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Abstract

Modern business education requires constant ahges in business curriculum. One of the topics tha
gained a lot of attention in recent years is busirss ethics. Business schools have a responsibilityatcquaint
their students with the ethical challenges they wiface in business. Thus, the business ethics skibbe an
essential part of the curriculum of schools of busiess. This can be done by teaching a separate cais
business ethics or by using an integrative approachintroducing a new course or changing the existin
curriculum requires a lot of work and effort from b oth faculty and administrators. In order to add a
mandatory course and stay within the same number afinits required for the program, another course mus
be eliminated. In this paper we discuss a new cosg, Gateway Experience course, BUS 302, which iglst
under improvement. This course moves from a traditinal lecture based pedagogy to the team teachingse
analysis and case presentation approach, includesiginess ethics and uses course website. This newrse
originally designed 5 years ago is a mandatory cose offered at the undergraduate level with its maiigoal to
prepare students for careers in the global businesgorld. The course is taught by a team of two instrctors
with expertise in different business areas. Studestare divided into teams to perform case analysisase
presentation and write reports. Instructors, in addtion to coaching on cases, run class exercises atwving
business ethics, stakeholder’s analysis, and a stakolders summit. All materials for this course and
students’ peer evaluations are posted on the coursesbsite, http://www.csun.edu/BUS302. There are six
prerequisite lower division courses for the Gatewa¥xperience course. Students must pass a computedaen
on all these six courses and obtain a one unit crigdior lab. Only by passing the lab and the case ats the
students will be allowed to move to the senior lelieCases are written and published by faculty of ta College
of Business and changed every semester. As parttbé periodic course reassessment data were colledteom
students and faculty on the course usefulness and achieving the course learning goals. In this papeve will
concentrate on two segments of the course, the effieeness of case analysis and teamwork, and the
effectiveness of teaching business ethics and sgic thinking in collaborative learning environment Using
data obtained from 450 student responses and 25 fdty responses to the questionnaires’ hypothesis on
students’ learning and understanding ethical issueand strategic issues are tested. Also, the gaps the
instructors’ perceptions and students’ perceptionsre analyzed.

An American Assembly of Collegiate School8Bokiness (AACSB) survey claims that two-thirds o$imess
employers feel that students need more work iratka of management, including communication skslstated
by Wright (1994). The main complaint from businkssders is that students were lacking skills imauch as
cross-functional integration, teamwork, team buitdibusiness ethics, and written and oral commtioicakills.
These skills are instrumental for university gradsaespecially when global competition pushed many
organizations into team-based projects where dolebrain power provides products and servicetefasheaper,
and better. There is also a wide criticism of besfleaders for not being honest and moral. Acegrii an
October 2002 Harris Poll, 57% of adults disagreét the statement that people on Wall Street ateagst and
moral as other people (Taylor, 2002). The Sarb&hdey Act was introduced which requires CEOs tmsigd
personally certify their corporate financial statts. Swanson (2003) expressed the view that lassitbics
should be an essential part of the curriculum aifess schools. AACSB responded to this problerselying up
an ethics education page. Business schools hagpansibility to acquaint their students with th&aal theories,
tools, and cases. How to deliver business ethigsatthn becomes an issue. A summary of surveyteedidcussed
by Evans (2004) provides analysis of what busisehsols are doing to include ethics in the curtioul
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The traditional lecture method of lecturinglarote taking does not encourage students to acpagticipate in
learning business concepts. Also, it does not fattelents learning essential problem solving skitid critical
thinking skills in a group environment. Nelson (2)@riticized a lecture approach mode of teachmgrae that
does not involve students actively and does notigecopportunities for a dialogue, ideas exchaage,
negotiations. Active learning requires differergthods than a traditional lecture. Active learniagdefined by
Post (2005) means that students are learning mgdwid exploring. One of active learning methods dase
method. To study the advantages of teaching witesae recommend an excellent source of case begoaper
by Golich (2000) with a survey of more than 100ctet. The case teaching method and group progdicts
students to develop teamwork skills, negotiatiaiisskand leadership skills. The importance of piccand
experience in developing leadership skills wasudised by McCall (1998), who emphasized the issyseafiding
people with opportunities to lead. Developmenteafdership attributes and skills is consideredrasia factor to
become an effective manager and leader. Ulrichgpfifund that students with options in managemadt a
marketing ranked case studies higher in satisfadtian those who were accounting or finance maRasiseau
(2007) found a strong relationship between casdiesttin the business statistics section with higjiades on the
comprehensive final examination. In addition, shtdeseem to have difficulties with statistical i@@isag and
written communication as analyzed by Gandhi (208&)dents’ main problems are writing the statistieaults in
words, identifying what are the important variableshe case, testing hypotheses, and using regreasd
correlation analysis. Often, students are not famvith proper literature citations and quotati@amsl proper
referrals to the business law cases. Understarndndifference between legal and ethical problen@nother
obstacle when handling a case study analysis. pocating ethics issues into the case studies eelatadents’
skills and prepares them to compete in the glolmakferce.

