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Information technology is changing us.    It’s bringing us closer together as a global community, and it has the potential to help us understand different nations and cultures by changing the way we teach and learn.

Information technology makes “virtual visits” to distant places possible from a home or office. Email as well as Internet voice and video communication encourage on-going contact. Given the nature of today's technology, every person with access to a computer could be “a potential actor in world affairs” (Nossal 1998, 121).
These opportunities for virtual visits to other countries provide us with connections to other nations, their citizens, and their values. This could lead to increased awareness about international relations, and better understanding of people far beyond the borders of a nation state. 

Unfortunately, the study of international relations at most colleges is really a study of foreign relations, an examination of world affairs from an ethnocentric perspective. Most instructors accept the values of their own political culture, then superimpose them on other nations.  If another country doesn’t act according to those values, their leaders are labeled irrational. 
This ethnocentric analysis excludes a basic element needed to understand international relations—empathy, the ability to participate in another’s values, interests, perceptions and feelings.  We can use empirical skills, history, law, politics and economics; but if we lack empathy, we’ll never fully appreciate the subtle complexity of world affairs.  We need to put ourselves in the position of other country’s leaders, view the world from their perspective, and understand the problems and opportunities they face. 
It is this sense of empathy that often motivates individuals to think about the problems and difficulties faced by others and to question their experience of injustice.  Thus, empathy may become a portal to the quest for understanding and justice.
This presentation will demonstrate three ways we’re using information technology at Santa Clara University to help students learn more about the world and understand more vividly injustice. 
The first aims at transcending students’ attitudes about the Middle East through the use of an on line interactive simulation. 

 The second permits religious leaders in the Middle East to transcend space, national borders that prevent them from talking to each other.
The third takes students to a different time, when an international crisis almost led to nuclear war.

Let’s start with changing students’ attitudes through our Middle East diplomatic simulation. This introduces them to the concept and practice of empathy while they learn about the contemporary Middle East. 
Empathy and Simulation Role Playing
Political theorists have debated the fact-value dichotomy for years, with the pendulum swinging back and forth between the normative concern for values and the empirical desire for facts.  What's been largely missing in this debate is the need to consider perceptions, a phenomenological approach to understanding political science, particularly international relations.  If an Israeli decision maker really believes that Palestinian political leaders control anti-Israeli violence, that's the information the analyst must evaluate, the situation to which the policy maker must respond.  If a member of Islamic Jihad believes his "human sacrifice" or suicide bombing furthers the cause of justice and provides him a secure place in paradise, these perceptions must be assessed. If a group of American policy makers believe an invasion of Iraq will bring democracy to the region, that’s what teachers and students must consider. Whether or not it is truth in fact or justice in value doesn't matter if it's in the mind of the actor. It’s the perception that the analyst must understand.  Without this kind of inter-subjective insight, students will never fully comprehend the existing condition and evolving dynamic of international relations.
      
Despite the importance of this concept in analyzing politics, there is little in the literature of political science about empathy. To understand the concept, we must explore the writing of psychology, psychoanalysis and psychotherapy.  Wilhelm Dilthey introduced the term empathy (einfühlunz) at the end of the nineteenth century, using it to explain the division between nature and humanity. While the scientific method was useful in explaining the natural world, empathy was a means to understand and experience the human spirit.  Karl Jaspers further refined the concept in 1913, arguing that some conditions may be explained using the methods of science while others are understood by having the observer put himself in the place of the observed (Etchefoyen 1996, 270-273). Freud wrote in 1921 that empathy “plays the largest part in our understanding of what is inherently foreign…in other people” (Freud 1923, 108).  For Greenson, it involves “the emotional knowledge of the feelings of another, preconscious phenomena that helps us to understand the (other) in so far as it enables us to share his feelings.” This involves a delicate balance--the possibility of entering into the other's feelings without being over overwhelmed emotionally, playing the part of a participant observer (Greenson 1960, 418-424). Thus, empathic comprehension is a dynamic process. It invokes “one person's capacity to feel and understand what another feels” (Etchefoyen 1996, 271).  

