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Chair: Kenneth D. Butterfield

This study explores the relationship between unethicallgdevior and observers’
unethical behavior. Previous research has consistientiyl a positive relationship between
these variables and has advocated a simplistic “MoBlkey Monkey Do” explanation for this
phenomenon. A major purpose of this study is to move lieros simplistic view. Three
social cognitive frameworks - social learning theory, @adentity theory, and social
comparison theory — form the theoretical foundatiorttierstudy and are used to shed light on
circumstances in which the relationship between undtpes behavior and observers’
unethical behavior is likely to be strengthened, weakengukrbiaps even reversed. This study
also introduces “moral differentiation,” a new muitignsional construct which is predicted to
moderate this relationship.

Using data collected from 655 undergraduate studetws universities (Study 1), the
results generally provide support for all three theorketicadels. With regard to social learning
theory and social identity theory, vicarious learning andegieed fit with group identity
partially mediated the relationship between unethical pelkavior and observers’ unethical

behavior. Further, strength of identification and ssteem were found to moderate the



relationship between perceived fit with group identity anskeokers’ unethical behavior, such
that the relationship was stronger for low identifying éow self-esteem individuals. With
regard to social comparison theory, relative deprivatiahnegative self-feelings were found to
mediate the relationship between unethical peer behaneobservers’ unethical behavior.
Self-improvement was found to moderate the relationshtiywden negative self-feelings and
observer unethical behavior, such that the more anith@iVhas negative self-feelings and is
high in self-improvement, the less likely the individisalo engage in unethical activities. Some
elements of the new moral differentiation constmete found to moderate the relationship
between unethical peer behavior and observers’ unethicavibehas did self-monitoring and
ethical culture. The hypothesized relationships were ginhard supported in data gathered
from industry professionals (Study 2), possibly due to ssaatiple size. Implications for future

research are discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Recent high-profile examples of unethical behavior haaeynpeople questioning the
integrity of corporate America and asking themselves$y/‘are these individuals engaging in
such unethical acts?” Although this is a timely and appr@pgaestion to ask, the answer to
this question is difficult to formulate.

Insight into this question has been advanced through aemwh ethical decision making
models (e.g., Dubinsky & Loken, 1989; Ferrell & Gresham, 1985t Bw/itell, 1986; Jones,
1991; Rest, 1986; Trevifio, 1986), as well as many theoretidadmpirical articles and books
that have examined the antecedents of unethical belawipr Greenberg, 2002; Robertson &
Rymon, 2001; Tensbrunsel, 1998; Trevifio & Weaver, 2001; also’seddd & Butterfield,
2005, for a review). Variables found to influence an individudé&cision-making ability include
individual differences (e.g., age, gender, locus of contwofjanizational factors (e.g., code of
ethics, ethical climate, organizational size), and matahsity, which refers to the
characteristics of the moral issue (Jones, 1991).

Jones and Ryan (1997) recognize that ethical decision makasgndd occur in a
vacuum; morality is not only an individual phenomenart,diso a social phenomenon. For
example, individuals tend to examine social cues (e.gr, lpEhavior) in determining their own
level of morality. The individuals that we assocaith are an important determinant in how we
view ourselves, which in turn, can influence our own bedravburprisingly, however, relatively
few studies have examined how one’s peers influence omgisunethical behavior. This is an
important area of inquiry, as most individuals judge whaight (ethical behavior) from wrong

(unethical behavior) through perceived expectations of sgnif others (Kohlberg, 1969).



Researchers have commonly depicted ethical situatiolpsiag highly uncertain (Ward,
Ward, & Deck, 1993), ambiguous (Dubinsky & Levy, 1985), and cogniteehplex (Stephens
& Lewin,1992). Coupled with the fact that individuals aneited in their ability to process
information (Jones & Ryan, 1997), human beings tend teis¢he social environment for cues
that will assist them in making an ethical decisioayieg them open to influence by the
behavior of referent others, including peers (e.g., Festiri954).
Peer Influences in Ethical Decision-Making

Insight into the importance of peer influence in ethamdision making is offered by
research on cognitive moral development. In his seraniale, Kohlberg (1969) developed a
model of cognitive moral development that contends thatithehls move through predictable
stages of moral reasoning throughout their lives. Atritial level, referred to as the
preconventional level, an individual responds to notidrisight” or “wrong” based on the
consequences of their actions, particularly rewardpangéhments. What is rewarded must be
“right” and what is punished must be “wrong”. Moving beyondarete consequences, the
second level of cognitive moral development, labelectimyentional level, places a strong
emphasis on the social environment. Specifically;iglt” course of action is what conforms
to the expected appropriate behavior as justified by the thaiVs immediate peers and of the
larger society. The final level, postconventional lepesits that individuals look beyond the
basic norms, laws, or the authority of the group wheerdehing the “right” action. At this
level, the individual relies on universal principles oluea to guide moral reasoning.

There are two primary reasons for the inclusion of Kolgfisework in my discussion of
the importance of peer influence in ethical decision nwakiFirst, Kohlberg (1969) suggests that

in order for individuals to advance in their moral reasg ability, they must consider the



thoughts, feelings, and roles of others potentially agfi:tly the decision (Arnett & Hunt, 2002).
Thus, as individuals’ progress through each of the stga® is less emphasis placed on their
own self-interests and a stronger emphasis placedearle of surrounding others. Second,
Kohlberg (1969) places most adults residing in the United Saatee conventional level of
moral reasoning. This has been further supported in theieatgitudies conducted by Wood
and his colleagues (Wood, Longnecker, McKinney, & Moore, 1988Waiaker (1990). In fact,
86.4% of the managers interviewed in Weber’s study redsatrite conventional level. Hence,
most individuals, at least in our society, are quite esuisicle to peer influence. As the above
arguments and evidence suggest, the role of peers inlelbasion making is an important, yet
often overlooked, element.

Although previous conceptual models (e.g., Dubinsky & Loken, 10&9%¢ll &
Gresham, 1985; Hunt & Vitell, 1986; Jones, 1991; Rest, 1986; Treld@®) are distinct in the
process by which individuals make ethical or unethical @assthey are similar in suggesting
that the decision-making process may be influenced by oagamal or environmental factors.
However, Jones and Ryan state, “few provide much imw#yeof detail regarding how these
influences work” (1997: 665). Over the past two decadeqyuaresearchers have attempted to
assess these organizational and environmental influefi¢es has typically been accomplished
by examining both formal and informal influences (e.gevifio, 1990). Formal influences
include reinforcement contingencies, code of ethics andigpsland pressure from authority.
Studies have demonstrated that unethical behavior iswidespread in organizations that
reward unethical behavior and less in organizations thattpaaeh behavior (e.g., Tenbrunsel,
1998; Trevifio & Youngblood, 1990); unethical behavior is less comimorganizations and

universities that have a code of ethics versus thoseldhaot (e.g., Greenberg, 2002; McCabe et



al., 2002; Somers, 2001); individuals who are faced with pre$sun authority figures to
behave unethically will often comply (e.g., Modic, 1987;iwt Schmidt, 1984; Soutar,
McNeil, & Molster, 1994); and the more an individual depemdishe organization, the more
likely the individual will adhere to the organizationa¢gsures to behave unethically (e.qg.,
Wahn, 1993).

Informal influences, in contrast, are not as easilgdifjed. One such influence is
ethical culture (e.g., Trevifio, 1986, 1990). Culture is “thespatbf basic assumptions that a
given group has invented, discovered, or developed in learnocap®with its problems of
external adaptation and internal integration, and that thnerked well enough to be considered
valid, and, therefore, to be taught to new members athect way to perceive, think, and feel
in relation to these problems” (Schein, 1984: 3). Aslstimnotion, organizational culture is
commonly described as a set of norms, values, bediefsbehavior patterns that form the
identity of an organization. These characteristicgjqdarly the collective norms, help
establish and maintain the standards that specify theat@ctions to take and the actions that
are worth doing (Jansen & Von Glinow, 1985). In other wdtdsnorms of the organization
guide individual behavior, which are often imposed ontomdividual through the process of
socialization by way of training programs (Bowen, 2004) anetdalay interaction. Therefore,
for an organization to be ethical, the norms, values baftiefs imposed on an individual should
enforce ethical, rather than unethical, behavior. Trasblean supported in the literature (e.qg.,
Razzaque & Hwee, 2002).

Ethical culture, as an abstract concept, is comprisatudifple facets (Nwachukwa &
Vitell, 1997). According to previous models of ethical designaking, an important facet is the

behavior of referent others (e.g., Hunt & Vitell, 1986eviiio, 1986). Peer behavior is an



important element in imposing, reinforcing, and guidingv@igindividual's behavior. In the
context of ethical decision-making, the presence of stlmarticularly exemplar employees, can
either elicit ethical or unethical behavior (Rosenhan, idp& Underwood, 1976). However,
our understanding of these influences has only recentgnfeof interest in the business ethics
literature.

According to Larkin (2000), research examining peer influenaeshe divided into two
domains; (1) the relative significance of peer groupsrascbehavior and (2) a self-assessment
of one’s morality compared to others. The first bofliterature supports the notion that peer
groups are a factor in determining one’s ethical/unethidad\er. This is evident in a number
of empirical studies. Zey-Ferrell, Weaver, and He(i®79) found that the perceptions of a
peer’s behavior influenced an individual's unethical behawiore than the subject’s own
beliefs. In a related study, Zey-Ferrel and Ferrell (19&2)d that the intensity in which
individuals make contact with their peers influences tiiical behavior. In a study examining
managers from Israel and the United States, Izraeli (f688Y that the behavior of a peer is the
best predictor of an individual’s ethical behavior. Posmer Schmidt (1984) indicated that
there was a positive correlation between employeréeand ethical values, suggesting that peer
group influence is an explanatory factor. Jones and Kgva{i®96) found that peer groups
positively and significantly influenced behavioral intensipwhich was also confirmed in a
study conducted by Beams, Brown, and Killough (2003). In pdaticthese latter authors found
that peers positively influenced another individualteim to behave unethically. Keith,
Pettijohn, and Burnett (2003) reported that prospective@rap$’ ethical intentions were lower
when their peers exhibited low levels of ethical behaviberpstra, Reyes, and Bokor (1991)

found that individuals were more likely to engage in instdading if they perceived that many,



as opposed to few, of their peers were doing so. I¥imeer behavior is found to be the best
predictor of cheating behavior in the academic dishgnristature (e.g., McCabe & Trevifio,
1993; McCabe et al., 2002). However, with few exceptioms, (@re work completed by Zey-
Ferrell and colleagues and McCabe and colleagues),shefies examined the relationship
between peer groups and individual behavior without a stieayetical framework.
Recognizing the lack of theory in this area, Jones and Ry@07; 1998) developed an
approach termed moral approbation. Moral approbation isdts@e of moral agents to be seen
as moral by themselves or others” (Jones & Ryan, 1998: 4835 argued to be an important
link between moral judgment and moral action. Accordingones and Ryan (1997),
individuals assess the level of expected moral approbtiontheir referent group compared to
their own desired level of moral approbation. Wherviddials determine that the expected
level of moral approbation from their referent groupeta or exceeds their desired moral
approbation threshold, they are more likely to estalotishal intent and act according to their

intentions.

The second domain pertaining to peer influence suggestadhatuals perceive
themselves as more ethical in comparison to their gearkin, 2000). This is a widely found
and consistent finding in the literature (e.g., FerreW&aver, 1978; McDonald & Zepp, 1988;
O’Clock & Okleshen, 1993; Tyson, 1990, 1992). Given its cossist across studies,
researchers have pondered the undesirable consequengels aftelief. According to
Newstrom and Ruch, “if managers believe ... that theyraree ethical than their peers, they
may easily justify some indiscretions on the basigewdrybody is doing it’ or ‘it is not as bad as
what others are doing™ (1975: 36). In addition, Tyson stdt@ more serious repercussion

[believing that individuals are more ethical than theirgleis that they might rationalize



unethical behavior as being necessary to compete evehlpthitrs who are far less principled”

(1990: 715).

As a whole, the body of literature in this area cleatlggests the importance of peer
influence on unethical behavior. Empirical findings pdevsupport for the social effects posited
in many of the seminal ethical decision-making modelswéVer, beyond validating the
purported relationships, little was gained in understandingoxlmpw these influences work. In
the words of Jones and Ryan, “theory linking organizatienaironmental factors and
individual ethical decision making is in short supply” (1997: 665).

As a result, | propose to examine three theoreticaipeetives that explain the
relationship between peer unethical behavior and obsenethical behavior: social learning
theory, social identity theory, and social comparideory (see Figure 1). Incorporating three
distinct theories provides contrasting insights into thiationship, as each theory contains a
different set of key assumptions, motives and mechar(ssesAppendix A). Given the fact that
researchers have criticized the empirical businesssetésearch for its lack of theoretical
grounding (e.g., O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005; Randall & Gibst&f90), this study should
represent a valuable contribution to the ethical decisiaking literature.

As shown in Figure 1, this paper uses these three theor@®plain the relationship
between unethical peer behavior and the observer’s undbkicavior. To simplify the analysis,
| have elected to focus on the case in which observatsate whether or not they should
engage in an unethical behavior. In other words, | ass@evhen observers witness unethical
peer behavior, they consciously or subconsciously evaliaeher they should follow suit and
engage in an unethical behavior. The behavioral outodnes evaluation depends on the

mechanisms contained in each of the three theories.



Figure 1. Basic Model
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A fundamental component of social learning theory (S(B8ndura, 1968, 1977) is the
notion of vicarious learning, which is an important mecsianof behavior modification (Gioia
& Manz, 1985). SLT proposes that an individual can ledrich behaviors are generally
acceptable and/or unacceptable by observing others. Throughsv/arocesses (i.e., modeling),
SLT postulates that an individual will imitate the atveel behavior. Therefore, if an individual
witnesses a peer engaging in unethical behavior, it is ltkalythe observer will also engage in
an unethical behavior (See Figure 2). In addition, theryheroposes that this relationship can
be strengthened or even reversed depending on perceived ewgpectancies. If the observer
perceives that the behavior will be rewarded, the theoryld predict a positive relationship.
However, if the observer perceives that the behavibbespunished, the theory would predict a
negative relationship.

From a social identity theory (SIT) perspective (Tlajf®72a, 1978; Tajfel & Turner,
1986), the mechanism linking unethical peer behavior to anw@rseunethical behavior is the
fit between the peer’s unethical behavior and the obsergroup prototype (see Figure 3).
According to SIT, in order for an individual to identigth a group, the process of
categorization must occur. Categorization is thegsean which an individual is classified into
a group based on a variety of characteristics, sucheasace, status, religion, and
organizational membership (Tsui, Egan, O’'Reilly, 1992), anzihgrs. When an individual
recognizes that he or she is part of a group (categerghlé to recognize that the membership
in the group is related to certain value connotationd,i@able to emotionally invest in the
group, social identification occurs (Tajfel, 1982). A mmajatcome derived from social
identification is depersonalization (Turner, Oakes, Has& McGarty, 1994).

Depersonalization is the process where an individegins to act and think in accordance with



the group’s perceived prototypical characteristics, sutheagroup’s norms, values, beliefs, and
behaviors. As these prototypical characteristics bedot@malized, the prototype serves as a
guideline as to how a group member should behave (e.g.{B&rElemers, 2000). Thus,
when a peer engages in unethical behavior, the obseatehes the behavior to the group’s
prototypical norms and values (i.e., evaluates the behealative to the group’s prototype). If
the peer’s unethical behavior fits the group’s prototypeobserver is more likely to engage in
unethical behavior. However, assuming that most orgammedtnorms and values discourage
unethical behavior (e.g., Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998 ¢jnoup’s prototype should
promote ethical, rather than unethical, behavior. TheeeSIT suggests that there will be a
negative relationship between a peer’s unethical behawiba@ observer’s unethical behavior.
This relationship will be strengthened by the degree to whielmbserver identifies with his or
her workgroup and the observer’s level of self-esteAotording to the theory, positive self-
esteem may occur as one identifies with a group (Tdj@12b), strengthening the relationship
between group membership and prototypical behavior. Therefor lower one’s self esteem,
the stronger the negative relationship between unetbézal behavior and the observer’s
unethical behavior.

Finally, as shown in Figure 4, social comparison th€8(/T) suggests that the
relationship between a peer’s unethical behavior andlikerver’s unethical behavior is a
function of feelings of relative deprivation. Accorgito SCT, when an individual engages in a
comparison with a peer for reasons of self-evaluaselimprovement, or self-enhancement,
the result is often a mixed range of emotions (Kur@@04). Although positive emotions are
often beneficial for the observer and the organizatoq. (Lockwood, Dolderman, Sadler, &

Gerchak, 2004), in the situation in which an observergmizes that a peer has received a
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desired good or opportunity as a result of engaging irhigatbehavior, negative emotions may
arise. An unfavorable comparison can diminish onefsestéem and evoke feelings of anger,
envy, discontent, dissatisfaction, or perceived injugtte@aver, 1987; Stack, 1984). In order to
alleviate these negative emotions, the observer mggge in socially unacceptable behavior
(Crosby, 1976; Dube & Guimond, 1986). Drawing from relative isl@pon theory (e.g., Stiles
et al., 2000; Masters & Smith, 1987; Crosby, 1976; Davis, 1959)etateéd theories such as
equity theory (e.g., Adams, 1965) and organizational judteery (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986;
Greenberg, 1990; Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980; Lind & Ty888; Thibaut & Walker,
1975), when a comparison has been made and the obsdlesehfat of a desired level, negative
feelings resulting from relative deprivation, inequitygdamustice occur. Inturn, the observer is
likely to engage in an unethical behavior in order toorestquity (a positive relationship
between unethical peer behavior and the observers’ undbkicavior). SCT suggests that this
relationship will be influenced by at least two modexgtiariables. First, self-improvement,
which refers to an individual's tendency to continuowssiyve to improve him- or herself, is
predicted to weaken the relationship. Second, self-enhamtéthe idea of being better than
others) is also predicted to weaken the proposed relagonshi
Research Context: Hospitality Organizations and Academic Ingiutions

The abovementioned theories can be applied acrosseywvafidomains including
business organizations (in the form of unethical behawgiod)universities (in the form of
academic dishonesty). As a result, the proposedamdditips were tested using data gathered
from nine hospitality organizations (Study 2). Furthee oray argue that in order to alleviate
the unethical behavior found in business organizationshau@d shift our focus to unethical

behavior in an academic setting as these individuatoarerrow’s business leaders (McCabe,
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Trevifio, & Butterfield, 2001). In fact, researchers himend that cheating in a classroom
environment is an antecedent to subsequent behavior irspiofal settings (e.g., Sierles,
Hendrickx, & Circel, 1980). Further, Sims (1993) found tlwatd@mic dishonesty was
positively related to unethical behavior in organizatiofis.compound the issue, academic
dishonesty scholars have concluded that peer influerthe tsest predictor of cheating behavior
in universities (e.g., McCabe & Treviio, 1993; McCabe, Trev&i Butterfield, 2002).
Therefore, it seems apparent that an academic castentacceptable domain to examine the
influence of peers on one’s behavior.

Recent media headlines have displayed the unfortunatagpegness of cheating among
undergraduate and graduate students alike. For instance,lamglst cheating scandal ever at
Duke University, 34 first year M.B.A. students were caugktthg on a take-home exam.
Although academic dishonesty is not a new phenomengn Bowers, 1964), it wasn't until
recently that researchers have begun to take a greanhtaofanterest in the topic (e.g., McCabe,
Trevifio, & Butterfield, 1999). Studies have generally foduse individual differences
proposed to influence cheating in a university such as: géadgr Buckley, Wiese, & Harvey,
1998; Ward & Beck, 1990), age (e.g., Lambert, Ellen, & Tayl603), grade point average
(e.g., Hetherington & Feldman, 1964; Straw, 2002), and s&deen (e.g., Buckley et al., 1998;
Ward, 1986). More recently, however, there has beentaasialy from identifying individual
factors to a focus on contextual factors. Contextaebis found to be related to academic
dishonesty include: extracurricular activities such esets social organizations (e.g., McCabe &
Trevifio, 1997; Straw, 2002), rewards and sanctions (McCabe¥éiitr, 1993; 1997), majors
(e.g., Brown, 1996; Park, 2003), honor codes (McCabe et al., 2006), prestige of the

university (e.g., Evans, Trevifio, & Weaver, 2006), and séegathing (e.g., McCabe,
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Butterfield, & Trevifio, 2006; Michaels & Miethe, 1989). Howewvith the exception to the
few studies examining social learning among peers, peernctgenave received little attention
in the academic dishonesty literature.

This is a serious omission for a variety of reasdfisst, and potentially most important,
the perception of a peer’s behavior is often found tdeesingle most important contextual
variable on observer behavior (e.g., McCabe & Trevi®®3; McCabe, Trevifio, & Butterfield,
2002). Specifically, the more individuals witness a pegage in cheating activities, the more
likely they are to engage in the same or similar a&s/ie.g., Jordan, 2001; Lim & See, 2001).
Second, empirical evidence has indicated that the gnes@lrates for cheating have ranged
anywhere from 20% to over 90% (Sims, 1995). Given that &sasig’7.1% of respondents have
reported witnessing a peer engage in cheating behaviors!(lSee, 2001), this may lead to
higher levels of cheating in the future. Third, althouginynindividuals indicate that they have
witnessed a peer engage in cheating behaviors, they dikehpto report the behavior to an
authority figure (e.g., Burton & Near, 1995; Nuss, 1984), padituif the peer is a friend (e.g.,
Lim & See, 2001). Finally, an honest individual who hétmessed a peer cheat and the
behavior went unreported or unpunished, will likely engagémiias behaviors so as to not be
at a disadvantage (McCabe et al., 2001).

As the above evidence suggests, peers can have a deditigféatdt on one’s own
behavior. Again, in the academic dishonesty literaoeer behavior has been found to be the
single largest predictor of cheating behavior (e.g., MeC& Trevifio, 1993; McCabe, et al.,
2002). However, the underlying mechanism describing the neddtijp between peer and
observer behavior is still largely undetermined. Althosgtial learning theory offers one

explanation, it may not be the only explanation. Thisaptured in the following statement
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offered by McCabe and Trevifio, “the strong influence ofgd®rhavior may suggest that
academic dishonesty not only is learned from observingehavior of peers, but that peers’
behavior provides a kind of normative support for cheatifige fact that others are cheating
may also suggest, in such a climate, the non-cheskly IEft at a disadvantage. Thus, cheating
may come to be viewed as an acceptable way of gettingtaying ahead” (1993: 533).
Therefore, in Study 1, the hypotheses were also analgzéé context of academic institutions.
Research Objectives

This research has three major objectives: 1) to usaldearning theory, social identity
theory, and social comparison theory to form hypothesgearding the relationship between
unethical peer behavior and observers’ unethical behavitw;amine the degree to which
each theoretical explanation is supported by empiridgdeace; and 3) to investigate
circumstances under which the presumed positive relaiphgtween unethical peer behavior
and observers’ unethical behavior (as found in previousfitex) might be strengthened,
weakened, or reversed. This third objective is particularportant given that previous
literature uniformly advocates the “Monkey See, Monkey D.e., social learning) explanation.
As discussed in later chapters, alternative theotd¢éinaes offer more complexity than that
suggested by “Monkey See, Monkey Do”. For example, sooi@parison theory suggests that
personal motives (e.g., “getting my fair share” or adlirfg behind others) may strengthen the
positive relationship between unethical peer behavior andwa@rstunethical behavior. Other
approaches (e.g., social identity theory) would even sugigatstontextual influences such as
strong group identity or a culture that punishes unethica\bahand/or personal factors such as
moral identity and values (e.g., refusing to engage in uratbéhavior even if “everyone else is

doing it”) might trigger a reaction that is more akirfkonkey See, Monkeyon't”. Thus, one

14



goal of this study is to move beyond the overly simgliagisumptions and explanations from
social learning theory.
Structure of Dissertation

To begin examining the abovementioned objectives,tidppeal to Jones’ (1991)
definition of unethical behavior. According to Jones, higal behavior is behavior that is
“either illegal or morally unacceptable to the largemmunity” (1991: 367). The remainder of
this manuscript is written accordingly. Chapter two apptmathe theoretical foundations of
social learning theory, social identity theory, and @lomdmparison theory in order to develop
three distinct theoretical models that address the guesti‘should | (observer) engage in an
unethical behavior” after withnessing a peer engage in ahigakbehavior? First, as previously
stated and derived from social learning theory, a pogiineet relationship between observed
peer unethical behavior and observer unethical behaviobsvifffered, and the moderating
effects of rewards and punishments will be examined. rifecocial identity theory will be
used to explain a negative relationship between unethicabpbavior and observers’ unethical
behavior. The influence of three moderating variablesnbrm’s of the group, the degree to
which individuals identify with their group, and self-esteasralso discussed. Third, social
comparison theory will be explored. In addition to pcadg a positive direct relationship
between unethical peer behavior and observer unethicalibglthe moderating effects of self-
improvement and self-enhancement are examined. lmideséction of chapter two, | explore
the direct relationship between unethical peer behavior laseleer unethical behavior and how
it is affected by three moderating factors including: didimensional construct of moral
differentiation; self-monitoring; and ethical cultur€he third chapter consists of the survey

procedures and measures utilized in a pilot study. In aeddifie results of a factor analysis
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procedure examining three newly developed measures of wisdearning, perceived fit with
group identity, and relative deprivation are included. Chdpterexamines the proposed
hypotheses in an academic institution context (Studyl'h)s chapter encompasses the survey
procedure, methods for dealing with common method biasnéasures utilized, and the results
of the factor analysis of the newly developed measasegiell as the results of the mediated and
hierarchical regression analyses. The fifth chaptesists of the research design and
methodology sections of a study of unethical behavitmerhospitality industry (Study 2).

Further, it includes the results of the factor analgéihe three new measures and the regression
analyses. Chapter six offers a detailed discussidimedindings. Finally, chapter seven
concludes the dissertation by offering a summary offikefyngs, implications for future

research, and limitations.
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, AND
HYPOTHESES

SOCIAL LEARNING THEORY

The theory that has been most commonly applied to ourstatgeing of the relationship
between peer behavior and one’s own unethical behasorcial learning theory (SLT). As
described by Bandura, “most of the behaviors that peopiagtiare learned either deliberately
or inadvertently, through the influence of example” (1%)6: This statement implies that
individuals in a social context are influenced by othbegiaviors. Although the origins of social
learning theory can be attributed to the work of Rot860), Bandura (1968, 1977) is generally
credited as the seminal theorist. In its developmestdgles, social learning theory differed from
other behavioral theories in that it considered therecal interaction between cognitive,
behavioral, and environmental influences. As stated bgan“in the social learning view,
people are neither driven by inner forces nor buffetechby@mental stimuli. Rather
psychological functioning is explained in terms of a qaurdus reciprocal interaction of personal
and environmental determinants” (1977: 11-12). The actions takan individual will
influence the environmental surroundings, which in tureca#f the individual’'s behavior. In
addition, the outcome produced by the behavior partly detesnthe disposition of the
individual, which further affects subsequent behavior. As,sachajor tenet of the theory is
that behavior is a byproduct of the individual and the enuirent, not just one or the other.

This dyadic relationship is an important component of 8hd separates it from other
behavioral theories. Operant theory, for instance, Exaslely on the consequences of

behavior. According to this theory, behavior is deriveeélgdtom consequences; an individual
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is more likely to engage in behavior that is rewardedlessllikely to engage in behavior that is
punished (e.g., Manz & Sims, 1981). Although operant thedeysod useful explanation for
behavior modification, it is incomplete as it does cansider factors that occur prior to the
behavior (i.e., expectations).

As described by Bandura (1977), although positive and negatigeaquences play an
important role in determining behavior, they do not adequatgdlain what behavior will be
learned. Bandura (1977) further distinguishes SLT from opéhaory on the basis of three
major processes: vicarious learning, cognitive processesge#rctbntrol. Vicarious learning is
an important component of behavior modification (Gioid&nz, 1985) and is a major tenet of
SLT. SLT proposes that behavior will be imitatedtigh vicarious or observational learning.
Although direct experience can aid an individual in deteimgi future behavior, “the process of
human development would be greatly retarded, not to nmeekioeedingly tedious, costly, and
hazardous” (Wood & Bandura, 1989:362) if an individual's skilld kmowledge were only
developed through direct experience. Bandura suggestslthabwaledge and skills that may be
derived from direct experience may also be acquired bybgeothers’ behavior (Bandura,
1986). Cognitive processes, on the other hand, referitmiadual’s ability to observe others
behavior, how the behavior will be perceived, the prbedrivalence attached to the behavior,
and the likelihood that the behavior will be remembened used in similar situations (Bandura,
1977). Self-control is derived from behavioral consequenklesvever, Bandura adds to the
external positive and negative consequences, such ashaeidral consequences described
earlier, by incorporating a self-evaluative consequehogividuals are not only affected by
external consequences, but also by those consequencaretbatf prescribed. Bandura

interprets the above notion accordingly, “The notiwat behavior is controlled by its
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consequences is unfortunately interpreted by most peopleaio timgt actions are at the mercy
of situational influences. In fact, behavior can, anéxsensively self-regulated by self-
produced consequences for one’s actions.... Because ofitbatrrepresentational and self-
reactive capacities, humans are less dependent upon iatenegiernal support for their
behavior. The inclusion of self-reinforcement phencaniarearning theory thus greatly
increases the explanatory power of reinforcement priegigs applied to human functioning”
(Bandura, 1976: 28).

As previously mentioned, an important component of SLi6 ismphasis on vicarious or
observational learning. Learning, defined as a relevantgyent change in behavior (Kazdin,
1975), occurs through modeling. By observing a particular “n&ydethavior and recognizing
the consequences of such behavior, an individual mayrnnimitate the behavior. According
to Baer and colleagues, “any behavior may be called inatétit temporally follows behavior
demonstrated by someone else, called a model, and ipdgraphy is functionally controlled by
the topography of the model's behavior” (1971: 128-129). Thexgimitation is a function of
successful modeling.

Modeling is a means of dispersing the social contexlisega attitudes, and behaviors
(Weaver, Trevifio, & Agle, 2005) and is effective whenratividual is able to apply the
modeled behavior to a situation. As discussed by Bandoyabiserving a model of the desired
behavior, an individual forms an idea of how responsepoments must be combined and
sequenced to produce the new behavior. In other words, gpogéetheir actions by prior
notions rather than by relying on outcomes to telithehat they must do” (1977: 35). Of most
importance, individuals internalize behavior that &teed, purposely or unintentionally, through

the influence of example (Bandura, 1976). Therefore, anidhal, via a successful modeling
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process, is able to quickly reproduce the behavior exhibit¢debmodel (Bandura, 1977; Davis
& Luthans, 1980).

In its more complex form, the learning process succliggitedicts imitative behavior if
the modeling process satisfies four sub-processes thairddor the attainment and
preservation of observational learning (Davis & Luthans, 1980g first process is labeled
attentional Attention refers to the process in which an individyeecifically selects a model for
observation and determines which of the model's behaarersbserved. The only way in
which an individual is able to learn from another imdiial is through the process of attending
to, and perceiving accurately, the specifics of the modedbdwior. It is the process by which
an individual extracts important details of the modeldthb®r, if they choose to do so.
Bandura (1977, 1986) posited certain factors that will meeslylinfluence the attentional
process: (1) the individuals with whom one works withaathaily basis, due to repeated
observations; (2) the interpersonal characteristiteeomodeled individual (e.g., those who
possess engaging qualities are sought out, while thosees#thntriguing qualities are ignored
or rejected); (3) intrinsically rewarding forms of madgl(e.g., televised modeling); and, (4) the
nature of the modeled behavior itself (e.g., saliendecamplexity).

The second process, labeletention implies that the individual is able to retain and
remember the modeled behavior. This is made possible bygstba behavior into memory
symbolically through imagery (such as pictures or memtagjes) or verbal (use of words)
coding. The images provide individuals with a cognitive malpoof they should behave in
related situations (Black & Mendenhall, 1990). Those iddizls who are better able to code
behavior into words or vivid imagery are better able tonleand retain the specific behavior in

guestion than those who are not as capable of doing swldition, rehearsing (either mentally
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or physically) reduces the likelihood that an individudl ferget the modeled behavior
(Bandura, 1977).

Motor reproductionis the third process in successful modeling. This praegegsres
individuals to transform the symbolic images or retainedds into action. This is made
possible as the individuals perform a conception-matchioggss — the process of matching the
individuals’ potential enacted behavior with their cognitiwap (Carroll & Bandura, 1987).
When a discrepancy occurs, the individuals are able thfyriteir behavior to achieve closer
correspondence to the retained symbolic coding. In @tbats, in order for the individuals’
behavior to match the symbolic behavior stored in mgmodividuals go through self-
observation and self-correction until the two typebetiavior conform to one another. This is
only possible, however, if the individuals are actuatipable, either mentally or physically, of
doing so. Further, motor reproduction of the modeled behasn be inhibited when the
behavior is not practiced, when there are physicatmiffces between the model and the
observer, when the individuals are not able to accyratelerve the modeled behavior, and
when the observed behavior is not adequately retained (Blddgndenhall, 1990).

The final procesanotivational is closely connected with the outcomes of behavidris
process describes the effect that not all learned behavimitated. SLT predicts that in
situations where one is rewarded for a behavior, thevimehia more likely to be imitated. If the
behavior results in a negative outcome, the behavlessslikely. However, an individual’s self
evaluation of the behavior regulates this process. ithais are more likely to perform the
behavior if it is self-satisfying and will reject ititfis personally disapproved (Bandura, 1977).
This suggests “that people learn to modify their behaviomwheir own self-created

consequences or standards are not fulfilled. The gafbreement consequence is particularly
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important to virtually all sustained goal-oriented behasiwt explains how their behavior
persists despite the lack of immediately compellingreaiesupport” (Davis & Luthans, 1980:
286). As one can see, not only does the environment playralkein learning and imitating
behavior, individual factors also play an importanériolthe process.

Models also influence observer behavior through expeotga{idanz & Sims, 1981).
Two important types of expectations are outcome amcheff expectations, which is consistent
with Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory on motivation. leger, the expectancies described
from a social learning perspective extend Vroom’s concdpéti@in as it involves the process of
learning, which is a social rather than a strictly imdlnal, phenomenon. Accordingly, outcome
expectancies can be traced to the work of Tolman (1932/18&#)yiewed learning as a process
where individuals develop a set of outcome expectatiors farticular type of behavior (cf.
Bandura, 1986). Outcome expectations refer to the eixtewihich individuals believe that their
behavior will produce positive or negative outcomes. séhmeliefs are derived through
observing modeled behavior and the outcomes associatethevilehavior. This observational
process allows individuals to gain valuable informatiagarding which types of behavior are
acceptable or unacceptable, without actually engaging iprdeess. If individuals observe a
model being rewarded for a particular behavior, this reiefotbe notion that the behavior is
acceptable and will most likely be imitated. If individualserve models being punished for
their behavior, this incident is stored into memory anddtlled correctly, reduces the
likelihood that the focal individual will engage in thehavior. Referred to as vicarious
punishment (Trevifio & Ball, 1992), those individuals who aataly recall the behavior will
expect to be punished in a similar manner if they engadeibeghavior. Under such

circumstances, the expectation of being punished would deterdividuals away from
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engaging in the unacceptable behavior. This finding hasdwgmorted in the literature (e.g.,
Ashkanasy, Windsor, & Trevifio, 2006; Butterfield, Trevi&oBall, 1996; Trevifio &
Youngblood, 1990). Therefore, punishment for unacceptable belpaoiades indirect cues for
which type of behavior is not appropriate (Arvey & Jori€85).

The second expectancy, efficacy, is more widely desdrand studied in the SLT
literature and its extension, social cognitive theorgr@ira, 1986; 2001). Self-efficacy refers to
the individuals’ beliefs about their ability to accompla specific behavior or task. Self-
efficacy beliefs determine which tasks an individual d&so how much effort will be exerted,
how long the individual will persevere to complete thek{ whether the thought processes when
completing the tasks are self-aiding or self-hindering,heovd much stress and depression an
individual experiences when performing the task (Bandura, 19889. individuals, with the
same set of skills, may perform differently on &tdspending on whether their belief in their
own efficacy enhances or impairs their motivation ammbl@m-solving capabilities (Wood &
Bandura, 1989). Individuals with high levels of self-efficaelieve that they are able to
succeed on a given task, will try harder to do so, aridoemisist until the task is completed. In
cases where negative feedback is given, individualsivigih levels of self-efficacy will assume
that the task is difficult and conclude that more rffioust be put forth (Bandura, 1982).
Individuals with low levels of self-efficacy, on thehet hand, anticipate that they will fail and
will not put forth the required effort. If by chance thdividual is successful, he or she
attributes the success to external factors, suchcls [Therefore, success or positive outcomes
have only a minor effect on changing a person’s negaéifeevaluation (Zimbardo & Leippe,
1991). Barclay (1982) lists four sources that are thoughtlteence efficacy expectations:

performance accomplishments — success raises expastatiile failure reduces expectations,
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vicarious experience — observing similar others compleaskasuccessfully raises individuals’
belief that they could also perform the task succegsfudirbal persuasion — being told that one
can successfully perform the task, and emotional akod$e basic premise behind efficacy
expectations has been widely documented in empiricah@ag#onal research (e.g., Frayne &
Latham, 1987; Kuo & Hsu, 2001; Wood, Bandura, & Bailey, 1990).

