295

Chapter XVIII

Computer Ethics:

Scenes from a Computer Education
Department in Turkey
Yavuz Akbulut
Anadolu University, Turkey
H. Ferhan Odabaşi
Anadolu University, Turkey
Abdullah Kuzu
Anadolu University, Turkey

Abstract
This chapter focuses on academic work on computer ethics conducted at a computer education department in Turkey. The chapter starts with the conceptual framework of computer ethics followed by the
colleagues at the department, and mentions some scale development and administration papers. Along
with research conducted at the department, applications of these researches in departments’ courses are
summarized. Then, implications of ethical practices for distance education are provided. Changes in the
computing science along with those in distance education are considered to require distance education
professionals to update their concepts and practices regarding integrity. Finally, future research directions,
opportunities, and additional ideas regarding mentioned research and coursework are presented.

INTRODUCTION
When computer ethics is mentioned in Turkey, it is
regarded double wise, that is, either the legal side

of computer use or a list of unethical behaviors
occurring to one’s mind are regarded. This chapter
therefore focuses on a different area, academic
work on computer ethics. Because ethics is a
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rather esoteric subject, computer professionals
usually find it difficult to study, so they choose
to deal with the practical ethics mainly. However,
starting from 1998, Turkey found a new platform
for computer ethics studies. In 1998, the Turkish
Higher Education Council opened new departments in education faculties of the universities
in Turkey. These new departments are named
Computer Education and Instructional Technology (CEIT). The basic aim of these departments
is to equip students with up-to-date knowledge
about computer and other information technologies, required for K-12 teachers. The departments
combining the pedagogical knowledge with computer skills became unique standpoints for fields
like computer ethics. In this chapter, we present
academic work on computer ethics realized by
one of these departments, Anadolu University,
CEIT Department. When doing so, we prefer to
classify the work as research and course work.
Finally, implications of ethical endeavors for
distance education practices are provided.

research
The CEIT department at Anadolu University
started working on conceptual framework of
computer ethics at the very beginning of the
2000s. Odabasi and Can (2002) discussed the
application of ethics to computer teaching, and
suggested specifications for a scale after studying
with 37 undergraduate students enrolled in the
BTO 408 Computer and Internet Safety course.
The study classified ethical principles, firstly
those involving ethical demeanors that should
be demonstrated by students as well as those
involving responsibilities regarding computer
and laboratory use. The study finalized with the
recommendation that there should be robust scales
to measure unethical computer using behaviors
of Turkish undergraduate students.
Fortunately, Namlu and Odabasi (2007) developed the items further, generated new items
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addressing several aspects of computer ethics,
referred to expert opinions and produced the final
version of the scale after administering it to 216
undergraduate students of computer technology.
In the study, a robust factor analysis was conducted and unethical computer using behaviors of
undergraduate students were classified under five
categories, as intellectual property, social impact,
safety and quality, net integrity and information
integrity. Items in the first category, intellectual
property, referred to the fact that information,
unlike tangible property, was found hard to
safeguard and hard to keep to one’s self (Mason,
1986). Using unlicensed software, using crack
programs, providing access to licensed software
without authorization, copying and selling licensed software CDs, and distributing software
licenses were instances of the first factor. The
second factor of the scale, social impact, involved
those items which were either socially chaotic
or happened in social environments. Disturbing
people in the virtual environments and using
computers as means of blackmail are instances
of the second factor. The third factor, safety and
quality, involved items that were inclined to affect safety as well as influenced the quality of job
that was carried out. Sample behaviors involve
deliberately damaging the hardware of public
computers, deliberately sending virus e-mails,
accessing other peoples’ personal computers and
hacking through Internet. Items within the fourth
dimension (i.e., net integrity) involved items that
were corruptive for the integrity of the net, such
as sending advertisement and chain mails for
financial purposes. The last dimension, information integrity, involved behaviors such as misuse
of information or things that disturb accessing
information. Sample behaviors include plagiarizing other’s software through small changes in the
interface or using someone else’s software as one’s
own by getting hold of the necessary codes. The
study ended with the suggestion that unethical
computer using behaviors should be studied under
the light of several independent variables that
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might affect unethical computer using behaviors
of undergraduate students.
Bearing Namlu and Odabasi’s (2007) suggestion in mind, Uysal (2006) scrutinized the views
of teacher candidates in his MA thesis study.
He administered the scale to 559 undergraduate
students. He found out that students reported
to be extremely ethical with regard to five factors mentioned by Namlu and Odabasi (2007).
However, students’ means was somewhat at an
undesired level in terms of intellectual property
and net integrity. An interesting finding was that
males reported to demonstrate unethical computer
using behaviors significantly more than females in
terms of all factors at a probability value of .01 or
below. Besides, he found significant differences
among different departments in terms of information integrity. More specifically, graduates of
the CEIT departments seemed to be at a worse
situation in comparison to other departments in
terms of information integrity. This finding might
reveal that the more students use computers,
the more unethical behaviors they are likely to
demonstrate. The finding also suggests that there
should be a higher emphasis on courses involving
computer ethics in CEIT departments.
Previous studies revealed that unethical behaviors might vary with regard to gender (Underwood & Szabo, 2003) and program of study
(McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Roberts, Anderson,
& Yanish, 1997). Thus, findings of Uysal (2006)
were expected. Underwood and Szabo (2003)
further suggested an interrelationship among
gender, frequency of Internet use, and maturity
of students. Maturity of students was not a plausible variable for undergraduate students who had
participated in the Uysal (2006) study. However,
department, gender and PC experience were all
applicable. Akbulut, Uysal, Odabasi, and Kuzu
(2008b) scrutinized the dataset of Uysal (2006)
and investigated whether gender, program of
study and PC experience have an impact on
ethical judgments of undergraduate students.
The study also checked the relationships among