Empathy may be defined as the ability of one individual to experience the values, feelings and perceptions of another.  It is a concept directly related to simulations, an innovative and increasingly important method of teaching and learning, “the laboratories for political science” (Woodward and Gump 1994). 

Simulations are widely recognized as making students “active participants rather than passive observers” (Mckeachie 1994, 163); providing a positive effect on student motivation (Dekkers and Donatti 1981); and creating the opportunity for experiential learning (Parente 1995). Political scientists have used simulations in areas as diverse as comparative politics (Kaarbo and Lantis 1997; Shellman 2001; Switky 2004), electoral campaigning (Koch 1991; Kathlene and Choate 1999), local, state, and national American politics (Mcquaid 1992), legislative behavior (Ciciotta-Rubery and Levy 2000), domestic and international law (Pacelle 1989; Jefferson 1999; Baker 1994), budget making (Higgins 1988), international relations (Newmann and Twig 2000; Dougherty 2003; Ambrosio 2004), public policy making (Grummel 2003) and national security (Kanner 2004).  

Some simulations are elegantly simple such as “The Isle of Ted” (Thomas 2002) and “Urban Revitalization” (Godek 1990). These can be used effectively in one or two class sessions with minimal preparation.  Others are elaborately complex in their concept and execution. Examples are “The International Communication and Negotiation Simulations (ICON)” where students represent a nation’s diplomatic delegation and negotiate with other groups from countries all over the world (Vavrina 1995); and “The Iron Triangle Simulation” where three separate classes experience the same simulation on policy making at the same time (Endersby and Webber 1995).

Whether simple or complex, all of these simulations share a common characteristic—the need for students to play a role, either as a specific character from a known institution or a general actor from an undisclosed or fictional one. (Stoil and Lester 1979).  Role playing links simulations with empathy, part of a continuum in which increasing levels of role attainment correspond to greater experience of the values, feelings and perceptions of another.  

On one end of the continuum, a condition of role absence, students may be completely unaware of a role and have no empathetic feelings toward the character they will be asked to play.  Presented with the need to join the simulation, however, they move to a state of role awareness. They accept the challenge to act in the learning process (Poplin and Weeves 1992; Smith and Boyer 1996), beginning to consider new and alternative ways to view a political situation or problem.  The next point on the continuum, role acquisition requires students to acquaint themselves with the role they will play, learning more about the character or institution they will represent.  Finally, role adoption occurs when students assume the characters they are simulating, experiencing their values, feelings and perceptions.  Simulation directors must guide students along this continuum, helping them achieve their highest possible level of role adoption for the simulation to be successful.  As each participant more accurately reflects a role and acts in character, all students in the simulation benefit, and the simulation better portrays reality.  

The literature of political science simulations suggests several practical steps to accomplish this move toward role adoption and a greater sense of empathy. First, focusing the simulation on a topic considered important by the broader community and students themselves is a way to generate interest and excitement in the simulation, motivating students to participate more actively.  For example, Newmann and Twigg (2000) use the Indian and Pakistani dispute over Kashmir where terrorism and the threat of nuclear weapons have been depicted in the media as a looming crisis.  Similarly, Dougherty (2003) uses the continuing conflict in the Middle East, always on or near the front page of the local newspaper.  Grummel (2003, 787) uses a local parking problem, “familiar and dear to most students” to simulate policy making.  In each example, students confront a situation that they see as globally or locally important.

Second, research is vital to any successful simulation. However, inter-subjective research may help students make greater advances along the continuum toward role adoption and empathy.  This means acquiring information and presenting it from the perspective of the character being simulated.  For example, in his simulation of domestic politics’ effect on national security, Kanner (2004, 107) asks students to include work by officials in the agencies being simulated as well as congressional hearings in which they testify.  They present their research in the form of a policy recommendation “as if they were an action officer in one of the bureaucracies.”  Pacelle (1989, 9, 11) follows a similar procedure in his simulation of Supreme Court decision making.  Students use material that is “directly related to their individual role” including “the strategies and motivations of specific litigants” as well as biographies of the Supreme Court members.  Presentation of the research takes the form of litigant briefs and oral arguments before the court.  This type of research may be facilitated by the wide diversity of sources available on the Internet, as reported by Josefson and Casey (2004) and Switky (2004);  but it may be accomplished by traditional means as well (Dougherty 2003; Gilboa 1979; Feste 1977).