Although outcome expectancies and efficacy expectaaogeseparate constructs, they
can work in unison. For example, individuals tend tooacheir self-efficacy beliefs when they
believe that their behavior will produce positive res(B8&andura, 1982; Vroom, 1964).
However, individuals are unlikely to change their behawiben they believe they can perform
successfully but the environment does not reward such loel{&vayne & Latham, 1987).
Likewise, individuals who believe that the performedawetr will lead to a desirable outcome
may not perform the behavior if they believe that theyincapable of performing the behavior
(Porras, Hargis, Patterson, Maxfield, Roberts, & Bl€&§2).

Other factors have also been posited to increagertiability that an individual will
behave similarly to another individual. Some argueithatder for an observer to learn
effectively from a model, the model must be credieiss, 1977, 1978), mostly accurate,
display the behavior to be learned, willing to facilitdte process (e.g., Bandura, 1969, 1977,
Gioia & Manz, 1985), and be perceived to be similar tartbdel (Goldstein & Sorcher, 1974).
Observational learning is also more likely to occur whemtbdel is powerful (Zimbardo &
Leippe, 1991), has a high degree of mastery (Bandura 1969, 197 1né&§ali®74), or is among
others who display the same behavior (Kazdin, 1976). @dseharacteristics that influence the

likelihood of imitating modeled behavior include self-este(Weiss, 1977, 1978), the value the
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individual places on extrinsic rewards (Weiss, 1977), negaglf-expectation (the converse of
self-esteem), and a high or low need for achievemeah#M. Sims, 1981).

In sum, SLT postulates that the social context infhesnndividual behavior. Through
vicarious or observational learning, an individual leavhgch behaviors are rewarded or
punished. These processes act as a guide for an individuad'gdirein specific contexts or
situations.

Social Learning Theory as a Link between Unethical Peer Belvior and Observers’
Unethical Behavior

In the ethical decision-making literature, a numbethebretical models describe how
aspects of the social environment influence individual atldecision making (e.g., Ferrell &
Gresham, 1985; Trevifio, 1986). Although some of these moadlsiénpeer influence as an
important aspect of the social environment, theoriste lgavto adequately develop the
theoretical basis underlying this relationship. As illugtlah Figure 2, social learning theory

usefully links unethical peer behavior and the obserweréthical behavior.
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Figure 2: Social Learning Model
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SLT has been applied to organizational and academiarodsexamining a wide array
of issues. The most notable are those studied in thexdat training modules due to the
theories emphasis on modeling (e.g., Bandura, 1988; Blacle@&dikhhall, 1990; Goldstein &
Sorcher, 1974; Latham & Saari, 1979; Manz & Sims, 1986; Potrads €982). However, more
current research has successfully applied SLT to stwdgftacts of organizational
discrimination (Barclay, 1982), organizational crisis (Nat & Kovoor-Misra, 2002),
organizational punishment (Butterfield et al., 1996; Butktf Treviiio, Wade, & Ball, 2005;
Trevifio, 1992), ethical decision making (Ashkanasy et al., 20866oninck, 2003; Kuo & Hsu,
2001; Trevifio & Ball, 1992; Trevifio & Youngblood, 1990), acadenstahnesty (McCabe,
Butterfield, & Trevifio, 2006; McCabe, Trevifio, & ButterfieR)01), ways to properly manage
marginal employees (O'Reilly & Weitz, 1980), self-managenhi€rayne & Latham, 1987;
Manz & Sims, 1980), ethical leadership (Brown & Trevifio, 2@éwn, Trevifio, & Harrison,
2005), organizational citizenship behaviors (Bommer, Miles, &/@r, 2003), and antisocial
behaviors (O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Glew, 1996; Robinson@ Leary-Kelly, 1998).

SLT provides a clear explanation for how unethical ppedavior influences individual
unethical behavior. However, in the ethics literatte®, authors have examined this
relationship in accordance with the underlying tenetsefthbory. Notable exceptions include
researchers who were primarily interested in examirhiegetfects of outcome expectancies. For
instance, Trevifio and Youngblood (1990) hypothesized that vicaesasds and punishments
would directly and indirectly affect ethical decisioraking behavior via the mediating role of
outcome expectancies. Using a student sample, the addlimd that vicarious rewards, but not
vicarious punishments, indirectly effected the ethicalsi@eimaking process. Specifically,

compared to a control group, those individuals in the rewandition exhibited higher levels of
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outcome expectancy beliefs, which led to more etldeaisions. The direct effect of vicarious
reward and punishment on ethical decision-making was notlfoAshkanasy and colleagues
(2006) proposed a similar hypothesis. These authors fougdificeint relationship between
students exposed to accounts of rewarded unethical behavior singuliethical behavior and
the expectation that the organization condoned unethetaviior. However, a full significant
mediating effect of the outcome expectancies on dttiex@sion making was not found.
Similarly, Trevifio and Ball (1992) found that a severe pun&timesponse to unethical
behaviors influenced outcome expectancies. No test oné¢akating effect of outcome
expectancies on ethical decision-making was conductetiough this research supports the
social learning perspective, the use of students in addledtenvironment, where the variables
of interested were manipulated using an in-basket exetorsgers its usefulness for explaining
the processes in an organization. Further, obsereiimarning, as described in SLT, was not
directly manipulated. Instead, individuals were placeexperimental conditions where the
individual was persuaded into believing that a behavior whsraiewarded or punished by
management.

In a field study using a sample of sales managers, Da€lo(2003) examined the
effects of punishment on individuals’ outcome expectancidthough DeConinck found a
significant and positive relationship between punishmentifiethical behavior and the sales
managers’ outcome expectancies, the punishment of undbitavior was again manipulated,
in this case through a vignette. Although the above-meati research has supported social
learning theory in an ethical context, because obsenadtiearning was not directly

manipulated, these studies represent an incompletef teki .
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A more complete test of SLT was conducted by RobinsdrCiheary-Kelly (1998) in
relation to antisocial behaviors (a form of unethlmalhavior). Making use of full-time
employees across a variety of organizations, the esttypothesized and found a positive direct
relationship between the level of antisocial behawwatlsin a group and the level of antisocial
behavior among the group’s members. Consistent with 8leTauthors also found support for a
variety of moderators between group antisocial behandrmembers’ antisocial behavior: (1)
the degree of similarity in antisocial behavior (pesitielationship); (2) individuals’ tenure in
the group (positive relationship); (3) task interdependencstiporelationship); and (4)
likelihood of punishment (negative relationship). A fifthderator, closeness of supervision,
was not supported.

In the academic dishonesty literature, social learthegry has been examined as a
potential explanation to describe the positive relatigm between peer cheating behavior and
observer cheating behavior (e.g., McCabe, et al., 2001, ROObBaels & Miethe, 1989). The
body of evidence is in concurrence with the findings ébfstom an organizational standpoint.
The more individuals witness a peer engage in cheatinyioefiagthe more likely they will act
accordingly (e.g., Jordan, 2001; Lim & See, 2001; McCabe,2G02). In fact, peer influences
from a social learning perspective have been regarde@ asost influential contextual variable
found in the academic integrity literature (e.g., McCé&bErevifio, 1993)

Guided by SLT, | propose that observed unethical peer behaWipositively influence
vicarious learning of the unethical behavior, which will pesity influence observers’ unethical
behavior. In a variety of environments, individuals ofi@ok to role models for behavioral
guidance. This is particularly true in novel or ambiguadtusgsons, as is often the case when the

behavior has ethical implications. In such circumstanmdividuals are likely to look for
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direction from and “go along” with others’ behavior (fiardo & Leippe, 1991). If a peer
engages in unethical behavior, the observer is likengage in vicarious learning, and will
then follow suit and engage in an unethical behavior.

H1: Vicarious learning will mediate the relationship betmwasethical peer behavior and

observers’ unethical behavior such that unethical pdenvi@ will be positively related

to vicarious learning, and vicarious learning will be positivelgted to observers’

unethical behavior.
Moderating Effect of Perceived Rewards and Punishments

As previously discussed, SLT suggests that perceived reaaddsunishments may
influence the relationship between vicarious learningtaadmbserver’s unethical behavior. As
discussed by Bandura (1977), consequences such as rewards anch@uobsigiiay an important
role in influencing behavior. According to SLT, individualdlwngage in those behaviors that
are rewarded and avoid behaviors that are punished. Tlaureis inundated with evidence
demonstrating that behaviors that are rewarded are nasinant, even if they are viewed by
others as being unethical (e.g., Hegarty & Sims, 1978; Shapgeeh, & Killough, 2003;
Tensbrunsel, 1998). As such, rewards and punishments caasaarnethical behavior either by
rewarding unethical behavior, or by punishing ethical behagi@m if such associations are
inadvertent. As discussed by Kerr, individuals “seek métion concerning what activities are
rewarded, and then seek to do (or at least pretend thaky things often to the virtual
exclusion of activities not rewarded” (1975: 769).

In line with SLT, individuals are more likely to imitatiee behavior of others that
produces positive outcomes (i.e., rewards) than behatiarsre unrewarded or punished

(Wood & Bandura, 1989). These outcome expectancies t@rereflized through vicarious
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learning (Bandura, 1986) and have been empirically demoedti@influence unethical
behavior (e.g., McCabe & Trevifio, 1993, 1997; Trevifio & Youngbld880; Robinson &
O’Leary-Kelly, 1998). However, given the negative reperoussof unethical actions on an
organization or university, these entities typicallydaw interest in delimiting such behavior
(Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998). Thus, in situations wan individual believes that he or
she will be punished for engaging in unethical behavior, lsh@will belesslikely to engage in
the behavior. This prediction is interesting in lighprevious theory and research, which has
generally assumed that peer behavior is positively cetatebservers’ unethical behavior.

H2: Perceived rewards and punishments will moderatesthBonship between

vicarious learning and observer unethical behavior such thegiped rewards will be

associated with a positive relationship and perceived puniseméhbe associated with

a negative relationship.
SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY

Principally developed by Henri Tajfel (1972a,b, 1978, 1981; Tajféu&ner, 1986) and
John Turner (1975, 1982, 1984, 1985), social identity theory (Stdl)ita extension; social
categorization theory, explains the process of in-gtmap and intergroup discrimination. For
these two processes to occur, categorization musbficstr. Categorization is the process of
classifying individuals into groups based on any number agfcleristics such as age, race,
status, religion, and organizational membership (Tsui, Egy&@iReilly, 1992), among others.
Categorization serves two primary purposes: (1) it allmg®iduals to cognitively order the
social environment, enabling them to systematically defthers, and (2) it permits individuals
to define themselves in the social environment (Ashfortia®l, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 1986.)

The categorization process is relational, meaning thatiduals are inclined to define
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themselves in relation to individuals in other categgoriFor instance, the category of “tall” is
only meaningful to an individual in relation to the catgg‘short”. Without such comparisons,
the systematic process of categorization does not occur.

The outcome derived from the categorization proceseislassification of individuals
into two groups, an in-group or an out-group. Merelygatizing individuals into two distinct
groups is sufficient to induce in-group bias and intergroup digeation. In what is now
referred to as the minimal group paradigm (MGP; Brewer 197Re©& Turner, 1980), Tajfel
and colleagues (e.qg., Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfel, 1970; Tia§teBillig, 1974; Tajfel, Billig,
Bundy, & Flament, 1971) conducted a series of studiegabased on intergroup behavior,
while following a set of criteria that allowed for “nimal differentiation”. These studies
provide strong evidence in support of the conclusion drawraffgllet al. (1971); that under
certain conditions, simple classification of indivitkianto an in-group or out-group is a
sufficient as well as necessary condition to induegroup favoritism and discrimination
towards the out-group. These minimal intergroup studies baen credited as the initial
development of social identity theory (Bettencourt, DGharlton, & Hume, 2001).

In an effort to explain this intergroup discriminatiordan-group bias, Tajfel (1972b,
1974) and Turner (1975) argued that social categorization autathasttmulates comparisons
between the in-group and out-group. Based on the eadidr of Festinger (1954), Tajfel
(1978) believed that groups, beyond the individual level oliyarsaas proposed in social
comparison theory, engage in a comparison process anibéxated to be seen in a positive
light. Thus, when a comparison is made between teopg and the comparison results in a
favorable evaluation for one’s in-group, the result positive social identity (Tajfel, 1972b) and

positive self-esteem (Turner, 1982). Similar to that pseg in social comparison theory (e.g.,
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the “unidirectional drive upward”, Festinger, 1954), groupseprif have a positive social
identity. Therefore, the groups selected and the dimesisioosen for comparison between the
in-group and a salient out-group usually allow for the inigrtm be perceived as distinct and
different in positively valued ways (Tajfel, 1978). In@thvords, the need for such comparisons
is driven by the establishment of positive distinctiveriesshe in-group (Hogg, 1992, Hogg &
Abrams, 1988, 1993), as it often relates to a positivakmgntity and higher group status
(Skevington, 1981). In relation to in-group bias, there tylyicala positive correlation between
group status and in-group bias (e.g., Bettencourt et al, 200vr3d.978; Mullen, Brown, &
Smith, 1992). It is this relationship between status, augibias, and positive social identity
that has sparked considerable interest among many soalgpsgists, and has validated many
original propositions of SIT.

According to SIT, the interactive effects of cognitimeotivational, and sociostructural
variables influence an individual's response to statuststres (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). As
previously mentioned, an important aspect of SIT is tlehbership in a high status group is
desirable as it may lead to a positive social identity self-esteem. Likewise, membership in a
poorly evaluated group is typically seen as undesirabiegenGhe positive association of low
status and negative social identity, as well as a pesilationship between low status and low
self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), individuals are motigdteimprove their social standing.
Individuals pursue either an individual or collective giggtas a means to achieve a higher
status position, depending on a variety of sociostruéso@al reality variables (e.qg.,
Bettencourt et al., 2001; Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998; Dé&oEjkemers, 1997; Ellemers,
1993; Mummendy, Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1999). More speaelfi, the strategy that an

individual selects in order to achieve positive sociattitie depends on the individual's
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perception of the stability and legitimacy of the statwgcture, as well as the nature of the group
boundaries. Tajfel and Turner (1979, 1986) describe thesessociniral variables accordingly:
(1) stability of statuss the extent to which the group is able to change its gpatsison; (2)
legitimacy of statugs the extent to which the group members accept thesstructure as
legitimate; and, (3permeability of group boundaries the extent to which a group member can
leave his or her group to join another. Taken togethese variables partially determine which
of the three most widely acknowledged general stratggasosed by Tajfel and Turner (1979,
1986) will be pursued in order to achieve a positive socialitgent

First, individuals of a low status group may attemgtsgchologically disassociate
themselves from, or physically leave, the in-group in otd@btain membership in a relevant
high-status group, which is referred to as the social ibpbtrategy. The objective of this
strategy is to improve the individual's identity withotaaging the status of the in-group as a
whole. This is accomplished by adopting the values obtitgroup in an effort to be
considered part of the higher-status group (van Knippenbe@n&ers, 1984). The second
strategy, social creativity, is defined by Tajfel and Tuase“comparing the ingroup to the
outgroup on some new dimension ... [or] changing the valasigned to the attributes of the
group, so that comparisons which were previously negatéva@v perceived as positive”
(1986: 20). Unlike the social mobility strategy, social dwéatis a collective strategy with the
objective of increasing the group’s status, thereby enharntwngoicial identities of all group
members (Jackson, Sullivan, Harnish, & Hodge, 1996). Tiaddtrategy, also classified as a
collective strategy, is social change or social cetitipn. Here, individuals of a group will
compete directly with a salient out-group to produce actuenges in the relative status of the

groups by focusing on those dimensions that are respofwilite status differential. This can
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be achieved by confronting an out-group member to changéstins guo (see Jackson et al.,
1996 for a detailed discussion). Although Tajfel and Tufb®r9) have suggested that social
mobility is the most dominant strategy used to achigwesitive social identity, as mentioned
previously, it depends on the sociostructural dimensions.

Research has suggested that group permeability is a elesi@@nt in determining
whether or not individual or collective strategies aumesued (Ellemers, van Knippenberg, de
Vries, & Wilke, 1988). Collective strategies should be dominant strategy in situations where
the group boundaries are impermeable, while individual giesteshould be preferred in
situations where the group boundaries are permeable, whials @ocial mobility (Ellemers,
van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990; van Knippenberg & Ellemers, 1993)ivithehls of a low
status group are more apt to adopt a collective stratbgy the status structure is unstable and
illegitimate (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986; see also Chattopaghiychowska, & George,
2004). Although empirical research has supported thesecpoadi(e.g., Jackson et al, 1996;
Lalonde & Silverman, 1994; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 199@)renrecent research tends
to suggest that the extent to which these relationshégpsugaported depends on the individual's
level of identification with the in-group (Barreto &l&iners, 2000).

Identification, as one would presume, is a fundamemtawision of social identity
theory. Social identity is defined as “that part ofraghvidual’s self-concept which derives from
his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groupshergeith the value and
emotional significance attached to that membership Tl d981: 255). Encompassed within
this definition are three key facets that are neededrfandividual to achieve social
identification (Tajfel, 1982). The first component igodive in the sense that one is aware of

his or her membership in a group. This is a necessadjtmom as intergroup behavior won't
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exist until an individual recognizes that he/she percedefnes, or recognizes him- or herself
as a member of a distinct group (Mackie, 1986). The secmmg@onent, evaluation, is the
recognition that this awareness of group membership i®deia some value connotations such
as the groups representative attributes, typical behawor®rms (Mackie, 1986), which
differentiate the in-group from an out-group. Finadlifect, or emotional significance, is the
emotional investment one obtains in the awarenegsoop membership and the evaluations.
SIT proposes that when these components are readizeddividual moves away from “feeling
and thinking like a distinct individual, to feeling and thinklig a representative of a social
group” (Lembke & Wilson, 1998: 931). In other words, thereshifi from emphasizing one’s
personal identity to emphasizing a shared social identity

Personal identity refers to those characteristicslkahaviors that are unique, as
compared to others of the in-group, to the individual (Tiurb@82). Further, personal identities
encompass the beliefs one possesses regarding his avrheharacteristics, such as the
individual's strengths and weaknesses, personality tegifsgarances, etc. Alternatively, social
identity refers to the self-categories that define irghligis in terms of their shared characteristics
with an in-group (i.e., social category), as comparezhtout-group (Turner, Oakes, Haslam, &
McGarty, 1994). In other words, the characteristichiefih-group become the characteristics of
the individual. Therefore, SIT emphasizes a shift afn@y the perception of the self as a
unique individual towards the perception that oneself isxamplar of the in-group (Brewer,
1991).

According to SIT, individuals have multiple identitiessg., church member, mother,
manager). The particular identity triggered is one bleabmes salient under specific situational

contexts (Turner, 1985) or that fit with an individuadwn priorities (Deaux & Major, 1987).
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Salience is a function of two components: accessilahd fit (Oakes, 1987). Accessibility is
described as the readiness in which an individual istahlse a particular self-category.
Stemming from an individual's past experiences, currepgebations, values, goals, and needs,
accessibility reflects the central and important aspeicmembership in a group to an
individual’'s self-definition (Turner, 1987). Fit, on théhet hand, is the degree in which the
characteristics of the given context actually mabehcriteria that defines the category. As the
readiness level associated with accessibility andiéigeee of fit increases, individuals are said
to move away from their own personal identity, to tifed shared social identity. In other
words, as individuals begin to define themselves in accoedaith “we” and “us”, rather than
“I”and “me”, the individuals begin to move away fraheir personal identity to that of a social
identity leading to identification with the group. Anportant implication of this process is that
as individuals begin to identify (shared social idgritecomes salient) with a group, the
individuals’ self-perceptions tend to become “depersondligbarner et al, 1994).
Depersonalization is the process in which individualgifbto act and think in
accordance with the perceived prototypical characteristiagparticular group (i.e., self-
stereotyping). As identification becomes more saliemijue individual characteristics are
minimized and individuals begin to see themselves asseqmiag the group (Turner & Oakes,
1989). Thus, depersonalization occurs as individuals igemitih a category, accepts the
group’s prototypical characteristics (i.e., norms, valuebets, behaviors, etc) and defines
oneself in terms of the group. Triggering a particulaisdadentity is considered sufficient for
the depersonalization process to occur (Burke & Stets, E9@Bis a critical cognitive
component of SIT (Abrams, 1994, Turner, 1987) as it has tapimplications for individual

behavior. By aligning one’s self-perception and behavith thiat of an in-group’s prototype, it
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is said to produce “normative behavior, stereotyping, etimoism, positive in-group attitudes
and cohesion, cooperation and altruism, emotionalgiont and empathy, collective behavior,
shared norms, and mutual influence” (Hogg & Terry, 2000: 123).

An important aspect of SIT is that it establishesmnection between categorizing
oneself as a group member and normative attitudes and beshaaged on the group’s
prototypes (Abrams, 1994). Although the notion of prototypesneagart of the original
discussion of SIT (Hogg & Terry, 2000), these defining charatics of the group have become
an integral dimension of the theory to date. Prototypesording to Hogg and Terry (2000), are
fuzzy sets of characteristics that embody the attribot@ group, which distinguish the group
from an out-group and are typically described as the grattitsdes, values, beliefs, norms,
feelings and behaviors. Often displayed by prototypical beesn(group members who best
exemplify the group) or by ideal types (an abstraction efigrfeatures), the more an individual
exemplifies this perceived prototypicality of the group, tiwe the individual will act in
accordance to the distinguishing characteristics (Adinmlael, 1989). As articulated by
Terry and Hogg, “the process of self-categorizationomy is responsible for the construction
of a contextually salient in-group prototype but also asateslself to the prototype and thus
transforms self: Self-perception, beliefs, attitudeslifgs, and behaviors are now defined in
terms of the group prototype. In this way, group membershipesagpeople to think, feel,
behave, and define themselves in terms of group norney tédmn unique properties of the self”
(1996: 779-780). In other words, the prototypical charactesisfithe group dictate appropriate
group member behavior. This proposition has been empyrsgbported by a number of
studies (e.g., Barreto & Ellemers, 2000; Pierro, Ciceomaiito, van Knippenberg, &

Kruglanski, 2005; Schmitt & Branscombe, 2001; Terry & Hogg, 1996).
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A recent advancement of SIT, as it relates to protodyicaracteristics, is the notion
that prototypes fulfill a need for uncertainty reductiomdg & Mullin, 1999). The uncertainty-
reduction model (Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Hogg & Mullin, 1999) pasitd a fundamental
process that drives group behavior is the need to reduce subjeatertainty about oneself,
others, or the environment as this will result in ungdedness and dysfunctional processes.
Therefore, as an individual gains membership into a sagi@up, subjective uncertainty is
reduced, leading to positive feelings about oneself, ongjsoinp members, and the in-group as
a whole (Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Hogg & Mullin, 1999; Mullin & Hogg, 199&orrespondingly,
an individual’s desire to reduce uncertainty may encouragedhedual to identify with the
group and embody its prototypical characteristics (Pietrad, 2005). However, it is noted that
uncertainty is more successfully reduced by prototypesatkdsimple, clear, highly focused,
and consensual ... such groups and prototypes will be attréztingdividuals who are
contextually or more enduringly highly uncertain, or dgrimes of or in situations
characterized by great uncertainty” (Hogg & Terry, 2000:124).

Social identification is derived from group identificattifT olman, 1943). In this paper,
and consistent with Ashforth and Mael (1989), these tenthbe used interchangeably. Group
identification is an individual level phenomenon (Guctlat al., 2006). It describes the extent
to which an individual identifies with the salient in-grouproup identity, on the other hand, is a
group level construct that describes the collectivel lefrgroup identification across all
members of the group (Gundlach et al., 2006). As the tepdenall members of the group to
identify with the group increases, group identity incesasConversely, a low level of group

identification across all members of a group suggests & greap identity.
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The interplay of these two constructs was advancedAusittiorth and Mael's (1989)
conceptual article describing the processes of SIT organizational setting. Although
Ashforth and Mael were applying the theory at the organiatilevel, they suggest that the
process is also applicable at the workgroup and departntevedl This notion was developed
from the work of Albert and Whetten (1985) who distinguishelographic organizations from
ideographic organizations. Holographic organizations are oggams in which individuals
across multiple groups share a common identity or iiges(i.e., organizational identity),
whereas ideographic organizations are those in whichithdils display one or more specific
subunit identities that may or may not coincide with ligher level common identity (work
group identity) (Pratt, 2001).

Recent organizational theorists have focused primanilyazial identification in terms of
organizational identification (e.g., Ahearne, Bhattagha& Gruen, 2005; Bhattacharya, Rao, &
Glynn, 1995; Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Dutton, Dukerich, & Haiiju®94; Mael & Ashforth,
1992; Mael & Ashforth, 1995; Tidwell, 2005; Turban & Greening, 1997) ave ftargely
neglected social identity processes at the workgroup (&rehn exception, see Gundlach et al.,
2006; Lembke & Wilson, 1998; Phua, 2004). This is a serious omig®i@ number of reasons.
First, individuals in organizations are required, nowerthian ever, to participate in workgroups
(Eby, & Dobbins, 1997; Kirkman, Gibson, & Shapiro, 2001), yetunderstanding of
workgroup dynamics and social identity processes arenigcksecond, as argued by
Chattopadhyay and colleagues (2004), a workgroup is a feasiipe tar group identification.
Individuals frequently interact with members of theirrlagroup, are interdependent in
completing tasks, and are often categorized in terrtiseafworkgroup by others. Barker and

Tompkins (1994) found that individuals in an organization idiextimore with their workgroup
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then they did with the organization. Their work suggeshat the workgroup is more relevant to
an individual than the organization, and the workgroupagersalient to individuals’ everyday
work life than the organization as a whole. Givers¢hassertions and findings, the present study
focuses on identification within workgroups. From this péomvard, | will use the term group

to represent a workgroup, in an organization sense, araogmus concept that can be applied
across a variety of contexts (i.e., a departmentstudent’s major). It is important to note that
the term group refers to a lower level of analysis thartérm organization.

To identify with a group, it is not necessary for anvidual to adopt the group’s goals.
Rather, identification occurs when individuals psychalally attach themselves to the fate of
the group (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). This is the consequeneceoving away from the
individual's personal identity and toward the groups shavetikidentity, as previously
discussed. Further, the acceptance of an identityrimasecessarily mean that an individual
accepts the unique values and attitudes that are associtegpecific individuals of a given
social category. Rather, upon identifying with a grompindividual succumbs to accept the
prototypical values, norms, and behaviors that define thapgas a whole (Hogg & Terry,
2000). This is a critical component of SIT that distingusshé&om other social influence
theories such as social learning theory (Bandura, 1968, 197 gpeiadlcomparison theory
(Festinger, 1954). “The social identity approach emphasimeneed to identify with the
group/team not its members” (Lembke & Wilson, 1998: 929; emphasis adddwrefore, SIT
proposes that individuals may still identify with the@gp, even when individuals leave or enter
the group.

Given the complex nature of an organization, individuady identify with more than

one group (i.e., have multiple identities), which haplications for their behavior. For instance,
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a manager of an organization may identify with his armh@nagement team, as well as the unit
in which the manager directly supervises. Under suduat®in, it is relatively easy to envision
how these two identities could conflict. Under such sibuat an individual has at least four
ways of reducing the level of conflict (Ashforth & Ma#989). First, individuals may
characterize themselves in terms of the most satientity. This is reportedly able to reduce
the level of conflict for an individual as the indivial is able to revert to the most personally
important or valued identity (Stryker & Serpe, 1982; Thdig83). Second, individuals may
defer to the identity which is receiving the most amafrgocial pressure, in turn, justifying the
conflict (cf. defensive avoidangcdanis & Mann’s, 1977). Third, individuals may decouple the
identities so that no conflict is perceived (clue separationSteinbruner, 1974). Finally,
individuals may submit themselves to each conflicting itfgrndne after the other, so that the
inconsistencies would not have to be resolved with any giggan (cf.sequential attention
Cyert & March, 1963). As an identity determines how infation is processed and acted upon,
only one identity can be prevalent at any given poinime {Lembke & Wilson, 1998).
Although all four mechanisms described are theoreticadgible, SIT researchers agree that a
specific social identity is activated by the most rafgsetting (Turner, 1982, 1985). Therefore,
the identity that is made most salient (ascribing éoftimction of accessibility and fit described
earlier) under the prescribed situation, becomes thé aoosinant (e.g., Lobel, 1991). As such,
and argued elsewhere, the individual's group identity istalda and justifiable level of analysis
when examining group identification.

Social Identity Theory as a Link between Unethical Peer Belvior and Observers’

Unethical Behavior
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Many business ethics researchers have lamented theldaokraf theoretical grounding
in empirical business ethics research (e.g., O'FallBu&erfield, 2005; Randall & Gibson,
1990). As discussed in the following paragraphs, SIT cathislgap by offering an explanation
of the relationship between peer behavior and individual weatbehavior. Although SIT and
its extended theoretical contributions have been ssftdsapplied to a variety of contexts
including: organizational adaptation (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991 )ptenal labor in service
encounters (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993), intergroup relatiarike field of nursing (Oaker &
Brown, 1986), work and family roles (Lobel, 1991), organizaliattachment (Tsui et al.,
1992), workplace diversity (Joshi, Liao, & Jackson, 2006), antiigelynamics in occupational
dirty work (Kreiner, Ashforth, & Sluss, 2006) among othérbas yet to be extended to the field
of business ethics. This is somewhat surprising, as @f€sponds with many aspects of ethical
decision making. For example, ethical decision makiranigiherently social phenomenon.
Individuals often examine social cues (e.g., norms andhgd&vior) in determining their
actions as well as their own level of morality. E#tidecision making also typically occurs in
contexts of high uncertainty (Ward, Ward, & Deck, 1993) ambiguity (Dubinsky & Levy,
1985). As previously discussed, SIT suggests that under sudhi@mos, individuals may seek
group membership in order to reduce the level of uncertéiitigg & Abrams, 1993; Hogg &
Mullin, 1999). SIT and ethical decision making also shagdithitations of bounded rationality
and key elements of social information processing. idsudsed by Lembke & Wilson,
“categorization is the cognitive process of screeningrdotmation that appear unnecessary for
making sense of the environment ... By focusing on the [groupindngdual can grasp a more
conceptual perspective, and gain a broader understandingsufdiaé and operational

implications of behavior” (1998: 933).
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According to SIT, individual behavior “depends on the .e.itidividual's perception of
his relation to the group” (Olmstead, 1974: 150). ldentificatiberefore, has strong
implications for action. The more positive individsigeel about their group, the more likely
they are to be motivated to promote group solidaritypeoative actions, and supportive
behaviors among its members (Hogg & Abrams, 1990). Theggrdhe group identity, the
more likely it is that the group’s members will interaat influence one another (Turner, 1987).
Referred to as informational influence, Turner (1982) pregdkat groups exert influence on
their members in order to reduce subjective uncertainsya group offers individuals a context
in where they are viewed similarly with other membdrhe group, this reduces uncertainty by
offering a place where the shared attitudes and betiafs the basis for external reality and
objective truth on specific issues. Disagreement artimegroup members, however, results in
subjective uncertainty and motivates the members of thgpgo address differences through
mutual social influence. Given that this discrepancykena the group’s positive social
identity, there is a strong motivational force t@alindividual behavior to that of the group
prototype. This has been validated in recent research,noi@bly in the form of group norms.
As Maldonado, Tansuhaj, and Muehling (2003) suggest, the group p®&Etgompasses a
representation of accepted norms.

Norms “prescribe the context-specific attitudes and behaaippropriate for group
members” (Terry & Hogg, 1996: 780) and are a powerful infleemtindividual behavior (e.qg.,
Wood, 2000). According to SIT, once individuals identify watgroup, they learn the
prototypical norms that are characteristic of the groligrough the process of
depersonalization, individuals will assign these nailmrthiemselves and others, making their

behavior more normative to that of the salient grolipe norms, in essence, are privately
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accepted, resulting in conformity (Abrams, 1994; Turnet.e18994). This has been supported
by previous research. In a study examining group membersbopiregarding the use of
standardized testing, Mackie (1986) found that subjects wimbifidd with the group were more
likely to conform to the group’s norms. Sanders (2004) fobatthose individuals who were
part of a cohesive team were more likely to conforiéteam’s norms. Barreto & Ellemers
(2000) found that those individuals who highly identify witgraup follow the group’s norms
regardless of whether they were anonymous or accoutfitaltleeir responses.

However, group norms do not always lead to conformityherpart of all members in all
situations. For instance, Barreto & Ellemers (2000) shahatcindividuals who were classified
as low identifiers followed the group’s norms when theyawheld accountable for their
responses, but not when their responses were anonyntéasever, as discussed by Marques
and colleagues, members of a group often derogate noncamjognoup members, known as
the “black sheep effect” (1988a, 1988b, 1998, 2001; Abrams, Marques, BoHenson, 2000).
In essence, if an individual's behavior is inconsisteittt the group’s prototype, the group, in an
effort to protect the group’s interests, may pressurentheidual to conform. As Durkheim
(1960) would suggest, this pressure to conform emerges mainitli®need to reinforce the
individual's sense of commitment to the group. When aofarming group members threaten
the viability of the group, other members engage in a *'syimbgjection’ of socially undesirable
ingroup members” (Marques & Paez, 1994: 62), in order to maiitaigroup’s positive social
identity. Marques and colleagues argue that individualssimbultaneously attempt to sustain
in-group differentiation and seek legitimacy for in-groupms. Although much of the work in
this area was directed towards the degree of liking towdadiant group members, Marques et

al. suggest that other issues may be involved: “In derggatigroup deviants, normative
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members may not be simply expressing dislike for tdes@nts, but, more important, they may
be attempting to sustain the correctness of theirfbedl@out the in-group’s superiority and, by
the same token, their sense of self-worth both byrenihg their social self-concept and by
gaining approval from normative in-group members” (2001: 446).

As the above evidence suggests, group deviants (nonconfgranestypically evaluated
unfavorably by conforming group members. Nonconforming membersfien disliked
(Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988), viewed as less capable (Abrams €080), or in many cases, such
as whistleblowers, retaliated against (Mesmer-Magnusstv®svaran, 2005). In such
situations, nonconforming group members have two primary aptieave the group or change
their behavior to conform to the norms of the group.n&uargued that “when social identity in
terms of group membership is unsatisfactory, members thelinpt to leave that group
(psychologically or in reality)” (1987: 30). Individuals ynpsychologically withdrawal from
the group by disidentifying, which involves the process ofdedining themselves as part of the
same group (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001). Or, individualg physically leave the group in
an attempt to find work in another group or organization. Hewehis may not be an option
for all people, considering that one must take into cl@mation the availability of job
alternatives, the external labor market, and othesgma constraints which may hinder a person
from being able to leave the group (Carsten & Spector, 198Bley, Horner, & Hollingsworth,
1978). In addition, due to the emotional investment attachad individual's identification
with a group, an individual would experience some psyahodb loss upon leaving the group
(Mael & Ashforth, 1995).

On the other hand, nonconforming individuals may changelibbavior and act in

accordance with group norms. Assuming that most individaralsiot able to leave the group
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due to one or many of the reasons listed above anchthahtive a strong desire to maintain a
high level of self-esteem (Brockner, 1988), this may bicserit motivation to conform to the
group’s prototype, especially if the individuals identify styty with the group. This has been
validated by previous research. Schmitt & Branscombe (200hgfthat high identifiers who
were considered low in prototypicality experienced negatffext and were motivated to change
this perception by expressing more loyalty to the in-groubd@monstrating more support for
the group’s identity. This finding is similar to the manlsm of behavioral commitment as
described by Kiesler (1971), which states that individualswaghk hard to reach the
expectations of the group in order to receive approvai ftte other members. This implies that
individuals are capable and willing to conform to the groppitotypical norms.

The option individuals select is a function of thdentification with the group. The first
option, either psychologically disassociating or leatlmggroup, suggests that the individuals
no longer identify with the group. The second optiahdates that as individuals identify with a
group, they will align their behavior with that of theoup.