these independent variables through conducting
a three-way ANOVA. The results indicated no
significant differences among different programs
of study and between high and low experienced PC
users. The analysis showed significant differences
between males and females. A significant interaction between the program of study and gender
was found, that is, females’ unethical computer
behaviors were consistent across different fields
while males’ behaviors varied according to the
field of study. This finding was interpreted in
accordance with the gender socialization and
occupational socialization theories that were
tested in Mason and Mudrack’s (1996) study.
More specifically, gender socialization theory
maintains that women are more likely to obey
the rules of the society in order to socialize and
accommodate the environment. On the other
hand, occupational socialization theory claims
that individuals behave in accordance with their
occupation regardless of their gender. Findings
supported gender socialization theory. However,
the occupational socialization theory and gender
socialization theory seemed to interact when the
target gender is males.
With the increasing use of Internet and distance education practices in Turkey, the scope
of computer ethics started to extend. Thus, the
CEIT department started to scrutinize the conceptual framework of electronic misconduct, which
involves the type of academic misdemeanors
conducted in e-environments. The department
focused on several aspects of e-misconduct. For
instance, Birinci and Odabasi (2006) referred
to the types and reasons of misdemeanors that
occur in academic life. The study also made a
special reference to Internet and made clear that
academic dishonesty is made easier through eenvironments. Odabasi et al. (2007) contributed
to the ethics through a conceptual paper which
focused on academic misconduct getting easier
with Internet. Following this conceptual paper,
Akbulut, Sendag, Birinci, Kilicer, Sahin, and
Odabasi (2008a) prepared specifications for a
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scale to measure academic dishonesty instances
in open and distance education practices. While
defining ethics, the unique context of Turkey was
also taken into account. More specifically, definitions of unethical conducts were made through
referring to scientific authorities in Turkey, including Anadolu University Scientific Ethics Guide
(BEK, 2003) and The Scientific and Technological
Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK, 2006).
The guide released by Anadolu University focused particularly on academic misdemeanors
conducted in academic settings. The guide classified these misdemeanors in accordance with
the context of unethical behavior. More specifically, unethical behaviors related to participant
selection and sampling, research methodology
and data analysis, publication and presentation,
addressing contributing authors, acknowledging
resources, editorship in peer-reviewed journals,
article review process, committee memberships and advisory duties in dissertations were
mentioned in the guide. The guide provided by
TUBITAK (2006) also advises practitioners on
different aspects of ethics. Based on these two
guides, instances of academic misdemeanors
realized through Internet were classified under
the titles of fabrication, falsification, finagling,
plagiarism, duplication, least publishable units,
neglecting support and misusing credit.
Three hundred and forty nine education faculty students from the faculty of education were
administered two Likert-Scale questionnaires
developed by the researchers, one focusing on
the instances of academic misdemeanors while
the other focusing on the reasons of electronic
misconduct. Results of two factor analyses on two
questionnaires classified types of misdemeanors
under the titles of fraudulence, plagiarism, falsification, delinquency and unauthorized help, while
the reasons for misdemeanors were classified
under the titles of individual reasons, institutional
policies and peer pressure.
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Aside from the above studies Sendag and Odabasi (2006) scrutinized on Internet and children,
and provided suggestions to develop cyber-awareness for kids. Kilicer and Odabasi (2006) discussed
why and how to teach ethics in terms of accuracy,
property, accessibility and privacy (i.e., PAPA)
in the field of computer teacher education. Uysal
and Odabasi (2006) further developed the ways
of teaching computer ethics to students through
scrutinizing on different teaching and learning
methods. Finally, another research team at the
CEIT department translated Moor’s (1985) classic
paper “What is computer ethics.” These studies
constituted the conceptual framework for offering
computer ethics courses at the department.