Gateway Experience Course in the College of Busireat CSUN

The student population at the California &taniversity, Northridge (CSUN) is more than 32,00he College
of Business Administration and Economics is ontheflargest of eight colleges at the universityhvetstudent
population of about 6,000, including full-time stamds, international students, and part-time stugldrite typical
student population at CSUN in the third year cdssi$ students who have been at the universityesineir
freshman year (both U.S.A. high school graduatesisternational students), and approximately mbest60% of
students who completed their third year prerecessit the community colleges. This created a prolaf
achieving the same level of knowledge and skill®agnall the CSUN graduates. English for many ok¢h
students is their second language.

The College of Business responded to globahemy demand of providing business graduatesskitts that
will allow them to succeed in the business worldriyoducing an innovative multidisciplinary, calsased course,
Gateway Experience. The idea for a gateway expegienurse came from the College of Business cuuricu
review committee. A special Gateway Experience Catemcomposed of 12 faculty and a College Advisory
Council representative was created to propose edeasning objectives, develop course content atisaty
method, and course assessment. It took almostéas or this committee to finalize the course paap,
including learning goals, topics, concepts, metbbdelivery, selection and writing of case studis] course
assessment. There was a consensus that the gealsaattion for the profession include acquisitibbadies of
specialized knowledge, but equally important, skill applying this knowledge in the complex sitoasi of
practice, including communication skills, team wiatkskills, and strategic thinking.

The Gateway Experience course had origirfally credit units, where one unit was designatedetiew and
pass computerized exams in six lower division sesfcalled LDC modules, including financial acttng,
managerial accounting, business law, microecongmiesroeconomics, and statistics. The Gatewagfpce
course was offered first time in the fall of 20@2Fe undergraduate level (junior students) anddeas taught by a
team of two professors for using case analysis hasiping collaborative learning, oral presentati@m report
writing. After three years the course was modiied business ethics cases and exercises were. added

Course Learning Goals
At the early stage of designing this coulssé was a consensus that the course needed t@srghbtudents’

communication skills, develop students’ team buigdskills, understand the interdisciplinary natoféusiness
problems, and review and integrate lower divisioreLDC) concepts through case studies and LD@nex#
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introduce the idea of strategic thinking, and teate personal networks and a sense of belongitihgtGollege.
Later, when teaching the course, the original sialg)were changed and one of the new goals isthemlethinking
in solving business problems. The original six hé@g goals are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Gateway Experience Course Learning Goals

1. Build good process skills with emphasis on dffecteam working, including conflict resolutioncinegotiation.

2. Enhance written and oral communication skilisjuding how to cite secondary work and avoid méagm when
dealing with intellectual property.

3. Review and integrate lower division busines& ¢aDC) material to increase retention and decréaseto
graduation.

4. Use “strategic thinking” as a critical way todemstand and solve business and personal probiechsling
critical thinking and integration of curriculum.

5. Understand the cross-functional and interdigtipl/ nature of business problems.

6. Create personal networks and a sense of belpnhgithe College of Business community.

In the academic year 2005/2006, after these revision, the course structure has been eldaioghree units
of case analysis and a one unit lab for studentsview the material in six LDC modules. Eachlafde six courses
is presented on LDC module content and ten basicegis in each module are posted on the courseagelipr
students’ review. In addition, a sample exam whniultiple choice practice questions from each Lid@ule is
posted on this webpage together with the recomnekliigeature and criteria for passing the lab t8stidents are
allowed to take two exams during one computer eagaia computer lab supervised by a lab assistématy also
are allowed to have three attempts for each LDCuteod he final score is the highest from their éhtgals if they
choose to do so. The current requirement is ge#irigast 8 correct answers in each LDC modulehawthg a total
score of 56 or more. The current learning goalaesented in Table 2.