Third, students may move closer to role adoption and empathy when they must act on behalf of the individual, group, or institution they are simulating, while maintaining continuous communications with team members.  This heightened sense of responsibility can be amplified and reinforced throughout the simulation by continuous inter-team communication that encourages members to adopt the interests and values of their group.  For example, Linser, Naidu, and Ip (1999) report that students’ use of web-based simulations enhances role playing by providing a stake in the outcome as well as a means for the group to communicate and exchange information.  Indeed, the use of immediate and pervasive communication through web conferencing and email may encourage students to internalize the groups’ goals, experiencing more intense role adoption for longer periods of time during the simulation. 

Finally, the role adoption process may be enhanced by including in the simulation individuals outside the class with practical experience in positions the students are simulating.  The Internet provides the means for information exchange among group members and outside advisors (Sadow 1989), and there are motives for many outsiders to become involved.  Retired civil servants or journalists looking for intellectual activity and mentoring; campaign staff, local officials, or legislative representatives interested in better university-government relations; members of ethnic, racial, religious minorities or foreign nationals seeking an opportunity to share their concerns may be available to join a simulation.  This can help students better adopt their roles, understanding more clearly the values, interests and perceptions important to the person or group being simulated. It can then lead students to a more meaningful consideration of justice.
In our Middle East Diplomatic Simulation, students choose countries to represent from the region—Israel, Jordan, Egypt, Iran, Lebanon, Syria, Iraq and Palestine. Then they select decision-making roles within their countries: heads of state or government, foreign ministers or ambassadors, and national security advisors.  These country teams are assigned “executive advisors,” nationals from the Middle East to help participants with information for their research, and later to make realistic decisions during the simulation.  The advisors have included diplomats, journalists, military officers, faculty and students from Israel, Jordan, Palestine, Lebanon, and Egypt.  
Our students’ preparation for this experience involves research for a term paper based on their simulated country.  Heads of state write about the goals of their country in the Middle East, foreign ministers or ambassadors write about the history of their country’s international relations, and national security advisors write about their country's security situation.  

The research requires three types of sources: recent academic journals, current news media, and Internet sites from countries the students represent. The latter includes hundreds of sources available on our web site. 

For example, Israel’s team has access to the Israeli Defense Forces and Foreign Ministry websites as well as the Jerusalem Post.

The Palestinian team can download sites from the Palestinian National Authority, and the Palestinian News Network.

The Iranian team can use the site of Ayatollah Khamenei, leader of the Islamic Republic as well as the President’s official website. 

This means students have to look beyond the American oriented media and academic community, “visiting” sites from the Middle East made available on-line.

Students’ papers must be subjective rather than objective efforts, probably unlike any of their previous research. We tell them the paper should not be a neutral, balanced report.  Rather, students present research from their simulated state’s perspective in a subjective format, attempting to capture the values, interests, and perceptions of their country and decision maker. Examples are the confidential journal of a king, notes for a state of the world address by a prime minister, or email messages from an ambassador abroad.  This helps students feel what it might be like to experience political responsibility in their simulated state. 

After completing their papers and becoming familiar with the rules of the simulation, students receive a scenario that extends Middle East conflict several months into the future.  A recent scenario involved terrorism in Iraq, an explosion in Jerusalem for which responsibility is unclear, Iran’s determination to produce its own nuclear fuel, and a renewed effort at peace negotiations.  Students consult their own country team members, including their foreign national advisors, either by email or in a "private conference" on the website where only the country team has access.