Course work
The department has been offering BTO 408
Computers and Internet Safety for 7 years. The
course aims at equipping students with skills to
detect harmful software, and set up and implement necessary programs to prevent network
fraudulence. Besides, the course also involves
legal arrangements regarding computer use and
Internet use, along with social and ethical issues
regarding computers.
Within the framework of the project called
Open Distance Inter-University Synergies between Europe, Africa and Middle East (ODISEAME), the department has offered an online
computer ethics course which involved trends
and issues in computer ethics. The aim of the
ODISEAME project has been to establish a network of Euro-Mediterranean higher education
institutions that will cooperate in generating and
disseminating contents for educational purposes.
ODISEAME has particularly tried to improve
higher education in partner countries by offering
Web-based lessons corresponding to the higher
education study programs. The course offered
by the CEIT department has primarily dealt with
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ethical foundations as a starting point. It explains
why ethical issues are important for computer
professionals. Life in cyber space and different
ethical behavior models in the cyber world are
also investigated with regard to privacy, accuracy,
property and accessibility. Students and teachers
from different countries took part in the project
and several students have been offered the course
starting from August 2005. All the relevant material such as readings, links, questions or related
bibliography have been delivered online, that is,
no hard copies have been available to students.
Two practitioners of Web-based training who
are also instructors at Anadolu University have
moderated the course so far. The course was first
piloted with the senior students of the department.
Then, assessment of the units was realized through
student and expert views. The first group to take
the course consisted of eight graduate students
who attended online classes between August 22,
2005, and October 2, 2005. Based on their suggestions, further modifications on the course content
and methodology have been made.
Within the scope of the masters course named
BTO509 Online Learning and Teaching Technologies, contents of the ODISEAME course were
revised, and adapted for up-to-date Web-based
training practices. Eleven doctorate students at
the department contributed to this process by
following the course books of Horton (2000) and
Jochems, van Merrienboer, and Koper (2004). The
unit will be ready by the end of the 2007 spring
semester to be used in open and distance learning
practices. Finally, the department aims to offer
an online masters degree program in computer
education and instructional technologies in which
computer ethics will be one of the required courses.
Most of the theoretical and practical details have
been considered and a comprehensive proposal has
been submitted to the Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK), yet
bureaucratic procedures to initiate the program
continue.

