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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

As Peter Drucker points out, " 'Business ethics' is 

rapidly becoming the 'in' subject . . . {it} is now being 

taught in departments of philosophy, business schools, and 

theological seminaries. There are countless seminars on it, 

speeches, articles, conferences and books, not to mention 

the many earnest attempts to write 'business ethics' into 

the law" (Drucker 1981: 22). Clearly, much current atten

tion is being given to business ethics, and this is 

warranted attention. As Drucker further indicates, " . . . 

ethics has as much to say to the individual in our society 

of organizations as . . . in earlier societies. They 

{ethics} are just as important and just as needed nowadays. 

And they surely require hard and serious work" (Drucker 

1981: 32). 

Furthermore, marketing is probably the functional area 

within the firm that most often receives criticism with 

respect to unethical practices since advertising, personal 

selling, pricing, marketing research and international 

marketing, among other marketing activities, are often 

subject to ethical controversy (Murphy and Laczniak 1981: 

251). This criticism of marketing has been especially 



common during the last decade with companies reacting in a 

number of different ways including developing written codes 

of corporate ethics (Murphy and Laczniak 1981: 259). 

The concern with marketing ethics has not been limited 

to corporations and practitioners, however, as various arti

cles dealing with ethical issues in marketing have appeared 

in the academic journals in recent years. The extensiveness 

of this literature is perhaps best demonstrated by the 

review article by Murphy and Laczniak (1981), which has over 

100 references relating to marketing and business ethics. 

Nevertheless, as Murphy and Laczniak point out " . . . 

little has been done in the way of applying creative method

ology to the study of ethics in marketing" (1981: 262). 

Furthermore, Hunt, Chonko and Wilcox, examining ethics in 

the marketing research area, note that no research has 

attempted to ascertain the issues that market researchers 

perceive as resulting in ethical conflict or attempted to 

determine the frequency with which various groups are 

involved in the relationships that produce ethical conflict 

(1984: 310). Most of the ethics literature has either con

centrated on the establishment of normative decision models, 

which set guidelines for marketing managers to use in 

situations that have ethical content, or else it has 

concentrated on surveys of managers and of other groups. 



such as housewives, in order to determine what the 

individuals in these groups consider as ethical and what 

they consider as unethical behavior. However, very little 

work has been done in the area of positive ethical theory. 

As Murphy and Laczniak propose, the next step in ethics 

research " . . . should involve systematically manipulating 

scenarios in order to shed light on precisely what factors 

seem to trigger particular ethical reactions" (1981: 252). 

Hunt, Chonko and Wilcox suggest that "Decision processes in 

situations involving ethical problems also warrant system

atic investigation" (1984: 320). These are, in essence, 

calls for the formulation and empirical testing of positive 

theories of marketing ethics that can be used to explain and 

predict how marketers behave in situations that involve eth

ical issues. 

Therefore, the major objective of this dissertation is 

to posit a positive theory of marketing ethics and to empir

ically test that theory, at least in part. Before 

proceeding further, however, it will be useful to examine 

what is meant by ethics and what is the difference between 

positive and normative ethical theories as well as to 

examine the major normative ethical theories espoused. 

Ethics may be defined as ". . . inquiry into the nature 

and grounds of morality," where the term morality is taken 



to mean "moral judgments, standards, and rules of conduct" 

(Taylor 1975: 1). Applying this definition to marketing, 

marketing ethics can be defined as inquiry into the nature 

and grounds of moral judgments, standards, and rules of con

duct relating to marketing decisions and marketing 

situations. 

Ethics can be studied either from the positive or from 

the normative perspective. The positive or descriptive 

study of ethics has as its goal to describe or explain 

actual human behavior in situations involving moral judg

ments, standards, and rules of conduct. On the other hand, 

the normative study of ethics is concerned with constructing 

and justifying the moral standards and codes that one ought 

to follow (Taylor 1975: 4). 

Normative Ethical Theories 

It is now appropriate to examine the major normative 

ethical perspectives in order to familiarize the reader with 

the various philosophical schools of thought in ethics. 

These are summarized in Figure 1. Normative ethical theo

ries can be divided into two major philosophical types: 

deontological and teleoloqical. The fundamental difference 

between these is that deontological theories focus on the 

specific actions or behaviors of an individual, while 



teleological theories focus on the consequences of the 

individual's actions or behaviors. In other words, the key 

issue in deontological theories is the inherent rightness or 

wrongness of an action or behavior, whereas the key to tel

eological theories is the goodness versus badness of the 

consequences of the individual's actions. 

< 

Deontological Mixed Theories Teleological 
> 

act deontology theory of ethical egoism 
rule deontology justice utilitarianism 

ethical 
universalism 

Figure 1: Continuum Showing Normative Ethical Theories 

Both deontological and teleological theories can be 

further sub-divided. For example, teleology can be divided 

into two major categories that differ in terms of whose good 

one is attempting to promote. One of these is ethical ego

ism, which states that one should follow that course of 

action that promotes the greatest good for oneself. An 

individual should choose that alternative that has as great 

or greater a balance of good over bad consequences for 

oneself as compared to any other course of action. 



Another teleological theory is that of ethical 

universalism or utilitarianism, which holds that one should 

follow that course of action that promotes the greatest good 

for the greatest number of people. One should choose the 

alternative that has as great or greater a balance of good 

over bad consequences for the universe as a whole when com

pared to any other alternative (Frankena 1963: 14-15). 

Deontology can also be separated into two broad catego

ries: act-deontology and rule-deontology. Act-deontology 

is based upon the belief that one should decide which course 

of action is right in a particular situation without apply

ing any general rules for behavior and without determining 

which alternative promotes the greatest good. 

Act-deontologists believe that one's standards for right and 

wrong should all be situation-specific. 

By contrast, rule-deontology is based upon the belief 

that one should decide which alternative is right in any 

situation by using one or more applicable rules. They would 

argue that one's standards for right and wrong should depend 

upon some set of rules (Frankena 1963: 14-15). An example 

would be the golden rule, which says that one should "do 

unto others as you would have them do unto you." 

While there are some other variations of normative 

ethical theories, most of these can be included under one of 
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the four categories described above. There are, however, a 

few mixed theories that combine the concepts of two or more 

of the categories already described, and that deserve men

tion. For example, the concept of utility, which tells one 

to maximize the total amount of good, could be combined with 

the concept of justice, which relates to equality in the 

distribution of good and bad. This would be a combination 

of utilitarianism and rule-deontology, and has been termed a 

mixed deontology by some authors. This approach states that 

one should determine right and wrong in a situation by con

sulting various rules, but in order to determine which rules 

to consult one should determine which rules fulfill the dual 

needs of both utility and justice (Frankena 1963: 35). 

Rawls' (1971) theory of justice would tend to fall within 

this classification of mixed theories. 

It should be noted again that the above theories are 

all normative and as such they are concerned with what one 

ought to do when confronted with a situation that involves 

an ethical issue rather than with how people do behave in 

these situations. However, to the extent that individuals 

are influenced by these normative theories and are inclined 

to follow their prescriptions for conduct, these normative 

theories do have some important implications for positive 

theory. Without a positive theoretical framework that has 
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been empirically tested one cannot be sure to what extent 

these normative theories are, in fact, followed. Thus, 

there would seem to be a need for positive theories of eth

ics to help to settle this as well as other issues. 

Before establishing the conceptual and empirical foun

dations of such a positive theory, the literature in 

marketing and business ethics will be reviewed. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

For purposes of reviewing the literature in marketing 

and business ethics, this literature will be divided into 

two broad categories: normative decision models and studies 

having a positive perspective. The normative literature 

includes those articles of a rather general nature that 

either put forth a set of guidelines for managers to follow 

or else present decision models that managers can apply in 

situations that have ethical content. Also within this nor

mative category are those models that relate to one specific 

area of marketing such as advertising or marketing research. 

All of these articles are primarily concerned with what man

agers ought to do. 

The positive literature is typified by articles that 

survey the reactions of business and marketing executives as 

well as those of other groups—either to specific scenarios 

having ethical content, or to direct questions in order to 

determine what they consider as ethical and what they con

sider as unethical conduct. Most of this literature is 

empirical rather than theoretical. 

Both the normative and the positive literature will be 

thoroughly reviewed in this chapter, and, in addition, a 
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small but significant body of literature having direct 

implications for the development of a positive theory of 

marketing ethics will be singled out for examination. This 

latter section includes both articles that are theoretical 

and those that are empirical, but which are being examined 

separately because of their particular usefulness in devel

oping positive ethical structures. 

Therefore, the literature is divided into three catego

ries for purposes of the subsequent review: (1) normative 

decision-models; (2) positive studies including mostly sur

veys of managers and other relevant groups; and (3) 

articles, either theoretical or empirical, that have partic

ular implications for positive ethical models. 

Normative Decision-Models 

Much of the literature in marketing and business ethics 

has dealt with what managers ought to do in situations 

involving ethical issues and what firms should do to attempt 

to institutionalize "ethical" behaviors. This essentially 

normative literature will be sub-divided into two categories 

for purposes of the following review: (1) general normative 

models; and (2) situation-specific normative models. 
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General Normative Models 

An early effort in this area is that of Patterson 

(1966), wherein he attempts to provide some guidelines for 

marketing managers to use when evaluating alternatives in 

various ethical situations. In addition, he suggests that 

the marketing executive ought to attempt to improve the 

effectiveness of competition in the marketplace if for no 

other reason than to forestall possible attempts by govern

ment to mandate effective competition. 

Bartels (1967) presents a model that purports to repre

sent how an individual decision maker might reach a decision 

in situations having ethical content. The model is norma

tive, however, as its main objective is to provide a 

framework for marketing executives to use when faced with 

ethical problems. The model is useful in that it considers 

the various audiences (e.g., family, consumers, government) 

that may be affected by an individual's decision in situ

ations involving an ethical issue, but it would be very 

difficult for managers to apply as a guide for conduct in 

specific situations. However, as Bartels points out, this 

type of model at least makes one aware of some of the 

factors involved in situations concerning ethical issues. 

Bartels also seems to appreciate the fact that there are 

both deontological and teleological aspects to the ethical 
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issues in marketing as exemplified by his statement that 

ethical decisions are " . . . impelled by social sanction but 

modified by economic exigency" (1967: 26). His "social 

sanctions" are essentially a deontological consideration, 

whereas his "economic exigency" is basically teleological. 

Purcell (1977) outlines a three-stage ethical process 

for institutionalizing ethics at the top management level. 

This process begins with an examination of general ethical 

principles followed by middle level ethical principles and 

finally leading to in-depth case studies. He also calls for 

a corporate expert or specialist in the field of ethics who 

would be responsible for identifying questions of an ethical 

nature. Purcell feels that this concern for ethics shown at 

the boardroom level of major corporations would do much to 

build confidence in U.S. business. Unfortunately, Purcell 

himself, admits that it is not likely that top management is 

going to adopt these ideas. 

Steiner (1976) also advocates the use of some type of 

ethical advisor for business firms, and he presents a five-

point argument in favor of his position. Perhaps the most 

compelling of these is the argument that an advisor would 

help corporations adapt to changing environments. He also 

points out the problems inherent in the use of these 

advisors, such as the fact that ethical problems cannot be 
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precisely defined and that problems in setting standards 

would certainly arise. On balance, Steiner feels that ethi

cal advisors are not likely to be widely used in the near 

future, but he feels that their adoption is definitely wor

thy of a firm's serious consideration. Both Purcell and 

Steiner are quite clearly taking a normative perspective to 

business ethics. 

A corporate code of ethics developed cooperatively 

between supervisors and subordinates is advocated by Boling 

(1978). These codes would serve as the means for determin

ing "organizational morality." He believes that firms 

cannot depend upon the "trickling down" of ethical standards 

from supervisors to subordinates. The notion of cooperative 

codes of ethics would allow those " . . . who are controlled 

to become involved in setting their own controls" (1978: 

364) . 

Weber (1981) recommends the institutionalization of 

ethics through the development of a code of ethics and the 

formation of an ethics committee. Thus, Weber goes beyond 

Purcell and Steiner, who merely advocate the use of a single 

advisor, as he combines the use of an advisor with the 

concept of a corporate code of ethics. 

The use of ethical consultants, a written code of 

ethics and also ethics seminars are supported by Laczniak 
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and Udell (1979) as being needed to enhance the ethical 

responsibility of the business corporation of the future. 

Public relations is the concern of Hill (1977), when he 

emphasizes the fact that public opinion depends upon two 

major factors, one of which is management holding a high 

standard of ethics in its business dealings, while a second 

is that management must be honest in its statements on mat

ters of public issue and concern. 

Ferrell and Pride (1981) emphasize that the success of 

a firm's marketing strategies can be improved by considering 

ethics-related policies during strategic planning. Using 

Caterpillar Tractor Company as an example, they emphasize 

that these policies must be practiced, enforced and sup

ported by the firm's management. 

Cavanagh, Moberg and Velasquez (1981) review various 

normative ethical theories and then develop a decision tree 

framework, which can be used for incorporating ethics into 

decision making. Their approach is an attempt to provide 

normative ethical guidelines for the individual executive or 

manager who must function within the restrictions of a large 

corporation. Again, we see a normative decision-model for 

the firm. 

Drucker (1981) also reviews various normative ethical 

frameworks and then reaches conclusions as to what an 
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"ethics of {the} organization" should include: (1) ". . . a 

clear definition of the fundamental relationships; (2) uni

versal and general rules of conduct . . .; (3) a focus on 

right behavior rather than on avoiding wrongdoing . . .; 

{and} (4) an effective organization ethic" (1981: 32). 

These are clearly the elements that Drucker believes a cor

porate code of ethics ought to have if it is to be 

effective. 

A recent article by Dixon (1982) reviews Adam Smith's 

and his contemporaries' views of the marketing system and 

concludes that these models of the marketing system incorpo

rated an additional component that has been virtually 

forgotten in the modern rendering of these philosophies. 

This missing component is the ethical component, which is 

manifested in man's belief in the principle of justice that 

the individual recognizes as crucial to the survival of 

society. This component is what limits the principle of 

unbridled "self interest," according to Smith and his con

temporaries. This article is useful in giving an historical 

perspective to marketing and business ethics in our society, 

and in anchoring the need for an ethical component to 

marketing within this historical perspective. As the author 

indicates, it is this notion of an ethical component to the 

marketing system that helps to integrate the behavior of 
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individuals within the system with the overall goals of the 

system as a whole. 

Laczniak (1983) developed a framework suggesting that 

marketers should make ethical decisions by attending to 

their prima facie duties and the principles of proportional

ity, liberty and difference. His objective was to help 

marketing managers better organize their thinking when deal

ing with marketing problems involving an ethical issue. As 

with the other articles reviewed in this section, Laczniak's 

perspective is clearly prescriptive not descriptive. 

Situation-Specific Normative Models 

While the articles reviewed in the preceding section 

were concerned with marketing and/or business ethics at the 

corporate level or in a somewhat general sense, there have 

also been a number of normative articles that deal with the 

specific ethical issues unique to particular marketing 

activities such as marketing research, sales or advertising. 

These articles will be the focus of the present section. 

Tybout and Zaltman (1974) examined issues related to 

ethics in marketing research in terms of the subject's right 

to choose, right to safety, and right to be informed. They 

raised a series of questions relating to the ethics of 

marketing research from the perspective of the respondent. 
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This article was criticized by Day (1975) for only dealing 

with the respondent's rights and also for being based 

primarily on experimental psychological research rather than 

on sample survey research, which is certainly the overwhelm

ing majority of marketing research. Tybout and Zaltman 

(1975) reply to this comment by Day by emphasizing that 

researchers do make use of experimentation in marketing in 

both field and laboratory settings. 

Schneider (1977) also examined marketing research from 

the perspective of respondent's "rights," looking at three 

major categories of possible ethical problems including 

deceptive practices of researchers and the invasion of a 

respondent's privacy. This latter issue of a respondent's 

privacy was also examined by Frey and Kinnear (1979). 

Bezilla, Haynes and Elliot (1976) were concerned with 

the client-consultant relationship in marketing research and 

advocated a code of ethics in order to ensure the fair 

treatment of all involved. The debriefing of research sub

jects was proposed by Toy, Olson and Dipbaye (1977) in order 

to reduce deception in marketing research. This debriefing 

would need to be candid and complete according to the 

authors. 

While the above are not the only articles dealing with 

ethics in marketing research, it is evident that marketing 
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research has been a popular target for those interested in 

proposing new directions in its ethical character. However, 

it is by no means the only area of marketing that has 

received this treatment. 

Leiser (1978) was concerned with the ethics of adver

tising, and he examined subjects such as the form of the 

advertisement and the advertiser's obligation to the ulti

mate consumer as well as questions concerning the 

vulnerability of the intended audience. Nelson (1978) also 

looked at advertising and ethics, and suggested that if 

advertisers use words such as "we guarantee the validity and 

relevance of the information contained in this commercial," 

then they should be held strictly accountable in the courts 

for that information. If advertisers do not use these or 

similar words, then they would not be strictly accountable. 

Clearly, few if any advertisers would use these words if 

Nelson's idea were adopted by the courts. LaBarbera (1981) 

examined the ethics of back-page magazine ads that tend to 

make highly questionable claims about their products. The 

article looked at how the magazines themselves, professional 

advertising associations, and private and public regulatory 

groups deal with this kind of advertisement. 

Bellizzi and Murdock (1981) looked at industrial sales 

management in the 1980's, and one of the recommendations 
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that they made was a need for the firm to develop a sales 

ethic. According to the authors, sales managers need to 

outline proper sales techniques as well as gift giving and 

entertainment issues. Alessandra (1978) emphasized the non-

manipulative or "ethical" approach to selling and offered a 

five-step approach to non-manipulative selling. 

Kaikati and Label (1980) offer advice to U.S. companies 

on how to cope with the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act. They 

advocate, among other things, strong top level support for 

corporate codes of ethics including strict disciplinary 

action against those in violation of the corporate code. 

Post and Baer (1979) were also interested in international 

marketing and ethics, but in relation to the sale of infant 

formula in foreign markets. 

Sonnefeld and Lawrence (1978) deal with price fixing 

and propose a code of ethics for handling this problem. 

They also do a good job of identifying the industry and com

pany characteristics that may contribute to price fixing. 

Murphy, Laczniak and Lusch (1978) provide some ethical 

guidelines for marketers of social programs. These guide

lines include the use of ethical consultants, ethical 

seminars and a high degree of professionalism. In a similar 

vein, Kotler and Connor (1977) look at the ethical issues 

involved with the marketing of professional services and the 
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possible violation of professional codes of ethics by those 

using marketing techniques. 

These articles concerning ethical issues relative to 

specific marketing activities offer a number of ideas and 

analyses that may be useful to particular audiences (e.g., 

market researchers), but for the most part they do little in 

the way of advancing either positive or even normative ethi

cal theory. This is not meant as a criticism of this 

literature since the development of ethical theory was not 

the objective of most of these studies. It is meant rather 

as a statement of the degree of usefulness of these articles 

relative to the objective of this dissertation—the concep

tualization and empirical testing of a positive theory of 

marketing ethics. 

