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ABSTRACT

ACCOUNTABILITY AS IT INFLUENCES ETHICAL BEHAVIOR 

Ethics influence judgments used to make decisions that are legal or morally 

acceptable to the larger community (Jones, 1991). Accountability (being responsible to 

an audience with reward or sanction power) is a mechanism through which organizations 

can control the conduct o f their members. This study expands the ethics literature by 

introducing the accountability construct to current ethical models, as can be seen in the 

Ethical Decision-Making Model with Accountability (Figure 8). By researching and 

understanding why individuals behave the way they do when confronted with ethical 

dilemmas, academicians can enhance  business practice.

The Ethical Decision-Making Model with Accountability proposes that various 

forms of accountability will influence ethical intentions, with moral intensity moderating 

this relationship. The model also shows that cognitive moral developnœnt, personality 

and demographics influence ethical intentions. The results of the empirical tests show 

that accountability, competitiveness, general self-efScacy and college major did not 

influence ethical intentions. However, moral intensity, location (school/work), cognitive 

moral development, hostility and aggression, locus o f control, Machiavellianism and 

gender did influence ethical intentions as hypothesized. Perhaps a better 

operationalization o f accountability, including extraordinarity strong accountabilities 

within the organization or accountabilities outside o f the organization may be required to 

alter individual's ethical intentions. The study does confirm that aspects o f the moral 

issue itself (moral intensity), environment (school/work) and individual differences do 

influence ethical intentions.
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Chapter 1 

StatenMnt of Problem 

and

Dissertation Overview

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Unethical behavior occurs in all areas of society; business, government, religion, 

education, sports, etc. It is an all too common occurrence and many are concerned with 

the ethical conduct of en^loyees and organizations (Baucus & Baucus, 1997). In 

academia, fraud has reached epidemic proportions (Desruisseaux, 1999). The intense 

desire to be successful has changed cheating in school from an anomaly into standard 

practice. At work, individuals cut comers on quality control, cover up incidents, abuse or 

lie about sick days, lie to and deceive customers, steal from enq)loyers, and put 

inappropriate pressures on others (Hefter, 1986; Jones, 1997; Werner, Jones & Stefify, 

1989). Other unacceptable actions include cheating on expense accounts, discriminating 

against coworkers, paying or accepting kickbacks, fixing prices and other forms of fraud. 

These types of unethical behavior cost industry billions of dollars a year (Jones, 1997; 

Zemke, 1986) and damage the images of corporations (Mahar, 1992).

Ethical decision-making is a part of every person’s life. In today’s turbulent 

world these ethical issues exist in a complex environment, with conflicting stakeholders 

and unclear rules. Perh^s we can conclude that ethical norms are currently in a state of 

change. Much academic and popular press is spent on concern over the way individuals 

and organizations deal with ethical dilemmas. In the United States, organizations



activefy pursue diversity (e.g. ethnicity, race, gender, age), making it difficuh for 

mdividual employees to understand why those who are different from themselves behave 

in certain ways when confronted with an ethical dilemma. Organizations can no longer 

assume that there is homogeneity o f values, ethics and rules of thumb for appropriate 

behavior within their workforce (Primeaux, 1992). This is because today’s workforce is 

no longer homogenous, but instead varies in age, ethnic origin, gender, and socio­

economic level. Additionally, falling trade barriers and increased international trade has 

created opportunities for organizations to e^gand their operations internationally. This 

global econonty has increased the complexity o f dealing with ethical issues due to 

varying cultural perceptions o f morality (Enderle, 1997). Many of these multinatkmal 

businesses attempt the difBcult task of trying to decide the best ethical practices for one 

organization on a worldwide basis.

Ethics and issues of “right” and “wrong” have been concerns of society for as 

long as societies have existed. The ethics o f a society affect ethical judgments of 

individuals, >Miich are decisions that are legal or morally acceptable to the larger 

community (Jones, 1991). Thus, societal ethics may be seen as a form o f control over the 

behaviors o f individual members (Bauman, 1993). Accountability (being responsible to 

an audience with reward or sanction power) is also a mechanism through which societies 

can control the conduct of their members. Both business ethics and accountability 

literatures are concerned with how individuals react to ethical dilemmas. They both have 

models to explain the processes involved in ethical behaviors. This study integrates these 

two management literatures by examining how accountability influences ethical behavior. 

By researching and understanding vriiy people behave the way th^r do >Mien faced with



ethical dilemmas, academicians can truly enhance business practice. If we can 

empirical^ examine the antecedents to ethical behavior, we can help businesses create a 

more ethical and successful business climate.

The following sections discuss the key issues of ethical behaviors and 

accountability, as well as outline the focus and structure of this dissertation.

1.2 ETHICAL BEHAVIORS

What is ethics and how do we study it? As with many organizational behavior 

concepts, the definition of ethics depends upon the researcher. It has been referred to as 

just or right standards of behavior between parties in a situation (Runes, 1964). It has 

also been defined as that which constitutes good and bad human conduct (Barry, 1979) 

and as what is good and evil, right and wrong and thus what we ought and ought not to do 

(Beauchanç & Bowie, 1983). Many have stated that ethics is the study of morality, 

where morality is moral judgments, standards and rules of conduct (DeGeorge, 1982; 

Tayor, 1975). Synthesizing 38 different definitions, Lewis (1985) defines business ethics 

as conyrising the rules, standards, principles, or codes giving guidelines for morally right 

behavior and truthfulness in specific situations.

To be a society, a group must accept certain fundamental practices and principles. 

For exançle, there must be general agreement that li& is worth living, that the lives of 

the members o f society should be respected, and that people will respect existing 

differences to the extent that they do not interfere with each other (DeGeorge, 1999). 

Logically, it follows that individuals who believe it is their moral duty to kill others 

cannot make up a society. Thus, society and morality go together and this morality must



be a shared morality. In a pluralistic society, members are free to choose their own 

values and lifestyles, as long as they abide by basic moral norms. Pluralism presupposes 

a wide common background of moral practices. For example, murder of members of a 

society is prohibited, lying and deceiving others is considered immoral, and each 

individual is to respect the property o f others. Without these commonfy held norms and 

values, no society could function. Business, as a type of society, is possible only within a 

certain social context of institutions, agreements, understandings, and shared values.

If there are basic moral norms and rules, why do we even need ethical theories or 

models? The reason is because there are times when these basic moral norms are not 

sufGcient, such as when moral rules conflict. Although there are basic moral norms, new 

situations arise in our dynamic business environment when complex ethical dilemmas are 

not clearly answered by basic moral rules. By explaining why actions are right or wrong 

and by providing a decision-making model for resolving ethical dilemmas, ethical theory 

can provide moral individuals with a way to think through the process.

In the business literature, ethics is generally studied using normative theories, 

focusing on how individuals ought to behave. These normative theories tend to be 

grouped into (1) consequential / utilitarian theories; (2) single-rule nonconsequential / 

deontological theories; and (3) multq)le-rule nonconsequential theories (Tsalikis & 

Fritzche, 1989). Utilitarianism is an ethical theory, which holds that an action is right if 

it produces, or if it tends to produce, the greatest amount o f good for the greatest number 

of people affected by the action (DeGeorge, 1999). Actions in and of themselves are 

neither good nor bad, but are judged on their consequences. In a strictfy utilitarian sense, 

ethical behavior is an action or behavior from which total pleasure/utility exceeds total



pain/costs (Getz, 1990). Thus, utilitarianism strictly examines the feimess of the 

outcomes (Molm, 1991). The consequences experienced by all individuals affected by the 

exchange determines the ethicality o f the behavior.

Alternatively, deontologists deny the utilitarian claim that the morality of an 

action depends on its consequences, and in 6ct maintain that the action’s morality is 

complete^ independent of consequences. The deontological perspective views behavior 

as ethical or unethical by examining the rules and principles that guide behaviors and is 

based on a system of rights and duties (Buckley, Wiese and Harvey, 1998a). One’s duty 

is to do what is morally right and to avoid what is morally wrong, regardless of the 

consequences. In the West, Judeo-Christian morality, and all the moral rules and values 

that it entails, largely defines conventional morality in society (DeGeorge, 1999). The 

Ten Commandments is an exanqile o f Judeo-Christian rules that command without 

concern for consequences, thus demonstrating deontological Arm. Kant’s Categorical 

Imperative is another prime illustration of a deontological theory of ethics (DeGeorge, 

1999; Tsalikis & Fritzsche, 1989). Kant believes that each of us can come up with moral 

law based on our own rationality, not on anything external to us. An action must pass a 

formal test o f conformity to the moral law, thus h is called a formalist approach. Moral 

actions must be consistent, in that they cannot be self-contradictory nor can they 

contradict other moral actions. In the Kantian tradition, morality is derived firom 

rationality and rationality is the same Ar everyone and thus, moral actions must be 

universal Moral actions must respect rational beings as ends in themselves, and not as 

means. Finally, moral law and its truth are not dependent on experience, but are law and 

truth a priori. The Arm commands that all rational individuals, thinking rational^.



should accept the law regardless o f whether they are agents or receivers of the actions. 

Individuals understand that they live in a community and must restrict their actions, just 

as they expect others to restrict theirs. Both the utilitarian and the deontological 

orientations help us to understand unethical behavior as behavior that has a harmful effect 

upon others and is “either illegal, or morally unacceptable to the larger community”

(Jones, 1991, p. 367).

After defining ethical behavior, researchers and theorists attempt to understand 

why some individuals engage in unethical behavior while others do not. Many theories 

suggest that complete self-interest is at the heart o f unethical behavior. Agency theorists 

suggest that when agents (employees) have more information than principals (employers) 

and their goals conflict, %ents may behave in accordance with their own self-interest and 

lie to, or deceive, the principal (Holstrom, 1979). In feet, Becker (1976) believes that 

human agents are always pure egoists, whose behavior is designed to maximize their own 

utility. RemforcenMnt contingencies also influence managers’ ethical behavior (Trevino, 

1986). For example, individuals are more likely to pay bribes when rewarded for doing 

so (Hegarty & Sims, 1978). Additionally, social exchange theory and neoclassical 

economics simply state that individuals engage in unethical behavior if it is in their own 

best interest (Grover, 1993).

Business ethics, unlike classic economic points of view, proposes that human 

beings should be motivated by more than a complete reliance on self-mterest (Pava,

1998). Rawls (1993) states that “rational agents ^proach being psychopathic when their 

interests are solefy in benefits to themselves” (p. 51). Human beings live in societies 

vsdiere cooperation among equals is expected and required. If the economic point o f view



is correct, then the ethic of complete self-interest would lead to societal dissolution. In 

1918, Clarence Ayers discussed this issue, stating that “Ethics is wholly social, and there 

is no such thing as an individual, in the sense that it is absurd today to think of a ‘moral 

agent’ without at the same time thinking of him as a social product capable of producing 

certain changes in the social structure that surrounds him most intimately” (1918, p. 57). 

Thus, the economic theories of self-interest may neglect the inçact of relationships, 

morality and values of the individual based in society.

Business ethics theorists have defined an ethical situation / dilemma as one where 

the consequences of an individual’s decision afiects the interests, wel6re, or expectations 

of others (Rest, 1986). Unethical behavior is defined as behavior that has a harmful 

effect upon others and is “either illegal, or morally unacceptable to the larger 

community” (Jones, 1991, p. 367). Thus, ethical behavior is, by its nature, a social 

phenomenon, and needs to be evaluated in terms of the relationships of the actors. Using 

differential association theory, Zey-Ferrell and Ferrell (1982) suggested that individuals 

learn values, attitudes and norms not firom society, but from other individuals who are 

members of disparate social groups. They assumed that those employees who have 

learned to be unethical through differential association in their role-sets (associate with 

individuals vdx) engage in and accept unethical behavior) and who have greater access to 

opportunity for unethical behavior will be more likely to be involved in such behaviors. 

Dubioslqr and Loken (1989) used the theory o f reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) 

to suggest that if referent others think the individual should engage in ethical behavior 

and the individual is motivated to comply with the referent others, then the individual is 

more likely to engage in ethical behavior. By examioing the entire set of actors and the



set of ties representing some relationship between the actors. Brass, Butterfield and 

Skaggs’ (1998) social network perspective suggests that these social relationships 

mutually interact with characteristics o f individuals, issues, and organizations in 

infiuencing unethical behavior. When a relationship between two individuals is strong, 

multiplex (e.g., friend and business associate), and symmetric in terms of power, the 

likelihood of unethical behavior toward each other is low. According to the social 

network perspective, surveillance by other members of an organization decreases the 

likelihood that the focal individual will engage in unethical behavior. Additionally, the 

possibility that mutual friends and acquaintances may find out about the focal 

individual’s unethical behavior may act as a deterrent due to a concern over reputation. 

Finally, as cliques evolve with varying behaviors and attitudes, the possibility o f 

unethical behavior between cliques increases. These theories all point to the importance 

of relationships in the ethical decision-making process.

1.3 ACCOUlSrrABILITY

The relationship aspect of the ethical theories suggests that accountability will 

have an effect on ethical behavior. Accountability refers to the perception o f defending 

or justifying one’s conduct to an audience that has reward or sanction authority, and 

where rewards or sanctions are perceived to be contingent upon audience evaluation of 

such conduct (Buckley, Wiese, Frink, Howard, Berkson, Ferris & Mobbs, in press; 

Tetlock, 1985,1992). Schools and organizations form social systems that have shared 

e:?q)ectations, including ethical systems. When mdividuals are involved in these social 

systems, they are held accountable for their actions due to the existence o f a shared



system o f expectations and the responsibility they have for those actions (Frink & 

Klimoski, 1998; Tetlock, 1992). Individuals are held accountable by laws, rules and 

expectations (hCtchell & Scott, 1990), the way their behavior or performance is evaluated 

(Mitchell, 1993), and by mechanisms of social control, mctuding expectations 

communicated by salient others (Ferris & Judge, 1991).

Human behavior is a complex phenomenon, and as such, all individuals do not 

behave the same way when presented with identical accountability situations. Agency 

theory has been used to explain that individuals will maximize their own utility to the 

extent permitted by the constraints imposed on them, and thus, such constramts 

(accountabilities) are necessary (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). Organizational control 

theory states that individuals are subject to rewards and sanctions based on a comparison 

of their actual performance to established standards (Ferris, Mitchell, Canavan, Frink & 

Hopper, 1995), and thus, behavior results from control mechanisms, mcluding 

accountability. Once again, these theories may neglect the social relationship aspect of 

human interaction at work.

Organizations are social systems, and as such they require reliable behavior on the 

part o f their members (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Role systems theory parallels versions of 

accountability, which postulates a central role for interpersonal expectations, emphasizes 

the importance of the consequences of compliance, and links tasks and activities to 

individuals (Cummings & Anton, 1990; Ferris et aL, 1995; Frink & Klimoski, 1998; 

Schlenker, Britt, Pennington, Murphy, & Doherty, 1994). An individual’s ejqpectations 

for another are strongfy influenced by knowledge, skills, abilities and personality, as well 

as the history o f the relationshg with this individual and with the organization (Frink &



Klimoski, 1998). This conqjlex web of interpersonal relationships may be the driving 

force behind ethical behavior, subject to the realities of work interdependence and 

organizational, as well as job norms. Workplace behavior takes place in a social context 

and involves mutual expectations, mutual influence processes, mutual understanding and 

predictable behavior (Frink & Klimoski, 1998). Thus, vdiHe most organizations have 

some formal code o f ethics, there are other audiences that are possibly more salient to the 

individuaL In feet, there are times when individuals, feced with an ethical dilemma, want 

to do the right thing based on their own values, but are overwhelmed by social forces to 

comply with the values o f their boss or prevailing culture (Brie^ Dukerich, & Doran, 

1991). This would lead us to believe that by developing high quality relationships and 

increasing the understanding o f normatively acceptable behavior, accountability would 

lead to more ethical behavior.

1.4 RESEARCH FOCUS

Ethical behavior by en^loyees is important to all organizations’ viability.

Perhaps one way to insure that employees behave appropriately is for the organization to 

require that the enq)ioyees are held accountable for their actions. If  employees realize 

that they will have to justify their conduct to organizational superiors with reward / 

sanction power and if they know exactly what the organization expects from them in 

terms of ethical behavior, then there should be more pro-social behavior on the part of 

these employees. Ethics, and the social norms that come from them, create shared 

expectations of how individuals in an organization should behave, creating a  mechanism 

of social control In an accountability situation, an employee is in a social context and
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his/her behavior is observed and evaluated by an audience and conçared to some 

standard or expectation (Frink and Klimoski, 1998). The employee believes that s/he 

may have to answer for, justify, or defend the behaviors and that any rewards or sanctions 

are contingent on the evaluation of the audience. Therefore, if the ençloyee feels 

accountable to other members of the organization, accountability may also be a 

mechanism through which organizations can control the conduct of their employees. 

Thus, ethics and accountability fit well together as both are methods of social control and 

should be studied together. The joining of accountability and ethics research generates 

many interesting questions. How do individuals respond to questions of ethics when they 

must justify their decisions? How do individuals perceive that others will respond to 

these same questions under the same types of accountabilities? How do individuals 

respond to ethical dilemmas with varying degrees of salience? Are there individual 

differences that account for the way individuals respond to ethical questions?

Human behavior is derived fiom myriad forces including the individual, his/her 

personal relationships, the social structure in which s/he is embedded, and the 

organizational system of policies and practices. In order to study ethical behavior, we 

must focus on a small piece of the puzzle, while accounting for the Wiole. The primary 

purpose of this dissertation is to advance and test the ethical decision-making model in an 

attempt to aid managerial effectiveness of organizations. The study will accomplish this 

by determining the effects o f accountabüify on ethical intent, while also testing and 

controlling for the effects o f the intensity o f the moral issue and individual difference 

fectors. This study adds to the literature because it tests a more con^lete model than has 

been done in the past. By enq)irically studying how ethical intent is affected by

11



accountability for behavior and outcomes, the individual difference characteristics o f the 

respondents and the salience of the ethical dilemma (moral intensity), we will have a 

better understanding of why people behave the way they do when feced with an ethical 

dilemma.

Both the business ethics literature and the accountability literature recognize self- 

interest as a strong motivating fector to explain why people behave unethically. Both 

literatures also recognize the importance o f human interaction on behavior. The 

theoretical framework employed in this study will be role systems theory as proposed by 

Frink and Klimoski (1998) integrated with the social network perspective of Brass, 

Butterfield and Skaggs (1999). These theories were chosen because they both recognize 

that ethical behavior is influenced by characteristics of the individual, his/her social 

relationships, and the organizational system in which s/he is embedded. By taking all this 

into consideration, they help to explain ethical behaviors when mdividuals are 

accountable to more than one audience. Divergent expectancies o f multiple stakeholders 

may result in behavior that is less predictable, and Wiicb, in the eyes of the organization, 

may be undesirable. The final contribution o f this study will be to attempt to examine 

how individuals would respond to an ethical dilemma that has many stakeholders (e.g., 

society, enq)loyer, president of the conq)any, direct supervisor, co-workers, femily and 

selQ.

U.S. business is embedded in U.S. society and shares its ethical system. Ideally, 

the freedom of businesses to make a profit is limited by the values o f feimess, equal 

opportunity, honesty and truthfulness (DeGeorge, 1999). U.S. business must be 

predicated on ethical business practices. I f  it were not, business would cease. It k  only

12



against this background of ethical behavior that unethical behavior is possible and has the 

potential to be profitable. Lying successfully would be difficult if most were not honest 

and trusting. In fact, most individuals and organizations practice fiiir conqxtition based 

on efficiency and value their reputations. As Hosmer (1994) states, “Ethics do pay”. 

Business ethics research should help create conditions for ethical practice by employees 

and organizations. This task demands that normative theories and contextual reality 

intersect m a way that makes sense to organizations. A better understanding o f why 

individuals behave as they do when presented with ethical dilemmas will allow 

organizations to be proactive in creating an ethical environment, which is critical to 

success.

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION

Chapter 2 provides a review of the relevant literature concerning ethical behavior 

and accountability. It gives the theoretical bases and models, which lead to a new ethical 

decision-making model. Chapter 3 contains the hypotheses developed fi"om the model as 

well as a discussion of the measurenœnt tools and methodology. Statistical analyses of 

the research data are presented in chapter 4, along with an evaluation of the model 

Chapter 5 is a detailed discussion of the results, research implications and fiiture 

directions.

13



Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

and

Research Model

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Research for this study is based primarily on the business ethics literature. The 

model that is proposed and tested is drawn from this stream of management thought. 

Because ethics is a multidisciplinary construct, the literature review also includes a 

general ethics discussion, which includes ideas from philosophy, management and the 

social sciences. The accountability literature is added to the business ethics framework to 

produce the research model

In this chapter, I will discuss the various literature streams and their applicability 

in understanding how accountability will affect ethical decision-making. This is followed 

by an introduction to the research model The chapter concludes by describing each of 

the variables in the proposed model and the research hypotheses.

2.2 ETHICAL BEHAVIORS

In 1961, Baumhart surveyed Harvard Business Review readers on ethical issues. 

This study was updated in 1977 by Brenner and Molander. During this time, respondents 

appeared to be more cynical concerning the ethical conduct o f their peers. Reasons given 

for this perception of deteriorating ethics included a preoccupation with gain, lack of 

rein&rcement of ethical behaviors, competition, and a sense that only results are

14



important to superiors. The need to understand why individuals behave as they do when 

confronted with ethical dilemmas has been evident in the management literature for 

decades. The following discussion examines the evolution of business ethics models and 

certain empirical fndmgs.

Business Ethics

Disciplines such as anthropology, sociology and psychology tend to study ethics 

using descriptive measures (DeGeorge, 1982). The morality of societies and cultures is 

studied and described. This type of research does not judge, but instead compares 

different moral systems, beliefe, principles and values. Normative ethics arises from 

descriptive ethics, in that it attempts to explain and justify the morality of society. Most 

of the ethical theories are found in the normative ethics literature. As was discussed in 

chapter 1, utilitarian and deontological approaches are the two most common 

perspectives used to e:q)Iain moral reasoning. In utilitarianism, an action is deemed 

moral or immoral by examining the consequences of the action. The deontological 

approach states that duty is the basic moral category, independent o f the consequences o f 

the action. In most cases, the utilitarian and the deontological approaches to the moral 

evaluation o f actions will result m similar moral judgments (DeGeorge, 1999). This is 

because both approaches attempt to systematize and explain moral judgments. 

Additionally, they both start from the basic moral norms, which state that certain actions 

are morally right and others are moralfy wrong. In 6 ct, Brady (1985) develops a model, 

which views both approaches as conçlementary, with utilitarianism looking to the future 

(simpfy seeking a solution that will give the best possible results according to what it

15



means to be human) and deontology looking to the past (examining the cultural herit^e 

established by law, language and tradition and assessing the relevance and adequacy of 

the store o f knowledge to the issue at hand). These general ethical theories provide 

useful information for analyzing everyday ethical dilemmas.

Special ethics uses general ethics to investigate the morality of specialized areas 

of human endeavor, such as business. Business ethics comprises the rules, standards, 

principles, or codes that give guidelines for morally right behavior and truthfulness in 

specific situations (Lewis, 1985). In other words, business ethics studies the morality of 

business. Again, the goal is to understand why individuals and corporations behave in 

certain ways when confi-onted with ethical dilemmas. Influences on ethical behavior at 

work include the individual’s internal ethical principles, the organizational culture and 

the actual combination of moral ideals with work demands (Kahn, 1990). Employees 

solve ethical dilemmas based on their individual characteristics, the culture in which they 

are embedded, and the realities of the work situation.

Ethical Decision-making Models

Ençirical testing of the ethical decision making process requires the articulation 

of models. The 1980’s produced many such models. 2Ley-Ferrell and Ferrell (1982) used 

differential association theory to explain unethical behavior, stating that individuals learn 

values, attitudes and norms not from society, but from other individuals who are 

members of disparate social groups. They assume that those en^loyees who have 

learned to be unethical through differential association in their role-sets and who have

16



greater access to opportunity for unethical behavior are more likely to be involved in such 

behaviors (see Figure 1).

Figure 1
Two-Stage Model of Ethkail/Uuethlail Behuvior

Oppottunity 
(My perceived 

opportunity to engage 
in unethical betavior)

1. Peers
2. Top roanagemcm

Zey-Fmcil AFsrcn. 1912

The researchers suggested that the greater the organizational distance between the focal 

person and the referent other, the less likefy the focal person’s ethical/unethical behavior 

would be influenced by the referent other. Additionally, the greater the relative amount 

of status and power of the referent, the greater the amount o f pressure the referent can 

exert on the focal person to conform to the referent’s role expectations. When a focal 

person perceives that peers are unethical in their behaviors, they are more likely to be 

unethical themselves (Zey-Ferrell, Weaver & Ferrell, 1979). Thus, this model suggests 

that peers and top management combmed with opportunity lead to an employee’s 

ethicalAmethical behavior.

In 1985, Ferrell and Gresham published their contingency model of ethical 

decision making in a maiketing organization (see Figure 2). This model provides for the
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influence of the social and cultural environment, individual contingent 6 ctors 

(knowledge, values, attitudes and intentions), and organizational contingent factors 

(significant others and opportunity) on ethical/unethical behavior.

Figure 2
CoBtingencv Model of Ethical PtchioB |Vt«lriiig fai m Marketing OrgMiatioB
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This model produced criticism and a different model from Hunt and Vitell (1986), 

Their marketing ethics model states that cultural, industrial and organizational 

environmental fectors, combined with personal experiences affect perceptions of the 

existence of an ethical problem, alternatives and consequences (see Figure 3).

Perceptions phis norms and evaluations of consequences lead to ethical judgments, vriiich 

lead to intentions and then to behavior.
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Figure 3 
Mirketing Ethics Model
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Trevino (1986) proposed the situation-individual interaction model, which was 

based primarily on Kohlberg’s (1969) model of cognitive moral development (see Figure 

4). She suggests that individuals react to ethical dilemmas with cognitions determined by 

then- cognitive moral development. The stage o f cognitive moral development 

determines how an individual thinks about ethical dilemmas. The emphasis is on the 

cognitive decision making process or the reasons an individual uses to justify a decision, 

rather than the decision itself. Individuals progress through the stages of cognitive moral 

development as they mature. The first two stages are concerned with concrete 

consequences and self interest. The next two stages demonstrate that maintaining the 

expectations of the individual’s 6 mily, group, or nation is perceived as valuable in its 

own right. In the final two stages, moral behavior is determined by universal values and 

principles. In the Trevino (1986) model, the relationship between the cognitions stage 

and the actual ethical/unethical behavior is moderated by individual and situational
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&ctors. Individual âctors include ego strength, held dependence and locus of control. 

The situational &ctors include elements of the immediate job context, organizational 

culture and characteristics of the work itself. The immediate job context includes 

reinforcement contingencies and other pressures. This is consistent with reinforcement 

theory, which states that individual behavior is a result o f its consequences. The 

situational iàctor of organizational culture includes the organization's normative 

structure, referent others, obedience to authority, and responsibility for consequences.

F ig a r e 4
Inttractioaist Model of Ethical D«cbioa Maldiig in OrgannortioHs
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Research by Schwartz (1968) suggested that an awareness of the consequences of one’s 

actions on others, and an ascrÿtion of responsibility to self are necessary conditions for 

the activation of the individual’s moral norms and his/her influence on behavior. If 

organizations are interested in encouraging moral action they should promote individual 

responsibility for action consequences at all levels o f the organization. Where this is not 

done, organizational considerations m ^  outweigh moral ones in the individual’s
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determination o f appropriate behavior (Turiei & Smetana, 1984). Thus, this model 

suggests that the individual’s level o f cognitive moral development is the primary 

determinant o f ethical behavior, yet the decision making process is also influenced by 

individual and situational Actors.

A behavioral model o f ethical and unethical decision making was proposed by 

Bommer, Gratto, Gravander and Tuttle in 1987 (see Figure 5).

Figures
Behuviorul Model of Ethkal/tJiietliical Decision Making
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This normative model links the influencing Actors o f ethical/unethical behavior with the 

mediating structure of the individual’s decision making process. The environmental 

influences include the work environment, professional envhonment, Am%/peer group 

environment, government/legal environment, and social environment. Additionally, a 

number o f individual attributes are suggested to influence the decision process. Other 

Actors afActing the decision process are the perceived consequences and risks aixl the 

value assigned to these consequences by the individuaL Once again we see that the
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individual as well as society/environment are suggested to affect the ethical decision 

making process.

Dubinsky and Loken (1989) proposed an ethical decision making model based on 

the theory o f reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), which assumes that individuals 

are usually rational, use information that is available to them when deciding to engage in 

a given behavior and behave under volitional control. This model (see Figure 6 ) suggests 

that one’s salient behavioral beliefe about the outcomes associated with performing the 

behavior and evaluations of those outcomes determine attitudes toward the behavior.

Figure 6
Model f o r  A n a lv r in g  Ethical Decision Making in Marketing

EthkalAJnahic»! 
Bdatvkir 
Rdevam behavior 
ofimerest

OwcaneEvaluition 
Goodncs or t a i i e a  o f 
ouconies of etbical/ 
unelhicil betuvior

Motivation to ammlv 
MocivaiianAwilliDgDess 
to acquiesce to 
referons

Attitude Toward Ethicai/ 
Unethical Behavior 
Individual’s evaluatioa 
ofbehavior

liaentioosto 
FiM ttt in B la a ^  
Unethical Behavior 
Subjective likelihood 
that individial wiD 
engage in behavior

BdtsdsaLBsUsSi
LikeUbood tbai ethical/ 
unethical befaavrâr 
leads (oceram 
outcQcnes

N W nanvtM k6
LikeUbood that tefetents 
think individual ibould/ 
should not perform 
ethical/unedtical 
behavior

Subjective Norm Toward 
Etfaical/Uneihical

Dubausfcyfe Loken, 1989

Also, the individual’s normative beliefo about whether salient referents think the 

individual should perform the behavior and the individual’s willingness to comply with 

the referents determines the individual’s subjective norms toward the behavior. 