As prescribed in Ashforth and Mael’'s (1989) conceptual wbekconsequences
stemming from an individual who identifies with a groupuae: (1) selection of activities that
are in accordance to the group’s social identity; (2ally to the group in spite of any negative
attributes associated with that group; (3) internalinatifh) and adherence to, the group’s values
and norms; and, (4) reinforcement of the group’s prestigeeactices. These notions have
been validated across many domains and have included marsydbbmhavior, including
intraorganizational cooperation (e.g., Dutten et al., 1B®&dia, 2004), organizational citizenship
behaviors (e.g., Dutten et al., 1994; Kiddler & Parks, 200ithis@rgan, & Near, 1983),

prosocial behaviors (e.g., O'Rellly & Chatman, 1986; Tidw&005), and other extra-role
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behaviors (e.g., Ahearne et al., 2005; Benkoff, 1997; BHwtga et al., 1995; Mael & Ashforth,
1992). Through the process of group identification, an indalichay also engage in unethical
or personally harmful activities so long as it enhankedarger self (Staw, 1984). In reference
to this assertion, Doosje and colleagues (1998) argue thauader situations that may be
deemed as immoral, high identifiers may either deny tleab&havior occurred, or may try to
justify it in order to maintain the group’s positive sbakentity.

As this body of evidence suggests, SIT proposes that oakpieer behavior will trigger
behavioral conformity consistent with the group prototyjreother words, the observer will
evaluate the peer’s unethical behavior in relation td,aat in accordance with, his/her group’s
identity (see Figure 3). Given that most entities lmvested interest in discouraging unethical
behavior (e.g., Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998), this reasg again challenges the common
assumption in the business ethics literature that u{méer behavior is positively associated
with the likelihood that an observer will engage intarel behavior. SIT challenges this
conventional wisdom: from an SIT perspective, unethicat pehavior is likely to have a
negativerelationship with observers’ unethical behavior.

H3: Perceived fit with group identity will mediate thedationship between unethical

peer behavior and observers’ unethical behavior suclutiedhical peer behavior will be

negatively related to perceived fit with group identity aedceived fit with group

identity will be positively related to observers’ unethisahavior.
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Figure 3: Social Identity Model
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As previously mentioned elsewhere, the norms of the gratigteithe appropriate
behavior expected of all group members (Terry & Hogg, 1996)indigiduals identify with the
group, the norms of the group become internalized reguift behavioral conformity (Abrams,
1994; Turner et al., 1994). The preceding hypothesis assungsdbp norms support ethical
behavior. However, it is possible that group norms do notostipthical behavior and may even
support unethical behavior, as implied in the academic desty literature (e.g., McCabe &
Trevifio, 1993; Michaels & Miethe, 1989). This may be trueneivithe overall organizational
culture supports ethical behavior. As suggested by the literatuorganizational sub-cultures
(e.g., Hofstede, 1998; Martin, 1992; Sackman, 1992), sub-cultamesxest independently of the
organization’s culture and may influence individual behawia manner that is markedly
different from that prescribed by the organization’sralleulture (e.g., Brown, 1995; Hofstede,
1998; Martin, 1992; Martin & Siehl, 1983). Empirical evidencedtasvn that sub-cultures may
have a greater impact than the organization’s cultuiadinidual outcomes (e.g., Lok &
Crawford, 2001) and behavior (Hofstede, 1998). This supportsizfiva that the relationship
between unethical peer behavior and perceived fit with groupitigevill depend upon the
direction of the group norms (i.e., either supporting unathiehavior or discouraging unethical
behavior).

H4a: The direction of the group norms will moderatertiationship between unethical

peer behavior and perceived fit with group identity suchribans supporting unethical

behavior will be associated with a positive relationship.

H4b: The direction of the group norms will moderate télationship between unethical

peer behavior and perceived fit with group identity suchribans supporting ethical

behavior will be associated with a negative relationship.
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Moderating Effects of Strength of Identification and Self Eeem

Strength of identificatian The extent to which an individual identifies witlgr@up is a
matter of degree (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Not all group mesbee equally affected by group
membership, and research has suggested that it is impordistinguish between those who are
classified as low, versus high, identifiers to a graug.( see Doosje et al., 1998). Ashforth and
Mael (1989) identified four instances where individualsraoee likely to identify with a group.
First, identification is increased in groups where tHae/a and practices are distinct from
comparable groups (Oakes & Turner, 1986; Tolman, 1943). Sectatddro the arguments
regarding self-esteem, individuals are more inclinedé¢atify with a prestigious group
(Chatman, Bell, & Staw, 1986; March & Simon, 1958), asviddials prefer to associate with
“winners” rather than “losers”. Third, identificatios likely to be increased when one is aware
of potential out-groups (Allen, Wilder, & Atkinson, 1983; TurnE®81), reinforcing the
awareness of one’s own in-group. Finally, group identibeais influenced by factors
commonly associated with group formation, including: intespeal interaction, similarity,
liking, proximity, shared goals or threat, and common hyst&temming from this conceptual
manuscript, researchers have proposed a variety alblesithat may accentuate the tendency
for an individual to identify with an organizational grouphese include: individualism-
collectivism dimension (Gundlach et al., 2006), biodatari@el & Coote, 2005; Mael &
Ashforth, 1995), perception and prestige of the group (e.garAkeet al., 2005; Bhattacharya et
al., 1995; Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Mael & Ashforth, 1992), iattion with other individuals in
a group (e.g., Ahearne et al., 2005; Bhattacharya et al., D2®&on et al., 1994), the

attractiveness of the group (e.g., Ahearne et al., 2008oDet al., 1994), tenure (e.g., Cornwell
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& Coote, 2005; Bhattacharya et al., 1995; Mael & Ashforth, 1882a, 2004), number of other
group memberships (e.g., Bhattacharya et al., 1995; Cdr&v@&ote, 2005; Mael & Ashforth,
1992), motivation for participation (e.g., Cornwell & Cod805), person-organization fit (e.g.,
Dutton et al., 1994), distinctiveness of the group (e.g.,0Dudt al., 1994; Mael & Ashforth,
1992), self-esteem (Dutton et al., 1994), intra- and intenizgBonal competition, satisfaction
with the organization, and sentimentality (Mael & Agtifip 1992).

Bhattacharya and colleagues (1995) grouped factors that indluleaclegree of group
identification into three broad categories: group charatics, affiliation characteristics, and
activity characteristics. Group characteristics en@ member’s perceptions of the group and
its offerings (Bhattacharaya et al., 1995). One facttieed to increase the likelihood that an
individual identifies with his or her group is group presti@roup prestige refers to an
individual's beliefs of what others think of the focal grouks suggested by SIT, individuals are
drawn to groups that are able to enhance their s&légsstas well as provide a positive social
identity. Thus, as an individual perceives that his ogheup is attractive to outside members,
the greater the tendency for that individual to ideniith the group. This relationship has been
shown to be significant and positive in a number of studid#ferent contexts including art
museum members (Bhattacharya et al., 1995), breast canmgerors (Cornwell & Coote, 2005),
and alumni (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).

A second group characteristic that increases the lé@tilthat individuals will identify
with their group is the perceived characteristics ofgitmip. SIT suggests that the perceived
favorability of the group’s central, distinctive, anddanng characteristics tends to increase the
likelihood that one will identify with a salient groug\n important aspect of this notion is that

the likelihood to identify should be greater if thesarelteristics are congruent with one’s self-
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image. The reason being, individuals strive to mairdaionsistency between their behavior and
self-perceptions (Festinger, 1957). Further, an individuab&imore attracted to a group
identity, according to Dutton and colleagues (1994), whemaithes their sense of who they are
(fit) because: (1) this information is easily comprehenaled processed; (2) it provides a viable
avenue for self-expression (Shamir, 1991); and, (3) it taias his or her integrity. Finally, SIT
proposes that individuals identify with groups that encasgdaracteristics that are personally
valued and are distinctive from other groups. In a studyn@xng a physician’s likelihood to
identify with a pharmaceutical company, Ahearne et al (2@05)d that the individuals who
were more likely to identify with the pharmaceuticairgany were those physicians who
reported more favorable perceptions of the company. Indigidul increase their tendency to
identify with a group that offers favorable characterss

As described by Bhattacharaya et al (1995), affiliatiomaxttaristics are those related to
an individual’'s membership. For example, an employegigth of tenure within a group has
been shown to be associated with group identificatidms is attributed to the fact that as
individuals spend more time in an organization, they ecémaated to the group identity, making
the characteristics of the group more accessible fremany (Bruner, 1957; see also
Bhattacharya et al., 1995). Current research has provitststant results with regard to
tenure’s association with group identification. Foranse, in a study examining alumni,
Ashforth and Mael (1992) found that tenure was positivelysagaificantly associated with
organizational identity. Likewise, Cornwell and Coote (2d05nd that the number of years
one participated in a race was significantly relatear¢@mnizational identification. Finally,
Bhattacharya and colleagues (1995) reported a positive gmélcsint relationship between

length of membership to an art museum and the level ofifdation.
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Other factors work against group identification. Faaraegle, according to SIT,
individuals have multiple group identities. In an organia! setting, individuals may hold an
identity related to their group as well as the organizatioraddition, as organizations become
more complex, they may require an individual to worthwnultiple groups. Although these
identities may be congruent, they are often describémbasly coupled (Ashforth & Mael,
1989). An important implication of these multiple idées is that the relative importance one
feels toward a single group may be diluted by the numbegroafps he or she belongs
(Bhattacharya et al., 1995). As cautioned by Turner (1982), meenbers of a group are
distracted from the group’s common purpose, as in theofaserking in multiple groups, their
identification with the focal group might be weakenedherEfore, one would predict that there
would be a negative relationship between the number of gtowasich individuals belong and
their level of identification. This has been supportethieyliterature in this area (e.g.,
Bhattacharya et al., 1995; Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Mael &fdth, 1992).

The strength with which one identifies with a group atgluences subsequent behavior.
Those who identify less with a group are motivated togatdheir own individual identity
(Doosje & Ellemers, 1997). Less identified individuals Wwéhave in accordance to their own
self-interests, regardless of whether the actionsitake in the best interest of the group. In
contrast, those who highly identify with a group ares ldsly to participate in behavior that
only serves their own interests, but instead are metivatt protect the identity of the group as a
whole (Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998; Doosje & Ellemers, 199tong identifiers are more
likely to act in accordance with the group’s norms iteorto preserve their self-esteem and
maintain a positive social identity. Further, evideswggests that individuals who contribute

positively to the identity of the group are favored by rhers of the group over individuals
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whose behavior harms the group’s image (e.g., Marques, Yzé&rhgyens, 1988; Schmitt &
Branscombe, 2001). Thus, in order to be viewed by group meimkeemositive light and to
retain a high level of self-esteem, strong identifames likely to conform to the behavior of
members of the group (e.g., Barreto and Ellemers, 200@ewise, Noel and colleagues (1995)
found that individuals strongly identifying with an “in-grougfigaged in anti-social behavior
towards members of an “out-group” in the form of derogatiblowever, the direct relationship
proposed in SIT between group identification and conformoityhe group’s norms and behaviors
is weakened for low identifying individuals (e.qg., Barr&t&llemers, 2000; Doosje et al., 1998;
Ethier & Deaux, 1994; see also Hogg et al., 2006; Sanders, Z0bddefore, when the group
prototype supports unethical behavior, a highly identified meishb®ore likely to follow suit
and behave unethically. However, low identifying indixals are more concerned with
themselves and are less likely to engage in the prototymedevior, particularly if the behavior
is unethical in nature.

H5: The higher the degree of group identification, thenster the relationship between

perceived fit with group identity and observer’s unethiedddvior.

Self-esteemSelf-esteem is a key dimension in SIT and has hetad to be the
motivation behind intergroup behavior (Tajfel & Turner, 197Bhsenberg (1965, 1979) offered
a widely accepted definition of self-esteem: “the eviamawhich the individual makes and
customarily maintains with regard to himself; it expresseattitude of approval or disapproval”
(Rosenberg, 1965: 5). Generally speaking, those individudisavihigh level of self-esteem feel
good about themselves, whereas individuals with low sevtself-esteem often feel bad about
themselves. It has also been stated that low sléesindividuals are “susceptible to influence

by external and, particularly, social cues” (Brockner, 1298 primarily due to the fact that
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these individuals are often unsure of the correctob8®ir thoughts and actions and turn to
others to guide them. Likewise, Bandura (1971, 1977) and othgrsRkanders, 1968) have
posited that low self-esteem individuals are less confidleout their actions, particularly in
ambiguous situations, and are more likely to imitate thawer of others. This has been
validated in a number of studies (e.g., Bandura, 1986; Weiss,.1Dt@)to the fact that ethical
situations are often characterized as uncertain andgaous (Dubinsky & Levy, 1985), | expect
that an individual's level of self esteem will moder#te relationship between the degree to
which the group prototype supports unethical behavior and tleevai's unethical behavior.

H6: The lower the observer’s degree of self-esteemnstiionger the relationship

between perceived fit with group identity and observenathical behavior.
SOCIAL COMPARISON THEORY

Theorists have long noted the importance of socialparison processes on individual
outcomes such as attitudes, emotions, and behaviorAdams, 1965; Bandura, 1977,
Festinger, 1954; Kelley, 1952; Pettigrew, 1967; Schachter, 1964ff8tdcSuchman, DeVinney,
Starr, & Williams, 1949; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Much ofgHiterature was spawned by the
“reference group” tradition that began in the 1950’s. fArence group is “any group that a
person uses as a standard for self-evaluation or atfdugkation” (Shaver, 1987: 241).
Research in this domain emphasizes the role thaerefergroups play in the development of
social norms and structures as well as individual attitUsidefs, values, and actions (e.g.,
Merton & Rossi, 1968). Reference groups can influenceithgis in two ways: through
normative pressures and social comparison (Kelley, 1952ymdve pressure refers to the
notion that groups establish expectations governing behawtbenforce adherence to these

expectations through rewards and sanctions. As seerpfilenous sections in this manuscript,
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social identity and social learning are two notable theaetontributions to the notion of
normative pressures. It is this type of influence tlaatfrmed the basis for much of the
previous contextual research in the ethical decision-madkangture (e.g., Trevifio, 1986).
However, reference groups provide more than behaviorateagmns. They also provide a
basis for social comparison. Research pertainingdialsmomparison can be traced to earlier
work in Western philosophy, social psychology, and dogp(Suls & Wheeler, 2000).
However, it wasn't until Festinger’s (1954) seminal themfrgocial comparison that researchers
began to take a major interest in how and why individuatspeoe themselves with others.

According to Festinger (1954), there are two general asgumsphat form the
foundation of social comparison theory (SCT): (1) pe@pke motivated to evaluate their
attitudes, opinions, and abilities, and (2) in the absenoéjettive standards, such as when the
information environment is vague, ambiguous, and unstructimsds\taluation will occur
through a comparison with other people. A major tehdtetheory is that when individuals
make comparisons, they tend to make the comparisohsimiilar others. Referred to as the
“similarity hypothesis”, this notion suggests that individu#nd to make comparisons with
similar, rather than dissimilar, individuals becausalamothers offer more adequate and
relevant comparative information. Arguably, if individuatsempt to make comparisons with
referent others who are very different from themsgtige only assessment that they are able to
make is that their opinions and abilities are unique. Amsarized by Wood (1989), there is
empirical support for this hypothesis (Darley & Aronsb866; Fox, Ben-Nahum, & Yinon,
1989; Major & Forcey, 1985; Suls & Miller, 1977; Zanna, Goeth&alslill, 1975).

Despite the supporting evidence, others have questioned this K@ instance, Mettee

and Smith (1977) argued that in many cases, individuals poefempare themselves with
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dissimilar others. Two explanations for this claimrevgiven: (1) the strength of the emotional
(potentially negative) consequences is reduced when a cempaimade with dissimilar
others, and (2) dissimilar others are often better sowfaesormation. With respect to the first
explanation, it has been proposed that unfavorablenmrafbon about the self is often more
painful in comparison with a similar other than witdissimilar other, as the individual may be
able to disregard the latter information as being irreie(@/heeler, 1991). This was supported
by Major, Sciacchitano, & Crocker (1993), who found thatipward comparison with an in-
group member produced lower self-evaluations than an upwearplacson with an out-group
member. The second explanation, that dissimilar ofrenade more useful information, may
be more applicable in certain situations, such as simeitarity of criteria can be assumed by
the individual (Mettee & Smith, 1977), when observatiaresaffected by situational biases
(Kruglanski & Mayseless, 1990), or when individuals areceomed about their own personal
biases (Goethals & Darley, 1977). Likewise, Zimbardolazdpe (1991) proposed that when
the opinion is more or less a matter of fact tharatten of evaluation or when an individual
fears invalidity, he or she is more likely to seek mparison with a dissimilar other than a
similar other.

A second tenet hypothesized in Festinger’s (1954) semipal pmcommonly referred
to as the “unidirectional drive upward”; individuals, paraely those in Western cultures, aspire
to improve their abilities. In connection with the ideso compare oneself with a similar other,
this drive upward enables the individual to strive to becsligétly better than comparison
others (Wood, 1989). Although this hypothesis has been validaf@evious research (e.g.,
Bandura, Reese, & Adams, 1982; Helgeson & Taylor, 1993; Lock&danda, 1997;

Mussweiler & Strack, 2000; Seta, 1982), current researchaiadichat this may be true, but
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only under certain circumstances. In particular, campas made with similar others, or those
that are slightly better than the self, only holdsarmzbnditions that align with the individual's
motives for such a comparison (Wood, 1989).

An important aspect of SCT pertains to the motives uyithgrsocial comparison.
Although Festinger focused mostly on self-evaluatione@seg the validity of one’s opinions
and appraising one’s abilities), modern SCT indicatesiaple compare themselves for other
reasons such as self-improvement (improving one’s ab)liiad self-enhancement (protecting
or enhancing one’s self-esteem) (Wood, 1989).

According to Festinger, individuals engage in the sedfieation process when they are
primarily concerned with assessing the accuracy or vadrtheir abilities, opinions, or
personality traits. Individuals make self-evaluatiomparisons with similar others in order to
accurately evaluate the criterion of interest. Pienomenon has been demonstrated in
previous studies, often using a rank-order methodologyhelsetstudies, subjects are given false
information indicating that their score on an assesg ranks in the middle of scores for other
individuals. The subjects are then given the opportunityeto the score of another person and
often request to see the scores of others who rankeskttoshemselves (e.g., Gruder, Korth,
Dichtel, & Glos, 1975; Wheeler, Koestner, & Driver, 1982).

The motive of self-improvement is activated whenmaividual is interested in learning
how to improve or is inspired to improve on a particakiribute. In such cases, the individual
typically engages in an upward comparison (comparistimseimeone who is slightly better in
the attribute of comparison), and is in line with Fegr’'s (1954) idea of the unidirectional drive
upward. Research examining this effect has found bothymoaitd negative consequences of

such comparisons. An upward comparison has been foundotmshbee under certain situations
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where an individual is able to observe a more profiqg@nson on a particular task (e.qg.,
Blanton, Buunk, Gibbons, & Kuyper, 1999; Taylor & Lobel, 198@)ere an individual is able
to see another person succeed, which in turn motivatesdivedual to improve (Huguet,
Galvaing, Monteil, & Dumas, 1999; Seta, 1982), where thetiakilare irrelevant (Tesser, 1988),
or when a person is able to observe others doing walhlieg the observer with a sense of their
own potential (e.g., Lockwood & Kunda, 1997; Wheeler, Mag&iiguls, 1997). Although the
above research provides support to the notion that upwargazesons can lead to self-
improvement, the literature on social comparisonusidated with research indicating that
upward comparisons can have negative consequences (e.g., GlggMajor et al., 1993;
Wills, 1981). In particular, upward comparison is ofteresnego deflating or “demoralizing,
because one is forced to face one’s own inferiorkyo0d, 1989: 239). In addition, it has also
been reported that upward comparisons can result in enfgSroeck & Lam, 2004),
especially when the outcome of one individual makeshendéel discontent with their own
outcome (Kumar, 2004), or result in jealousy (East & Wad®99). However, authors have
suggested that an upward comparison may evoke positivgativeeemotions depending on
whom they are comparing themselves with. For instahogy depend on if the individual is
seen as a competitor (Brickman & Bulman, 1977; Mette&ndith, 1977), a friend (Shah, 1998;
Tesser, 1988; Wheeler & Miyake, 1992), or whether the relaosition of self and standard is
flexible or static (Mussweiler, Ruter, & Epstude, 2004).

In contrast, self-enhancement comparisons appear to teecmosistent (see Collins,
1996 for a review). Self-enhancement is seen to occur wheriidual makes a biased
attempt to maintain a positive view of him- or herseifto increase his or her level of self-

esteem (Gibbons, 1986; Martin & Gentry, 1997). In ordethfisrto occur, an individual
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engages in a downward comparison — a comparison wittdandual who is lower on an
attribute of interest (Wills, 1981). This has been attad to the fact that downward
comparisons can make an individual feel better aboutdvirherself or about his or her
conditions (Wood & Taylor, 1991). Research has indetc#tat individuals who have
experienced job disruption (Pearlin, Lieberman, Menag&avullan, 1981), marital conflict
(Menaghan, 1982), general stressors (Pearlin & Schd®eB), and enrichment of tasks

(Montagno, 1985) rated their situations more favorably tihars.

Whether an individual engages in comparison processesdsons of self-evaluation,
self-improvement, or self-enhancement, the reswiften a mixed range of emotional reactions
(Kumar, 2004). Although positive emotions are seeminglgfigal for those individuals and
the organization (e.g., Lockwood, Dolderman, Sadler, & d(c2004), it is the negative
emotions that are disconcerting as it often timeddda detrimental consequences for an
organization. If people are unable to reduce negative fegding rebuild self-esteem through
conventional means, they may turn to deviant, hostike even violent behavior (e.g.,
Greenberg, 1990; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Martin & Murray, 1984).

Given the above notions, an apparent context in which &uld be applied is the
ethical decision-making process. Researchers have tdrarad ethical situations as being
commonly associated with high levels of complexity, utaety (Ward, Ward, & Deck, 1993)
and ambiguity (Dubinsky & Levin, 1985) — the type of situaitimat trigger social comparison
processes (e.g., Festinger, 1954). Yet, few studies and@wer theoretical treatments of
social comparison processes are found in the ethicaideanaking literature. This is

particularly surprising given the apparent applicabilityafial comparison in understanding
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unethical behavior. As such, SCT has much to offerdtiat has been criticized for a lack of
theoretical development (e.g., O’Fallon & Butterfied®05; Randall & Gibson, 1990).
Social Comparison Theory as a Link between Unethical PeerdBavior and Observers’
Unethical Behavior

Due to the complexity of SCT, we must begin our discusBiostating a few
assumptions and boundary conditions. First, althougjliiduals compare themselves to others
along many dimensions (ability, characteristics, opsji@motions, attitudes, etc.), we focus on
organizationally and academically relevant dimensioet ss performance,
rewards/compensation, and status/power. Second, wetaae@mpting to describe comparison
processes between groups, as might be explained by islecitly theory. The primary focus in
this section of the manuscript is on comparisons betweefocal individual and a referent other
(referred to hereafter as the “observer” and the *pe@ho may or may not be part of the
observer’s group. Third, | follow Shaver in distinguighiwo different aspects of social
evaluations: “location” and “valuation” (1987: 245-246). Locatiefers to one’s standing
relative to a peer. Valuation refers to the value thataced on the issue at stake. This
distinction is important because people do not valuissles equally. For instance, one person
might place a high value on receiving a promotion, whesieagher person might not. In this
discussion, it is assumed that the observer placegharhlue on the issue at stake, which is a
component of relative deprivation theory. Finally, ave not suggesting that unethical behavior
is the observer’'s most common or even primary reac¢t an unfavorable social comparison.
As seen in Figure 4, the primary mechanism linking peer watbehavior to an observer’s

unethical behavior is the feelings of relative deprivatid hus, this discussion focuses on the
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negative feelings that arise when the observer comparesr herself to a peer and falls short of
a desired level.

Figure 4 illustrates the proposed model of social compaes$fects on observer unethical
behavior. Feelings of relative deprivation (as descriyetthe theory itself and related theories)
are a central mechanism in establishing the link betweerupeéhical behavior and observer
unethical behavior. In order to establish the link, we aljgerelative deprivation theory (e.g.,
Stiles et al., 2000; Masters & Smith, 1987; Crosby, 1976; Da989), and related theories such
as equity theory (e.g., Adams, 1965) and organizationatgusteory (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986;
Greenberg, 1990; Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980; Lind & Ty888; Thibaut & Walker,

1975). Relative deprivation theory is similar to equitydry (Adams, 1965) in predicting
general behavioral outcomes of social comparison. edewy equity theory focuses on outcome
distributions between people who are similar, wherelasive deprivation theory requires no
such restriction (Martin & Murray, 1984). In addition, whgocial comparison reveals that an
individual is at a disadvantage compared to a referent,atlative deprivation theory offers a
more comprehensive explanation of resulting behavitws:Trelative deprivation theory is

considered more suitable for the present analysis.
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Figure 4: Social Comparison Model

Unethical
Peer

Behavior

Perceived
Relative

Deprivation

Motivating Factors:
- Self-Improvement

- Self-Enhancement

64

Negative

Feelings

v

Observer's
Unethical

Behavior




A formal interpretation of relative deprivation theavgis developed by Davis (1959) in

his review of The American Soldi¢Btouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star & Williams, 1949). A

basic postulate of relative deprivation theory is thafpfeeengage in social comparison when
faced with situations involving the distribution of outcameilthough “objective” information
regarding the distribution of outcomes may be availablgiestive perceptions of inequitable
outcome distributions are more relevant in elicitiaglings of relative deprivation. Social
comparison is a primary process by which people learatdbemselves, and it therefore has
important implications for people’s feelings and selkest. A favorable social comparison can
enhance one’s self-esteem and evoke positive feelingsunfavorable social comparison can
diminish one’s self-esteem and evoke negative feelngs as envy, discontent, dissatisfaction,
or perceived injustice (Shaver, 1987; Stack, 1984). In theeafasn unfavorable comparison,
people are motivated to reduce their negative feelingsedndld their self-esteem. To alleviate
these feelings, an individual may engage in socially weeble behavior (Crosby, 1976; Dube
& Guimond, 1986).

To elicit the negative feelings, theorists argue thaemreconditions must be met. First
the observer perceives that his or her peer’s havsigedeyood or opportunity. Second, the
observer must want the good or opportunity. Finallyotbeerver must feel entitled to the good
or opportunity (Davis, 1959). In a situation in which anyhefse preconditions are not satisfied,
relative deprivation does not occur.

Support for relative deprivation has been vast in manysare@search. For example,
relative deprivation theory has been applied to théests of discrimination (Dambrun, Taylor,
McDonalds, Crush, & Moet, 2006; Guimond & Dambrun, 2002; Schaniftaes, 2002),

(Chakravarty & Mukherjee, 1999), income and pay level (Swedc¥arlin & Inderrieden,
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1990), psychological disengagement (Tougas, Rinfert, Be&tds,la Dablonniere, 2005), and
gender inequity (Ngo, Foley, Wong & Loi, 2003). Relative degggion has also been applied to
deviant behavior. Stiles and colleagues (2000) found thativegetf-feelings mediate the
relationship between relative deprivation and deviant behaWlore specifically, relative
deprivation was positively associated with violent crip@perty crime, and drug use via
negative self-feelings.

In a related area of inquiry, equity theory proposasitidividuals are motivated to
maintain fair and equitable relationships with others,taral/oid those relationships that
promote inequality (Adams, 1965), as inequitable perceptionddaaatiesirable effects.
According to equity theory, an individual evaluates thi® raf his or her perceived outcomes
(e.q., pay, fringe benefits, prestige) to inputs (e.me tivorked, exerted effort). When an
individual perceives that his/her ratio of outcomes to mmitlissimilar to that of a comparative
other, inequity arises. Inequity results in negateadifgs, such as discomfort or distress
(Scheer, Kumar, & Steenkamp, 2003), and individuals arevatetl to reduce these negative
emotions. In order to alleviate the negative emotiomByiduals may engage in a number of
options, including: (1) change their perceptions of them or the comparison other’s ratio of
inputs to outcomes; (2) alter their inputs (e.g., not workmard) or outcomes (e.g., ask for a

raise), (3) attempt to reduce the comparative other’'ssmuubutcomes, or (4) quit.

In the organizational literature, a number of redeenchave examined the relationships
between pay and equality perceptions. For instancegaghaciation has been studied with
respect to job and pay satisfaction (e.g., Levine, 1993; OldKahk, Ambrose, Stepina, &
Brand, 1986), absenteeism (e.g., Summers & Hendrix, 19919verr(e.g., Levine, 1993; Telly,

French, & Scott, 1971), work performance (e.g., Summers gdkbg 1991), and sensitivity to
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external market pay levels (Ezzamel & Watson, 2002; @iR&ain, & Crystal, 1988). In each
of these studies, when the focal individual perceivegtbeess to be equitable, it resulted in
positive outcomes. For example, Levine (1993) found thakevemwho received higher wages

were less likely to quit and more satisfied with they.pa

There is also evidence to support the opposite effe@t-ndgative consequences arise
from inequitable perceptions (e.g., Greenberg, 1990; Chen, &I@&hi, 2002; Schaubroeck &
Lam, 2004; Scheer, et al., 2003). For instance, Shapiro ahid\s (1978) study of
compensation and pay satisfaction showed that people wbeiyel their compensation to be
inequitable reported feelings of dissatisfaction. Thsatisfaction led to dysfunctional
behaviors such as turnover, absenteeism, slowdowngaged performance and high accident
rates. Greenberg (1990) found that individuals who were givi&s% decrease in their annual
salary took it upon themselves and increased their oetsdmy pilfering money from the
organization. It was reported that individuals who teltlerpaid were twice as likely to steal
money from the organization as were individuals whodgititably paid. However, when an
individual was given an explanation for the pay cugnrhonest and caring manner by the
president of the organization, the results were legsdi.e., less money was stolen).

A final body of research that allows me to derivelati@nship between peer unethical
behavior and observer unethical behavior is found in then@af#onal justice literature.
Researchers have examined three primary forms of irguist organizations: distributive
(which includes retributive), procedural, and interactioriaiktributive justice is concerned with
people’s reactions to unfair outcome distributions (e.dams, 1965; Greenberg, 1990).
Retributive justice is closely related to distributiustjce in that it concerns the fairness of

observed punishment distributions. However, retributigéige concerns focus explicitly on
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retaliatory responses to unfair outcome distributions (gézing people their just desserts”;
Hogan & Emler, 1981). For instance, if an employee isluastgaling from the company, one
might expect the supervisor to take punitive action agthastemployee (e.g., Trevifio, 1992).
Procedural justice focuses on the fairness of the proesaised to achieve outcomes (e.g.,
Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). According to Levahtbbservers evaluate the
fairness of procedures relative to criteria such asistemgy, accuracy and representativeness of
information, correctability, and ethicality. Intenactal justice refers to the perceived quality of
the interpersonal treatment used by decision makers, ingluelspectful behavior and
truthfulness of communication (e.g., Bies & Moag, 198@)isBrea of research has shown that
individuals believe outcomes and procedures to be mostifign an individual's viewpoint is
taken into consideration (Tyler, 1988), decisions are mdith®wut bias (Lind & Lissak, 1985),
individuals are treated in a polite and civil manner (Biddoag, 1986), someone (either the
individual or a peer) is able to receive a positive outcthnabrose, Harland, & Kulik, 1991),
and supervisors show adequate sensitivity and concern totkarawlividuals (Skarlicki &
Folger, 1997). Favorable outcomes (e.g., positive jupgceeptions) are more likely when
more of these dimensions are addressed, and unfavoraleneste.g., retaliation) are more
likely when fewer of these issues are addressed.

Empirical evidence of the link between injustice percepstiand unethical behavior is
provided by research on workplace aggression and revengeAlgose, Seabright, &
Schminke, 2002; Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001), which has examinedgereeptions of
workplace unfairness lead to vengeful workplace behavigezipients of inequitable
allocations have been shown to attempt to “even the'seoth the referent other through

actions such as limiting the rewards received by the rgfetber (e.g., Bennett, 1998; Adams,
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1965). Ball, Trevifio & Sims’ (1994) field study showed thatgleovho received unfair
punishments were more likely to engage in behaviors su@tasting against or lying to their
boss and attempting to sabotage or interfere with thik aftheir coworkers. Skarlicki and
Folger (1997) found that distributive, procedural, and inteyaatijustice perceptions interacted
to predict retaliatory behaviors. Specifically, digttile injustice only predicted retaliatory
behaviors when procedural justice and interactionalkjeistere low. With respect to procedural
justice, fair procedures tended to moderate the relatiorslgp, that an individual’'s retaliatory
tendencies seemed to diminish what would have otherwese tmaximized under conditions of
low distributive and interactional justice. Similgriynder conditions where employers tended to
treat employees with respect and dignity, as well agighe a sense of sensitivity and concern
toward the employees, the employees were somewleaant of unfair pay distributions and
procedures. In a study of employee reactions to unfamegses, Kickul (2001) found that
individuals were more likely to behave in a deviant mannenwihey perceived that the
organization failed to fulfill promises and conducted itgalbroperly. Ambrose et al. (2002)
found a strong link between injustice perceptions and worg@abotage. They found that
when the source of injustice was interactional, indivislwaere more likely to engage in
retaliatory behavior, whereas when the source of iggistias distributive, the reaction was
more likely to involve the restoration of equity. &y, in a related context of academic
cheating behavior, McCabe and colleagues (1999) found tltndtcheating has been linked to
perceived unfairness such as an unfair grade distribwidrs{ributive justice issue), unfairness
of grading procedures (a procedural justice issue), and tiraiment by faculty (an

interactional justice issue).
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The above evidence found in the relative deprivation, ecariy,justice literatures
suggests that when an observer views a peer engagingtlimcahbehavior in order to gain an
outcome desired by the observer, perceived inequity andiagusccurs, resulting in feelings of
anger, resentment, grievance, moral outrage, envywosddf-worth (e.g., Runciman, 1966;
Stack, 1984; Stiles, et al., 2000). This negative evaluatios@ae as threat to the individual’s
self-esteem and may invoke negative self-feelings.rderdo alleviate these feelings, the
individual may engage in an unethical act.

H7a: Unethical peer behavior will be positively relategerceived relative deprivation.

H7b: Perceived relative deprivation will be positivelyatetl to negative self-feelings.

H7c: Negative self-feelings will be positively relatedtiservers’ unethical behavior.
Moderating Effect of Self-Improvement and Self-Enhancement

As previously stated and consistent with the Festing#8S4) unidirectional drive
upward hypothesis, individuals are continuously striving to aw@themselves. The empirical
evidence in support of this notion is evident in studies usirank-order approach. These
studies have repeatedly shown that when individuals haept@gon of comparing themselves on
a dimension with a peer, they engage in a compawgthna peer who is slightly better than
themselves (e.g., Gruder, 1971; Wheeler, Shaver, JoneshaBo€ooper, Robinson, Gruder, &
Butzine, 1969; Wheeler & Koestner, 1984). Making a compamstimanother individual who
is slightly better than oneself may result in posittonsequences for the individual. Individuals
are now able to make inferences about their own perforenar potential (Wood, 1989),
particularly if the comparison is made with a simdéner. If the individuals conclude that they
are able to perform at the higher level, they may bevated to achieve the desired level in

order to improve themselves. Inthe current contedtyitiuals may discredit the unethical
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behavior of a peer because it does not fit with theitiva of improving oneself. Therefore,
even if individuals experience negative feelings derivethfrelative deprivation, they may not
engage in an unethical act on the basis that thegldeeo recognize that it may not result in
self-improvement.

H8a: The more the observer seeks self-improvementye¢hker the relationship

between negative self-feelings and observer’s unethidal\bor.

Individuals make comparisons for other reasons than impyameself. Another motive
is self-enhancement (Wood, 1989). Simply speaking, ithdals want to believe that they are
better than their peers (Collins, 1996) because oftenti@egsle associate the idea of being
better with being good (Festinger, 1954). Therefore, indilgdelagage in comparisons for self-
enhancement purposes.

Comparisons related to self-enhancement are primarilgdaahprotecting or improving
one’s self-esteem (Gibbons, 1986; Martin & Gentry, 199 8lf-&steem, as it relates to the
social comparison literature, is often enhanced whendividual makes a downward
comparison — a comparison with a peer who is ratedtllitpwver on a dimension. As
mentioned elsewhere, there is empirical support forvias of engaging in a downward
comparison to enhance one’s own self beliefs (e.qg., Yteg 1982; Montagno, 1985; Pearlin &
Schooler, 1978; Pearlin, et al., 1981). However, recewarrigts have also argued that
individuals make upward comparisons for self-enhancement pusrpage, Collins, 1996).
Regardless of whether individuals make an upward or dowheaamparison for self-
enhancement purposes, the motive is the same — to bethett their peers. Incorporating this
notion into the current context, individuals who wiseheir peers engage in unethical behaviors

may choose not to behave similarly on the basisthest want to be better than their peers.
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Instead, the individuals may be motivated to act etlyitelcause they have earned their
accomplishments honestly, placing them slightly bettan their peers.