Table 2. Revised Gateway Experience Learning Goals

Enhance written and oral communication

Use ethical thinking in solving business problems

Learn to build and work effectively in teams.

A IWIN|F

Understand the cross-functional nature of busipesblems and strategies

Course Delivery

The course is taught by a team of two instmsccoming from different departments of the Cypdl@f Business
and Economics. Instructors have complementarkdracnds, for example, one has quantitative shitid the
other, business law, management, or marketingssi8tiudents must also work in teams on five casdstopics
from at least two different lower division courge®C). All course materials, course syllabus, caucalendar, and
coaching slides for cases are posted on the cawgbpage. Students may also use the course pad¥agg.of
these cases were presented at various nationahi@ndational conferences and are published ingssdbnal
journals (Gunther 2007, Gunther 2008, and JOh266/7).

In the introduction phase of the course, whislially takes more time than the introduction itraalitionally
taught course, students are divided into teamgyusia results of their Meyers-Briggs personalitst.teThen each
team must develop the rules of behavior and perfoteam trust exercise. Each student signs twordents: one
is the conduct of ethics posted in the universdtalogue and the second is a document about ctwesvan the
College of Business. Activities, including discussbf video clips and PowerPoint presentationsumeassful team
building and business ethics, are also performeldeabeginning of the course. Selected chaptelsusmess ethics
are presented to the students and assigned fangeadd discussion. In addition, business ethisesand group
exercises using shareholder analysis and synthesigracticed in the class. For these exercisegsts are divided
into 10 or more groups with one representing thapany management team and the rest of the groppssenting
stakeholders pertinent to the case. Each groupakéBolders must analyze the case with respedarious business
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ethics theories used in this class, present itsmnetendations to the management team, and then dhagement
team makes a decision or revises the original palica given issue. Some of the issues practictlueise exercises
were on the ban on smoking in a company, on outsogirjob termination, and others. Usually the miypical
business ethics theories used by students areststlgler/utilitarian theory, rights theory, justideory, categorical
imperative, and front page test.

The second part of the course is composedadhing students how to prepare a business repompresent the
case to the management team. Instructors coacstudents on each case first, review the relatedsdpom the
LDC courses and students are encouraged to askansesrhe instructors present the first case leygelves and
students are encouraged to ask questions and tvatgructors’ presentation. Each team has orlgpoeaentation
but all teams have to write reports analyzingtedl tases. Two grades are assigned on each cader time content
and the second for writing. Also, each studentivesean individual score for the verbal part of bisher team
presentation. In addition to using LDC modules ¢speach case requires an analysis of ethicalss8stween the
coaching sessions and team presentation sessiodents have time to interact with instructors digtuss issues
pertinent to their report writing or case preseatet. Instructors do not teach by lecturing; theg facilitators,
coaches, mentors, and evaluators.

In the last two weeks of the semester stideview business ethics issues and are involvsthkeholders
summit exercise to be better prepared for an iddiadi in-class writing report on the assigned bussrethics case
which is distributed on the day of the ethics aagdng assignment. Each student must write a repothe
business ethics case analysis and provide reconatiensl to the appropriate agency, usually the colyip&CEO
or a person affected by an unethical action(shefdompany.

Research Hypotheses, Data Analysis and Results

In our previous paper (Trybus, 2008) we eatdd the learning goals of the Gateway Experienaese with
the main emphasis on improving students’ oral arittem communication skills and integrating LDC igpin
business cases. Here we will test if students Ibasiness ethics (BE) and strategic thinking (Sjladly well in the
Gateway Experience course, and we will test legroase analysis (CA) and teamwork skills (TS). Wieakso
analyze gaps between students’ perceptions amdétsis’ perceptions on learning business ethicsstirategic
thinking, and case analysis and teamwork skillso Tmain tools are used: statistical hypothesisrgsind gap
analysis (Fitzsimmons, 2008).