Together, attitudes toward the behavior and subjective norms toward the behavior
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influences intentons to engage in ethical/unethical behavior, w^ch affects actual 

behavior.

Ferrell, Gresham and Fraedrich (1989) provide us with a synthesis o f other 

models. Their proposed model suggests that the ethical decision making process begins 

with an awareness of ethical issues, followed by a cognitions stage using cognitive moral 

development. The cognitions stage leads to deontoiogicai and teleoiogical judgments or 

moral evaluations. These evaluations o f the ethical dilemma lead to ethical intentions, 

which lead to ethical or unethical behaviors or actions. In 1991, Jones also proposed a 

^thesized model that included ideas and constructs from eight previous models, as well 

as a new construct called moral intensity (see Figure 7).

Figure?
Ethical Decision Miking Model
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Figure 7 shows that the social, cultural, economic and organizational environments 

influence the recognition of a moral issue, one vddch has consequences for others and 

involves volition o f the individual making the moral decision (Ferrell & Gresham, 1985;
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Hunt & Vitell, 1986). This explicit (Hunt & Vitell, 1986; Rest, 1986) or implicit (Ferrell 

& Gresham, 1985; Trevino, 1986) recognition of the moral issue leads to making a moral 

judgment, dependent upon the individual’s level of cognitive moral development (Rest, 

1986; Trevino, 1986) or moral evaluations (Dubinsky & Loken, 1989; Hunt & Vitell, 

1986). Some researchers showed that once a moral judgment was made, it led to moral 

behavior through establishing moral intent (Dubinsky & Loken, 1989; Hunt & Vitell, 

1986; Rest, 1986), while others showed the moral judgment leading directly to engaging 

in moral behavior (Ferrell & Gresham, 1985; Trevino, 1986). Moderators included 

significant others (Dubinsky & Loken, 1989; Ferrell & Gresham, 1985), individual 

difference characteristics (Ferrell & Gresham, 1985; Trevino, 1986), situational 

moderators (Trevino, 1986), as well as the individual’s opportunity to engage in unethical 

behavior (Ferrell & Gresham, 1985). Jones (1991) suggested that moral intensity 

(characteristics of the moral issue itself) is a moderator in this synthesized model

Business ethics models and research have primarily included specific individual 

difference and situational 6 ctors, trying to establish if unethical behavior is caused by 

“bad apples or bad barrels” (Trevino & Youngblood, 1990). Individual difference 

characteristics that have been studied include cognitive moral development, personal 

moral philosophy, strength of religious belief, locus o f control, Machiavellianism, 

gender, nationality, year in school, grade point average and employment. Some of the 

situational characteristics that have been studied include fiatemity/sorority membershq>, 

existence o f organizational honor codes, ^rpes of reward systems, enforced sanctions, top 

management behavior and ethics training. Trevmo (1986) stated that situational variables 

include the organization’s normative structure, re&rent others, obedience to authority.
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responsibility for consequences, reinforcement contingencies, and other pressures. These 

situational factors place individuals in a social context, where they understand that 

behavior under their control will be compared to a normative standard, evaluated by 

referent others and rewarded or punished based on this evaluation. In other words, 

individuals are held accountable for their behaviors.

2.3 ACCOUNTABILITY

By con^aring the situational foctors described in the business ethics decision 

making models with the definition o f accountability - the perception o f defending or 

justifying one’s conduct to an audience that has reward or sanction authority, and where 

rewards or sanctions are perceived to be contingent upon audience evaluation of such 

conduct (Buckley, et aL, in press; Tetlock, 1985, 1992) - it would appear that 

accountability wOl have an effect on ethical behaviors. Dependent variables that have 

been positively influenced by accountability effects include performance (Yamold, 

Muesser, and Lyons, 1988), satisfoction (Haccoun and Klimoski, 1975), conformity, 

(Breaugh and Klimoski, 1977), goals (Frink, 1994), and attentiveness (Frink, 1994; Mero 

and Motowidlo, 1995). However, empirical evidence has shown that accountability does 

not always lead to positive behaviors. Some of the dysfunctions of accountability include 

increased use of ingression management tactics (Ferris, Dulebohn, Frink, George-Falvy, 

Nfitchell, & Matthews, 1997), stereotyping (Gordon, Rozelle, & Baxter, 1988), focusmg 

on irrelevant information (Tetlock & Boettger, 1989), inflating performance appraisals 

(Klimoski & Inks, 1990), and the misallocation o f scarce resources (Adelberg & Batson,
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1978). Because the goal of using accountability in organizations is to create a more 

positive environment, a framework needed to be created that explained why individuals 

in accountability situations behave as they do when confronted with ethical dilemmas.

Tetlock and his colleagues suggest a framework to describe the mechanisms used 

by individuals in various accountability situations to explain the variety of behaviors 

(Lemer & Tetlock, 1999; Tetlock, 1985; Tetlock, Skitka & Boettger, 1989). First, when 

audience views are known prior to forming one’s own opinion, conformity becomes the 

likefy coping strategy. Supposedly, the desire for social approval from known audiences 

shifts the decision makers’ focus away from the potential effectiveness of outcomes to 

the justifiability of outcomes. The second accountability condition is when audience 

views are unknown prior to forming one’s own opinion. Here, individuals often engage 

in preemptive self-criticism. They think in more self-critical, integratively complex ways 

in which they consider multiple perspectives on the issue and try to anticipate the 

objections that reasonable others might raise to positions that they might take. However, 

this is not the case when individuals think they can guess the views of their prospective 

audience. The third accountability condition concerns people who have irrevocably 

committed themselves to a decision, learning of the need to justify their actions only after 

the decision has already been made (postdecisional accountability). This motivates 

cognitive effort directed toward self-justification rather than self-criticism. This 

defensive bolstering causes people to focus mental energy on rationalizing past actions. 

This is particularly true if individuals are accountable for decision outcomes only (not 

processes) (Simonson & Staw, 1992). In sum, selfcritical and effortful thinking is most 

likefy to be activated when decision makers learn prior to forming any opinions that they
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wül be accountable to an audience whose views are unknown, whose interests are 

accuracy and processes rather than specific outcomes, who is reasonably well-infomaed 

and \sdio has a legitimate reason for inquiring into the reasons behind the decision 

makers’ judgments (Lemer & Tetlock, 1999). In addition to knowledge about the 

audience (Breaugh, Klimoski and Shapiro, 1980; Haccoun and Klimoski, 1975), other 

fectors that influence accountability effects have included gender. Type A personality 

(Yamold, Muesser and Lyons, 1988), conscientiousness (McCrae and Costa, 1987), locus 

of control (Frink, 1994), and contextual variables of ambiguity (Fandt and Ferris, 1990).

2.4 ETHICAL DECISION-MAKING MODEL WITH ACCOUNTABILITY

From the brief literature review above, it is evident that researchers have offered a 

number of models of organizational ethical decision making and behavior (Bommer et 

al., 1987; Dubinsky & Loken, 1989; Ferrell & Gresham, 1985; Ferrell, Gresham & 

Fraedrich, 1989; Hunt & Vitell, 1986; Jones, 1991; Trevmo, 1986; Zey-Ferrell & Ferrell, 

1982). These models suggest a number o f individual and organizational foctors that may 

influence unethical behavior in organizations (Kahn, 1990). However, neither the 

undersocialized perspective of individuals acting in isolation nor the oversocialized view 

of individuals obedient to norms and culture is adequate to explain ethical behavior 

(Granovetter, 1992). As a result of this realization, theorists have combined the two 

approaches (Hunt & ViteH, 1986; Trevino, 1986). Jones (1991) suggested the issue- 

contingent model that shows the characteristics of the moral issue interacting with 

individual and organizational attributes in influencing ethical decision making. While
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these models have been very beneficial in identifying a number of important elements 

explaining unethical behavior, they tend to minimize the relationships among individuals.

One of the primary goals of ethics research is to explain why individuals behave 

as they do when confi*onted with ethical dilemmas. Researchers must understand that 

there are those individuals vdio will behave ethically in most instances and there are 

certain instances where most people wiU behave ethically. From an organizational 

perspective, if the individual difference characteristics o f ethical individuals are known, 

then organizations can attract and hire individuals with these traits. On the other hand, if 

organizations understand what attributes of the organization may influence ethical 

behavior, they can adjust their reward systems (Hegarty & Sims, 1978), or ethical codes 

of conduct (Cressey & Moore, 1983; Laczniak & Inderrieden, 1987; Mathews, 1987; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1993). However, because few individuals behave ethically all the 

time and &w ethical dilemmas lend themselves to easily identifiable answers, many 

researchers suggest that ethical decision making involves a complex interaction between 

the individual, organization and the issue (Jones, 1991). The model presented here would 

also like to include relationships in the form of accountability (see Figure 8 ).

Relationships provide the constraints and opportunities that, in combination with 

characteristics of individuals, organizations and issues, may help explain ethical behavior 

in organizations (Brass, et ah, 1998). Workplace behavior takes place in a social context 

and involves mutual expectations, mutual influence processes, mutual understanding and 

predictable behavior. Members o f a social system are held accountable for their actions 

due to the existence of a shared system of expectations and the agency they have 6 r 

those actions (Frink & Klimoski, 1998; Tetlock, 1992). In organizations, work groups
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and the informal organization have the capacity for enforcing behavioral norms by both 

overt and covert social sanctions (Ferris, et aL, 1995). Most organizations have some 

formal control mechanisms in place including disciplinary systems, performance 

evaluations, reward systems, performance monitoring, employee handbooks, etc. 

However, there are other audiences that are possibly more salient to the individuaL 

Employees are accountable to themselves for individual success, to their fomilies for 

financial support, to their w ort group for departmental success, to the company for 

organizational success, to the stockholders, etc. Due to these multiple accountabilities 

with potentially conflicting goals, specific accountability in an ethical corporate 

environment may produce positive social pressure and promote greater ethical behavior.

FignreS
Ethical Dedaion Making Model with AccoantebflitY
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Accountability is considered a universal social norm and it is seen as leading to 

internal pressure to comply (Ferris, et aL, 1997; Tetlock, 1985,1992). The individual is 

aware of the need to meet some acceptable standard and what will happen if s/he is or is
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not successful The notion of organizational accountability suggests that individuals 

assess the corporate and job standards, as well as how their audience evaluates behavior 

con^ared with these standards. Using this information, they form strategies for coping 

with the specific conditions as perceived and interpreted (Tetlock, 1992). As employees 

perceive less job ambiguity (i.e., greater certainty of processes and outcomes), and 

perhaps see their work processes and outcomes as being observable and verifiable, they 

feel more accountable (Ferris, et al., 1997). Therefore, it is important to understand that 

accountability for outcomes and accountability for behaviors should both affect the 

ethical decision making process.

Prior research showed that a number o f individual and situational foctors, as well 

as the issue itself influences the ethical decision making process. However, the 

relationship aspect has been minimized in much o f the empirical work on business ethics. 

Accountability is one way to include the social context associated with the workplace. 

Much of the accountability research has focused on creating a more positive work 

environment, although some negative effects were reported. The framework suggested 

by Tetlock (1992) is very beneficial in explaining the variety o f behaviors. However, 

individuals lead cong)licaled lives and may be accountable to many different audiences. 

Additionally, mdividuals may act different^ to an ethical dilemma depending on if they 

are accountable for behaviors (processes), outcomes, both or neither. This study attenq)ts 

to address some of these issues.

The ethical decision malmig model with accountability that is proposed and tested 

in this study is illustrated m Figure 8 . The model is consistent with previous^ discussed 

ethical decision making models and is princ^a%  an extension of Jones’ (1991) issue
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contii^ent model, showing that cognitive moral development, individual difference 

characteristics (personality and demographics) and moral intensity affect ethical intent 

and behavior. It then extends Jones’ model by replacing significant others and situational 

variables with accountability. The four exogenous variables accountability, cognitive 

moral development, personality and demographics, are represented as antecedent 

variables. Moral intensity is a moderator and the endogenous variable, ethical 

intent/behavior, is represented as the outcome variable. The remainder o f this chapter 

provides a discussion o f this ethical decision making model and a detailed description of 

each of the model constructs.

2.5 MAJOR CONSTRUCTS WITH HYPOTHESES 

Ethical behavior

The focal construct of the model to be tested, ethical intent/ethical behavior is 

drawn from the body of business ethics literature. Many business transactions have an 

ethical conçonent, where a person’s actions, when freely performed, may barm or 

benefit others (Velasquez & Rostankowski, 1985). Ethical behavior is behavior that has 

a beneficial effect upon others and is either legal, or morally acceptable to the larger 

community (Jones, 1991). Ethical intent/behavior is modeled as a latent, or 

unobservable, endogenous variable. Four antecedents and one moderator are identified in 

the model
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Accountability

Unethical behavior is a social phenomenon and is influenced by social 

relationships, individual difference characteristics, the moral issue and the organization 

(Brass, Butterfield & Skaggs, 1998; Frink & Klimoski, 1998). As social systems, 

organizations require reliable behavior fi-om their employees (Katz & Kahn, 1978). One 

way to achieve this reliable behavior is through accountability. Individuals de&ndlng 

their actions to an audience with reward or sanction power are likely to conform to the 

desires o f the audience (Tetlock, 1985, 1992). Two theories help us to understand the 

way individuals respond to ethical dilemmas when they are held accountable -  social 

network and role theories.

A social network is a set of actors and the set of ties representing some 

relationship between the actors (Brass, et al., 1998). The norms and expectations for 

functionally differentiated sets of behaviors among employees are referred to as roles, 

which add structure to interpersonal relationships at work (Katz & Kahn, 1978). The role 

taking perspective assumes that the expectations of role senders (members of the 

organization with whom the individual is interdependent and must mteract on a regular 

basis) serve as the stimulus for the focal individual’s behavior (Frink & Klimoski, 1998). 

The individual’s reactions to sent expectations in a particular role episode will have 

consequences for the individual (especial^ his/her self concept), the relationship o f the 

individual with the sender, and the sender (perhaps his/her self concept). The focal 

individual’s actions may affect a number o f people.

Accountability is the perceived need to defend or justify behaviors to an audience 

with reward/sanction authority, where the rewards/sanctions are perceived to be
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contingent upon the audience evaluation of such conduct. The possibility o f being 

observed by other members of an organization is known as surveillance (Brass, et al.,

1998). Most American adults engage in a certain level of moral reasoning, which 

includes being aware o ( and trying to comply with, the roles and expectations of others 

(Kohlberg, 1969; Trevino, 1986). At thfe second level o f cognitive moral development, 

interpersonal relationships and social approval are important aspects o f the reasoning 

process used in ethical decision making. The possibility that mutual friends and 

acquaintances may learn of unethical behavior acts as a deterrent. Therefore, 

accountability in ethical organizations should decrease unethical behavior.

Unethical behavior is low in social relationships that are strong and multiplex. 

Strong relationships are those that are based on cooperatkm, trust, intimacy, empathy, 

reciprocity and emotional intensity (Granovetter, 1973). Multiplex is the degree to which 

two actors are linked by greater than one type of relationship (Burt, 1983). Strong and 

multiplex relationships may outweigh organizational norms (Brass, et aL, 1998). Frink 

and Klimoski (1998) proposed that when individuals are freed with conflicting 

accountability requirements by two or more audiences, conformity will likely be in frvor 

of the audience with whom the most positive relationship exists. They go on to suggest 

that when an individual frees an accounting relative to incompatible expectations of a 

peer group and an audience who is frrther removed in space and time, the individual will 

conform to the expectations of the peers. Thus, when organization members freed with 

an ethical dilemma view unethical actions as something that must be done in order to 

he^ those who are close to them, they wül be more likely to eng%e in that behavior if 

they are not held accountable. However, bf the individual frees an accounting from an
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audience whose expectations are different from his/her own, s/he will conform to the 

extent that the evaluator has more status or is more powerful (Brass, et al., 1998; Frink & 

Klimoski, 1998).

In accountability situations, the focal individual understands that his/her actions 

will be compared to some standard by the evaluator. However, if behavioral expectations 

are unclear or if priorities are vague, individuals may not feel accountable and may 

behave unethically (Baucus & Near, 1991; Grover, 1993). As individuals perceive less 

job/task ambiguity (i.e., greater certainty of processes and outcomes), and perhaps see 

their processes and outcomes as being observable and verifiable, they feel more 

accountable (Ferris, et al., 1997). Additionally, Lemer and Tetlock (1999) suggest that 

when audience views are known prior to forming one’s own opinion, conformity 

becomes the likely coping mechanism. Therefore, developing high quality relationships 

and increasing employee understanding of what others expect from them in terms of 

ethical behavior should lead to internalization, compliance or conformity to expectations.

Hi : In an ethical culture, individuals specifically held accountable for results

and behavior will engage in the least unethical behavior and those who are 

not held accountable at all will engage in the most unethical behavior 

(cheat or pay bribes).

Moral Intensity

Jones (1991) suggests that ethical decision making is issue contingent -  

characteristics o f the moral issue itself (moral intensity) are important determinants of 

ethical decision making and behavior. The components o f moral intensity are magnitude
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of consequences, social consensus, probability of effect, tençoral immediacy, proximity 

and concentration of ef&ct. These components are all characteristics of the moral issue 

itself and they are expected to have interactive effects. Moral intensity is expected to 

increase if there is an increase in any one (or more) o f hs components. Magnitude of 

consequences o f the moral issue is delSned as the sum o f the harms (or benefits) done to 

victims (or beneficiaries) of the moral act in question. Social consensus of the moral 

issue is defined as the degree of social agreement that a proposed act is evil (or good). 

Probability of effect of the moral act in question is a joint function of the probability that 

the act will actually take place and the act will actually cause the harm (or benefit) 

predicted. Temporal immediacy is the length o f time between the present and the onset 

of consequences of the moral act (shorter length of time inçlies greater immediacy). 

Proximity is the feeling of nearness (social, cultural, psychological, physical) that the 

moral agent has for victims (beneficiaries) of the evil (beneficial) act in question. 

Concentration o f effect of the moral act is an inverse function of the number of people 

affected by an act of given magnitude.

Researchers have demonstrated that perceived moral intensity influences ethical 

perceptions and intentions (Harrington, 1997; Morris & McDonald, 1995; Robin, D. P. & 

Forrest, P. J., 1996; Singer, 1996; Singer & Silver, 1997; Singhapakdi, Vitell, & Franke, 

1999; Singh^akdi, ViteH, & Kraff, 1996). Moral intensity is increased if the 

consequences o f the action create great harm or great benefit. It is also heightened if the 

focal individual is socially, cultural^, psychological^ or plQ'sicalfy close to those 

affected by the action. Therefore, the focal person will evaluate the ethical issue based 

on how s/he can create the greatest benefit for those close to him/her, minimizing the
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amount o f hann done to those who are distant. If  the focal individual perceives that the 

organization really needs his/her help in order to achieve a powerful organizational goal, 

then s/he will be more likefy to evaluate the ethical issue in terms of the magnitude of 

consequences and the proximity of those affected by the decision. Moral intensity is used 

as a moderator in this study to examine how individuals respond to ethical dilemmas 

when there is strong vs. weak perceived potential harm and strong vs. weak perceived 

social pressure. In the scenarios used in this study, increased moral intensity is designed 

to elicit greater unethical behavior (cheating or paying kibes) because the objectively 

unethical act greatly benefits those close to the respondent and the harms are perceived to 

be minimal to those distant fi*om the respondent.

Hz: Moral intensity will moderate the relationship between different

accountability situations and ethical intent/behavior.

Accountability Moral intensity Probability Of 
Unethical Behavior

1 None High High
2 None Low Low
3 Results only High High
4 Results only Low Low
5 Behavior only High Low
6 Behavior onfy Low Low
7 Results & behavior High Low
8 Results & behavior Low Low

Self versus Perception o f Others and Work versus School

Buckley, Harvey and Beu (2000) proposed that respondents perceive others as 

being more unethical than they are. Steele (1988) suggested that it is essential that an 

individual’s self-image be one that is moral, conçetent, good, stable, and capable of 

choice. Motivated reasoning (Bersof^ 1999) states that deviant behavior may be
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explained as individuals subscribing to certain rationalizations that define such behavior 

as situationally appropriate. However, if someone else were to engage in the same 

deviant behavior, the individual would likefy view the behavior as strictly unethical. 

Additionally, it is believed that students wül show a greater tendency to perceive that 

deviant behavior is more IDcefy whfle a person is in school than at work.

H]: Respondents will perceive that others engage in more unethical behavior

than th ^  do.

H4: Respondents wül perceive that unethical behavior is more likefy at school

than at work.

Cognitive Moral Development

Kohlberg’s (1969) model of cognitive moral development has been used by a 

number of researchers to help explain ethical decision making (Ford & Richardson, 1994; 

Power, Higgins, & Kohlberg, 1989; Rest, 1979; Trevino, 1986; Trevino & Youngblood, 

1990). Kohlberg identifies three major levels in the moral development o f an individual 

(pre-conventional, conventional or princÿled). Each level represents a wider and more 

adequate perception o f the social system and an ability to think more abstractly. In the 

preconventional level, chüdren learn what to do and what not to do, but they do not yet 

understand why because they do not have a developed sense of morality. In the 

conventional level, individuals understand what moral norms and rules are and the 

accepted morality is learned fi*om others (6 mify, school, peers, etc.). It is in this level 

that individuals conform to the laws o f society and understand what it means to be a good 

citizen. In the principled level, individuals accept moral prmciples because they know
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what it means to say the principles are right and they understand what makes them right. 

According to the empirical evidence, as individuals progress through the levels of moral 

development, they use more universal ethical principles, allowing them to behave in the 

most ethical feshion, doing what is best for everyone (Ford & Richardson, 1994;

Kohlberg, 1969; Power, Higgins, & Kohlberg, 1989; Rest, 1979; Trevino, 1986; Trevino 

& Youngblood, 1990).

Hg: Individuals with higher levels of moral development will behave ethically

more often than those with lower levels of moral development.

Personality and Demographics

The ethical decision making model with accountability (see Figure 8) shows that 

ethical behavior is influenced not only by accountability, cognitive moral development 

and characteristics of the moral issue, but also by the individual difference characteristics 

included in personality and demographics. Among the individual difference 

characteristics that have been shown to have an effect on ethical decision making are 

Type A personality (Buckley, Wiese & Harvey, 1998a; Perry, Kane, Bemesser, &

Spicker, 1990), locus o f control (Hegarty & Sims, 1978; Trevmo, 1986; Trevmo & 

Youngblood, 1990), Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970; Hegarty & Sims, 1978, 

1979; Hunt & Chonko, 1984), gender (Bowers, 1964; Buckley, >îWese & Harvey, 1998a; 

Chonko & Hunt, 1985; Ferrell & Skinner, 1988; Franke, Crown, & Spake, 1997; Jones & 

Gautschi, 1988; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Ruegger & King, 1992; Singhapakdi, A., 

Vitell, S. J. & Franke, G. R., 1999; Whipple & Swords, 1992), academic major (Manley,

1999), and employment (Arlow & Ulrich, 1980; Stevens, 1984), Two other variables that
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I believe may have an effect on ethical decision making are competitiveness (Ryckman & 

Hamel, 1992; Ryckman, Hammer, Kaczor, & Gold, 1996; Ryckman, Libby, ven den 

Borne, Gold & Lindner, 1997) and general self-efBcacy (Bandura, 1977; Schwarzer, 

1992).

Friedman and Rosenman (1974) described a Type A person as one “who is 

aggressively involved in a chronic, incessant struggle to achieve more and more in less 

and less time, and if required to do so, against the opposing efforts of other things or 

other persons” (p. 67). Johnson (1981) showed that individuals with high achievement 

motivation were more likely to cheat on college examinations. Perry, et al. (1990) found 

that college students scoring high in Type A behavior were more likely to engage in 

unethical behavior when (a) they were given the opportunity to do so and (b) their 

expectations could not be met by simply putting forth greater effort. Buckley, Wiese & 

Harvey (1998a) found that the aggression and hostility components of Type A personality 

were strong predictors of a propensity to engage in unethical behavior.

He.!: Individuals with Type A personalities will engage in more unethical 

behavior than individuals with Type B personalities.

Locus of control is the degree to which individuals believe that outcomes are 

contingent upon their personal characteristics or behavior (Rotter, 1966). Externals 

believe that reinforcements following an action are not entirety contingent upon theh 

actions, but occur as a result o f outside forces, such as hick. Internals perceive 

reinforcements as contingent upon their behavior or their own attributes (Miller & 

h#iton, 1969), therefore they may take more responsibility for their actions and depend 

more on their own value structure. Research models and enqiirical work suggest that
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those with an internal locus of control tend to behave more ethically than those with an 

external locus of control (Hegarty & Sims, 1978; Trevino, 1986; Trevino & Youngblood, 

1990).

Individuals with internal locus of control will behave ethically more often 

than those with an external locus of control.

A highly Machiavellian individual believes that it is acceptable to use any means, 

including manipulation, persuasion and deceit, to achieve a desired end (Hunt & Chonko, 

1984). Interpersonal relationships are viewed instrumentaHy or rationally. Success in 

getting others to behave a certain way is enhanced by perceiving them as objects to be 

manipulated rather than as individuals with whom one has empathy. High 

Machiavellians have a lack of concern with conventional morality (lying, cheating, etc.) 

because they have a utilitarian, rather than moral, view o f their interactions with others. 

These individuals may not be totally lacking in morals, they may just operate under a set 

o f ethical guidelines that are inconsistent with conventional morality (Christie & Geis, 

1970). Empirical studies show that highly Machiavellian lie more plausibly, manipulate others 

more, and pay bribes more (in simulation) than low Machiavellian individuals (Christie & Geis, 

1970; Hegarty & Sims, 1978,1979).

H«j: Individuals who are high on the Machiavellianism scale will engage in

more unethical behavior than those who score low on the scale.

Homey (1937) described hypercompetitiveness as an indiscriminant need to 

compete and wm at any cost as a means o f maintaining or enhancing feelings o f self­
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worth, with attendant orientations o f mançulation, aggressiveness, exploitation, and 

derogation o f others. ICghfyconpetitive individuals have learned a set of octreme 

individualistic values, such as achievement, hedonism, and power (Schwartz, 1992).

They tend to have less concern for the welfore o f others, instead they mistrust, dominate 

and exploit (Ryckman, et a l, 1997). Highly conpetitive individuals want to be the best 

in all fields and may take whatever steps are necessary to achieve that goal regardless of 

if the actions are ethical or unethkaL Hegarty and Sims (1978,1979) found that 

increased competitiveness tended to promote unethical behavior.

H6 .4 : Individuals ^bo are highly competitive will behave more unethically.

Perceived selfe£5cacy pertains to optimistic beliefo about being able to cope with 

a large variety o f stressors and explicit^ refers to one’s conpetence to deal with 

challenging situations (Bandura, 1977; Schwarzer, 1992). Indivkiuals with high 

perceived self efBcacy have high selfesteem and arc optimistic. Their strong sense o f 

competence facilitates cognitive processes and performance in a  variety of settings, 

including quality decision making. Once they decide to take action, they invest a  great 

deal ofeffort and persist When setbacks occur, they recover quickty and maintain the 

commitment to their goals. They believe they are able to control challenging 

environmental demands by means oftakmg adaptive action. General selfiefikacy refers 

to a global confidence in one’s coping ability across a wide range o f situations.

Cognitive consistency theory (Aronson & Metee, 1968) suggests that ethical behavfor is 

more consistent with a self-perceptfon o f high worth. Thus, the confidence in personal
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conçetence exhibited by high self-efiBcacy individuals should allow them to believe they 

can succeed without using unethical means.

Hôj: Individuals with greater general self-efiBcacy will engage in more ethical

intentions.

Gender

Sex role stereotypes suggest that men and women have different characteristics 

and learning experiences. For example, according to stereotype, men tend to be more 

forceful, assertive, aggressive, persistent, and decisive, whereas women tend to be more 

passive, submissive, dependent, emotional and indecisive. Some research suggests that 

women tend to hold lower expectations and tend to have lower seffconfidence than men 

(McCarty, 1986) and that they are less likely than men to engage in self-serving behavior 

(Maass & Volpato, 1989). A number of studies have shown that differences in moral 

behavior can be partially explained by gender (Bowers, 1964; Buckley, Wiese, Harvey, 

1998a; Chonko & Hunt, 1985; Ferrell & Skinner, 1988; Franke, Crown, & Spake, 1997; 

Jones & Gautschi, 1988; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Ruegger & King, 1992; Whipple & 

Swords, 1992). Sex role socialization is often used to explain this phenomenon. Females 

in our society are expected to be dependent, permissive, affectionate, nurturing, 

respectful, warm, conforming, and obedient, whereas males are expected to be aggressive 

and independent. Feminine characteristics include dependence on external authority and 

compliance with regulations, whereas masculine characteristics include independence of 

thought and action. Thus, wooKn are more prone to o b ^  the rules of society regardless 

o f the situation, whereas men are more apt to examine the situation in terms o f how their
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actions will affect others and themselves, sometimes engaging in unethical behavior if the 

ends appear to justify the means. In other research. Tittle and Rowe (1973) and Leming 

(1980) foimd that females were more influenced by threat of sanction than were males. 

They attributed this to female role socialization, in that the women feared a reduction in 

status and damage to their reputation for engaging in dishonest behavior.

H7.1 : Females will behave more ethically than males.

Academic Major

Individuals may self select into an academic major based on their personality 

types. McLean and Jones (1992) found that business majors in general, and Marketing 

students in particular, scored higher on the Machiavellian scale. Additionally, Manley 

(1999) suggested that Accounting majors may abide by rules and standards because their 

industry demands it (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles). Their tendency toward 

Machiavellianism and less adherence to rules may make Marketing majors behave less 

ethically than Accounting majors.