H8b: The more the observer seeks self-enhancemenughker the relationship

between negative self-feelings and observer’s unethidal\bor.
OTHER MODERATING FACTORS

One of the objectives of this study is to examine enstances in which the relationship
between unethical peer behavior and an observer’s undkicavior might be strengthened,
weakened, or reversed. As such, a number of additiordénaiong factors are examined, which
are predicted to affect the strength or direction of trexall relationship between unethical peer
behavior and the observer’s unethical behavior. Witherfigd of ethical decision-making,
theorists have suggested that the relationship betwemmusandependent variables and an
individual's unethical behavior can be moderated by a nunflmmextual and individual
variables (e.g., Jones, 1991; Trevifio, 1986). The moderatitaydaof interest include moral
differentiation, self-monitoring, and ethical culture.
Moral differentiation

One possible explanation for the positive relationshiproonly found in previous
research between unethical peer behavior and observetbkical behavior is that these studies
examined people in situations with significant uniformitggsures (e.g., strong norms, social
attraction, and social learning situations). Howevératvis often overlooked are the potential
effects on an individual's behavior when these pressuegsbe minimal or non-existent,
particularly under situations when an individual is faceth\@ivague, ambiguous, complex, or
uncertain ethical situation. When faced with uncersdumtions, individuals may look beyond

objective information and rely on their expectations¥Swhein, 2007). In a general sense, the
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more moral one’s expectations become, the less ltkelyndividual will engage in unethical
behaviors. Under such circumstances, we may expegativerelationship between unethical
peer behavior and individual unethical behavior — i.eunashical peer behavior increases, the
observer becomdssslikely to engage in unethical behavior.

A negative relationship would be consistent with Festisg@954) “unidirectional drive
upward”. Assuming that this principle applies to unethieddavior (i.e., one is striving to
become a more moral person), unethical peer behaviatiiely to evoke unethical behavior on
the part of the observer, and may even provoke the @ppeaction — a desire to behave more
ethically. This is consistent with my earlier discasgegarding the motives for self-
improvement and self-enhancement. The stronger ongitede improve or enhance him- or
herself, the more likely the individual will distanceriior herself from others’ unethical
activities. By allowing oneself to succumb to the unetlactvities portrayed by others, neither
motive is achieved, at least in a moral sense.

Beyond the basic tenets of social comparison thedhgr theoretical views bring forth
potential explanations that counter the “monkey se@kewdo” explanation often reported
from a social learning perspective. One possible exptanat the notion of ‘possible selves’
(Markus & Nurius, 1986), which serves as a mechanism that gadigglual behavior.
According to Markus and Nurius (1986), ‘possible selves’ nts our ideal self and is based
on three aspects; what we would like to become, whahight become, and what we are afraid
of becoming. Given that most individuals have respedidonan dignity and worth (Aguilera,
Rupp, Williams, & Ganapathi, 2007), one of our many possitesenay include a moral self.
That is, individuals want to become moral, believe thay can be moral, and are afraid of what

transpires when they are not moral. The strongentbral self resides in an individual, the
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more it becomes a part of his or her personal idenfig/personal identities are comprised of
various personalities and characteristics (Ashman & afmedy, 2007), not all individuals
prescribe to the same moral self, in a relative seRse instance, an individual with a high
moral self may have a greater need for a ‘meaningfuleas’. Aguilera and colleagues (2007)
describe a ‘meaningful existence’ as the ability to smé’s focus from economic self-interests
and group standing to what is morally correct. In susituation, “one is drawn to what one
feels is [right], independent of how actions affect paesonally” (Aguilera et al., 2007: 842).
Therefore, when individuals prescribe to their mord| sleéy are more likely to be motivated to
“differentiate” themselves from the unethical actiofsheir peers. When this differentiation is
based on a moral foundation, it is what | call “mornéedentiation”.

Tentatively, | describe moral differentiation as altidimensional construct that offers
insight into how and why individuals distance themselvesfothers in a moral sense. It is the
extent to which individuals characterize themselves &g Bbetter” — more principled/moral —
than others (c.f., Festinger, 1954). It involves theomotif being “above” certain unethical
behaviors, while not succumbing oneself to the unethidad\bers of others. It is a construct
describing one’s depreciation of others’ low ethical beleddues, standards, and behaviors.
Finally, it is a process of which, or a set of prac&jdbat focuses on raising oneself to a higher
moral level. In essence, moral differentiationlaxps why certain individuals will make ethical
decisions in difficult situations, in spite of circatances that may result in negative personal
consequences.

In this study, | have operationalized moral differemiatis being comprised of five
components that theoretically explain the notion dedentiating oneself from another. As

Sonenshein states, “individuals see what they wargd(2007: 1029), implying that certain
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characteristics may deter individuals away from thealien of others. The included
components are: low sociability (a “big five” personatlignension that includes introversion;
e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1999); low need for affiliation @hindicates that the observer has little
need to establish, maintain or restore close persdaéibreships with others; e.g., McClelland,
1971); proximity (the psychological, social, cultural, amglbysical distance between people
(Jones, 1991: 376)); negative relationships (i.e., one stoves dissimilar from a peer that he or
she dislikes (French & Raven, 1959)); and, moral idert@g¢lf conception organized around a
set of moral traits” (Aquino & Reed, 2002)). Each is dssed in detail below.

Introversion. Introversion, as the opposite of extraversiomnis of the “Big Five”
personality traits of what is known as the five-factmdel (FFM) of normal adult personality
(Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993). Individuals characterizectmg) lextraverted have the
tendency to be outgoing, active, assertive, high sgiriind tend to seek excitement. These
individuals have been shown to have a high regard farsstaecognition, and power (Costa &
McCrae, 1988). As a result, they tend to prefer to berarothers and will spend more time
socializing with their peers than will introverts (itteoretical opposite of extraverts) (Costa &
McCrae, 1992). In contrast, introverted individuals prédebe alone, thus avoiding contact with
their peers. Research has shown that extravertg l@gber levels of work related performance
(e.qg., Barrick & Mount, 1991, Liao, & Chuang, 2004), relationshipding (Wanberg, &
Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000), and tend to seek support from othersggdstressful situations
(Watson & Hubbard, 1996). Further, Phillips and Bedeian (1994) #snguextraverted
individuals are more likely to seek interaction with oth{@eaaticularly others in a leadership
position) to not only gain the satisfaction derived fribwn interaction, but to also increase the

possibility of being assigned rewarding tasks. As the@beidence suggests, extraverted
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individuals seek social interaction as a form of perkstraulation. As a result, they may seek
to establish closer relationships with their peers, ngaltiem susceptible to their peers’
behavior. In fact, in three of four studies, Cizek (1999nt that extraversion was positively
related to cheating. In contrast, due to their tendemaydid contact with others, introverted
individuals are less likely to notice the unethical behawfdheir peers. Therefore, individuals
reporting high levels of introversion are less likelyetmage in unethical behavior.

H9a: The higher the degree of introversion on theqdatte observer, the weaker the

relationship between unethical peer behavior and obsevegthical behavior.

Need for affiliation One of three human motivation needs developed by Ma@teand
colleagues (McClelland, 1961, 1970, 1975; McClelland, AtkinsoakC& Lowell, 1976), need
for affiliation is defined as the need to maintain andise&riendly relationships among one’s
peers. As a personality characteristic, need foliaftin describes an individuals tendency to
seek social contact and belongingness to a group (V&ngéroff, 1980). Individuals with a
high need for affiliation have the desire to be liked theos and are more interested in engaging
in activities involving high interpersonal interactionsadbn & Barone, 1976). Further, they
receive social gratification through harmonious retatiops (Murray, 1938), which explains
their need for strong in-group relationships. Often attaraed as interdependent orientation
(e.g., Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, & Garud, 2001; Yamaguchi, 2003), indigiekith a high need
for affiliation tend to identify themselves in relatiimmsocial networks. Martin (1984) proposes
that in order to protect their self-concept, individuaidhwa high need for affiliation tend to
behave in socially appropriate ways in order to producarédole evaluations by others. In
contrast, individuals with a low need for affiliatioor (ndependent orientated individuals)

emphasize individual ability and skills above collabweaefforts (Yamaguchi, 2003). These
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individuals tend to perform in ways that promote higkrinal evaluations of self-worth.
Therefore, they are more likely to resist conforminghe expected behavior of others, as long
as it is consistent with their self-concept. In aggdion, in order to seek social approval and to
retain a positive relationship among their peers, individwéls a high need for affiliation will
be more likely to engage in similar behaviors performethby peers. In contrast, individuals
with a low need for affiliation will engage in behargdhat will satisfy their own motives, even
when the behavior is inconsistent with their peers’ etgi®ns.

H9b: The lower the degree of the observer’s needffitinion, the weaker the

relationship between unethical peer behavior and obsevegthical behavior.

Proximity. According to Jones (1991), the more proximate one p&goranother, the
more likely one is to perceive moral issues with regarthat other person, to make ethical
judgments with regard to that person, and to behave dyhicalard that person. Conversely, if
one does not feel proximate to another person (e.garagstr), one is less likely to perceive
moral issues with regard to that person, to make ethidghpjents with regard that person, and to
behave ethically toward that person. Recent reseands to support the notion that proximity
is influential in the ethical decision-making process éeceptions see McMahon & Harvey,
2007; Singhapakdi, Vitell, & Kraft, 1996). For instance,|€ar et al. (Carlson, Kacmar, &
Wadsworth, 2002) found that the closer an individual waké situation (having sympathy for
the victim), the more likely he or she was able to idigtihe behavior as unethical. Likewise,
Chia and Mee (2000) found that respondents in a high proxiontgiton (the organization
manipulated is located in the same country as the ppamtits) were more likely to recognize the
moral issue. Finally, Watley and May (2004) found that pati@es of proximity fully mediated

the relationship between personal information and etbiladvioral intent. Although the
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evidence above supports a positive association betwegimyitty and ethical behavior, the
primary focus was either on psychological or physicaéeasof proximity. In this study, | am
examining the social proximity between the observer andtiher peer. As individuals interact
regularly with one another, they are more apt to Isavdar perceptions and engage in similar
behaviors than with people they do not interact wittickson, 1988). Therefore, as observers
distance themselves socially from a peer who is behawathically, they are less likely to act
similarly.

H9c: The lower the degree of the observer’s proxinaitigis or her peers, the weaker the

relationship between unethical peer behavior and obsevaethical behavior.

Negative relationshipsThe impact of negative relationships in an organinag&tting is
a relatively new phenomenon and has primarily beem#ed from a social network
perspective (e.g., Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998). NegatiaBonships are said to provide a
greater impact on an individual's attitude, cognition, aelalvior than positive relationships
(Taylor, 1991). For instance, research suggests that negekationships have a more profound
effect than positive relationships on life satisfactimwod, and stress (e.g., Finch, Okun,
Barrera, Zautra, & Reich, 1989; Rook, 1984; Ruehlman & Wold888; Schuster, Kessler, &
Aseltine, 1990). Positive relationships, however, haen lbieund to produce higher
performance ratings (Mehra, Kildruff, & Brass, 2003) arfdrcdin individual social support
when treated unfairly (Umphress, Labianca, Brass, kKaScholten, 2003). In addition, under
ambiguous situations (i.e., situations involving an ethicalpmment), individuals with positive
social relationships will be more likely to rely orethpeers for advice (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978). Negative relationships, however, have been found &sdociated with higher levels of

perceived intergroup conflict (Nelson, 1989) and have been gedgedead to negative

78



attitudes and lower level of trust among individuals (Labt#et al., 1998). Further, negative
relationships have been shown to lead to higher levalsgriessed mood (e.g., Schuster,
Kessler, & Aseltine, 1990) and distress (e.g., Ruehlman &Nilg 1988). Given the negative
consequences of these outcomes on an individual's wallibie individual is likely to distance
themselves from such relationships.

H9d: The higher the degree of the observer’s negati@gmeships with his or her peers,

the weaker the relationship between unethical peer betawibobserver’s unethical

behavior.

Moral identity. Moral identity has been described as a self-regelatiechanism that
guides moral behavior (e.g., Hart, Atkins, & Ford, 1998). eRg, based on the work of
Erikson (1964), Aquino and Reed (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Reed &mdqu@003) developed a
trait based conceptualization of moral identity. Buystg consistent with Erikson’s (1964) view
of one’s identity as being the heart of the individuaé€#-concept, Aquino and Reed (2002)
developed an instrument that reflects two primary aspaoternalization and symbolization.
Internalization reflects the degree to which one’s-seifcept is consistent with a set of moral
traits. Symbolization, on the other hand, reflebtsdegree to which an individual expresses
these moral traits through action. When an individusdlf definition includes a sense of
morality, the individual is more likely to express thésoughts and feelings. Further, the
individual's behavior is consistent with their moralfsmincept. Empirical research has
supported this notion (e.g., Aquino & Reed, 2002; Reed, Aqdinavy, 2007). For instance,
Wowra (2007) found that students who placed a greater empimefieir moral identity were
less likely to cheat on their school work. Howeveald@ell and Moberg (2007) did not find a

significant relationship between moral identity and rhonagination. In the current context,
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when individuals with a high level of moral identity matss a peer engage in unethical behavior,
they are less likely to engage in the behavior givenitldates not fit with their self-concept.

H9e: The higher the degree of the observer’'s moratitgethe weaker the relationship

between unethical peer behavior and observer’s unethicavioeh
Self-Monitoring

Self-monitoring measures the extent an individual olesemegulates, and controls their
public appearance in interpersonal relationships (Snyder, 191@)basic premise of self-
monitoring theory is that an individual's behavior isuefhced differently by situational factors,
such that individuals vary in their ability to adaptithehavior to the requirements of the
situation. High self monitors are more prone toitifleiences of social cues as they treat
“interactions with others as dramatic performancegydesi to gain attention, make impressions,
and at times entertain” (Snyder, 1987: 179). Further, higdmsmiitors who are uncertain of
their actions, look to the behavior of others in simsltuations that appear to be behaving
appropriately (Snyder, 1974). In fact, they have beerritbesicas chameleons, enabling
themselves to blend into their social environment (Browhré&viiio, 2006). Low self monitors,
in contrast, are less influenced by surrounding otheagheRthan searching the social
environment for cues in how they should behave, lownsetfiitoring individuals search within
themselves for behavioral guidance. Thus, the behaviomogelf-monitors tend to reflect the
individuals own inner attitudes, emotions, and dispositidsislike high self-monitors, low self-
monitors are less likely to compromise their morals la@have unethically (Bedian & Day,
2004). Inthe ethics literature, researchers have prdpgbaehigh self-monitors are positively
associated with over-trust (Goel, Bell, & Pierce, 20@8)ical leadership (Brown & Trevifio,

2006), and willingness to lie (Ross & Robertson, 2000). heurvidence provides support for
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the moderating effects of self-monitoring on individuahavior (e.g., Premeaux & Bedeian,
2003; Spangenberg & Sprott, 2006). For example, Ross and Rabg&@®0) found that high
self-monitors in a strong ethical climate were lelsslyi to act unethically. Further, high self-
monitors with greater sales-based incentives were fikalg to behave unethically. However,
Elm and Nichols (1993) found no significant relationship leefmvself-monitoring and ethical
climate on a managers level of moral reasoning. Thieage suggests that high self-monitors
are more likely than low self-monitors to searchdeternal cues to determine the appropriate
behavior. Therefore, high self-monitors will turn teitlpeers for guidance in how they should
behave.

H10: The lower the degree of the observer’s self-mangothe weaker the relationship

between unethical peer behavior and observer’s unethicavioeh
Ethical Culture

Research has suggested that an organization’s ethicakculfiwences the likelihood of
individual unethical behavior (e.g., Treviiio, 1986, 1990). Eklickure is a multidimensional
construct composed of a variety of formal and inforngatesms (Trevifio, 1990). The formal
system encompasses organizational policies, leadershiorigystructures, reward systems,
and training programs, while the informal system include®facsuch as peer behavior and
ethical norms (Trevifio, Butterfield, & McCabe, 1998)islthrough these systems where the
ethical norms of the organization are developed and sharedgaall the individuals in an
organization (Key, 1999).

Embedded in the ethical culture is the effectivenesseobtbanizations’ code of ethics.
The number of organizations and universities adopting a dogtlios (or a code of conduct in

an academic context) has increased over the past fdele (Somers, 2001). This may be
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partly explained by the issuance of the 1991 Federal SemgeBeiidelines which reduced the
fine for those organizations who are able to prove tiet have communicated ethics codes to
their employees, yet were found guilty of employedigegce (Rafalko, 1994). Although there
iS @ monetary incentive for organizations to adopt edoces, they have also been found to
successfully influence individual behavior (e.g., Adamshéhsn, & Shore, 2001; Pierce &
Henry, 1996). This is particularly true when the codgeeigeived as being more than mere
“window dressing.” As shown by McCabe, Trevifio, & Buttddi€l993), codes are particularly
effective in influencing behavior when they are strongiglemented and embedded in the
organizational culture.

An existence of a code of ethics demonstrates to the aegmms stakeholders that the
managers have placed some value on ethical behaviatheFut demonstrates that moral
considerations are perceived to be an important compont@ organization. As a result,
codes of ethics may reshape the organizations culturesbgpimg its norms and values
(Somers, 2001). Thus, it is not surprising to find that etliebbvior is most prevalent in
organizations that have successfully implemented a doelhios (e.g., Ferrell & Skinner, 1988;
Schwartz, 2001). In contrast, an absence of a codtio$ enay suggest that management
places little value on ethical behavior, or that mansge has not even considered this
component as an important determinant of individual behg®dams, Taschian, & Shore,
2001). As aresult, the moral component of decision mgakas not been instilled in the
organizations values and norms, leading to an increaseeihical actions among the
organizations members (e.g., Greenberg, 2002; Treviiio & WezQ@t).

As implied above, ethical culture focuses more on theahaspects of the organizational

culture. Thus, ethical culture represents the sharedsnamoh beliefs regarding the ethics of the
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organization. In essence, it establishes what typelwd\dor is considered acceptable or
unacceptable in the organization. Therefore, if thenddiand informal aspects of ethical culture
promote ethical conduct and discourage unethical conductidodig within an organization
will be less likely to behave unethically. The liten& in this area has supported this claim.
Ethical culture was significantly and positively relatedhe ethical behavioral intentions of
marketing managers (Shis, Chen, Shan, 2006), it directlyndiv@ctly influenced an
individual's ethical judgments (Douglas, Davidson, & Schw&@01; Key, 2002), and Trevifio
and colleagues (1998) found that in organizations where aoé@dleics existed, ethical culture
was negatively associated with observed unethical behavio

H11: The stronger the ethical culture, the weaker tlatimaship between unethical peer

behavior and the observer’s unethical behavior.
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CHAPTER THREE
PILOT STUDY
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Data collection occurred at three different pointsme across a period of three months
beginning in June and ending in September of 2007. Thedrstf data was collected using a
sample of undergraduate students from two medium-sized utie®fer the purpose of
conducting a pilot study. As described in more detail betbapilot study was performed to
analyze the internal reliability and validity of newdgveloped measures before the measures
were administered to a larger sample population. Thendeset of data was collected
approximately 2 months after the pilot study. Similathi pilot study, the sample consisted of
undergraduate students from the same two medium-sized utgerd his data was used to test
the reported hypotheses in the context of academic adishpand is reported in Study 1. The
third and final set of data collection involved businessgssionals in the hospitality industry.
Utilizing this sample, Study 2 tests the hypotheses irrganizational context focusing on
workplace unethical behavior.

The purpose of the pilot study was to (1) conduct a factalysis on newly developed
mediating variables (vicarious learning, evaluative fit, maldtive deprivation) and (2) perform a
reliability analysis on the included measures. Theltetend to suggest that each of the
variables represent distinct constructs and all measejpested acceptable reliability
coefficients (See Tables 1 & 2 below). In addition,ghet study was performed to mitigate any
unforeseen problems before the survey was distributed tgea Bample.

Sample
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The participants of the pilot study were undergraduate dsiffem two medium-sized
universities located in the Northwest and South regidtise United States. The ability to
sample students from these two locations offered valuasight into the effects of a code of
conduct (ethics) on individual behavior as one universityaharitten, formal honor code while
the second university did not. In all, six classes@hrom each university) were asked to
participate. Of the six classes, four were upper-divifidarketing and Management courses)
and the other two were lower-division courses (genersihbgs). Approximately 256
undergraduate students represented potential participantbegef 125 individuals completed
the survey. Six of these participants were excludedaisstwes with missing data, submitting
the survey multiple times, or by responding to each questitnthe same response (e.g.,
selecting the strongly disagree option throughout titieeesurvey, even with respect to those
items that were designed to be reverse coded). Theréft@earticipants formed the sample,
representing a 46.5% response rate. However, this figunest likely to be under-stated of the
true response rate. It was possible and very likelystina@ents were enrolled in more than one
of the participating classes. However, due to thetfedtthe survey was anonymous, it is not
possible to determine how many students are counted maorenba in the potential participant
pool. The average age of the participants was 22.4 (SD ¥\8ith0an average of 12.3 (SD =
23.13) hours of ethics training at the participants respectixersity. Approximately 42% of
the respondents attended the university with a formal ebdenduct, 50% were female, and
47.1% of the respondents reported an academic classngtaricdi senior (4.2% were
sophomores, 32.8% were juniors, 10.1% wélgédar seniors, and 3.4% reported “other” as their
class standing).

Survey Procedure

85



Three professors from each of the two universitiesewentacted in June, 2007 asking
for their willingness to participate in this study. Tgrefessors were selected on the basis that
their classes were offered to multiple majors, natgusingle major. After the professors agreed
to participate, they were sent a letter addressed to teat@d participants with information
regarding the study and the hyperlink to the survey. The iafiwmwas forwarded to the
participants via one or more of three methods —verbahwanication on behalf of the professor,
distributing the information on paper to the studentgosting the hyperlink and information on
the professor’s class website. The survey was developbd iveb survey software,
WebSurveyor. The survey was extensive containing meastiself-esteem, self-monitoring,
need for affiliation, introversion, self-improvemestcial desirability, peer behavior, observer’'s
behavior, emotions, vicarious learning, evaluative flgthee deprivation, injustice reactions,
strength of identification with the student’s major &mel university, group norms at the major
and university level, self-enhancement, proximity, negatdlationships, moral identity, ethical
culture, perceived likelihood of being caught and punished;teffmess of the rules and
procedures regarding academic dishonesty, and relevant dgrh@mgt In a small pretest, it was
determined that most individuals will complete the sulimegpproximately 30 minutes. All
responses were received anonymously. In order to miniondexr effects, the option to
randomize the order of the items within many scalesutibzed. This is a feature of
WebSurveyor.

Initially, all potential participants were informed tladter completing the survey they
would have the opportunity of entering their name (inragetely different website than the
guestionnaire to ensure anonymity) into a random drawing ®0085 gift certificates ranging

in value of $25 to $100. This drawing took place after all tHe¢a collection processes were
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complete; sometime in October, 2007. However, in cia@rcrease the response rate, midway
through the data collection process the professors cegtacted to encourage the students to
complete the survey. In addition, the participanthefpilot study were informed that at least
one gift certificate would be awarded to each participatiags. As a result, six participants
were awarded a gift card in August, 2007. However, only fivbetix participants claimed
their gift card. Beyond the gift card, no other inoentvas offered to the potential participants,
with the exception of one class. Five of the sassks informed the participants that completion
of the survey is completely voluntary. The six sldsowever, offered the participants class
credit for participation.
MEASURES
Independent Variable

Unethical peer behaviorThe independent variable, unethical peer behavior, was
assessed with the academic dishonesty scale developeddabkland Trevifio (1993). The
scale includes a list of 17 questionable academic behdeigys fabricating or falsifying a
bibliography, helping someone else cheat on an exam, megeiapermitted help on an
assignment, etc. See Appendix F for the full scald)asked the respondents to indicate “over
the past year, how often have you observed other stuelegége in the following types of
behavior in your university?” A time frame of the mostent year was used to promote recall
and is consistent with previous research (Robinson &e@ri-Kelly, 1998; Trevifio et al, 1998;
Weaver & Trevifio, 1999). The items were assessed usiniged-Lype scale anchored by 1 =
never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = frequently,\ery frequently (alpha = .94).

Dependent Variable
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Observer unethical behaviorObserver unethical behavior was computed with the same
17-item academic dishonesty scale developed by McCaberawiiid (1993) used to measure
the dependent variable (See Appendix G). This is sitaléne format utilized in previous
academic integrity research (e.g., McCabe et al., 20D29. directions leading to the series of
behaviors asked the participants “Over the past yeardfien have you engaged in the
following types of behavior in your university?” The itemsre assessed using a Likert-type
scale anchored by 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasioda# frequently, 5 = very frequently
(alpha = .95).

Mediating Variables

Prior to responding to the items used to asses ddhb mediating variables, the
participants were asked to review the list of behaviord teseneasure the independent and
dependent variables. For their convenience, theflistlmaviors was given to the participants at
the top of the page preceding the questions.

Vicarious learning According to the hypotheses derived from sociahiegrtheory,
vicarious learning will mediate the relationship betweesthioal peer behavior and observer
unethical behavior. Despite the number of studies exagsocial learning theory, to my
knowledge, no measure exists for this variable. As atresnew measure was constructed
using terms that describe the vicarious learning processasuearning and modeling.
Examples of the five items include: “l learned thiesbaviors from my peers” and “my peers
served as role models for my behavior” (See AppendixTHie participants were asked to rate
the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with ther&ats on a 5-point Likert-type scale

(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) (alph®&3y.
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Perceived fit with group identityln reference to social identity theory, the extent
which unethical peer behavior matches one’s identitiyrefates to the participants major
mediates the relationship between unethical peer behavarkaerver unethical behavior. The
“major” (in contrast to the “university”) was selectasl the appropriate group context based on a
guestion asking the respondents to report the degree to avhiecimber of academic programs
(the university, the college within the university, theanajhe department, or a class) are
important to their identity. The results from theopstudy indicated that the university and the
major were the two predominant programs selected ag b&dst important to the respondents’
identity (32.8% respectively). As a result, the majaswelected as the appropriate context
given its similarity to the context of a “workgroups described in an organization. The
university is more analogous to the context of an “orgéiniza

The four questions developed for this measure were desigraasdss the evaluative fit
between the unethical peer behavior and the major’s gpitat behavior. To make the major
salient, the participants were once again asked tahatgegree to which the 17 behaviors are
typical of their major on a 5-point Likert-type scéle= not at all, 3 = somewhat, 5 = very much)
(alpha = .91). Example items include “to what degree dsetibehaviors fit with your major’s
identity” and “to what degree are these behaviors cersilnormal within your major. (See
Appendix ).

Relative deprivation It is proposed that perceived relative deprivation agative
feelings mediate the relationship between unethical lpefaivior and observer unethical
behavior from a social comparison theory perspectimeorder for a situation to elicit negative
feelings derived from relative deprivation, the observestrwant and feel entitled to the desired

good or opportunity that he or she believes is being reddiy the peer (Davis, 1959). As a
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result, | have developed six items to measure perceivaiiveetieprivation. Examples of the
items include: “to what degree did your peers benefit fogaging in these behaviors”, “to
what degree do you believe that these benefits shouylduys, not your peers”, and “to what
degree do you think that your peers received benefits thatemtitled to you from engaging in
these behaviors” (See Appendix J). These were assessell point scale ranging from 1 = not
at all, to 3 = somewhat, to 5 = very much (alpha = .85).

Negative feelingsThe second social comparison mediator, negatitdesdings, was
measured by asking the respondents to rate the degree toawaciety of negative emotions
occurred after observing their peer engage in a behavidifiddrrom a drop down menu. The
use of a drop down menu in this situation required theoregents to select a single behavior
they clearly recall observing a peer engage in. Thisodettas used to ensure that the reported
responses to each of the negative emotions werelgitiect to a specific behavior, rather than
reporting a general overall emotion response for all\der& In essence, this procedure should
provide a more accurate and clearer measure of negativeyéeeThe list of 12 negative (e.g.,
angry, disgust, and outrage) emotions were based omottheodva variety of theorists (e.g.,
Barclay, Skarlicki, & Pugh, 2005; De Cremer & Van Hiel, 20@i, were mostly developed
from the work of Shaver and colleagues (1987) and adaptedtfiewmork of Weiss, Suckow,
and Cropanzano (1999) (See Appendix K). Shaver and colledgue®ped a list of over 200
emotion words and grouped them into emotion categoribeselitems were evaluated on a 5-
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = not at all, to 8omewhat, to 5 = very much (alpha =
.93).

In addition to the negative emotions listed above, te®-positive emotion scale (e.g.,

happy, satisfied, and joy) was included. Although reladarivation posits a direct link
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between negative emotions and unethical behavior, reesgdrch suggests that positive
emotions may also influence the ethical decision magrogess (e.g., Gaudine & Thorne, 2001,
George & Jones). The 6-item scale was developed piyrtianiough the work of Shaver et al.
(1987) (See Appendix K). Similar to the negative emoti@testhese items were assessed on a
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = not at al3t= somewhat, to 5 = very much (alpha =
.88).
Moderating Variables

Perceived rewards and punishmenBerceived rewards and punishments was measured
by giving the participants a list of items indicating tiegyree to which they are rewarded or
punished for acting unethically. The items were adapted fnerathical culture questionnaire
(Trevifio et al., 1998) based on the theoretical work e¥ifio (1990). An example of the 2-item
measure assessing perceived rewards are “cheating islegwarthis university” (reverse-
coded). A 4-item measure assessed perceived punishmentaanesitems include
“academic dishonesty (e.g., cheating) is punished iruthigersity” and “professors in this
university disciplines cheating when it occurs”. Thésms were computed on a 5-point Likert-
like scale ranging from 1 = completely false, 2 = sonavidlse, 3 = neither true nor false, 4 =
somewhat true, and 5 = completely true (See Appendialphé for perceived rewards = .86
and alpha for perceived punishments = .83).

Strength of identification with groupT he strength of identification with the group (i.e.,
major in this context) was measured by adapting the 8 ttievesloped by Hogg, Hains, and
colleagues (1996, 1997, 1998). This measure asked the participswlisdate their level of

agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strodgdggree, 5 = strongly agree). Example
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items are “you are glad to be a member of the major*ymar major is important to you” (See
Appendix M) (alpha = .91).

Self-esteemSelf-esteem was assessed with the 10-item scalogdesidoy Rosenberg
(1965). The Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale is a generadlgtadcglobal measure of self-esteem
and has been reported to be a reliable measure in a nofgtadies (e.g., Weiss, 1978). The
respondents were asked to indicate the degree to whiclaghey or disagree with the items on a
5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly agree, 5 = strpidggagree). Example items are | feel
that | am a person of worth, at least on an equas ath others” and “I certainly feel useless at
times” (reverse-coded) (See Appendix N) (alpha = .89).

Direction of group norms.The group’s (again, the major in this study) norms Heeen
hypothesized to moderate the relationship between uneth&mabpbkavior and perceived fit with
the group’s identity. Six items adapted from the ethigdlice questionnaire (Trevifio et al.,
1998) was used to assess the direction of the group néyi2stem measure was used to assess
major’s norms supporting ethical behavior. Example itetudes “academic honesty (e.g.,
non-cheating behaviors is the norm in the major”’ @kph52). A 4-item measure was used to
compute major’s norms supporting unethical behavior. Eaitgrh includes “in my major,
academic dishonesty (e.g., cheating) is common pladefia = .83). All respondents were
asked to indicate their level of agreement on a 5-poketrt-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5
= strongly agree) (See Appendix O).

Moral differentiation. A number of scales were included in the questionnairesisas
the construct of moral differentiatiomMeed for affiliation Need for affiliation was adapted
from the work of Heckert and colleagues (2000) and fronMaeifest Needs Questionnaire

(Steers & Brunstein, 1976). Respondents were asked theatéetvel of agreement to 8 items
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on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree,sfrongly agree). Example items are
“when | have a choice, | try to work in a group instedtly myself” and “I pay a good deal of
attention to the feelings of others at school” (See AgdpeP) (alpha = .63)Introversion 12
items from the NEO — Five Factor Inventory (Costa &ae, 1985) were included to assess
the introversion measure. Previous research has fbahthis is a valid and reliable measure
for this personality factor (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1988auticipants rated their level of
agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strodgigigree, 5 = strongly agree). Example
items are “l like to have a lot of people around mevVérse coded) and “I usually prefer to do
things alone” (See Appendix Q) (alpha = .8Pyoximity. According to Jones (1991), proximity
influences individual decision-making such that most irtligis will avoid decisions that will
negatively affect others who are socially, culturgigychologically, or physically close to
themselves. As aresult, a 4-item scale adapted frerartipirical contributions of Watley &
May (2004) were included in this study to assess this meaRarticipants were asked to
indicate the degree to which they agreed or disagreed \eitstabements on a 5-point Likert-
type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agrEgample items are “you interact with your
peers quite a bit during the day” and “you consider your @eefisends” (See Appendix R)
(alpha = .83).Negative relationshipsA 5-item measure to assess negative relationships wa
adapted from the work of a number of researchers (Labidrass, & Gray, 1998; Oh, Chung,
& Labianca, 2004; Umphress, Labianca, Brass, Kass, & &rhd003). On a scale from 1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree, participamievasked to indicate their level of
agreement with the statements. Example items ane dyslike your peers” and “your
relationship with your peers is negative” (See Appendifafpha = .89).Moral identity. Moral

identity, as used in this study, is a trait-based meadvogal identity was measured using the
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scale developed by Reed and Aquino (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Reedjainmtb, 2003). In a
number of studies, Aquino and Reed (2002) demonstrated éhfatltecale consists of two
distinct factors, which is consistent with Erickso(1964) interpretation of individual identity.
The first factor, labeled internalization, reflethie degree to which a set of moral traits is in
congruence with one’s own self-concept. The secoridrfagymbolization, indicates the degree
to which the individual publicly expresses these moraikttarough action. In these studies,
Reed and Aquino reported cronbach’s alpha’s ranging f83mo .90 and .66 to .83 for the
internalization and symbolization factors, respectivélith respect to this study, the full moral
identity scale (rather than splitting the scale imto subscales) was used to assess this measure.
The full scale (10 items) was used due to the fact that interested in the global measure of
moral identity. The participants read a list of charastics (e.g., caring, compassionate, etc.)
and were asked to visualize a person (which could be theasa someone else) who had these
characteristics. After the participants had a clesge of this person, they were then asked to
rate the level of agreement to the statements eparb Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree,
5 = strongly agree). Example items are “being somedmehas these characteristics is an
important part of who | am” and “the types of things théd in my spare time (e.g., hobbies)
clearly identify me as having these characteristi&&e( Appendix T) (alpha = .83).
Self-improvementStemming from Festinger’s (1954) theoretical contrimgito social
comparison theory, a measure of self-improvement weslajged for this study. The newly
developed 4-item measure asked the participants to ratéetvediof agreement on a 5-point
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongleajr Example items include “l am the
type of person who has a desire to improve myself” amdriimotivated to improve myself as a

person” (See Appendix U) (alpha = .80).
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Self-enhancemenflo measure self-enhancement, a 3-item measure wasddased on
the theoretical underpinnings of social comparison th@eggtinger, 1954). Participants
responded to these items on a 5-point Likert-type scates{iongly disagree, 5 = strongly
agree). Items include “you want to be better than youspaad “in general, you strive to be
better than your peers (See Appendix V) (alpha = .83).

Self-monitoring Self-monitoring was assessed using an abbreviated verfsgnyder’s
(1974) self-monitoring scale developed by Lennox and Wolfe (19B4¢.revised scale consists
of 13 of the original 25 items and measures only senyitiwithe expressive behaviors of others
and ability to modify self-presentation. Example itandude “in social situations, | have the
ability to alter my behavior if | feel that somethingeeis called for” and “l have trouble
changing my behavior to suit different people and diffesgnations”. The items were assessed
on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree,sfrongly agree) (See Appendix W)
(alpha = .86).

Ethical culture The ethical culture questionnaire (Trevifio et al., 1998) adapted to
assess the degree to which the university’s overall cyin@otes ethical behavior. The
guestionnaire consists of 27 items measured on a 5-pomttitype scale with 1 = completely
false, 2 = somewhat false, 3 = neither true nor fdlsesomewhat true, and 5 = completely true.
Consistent with Key (1999) a few of the original itener@reworded to eliminate the term,
code of ethics, and replaced with university rules and druoes regarding cheating. This step
was taken because only one of the two universities indlud#his sample had a formal code of
conduct. With the replacement phrase, all participaete able to respond to each item.