Positive Studies; Surveys of 
Ethical Beliefs 

Positive studies have also been common in the litera

ture on marketing and business ethics. These studies have 

often surveyed various groups of individuals such as manag

ers, housewives or students in order to determine which 

business practices each group considers to be "ethical" and 

which practices each considers to be "unethical." Most of 

these articles do not have a theoretical or conceptual 



21 

foundation; they are essentially survey research studies 

designed to determine opinions and beliefs. However, some 

of these may provide necessary insight into the decision 

making processes in situations having ethical content so 

that they may be useful in the subsequent development of a 

positive theory. 

A classic study by Sturdivant and Cocanougher (1973) 

asked corporate executives, business school students, blue-

collar workers and housewives to evaluate the ethics of 

various common marketing practices. The results indicated a 

wide gulf between these groups in terms of what they consid

ered as "ethical" behavior. This difference was especially 

great between the corporate executives and housewives. As 

an example, 55% of the executives felt that it was "ethical" 

for a manufacturer of mouthwash to advertise that its prod

uct would make people more popular socially, but only 17% of 

the housewives considered this as being "ethical." Clearly 

the implication is that different individuals have different 

perceptions of any given ethical problem. 

Newstrom and Ruch (1975) surveyed business executives 

to determine their perceptions of unethical behaviors. The 

results showed that ethics was a very personal matter, a 

conclusion that would be consistent with the Sturdivant and 

Cocanougher study. Newstrom and Ruch also found that the 
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ethical beliefs of employees mirrored those of top 

management, that managers exhibited a propensity to take 

advantage of opportunities to be unethical, and that manag

ers believed that their colleagues were more unethical than 

they themselves claimed to be. 

Brenner and Molander (1977) surveyed readers of the 

Harvard Business Review to determine which business prac

tices they considered as "unethical." The results were 

compared to a similar study by Baumhart (1961) to examine 

trends in ethical perceptions. The authors noted that 

respondents in the more recent study tended to rank custom

ers ahead of stockholders as the group to whom they have the 

greatest responsibility—employees ranked third. The uneth

ical practice that respondents most wanted to eliminate, in 

both surveys, was the giving of gifts, gratuities and 

bribes. The factors that most influenced "unethical" deci

sions were the behavior of supervisors, a formal policy or 

lack thereof, the industry ethical climate and the behavior 

of one's co-workers in the firm. These factors were the 

same in both the 1961 and 1977 studies, although their rank 

order was slightly changed between studies. Brenner and 

Molander also tended to show that the forces that influenced 

shifts in ethical standards were ones over which the 

respondents had little direct control. That is, external or 
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environmental rather than internal factors led to the 

changes in ethical standards exhibited between the two stud

ies. 

Consumers were studied by Barksdale and Perreault 

(1980). They examined consumer attitudes toward business 

from 1971 to 1979, and concluded that there was continued 

high consumer discontent with business over that time 

period. However, there seemed to be increased distrust of 

advertising, whereas consumers became less critical of other 

types of marketing activities over that time period. 

Ferrell and Weaver (1978) looked at the ethical beliefs 

of marketing management and compared these with the ethical 

beliefs of top management. As in the Newstrom and Ruch 

article, it was found that managers felt that they were more 

ethical than their peers, and also that the organization 

provided the environment that either encouraged or discour

aged "ethical" behavior. The authors also noted that ". . . 

an important question still to be answered is to what extent 

do situational and organizational variables influence mar

keting practitioners in interacting with consuming publics" 

(1978: 73). 

Results of a study by Weaver and Ferrell (1977) tend to 

indicate that the existence and enforcement of corporate 

policies such as codes of ethics may influence managers to 
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behave more ethically. Surveying 133 American Marketing 

Association marketing practitioners, they found that the 

existence of a corporate policy had a significant impact on 

reported individual beliefs and behaviors relative to vari

ous "ethical" situations, and also that the enforcement of 

an existing policy had a significant impact on reported 

individual beliefs and behaviors when compared to not 

enforcing an existing policy. This study only looked at 

this one issue, but it does have some implications for posi

tive theory in that it is a test of the importance of 

organizational sanctions on individual "ethical" behaviors. 

Goodman and Crawford (1974) surveyed both business stu

dents and marketing executives to see if there was a 

difference between the two groups in terms of what they felt 

was an "ethical" practice. In addition, business students 

were compared to liberal arts students on the same issues. 

The results showed relatively little difference between the 

business students and the liberal arts students, although 

liberal arts students were slightly more critical of certain 

business practices. When comparing business students and 

executives, the students seemed to be more "ethical" with 

respect to various social issues, but were not too different 

from executives with respect to questionable "ethical" 

business practices; indeed the students often exhibited less 
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"ethics" than the marketing executives. The authors 

explained the latter result, in part, by the fact that there 

might be ". . . differences in recognition of, or judgments 

about, possible consequences" relative to the various prac

tices (1974: 187). Some actions, such as the purchase of 

stock in a supplier's company, might have consequences that 

were more severe than just stating the actions would indi

cate, and the students did not perceive this severity. 

Indeed, this might also explain the differences found in 

some of the other studies cited such as that by Sturdivant 

and Cocanougher. 

Sturdivant and Ginter (1977) surveyed executives and 

examined the differences between those from the "best" and 

those from the "worst" companies. A "best" company was one 

that was high in terms of its corporate social performance 

and a "worst" company rated low on this criterion. The 

authors concluded that those that ranked high in social per

formance (e.g., the "best" companies) also ranked high in 

their industries in growth and profits, whereas those firms 

ranking low in social performance (e.g., the "worst" compa

nies) were below average in their industries in terms of 

growth and profit. While not specifically stated by the 

authors, the intended implication is that "ethical" firms 

are profitable firms. There is an implied causation from 
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being "ethical" to making profits. However, it is perhaps 

just as likely that any causation would go instead from 

profits to "ethical" behavior. If a firm is more profit

able, then perhaps it is more likely to be "ethical" as it 

can now "afford" to be "ethical." 

Laczniak, Lusch and Strang (1981) tested the hypothesis 

that the particular product involved in a "tested" scenario 

would result in different ethical reactions even where the 

rest of the scenario was identical. Their results confirmed 

this hypothesis, showing that certain marketing techniques 

were considered less acceptable for political candidates and 

drug education than for the selling of dishwashers or hot 

lather. In a similar vein, Lusch, Laczniak and Murphy 

(1980) tested the hypothesis that individuals cannot sepa

rate social ideas from the marketing techniques used to 

promote those ideas, and their results strongly supported 

this hypothesis. For example, if a respondent considered it 

"unethical" to show pornographic movies, then it is likely 

that he also considered it "unethical" to advertise those 

same movies even if advertising, per se, was not considered 

as an "unethical" practice. Therefore, the results show 

that many individuals would, for example, hold a newspaper 

as responsible as the owner of a pornographic movie theater 

if that newspaper ran ads for the movie theater. These 
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results obviously have important implications for 

marketers--especially during a period of time where more and 

more promoters of social issues are using marketing tech

niques as promotional tools. 

Crawford (1970) surveyed marketing executives concern

ing various specific market research practices. He called 

for discussions of possible "unethical" practices by 

national marketing organizations such as the American 

Marketing Association in order to forestall possible action 

by consumer groups. He reached this conclusion because of 

the fact that a number of questionable practices, such as 

the faking of long distance telephone calls to reach busy 

executives, were approved of by research directors and line 

executives alike. 

Undergraduate business and nonbusiness majors were 

queried by Hawkins and Cocanougher (1972) to see if there 

were a significant difference in how the two groups viewed 

20 scenarios involving ethical issues. They found a signif

icant difference, as business majors found many questionable 

practices more "ethical" than did nonbusiness majors. 

Whether a student's father was in a business-oriented career 

did not make a significant difference, although the authors 

had hypothesized that it would. 
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Advertising practitioners were the focus of a study by 

Krugman and Ferrell (1981). The results showed that respon

dents felt that they held significantly higher ethical 

standards than their peers, a result that has been supported 

by other studies, and also that respondents felt that they 

held lower or the same ethical standards as top management. 

The authors also concluded that " . . . ethics are seen to be 

a matter of degree rather than as being absolutely wrong or 

absolutely right" (1981: 30). Thus, it seems that respon

dents were applying a teleological rather than a 

deontological perspective in situations involving ethical 

issues. 

Dornoff and Tankersley (1975) looked at both consumers 

and retailers in terms of their perceptions of retailers' 

actions in situations that might involve some purchase con

flict. Differences were found and the authors called for 

retailers to re-examine their objectives. This study does 

not break any new ground, except for the fact that retailers 

made up one of the groups surveyed. 

Hise and McGinnis (1975) were interested in the ethics 

of product elimination, and they concluded that ethical 

considerations are often overlooked when products are 

abandoned, since customers are not notified, substitute 

products are often not anticipated and replacement parts are 
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not made available when durable goods are deleted from the 

product line. 

Sales personnel were surveyed by Dubinsky, Berkowitz 

and Rudelius (1980) in order to determine what were the 

greatest problems they faced. One finding was that respon

dents favored a company policy to help them deal with 

"ethical" situations. The particular situations that seemed 

to most likely contain an ethical issue were: (1) allowing 

personalities to affect price, delivery and other terms of 

sale; (2) having less competitive prices for firms that use 

your firm as the sole source of supply; and (3) making 

statements to purchasers that exaggerate the seriousness of 

their problems in order to obtain larger orders. 

Rudelius and Buchholz (1979) looked at the ethical 

problems of purchasing managers. Their results showed that 

the three main problem areas for purchasing managers were: 

(1) the acceptance from a supplier of gifts; (2) the giving 

of vendor information on a competitor's quotations; and (3) 

the acceptance of trips, meals or other free entertainment. 

It is interesting to note that these are different from the 

problems that sales people felt were most important. 

Cummings (1979) also looked at ethics involving purchasing 

agents. He examined which specific gifts were considered by 

purchasing agents as acceptable and which specific gifts 
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were not considered acceptable. Most purchasing agents 

rated lunches (90%), dinners (70%) and sports or theater 

tickets (60%) as acceptable, whereas significantly fewer 

than 50% of the respondents rated food and liquor (29%), 

small appliances (6%) and vacation trips (2%) as acceptable. 

Dempsey, Bushman and Plank (1980) also examined gifts 

and other personal inducements as a means of making indus

trial sales. As with the Cummings study, a business lunch 

was acceptable whereas sports or theater tickets were less 

acceptable and gifts worth more than $10 were clearly con

sidered not acceptable. The authors also showed that 

homogeneous products were more likely to be tied to these 

gifts or personal inducements, and they performed a discrim

inant analysis to obtain a profile of those " . . . 

purchasing agents who are more likely to accept personal 

inducements" (1980: 289). 

A study by Trawick and Darden (1980) surveyed educa

tors' and practitioners' attitudes toward the marketing 

profession. The practitioners felt that they were as ethi

cal as those in other professions, while educators were 

somewhat more skeptical about the ethics of the marketing 

profession. However, the difference between the two groups 

was not statistically significant. Both groups seemed to 

adopt a pragmatic and situational view of the ethics of 
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certain marketing practices. Again, as shown in the Krugman 

and Ferrell study, it seems that both practitioners and edu

cators have a basically teleological ethical perspective. 

Lee (1981) examined the ethical beliefs of managers 

raised in different cultures to see if there were any dif

ferences, but no differences in the ethical standards in 

marketing practices were found between British and Chinese 

managers operating in Hong Kong. Of course, the fact that 

both the British and Chinese managers were working in Hong 

Kong might mean that there had been somewhat of a "blending' 

of the cultures so that little difference was detectable. 

Nevertheless, this is one of the few instances in which one 

sees the study of ethical issues taking into consideration 

the differences in cultural background of the respondents. 

Contrary to the results of this particular study, one would 

expect that cultural differences might cause differences in 

ethical beliefs. 

A unique study by Morgan (1981) questioned the method

ology of many of the empirical studies done in the ethics 

area. He felt that studies that survey respondents in order 

to determine their ethical beliefs may in fact find 

differences between different groups because of the effects 

of various experimental designs, rather than because of 

actual differences that might in fact exist. 
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As Morgan points out, ". . . if one desired to show 

that housewives disagreed extensively with the business com

munity, one could package a series of hypothetical 

situations to support this contention" (1981: 238). He 

further cautions researchers not to overlook perhaps seem

ingly innocent influences. The author's results seem to 

indicate that the sequence of presentation of instructions 

or activities studied does not influence the outcome. 

Morgan does, nevertheless, emphasize the importance of exam

ining the saliency of the attitude objects presented to the 

subjects. 

While many of the positive studies in business and mar

keting ethics have uncovered some interesting ethical 

beliefs held by executives, and while these studies may also 

give some insight into the practices that cause the most 

ethical problems for business and marketing practitioners, 

many of the studies do not have strong theoretical founda

tions. Most simply present descriptive statistics comparing 

the ethical beliefs of one group with those of another 

group, or comparing the beliefs of a similar group over 

time. Certainly, none of the studies reviewed were 

concerned with establishing any kind of positive theoretical 

framework that could be used to explain how decision makers 

choose particular courses of action in situations having 
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ethical content. While some of the results of these studies 

do give us insight into the development of a positive model, 

the next section will examine those studies that have the 

most direct implications for the developing of positive mod

els of marketing ethics. 

Studies with Special Implications 
for Positive Theory 

Up to this point, articles dealing with normative 

theory and decision models have been examined, as have 

empirical studies, but no articles dealing with positive 

theory have been reviewed. In this section we will examine 

those articles, both conceptual and empirical, that have 

very direct implications for positive theory in marketing 

ethics. 

Conceptual Studies 

Kohlberg (1981) postulates that there are six stages of 

moral development. While his theory was not developed with 

business or marketing in mind, it is applicable to business 

and marketing situations. The six stages of Kohlberg's 

theory are the following: 

1. The stage of punishment and obedience where right is 

the literal obedience to rules and authority. 
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2. The stage of individual instrumental purpose and 

exchange where right is serving one's own or 

another's needs and making fair deals. 

3. The stage of mutual interpersonal expectations, rela

tionships and conformity where right is being 

concerned about others, keeping loyalties and being 

motivated to follow rules. 

4. The stage of social system and conscience maintenance 

where right is doing one's duty to society. 

5. The stage of prior rights and social contract or 

utility where right is upholding the basic rights, 

values, and legal contracts of society. 

6. The stage of universal ethical principles where right 

is determined by universal ethical principles that 

all should follow. 

What Kohlberg is hypothesizing is that individuals may 

act differently in similar situations involving an ethical 

issue because they may have reached different stages in 

their moral development. While there may be some question 

concerning the sequence of Kohlberg's stages and the implied 

hierarchy, the underlying concept, that different levels of 

moral development exist, appears intuitively sound. 

A comprehensive theoretical framework has been 

developed by Potter (1969) and later refined by Stassen 
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(1977). The paradigm they present is comprehensive enough 

to include many of the most important elements involved in 

making decisions in situations that have ethical content. 

Potter presents four dimensions that can be used to help 

organize the elements of "ethical" decisions. These four 

dimensions are: (1) the empirical dimension or definition 

of the situation; (2) the theological dimension which holds 

the basic beliefs by which we live; (3) the loyalties dimen

sion indicating which individuals, groups or organizations 

are the center of one's concern; and (4) the moral reasoning 

dimension. 

The moral reasoning dimension is further divided into 

four major classifications of moral reasoning: (1) divine 

command; (2) rule-deontological; (3) act-deontological; and 

(4) teleological. Thus, Potter's paradigm incorporates the 

major normative ethical theories and adds that of divine 

command, where principles are justified because they are 

God-given. The theological dimension relates to existential 

assumptions involved in ethical thought such as one's 

answers to questions like: "Why should I be moral?" This 

theological dimension underlies and supports one's moral 

reasoning, but it is the moral reasoning dimension that 

directly impinges upon one's final judgment in a particular 

situation with ethical content. 
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The empirical dimension of Potter's model contains a 

number of situation-specific variables that relate to the 

individual's perceptions of a situation that has ethical 

content. These variables would include factors such as the 

perceived risk of a particular course of action and the pos

sible legitimacy of various alternatives. The remaining 

dimension, one's center of loyalty, focuses on the individu

al's loyalty to groups of which he is a member, but other 

levels of loyalty are also embodied in the model. The loy

alty dimension underlies and supports the empirical 

dimension, but it is the empirical dimension that directly 

impacts upon the decision maker's judgment in a given situ

ation. Thus, the two most important dimensions of Potter's 

paradigm in terms of directly influencing the individual's 

judgment are the moral reasoning dimension and the empirical 

dimension. This paradigm has been diagramed by Stassen 

(1977: 19) and appears in Figure 2. Stassen's contribution 

was basically in terms of a simplification of the paradigm 

by reducing the number of variables and by specifying the 

major interrelationships of the variables. 

The major contribution of this paradigm is its compre

hensiveness, as it includes the major normative ethical 

theories (e.g., deontological and teleological), the indi

vidual's perceptions of the specific situation that has 
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Figure 2: Potter and Stassen Paradigm 

ethical content, and the various groups that may be impacted 

by the individual's decision in "ethical" situations. 

Unfortunately, neither Potter nor Stassen is interested in 

this paradigm as a positive model of ethics. Their main 

objective in developing the paradigm is to use it as a nor

mative theory. As Stassen explains: "A criterion is that 

our model should aid us in advancing normative considera

tions persuasively in public argument" (Stassen 1977: 27). 

Stassen is primarily concerned with " . . . identifying those 

variables that are most important in justifying a decision" 

(1977: 20). Clearly the authors have a normative 
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perspective. The model is designed to help individuals make 

decisions having ethical content; there is no thought of 

empirically testing the model to see if people really do 

make decisions by taking into consideration these variables. 

The normative nature of this paradigm is also empha

sized by Brightman (1981) in an article in which he examines 

ethical issues in the decision sciences when he points out 

that Potter and Stassen " . . . have developed a social ethic 

that may be used in grasping the most important elements in 

reasoning about moral decisions. Their purpose is not to 

make moral judgments but to provide a vehicle for individu

als to make such judgments in a particular decision" (1981: 

694). Nevertheless, this paradigm contains many of the ele

ments that should be included in any positive model of 

ethical behavior, as will be evident in the next chapter, 

which develops a positive model. 

Dayton (1979) notes that in a situation with ethical 

content an individual will have various beliefs and goals 

and " . . . various conditional preferences for action in 

proportion to the likelihood that they will contribute to 

the optimal overall realization" of the individual's goals. 