H7j :  Accounting majors will behave more ethically than Marketing majors.

2.5 SUMMARY

The model proposed in this study recognizes that individual difference 

characteristics and the moral issue itself affect the ethical decision making process. 

However, the primary focus of this study is determining how accountability for behaviors 

and outcomes affects this process. By better understanding this process, organizations 

can use the mfeimation to create a more ethical and more profitable work environment.
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The ethical decision making model with accountability described in this chapter identifies 

and describes antecedents to ethical intent/behavior. The theoretical basis for each 

construct was described and prior empirical findings were given. Additionally, the 

hypotheses that will form the basis for evaluating the model were stated. The construct 

measures and methodology proposed for testing the model are presented in the next 

chapter.
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Chapter]

Construct Measures 

and

Research Methodology

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 2 demonstrated that ethics is a complicated phenomenon because we are 

dealing with individuals’ responses to issues of right and wrong in varying 

cffcumstances. Demographics, personalities and cognitive moral development affect how 

individuals perceive an ethical issue. Additionally, circumstances make the outcome of 

an ethical issue more or less important to these individuals. Therefore, if organizations 

can use accountability to influence their employees to behave in a more ethical fashion, 

regardless o f individual difference characteristics or moral intensity, then this tool will 

help organizations be more successful.

This chapter provides the research questions and associated hypotheses identified 

in the previous chapter. Measures fi>r each model construct are identified or developed, 

followed by a discussion. A research plan is described, which includes the research 

instrument used, a discussion o f the sample population, the data collection and data 

analysis methods.

3 2  RESEARCH QUESnONS

Ri : Does accountability have an effect on ethical intent? Is there a difference in 

ethical intentions for those who are accountable for outcomes onty versus
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those accountable for behavior only versus those accountable for behavior 

and outcomes?

Rz: Which accountability situation (none, outcome only, behavior only, outcome 

and behavior) results in more ethical behaviors?

R): Does moral intensity influence the ethical intentions in general and under 

different accountability situations?

R»: Does ethical intent of the respondent differ the respondent’s perceptions of 

others’ ethical intentions?

R5 : Does ethical intent differ between school and work?

R :̂ Does the level of cognitive moral development have an effect on ethical 

intentions?

R?: Do individual differences -  personality and demographics - (Type A

personality, locus of control, Machiavellianism, competitiveness, general 

self-efScacy, gender) have an effect on ethical intentions?

3.3 HYPOTHESES

The Allowing hypotheses are drawn fiom the ethical decision-making model and 

discussed in detail in the previous chapter.

Hi: In an ethical culture, individuals specifically held accountable for outcomes 

and behavior will engage in the least unethical behavior and those who are 

not held accountable at aU will engage in the most unethical behavior (cheat 

or pay bribes).
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Hz: Moral intensity will moderate the relationship between different 

accountability situations and ethical intent/behavior.

H3: Respondents will perceive that others engage in more unethical behavior

than they do.

H»: Respondents will perceive that unethical behavior is more likely at school

than at work.

H;: Individuals with higher levels of cognitive moral development will behave 

ethically more often than those with lower levels o f cognitive nwral 

development.

Hg: Individual differences will affect an individual's ethical intentions and

behavior.

He. I : Individuals with Type A personalities will engage in more unethical

behavior than individuals with Type B personalities.

He.z: Individuals with internal loci of control will behave ethically more 

often than those with external loci of control.

Hej: Individuals who are high on the Machiavellianism scale will engage

in more unethical behavior than those who score low on the scale. 

H&.4 : Individuals who are highly conçetitive will behave more 

unethical^.

Hsj: Individuals with greater general self-efBcacy will engage in more

ethical intentions.

H?: Demographics will influence ethical behaviors.

H 7 .1  : Females will behave more ethically than males.
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Accounting majors wül behave more ethically than Nfarketing 

majors.

3.4 ETHICAL INTENT, ACCOUNTABIUTY, AND MORAL INTENSITY 

Ethical Intent/Behavior

Ethical intent/behavior is modeled as an endogenous variable. In the ethical 

decision malcing model, accountability, cognitive moral development, and individual 

difference characteristics (personality and demographics) are hypothesized to influence 

ethical intent/behavior. Additionally, moral intensity is hypothesized to moderate the 

relationship between accountability and ethical intent/behavior. In Section D of the 

questionnaire, the endogenous, dependent variable (ethical intent/behavior) is captured 

using scenarios.

Ethical scenarios are frequently employed in research because they allow 

researchers to present concrete decision-making situations that approximate real-life 

situations (Alexander & Becker, 1978; Bass, Barnett, & Brown, 1999; Weber, 1992). 

According to Ferris, Dulebohn, Frink, George-Falvy, Mitchell, & Matthews (1997), the 

scenario research methodolo^ is based on the mterpersonal simulation technique 

discussed by Bern (1972), which describes a particular situation and asks the participants 

to respond as if actually m that situation. This methodology has been used effectively in 

prior research (Akaah, 1989; Brenner & Molander, 1977; Dubinsky & Loken, 1989; 

Fandt & Ferris, 1990; Frederickson & Mitchell, 1984; Laczniak & Inderrieden, 1987; 

Liden, Ferris, & Dienesch, 1988; Reidenbach, Robin, & Dawson, 1991; Stead, Worrell, 

Spalding, & Stead, 1987), and validity checks on this methodology have demonstrated
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convergence with experimental results testing the same hypotheses (Bem, 1965; Staw, 

1975). Additionally, a number of empirical studies have confirmed the linkage between 

attitudes or judgments concerning an action and intentions to perform the action (Bass, 

Bamett & Brown, 1999).

The first scenario in Section D (see Exhibit 1) describes a businessman who is 

asked to pay a bribe to obtain a contract. For international managers. International 

business transactions can force them to foce the conflict between their own firm’s 

business ethics and the realities of the local business climate. Global managers often 

must navigate the gray area that arises when two cultures and two sets of ethics meet. 

When is different just different and when is it wrong?

In United States law, the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA, 1977), Omnibus 

Trade and Conçetitiveness Act (1988), and International Anti-Bribery and Fair 

Competition Act (1998) state that it is illegal to pay variance bribes (paid to secure 

suspension of legal norms) or outright purchase bribes (paid to secure fovor with a 

foreign ençloyee or ofBcial). Bribery to obtain, or retain, business is a serious threat to 

democratic values, such as good governance and rule of law. It also goes against basic 

principles o f foir competition, undermines the legitimacy of institutions and strikes at 

society, moral order and justice, as well as at the conq)rehensive development of peoples 

(Salbu, 1999; Zagaris & Ohri, 1999). The hypemorm of efficiency is violated with 

bribery (Donalson & Uunfee, 1999). To the extent that market participants bribe, they 

mter&re with the market mechanism’s rational allocation of resources, and it therefore 

damages economic efficiency. Business decisions should be made on the basis o f 

quality, performance, service, and price, not on vfoat has been paid in bribes (Pitman &
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Sanford, 1994). Most customers, regardless of location, are looking for the best products 

and services at the lowest prices, backed by a stable, dependable supplier.

The United States is not alone in its fight against corruption. Most countries have 

laws that make it illegal for their citizens to bribe local officials (Donalson & Dunfee, 

1999). There appears to be universal disdain for bribery, which is why bribes must be 

paid in secret, regardless of geography. It has been reported that in numerous countries 

where bribery and corruption are widely practiced, it is not necessarily condoned and it 

can have disastrous effects on the involved parties if discovered (Salbu, 1999). There is a 

trend by international organizations such as the Pacific Basin Economic Council, the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, and the Organization of 

American States, to embrace legislative solutions to bribery (Salbu, 1999). Thirty four 

nations have agreed to ratify the Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Officials 

in International Business Transactions, requiring signatories to enact extraterritorial 

proscriptions o f bribery.

Although no one in the world condones bribery, it continues to exist. Some have 

expressed concerns that the FCPA is paternalistic, expensive, and subjects the U.S. to a 

competitive disadvantage in bidding international contracts (Salbu, 1999). They view 

bribery as just another con^titive tactic, because if corporations refuse to pay a bribe h 

is the same as losing business to more unscrupulous companies. Normative ethical 

relativism claims that when any two cultures or any two people hold different moral 

views o f an action, both can be right (DeGeorge, 1999). Thus, those who hold this belief 

may maintain that Wiat each society means by the term moral is that the action is held to 

be right m that society, or ^proved by society. International managers who are
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performing business where bribes are prevalent (although never outwardly condoned) 

may believe that it is standard business practice and a necessary eviL

Individuals who engage in bribery often justify it in utilitarian terms (DeGeorge,

1999). They believe their actions cause more good than harm — the person receiving the 

bribe is better off financially, the recipient of goods is getting a quality product, the 

company paying the bribe stays in busmess and its ençloyees do not lose their jobs. 

However, when a person judges an action as immoral, s/he judges the act immoral ft)r 

everyone in all societies. Moral judgments of actions are universal and should be applied 

to all persons. Therefore, if an organization is to judge the morality of bribery, it must 

ask a series o f questions. Should all con^)anies bribe? Should only those companies in 

financial difBculty be allowed to bribe -  those who can’t compete legitimately? The best 

way to evaluate if bribery is unethical is to examine the harm done to the system of doing 

business, to the notion of feir competition, to the equality o f opportunity, to the other 

companies and their employees and the integrity of the bribe taker. If the person 

receiving the bribe gets caught s/he could lose his/her job or even go to jail. The 

organization s/he represents may not be getting the best product at the best price, which 

uhhnatefy hurts consumers. The enployees and business o f the competing firms could 

be hurt by this illegal activity. The organization paying the bribe has to come up with 

that money in a vtzy that will not be detected by the 1RS (further illegal activity). The 

person responsible for paying the bribe could lose his/her job or go to jail According to 

this anafysis, bribery is clearly objectivefy wrong.

In judging actions to be moral or immoral, there is a distiiKtion between what is 

subjectivefy right and objectivefy right. An action is subjectively right if a person
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believes that the action is moral An action is objectively right if it conforms to the moral 

law (DeGeorge, 1999). A person may be mistaken about the morality of bribery -  he 

may believe it is moral to take a bribe, even though it is actually (objectively) immoral. 

This is why bribery in an international context was used in this scenario and is considered 

unethical Clearly, the question of whether or not to pay a bribe can be a gray area for 

many mdividuals, and thus can be manipulated by accountability and moral intensity.

The second scenario deals with the likelihood that a student will cheat on a major 

class project by asking a friend for help when the professor specifically told the students 

it was an individual project. Once %ain, everyone would agree to the principle that this 

type o f behavior violates rules dishonestly and is thus considered unethical. However, in 

a survey o f high achievers by “Who’s Who”, eighty percent o f students surveyed 

admitted to cheating (Ross, 1999). Students provide a number o f reasons for cheating 

including: ( 1 ) top employers and graduate schools require high grades; (2 ) everybody 

else cheats, so I have to just to stay competitive; (3) there is not time to study and do all 

the homework; (4) I have a bad professor who does not care; (5) it is just too easy to 

cheat, etc. (Buckley, Wiese & Harvey, 1998b). Cheating is a behavior that fells in the 

gray area o f ethics because students believe cheating is generally wrong, yet possibly 

acceptable for them in specific circumstances. Thus, cheating can also be manq)ulated by 

accountability and moral intensity.

Accountability

Organizations have many formal and informal mechanisms designed to result in 

adherence to ethical expectations. These mechanisms may include performance
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evaluations, ençloyee handbooks, codes of ethics, and informai communication 

channels. En^loyees tend to make ethical decisions based on the explicit knowledge of 

the values o f those to Wiom they are accountable (Briet Dukerich & Doran, 1991). If 

they do not know the values o f those to whom they are accountable, they use their own 

values to decide the ethical dilemma. This is consistent with Mischel’s (1977) and Ickes’ 

(1982) research suggesting that strong situations (highly structured and unambiguously 

scr^ted) shift the cause of behavior from a dispositional locus to a situational one. 

Therefore, it would seem that general statements o f corporate values or codes of ethics 

may not be suffîcient to elicit the intended effects o f accountability. Accountability is a 

complex phenomenon that involves the presence of another, identihability of individual 

to behavior, evaluation of the behavior by another and reason giving on the part of the 

individual (Lemer and Tetlock, 1999).

The accountability construct is conceptualized as an exogenous variable and is 

hypothesized to have a direct causal relationship with the endogenous variable, ethical 

intent/behavior. Section D (see Exhibit 1) manipulates accountability in an ethical 

dilemma to reflect a no accountability situation (questionnaire A), an accountability for 

outcomes only situation (questionnaire B), an accountability for behaviors only situation 

(questionnaire C) and an accountabflhy for outcomes and behaviors situation 

(questionnaire D). This is the only section that differs among the four questionnaires. 

Recall that accountability is the perception o f defending one’s behavior to an audience 

with reward/sanction power, ^ e r e  these rewards/sanctions are perceived to be 

contingent upon audience evaluation of such behavior. In business organizations, the 

President o f the company has the authority to promote individuals within the con^any or
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to fire them and everyone in the organization is aware of this authority. For a student that 

is involved in a fraternity, a committee that investigates poor grades is perceived to have 

sanctioning authority that it uses against poor students. In the first questionnaire, the 

scenarios are presented without any explicit accountabilities. In questionnaire B, 

accountability for outcomes only means that the businessman must report the outcomes 

of the contract negotiations to the President of his company and that the student must 

report his grades to his fraternity’s “grade committee”. In questionnaire C, accountability 

for behavior only shows that the businessman must report the details o f the negotiation 

process with the President of the company and the student must report the steps he took 

to accomplish his final grade to the fraternity’s “grade committee”. In questionnaire D, 

the businessman understands that he will have to tell the President of the company every 

detail of the negotiation, as well as the outcomes and the student knows that he will have 

to report his final grade and how he accomplished that grade to the fraternity’s “grade 

committee”. Thus, in each of the accountabflity situations, the individual is specifically 

accountable to another, he is identified with the behavior/outcome that he is responsible 

for explaining, and the behavior/outcome is evaluated by the audience with 

reward/sanction power.

Moral Intensity

Moral issues that affect those close to us tend to concern us more than those 

affectmg individuals with whom we have little contact (Jones, 1991). This is rather 

intuitive and has been observed over and over. Currently, Kenya is experiencing a severe 

food shortage that is affecting an estimated 3.3 million people. And vdiile Americans
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view this as a horrible event, I do not hear anyone talking about this in everyday 

conversation. Individuals behave differently at work as well Most of us would never 

think about stealing horn individual strainers, yet some employees pilfer ofGce supplies 

or make personal long distance calls on company phones. Fritzsche and Becker (1983) in 

a survey o f marketing managers found that respondents acted more ethically in response 

to dilemmas that posed serious consequences. Based on intuitive, observed and empirical 

evidence, the model hypothesizes that moral intensity moderates the relationship between 

accountability and ethical intent/behavior.

Moral intensity was manipulated in Section D (see Exhibit 1) by stating that the 

company or fraternity strongly depended on the individual for its success (strong moral 

intensity), or was only slightly dependent on the individual for its success (weak moral 

intensity). In the ethical scenarios employed in this study, the morally intense acts have 

the potential to greatly benefit or harm many people. The individual is socially and 

psychologically close to his/her organization or fraternity, yet distant from the 

government or the professor. Strong moral intensity is covered m questions 47-50 and 

weak moral intensity is covered in questions 51-54.
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Exhibit 1

Mark Smith is an employee at a mijor automobile manuâcturer. His company is making a major push 
to expand operations into fweign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labor. They need this in 
order to obtain profitabiiity. Mark is very close to completing n^otiations wiüi Country X’s 
government, but has been asked to pay a fee to an individual to make sure the paperwork is taken to 
the appropriate people in a timely &sUon. He has also been made aware that some of these 
“ai^ropriate” people may also request some money to lode 6v(xably rai Mark’s organization’s 
requests for permissim to do business in their country. Mark is aware that bribery goes against his 
company’s code of ethics and that it is illegal under the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act

How likely is it that Mark will engage in paying the “fees” in order to obtain this crucial business?

1. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Mark’s positicm, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

2. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Lftilikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belongs to a fraternity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in bringing him out of his shell. In order to keep its charter, the fraternity 
has to maintain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that achieving this goal is questionable this 
semester -  th ^  may or not make this GPA. The fraternity recently had a meeting where the 
President urged everyone to do whatever they could to get good grades ~ within the bounds o f the 
fraternity ethical code o f conduct Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class 
and that the big final project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor specifically 
told the class that this was an individual project and that no one was allowed to work on it except for 
the student -  the instructor and the course material should be the only resources needed to complete the 
project. However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project (xt his own and he is close 
fifends with someone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend for help?

3. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

4. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely
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Exhibit 1 (cont.)

Mark Smith is an employee at a major automobile manu&cturer. His company is considering 
expanding its operaticms into foreign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labor. The company is 
quite successfiiU but is always lookingfor ways to be better. Mark is very close to completing 
n%otiations with Country X's govenunent, but has been asked to pay a fee to an individual to make 
sure the paperwork is taken to the appropriate people in a timely âshion. He has also been made 
aware that some of these “appropriate” people may also request some maiey to look fevorably on 
Mark’s organizaticm’s requests for permission to do business in their country. Mark is aware that 
kibery goes against his company’s code of ethics and that it is illegal under the Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act.

How likely is it that Mark will engage in paying the “fees” in order to obtain this business?

5. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Mark’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
business?

6. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belongs to a fraternity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in bringing him out of his shell. In cvder to keq) its charter, the fraternity 
has to maintain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that the fraternity will easily achieve the goal this 
semester. Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class and that the big final 
project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor specifically told the class that this 
was an individual project and that no one was allowed to work on it except for the student -  the 
instructor and the course material should be the only resources needed to complete the project. 
However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close fiiends 
with someone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close fiiend fbr help?

7. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close fiiend for help?

8. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely (D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely
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Exhibit 1 (cont.)

A. Questionnaire A (above) represents the “No Accountability” «xidition.

B. Questionnaire B represents the “Accountability for Outcomes” condition.

A fter the first and third scenarios, this short paragraph was added:

Additionally, before be left on his trip, Mark’s boss told him that the President of the company 
was watching Mark’s progress and was very anxious to hear about the results upon his return.

A fter the second and ftxurth scenarios, this short paragraph was added:

Additionally, Joe knows that if he makes below a “C” in any of his classes, he will have to go 
befwe the ^ e m i ^ ’s “grade committee” and justify the low grade.

C. Questionnaire C represents the “Accountability for Behavior” condition.

A fter the firs t and third scenarios, this short paragraph was added'.

After this discussitm with the government ofBcial, Mark goes back to his hotel room and calls his 
boss. The conversation was short, but Mark’s boss did tell him that when he got back the 
President would like to hear every detail of the negotiation process.

A fter the second and foio'th scenarios, this short paragraph was added:

Because the mid-semester grade report showed that Joe had a “D” in the course, he will have to 
report to the “grade committee” exactly what steps he took to accomplish his final grade.

D. Questionnaire D represents the “Accountability for Outcomes and Behavior” condition.

A fter the first and third scenarios, this short paragraph was added:

After this discussion with the government official, Mark goes back to his hotel romn and calls his 
boss. The conversation was short, but Mark’s boss did tell hhn that when he got back the 
President would like to hear every detail of the negotiations, as well as the outcome.

A fter the second andftm rth scenarios, this short penvgraph was added:

Because the mid-semester grade report showed that Joe had a “D” in the course, he will have to 
repot to the “grade committee” to present his final grade and explain exactly how he 
acconplished i t
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3.5 COGNITIVE MORAL DEVELOPMENT

Even though the vast majority of individuals in a society believe and abide by 

basic moral norms, there may be many articulated reasons behind this belief (DeGeorge, 

1999). Even if everyone agrees that actions which help society survive are ethical, in our 

dynamic environment, there will still be moral disagreements. These disagreements may 

stem from differences m moral principles, differences o f feet or perception of 6 cts, 

differences of circumstances, or differences in the weighing of relevant values.

Individuals presented with an ethical dilemma will use many different cognitive 

processes to resolve it.

As individuals mature and develop, their cognitive processes of moral decision 

making also develop, becoming more complex and sophisticated (Kohlberg, 1969). This 

cognitive decision making process allows individuals to make judgments as to what is 

right and wrong behavior. In ençirical studies, cheating was fr>und to decrease as moral 

judgment level increased (Trevino, 1986). In a laboratory experiment, the decision to 

help and the act o f helping a drugged student increased with moral judgment (Kohlberg 

& Candee, 1984). In a  study to examine student responses to an ethical dilemma 

involving padding expense accoimts, Stratton, Flynn, and Johnson (1981) found that 

students who would pad the expense account used rationales consistent with the first 

three stages o f moral reasonmg. Those who were against padding the account used 

arguments consistent with the final three stages of moral reasoning.

In the ethical decision making model with accountability, cognitive moral 

development is conceptualized as an exogenous variable and is hypothesized to have a 

positive causal relationship with ethical intent/behavior. Section E of the questionnaire
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measures Kohlberg’s (1969) stages of cognitive moral development, using Rest’s (1979) 

Defining Issues Test (see Exhibit 2). This is an objective recognition test that is 

concerned with how people at different developmental stages choose different statements 

as representing the most important issue in the moral dilemma. Three stories were used: 

Heinz and the Drug, Escaped Prisoner and The Doctor’s Dilemma. Each story has 12 

issues, which are to be rated individuals^ on a 5-point scale ranging from “great 

inçortance” to “no importance”. Next the subject ranks the four most important issues. 

Major indices assess the relative importance a subject gives to principled moral 

considerations and provide an overall index o f moral judgment development. A high 

score indicates that the respondent gives more importance to principled (stages 5 and 6 ) 

considerations -  is higher in cognitive moral development. Exhibit 2 gives an example o f 

the types of questions used in the Defining Issues Test.
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Exhibit 2

Sample Question from the Defrning Issues Test

Frank Jones has been thinking about buying a car. He is married, has two small children and earns 
an average income. The car he buys will be his ihmily’s only car. it will be used mostly to get to 
work and drive around town, but sometimes for vacation trips also. In trying to decide what car to 
buy, Frank Jones realized that there were a lot of questions to consider. Below there is a list of some 
of these questicxis. If you were Frank Jones, how important would eadi of these questions be in 
deciding which car to buy?

On the left hand side check one of die spaces by each statement of a consideration. (For instance, if 
you think that statement #1 is not important in making a decision about buying a car, check the space 
on the right)

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C)
Some

(D) (E)
Little No

X
1. Whether the car dealer was in the same block as where 
Frank lives. (Note that in this sample, the person taking 
the questionnaire did not think this was important in 
making a decision.)

X

2. Would a used car be mme economical in the long run 
than a new car? (Note that a diedc was put in the far left 
space to indicate the opinion that this is an important issue 
in making a decision about buying a car.)

X
3. Whether the color was green, Frank’s favorite color.

X

4. Whether the cubic inrii displacement was at least 200. 
(Note that if you are unsure about what “cubic inch 
^splacem enr means, then mark it “no importance”.)

X
S. Would a large, roomy car be better than a compact car?

X
6. Whether the frtmt connibles were dififbrential. (Note 
that if a statement sounds like gibberish or nonsense to 
you, mark it “no importance”.)

From the list of questions above, select tihe most important one of the whole grom. Put the number 
of the most important question under “Most” below. Do likewise for your 2 ,3  , and 4* most 
important choices. (Note that the top choices in this case will come from the statements that were 
checked on the â r  left-hand side -  statements #2 and #5 were thought to be very important In 
deciding what is the most important a person would re-read #2 and #5, and thœ  pick one of them as 
the most impmtant then put the other one as 2 ^  most important and so on.)

MOST 2 ^  MOST IMPORTANT 
5 2

3“°  MOST IMPORTANT 
3

4™ MOST IMPORTANT 
I
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3.6 PERSONALITY

In addition to accountability, moral intensity, and the basic moral rules and norms 

o f society, we also need to be concerned with the individual. Moral actions come from 

moral persons, therefore moral character and virtue are also mq>ortant in determining 

why individuals act as they do when confronted with ethical dilemmas. The model 

presented here posits a direct causal relationship between personality and ethical 

intent/behavior. A review of the business ethics literature reveals three personality 

variables that have a significant effect on ethical intent/behavior: Type A/B Personality, 

locus o f control, and Machiavellianism. Two additional personality variables believed to 

affect ethical intent/behavior are tested: competitiveness and general self efBcacy.

Type A /B  Personality

Type A behavior is an exogenous variable hypothesized to have a positive causal 

relationship with ethical intent/behavior. Section B of the questionnaire tests for Type A 

personality (see Exhibit 3), which was operationalized by 4 indicators, measured by 14 

items from a Self Assessment of Type A Personality (Hellreigel, Slocum, & Woodman, 

1995). The components of Type A behavior analyzed were time urgency, aggression and 

hostility, polyphasic behavior (multitasking when it is not necessary), and goal 

directedness without proper planning. These items were anchored on a 4 point scale 

ranging from “almost always true” to “never true”.
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Exhibits
Type A Personality Scale

1. I do not like to wait for other people to complete their work before 1 can proceed with my own.
2. I hate to wait in most lines.
3. People tell me that I tend to get irritated too easily.
4. Whenever possible, I try to make activities competitive.
5. I have a tendency to ruÆ work that needs to be dmie before knowing the procedure I will use to 

complete the job.
6. Even when I go on vacatimi, I usually take some wwk along.
7. When 1 make a mistake. It is usually due to the 6ct that I have rushed Into the job before

completely planning it through.
8. I feel guilty for taking time off from wwk.
9. People tell me I have a bad temper when it comes to competitive situations.
10. 1 tend to lose my temper when I am under a lot of pressure at wwk.
11. Whenever possible, I will attempt to complete two or more tasks at once.
12. I tend to race against the clock.
13. I have no patience for lateness.
14. I catch myself rushing when there is no need.

Locus o f Control

Locus of control is an exogenous variable, with internai locus of control 

hypothesized to have a positive causal relationship with ethical intent/behavior. Section 

C o f the questionnaire uses Rotter’s (1966) forced choice Social Reaction Inventory as a 

measure of locus o f control (see Exhibit 4). This scale is conqwsed of 23 pairs of forced 

choice expectancy statements along with 6  filler items. The score is the total number of 

external choices and can range fiom a total of 0 to 23. A high score indicates greater 

external locus of control

Exhibit 4 
Social Reaction Inventory

1. a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too mudi. 
b. The trouble with most difldren nowadsQ's is that their parents are too easy with them.

2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck, 
b. People’s misfortunes result frmn the mistakes thqr make.

3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take enough interest in 
politics.
b. There wQl always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them.

4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 
b. Uhfiytunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognized no matter how hard s/he tries.
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Exhibit 4 (cont.)

5. a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense, 
b. Most students don’t realize the extent to wfaidi their grades are influenced by accidental 
happenings.

6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader,
b. Capable people who Ml to become leaders have not taken advantage of their opportunities.

7. a. No matter how hard you try some pet^le just dœi’t like you.
b. People who can’t get others to like them don’t  understand how to get along with others.

g. a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s personality,
b. It is one’s experiences in life whidi determine what thw are like.

9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen, 
b. Trusting to Me has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to take a definite 
course of action.

10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a thing as an unfair test
b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that studying is really
useless.

11. a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard wmk, luck has little or nothing to do with i t  
b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time.

12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in govenunent decisions, 
b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much the little guy can do about 
it.

13. a. When 1 make plans, 1 am almost certain that I can make them work.
b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of good 
or bad fortune anyhow.

14. a. There are certain people viio are just no good, 
b. There is some good in everybody.

15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck.
b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin.

16. a. Who gets to be the boss often dq>ends on who was ludq^ enou^ to be in the right place first 
b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or nothing to do with 
i t

17. a. As M  as world affeirs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces we can neitho* 
understand nor control.
b. By taking an active part in political and social affeirs the people can control world events.

18. a. Most people don’t realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by accidental 
happenings.
b. There really is no such thing as “lucid’.

19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes, 
b. It is usually best to cover up one’s mistakes.

20. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.
b. How many fiiends you have depends upon how nice a person you are.

21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones, 
b. Most misftvtunes are the result of lack o f ability, ignorance, laziness, or all duee.

22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
b. It is difficult fix’ people to have much control over the things politicians do in office.
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Exhibit 4 (cont.)

23. a. Sometimes I can’t understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give, 
b. There is a direct connecticm between how hard I study and the grades I get

24. a. A good leado* expects people to decide for themselves what thqr should do. 
b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.

25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen to me.
b. It is impossible fw me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role in my life.

26. a. People are lonely because they don’t try to be friendly.
b. There’s not much use in trying too hard to please peq)le if they like you, thQf like you.

27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school, 
b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

28. a. What happens to me is my own doing.
b. Sometimes I feel that I don’t have enough control over the direction my life is taking.

29. a. Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians behave the way they do.
b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as well as on a 
local level.

Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism is an exogenous variable hypothesized to have a negative 

causal relationship with ethical intent/behavior (see Exhibit 5). The Machiavellian 

construct was assessed in Section F of the questionnaire, using the MACHIV Scale 

(Christie & Geis, 1970), which has 20 items designed to assess individual differences in 

Machiavellianism, a personality style that involves acting in expedient ways by lying and 

manipulating others to secure one’s own ends. Using a S-point Likert scale that ranged 

from “agree strongly” to “disagree strong^”, respondents indicated their level of 

agreement with each o f the 20 statements on the scale. Scores can range from 20 to 100, 

with lower scores indicating greater Machiavellianism orientation.
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Exhibits
MACHIV Scale

1. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so.
2. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.
3. One should take action only when sure it is morally right.
4. Most people are basically good and kind.
5. It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out vdten they are given 

a chance.
6. Honesty is the best policy in all cases.
7. There is no excuse for lying to someone else.
8. Generally speaking, people won’t work hard unless they’re Arced to do so.
9. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be impwtant and dishonest.
10. When you ask someme to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for wanting it 

rather than giving reasons which carry more weight
11. Most people who get ahead in the wwld lead clean mwal lives.
12. AnycHie who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.
13. The biggest difkrence between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are stupid 

enough to get caught
14. Most people are brave.
15. It is wise to flatter important people.
16. It is possible to be good in all respects.
17. Bamum was wrong when he said that there’s a sucker bom every minute.
18. It is hard to get ahead without cutting comers here and there.
19. People sufiering from incurable diseases should have the choice of being put painlessly to death.
20. Most men forget more easily the death of their 6ther than the loss of their property.

Competitiveness

Competitiveness is an exogenous variable that is hypothesized to have a negative 

causal relationship with ethical intent/behavior (see Exhibit 6 ). Competitiveness was 

assessed in Section L of the questionnaire, using a scale constructed by Ryckman, 

Hammer, Kaczor & Gold (1996). This is a 15-Hem measure designed to assess individual 

differences in conçetHive attitudes. Respondents indicate their level of agreement with 

each Hem, using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strong^ 

agree”. Scores on the Hem can range from 15 to 75, with higher scores representing 

greater conq)etHiveness.
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Exhibit 6
Con^tîtiveness Scale

1. I enjoy competition because it gives me a chance to discover my abilities.
2. Competition does not increase my awareness and understanding of myself and others.
3. Competition can lead to the (brmatimi of Giendsbip with others.
4. Competition is not a means of motivating me to bring out the best in myself.
5. I enjoy competition because it tends to bring out the best in me rather than as a means of feeling 

better than others.
6. I do not find competition to be a very valuable means of learning about myself and others.
7. I like competition because it teaches me a lot about myself.
8. I value competition because it helps me to be the best that I can be.
9. I find competiticm enjoyable because it lets me express my own potentials and abilities.
10. Competition does not help me develop my abilities more.
11. Without the challenge of competition, I might never discover that I had certain potentials and 

abilities.
12. I enjoy competition because it brings me and my competitors closer together as human beings.
13. I enjoy competition because it helps me to develop my own potentials more fully than if I 

engaged in these activities alone.
14. I enjoy competition because it brings me to a h i^ e r  level of motivation to bring the best out of 

myself rather than as a means of doing better than others.
15. Throu^ cmnpetition, I feel that 1 am contributing to the well-being of others.

General Self Efficacy

General self-efBcacy is an exogenous variable hypothesized to have a positive 

causal relationship with ethical intent/behavior (see Exhibit 7). Section M of the 

questionnaire measures general perceived self-efficacy, using the English version of 

Schwarzer’s (1992) scale. The Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale is a  10-item 

psychometric scale that is designed to assess optimistic self-belie& to cope with a variety 

o f difficult demands m life. This scale explicitly refers to personal agency, Le., the belief 

that one's actions are responsible fer successful outcomes. Respondents indicate their 

level o f agreement with each item, usmg a 4 point Likert scale ranging jfrom “not at all 

true” to “exactfy true”.
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Exhibit 7
General Perceived SeI5-Ef5cacy Scale

1. I can always manage to solve difBcult problems if I try hard enough.
2. If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want
3. It is difiBcult for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.
4. I am confident Aat I could deal efficiently widi unexpected events.
5. Thanks to my resourcefiilness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations.
6. I cannot solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort
7. I can remain calm v^en facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities.
8. When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions.
9. If I am in trouble, I cannot usually think of a solution.
10. 1 can usually handle whatever comes my way.

3.7 DEMOGRAPHICS

Section A of the questionnaire captures the demographics believed to influence 

ethical behavior — gender and academic major. Females are hypothesized to be more 

positively related to ethical intent/behavior than males. Marketing majors are 

hypothesized to be more negatively related to ethical intent/behavior than Accounting 

majors. Both variables were self reported by the respondents.

3.8 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The following section describes the research methodology followed in evaluating 

the ethical decision-makmg model with accountability. First, the research instrument.

The Ethical Dilemma Questionnaire, is presented and discussed. This is followed by a 

discussion of sample selection, data collection and data anafysis methodologies.

Research Instrument

Measures for each of the constructs discussed previously are combined to form 

the Ethical Dilemma Questionnaire (EDQ) instrument. The order of the measures are (A)
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Demographics, (B) Type A/B Personality, (C) locus of control, (D) ethical 

intent/behavior, accountability and moral intensity, (E) cognitive moral development, (F) 

Machiavellianism, (L) conqjetitiveness, and (M) general self^fiBcacy. The EDQ 

instrument is presented m Appendix A.

Sample Selection and Data Collection

Subjects in this study wül consist of business and industrial/organizational 

psychology students at a large southwestern university. These students were chosen 

because tl%y are representative o f the individuals who are entering the business arena and 

6 cing ethical dilemmas. The questionnaires will be administered during regular class 

periods with the researcher present. The classes that will participate are Principles o f 

Management, Human Resource Management and Industrial Organizational Psychology. 

A week before the questionnaire is to be administered, the instructor will announce that 

there will be an extra credit, in-class assignment the following week. On the day of the 

administration, the students will be asked to participate by answering the questionnaire, 

which should take approximate^ an hour. Participants will be instructed of their rights, 

which include (1) participation is completely voluntary, (2) students do not have to 

answer any questions that make them uncomfortable, (3) their responses will remain 

complete^ anonymous, and (4) after the administration of the questionnaire the students 

win be debriefed. Students wftl be randomfŷ  assigned to the four accountability groiq>s 

(no accountability, accountability for outcomes only, accountability for behaviors only 

and accountability for outcomes and behaviors). The data wOl be coUected using optical 

scanning sheets with no mdividual identifters and turned into the researcher.
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Sample Size

A total of 241 questionnaires were distributed and completed during the 

designated class time. Ten of them were determined to be unusable due to missing data, 

resulting m a sample size of 231 respondents, A power analysis revealed that 176 

subjects in the sample should be sufBcient, Using Cohen’s (1977) labels and numerical 

values to specify the relative size o f the expected effects, the estimated effect size is 

“medium” (omega squared = ,06), A power of ,80 is chosen because many 

methodologists agree that this is reasonable and realistic in the behavioral sciences 

(Cohen, 1977; Hinkle & Oliver, 1983), Forty-four subjects are required for each of the 4 

treatment groups, or 176 total subjects, if a significance of ,05 is used. Thus, for the 

analysis planned in this study, a sample size of 231 is appropriate.

Data Analysis

The anafysis will consist o f analysis of variance, moderated and simple 

regression, and t-tests. Analysis o f variance will first be used to determine if there is a 

difference in the accountability treatment means. If there is, then moderated regression 

wOl be used to determine if moral intensity moderates the relationship between 

accountability and ethical intent. I f  there is a difference in the accountability treatments, 

but moral intensity is not a moderator, then moral intensity will be dropped fi-om the 

model Simple regressions and t-tests will be performed on each of the individual 

difference variables to determine their relationships with ethical intent.
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3.9 SUMMARY

This chapter reiterates the research problem, lists the research questions and 

hypotheses proposed m this dissertation. It also fully describes the development of the 

Ethical Dilemma Questionnaire instrument used to collect data to evaluate the model 

proposed in chapter 2. Sample selection, data collection and analysis were also 

discussed. In the following chapter, the results of the planned data anafysis are presented 

and discussed in detail.
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Chapter 4 

Statistical Results

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 4 reports results of the statistical analysis used to evaluate the data 

collected using the Ethical Dilemma Questionnaire (EDQ). First, descriptive statistics on 

the subjects who participated in the study are provided. This is followed by an analysis 

of the scales used in the instrument. The chapter is concluded by an examination of the 

data to evaluate the hypothesized relationships between constructs.

4.2 SUBJECT PROFILE

This section examines the descriptive characteristics o f the participants in the 

study. Each characteristic is mtroduced and the corresponding data is presented in 

tabular form. The number of respondents differs between categories due to missing data 

on some o f the questionnaires.

Gender

The respondents represent a feirfy even mix of men and women. As can be seen 

in Table 4.1, of the 231 subjects participating in the study, 133 (57.6%) are men and 98 

(42.4%) are womem The gender distribution is feirly consistent across all accountability 

conditions.
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Age

The average respondent age is 22.4 years and the median age of the respondents is 

21 years. The youi^est subjects are 19 years old and the oldest is 48 years old. As 

shown in Table 4.2, the largest category is the 19 to 22 years age group, comprising 

76.2% o f the sample. The age distribution is feirly consistent across all accountability 

conditions

Major

College major is categorized as Accounting, Marketing, Management, 

Management Information Systems (MIS), Finance and Other. The “Other” category 

represents students who are not in the college of business and comprises just over a 

quarter (25.5%) of the sample. The largest category in the college of business is MIS 

(20.8%), followed closely by Marketing (18.6%) and Management (14.7%). Details of 

this data are in Table 4.3. In each of the accountability conditions, each college major is 

represented, but to varying degrees.

Table 4.1 
Gender

._Qj^tionnaire 
Gender "—

A B C D Total

Males:
Frequency
Percent

38
61.3%

34
64.2%

32
56.1%

29
49.2%

133
57.6%

Females:
Frequency
Percent

24
38.7%

19
35.8%

25
43.9%

30
50.8%

98
42.4%
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Table 4.2 
Age Distribution

—-^.^.Questionnaire 
Age

A B C D Total

Under 23: 
Frequency 
Percent

43
69.4%

43
81.1%

44
77.2%

46
78.0%

176
76.2%

23 - 25: 
Frequency 
Percent

7
11.3%

4
7.5%

7
12.3%

9
15.3%

27
11.7%

26 - 29: 
Frequency 
Percent

6
9.7%

6
11.3%

5
8.8%

1
1.7%

18
7.8%

30 - 39: 
Frequency 
Percent

4
6.5%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3
5.1%

7
3.0%

40 or Older: 
Frequency 
Percent

2
3.2%

0
0.0%

I
1.8%

0
0.0%

3
1.7%

Table 4.3 
College Major

"  —...Questionnaire 
Major '  "—-----

A B C D Total

Accounting:
Frequency 5 6 4 7 22
Percent 8.1% 11.3% 7.0% 11.8% 9.5%

Marketing:
Frequency 8 12 9 14 43
Percent 12.9% 22.6% 15.8% 23.7% 18.6%

Management:
Frequency 11 9 7 7 34
Percent 17.7% 17.0% 12.3% ^ 11.9% 14.7%

MIS:
Frequency 18 7 11 12 48
Percent 29.0% 13.2% 19.3% 20.3% 20.8%

Finance:
Frequency 8 2 6 9 25
Percent 12.9% 3.8% 10.5% 15.3% 10.8%

Other:
Frequency 12 17 20 10 59
Percent 19.4% 32.1% 35.1% 16.9% 25.5%
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4.3 SCALE VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

Each scale used in the EDQ was selected for use in the model on the basis of 

theory outlined in chapter 3. These scales are assumed content valid on the basis of the 

scale hems and crherion valid on the basis o f prior research and application. Reliability 

o f each measurement scale used in the EDQ is evaluated based on Cronbach’s alpha and 

discussed. The results of these analyses are reported in Table 4.4. Following this data, a 

discussion of the evaluative criteria for reliability is provided. The mesures for each 

individual scale are discussed in the following section.

Table 4.4 
Reliability o f Scales

Scale Cronbach’s Alpha
Ethical Intent/Behavior .83

Moral Intensity
High .66
Low .74

Cognhive Moral Development .59

Type A Personality .74
Time Urgency .92
Aggression & Hostility .88
Polyphasic Behavior .82
Goal Directedness .87

Locus of Control .68

Machiavellianism .71

Competitiveness .93

General Self EfBcacy .77

Gender Sh%le Item Measure
College Major Single Item Measure
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Evaluative Criteria

Reliability is a measure of the internal consistency of a scale and depicts the 

degree to which scale herns radicate the common latent variable (Hair, Anderson, 

Tatham, & Black, 1998). In internal consistency, a measurement scale is applied to 

subjects at one point in time and then subsets of hems within the scale are correlated.

The basic form of this method uses splh-halves, in which hem scores obtained from the 

administration of a scale are splh in half and the resuhing half scores are correlated 

(Peter, 1979). Because different results may be obtained depending on how the hems are 

splh in hal^ Cronbach’s alpha determines the mean reliability coefBcient for all possible 

ways of splitting a set of hems in half. Cronbach’s alpha is the most common^ accepted 

formula for assessing the reliability of a measurement scale whh multi-point hems.

Alpha is mfluenced by both the number o f hems and the correlations between them. It is 

assumed that hems on a scale will be positively correlated because they are measuring a 

common entity and thus, if alpha produces a high value, the test reliability is also high. 

Alphas for each scale are calculated and reported in Table 4.4. A commonly used 

threshold value for acceptable reliability is 0.70, although this is not an absolute standard, 

and values below 0.70 have been deemed acceptable (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 

1991).

4.4 INDIVIDUAL SCALE ANALYSIS

Each measurement scale is discussed in terms of hs reliability. Based on the 

performance of the scale on this crheria, a  determination is made concerning the 

appropriateness o f the scale as a measure o f the hypothesized construct.
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Ethical Intent/Behavior and Moral Intensity

The scenarios used in this study were the original work o f the author, so there is 

no prior research to provide any standard data. Cronbach’s alpha for the ethics scale is 

.83, for high moral intensity is .66, and for low moral intensity is .74. Therefore, the 

measures appear to be reliable in determining ethical intent/behavior and low moral 

intensity. The reliability for high moral intensity is a little lower that .70, but is believed 

to be appropriate for continued analysis.

Cognitive Moral Development

Many tests of validity have been conducted on the Defining Issues Test (DIT) 

(Rest, 1979). Criterion group validity shows that group differences are statistically 

significant, accounting for nearly 50% o f the variance in DIT scores in some studies. 

Because this is a developmental measure, it has been demonstrated to show change in the 

direction of higher stages for subjects that are retested, proving longitudinal validity. 

Convergent-divergent correlations show that the DIT is more highfy correlated to 

variables that are theoretically similar than to variables that are theoretically dissimilar. 

The DIT produces unique information not accounted for by other variables, showmg 

discriminant validity. Finalfy, Davison and Robbins (1978) used scaling techniques to 

determine that when the hems are grouped according to their theoretical stages, the 

averages of these groups are ordered from 2, 3,4, 5 and 6, corresponding to the 

theoretical sequence o f cognitive moral development stages.
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Reliability for the overall index o f the three story version o f the Defining Issues 

Test is reported to be .76 (Davison and Robbins, 1978) on a large heterogeneous sample. 

For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha for the three story version of the DIT is .59, which is 

actually higher than Trevino and Youngblood’s (1990) alpha of .49. Because the DIT 

test items are 6ctoria% con^lex and not parallel to each other, the alpha should be 

considered a lower bound to, rather than an estimate o^ reliability (Davison & Robbins, 

1978). In conclusion, although the computed alpha is low from a psychometric 

perspective, the measure will remam because o f the different interpretation of alpha and 

the theoretical importance of cognitive moral development to this study.

Type A Personality

The complete Type A personality scale has a reliability of .74. Type A 

personality is composed o f four subscales: an intense sense of time urgency, 

inappropriate aggression and hostility, po^hasic  behavior at inappropriate times, and 

goal directedness without proper planning. Cronbach’s alpha for the subscales are .92 for 

time urgency, .88 for aggression and hostility, .82 for polyphasic behavior and .87 for 

goal directedness. All o f these demonstrate that this is a reliable scale overall and that 

each o f the subscales is reliable.

Locus o f Control

Rotter (1966) reported in two separate foctor analyses o f the locus o f control scale 

that all items loaded significant^ on the general foctor, indicatmg good 

unidimensionality of the scale. Relationships with such test variables as adjustment to
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culture, social desirability, or need for approval and intelligence are reported to be low 

and indicate good discriminant validity. Construct validity was shown ly  using multiple 

methods to measure locus o f control Prior research by Trevino and Youngblood (1990) 

reported reliability of ,74. Cronbach’s a^ha for this study is .68. This is a slight^ low 

reliability, but because it is very close to the suggested cutoff of .70 and because of its 

theoretical significance to the study, this variable will remain in the analysis.

Machiavellianism

Cronbach’s alpha for the MACH IV scale is .71, which is similar to Hunt and 

Chonko’s (1984) reported alpha o f .76. This should be considered a reliable measure o f a 

person’s tendency to do whatever is necessary to obtain his/her desired ends.

Competitiveness

The Personal Development Conçetitive Attitude scale was shown in Ryckman, et 

a l (1996) to have discriminant validity. The PDCA scale demonstrated considerable 

construct validity, yielding significant Imks with a variety of individual difference 

variables in expected theoretical directions. Also, the authors provided evidence of 

satis&ctory mtemal reliability, with an alpha o f .90 fi)r the PDCA scale. Cronbach’s 

alpha is .93 in the present study, demonstrating excellent reliability.

General S e lf Efficacy

The General Perceived Self-EfBcacy scale has proven convergent and divergent 

validity (Schwarzer, 1993). It correlates positive^ with self-esteem and optimism and
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negatively with anxiety, depression and physical synçtoms of stress. Research has 

shown that alphas range from .75 to .91. Cronbach’s alpha for this study is .77, 

demonstrating acceptable reliability.

Summary

SufGcient reliabilities are demonstrated for seven of the eight scales proposed for 

use in this study. Psychometrically speaking, cognitive moral development should be 

dropped from the analysis. However, it is such a theoretical^ important variable that the 

Defining Issues Test scale will be kept for anafysis in this study. The model will remain 

as it was outlined in chapter 2 and the anafysis of the model is the subject o f the 

remainder of this chapter.

4.5 EVALUATION OF THE ETHICS MODEL WITH ACCOUNTABILITY

Accountability and Ethical Intent

The accountability construct was measured m the four different questionnaires.

As a result o f incomplete or unusable questionnaires, the number o f completed, usable 

questionnaires is not equal for the four groups, creating unequal sanq>le sizes. There is 

no reason to believe that the loss of respondents is due to the experimental treatments of 

accountabflity and thus, the random assignment of treatments to the subjects has not been 

affected. Because equal sangle sizes guarantee that each treatment condition contributes 

equally to the anafysis o f study, reduces any problems associated with violations o f the 

assunçtions o f the anafysis and is most efBcient from the standpoint o f power, I decided
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to make the samples equal (Keppel, 1991). This was accomplished by randomly 

discarding subjects until the same number of subjects was represented in each of the four 

treatment conditions. This allowed for 212 usable responses, which is still above the 176 

respondents required according to the power anafysis.

The means and standard deviations of the four accountability groups, as well as 

the results o f the anafysis o f variance are given in Table 4.5. As can be seen, both the 

means and the standard deviations are quite consistent across all accountability 

conditions. Results o f the anafysis of variance show a high p-value and a nonsignificant 

omnibus F. Thus, I assert that there are no real differences among the treatment means 

and that the particular sample means I have observed show differences that are 

reasonably accounted for by experimental error. From this information, I must reject 

Hypothesis 1, which states that individuals held accountable for outcomes and behaviors 

will report the least unethical intentions and those who are not held accountable at all will 

report the most unethical intentions.

Table 4.5
Overall Accountability Means and Standard Deviations

Accountability N Mean Standard
Deviation

None 53 19.8 5.81
Outcomes only 53 20.3 5.44
Behavior only 53 21.2 6.32
Outcomes & Behaviors 53 20.7 6.62

Anafysis of Variance for Accountability Conditions

Source o f Variation SS D f MS P-value

Between Groups 
Within Groups

Total

58.43
7658.57

7717.00

3.00
208.00

211.00

19.48
36.82

0.53 0.66
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Moral Intensity and Ethical Intent

Moral intensity was hypothesized to moderate the relationship between 

accountability and ethical intent (Hz). Therefore, I need to see if there is a change in 

accountability (simple effects) in the high and low moral intensity conditions. Results o f 

this analysis can be seen in Tables 4.6 and 4.7. Again, there is no difference between the 

four accountability conditions for either high or low moral intensity. Because the 

outcomes of the different component experiments within the moral intensity sets are the 

same, interaction is absent. That is, the effects of the accountability treatments are 

duplicated for each level o f the moral intensity variable and thus, moral intensity does not 

moderate the relationship between accountability and ethical intent. Therefore, I must 

also reject hypothesis 2. However, it is interesting to note that there are significant main 

effects of moral intensity, as can be seen in Table 4.8. Both the analysis o f variance and 

t-test show that there are significant differences between the high and low moral intensity 

conditions. It is suggested by the data that individuals will behave more unethically 

when there is high moral mtensity -  when unethical behavior is perceived to benefit those 

close to them to a greater extent.

Table 4.6
Accountability Means and Standard Deviations In High Moral Intensity Condition

Accountability N Mean Standard
Deviation

None 53 9.09 2.77
Outcomes only 53 9.32 2.64
Behavior only 53 9.70 3.09
Outcomes & Behaviors 53 9.64 3.24
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Anafysis o f Variance o f Accountability in High Moral Intensity Condition

Sotirce o f  Variation SS MS P-value

Between Groups 
Within Groups

Total

12.77
1803.43

1816.20

3.00
208.00

211.00

4.26
8.67

0.49 0.69

Table 4.7
Accountability Means and Standard Deviations In Low Moral Intensity Condition

Accountability N Mean Standard
Deviation

None 53 10.72 3.62
Outcomes only 53 10.96 3.25
Behavior only 53 11.55 3.64
Outcomes & Behaviors 53 11.02 3.83

Anafysis of Variance o f Accountability in Low Moral Intensity Condition

Source o f Variation SS D f MS P-value

Between Groups 
Within Groups

Total

19.41
2680.79

2700.20

3.00
208.00

211.00

6.47
12.89

0.50 0.68

Table 4.8
Means and Standard Deviations of Moral Intensity Conditions

Moral Intensity N Mean Standard
Deviation

High 212 9.44 2.93
Low 212 11.06 3.58

Analysis of Variance o f Moral Intensity Conditions

Source o f Variation SS D f MS P-value

Between Groups 
^^thin Groups

Total

279.09
4516.41

1.00
422.00

4795.50 423.00

279.09
10.70

26.08 0.00
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t-test o f High and Low Moral Intensity

Pair df MeanDiff. t-statistic Significance
High — Low 211 -1.62 -9.46 0.00

Self versus Perception o f Others and Ethical Intent

Hypothesis 3 states that respondents will perceive that others engage in more 

unethical behavior than they do. The results of the analysis fàü to reject this hypothesis, 

as can be seen in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9
Means and Standard Deviations o f Ethical Intent for Others and Self

Ethical Intent for: N Mean Standard
Deviation

Others 212 8.96 2.78
Self 212 11.54 3.90

t-test of Perception of Others and Self

Pair df MeanDiff. t-statistic Significance
Others - Self 211 -2.58 -12.31 0.00

Work versus School and Ethical Intent

It was hypothesized that the respondents would believe that unethical intentions 

and behaviors were more like^ in a school setting (cheatmg on a class project) than a 

work setting (paying a bribe). Hypothesis 4 cannot be rejected by the results of the 

analysis, as can be seen in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10
Means and Standard Deviations of Ethical Intent at Work and at School

Ethical Intent at: N Mean Standard
Deviation

Work 212 12.05 4.09
School 212 8.45 3.21

t-test of Perception o f Others and Self

Pair df MeanDiff t-statistic Significance
Work - School 211 3.60 12.56 0.00

Cognitive Moral Development and Ethical Intent

Hypothesis 5 states that individuals with higher levels of cognitive moral 

development wül behave more ethically than those with lower levels o f cognitive moral 

development. Because I am focusing on the individual, level of cognitive moral 

development is analyzed with the ethical intent o f the respondent only (not the 

respondent’s perception of others). The data are analyzed by sinq)le regression (see 

Table 4.11). The correlation between cognitive moral development and ethical intent is 

.133 and is signifcant at the .04 alpha level. A t-test was also run to determine if there 

was a diÔèrence between ethical mtent for those with higher and lower cognitive moral 

development. The results do show a significant difference (alpha = .01). Therefore, I M  

to reject hypothesis 5.

Table 4.11 
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent 11.53 3.97

Cognitive Moral Development 29.53 15.37
Ethical Intent at Hi Œ4D 12.22 4.14
Ethical Intent at Lo CMD 10.91 3.72

85



Model Summary

r F Significance
Model .133 4.169 .042

t-test of Ethical Intent at Higher and Lower CMD

Pan- df MeanDiŒ t-statistic Significance
Hi CM D -Lo CMD [ 211 1.31 2.54 0.01

Type A Personality and Ethical Intent

The original hypothesis 6.1 states that those who exhibit more Type A behavior 

should tend toward more unethical behavior. The results of regression and t-tests caused 

me to reject this hypothesis (r = .02, F = .072, alpha = .789, t-statistic = .20, alpha = .84). 

The scale used to determine Type A personality has four subscales: time urgency, 

aggression and hostility, polyphasic behavior and goal directedness. These subscales 

were analyzed in relation to ethical intent of the respondents. Results showed that time 

urgency, polyphasic behavior and goal directedness were not significant predictors of 

ethical intentions. However, the hostility and aggression construct does appear to be a 

predictor o f ethical intent (see Table 4.12). Compared with respondents low m hostility 

and aggression, individuals high in hostility and aggression are more likely to report 

unethical intentions. Hypothesis 6.1 should be rejected and updated to state that those 

individuals with a propensity toward higher hostility and aggression will report more 

unethical intentions than individuals who score lower in hostility and aggression.
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Table 4.12
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent 11.53 3.97

Aggression and Hostility 9.03 3.35
Ethical Intent at Hi A&H 12.55 4.02
Ethical Intent at Lo A&H 10.55 3.56

Model Summary

R F Significance
Model 29 15.89 .000

t-test of Ethical Intent at Higher and Lower Hostility and Aggression

Pair df MeanDiff. t-statistic Significance
H iA & H -Lo

A&H
211 2.00 2.91 0.00

Locus o f Control and Ethical Intent

It was hypothesized that respondents with a greater tendency toward internal 

locus of control would behave more ethically than those with a tendency toward an 

external locus o f control (H6.2). The regression analysis shows that locus of control and 

ethical intent do significantly correlate (see Table 4.13). It is suggested by the t-test that 

differences between ethical intent for internal locus o f control individuals is significantly 

different firom ethical intent for external locus of control mdividuals. Therefore, I foil to 

reject hypothesis 6.2. It is interesting to note that the sample mean o f 9.85 in this study 

appears to be quite a bit higher (more external locus of control) than those found in other 

studies (8.46 in Bass, Barnett & Brown, 1999 and 8.48 in Trevino & Younblood, 1990).
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Table 4.13
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent 11.53 3.97

Locus of Control 9.85 3.59
Ethical Intent w/Intemal 12.17 4.11
Ethical Intent w/Extemal 10.95 3.62

Model Summary

r F Significance
Model .15 4.88 .028

t-test of Ethical Intent with Internal and External Locus o f Control

Pair df MeanDiff. t-statistic Significance
Internal - External 211 1.21 2.28 0.02

Machiavellianism and Ethical Intent

Results of the analysis show that Machiavellianism is the strongest predictor of 

unethical mtent in this sample. A significant correlation between Machiavellianism and 

an intention to behave unethical^ is shown in Table 4.14. Also, the difference between 

the means of ethical intent for individuals high and low in Machiavellianism is 

significant. Thus, 16 ü to  reject hypothesis 6.3.

Table 4.14 
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent 11.53 3.97

MachiaveDknism 66.06 8.66
Ethkal Intent w/ IE Mach 10.26 3.48
Ethical Intent w/ Lo Mach 12.68 4.06

8 8



Model Summary

r F Significance
Model .395 42.281 .000

t-test o f Ethical Intent with High and Low Machiavellianism

Pair df MeanDiff. t-statistic SigniGcaiKe
Hi Mach -  Lo Mach 211 2.42 4.84 0.00

Competitiveness and Ethical Intent

Hypothesis 6.4 states that individuals who are more highly competitive will 

behave more unethically. However, the results o f the analyses reject this hypothesis (see 

Table 4.15). The regression shows no covarying relationship between competitiveness 

and ethical intent and the t-test does not show a difference between ethical intent for 

individuals with high and low competitiveness. Therefore, I reject hypothesis 6.4.

Table 4.15 
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent 11.53 3.97

Competitiveness 56.29 12.48
Ethical Intent w/Hi Comp 11.73 4.00
Ethical Intent w/Lo Comp 11.31 3.99

Model Summary

r F Significance
Model .10 2.30 .131

t-test o f Ethical Intent with High and Low Competitiveness

Pair df MeanDiff. t-statistic Significance
Ifi Comp — Lo Comp 211 0.42 0.80 0.43
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General Self Efficacy and Ethical Intent

It was hypothesized that respondents with greater general self efficacy would 

report more ethical intentions than those respondents with lower general self efficacy 

(hypothesis 6.5). However, this turned out not to be the case (see Table 4.16). The 

results o f the analysis clearfy show that there is no direct relationship between self 

efficacy and ethical intentions and no difference m the ethical intentions of those high 

and low m self efficacy.