After agreeing on their strategy, heads of state representing the country teams respond to the scenario making moves on the Internet: unilateral actions, diplomatic agreements or national security directives. These moves are released and posted on the website, where they can be viewed world-wide. 
Our students’ experience in the simulation has a positive affect on their knowledge and understanding of the Middle East as well as their sense of empathy with countries in the region.
  Surveys indicate a shift in perceptions about the countries they represent. Open ended responses are even more striking, and class discussions following the simulation indicate a more complete understanding of all the countries involved in the conflict. Information technology seems to help our students transcend limited ethnocentric attitudes about the Middle East, and to consider issues of justice in the region.
An Inter-Faith Dialog across Hostile Borders

Our second project permits religious leaders in the Middle East to transcend space, hostile borders that prevent them from sharing their views. Supported by the Bannan Center for Jesuit Education at Santa Clara University, this “Dialog of Faith” brought together on-line clergy from three world religions to talk about issues in Middle East conflict: resistance to occupation, suicide-homicide bombing, the US role in the Middle East, and the future shape of peace. These conversations helped participants better understand each others’ concerns, values, and commitment to peace. 
In preparation for this dialog, William Stover visited the Middle East several times to recruit participants in the region as well as in Europe and North America. The dialog involved four Jews, nine Muslims, and six Christians with a wide variety of experience from different countries, faiths and opinions. We invited guests to join us, observing the dialog on the website.  University classes in the Middle East and North America joined individuals from all over the world in learning from the conversations.  

To help these “visitors” and classes better understand, we posted an extensive bibliography dealing with war, morality and justice from the Jewish, Muslim and Christian traditions.  

For two weeks, our participants replied to a series of questions, and then questioned each others’ replies about moral issues associated with Middle East conflict.

The dialog revealed areas of agreement and discord.
  All participants supported the idea that armed resistance should exclude attacks on civilians.  Muslims argued that force was justified against an occupying military power as well as against settlers armed to protect their settlements. Jews felt resistance could only be justified if the minority were denied the right to worship. Christians called for non-violent, civil disobedience, but recognized the difficulty this entails.

All condemned suicide bombing, but expressed differences in explaining it.  Muslims and Christians focused on Palestinian despair while Jews thought it was a strategy to get more concessions from Israel.  There was widespread agreement that any act causing the deaths of innocent civilians should be condemned.

Our participants believed the United States should have a major role in the Middle East, including impartial mediation, the enforcement of agreements, nation building in Iraq to fix what has been broken, and paying the cost of peace.

Finally, there was some agreement on the future shape of peace.  All recognized that attitudes must change, and education must stress the values of peace and justice. 

These on-line conversations over so great a distance and high a barrier were in themselves an important accomplishment. Many of the participants could not visit each other due to governmental exclusion or outright hostility. Yet they could exchange viewpoints through information technology, respecting one another, listening, and being heard. 
With this internet event as a forum for leaning, we sought to examine the effect of the experience on students’ attitudes toward “predominantly Muslim Arab countries” and “predominantly Jewish Israel.”
  Fifty nine students in two Santa Clara University classes, a lower division Introduction to International Relations course and an upper division International Law course, agreed to take part in the research project. These fifty nine subjects were then randomly placed into four groups. 
Each group had access to the web site, attended classes that included discussions of the internet event, and agreed to take pre-tests and post-tests.  However, group one had access only to the Jewish on-line statements presenting moral arguments about the questions under discussion.  Their pre-tests and post-tests examined their attitudes toward “predominantly Jewish Israel.” Group two had access only to the Muslim on-line moral reflections, and their tests examined attitudes toward “predominantly Muslim Arab countries.” Group three had access to both Jewish and Muslim moral reasoning, taking tests examining their attitudes toward both groups. Group four served as a control group, participating in their course and class discussions without access to the presentations offered by religious leaders and practioners. This was accomplished through WebBoard software that permits the withholding and redirection of postings into a different course management system that could also offer subjects a quantitative and qualitative survey. The study hypothesized that subjects exposed to the moral reasoning of a religious tradition would experience a positive change their attitudes towards countries that represent predominantly that tradition, Israel for Judaism and Arab states for Islam.