In addition, Dayton theorizes that the individual can 

determine the relative values or utilities ". . .of actions 

open to him as means to those ends and select the action 

which maximizes those utilities" (1979: 131). 
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Several strategies for these "utility maximizers" are 

discussed in order to show that they " . . . may be motivated 

to adopt cooperative strategies in order to solve mutual 

problems, and that the adoption of cooperative strategies 

can produce optimal mutual outcomes for the cooperators" 

(1979: 131-132). While Dayton's objective is also 

primarily a normative one, there are several elements in his 

discussion that have significant positive implications. For 

example, the concept that the individual decision maker will 

have conditional preferences for actions and that these 

preferences will be in proportion to the probability that 

these actions can contribute to the realization or attain

ment of the individual's goals is a useful one for positive 

theory. Also of significance is the notion that the indi

vidual has the ability to determine the relative "worth" to 

himself of various actions and to choose that action with 

the greatest amount of "worth." Finally, Dayton's discus

sion is significant in that he is cognizant of the 

importance of others to the individual decision maker, and 

even if one is primarily concerned with his own self inter

est, he will also be likely to be, in some situations, 

concerned about and cooperative with other individuals or 

groups. 
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Within the marketing literature, Alderson's (1965) 

normative theory of marketing systems has, despite its 

title, several positive theoretical implications. According 

to Alderson, there are basically three levels of equilibrium 

in organized human activities. All three of these are rele

vant to the study of marketing ethics. The three levels 

are: (1) market equilibrium, which relates to the external 

relations among organizations; (2) organizational equilib

rium, which is a form of internal balance within an 

organization; and (3) ecological equilibrium, which relates 

to the adjustments between the organization and its societal 

environment. Each of these levels tends to impose sanctions 

on the individual who is free to act as he chooses except 

for these sanctions. These sanctions may take the form of 

economic sanctions in the marketplace, pressure from one's 

superiors within the organization or pressure from the envi

ronment. Thus, there exist market sanctions, organizational 

sanctions and ecological sanctions—all impinging upon the 

individual decision maker. 

This is clearly a normative approach. Alderson himself 

states that the theory "deals with the question of how 

systems should operate to achieve their goals," and the 

primary goal emphasized by Alderson is that of survival 

(1965: 319). Nevertheless, Alderson's approach does 
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indicate the importance of one's superiors, of the 

marketplace, and of society as a whole on an individual's 

decisions. It remains for positive theory to determine 

whether the individual decision maker actually does take 

these factors into consideration when making decisions 

involving ethical issues. Also of importance is Alderson's 

emphasis that, within the limits imposed by these three 

sanctions, the individual is free to act as he chooses. 

Nevertheless, his "theory" is not really a theory of market

ing ethics nor is it even sufficiently formalized to allow 

for its operationalization. 

Empirical Studies 

While the works of Potter, Stassen, Dayton, and 

Alderson all have implications for research into positive 

ethical paradigms, these authors were interested in norma

tive theory. There have been, however, at least a few 

studies that were specifically concerned with the formula

tion and testing of positive ethical models. Two such 

studies are Hegarty and Sims (1978) and Hegarty and Sims 

(1979). These studies used a laboratory setting that 

simulated the "environment" encountered by a regional sales 

manager for a large wholesaling firm; the subjects were 

graduate business students. While the authors do not 
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present a comprehensive theoretical structure, they do test 

a number of interesting hypotheses. For example, their 

results tend to indicate that various personality character

istics such as locus of control and Machiavellianism tend to 

act as significant covariates of behavior in "ethical" situ

ations; that when subjects are rewarded for "unethical" 

behavior then "unethical" behavior was more likely; and that 

increased competition tends to increase "unethical" behavior 

(1978). The results of the later study tend to confirm the 

notion that personality variables are related to behavior in 

"ethical" situations and that an organizational policy on 

ethics tends to reduce behaviors that could be considered as 

"unethical" (1979). 

Hegarty and Sims have examined some of the key issues 

involved in decision making in situations involving ethical 

issues. As argued by Mayer (1970), there are three condi

tions that might impinge upon one's behavior in situations 

with ethical content. These are: (1) the individual's 

inclination toward "unethical" behavior; (2) the opportunity 

to engage in "unethical" behavior; and (3) the expected 

gains versus the expected penalties of the "unethical" 

behavior. Hegarty and Sims have examined at least two of 

these in their studies. They have looked at various 

personality variables to test the individual's inclination 
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toward "unethical" behavior, and they have tested 

"unethical" behavior under different conditions of rewards 

and penalties. Nevertheless, Hegarty and Sims do not pro

vide a general framework for studying ethics nor do they 

consider the impact of other groups or individuals on the 

decision maker's behavior. In addition, the subjects used 

were students for whom the scenarios might not have been as 

relevant as they may have been for marketing practitioners 

such as sales managers. 

Two recent studies, Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell 

(1979) and Zey-Ferrell and Ferrell (1982), provide both a 

theoretical and an empirical test for predicting "unethical" 

behaviors in organizations. The major findings of the sec

ond study were also published in 1983 (Ferrell, Zey-Ferrell 

and Krugman), but these need not be reviewed separately as 

they are essentially identical to the findings reported in 

the 1982 article. These studies are based upon Sutherland's 

theory of differential association (Sutherland and Cressey 

1970). According to the authors, the implications of this 

theory for organizational ethics are that peers and direct 

supervisors will have a greater influence on behavior in 

situations having ethical content than would the mass media 

and impersonal agencies. This theory also assumes that when 

"unethical" behavior is learned, the learning includes the 



44 

techniques for committing the "unethical" behavior as well 

as ". . . the specific direction of motives, drives, ration

alizations, and attitudes" (Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell 

1979: 559). Finally, the authors assume that those indi

viduals who have greater opportunities for "unethical" 

behavior will be more likely to engage in such behavior. 

The authors hypothesized that association with other 

employees who participate in and condone "unethical" behav

ior and the opportunity to be engaged in "unethical" acts 

would both be significant predictors of "unethical" behav

ior. It was further hypothesized by the authors that 

"unethical" behaviors come about in two ways. In both of 

these, one must have the opportunity to become involved with 

the primary group's (e.g., peers and supervisors) definition 

of "favorable unethical" behavior. However, the individual 

may then act "unethically" either after having altered his 

own individual definition of, or attitude toward, "favorable 

unethical" behavior, or else without having changed his own 

ethical standards. The authors hypothesized that either 

path was as likely to occur as the other. These concepts 

are modeled in Figure 3 (Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell 

1979: 561). 

Results of the 1979 study indicate that for those mar

keting managers surveyed, the individual's perceptions of 
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Figure 3: Hypothesized "Zey-Ferrell" Model 

what their peers would do in various situations and the 

individual's opportunity to engage in "unethical" behavior 

that involved others had a greater and more significant 

effect on their own potential for "unethical" behavior than 

did their own beliefs or their perceptions of what manage

ment believed. Therefore, the "individual definition" 

component (e.g., path 1) of the hypothesized model was elim

inated in favor of the following more simplified model shown 

in Figure 4 (e.g., path 2 only). Thus, the results suggest 

that changing the behaviors and attitudes of primary or ref

erence groups may change an employee's behavior in "ethical" 

situations, but changing the employee's own attitudes may 

have little impact in terms of changing his behavior in 

"ethical" situations. 
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Figure 4: Modified "Zey-Ferrell" Model 

In their 1982 study, Zey-Ferrell and Ferrell expanded 

their research to include possible interorganizational 

influences. This clearly relates to Alderson's notion of 

market equilibrium. The relations between advertising agen-

cies and their corporate clients were those tested; 

specifically, the researchers were interested in the role-

set configuration between focal persons in these two types 

of organizations. Role-set configuration is here defined to 

be the characteristics of the "referent others" in the role-

set and includes: (1) a locational dimension or 

organizational distance, which is the number of distinct 

intra and interorganizational boundaries separating the 

focal person and the referent other; (2) an authority dimen

sion, which is a measure of the legitimate authority that 

referent others have relative to the focal person, and (3) a 

beliefs and behaviors dimension, which refers to the beliefs 

and behaviors of referent others as perceived by the focal 

person. 
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Empirical results indicate that neither the advertising 

agency sample nor the corporate sample had much influence on 

each other. This was explained by the relatively greater 

organizational distance between these two groups as compared 

to peers and managers within one's own organization, indi

viduals who would be "closer" to the focal person and, 

therefore, have a greater influence on his behavior. The 

hypothesis that the behaviors of referent others would be a 

better predictor of the focal person's behavior than would 

the beliefs of referent others yielded inconclusive results, 

while the hypothesis that top management would have greater 

influence on the individual employee than would peers was 

upheld for the corporate sample but not for the advertisers. 

Finally, it was shown in the study that the opportunity to 

commit "unethical" acts is a significant predictor of 

"unethical" behavior. 

The authors of these two articles (Zey-Ferrell, Weaver 

and Ferrell 1979; Zey-Ferrell and Ferrell 1982) are to be 

congratulated for their development of a partial theoretical 

framework to apply to situations having ethical content and 

also for the empirical testing of this framework. Their 

contributions also include the identification of the 

opportunity to engage in "unethical" behavior and the 

attitudes of referent groups as two major predictors of 
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behavior in organizational situations involving ethical 

issues. In addition, the apparent unimportance of interor-

ganizational influences and the individual's own attitudes 

were, perhaps, significant findings. However, the latter 

finding was in contrast to the findings of Hegarty and Sims, 

who showed that various personality variables relating to 

the decision maker were significant covariates of "unethi

cal" behavior. 

In spite of these contributions, their framework takes 

into consideration only a very narrow part of the individu

al's decision processes in situations having ethical 

content. While it does look at the impact that referent 

groups have on the focal person, it does not take into con

sideration how the focal person's behavior impacts on the 

referent group and on other salient groups. Also, their 

model uses opportunity as a major predictor of "unethical" 

behavior, but does not examine perceived rewards and punish

ments as a covariate of "unethical" behavior, a relationship 

shown by Hegarty and Sims. 

Another problem, and one common to many studies in mar

keting ethics, is that the authors were concerned with 

"unethical" behavior versus "ethical" behavior as the 

dependent variable, but a more appropriate dependent 

variable would be simply behaviors or even intentions for 
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behaviors apart from whether or not these are "ethical." 

The issue to be researched should not be whether the indi

vidual behaves "ethically," but rather what leads him to 

behave in the way that he does regardless of whether this 

actual behavior might be labeled "ethical" or "unethical." 

Still a further shortcoming is that this framework does not 

embody the normative ethical perspectives within which indi

viduals may be operating (e.g., deontological and 

teleological). 

In addition, the model as tested by the authors in the 

first study (Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell 1979) is more 

appropriately depicted as in Figure 5 below rather than as 

the authors depicted it (see Figure 4). The authors have 

not convincingly shown that the primary group only influ

ences "unethical" behavior through the opportunity 

construct. Indeed, their results appear to show that both 

constructs influence "unethical" behavior directly. 

Finally, the dependent variable used in these studies 

was, "What I do," as determined by the respondents' answers 

to a number of questions. The problem with this is that it 

gives one a measure of what respondents might or might not 

do only in a very general sense, but it does not indicate 

what respondents might do if faced with a specific situation 

having ethical content. 
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A recent article by Ferrell and Gresham (1985) presents 

a positive model for marketing ethics. However, while this 

model does include a number of salient variables and is the 

most comprehensive approach to date, it still leaves out a 

number of important constructs. For example, individual 

decision making, which should represent the core of any 

positive theory, is left as a "black box" by the authors. 

No mention is made of the process by which the individual 

might incorporate various philosophical perspectives such as 

deontology and teleology. In addition, many of the con

structs could be made more specific. For example, the 

construct, individual factors, could represent several sepa

rate and distinct constructs, and there is no construct to 

demonstrate the impact that the company and organizational 

culture might have on individual decision making. Finally, 

many possible relationships seem to not be specified. For 
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example, do environmental and cultural factors only impact 

upon the construct of ethical dilemma, as the authors pro

pose, or do they also impact upon individual factors, 

methods of decision making and significant others? 

Summary 

As this review of the literature has shown, very little 

has been done in terms of formulating positive ethical theo

ries. Some normative theories have useful applications to 

-positive theoretical frameworks, but these were certainly 

not developed with positive theory in mind. Those studies 

that have been concerned with positive theory have only 

looked at a limited range of issues and have formulated only 

very narrow theoretical frameworks. 

What is needed, therefore, is a model that: (1) embod

ies all of the major normative ethical theories; (2) 

considers the individual's perceptions of a given situation; 

(3) incorporates any differences caused by personality or 

individual variables; (4) considers relevant groups of indi

viduals and their impact on the decision maker; (5) takes 

into consideration the individual's opportunity to act in 

various ways; and (6) can be used to explain and predict how 

individuals make decisions in situations having ethical 

content. In short, what is needed is a general theoretical 
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framework that can be operationalized to test a variety of 

hypotheses relating to positive theories of ethics. 

As Murphy and Laczniak (1981) have pointed out in dis

cussing the implications of this literature for future 

research in ethics, research is needed that will contribute 

". . . toward validating certain 'common sense' notions 

about marketing ethics" and this should be done ". . .by 

undertaking increasingly empirical and controlled studies of 

the issue." In addition, they feel that the area of market

ing ethics is ". . . without a global theory" (1981: 262). 

It is the objective of the dissertation reported herein to 

attempt to correct, in part, these deficiencies in the lit

erature. 

The next chapter will develop a theoretical framework 

for marketing ethics while incorporating many of the concep

tual and empirical findings already discussed. 



CHAPTER III 

CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE THEORY 

The initial step in the explication of the present 

model is to offer nominal definitions for all of the criti

cal elements of the model. Operational definitions for the 

constructs to be used in empirically testing the model will 

be presented in Chapter 4. After the nominal definitions 

have been presented, the major relationships among con

structs will be modeled and explicated, followed by an 

identification of the fundamental and derived statements of 

the model. Finally, the chapter will conclude with a mathe

matical depiction of the model, including an explication of 

the major relationships. 

Nominal Definitions 

The following concepts and their definitions are cen

tral to the model. 

1. actor: an individual faced with a decision that has 

ethical content and who must decide on a course of 

action. 

2. ethical content: pertaining to that which is 

perceived by the actor as involving some moral or 

ethical issue. 

53 
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3. perceived ethical problem: a problem, facing the 

actor, that has ethical content. 

4. stakeholders: a specific individual or group of 

individuals perceived by the actor to be affected by 

his decisions having ethical content; these might 

include, but not be limited to: 

a) self: the individual actor, 

b) fami1y: those individuals who occupy the same 

household as the actor, 

c) employees; those individuals employed by the same 

company as the actor, 

d) owners/stockholders: the individuals who own the 

company where the actor is employed, 

e) consumers: the individuals who purchase the prod

ucts or services of the actor's company, 

f) interfacers; the individuals employed by other 

organizations who must interact with the actor, 

and 

g) the profession; those individuals who are follow

ing the same career path as the actor. 

5. alternatives; the perceived courses of action from 

which the actor can choose when making a decision 

having ethical content. 
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6. perceived consequences; the set of expected possible 

outcomes for an alternative relative to the various 

stakeholder groups. 

7. probabilities; the actor's perceived subjective 

likelihood of occurrence of particular perceived con

sequences given a particular alternative. 

8. desirability: the relative value to the actor of the 

consequences of a particular alternative for each set 

of stakeholder groups. 

9. importance; the relative significance of each set of 

stakeholders to the individual actor. 

10. teleological evaluation; the relative goodness ver

sus badness of the consequences of a particular 

alternative as perceived by the actor. 

11. deontological evaluation: the inherent rightness 

versus wrongness of a particular alternative as per

ceived by the actor apart from any particular 

consequences to the various stakeholders. 

12. deontological norms; a set of predetermined guide

lines representing personal values or rules of 

behavior. 

13. ethical judgments: the degree to which an 

alternative is considered by the actor as being 

"ethical." 
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14. intentions: the degree to which an alternative is 

favored by the actor as a possible course of action 

in a given situation having ethical content. 

15. behavior: the alternative actually chosen and acted 

upon by the actor. 

16. situational constraints; any situational factors 

that might cause the alternative actually chosen to 

differ from the alternative one intends to choose 

(e.g., the opportunity to follow an intended course 

of action). 

17. actual consequences; the set of realized outcomes 

for the chosen alternative relative to the various 

stakeholder groups. 

18. organizational environment; that set of exogenous 

variables relating to the company that employs the 

actor and which might impact upon other variables in 

the model such as alternatives, perceived conse

quences, probabilities, desirability, importance and 

perceived ethical problem; these might include, but 

not be limited to: 

a) top management's ethical stance, 

b) enforcement of a company code of ethics, 

c) the actor's position within the firm, 

d) immediate supervisor's ethical stance, and 
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e) ethical stance of other employees within the firm. 

19. cultural environment: that set of exogenous vari

ables relating to the society of which the actor is a 

member and which might impact upon other variables in 

the model such as alternatives, perceived conse

quences, probabilities, desirability, importance, the 

deontological evaluation and perceived ethical prob

lem; these might include, but not be limited to; 

a) the social environment, 

b) the political and legal environment, and 

c) the economic environment. 

20. personal experiences; that set of exogenous vari

ables relating to the individual actor himself, that 

might impact upon other variables in the model such 

as alternatives, perceived consequences, probabili

ties, desirability, importance, the deontological 

evaluation and perceived ethical problem; these might 

include, but not be limited to; 

a) the actor's mode of moral reasoning, 

b) the actor's level of moral development, 

c) the actor's life experiences, and 

d) the actor's personality. 

21. industry environment; that set of exogenous 

variables relating to the industry within which the 
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actor's company operates and that might impact upon 

other variables in the model such as alternatives, 

perceived consequences, probabilities, desirability, 

importance, the deontological evaluation and per

ceived ethical problem; these might include, but not 

be limited to; 

a) market position of the firm, 

b) the competitive environment, and 

c) industry norms. 

Relationships Among the Constructs 

Given the preceding nominal definitions of the major 

elements of the model, it is now appropriate to identify the 

basic linkages among these constructs. That is, what are 

the relationships among the variables in the model? In 

examining these relationships, where appropriate, reference 

will be made to previous studies or theories that support 

the stated relationship. This will serve to give evidence 

that the model is, indeed, well-grounded in the ethics lit

erature. This model, henceforth referred to as the 

marketing ethics model or MEM, is depicted graphically in 

Figure 6. 
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Endogenous Variables 

The focal point of the model is the individual actor 

who finds himself faced with a decision making situation he 

perceives as involving an ethical problem. It is this type 

of a situation that "triggers" the whole process depicted by 

the model. The crucial factor at this point is that the 

actor perceives the situation as one involving an ethical 

issue. If the individual actor does not perceive that an 

ethical issue is involved, then subsequent elements of the 

model are unimportant. Therefore, it is extremely critical 

that any "situations" used to empirically test the model be 

viewed by respondents as situations involving ethical issues 

or problems. 

Given that the actor does perceive a particular situ

ation as being one involving an ethical problem, then in the 

next step the actor perceives various possible alternatives 

that may be followed in order to resolve the situation. It 

is unlikely that the actor will recognize the set of all 

possible alternatives; therefore, the actor may behave dif

ferently than if he had realized that other alternatives 

were possible. Indeed, differences in ethical behaviors 

among individuals may be traced, in part, to differences in 

the set of perceived alternatives. 
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Once the individual actor has an evoked set of 

alternatives that are viewed as possible courses of action 

for a given situation, then the actor will perceive various 

possible consequences for each of these alternatives. This 

is consistent with Goodman and Crawford (1977), who felt 

that differences in what individuals felt was "ethical" 

could be attributed to differences in recognition and judg

ments concerning possible consequences of various practices. 

It is also what Hegarty and Sims (1978 and 1979) were refer

ring to when they tested the effects of rewards and 

punishments on behaviors in "ethical" situations, and what 

Mayer (1970) is referring to with his concept of expected 

gains versus expected penalties. Even if actors perceive 

the same set of alternatives, they may not perceive the con

sequences of each alternative as being similar. 