Implıcatıons for dıstance
educatıon
The impact of technology on both conventional
classrooms and distance learning environments
is considered to be enormous (Gearhart, 2001).
Bennett (1998) suggests three scenarios for the
future of teaching-learning endeavors. In the
first scenario, it is maintained that the size of
higher education institutions will shrink as global
electronic educational opportunities increase.
Campuses will be just service stations where
several learning modules are made available to
students at a distance. In the second scenario, it
is claimed that the telecommunication revolution
will have minimal influence on educational institutions. The third scenario suggests that higher
education institutions will remain, but they will
have altered educational roles involving higher
emphasis on pedagogy and collaboration using
innovative classrooms and laboratories. This
scenario also suggests that significant amount
of distance education will be realized but the
conventional roles of residential institutions will
continue. Gearhart (2001) believes that the third
scenario is the most realistic one, while the first
two seem unrealistic. However, we believe that
the first scenario maintaining that all education
might be realized at a distance is a realistic one
as well. In Turkey, the Open Education Faculty
of Anadolu University provides undergraduate
degree distance education to approximately one
third of all undergraduate students. Thus, it is
crucial to update institutional policies in accordance with the diverse population we work
with. In this respect, research conducted by the
department on computer ethics and e-misconduct
might be helpful.
It is more difficult for distance education students to deal with unethical behaviors than it is
for conventional students. This is a double-sided
problem. The first side involves practitioners’
responsibility to provide equal and rich opportu-
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nities for distance education students. Here, we
would like to adapt The Code of Ethics presented
by the Association for Educational Communications and Technology (AECT, 2005) to emphasize
our responsibilities. The first principle of the first
section states that professionals should encourage independent action in an individual’s pursuit
of learning and should provide open access to
knowledge regardless of delivery medium or
varying points of view of the knowledge. That
means all learners should be provided with equal
opportunities. Principle 7 states that in fulfilling
obligations to the individual, professionals should
provide current and sound professional practices
in the appropriate use of technology in education.
Principle 3 requires that in fulfilling obligations to the individual, the professionals should
guarantee to each individual the opportunity to
participate in any appropriate program. These
two principles suggest that students be provided
with learning materials suited to their needs.
Moreover, students with special needs should
be accommodated appropriately (Hall, 2007). If
applied to distance education settings, all these
principles place a crucial responsibility on practitioners in distance education, because it is harder
to manage the teaching-learning endeavors in
distance education practices. The second side of
the problem involves students in demonstrating
appropriate ethical behaviors in distance learning
environments. Such delicate requirements can
only be met with the help of practitioners who
are equipped with necessary skills to demonstrate
sound ethical demeanors in distance education.
Graduates of the CEIT departments are employed
as computer instructors and material developers
in distance education environments as well. Thus,
ethical endeavors of the department carries utmost
importance for sustaining ethical standards in
distance education practices.
One of the critical threats to sustaining
academic integrity in distance education is the
challenge to administer assessment appropriately.
During online assessment, instructors are not able
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to ascertain who is actually taking the test. In
addition, instructors cannot control unauthorized
use of additional resources. Finally, unauthorized
collaboration of students cannot be prevented.
Anadolu University administers conventional
tests three times a year as a precaution. Olt (2002)
proposes several strategies to minimize academic
dishonesty in online assessment such as acknowledging disadvantages of unethical behaviors,
taking necessary time to design effective online
assessments, assigning original project-based
assessments and providing students with a sound
academic integrity policy. All precautions suggested in the literature require distance education
institutions to employ professional staff who can
understand and apply ethical endeavors properly.
Thus, the CEIT department has a crucial role in
training these professionals.

conclusion
Distance education and open learning are likely to
change the learning landscape forever. Computer
science, which has a crucial place in distance education, is a rapidly changing field as well. These
changes require distance education professionals
to update their concepts and practices regarding integrity. No doubt that distance education
practices have provided several advantages to
individuals such as providing education to those
who do not have the chance to come to traditional
classrooms. Besides, the way students access to
information sources, the way they are instructed
and the way they are assessed have all improved.
However, application of ethics in traditional faceto-face learning might not be applicable to open
and distance learning environments. Individuals
might have the inclination to demonstrate unethical demeanors because they do not have to
threaten their faces in distance education environments. As indicated by a comprehensive and
recent study, undergraduate students’ inclination
to demonstrate unethical behaviors increase over
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the years (McCabe, 2005). Therefore, necessary
precautions should be taken through following
grounded policies and instructional processes.