None of the subjects viewed statements presented by the Christian participants in the dialog for several reasons.  The student subjects were themselves overwhelmingly Christian in their religious beliefs and practices. (Two of the fifty nine subjects were Jewish, one was a Muslim, and three considered themselves “other”.)  The study sought to investigate changes in attitudes toward Israel and Arab states as a result of considering moral reasoning from a religious tradition different from their own, Christianity. Some of the Christian participants were Arabs, writing from a Palestinian perspective largely opposed to Israeli political action in the West Bank. Thus, exposure to the Christian presentations was eliminated to avoid influencing the predominantly Christian subjects, although all students were encouraged to view the entire dialog after the study was finished.

The pre-tests and post-tests to determine quantitative measures of attitudes involved sets of paired adjectives, presented as follows:

Table 1

STUDENT ATTITUDE (QUANTITATIVE) SURVEYS

Consider your perceptions about the political activities of predominantly Jewish Israel/Muslim (Arab) countries in world affairs.

As you think about the political activities of Israel/Muslim (Arab) countries in the world, 
check the response that most closely corresponds to your perceptions about their political behavior in international relations:

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	HOSTILE
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	FRIENDLY

	AGGRESSIVE
	-
	 -
	-
	-
	-
	DEFENSIVE

	WARLIKE
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	PEACE LOVING

	IMMORAL
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	MORAL

	DECEITFUL
	
	
	
	
	
	     TRUSTWORTHY


In addition to these quantitative measures, the study included a qualitative instrument as well:

OPEN-ENDED (QUALITATIVE) RESPONSES TOWARD ARAB STATES

Consider your perceptions about the political activities of predominately Jewish Israel/Muslim (Arab) countries in world affairs.

List several words that describe your attitudes toward Israel/Muslim (Arab) countries’ political behavior when you began the class, discussing your own personal stereotypes. 

List several words that describe your feelings toward Israel/Muslim (Arab) countries now. 

Have your personal stereotypes changed?

To what do you attribute the change, if any?

Results

In the study’s control group, only four of twelve subjects (33 percent) reported change in their attitudes toward “predominantly Jewish Israel,” while half of the twelve (50 percent) indicated change in their attitudes toward “predominantly Muslim Arab countries.”  The control group attitude change may have been due to in class discussions of the dialog on Middle East conflict. Nine of fifteen subjects ( 60 percent) in group one  indicated that they changed their views of Israel; and ten of fourteen subjects (over 70 percent)  in group two reported change toward Arab states.  In Group three, seven of the fourteen subjects (50 percent) indicated change in attitudes toward Israel while eight of fourteen subjects (57 percent) said they changed their views of the Arab states.

The following tables indicate the nature of this change in attitude of the three groups:

Table 2

Group 1

Jewish Moral Reasoning and

Attitudes toward Predominantly Jewish Israel

Before      After

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	HOSTILE
	3.667
	
	3.267
	FRIENDLY

	AGGRESSIVE
	4.133
	
	2.867
	DEFENSIVE

	WARLIKE
	3.600
	
	3.200
	PEACE LOVING

	IMMORAL
	3.200
	
	2.667
	MORAL

	DECEITFUL
	3.467
	
	2.867
	TRUSTWORTHY

	                                                                                                   n=15

                                                                                               t=6.406

                                                                                                  df=14

                                                                                               p< .001


Table 2 shows the mean scores of the paired adjective scales before and after the subjects’ exposure to Jewish moral reasoning. The data suggests a trend indicating a more favorable attitude toward predominantly Jewish Israel by subjects who observed the Jewish moral arguments. The paired t test computed in SPSS indicates the highest level of statistical significance.  In each category of paired adjectives, there is a trend in which subjects viewed Israel more favorably after their experience. 