Furthermore, each alternative has perceived conse

quences for various stakeholders including the actor 

himself. Clearly, Hegarty and Sims (1978 and 1979) and 

Mayer (1970) were concerned with consequences for self in 

examining rewards and punishments, but other authors have 

identified additional stakeholder groups. For example, 

Brenner and Molander (1977) specifically identified 

customers, stockholders and employees as important groups 

for business executives; Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell 
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(1979) identified peers, interfacers and managers as being 

salient; Potter (1969) and Stassen (1977) identified the 

concept of stakeholder groups In general as being of prime 

concern to the actor defining this as their loyalties dimen

sion; and Dayton (1979) was aware of the importance of 

different groups when he discussed cooperative strategies 

that produce outcomes that are mutually optimal for various 

groups. While stakeholder groups are clearly significant, 

the set of salient stakeholders will vary for different 

actors and different situations. 

Once the actor has perceived various consequences for 

the perceived alternatives relative to the different stake

holder groups, he will perceive two additional factors that 

directly relate to these perceived consequences; (1) the 

probability of these consequences occurring; and (2) the 

desirability of the occurrence of these consequences. Not 

all consequences will be perceived as being equally likely 

to occur, so that some notion of probability must be 

attached to the consequences. In addition, not all conse

quences will be perceived to have equal value or worth so 

that some notion of desirability must also be attached to 

the consequences. Different actors will likely perceive 

that the same perceived consequences have different 

likelihoods of occurrence and this difference will explain 
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some of the difference in intentions for alternatives in 

"ethical" situations. Also, different actors will perceive 

that the same perceived consequences have different desir

abilities and this too will explain some of the difference 

in intentions for alternatives between subjects in "ethical" 

situations. In support of this, Dayton (1979) notes that 

one's preferences for actions will be in proportion to the 

probability that the actions contribute to the actor's 

attainment of his goals. 

The actor will choose those alternatives that are more 

likely to "produce" desirable or positive consequences and 

less likely to "produce" undesirable or negative conse

quences, and he will avoid alternatives that are more likely 

to result in undesirable as compared to desirable conse

quences. 

The following variables: alternatives, perceived con

sequences, probabilities and desirabilities when taken 

together represent the actor's perception or definition of 

the situation, and this is consistent with Potter's (1969) 

and Stassen's (1977) dimension entitled "empirical defini

tion of the situation." 

Returning to the concept of stakeholder groups, 

different stakeholder groups will be perceived as having 

different relative importance by the actor, and the 
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distribution of these importances will vary from one actor 

to another. Along these same lines of thought, Zey-Ferrell 

and Ferrell (1982) noted in their research that the "organi

zational distance" between an individual and various other 

groups has an impact on the relative importance of those 

groups in terms of affecting the individual's behaviors and 

beliefs. 

The individual actor analyzes the situation by taking 

into consideration the possible alternatives, the perceived 

consequences of these for different stakeholder groups, the 

probability and desirability of these consequences and the 

importance to the actor of the salient groups. The result 

of this analysis will be the relative goodness versus bad

ness of each alternative as perceived by the actor. This is 

essentially the teleological evaluation dimension of the 

model. The teleological evaluation construct is representa

tive of an analysis of the consequences both for self and 

others under various courses of action, a definition that 

closely corresponds to that of teleology. 

In the deontological evaluation construct the individ

ual evaluates the inherent rightness or wrongness of the 

behaviors implied by each alternative. This process 

involves comparing possible behaviors with a set of 

predetermined deontological norms, representing both 
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personal values and rules of behavior. These norms range 

from general beliefs about such things as honesty, stealing 

and treating people fairly, to issue-specific beliefs about 

such things as deceptive advertising, product safety, sales 

"kickbacks" and respondent anonymity in marketing research. 

The teleological evaluation and the deontological eval

uation are essentially independent constructs. An actor 

might believe that one alternative is most ethical based on 

the teleological evaluation and that quite a different 

alternative is most ethical based upon the deontological 

evaluation. 

Once the actor has determined both the deontological 

and the teleological evaluations of an alternative, then he 

will develop ethical judgments for the various possible 

courses of action he perceives. Some actors might be strict 

deontologists, basing their beliefs upon their perceptions 

of the inherent rightness versus wrongness of various alter

natives and ignoring the goodness versus badness of the 

consequences of the possible alternatives. Other actors 

might be strict teleologists, basing their beliefs upon 

their perceptions of the goodness versus badness of the 

consequences of various alternatives and ignoring the 

inherent rightness versus wrongness of the alternatives. 



66 

The actor's ethical judgments lead directly to his 

intentions or intended behavior. Still, the relationship 

between ethical judgments and intentions is moderated by 

non-ethical considerations so that the intended alternative 

may differ from the alternative believed to be the most eth

ical. These non-ethical considerations come directly from 

the actor's teleological evaluation of the alternatives 

(e.g., his analysis of the situation). 

Dayton (1979) was concerned with the individual's 

intentions for action, but other authors such as Hegarty and 

Sims (1978 and 1979) and Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell 

(1979) were more concerned with behavior. The proposed 

model shows that intentions lead directly to behaviors, and 

if an actor intends to choose a particular alternative, it 

is likely that he will behave according to that intention. 

Nevertheless, the relationship between intentions and behav

iors is influenced by situational constraints. For example, 

the actor must have the opportunity to follow a course of 

action before he can follow it. If he does not have the 

opportunity, then the actor's intentions cannot be followed. 

Therefore, there are constraints on the actor's behavior 

that might cause it to differ from his intentions. 

Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell (1979) have done empirical 

research with this "constraint" variable, and have shown 



67 

that "opportunity" directly influences behavior. Mayer 

(1970) also identified opportunity as being one of three 

conditions that impinge upon behavior in "ethical" situ

ations. Yet another situational constraint might be the 

time lag between one's intentions and behavior. 

When the actor behaves in a certain manner by acting 

upon one of the perceived alternatives, this action will 

result in various consequences for the actor and the other 

salient stakeholder groups. These are the actual conse

quences of the behavior, and they may be similar to the 

perceived consequences or quite different depending upon the 

actor's accuracy in perceiving the situation. This vari

able, actual consequences, will feed back to the perceived 

consequences and probabilities of consequences and will 

influence these latter two variables in future situations of 

a similar nature. It might also feed back to alternatives 

and impact upon these in subsequent situations. These feed

backs will all be through the actor's personal experiences. 

When Hegarty and Sims (1978 and 1979) tested whether actors 

would change behaviors based upon perceived rewards and pun

ishments, they were essentially testing this type of a 

feedback or learning process. Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and 

Ferrell (1979) were also concerned with the learning process 

involved in "unethical" behavior, and part of this learning 
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process must certainly include the comparison of actual to 

perceived consequences by the actor. 

Exogenous Variables 

Finally, there are a number of exogenous variables that 

impact on various of the other variables already described. 

These exogenous variables can be grouped into four broad 

categories, which are; (1) the organizational environment; 

(2) the cultural environment; (3) personal experiences; and 

(4) the industry environment. Each of these broad catego

ries can, in turn, be divided to include a number of 

variables of significance to the model. 

Alderson (1965) was one of the first to suggest the 

overall importance of the organizational environment in his 

normative theory of marketing systems. Other authors have 

concentrated on more specific variables relating to the 

organizational environment. For example, top management's 

ethical stance was of concern to Weaver and Ferrell (1977), 

Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell (1979), Brenner and Molander 

(1977) and Newstrom and Ruch (1975); enforcement of a code 

of ethics was mentioned by Weaver and Ferrell (1977), 

Brenner and Molander (1977) and Hegarty and Sims (1978 and 

1979); the immediate supervisor's ethical stance and the 

ethical stance of peers were studied by Brenner and Molander 
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(1977) and Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell (1979); and the 

actor's position within the firm was tested by Zey-Ferrell, 

Weaver and Ferrell (1979). These variables, taken as a 

group, will impact upon the individual's analysis of a given 

situation and, therefore, upon factors such as the alterna

tives and consequences of alternatives that are perceived, 

the likelihood of occurrence of the various consequences, 

the desirability of consequences and even, in some 

instances, the importance of various stakeholder groups. In 

addition, some of these variables may impact upon the 

actor's deontological evaluation and deontological norms in 

that the views of others within the organization as to what 

is inherently right and wrong will affect the actor's view 

of what is right and wrong. 

Alderson (1965) also suggests the concept of a cultural 

environment in his theory when he talks of ecological equi

librium for the organization. In the present model, the 

cultural environment includes Alderson's concept of the eco

logical equilibrium. Therefore, the cultural environment 

includes factors such as the social environment, the politi

cal and legal environment, and the economic environment. 

As with the organizational environment, these variables 

also impact on the individual actor's analysis of the 

situation although the impact upon the desirability of 
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consequences and importance of stakeholders may not be as 

strong as it is for the organizational environment or per

sonal experiences. Nevertheless, one can see how the social 

environment, for instance, might influence both desirability 

and importance. The cultural environment might also impact 

upon the actor's deontological evaluation and deontological 

norms--primarily through the social component. 

The personal experiences dimension has a number of pos

sible variables such as the actor's mode of moral reasoning, 

which is suggested by normative ethical theory and appears 

in Potter's (1969) and Stassen's (1977) paradigm, the 

actor's level of moral development suggested by Kohlberg 

(1981), the actor's personality, which is examined in the 

Hegarty and Sims (1978 and 1979) studies, and the actor's 

total life experiences. As with the other exogenous vari

ables, this grouping will also impact upon the actor's 

deontological evaluation and norms as well as the actor's 

teleological evaluation. 

The industry environment is also suggested by Alderson 

(1965) when he presents his concept of market equilibrium. 

This environment might include factors such as the 

competitive environment, which was examined by Hegarty and 

Sims (1978 and 1979) for its impact on "ethical" behavior, 

industry norms, which would be those behaviors that are 
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"ethically" acceptable for a given industry, and the market 

position of the firm as examined by Sturdivant and Ginter 

(1977). These variables would impact upon constructs in the 

model that relate to the actor's perception of a given situ

ation such as alternatives, perceived consequences, 

probabilities, desirability and importance. They would also 

impact upon the actor's deontological evaluation, deonto

logical norms and perceived ethical problem. 

Partial Formalization of MEM 

Having examined the relationships among the variables 

in the model and having shown the references for many of 

these, it is now appropriate to develop a more formalized 

verbalization of the model. 

It is first appropriate to identify the fundamental 

statements or axioms of the model, followed by the derived 

statements. Actual bridge laws and research hypotheses will 

be presented in Chapter 4 along with the discussion on oper-

ationalizing the model. Fundamental statements are those 

that are used to deduce other statements in the model or 

theory and which cannot themselves be deduced from other 

statements in the same model. Derived statements are those 

deduced from the fundamental statements, while research 

hypotheses are those statements derived from the theory. 
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which are directly testable. Bridge laws "bridge the gap" 

between the fundamental statements and the specific empiri

cal phenomena under study. They bridge the gap between the 

fundamental statements and the research hypotheses (Hunt 

1983; 196). 

The following statements capture the essence of the 

model. 

1. When an actor is faced with a problem having ethical 

content, he will perceive one or more possible alter

native courses of action. 

2. For each of these perceived alternatives, the actor 

will perceive various possible consequences, some 

positive and some negative, for each of a number of 

salient stakeholder groups including self. 

3. For each perceived consequence relative to a stake

holder group, the actor will perceive a given 

subjective probability of that consequence occurring. 

4. For each perceived consequence relative to a stake

holder group, the actor will perceive a subjective 

desirability of that consequence occurring. 

5. For each salient stakeholder group, the actor will 

perceive a relative importance. 

6. For each perceived alternative, the actor will 

perceive a relative teleological evaluation of the 
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consequences of that alternative dependent upon his 

perception of the probability and desirability of the 

consequences and the importance of each stakeholder 

group. 

7. For each perceived alternative, the actor will per

ceive a degree of inherent rightness or wrongness of 

that alternative (e.g., the deontological evaluation) 

based, in part, upon his deontological norms. 

8. Most actors will tend to trade off some degree of the 

deontological evaluation of an alternative against 

some degree of the teleological evaluation of that 

alternative, and vice versa. 

9. When an actor is faced with a problem having ethical 

content, he will judge as most ethical that perceived 

alternative that tends to "optimize" the total of 

both the inherent rightness (vs. wrongness) and the 

goodness (vs. badness) of the consequences relative 

to all other alternatives perceived. 

10. When an actor is faced with a problem having ethical 

content, he will usually intend to choose that alter

native he judges as most ethical and/or that 

alternative that is most favorable based upon the 

actor's analysis of the problem. 
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The first eight statements are the fundamental statements, 

and the last two statements are derived from these. 

The preceding provides only a partial formalization of 

the theory, but it is sufficient to provide a framework that 

can yield testable research hypotheses, and that can also be 

subjected to an analysis as to its appropriateness as a 

theoretical framework. The former issue will be demon

strated in Chapter 4, and the latter will be addressed 

subsequently. 

The three fundamental criteria that can be applied to 

any theoretical structure to test its "strength" are; (1) 

that it contains a set of systematically related statements, 

(2) that these statements include at least some lawlike gen

eralizations and (3) that it can be empirically tested (Hunt 

1983: 4). 

One important aspect of the "systematically related" 

criterion is that the statements of a theory should be con

sistent with previously accepted theory. The MEM performs 

quite well on this criterion as it has been shown that the 

theory has been derived from a number of previously postu

lated and, in some cases, tested theories. Another aspect 

of the "systematically related" criterion relates to the 

internal consistency of the model. That is, it relates to 

the " . . . rigorous articulation of the entire syntactical 
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and semantical structure of the theory" (Hunt 1983; 231). 

This requirement should not be applied too strictly since 

very few theories are ever fully formalized. However, what 

the criterion does imply is that for a set of statements to 

be considered a theory it must, at least, be amenable to the 

formalization process (Hunt 1983: 230-232). The MEM does 

provide a list of definitions for its non-primitive terms, 

and it does seem to have a formal language system. In addi

tion, the fundamental statements tend to meet the criteria 

required of the fundamental statements of a theory, which 

are that they be free from contradiction, independent, suf

ficient, and necessary (Hunt 1983; 234). Therefore, it 

appears that the model is amenable to formalization, and 

thus meets the "systematically related" criterion required 

of a "good" theory. 

The "lawlike generalization" criterion means that the 

theory should contain generalized conditionals that show 

nomic necessity, have empirical content and can be systemat

ically integrated into a body of scientific knowledge (Hunt 

1983: 168). The latter element has already been addressed 

and the empirical content issue will be addressed in the 

next chapter. Therefore, only the issues of nomic necessity 

and generalized conditional need be examined. A generalized 

conditional may take many forms, but in general it implies 
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some kind of an "if-then" relationship (Hunt 1983: 157). 

Clearly, the MEM meets this criterion, since statement 9, 

statement 10 and statement 1 are generalized conditionals. 

These statements also pass the criterion of nomic 

necessity. Those generalizations that exhibit nomic neces

sity are those that have a hypothetical power that is 

different from that for accidental generalizations. They 

can support counterfactual conditionals (Hunt 1983: 

161-162). As an example that the generalized conditionals 

of MEM meet this criterion, one can recast statement 1 as a 

counterfactual conditional and the generalization can still 

support this counterfactual condition. 

1. If an actor were faced with a problem having ethical 

content (which he is not), then he would perceive one 

or more alternatives. 

Statements 9 and 10 could be similarly recast. The MEM does 

seem, therefore, to meet the "lawlike generalization" cri

terion required of a "good" theory. 

The final criterion of "empirical testability" means 

that one must be able to deduce bridge laws and research 

hypotheses from the theory, so that the theory is "directly" 

testable by confrontation with real world phenomena (Hunt 

1983; 234-248). It will be shown in the next chapter that 

the theory is capable of generating research hypotheses, and 

that it is empirically testable. 
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Having demonstrated that the MEM does reasonably meet 

the criteria required of a "good" theoretical structure, the 

next section will briefly give a mathematical rendering of 

the theory. 

Mathematical Model 

Mathematically, the model for those variables that were 

tested in this research is given in Figure 7. For each 

alternative (A) that the actor perceives, there is a deonto

logical measure (DE) and a teleological measure (TE), both 

of which determine the actor's ethical judgments (EJ) for 

that alternative. The alternative intended (IN) to be fol

lowed by the actor is a function of his ethical judgments 

(EJ) and his teleological evaluation (TE). 

The teleological (TE) measure of an alternative (A) is 

equal to the probability (P) of a particular consequence (j) 

for stakeholder group (i) times the desirability (D) of a 

particular consequence (j) for stakeholder group (i) summed 

over all perceived consequences for stakeholder group (i) 

times the importance (I) of stakeholder group (i), and then 

summed over all possible stakeholder groups. 

Other testable relationships suggested by the model, 

but not directly tested in this dissertation, include the 

following; (1) the likelihood that an actor will engage in 
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n m 

(1) TE(A ) = r { r p D }i 
k 1 i=l j=l k(ij) k(ij) i 

where P is the perceived probability of a 
k(ij) 

particular consequence j occurring for stake
holder group i under alternative k, 

D is the desirability of a particular con-
k(ij) 
sequence j for stakeholder group i under alter
native k, 

I is the importance of stakeholder group i, and 
i 

TE(A ) is the teleological evaluation of the conse-
k 1 

quences of alternative k for individual actor 1. 

(2) EJ(A ) = f(DE(A ) , TE(A ) ) 
k 1 k 1 k 1 

where DE(A ) is the deontological evaluation 
k 1 

of alternative k for an individual actor 1, 

TE(A ) is defined as above, and 
k 1 

EJ(A ) is the ethical judgment for alternative k 
k 1 

for an individual actor 1. 

(3) IN(A ) = f(EJ(A ) , TE(A ) ) 
k 1 k 1 k 1 

where IN(A ) is the intention to follow 
k 1 

alternative k for actor 1, and 

EJ(A ) and TE(A ) are defined as above. 
k 1 k 1 

Figure 7: Mathematical Model (MEM) 
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a particular behavior (B) is a function of the actor's 

intentions (IN) and of any situational constraints (SC); (2) 

the individual's deontological norms (DN) are formed by the 

individual's personal experiences (PE), organizational envi

ronment (OE), industry environment (IE) and cultural 

environment (CE); (3) the deontological evaluation (DE) is a 

function of deontological norms (DN) applied to each per

ceived alternative (A); and (4) the importance (I) of each 

stakeholder group is determined by the same four environmen

tal factors that form one's deontological norms (DN). 



CHAPTER IV 

EMPIRICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE THEORY 

The previous chapter discussed the conceptual founda

tions of the MEM whereas the present chapter will examine 

the operationalization and testing of the model. This chap

ter will cover issues such as testing of the model, 

operationalization of constructs, research hypotheses, sta

tistical methodology and sampling. 

Testing the Model 

Ethical issues are common in a number of different mar

keting areas, but for this dissertation only one of these 

will be examined, an "ethical" situation or problem involv

ing sales management. The sales area was chosen for several 

reasons. First, it was felt that this was an area that 

would have relevance for a large number of marketing practi

tioners. Second, as Murphy and Laczniak point out, the 

ethics of sales personnel is "one of the areas within mar

keting that draws constant criticism" (1981: 257). Third, 

it is one of the areas in marketing that involves a number 

of ethical issues. That is, there are a number of ethical 

issues of concern to sales personnel and sales managers. 