Example items are “administration (i.e., Presid@nbyvost, Deans, Department Chairs, etc.) of
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this university are models of ethical behavior” and “univgnmiles and procedures regarding
cheating serve only to maintain the university’s publiagei’ (See Appendix X) (alpha = .90).

University. Trevifio (1990) proposed that organizational policies, rales statements
are an important component of an organizations cultiypically, these are assessed through a
formal code of ethics, or in this case, a formal cad®aduct. Within this study, the code of
ethics variable is built into the sample itself — ofhéhe two universities has a formal code of
conduct, while the other does not (coded 0 for no code andcbde). For statistical purposes,
this measure is used as a control variable.

Social Desirability Social desirability bias is a concern in the ethiesdture,
particularly when self-report measures are used. A&sudtr a short form (13 items) of the
Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scale was includedawtrol for these effects. Previous
research has shown a cronbach’s alpha of .70 (Ball88%). Participants were asked to rate
their level of agreement on a 5-point Likert-typels¢a = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
Example items include “I sometimes feel resentful whéon’t get my way” and “I am
sometime irritated by people who ask me favors” (See AgigeY) (alpha = .74).

Demographic characteristicsNumerous demographic items were included as potential
control variables. These items include factors su@gasgender, academic class standing,
major, cumulative grade point average, “major” grade paerage, hours of ethics training
received at the university, and hours spent a week onetyaf activities (e.g., paid
employment, caring for a dependent, social fraternitgfigrclub, business fraternity/club,
intercollegiate (varsity) athletic team, and intelegiate (club sport) athletic team (See

Appendix Z).
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RESULTS

All correlations, standard deviations, and scale reli@sl{cronbach’s alpha’s) for the
pilot study are reported in Table 1. As can be sean Trable 1 and reported previously, most
measures reported robust reliability coefficients. Asviously mentioned elsewhere, given the
positive results with respect to the exploratorydaeinalysis (described below) and the fact that
only two of the aforementioned measures reported cobrdbalpha’s below the commonly
accepted .70 value (Nunnally, 1978), all items were includékicademic dishonesty study
(Study 1).

Factor analysis resultsThe primary reason for conducting the factor analysis to
ensure that the newly developed mediating variables (@itatearning, evaluative fit, and
relative deprivation) were indeed unique and separate diaren The results of a maximum
likelihood extraction procedure using a Varimax rotatiamdaanalysis revealed three stable
factors: a 6-item scale for relative deprivation, aebnitscale for vicarious learning, and a 4-item
scale for perceived fit with group identity (evaluatiw. fiAs seen in Table 2, the three factors

explained 59.80% of the total variance.
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Table 1

Summary Statistics and Correlations for Pilot Study

Mean s.d.
1. Self-esteem 3.98 0.74
2. Self-monitoring 3.75 0.55
3. Need for affiliation 3.22 054
4. Introversion 228 0.57
5. Self-improvement 443 0.58
6. Social desirability 3.03 051
7. Unethical peer behavior 216 0.74
8. Positive emotions 1.48 0.67
9. Negative emotions 238 0.95
10. Vicarious learning 271 0.95
11. Evaluative fit - Major 1.90 0.86
12. Relative deprivation 253 0.88
13. Strength of identification - Major 404 0.71
14. Major's norms - unethical 2.13 0.86
15. Major's norms - ethical 3.83 0.96
16. Self-enhancement 3.95 0.79
17. Proximity 3.59 0.80
18. Negative relationships 2.02 0.82
19. Observer's unethical behavior 146 0.56
20. Moral identity 3.85 0.59
21. Ethical culture 3.56 0.50
22. Perceived rewards 219 1.04
23. Perceived punishments 3.79 081
24. Gender 150 0.50
25. Age 22.83 6.33
26. University 0.42 0.50

Scale reliabilities (Cronbach's alphas) appeaherdtagonal, where applicable. Sample size, n& 11
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level {led).
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Table 2

Rotated Factor Analysis for the Pilot Study - Varimax Rotation

Mediating Variables

Questionnaire Items

1. Relative Deprivation

- Did your peers benefit from engaging in these behaviors?

- Did your peers receive something (e.g. an opportunitygmod)
from engaging in these behaviors?

- Did your peers receive something that you wanted froraging in
these behaviors?

- Did your peers receive something that you value fromgingan
these behaviors?

- Do you believe that these benefits should be youdsnahyour
peers?

- Do you think that your peers received benefits thatwetitled to
you from engaging in these behaviors?

2. Vicarious Learning

- | learned these behaviors from my peers.

- My peers served as role models for my behavior.

- | learned from the example provided by my peers.

- | have learned a great deal about how | should behanerfry peers.

- | learned these behaviors by observing my peers.

3. Perceived Fit - Major

- Do these behaviors fit with your major’s identity?

- Are these behaviors typical of your major?

- Are these behaviors considered normal within your rfaajo
- Are these behaviors characteristic of your majolesitity?
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CHAPTER 4
STUDY 1 — ACADEMIC DISHONESTY

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Sample

Similar to the participants included in the pilot stuthe sample for Study 1 was
comprised of undergraduate students from two medium-sizedrsities in the Northwest and
South regions of the United States. Again, one ofittreersities had a formal code of conduct,
while the other did not. In total, 15 classes were askpdnaipate and all but one accepted the
invitation. The 14 included classes, with the excepticome class, were upper-division
business courses. The courses were part of the Coll&)esiness curriculum at both
universities and included eight management, four marketingywantlospitality management
courses. The participants of the eight managememse®were from the university located in
the Northwest region of the United States, while the @pénts from the remaining six courses
attended the university located in the South regioheftinited States. The classes (with the
exception of the hospitality management courses) saexted on the basis of providing
participants from an array of majors, as the clagses required courses for all college of
business students. As a result, the sample comprisedrpyiof students majoring in
marketing, accounting, finance, management, hospitabtyagement, and
management/computer information systems.

In total, the 14 classes offered 1,072 potential participabtthese, 541 participants
completed the questionnaire. Five individuals were abteid from the data set due to an
abundant amount of missing information. As a result,iB@&iduals comprised the sample,

denoting a 50.0% response rate. The average age of tiegppats was 20.60 (SD = 2.24) with

101



an average of 12.7 (SD = 20.06) hours of ethics training gdatieipants respective university.
Approximately 86% of the respondents attended the univergityaxormal code of conduct,
56.2% were female, and 61.2% of the respondents reporteddemacalass standing of a
junior (4.8% were sophomores, 25.2% were seniors, 5.0% W@m@tﬁ seniors, 2.1% reported
“other” as their class standing, and 1.9% did not repoit tlaess standing).

Due to the fact that the results of the pilot study destrated strong reliability
coefficients for most of the measures (see Table d }lan participants for both the pilot study
and Study 1 were in similar classes from the same two ngities, the participants from the
pilot study were combined with the participants of Study fbrtm the total sample. Therefore,
the final sample included a total of 655 participants (a 49&¥onse rate). The average age of
the participants was 21.0 (SD = 3.47), 55.1% were female/ a886 were from the university
with a formal code of conduct. The participants rebaie average of 12.6 (SD = 20.6) hours
of ethics training from their respective university and 56.0%eweniors (4.6% were
sophomores, 29.2% were seniors, 6.0% wbrgedr seniors, 2.3% reported “other” as their
class standing, and 2.0% did not report their class stgndi
Survey Procedure

The survey procedure for the initial sample was simidhé procedure performed in the
pilot study. Ten professors (seven from one univessitythree from the other) were contacted
prior to the start of the fall semester at both universi The professors received a letter
informing them of the purpose of the study, as well agtiocedure that would take place if they
agreed to participate. With the exception of one profesficagreed to participate comprising a
total of 14 individual classes. Again, with the exceptmbwo of the fourteen classes, the

classes were selected on the basis of being able mlesardividuals from a variety of majors
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within the College of Business. Upon agreeing to padte, the professors received a letter
addressed to the potential participants with informatiganding the study and the hyperlink to
the questionnaire itself. The professors were therdaskdistribute the information via one or
more of three methods — verbal communication, the nmédion printed on paper and physically
disseminated, or by posting the information on theirsclesbsite. In addition, in most cases, the
initial contact with the potential participants wasd@dy me, or another researcher. In the
situation where | was not able to make the initial comtaut was conducted by another
researcher, a written protocol explaining the purpose apdrtance of the study was
announced. Roughly one week after the initial contact veatepa follow-up message was sent
to the respective professors asking them to encouragtuttents in their classes to complete the
guestionnaire. Data collection ended approximately 2 % wadeksthe initial contact. All
responses were received anonymously. In order to miniondexr effects, the option to
randomize the order of the items within many scalesutibzed. In addition, in order to reduce
the possible effects of percept-percept bias, roughly 64%eqfdtential respondents received a
survey containing the items for the dependent varials firhile the remaining respondents
received a survey containing the items for the indepenaeiatble first.

Similar to the procedure completed for the pilot stuldg,dotential participants were
informed that upon completing the survey, they would theepportunity to enter their name
into a random drawing to receive one of 20 (five less tha pilot study due to the fact that 5
gift certificates were already awarded) gift certifies ranging in value between $25 and $100.
The drawing for the remaining gift cards took place ino®et, 2007. With the exception to two

classes that required participation through class credibae class that offered extra credit for
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participation, no other incentive was offered to the pakparticipants. Participation was
completely voluntary in the remaining courses.
Common Method Bias

Common method variance has been considered a potauatiém in behavioral
research, particularly when researchers use selfiremthods to measure the constructs of
interest (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003)hokigh one potential outcome
related to common method bias — percept-percept inflatims-been shown in recent research
to be the exception, rather than the rule (Crampt&dagner, 1994), it is still imperative for
researchers to attempt to control for this potential. bAssa result, | have incorporated most of
the procedural remedies and two statistical remedies sigghjey Podsakoff and colleagues
(2003) into this study.

With respect to the procedural remedies, the followectgas were performed. First, the
items pertaining to the independent and dependent variablesearated in the survey by
scales pertaining to other constructs. Second, the respgendenme informed that their responses
are anonymous and were assured that there are no rightrmy answers. Further, the
respondents were asked to respond to each item as haseptssible. Third, the order of the
independent and dependent variables were counterbalancedfic&lheaoughly 64% of the
potential respondents (52% if you include the pilot study paiesispondents) received a
survey with the items pertaining to the dependent variatsie followed by the items pertaining
to the independent variable. The remaining potentialgyaatits viewed the items pertaining to
the independent variable first, followed by the dependanable. Further, the order of the
items in many of the scales was randomized and intedwxté other constructs, as

recommended by Kline et al. (Kline, Sulsky, & Rever-Mama, 2000). Fourth, great care was
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taken to avoid including poorly written and ambiguous questiotiwisurvey. For example: (a)
when necessary, a definition for an unfamiliar terrg.(adentity) was offered; (b) the scales
developed (e.g., vicarious learning, etc.) for this study imclutems that were simple, specific,
and concise; and, (c) double-barreled questions were avoid®e robust reliability coefficients
found in Table 3 provide support for the notion that the stemre written appropriately. Fifth,
wherever necessary, verbal labels for the midpoinssaes were given (e.g., emotions scale).
Sixth, items written for the newly developed scalesnditinclude negatively worded items,
which may be a source of method bias (Podsakoff €@)3). Finally, the social desirability
scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) was included in the survelywsed in one of the statistical
remedies discussed below.

There were two statistical remedies performed to cbfiracommon method bias; the
Harman’s single-factor test and partial correlation pdaces.

Harman'’s single-factor testWidely used, the Harman'’s single-factor test requires th
researcher to submit all variables in an exploratariofaanalysis and examine the unrotated
factor solution. This technique assumes that commohadddias is an issue if (a) a single
factor emerges from the solution, or (b) one genabf emerges accounting for the majority
of the variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Although theltesf this technique are not reported
here, the findings suggest that, with respect to this tggapncommon method bias is not
present. More specifically, considering the traditicaadepted Eigen value of 1.0, 46 factors
emerged. Further, the first factor only accounted faghty 14% of the total variance.

Partial correlation procedures One other technique used to control for common method
bias is to partial out the effects of factors postulabedfluence (as a potential spurious variable)

the purported hypothesized relationships. One variable colyrassumed to cause common
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method variance is social desirability (Podsakoff e2&8l03). As a result, a partial correlation
analysis following the guidelines offered by Podsakoff anlkagues (2003) was utilized and is
consistent with the procedures used by other ethics obsgar(e.g., Lucas & Friedrich, 2005).
This technique requires the researcher to compare ttableipartial correlations to their zero-
order correlations. Simply speaking, if the differebeéwveen the correlations is small, common
method bias (at least what is attributed to the thiréhleée; in this case social desirability) may
not be an issue. As can be seen in Appendix B, ffexahce between the zero-order and patrtial
correlations among the independent, dependent, and mgdiatiables is relatively small,
suggesting that common-method bias due to the influencesiaf desirability may be minimal
at best.

In total, the above results, coupled with the procederakdies, suggests that common
method bias may not be a significant issue in this study.
MEASURES

Based on the robust reliability coefficients and ttsilts of the factor analysis regarding
the newly developed mediating variables, all measureiolyS. were identical to those in the
pilot study, with a couple of exceptions. As a reghk, discussion regarding each measure
below is brief. For a more detailed explanationaftemeasure, please refer to the information
reported in the pilot study
Independent and Dependent Variables

Unethical peer behavior (alpha = .94, see Appendix F) arehadysunethical behavior
(alpha = .93, see Appendix G) was again assessed will7 tiem academic dishonesty scale
developed by McCabe and Trevifio (1993).

Mediating Variables
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The factor analysis results revealed three stabtera Thus, the same scales were used
to assess vicarious learning (alpha = .91, see Appendix Hgiped fit with group identity
(alpha = .92, see Appendix I), relative deprivation (alph88, see Appendix J), and negative
feelings (alpha = .92, See Appendix K).

Moderating Variables

The same scales used in the pilot study to asses®oiiherating variables were utilized in
Study 1. These include: perceived rewards and punishmenta @IBR for perceived rewards
and alpha = .82 for perceived punishments, see Appendixréhgsh of identification with
group (alpha = .91, see Appendix M); self-esteem (alp/88~see Appendix N); direction of
group norms (alpha = .57 for major’s norms supporting etbebhviors and alpha = .83 for
major’'s norms supporting unethical behaviors, see Appendirdg@p for affiliation (1-item
removed to improve reliability; alpha = .72, see Appendjxrroversion (alpha = .80, see
Appendix Q); proximity (alpha = .86, see Appendix R); negatelationships (alpha = .87, see
Appendix S); moral identity (alpha = .84, see Appendixs€)f-improvement (alpha = .84, see
Appendix U); self-enhancement (alpha = .84, see Appendigelfymonitoring (alpha = .82, see
Appendix W); ethical culture (alpha = .91, see Appendixaxy social desirability (alpha = .91,
see Appendix Y). University was once again coded as®code and 1 = code. Finally,
numerous demographic items were included as potential coatiables or for future research.
These items include the factors of age, gender, acadeasg sthinding, major, cumulative grade
point average, “major” grade point average, hours of ethaising received at the university,
and hours spent a week on a variety of activities (gagd,employment, caring for a dependent,
social fraternity/sorority/club, business fraternityls intercollegiate (varsity) athletic team, and

intercollegiate (club sport) athletic team (See Appe (i
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RESULTS

Table 3 contains the correlations, standard deviationsreliabilities for the measures
contained in Study 1. This section is broken down intoivimary subsections — factor analysis
results and regression results. The proposed medratatgonships (Hypotheses 1, 3, and 7)
were tested using the Baron and Kenny (1986) test for madiaBaron and Kenny (1986)
propose a four step process for assessing mediatidnmédiation occurs when the analysis
indicates that the first three steps are statisyicaginificant, while the fourth is not. When the
fourth step is statistically significant, but the regres coefficient is smaller to that of step one,
partial mediation is said to occur. The four stepsuthel (1) regressing the dependent variable
on the independent variable; (2) regressing the medmgioable on the independent variable;
(3) regressing the dependent variable on the mediatiaabl@rvhile controlling for the
independent variable; and, (4) regressing the dependent vamiatile independent variable
while controlling for the mediation variable. This faiep process was utilized for each
proposed mediated model. To test the moderating effegp®sed in Hypotheses 2, 4, 5, 6, and
8 through 13, hierarchical regression analysis was emplo&ppdendix D gives a breakdown of
each proposed hypothesis as well as summary of thediedor Study 1.

Factor analysis — mediation variable3 he results of the maximum likelihood extraction
procedure using Varimax rotation factor analysis foqttmgosed three mediating variables for
Study 1 are presented in Table 4. As seen from Table fhdtor analysis revealed three stable
factors; relative deprivation (6-items), vicarious learr{fitems), and perceived fit with group
identity (4-items). All items loaded as expected orrtfespective factors. In total, 63.59% of

the total variance is explained by these three factbngese results, as well as those presented in
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the factor analysis utilizing the pilot study data disedgsreviously, suggest that the three

mediating factors are distinguishable constructs.
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. Self-esteem

. Self-monitoring

. Need for affiliation

. Introversion

. Self-improvement

. Social desirability

. Unethical peer behavior
. Positive emotions

. Negative emotions

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.

Vicarious learning

Evaluative fit - Major

Relative deprivation

Strength of identification - Major
Major's norms - unethical
Major's norms - ethical
Self-enhancement

Proximity

Negative relationships
Observer's unethical behavior
Moral identity

Ethical culture

Perceived rewards

Perceived punishments
Gender

Age

University

Table 3

Summary Statistics and Correlations for Study 1

Mean
4.08
3.76
3.43
2.23
4.55
3.00
2.01
1.43
2.32
2.61
1.63
2.39
4.19
1.87
4.13
3.81
3.87
1.77
1.37
3.95
3.77
1.90
4.08
1.55

21.01
0.78

s.d.

0.66
0.48
0.59
0.53
0.53
0.52
0.69
0.77
0.90
1.01
0.78
0.92
0.67
0.79
0.86
0.82
0.76
0.72
0.45
0.60
0.53
0.95
0.75
0.50
3.47
0.42

Scale reliabilities (Cronbach's alphas) appeaherdtagonal, where applicable. Sample size, n5 65

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level led).
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Table 4

Rotated Factor Analysis for Study 1 - Varimax Rotation

Mediating Variables

Questionnaire Items

1. Relative Deprivation

- Did your peers benefit from engaging in these behaviors?

- Did your peers receive something (e.g. an opportunitygmod)
from engaging in these behaviors?

- Did your peers receive something that you wanted froraging in
these behaviors?

- Did your peers receive something that you value fromgingan
these behaviors?

- Do you believe that these benefits should be youdsnahyour
peers?

- Do you think that your peers received benefits thatwetitled to
you from engaging in these behaviors?

2. Vicarious Learning

- | learned these behaviors from my peers.

- My peers served as role models for my behavior.

- | learned from the example provided by my peers.

- | have learned a great deal about how | should behanerfry peers.

- | learned these behaviors by observing my peers.

3. Perceived Fit - Major

- Do these behaviors fit with your major’s identity?

- Are these behaviors typical of your major?

- Are these behaviors considered normal within your rfdajo
- Are these behaviors characteristic of your majolesitity?
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Control Variables

Four variables were statistically controlled for ihragression analyses. These four
variables include: (1) social desirability; (2) age; (3) genaled, (4) university. Social
desirability, gender, and age were imputed as control vasiabiee previous research has
shown these to influence the ethical decision-makinggs® (e.g., Deshpande, 1997; Ross &
Robertson, 2003; Schminke & Ambrose, 1997). University, asatpealized in this study,
reflects the code of conduct variable (coded 0 = no coderafuct and 1 = code of conduct).
Previous research has indicated that the existenceawfeais associated with lower levels of
unethical behavior (e.g., McCabe et al., 1996).
Study 1 — Mediated Regression Results

Social learning theory Hypothesis 1 predicts vicarious learning will mediate the
relationship between unethical peer behavior and obsenathical behavior. In step 1,
observer unethical behavior was regressed on unethicab@eavior. As seen in Table 5, the
relationship was statistically significant (Beta = .pG; .01), indicating the there is an effect that
may be mediated. Due to the fact that step 1 is tine gaeach mediated regression analysis, it
will not be discussed in further analyses. Step 2, ss@rg vicarious learning against unethical
peer behavior was also statistically significant anghépredicted direction (Beta = .17, p <
.01). Regressing the dependent variable on vicarious leawvinig,controlling for the effects
of unethical peer behavior (step 3) resulted in a stlitisignificant effect (Beta = .10, p <
.01). Further the overall model was statistically sigaiit (R? = .29AR? = .01, F (6, 648) =
43.28, p <.01), suggesting that vicarious learning at least paniadiates the relationship
between unethical peer behavior and observer unethicalibeh#n the final step (step 4),

observer unethical behavior was regressed onto uneth&abekavior while controlling for
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vicarious learning. The results indicate that unethical peleavior is still a significant predictor
of observer unethical behavior (Beta = .49, p <.01). &l@wn the regression coefficient
decreased from .50 to .49, indicating a partial mediafi@cte Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is
partially supported.

Social identity theory Social identity theory predicts that the perceifedith the
major’s identity will mediate the relationship betweerethical peer behavior and observer
unethical behavior (Hypothesis 3). Specifically, unethpesr behavior will be negatively
related to perceived fit with the major’s identity, whniwill then be positively related to the
observer’s unethical behavior. In step 2, perceiveadt regressed onto unethical peer
behavior. As seen in Table 6, this relationship wassstatlly significant (Beta = .30, p <.01).
However, contrary to prediction, this relationship isipee, not negative. Likewise, the effect
of perceived fit on observer unethical behavior whiletadimg for unethical peer behavior
(step 3) was also statistically significant (Betd %, p < .01). The overall model was
statistically significant (R? = .3@\R? = .02, F (6, 648) = 45.19, p <.01). Finally, regressing
observer unethical behavior on unethical peer behavior whiigolling for evaluative fit
produced a significant effect (Beta = .46, p <.01). diference between the regression
coefficients of unethical peer behavior from model 1 talehd decreased by .04, suggesting
partial mediation. Given the fact that step 2 regmbe positive, and not a negative, relationship
between unethical peer behavior and evaluative fit, HypistBes partially supported.

Social comparison theoryln the final mediation analysis, two variables predicted to
mediate the relationship between unethical peer behamebobserver unethical behavior.
Specifically, unethical behavior is predicted to be pesyirelated to perceived relative

deprivation (Hypothesis 7a). In turn, perceived reladimprivation is predicted to be positively
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related to negative self-feelings (Hypothesis 7b). Binakgative self-feelings are predicted to
be positively related to observers’ unethical behawypothesis 7c). Given the fact that this
model predicts 2 mediated effects, an additional stepaddsd to the Baron and Kenny (1986)
analysis, which is consistent with the procedure condumtdcepper & Taylor (2003).
Regressing perceived relative deprivation against unethicabpbawior (step 2), a statistically
significant effect was found (Beta = .30, p <.01), supppttigpothesis 7a (See Table 7). The
relationship between perceived relative deprivation andtivegself-feelings (while controlling
for unethical peer behavior — step 3a) was also signifeaahin the expected direction (Beta =
.28, p <.01), supporting Hypothesis 7b. Likewise, regresdisgrver unethical behavior on
negative self-feelings (controlling for both unethicalrgeehavior and relative deprivation — step
3b) produced a significant effect (Beta = -.08, p < .05)andverall significant model (R2 = .29,
AR2 = .01, F (7, 647) = 37.15, p < .01). However, as the standdnai:gression coefficient
indicates, the relationship is negative, not positiveyg®thesized. Therefore, Hypothesis 7c is
significant, but in the opposite direction. In theafinegression analysis (step 4), the relationship
between unethical peer behavior and observer unethicalibelahile controlling for relative
deprivation and negative self-feelings) produced a signifieliect (Beta = .49, p <.01). Asthe
standardized regression coefficient decreased by .0lghis suggests partial mediation.

Given the negative relationship between negative selfrigs and observer unethical behavior,
the overall social comparison model is only partiallpported. The results suggest partial

mediation, but one of the relationships was in the oppdgiection from prediction.
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Table 5

Mediated Regression Results for Study 1 - Social LearngnTheory

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Variables Model1l Model 2 Model1 Model 2 Model1l Model 2 Model1l Model 2

Control

Social desirability A7 .07 20** 16** .07 .05 14 .05

Age -.04 -.03 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.03

Gender -.04 -.07* -.01 -.02 -.07* -.07 -.04 -.07*

University -.07 -.02 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 -.06 -.02
Independent

Unethical peer behavior 50** A7 50** A9** A9**
Mediator

Vicarious learning 10** 19** 10**
F 6.46**  49.50** 7.25** 9.84** 49.50**  43.28** 9.95*  43.28**
R2 .04** .28** .04** Q7** .28** 29** Q7** 29**
AR? .04** 24** .04** .03** .28** .01** Q7** 22%*

1 Dependent variable in analysis was observer unethibavime. 2 Dependent variable in regression analysisagasious learning.

N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
**p<.01
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Table 6

Mediated Regression Results for Study 1 - Social IdenyitTheory

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Variables Modell Model 2 Modell Model 2 Model1  Model 2 Model1l Model 2

Control

Social desirability A7 .07 .09* .02 .07 .06 15%* .06

Age -.04 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.03

Gender -.04 -.07* -.06 -.08* -.07* -.06 -.03 -.06

University -.07 -.02 -.12%* -.09* -.02 -.01 -.04 -.01
Independent

Unethical peer behavior 50** .30** 50** A6** A6**
Mediator

Evaluative fit - Major 5% .28** 5%
F 6.46** 49.50** 4.08** 16.04** 49.50**  45,19** 16.75**  45.19*
R2 .04** .28** .03** A1 .28** .30** A1 .30**
AR? .04** 24** .03** .09** .28** .02** A1 .18**

1 Dependent variable in analysis was observer unethibavimr. 2 Dependent variable in regression analysisewalsiative fit - major.

N = 655.
Standardized regression coefficients are shown.
*p <.05
**p<.01
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Table 7
Mediated Regression Results for Study 1 - Social Compaos Theory

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3a& Step 3b Step 4
Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Control

Social desirability A7 .07 18** i .01 -.02 .06 .06 A3 .06

Age -.04 -.03 -.03 -.03 .04 .05 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.03

Gender -.04 -.07 -.00 -.02 .07 .07* -.07* -.07* -.04 -.07*

University -.07 -.02 -.09* -.06 .00 .02 -.01 -.01 -.05 -.01
Independent

Unethical peer behavior 50** .30** A7 .09* 48** A49** A49**
Mediator

Relative deprivation .28** .08* 10** 23** 10**

Negative self-feelings -.08* -.04 -.08*
F 6.46** 49.50** 6.62** 18.38** 5.12** 12.96** 42.29** 37.15** 10.10** 37.15**
R2 .04** .28** .04** 12%* .04** A1 .28** 29** .09** 29**
AR? .04** 24** .04** .09** .04** Q7** .28** .01* .09** .20%*

1 Dependent variable in analysis was observer unethibavime. 2 Dependent variable in regression analysig@lasve deprivation.
3 Dependent variable in regression analysis was negatie¢ions.

N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
**p<.01
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Study 1 — Hierarchical Regression Results

As previously stated, hierarchical regression analysisuses to test the proposed
moderating hypotheses (Hypotheses 2, 4, 5, 6, and 8 throughdl®wifg the
recommendation presented by Cohen, Cohen, West, and @@68), all predictor variables
were mean centered to reduce potential multicollingg#ues. Further analysis of the variance
inflation factor (VIF) scores (not shown) reportswallues less than the standard 10.0 cut-off
value (Cohen et al., 2003), suggesting that multicollinedrdynot present a biasing problem.
In order to fully interpret the interactions, intetian plots were developed (Figures 5 through
16). For all interaction plots, values representing plusiinus 1 standard deviation from the
mean were used.

Social learning theory moderating variableblypothesis 2 predicted that perceived
rewards and punishments would influence the relationship batwearious learning and
observer unethical behavior. Specifically the inteoacbetween vicarious learning and
perceived rewards will result in a positive associatwith observer unethical behavior, while the
interaction between vicarious learning and perceived punishméhb® negatively associated
with observer unethical behavior. As seen in Tabley@oithesis 2 was not supported. After
controlling for the variables discussed previously (e.giasdesirability, age, gender, and
university) in step 1 and entering the independent variabep 2, the interaction terms were
entered in step 3 (this process was repeated for eaclchieed regression analysis, therefore it
will not be discussed in the proceeding analyses). &feitleraction term was statistically
significant (Beta = .04, p = .27 for the vicarious learningesceived rewards interaction term

and Beta = -.02, p = .61 for the vicarious learning x perdginumishments interaction term).
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Table 8

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 1 - Social Leamg Theory?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability A7 i i

Age -.04 -.05 -.05

Gender -.04 -.02 -.02

University -.07 -.03 -.04
Independent

Vicarious learning A7 18**

Perceived rewards .06 .06

Perceived punishments -21% - 21
Interactions

Vicarious learning x Perceived rewards .04

Vicarious learning x Perceived punishments -.02
F 6.46** 13.47* 10.73**
R2 .04** 3% 13
AR? .04** .09** .00

4 The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.

N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
**p<.01
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Social identity theory — test of major's norms moderating variablgpothesis 4 predicts
that the direction of the major’'s norms will influerite relationship between unethical peer
behavior and perceived evaluative fit with the majaténtity. More specifically, when the
major’s norms support unethical behavior, the relationsfiioe positive between unethical
peer behavior and perceived fit with the major’s ider{titypothesis 4a). In contrast, when the
major’'s norms support ethical behavior, the relationshiido& negative between unethical peer
behavior and perceived fit with the major’s identity ffdyhesis 4b). Two separate hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted given the variald¢isely high correlation (r = -.48, p
<.01). A high correlation among a set of predictors e issues of multicollinearity, which
may lead to a false interpretation of the regressimfficients and unreliable significance results
(Cohen et al., 2003). Table 9, shows the results of @rarichical regression analysis for the
major’s norms supporting unethical behavior x unethical pekavior interaction. The overall
model was significant (R2 = .2&AR? = .01, F (7, 647) = 33.88, p <.01). The major’s norms
support unethical behavior by unethical peer behavior interaatas also statistically
significant (Beta = .10, p <.01). Figure 5 shows that whemorms supporting unethical
behavior is high, there is a stronger, positive reteinip between unethical peer behavior and
perceived fit with the major’s identity than when tleems supporting unethical behavior is low.
Thus, Hypothesis 4a is supported.

Table 10, shows the regression results of the majorissisupporting ethical behavior x
unethical peer behavior interaction. The findings suggaghdisant interaction (Beta = -.07, p
<.05) and overall model (R? = .18R? = .01, F (7, 647) = 20.16, p <.01). Figure 6 shows that

the relationship between unethical peer behavior and theipeddit with the major’s identity is
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weaker when the norms supporting ethical behavior is higdusdow. However, the

relationship is positive, not negative as predicted. THyppthesis 4b is partially supported.

FIGURES
Interaction of Majors' Norms Supporting Unethical Behavior and
Unethical Peer Behavior on Perceived Fit with Major's Identity
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FIGURE 6
Interaction of Majors' Norms Supporting Ethical Behavior and Unethical

Peer Behavior on Perceived Fit with Major's Identity
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Table 9

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 1 - Social Idetty Theory - Norms of

the Major Support Unethical Behavior?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability .09* -.00 .01

Age -.03 -.04 -.04

Gender -.06 -.05 -.05

University -.12%* -.06 -.05
Independent

Unethical peer behavior 21%* .18**

Major's norms support unethical behavior A0** .39%*
Interactions

Unethical peer behavior x Major's norms support
unethical behavior .10**

F 4.08*
R? .03**
AR? 03+

4 The dependent variable is perceived fit with major'stile
N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Table 10

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 1 - Social Idetty Theory - Norms of

the Major Support Ethical Behavior?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability .09* -.00 .00

Age -.03 -.03 -.04

Gender -.06 -.06 -.06

University -.12%* -.05 -.05
Independent

Unethical peer behavior 27 26%*

Major's norms support ethical behavior -.26%  -20%*
Interactions

Unethical peer behavior x Major's norms support
ethical behavior -.07*

F 4.08*
R? .03**
AR? 03+

4 The dependent variable is perceived fit with major'stile
N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Social identity theory moderating variableBlypothesis 5 predicts that the relationship
between perceived fit with the major’s identity anderver unethical behavior will be stronger
under conditions where the observer strongly identifigis his or her major. Table 11 shows
that the overall interaction model was significart €R21,AR2 = .05, F (9, 645) = 18.93, p <
.01). Further, examining Model 3 of Table 11, there is mifss@nt strength of identification x
perceived evaluative fit interaction (Beta = -.14, p <..(Higure 7 displays the plotted values
indicating that the relationship between perceived fihwwigjor’s identity and observer unethical
behavior is slightly stronger when identification wikle major is high. However, there is a
stronger relationship between perceived fit with majmiésntity and observer unethical behavior
when the strength of identification is low, rathearithigh. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is found to
be statistically significant, but opposite of predintidHypothesis 6 predicts a similar moderation
effect for self-esteem such that the positive retetap between perceived fit with major’'s
identity and observer unethical behavior will be strovgeen observer self-esteem is low.
Again, examining Model 3 in Table 11, the interaction terstasistically significant (Beta = -
.14, p <.01). Figure 8 shows that the lower the individsltesteem, the stronger the
relationship between perceived fit with major’s idensitg observer unethical behavior as

predicted. Thus, Hypothesis 6 is supported.
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FIGURE 7

Interaction of Identification with Major and Perceived Fit with Major's

Identity on Observer Unethical Behavior
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Table 11

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 1 - Social Ideity Theory?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability A7 .09* A1+

Age -.04 -.06 -.06

Gender -.04 -.03 .00

University -.07 -.04 -.04
Independent

Evaluative fit - Major 24** 21**

Strength of identification - major -.09* -.07

Self-esteem -18**  -.16**
Interactions

Evaluative fit - Major x Strength of identificatierMajor -.14**

Evaluative fit - Major x Self-esteem -.14**
F 6.46** 17.24** 18.93**
R2 04**  16** 21
AR? 04*x 2% .05**

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Social comparison theory moderating variabld$ypothesis 8 proposes that self-
improvement and self-enhancement will influence thegiceship between negative self-feelings
and observer’s unethical behavior. Specifically, whemdividual seeks self-improvement
(Hypothesis 8a) or self-enhancement (Hypothesis 8bpdhiive relationship between negative
self-feelings and observer unethical behavior will bekeeaAs shown in Table 12, the overall
interaction model was statistically significant (R44,AR? = .02, F (9, 645) = 11.80, p <.01).
Further examination reveals that the negative selirfgex self-improvement interaction was
significant (Beta = -.12, p < .01), while the negative-f&glings x self-enhancement interaction
was non-significant (Beta = -.03, p = .37), thus Hypath@l is not supported. Validating
Hypothesis 8a, Figure 9 shows that the relationship betnegative self-feelings and observer
unethical behavior is negative when self-improvemehighk, while the relationship is positive

when self-improvement is low. Therefore, Hypoth&sigs supported.
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FIGURE9

Interaction of Self-Improvement and Negative Self-Feelings on Observer

Unethical Behavior
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Table 12

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 1 - Social Compiaon Theory?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability A7 14+ 3%

Age -.04 -.05 -.05

Gender -.04 -.01 -.02

University -.07 -.06 -.06
Independent

Negative emotions .04 .05

Self-improvement -27F - 27

Self-enhancement -.07 -.08
Interactions

Negative emotions x Self-improvement -.12%*

Negative emotions x Self-enhancement -.03
F 6.46** 13.16** 11.80**
R2 04*x  13** 4
AR? 04**  09** .02**

4 The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.

N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
**p<.01
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Moral differentiation moderating variablesdHypothesis 9 predicts that moral
differentiation will influence the relationship betwearethical peer behavior and observer
unethical behavior. Specifically, the relationship wdlweaker when the observer reports high
levels of introversion (Hypothesis 9a), low levelsetd for affiliation (Hypothesis 9b), low
proximity (Hypothesis 9c¢), high levels of negative relaships (Hypothesis 9d), and high levels
of moral identity (Hypothesis 9e). The results aporged in Table 13. The introversion x
unethical peer behavior interaction was statisticafipificant in the full model (Beta = .13, p <
.01), as was the need for affiliation x unethical pedralvior interaction (Beta = .13, p <.01), the
proximity x unethical peer behavior interaction (Beta 5 (18 .01), the negative relationship x
unethical peer behavior interaction (Beta = .18, p < &1J,the moral identity x unethical peer
behavior interaction (Beta = -.11, p <.01). Furtheroverall interaction model (Model 3) was
statistically significant (R? = .39R? = .05, F (15, 639) = 27.13, p <.01). Figures 10 through 14
depict the observed relationships. Figure 10 shows thatdiess of whether or not an
individual's level of introversion is high or low, theremains a positive relationship between
unethical peer behavior and observer unethical behavior.et#owthe relationship between
unethical peer behavior and observer unethical behavioralkenvghen the individuals’ level of
introversion is low, rather than high as predictetier&fore, Hypothesis 9a is found to be
statistically significant, but opposite of predictionkewise, Figure 11 displays a positive
relationship between unethical peer behavior and obseneéthical behavior when need for
affiliation is high and low. As predicted, the relaiship is weaker when need for affiliation is
low. Therefore, Hypothesis 9b is supported. Figure 12 shquesitive relationship between
peer unethical behavior and observer unethical behaviootbrgooximity conditions.