Table 3

Group 2

Muslim Moral Reasoning and

Attitudes toward Predominantly Muslim Arab States

Before     After

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	HOSTILE
	3.571
	
	3.429
	FRIENDLY

	AGGRESSIVE
	3.214
	
	2.643
	DEFENSIVE

	WARLIKE
	3.571
	
	3.000
	PEACE LOVING

	IMMORAL
	3.143
	
	2.643
	MORAL

	DECEITFUL
	3.071
	
	2.857
	TRUSTWORTHY

	                                                                                                n = 14

                                                                                            t = 3.137

                                                                                               df = 13

                                                                                                 p< .01


Table 3 shows the mean scores of the paired adjective scales before and after the subjects’ exposure to the Muslim moral positions. The data suggests a trend that indicates a more favorable attitude toward predominantly Muslim Arab states by subjects who observed Muslim moral reasoning. The paired t test also indicates a very high level of statistical significance.  In three of the five categories of paired adjectives, the trend suggests that subjects viewed the Arab states more favorably after their experience, and the overall scores suggest a positive change. 

Table 4

Group 3

Combined Jewish and Muslim Moral Reasoning and

Attitudes toward Predominantly Jewish Israel

Before      After

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	HOSTILE
	3.786
	
	3.214
	FRIENDLY

	AGGRESSIVE
	3.429
	
	3.071
	DEFENSIVE

	WARLIKE
	3.857
	
	3.071
	PEACE LOVING

	IMMORAL
	2.929
	
	3.000
	MORAL

	DECEITFUL
	3.429
	
	3.000
	TRUSTWORTHY

	                                                                                                  n =14

                                                                                            t = 2.421

                                                                                                df =13

                                                                                                p< .05


Table 4 presents data from subjects who were exposed to both Muslim and Jewish moral arguments, showing their mean scores of the paired adjective scales toward Israel. The paired t test still indicates a trend toward changed attitudes, but at a lesser level of statistical significance.  In four of the five categories of paired adjectives as well as in the overall scores, the trend suggests that subjects viewed Israel more favorably after their experience.

Table 5

Group 3

Combined Jewish and Muslim Moral Reasoning and

Attitudes toward Predominantly Muslim Arab States

Before     After

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	HOSTILE
	3.500
	
	3.643
	FRIENDLY

	AGGRESSIVE
	3.429
	
	3.643
	DEFENSIVE

	WARLIKE
	3.286
	
	3.571
	PEACE LOVING

	IMMORAL
	2.643
	
	3.071
	MORAL

	DECEITFUL
	3.000
	
	3.286
	TRUSTWORTHY

	                                                                                                 n = 14

                                                                                            t = -1.470

                                                                                                df = 13

                                                                                               p< .165


Table 5 also presents data from subjects who were exposed to both Muslim and Jewish moral reasoning during their internet experience, showing their mean scores of the paired adjective scales toward Arab countries. While the paired t test indicates little if any statistical significance, it is interesting to note a seemingly reversed trend from those in the other tables.  In each category of paired adjectives, the subjects seemed to view the Arab states less favorably after experiencing the on-line dialog, and the overall scores seem negative.

Qualitative analysis
This part of the study presents brief, open ended responses about students’ attitudes in their own words, edited for grammar and spelling but not content.  The comments lend support to the quantitative data indicating attitude change and provide some possible explanations.
Of the fifteen subjects in group one exposed only to Jewish moral reasoning, nine students reported favorable changes in their attitudes toward Israel while five reported no change.  Their comments are as follows:  “The web site (was) fascinating and presented a side of the conflict I had not previously (seen).”  “After…the assignment, I realized that Israel is not as aggressive as I first thought.  Instead they are in a conflict that doesn’t look like it will end, and they are actively looking for peace.”  “I feel like Israel is more defensive than aggressive because they have been trampled over… They must be strong because they know what happened to them…through history.”  One of the students who reported no change of attitude said his views were formed during a previous class and had not changed.  Israelis “like all people are scared for their security and engage in (violence) to protect themselves.” This group contained a Jewish and a Muslim student, both of whom reported favorable changes toward Israel