Fourth, it is an area well-grounded in the literature as a 
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number of previous studies have used a sales situation to 

test ethics-related issues (e.g., Hegarty and Sims 1978; 

Hegarty and Sims 1979; Cummings 1979; Morgan 1981; Brenner 

and Molander 1977; Dubinsky, Berkowitz and Rudelius 1980; 

Dempsey, Bushman and Plank 1980; and Rudelius and Buchholz 

1979). 

The specific type of sales situation that was studied 

is that concerning "kickbacks" by salespeople to individuals 

within the purchasing firm (e.g., purchasing agents). 

"Kickbacks" or excessive personal inducements are sometimes 

used by salespeople to increase their sales levels. They 

may include gifts, prizes, money or other personal induce

ments beyond some generally acceptable level, by a 

salesperson to a buyer within the purchasing firm in order 

to favorably influence that buyer towards the salesperson 

and his company. Most of the studies cited in the previous 

paragraph examined this specific issue of "kickbacks" or 

excessive personal inducements. 

A scenario involving sales "kickbacks" was presented to 

respondents to survey their reactions. A paper and pencil 

questionnaire was used in conjunction with a mail survey for 

this sales "kickback" scenario. Paper and pencil 

questionnaires have been shown to be an appropriate 

technique for obtaining the type of information needed as 
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they have been used by Kohlberg and others to measure the 

stages of moral development (Gibbs and Widaman, 1982). 

These authors have shown that it is possible, using scenar

ios and a paper and pencil questionnaire, to create dilemmas 

that can induce respondents to realistically modify their 

choices of alternatives in a given situation. These modifi

cations "promote scorability," since it is with these 

modifications that the respondent "experiences the task as a 

problem and must therefore do some fresh thinking" (Gibbs 

and Widaman 1983: 13). The "sales management" scenario 

used was the following. 

You are a 52 year old regional sales manager for a 
large industrial supply company. For several 
years sales have been declining dramatically in 
your region. After the vice president of sales 
expressed "grave concern" about this decline at 
the end of last year's sales meeting, you informed 
your salespeople that they had better increase 
their sales "or else drastic steps would be 
taken." 

Total sales for your region during the last six 
months have increased dramatically. However, you 
have just found out that several of your most suc
cessful salespeople have been providing excessive 
gifts to purchasing agents in order to increase 
sales. These gifts have been beyond the normal 
lunches, dinners and small promotional items. The 
gifts were in the form of cash payments in amounts 
of $50 to $100. To the best of your knowledge, 
salespeople in your region have never before used 
excessive cash gifts. These gifts do not violate 
any laws. 

You must decide what to do about this situation 
(if anything). As regional sales manager, your 
pay raises and promotions will be based in large 
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part upon the overall sales level in your region, 
and the vice president of sales has indicated that 
he is "very pleased with the sales increases." 

Before continuing it would be useful to explain the 

rationale behind the exact wording of the above scenario. 

It has already been explained why a sales "kickback" situ

ation has been used, but it still remains to examine the 

specific scenario used in testing the model. This examina

tion follows. 

1. "You are a 52 year old regional sales manager . . . " 

This age level was chosen so that the individual 

described in the scenario would be old enough to have 

established a career path in sales with a significant 

"stake" in any possible outcomes of the scenario, but 

not so old that retirement was imminent giving him a 

minimal "stake" in the outcomes. The position of 

regional sales manager was chosen so that the indi

vidual would be in a clear position of authority, and 

thus able to do something about the situation 

described in the scenario. 

2. " . . . for a large industrial supply company." An 

industrial supply company was chosen because it is 

the type of company that would be likely to find 

itself in a very competitive market situation, one 

that might lead to "unethical" behaviors. No 
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specific industry was mentioned so that particular 

industry norms would not be a factor in decision

making. 

3. "For several years sales have been declining dramati

cally in your region." This provides a partial 

rationale for the subsequent behavior of salespeople. 

4. "After the vice president of sales expressed 'grave 

concern' about this decline at the end of last year's 

sales meeting, you informed your salespeople that 

they had better increase their sales 'or else drastic 

steps would be taken.'" This passage helps to set up 

the ensuing conflict between obtaining higher sales 

levels and doing what is "ethical." The regional 

sales manager, himself, has put pressure on the sal

espeople to increase sales. 

5. "Total sales for your region during the last six 

months have increased dramatically. However, you 

have just found out that several of your most suc

cessful salespeople have been providing excessive 

gifts to purchasing agents in order to increase 

sales." Gifts, gratuities and bribes were found to 

be the "unethical" practice that readers of the 

Harvard Business Review most wanted to eliminate both 

in a 1961 study (Baumhart) and in a 1976 replication 
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(Brenner and Molander). Thus, the scenario does 

present an ethical problem. In addition, sales must 

be seen as increasing under the practice of salespeo

ple giving these gifts in order for there to exist a 

conflict between increased sales and "ethical" behav

ior. 

6. "These gifts have been beyond the normal lunches, 

dinners and small promotional items." This is to 

clarify that these gifts were not those that are a 

part of normal and accepted business practice. 

7. "The gifts were in the form of cash payments in 

amounts of $50 to $100." This type of gift was cho

sen as it was overwhelmingly perceived as involving 

an ethical issue. For example, less than 1% of pur

chasing agents felt that gifts of this magnitude were 

acceptable (Cummings 1979). In addition, the results 

of a study by Dempsey, Bushman and Plank (1980) tend 

to support this type of gift as being unacceptable. 

Finally, over 80% of purchasing managers felt that an 

ethical problem was involved with the giving of this 

type of cash gift (Rudelius and Buchholz 1979). 

8. "To the best of your knowledge, salespeople in your 

region have never before used excessive cash gifts." 

This was provided so that salespeople could not 
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"defend" their actions by claiming that this was 

common company practice. 

9. "These gifts do not violate any laws." This state

ment is included so that it is clear that no legal 

issues are involved. It may help to prevent respon

dents from choosing an alternative merely because it 

is perceived as being "more lawful" than other alter

natives. As Boling points out, "One may fully abide 

by the law and still remain unethical" (1978: 362). 

10. "You must decide what to do about this situation (if 

anything)." This makes it clear that some course of 

action must be taken (e.g., a decision needs to be 

made). 

11. "As regional sales manager, your pay raises and pro

motions will be based in large part upon the overall 

sales level in your region, and the vice president of 

sales has indicated that he is 'very pleased with the 

sales increases.'" This helps to establish the poten

tial conflict for the regional sales manager since it 

is clear that he is likely to be rewarded if he 

allows salespeople to continue giving these gifts. 

Respondents were presented with three alternatives from 

which to choose. 
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1. Alternative 1; Issue an order stopping future exces

sive gifts and reduce salespeople's pay in an amount 

equal to their commissions on the sales gained as a 

result of the gifts. 

2. Alternative 2̂; Issue an order stopping future exces

sive gifts, but do not reduce the salespeople's pay. 

3. Alternative 3_: Say and do nothing. 

It is clear that respondents may perceive any number of 

other possible alternatives, but they were constrained to 

choose one of the three alternatives given, so that it was 

possible to test other constructs in the model. If this 

were not done, the number of possible alternatives would 

confound any testing of the other elements of the model. 

In a similar manner, the relevant stakeholder groups 

were constrained and limited to two groups, which were the 

following for this scenario: 

1. self (the individual respondent), and 

2. the company (the owners and/or stockholders of the 

firm). 

As with the alternatives, the respondents could clearly 

imagine any number of other possible stakeholder groups, but 

in order to simplify the model for empirical testing, the 

two stakeholder groups most likely to be salient, for the 

respondent group being tested, were those used. 
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The set of perceived consequences relative to each 

alternative was also manipulated by the researcher, as it 

might have been difficult for respondents to realistically 

perceive of the various possible consequences for each 

alternative. In addition, it would have been difficult to 

analyze the the results if each respondent perceived of a 

completely different set of consequences for stakeholder 

groups under each alternative. 

Operationalizing of Constructs 

In the previous chapter, nominal definitions were pre

sented. In this section, operational definitions will be 

provided for those constructs for which operational defini

tions are relevant. These definitions allow the measurement 

of the constructs, and link the constructs with the real 

world, giving them empirical meaning, as constructs having 

no empirical meaning clearly cannot serve to explain phenom

ena (Torgerson 1958: 5). What was specifically needed was 

to assign numerals to the behavioral indicants of these con

structs in some logical manner. Then after recording 

observations for the indicants, numerals were substituted 

for them and the numerals subjected to statistical analysis 

(Kerlinger 1973: 432). The constructs in the model that 

needed operationalized were; (1) the importance of 
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stakeholder groups; (2) the desirability of perceived 

consequences for each alternative; (3) the probability of 

consequences for each alternative; (4) the teleological 

evaluation of the consequences of each alternative; (5) the 

deontological evaluation of the alternatives; (6) the ethi

cal judgments relative to various alternatives; and (7) the 

intentions for each alternative. An example of the ques

tionnaire used appears in Appendix A. 

Operationalizing Importance 

In operationalizing the importance construct, a self 

administered questionnaire was used with respondents asked 

directly the relative importance of particular stakeholder 

groups. For example, respondents were asked to respond to a 

series of questions such as the following, using a Likert 

type scale to record "agree-disagree" responses; "I would 

sometimes place my own personal interests above my company's 

interests," and "I would sometimes place my company's inter

ests above my own personal interests." Questions 1 through 

6 on page 1 of the questionnaire represent the operationali

zation of this construct. 

For this and most other factors used in the research, a 

seven point scale was used. As Nunnally points out, the 

reliability of a scale tends to level off at about seven 
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steps, although it increases rapidly at first when increased 

from two to twenty steps (1978: 595). Cox confirms this, 

suggesting that the number of steps range between five and 

nine (1980; 420). Both authors suggest an odd rather than 

an even number of response alternatives. The physical 

appearance of the scale, however, is "one of the least 

important considerations regarding rating scales" (Nunnally 

1978; 598); therefore, it is not an issue needing examina

tion. 

Operationalizing Desirability 

The desirability of consequences could have been opera

tionalized in various ways, but while it would have been 

beneficial to obtain the relative desirability of conse

quences for each individual respondent, it was unrealistic 

to expect that respondents could meaningfully assess the 

relative desirability of consequences in this type of a 

research instrument. Therefore, since pretests confirm 

that, at least, the ordering of the desirability of conse

quences is virtually the same for all respondents, this 

construct was not measured, but was assumed to be fixed 

across all respondents. 
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Operationalizing Probability 

The probabilities of consequences were operationalized 

using a nine point scale with responses ranging from "very 

unlikely" to "very likely." A nine point scale was used for 

this construct so that the probability of occurrence for 

each consequence could vary from a 10% to a 90% likelihood 

with increments of 10% between each point on the scale. 

Questions la through 3d at the top of page 3 of the ques

tionnaire represent the operationalizations of this 

construct. The questions were grouped by alternatives to 

facilitate respondent understanding and comprehension. An 

example of one of these questions follows: "Given you were 

to adopt alternative 3 (do nothing), there will be a 20% 

sales increase in your region." 

Operationalizing the Teleological 

Evaluation 

According to the model, the teleological evaluation of 

the consequences of an alternative was determined or calcu

lated by equation (1) of Figure 7. Thus, since the 

operationalization of the determinants of the teleological 

evaluation (e.g., the probabilities of consequences, the 

desirability of consequences and the importance of 

stakeholder groups) has already been discussed, it is 
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unnecessary to separately discuss the operationalization of 

this construct. 

Operationalizing the Deontological 
Evaluation 

In order to operationalize the deontological evaluation 

construct, a series of seven point Likert scales such as the 

following were used: 

Generally speaking, in the situation described 
above, for you to do nothing about the behavior of 
your subordinates would be very ethical. 

Generally speaking, in the situation described 
above, for you to both tell subordinates to stop 
these unethical job practices and then punish 
those involved would be very unethical. 

Questions 7a through 9d on page 1 of the questionnaire 

measured this construct. These questions follow the presen

tation of the following hypothetical situation: 

In particular, suppose you discover that some of 
your subordinates are involved in job practices 
that benefit your company, but which you believe 
are unethical. These job practices do not violate 
any laws. We would like to know your feelings 
about the ethics of certain possible responses on 
your part. 

The questions are designed to measure what respondents 

believe are ethical and unethical responses to this 

situation. In this way, the respondents general 

deontological perspective relative to the alternatives of 

the scenario, given later in the questionnaire, was 

determined. 
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Operationalizing Ethical Judgments 

As with other constructs, the ethical judgments con

struct was operationalized using a seven point Likert scale 

with questions such as the following: "Alternative 2 (issue 

an order) is very unethical," and "Alternative 3 (do noth

ing) is very ethical." Questions 4a through 6d on page 4 of 

the questionnaire measure the ethical judgment construct. 

Operationalizing Intentions 

The final construct that was operationalized was that 

of intentions relative to the alternatives. Again, respon

dents were asked their intentions directly in a series of 

questions. Questions la through 3d on pages 3 and 4 of the 

questionnaire measure intentions, and the following are 

examples of the questions asked: 

In the above situation, alternative 1 (issue an 
order and reduce pay) would definitely be the 
alternative I would choose. 

In the above situation, alternative 2 (issue an 
order) would definitely not be the alternative I 
would choose. 

Summary 

The use of multiple operationalizations for the con

structs in a model assists in unconfounding demand cues in 

the research. If differing procedures yield similar 
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results, then those results become more credible as does the 

underlying theoretical structure as well (Sawyer 1975: 24). 

However, while multiple indicants were used for many of the 

constructs, in order to minimize the complexity of the 

research instrument, multiple operationalizations were not 

used. Nevertheless, the validity of the model could still 

be tested. 

Research Hypotheses 

It is now appropriate to state the major research 

hypotheses that were tested by this dissertation. In gen

eral, the empirical objectives of the dissertation were 

twofold; (1) to validate the hypothesized structural rela

tionships between constructs in the model (e.g., to 

partially validate the model); and (2) to demonstrate that 

differences in the perceived probabilities of consequences, 

given a particular scenario and set of alternatives, will 

result in different ethical judgments and intentions rela

tive to the alternatives. 

Hypotheses Concerning the Structural 
Relationships 

First, hypotheses relating to the structural relation

ships among major constructs were examined. The following 
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bridge laws (BL) can be derived from the theory presented in 

chapter 3. 

1. BL 1: An individual, when faced with a situation 

having ethical content, will determine his ethical 

judgments relative to alternatives based both upon 

his deontological evaluation of the alternatives and 

upon his teleological evaluation of the alternatives. 

2. BL 2: An individual, when faced with a situation 

having ethical content, will determine his intentions 

for alternatives based upon his ethical judgments 

relative to the alternatives and upon his teleologi

cal evaluation of the alternatives. 

Given these bridge laws, one can put forth the follow

ing research hypotheses (H) relative to the sales "kickback" 

scenario. 

1. H la; For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, the deontological evaluation will be a sig

nificant determinant of their ethical judgments 

relative to the alternatives. 

2. H lb; For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, the teleological evaluation will be a 

significant determinant of their ethical judgments 

relative to the alternatives. 
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3. H 2a: For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, ethical judgments will be a significant 

determinant of their intentions relative to the 

alternatives. 

4. H 2b; For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, the teleological evaluation will be a sig

nificant determinant of their intentions relative to 

the alternatives. 

These hypotheses are essentially concerned with the 

nomological validity of the basic conceptual model, and they 

will be supported if the model can be validated using the 

procedures outlined in subsequent sections, the results of 

which are reported in Chapter 5. 

Hypotheses Concerning the 
Probability of Consequences 

Next, various hypotheses relating to the perceived dif

ferences of probabilities of consequences, and the impact of 

these differences on ethical judgments and intentions, will 

be presented. The following bridge laws were derived from 

the theory. 

1. BL 3; An individual when faced with a situation 

having ethical content will have a greater ethical 

judgment for an alternative if the positive (e.g.. 
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rewarding) consequences of that alternative are 

perceived as more likely to occur and vice versa. 

2. BL 4: An individual when faced with a situation hav

ing ethical content will have a lesser ethical 

judgment for an alternative if the negative (e.g., 

punishing) consequences of that alternative are per

ceived as more likely to occur and vice versa. 

3. BL 5; An individual when faced with a situation hav

ing ethical content will have a greater intention for 

an alternative if the positive (e.g., rewarding) con

sequences of that alternative are perceived as more 

likely to occur and vice versa. 

4. BL 6; An individual when faced with a situation hav

ing ethical content will have a lesser intention for 

an alternative if the negative (e.g., punishing) con

sequences of that alternative are perceived as more 

likely to occur and vice versa. 

These bridge laws, including bridge laws 1 and 2, are 

derived directly from the fundamental and the derived state

ments of the theory. In addition, bridge laws 3 through 6 

are based, in part, upon the concept that individuals will 

be "attracted to" an alternative whose rewarding 

consequences have a perceived greater chance of occurring 

and will avoid an alternative whose negative consequences 
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have a perceived greater chance of occurring—a concept with 

support in the literature (e.g., Dayton 1979). 

From bridge laws 3 through 6, the following research 

hypotheses were formed. 

1. H 3a: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly lower (higher) ethical judgment score 

for other alternatives when the positive (e.g., 

rewarding) consequences for themselves of that par

ticular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

2. H 3b: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly lower (higher) ethical judgment score 

for other alternatives when the positive (e.g., 

rewarding) consequences for the company of that par

ticular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

3. H 4a: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly higher (lower) ethical judgment score 
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for other alternatives when the negative (e.g., 

punishing) consequences for themselves of that par

ticular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

4. H 4b: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly higher (lower) ethical judgment score 

for other alternatives when the negative (e.g., pun

ishing) consequences for the company of that 

particular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

5. H 5a; Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly lower (higher) intentions score for 

other alternatives when the positive (e.g., reward

ing) consequences for themselves of that particular 

alternative are perceived as more (less) likely to 

occur. 

6. H 5b; Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly lower (higher) intentions score for 
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other alternatives when the positive (e.g., 

rewarding) consequences for the company of that par

ticular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

7. H 6a: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly higher (lower) intentions score for 

other alternatives when the negative (e.g., punish

ing) consequences for themselves of that particular 

alternative are perceived as more (less) likely to 

occur. 

8. H 6b: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly higher (lower) intentions score for 

other alternatives when the negative (e.g., punish

ing) consequences for the company of that particular 

alternative are perceived as more (less) likely to 

occur. 

Having presented the hypotheses, subsequent sections 

examine statistical methodology, sampling techniques and 

nonresponse bias. 



101 

statistical Methodology 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using both simple and 

multiple regression analysis. The ethical judgment con

structs relative to the different alternatives are the 

dependent variables in these analyses with independent vari

ables being the deontological evaluation of the respective 

alternatives and the teleological evaluation of the respec

tive alternatives. The intention constructs for 

alternatives are also dependent variables with corresponding 

independent variables being the ethical judgment constructs 

and the teleological evaluations for alternatives. 

The only difference between the structural equations as 

tested in these regression analyses and the earlier mathe

matical depiction of the conceptual model is that ethical 

judgments relative to an alternative are now defined as a 

linear function of the deontological evaluation and the tel

eological evaluation and that the determinants of the 

intentions constructs are similarly defined as linear. 