Table 4.16 
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent 11.53 3.97

General Self Efficacy 31.88 4.40
Ethical Intent w/ Hi Eff 11.56 3.98
Ethical Intent w/ Lo Eff 11.45 4.01

Model Summary

r F Significance
Model .05 0.54 .465

t-test of Ethical Intent with High and Low General Self Efficacy

Pair df M eanDiff t-statistic Significance
Hi E ff-L o  Eff 211 0.11 .213 0.83

Gender and Ethical Intent

The results of the analysis show that females in this study were significantly more 

likely to report ethical intentions than males (see Table 4.17). This feils to reject 

hypothesis 7.1.
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Table 4.17
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent for Males 10.89 4.16

Ethical Intent for Females 12.35 3.52

t-test of Ethical Intent for Males and Females

Pair df MeanDifif t-statistic Significance
Males - Females 211 1.46 2.88 0.00

College Major and Ethical Intent

Hypothesis 7.2 states that Accounting majors will behave more ethically than 

Marketing majors. The results o f the analysis cause me to reject this hypothesis as shown 

in Table 4.18. However, the power was significantly reduced because there were only 22 

Accounting majors and 43 Marketing majors in the sanqile. There does appear to be a 

difference and in the appropriate direction, but the alpha is not close to a significance 

level o f .05. Therefore, hypothesis 7.2 is rejected.

Table 4.18 
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation
Ethical Intent for Accounting 12.27 3.89
Ethical Intent for Marketing 11.30 3.83

t-test of Ethical Intent for Accounting and Marketing Majors

Pair df MeanDifif t-statistic Significance
Acct - Mkt 63 .97 .62 0.34

Familywise Error Rate

A problem resulting fi-om the performance o f a series of an a^ca l conqjarisons is 

the fiict that with more conq)arisons comes a greater risk of making type I errors vdien the
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null hypothesis is true (Keppel, 1991). In the above comparisons, each individual 

comparison was evaluated at a=  .05. The probability of making a type I error is .05 for 

each of the separate comparisons. However, the type I familywise error rate considers 

the probability of making one or more type I errors in the entire set of conparisons.

Based on the hypotheses of this study, the 6m3ywise error rate is .40. Obviously, this 

would be a difficult threshold to overcome for any researcher. This is why it is common 

to evaluate planned comparisons based on each individual comparison, not the 

fenaüywise error rate. Planned comparisons are generated with specific hypotheses based 

in theory and thus support strong inferences. However, a more conservative approach is 

to use the Bonferroni test to correct for familywise error. 1 chose an acceptable 

femilywise error rate of a = . 10, which means that the per comparison error rate is a= .01. 

Of the hypotheses that I feiled to reject earlier, only the influence of locus o f control fells 

outside o f this error rate and thus I may wish to suspend judgment on this individual 

difference characteristic.

4.6 FACTOR ANALYSIS

The individual diSerence characteristics that were examined in relation to 

reported ethical intentions were fector analyzed to determine if there are u n d e r^ g  

constructs that may help explain unethical behavior. The correlation matrix of these 

variables is shown in Table 4.19. Exploratory fector analysis using promax rotation was 

performed. With 212 observations for 5 variables, I am in accordance with Nunnalty’s 

(1978) recommended ratio o f subjects to hems o f 10 to 1. Only those fectors whh
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eigenvalues greater than 1 were extracted The promax rotated maximum likelihood 

estimates of Actor loadings are presented in Table 4.20.

Table 4.19
Correlation Matrix of Individual Difference Characteristics

Host. & Agg. LOC Mach. Comp. EfF.
Host. & Agg. 1.000
LOC 0.155 1.000
Mach. -0.247 -0.138 1.000
Comp. 0.011 -0.102 -0.005 1.000
E£F. -0.082 -0.235 -0.067 0.307 1.000

Table 4.20
Rotated Maximum Likelihood Estimates o f Factor Loadings (i^212, nf=3 fectors)

F, Fz
Hostility & Aggression 0.188 0.470
Locus of Control -0.324 0.730
Machiavellianism 0.081 -0.457
Competitiveness 0390 0.096
General Self Efficacy 0.770 -0.269

The fest underlying fector is interpreted as EfBcacy and the second appears to 

represent Angry Victims. Respondents appear to believe that others control what 

happens to them, so they must take whatever actions are necessary to achieve their end 

goals. The respondents who scored high in Machiavellianism and hostility and 

aggression, with an external locus o f control were the ones most likely to report unethical 

intentions, thus this second fector may be instrumental in understands^ why individuals 

engage in unethical acts.

4.7 VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR IN MODEL

To determuK the inqx)rtance of the relationships between ethical intent and the 

significant independent variables, I calculated the proportion of variance accounted for.
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This communicates the proportional improvement in the understanding of differences in 

ethical intent that occurs when considering the relationship with the independent 

variables. The proportion of total variance in ethical intent that is systematic, or that is 

correlated with changes in the dependent variables was calculated as eta squared. This is 

shown in Table 4.21.

Table 4.21 
Proportion of Variance Accounted For

Dependent
Variable

Eta
Squared

Cognitive Moral Development .091
Hostility/Aggression .152
Locus of Control .088
Machiavellianism .340
Gender .033

Table 4.21 shows that Machiavellianism and hostility/aggression account for a 

large proportion o f the variance in ethical intent. Cognitive moral development and locus 

of control each account for approximately nine percent of the variance and gender 

accounts for only three percent of the variance. Thus, Machiavellianism and 

hostility/aggression have a strong relationship with ethkal intent and are important 

variables when studying this construct.

4.8 SUMMARY

The statistical results from the anafysis o f the measurement scales and the Ethical 

Decision-Making Model with Accountability were reported in this chapter. All 

measurement scales were evaluated 6 r  reliability on the basis o f Cronbach’s alpha.

Seven of the eight scales were frund to be reliable. Cognitive moral development had a
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low alpha, but was used anyway because of its theoretical significance. Based on this 

analysis the hypotheses were addressed.

An initial ana^is of variance was run on the ethical intentions for the four 

accountability treatments. I found no significant differences between the no 

accountability, accountability for outcomes, accountability for behaviors and 

accountability for outcomes and behaviors treatment conditions. Due to the lack of a 

main effect, there could be no interaction effect with moral intensity. However, moral 

intensity did have a significant main effect on ethical intentions. Respondents believed 

that they were more ethical than others and they believed that individuals were more 

likely to engage in unethical acts at school than at work. Analysis revealed significant 

relationships between cognitive moral development, hostility and aggression (subscale of 

Type A personality), locus of control, Machiavellianism and gender with ethical intent. 

The hypothesized relationships between competitiveness, general self efficacy and 

college major were not statistically significant. A summary of the results is in Table 

4.19.
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Table 4.19 
Summary of Results

H,: In an ethical culture, individuals specifically held accountable for outcomes 
and behavior will engage in the least unethical behavior and those who are 
not held accountable at all will engage in the most unethical behavior (cheat 
or pay bribes).

Reject

Hz: Moral intensity will moderate the relationship between different 
accountability situations and ethical intent/behavior.

Reject

H i^  moral intensity (organization strongly needs help of individual) will 
lead to reporting of more unethical behavior.

Fail to 
Reject

Hz: Respondents will perceive that others engage in more unethical behavior 
than they do.

Fail to 
Reject

H 4 : Respondents will perceive that unethical behavior is more likely at school 
than at work.

Fail to 
Reject

Hs: Individuals with higher levels of cognitive moral development will behave 
ethically more often than those with lower levels of cognitive moral 
development

Fail to 
Reject

H&i: Individuals with Type A personalities will engage in more unethical 
behavior than individuals with Type B personalities.

Reject

Individuals with high levels of hostility and aggression will report more 
unethical intentions that those with low levels of hostility and aggression.

Fail to 
Reject

H&z: Individuals with internal loci of control will behave ethically more often 
than those with external loci of control.

Fail to 
Reject

H&3: Individuals who are high on the Machiavellianism scale will engage in more 
unethical behavior than those who score low on the scale.

Fail to 
Reject

H&4: Individuals who are highly competitive will behave more unethically. Reject
H«j: Individuals with greater general self-efficacy will engage in more ethical 

intentions.
Reject

H 7 . 1 : Females will behave more ethically than males. Fail to 
Reject

H t̂ : Accounting majors will behave more ethically than Marketing majors. Reject

What I find is that my operationalization o f accountability to people within one’s 

own organization does not appear to have a strong influence on ethical intentions. On the 

other hand, aspects of the moral issue itself (moral intensity), environment (school/work) 

and individual differences do influence ethical intentions. This suggests that a better 

operationalization of accountability, including extraordinarily strong accountabilities 

within the organization or accountabilities outside of the organization may be required to 

alter individual’s ethical intentions. Further hnplications o f these results, as well as 

limitations and suggestmns for future research are discussed in the next chapter.
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Chapters 

Discussion and Conclusion

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on a discussion of the results from chapter 4. It begins with 

overall conclusions and is followed by inqilicatioos. Limitations of the findings and 

potential criticisms of the study are given next. The chapter is concluded by identifying 

directions for future research.

5.2 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Ethical Decision-making Model with Accomtability

Six of the twelve hypothesized relationships proposed in the Ethical Decision- 

Making Model with Accountability cannot be rejected by the results o f the analysis. 

These hypotheses are H 3 ,  H 4 ,  H 5 ,  H ea, Hôj, and Hy.i. The results o f the analysis for 

hypothesis 3 suggest that respondents do perceive others as being more unethical than 

they are. The results of the analysis for hypotheses 4 suggests that respondents perceive 

that everyone has greater ethical intentions in a work setting than at school. The results 

also indicate that characteristics of the individual influence ethical intentions. Individuals 

in this sample report greater ethical intentions if they are higher in cognitive moral 

development, have a more internal locus o f control, have a lower level of 

Machiavellianism and are female.

Two o f the hypotheses were rejected, but could be modified to provide 

meanmgful contributions. Moral intensify was hypothesized to moderate the relationship
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between accountability and ethical intent (H2). Because there was no difference in the 

four accountability conditions, this hypothesis was rejected. However, moral intensity 

did have a direct effect on ethical intent. When the individuals were socially and 

psychologically close to the organization/fiatemity and distant from the government or 

professor (high moral intensity), they were more likely to report unethical intentions. 

Hypothesis 6.1 suggests that individuals who score higher on an overall measure of Type 

A personality will behave less ethically than individuals who score lower on this scale.

This hypothesis was rejected. However, in this sample, those who scored higher on the 

hostility and aggression subscale o f Type A personality are more likely to report less 

ethical intentions than those who scored lower on this subscale. Therefore, the model and 

future research should reflect these modifications.

Four of the hypothesized relationships in the model were rejected completely.

The individual difference characteristics that did not appear to have an effect on ethical 

intentions were conçethiveness ( H 6 . 4 )  and general self-efGcacy (Hsj). Additionally, the 

data suggest that there is no difference between the reported ethical intentions of 

Accounting and Marketing majors (H?^). However, this result may have been 

insignificant due to a lack of power. Finally, the primary hypothesis of this study -  that 

individuals accountable for outcomes and behaviors would report more ethical intentions 

than those vdio were not accountable at all-w as rejected.

Overall Conclusions

Based on the results o f the analysis, the Ethical Decision-Making Model with 

Accountability was not supported. However, this study does give insights into ethical
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intentions. The results clearfy show that characteristics of the moral issue (moral 

intensity), environment (school/work) and individual differences do influence ethical 

intentions. Therefore, it substantiates the claim that multiple 6ctors lie behind ethical 

behavior.

This study responds to the need for empirical validation of relationship theories 

being used to explain accountability and ethical behaviors (Brass, Butterfield & Skaggs, 

1999; Frink & Klimoski, 1998) and is only a first step in examining how accountability 

influences ethical behavior. The absence of any difference in ethical intentions between 

accountability conditions in this study points to further investigation into the relationship 

aspect of ethical decision-making. Also, this and future research in this area will help to 

clarify why individuals behave as they do when jfeced with ethical dilemmas and provide 

information to organizations on how to create more ethical, and therefore successful 

organizations. Specific implications o f the findings are discussed in the Allowing 

section.

5.3 IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Multidimensional Aspect o f Ethical Decision-making

Most of the models identified in chapter 2 show that ethical decision-making is 

influenced by many different Actors. Consequently, one of the goals o f this research was 

to examine ethical decision-making using a number o f variables. The results showed that 

individuals’ thought processes (cognitive moral development), personalities (locus of 

control hostility and aggression, NAchiavallianism), and gender influence how they 

respond to ethical dilemmas. I also saw that the salience of the moral issue (moral
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intensity) influenced how individuals responded to ethical dilemmas. Finally, the 

environmental context (work/school) made a difference in ethical decision-making.

These results suggest that future research must continue to use a multidimensional 

approach to studying ethical decision-makmg.

One dimension of ethical decision-making is individual difference characteristics. 

The findings here feil to reject the notion that individual differences are important in 

understanding ethical decision-making. Female respondents at the principled level of 

cognitive moral development, with low hostility and aggression, an internal locus of 

control, and low Machiavellianism were more likely to report ethical intentions. Sex role 

socialization is a common explanation for why women exhibit greater moral behavior. 

However, because sex roles tend to describe women using characteristics such as passive, 

dependent, conforming and obedient, it is the characteristics that will be useful to 

businesses that want to create a more ethical environment, not the gender. The 

significant findings here have potential implications for the selection and training of 

human resources. Organizations can test for cognitive moral development, hostility and 

aggression, locus o f control, and h/fochiavellianism when selecting individuals for 

positions requiring ethical decision-making. A concern in using these characteristics in 

selection is that certain scores may label individuals as unethical, even \\&en they have 

not exhibited any unethical behavior. This could be as controversial as excluding 

individuals based on integrity tests. Perhaps a better use for measuring these individual 

difference characteristics is in directing training resources. For organizations that are 

cultivating an ethical culture, training could be used to increase cognitive moral
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development, decrease inappropriate hostility and aggression, assist employees in 

developing a more internal locus of control, and lower Machiavellianism.

Perm & Collier (1985) suggest that individuals, through development and 

exercise, can increase their capacity for principled or post-conventional reasoning. The 

capacity for principled moral reasoning can be developed using a focused, systematic and 

long-term educational effort. By understanding that cognitive developmentalists view 

morality in terms of recognizably distinct patterns of reasoning about justice, which 

develop in an invariant sequence horn the concrete and egocentric to the abstract and 

universal, we can see how it is possible to “train” employees in higher levels of cognitive 

moral development. The research shows that the development of moral judgment 

requires and builds upon the development of logical and scientific reasoning. Individuals 

can develop the ability to think abstractly and hypothetically, which allows them to 

question their current sense o f justice and morality and listen more closely to the many 

voices of society. Overall, theory and research suggest that human beings possess the 

rational capabilities necessary to achieve the goal o f a more peaceable and just society. 

Organizations, including universities, need to use this knowledge to develop training 

programs that will enhance the ethical climate, thereby increasing the level of societal 

success.

Obviously, ethics education is difficult because individuals 6ce ethical dilemmas 

with their own moral baggage. It is not that they are not immoral or amoral, but rather 

moral beings who can be helped to think through moral issues. Buckley, Wiese and 

Harvey (1998b) identified “Grade Instrumentality” as a reason that students cheat in 

school Here the respondents were more interested in achieving the goal o f good grades.
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leading to staying in good standing in school, getting into a quality graduate school, or 

getting a good job, as opposed to the means to achieve the goal. Machiavellians tend to 

use a rational / utilitarian rather than an emotional view o f their interactions whh others 

(Christie & Geis, 1970). These individuals are resistant to social pressures and are 

cognitively oriented. Therefore, if trainers are aware of an individual’s level of 

Machkvellianism, s/he can focus on the technical aspect of ethics in order to approach 

moral issues intelligently. The trainer needs to demonstrate to a high Machiavellian that 

high moral standards lead to higher success, thereby appealing to this person’s end goals.

Trainers can also examine employees’ locus of control Buckley, Wiese and 

Harvey (1998b) identified “Attributing Blame” as a second fector which leads to cheating 

among students. These students believed that the world is an unfeir place. Whh other 

students cheating and apathetic professors, they had to cheat just to keep up. These 

individuals feel that they do not have much control over their own lives -  they have a 

more external locus of control Trainers need to make these individuals feel a part of a 

community, involve them in promoting ethical behavior in the organization. Individuals 

can be taught that they do have control and that they can make a difference.

A second dimension of ethical decision-making that has managerial implications 

is moral intensity. This study shows that when there is strong potential harm to 

individuals that are psychologically close to the respondent and when there is perceived 

social pressure to do what is necessary to take care o f these individuals, the respondent is 

more Hkety to report that s/he would engage in objectively unethical intentions to assist 

those close to him/her. In this situation, the agent believes that his/her actions are 

responsible for the successfiil outcome o f the organization. The agency costs associated
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with losing a large contract or filing to make the grade are difficult to overcome. 

Fritzsche and Becker (1984) suggested that most corporate managers typically refy on 

utilitarian reasoning for ethical decision-making. They concern themselves with the 

perceived consequences of their actions. According to Weber (1996), individuals are 

concerned with physical harm first, economic harm second and psychological harm third. 

Therefore, if the respondents perceived bribing a public official to obtain a vital contract 

as creating economic benefit to their organization, the potential psychological harm of 

breaking a rule may not have been as salient an issue in the decision-making process. 

Here, the magnitude of consequences, the sum of benefits for the unethical act would be 

greater than the sum of harms. The social consensus conq>onent of moral intensity also 

appears to influence the ethical decision-making process. Tetlock (1985, 1992) 

suggested that individuals are driven by a need to find approval and status, which may 

supercede organizational objectives (Frink & Ferris, 1998). Trevino (1986) suggested 

that most U.S. manners are in Kohlberg’s (1969) conventional level of cognitive moral 

development, where individuals’ understanding of moral norms and rules are learned 

firom referent others. Therefore, if the respondents perceived that their referent others 

would support their decision to cheat for the betterment o f the fraternity, or pay the bribe 

in order to help the organization survive, they would be more likely to report eng^ing in 

this unethical behavior.

Understanding the effects of moral intensity could influence the way corporate 

trainers address ethical decision-makers. Efforts to train managers toward ethical 

decision-making and behavior could include a focus on how managers frame an ethical 

decision, especial^ in terms o f the perceived type of harm (physical, economic, or
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psychological) and the magnitude of consequences. Obviously, in real life ethical 

dilemmas there are multiple variables that influence decision-makers. Ethical dilemmas 

are difhcuh to solve because they are not black and white issues -  ethicality is not a 

categorical variable. It is difScuh to determine what is “right” and Wrnt is “wrong” 

because there are many shades of gray. Therefore, we need to train decision-makers to 

be more aware o f the negative consequences, social costs, and spillover e&cts o f ethical 

decisions, so that their decisions are based on a more complete picture. Additionally, the 

significance of perceived social consensus implies that we can improve ethical decision­

making in organizations by informing or reminding ethical decision-makers of the social 

consensus regarding ethical issues. This has to be more than a code of ethics and more 

than just words -  the underlying culture o f the organization, starting with its leadership, 

has to live by an internalized ethical code. If these objectives can be accomplished, then 

the agency costs may be reduced and more objectively ethical decisions may be made.

Accomtability

Recall that accountability requires an individual to defend his/her actions to an 

audience with reward/sanction power, where the reward/sanction is perceived as 

dependent on the evaluations of the actions by the audience. The scenarios used in this 

study have the respondents being accountable to an audience within their own 

organizations, the audience views are nr^lied by reforence to codes of ethics, and 

sanctions are not specifica% defined. Due to the lack of detail in these scenarios, it is 

beikved that accountability was not property operationalized m this study. It appears that 

the respondents did not pick up on the inq)lications of an ethical environment and
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sanctions for unethical behavior, which is why there is no thfference in reported ethical 

intent between the four accountability treatment groups. Although scenarios have proven 

useful in prior research (Akaah, 1989; Bass, Barnett, & Brown, 1999; Dubinsky &

Loken, 1989; Laczniak & Inderrieden, 1987; Reidenbach, Rohm, & Dawson, 1991;

Stead, Worrell, Spalding, & Stead, 1987; Weber, 1992). Scenarios also are just pieces of 

paper which are supposed to represent real situations. Accountability is a complex 

construct and individuals may have a difhcuh time mentally placing themselves in an 

accountability situation when 6ced with an ethical dilemma written on a piece o f paper.

I believe that the feihire to properly operationalize accountability is why the 

results o f the study caused me to reject the hypothesis that accountability influences 

ethical intentions. However, I continue to agree with the theoretical reasoning presented 

in chapter 2. Ethics not only concerns normative evaluations, but also deals with 

perceptions of how to act on a day-to-day basis. Generally, managerial success in 

organizations is determined by the manager’s ability to achieve company goals (Ferrell & 

Gresham, 1985). In the United States, the primary goal o f most organizations continues 

to be based solely on profit. Therefore, actions that do not increase profits (including 

ethical decisions) may be perceived as actions which lead to M ure and which will not be 

popular among other members of the organization. Accountability theory states that if 

actors think they know the views of their audience, a desire for social approval will cause 

them to conform to those views (Lemer & Tetlock, 1999). Additionally, because most 

managers are in the conventional level of cognitive moral development (Trevino, 1986), 

interpersonal relationships and social approval are considered when they &ce an ethical 

dilemma. In the scenarios used in this study, the views o f the Pressent and the Grade

105



Committee were inçlied with codes o f ethics. However, it would be reasonable for the 

respondents to believe that these audiences, being a part of the organization, would be 

more interested m the organization’s success than in its members obeying a code o f 

ethics.

Strong relationships are high in cooperation, trust, intimacy, empathy, reciprocity, 

and emotional intensity (Granovetter, 1973). Multipiexity refers to multiple relationship 

types between two individuals, such as friend and co-worker (Burt, 1983). An actor 

making an ethical decision would be less likely to harm a person with whom s/he had a 

strong and muhqjlex relationship, even at the expense o f organizational norms (Brass, et 

al., 1998). If this actor were accountable to multiple audiences, s/he would most likely 

conform to the audience with whom s/he had tire most positive relationship (Frink & 

Klimoski, 1998) -  with a peer group over someone ferther removed. Therefore, even 

though the President o f a company and an oversight committee o f a fraternity may have 

status, the stronger and multiplex relationships that the actors have with their peers may 

be more important, causing them to report engaging in an unethical decision to help those 

closest to them.

A source o f variance in the ethical decision-making process is a difference in 

teleological evaluation. As was stated in the moral intensity section, Fritzsche and 

Becker (1984) suggested that most corporate managers typicalfy rely on utilitarian 

reasoning for ethical decision-making. However, respondents may differ in how they 

perceive the probability and desirability o f certain consequences. The scenarios used in 

this study did not provide a clear probability o f being caught (fying to the President or 

Grade Committee is always an option), nor did it describe exact sanctions associated with
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unethical behavior. In order to be effective, the sanctions o f violating ethical codes must 

be greater than the potential rewards. In order for an individual to be held accountable 

for his/her decision, there must be a clear link from that individual to the decision Also, 

an absence of sanctions provides an opportunity for unethical behavior without regard for 

consequences. Therefore, the implication that an ençloyee may be fired for violating 

ethical standards may not have been as strong as a perceived potential reward o f success 

derived from the profits the organization would receive due to the contract. Similarly, the 

implication that the member o f the firatemity could be ejected for cheating may not have 

been as strong as the social rewards associated with helping the firatemity meet its grade 

goals.

5.4 LIMITATIONS

This study is limited in terms o f generalizabilty. Subjects used in this study are 

all students from the southwest -  75% o f whom are in the business college. As a result, 

the sample may not be representative o f the United States population, or even business 

employees in the United States. However, most of these students will go on to work for 

organizations in various locations, and thus may be generalizable to employees in 

business related fields.

As in all ethics research, the problem of social desirability bias may have 

infiuenced the results. I f  respondents recognize that the questionnaire is trying to 

determine if they wiU act ethicalfy or not, they may have a tendency to respond in a 

cultural^ appropriate and acceptable manner, instead o f answering honestly. I tried to 

minimize this by emphasizing that the questionnaire was conçletely anonymous.
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The data in this study was based on a self-reported questionnaire with ethical 

scenarios. Therefore, I cannot say that intentions based upon written scenarios is the 

same as behaviors based on actual situations. This relationship can be expected to vary 

considerably (Hunt & Vhell, 1986). As individuals are immersed in an actual situation, 

they will come to recognize a multitude o f outcomes resulting 6om their decision and 

will base this decision on what they view as the most positive outcome. Also, actual 

ethical dilemmas have a number o f situational constraints, which may limit the 

alternatives of the decision-maker. The self-report survey-based nature of this study 

limits our ability to predict actual ethical behavior. However, this methodology has been 

used effectively in prior research (Fandt & Ferris, 1990; Frederickson & Mitchell, 1984; 

Liden, Ferris, & Dienesch, 1988), and validity checks on this methodology have 

demonstrated convergence with experimental results testing the same hypotheses (Bern, 

1965; Staw, 1975).

5.5 SUMMARY AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The theoretical reasoning behind the model proposed in this study was not 

damaged by the lack o f significant results concerning accountability and ethical 

intentions. Future research should continue to look into the accountability -  ethical 

intentions relationship, with the goal o f creating the ideal accountability conditions to 

promote the greatest amount of ethical behavior. New research needs to vary the 

scenarios from weak to stroi^ situations. The stronger situations would have very 

q)ecific ethical expectations of the evaluative audience. They should also make it clear 

that there is no way to hide the 6 c t that the actor is the one responsible for the unethical
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act. The strong scenarios would also have very clear and salient rewards and sanctions, 

so that the decision-maker would know that the sanctions associated with unethical 

behavior are fer greater than any reward. Another potential variable in the scenarios is 

the audience. In the scenarios used here, the audience and the actor were members o f the 

same organization. It could make a difference if the audience was a government ofGcial 

in the bribery case or the professor or ethics board in the cheating case. There is the 

possibility that, regardless o f stated ethical expectations, the actor may perceive any 

member of his/her own organization as having a greater desire for organizational success 

than ethical behavior. Cynicism and mistrust of our ethical environment tend to be high 

among students and this may translate into a belief that words about ethics are not as 

powerful as deeds that appear to increase success.

Future research in this area should also take into consideration the perceptions of 

the respondents. One area o f interest concerns the perceived difference in ethical 

intentions at work and at school. Why do student respondents believe that individuals at 

school are more unethical than individuals at work? Do they believe that unethical 

behavior is more serious at work than at school? Are they more likefy to be caught at 

work and do they perceive stronger ramifications? Do they believe that cheating at 

school is not really unethical because they are a consumer, but cheating at work is 

unethical because they are paid for the service? Finally, do they believe that they can 

cheat at school, but once they get to work they will no longer engage in unethical 

behavior? If so, again, what is it that makes the difference? Perhaps if I can understand 

what would cause these student respondents to cease unethical behavior once at work, we

109



can make their perceptions a reality and curb their actual unethical behavior once they 

enter the workforce.

Respondents’ perceptions of the type of harm (physical, economic or 

psychological) produced by an unethical act and its magnitude would be beneficial to 

know. Additionally, which values are most inçortant to the respondents? Is it more 

important to obey the feimess rules of society (don’t cheat and don’t bribe) or is it more 

inqx)rtant to not let co-workers, fiiends and femDy down by foiling the class or not 

obtaining the contract? Where are the primary loyalties of the respondents? These 

primary loyalties and perceptions of the greater ethical act may prevent the actor firom 

recognizing all of the consequences of the action. Those high in Machiavellianism, 

believing the ends justify the means, may not actually believe that cheating and bribery 

are unethical, because in the end they are helping those who are close to them. If this is 

the case, ethics training may be geared to demonstrating all o f the consequences and 

individuals affected by decisions to ethical dilemmas. This research may lead to 

information that will allow us to train enq)loyees to view an ethical dilemma fi’om many 

different frames of reference and to trufy evaluate it in terms o f the greatest good.

Once the new scenarios and perceptual questions are validated anoong a student 

population, additional study will be required. The updated Ethical Decision-Making 

Model whh Accountability will demonstrate the importance o f relationships and referent 

others in ethical decision-making, as well as moral intensity and individual difference 

characteristics. This model will need to be further validated by extending the sample to 

include business people across the country and in various industries. By testing the 

model whh different sangles, we will gain better insights as to how accountabilhy, moral
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intensity and individual differences mfiuence ethical decision-makmg. Whh better 

understanding of the ethical decision-making process, organizations can use this 

information to create a more ethical culture, and ultimately, greater success.

Over the past few decades, corporate codes of ethics have proliferated. These 

codes have proved useful in informing en^loyees about legal requirements of the firm, 

addressing specific concerns, such as bribery, and serving as guidelines for accepted 

practice within the organization. However, unethical acts continue to occur, as is 

evidenced by the recent recall o f Firestone tires and the 103 deaths that forced h. Is 

everyone that makes an unethical decision an unethical person, or are there circumstances 

\^ c h  contribute to their actions? It is this question that makes the Ethical Decision- 

Making Model with Accountability significant to the business community. The moral 

evaluation of individuals and o f their actions in business transactions is one level of 

busmess ethics investigation. A corporation can only be as ethical as the people who 

own, manage, and work for it; but its structure, organization, and practices can be more 

or less conducive to ethical activity (DeGeorge, 1999). Research has already shown that 

ethics do pay (Hosmer, 1994). “Corporate excellence is not identical with corporate 

morality... But it is doubtful that corporate excellence is compatible with corporate 

immorality, or with a corporate culture that condones or encourages its employees to act 

either immorally or amorally in their roles for the firm” (De George, 1999, p. 213). By 

understanding the dynamics o f how ethical decisions are made, researchers can assist 

organizations in creating a more ethical environment. Information gleaned fiom this 

research can lead to selection tools and training content that will enhance ethical 

decision-making in organizations, ultimate^ allowing them to be more successful.
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ETHICAL DILEMMA QUESTIONNAIRE
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Quesdoinaire A -  Unless otherwise specified, please answer the following questions cm the optical scanning 
sheet provided. If you write the response on this sheet, please skip that question number cm die optical 
scanning sheet.