Future Research Directions
The current paper summarizes research and
coursework on computers and academic integrity
realized at a CEIT department in Turkey. Department members aim to administer the developed
scales to a larger population so that they will be
able to see whether their hypotheses regarding
computer ethics and electronic misconduct hold
true. Besides, new courses and course contents are
being offered each year to equip students with a
thorough understanding of computer ethics. With
the advent of an online MA degree on computer
education and instructional technologies, the department will be able to share its experience with
students around the world, and receive feedback
from other practitioners in the field.
Surveys mentioned in the current study could
be further validated and administered at several
universities in order to investigate the organizational climate of Turkish universities in terms of
computer and Internet ethics. The current study
mostly focuses on unethical computer or Internet
using behaviors of undergraduate students. The
items covered in current surveys might not be
applicable to graduate students, academicians
and staff at other organizations. Developing new
items through expert opinion and conducting the
surveys at multiple universities and organizations
can give further insights about the ethical practices
observed at different contexts.
It is important to differentiate between what
is ethical and what is legal in the academic context. While deciding what ethical or unethical
behavior is, people rely mostly on their personal
judgments (Kreie & Cronan, 2000). Besides, it
has been indicated that disapproval of cheating
among peers is an important variable to prevent
cheating (Bowers, 1964). However, these personal

restraining mechanisms might not be sufficient to
prevent unethical demeanors, that is, official precautions and well-developed sanctions might be
necessary to prevent unethical behaviors. McCabe
and Trevino (1993) underlined the importance
of official precautions to prevent cheating. More
specifically, 29% of students enrolling in schools
with honor codes reported to have conducted
academic misdemeanors while 53% of students
enrolling in schools without honor code reported
to conduct such behaviors. Thus, development of
well-prepared honor codes like the one proposed
by AECT (2005) is an important step in determining the ethical standards. Moreover, because
different organizations and fields might involve
different types of academic misdemeanors, studies particularly focusing on ethical standards in
distance education are necessary for our field.
Finally, studies mentioned here mostly carry
the characteristics of cross-sectional studies where
data are collected at one shot. Besides, we have
not examined the efficiency of our coursework on
computer ethics on preventing unethical behaviors
yet. In this respect, longitudinal studies, which
explore the effectiveness of different precautions
on preventing electronic misconduct, carry utmost
importance.

REFERENCES
AECT. (2005). Code of ethics. Bloomington, IN.
Retrieved April 23, 2008, from http://www.aect.
org/About/Ethics.asp
Akbulut, Y., Sendag, S., Birinci, G., Kilicer, K.,
Sahin, M.C., & Odabasi, H. F. (2008a). Exploring
the types and reasons of internet triggered academic dishonesty among Turkish undergraduate
students. Computers and Education. Retrieved
April 23, 2008, from http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.compedu.2007.06.003
Akbulut, Y., Uysal, O., Odabasi, H. F., & Kuzu, A.
(2008b). Influence of gender, program of study and

301

Computer Ethics

PC experience on unethical computer using behaviors of Turkish undergraduate students. Computers
and Education. Retrieved April 23, 2008, from
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2007.06.004
BEK. (2003). Bilim Etigi Kilavuzu (Scientific
ethics guide). Anadolu University: Eskisehir. Retrieved April 23, 2008, from http://www.anadolu.
edu.tr/tr/bilimsel/bek.pdf
Birinci, G., & Odabasi, H. F. (2006, April 19-21).
Akademik calismalarda Internet kullanimi: Etik
bunun neresinde? (Use of Internet for academic
endeavors: Where does ethics lie?). In Proceedings
of the 6th International Educational Technology
Conference, (pp. 289-295). Famagusta, Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus.
Bowers, W. J. (1964). Student dishonesty and its
control in college. New York: Bureau of Applied
Social Research, Columbia University.
Gearhart, G. (2001, Spring). Ethics in distance
education: Developing ethical policies. Online
Journal of Distance Learning Administration,
4(1).
Hall, L. D. (2007). Professional ethics: Scenarios
and principles. TechTrends, 51(1), 15-16.
Horton, W. (2000). Designing Web-based training.
New York: John Wiley & Sons.
Jochems, W., van Merrienboer, J., & Koper, R.
(2004). Integrated e-learning: Implications for
pedagogy, technology and organization. London:
Routledge Falmer.
Kilicer, K., & Odabasi, H. F. (2006, April 19-21).
Bilgisayar ogretmenligi: Etik bunun neresinde?
(Computer education: Where does ethics lie?). In
Proceedings of the 6th International Educational
Technology Conference, (pp. 1124-1129). Famagusta, Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus.
Kreie, J., & Cronan, T. P. (2000). Making ethical
decisions. Communications of the ACM, 43(12),
66-71.