To test Hypotheses 3 through 6, multiple regression 

analysis was used. In these analyses, the independent vari

ables are the perceived probabilities of consequences for 

the company and for self under the various alternatives. 

The dependent variables are the respondent's ethical 

judgments and intentions for each of the three different 

alternatives. 
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Sampling 

Sampling issues are covered in the present section. 

Various approaches exist for determining sample size. 

However, many of these presuppose some knowledge of the pop

ulation (e.g., the population variance for a given 

characteristic or variable) (Green and Tull 1978: 220-224), 

and such knowledge does not exist relative to the proposed 

research. Nevertheless, it is not necessary to determine 

precise sample sizes using these approaches. As long as the 

sample size is sufficient to allow for the types of statis

tical analyses performed, few problems should be 

encountered. A minimum sample size would, therefore, be 

between 125 and 150. Any sample fulfilling this requirement 

should be sufficient to allow any statistical tests to yield 

significant results whenever such significance exists. 

As to the specific populations sampled, since a sales-

force scenario having special relevance for sales managers 

and marketers was used, a probability sample of sales manag

ers was a logical choice. Two such groups were used in the 

study. First, all nonacademic members of Sales and 

Marketing Executives of Memphis, Tennessee were sampled; and 

second, a national mailing list of 3,300 sales managers was 

obtained with approximately 1,100 of these being used in the 

sample. A total of about 1,400 questionnaires were mailed. 
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Nonresponse Bias 

As has been stated, the survey technique for the sales 

"kickback" scenario was a self-administered mail question

naire. That being the case, one can expect the response 

rate to be relatively low. The significance of this fact is 

clearly that those responding might differ in some signifi

cant way from those not responding. The response rate 

itself, however, is not a good indicator of the size of the 

nonresponse bias. This is because the response rate only 

measures the number of respondents vs. nonrespondents--not 

the bias (Assael and Keon 1982: 116-121). Therefore, a low 

response rate is not of particular concern, in terms of non-

response bias. 

Instead of looking at response rates, a "second" con

tact by telephone was made with 100 randomly selected 

nonrespondents. The data gathered from this "second" con

tact were then compared with those of the original survey to 

test for differences between respondents and "nonrespon

dents" on selected demographic variables. A Student's 

T-test on the sample means as well as a Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

two-sample test (Conover 1980; 369-372) were used to 

accomplish this comparison. The results of these 

comparisons are reported in Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER V 

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

Sample Characteristics 

Response Rates 

Two groups of sales executives were sampled for this 

study. First, members of Sales and Marketing Executives 

(SME) of Memphis, Tennessee, an organization composed of 

salespeople, marketing executives and a few academicians, 

were sampled with 298 questionnaires delivered to the non-

academic members of this group. These were mailed along 

with a brief cover letter (see Appendix B) and addressed, 

metered envelopes. Of the 298 questionnaires mailed and 

delivered, 72 were returned for a response rate of 24.2%. 

Of the 72 questionnaires returned, 66 of these were used for 

data analysis as 6 were only partially completed. This 

first group of sales executives was used, in part, to pre

test the questionnaire before a larger national sample was 

surveyed. 

After completing this pretest, a total of 1095 

questionnaires were mailed and delivered to sales executives 

of national firms. The names and addresses of these 

executives were obtained from a national mail advertising 
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and list specialist. These questionnaires were mailed with 

similar cover letters and return envelopes to those used for 

the Sales and Marketing Executives of Memphis. The response 

rate from this national sample was 12.4% with 136 question

naires returned. Of these, 126 were used in the study as 

the other 10 were only partially completed by the respon

dents. Table 1 summarizes this information along with the 

overall totals. 

TABLE 1. 

Response Rates 

Group 

SME 

National 

Total 

Size of 
Sample 

298 

1095 

1393 

Number 
Returned 

72 

136 

208 

Percent 
Returned 

24.2 

12.4 

14.9 

Number 
Useable 

66 

126 

192 

Percent 
Useable 

22.2 

11.5 

13.8 

While the response rate for the national list of sales 

executives was somewhat lower than for the SME sample, 

follow-up telephone calls to a random sample of 100 non-

respondents indicated that 35% were either no longer working 

for the firms where the questionnaire had been sent or else 

that firm's telephone had been disconnected. Assuming, 
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therefore, that 35% of those sampled never received the 

questionnaire, then the effective sample size is 65% of 

1095, or 712, and the effective response rate for the 

national sample becomes 19.1%. Therefore, response rates 

were adjusted and the results of these adjustments appear in 

Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

Adjusted Response Rates 

Size of Number Percent Number Percent 
Group Sample* Returned Returned Useable Useable 

SME 298 72 24.2 66 22.2 

National 712 136 19.1 126 17.7 

Total 1010 208 20.6 192 19.0 

* sample sizes are adjusted, except for SME 

This "adjusted" response rate of 20.6% for the total 

sample compares favorably with that for other studies deal

ing with ethical issues and using marketing practitioners. 

For example. Hunt, Chonko and Wilcox (1984) in their study 

of the ethical problems of marketing researchers obtained a 

response rate of 25.1%. Surveying the ethics of advertising 

executives, Krugman and Ferrell (1981) obtained a response 
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rate of 31% while Zey-Ferrell and Ferrell (1982) received a 

response rate of 33%. Finally, Fritzsche and Becker (1984) 

obtained a response rate of only 21% surveying the ethics of 

marketing managers. 

Comparing the Sample Groups 

Before combining data from the two respondent groups 

sampled, it is necessary to demonstrate that there are no 

significant differences between these groups relative to the 

variables measured in the questionnaire. In order to accom

plish this, two-sample T-tests were performed on the 

differences between means for several demographic variables. 

The demographic variables tested were age, education, years 

in current position, years of business experience, annual 

compensation and size of firm. The results of these tests 

showed that the two groups sampled did not differ signifi

cantly on any of the demographic variables tested. 

Additionally, Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) two-sample tests were 

performed on two demographic variables, years of business 

experience and years in current position. The results of 

these KS tests also failed to show a significant difference 

between the two sample groups. 

Finally, T-tests were performed on all non-demographic 

variables measured in the questionnaire. Of a total of 55 
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such variables tested, only six showed any significant 

difference between the means of the two samples at the .05 

level. This is only somewhat above the number of signifi

cantly different means that would have resulted purely by 

chance (e.g., three). The results, therefore, of these 

tests on both demographic and non-demographic variables 

indicate that the two samples used are, in fact, similar, 

and can be combined for any subsequent analyses. 

Demographic Profile of Respondents 

The individuals sampled were primarily men (90%), 30 to 

59 years old (85%), with at least some college undergraduate 

work but no graduate studies (60%), and earning between 

$30,000 and $60,000 annually (54%). The overwhelming major

ity were either in sales management (51%) or some other 

marketing management position (28%). The average number of 

years in their current position was 6.3 and the average num

ber of years of business experience was 20.8 years. Many of 

the respondents worked in relatively small businesses or for 

a small local division of a larger corporation; 35% worked 

in businesses employing under 100 employees while 41% worked 

for businesses employing between 100 and 1,000 persons. 

Table 3 summarizes the demographic characteristics of 

respondents. 
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TABLE 3 

Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Demographic Factor 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age 
Under 30 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
Over 59 

Education 
High school or less 
Some college 
Bachelor's degree 
Some graduate school 
Graduate degree 

Current Position 
Sales manager, sales director 
and VP sales 51% 

VP marketing 9% 
Other marketing positions 19% 
CEO, president and owner/partner 8% 
Management positions (not 
marketing related) 12% 

Annual Compensation 
Under $30,000 8% 
$30,000-$39,999 15% 
$40,000-$49,999 18% 
$50,000-$59,999 21% 
$60,000-$69,999 9% 
$70,000-$79,999 8% 
$80,000-$89,999 5% 
$90,000 and up 16" 

Percentage 

90% 
10% 

6% 
35% 
30% 
20% 
9% 

5% 
23% 
37% 
18% 
17% 

q. 
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TABLE 3 continued 

Demographic Factor Percentage 

Geographic Region* 
South 48% 
North Central 24% 
Northeast 19% 
West 9% 

Industry 
Consumer products 

(distribution or manufacture) 25% 
Industrial products 
(distribution or manufacture) 40% 

Service industry (including 
advertising and market research) 24% 

Communications (e.g., television) 8% 
Other 3% 

Size of Company 
1-99 employees 35% 
100-999 employees 41% 
1,000-9,999 employees 19% 
10,000 employees and over 5% 

Years of Business Experience 
Under 10 14% 
10-19 38% 
20-29 26% 
Over 29 22% 

Years in Current Position 
Under 3 30% 
3-5 29% 
6-9 23% 
Over 9 18% 

*source: Bureau of Census (see Appendix C) 
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Comparing Respondents and 
Nonrespondents 

In order to determine if there was any nonresponse bias 

present, a random sample of 100 nonrespondents was contacted 

by telephone. Of these, 29 responded to five demographic 

questions. The data from this survey of nonrespondents were 

then compared to those for respondents with comparisons 

being made on the means of the five variables (age, years in 

current position, years of business experience, annual com

pensation and size of firm) using two-sample T-tests. The 

frequency distributions for two of the variables (years in 

current position and years of business experience) were also 

compared for respondents versus nonrespondents using two-

sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests. Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests 

were performed on only these two variables because these 

were the only two variables that had sufficient data points 

to support such an analysis. 

Results of the above tests show that there are no sig

nificant differences between respondents and nonrespondents 

on any of the demographic variables tested. Nonresponse 

bias, therefore, appears to be minimal, and the results of 

subsequent tests can be generalized to the entire population 

sampled. The results of the above tests appear in Tables 4 

and 5. 
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TABLE 4 

T-tests; Respondents Vs. Nonrespondents 

Demographic Variable P-Value 

Years in Current Position .380 

Years of Business Experience .329 

Annual Compensation .829 

Age .105 

Size of Firm .215 

TABLE 5 

KS Tests: Respondents Vs. Nonrespondents 

Demographic Variable P-Value 

Years in Current Position .175 

Years of Business Experience .177 

Item Nonresponse 

All missing data for non-demographic variables were 

replaced by the mode values for the variables in question. 

Except for the deontological evaluation variables, no single 

variable had more than 8 missing values, which represents 
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less than 5% of all responses. Thus, replacing missing data 

with mode values should have no significant impact on any 

subsequent analyses. 

For the deontological evaluation variables, one indi

cant did have as many as 18 missing values with 14.9 being 

the mean number of missing values for the twelve deontologi

cal evaluation variables. Nevertheless, it is not expected 

that replacing missing data with mode values will have any 

major impact on subsequent analyses since even the worst 

indicant still has less than 10% missing values. 

Manipulation Checks 

The most important manipulation check was to determine 

whether or not respondents considered the situation 

described in the questionnaire as one involving an ethical 

problem. Clearly, if an ethical problem is not perceived by 

respondents, the scenario takes place outside of the ethical 

context and is of little interest to the present research. 

Therefore, it is crucial that it be perceived that ethical 

issues are involved. Question 10 on page 2 of the question

naire is addressed this issue. On a 7 point scale, with 7 

being strongly agree and 1 being strongly disagree, 50% of 

the respondents indicated that they strongly agreed with the 

statement that the scenario described " . . . involves an 
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ethical issue or problem," while another 38% responded by 

marking a 5 or 6 on the scale. The mean response was 6.09 

with only 3 respondents indicating that they strongly dis

agreed with the statement. These results indicate that 

respondents did perceive the scenario as involving an ethi

cal issue or question. 

Additional checks were conducted involving the prob

abilities of consequences for both the firm and self that 

were given under each alternative. For example, questions 

la through 3d on page 3 of the questionnaire involve such 

checks. These checks were conducted primarily to verify 

that there was sufficient variance in responses to allow 

these probability variables to be measured using this par

ticular measurement technique. 

The results of this check were encouraging as all 9 

points on the scale were used by respondents for 11 of the 

12 indicants, and 8 points on the scale were used by respon

dents for the remaining indicant. Additionally, all 

indicants did exhibit the full range of responses from 1 to 

9. 

Overall the checks on probabilities offer very 

acceptable results. The variance in responses to each of 

the probability questions appears sufficiently large to 

support the idea of allowing respondents to indicate their 
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perceived probabilities rather than attempting to manipulate 

probabilities in some type of experimental design. The 

means, standard deviations and quartiles appear in Table 6 

for each of the twelve probability questions. 

TABLE 6 

Probability Variables 

Standard 
Question Mean Deviation Ql 

Quartiles 

Q2 Q3 Q4 

la 

lb 

Ic 

Id 

2a 

2b 

2c 

2d 

3a 

3b 

3c 

3d 

5.5 

3.4 

2.2 

6.4 

5.5 

3.4 

3.3 

3.3 

5.6 

2.8 

4.4 

4.3 

2.71 

2.37 

1.74 

2.63 

2.48 

2.28 

2.27 

2.41 

2.61 

2.00 

2.76 

2.73 

3 

1 

1 

5 

3 

1 

1 

1 

3.75 

1 

2 

2 

6 

3 

1.5 

7 

6 

3 

3 

3 

6 

2 

5 

4 

8 

5 

3 

9 

7.5 

5 

5 

5 

8 

4 

7 

7 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 
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Reliability and Validity of 
Constructs 

Before testing various specific research hypotheses, it 

is necessary that one develop reliable and valid measures of 

the constructs to be used in that hypothesis testing 

(Churchill 1979: 64). Major constructs in the model are 

not, however, scales in the true score sense as they are 

specific to the particular scenario used rather than repre

sentative of latent constructs. Nevertheless, the 

reliability and validity of these constructs were examined 

in pretests and found to be quite acceptable. 

Single item measures for the constructs are not recom

mended as they might place undue importance upon factors 

such as the specific wording of the item, and their reli

ability cannot be determined. In addition, single item 

measures are more easily influenced by random error, and 

they are less likely to relate as predicted to other con

structs in the model. Therefore, multiple indicants were 

used. 

Reliability concerns the extent to which a measurement 

is repeatable; it is a necessary but not a sufficient condi

tion for validity (Nunnally 1978; 191-192). The best 

estimate of reliability is provided by measuring internal 

consistency since the major source of measurement error in 
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most situations is due to the sampling of content (Nunnally 

1978: 230-233). Therefore, reliability for the constructs 

in the model was measured by internal consistency. 

It should be noted that it is inappropriate to examine 

the reliability of the major constructs in the model because 

these are defined by the model and are not considered 

scales. Nevertheless, the pretest analyses tend to demon

strate the internal consistency of these constructs as 

defined for this study. There was considerable consistency 

exhibited among questions measuring the same construct. 

Regarding validity, content and construct validity are 

the most relevant validities for the current study. Content 

validity relates to the representativeness of the content of 

a measuring instrument and the "sensibility" of the methods 

of test construction (Nunnally 1978: 92). Content validity 

relates to this study primarily in the sense that any sce

narios used to test the model need to be "rich" in ethical 

content. It has already been shown that the sales "kick

back" scenario is well-grounded in the literature, and 

surveys of salespeople indicate that this type of scenario 

is indeed "rich" in ethical content. Additionally, only 

"sensible" methods of test construction were used. Those 

methods discussed in earlier sections on operationalizations 

are all well-established procedures. Finally, as reported. 
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the overwhelming majority of respondents felt that the 

scenario used did involve an ethical issue or problem. 

Therefore, this research does appear to have a relatively 

high degree of content validity. 

Construct validity relates to the degree of correspon

dence between constructs and their measures. It is the 

degree to which a concept achieves both theoretical and 

empirical meaning within the overall structure of a theory 

(Bagozzi 1980; 114). As such, construct validity is ". . . 

a necessary condition for theory development and testing" 

(Peter 1981; 133). It is the " . . . most appropriate and 

generally applicable type of validity used to assess 

measures in the social sciences" (Zeller and Carmines 1980: 

83). 

Construct validity is the degree of correspondence 

between an unobservable, conceptual construct and a measure 

of that construct at the operational level. Construct 

validity may be usefully divided into trait and nomological 

validity; trait validity, in turn, is composed of convergent 

and discriminant validity as well as reliability (Peter 

1981: 134-135). The reliability issue has already been 

covered and will not be examined again; however, trait and 

nomological validity will be covered subsequently. 
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As mentioned, trait validity consists of both 

convergent and discriminant validities. Convergent validity 

can be defined as the degree to which two or more measures 

of the same concept are in agreement, while discriminant 

validity is the degree to which one concept differs from 

other concepts (Bagozzi 1980; 129-130). The traditional 

approach to testing convergent and discriminant validity has 

been the multi-trait multi-method matrix approach developed 

by Campbell and Fiske (1959). However, convergent and dis

criminant validity can be examined in other ways. 

Essentially, the researcher can also satisfy the fol

lowing criteria: (1) convergence in measurement whereby 

measures of the same construct are highly intercorrelated 

among themselves and of approximately the same magnitude; 

and (2) differentiation or discrimination in constructs 

whereby the cross-construct correlations among measures of 

associated variables should correlate at a lower level than 

the within-construct correlations and should be uniform in 

pattern. Convergent validity is simply a special case of 

the above described convergence in measurement, where the 

latter refers to cases in which the same method is used more 

than once and the former refers to measures from different 

procedures. Similarly, discriminant validity is a special 

case of differentiation in constructs, where the former 
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requires different measurement procedures and the latter 

does not (Bagozzi 1981: 375-377). 

In the MEM, pretests were conducted for convergence in 

measurement and differentiation in constructs as surrogates 

for convergent and discriminant validity. In this way, the 

trait validity of the constructs of the model was tested. 

The results of these tests supported the construct validity 

of the major constructs in the model. Specifically, the 

construct validity of the constructs, deontological evalua

tion, ethical judgments and importance, was supported. 

Nomological or lawlike validity is based upon the 

investigation of both the theoretical relationships among 

different constructs and the empirical relationships among 

measures of those constructs (Peter 1981: 135). It is the 

degree to which the relationships among constructs hypoth

esized by the theory is "confirmed" by an empirical testing 

of the model. Thus, the tests of Hypotheses 1 and 2 of the 

model actually provide tests of nomological validity, and 

will be reported in a subsequent section on testing of 

hypotheses. First, however, the following section will 

examine the specific operationalizations of constructs that 

were used in testing the model. 
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Operationalizing of Constructs 

Before examining the results of hypothesis tests, the 

operationalizations of major constructs in the model will be 

presented and explained. 

Deontological Evaluation Construct 

The questions measuring the deontological evaluation 

construct are questions 7a through 9d on page 1 of the ques

tionnaire. Questions 9a through 9d measure the respondent's 

deontological framework relative to the concept of punishing 

salespeople for giving cash gifts (e.g., alternative 1 in 

the subsequent scenario). After questions 9c and 9d were 

reverse scored, the four statements were summed to form 

one's deontological evaluation relative to alternative 1 

(DEONl). 

Questions 8a through 8d measure one's deontological 

framework relative to issuing an order to stop "excessive" 

gifts, but without punishing salespeople (e.g., alternative 

2 in the subsequent scenario). After questions 8c and 8d 

were reverse scored, these four questions were summed to 

form one's deontological perspective relative to alternative 

2 (DE0N2). 