Of the fourteen students in group two exposed only to Muslim moral arguments, ten reported favorably changed attitudes toward Arab states while four reported no change.  .  Their comments included the following:  “The web site was different from things I’ve read and it certainly influenced me.”  “Being able to see what members of the Muslim community believe has changed my perception about Arab nations.”  “The writers on the web site presented a clearer picture of the motivation and ideology behind Islamic resistance.” “By reading the web site, I realized that many Muslims are concerned with needless violence.  Even those who endorse violence only do so as a last possible resort, and it should not be targeted at innocent people.” “I associated extreme Muslim beliefs and beliefs held by terrorists with the whole of the Arab region…With media coverage of the Arab world, it all seems to melt together.” “Before viewing the web site I felt Muslim countries’ political behavior was irrational and warlike, based on unrealistic expectations… I now feel more sympathetic toward Muslim countries who are striving for peace but seem unwilling to make sacrifices and compromises to reach (it).”    One of the students who said there was no attitude change wrote, “My negative stereotypes describe the political leaders of many Arab nations.  This has nothing to do with the people of these countries who only want peace and security without being greedy and violent.”  Another respondent who reported no change wrote, “While my attitudes did not change, I realized that individuals in these countries disagree with what their leaders say just like I disagree with many things our leader says. I now think of these countries as filled with individuals that want peace just like we do.”  This group contained a Jewish student who reported favorable change toward Arab states.

The fourteen students in group three exposed to both Muslim and Jewish moral arguments are almost evenly divided in the number who changed their views and less decisive in their new attitudes.  Seven reported changed attitudes favorable toward Israel, one of which identified his religion as “other”. Eight said they changed their views toward Arab States.   

Why did the quantitative data suggest a possible negative change toward the predominantly Muslim Arab countries after experiencing the dialog?  Several explanations are possible.  First, eight of the fourteen subjects in this group indicated that they were favorable toward Israel at the beginning of the study, and three other subjects indicated that they were more suspicious of Arab countries at the start.  These attitudes are also reflected in table 6. The positive feelings toward Israel are not surprising.  The United States and Israel have been allies for over half a century, and popular support for Israel in the United States has been consistently strong. Confused with differing moral reasoning from both Jewish and Muslim participants about the justice of Middle East conflict, the subjects may have reverted to their original views, a phenomena suggested by Sevlius (2003) in her study of prior attitudes in the effectiveness of a persuasive message. Second, the content of the moral reasoning itself must be considered. Readers are invited to judge the quality of these arguments by visiting the web site at http://itrs.scu.edu/stover/dof or reading an article on the content of the dialog (Stover 2005b).  Finally, the students themselves help to explain this trend in their following qualitative comments:
“Before the assignment I saw Arab countries as hostile, stubborn and reactionary.  I still view their effort as divided and flawed (with a) lack of flexibility for seeking peace, but I am more sympathetic to them.” “I find it difficult to say who’s right or wrong because both are locked in a stalemate of stubbornness. Islam like most religions can be used to promote different things, and hopefully in the future it will be used to promote peace.” “I often linked Muslim countries to…suicide bombers and other terrorist activity due to the media’s focus…I wasn’t’ aware that suicide bombers were considered immoral by Muslims, but (now I understand) that they are acting out of personal choice.”

Reporting about their changed views toward Israel, subjects in this group wrote: “I know people are fighting for causes they really believe in, and I try to understand Israel’s views.  By seeing this web site I know I’m not alone.”  “The web site helped me understand (my stereotype of) Israel’s entrenched mind set as more defensive in nature.”  “I saw Israel as a country American agreed with so their political actions seem justified.  Use of the web site made me see a deeper reason for their acts.”

A number of students in this group reported no change in their attitudes.  Typical are the comments of one student who writes, “I am an Israeli supporter because I believe they are being treated unfairly.  The comments on the web site just confirmed my views.”  Another states: “It’s impossible to say who is right or wrong.  Sacrifice is required by both sides, but both are locked in a stalemate.”  Finally, one student concludes, “My stereotypes haven’t changed…but my understanding of different points of view have improved. I don’t think either side should be using violence against civilians… Strong faith can be an excuse for violence, (but that) will end in all out war. We can only hope that leaders who seek peace and are willing to (negotiate) will come to power in the future.”