A. Demographics. Please answer the following questions.

1. Gender a) Male b) Female

2. Occupation/Major (Please write this in)___________________________________________

3. Age (Please write this in)____________

B. Determine whether each statement is:
A Almost always true
B Usually true
C Seldom true
D Never true.

4. I do not like to wait for other people to complete their work before I can proceed with my own.
5. I hate to wait in most lines.
6. People tell me that I tend to get irritated too easily.
7. Whenever possible, I try to make activities competitive.
8. 1 have a tendency to rush into work that needs to be done before knowing the procedure I will use to 

complete the job.
9. Even when I go cm vacaticm, I usually take some work along.
10. When 1 make a mistake, it is usually due to the Act that I have rushed into the job before completely 

planning it through.
11. I feel guilty for taking time off fi-om work.
12. People tell me 1 have a bad temper when it cmies to competitive situations.
13. I tend to lose my temper when I am under a lot of pressure at work.
14. Whenever possible, I will attempt to complete two or more tasks at once.
15. I tend to race against the clodc.
16. I have no patience fbr lateness.
17. I catch myself rushing when there is no need.

C. This is a questimmaire to find out the way in which certain important events in our society affect 
difièrent people. Each item consists of a pair of alternatives lettered a or b. Please select one 
statement of eadi pair {and only one) \Wiich you more stnmgly believe to be the case as 6 r  as you are 
concerned. Be sure to select the one you actually believe to be more true rather than the one you think 
you should choose or the one you would like to be true. This is a measure of personal belief 
obviously there are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer these items carefully but do not qiend too mudi time on any one item. Be sure to find 
an answer for every choice. In some instances you may discover that you believe both statements or 
neither one. In such cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly believe to be the case as &r as 
you are concerned. Also, try to respond to eadi item independently ^ e n  making your dioice; do not 
be influenced by your previous dioice.

18 . _____ a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much.
 b. The trouble with most dtildren nowadays is that their parents are too easy with them.

19 . _____ a. Many of tiie unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck.
 b. People’s misfixtunes result fi-om the mistakes they make.
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20.  a. One of the majo’ reasœs why we have wars is because people don’t take enough interest in
politics.

 b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them.

21.  a. In the long run people get the respect th ^  deserve in this world.
 b. Unfortunately, an individual’s wràth often passes unrecognized no mater how hard s/he

tries.

22.  a. The idea that teachers are unfair to studaits is nonsense.
 b. Most students don’t realize foe extent to which their grades are influenced by accidental

happenings.

23.  a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.
 b. Capable peqile who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their opportunities.

24.  a. No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you.
 b. People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how to get along with others.

25.  a. Heredity plays foe major role in determining one’s personality.
 b. It is one’s experiences in life which determine what they are like.

26.  a. 1 have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
 b. Trusting to fete has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to take a definite

course of action.

27.  a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever sudi a thing as an unftur test.
 b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that studying is really

useless.

28.  a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, ludc has little or nothing to do with i t
 b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time.

29.  a. The average citizen can have an mftuence in government decisions.
 b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much the little guy can do

aboutit

30 . _____ a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work.
 b. It is not always wise to plan too f o r  ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of

good or bad ftntune anyhow.

31.  a. There are certain people who are just no good.
 b. There is some good in everybody.

32 . _____ a. hi my case gettmg what I want has little or nothing to do with liadc.
 b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin.

33 . _____ a. Who gets to be the boss often dqiends on who was ludty enough to be in the right place
first

 b. Getting people to do the right thing depends up<m ability, luck has little or nothing to do
with i t

34 . _____ a. As for as world affohs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces we can neither
understand nor control.

 b. By taking an active part in political and social afifoirs the people can control world events.
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35.  a. Most people don’t realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by accidental
happenings.

 b. There really is no such thing as “lud^.

36.  a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
 b. It is usually best to cover up one’s mistakes.

37.  a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.
 b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are.

38.  a. In the Img run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones.
 b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all three.

39.  a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruptitm.
 b. It is difficult for people to have much control over the things politicians do in office.

40.  a. Sometimes I can’t understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give.
 b. There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the grades I get.

4 1.  a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should do.
 b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.

42.  a. Many times I feel that I have little influence ovct the things that happen to me.
 b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an impwtant role in my life.

43.  a. People are lonely because they don’t try to be friendly.
 b. There’s not much use in trying too hard to please people if they like you, they like you.

44.  a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.
 b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

45.  a. What happens to me is my own doing.
 b. Sometimes I feel that I don’t have enough control over the direction my life is taking.

46 . _____ a. Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians behave the way they do.
 b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as well as on a

local level.

D. Please read the following scenario and answer the questions that follow based on what you believe.

Mark Smith is an employee at a major automobile manufacturer. His company is making a major push 
to expand operations into foreign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labor. They need this in 
order to obtain profitability. Mark is very close to completing n%otiations with Country X’s 
government, but has been asked to pay a foe to an individual to make sure the paperwwk is taken to 
the apprq)riate people in a timely foshion. He has also been made aware that some of these 
‘‘appropriate” people may also request some money to look favwably on Mark’s organization’s 
requests for permission to do business in their country. Mark is aware that bribery goes against his 
cmnpany’s oode of ethics and that it is illegal under the Fweign Corrupt Practices A ct

How likely is I that Mark will engage in paying the ‘Tees” in order to obtain this crucial business?

47. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nw uniikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely
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If you were in Mark’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

48. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belongs to a fiatemity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in bringing him out of his shell. In order to keep its charter, the fraternity 
has to maintain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that achieving thisgoai is questionabie this 
semester -  th ^  may or not make this GPA. The fraternity recently had a meeting where the 
President urged everyone to do whatever they couid to get good grades -  within the bounds o f the 
fraternity ethicai code o f conduct Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class 
and that the big final project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor specifically 
told the class that this was an individual project and that no one was allowed to work on it except tor 
the student -  the instructor and the course material Aould be the only resources needed to complete the 
project However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close 
fiiends with someone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend for help?

49. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

50. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unIikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Mark Smith is an employee at a major automobile manufacturer. His company is considering 
expanding its operations into foreign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labor. The company is 
quite successfui, but is always iooUng fo r  ways to be better. Mark is very close to completing 
negotiations with Country X’s government, but has been asked to pay a fee to an individual to make 
sure the paperwork is taken to the appropriate people in a timely feshion. He has also been made 
aware that some of these “appropriate” peq)le may also request some money to look favorably on 
Mark’s organization’s requests for permission to do business in their country. Mark is aware that 
bribery goes against his company’s code o f ethics and that it is illegal under the Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act

How likely is 1 that Mark will engage in paying the “fees” in order to obtain this crucial business?

51. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Mark’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

52. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely ncff unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams beltmgs to a fraternity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in bringing him out of his shell. In order to keep its charter, the fraternity 
has to maintam an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that the fraternity wiU easily achieve the goal this 
semester. Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class and that the big final 
project could potentially bring tliat grade up to a “B”. The instructs specifically told fire class that this 
was an individual project and that no one was allowed to work on it except fbr the student -  the 
instructor and the course material should be the only rescmrces needed to complete the project 
However, Joe is uncertam as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close friends 
with someone v4io recently made an “A” in this same class.
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How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend for help?

53. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

54 (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

E. This questionnaire is aimed at understanding how people think about social problems. Different 
people often have different opinions about questions of right and wrong. There are no “right” answers 
in the way that there are right answers to math problems. We would like you to tell us what you think 
about several problem stories. We will b%in with an example -  THIS IS JUST AN EXAMPLE AND 
IS NOT TO BE ANSWERED BY THE RESPONDENT.

Frank Jones has been thinking about buying a car. He is married, has two small children and earns an 
average income. The car he buys will be his Emily’s only car. It will be used mostly to get to work 
and drive around town, but sometimes for vacation trips also. In trying to decide what car to buy, 
Frank Jones realized that there were a lot of questions to consider. Below there is a list of some of 
these questions. If you were Frank Jones, how important would each of these questions be in deciding 
which car to buy?

On the left had side check one of the spaces by each statement of a consideration. (For instance, if you 
think that statemmt #1 is not important in making a decision about b i ^ g  a car, dieck the space on 
the right)

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C) (D)
Some Little

(E)
None

X
1. Whether the car dealer was in the same block as where 
Frank lives. (Note that in this sample, the person taking the 
questirxmaire did not think this was important in making a 
decision.)

X
2. Would a used car be more economical in the long run than 
a new car? (Note that a cfaedc was put in the fer left space to 
indicate the opinion that this is an important issue in making a 
decision about buying a car.)

X 3. Whether the color was green, Frank’s &vorite color.

X
4. Whether the cubic inch displacement was at least 200. 
(Note that if you are unsure about what “cubic inch 
displacement means, then mark it “no importance”.)

X 5. Would a large, roomy car be better than a compact car?
X 6. Whether the front connibles were differential. (Note that if 

a statement sounds like gibberish or nonsense to you, mark it 
“no importance”.)

Frmn the list of questions above, select the most important one of the whole group. Put the number of 
the most important question on the top line below. Do likewise fix' your 2“̂ , 3"*, and 4*‘‘ most 
important choices, ^ o te  that the top choices in this case will come from the statements that were 
checked on the fer left-hand side -  statements #2 and #5 were thought to be very important. In 
deciding what is the most important, a perstm would re-read #2 and #5, and then pidc <xie of them as 
the most important, thoi put the other oae as 2"  ̂most important, and so on.)

m o s t  2*® MOST IMPORTANT S'® MOST IMPORTANT 4™ MOST IMPORTANT 
5 2 3 1
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HEINZ AND THE DRUG

In Europe a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. There was one drug that doctors 
thought might save her. It was a form of radium that a druggist in the same town had recently 
discovered. The drug was expensive to make, but the druggist was charging 10 times what the drug 
cost to make. He paid S200 for the radium and charged S2,000 for a small dose of the drug. The sick 
woman’s husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get 
together about $1,000, which is half of what it cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and 
asked him to sell it cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, “No, I discovered the drug and 
I’m going to make mœey frrnn h.” So Heinz got desperate and began to think about breaking into the 
man’s store and steal the drug ft»- his wife.

55. Should Heinz steal the drug*?
(A) Should steal it (B) Can’t decide (C) Should not steal it

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C) (D)
Seme Little

(E)
None

56. Whether a community’s laws are going to be upheld.
57. Isn’t it only natural fbr a loving husband to care so much 
f a  his wife that he’d steal?
58. Is Heinz willing to risk getting sha  as a burglar a  going 
to jail fix the chance that stealing the drug might help?
59. Whether Heinz is a professional wrestler, a  has 
considerable influence with professional wrestlers.
60. Whetha Heinz is stealing fix himself a  doing this solely 
to help someone else.
61. Whether the druggist’s rights to his invention have to be 
respected.
62. Whetha the essence of living is m ae encompassing than 
the termination of dying, socially and individually.
63. What values are going to be the basis fix governing how 
people act towards eadi o tha.
64. Whetha the druggist is going to be allowed to hide 
behind a worthless law wiiich only praects the rich anyhow.
65. W hetha the law in this case is gettmg in the way of the 
most basic claim of any m em ba of society.
66. Whetha the druggist deserves to be robbed fix being so 
greedy and cruel.
67. Would stealing in such a case bring about more total 
good fix the whole society a  not

68. Fran the list of questions above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

 Most imprxtant 2“* most important 3"* most important 4* most important

ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prisai fbr 10 years. After one year, however, he escaped from prison, 
moved to a new area o f the country and took on the name of Thonpson. F a  8 years he waked hard, 
and gradually saved enough monQ^ to txy his own business. He was feir to his customers, gave his 
employees top wages, and gave most o f his own profits to charity. Then one day, Mrs. Jones, an old
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neighbor, recognized him as the man who had escaped from prison 8 years before, and whom the 
police had been loddng for.

69. Should Mrs. Jones report Mr. Thompson to the police and have him sent back to priscm?

(A) Should report him (B) Can’t decide (C) Should not report him

IMPORTANCE:

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Great Much Some Little None

70. Hasn’t Mr. Thompson been good enough for such a long 
time to prove he isn’t a bad person?
71. Every time someone escapes punishment for a crime, 
doesn’t that just encourage more crime?
72. Wouldn’t we be better off without prisons and the 
oppression of our legal system?
73. Has Mr. Thompson really paid his debt to society?
74. Would society be feiling what Mr. Thompson should fairly 
expect?
75. What benefits would prisons be apart from society, 
especially for a diaritable man?
76. How could anyone be so cruel and heartless as to send Mr. 
Thompson to prison?
77. Would it be feir to all the prisoners who had to serve out 
their full sentences if Mr. Thompson was let off?
78. Was Mrs. Jones a good friend of Mr. Thompson?
79. Wouldn’t it be a citizen’s duty to report an escaped 
criminal, regardless of the circumstances?
80. How would the will of the people and the public good best 
be served?
81. Would going to prison do any good for Mr. Thompson or 
protect anybody?

82. From the list o f questions above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

Most impwtant. 2°  ̂most important 3"* most im pw tant 4""" most important

THE DOCTOR’S P n .F .M M A

A lacfy was dying of cancer which could not be cured and she had only about six months to live. She 
was in terrible pain, but she was so weak that a good dose of pain-killer like mophine would make her 
die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy with pain, and in her calm periods, she would ask the 
doctor to give her enough morphine to kill her. She said she couldn’t stand the pain and that she was 
going to die in a few months anyway.

83. What should the doctor do?

(A) He should give the lady an overdose that will make her die 
(C) Should not give the overdose

(B) Can’t decide
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IMPORTANCE:

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Great Much Some Little None

84. Whether the woman’s fomily is in fevor of giving her the 
overdose or not.
85. Is the doctor obligated by the same laws as everybody else if 
giving her an ovadose would be the same as killing her?
86. Whether people would be much better off without society 
regimenting their lives and even their deaths.
87. Whether the doctor could make it appear like an accident
88. Does the state have the right to force continued existence œ  
those who don’t want to live.
89. What is the value o f death prior to society’s perspective on 
personal values.
90. Whether the doctor has sympathy for foe woman’s suffering 
or cares more about vfoat society might think.
91. Is helping to end another’s life ever a responsible act of 
cooperation?
92. Whether only God should decide \riien a person’s life should 
end.
93. What values the doctor has set for himself in his own 
personal code of bdiavior.
94. Can society afford to let everybody end their lives when they 
want to?
95. Can society allow suicides or mercy killing and still protect 
the lives of individuals who want to live?

96. From the list of questions above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

 Most important 2“* most important 3"* most important 4* most impotant

F. Read each statement carefully, then indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree based on the 
following scale:

A) Agree strongly
B) Agree somewhat
C) Neither agree nm disagree
D) Disagree somewhat
E) Disagree strongly

97. _____Never tell anyone the real reason you did so m ^ in g  unless it is usefol to do so.
98. _____The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.
99. _____One should take actin only when sure it is morally r i ^ t
100.___ _____Most people are basically good and kind.
101.___ _____It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when they

aregiven adiance.
102.___ _____Hones^ is the best policy in all cases.
103.___ _____There is no excuse for lying to somemie else.
104.___ _____Generally q)eakmg, people won’t work hard unless they’re Sxned to do so.
105.___ _____All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest
106.___ _____When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for

wanting it rather dtan giving reasons wdiich cany more weight
107.___ _____Most people who g «  ahead in the world lead clean moral lives.
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108.___ _____Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking fw trouble.
109.___ _____The biggest différence between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are

stupid enough to get caught
110.___ _____Most people are lyave.
111.___ _____It is wise to flatter important people.
112.___ _____It is possible to be good in all respects.
113.___ _____Bamum was wrong when he said that there’s a sucker bom every minute.
114.___ _____It is hard to get ahead without cutting comers here and there.
115.___ _____People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice of being put painlessly to

death.
116.___ _____Most men forget more easily the death of their father than the loss of their property.

G. Cheating in school occurs for a number of reasons. Evaluate the following motivations to cheat in 
sdiool based on the following scale:

A) Contributes very little to cheating
B) Contributes little to cheating
C) Contributes an average amount to cheating
D) Contributes a great amount to cheating
E) Contributes a very great amount to cheating

117.___ _____The University requires a minimum GPA to stay in school.
118.___ _____Top employers give more consideration to people with higher GPAs.
119.___ _____Top Graduate Schools give greater consideration to people with higher GPAs.
120.___ _____Parents pressure their children to raise grades.
121.___ _____Peer pressure makes people cheat
122.___ _____Assistance from friends is easily available.
123.___ _____Students did not have the time to study properly.
124.___ _____Students did not the time to study properly.
125.___ _____Professors assign too much work fiw students to do.
126.___ _____Students enjoy taking the risk and getting away with cheating.
127.___ _____Because everyone else cheats, “honest” students have to cheat to stay ahead of the curve.
128.___ _____Students do not identify with the University and therefore feel no responsibility toward it or

its code of conduct
129.___ _____Professors do not care about teaching, so students do not care about learning.
130.___ _____It is easy to cheat
131.___ _____Certain students just got in the habit of cheating in high school and ccmtinue it in college.
132.___ _____People are just dishonest

H. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
A) I agree very little
B) 1 agree little
C) I agree an average amount
D) I agree a great amount
E) I agree a very great amount

133 ._____ Professors expect(ed) me to engage in unethical behavior.
134 ._____ Professors expect the average student to engage in unethical behaviw.
135 .____ The average business person is expected to engage in unethical behavior.
136 ._____ I am (will be) expected to engage m unethical behavior in business.
137 ._____ Peqjle are unethical by nature.
138 .____ 1 bÀave in an unediical maimer because there is an expectation fix’ me to behave in that

manner.
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139 ._____The media creates the expectation that people will engage in unethical bdiavior.
140 ._____The media creates the expectatiœ that people will engage in ethical behaviw.
141 ._____When I have behaved unethically, it was because o f the situation I was in.
142 ._____When I have bdiaved unethically, it was because of the type of person 1 am.
143 ._____When I have behaved unethically, it was because others expected me to, so I might as well.

1. Answer the following questions based (m this scale:
A) A very little amount
B) A little amount
C) An average amount
D) A great amount
E) A very great amount

144 ._____To what extent have you cheated in your career?
145 ._____To what extent has the average student cheated in his/her career?
146 ._____To what extent does the average business person engage in unethical behavior at work?

J. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
A) I agree very little
B) I agree little
C) I agree an average amount
D) I agree a great amount
E) I agree a very great amount

147 ._____I describe myself as honest and ethical.
148 ._____I describe myself as dishonest and unethical.

K. Answer (A) for “Yes, 1 agree with the following statement” and (B) for “No, 1 do not agree”.

149.0verall, I consider myself an honest and ethical perscm.
150.My actions demonstrate to others thm I am an honest and ethical person.
151.My friends would describe me as an honest and ethical person.
152.From my perspective, most pe<q)le are honest and ethical.
153.From my perspective, my friends are honest and ^ ic a l .
154.From my perspective, most people are dishonest and unethical.
155.From my perspective, my friends are not honest and ethical.
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L. In order that we may gain an understanding of the respondents -  how you feel, think, react, and so <xi -  
please indicate your respcmses to the following statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your emotions and behavior. Please Sll in your response to each item. Indicate whether 
you:
A. Strongly agree
B. s u b tly  agree
C. Neither agree nor disagree
D. Slightly agree
E. Strongly agree

156. 1 enjoy competition because it gives me a chance to discover my abilities.
157. Competition does not increase my awareness and understanding of myself and others.
158. Competition can lead to the formation of friendship with others.
159. Competition is not a means of motivating me to bring out the best in myselfl
160. 1 enjoy competition because it tends to bring out the best in me rather than as a means of feeling 

better than others.
161. 1 do not find ccanpetition to be a very valuable means of learning about myself and others.
162. 1 like competition because it teaches me a lot about myself.
163. 1 value competition because it helps me to be the best that 1 can be.
164. 1 find competition enjoyable because it lets me express my own potentials and abilities.
165. Competition does not help me develop my abilities more.
166. Without the challenge of competition, 1 might never discover that 1 had certain potentials and 

abilities.
167. 1 enjoy competition because it brings me and my competitors closer together as human beings.
168. 1 enjoy competition because it helps me to develop my own potentials more fully than if 1 engaged

in these activities alone.
169. 1 enjoy competition because it brings me to a higher level of motivation to bring the best out of 

myself rather than as a means of doing better than others.
170. Through competitim, I feel that 1 am contributing to the well-being of others.

M. Please indicate your responses to the following statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your bdiavior. Please fill in your respœse to the following items. Indicate whether the 
statement is:
A. Not at all true about you
B. Hardly true about you
C. Moderately true about you
D. Exactly true about you.

171.1 can always manage to solve difficult problems if 1 try hard enough.
172.1f someone opposes me, 1 can find the means and ways to get what 1 want.
173.lt is difficult for me to stidc to my aims and accomplish my goals.
174.1 am confident that 1 could deal efficiently with unexpected events.
175.Thanks to my resourcefulness, 1 know how to handle unforeseen situations.
176.1 cannot solve most problems, even if 1 invest the necessary effort.
177.1 can remain calm v*en focing difficulties because 1 can rely on my coping abilities. 
178.When 1 am confixnted with a problem, 1 can usually find several solutions.
179.1f 1 am in trouble, 1 cannot usually think of a solution.
180.1 can usually handle whatever comes my way.
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Questionnaire B -  Unless otherwise specified, please answo" the following questions on the optical scanning 
sheet provided. If you write the response on this sheet, please skip that question number on die optical 
scanning sheet

A. Demographics. Please answer the following questiois.

1. Genda* a) Male b) Female

2. Occupation/Major (Please write this in)___________________________________________

3. Age (Please write this in)____________

B. Detamine whether each statement is:
A Almost always true
B Usually true
C Seldom true
D Never true.

4. I do not like to wait fw other peqiie to complete their work before I can proceed with my own.
3. 1 hate to wait in most lines.
6. People tell me that 1 tend to get irritated too easily.
7. Whenever possible, I try to make activities competitive
8. 1 have a tendency to rush into work that needs to be done before knowing the procedure 1 will use to 

complete the job.
9. Even when I go on vacation, I usually take smne work along.
10. When I make a mistake, it is usually due to the fact that I have rushed into the job before ctxnpletely 

planning it through.
11. I feel guilty fw taking time off fi-om work.
12. People tell me I have a bad temper when it comes to competitive situations.
13. I tend to lose my temper when I am under a lot of pressure at work.
14. Whenever possible, I will attempt to complete two or more tasks at once.
15. I tend to race against the clock.
16. I have no patience fw lateness.
17. I catch myself rushing when there is no need.

C. This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which certain important events in our society afiect 
difierent people. Each hem consists of a pair of alternatives lettered a or b. Please select one 
statement of each pair {and only one) Miidi you more strongly believe to be the case as &r as you are 
concerned. Be sure to select the one you actually believe to be more true rather than the one you think 
you should choose or the one you would like to be true. This is a measure of personal belief: 
obviously there are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer these items carefidfy but do not spend too much time on any one item. Be sure to find 
an answer for every choice. In sane instances you may discover that you believe both statements or 
neither one. In sudi cases, be sure to select the one you mwe strongly believe to be the case as 6 r  as 
you are concerned. Also^ try to respoid to each hem independeraly >^en making your choice; do n a  
be influenced by your previous choice.

18.  a. Children get into trouble because their parents punidi them too much.
 b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that them parents are too easy whh them.

19 . _____a. Nfany of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck.
 b. People’s misfortunes resuh fiom the mistakes they make.
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2 0 .  a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take enough interest in
politics.

 b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them.

21.  a. In the long run people get the respect they deswve in this world.
 b. Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognized no mater how hard s/he

tries.

22 . _____ a. The idea that teachers are un&ir to students is nonsense.
 b. Most students don’t realize the extent to Miich their grades are influenced ly  accidental

happenings.

23.  a. Without the right breaks erne cannot be an efifective leader.
 b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their opportunities.

24.  a. No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you.
 b. People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how to get along with others.

25.  a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s personality.
 b. It is one’s experiences in life which determine what they are like.

26.  a. 1 have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
 b. Trusting to fete has neva- turned out as well for me as makmg a decision to take a definite

course of action.

27.  a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a thing as an unfeir test.
 b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that studying is really

useless.

28 . _____ a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, ludc has little or nothing to do with i t
 b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time.

29 . _____ a. The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions.
 b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not mudi the little guy can do

about i t

30 . _____a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work.
 b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of

good or bad fortune anyhow.

31 . _____a. There are certain people who are just no good.
 b. There is some good in everybody.

32 . _____a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with ludc.
 b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin.

33 . _____a. Who gets to be the boss often dq)ends on who was lucdcy enou^ to be in the right place
first

 b. Gating people to do the right thing depends upon ability, ludc has little or nothing to do
with h.

34 . _____ a. As far as world affeirs are concerned, most of us are the victims of ftxnes we can neither
understand nor ccmtrol.

 b. By taking an active part in political and social affeirs the people can control world events.
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35.  a. Most people don’t realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by accidental
happenings.

 b. There really is no such thing as “luck”.

36.  a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
 b. It is usually best to cover up one’s mistakes.

37.  a. It is hard to know vdietha- or not a person really likes you.
 b. How many friends you have depen«k upon how nice a person you are.

38.  a. In the Irnig run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones.
 b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, ot all three.

39.  a. With enough efrbrt we can wipe out political corruption.
 b. It is difficult for people to have much control over the things politicians do in office.

40 . _____a. SomAimes 1 can’t understand how teachers arrive at the grades thqr give.
 b. There is a direct connection between how hard 1 study and the grades 1 gA.

41.  a. A good leadA expects people to decide for themselves what they should do.
 b. A good leadA makes it clear to everybody whA their jobs are.

42.  a. Many times I feel that 1 have little influence o v a  the things that happen to me.
 b. It is impossible for me to believe thA chance or luck plays an important role in my life.

43.  a. Peqjle Ae lonely because they don’t try to be friendly.
 b. There’s not mudi use in trying too hAd to please people if they like you, they like you.

44.  a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high sdiool.
 b. Team sports are an excellent way to build charaAA.

45.  a. What happens to me is my own doing.
 b. Sometimes 1 feel that 1 don’t  have enough control o v a  the direction my life is taking.

46.  a. Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians behave the way th ^  do.
 b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as well as on a

local level.

D. Please read the following scenario and answA the questions that follow based on what you believe.

MAk Smith is an employee at a maj a  aAomobile manuiactur a . His company is making a maj a  push 
to expand operations into foreign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labA. They need this in 
order to obtain profitability. MAk is very close to cmnpleting negotiations with Country X’s 
government, but has been asked to pay a foe to an individual to make sure the p^>erwork is taken to 
the appropriate people in a thnely fashion. He has also been made aware thA some of these 
“appropriAf people may also request some monqr to look fovorably on Mark’s organization’s 
requests for permission to do busmess in their country. Vfork is awAe that bribAy goes agamst his 
company’s code of ethics and thA it is ill%al undA the pAeign Corrupt Practices A ct

Additionally, before he left on his trip, Mark’s boss told him thA the President of the cmnpany was 
wAdiing hfork’s progress and was very anxious to heA about the results upcxi his return.

How likely is 1 thA Mark will engage in paying the “foes” in AdA to obtain this crucial business?

47. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (Q  NA likely h a  unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely
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If you were in Mark’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in ordo- to obtain this 
crucial business?

48. (A) V oy likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely norunlikely(D) Lftilikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belœgs to a fraternity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in bringing him out of his shell. In order to keep its charter, the fraternity 
has to maintain an overall GPA of 2.S. Joe knows that achieving this goal is questionable this 
semester -  they may or not make this CPA. The fraternity recently had a meeting where the 
President urged everyone to do whatever they could to get good grades —  within the bounds o f the 
fraternity ethical code o f  conduct Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class 
and that the big final project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor q)ecifically 
told the class that this was an individual project and that no one was allowed to work on it except for 
the student -  the instructs and the course material should be the only resources needed to complete the 
project. However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close 
friends with stxnetme who recently made an “A” in this same class.

Additionally, Joe knows that if he makes below a “C” in any of his classes, he will have to go before 
the fraternity’s “grade committee” and justify the low grade.

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend for help?

49. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend fw help?

50. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Mark Smith is an employee at a major autcxnobile manuActurer. His company is considering 
expanding its operations into foreign countries with skilled, but inecpensive labor. The company is 
quite su ccessif but is always looking fo r ways to be better. Mark is very close to completing 
negotiations with Country X’s govmunent, but has been asked to pay a fee to an individual to make 
sure the paperwork is taken to the appropriate people in a timely f ^ io n .  He has also been made 
aware that some of these “appropriate” people may also request some money to look fovorably on 
Mark’s organization’s requests for permission to do business in their country. Mark is aware that 
bribery goes against his company’s code of ethics and that it is ill%al under the Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act.

Additionally, before he left on his trip, Mark’s boss told him that the President of the company was 
watching Mark’s progress and was very anxious to hear about the results uprm his return.

How likely is I that Mark will engage in paying foe “foesT in order to obtain this crucial business?

51. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) LWikely (E) Vwy unlikely

If you were in Mark’s position, how likely is it that you would pay foe “foes” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

52. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Lhilikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belrmgs to a fiatemify that is foe center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
foe fiatemify due to its role in bringmg hhn out of his shell. In order to keq> its diarter, foe fiatemify 
has to maintain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that the fraternity will easily achieve the goal this 
sentester. Joe is aware that he is currently makmg a “D” in his Systems class and that foe big final 
project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor q>ecifically told foe class that this 
was an individual project and that no one was allowed to wwk on it except fix foe student -  foe
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instructor and the course material should be the cmiy resources needed to complete the project. 
However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close friends 
with someone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

Additionally, Joe knows that if he makes below a “C” in any of his classes, he will have to go before 
the fraternity’s “grade committee” and justify the low grade.

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend fry help?

53. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikeIy(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

54 (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

E. This questionnaire is aimed at understanding how people think about social problems. Difrèrent 
people ofren have different opinions about questions of right and wrong. There are no “right” answers 
in the way that there are ri^it answers to math problems. We would like you to tell us what you think 
about sevonl problem stories. We will b%in with an example -  THIS IS JUST AN EXAMPLE AND 
IS NOT TO BE ANSWERED BY THE RESPONDENT.

Frank Jones has been thinking about buying a car. He is married, has two small diildren and earns an 
average income. The car he buys will be his frmily’s only car. It will be used mostly to get to work 
and drive around town, but smnetimes fry vacation trips also. In trying to decide what car to buy, 
Frank Jones realized that there were a lot of questions to consider. Below there is a list of some of 
these questions. If you w ae Frank Jones, how important would each of these questions be in deciding 
whidi car to buy?

On the left had side check one of the spaces by each statement of a consideration. (For instance, if you 
think that statement #\ is not important in making a decision about buying a car, check the space on 
the right)

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C)
Some

(D)
Little

(E)
None

X
I. Whether the car dealer was in the same block as where 
Frank lives. (Nme that in this sample, the person taking the 
questionnaire did not think this was important in making a 
decision.)

X
2. Would a used car be more economical in the long run than 
a new car? (Note that a check was put in the ftir left space to 
indicate the opinion that this is an important issue in making a 
decision about buymg a car.)

X 3. Whether the color was green, Frank’s fevorite color.

X
4. Whether the cubic indi displacement was at least 200. 
(Note that if you are unsure about what “cubic indi 
displacement means, thm mark it “no importance”.)

X S. Would a large, roomy car be better than a compact car?
X 6. Whether the front comibles were differential. (Note that if 

a statement sounds like gibberish or nonsense to you, mark it 
“no importance”.)

Fran the list o f questims above, select the most important one o f the whole grotqi. Put the number of 
the most important question on the top line below. Do likewise fry your 2"", 3"*, and 4* most 
important choices, ^ o te  that the top dioices in this case will come from the statements that were
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diedced on the far left-hand side -  statements #2 and #5 were thought to be very important In 
deciding what is die most important, a person would re-read #2 and #5, and then pick one of them as 
the most important, then put the other one as 2*̂  most important, and so on.)

MOST 2 ^  MOST IMPORTANT S"* MOST IMPORTANT 4™ MOST IMPORTANT 
5 2 3 i

HEINZ AND THE DRUG

In Europe a wmian was near death fi'om a special kind of cancer. There was one drug that doctors 
thought might save her. It was a form of radium that a druggist in the same town had recendy 
discovered. The drug was expensive to make, but the druggist was diarging 10 times what the drug 
cost to make. He paid S200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a small dose of the drug. The sick 
woman’s husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get 
together about $1,000, which is half of what it cost He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and 
asked him to sell it cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, ‘*No, I discovered the drug and 
I’m going to make money from i t ” So Heinz got desperate and began to think about breaking into the 
man’s store and steal the drug for his wife.

55. Should Heinz steal the drug?
(A) Should steal it (B) Can’t decide (C) Should not steal it

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C)
Some

(D)
Little

(E)
None

56. Whether a community’s laws are going to be upheld.
57. Isn’t it only natural for a loving husband to care so much 
for his wife that he’d steal?
58. Is Heinz willing to risk getting shot as a burglar or going 
to jail for the diance that stealing the drug might help?
59. Whether Heinz is a professional wrestler, or has 
considerable influence with professional wrestlers.
60. Whether Heinz is stealing for himself or doing this solely 
to help somemie else.
61. Whether the druggist’s rights to his invention have to be 
respected.
62. Whether the essence of living is more encompassing than 
the termination of dying, socially and individually.
63. What values are going to be the basis fix'governing how 
people act towards each other.
64. Whether the druggist is going to be allowed to hide 
behind a worthless law which only protects the ridi anyhow.
65. Whether the law in this case is getting in the way of the 
most basic claim of any member of society.
66. Whetho’the druggist deserves to be robbed ftx* being so 
greedy and cruel.
67. Would stealing in sudi a case brmg about more total 
good fix’ the wdiole society or not

68. From the list of questions abov% select the ftxir most important (Please write this in):

 Most impmtant 2“* most important 3"* most important 4* most important
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ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year, however, he escaped from prison, 
moved to a new area of the country and took on the name of Thompson. For 8 years he worked hard, 
and gradually saved enough money to buy his own business. He was &ir to his custmners, gave his 
employees top wages, and gave most of his own profits to diarity. Then one day, Mrs. Jones, an old 
neighbor, recognized him as the man who had escaped from prison 8 years befiire, and whom the 
police had been looking fiy.

69. Should Mrs. Jones report Mr. Thompson to the police and have him sent back to prison?

(A) Should report him (B) Can’t decide (C) Should not report him

IMPORTANCE:

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Great Much Some Little None

70. Hasn’t Mr. Thompson been good enough for such a long 
time to prove he isn’t a bad person?
71. Every time someone escapes punishment for a crime, 
doesn’t that just encourage more crime?
72. Wouldn’t we be better off without prisons and the 
oppression of our legal system?
73. Has Mr. Thompson really paid his debt to society?
74. Would society be failing what Mr. Thompson should fiiirly 
expect?
75. What benefits would prisons be apart from society, 
especially for a charitable man?
76. How could anyone be so cruel and heartless as to send Mr. 
Thompson to prison?
77. Would it be 6 ir  to all the prisoners who had to serve out 
their full sentences if Mr. Thompson was let off?
78. Was Mrs. Jtrnes a good fiiend of Mr. Thompson?
79. Wouldn’t it be a citizen’s duty to report an escaped 
criminal, regardless of the circumstances?
80. How would the will of the people and the public good best 
be served?
81. Would going to prison do any good for Nfr. Thompson or 
protect anybody?

82. From the list of questions above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

 Most important 2“* most im portant 3"* most important 4* most important

THE DOCTOR’S DILEMMA

A lady was dying of cancer whidi could not be cured and she had only about six months to live. She 
was in terrible pain, but she was so weak that a good dose o f pain-killer like morphine would make her 
die somier. She was delirious and almost crazy with pain, and m her calm p e rio d  die would ask the 
doctw to give her enough morphine to kill her. She said she couldn’t stand the pain and that she was 
going to die in a few mmths anyway.
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83. What should the doctor do?

(A) He should give the ia(fy an overdose that will make her die (B) Can’t decide 
(C) Should not give the overdose

IMPORTANCE:

(A) (B) (C) (D)
Great Much Some Little

(E)
None

84. Whether the woman’s family is in favor of giving her the 
overdose or not.
85. Is the doctor obligated by the same laws as everybody else if 
giving her an overdose would be the same as killing her?
86. Whether people would be much better off without society 
regimenting their lives and even their deaths.
87. Whether the doctor could make it appear like an accident
88. Does the state have the right to fwce continued existence on 
those who don’t want to live.
89. What is the value of death prior to society’s perspective on 
personal values.
90. Whether the doctor has sympathy for the wtxnan’s suffering 
or cares more about what society m i^ t  think.
91. Is helping to end another’s life ever a responsible act of 
cooperation?
92. Whether only God should decide when a person’s life should 
end.
93. What values the doctor has set for himself in his own 
perstxial code of behavior.
94. Can society afford to let everybody end their lives when they 
want to?
95. Can society allow suicides or mercy killing and still protect 
the lives of individuals who want to live?

96. From the list of questions above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

 Most important 2“* most important 3"* most important 4* most important

F. Read eadi statement carefully, then indicate the extent to \ ^ c h  you agree or disagree based on the 
following scale:

A) Agree strongly
B) Agree somewhat
C) Neither agree nor disagree
D) Disagree somewhat
E) Disagree stnmgly

97. _____Nevff tell anyme the real reastxt you did something unless it is useful to do so.
98. _____The best way to handle people is to tell diem what they want to hear.
99. _____One should take actin only wdien sure it is morally right
100.___ _____Most people are basically good and kind.
101.________It is safest to assume that all peqile have a vicious streak and it will come out vdien they

are given a chance.
102.________Honesty is the best polity in all cases.
103.________There is no excuse finr lying to someone else.
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104.___ _____Generally speaking, people won’t work hard unless they’re forced to do so.
105.___ _____All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest
106.___ _____When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for

wanting it rather than giving reasms which carry more weight
107.___ _____Most pec^Ie who get ahead in the world lead clean moral lives.
108.___ _____Anyone ̂ o  ccanpletely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.
109.___ _____The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are

stupid oiough to get c a u ^ t
110.___ _____Most people are brave.
111.___ _____It is wise to flatter impwtant people.
112.___ _____It is possible to be good in all respects.
113 . ____ Barnum was wrong when he said that there’s a sucker bom every minute.
114.___ _____It is hard to get ahead without cutting comers here and there.
115.___ _____Peq>le suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice of being put painlessly to

death.
116.___ _____Most men forget more easily the death of their &ther than the loss of their property.

G. Cheating in school occurs for a number of reasons. Evaluate the following motivations to dieat in 
school based on the following scale:

A) Contributes very little to cheating
B) Contributes little to cheating
C) Contributes an average amount to cheating
D) Contributes a great amount to dieating
E) Contributes a very great amount to cheating

117.___ _____The University requires a minimum GPA to stay in school.
118.___ _____Top employers give more consideration to people with higher GPAs.
119.___ _____Top Graduate Schools give greater consideration to people with higher GPAs.
120.___ _____Parents pressure their children to raise grades.
121.___ _____Peer pressure makes people cheat
122.___ _____Assistance from friends is easily available.
123.___ _____Students did not Aove the time to stu(ty properly.
124.___ _____Students did not take the time to study properly.
125.___ _____Professas assign too mudi w a k  for students to do.
126.___ _____Students enjoy taking the risk and getting away with cheating.
127.___ _____Because everyone else cheats, “honest” students have to cheat to stay ahead of the curve.
128.___ _____Students do not identity with the University and therefae feel no responsibility toward it a

its code of conduct
129.___ _____Professors do not care about teadiing, so students do not care about learning.
130.___ _____It is eaty to cheat
131.___ _____Colain students just got in the habit of cheating in high school and continue it in coll%e.
132.___ _____Peq>le are just dishonest.

H. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
A) 1 agree very little
B) I agree little
C) 1 agree an average amount
D) I agree a great amount
E) 1 agree a very great amount

133 ._____Professors expect(ed) me to engage in unethical behavior.
134 ._____Professas expect the average student to engage in unethical bdiavia.
135 ._____The avoage business person is expected to engage in unethical bdiavia.
136 ._____I am (will be) expected to engage in unethical befaavia in busmess.
137 ._____People are unethical Ity nature.
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138 . I behave in an unethical manner because there is an expectatimi for me to behave in that
manner.

139 ._____ The media creates the expectation that people will engage in unethical behavior.
140 ._____ The media creates the expectation that peq)le will engage in ethical behavior.
141 ._____ When I have behaved unethically, it was because of the situation I was in.
142 ._____ When 1 have behaved unethically, it was because of the type of person I am.
143 ._____ When I have bdiaved unethically, it was because others expect^ me to, so I might as well.

1. Answer the following questions based cm this scale:
A) A very little amount
B) A little amount
C) An average amount
D) A great amount
E) A very great amount

144 ._____To what extent have you cheated in your career?
145 ._____To what extent has the average student cheated in his/her career?
146 ._____To what extent does the average business person engage in unethical behaviw at work?

J. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
A) I agree very little
B) 1 agree little
C) 1 agree an average amount
D) 1 agree a great amount
E) 1 agree a very great amount

147 ._____I describe myself as honest and ethical.
148 ._____I describe myself as dishonest and unethical.

K. Answer (A) for “Yes, 1 agree with the following statement” and (B) for “No, 1 do not agree”.

149.0verall, I consider myself an honest and ethical person.
150.My actions demmstrate to others that I am an honest and ethical person.
151 .My friends would describe me as an honest and ethical person.
152.From my perspective, most people are honest and ethical.
153.Fr(nn my perspective, my friends are honest and ethical.
154.From my perspective, most people are dishonest and unethical.
155.From my perspective, my friends are not honest and ethical.
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L. In order that we may gain an understanding of the respondents -  how you feel, think, react, and so on -  
please indicate your responses to die following statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your emotions and behavior. Please fill in your response to each item. Indicate whether 
you:
A. Strongly agree
B. s u b tly  agree
C. Neither agree nor disagree
D. Slighdy agree
E. Strongly agree

156. 1 enjoy competition because it gives me a chance to discover my abilities.
157. Competition does not increase my awareness and understanding of myself and othos.
158. Competition can lead to the formation of fiiendship with others.
159. Competition is not a means of motivating me to bring out the best in myself
160. 1 enjoy competition because it tends to bring out the best in me rather than as a means of feeling 

better than others.
161. 1 do not find competition to be a very valuable means of learning about myself and others.
162. 1 like competition because it teaches me a lot about myself.
163. 1 value competition because it helps me to be the best that I can be.
164. 1 find competition enjoyable because it lets me express my own potentials and abilities.
165. Competition does not help me develop my abilities more.
166. Without the challenge of competiticm, 1 might never discover that 1 had certain potentials and

abilities.
167. 1 enjoy competition because it brings me and my ctxnpetitors closer together as human beings.
168. 1 enjoy ctxnpetition because it helps me to develop my own potentials more folly than if I engaged 

in these activities alone.

169. 1 enjoy competition because it brings me to a higher level of motivation to bring the best out of 
myself rather than as a means of doing better than others.

170. Through ctxnpetition, 1 feel that 1 am contributing to the well-being of others.

M. Please indicate your responses to the following statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your bdiavior. Please fill in your response to the following items. Indicate whether the 
statement is:
A. Not at all true about you
B. Hardly true about you
C. Moderately true about you
D. Exactly true about you.

171.1 can always manage to solve difficult problems if 1 try hard enough.
I72.1f someone opposes me, 1 can find the means and ways to get what 1 want.
173.lt is difficult for me to stick to my ahns and accomplish my goals.
174.1 am confident that 1 could deal efficiently with unexpected events.
175.Thanks to my resourcefolness, 1 know how to handle unfixeseen situations.
176.1 cannot solve most problems, even if 1 invest foe necessary effort
177.1 can remain calm when feeing difficulties because 1 can rely on my coping abilities.
178.When 1 am confi-onted with a problem, 1 can usually find several solutitxis.
I79.1f 1 am in trouble, 1 cannot usually think of a solution.
180.1 can usually handle whatever comes my way.
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Questionnaire C -  Unless otherwise specified, please answer the following questims on the optical scanning 
sheet provided. If  you write the response on diis sheet, please skip that question number on die optical 
scanning sheet

A. Demograpkics. Please answer the following questions.

1. Gender a) Male b) Female

2. Occupation/Major (Please write this in)___________________________________________

3. Age (Please write this in )____________

B. Determine whether each statement is:
A Almost always true
B Usually true
C Seldom true
D Never true.

4. I do not like to wait for other people to cmnplete their work before I can proceed with my own.
5. I hate to wait in most lines.
6. People tell me that I tend to get irritated too easily.
7. Whenever possible, I try to make activities competitive.
8. I have a tendency to rush into work that needs to be done before knowing the procedure I will use to 

complete the job.
9. Even when I go cm vacation, I usually take some work along.
10. When 1 make a mistake, it is usually due to the 6ct that 1 have rushed into the job before completely 

planning it through.
11.1 feel guilty for taking time olBf fi’om work.
12. People tell me 1 have a bad temper when it comes to competitive situations.
13. I tend to lose my temper when 1 am under a lot of pressure at work.
14. Whenever possible, 1 will attempt to complete two or more tasks at once.
15. 1 tend to race against the clodc.
16. 1 have no patience fm* lateness.
17. 1 catch myself rushing when there is no need.

C. This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which certain important events in our society affect 
different people. Eadi item consists of a pair of alternatives lettered a orb. Please select one 
statement o f each pair (and only one) which you more strongly believe to be the case as feras you are 
concerned. Be sure to select the one you actually believe to be more true rather than the one you think 
you should choose or the one you would like to be true. This is a measure of personal belief: 
obviously there are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer these items carefidfy but do not spend too mudi time on any one item. Be sure to find 
an answer for every choice. In some instances you may discover that you believe both statements or 
neither one. In suA cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly believe to be the case as feras 
you are concerned. Also, try to respond to eadi item independently when making your dioice; do not 
be influenced by your previous choice.

18 . _____ a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too mudi.
 b. The trouble with most diildren nowadays is that their parents are too easy with them.

19.  a. Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck.
 b. Petrie’s misfiirtunes result fi’tm  the mistakes they make.
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20 . _____a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take enough interest in
politics.

 b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them.

21.  a. In the long run people get the respect tho'deserve in this world.
 b. Unfortunately, an individual’s wmth often passes unrecognized no mater how hard s/he

tries.

22.  a. The idea that teadiers are unâir to studoits is nonsense.
 b. Most students don’t realize the extent to whidi their grades are influenced by accidental

happenings.

23.  a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an efifective leader.
 b. Capable people who fell to become leaders have not taken advantage of their opportunities.

24.  a. No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you.
 b. People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how to get along with others.

25.  a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s personality.
 b. It is one’s experiences in life whidi determine what they are like.

26.  a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
 b. Trustmg to fete has never turned out as well for me as making a dedsion to take a definite

course of action.

27.  a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a thing as an unfeir test
 b. Many times exam questions tend to tie so unrelated to course work that studying is really

useless.

28.  a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing to do with h.
 b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time.

29.  a. The average citizen can have an influence in govwnment decisions.
 b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much the little guy can do

about i t

30 . _____ a. When I make plans, 1 am almost certain that I can make them work.
 b. It is not always wise to plan too fer ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of

good or bad fortune anyhow.

31 . _____ a. There are certam people who are just no good.
 b. There is some good in everybody.

32 . _____ a. In my case getting iMiat 1 want has little or nothing to do with ludc.
 b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin.

33.  a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the right place
first

 b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or nothing to do
with i t

34 . _____ a. As fiiras world afifeirs are cmcemed, most of us are the victims of fijrces we can neither
understand nor controL

 b. By taking an active part in political and social afifeirs the people can ccmtrol world events.
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35.  a. Most people don’t realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by accidoital
happenings.

 b. There really is no such thing as “luck”.

36.  a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
 b. It is usually best to cover up Mie’s mistakes.

37.  a. It is hard to know v^ether or not a person really likes you.
 b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are.

38.  a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones.
 b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all three.

39.  a. Witii enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
 b. It is diffrcult for people to have much cmtrol over the things politicians do in office.

40.  a. Srxnetimes I can’t understand how teadiers arrive at the grades they give.
 b. There is a direct cmnection between how hard I study and the grades 1 get

41.  a. A good leader expects people to decide fiir themselves what they should do.
 b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.

42.  a. Many times I feel that 1 have little influence over the things that happen to me.
 b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role in my life.

43.  a. People are lonely because thqr don’t try to be friendly.
 b. There’s not mudi use in trying too hard to please people if they like you, they like you.

44.  a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.
 b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

45.  a. What happens to me is my own doing.
 b. Sometimes I feel that I don’t have enough control over the direction my life is taking.

46.  a. Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians behave the way th ^  do.
 b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as well as on a

local level.

D. Please read the following scenario and answer the questions that follow based on what you believe.

Mark Smith is an employee at a major automobile manufacturer. His company is making a major push 
to expand operations into foreign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labw. TAey need th is in 
order to obtain prqfltabiiity. Mark is very close to completing n%otiatioos with Country X’s 
government, but has been adced to p ^  a fee to an individual to make sure the paperworic is taken to 
the appropriate people in a thnely fesbion. Ife has also been made aware that some of these 
“appropriate people m ^  also request some money to look fevorabiy on Mark’s organization’s 
requests for permissitm to do business m their country. Mark is aware that briboy goes against his 
company’s code of ethics and that it is ill%al under the Fweign Corrupt Practices Act.

After this discussion whh the government official, Mark goes back to his hotel room and calls his boss. 
The conversation was short, but Mark’s boss did tell him that when he got bade the President would 
like to hear every detail of the n%otiation process.

How likely is I that Mark will engage in paying the “feesT in wder to obtain this crudal business?

47. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unIikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely
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If you were in Mark’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

48. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belongs to a fraternity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in bringing him out of his shell. In order to keep its diarter, the fraternity 
has to maintain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows tkat achieving tkis goal is questionable this 
semester -  they may or not make this GPA. The fiatem ity recently had a meeting where the 
President urged everyone to do whatever they could to get good grades- within the bounds o f the 
fraternity ethical code o f conduct Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class 
and that the big frnal project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor specifrcally 
told the class that this was an individual project and that no one was allowed to work on it except fer 
the student -  the instructor and the course mateial should be the only resources needed to complete the 
project. However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close 
friends with someone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

Because the mid-semester grade report showed that Joe had a “D” in the course, he will have to report 
to the “grade committee” exactly what steps he todc to accomplish his final grade.

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend fix* help?

49. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s positicm, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

50. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Mark Smith is an employee at a major automobile manufecturer. His company is considering 
expanding its operations into foreign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labor. The company is 
quite successful, but is always looldngfor ways to be better. Mark is very close to completing 
negotiations with Country X’s government, but has been asked to pay a fee to an individual to make 
sure the paperwork is taken to the appropriate people in a timely f ^ io n . He has also been made 
aware that some of these “appropriate” people may also request some money to look favorably on 
Mark’s organization’s requests for permission to do business in their country. Mark is aware that 
bribery goes agamst his company’s code of ethics and that it is illegal under the Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act

After this discussion with the government ofifrcial, Mark goes back to his hotel room and calls his boss. 
The conversation was short, but Mark’s boss did tell him that wfaoi he got back the President would 
like to hear every detail of the negotiation process.

How likely is 1 that Mark will engage in paying the “fees” in wder to obtain this crucial business?

51. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Ifyouwerein Mark’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

52. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belœgs to a fraternity that is fee center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
fee fraternity due to its rd e  in bAiging hhn out of his shell. In order to keq> its charter, the fraternity 
has to mamtain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that the fia tem ity will easity achieve the goal this 
semester. Joe is aware feat he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class and feat fee big final 
project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor specifically told fee class feat this
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was an individual {snject and that no one was allowed to wwk on h occqrt for the student -  the 
instructor and the course material should be the only resources needed to complete the project 
However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close friends 
with someone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

Because the mid-semester grade rqxHt showed that Joe had a “D” in the course, he will have to report 
to the “grade committee” exactly \ ^ a t  steps he todc to accomplish his final grade.

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend for help?

53. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

54 (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nw unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

E. This questionnaire is aimed at understanding how people think about social problems. Different 
people often have different opinions about questions of right and wnmg. There are no “right” answers 
in the way that there are right answers to math problems. We would like you to tell us what you think 
about several problem stories. We will b%in with an example -  THIS IS JUST AN EXAMPLE AND 
IS NOT TO BE ANSWERED BY THE RESPONDENT.

Frank Jones has been thinking about buying a car. He is married, has two small children and earns an 
average income. The car he buys will be his femily’s only car. It will be used mostly to get to work 
and drive around town, but smnetimes for vacation trips also. In trying to decide what car to buy, 
Frank Jones realized that there were a lot of questions to consider. Below there is a list of some of 
these questions. If you were Frank Jones, how important would each of these questions be in deciding 
which car to buy?

On the left had side check one of the spaces by each statement of a consideration. (For instance, if you 
think that statement #1 is not important in making a decision about buying a car, c^eck the space on 
the right)

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C) (D)
Some Little

(E)
None

X
1. Whether the car dealer was in the same block as where 
Frank lives. (Note that in this sample, the person taking the 
questionnaire did not think this was important in making a 
decision.)

X
2. Would a used car be more economical in the l<ng run than 
a new car? (Note that a check was put in the fer left space to 
indicate the (pinion that this is an important issue in making a 
decision about buying a car.)

X 3. Whether the color was green, Frank’s fevorite colw.

X
4. Whether the cubic indi displacement was at least 200. 
(Note that if  you are unsure about what “cubic indi 
displacement” means, then marie it “no importance”.)

X 5. Would a large, roomy car be better than a compact car?
X 6. Whether the front cmmibles were differential. (Note that if 

a statement sounds like gibberish or nonsense to you, mark it 
“no importance” .)

From the list of questions above, select the most important one of the whole groiq>. Put the number of 
the most important question on the top line below. Do likewise for your 2"", 3”*, and 4"* most
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important choices. (Note that the top choices in this case will come from the statements that were 
chedced on the far left-hand side — statements M2 and #5 were thought to be very important. In 
deciding what is the most important, a person would re-read #2 and MS, and then pick one of them as 
the most important, then put the other one as 2*̂  most important, and so on.)

m o s t  2^® MOST IMPORTANT 3*“  MOST IMPORTANT 4™ MOST IMPORTANT 
5 2 3 1

HEINZ AND THE DRUG

In Europe a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. There was one drug that doctors 
thought might save her. It was a frirm of radium that a druggist in the same town had recently 
discovered. The drug was expensive to make, but the druggist was charging 10 times what the drug 
cost to make. He paid S200 for the radium and charged $2,000 fOT a small dose of the drug. The sick 
woman’s husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get 
together about $1,000, whidi is half ofwdiat it cost He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and 
asked him to sell it cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, “No, I discovered the drug and 
I’m going to make money from i t ” So Heinz got desperate and began to think about breaking into the 
man’s store and steal the drug for his wife.

55. Should Heinz steal the drug?
(A) Should steal it (B) Can’t decide (C) Should not steal it

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C)
Some

(D)
Little

(E)
None

56. Whether a community’s laws are going to be upheld.
57. Isn’t it only natural for a loving husband to care so much 
for his wife that he’d steal?
58. Is Heinz willing to risk getting shot as a burglar or going 
to jail for the chance that stealing the drug might help?
59. Whether Heinz is a professional wrestler, or has 
considerable influence with professional wrestlers.
60. Whether Heinz is stealing for himself or doing this solely 
to help someone else.
61. Whether the druggist’s rights to his invention have to be 
respected.
62. Whether the essence of living is more encompassing than 
the termination of dying, socially and individually.
63. What values are going to be the basis for governing how 
people act towards eadi other.
64. Whether the druggist is going to be allowed to hide 
bdiind a worthless law whidi only protects the rid i anyhow.
65. Whether the law in this case is getting in the way of the 
most basic claim of any member of sodety.
66. Whether the druggist deserves to be robbed for being so 
greedy and cruel.
67. Would stealing in such a case bring about more total 
good fir  the Miole sodety or not

68. Fran the list of questions above, select the four most imprxtant (Please write this in):

 Most important 2“* most important 3"* most important 4* most important
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ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year, however, he escaped from prison, 
moved to a new area of the country and took on the name of Thompson. For 8 years he worked hard, 
and gradually saved enough money to buy his own business. He was 6 ir  to his customers, gave his 
employees top wages, and gave most of his own profits to charity. Then one day, Mrs. Jones, an old 
neighbor, recognized him as the man who had escaped from prison 8 years before, and whom the 
police had been looking for.

69. Should Mrs. Jones report Mr. Tbmnpson to the police and have him sent back to prison?

(A) Should report him (B) Can’t decide (C) Should not report him

IMPORTANCE:

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Great Much Some Little None

70. Hasn’t Mr. Thompson been good enough for such a long 
time to prove he ia i’t a bad person?
71. Every time someone escapes punishment for a crime, 
doesn’t that just encourage more crime?
72. Wouldn’t we be better off without prisons and the 
oppression of our legal system?
73. Has Mr. Thompson really paid his debt to society?
74. Would society be feiling what Mr. Thompson should fairly 
expect?
75. What benefits would prisons be apart from society, 
especially for a charitable man?
76. How could anyone be so cruel and heartless as to send Mr. 
Thompson to prison?
77. Would it be feir to all the prisoners who had to serve out 
their full sentences if Mr. Thompson was let oS?
78. Was Mrs. Jones a good friend of Mr. Thompson?
79. Wouldn’t it be a citizen’s duty to report an escaped 
criminal, regardless of the circumstances?
80. How would the will of the people and the public good best 
be served?
81. Would going to prison do any good for Mr. Thompson or 
protect anybody?

82. From the list of questions above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

 Most important 2°  ̂most important 3"* most important 4* most impwtant

THE DOCTOR’S DILEMMA

A lady was dying of cancer which could not be cured and she had only about six mcmths to live. She 
was in terrible pain, but she was so weak that a  good dose of pain-killer like morphine would make her 
die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy with pain, and in her calm periods, she would ask the 
doctor to give her enough morphine to kill her. She said she couldn’t stand the pain and that she was 
going to die in a few months anyway.
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83. What should the doctor do?

(A) He should give the lacfy an overdose that will make her die 
(C) Should not give the overdose

(B) Can’t decide

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B) (C) 
Much Some

(D)
Little

(E)
None

84. Whether the woman’s Amily is in favor of giving her the 
overdose or not
85. Is the doctcx obligated by the same laws as everybody else if 
giving her an overdose would be the same as killing her?
86. Whether people would be much better off without society 
regimenting their lives and even their deaths.
87. Whether the doctor could make it appear like an accident
88. Does the state have the right to force continued existence on 
those who don’t want to live.
89. What is the value of death prior to society’s perspective on 
personal values.
90. Whether the doctor has sympathy for the woman’s suffering 
or cares more about what society m i^ t  think.
91. Is helping to end another’s life ever a responsible act of 
cooperation?
92. Whether only God should decide when a person’s life should 
end.
93. What values the doctor has set for himself in his own 
personal code of behavior.
94. Can society afford to let everybody end their lives when they 
want to?
95. Can society allow suicides or mercy killing and still protect 
the lives of individuals who want to live?