302

Mason, R. (1986). Four ethical issues of the information age. MIS Quarterly, 10(1), 5-11.
Mason, E. S., & Mudrack, P. E. (1996). Gender
and ethical orientation: A test of gender and
occupational socialization theories. Journal of
Business Ethics, 15, 599-604.
McCabe, D. L. (2005). CAI research. Retrieved
April 23, 2008, from http://www.academicintegrity.org/cai_research.asp
McCabe, D. L., & Trevino, L. K. (1993). Academic
dishonesty: Honor codes and other contextual
influences. Journal of Higher Education, 64(5),
552-538.
McCabe, D. L., & Trevino, L. K. (1997). Individual
and contextual influences on academic dishonesty:
A multi-campus investigation. Research in Higher
Education, 38, 379-396.
Moor, J. H. (1985). What is computer ethics?
Metaphilosophy, 16(4), 266-275. (Turkish translation available online at http://home.anadolu.edu.
tr/~fodabasi/doc/ty11.swf)
Namlu, A. G., & Odabasi, F. (2007). Unethical
computer using behavior scale: A study of reliability and validity on Turkish university students.
Computers and Education, 48, 205-215.
Odabasi, H. F., Birinci, G., Kilicer, K., Sahin,
M. C., Akbulut, Y., & Sendag, S. (2007). Bilgi
iletisim teknolojileri ve Internet’le kolaylasan
akademik usulsuzluk (Academic dishonesty:
Getting easier with Internet and ICT). Anadolu
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi.
Odabasi, H. F., & Can, V. (2002, October 23-26).
Bilgisayar ve ogretim teknolojileri ogretmenligi
dorduncu sinif ogrencilerinin bilgisayar ogretmenligi meslegi etik ilkelerine yonelik olcut
gelistirme cabalari (Endeavors to develop a computer education ethics scale for senior students
of computer education departments). XI Egitim
Bilimleri Kongresi (pp. 64-69). Nicosia, Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus.

Computer Ethics

ODISEAME. (2005). Open distance inter-university synergies between Europe, Africa and Middle
East. Retrieved April 23, 2008, from http://proyectos.cedetel.es/General-web/ponLocale.jsp?idProy
ecto=328&nombreClave=ODISEAME
Olt, M. R. (2002, Fall). Ethics and distance
education: Strategies for minimizing academic
dishonesty in online assessment. Online Journal
of Distance Learning Administration, 5(3).
Roberts, P., Anderson, J., & Yanish, P. (1997).
Academic misconduct: Where do we start? In
Paper presented at the Annual Conference of the
Northern Rocky Mountain Educational Research
Association, Jackson, WY.
Sendag, S., & Odabasi, H. F. (2006, April 19-21).
Internet ve cocuk: Etik bunun neresinde?(Internet
and the child: Where does ethics lie?). In Proceedings of the 6th International Educational Technology Conference, (pp. 1508-1515). Famagusta,
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus.
TUBITAK. (2006). Bilimsel dergilere gonderilen
makalelerde dikkat edilmesi gereken noktalar
(Matters to consider in articles being sent to
scientific journals). Council of Research and
Publication Ethics. Retrieved April 23, 2008, from
http://journals.tubitak.gov.tr/genel/brosur.pdf
Underwood, J., & Szabo, A. (2003). Academic
offences and e-learning: Individual propensities in cheating. British Journal of Educational
Technology, 34(4), 467-477.
Uysal, O. (2006). Ogretmen adaylarinin bilgisayar etigine iliskin gorusleri (Views of teacher
trainees on computer ethics). Doctoral dissertation, Anadolu University Graduate School of
Educational Sciences, Eskisehir, Turkey.
Uysal, O., & Odabasi, H. F. (2006, April 19-21).
Bilgisayar etigi ogretiminde kullanilan yontemler
(Methods used in teaching computer ethics). In
Proceedings of the 6th International Educational
Technology Conference, (pp. 1639-1652). Famagusta, Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus.