In the qualitative questionnaire, subjects were asked: “To what do you attribute the change (in your personal stereotypes), if any?”  It is interesting to note that most 

students--twenty two of the twenty four reporting changed attitudes--replied in terms attributing their change to “the internet,” “use of the web site,” “internet use,” or “web site use.”  Students also explained their change by using the content of the moral arguments, but seemed drawn to the medium as well as the message in their own description on the reasons for their changed attitudes.  The study’s methodology is unable to determine the degree to which change resulted from the moral content of the message or the means of communication.  To do so, the research design would have to divide each of the groups in half, presenting some subjects with printed material, and others with the web site. This would make the analysis of such a small number of subjects in each group less meaningful.

During the in-class debriefing of the study, students were asked why they included the internet as an explanation for their changed attitudes.  Their responses provide anecdotal evidence for its importance in generating enthusiasm for learning.  One student said that it was exciting to be able to get the material as it was “posted by participants so far away.”  Another explained that the experience “made us feel important, as if the whole event was meant for us.”  Others said the on-line experience provided “testimonies” that presented “other sides of the story,” giving a “clearer picture of motivation” and inducing “sympathy and empathy.” Two students reported using links on the web site to investigate further sources of information, and one said the web site helped her respect people with whom she doesn’t necessarily agree.  Other students used words like “useful, dramatic, and great.”

Of course, the entire educational experience could not have taken place without the World Wide Web, given the geographical locations of the participants and their difficulty in personal communication. This technology is becoming an important tool in the learning process whose possibilities are only beginning to be realized.  More research is needed to determine the potential of internet communication in teaching and learning as well as facilitating global communication, empathy, understanding, and justice.

Just War and Modern Armed Force
Our final information technology project takes students to a different time, the height of the Cold War when the Cuban Missile Crisis could have led to thermonuclear war.

During the fall of 1962, the Soviet Union attempted to place missiles with nuclear war heads in Cuba, and President Kennedy got them to withdraw the missiles with his “quarantine.” 

This simulation focuses on decision making groups in the United States, Russia and Cuba, permitting students to experience the small group deliberation and advising processes that occur during an international crisis.  They write papers based on their country and their role in the decision making process. For their research, they use once classified sources, many from the Russian and Cuban governments. 
Students are presented with a scenario written from the perspective of their simulated country.  The scenario follows historical events up to the launch of the United States “spy plane” that discovered the missiles.  Instead of photographing them, however, the aircraft crashes in Cuba, and the pilot becomes a prisoner. 

Negotiations for his release are started, giving Russia time to complete the missile installation if they can cooperate closely with Cuba, and if the United States becomes distracted from its main strategy, getting rid of the missiles.

 In this simulation, students say they can feel Cold War tensions by experiencing the danger and unpredictability of a different time when two countries could have destroyed the world. After the crisis, Robert F. Kennedy said he thought there was a one in three chance that nuclear weapons would be used.  This risk of disaster is vivid to students who have just spent over a week role playing as individuals with their fingers on a nuclear trigger.  In the debriefing after the simulation’s conclusion, with this experience still fresh in students’ minds, we have a salient opportunity to discuss the morality of modern war with its technology of mass violence. 

Using some of the ideas of jus ad bellum, (Childress, 1982) we can discuss the following: Was the introduction of intermediate range ballistic missiles in Cuba a just cause for war? Can one justify the use of nuclear weapons as a deterrent with a high probability of use in predictable strategic circumstances?  Did the negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union represent a last resort?
Considering some of the principles of jus in bello, we ask the following: How can the use of nuclear weapons or any type of mass violence maintain noncombatant immunity?  Won’t this type of force cause unnecessary suffering and unlimited effects? How is it proportional to threaten human and planetary destruction for national interests?  These discussions involve more than theory.  Having experienced the possibility of disaster in the simulation, students are ready to participate actively and think critically about issues of justice and morality.
Each of these projects uses information technology to help students experience and understand more completely international relations.  They’re taken beyond ethnocentric attitudes, across national borders, and to a different time where they can view the world in a more meaningful way.  In this place, they can begin to question more deeply issues of peace and justice.  
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