However, the relationship is weaker when proximity is higkher than low, as predicted. As a
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result, Hypothesis 9c is found to be statistically digant, but opposite of prediction. However,
a closer examination of the graph does not suggest a sttergction, as the lines are close to
being parallel. Therefore, this finding should be interpretith caution as it may indicate a
strong likelihood that multicollinearity is an issue lwihis particular interaction. Figure 13
displays the relationship between unethical peer behavibolbserver unethical behavior in
relation to negative relationships. As shown, thati@hship between unethical peer behavior
and observer unethical behavior is weaker when negatigonships is low, rather than high as
predicted. Therefore, Hypothesis 9d is found to be statiist significant, but opposite of
prediction. As predicted, Figure 14 shows that the oelatiip between unethical peer behavior
and observer unethical behavior is weaker when mordlitigéshigh, rather than low,

supporting Hypothesis 9e.

FIGURE 10
Interaction of Introversion and Unethical Peer Behavior on Observer
Unethical Behavior
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Observer Unethical Behavior

FIGURE 11
Interaction of Need for Affiliation and Unethical Peer Behavior on

Observer Unethical Behavior
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FIGURE 12
Interaction of Proximity and Unethical Peer Behavior on Observer
Unethical Behavior
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FIGURE 13
Interaction of Negative Relationships and Unethical Peer Behavior on
Observer Unethical Behavior
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FIGURE 14
Interaction of Moral Identity and Unethical Peer Behavior on Observer
Unethical Behavior
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Table 13

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 1 - Moral Diférentiation?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3
Control
Social desirability A7 .04 .06
Age -.04 -.03 -.05
Gender -.04 -.01 -.01
University -.07 -.02 -.00
Independent
Unethical peer behavior A9** A5%*
Need for affiliation 16** 14**
Introversion A1 .10*
Proximity .06 .09
Negative relationships .10* A1
Moral identity -19%* - 10%*
Interactions
Unethical peer behavior x Need for affiliation 3%
Unethical peer behavior x Introversion A3
Unethical peer behavior x Proximity 18**
Unethical peer behavior x Negative relationships 18**
Unethical peer behavior x Moral identity - 11%*
F 6.46** 32.68** 27.13**
R2 .04** 34** 39%*
AR? .04** .30** .05**

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Other individual and contextual moderating variablddypotheses 10 and 11 predict
that the relationship between unethical peer behandoaserver unethical behavior will be
weaker when the observer reports lower levels of seffitmong (Hypothesis 10) and an ethical
culture is present (Hypothesis 11). As seen in Tablengdintlusion of the interaction terms
yielded a significant overall model (R2 = .3¥R2 = .01, F (9, 645) = 32.89, p <.01). Further
seen in Table 14, the unethical peer behavior x self-mamgtanteraction was significant (Beta
=-.08, p < .05), as was the unethical peer behavior gadttulture interaction (Beta = -.08, p <
.05). Figure 15 reveals that the relationship betweerhica¢peer behavior and observer
unethical behavior was weaker when self-monitoring wals, magher than low, contrary to
prediction. Therefore, Hypothesis 10 is found to bessizdlly significant, but opposite of
prediction. As predicted, Figure 16 shows that the o#laliip is weaker when ethical culture is

high, rather than low. Thus, Hypothesis 11 is supported.
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FIGURE 15
Interaction of Self-Monitoring and Unethical Peer Behavior on Observer
Unethical Behavior
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FIGURE 16
Interaction of Ethical Culture and Unethical Peer Behavior on Observer
Unethical Behavior
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Table 14
Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 1 - Other Intvidual and Contextual

Variables?
Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability A7 .05 .06

Age -.04 -.03 -.04

Gender -.04 -.05 -.04

University -.07 .00 .01
Independent

Unethical peer behavior ATH* A5**

Self-monitoring -.08* -.08*

Ethical Culture - 13 - 14%*
Interactions

Unethical peer behavior x Self-monitoring -.08*

Unethical peer behavior x Ethical culture -.08*
F 6.46** 39.76** 32.89**
R2 .04** .30** 32%*
AR? .04** 26** 01**

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N = 655.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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CHAPTER 5
STUDY 2 — HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

In contrast to Study 1, Study 2 was included to test the peablypotheses in a
hospitality industry context. As the preceding paragramtisate, the scales used to test the
relationships in Study 2 were almost identical to bo¢hgifot study and study 1 (correcting for
context specific information), with the biggest exceppentaining to the independent and
dependent variables. Great care was taken to develogtatieatical surveys so that a
comparison of the results between the two studies eandule.
Sample

The participants of Study 2 were industry professionals fnine Hospitality
organizations. The segments of the hospitality ingusfrresented in the sample are: event
planning (3 organizations), lodging (2 organizations), manageddoods (2 organizations),
country clubs (1 organization), and resorts (1 organizatidhe focal organizations are located
in either the mid-Atlantic or South regions of the Udi&tates, with many having “sister”
organizations spread across the United States. Thedigzalizations were selected to
participate on the basis that a member of the orgamiza¢rves on my department’s advisory
council. The advisory council member served as the cbpeason for the study and was
primarily responsible for distributing the web-based syteehis or her colleagues. Prior to
distributing the survey, the contact person was askedtiobdite the questionnaire to roughly 20
individuals from one or two of the organizations departsefitventy was selected as an
appropriate target in order to encourage participation.h&yntequesting more than twenty

individuals would limit the number of potential departmenéble for participation.

140



In total, 177 potential participants received the questioarieanging from a low of 3
individuals from one organization to a high of 32 in anotrganization). 104 participants
completed the survey, resulting in a 58.76% response raten the sensitive nature of the
topic and the considerable length of the survey, this nsgpate is excellent; particularly if it is
compared to the accepted 19% response rate in ethicailosteniaking research (Hunt, 1990).
The participants’ average age was 37.89 (SD = 12.10) and 62.58&6renle. The majority of
the sample had a college degree (46.2%) and 59.6% reponteidgvior an organization with a
formal code of ethics (9.6% does not and 30.8% were noifsheeorganization had a code of
ethics). The respondents averaged 8.15 years (SD = 8.1@haiitlcurrent organization, 5.98
years (SD = 6.74) with their current department, repateaverage of 12.30 hours (SD =
22.54) of formal ethics training in the past ten years, ar@bhdicated working in a
supervisory position. The number of individuals employethkyorganizations ranged from 5
to 200,000, with an average of 13,841 (SD = 35,371) and the nwibelividuals employed in
their respective departments ranged from 2 to 500, with a ofe26 (SD = 81.13).

Survey procedure

In all, 19 advisory council members were contacted via ieasking permission to
survey employees from their respective organizatiodme d-mail included information regarding
the purpose of the study, as well as an example veo$ite websurvey. Nine individuals
agreed to participate and were later sent a formal detter (again, via e-mail) addressed to the
organizations employees. In the letter, a brief@xaiion regarding the study, the hyperlink to
the survey, and information regarding the opportunity to imf 20 gift cards ranging in value
from $25 to $100 was given. In addition, the respondents assured anonymity and were

informed that it would take approximately 30 minutes to cebepthe survey. The individuals
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identified within each organization to complete the suweye at the discretion of the contact
person (to ensure anonymity). The only criterion asketleotontact person was that the survey
be distributed to 1 or 2 departments (to encourage partiaipavith a goal of reaching a sample
size of 20 individuals. The contact person distributedctiver letter and hyperlink to the survey
electronically, via e-mail. A follow-up e-mail was $éo the contact individual approximately 1
%2 weeks after | was informed that the survey had beenbdisgid. Data collection concluded
roughly three weeks after the initial contact. All datxe collected anonymously.

Similar to Study 1, approximately %2 (56%) of the surveysibigied presented the
independent variable first, followed by the dependent variablreduce the possible effects of
percept-percept bias. Likewise, the items within eaalesgere randomized to minimize order
effects. Beyond the gift card incentive, no other mise was offered. However, in many
situations, the contact individual allowed the participaatcomplete the survey at work.
Participation was completely voluntary.

Common Method Bias

All procedural remedies to reduce common method biasideddn Study 1 were also
utilized in Study 2. These include: separating the indepémheihdependent variables in the
survey, informing the participants that their responsea@@aymous and that there are no right
or wrong answers to the questions, counterbalancing depemdent and dependent variables,
avoiding poorly written and ambiguous questions, using verbaldas midpoints in the scales
where appropriate, avoiding the use of negatively wor@easitin newly developed scales, and
adding a social desirability scale (refer to the commethod bias section in Study 1 for a

detailed discussion of each remedy).
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The two statistical remedies employed in Study 1 \aése performed in Study 2 — the
Harman’s single-factor test and a partial correlatiorc@dare.

Harman'’s single-factor testEntering the entire data set in an exploratory faatalysis,
the unrotated factor solution produced over 40 factors wgbrEvalues greater than 1. In
addition, the first factor only accounted for approxinal8% of the total variance. In
combination, these results tend to suggest that commdmdbias may not be present.

Partial correlation procedures Once again controlling for social desirability, a f@rti
correlation analysis was conducted with the independepgndent, and mediating (e.g.,
vicarious learning, perceived fit with group identity, relatdeprivation, and negative feelings)
variables. For most variables, the difference betweezero-order correlations and their
respective partial correlations is small (see Appendixbwever, compared to the partial
correlation analysis for Study 1, the difference betwihe zero-order and partial correlations for
the independent and dependent variables is noticeably.latggoarticular, although still
statistically non-significant, the direction of therelation between the dependent variable and
negative emotions reversed.

MEASURES

As previously mentioned, most of the measures used in Stadyi@entical to those
used in Study 1 and the pilot study. The exceptions, asaw@iformation regarding minor
modifications, are presented below. For more detaifdmation regarding each variable, refer
to the pilot study methodology section.

Independent Variable
Unethical peer behaviorThe independent variable, unethical peer behavior, was

measured with a 32-item scale used in Weaver and Tre\({f@29) study and adapted from
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Akaah (1992), Bennett & Robinson (1994), and Trevifo, Butterfaeid,McCabe (1998). The
Cronbach’s alpha from previous research is a reportedl.88.scale includes a list of 32
unethical behaviors (e.g., lying to customers, giving gifteifan exchange for preferential
treatment, using company services for personal use, pdgfeampany materials and supplies,
etc.) and asked the respondents to indicate “over theg/g@asthow often have you observed
your co-workers engage in the following types of behavigour organization?” (See Appendix
AA). The items were assessed on a Likert-type suad@ored by 1 = never, 2 =rarely, 3 =
occasionally, 4 = frequently, 5 = very frequently (alph®5).
Dependent Variable

Observer unethical behaviorSimilar to the procedure conducted in Study 1, the
dependent variable — observer unethical behavior — wasiredasith the same 32-item scale
used to measure the independent variable (See AppendixBR)participants were asked,
“Over the past year, how often have you engaged imofleving types of behavior in your
organization?” The items were assessed using a Likersstgle anchored by 1 = never, 2 =
rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = frequently, 5 = very fredlyefalpha = .81).
Mediating Variables

The factor analysis results revealed three stabterfg as was found from the pilot study
and Study 1 data. Therefore, the same scales were usesESs vicarious learning (alpha = .90,
see Appendix H), perceived fit with group identity (algh®4, see Appendix |), relative
deprivation (alpha = .84, see Appendix J), and negatiadsgalpha = .92, See Appendix K).
The only modifications from the surveys used in Study lugegtudy 2 were changes made to
context specific terms used in the survey items. Fbaite, “peers” were substituted with “co-

workers” and “major” was replaced with “workgroup”.
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Moderating Variables

Similar scales used in the pilot study and Study 1 weliradtito assess the moderating
variables in study 2. The only changes made to the siierag were the replacement of terms
to reflect the organization context, instead of an acadeomtext (See above in the mediating
variables section for examples). The scales includs=é:vperceived rewards and punishments
(alpha = .75 for perceived rewards and alpha = .84 for pectpunishments (Note — this is a 3-
item scale, not a 4-item scale as used in Study 1.eltrénslation between the survey used in
Study 1 versus the survey used in Study 2, 1-item was elednatee Appendix L); strength of
identification with group (alpha = .90, see Appendix MJf-esteem (alpha = .85, see Appendix
N); direction of group norms (alpha = .65 for workgroup’sm® supporting ethical behaviors
and alpha = .82 for workgroup’s norms supporting unethicaiviefsa see Appendix O); need
for affiliation (4-items removed to improve reliabilitglpha = .65, see Appendix P); introversion
(alpha = .81, see Appendix Q); proximity (alpha = .73, s@@eAdix R); negative relationships
(alpha = .77, see Appendix S); moral identity (alpha +s8é& Appendix T); self-improvement
(alpha = .84, see Appendix U); self-enhancement (alpba,see Appendix V); self-monitoring
(alpha = .83, see Appendix W); ethical culture (alpha Xir®8tudy 2, this was a 21-item scale,
not a 27-item scale as used in Study 1. This was due fadiat roughly 40% of the
respondents did not complete the 6-items measuring thetigéness of the code of ethics
scale), see Appendix X); and social desirability (alph@8; see Appendix Y). Finally,
numerous demographic items were included as potential coatiables or for future research.
These items included: age, gender, level of education ctedple number of years employed
in their current organization and department, whetheobthe participant was in a supervisory

position, the number of people employed in the organzati in the participants department,
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and the number of hours of ethics training the particigaadseceived in the past ten years. (See
Appendix CC).
RESULTS

Table 15 contains the correlations, standard deviatiods;ediabilities for the variables
included in Study 2. Similar to Study 1, this section ikénodown into two primary
subsections — factor analysis results and regressioscef\gain, Hypotheses 1, 3, and 7 were
tested using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediation technigue, windetHeses 2, 4, 5, 6, and 8
through 13, were analyzed via hierarchical regression . Alpp&nreports the results of Study
2.

Factor analysis — mediation variableEmploying a Varimax rotated factor analysis with
a maximum likelihood extraction procedure, 3 stable medjdactors emerged. The 6-item
relative deprivation variable, the 5-item vicarious leagnrariable, and the 4-item perceived fit
with group identity variable explained roughly 64% of the teéalance. As seen in Table 16,
all tems loaded on their respective factors. Agdia,results from this study, as well as the pilot

study and Study 1, suggest that the three constructs are usnitoies f
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Table 15
Summary Statistics and Correlations for Study 2

Mean  s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Self-esteem 4.12 0.53 (.85)
2. Self-monitoring 3.66 0.46  .37* (.83)
3. Need for affiliation 3.18 0.65 .10 .05 (.65)
4. Introversion 2.42 0.52 -39%*  -37* -53% (.81)
5. Self-improvement 4.45 0.45  .28* .33 .15 - 41 (.84)
6. Social desirability 265 055 -55* -19 -28*  36**  -36% (.78)
7. Unethical peer behavior 1.50 0.44 -11 12 -.06 22*% -12 .35** (.95)
8. Positive emotions 1.28 0.64 -.08 -.00 -.03 -10 .04 -01 -11 (.88)
9. Negative emotions 226 093 -15 14 .04 A2 -19 .18 37 -17 .92
10. Vicarious learning 224 097 -30* -15 -.08 14 -.10 .15 .06 .16 .19 (.90)
11. Evaluative fit - Workgroup 165 094 -19 -.10 -.08 19 .00 .16 15 32%  -.02.32*
12. Relative deprivation 158 0.69 .01 .04 -.09 -.02 -.05 19 .20* 29%  *B5 28**
13. Strength of identification - Workgroup 4.08 0.51 .24* .01 .25* -.24* .16 -.23* -.08 12 09. -.09
14. Workgroup's norms - unethical 1.57 0.60  -.24* .01 -01 .19 -15 A7 .18 -03  29* .02
15. Workgroup's norms - ethical 4.09 0.63 23* 21* .05 -.26** .16 .05 .05 14 -07 -14
16. Self-enhancement 326 094 .01 .04 -14 .04 .06 .35 .23* -.16 .25* -.02
17. Proximity 3.59 0.59 .01 -04 .00 -23* .10 19 .06 .06 -01 .07-
18. Negative relationships 194 058 -20* -07 -32%  26% -19 .16 .03 -08 .13 -.03
19. Observer's unethical behavior 1.17 0.16 -.28* -13 -.02 .10 -.05 48** 53 10 .06 .09
20. Moral identity 391 0.54 16 .35 A1 -38% 47 -15 -.02 11 -01 -.05
21. Ethical culture 3.80 0.56 .20* .05 31 L34 14 -23* 37 D -13 -.03
22. Perceived rewards 1.62 0.79  -22* -.05 =34 17 -.09 .18 .09 14 10 11
23. Perceived punishments 3.74 097 .09 -.05 .18 -19 .00 -14 - 40** 01 0.1 .01
24. Gender 1.63 0.49 -.06 -01 -.07 .09 .05 .10 .05 -.05 -06-.12
25. Age 37.89 12.10 .09 -.08 .07 -01 -01 -.26** -.03 .08 -.05 -.16

Scale reliabilities (Cronbach's alphas) appeaherdtagonal, where applicable. Sample size, n& 10
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level {led).
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Table 16
Rotated Factor Analysis for Study 2 - Varimax Rotation
Mediating Variables

Factor Loadings

Questionnaire Items 1

1. Vicarious Learning
- | learned these behaviors from my co-workers.

.76

- My co-workers served as role models for my behavior. 70 .
.9504

- | learned from the example provided by my co-workers.

- | have learned a great deal about how | should behanerfry co-
workers. 71
- | learned these behaviors by observing my co-workers.

2. Evaluative Fit - Major

- Do these behaviors fit with your workgroup’s identity? 12 .
- Are these behaviors typical of your workgroup?

- Are these behaviors considered normal within your wankg/? 14
- Are these behaviors characteristic of your workgroigesitity? .20
3. Relative Deprivation

- Did your co-workers benefit from engaging in these beha¥iors 22
- Did your co-workers receive something (e.g. an opportunity or

good) from engaging in these behaviors? -.03
- Did your co-workers receive something that you wanted from
engaging in these behaviors? .04
- Did your co-workers receive something that you value feogaging

in these behaviors? .05
- Do you believe that these benefits should be youdsnahyour co-
workers? .20
- Do you think that your co-workers received benefits therte

entitled to you from engaging in these behaviors? .18
EIGENVALUES 3.34
% of Variance 22.3
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.04

.10
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15

.92

.22
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.09

.18

293

.93
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.08

.10

.20

3.25
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.16
27

49

.65

.83

.78

.69
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Control Variables

Three variables were statistically controlled foaihregression analyses. The three
variables include: (1) social desirability; (2) age; andgé)der. Previous research has
demonstrated that these variables influence the ethicaial®enaking process (e.qg.,
Deshpande, 1997; Ross & Robertson, 2003; Schminke & Ambrose, 1997).

Study 2 — Mediated Regression Results

Social learning theory Hypothesis 1 proposes that vicarious learning mediages t
relationship between unethical peer behavior and obsenathical behavior. In step 1,
observer unethical behavior was regressed on unethicab@eavior. As shown in Table 17,
the relationship was statistically significant (Betal2, p < .01), indicating the there is an effect
that may be mediated. Due to the fact that stepteisdame in each mediated regression
analysis, it will not be discussed in further analysksstep 2, vicarious learning was regressed
on unethical peer behavior. Although the relationship sstipe as predicted, the results indicate
that this is not a statistically significant relatsbip (Beta = .02, p = .86). According to Baron
and Kenny (1986), when one of the first three steps aresigmificant, there is no support for a
mediation effect. As a result, since step two is-significant, Hypothesis 1 is not supported. In
this analysis and the proceeding mediation analysesy) whe of the initial steps is found to be
non-significant, a discussion of the remaining stepsheilbmitted.

Social identity theory Social identity theory predicts that the perceifedith the
workgroup’s identity will mediate the relationship betwesmethical peer behavior and observer
unethical behavior (Hypothesis 3). Specifically, it wasposed that unethical peer behavior
will be negatively related to perceived fit with thenkgroup’s identity, which will then be

positively related to the observer’s unethical behaviarstep 2, perceived fit was regressed
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onto unethical peer behavior. As seen in Table 18 andsitailStudy 1, the relationship
between unethical peer behavior and perceived fit with tr&gwoup was positive; although it
was non-significant (Beta = .12, p =.26). Thus, Hypoth&ss not supported by this data.
Social comparison theoryWith respect to social comparison theory, two \Aes are
hypothesized to mediate the relationship between unefieealbehavior and observer unethical
behavior. Specifically, unethical behavior is predictetid positively related to perceived
relative deprivation (Hypothesis 7a). In turn, perceneddtive deprivation is predicted to be
positively related to negative self-feelings (Hypoth&sis Finally, negative self-feelings are
predicted to be positively related to observers’ unetluebhvior (Hypothesis 7c¢). Similar to
the procedure conducted in Study 1, an additional step was &dtledBaron and Kenny (1986)
mediation analysis and is consistent with previousarebe(e.g., Tepper & Taylor, 2003).
Regressing perceived relative deprivation against unethicabpbaxior (step 2), a positive but
non-significant effect was found (Beta = .17, p = .1Thus, Hypothesis 7a is not supported (See
Table 19). The relationship between perceived relative depmvand negative self-feelings
(while controlling for unethical peer behavior — step 3a) alss in the expected direction, but
non-significant (Beta = .18, p =.07). Therefore, Hypsth 7b is not supported. Regressing
observer unethical behavior on negative self-feelingst{oting for both unethical peer
behavior and relative deprivation — step 3b) produced a signifeffect (Beta =-.19, p < .05).
Similar to Study 1, the direction of this relationshipégative, not positive, as predicted. Thus,
Hypothesis 7c is not supported by this data. Given that 2tapd 3a are found to be non-
significant, the overall hypothesized mediation modekfacial comparison theory is not

supported.
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Table 17

Mediated Regression Results for Study 2 - Social LearngnTheory

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Variables Model1l Model 2 Model1 Model 2 Model1 Model 2 Model1 Model 2

Control

Social desirability ATF* 31** A2 A2 31** 31 AT 31**

Age -.06 -.09 -.13 -.13 -.09 -.09 -.06 -.09

Gender .02 .01 -.13 -.13 .01 .01 .02 .01
Independent

Unethical peer behavior A2%* .02 A2%* A2** A2
Mediator

Vicarious learning .01 .02 .01
F 10.43**  15.95** 1.90 1.42 15.95%*  12.64** 7.76*  12.64**
R2 24** .39** .05 .05 .39** .39** 24** .39**
AR? 24** 15%* .05 .00 .39** .00 24** 15%*

1 Dependent variable in analysis was observer unethibavime. 2 Dependent variable in regression analysisagasious learning.

N = 104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
**p<.01
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Table 18

Mediated Regression Results for Study 2 - Social IdenyitTheory

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Variables Model1l Model 2 Model1 Model 2 Model1 Model 2 Model1 Model 2

Control

Social desirability ATF* 31** .16 A2 31** 32** A46** 32%*

Age -.06 -.09 -.07 -.08 -.09 -.09 -.06 -.09

Gender .02 .01 -.19 -.19 .01 .01 .02 .01
Independent

Unethical peer behavior A2+ 12 A2 A2+ A2%*
Mediator

Evaluative fit - Workgroup -.03 .02 -.03
F 10.43**  15.95** 2.33 2.07 15.95**  12.66** 7.76*  12.66**
R2 24** .39** .07 .08 .39** .39** 24** 39**
AR? 24** 15%* .07 .01 .39** .00 24** 15%*

1 Dependent variable in analysis was observer unethibavim. 2 Dependent variable in regression analysis was

evaluative fit - workgroup.
N = 104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
**p<.01
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Table 19

Mediated Regression Results for Study 2 - Social Compaos Theory

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3a Step 3b Step 4
Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Control

Social desirability AT 31 A7 A1 .06 .04 31 32%* ATH* 32**

Age -.06 -.09 -.12 -.13 -.02 .00 -.09 -.09 -.05 -.09

Gender .02 .01 -.15 -.15 -.08 -.05 .01 .00 .02 .00
Independent

Unethical peer behavior A2** A7 .35** 32%* A2** A8** A8**
Mediator

Relative deprivation .18 -.01 .02 .06 .02

Negative self-feelings -.19* -.05 -.19*
F 10.43* 15.95** 2.49 2.56* 4.12*%*  4.03** 12.64** 11.77** 6.29* 11.77*
R2 24 39** .07 .09 4%+ A7 .39** A2%* 24** A2%*
AR? 24** 5% .07 .02 4%+ .03 39** .03* 24 .18**

1 Dependent variable in analysis was observer unethibavime. 2 Dependent variable in regression analysig@lasve deprivation.
3 Dependent variable in regression analysis was negatie¢ions.

N = 104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
**p<.01
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Study 2 — Hierarchical Regression Results

Similar to Study 1, the moderating Hypotheses 2, 4, :id68ahrough 13 were tested
using a hierarchical regression analysis. All predictoiables were mean centered (Cohen et
al., 2003) and the variance inflation factor (VIF) scavese below the standard 10.0 cutoff
value (Cohen et al., 2003), suggesting that multicollinearity not a biasing issue. Given that
only one interaction was found to be statistically sigatffit (self-monitoring x unethical peer
behavior), a single interaction plot was conductedd®to interpret the interaction (Figure 17).
In the interaction plot, values representing plus o1 standard deviation from the mean
were used.

Social learning theory moderating variableblypothesis 2 predicted that perceived
rewards and punishments would influence the relationship batwearious learning and
observer unethical behavior. It was proposed thanhtlkeeaction between vicarious learning and
perceived rewards will result in a positive associatwith observer unethical behavior, while the
interaction between vicarious learning and perceived punishméhb® negatively associated
with observer unethical behavior. After controlling fbe variables discussed previously (e.g.,
social desirability, age, and gender) in step 1 and entdringppdependent variables in step 2, the
interaction terms were entered in step 3 (this provassepeated for each hierarchical
regression analysis, therefore it will not be discdssehe proceeding analyses). As seen in
Table 20, the overall model (Model 3) was significant (R35%5AR2 = .00, F (8, 95) =6.43, p <
.01). However, both of the interaction terms werastteally non-significant (Beta = -.06, p =
.53 for the vicarious learning x perceived rewards interatéion and Beta = .00, p = .99 for the
vicarious learning x perceived punishments interaction tefifhus, Hypothesis 2 was not

supported with this data.
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Table 20

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 2 - Social Leamg Theory?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability ATH* A4** A3**

Age -.06 -.06 -.06

Gender .02 -.03 -.03
Independent

Vicarious learning .03 .03

Perceived rewards -.11 -.10

Perceived punishments -.38**  -.36**
Interactions

Vicarious learning x Perceived rewards -.06

Vicarious learning x Perceived punishments .00
F 10.43* 8.62* 6.43**
R2 24%* 35** 35**
AR? 24%* I e .00

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N =104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Social identity theory — test of major's norms moderating variablgpothesis 4 predicts
that the direction of the workgroup’s norms will infhee the relationship between unethical
peer behavior and perceived evaluative fit with the workgrodpistity. Specifically, when the
workgroup’s norms support unethical behavior, the relatiorts#tyween unethical peer behavior
and perceived fit with the workgroup’s identity will be posti{Hypothesis 4a). In contrast,
when the workgroup’s norms support ethical behavior, tla¢ioeship will be negative between
unethical peer behavior and perceived fit with the workgrodg’stity (Hypothesis 4b). Similar
to Study 1, two separate hierarchical regression analysescareducted given the variables
relatively high correlation (r = -.48, p <.01). Table 2fars the results of the hierarchical
regression analysis for the workgroup’s norms supportigghical behavior x unethical peer
behavior interaction. The overall model was notgtiaslly significant (R =.09AR? = .01, F
(6, 97) = 1.56, p =.17). Further, the workgroup’s norms suipgaunethical behavior by
unethical peer behavior interaction was also non-signifi(Beta = .11, p =.29). Therefore,
Hypothesis 4a is not supported by this data.

Table 22, shows the regression results of the workgrawapises supporting ethical
behavior x unethical peer behavior interaction. Theriggl suggest a non-significant
interaction (Beta = -.08, p = .42) and overall modél£fR08,AR? = .01, F (6, 97) = 1.49, p =

.19). Thus, Hypothesis 4b is also not supported.
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Table 21

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 2 - Social Idetty Theory - Norms of
the Workgroup Support Unethical Behavior?

Model Model Model

Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability .16 12 A2

Age -.07 -.08 -.06

Gender -.19 -.19 -.18
Independent

Unethical peer behavior 12 .09

Workgroup's norms support unethical behavior .01 .00
Interactions

Unethical peer behavior x Workgroup's norms
support unethical behavior A1
F 2.33 1.64 1.56
R2 .07 .08 .09
AR? .07 .01 .01

4 The dependent variable is perceived fit with workgroup's
identity.

N = 104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Table 22

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 2 - Social Idety Theory - Norms of
the Workgroup Support Ethical Behavior?

Model Model Model

Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability .16 12 A1

Age -.07 -.08 -.07

Gender -.19 -.19 -.19
Independent

Unethical peer behavior 12 A1

Workgroup's norms support ethical behavior .03 .02

Interactions
Unethical peer behavior x Workgroup's norms

support ethical behavior -.08
F 2.33 1.66 1.49
R2 .07 .08 .08
AR? .07 .01 .01

4 The dependent variable is perceived fit with workgroup's
identity.

N = 104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Social identity theory moderating variableBlypothesis 5 predicts that the relationship
between perceived fit with the workgroup’s identity and oleeunethical behavior will be
stronger when the observer strongly identifies witholnieer workgroup. Table 23 shows that
the overall interaction model was significant (R? = 282 = .03, F (8, 95) = 4.50, p < .01).
However, in further examination of Model 3 in Table 28, skrength of identification x
perceived evaluative fit interaction was found to be-significant (Beta = .15, p =.13).
Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is not supported. Similar to Hygm$tb, Hypothesis 6 predicts that the
lower an observer’s self-esteem, the stronger ta#iorship between perceived fit with the
workgroup’s identity and observer’s unethical behavior. Agaxamining Model 3 in Table 23,
the interaction term is non-significant (Beta = AG; .29). Therefore, Hypothesis 6 is not
supported by this data.

Social comparison theory moderating variablé&ccording to the Hypotheses derived
from social comparison theory, self-improvement arfdesghancement will influence the
relationship between negative self-feelings and obsarueethical behavior. More specifically,
it is proposed that when an individual seeks self-impr@rer(Hypothesis 8a) or self-
enhancement (Hypothesis 8b), the positive relationshipdegtwegative self-feelings and
observer unethical behavior will be weaker. As showreible 24, the overall interaction model
was statistically significant (R? = .2&ZR? = .02, F (8, 95) =4.49, p <.01). However, the
negative self-feelings x self-improvement interaciias non-significant (Beta = .09, p = .31),
as was the negative self-feelings x self-enhancemearction (Beta = -.11, p = .24).

Therefore, Hypotheses 8a and 8b are not supported bytthe da
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Table 23

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 2 - Social Ideity Theory?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability AT 46%F 46

Age -.06 -.07 -.07

Gender .02 .01 .03
Independent

Evaluative fit - Workgroup .03 .05

Strength of identification - Workgroup .07 .02

Self-esteem -.02 -.06
Interactions

Evaluative fit - Workgroup x Strength of identification
Workgroup 15

Evaluative fit - Workgroup x Self-esteem 10
F 10.43** 5.18** 4.50**
R2 24% 4% 8**
AR? 24** .00 .03

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N =104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05
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Table 24
Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 2 - Social Compiaon Theory?

Model Model Model

Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability A7 Bh¥* Bhx*

Age -.06 -.06 -.03

Gender .02 -.01 .01
Independent

Negative emotions -.00 .00

Self-improvement 15 15

Self-enhancement -.06 -.06
Interactions

Negative emotions x Self-improvement .09

Negative emotions x Self-enhancement -11
F 10.43** 5.61** 4.49**
R2 24%  26%  27**
AR?2 24** .02 .02

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N =104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Moral differentiation moderating variablesHypothesis 9 predicts that moral
differentiation will influence the relationship betwearethical peer behavior and observer
unethical behavior. In particular, the relationship w#lweaker when the observer reports high
levels of introversion (Hypothesis 9a), low levelsetd for affiliation (Hypothesis 9b), low
proximity (Hypothesis 9c), high levels of negative relaships (Hypothesis 9d), and high levels
of moral identity (Hypothesis 9e). The results aporged in Table 25. Although the overall
interaction model was statistically significant (R49,AR? = .06, F (14, 89) = 6.07, p <.01),
none of the interaction terms were significant. 8jadly, the introversion x unethical peer
behavior interaction was statistically non-significanthe full model (Beta = -.16, p =.12), as
was the need for affiliation x unethical peer behawiteraction (Beta = .13, p =.18), the
proximity x unethical peer behavior interaction (Beta 5 (5 .16), the negative relationship x
unethical peer behavior interaction (Beta = .14, p = dat),the moral identity x unethical peer
behavior interaction (Beta = -.11, p = .22). Therefbiygotheses 9a through 9e are not
supported by this data.

Other individual and contextual moderating variablddypotheses 10 and 11 predict
that the relationship between unethical peer behandoaserver unethical behavior will be
weaker when the observer reports lower levels of seffiimong (Hypothesis 10) and when an
ethical culture is present (Hypothesis 11). As seenliel26, the inclusion of the interaction
terms yielded a significant overall model (R?2 = .AR? = .03, F (8, 95) = 9.55, p <.01).
Further, the unethical peer behavior x self-monitoringradtion was significant (Beta = -.17, p
< .05). However, the unethical peer behavior x ethidali@iinteraction was not significant
(Beta = .04, p = .64); thus not supporting Hypothesis 1mil&ito Study 1, Figure 17 reveals

that the relationship between unethical peer behandoaserver unethical behavior was
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weaker when self-monitoring was high, rather than lawtrary to prediction. Therefore,

Hypothesis 10 is found to be statistically significant,dposite of prediction.

FIGURE 17
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Table 25

Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 2 - Moral Diférentiation?

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3
Control
Social desirability AT 33F 32%*
Age -.06 -.07 -.08
Gender .02 .01 .06
Independent
Unethical peer behavior A% 42%*
Need for affiliation .09 .06
Introversion -.03 -.01
Proximity 14 14
Negative relationships .00 -.02
Moral identity .01 -.03
Interactions
Unethical peer behavior x Need for affiliation .13
Unethical peer behavior x Introversion -.16
Unethical peer behavior x Proximity 15
Unethical peer behavior x Negative relationships 14
Unethical peer behavior x Moral identity -11
F 10.43** 7.69** 6.07**
R2 24** A2%x AQr*
AR? 24** 19** .06

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N =104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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Table 26
Hierarchical Regression Results for Study 2 - Other Intvidual and Contextual

Variables?
Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

Control

Social desirability AT .26** 23*

Age -.06 -11 -.08

Gender .02 .01 .01
Independent

Unethical peer behavior A2%* A4**

Self-monitoring -.14 -11

Ethical Culture -.09 -.13
Interactions

Unethical peer behavior x Self-monitoring -17*

Unethical peer behavior x Ethical culture .04
F 10.43** 11.56** 9.55**
R2 24%* A2 A5**
AR?2 24%* .18** .03

a The dependent variable is observer unethical behavior.
N =104.

Standardized regression coefficients are shown.

*p <.05

**p<.01
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CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is three-fold. First, thetimighip between unethical peer
behavior and observer unethical behavior was examined usegdlstinct social cognitive
frameworks; social learning, social identity, and sooiahparison. Second, given that the
mechanisms linking unethical peer behavior to observehisa¢ behavior differ greatly from
one theoretical framework to the next, the second punpasdo determine the degree to which
each framework is supported by empirical evidence. Firafiygttempt was made to extend
beyond the conventional “Monkey See, Monkey Do” explanabften associated with peer
influences in the ethical decision-making literaturdiswas realized by examining variables
that might strengthen, weaken, or reverse the presuméd/@aoslationship between peer
unethical behavior and observer unethical behavior.