96. From the list of questions above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

 Most important 2“* most important 3"* most important 4* most important

F. Read eadi statement carefully, then indicate the extent to wiiidi you agree or disagree based on the 
following scale:

A) Agree strongly
B) Agree somewhat
C) Neither agree nor disagree
D) Disagree somewhat
E) Disagree strongly

97. _____Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so.
98. _____The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.
99. _____One should take actin only when sure it is morally right.
100.___ _____Most people are basically good and kind.
101.___ _____It is sa&st to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when they

are given a diance.
102.___ _____Hrmesty is the best policy in all cases.
103. _____There is no excuse fix-lying to someone else.
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104.___ _____ Generally speaking, people won’t work hard unless they’re forced to do so.
105.___ _____ All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishmiesL
106.___ _____ When you ask somewe to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for

wanting it rather than giving reasons which carry mwe weight
107.___ _____ Most peq)le who get ahead in the world lead clean mwal lives.
108.___ _____ Anyone )^ o  completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.
109.___ _____ The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are

stupid enough to get caught
110.___ _____ Most people are brave.
111.___ _____It is wise to flatta* important people.
112.___ _____It is possible to be good in all respects.
113.___ _____ Bamum was wrong when he said that there’s a sucker bom every minute.
114.___ _____It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners hwe and there.
115.___ _____ People suffering from incurable diseases should have the dioice of being put painlessly to

death.
116.___ _____Most men forget more easily the death of their father than the loss of their property.

0 . Cheating in school occurs for a number of reasons. Evaluate the following motivations to cheat in 
school based on the following scale:

A) Contributes very little to cheating
B) Contributes little to cheating
C) Contributes an average amount to cheating
D) Contributes a great amount to cheating
E) Contributes a very great amount to cheating

117.___ _____The University requires a minimum GPA to stay in school.
118.___ _____Top employers give more consideration to people with higher GPAs.
119.___ _____Top Graduate Schools give greater consideration to people with higher GPAs.
120.___ _____Parents pressure their children to raise grades.
121.___ _____Peer pressure makes people cheat
122.___ _____Assistance from friends is easily available.
123.___ _____Students did not frove the time to stucfy properly.
124.___ _____Students did not tojte the time to stucfy properly.
125.___ _____Professors assign too much work for students to do.
126.________Students enjoy taking the risk and getting away with cheating.
127.________Because everyone else cheats, “honest” students have to cheat to stay ahead of the curve.
128.________Students do not identify with the Lhiiversity and therefore feel no responsibility toward it or

its code o f conduct
129.________Professors do not care about teadiing, so students do not care about learning.
130.___ _____It is easy to cheat
131.________Certain students just got in the habit of cheating in high school and continue it in college.
132.________People are just dishonest

H. To what extent do you agree with the following statemoits?
A) I agree voy little
B) I agree little
C) I agree an average amount
D) I agree a great amount
E) I agree a very great amount

133 .____ Professors expect(ed) me to engage in unediical behavior.
134 .____ Professors expect fee average student to eng%e in unethical bdiavior.
135 .____ The average business person is apected to engage in unethical behavior.
136 .____ I am (will be) expected to engage in unethical behavior in business.
137 .____ People are unethical by nature.
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138 ._____I behave in an unethical manner because there is an expectation for me to bdiave in that
manner.

139 ._____The media creates the expectation that people will engage in unethical behavior.
140 ._____The media creates the expectation that people will engage in ethical behavior.
141 ._____When I have bdiaved unethically, it was because of the situation 1 was in.
142 ._____When I have bdiaved unethically, it was because of the type of person 1 am.
143 ._____When 1 have bdiaved unethically, it was because others expected me to, so 1 might as well.

1. Answer the following questions based on this scale:
A) A very little amount
B) A little amount
C) An ava-age amount
D) A great amount
E) A very great amount

144 ._____To what extent have you cheated in your career?
145 ._____To vdiat extent has the average student cheated in his/her career?
146 ._____To what extent does the average business person engage in unethical bdiaviw at work?

J. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
A) I agree very little
B) I agree little
C) I agree an average amount
D) 1 agree a great amount
E) I agree a very great amount

147 ._____1 describe myself as honest and ethical.
148 .____ 1 describe myself as dishonest and unethical.

K. Answer (A) for “Yes, 1 agree with the following statement” and (B) for “No, 1 do not agree”.

149.0verall, 1 consider myself an honest and ethical person.
150.My actions demonstrate to others that I am an honest and ethical person.
151.Nfy friends would describe me as an honest and ethical person.
152.From my perspective, most people are htmest and ethical.
153.Rom my perspective, my friends are honest and ethical.
154.From my perspective, most people are dishonest and unethical.
ISSJ^rom my perspective, my friends are not honest and ethical.
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L. In order that we may gain an understanding of the respondents -  how you feel, think, react, and so on -  
please indicate your responses to the following statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your emotions and bdiavior. Please fill in your response to each item. Indicate whether 
you:
A. Strongly agree
B. S li^ tly  agree
C. Neither agree nor disagree
D. s u b tly  agree
E. Strongly agree

156. 1 enjoy cmnpditioo because it gives me a chance to discover my abilities.
157. Competition does not increase my awareness and understanding of myself and others.
158. Competition can lead to the formation of fiiendship with others.
159. Competition is not a means of motivating me to brhig out the best in myself.
160. 1 enjoy competition because it tends to bring out the best in me rather than as a means of feeling 

better than others.
161. 1 do not find competition to be a very valuable means of learning about myself and others.
162. 1 like competition because it teaches me a lot about myself
163. 1 value competition because it helps me to be die best that 1 can be.
164. 1 find competition enjoyable because it lets me express my own potentials and abilities.
165. Competition does not help me develop my abilities more.
166. Without the challenge of competition, 1 might never discover that 1 had certain potentials and 

abilities.
167. I enjoy competition because it brmgs me and my competitors closer togetho^ as human beings.
168. 1 enjoy competition because it helps me to develop my own potentials more fully than if I engaged

in these activities alone.

169. 1 enjoy competition because it brings me to a higher level of motivation to bring the best out of 
myself rather than as a means of doing better than others.

170. Through competition, 1 feel that I am cmtributing to the well-being of others.

M  Please indicate your responses to the followmg statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your behavior. Please fill in your response to the following items. Indicate vdiether the 
statement is:
A. Not at all true about you
B. Hardly true about you
C. Moderately true about you
D. Exactly true about you.

171.1 can always manage to solve difficult problems if  1 try hard enough.
172.1f someone opposes me, 1 can find the means and ways to get what 1 want.
173.lt is difficult for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.
174.1 am confident that 1 could deal efficiently with unexpected events.
175.Thanks to my resourcefulness, 1 know how to handle unforeseoi situations.
176.1 cannot solve most problems, even if I invest the necessary effort
177.1 can remain calm ufoen feeing difficulties because 1 can rely m  my coping abilities.
178. When 1 am cmfinnted with a problem, 1 can usually find several solutions.
179.1f I am in trouble, 1 cannot usually think of a solution.
180.1 can usually handle whatever comes my way.
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Questionnaire D -  Unless otherwise specified, please answer the following questions on the optical scanning 
sheet provided. If you write the response on diis sheet, please skip that question number on the optical 
scanning sheet

A. Demographics. Please answer the following questions.

1. Gender a) Male b) Female

2. Occupation/Major (Please write this in)___________________________________________

3. Age (Please write this in )____________

B. Determine whether each statement is:
A Almost always true
B Usually true
C Seldom true
D Never true.

4. 1 do not like to wait for other people to complete their work before I can proceed with my own.
5. 1 hate to wait in most lines.
6. People tell me that 1 tend to get irritated too easily.
7. Whenever possible, 1 try to make activities competitive.
8. 1 have a tendency to rush into work that needs to be done before knowing the procedure I will use to 

complete the job.
9. Even when 1 go on vacation, 1 usually take some work along.
10. When I make a mistake, it is usually due to the fact that 1 have rushed into the job before completely 

planning it through.
11. 1 feel guilty for taking time off fiem work.
12. People tell me 1 have a bad temper when it comes to competitive situations.
13. 1 tend to lose my temper when I am under a lot of pressure at work.
14. Whenever possible, 1 will attempt to complete two or more tasks at once.
15. 1 tend to race against the clodc.
16. 1 have no patience for lateness.
17. 1 catch myself rushing when there is no need.

C. This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which certain important events in our society affect 
different people. Each item consists ofa pair ofaltonatives lettered a orb. Please select one 
statement of each pair {and only one) which you more strongly believe to be the case as for as you are 
concerned. Be sure to select the one you acttlally believe to be more true rather than the erne you think 
you should choose or the one you would like to be true. This is a measure of personal belief 
obviously there are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer these items carefidfy but do not spend too mudi time on any one item. Be sure to find 
an answer for every choice. In some maances you may discover that you believe both statements or 
neither one. In sudi cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly believe to be the case as for as 
you are concerned. Also, try to respond to eadi hem independently when making your choice; do not 
be influenced by your previous choice.

18.  a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too mudi.
 b. The trouble whh most children nowadays is that them parents are too easy with than.

19 . _____ a. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad ludc.
 b. People’s misfortunes resuh fiom the mistakes make.
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2 0 .  a. One of the majtnr reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take enough interest in
politics.

 b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them.

21 . _____ a. In the long run people get the respect thQf deserve in this world.
 b. UnfiHlunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognized no mater how hard s/he

tries.

22 . _____ a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense.
 b. Most students don’t realize the extent to whidi their grades are influenced by accidental

happenings.

23 . _____ a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.
 b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their opportunities.

24 . _____ a. No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you.
 b. People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how to get along with others.

25.  a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s personality.
 b. It is one’s experiences in life which determine what they are like.

26 . _____ a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
 b. Trusting to fete has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to take a definite

course of action.

27.  a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever sudi a thing as an unfeir test
 b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that studying is really

useless.

28 . _____ a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, ludc has little or nothing to do with it
 b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the r i ^ t  place at the r i ^ t  time.

29.  a. The average citizen can have an influence in government dedsions.
 b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not mudi the little guy can do

about i t

30 . _____ a. When I make plans, 1 am almost certain that I can make them work.
 b. It is not always wise to plan too fer ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of

good or bad fortune anyhow.

31 . _____ a. There are certain people who are just no good.
 b. There is some good in everybody.

32 . _____ a. In my case getting what I want has little or nodiing to do wifti luck.
 b. Many times we might just as well dedde i^ a t  to do by flipping a coin.

33 . _____ a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in die right place
first

 b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or nothing to do
with i t

34 . _____ a. As fer as world affeirs are concerned, most o f us are the victims of ftxees we can neither
understand nor control.

 b. By taking an active part in political and social afifeirs the people can control world events.
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35.  a. Most people don’t realize the extent to whldi their lives are controlled by accidental
happenings.

 b. There really is no such thing as "ludd’.

36.  a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
 b. It is usually best to cover iç  <me’s mistakes.

37.  a. It is bard to know wheAer or not a person really likes you.
 b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are.

38.  a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones.
 b. Most misfortunes are the result of lade of ability, ignorance, laziness, oc all three.

39 . _____ a. With enou^ effort we can wipe out political corruption.
 b. It is difBcuh ftir people to have mudi control over the things politicians do in office.

40 . _____ a. Sometimes I can’t understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give.
 b. There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the grades I get.

4 1.  a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should do.
 b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.

42.  a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happai to me.
 b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or ludc plays an important role in my life.

43 . _____ a. People are lonely because they don’t try to be friendly.
 b. There’s not mudi use in trying too hard to please people if tiiey like you, they like you.

44.  a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.
 b. Team sports are an excellent way to build characta.

45.  a. What happens to me is my own doing.
 b. Sometimes I feel that I don’t have enough control ova the direction my life is taking.

46.  a. Most of the time I can’t  understand Wiy politicians behave the way they do.
 b. In die long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as well as (m a

local level.

D. Please read the following scenario and answa the questions that follow based on what you believe.

Mark Smith is an employee at a major autcxnobile manufacturer. His company is making a major push 
to expand operations into foreign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labor, ràey need this in 
order to obtain profitability, hfork is very close to completing negotiatioas with Country X’s 
government, but has been asked to pay a fee to an individual to make sure the paperwork is taken to 
the appropriate people in a timely fadiion. Ife has also been made aware that some of these 
“apfràpiaté” people may also request some m on^  to look favorably on Nhiric’s organization’s 
requests for permission to do business in then- country, kfork is aware that bribery goes against his 
company’s axle of ethics and that it is ill%al under the Foreign Cmrupt Practices Act

After this discussim with the government official, Marie goes bade to his hotel room and calls his boss. 
The conversation was diort, but Mark’s boss did tell him that when he got back the President would 
like to hear every detail of the negotiations, as well as the outcome.

Ifow likely is 1 that Mark will engage in p^ ing  the “fee^ m order to obtain this crucial business?

47. (A)Verylikefy (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D)lMikely (E) Very unlikely
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If you were in Mailc’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

48. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nw  unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belongs to a fraternity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in biinging him out of his shell. In order to keep its diarter, the fraternity 
has to maintain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that achieving this goal is questionable this 
semester -  they may or not make this GPA. The fraternity recently had a meeting where the 
President urged everyone to do whatever they couid to get good grades -  within the bounds o f the 
fraternity eütical code o f  conduct Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class 
and that the big final project could potentially bring that grade up to a “B”. The instructor specifically 
told the class that this was an individual project and that no one was allowed to woric m  it except fer 
the student -  the instructor and the course material should be the only resources needed to complete the 
project However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close 
friends with someone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

Because the mid-semester grade report showed that Joe had a “D” in the course, be will have to report 
to the “grade committee” to present his final grade and explain exactly how he accomplished i t

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend for help?

49. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

50. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Mark Smith is an employee at a major automobile manufecturer. His company is considering 
expanding its operations into fr>reign countries with skilled, but inexpensive labor. The company is 
quite successful, but is always looking fo r ways to be better. Mark is very close to completing 
negotiations with Country X’s government but has been asked to pay a fee to an individual to make 
sure the p^)erwork is taken to the appropriate people in a timely fesbion. He has also been made 
aware that some of these “appropriate” people may also request some money to look fevorably on 
Mark’s organization’s requests for permission to do business in their country. Mark is aware that 
bribery goes against his company’s code of ethics and that it is ill%al under the Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act

After this discussion witii the government official, Mark goes back to his hotel room and calls his boss. 
The conversation was short, but Mark’s boss did tell him that when he got back ttie President would 
like to hear every detail of the negotiations, as well as the outcome.

How likely is 1 that Mark will engage in paying the “fees” in order to obtain this crucial business?

51. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Italikely (E) Very unlikely

If you were in Marie’s position, how likely is it that you would pay the “fees” in order to obtain this 
crucial business?

52. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

Joe Adams belongs to a  fraternity that is the center of his social life. He has a great deal of loyalty to 
the fraternity due to its role in brmging him out of his shell. In order to keq> its charter, the fraternity 
has to mamtain an overall GPA of 2.5. Joe knows that thefraternity wiU easfty achieve the goal this 
semester. Joe is aware that he is currently making a “D” in his Systems class and that the big final 
project could potentially brmg that grade up to a “B”. The mstructor specifically told the class that tiiis
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was an individual project and that no one was allowed to work on it except for the student -  the 
instructor and the course material diould be the only resources needed to complete the project 
However, Joe is uncertain as to his ability to do well on the project on his own and he is close friends 
with stxneone who recently made an “A” in this same class.

Because the mid-semester grade report showed that Joe had a "D" in the course, he will have to report 
to the **grade committee” to present his final grade and explain exactly how he accomplished i t

How likely is it that Joe will ask his close friend fw help?

53. (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

if  you were in Joe’s position, how likely is it that you would ask your close friend for help?

54 (A) Very likely (B) Likely (C) Not likely nor unlikely(D) Unlikely (E) Very unlikely

E. This questionnaire is aimed at understanding how people think about social problems. Different 
people often have different opinions about questions of right and wrtxig. There are no "fright” answers 
in the way that there are right answers to math problems. We would like you to tell us what you think 
about several problem stories. We will begin with an example -  THIS IS JUST AN EXAMPLE AND 
IS NOT TO BE ANSWERED BY THE RESPONDENT.

Frank Jones has been thinking about buying a car. He is married, has two small children and earns an 
average income. The car he buys will be his family’s only car. It will be used mostly to get to work 
and drive around town, but sometimes for vacation trips also. In trying to decide what car to buy, 
Frank Jones realized that there were a lot of questions to consider. Below there is a list of some of 
these questions. If you were Frank Jones, how important would each of these questions be in deciding 
which car to buy?

On the left had side check one of the spaces Ity each statement of a consideration. (For instance, if you 
think that statement #1 is not important in making a decision about buying a car, (Âeck the space on 
the right.)

IMPORTANCE:

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C)
Some

(D)
Little

(E)
None

X
1. Whether the car dealer was in the same block as where 
Frank lives. (Note that in this sample, the person taking the 
questionnaire did not think this was important in making a 
decision.)

X
2. Would a used car be more economical in the long run than 
a new car? (Note that a chedc was put in the far left space to 
indicate the opinion that this is an important issue in making a 
decision about buying a car.)

X 3. Whether the color was green, Frank’s fevorite color.

X
4. Whether the cubic inch displacement was at least 200. 
(Note that if you are unsure about what ""cubic inch 
displacement means, Aen maik it "fro importance” )

X 5. Would a large, roomy car be better than a cmnpact car?
X 6. Whether the front connibles were differential. (Note that if 

a statement sounds like gibberish or nonsense to you, mark it 
"fro importance”.)

From the list o f questions above, select the most hnportant one of the Mdiole group. Put the number of 
the most important question on the top line below. Do likewise fix ymir 2"", 3"‘, and 4* most
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important dioices. (Note that the top choices in this case will come from the statemoits that were 
chedced on the &r left-hand side—statements #2 and US were diought to be very important. In 
deciding what is the most important, a person would re-read #2 and US, and then pick one of them as 
the most important, then put the other one as 2*̂  most important, and so on.)

MOST 2 ^  MOST IMPORTANT 3*® MOST IMPORTANT 4™ MOST IMPORTANT 
5 2 3 i

HEINZ AND THE DRUG

In Europe a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. There was one drug that doctors 
thought might save her. It was a form of radium that a druggist in the same town had recently 
discovered. The drug was expensive to make, but the druggist was charging 10 times what the drug 
cost to make. He paid $200 fw the radium and diarged $2,000 for a small dose of the drug. The sick 
woman’s husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get 
together about $1,000, which is half of what it cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and 
asked him to sell it cheaper or let hhn pay later. But the druggist said, “No, I discovered the drug and 
I’m going to make money from it.” So Heinz got desperate and b%an to think about breaking into the 
man’s store and steal the drug fry his wife.

55. Should Heinz steal the drug?
(A) Should steal it (B) Can’t decide

IMPORTANCE:

(C) Should not steal it

(A)
Great

(B)
Much

(C)
Some

(D)
Little

(E)
None

56. Whether a community’s laws are going to be upheld.
57. Isn’t it only natural for a loving husband to care so much 
fry his wife that he’d steal?
58. Is Heinz willing to risk getting shot as a burglar or going 
to jail for the chance that stealing the drug might help?
59. Whether Heinz is a professional wrestler, or has 
considerable influence with professional wrestlers.
60. Whether Heinz is stealing fry himself or doing this solely 
to help someone else.
61. Whether the druggist’s rights to his invention have to be 
respected.
62. Whether the essence of living is more encompassing than 
the termination of dying, socially and individually.
63. What values are going to be the basis for governing how 
people act towards each other.
64. Whether the druggist is going to be allowed to hide 
bdiind a worthless law whidi only protects the ridi anyhow.
65. Whether the law in this case is getting in the way of the 
most basic claim of any member of society.
66. Whethor the druggist deserves to be robbed for being so 
greet^jnd cruel.
67. Would stealing in such a case bring about more total 
good fry the whole society or not

68. From ftie list of questims above, select the frxtr most impartant (Please write this in): 

 Most im portant 2“* most important 3"* most important_ 4° most important
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ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year, however, he escaped from prison, 
moved to a new area of the country and took œ  the name of Thompson. Fw 8 years he worked hard, 
and gradually saved enough money to buy his own business. He was Air to his customers, gave his 
employees top wages, and gave most of his own profits to charity. Then one day, Mrs. Jones, an old 
nei^bor, recognized him as the man !^ o  had escaped from prison 8 years befixe, and whom the 
police had been lookmg for.

69. Should Mrs. Joies report Mr. Thmnpson to the police and have him sent back to prison?

(A) Should report him (B) Can’t decide (C) Should not report him

IMPORTANCE:

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Great Mudi Some Little None

70. Hasn’t Mr. Thompson been good enough for such a long 
time to prove he isn’t a bad person?
71. Eveiy time someone escapes punishment for a crime, 
doesn’t that just encourage more crime?
72. Wouldn’t we be better off without prisons and the 
oppression of our l%al system?
73. Has Mr. Thompson really paid his debt to society?
74. Would society be foiling what Mr. Thompson should foirly 
expect?
75. What benefits would prisons be apart from society, 
especially for a charitable man?
76. How could anyone be so cruel and heartless as to send Mr. 
Thompson to prison?
77. Would it be foir to all the prisoners who had to serve out 
their full sentences ifNfr. Thompson was let ofi?
78. Was Mrs. Jones a good friend of Mr. Thompson?
79. Wouldn’t  it be a citizen’s duty to report an escaped 
criminal, r%ardless of the circumstances?
80. How would the will of the people and the public good best 
be served?
81. Would going to prison do any good fix- Mr. Thompson or 
protect anybody?

82. From the list of questicms above, select the four most important (Please write this in):

_ Most important 2“* most hnportant 3"* most important 4* most impmtant

THE DOCTOR’S DILEMMA

A lady was dying o f cancer which could not be cured and she had only about six months to live. She 
was in terrible pain, but she was so weak that a good dose of pain-killer like morphine would make her 
die sooner. She was delirious and almost c ra ^  with pain, and m her calm periods, she would ask the 
doctor to give her enough morphine to kill her. She said die couldn’t stand the pain and that she was 
going to die in a fow months anyway.
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83. What should the doctor do?

(A) He should give the laify an overdose that will make her die 
(C) Should not give the ovo’dose

(B) Can’t decide

IMPORTANCE:

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Great Much Some Little None

84. Whether the woman’s family is in favtx" of giving her the 
overdose or not
85. Is the doctor obligated by the same laws as everybody else if 
giving her an overdose would be the same as killing her?
86. Whether people would be much better off without society 
r%imenting their lives and even their deadis.
87. Whether the doctor could make it appear like an accident
88. Does the state have the right to force continued existence on 
those who don’t want to live.
89. What is the value of death prior to society’s perspective on 
personal values.
90. Whether the doctor has sympathy for the woman’s suffering 
or cares more about what society m i^ t  think.
91. Is helping to end another’s life ever a responsible act of 
cooperation?
92. Whether only God should decide when a persm’s life should 
end.
93. What values the doctor has set for himself in his own 
personal code ofbdiavior.
94. Can society afford to let everybody end their lives when they 
want to?
95. Can society allow suicides or mercy killing and still protect 
the lives of individuals who want to live?

96. From the list of questims above, select the four most impotant (Please write this in):

Most important 2°  ̂most important 3"* most important 4* most important

Read each statement carefully, then indicate the extent to whidi you agree or disagree based on the 
following scale:

A) Agree strongly
B) Agree smnewfaat
C) Neither agree nor disagree
D) Disagree somewhat
E) Disagree strongly

97.
98.
99.
100. 
101.

102.

Never tell anyone the real reason you did smnething unless it is useful to do so.
__ The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.
_ One should take actin only when sure it is morally right.
_ Most people are basically good and kind.
It is safost to assume foat all people have a vicious streak and it will come out vdien they

are given a diance.
 Honesty is the best polity in all cases.
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103.___ _____ There is no excuse for lying to someone else.
104.___ _____Generally speaking, people won’t work hard unless they’re forced to do so.
105.___ _____All in ail, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest
106.___ _____When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for

wanting it radier than giving reasons which carry more weight
107.___ _____Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean moral lives.
108.___ _____Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.
109.___ _____The biggest diffenoice between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are

stupid enou^ to get caught
110.___ _____Most people are kave.
111.___ _____It is wise to flatter hnportant people.
112.___ _____It is possible to be good in all respects.
113.___ _____Bamum was wrong when he said that there's a sudter bom every minute.
114.___ _____It is hard to get ahead without cutting comers here and there.
115.___ _____People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice of being put painlessly to

death.
116.___ _____Most men forget more easily the death of their father than the loss of their property.

G. Cheating in sdiool occurs for a number of reasons. Evaluate the following motivations to cheat in 
sdiool based on the following scale:

A) Contributes very little to cheating
B) Contributes little to cheating
C) Contributes an average amount to cheating
D) Contributes a great amount to cheating
E) Contributes a very great amount to dieating

117.___ _____The University requires a minimum GPA to stay in school.
118.___ _____Top employers give more consideration to people with higher GPAs.
119.___ _____Top Graduate Schools give greater consideration to people with higher GPAs.
120.___ _____Parents pressure their children to raise grades.
121.___ _____Peer pressure makes people cheat.
122.___ _____Assistance from friends is easily available.
123.___ _____Students did not Aove the time to study properly.
124.___ _____Students did not take the time to study properly.
125.___ _____Professors assign too much work fix* students to do.
126.___ _____Students enjoy taking the risk and getting away with cheating.
127.___ _____Because everyone else dieats, "honesf students have to Aeat to stay ahead of the curve.
128.___ _____Students do not identify with the University and therefore feel no responsibility toward it or

its code of conduct
129.___ _____Profossms do not care about teadiing, so students do not care about learning.
130.___ _____It is easy to cheat
131.___ _____Certain students just got in the habit o f cheating in high school and continue it in college.
132.___ _____People are just dishonest

H. To what extent do you agree with the following statonents?
A) I agree very little
B) I agree little
C) I agree an average amount
D) 1 agree a great amount
E) I agree a very great amount

133 .____ Professors expect(ed) me to engage in unethical behavior.
134 .____ Profossors expect the average student to engage in unethical behavior.
135 .____ The avoage business person is expected to engage in unethical bdiavior.
136 .____ I am (will be) expected to engage in unethical behavior in business.
137 .____ People are unethical Ity nature.
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138 ._____I behave in an unethical manner because there is an expectation fix me to behave in that
manner.

139 ._____The media creates the expectation that people will engage in unethical bdiavior.
140 ._____The media creates the expectation that people will engage in ethical behaviw.
141 ._____When I have bdiaved unethically, it was because of the situation 1 was in.
142 ._____When 1 have behaved unethically, it was because of the type of person I am.
143 ._____When 1 have behaved unethically, it was because others expected me to, so I might as well.

I. Answer the fiillowing questfmis based <xi this scale:
A) A very little amount
B) A little amount
C) An average amount
D) A great amount
E) A very great amount

144 ._____To what extent have you cheated in your career?
145 ._____To what extent has the average student cheated in his/her career?
146 ._____To what extent does the average business person engage in unethical behavior at work?

J. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
A) I agree very little
B) 1 agree little
C) 1 agree an average amount
D) 1 agree a great amount
E) 1 agree a very great amount

147 ._____I describe myself as honest and ethical.
148 ._____I describe myself as dishonest and unethical.

K. Answer (A) fiir “Yes, I agree with the following statement” and (B) for “No, 1 do not agree”.

149.0verall, 1 consido* myself an honest and ethical person.
150.My actions demonstrate to others that I am an honest and ethical person.
151.My fiiends would describe me as an honest and ethical person.
152.From my perspective, most people are honest and ethical.
153 .From my perspective, my fiiends are honest and ethical.
154.From my perspective, most people are dishonest and unethical.
155.From my perspective, my fiiends are not honest and ethical.
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L. In order that we gain an understanding of the respondoits -  how you ieel, think, react, and so on -
please indicate your responses to the following statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your emotions and bdiavior. Please fill in your response to each item. Indicate whether 
you:
A. Strongly agree
B. Slightly agree
C. Neither agree nor disagree
D. Slightly agree
E. Strongly agree

156. I enjoy competition because it gives me a chance to discover my abilities.
157. Competition does not increase my awareness and understanding of myself and others.
158. Competition can lead to the formation of fi’iendship with others.
159. Competition is not a means of motivating me to being out the best in myself
160. I enjoy competition because it tends to bring out the best in me rather than as a means of feeling 

better than others.
161. I do not find competition to be a very valuable means of learning about myself and others.
162. I like competition because it teaches me a lot about myself.
163. I value competition because it helps me to be the best that I can be.
164. 1 find competition enjoyable because it lets me express my own potentials and abilities.
165. Competition does not help me develop my abilities more.
166. Without the challaige of competition, 1 might never discover that 1 had certain potentials and 

abilities.
167. 1 enjoy competition because it brings me and my competitors closer together as human beings.
168. 1 enjoy competition because it helps me to develop my own potentials more fully than if 1 engaged

in these activities alone.

169. 1 enjoy competition because it brings me to a higher level of motivation to bring the best out of 
myself rather than as a means of doing better than others.

170. Through competition, 1 feel that 1 am cmtributing to the well-being of others.

M. Please indicate your responses to the following statements about how you feel about yourself and 
aspects of your behavior. Please fill in your response to the following items. Indicate whether the 
statement is:
A. Not at all true about you
B. Hardly true about you
C. Moderately true about you
D. Exactly true about you.

171.1 can always manage to solve difihcult problems if 1 try hard enough.
I72.1f somecme opposes me, 1 can find the means and ways to get what 1 want.
173.lt is difficult for me to stidc to my aims and accmnplMi my goals.
174.1 am confident that 1 could deal efficiently with unexpected events.
175.Tbanks to my resourcefulness, 1 know how to handle unforeseen situatimts.
176.1 cannot solve most problens, even if 1 invest the necessary effort.
177.1 can remain calm when feeing difficulties because 1 can rely on my coping abilities.
178. When 1 am confi'onted with a problem, 1 can usually find several solutions.
179.1f 1 am in trouble, 1 cannot usually think of a solution.
180.1 can usually handle whatever comes my way.
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