ADDITIONAL READING
Adam, A. (2000, December). Gender and computer ethics. Computers and Society, 17-24.
Austin, M. J., & Brown, L. D. (1999). Internet
plagiarism: Developing strategies to curb student
academic dishonesty. The Internet and Higher
Education, 2(1), 21-33.
Baase, S. (2003). A gift of fire: Social, legal,
and ethical issues for computers and the Internet (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson
Education.
Bear, G. G. (1990). Knowledge of computer
ethics: Its relationship to computer attitude and
socio moral reasoning. Journal of Educational
Computing Research, 6, 77-87.
Bennett, J. B. (1998). Collegial professionalism
the academy, indiviualism, and the common
good. Phoenix: American Council on Education
& Oryx Press.
Bowyer, K. (1996). Ethics and computing: Living responsibly in a computerized world. IEEE
Computer Society Press.
Bynum, T. W., & Rogerson, S. (2004). Computer
ethics and professional responsibility. Malden,
USA: Blackwell.
Carey, S. F. (2003). Combating plagiarism. Phi
Delta Kappa Fastbacks, 514, 7-32.
Crown, D. F., & Spiller, M. S. (1998). Learning
from the literature on collegiate cheating: A review of empirical research. Journal of Business
Ethics, 17, 683-700.
DeVoss, D., & Rosati, A. (2002). It wasn’t me,
was it? Plagiarism and the Web. Computers and
Composition, 19, 191-203.
Ercegovac, Z., & Richardson, J. V. (2004).
Academic dishonesty, plagiarism included, in
the digital age: A literature review. College &
Research Libraries, 65(4), 301-318.

303

Computer Ethics

Ermann, M. D., Williams, M. B., & Shauf, M.
S. (Eds.). (1997). Computers, ethics, and society.
New York: Oxford University Press.
Gattiker, U. E., & Kelley, H. (1999). Morality and
computers: Attitudes and differences in moral
judgments. Information Systems Research, 10,
233-254.
Hughes, J. C., & McCabe, D. (2006). Academic
misconduct major problem in Canada, study
finds. University of Guelph, Communications and
Public Affairs. Retrieved April 23, 2008, from
http://www.uoguelph.ca/mediarel/2006/09/academic_miscon.html
Kibler, W. L. (1993). Academic dishonesty: A
student development dilemma. NASPA Journal
30, 252-267.
Langford, D. (1995). Practical computer ethics.
Cambridge: McGraw-Hill.
Marshall, S., & Garry, M. (2005, December 4-7).
How well do students really understand plagiarism? In H. Goss (Ed.), Proceedings of the 22nd
Annual Conference of the Australasian Society
for Computers in Learning in Tertiary Education
(ASCILITE), (pp. 457-467). Brisbane, Australia.

304

Mason, E. S., & Mudrack, P. E. (1996). Gender
and ethical orientation: A test of gender and
occupational socialization theories. Journal of
Business Ethics, 15, 599-604.
Mercuri, R. (1998). In search of academic integrity.
Communications of the ACM, 40(5), 136.
Park, C. (2003). In other (people’s) words: Plagiarism by university students—literature and
lessons. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher
Education, 28(5), 471-488.
Ross, K. A. (2005). Academic dishonesty and the
Internet. Communications of the ACM, 48(10).
Ward, D. A., & Beck, W. L. (1990). Gender and
dishonesty. The Journal of Social Psychology,
130, 333-339.
Warnken, P. (2004). Academic original sin: Plagiarism, the Internet, and librarians. The Journal
of Academic Librarianship, 30(3), 237-242.
Whitaker, E. E. (1993). A pedagogy to address
plagiarism. College Teaching, 42, 161-164.
Woodbury, M. C. (2003). Computer and information ethics. IL, USA: Stipes.