Although the study conducted in an academic institutioneco(Study 1) provided
support for many of the proposed hypotheses, the hospitaliistry data (Study 2) failed to
provide support for a single hypothesis. An examinatich@torrelation matrix (Table 15) for
Study 2 may shed some light on the non-significant findilgsshown, the correlations
between the direct relationships hypothesized in thaldearning, social identity, and social
comparison models reveal values ranging from .06 (rektiprbetween unethical peer behavior
and vicarious learning) to .25 (between relative deprivatimhnegative self-feelings), with the
majority falling below a value of .15. Applying these ctatiens to Cohen and colleagues
(2003) power of significance test, the statistical poweiStudy 2’'s sample size of 104 would
range in value of approximately .17 to .69. In other wotdsgetis a .17 to .69 chance of

rejecting the null hypothesis atp05 (two-tailed), suggesting that the sample size may have
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been too small to detect a true effect. Further evidenseggest that the non-significant
findings may be attributed to the relatively small sangite can be found in Fritz and
MacKinnon’s (2007) simulation study. In particular, theséhors examined the sample sizes
needed to reach a statistical power value of .80 fomth& common and most recommended
tests of mediation. Applying their findings to Study 2 (usimgBaron and Kenny (1986)
mediation approach), in order to detect a partial medhaffect at a power value of .80 with
small path coefficients (as found in Tables 17 — 19), anmim sample size of over 400
participants would be required. The term minimum was asdtie Fritz and MacKinnon’s
variables were tested without measurement error. ddéxiag that a few variables in the social
sciences (the ones included in this study are of ngoéireg are measured without error, larger
sample sizes will be required to maintain a statispoaler of .80 (Hoyle & Kenny, 1999). As
the above information suggests, the reason for thesigmficant findings found in Study 2 may
be attributed to an insufficient amount of participartiewever, further examination of the Beta
coefficients of the mediation tests between StudydlStndy 2 shows that each coefficient (with
the exception of one) is in the same direction. r@foee, it may be possible that the results from
Study 2 would coincide with the results found in Study 1, gavéarger sample size. However,
in order to take the more conservative approach, theriyeof this discussion section will be
focused on the results obtained from Study 1. As desdbibledv, the results of Study 1 provide
support for many of the predictions, as well as provide smmgadictory findings.
Scale Development

According to social learning theory (SLT) (e.g., BandL868, 1977), the relationship
between a peer’s behavior and an individual's behavioraagthened the more the individual

engages in vicarious learning. Social identity theot¥)£e.g., Tajfel 1972a,b; Tajfel & Turner,
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1986) would suggest that the relationship between peer belaad@n observer’s behavior is
positive when the behavior matches the identity ofjioeip in which the individual belongs.
Finally, social comparison theory (SCT) (e.g., Festing®54) would argue that an individual
would engage in similar types of behaviors displayed by ayleen the individual experiences
negative self-feelings derived from relative deprivatidimerefore, the potential mechanisms
linking unethical peer behavior to observer unethical behavwicarious learning (SLT),
perceived fit with group identity (SIT), and relative deptima (SCT). Although empirical
scholars have applied each of these three theoriesack@siety of domains, these mechanisms
have often been assumed to occur, without providing a leveniest of their effects. One
contribution of this study was that these mediatidact$ were tested through three newly
developed measures. Three factor analyses were condisatgdhe data collected for the pilot
study, Study 1, and Study 2. The analyses consistentlyieevitmee separate and distinct
constructs (See Tables 2, 4, and 16). The results of¢tue &nalysis showed that vicarious
learning, perceived fit with group identity, and relative degiton were comprised of 5-items, 4-
items, and 6-items, respectively. Further, internakstency analyses revealed that the three
factors produced robust reliability coefficients acrdesgilot study (vicarious learning alpha =
.88, perceived fit with group identity alpha = .91, and redatieprivation alpha = .85), Study 1
(vicarious learning alpha = .91, perceived fit with group itlgaipha = .92, and relative
deprivation alpha = .88), and Study 2 (vicarious learning &pl8, perceived fit with group
identity alpha = .94, and relative deprivation alpha = .84).
Social Learning Theory

Hypothesis 1 predicted that unethical peer behavior witldsitively related to vicarious

learning, which would then be positively related to obseuwethical behavior. The results
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from the data gathered for Study 1 show partial suppothi®hypothesis. Specifically, the
more individuals observe a peer engage in cheating bebathe more likely the individuals

will learn these specific behaviors from their pedfsirther, it was found that the more
individuals learn these cheating behaviors, the moreylikely are to engage in similar types of
cheating behaviors. This is consistent with the b@siets of social learning theory which state
that individuals may internalize the behavior thae&hed, and rely on these past observations
to guide future action (Bandura, 1976). Thus, through a succéssfoihg process, an
individual is able to quickly reproduce the behaviors exhibited pger (Bandura, 1977; Davis
& Luthans, 1980).

Although the results support the notion that vicarioushlag is a mechanism linking
peer behavior to observer unethical behavior, it appeds émly part of the phenomenon.
Hypothesis 1 was partially supported due to the fact thaiwbérll analysis revealed support for
a partial mediation, rather than a full mediationdelo As described by Baron and Kenny
(1986), this is a common finding in psychological and $gsgchological research, as
researchers typically attempt to address questionsaat multiple causes. The results,
however, are encouraging. Examination of Table 5 revbat the process of vicarious learning
explains approximately 29 percent of the variance attmbit®bserver unethical behavior.
Therefore, although it may not be the only mechanispte@xng peer influences, at least in
Study 1, it is a viable explanation and provides further sugpogrevious empirical findings
(e.g., McCabe et al., 2006).

Social Identity Theory
Hypothesis 3 predicted that perceived fit with group idemtill mediate the relationship

between unethical peer behavior and observer unethicalibeh&pecifically, it was
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hypothesized that unethical peer behavior and perceivettHitgroup identity would be
negatively related, while perceived fit with group idengitd observer unethical behavior would
be positively related. The results indicate thatawerall social identity model is partially
supported as perceived fit with group identity partially misdighe relationship and explains
roughly 30% of the variance accounted for in observer wathehavior (See Table 6).
However, contrary to prediction, the relationship betmvenethical peer behavior and perceived
fit with group identity is positive, not negative as argly predicted. Initially, | had postulated
that an organization or university has a vested int@rgsomoting ethical, rather than unethical,
behaviors as unethical behaviors could potentially lea¢ative consequences for all those
involved (e.g., Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998). In turhistethical environment would
disseminate through the organization or university andrbegmart of a group’s identity. As a
result, as individuals observe a peer engage in an oak#ut, they would evaluate this behavior
against the group’s identity. Given that the unethical pebavior does not fit with the group’s
ethical identity, the observers will not act similaidytheir peers. However, as the results of
Study 1 show (and indicated by the positive Beta coeffiagie Study 2), cheating behaviors are
prototypical of the respondents’ major. This finding tgiiasting and may provide evidence to
what McCabe and colleagues (McCabe & Trevifio, 1993; Mc@thbk, 2002) have labeled “the
cheating culture”. Is it possible that cheating isvilespread and accepted across college
campuses that these behaviors become part of a mdpmtsty? At least with respect to the
two universities sampled in Study 1, this question may beexeshin the affirmative.

In hindsight, this result makes a great deal of sense.mfe individuals witness their
peers engage in cheating behaviors, the more likely tiElpelieve that cheating is the norm

(i.e., prototypical) and is commonly accepted within theajor. As individuals identify with the
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major, they may begin to believe that cheating ésrthe, rather than the exception. Through the
process of depersonalization (e.g., an individual begiasttand think in accordance with the
group prototype), individuals will begin to assign these thgaorms to themselves and others
and act in accordance to the prototypical behaviors ahtjer. Therefore, the more individuals
observe cheating behaviors among their peers, thetimeydelieve that these behaviors fit with
their major’s identity. Given that individuals becoamaotionally attached to the groups in
which they identify (Mael & Ashforth, 1995), they are mated to maintain behavioral
conformity in order to not be seen as an in-group devi@onsequently, and what was found in
Study 1, this results in an increase in cheating behamotke part of the observer.

Direction of the group’s norms In order to fully comprehend the above finding, it is
imperative to examine the direction of the group’s noamd its relationship with unethical peer
behavior and the perceived fit with the group’s identig a result, Hypothesis 4a posits that
the relationship between unethical peer behavior and perdgivath the major’s identity will
be positive when the major’s norms support unethicahbets The results from study 1
support this hypothesis. In particular, the positive iaiahip found between unethical peer
behavior and perceived fit the major’s identity streagdd when the norms of the major
supporting unethical behavior was high than low. Thus, iddals who observe more unethical
peer behavior were more likely to indicate that thealihn fit their major’s identity when the
norms of the major supported unethical behaviors. Irasttndividuals who believed that the
norms of the major did not support unethical behaviore uess likely to indicate that the
behavior was prototypical of their major. Hypothesisatbthe other hand, predicted that the
relationship between unethical peer behavior and pectéivweith the major’s identity will be

negatively related when the norms of the major supplbidad, rather than unethical, behaviors.
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The results showed that the relationship was weaken Wigenorms supporting ethical behavior
was high than low, but not negative as predicted. Istieggy, the relationship remained
positive. A potential explanation for this finding isufa in the definition of a group’s
prototype. According to Hogg and Terry (2000), the group’s prototypsists of a fuzzy set of
characteristics that embody the attributes of thegend are typically described as the group’s
attitudes, values, beliefs, norms, feelings, and beravBy definition, the major’s norms are
only one determinant of the major’s identity. Givenfde that the majority of the respondents
in Study 1 were third year juniors, they may still beiggtthemselves acquainted with the
norms of the major. This statement is qualified byfélee that at both of the universities
included in Study 1, students typically begin to take mbsterequired classes for their major
at the beginning of their junior year. As such, it isstlale that the students are more apt to
describe their major’s identity by their peers’ behauather than the norms of the major. If
this statement is in fact true, than the results npekéect sense. Examining Figure 6, the
situation in which individuals are less likely to repduttthe unethical behavior of a peer does
not fit with the individuals major’s identity is loweeahen the individuals believe that their
major supports ethical behaviors. However, the moigidwhls observe unethical peer
behavior, the more they believe that the cheating betsaare part of their major’s identity,
even when the individuals describe the norms of themaa ethical. This result may provide
support for the notion that, at least with the cursample, the major’s identity is also described
by peer behavior, and not solely by the norms of themaj

Strength of identification with groupAccording to social identity theory, the extent to
which individuals identify with their major is a matt#rdegree (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989)

and can be an important determinant of behavioral cortfpenig., Barreto & Ellemers, 2000).
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Hypothesis 6 predicts that the stronger individuals ifientth their major, the stronger the
relationship between perceived fit with the major’s titgrand individual unethical behavior.
The results indicate that the relationship betweeogieed fit with major’s identity and observer
cheating behavior is slightly stronger the more indivislidentify with their major. However,
contrary to expectations, the relationship is much giothe less the individuals identify with
their major (See Figure 7). This is an interesting uyetxpected, finding.

Social identity theory predicts that the strongeritidividuals identify with the group,
the more likely they are to behave in accordance thi¢hgroup’s prototypical behaviors and has
been supported in the SIT literature (e.g., Barreto &niidies, 2000; Noel et al., 1995). In
contrast, it has been found in previous studies thatvimaiadconformity is less likely to occur
for low identifying individuals (e.g., Doosje et al., 1998; Eth Deux, 1994), not more likely
to occur as was found in this study. There are threebp®ssplanations for this finding. First,
when individuals do not identify with a group, they have pessible options; leave the group or
change their behavior so that it conforms to the group®ppical behavior. With respect to
the sample in Study 1, over 90% of the participants reparidass standing of a junior or
higher. Therefore, leaving one’s major is probably naable option as it would result in added
costs (i.e., more years of schooling and additiontibtuexpenses or an increase in coursework
due to additional classes). The more likely alternatigalevbe for the individuals to consider
conforming to the group’s prototypical behavior. Further, identifying individuals may feel
more pressure to conform to the group’s prototypical nohaas high identifying individuals
because of the relationships they have built withr theers. According to Ashforth and Mael
(1989) strength of identification with a group is comprisethany factors, one of which is

related to the interpersonal relationships one hadafes@ with the group. The more an

174



individual interacts with the group, likes the group’s rbens, and is similar to the members of
the group, the more likely the individual is to identifylwihe group. If low identifying
individuals lack these characteristics, they may beetkeas nonconformists. Since
nonconforming individuals are often derogated by membersdajribup (e.g., Marques et al.,
1988a, 1988b, 1998, 2001), low identifying individuals may behave in@auce to the group’s
norms in order to show loyalty to the group.

A second explanation to the finding relates to an individuavel of self-esteem.
According to SIT, one motivation for identifying withgaoup is that it may lead to higher levels
of individual self-esteem, especially if the group is \eewnore favorably over another group
(Turner, 1982). Therefore, strong identifiers are mi&edyl to behave in accordance to the
group’s norms in order to retain a positive self-esteklowever, it may be argued that low
identifying individuals who are unable to leave a group mas Imaore interest in complying
with the group’s norms, particularly if their level élf-esteem is low. By complying with the
group’s norms, individuals’ level of self-esteem may@ase as they are able to attribute the
success of the group to their own behavior. Furtherjdentifying individuals may act in
accordance to the group’s prototypical behavior in ordezdeive social approval from the other
members of the group, ultimately increasing their selfeesteln order to provide some support
for this assertion, a post hoc analysis was conducteadiyining the relationship between
observers’ level of self-esteem and strength of ideatibn with their major on observers’
behavior. As shown in Figure 18 and in agreement witlaloee information, individuals who
are low in self-esteem and do not strongly identifshwheir major, are more likely to engage in
cheating behaviors than individuals with high levelsaif-esteem. Furthermore, the difference

between the levels of cheating behaviors among highcanddlf-esteem individuals becomes
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minimal as the individual strongly identifies withetimajor. This would suggest that the more
individuals identify with their major, self-esteem be@sntess of a motivating factor behind
behavioral conformity.

A final explanation may pertain to the notion of anmdlial having multiple identities.
According to SIT, individuals have multiple identitiasd the identity that is triggered is the one
that becomes salient in a specific situation or fitiatwith the individual’'s own priorities (e.g.,
Turner, 1985; Deaux & Major, 1987). With respect to the sanmmpbtudy 1, respondents may
see themselves as students of the major, a friendyfthktir social fraternity or social sorority,
or an athlete, to name just a few. As the number affggan which the students belong to
increases, the less likely they are to identify wigkrtimajor (e.g., Bhattacharya et al., 1995).
The less individuals identify with their major, the mdikely they will act according to their
own self-interests. Further, under such a situatianinthividuals are more likely to make
decisions based on their own personal identity, whiclepasses the beliefs they possess
regarding their own characteristics (Turner, 1982). Aesalt, when students are low in
identifying with their major, they may not rely on oth@f the major for assistance in making a
decision. Instead, they may look inwardly for a maeesonal identity that will serve as the
basis for decision making. One particular identity rb@yhe individual's moral identity. In a
post hoc analysis examining the relationship betweewithdils’ moral identity and strength of
identification with their major on the individuals’ lavior, the results tend to support this
notion. In examining Figure 19, low moral identifiers wdre low in identification with their
major cheat more often than individuals with a highrah@entity. This would suggest that low
identifying individuals look elsewhere for identificatiomhese individuals may make decisions

based on their own personal identity, which may not beahno nature. Furthermore, as
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individuals begin to identify with their major, the anmb of cheating among low and high moral
identifiers becomes relatively equal. Thereforend&/iduals begin to identify with their major,
they are more interested in pursuing the best inteoést® group, not their self-interests. This

is displayed through behavioral conformity and is coeststvith SIT.

FIGURE 18
Interaction of Self-Esteem and Strength of Identification with
the Major on Observer Unethical Behavior
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FIGURE 19
Interaction of Moral Identity and Strength of Identification

with the Major on Observer Unethical Behavior

Observer Unethical Behavior

214

199

1.7=

15

1.4+

1.2+

1.0+

11

T
18

T
24

T
31

T
3.7

L]
44

T
50

m— High Moral Identity
== w= Low Moral [dentity

Strength of Identification with the Major

Self-esteemHypothesis 6 predicted that the relationship betwememed fit with the
major’s identity and observer unethical behavior will tsergyer when observers are low in self-
esteem. As predicted, the relationship was strongen whgervers’ self-esteem was low than
high (See Figure 8). Further, the level of observemsthical behavior was relatively the same
when the students believed that unethical peer behavimodliit with the major’s identity.
However, as unethical peer behavior became prototypitheahajor, low self-esteem
individuals engaged in more cheating behaviors. This finding stgoBandura’s (1971, 1977)
assertion; low self-esteem individuals are less confihethieir own actions and are more likely

to imitate the behavior of others.
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Social Comparison Theory

Hypothesis 7 predicted that relative deprivation and negatlf-feelings derived from
relative deprivation would mediate the relationshipMeein unethical peer behavior and
observer unethical behavior. The overall model wasatlgrsupported, as the data support a
partial mediation effect, rather than full mediatidfurther, the model accounted for
approximately 29% of the variance in observer unethica\neh As expected, there was a
significant and positive relationship between unethical pebkavior and relative deprivation,
supporting Hypothesis 7a. The more individuals observepkers engage in cheating
behaviors, the greater the likelihood that the obsservelieve that their peers benefited from
these cheating behaviors (i.e., a higher grade on an@xassignment). Further, the observers
were more likely to indicate that the beneficial ame their peers received from engaging in
these cheating behaviors is something that they valudelmohtitled to. In support of
Hypothesis 7b, these beliefs led to negative self-feelifigns finding suggests that observers
experience greater negative emotions after witnessimgpiers benefit from cheating,
particularly if the observers felt as if they desslthe benefit, not their peers. This relationship
is likely to be strengthened if the observers did roeive the same beneficial outcome as the
cheating peer, but spent a great deal of effort on gigrasent or spent many hours studying for
the exam. In order to restore equity, relative depowaheory would suggest that the observers
would then cheat on the next exam or assignment, ppssildvel the playing field. However,
as the results indicate (See Table 7), the more theredrs experience negative self-feelings, the
less likely they are to engage in cheating behaviorsexpkctedly, Hypothesis 7c is significant,

but in the opposite direction.

179



There are three primary explanations for this figdiifhe first explanation is statistical
in nature. Again, examining the correlation matrix fardy 1, a positive relationship between
negative self-feelings and observer unethical behaviousd. When this variable was entered
into the regression equation, the direction of the mgrrsed, possibly caused by the
phenomenon of suppression. Although there are many d&imior suppression, the
description most relevant to our discussion is offered d&jimyton (1968) who states that a
suppressor variable is a variable that when entered ir@grassion equation with positively
correlated predictors on the criterion, it receivesg@ative Beta weight. Given that this appears
to be the case with negative self-feelings, and thatdhelation is not only positive but quite
small in magnitude (r = .04), one should interpret tmdifig with caution.

A second explanation can be best explained by the @faCkosby (1976). Crosby
(1976) recognizes that not all individuals will engage inabycunacceptable behaviors as a
result of experiencing negative self-feelings derived froative deprivation. In situations
where the individuals have high personal control and baea opportunities, the individuals
may engage in acceptable behaviors, such as self-improuefmanher, Stack contends that
some individuals may turn these negative self-feelingsardly against themselves as opposed
to outwardly directed ... against society” (1984: 235). Theegfitnis information suggests that
students who feel as if they can better themselvesigir more conventional means (such as
studying harder on the next exam) or taking personal regpkigdor the outcome they
received on an exam or assignment, they may not emgatpeating behaviors in the future.

A final possible explanation may be attributed to reveasssation. Instead of negative
self-feelings guiding behavior, it may be that cheatingltesn negative self-feelings. For

instance, in order to restore equity, individuals may cbedhe next exam in order to not fall
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behind their peers. However, after cheating on the etteage individuals may feel a since of
discomfort or becomes angry with themselves becagsehdve realized that they are no longer
morally better than their peers. Within this situatihe individuals may believe that they have
jeopardized their own moral character. In esseheg, have “stooped” to the level of a cheater.
However, if the individuals are less concerned witlr ttheral image, and more concerned about
restoring equity, they may experience positive emotidhsamining the correlation matrix for
Study 1 (Table 3), some light may be shed on this issseshdwn, there is a significant and
positive correlation between observer unethical beharidrthe positive emotions after
observing a peer engage in cheating behaviors (r = .27, p <T.Bik)may indicate that the
observers feel good about themselves after engagimgiiarscheating behaviors because they
have justified their own action as being the fair andrigie thing to do under the circumstances.
Further, this positive correlation might indicate tpasitive emotions occur after witnessing
their peers engage in cheating behaviors because thagtaies only person engaging in these
behaviors. In this situation, the individuals may nadiize their behavior (i.e., | had to cheat in
order to not fall behind), resulting in feeling good aboubtseves.

Self-improvementAs predicted, self-improvement influenced the relatignbbtween
negative self-feelings and observer unethical behavior (tHgse 8a). As previously stated, not
all individuals who experience negative self-feelingswetifrom relative deprivation will
engage in unethical activities to restore justice. Aa ge€igure 9, this assertion is strongly
supported by the data in Study 1. Interestingly, theioelstip between negative self-feelings
and observer unethical behavior is not only weaker, &gative. In particular, the results
indicate that when individuals’ experience low levelsegative self-feelings regardless of their

need for self-improvement, they report similar lewdlsheating behaviors. However, as the
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level of negative self-feelings increase, individual®wave the desire to improve themselves as
an individual reports far less levels of cheating tmatividuals who reported relatively low
levels of self-improvement. Therefore, the moreviadials desire to grow as a person and is
inspired to be better than their peers, they are ma&wetant to engage in cheating behaviors
even when they experience negative emotions. Taisindicate that high self-improvement
individuals may find it more gratifying to not cheat on aaraor assignment, even if they did
not receive a favorable outcome. This is possibleusecthese individuals did not resort to
unacceptable behaviors that would not add to their serssfamprovement. Further, these
individuals may realize that they completed the exammssignment without unauthorized
assistance, which may make them better in their éyasd peer who cheated.

Moral Differentiation

As previously mentioned elsewhere, moral differentratgoa multidimensional construct
focused on factors that would raise oneself “morallyd\a& others. As described below, there
was some support for this construct.

Introversion Hypothesis 9a predicted that the relationship betwaeethical peer
behavior and observers’ unethical behavior would be loviren individuals are high in
introversion rather than low. This was postulated utliieassumption that the less individuals
engage in interpersonal relations with their peers dtleeir own disposition, the less likely the
individuals will witness the cheating behaviors of thmgers, resulting in lower levels of
mimicking behaviors. However, as seen in Figure 10, pipesite of prediction was found. As
high introverted individuals witness more unethical gedravior, they are more likely than low
introverted individuals to engage in cheating behavionshiridsight, this makes since and there

are at least two possible explanations for this findiRgst, due to the fact that introverts tend to
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be socially withdrawn (Goldberg, 1993), they are lessylikhan their counterparts to openly
discuss social issues with their peers. As a rasgh, introverted individuals are less likely to
express their dissent to those individuals who are patigrgetting ahead by cheating. In such
a situation, these individuals may cheat in order tovstheir peers” (e.g., Jelinek & Ahearne,
2006) that they do not need to belong to a social group in trdeap the benefits from
cheating. Second, by avoiding their peers, introveetsrore likely to look internally, rather
than externally, for a solution to a problem. Theref introverted individuals are more likely to
base a moral decision on other factors than the odddrhavior. One possible factor is by
referring to the individual’'s own self-regulative meclsans that guides moral behavior;
specifically, one’s moral identity. In examining tr@elation between moral identity and
introversion, Table 3 shows that there is a signifieand negative correlation between these two
constructs (r =-.43, p <.01). This evidence suggestsviiat individuals do not rely on the
behavior of others to guide their own behavior, they loal internally and act on their own
moral compass. When these individuals lack a moreiplaacor moral disposition, they are
more likely to engage in cheating behaviors.

Need for affiliation Hypothesis 9b suggests that the relationship betweehicelgieer
behavior and observer unethical behavior will be weakenwidividuals are low in need for
affiliation. As predicted and displayed in Figure 11, loeed for affiliation individuals are less
likely to cheat than high need for affiliation individaathen unethical peer behavior is more
prevalent. Given that individuals with a low need fffitiation tend to emphasize their own
ability and skills above collaborative effort (Yamagu@d03) and may be less interested in
being liked by others, they are more likely to behawsags that primarily serve their own self-

interests. As a result, these individuals will beslékely to engage in similar cheating behaviors
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because they may not place a high value on the redaibetween their peers. Individuals
with a high need for affiliation, however, prefer harnows relationships (Murray, 1983). As
indicated by the findings, they may engage in similar tothgd®ehaviors as their peers in order to
maintain a positive social network.

Proximity. Hypothesis 9c proposes that the relationship betweethical peer behavior
and observer unethical behavior will be weaker when indalgdare low in proximity to their
peers. The results indicate (See Figure 12), that Bugoreship is stronger, not weaker as
predicted, the more individuals are proximately distant their peers. An explanation to this
finding may be found in the work of Jones (1991). Accordindones, proximity is defined as
the “feeling of nearness (social, cultural, psycholalgior physical) that the moral agent has for
victims (beneficiaries) of the evil (beneficial) antquestion” (1991: 376). In this study, it is
quite possible that the students pondered the outcomedbegpeers may receive if they
cheated on an exam or written assignment. In thisteityahe students may realize that by
engaging in cheating behaviors, they may be negatively tingatiose peers who may be
considered their friends. By cheating, particularhé tlass is based on a curve, their friend
may become a victim of their own behavior. As a tesudividuals who are proximately closer
to their peers may cheat less frequently in order to nahpur peers at a disadvantage. On the
other hand, individuals low in proximity may not be too@amed with how their peers are
affected by their cheating tendencies. Therefore, dneynore likely to engage in cheating
behaviors as long as the behavior results in a posititeome for themselves. However, given
the nearly parallel lines shown in Figure 12, multicolirigy may be a biasing issue with this

finding. Thus, these results should be interpreted vaitiian.
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Negative relationshipsThe higher the individuals negative relationshipfiwheir peers
were expected to weaken the relationship between unetherabgkavior and observer
unethical behavior. As displayed in Figure 13, the oppos$itenat was predicted was found.
Specifically, the more negative relationships individinase with their peers and the more often
they witness their peers engage in cheating behaviersohe likely the individuals are to
cheat. A possible explanation for this result is Einto the one offered for the introversion
finding. Similar to introverted individuals, individuakho are in a social network comprised of
negative relationships have less social support. In ambgsituations, individuals who are in a
social network comprised of positive relationships haeeability to ask for assistance when
making a difficult situation. Individuals who are in@g&l network comprised of a series of
negative relationships do not have this opportunity. Assalt, they may make decisions based
on their own moral guidance (i.e., moral identity), éast of exposing themselves to a negative
interaction with their peers, which may cause addedssteeg., Ruehiman & Wolchik, 1988).
Therefore, it would be expected that individuals who haaay negative relationships with their
peers and have a low moral identity would engage in nwgating behaviors than individuals
high in moral identity. In a post hoc analysis, #esertion was tested and supported. As seen in
Figure 20, the more negative relationships individuals hatvetheir peers, the more likely the
individuals will engage in cheating behaviors when theyl@awv on moral identity, than high (t =

-3.97, p < .01).
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FIGURE 20
Interaction of Moral Identity and Negative Relationships

on Observer Unethical Behavior
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Negative Relationships

Moral identity Hypothesis 9e predicted that the relationship betweethical peer
behavior and observer unethical behavior will be weaken\line observer reports high levels of
moral identity. As predicted, high moral identifiersysus low moral identifiers, were less
likely to mimic the behavioral patterns of their pe@ee Figure 14). Interestingly, however, the
relationship remains positive for those high in morahidg. This would suggest that although
moral identity is an important component of the indivitkiaélf-conception, it is not the only
component. It may be that in an environment full ofatimg peers, individuals may have to
weigh the right thing to do against what might give ttlenadvantage. If an important
component of the individuals’ self-concept is that taey a good student, when faced with a
challenging course, the good student conception may trumpdha conception. However, the
result supports the notion that individuals may stand &l thorals (at least in most cases), even

when faced with a situation where their peers are engagicheating behaviors. Another
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potential explanation for the positive relationship rbayattributed to the directions that precede
the questions in the moral identity scale. Respondeerte asked to think of a person (which
could be him or her, but does not have to be) who nhiglttescribed by a variety of positive
characteristics (e.g., caring, compassionate, fair). eRespondents were then asked to report the
degree to which they would like to have these charatitsri®.g., “I strongly desire to have
these characteristics”), but do not necessarily indit#t they are a person of these moral
characteristics. As a result, individuals may asfrbe a person of moral character, but falls
short of attaining these moral characteristics, erpigithe positive relationship between
unethical peer behavior and observer unethical behavior.
Other Individual and Contextual Factors

Self-monitoring Hypothesis 10 proposes that the relationship betweethical peer
behavior and observer unethical behavior is weaker whevidndis report lower degree’s of
self-monitoring. Contrary to predictions, the relatlupsvas weaker for high, rather than low,
self-monitors (See Figure 15). This result suggests thasddf-monitors are more influenced
by peer cheating behaviors than high self-monitors. nidke low self-monitors observe their
peers cheat the more likely they are to cheat.irétt glance, this result would appear to go
against conventional wisdom. Research suggests thasdliginonitors are more influenced by
the behavior of their peers (e.g., Snyder, 1987) and lowrgaiitors are less likely than high
self-monitors to comprise their morals and to behawthically (Bedian & Day, 2004).
However, the literature also suggests that high selftm@icompared to low self-monitors, are
more concerned with their public appearance. Further,dalffmonitors are more interested in
constructing a positive social image and is particulahssive to shifts in situations that require

behavioral adjustment (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). Thes&dinals are socially intelligent
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and have a greater ability to adapt to social situatindahave accordingly, but only when the
behavior will ultimately improve their public image. Wrespect to the current study, the
results suggest that (at least at certain times) RtHn®onitors are prone to the influences of
their peers, given the positive relationship between unétees behavior and observer
unethical behavior. However, as stated by Covey andagples, “cheating carries with it
negative social connotations, particularly for ongiage” (Covey, Saladin, & Killen, 1989:674).
Perhaps it is possible that these high self-monitors Wwetter able to read the social
environment and contemplate other contextual factorsitagitplay a more central role in
determining the appropriate behavior that is best formtheidual’'s image. For instance,
previous research has found that high self-monitors roag ethical climate were less likely to
engage in unethical behaviors (Ross & Robertson, 2000).wbhilsl suggest, and is consistent
with the theory, that high self-monitors are able tpisttheir behavior to fit the situation.
Within this study, it is quite possible that high self-morstviewed the possible negative
consequences for cheating as detrimental to theiirsatfe (i.e., they are labeled as a “cheater”)
and were thus, less likely to cheat. Low self-monjtorsthe other hand, show behavioral
consistency across social situations (Gangestad & Sr3d@®), which reflects their own inner
attitudes, emotions, and dispositions. Thereforewifdelf-monitors are more prone to cheat,
this cheating behavior will continue across differetial environments.

Ethical culture According to Hypothesis 11, an existence of a strongadttilture
would weaken the relationship between unethical peer bmhawil observer unethical behavior.
As seen in Figure 16, the results support this predicti@nticBlarly, individuals are less likely
to behave unethically when their peers are behaving undyhiddde ethical environment acts as

a deterrent. Interestingly, however, the relatiomsamains positive in the high ethical culture
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environment. There are two potential explanationshisrresult. First, the informal component
of ethical culture (i.e., peer behavior and ethical npmey act as a stronger mechanism than
the formal component (i.e., university policies, leadgxstic.). The evidence in this study
seems to support this notion. Particularly, the ndemd to support cheating, rather than non-
cheating, behaviors (recall the social identity medrafinding). Second, the reward structure
across college campuses may be weak. In the acadistmmesty literature, it is commonly
reported that many cases of academic dishonesty, etlescafvered by a professor, are never
reported (e.g., Robinson-Zanartu, Pen, Cook-Morales, Pésiaali, & Nguyen, 2005).
Likewise, students may believe that faculty of a unitsedo not treat cases of academic
dishonesty very harshly. For instance, McCabe (1993) fthatd39% of the faculty would only
assign a failing grade on a test or assignment when tfespoos’ witnessed cheating behaviors.
Further, 9% of the faculty would offer a simple warniigg stated that they would penalize the
student in a less severe manner than offering a failiadegon the test or assignment, and 1%
would do nothing about the student’s behavior. In a reldtety,sRobinson-Zanartu and
colleagues (2005) stated that approximately 1/3 of all facefpondents would do nothing to a
student who was caught plagiarizing on an assignmenthoSétwho would take action, 2/3 of
the faculty reported that they would discuss the isstrethe student, or have the student
resubmit a new assignment. The evidence suggests tipartakies for engaging in cheating
behaviors may not be adequate enough to deter cheatingdsshaven if the student receives a
failing grade on the exam, assignment, or for the couksestated by Pavela and McCabe, “the
standard penalty for academic dishonesty at many colleflesfailing grade on an assignment
or in a course... trivializes academic dishonesty andvsak deterrent” (1993: 29). Although a

university may not intentionally reward cheating behayiths lack of punishment for being
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caught engaging in cheating behaviors may in fact be progholieating. However, as evident
by the results of this study, the relationship is soméweaker in relatively higher ethical
culture environments because of the possibility of besvgrely punished (i.e., expelled from

the university) for cheating.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS

Overall, this study offers a number of important ctmttions to the ethics literature.
Below are six “key” findings derived from this research aray potentially offer insight into
directions for future research. In addition, the latdns and strengths of this research are
discussed.

Key Findings
(1) Reliable measures of vicarious learning, perceived fitith group identity, and relative
deprivation were introduced.

Previous research has often assumed that the mechanigicarious learning, perceived
fit with group identity, and relative deprivation aréds@ occur without offering formal
measures for these mechanisms. The newly developed gsaldto tap these constructs proved
to be distinct and reliable measures. For instandbrée separate factor analyses, three stable
factors emerged; a 5-item vicarious learning scale, a 4geoeived fit with group identity
scale, and a 6-item relative deprivation scale. Furtherresults of an internal consistency
analysis revealed robust reliability coefficients foede measures across three samples. Future
research could explore the usefulness and validityesitimeasures.

(2) Peers do influence one’s behavior, but it is more cortgx than what is described from a
social learning perspective.

Three distinct models were developed to test the infRieha peer’s behavior on
observers’ behavior. Previous research in the etdeasion-making theory has often relied on
the theoretical underpinnings of social learning theomsxaain this relationship. Although this

research supports the notion that vicarious learning isdigbive factor of observer unethical
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behavior, it is not the only mechanism that can erglais relationship. The results
demonstrated that a social identity and social compapsospective can equally explain the
influences of peer behavior on observers’ behavior.cisgaly, the social learning, social
identity, and social comparison models each accountezbfdy;, 30%, and 29%, respectively, of
the explained variance on observer unethical behavistudy 1. In addition, a post hoc
analysis (full model not reported) regressing the dependeiatble (observer unethical
behavior) on the three mediating variables (vicarioamiag, perceived fit with major’s
identity, and relative deprivation) indicated that thei@adentity mediator may be a stronger
predictor of observer unethical behavior as indicated biaéta coefficients (after controlling
for social desirability, gender, age, and university). Sigatly, the standardized Beta weights
for each variable was .11, .22, and .12, respectivelyotéh, these findings are encouraging and
should spark future research. Specifically, these findanggide partial support for the notion
that ethical decision-making is more complex tharsithgle “Monkey see, monkey do”
explanation of social learning. It appears that a rappgopriate description of peer influences
is “Monkey see, monkey may do if...” Future researaliccadd to the predictive validity of
the social identity and social comparison model by tgstim other domains.

(3) A “cheating culture” may exist, at least in certain domais.

An interesting result found in the social identity moslas the positive relationship
between unethical peer behavior and perceived fit with #jeria identity. This result indicates
that cheating is prototypical (i.e., the norm) of omagor, at least according to the respondents
of study 1. Interestingly, examining the results ofdbeial identity model in Study 2, the Beta
coefficient was also positive, suggesting that thigating culture” may extend beyond an

academic environment and into business organizations. Fas@arch could examine how this
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culture was formed and the implications related to orgtaizar group level performance.
Further, it may be interesting to examine how thegeildevel “major” and “department” norms
relate to the overall “university” and “organization” n@. When a conflict between the two
entities exists, which “culture” prevails?
(4) Low identifying individuals were more likely to behave inaccordance with the group’s
identity than high identifying individuals.