Finally, questions 7a through 7d measure the 

deontological perspective of respondents relative to the 
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possibility of "doing nothing" and allowing salespeople to 

continue giving gifts (e.g., alternative 3 in the subsequent 

scenario). Questions 7c and 7d were reverse scored, and all 

four statements were then summed to form one's deontological 

perspective relative to alternative 3 (DE0N3). 

Ethical Judgment Construct 

Questions 4a through 6d on page 4 of the questionnaire 

represent the ethical judgment construct with questions 4c, 

4d, 5c, 5d, 6c and 6d being negative statements that were 

reverse scored. Questions 4a through 4d were then summed to 

form ethical judgments relative to alternative 1 (JUDGl), 

questions 5a through 5d were summed to form ethical judg

ments relative to alternative 2 (JUDG2) and questions 6a 

through 6d were summed to form ethical judgments relative to 

alternative 3 (JUDG3). 

Intentions Construct 

The intentions construct is measured by questions la 

through 3d on pages 3 and 4 of the questionnaire with ques

tions Ic, Id, 2c, 2d, 3c and 3d being negative questions 

that were reverse scored. Questions la through Id were then 

summed to form intentions relative to alternative 1 

(INTEND, questions 2a through 2d were summed to form 
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intentions relative to alternative 2 (INTEN2) and intentions 

relative to alternative 3 (INTEN3) was formed by the sum of 

questions 3a through 3d. 

Importance Construct 

The importance construct was measured by questions 1 

through 6 on the first page of the questionnaire. Questions 

1 through 3 measure the relative importance of the company's 

interests with question 3 being a negative statement that 

was reverse scored. Questions 4 through 6 measure the rela

tive importance of self with question 6 being negative and 

reverse scored. 

Questions 2 and 4 were not used in the final operation

alization of the importance construct as pretest factor 

analysis showed that these two questions cross-loaded on 

both dimensions of the construct, importance of self and 

importance of the company. There was some ambiguity as to 

what these two questions were, in fact, measuring. Because 

of this ambiguity, these two questions were eliminated from 

all operationalizations of the importance construct. 

Therefore, the sum of questions 1 and 3 forms the construct, 

importance of company (ICO), while the sum of questions 5 

and 6 forms the construct, importance of self (ISE). 
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Probability Construct 

The probability variables were measured by questions la 

through 3d on the top of page 3 of the questionnaire. 

Questions la. Id, 2a, 2d, 3b and 3c represent the probabili

ties of "negative" consequences, and the remaining questions 

represent the probabilities of "positive" consequences. 

Each separate construct was formed by dividing the probabil

ity of the "positive" consequence by the probability of the 

"negative" consequence for a particular stakeholder group 

under a particular alternative. Thus, a high value for the 

resulting constructs indicates that the "positive" conse

quence is perceived as relatively more likely while a low 

value means that the "negative" consequence is perceived as 

more likely to occur. 

For example, the relative probability for the conse

quences for the company under alternative 1 (PCOl) was 

formed by dividing question lb by question la, the relative 

probability for the consequences for the firm under alterna

tive 2 (PC02) was formed by dividing question 2b by 2a and 

the relative probability for the consequences for the com

pany under alternative 3 (PC03) was formed by dividing 

question 3a by question 3b. Similarly, the probability 

construct for self under alternative 1 (PSEl) was formed by 

dividing question Ic by Id, the probability construct for 
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self under alternative 2 (PSE2) was formed by dividing 

question 2c by question 2d and the probability construct for 

oneself under alternative 3 (PSE3) was formed by dividing 

question 3d by 3c. 

Teleological Evaluation Construct 

The teleological evaluation construct for each alterna

tive was formed by the sum of: (1) the product of the 

constructs, importance of the company (ICO) and the prob

ability of consequences for the company, for a particular 

alternative (PCOl, PC02 or PC03); and (2) the product of the 

constructs, importance of self (ISE) and the probability of 

consequences for self, for that same alternative (PCOl, PC02 

or PC03). The teleological evaluation constructs are desig

nated as follows; (1) teleological evaluation for 

alternative 1 (TELEl); (2) teleological evaluation for 

alternative 2 (TELE2); and (3) teleological evaluation for 

alternative 3 (TELE3). 

Summary of Operationalizations 

The formulations of all of the constructs are summa

rized in Table 7. 
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TABLE 7 

Operationalizations of Constructs 

Construct Formulation Page of Questionnaire 

DEONl 
DE0N2 
DE0N3 

JUDGl 
JUDG2 
JUDG3 

INTENl 
INTEN2 
INTEN3 

ICO 
ISE 

PCOl 
PC02 
PC03 

PSEl 
PSE2 
PSE3 

TELEl 
TELE2 
TELE3 

9a -»- 9b + 9c -̂  9d 
8a + 8b + 8c -»- 8d 
7a + 7b + 7c + 7d 

4a + 4b + 4c •»• 4d 
5a -«• 5b + 5c + 5d 
6a + 6b + 6c + 6d 

la + lb + Ic -»• Id 
2a + 2b + 2c -»• 2d 
3a -»• 3b + 3c + 3d 

1 + 3 
5 + 6 

lb/la 
2b/2a 
3a/3b 

Ic/ld 
2c/2d 
3d/3c 

(IC0*PC01)+(ISE*PSE1) 
(IC0*PC02)+(ISE*PSE2) 
(IC0*PC03)+(ISE*PSE3) 

(page 
(page 
(page 

(page 
(page 
(page 

(page 
(page 
(page 

(page 
(page 

(page 
(page 
(page 

(page 
(page 
(page 

1) 
1) 
1) 

4) 
4) 
4) 

3) 
3) 
4) 

1) 
1) 

3) 
3) 
3) 

3) 
3) 
3) 

Descriptive Statistics 

The means, standard deviations, and minimum and maximum 

values of the constructs defined in the previous section are 

reported in Table 8. 
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Descriptive Statistics 
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Construct 

DEONl 
DE0N2 
DE0N3 

JUDGl 
JUDG2 
JUDG3 

INTENl 
INTEN2 
INTEN3 

TELEl 
TELE2 
TELE3 

ICO 
ISE 

PCOl 
PC02 
PC03 

PSEl 
PSE2 
PSE3 

Mean 

17.219 
24.359 
8.500 

17.208 
24.260 
9.130 

9.516 
22.016 
8.052 

18.985 
23.408 
57.245 

11.589 
8.365 

1.231 
0.930 
3.448 

0.545 
1.507 
2.156 

Standard Deviation 

6 . 6 1 2 
4 . 6 2 3 
4 . 9 7 1 

7 . 0 6 6 
4 . 7 9 6 
6 . 1 7 2 

6 . 2 5 5 
6 . 4 2 8 
5 . 5 7 4 

23.654 
21.306 
48.281 

2.571 
3.717 

1.877 
1.208 
2.885 

0.850 
1.484 
2.717 

Minimum 

4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

1.000 
0.622 
1.777 

2 
2 

0.111 
0.111 
0.111 

0.111 
0.111 
0.111 

Maximum 

28 
28 
28 

28 
28 
28 

28 
28 
28 

126.222 
128.000 
214.000 

14 
14 

9 
9 
9 

9 
9 
9 

Deontologically, respondents favored alternative 2 fol

lowed by alternative 1 and then alternative 3. This same 

ordering was also true of the respondents' perceptions of 

ethical judgments and intentions. However, for intentions 

there was a significant decrease in the mean for alternative 
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1 (e.g., issue an order and punish). Apparently, when it 

comes to actual intentions or, perhaps, behavior relative to 

this alternative, respondents were much more reluctant to 

"punish" others than when making ethical judgments about the 

alternative. 

From a teleological perspective, respondents seem to 

favor alternative 3 followed by alternative 2 then alterna

tive 1. Thus, alternative 3 was probably perceived as 

having both the most attractive and also the most likely 

"positive" consequences for oneself and for the firm. 

Examining the correlation matrix, which appears in 

Table 9, one notes that while TELEl is very strongly corre

lated with PCOl (.948), it is only weakly correlated with 

PSEl (.156). As both PSEl and PCOl are the major components 

of TELEl, this result is somewhat unexpected. For alterna

tives 2 and 3, the corresponding probabilities of 

consequences for the company and for self are both strongly 

correlated with one's teleological evaluation for those 

alternatives. Apparently, however, the teleological evalua

tion for alternative 1 is dominated by perceptions as to the 

probabilities of consequences for the company rather than 

those for self. The lack of a significant relationship 

between PCOl and PSEl (-.018) tends to support the notion 

that both cannot be significant components of TELEl. 
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Another unexpected correlation is that between the 

importance of the company (ICO) and the importance of self 

(ISE). This correlated was not significant (-.058). 

Perhaps, although both self and the company were perceived 

as being important by respondents, those who perceived that 

the company was important may not necessarily have been the 

same respondents who perceived that self was important and 

vice versa. 

Testing of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Concerning Structural 
Relationships 

Four hypotheses, testing the major structural relation

ships in the model, were tested. These hypotheses, 

presented in the previous chapter, are repeated below. They 

were tested using both simple and multiple regression analy

ses. 

1. Jl la: For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, the deontological evaluation will be a sig

nificant determinant of their ethical judgments 

relative to the alternatives. 

2. H lb: For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, the teleological evaluation will be a 

significant determinant of their ethical judgments 

relative to the alternatives. 
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3. H 2a; For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, ethical judgments will be a significant 

determinant of their intentions relative to the 

alternatives. 

4. H 2b: For respondents given a sales "kickback" 

scenario, the teleological evaluation will be a sig

nificant determinant of their intentions relative to 

the alternatives. 

Each of the hypothesized relationships was tested rela

tive to each of the three alternatives in the scenario. For 

example, with respect to Hypothesis la, it is hypothesized 

that the deontological evaluation of alternative 1 deter

mines ethical judgments relative to alternative 1, the 

deontological evaluation of alternative 2 determines ethical 

judgments relative to alternative 2 and the deontological 

evaluation of alternative 3 determines ethical judgments 

relative to alternative 3. 

The results of these hypothesis tests appear in Table 

10. As can be seen, the teleological evaluation does not 

appear to be a very significant predictor of either ethical 

judgments or intentions for any of the alternatives. The 

analyses, therefore, were repeated using different 

operationalizations of the importance constructs as it was 

felt that there might be an inadequacy in the specific 
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operationalizations used for the importance constructs. 

However, the results using different formulations of the 

importance constructs were almost identical. Therefore, 

whenever the importance constructs were used in analyses, 

the original operationalizations were retained. 

TABLE 10 

Hypothesis Tests of Structural Equations 

Parameter 
Hypothesis/Constructs Estimates T-Value* R-Squared 

la - DEONl -> JUDGl 

la - DE0N2 -> JUDG2 

la - DE0N3 -> JUDG3 

2a - JUDGl -> INTENl 

2a - JUDG2 -> INTEN2 

2a - JUDG3 -> INTEN3 

lb - TELEl -> JUDGl 

lb - TELE2 -> JUDG2 

lb - TELE3 -> JUDG3 

2b - TELEl -> INTENl 

2b - TELE2 -> INTEN2 

2b - TELE3 -> INTEN3 

. 3 5 1 

- . 0 3 0 

. 6 0 7 

. 2 9 5 

. 462 

. 334 

. 0 4 4 

- . 0 2 0 

. 0 0 3 

. 0 5 4 

. 0 1 3 

. 014 

4 . 7 9 

n s 

7 . 7 3 

4 . 8 8 

5 . 0 7 

5 . 4 8 

2 . 0 4 

n s 

n s 

2 . 8 5 

n s 

1 .65 
( p = . 1 0 ) 

. 108 

. 0 0 1 

. 2 3 9 

. 1 1 1 

. 1 1 9 

.137 

. 0 2 1 

. 008 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 4 1 

. 002 

. 014 

*p = .05, except where indicated 
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However, when the importance constructs were eliminated 

from the operationalization of the teleological evaluation, 

and when the probabilities of consequences for the company 

and for self under each alternative were examined as sepa

rate independent variables, rather than summed, one's 

teleological evaluation did become a significant predictor 

of ethical judgments and intentions. Apparently, the impor

tance construct tends to confound the relationship between 

the probabilities of consequences and both ethical judgments 

and intentions. The results of the regression analyses for 

teleological evaluations, without the importance constructs, 

appear in Table 11. 

The inability of importance weights to improve the pre

dictive performance of various attitude models is well 

documented (Aaker and Myers 1982: 188-189). The present 

results are consistent with these previous findings, 

although the context is somewhat different. Perhaps, 

respondents were either unable or unwilling to provide true 

importance weights for stakeholder groups, or perhaps, both 

the company and self were perceived as fairly important 

stakeholder groups causing the importance constructs to add 

little to the analyses. If one of the stakeholder groups 

used had been perceived as considerably more important than 

the other, then the importance constructs might have 

improved the predictive power of the model. 
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TABLE 11 

Hypothesis Tests Without Importance Constructs 

Parameter 
Hypothesis/Constructs Estimates F/T-Value* R-Squared 

. 272 

.930 

. 498 

. 3 0 5 

. 1 6 1 

. 5 6 3 

n s 
- 3 . 2 9 

3 . 8 8 

2 . 7 3 
- 1 . 7 7 
( p = . 1 0 ) 

1 1 . 7 3 

4 . 2 8 
2 . 3 5 

. 3 2 1 
- . 0 0 2 

. 4 3 7 
- . 1 2 1 

n s 
n s 

3 . 6 2 

2 . 6 4 
n s 

lb - Model -> JUDGl 3.56 .036 

PSEl -.833 ns 
PCOl .603 2.24 

lb - Model -> JUDG2 5.71 .057 

PSE2 
PC02 

lb - Model -> JUDG3 3.88 .039 

PSE3 
PC03 

2b - Model -> INTENl 11.73 .110 

PSEl 
PCOl 

2b - Model -> INTEN2 ns .006 

PSE2 
PC02 

2b - Model -> INTEN3 3.62 .037 

PSE3 
PC03 

*p = .05, except where indicated 
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In view of the above findings, the results from Table 

11 will be used for all discussions of Hypotheses lb and 2b 

while discussions of Hypotheses la and 2a will be based upon 

the results in Table 10. 

Deontological Evaluation on Ethical 
Judgments 

Hypothesis la was supported for alternatives 1 and 3, 

but not for alternative 2. However, the insignificant 

results for alternative 2 may have resulted from alternative 

2 being less extreme and more neutral than the other two 

alternatives; alternative 2 may have been perceived as some

what of a compromise between the other two alternatives. 

Perhaps, alternative 2 was not as likely to cause decision 

makers to depend upon strong deontological norms as were the 

other alternatives. 

Alternative 2 could have been chosen as the "best" 

alternative from a deontological perspective either (1) 

because it was, in fact, considered as a superior alterna

tive or (2) because it was chosen only after alternatives 1 

and 3 were rejected. In the latter case, one might expect 

only weak deontological norms to exist relative to 

alternative 2 with one's deontological evaluation of 

alternative 2 not correlated with ethical judgments. The 
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results of hypothesis tests tend to support this view. If 

the former case is correct, then one might expect to find a 

significant positive relationship between one's deontologi

cal evaluation of alternative 2 and ethical judgments as 

there would be deontological norms relative to the alterna

tive for respondents to apply to the situation. For the 

overall sample, however, such a relationship did not exist. 

Therefore, it appears that respondents had only weak or lim

ited deontological norms to apply to alternative 2. 

Nevertheless, there may be some subgroup of individuals 

who do have strong deontological norms to apply to alterna

tive 2. A possible group to examine for this might be those 

respondents that rated alternative 2 especially high from a 

deontological perspective. One might expect that respon

dents rating alternative 2 very high deontologically (DE0N2) 

would be more likely to have strong deontological norms rel

ative to the alternative; therefore, they would also rate 

alternative 2 very high on ethical judgments (JUDG2). If, 

however, these respondents also have only weak or limited 

deontological norms to use relative to alternative 2, then 

those with high deontological evaluations for alternative 2 

would not necessarily have high ethical judgments on the 

alternative. 
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Results indicate that individuals who, deontologically, 

rated alternative 2 very high (e.g., over 25) are no differ

ent from the entire sample of respondents taken together in 

terms of their ratings for alternative 2 on ethical judg

ments. The means were exactly the same for JUDG2 for all 

respondents as for the subgroup of respondents rating DE0N2 

over 25. In addition, JUDG2 exhibited the full range of 

values from 4 to 28 even when DE0N2 was rated only from 26 

to 28 (see Table 12). 

TABLE 12 

Descriptive Statistics for JUDG2 

Sample 

All respondents 
(n=192) 

DE0N2 > 25 
(n=103) 

DE0N2 

Mean 

24.36 

27.30 

JUDG2 

Mean Minimum Maximum 

24.26 

24.26 

28 

28 

In addition, those respondents rating alternative 2 

very high on ethical judgments (e.g., over 25) are no 

different from the entire sample in terms of their ratings 

for alternative 2 from a deontological perspective. The 

means were virtually the same for DE0N2 for the entire 
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sample and for those rating JUDG2 over 25, and DE0N2 

exhibited the full range of values from 4 to 28 even when 

JUDG2 was rated only from 26 to 28 (see Table 13). 

TABLE 13 

Descriptive Statistics for DE0N2 

Sample 

JUDG2 

Mean 

DE0N2 

Mean Minimum Maximum 

All respondents 24.26 
(n=192) 

JUDG2 > 25 
(n=98) 

27.36 

24.36 

24.14 

28 

28 

Since those that rate alternative 2 very high in a 

deontological sense do not necessarily rate it very high on 

ethical judgments and since those that rate alternative 2 

very high on ethical judgments do not rate it very high in a 

deontological sense, a logical conclusion is that for the 

vast majority of respondents there are no strong deontologi

cal norms relative to alternative 2 and that this 

alternative was chosen primarily because alternatives 1 and 

3 were rejected. 

Nevertheless, examination of another subgroup of 

respondents, those that have a greater number of years 
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serving in their current position, yielded somewhat 

different results. These respondents might be expected to 

have had sufficient experience to have developed deontologi

cal norms relative to a number of different situations. 

Thus, these respondents might be those most likely to have 

strong deontological norms relative to alternative 2 of the 

scenario. Examination of the correlations between the deon

tological norms and ethical judgments for each alternative 

for those respondents with ten or more years in their cur

rent position (e.g., YRSP0S>9) tends to support this. The 

correlation between DE0N2 and JUDG2 is positive and signifi

cant while the correlations between DEONl and JUDGl as well 

as between DE0N3 and JUDG3 are stronger for this subgroup 

than for the entire sample (see Table 14). Apparently, 

respondents having more experience in their current posi

tion, which was that of sales manager for the majority of 

respondents, do have the deontological norms to apply to a 

wider range of courses of action. Years in current position 

seems to act as a moderating variable on the relationship 

between deontological evaluation and ethical judgments, at 

least for alternatives for which there appear to be only 

weak deontological norms. 

