tha t 
principle .  W e als o observe d thi s sam e relativel y simpl e 
patter n i n mos t  example s o f  th e C O N S EQ Strategy . 
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Tabl e 1 :  Cho ic e o f  Strateg y 
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C a s e - B a s e d Ins t ruc t i o n 
I n designin g thi s experiment ,  ou r  initia l  hypothesi s ha d 

been tha t  mor e experience d ethica l  reasoner s woul d adop t  a 
more explicitl y  "casuistic "  reasonin g strategy .  W e expecte d 
t o se e som e evidenc e o f  explici t  comparison s t o case s alon g 
th e line s o f  Strong' s metho d describe d abov e (Strong , 
1988) .  W e had ,  moreover ,  consciousl y buil t  int o th e 
experimen t  a n opportunit y t o compar e an d contras t  cases . 
The dilemma s tha t  wer e presente d t o subject s wer e selecte d 
so tha t  the y coul d hav e draw n analogie s fro m on e proble m 
t o another ,  eithe r  t o sho w tha t  the y presente d th e sam e 
principle s and/o r  rol e specifi c  obligations ,  th e sam e conflict s 
among principles ,  o r  a n interestin g compariso n o f  factua l 
circumstances . 

I n fact ,  w e observe d i n th e students '  resix>nse s relativel y 
fe w explici t  cros s reference s t o othe r  problem s o r  cases .  Ou r 
dat a di d no t  sho w m u c h cas e compariso n eve n b y th e 
graduat e students . 

I n s o fa r  a s th e R S O Strateg y share s som e feature s wit h 
Strong' s procedure ,  however ,  i t  i s  mor e "case-based "  tha n th e 
P R I N C o r  th e C O N S EQ Strategy :  (a )  Bot h th e R S O 
Strateg y an d Strong' s procedur e focu s o n elaboratin g role -
specifi c  dutie s inheren t  i n th e situation ,  (b )  Bot h involv e 
reasoner s i n comparin g th e dilemma s t o paradigms .  R S O 
paradigms ,  however ,  wer e considerabl y mor e genera l  tha n a 
specifi c  case ,  (c )  Bot h involv e elaboratin g a  descriptio n o f 
th e proble m i n term s o f  morall y relevan t  factor s o r 
hypothetica l  conditions . 

We hypothesiz e tha t  case-base d instructio n assist s 
novice s t o acquir e th e informatio n processin g knowledg e an d 
skill s  require d t o perfor m th e R S O Strategy .  I n othe r  words , 
practic e reasonin g wit h an d comparin g specifi c  case s selecte d 
by a  teache r  fo r  pedagogica l  purposes ,  m a y appris e novice s 
of  th e informatio n require d b y th e R S O Strateg y an d hel p 
the m lear n skill s fo r  processin g th e mor e comple x 
informatio n requirements .  Comparin g an d contrastin g case s 
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ca n focu s attentio n o n th e natur e o f  RSO's ,  thei r 
relationshi p t o genera l  norms ,  morall y relevan t  factor s i n th e 
ethica l  domai n tha t  ca n mak e a n R S O paradig m mor e o r  les s 
applicable ,  an d th e existenc e o f  possibl e alternativ e actions . 

Conclusions 
Thi s pape r  ha s describe d som e preliminar y result s o f  a n 

experimen t  t o collect ,  analyz e an d compar e protocol s o f 
argument s concernin g practica l  ethica l  dilemma s prepare d b y 
novic e (hig h schoo l  students )  an d mor e experience d ethica l 
reasoner s (graduat e student s i n medica l  ethics) .  W e identifie d 
thre e strategie s fo r  ethica l  reasonin g evidence d i n th e 
subjects '  responses :  R S O,  PRINC ,  an d C O N S E Q,  an d thre e 
level s o f  complexit y o f  eac h strategy .  Th e graduat e student s 
preferre d th e R S O Strateg y an d attaine d mor e comple x level s 
of  th e R S O Strateg y tha n th e hig h schoo l  students . 

We attempte d t o explai n th e difference s i n term s o f 
specifi c  difference s i n th e difficult y o f  th e strategies ' 
informatio n processin g requirements .  Finally ,  w e attempte d 
t o explai n th e utilit y o f  case-base d ethic s instructio n i n 
term s o f  th e nee d t o inculcat e informatio n processin g skill s 
require d b y th e experience d reasoners '  R S O Strategy . 

I n relate d work ,  w e hav e buil t  a  mode l  o f  cas e compariso n 
i n practica l  ethic s i n th e T R U T H - T E L L E R progra m an d wil l 
attemp t  t o adap t  i t  t o mode l  thes e differen t  strategie s 
(McLare n &  Ashley ,  1995) .  Thi s researc h wil l  als o lea d t o 
improve d technique s fo r  representin g abstrac t  principle s an d 
gettin g interpretiv e C B R program s (Kolodner ,  1993 )  t o 
integrat e reasonin g wit h cases ,  reason s an d underlyin g 
principles . 
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