According to social identity theory, individuals whaoostgly identify with a group are
more likely to behave in accordance to the group’s prototyge lbw identifying individuals.
However, the results of Study 1 indicate that theticelahip between perceived fit with the
major’s identity and observer unethical behavior was gaofor those who least (relatively
speaking) identified with their major. This finding isa@resting, as it suggests that the
relationship is more complex than originally thoughor iastance, in a post hoc analysis, it was
found that this relationship may be influenced by a peeval lof self-esteem. Further, due to
the fact that individuals have multiple identitiegsiguite possible that some individuals
behaved in accordance to an identity other than theorieajin another post hoc analysis, it
was found that one’s moral identity moderated the celahip between strength in identification
and observer unethical behavior. Specifically, theiledigiduals identify with their major and
the lower the individuals’ moral identity, the moreelly the individuals are to engage in
cheating behaviors. Future research could examine thplew phenomenon of multiple
identities. In particular, when an individual is pladge@ group that promotes unethical
activities, is the simple categorization process endoiginomote in-group identification as
found in previous research? Further, in such an environmventd an individual who has a

relatively high level of moral identity follow the@vn moral compass, or would the normative
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influence of the group be strong enough to persuade thedadl into engaging in unethical

activities?

(5) Negative self-feelings derived from relative deprivation @ not always lead to unethical
behavior.

Contrary to predictions, negative self-feelings derifvech relative deprivation were
negatively related to observer unethical behavior in Siu@nd reported a negative Beta
coefficient in Study 2). Although other explanationstfas finding exist (i.e., suppression or
reverse causation), moving beyond the statistical raikations offers an alternative
explanation that may spark future research. Accoradir@rosby (1976), individuals may not
engage in socially unacceptable behaviors (i.e., cheatingh they have the ability to take
constructive action, such as self-improvement. Irh&rrsupport of this notion, the results of the
moderating effect of self-improvement showed that idials who reported high levels of self
improvement were less likely to engage in cheating betaaiter reporting high levels of
negative self-feelings than individuals who reported llewels of self-improvement. Future
research should examine this relationship in contexts tiha an academic environment.
According to Crosby, individuals would pursue a self-improgat strategy when they have
personal control and open opportunities. Naturally, tael@mic environment may be classified
as a context with open opportunities (i.e., other classegrease g.p.a. or to further one’s
knowledge on a difficult subject), whereas other costexdy not have such opportunities.

(6) Moral differentiation may be a construct worth pursuing.

Although the development of the construct of mordedéntiation was a secondary

purpose of this study, the results are encouraging. licplart low need for affiliation and

moral identity weakened the positive relationship betwaethical peer behavior and observer
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unethical behavior as predicted. However, the oppofbpesdiction for introversion, proximity,
and negative relationships was found. Future research dewddop this construct further by
identifying other factors that may theoretically sepame individual from another on a moral
basis. Although the included variables were theoréfie#ble, there seems to be other factors
that may tap this construct more clearly. For ingtahgvould suggest focusing on constructs
that are more principled or moral in nature. As imdirals distance themselves from others
(purposely or by a variety of individual characteristitbgy no longer have a social network to
learn appropriate (or inappropriate for that matter) behs. Therefore, these individuals may
look internally for an answer to a moral dilemma. Tiere the individuals’ principles are
moral, the more likely they are to act on these momatiples and engage in ethical, rather than
unethical behaviors.

Limitations and Strengths

Limitations The results of this research should be interprietéeu of some limitations.
To begin, the data collected for this research was<sestional in design. Therefore, no
inferences of causality can be made. Further, thefuseross sectional design may have
inflated the relationship between the independent variablketliical peer behavior) and the
dependent variable (observer unethical behavior). Futusanagscan provide further support
for the findings by conducting an experimental or longitatidesign.

Another limitation is that the included sample wasnaodomly drawn from a larger
population in either Study 1 or Study 2. The classes and aegmms selected for participation
were based on convenience. Further, due to the fadhthatajority of the included participants
in Study 1 were College of Business students, the reméltsot generalizeable. Future research

could validate these findings by including a more randomizedeatatogeneous sample.
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A third limitation of this research is that the saenpize utilized in Study 2 was too small
to detect any significant findings, other than using simpteetation analysis techniques.
Encouragingly, however, the directions of the Bet&ghts were similar to those found in Study
1. With a second wave of data collection, these tesolld be verified.

Fourth, the use of single-source data raises questionslimgaommon method bias.
However, as indicated in the methodology sectiomisfresearch, common method bias may not
be a substantive issue in this research based onsthitsref the Harmon single-factor test and
the partial and zero-order correlations while controlforgsocial desirability. In addition, the
procedural remedies outlined by Podsakoff and colleagues @didstal., 2003) to reduce
common method bias were taken into consideration wiesurvey was developed.

Finally, although Baron and Kenny’s (1986) test for mediaiscam appropriate
technique for assessing mediation effects, it is limieats explanatory power as it does not
allow all variables (i.e., moderating variables) tcebéered in one step. As a result, future
research could test the purported relationships with a noaverful mediation technique, such
as structural equation modeling.

Strengths Despite the abovementioned limitations, there @@ aihumber of strengths
of the present research that are worthy of mentionkigst, this research employed a multiple
theoretical perspective to understanding the complakiaaship between peer and observer
unethical behavior — a process that is notably lackitigarethics literature. Further, as
indicated by the Beta coefficients of the post hodyamadescribed above, it appears that social
identity and not social learning theory, may offer arger theoretical framework in predicting
observer unethical behavior, at least in an academsihodesty context. Second, great care was

taken to reduce the effects of social desirability bl#hen a researcher asks a respondent to
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report his or her behavior regarding a sensitive topic (as@thics), social desirability may
become an issue. Within this research, social deiyalbas controlled for in all statistical
analyses. Further, on a number of occasions, tpemdsnts were assured that their responses
were strictly anonymous. The final strength was thatikaly high response rates for both Study
1 and Study 2. In particular, Study 1 yielded a responsefd® 3%, while Study 2 reported a
58.76% response rate. Given the sensitive nature of tleeaiogithe considerable length of the
survey, these two response rates are quite exceptiBaaticularly if they are compared to the
commonly accepted 19% response rate often found in the letb@aion-making literature

(Hunt, 1990).
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APPENDICES

Appendix A
Comparing and Contrasting the Theories: Assumptions, Key mates, and Key mechanisms

Social Cognitive Theory

Assumptions

Key Motives

Key Mechanisms

Social Learning

Human learning is a functiof
of observed behavior

nLearning, obtain rewards,
avoid punishments

Role modeling, vicarious
learning

Social Identity

People define themselves in
relation to their social groups

Maintain a positive social
identity

Compare to prototype,
depersonalization

Social Comparison

People compare themselve
referent others

sNtaintain standing relative to
peers, eliminate negative
feelings, social differentiation

or social uniformity

Feelings of relative
deprivation
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Appendix B
Study 1 — Partial and Zero-Order Correlations - Controlling for Social Desirability

Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5
1. Social desirability 3.00 0.52
2. Unethical peer behavior 2.01 0.69 .22*
3. Negative emaotions 232 090 .05 8% ((17*)
4. Vicarious learning 2.61 1.01 .20* .21** (.17*) .07 (.06)
5. Evaluative fit - Major 1.63 0.78 .09* .31**(.30**) .09* (.08%) 24%9x3**)
6. Relative deprivation 2.39 0.92 .18** .33** (.30**) .30** (.30**) 27%* ((24*%)  34*%* (.33*)
7. Observer's unethical behavior 1.37 0.45 .18* 52** (.50**) .08). 22%* (L19%%)  .30** (.29*%)

Partial correlations reported in brackets () nexh&zero-order correlations. Sample size, n = 655.
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-

tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-¢i).
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Appendix C
Study 2 — Partial and Zero-Order Correlations - Controlling for Social Desirability

Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5
1. Social desirability 2.65 0.55
2. Unethical peer behavior 1.50 0.44 .35*
3. Negative emotions 226 0.93 .18 7% (.33*)
4. Vicarious learning 224 097 .15 .06 (.01) 19 (\17)
5. Evaluative fit - Major 1.65 094 .16 .15 (.10) -.02 (-.05) .3230**)
6. Relative deprivation 158 0.69 .19 .20* (.15) .25%* (.23%) .28** (.26**) 31135*)
7. Observer's unethical behavior 1.17 0.16 .48**  .53** (.44*) .0B4()- .09 (.03) .10 (.02)

Partial correlations reported in brackets () nexh&zero-order correlations. Sample size, n = 104.
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2kl).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-¢i).
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Appendix D
Summary of Results for Study 1

Hypothesis Findings
Social Learning Theory
H1: Vicarious learning will mediate the relationship between

unethical peer behavior and observers’ unethical behaviortsath Partially
unethical peer behavior will be positively related to vimasi Supported:
learning, and vicarious learning will be positively related to Partial Mediation

observers’ unethical behavior.

H2: Perceived rewards and punishments will moderate the

relationship between vicarious learning and observer unethical

behavior such that perceived rewards will be associait&daw Not Supported
positive relationship and perceived punishments will be #solc

with a negative relationship.

Social Identity Theory

H3: Perceived fit with group identity will mediate the reaship )
between unethical peer behavior and observers’ unethicavioeh Partially
such that unethical peer behavior will be negativelytedl4o Supported:
perceived fit with group identity and perceived fit with gpo Partial Mediation
identity will be positively related to observers’ unethigahavior.

H4a: The direction of the group norms will moderate the

relationship between unethical peer behavior and peccéitveith Supported
group identity such that norms supporting unethical behavlbbev

associated with a positive relationship.

H4b: The direction of the group norms will moderate the )
relationship between unethical peer behavior and perctéitveith Partially
group identity such that norms supporting ethical behavid il Supported
associated with a negative relationship.

H5: The higher the degree of group identification, the strotiger ~ Significant, but
relationship between perceived fit with group identity anseoker’s OPIOO_S't_e of
unethical behavior. prediction

H6: The lower the observer’s degree of self-esteem,ttbager the
relationship between perceived fit with group identity anskeoler’s Supported
unethical behavior.
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Social Comparison Theorg

H7a: Unethical peer behavior will be positively related tecpered
relative deprivation.

H7b: Perceived relative deprivation will be positivelyateld to
negative self-feelings.

H7c: Negative self-feelings will be positively related tsetvers’
unethical behavior.

H8a: The more the observer seeks self-improvement, gakev the
relationship between negative self-feelings and obsarueethical
behavior.

H8b: The more the observer seeks self-enhancement, tiente
relationship between negative self-feelings and obsarueethical
behavior.

Moral Differentiation

H9a: The higher the degree of introversion on the pattief
observer, the weaker the relationship between unetbéeal
behavior and observer’s unethical behavior.

H9b: The lower the degree of the observer’s need fdraaifin, the
weaker the relationship between unethical peer behauwbr an
observer’s unethical behavior.

H9c: The lower the degree of the observer’s proximityisooln her
peers, the weaker the relationship between unethical paavior
and observer’s unethical behavior.

H9d: The higher the degree of the observer’s negative aakdtips
with his or her peers, the weaker the relationship betwaethical
peer behavior and observer’s unethical behavior.

H9e: The higher the degree of the observer’'s moral idernhe
weaker the relationship between unethical peer behauwbr an
observer’s unethical behavior.
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Significant, but
opposite of
prediction

Significant, but
opposite of
prediction

Supported



Other Individual and Contextual Factors

H10: The lower the degree of the observer’s self-monitprine
weaker the relationship between unethical peer behauwbr an
observer’s unethical behavior.

H11: The stronger the ethical culture, the weaker th¢ioaship
between unethical peer behavior and the observer’s unethica
behavior.

aThe overall social comparison mediating model iSgdrsupported.
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Appendix E
Summary of Results for Study 2

Hypothesis

Social Learning Theory

H1: Vicarious learning will mediate the relationship between
unethical peer behavior and observers’ unethical behaviortsath
unethical peer behavior will be positively related to vimasi
learning, and vicarious learning will be positively related to
observers’ unethical behavior.

H2: Perceived rewards and punishments will moderate the
relationship between vicarious learning and observer unethical
behavior such that perceived rewards will be associait&daw
positive relationship and perceived punishments will be #gsolc
with a negative relationship.

Social Identity Theory

H3: Perceived fit with group identity will mediate the reaship
between unethical peer behavior and observers’ unethicavioeh
such that unethical peer behavior will be negativelytedlso
perceived fit with group identity and perceived fit with gpo
identity will be positively related to observers’ unethigahavior.

H4a: The direction of the group norms will moderate the
relationship between unethical peer behavior and pectétveith
group identity such that norms supporting unethical behavlbbev
associated with a positive relationship.

H4b: The direction of the group norms will moderate the
relationship between unethical peer behavior and pectétweith
group identity such that norms supporting ethical behavidhbeil
associated with a negative relationship.

H5: The higher the degree of group identification, the strotiger
relationship between perceived fit with group identity anskeoker’s
unethical behavior.

H6: The lower the observer’s degree of self-esteem,ttbager the
relationship between perceived fit with group identity anseoler’s
unethical behavior.
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Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported



Social Comparison Theorg

H7a: Unethical peer behavior will be positively related toecpered
relative deprivation.

H7b: Perceived relative deprivation will be positivelyateld to
negative self-feelings.

H7c: Negative self-feelings will be positively related tsetvers’
unethical behavior.

H8a: The more the observer seeks self-improvement, gakev the
relationship between negative self-feelings and obsarueethical
behavior.

H8b: The more the observer seeks self-enhancement, tlengne
relationship between negative self-feelings and obsarueethical
behavior.

Moral Differentiation

H9a: The higher the degree of introversion on the pattief
observer, the weaker the relationship between unetbéeal
behavior and observer’s unethical behavior.

H9b: The lower the degree of the observer’s need fdraaifin, the
weaker the relationship between unethical peer behauwbr an
observer’s unethical behavior.

H9c: The lower the degree of the observer’s proximityisooln her
peers, the weaker the relationship between unethical paavior
and observer’s unethical behavior.

H9d: The higher the degree of the observer’s negative aakdtips
with his or her peers, the weaker the relationship betwaethical
peer behavior and observer’s unethical behavior.

H9e: The higher the degree of the observer’'s moral idernhe
weaker the relationship between unethical peer behauwbr an
observer’s unethical behavior.
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Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported
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Other Individual and Contextual Factors

H10: The lower the degree of the observer’s self-monitprine
weaker the relationship between unethical peer behauwbr an
observer’s unethical behavior.

H11: The stronger the ethical culture, the weaker th¢ioaship
between unethical peer behavior and the observer’s unethica
behavior.

aThe overall social comparison mediating model issapported.
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Appendix F
Unethical Peer Behavior Scale — Study 1

Over the past year, how often have you observed otigerstsengage in the following types of
behavior in your universityThe items are assessed on a 5-point likert type scale with 1 =
never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = frequently, and 5 = vigeguently.

NG~ WNE

9.

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography.

Working on an assignment with others when the instragked for individual work.
Getting questions or answers from someone who hagslgltaken a test.

Helping someone else cheat on a test.

Copying from another student during a t@gh his or her knowledge.

Copying from another student during a test or examinatitdrout his or her knowledge.
Receiving unpermitted help on an assignment.

Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of materialdramitten source without
footnoting or referencing it in a paper.

Turning in a paper obtained in large part from a term papii or website.

10. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of materialdroaiectronic source — e.g.., the

Internet — without footnoting or referencing it in a paper.

11.Using unpermitted crib notes (or cheat sheets) duriegta t
12.Using an electronic/digital device as an unauthorizédiaring an exam.
13. Copying material, almost word for word, from any writtemise and turning it in as

your own work.

14.Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another istsdeaper, whether or not

the student is currently taking the same course.

15.Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extensiandue date or delay taking an

exam.

16.Turning in work done by someone else.
17.Cheating on a test in any other way.
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Appendix G
Observer Unethical Behavior Scale — Study 1

In the following section, we would like to ask you about yown behavior over the past year.
There are no right or wrong answers so please tog twmompletely honest with your responses.
Recall, your answers are strictly anonymous.

Over the past year, how often have you engagéie following types of behavior in your
university? The items are assessed on a 5-point likert type scale with 1 ¥, Revearely, 3 =
occasionally, 4 = frequently, and 5 = very frequently.

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography.

Working on an assignment with others when the instriagked for individual work.

Getting questions or answers from someone who hagslgltaken a test.

Helping someone else cheat on a test.

Copying from another student during a t@gh his or her knowledge.

Copying from another student during a test or examinatitdrout his or her knowledge.

Receiving unpermitted help on an assignment.

Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of materialdramitten source without

footnoting or referencing it in a paper.

9. Turning in a paper obtained in large part from a term papit or website.

10. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of materialdroelectronic source — e.g.., the
Internet — without footnoting or referencing it in a paper.

11.Using unpermitted crib notes (or cheat sheets) duriegta t

12.Using an electronic/digital device as an unauthorizédlaring an exam.

13. Copying material, almost word for word, from any writtemise and turning it in as
your own work.

14.Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another stsdeper, whether or not
the student is currently taking the same course.

15.Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extensiandue date or delay taking an
exam.

16.Turning in work done by someone else.

17.Cheating on a test in any other way.

NG~ WNE
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Appendix H
Vicarious Learning Scale

Please recall your responses regarding the 17 peer beshbstied above. We would like to ask
you the degree to which these peer behaviors have affemtedRfease indicate the degree in
which you agree or disagree with the following statemeadl items are assessed on a scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agreEdr the survey used in Study 2, the
term “peers” was replaced with “co-workers”.

| learned these behaviors from my peers.

My peers served as role models for my behavior.

| learned from the example provided by my peers.

| have learned a great deal about how | should behavenfippeers.
| learned these behaviors by observing my peers.

agrwbdE

Appendix |
Perceived Fit with Group Identity Scale

Please recall your responses regarding the 17 peer beshbstied above. Next, we would like
to ask you about the degree to which these classmate ¢wehane typical of your “major”. To
what degree ..(Items are assessed on a 5-point scale of 1 = not at all, 3 = soméwhatery
much.) For the survey used in Study 2, the term “major” vegaced with “workgroup”.

Do these behaviors fit with your major’s identity?

Are these behaviors typical of your major?

Are these behaviors considered normal within your raajor
Are these behaviors characteristic of your major’ sititig?

PwnpE

Appendix J
Relative Deprivation Scale

We would like to ask you about the outcomes that restribvea your peers engaging in any

the 17 behaviors listed above. To what degre@tems are assessed on a 5-point scale of 1 =
not at all, 3 = somewhat, 5 = very muchtpr the survey used in Study 2, the term “peers” was
replaced with “co-workers”.

Did your peers benefit from engaging in these behaviors?

Did your peers receive something (e.g., an opportunity ood)grom engaging in these
behaviors?

Did your peers receive something that you wanted from emgagithese behaviors?
Did your peers receive something that you value from engagimgse behaviors?

Do you believe that these benefits should be youtspahyour peers?

Do you think that your peers received benefits that watigled to you from engaging in
these behaviors?

N =

o0k w
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Appendix K
Negative Self-Feelings Scale

On a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = not at all and 5 = verghito what degree did you feel the
following emotions after observing your peer engage ifbéhavior (presented to the participant
from the behavior selected from a drop-down merfligms are assessed on a 5-point scale of 1
= not at all, 3 = somewhat, 5 = very muchipr the survey used in Study 2, the term “peers”
was replaced with “co-workers”.

Happy *
Angry
Satisfied *
Envy
Disgust
Compassion *
Guilt
Hostility

. lrritated

10. Anxiety
11.Joy *
12.Injustice
13.Resentment
14. Frustration
15.Pleasure *
16.Pride *
17.Outrage
18.Unfairness

CoNoOO~WNE

* Positive self-feeling item.
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Appendix L
Perceived Rewards and Punishment Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about the genetatealt (The participant’s
university). Please answer the following in terms of litowgally is at (The participant’s
university), not how you prefer it to be. Please be adidaas possible; remember, all of your
responses will remain strictly anonymous. Please atelithe degree to which you believe the
following statements to be true or falsall items are assessed on a 5 point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 = completely false, 2 = somewhat false, 3 = neithernor false, 4 = somewhat
true, and 5 = completely trud-or the survey used in Study 2, the terms “academiodéesty”
and “cheating were replaced with “unethical behavior” tedterm “professors” was replaced
with “management”.

Academic dishonesty (e.g., cheating) is punished in thisersiiy.
Cheating is rewarded in this university.

Professors in this university disciplines cheating wiheccurs.
Cheating is punished in this university.

Penalties for cheating are strictly enforced in thivensity.

In this university, students are rewarded for cheating.

oA WNE

Appendix M
Strength of Identification with Group Scale

In the following section, we would like for you to think albgour current major. If you are
majoring in more than one program, please think abountjer that is most important to you
when answering the following questions. Please inditetelegree to which you agree or
disagree with the following statementstens are assessed on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)Jor the survey used in Study 2, the term “major” wataced

with “workgroup”.

You are glad to be a member of the major.

You are committed to the major.

Your major is important to you.

You are similar to others in the major as a wholeeirms of general attitudes and
opinions.

As a whole, you like the other students in the major.

You fit in with the major.

You identify with the major.

You feel as if you belong to the major.

PwpdE
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Appendix N
Self-Esteem Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about yourself.hi&ss completely anonymous, it is
important that you be as candid and honest as posBiblse indicate the degree to which you
agree or disagree with the following statemetl.items are assessed on a scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

1. | feel that | am a person of worth, at least ongue¢basis with others.
2. | feel that | have a number of good qualities.
3. Allin all, I am inclined to feel that | am a failure. *
4. | am able to do things as well as most other people.
5. | feel I do not have much to be proud of. *
6. | take a positive attitude toward myself.

7. On the whole, | am satisfied with myself.

8. lwish | could have more respect for myself. *

9. | certainly feel useless at times. *

10. At times, | think I am no good at all. *

* Reverse-scored item.

Appendix O
Direction of Group Norms Scale

In the following section, we would like for you to think albgour current major. If you are
majoring in more than one program, please think abountjer that is most important to you
when answering the following questions. Please inditetelegree to which you agree or
disagree with the following statementstens are assessed on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)}-or the survey used in Study 2, the terms “academic
dishonesty” and “cheating were replaced with “unethiedldvior” and the term “major” was
replaced with “workgroup”.

Academic honesty (e.g., nhon-cheating behaviors) isdhe in the major.
In my major, academic dishonesty (e.g., cheatingdmsroon place. *
Cheating is the norm in the major. *

Other students in my major commonly chéat.

The major’'s norms support cheating behaviors? *

The major’'s norms support non-cheating behaviors?

ogahrwWNE

* ltems used for the norms supporting unethical behavior.
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Appendix P
Need for Affiliation Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about yourself.hi&ss completely anonymous, it is
important that you be as candid and honest as posBiblse indicate the degree to which you
agree or disagree with the following statemetl.items are assessed on a scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agredjor the survey used in Study 2, the term “school”
was replaced with “work”.

| spend a lot of time talking to other people at school.

| am a “people” person.

When | have a choice, | try to work in a group instelolyanyself.

| prefer to do my own work and let others do theirs. *

| try my best to work alone on a school assignnient.

| pay a good deal of attention to the feelings of othesslzool.

| express my disagreements with others at school openly.

| find myself talking to those around me at school abouatsehool related matters.

NG~ WNE

* Reverse-scored item.
Appendix Q
Introversion Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about yourself.hiass completely anonymous, it is
important that you be as candid and honest as posBiblse indicate the degree to which you
agree or disagree with the following statemetl.items are assessed on a scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

| like to have a lot of people around me. *

| laugh easily*

| don’t consider myself especially “light-hearted”.
| really enjoy talking to peoplé.

| like to be where the action is.

| usually prefer to do things alone.

| often feel as if I'm bursting with energy.

| am a cheerful, high-spirited person. *

. I am not a cheerful optimist.

10. My life is fast-paced. *

11.1 am a very active person. *

12.1 would rather go my own way than be a leader of others.

CoNoOO~WNE

* Reverse-scored item.
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Appendix R
Proximity Scale

Please respond to the following questions about your pednsn Yéading each question, please
consider your peers as a whole. In other words, plespemnd to each question by considering
your experiences with the majority of your peers, ast @ single peer. Please indicate the
degree in which you agree or disagree with the followiatestents.(All items are assessed on
a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agré®ey.the survey used in Study 2,
the term “peers” was replaced with “co-workers”.

You consider your peers as friends.

You interact with your peers quite a bit during the day.
You have a lot in common with your peers.

You are similar to your peers.

PwnpE

Appendix S
Negative Relationships Scale

Please respond to the following questions about your pednsn Yéading each question, please
consider your peers as a whole. In other words, plespemnd to each question by considering
your experiences with the majority of your peers, ast @ single peer. Please indicate the
degree in which you agree or disagree with the followiatestents.(All items are assessed on
a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agré®ey.the survey used in Study 2,
the term “peers” was replaced with “co-workers” andtdren “school” was replaced with

“work”.

1. You dislike your peers.

2. You prefer to avoid your peers.

3. You would enjoy engaging in social activities with your pernside of school such as
going out to informal lunch, dinner, or drinks. *

4. You do not take pleasure in seeing your peers.

5. Your relationship with your peers is negative.

* Reverse-scored item.
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Appendix T
Moral Identity Scale

Listed below are some characteristics that mightrdese person:
Caring, Compassionate, Fair, Friendly, Generous, Helpardworking, Honest, and Kind

The person with these characteristics could be yatucould be someone else. For a moment,
visualize in your mind the kind of person who has tloseacteristics. Imagine how that person
would think, feel, and act. When you have a clear im&géhat this person would be like,
answer the following questionstems were assessed on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

It would make me feel good to be a person who has thesactéastics.

Being someone who has these characteristics is antampgart of who | am.

| often wear clothes that identify me as having thésgacteristics.

| would be ashamed to be a person who had these chatacter

The types of things | do in my spare time (e.g., hoblalesyly identify me as having

these characteristics.

The kinds of books and magazines that | read identifpsrigaving these characteristics.

Having these characteristics is not really importamhéo *

. The fact that | have these characteristics is comratel to others by my membership in
certain organizations.

9. | am actively involved in activities that communicatetbers that | have these

characteristics.
10.1 strongly desire to have these characteristics.

agrwpdPE
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* Reverse-scored item.

Appendix U
Self-Improvement Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about yourself.hi&ss completely anonymous, it is
important that you be as candid and honest as posBiblse indicate the degree to which you
agree or disagree with the following statemetl.items are assessed on a scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

1. | am motivated to improve myself as a person.

2. | desire to grow as an individual.
3. | strive to be a better person.
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Appendix V
Self-Enhancement Scale

Please respond to the following questions about your pednsn Yéading each question, please
consider your peers as a whole. In other words, plespemnd to each question by considering
your experiences with the majority of your peers, ast @ single peer. Please indicate the
degree in which you agree or disagree with the followiatestents.(All items are assessed on
a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agré®ey.the survey used in Study 2,
the term “peers” was replaced with “co-workers”.

1. You are motivated to appear at least a little bit bétien your peers.
2. You want to be better than your peers.
3. In general, you strive to be better than your peers.

Appendix W
Self-Monitoring Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about yourself.hi&ss completely anonymous, it is
important that you be as candid and honest as posBiblse indicate the degree to which you
agree or disagree with the following statemetl.items are assessed on a scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

1. In social situations, | have the ability to alter my dabr if | feel that something else is
called for.

2. | have the ability to control the way | come acrospdople, depending on the impression
| wish to give them.

3. When | feel that the image | am portraying isn’t workihgan readily change it to
something that does.

4. | have trouble changing my behavior to suit different peaptedifferent situations. *

5. | have found that | can adjust my behavior to meetehairements of any situation |
find myself in.

6. Even when it might be to my advantage, | have difficpltting up a good front. *

7. Once | know what the situation calls for, it's easyrhe to regulate my actions
accordingly.

8. | am often able to read people’s true emotions corréatbugh their eyes.

9. In conversations, | am sensitive to even the sligltieshge in the facial expression of the
person I’'m conversing with.

10. My powers of intuition are quite good when it comesiiderstanding others’ emotions
and motives.

11.1 can usually tell when others consider a joke to be dhtaste, even though they may
laugh convincingly.

12.1 can usually tell when I've said something inappropriate bgirg it in the listener’'s
eyes.

13.1f someone is lying to me, | usually know it at once frivat person’s manner of
expression.

* Reverse-scored item.
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Appendix X
Ethical Culture Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about the genetatealt (The participant’s
university). Please answer the following in terms of litowgally is at (The participant’s
university), not how you prefer it to be. Please be adidaas possible; remember, all of your
responses will remain strictly anonymous. Please atelithe degree to which you believe the
following statements to be true or falsall items are assessed on a 5 point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 = completely false, 2 = somewhat false, 3 = neithernor false, 4 = somewhat
true, and 5 = completely trud-or the survey used in Study 2, the terms “academiodéesty”
and “cheating were replaced with “unethical behavioréa&emic honesty” was replaced with
“ethical behavior”, “administration” was replaced witbp managers”, “university” was
replaced with “organization” or “organizational”, “studéwntas replaced with “individual” or
“people”, and the term “professors” was replaced witlariagement”.

1. The administration (i.e., President, Provost, DeBepartment Chairs, etc.) of this
university represent high ethical standards.

2. Academic honesty (e.g., non-cheating behaviors) isdhe in this university.

3. Administration (i.e., President, Provost, Deans, D@pant Chairs, etc.) of this university
regularly show that they really care about ethics.

4. Administration (i.e., President, Provost, Deans, Diepant Chairs, etc.) of this university
are models of ethical behavior.

5. Academic dishonesty (e.g., cheating) is punished in thisersiiy.

6. People of integrity are rewarded in this university.

7. Students in this university perceive that people who violate rgilyeules and
procedures regarding cheating still get formal rewards. *

8. University rules and procedures regarding cheating servea@nhaintain the
university’s public image. *

9. Cheating is rewarded in this university. *

10. Administration (i.e., President, Provost, Deans, Bipant Chairs, etc.) of this university
guide decision making in an ethical direction.

11.Professors in this university disciplines cheating wihecurs.

12.The average student in this university accepts university aund procedures regarding
cheating.

13.Cheating is punished in this university.

14.1n this university, cheating is commonplace. *

15. Penalties for cheating are strictly enforced in thivensity.

16. Formal university rules and policies regarding cheatiegcansistent with informal
university norms.

17.The average student in this university reports cheating Heealserves.

18. This university demands obedience to authority figurethout question.

19.1In this university, students are rewarded for cheating. *

20. Students in this university are expected to do as thepldle t

21.The professor is always right in this university.

22.Students are required to acknowledge that they have read @exdtood the university’s
rules and procedures regarding cheating.
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23.Students are regularly required to assert that theorectire in compliance with the

university’s rules and procedures regarding cheating.

24.The university’s rules and procedures regarding cheating dedywdistributed

throughout the university.

25.The average student in this university fully understanesitiiversity’s rules and

procedures regarding cheating.

26.In general, the university’s rules and procedures regardirajinpeare effective.
27.In general, students at this university support the univessityjes and procedures

regarding cheating.

* Reverse-scored item.

Appendix Y
Social Desirability Scale

We would like to ask you some questions about yourself.hi&ss completely anonymous, it is
important that you be as candid and honest as posBiblse indicate the degree to which you
agree or disagree with the following statemetl.items are assessed on a scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

w
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1. | sometimes feel resentful when | don’'t get my way.
2.

On a few occasions, | have given up doing something betauseght too little of my
ability.

There have been times when | felt like rebelling aggiesple in authority even though |
knew they were right.

No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listere

| can remember “playing sick” to get out of something.

There have been occasions when | took advantage obseme

I’'m always willing to admit when | make a mistake. *

| sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive anget.

When | don’'t know something, | don't at all mind admitting

10 There have been times when | was quite jealouseoftlod fortune of others.
11.1 have almost never felt the urge to tell someone*off.

12.1 am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.

13.1 have never deliberately said something that hurt sonefesings. *

* Reverse-scored item.
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Appendix Z
Demographics — Study 1

In this final section, we would like to ask you a few derapyic questions. Remember, your
answers are strictly anonymous, so please try to areaah question honestly and completely.

1. What is your age? Years
2.
3. What is your current academic class standingye&r undergraduate (Freshman)

What is your sex? Male or Female

, ¥ year undergraduate (Sophomore) "d ye@ar undergraduate (Junior)

, ¥ year undergraduate (Senior) ™" yv&ar undergraduate (Senior)
What is your major? Major
What is your approximate cumulative grade point avera&®)80 — 4.00 , 3.00 —
3.49 , 2.50 - 2.99 , 2.00 - 2.49 , 1.50-1.99 , 1.00 —1.49
, .00 -0.99

What is your approximate “Major” cumulative grade powverage? (If you are majoring
in more than one program, report the grade point averfae major that is most
important to you). 3.50 — 4.00 , 3.00 — 3.49 , 2.50 - 2.99 , 2.00 —
2.49 , 1.50 —1.99 , 1.00 —1.49 , .00-0.99
How many hours of ethics training have you received at pHEngcipant’s university)?
(If you don’'t know for sure, make your best estimate). __hours
If you actively participate in any of the following, plea®ll us about how much time
you spend on each activity in an average wdél. items on a scale from 0 = Do not
participate, 1 = 1-9 hours, 2 = 10-19 hours, 3 = more than 19 hours).

a. Paid employment

b. Caring for a dependent

c. Social fraternity/sorority/club

d. Business fraternity/club

e. Intercollegiate (varsity) athletic team

f. Intercollegiate (Club Sport) athletic team
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Appendix AA
Unethical Peer Behavior Scale — Study 2

Over the past year, how often have you observed youwiockersengage in the following types
of behavior in your organizationPhe items are assessed on a 5-point likert type scale with 1 =
never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = frequently, and 5 = vigeguently.

Unauthorized personal use of company materials or service
Padding an expense account.

Giving gifts/favors in exchange for preferential treattmen
Taking longer than necessary to do a job.

Divulging confidential information to an unauthorized person.
Misuse of on-the-job time.

Concealing errors.

Passing blame for errors to an innocent co-worker.
Claiming credit for someone else's work.

10 Falsifying time/quality/quantity reports.

11.Calling in sick just to take a day off.

12. Authorizing a subordinate to violate company rules.
13.Not reporting violations of company policies/ rules.

14. Accepting gifts/favors in exchange for preferentiahtneent.
15. Not confronting violations of company policies/ rules.
16.Lying to customers.

17.Giving kickbacks.

18. Tolerating a situation that poses a health/safeky ris

19. Altering results of product/service testing.

20.Receiving kickbacks.

21. Sexual harassment.

22.Violating anti-trust laws.

23.Misusing insider information.

24.Improperly obtaining competitors' proprietary information.
25.Lying to supervisors.

26.Violating environmental laws/regulations.
27.Discrimination on the basis of race or gender.

28. Falsifying financial reports.

29. Stealing from the company.

30.Using an illegal drug or alcohol on the job.

31.Dragging out work in order to get overtime.

32.Improper solicitation of employees’ time or money.
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Appendix BB
Observer Unethical Behavior Scale — Study 2

In the following section, we would like to ask you about yown behavior over the past year.
There are no right or wrong answers so please tog twmompletely honest with your responses.
Recall, your answers are strictly anonymous.

Over the past year, how often have you engagéie following types of behavior in your
organization?The items are assessed on a 5-point likert type scale with 1 & Qevearely, 3
= occasionally, 4 = frequently, and 5 = very frequently.

Unauthorized personal use of company materials or service
Padding an expense account.

Giving gifts/favors in exchange for preferential treattmen
Taking longer than necessary to do a job.

Divulging confidential information to an unauthorized person.
Misuse of on-the-job time.

Concealing errors.

Passing blame for errors to an innocent co-worker.
Claiming credit for someone else's work.

10 Falsifying time/quality/quantity reports.

11.Calling in sick just to take a day off.

12. Authorizing a subordinate to violate company rules.
13.Not reporting violations of company policies/ rules.

14. Accepting gifts/favors in exchange for preferentiahtneent.
15.Not confronting violations of company policies/ rules.
16.Lying to customers.

17.Giving kickbacks.

18. Tolerating a situation that poses a health/safeky ris

19. Altering results of product/service testing.

20.Receiving kickbacks.

21. Sexual harassment.

22.Violating anti-trust laws.

23.Misusing insider information.

24. Improperly obtaining competitors' proprietary information.
25.Lying to supervisors.

26.Violating environmental laws/regulations.
27.Discrimination on the basis of race or gender.

28. Falsifying financial reports.

29. Stealing from the company.

30.Using an illegal drug or alcohol on the job.

31.Dragging out work in order to get overtime.

32.Improper solicitation of employees’ time or money.
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Appendix CC
Demographics — Study 2

In this final section, we would like to ask you a few derapbic questions. Remember, your
answers are strictly anonymous, so please try to areaah question honestly and completely.

What is your age? Years

What is your sex? Male or Female

What is your highest level of education completed? Saigteschool, High school,
Some college, College degree, Some graduate school, Mdstge®, Doctoral degree
How long have you been with your current organization? arsye Months
How long have you been in your current department? Years Months

Is your position a supervisory or non-supervisory one? S8igpey Non-supervisory
Approximately how many people work in your organizationfqu don’t know for
sure, make your best estimate)

Approximately how many people work in your department?

Approximately how many hours of formal ethics training have geceived in the past
10 years? (If you don’t know for sure, make your besineda) hours

wn P
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