The first research hypothesis is callegad is formulated as:
Ha: Inthe Gateway Experience course studeats lequally well business ethics and strategidthm

This hypothesis will be tested on two setdath. The first set are data collected from stugentolled in the
Gateway Experience course, and the second setafdathe results of faculty questionnaires. Sthdents’
survey was completed by 450 students, which castit70% of students enrolled in the course. OB6daculty
teaching this course, 25 completed the survey. Botheys used a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 veaspiete
disagreement and 5 was complete agreement. Ddtatbrsurveys are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Students anduFgaSurveys

Topics| Average in Standard Dev. in Average in Standard Dev. In
Student Survey Student Survey | Faculty Survey| Faculty Survey

CA 4.0 0.85 4.32 0.80

TS 3.94 0.89 4.24 0.88

BE 3.83 0.82 3.63 1.18

ST 3.69 0.88 3.36 1.15

Students’ survey provided the average scodelt@e standard deviation for questions on busiatisss (BE) of
3.83 and 0.82, and 3.69 and 0.88 for questions@strategic thinking (ST)espectively. Using t-test we found the
t-statistic = 2.469 and the p-value = 0.01373. Thnesconclude that students do not learn equally/lvusiness
ethics and strategic thinking based on the sprdi@fZample, using a significance level of 1%. Asaiter of fact,
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business ethics was introduced during the lasty®wars and became a new learning objective of theseowhile
strategic thinking is not a learning objectivelie revised course, so there is less emphasis iteeanalysis on
strategic thinking as a separate issue. Usualtyic®rs ask questions on strategic perspectividwatnd of the
case presentations during the discussion period.

When using faculty questionnaires the averageeson questions on business ethics (BE) was&h@3he
standard deviation of 1.18, and on ST the averageesvas 3.36 and the standard deviation of 1.&5tifig our H
hypothesis on learning equally well business ethius strategic thinking using these data provitied statistic=
0.8028 and the p-value = 0.426. Thus, the faqétgeptions are that students learned both tolpissness ethics
and strategic thinking, equally. However, the facalverage ranks present a wider gap (0.30) bettveeaverage
scores on learning business ethics and the steatgigking than the gap calculated from studenisvsy (0.14).
This can be explained by having a large sampledfistudents’ survey and a small sample of thelfasurvey,
thus more variability in faculty perceptions.

The second research hypothesis is on learning lgguell case analysis (CA) and teamwork skills (B8 it is
denoted by I

Hy. Students in Gateway Experience course learn ggwall case analysis and teamwork skills.

This hypothesis is tested again on two setsatd th order to verify if there is a gap betweercpptions of
students and perceptions of faculty. Using stiglesnirvey results we have the average score onitgacase
analysis = 4.0 with a standard deviation of 0.8% average score on the teamwork skills 3.94 witaadard
deviation of 0.89. So, theyhbs supported by the student survey. It is alsgetted by the faculty survey since the
average score on learning case analysis is 4.32 andtandard deviation of 0.80, and on learniaghteork skills is
4.24 with a standard deviation of 0.88. Gap analgéistudents and faculty perceptions on learnasg éndicates a
gap of 0.32 in case analysis and 0.30 on teamwkiltk.d-aculty evaluated students’ learning of btapics at a
higher level then students. There is no differangeerceptions of students and faculty on leargiggally well case
analysis and teamwork skills.

Summary and Conclusions

The Gateway Experience coudesigned at th€alifornia State University Northridge is a uniqteam taught,
case study approach and an active learning couthe andergraduate level offered in the CollegBudiness. This
course is essential in helping students to sucicettek upper level courses and in their future hess careers. In
addition to learning case analysis, oral and writemmunication skills, students have hands onréxpee in
business ethics, which they rank quite high. Thes®is under continuous improvement. The couratss
beneficial to faculty who contribute by writing age cases, publishing them and participating irtidigtiplinary
studies with other faculty. The integration of ERC courses into one case teaching course bestiitents and
employers. The requirement to pass computerizeoh éxaix LDC courses allows students to reviewrtteerial
which is later integrated in the case studies.dbaltative learning in the course allows studentsyfrove not only
their communication skills but also team workinglsk Andersen (2008) suggests a new approaclismbss
ethics and corporate social responsibility basedemding on goals for the ethical business apgraeca strategic
level and then implementing them. Our studentsaked to provide recommendations to the managet®emt in
order to implement these concepts at the strategid. After introduction of the Gateway Experieramrirse our
students are much better prepared to handle corbpkiress situations with accounting and legalethital
issues, with economics and statistics data, anceady to provide recommendations and write andegprietheir
findings not only to the professor but to their ®os client. The course is assessed on an anasal by the
College assessment director, and is on a continmgu®vement path. There is room for gathering more
information from the employers who hire our gradsafThe future study will include data coming frima
employers and professional organizations.
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