The correlations between the deontological evaluation 

and ethical judgments for each alternative were also 
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TABLE 14 

Correlations for Respondents with YRSP0S>9 

Construct with Construct Correlation P-value 

DEONl JUDGl .474 .005 

DE0N2 JUDG2 .303 .081 

DE0N3 JUDG3 .515 .002 

Sample Size: (n=34) 

examined for those respondents who were over 49 years of 

age. While all of these correlations were positive, they 

were not as strong as the corresponding correlations for 

respondents with ten or more years in their current posi

tion. Thus, while age alone might account for the existence 

of deontological norms to apply to various situations, it is 

the length of time in a particular job or position that 

seems to more fully account for the existence of strong 

deontological norms to apply to a variety of situations. 

Summarizing the results for Hypothesis la, this 

hypothesis was supported for alternatives 1 and 3, but was 

not supported for alternative 2, probably because most 

respondents had only weak or limited deontological norms to 

use relative to alternative 2. However, for individuals 

with enough years of experience in their current position to 
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have developed strong deontological norms relative to 

alternative 2, the relationship between deontological evalu

ation and ethical judgments was as predicted. Thus, years 

in current position seems to moderate the relationship 

between deontology and ethical judgments, at least for some 

alternatives. 

Teleological Evaluation on Ethical 
Judgments 

Hypothesis lb was supported for all three alternatives. 

However, for alternatives 1 and 2 only the probabilities of 

consequences for the firm were significant predictors of 

ethical judgments with the relationship for alternative 2 

being negative. For alternative 3, both the probabilities 

of consequences for the company and for self were signifi

cant, but the relationship between the probabilities of 

consequences for the firm and ethical judgments was neg

ative. Apparently, respondents depend primarily upon the 

consequences for the company when determining ethical judg

ments for some alternatives while depending primarily upon 

the consequences for self when determining ethical judgments 

for other alternatives. For still other alternatives, they 

may examine both the consequences for self and the company 

before making ethical judgments. Perhaps, the specific 
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consequences and perceived likelihood of consequences 

determine what particular information is used in developing 

ethical judgments. 

The negative correlations for alternatives 2 and 3 may 

be interpreted as meaning that when alternative 2 or 3 is 

perceived as having a high likelihood for the positive con

sequences for the company, then it is not, or perhaps cannot 

be, considered as ethical and vice versa. Respondents seem 

to be expressing the feeling that the high likelihood of 

positive, or rewarding, consequences, especially for the 

firm, is inconsistent with an ethical alternative and vice 

versa. These respondents seem to be saying that if the con

sequences for the company are likely to be rewarding, then 

there must be something wrong with the alternative ethi

cally, and if the consequences for the company are likely to 

be negative, then the alternative may be acceptable ethi

cally. 

The unexpected negative correlation between PC02 and 

JUDG2 disappears, however, when one looks only at respon

dents with more experience at their current position (e.g., 

YRSP0S>9). These individuals, who were also shown to be 

those most likely to have strong deontological norms to 

apply to various situations and alternatives, do see a 

positive relationship between the probability of 
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consequences for the firm and ethical judgments under 

alternative 2. They seem to see no problem with the alter

native being both good for the firm and also ethical. By 

contrast, respondents with 3 or fewer years in their current 

position (e.g., YRSP0S<4) show a negative relationship 

between these constructs. 

In a similar way, the negative correlation between PC03 

and JUDG3 disappears when one looks only at respondents over 

49 years of age (e.g., AGE>49). These respondents appear to 

have no problem in viewing alternative 3 as being poten

tially both good for the firm and ethical. By contrast, 

younger respondents (e.g., AGE<40) exhibit virtually no 

relationship between PC03 and JUDG3. Table 15 summarizes 

these and the preceding correlations. 

Summarizing the results for Hypothesis lb, this was 

supported for all three alternatives. However, for some 

alternatives only the probabilities of consequences for the 

firm are significant predictors of ethical judgments while 

for other alternatives both the probabilities of conse

quences for the firm and the probabilities of consequences 

for self are significant predictors of ethical judgments. 

In addition, some of the relationships were negative, 

although these became positive when one looked only at those 

respondents that were older and had more experience at their 
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TABLE 15 

Correlations for Various Subgroups 

Sample 

YRSP0S>9 
(n=34) 

Construct with Construct 

PC02 JUDG 2 

Correlation 

.176 

YRSP0S<4 
(n=83) 

PC02 JUDG2 -.405 

AGE>49 
(n=57) 

PC03 JUDG3 .145 

AGE<40 
(n=78) 

PCO 3 JUDG3 .029 

current position. Apparently, some exogenous variables, 

such as age and years in current position, moderate the 

relationship between the teleological evaluation and ethical 

judgments. 

Ethical Judgments on Intentions 

Hypothesis 2a was supported for all three alternatives, 

and the strength of the tested relationship was similar 

under each alternative. The findings, therefore, support 

the hypothesis that ethical judgments are a determinant of 

intentions. 
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In addition, as expected, ethical judgments relative to 

specific alternatives have a negative effect on one's inten

tions relative to the other alternatives, except for the 

relationships that are not significant. These results from 

the multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 16. 

In summary, ethical judgments are used by individuals to 

help them decide what they intend to do (e.g., what their 

intended behavior might be). 

TABLE 16 

Parameter Estimates (JUDG on INTEN) 

JUDGl JUDG2 JUDG3 

INTENl -.332 .004 (ns) 

INTEN2 -.056 (ns) -.180 

INTEN3 .029 (ns) -.144 

Teleological Evaluation on 
Intentions 

Finally, Hypothesis 2b was supported for alternatives 1 

and 3 in the regression analysis. For alternative 1 both 

the probability of consequences for the firm and the 

probability of consequences for self were significant 

predictors of intentions, while for alternative 3 only the 

probability of consequences for self were significant. As 
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with ethical judgments, respondents appear to examine 

specific consequences and their perceived likelihood before 

determining intentions relative to an alternative, but in 

some cases consequences for self are more important and in 

other instances consequences for the company are more impor

tant . 

As with ethical judgments, the components of one's tel

eological evaluation relative to a specific alternative have 

a negative effect on one's intentions relative to other 

alternatives. Of the significant relationships, only the 

probability of consequences for the company under alterna

tive 3 (PC03) on intentions for alternative 1 (INTENl) had a 

positive effect. In addition, even though PC02 and PSE2 

were not significant predictors of INTEN2, the probability 

of consequences for the firm under alternative 1 (PCOl) was 

a significant predictor of INTEN2, and in a negative sense 

as expected. Finally, six of the nine relationships that 

were not significant were in the hypothesized direction 

(i.e., negative). These results appear in Table 17. 

Hypothesis 2b is supported in that teleological evaluations 

do seem to be used by respondents in choosing an alternative 

they intend to follow. 
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TABLE 17 

Parameter Estimates (PCO & PSE on INTEN) 

PCOl PSEl PC02 PSE2 PC03 PSE3 

INTENl .000* .143* .318 -.336 

INTEN2 -.414 -.572* -.092* -.170* 

INTEN3 -.167* -.407* .068* -.173* 

* not significant 

Summary of Hypothesis Tests 

Table 18 shows the R-squared values for the multiple 

regression analyses for each of the dependent variables, 

JUDGl to JUDG3 and INTENl to INTEN3. For the ethical judg

ment variables, the independent variables included in these 

analyses were DEONl to DE0N3, PCOl to PC03 and PSEl to PSE3 

For intentions, the independent variables in these analyses 

were JUDGl to JUDG3 with all three PCO and PSE constructs 

also in the models. All six models tested were significant 

at the .05 level. 

The results of the hypothesis tests of structural rela

tionships in the model are reviewed below. 

1. H la: (partially supported) The deontological 

evaluation is a significant determinant of ethical 

judgments, at least for alternatives that are 
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TABLE 18 

R-Squared for Multiple Regression Models 

Dependent 
Variables R-Squared 

JUDGl .169 

JUDG2 .093 

JUDG3 .266 

INTENl .301 

INTEN2 .182 

INTEN3 .177 

perceived as evoking relatively strong deontological 

norms. 

2. H lb: (supported) The teleological evaluation does 

have a significant impact upon ethical judgments, but 

the importance of stakeholder groups was not a sig

nificant component of the teleological evaluation 

construct. 

3. H 2a; (supported) Ethical judgments are a signifi

cant determinant of intentions. 

4. H 2b: (supported) The teleological evaluation is a 

significant determinant of intentions, but the 

importance of stakeholder groups was not a 
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significant component of the teleological evaluation 

construct. 

Hypotheses Concerning the 
Probabilities of Consequences 

Eight hypotheses, testing the significance of perceived 

probabilities of consequences on ethical judgments and 

intentions, were tested. These hypotheses, initially pre

sented in the previous chapter, are repeated below. They 

were tested using multiple regression analysis. 

1. H 3a; Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly lower (higher) ethical judgment score 

for other alternatives when the positive (e.g., 

rewarding) consequences for themselves of that par

ticular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

2. H 3b: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly lower (higher) ethical judgment score 

for other alternatives when the positive (e.g., 

rewarding) consequences for the company of that 
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particular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

3. H 4a: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly higher (lower) ethical judgment score 

for other alternatives when the negative (e.g., pun

ishing) consequences for themselves of that 

particular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

4. H 4b; Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

ethical judgment score for a specific alternative and 

a significantly higher (lower) ethical judgment score 

for other alternatives when the negative (e.g., pun

ishing) consequences for the company of that 

particular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

5. H 5a: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly lower (higher) intentions score for 

other alternatives when the positive (e.g., 

rewarding) consequences for themselves of that 
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particular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

6. H 5b: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly higher (lower) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly lower (higher) intentions score for 

other alternatives when the positive (e.g., reward

ing) consequences for the company of that particular 

alternative are perceived as more (less) likely to 

occur. 

7. H 6a: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly higher (lower) intentions score for 

other alternatives when the negative (e.g., punish

ing) consequences for themselves of that particular 

alternative are perceived as more (less) likely to 

occur. 

8. H 6b: Faced with a sales "kickback" scenario, 

respondents will have a significantly lower (higher) 

intentions score for a specific alternative and a 

significantly higher (lower) intentions score for 

other alternatives when the negative (e.g., 

punishing) consequences for the company of that 
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particular alternative are perceived as more (less) 

likely to occur. 

In testing these hypotheses, the probability of posi

tive consequences for oneself was divided by the probability 

of the negative consequences for oneself under each separate 

alternative to form a single construct. A similar operation 

was performed on the probabilities of consequences for the 

company under each alternative. Thus, a single probability 

variable for the consequences for oneself relative to each 

alternative and a single probability variable for the conse

quences for the company relative to each alternative were 

used. These constructs were defined in the section on oper

ationalizing of constructs. 

Because positive and negative probabilities were com

bined in this manner, (1) Hypotheses 3a and 4a, testing the 

impact of the probability of consequences for oneself on 

ethical judgments; (2) Hypotheses 3b and 4b, testing the 

impact of the probability of consequences for the company on 

ethical judgments; (3) Hypotheses 5a and 6a, testing the 

impact of the probability of consequences for oneself on 

intentions and (4) Hypotheses 5b and 6b, testing the impact 

of the probability of consequences for the company on 

intentions, were tested simultaneously. That is, only four 

separate hypotheses needed to be tested. Dependent 
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variables were the intentions constructs and the ethical 

judgment constructs discussed previously. 

Probabilities of Consequences for 
Oneself 

Hypotheses 3a and 4a, testing the impact of the prob

ability of consequences for oneself on ethical judgments, 

were supported by the data for alternative 2 only (see 

Tables 19-21) . 

TABLE 19 

Consequences for Self on Judgments (Alt. 1) 

Parameter 
Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

Model(without DEONl) 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

Model(with DEONl) 

DEONl 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

-.881 

.098 

-.327 

.339 

-.818 

.140 

-.253 

1.69 

-1.46 

0.28 

-1.74 

6.74 

4.62 

-1.43 

0.42 

-1.41 

ns) .026 

ns) 

ns) 

.084) 

.000) .126 

.000) 

.150) 

ns) 

ns) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 
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TABLE 20 

Consequences for Self on Judgments (Alt. 2) 

Parameter 
Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

Model(without DE0N2) 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

Model(with DE0N2) 

DE0N2 

PSEl 

PSE2 

.880 

.275 

.172 

.051 

.902 

.275 

2.32 (.076) .036 

-2.16 (.032) 

1.17 (ns) 

-1.35 (ns) 

1.85 (.121) .038 

-0.68 (ns) 

-2.20 (.029) 

1.17 (ns) 

PSE3 -.178 -1.40 (ns) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

Ethical judgments for alternative 2 was determined, in 

part, by the probabilities of consequences for oneself, and 

the relationships between ethical judgments and the indepen

dent variables were all in the expected directions (e.g., 

PSEl and PSE3 negative; PSE2 positive), although only the 

probability of consequences under alternative 1 was 

significant. Ethical judgments for alternatives 1 and 3 

were not determined by the probabilities of consequences for 
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TABLE 21 

Consequences for Self on Judgments (Alt. 3) 

Parameter 
Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

Model(without DE0N3) 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

Model(with DE0N3) 

DE0N3 

PSEl 

PSE2 

-.095 

-.188 

.359 

.593 

-.097 

-.186 

1.66 (ns) .026 

-0.18 (ns) 

-0.62 (ns) 

2.18 (.030) 

15.55 (.000) .250 

7.47 (.000) 

-0.21 (ns) 

-0.70 (ns) 

PSE3 .216 1.48 (.140) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

self for the total sample of respondents. However, ethical 

judgments for these alternatives were determined by the 

probabilities of consequences for oneself for that subset of 

respondents who felt that the company was very important 

(e.g., IC012). The results of regression analyses for 

alternatives 1 and 3 for only those respondents who felt 

that the company was very important appear in Table 22. 



157 

TABLE 22 

Regressions for Respondents with IC0>12 

Dependent Variable: JUDGl 

Parameter 
Parameter Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

Model 3.82 (.013) .115 

PSEl .172 0.13 (ns) 

PSE2 -.330 -0.72 (ns) 

PSE3 -.772 -3.16 (.002) 

Dependent Variable; JUDG3 

Parameter 
Parameter Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

Model 5.28 (.002) .153 

PSEl 2.320 2.15 (.034) 

PSE2 -.058 -0.16 (ns) 

PSE3 .653 3.32 (.002) 

Sample Size: (n=92) 

It appears that the construct, importance of the com

pany, may have "captured" some of the construct, importance 

of oneself. This is supported by the following comments 

from respondents: 

It bears saying that my own best interest would be 
served by following company policy. 
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I cannot foresee a situation wherein my best 
interests would not be the same as my company's 
best interests. 

Ethical judgments for alternatives 1 and 3 were deter

mined by the probabilities of consequences for self for 

those respondents who felt that the company was very impor

tant. All relationships between dependent and independent 

variables were in the expected directions with the exception 

of PSEl on JUDG3. 

Summarizing the results for Hypotheses 3a and 4a, these 

were supported for alternative 2 for the entire sample and 

for alternatives 1 and 3 for those respondents that felt 

that the company was very important. The probabilities of 

consequences for self do explain a significant portion of 

the variance in ethical judgments, although the importance 

of the company seems to moderate this relationship between 

the probabilities of consequences for oneself and ethical 

judgments. 

Hypotheses 5a and 6a, testing the impact of the prob

ability of consequences for self on intentions, were 

supported for all three alternatives. The probabilities of 

consequences for oneself under all three alternatives were 

significant overall determinants of intentions. Intentions 

for all three alternatives were determined, in part, by the 

probabilities of consequences for self, and the 
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relationships between intentions and the independent 

variables were all in the hypothesized directions except for 

PSE2 on INTENl, which was not a significant relationship 

(see Tables 23-25). 

TABLE 2 3 

Consequences for Self on Intentions (Alt. 1) 

Parameter 

Model(without JUDGl) 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

2.114 

.102 

-.231 

6.55 

4.11 

0.34 

-1.44 

Model(wi 

JUDGl 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

th JUDGl) 

.319 

2.400 

.070 

-.126 

13.29 ( 

5.52 ( 

4.98 < 

0.25 ( 

-0.84 ( 

..000) 

:.ooo) 

:.ooo) 

[ns) 

[ns) 

.000) .095 

000) 

ns) 

ns) 

221 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

Respondents seem to consider the probabilities of 

consequences for self when making determinations as to 

intentions, but they are not as likely to consider the 
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TABLE 24 

Consequences for Self on Intentions (Alt. 2) 

Parameter 
Parameter Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

ModeKwithout JUDG2) 2.11 (.098) .033 

PSEl -.830 -1.52 (ns) 

PSE2 .442 1.40 (ns) 

PSE3 -.298 -1.75 (.082) 

Model(with JUDG2) 7.23 (.000) .134 

JUDG2 .434 4.68 (.000) 

PSEl -.448 -0.85 (ns) 

PSE2 .323 1.08 (ns) 

PSE3 -.225 -1.38 (ns) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

probabilities of consequences for self when making ethical 

judgments. The exception to this was that subgroup of 

respondents who consider the company as very important. 

Perhaps, some respondents can make decisions as to ethical 

judgments without considering the probabilities of conse

quences for self, but they cannot make a decision as to 

intentions without considering the probabilities of 

consequences for self. 



161 

TABLE 25 

Consequences for Self on Intentions (Alt. 3) 

Parameter 
Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

ModeKwithout JUDG3) 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

Model(with JUDG3) 

JUDG3 

PSEl 

PSE2 

PSE3 

.309 

.241 

.391 

.313 

.280 

.182 

.279 

2.67 (.048) .041 

•0.65 (ns) 

•0.89 (ns) 

2.65 (.008) 

8.77 (.000) .158 

5.10 (.000) 

0.64 (ns) 

0.71 (ns) 

1.99 (.048) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

Probabilities of Consequences for 
the Firm 

Hypotheses 3b and 4b, testing the impact of the prob-

alpility of consequences for the firm on ethical judgments 

were supported by the results for alternatives 1 and 2. 

Ethical judgments for alternatives 1 and 2 were deter

mined, in part, by the probabilities of consequences for the 

firm and the significant relationships between ethical judg

ments and the independent variables were in the predicted 
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TABLE 26 

Consequences for Firm on Judgments (Alt. 1) 

Parameter 

ModeKwithout DEONl) 

PCOl 

PC02 

PC03 

Model(with DEONl) 

DEONl 

PCOl 

PC02 

PCO 3 

Parameter 
Estimate 

.796 

-1.142 

042 

.321 

.615 

1.034 

.033 

F/T-Value 

4.20 

2.87 

-2.68 

0.24 

8.31 

4.39 

2.30 

-2.54 

0.19 (ns) 

.007) 

.000) 

.008) 

ns) 

.000) 

.000) 

.023) 

.012) 

R-Squared 

063 

151 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

directions with the exception of PC02 on JUDG2, which was 

negative (see Tables 26-28). This negative relationship has 

been discussed earlier, and apparently reflects the fact 

that respondents had only weak deontological norms to use 

relative to alternative 2 while also feeling that a high 

likelihood of positive consequences for the firm was 

inconsistent with an ethical alternative and vice versa. 
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TABLE 27 

Consequences for Firm on Judgments (Alt. 2) 

Parameter 
Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

ModeKwithout DE0N2) 

PCOl 

PC02 

PC03 

Model(with DE0N2) 

DE0N2 

PCOl 

PC02 

-.144 

-.830 

.021 

-.015 

-.142 

-.829 

3.53 (.016) .053 

-0.76 (ns) 

-2.86 (.005) 

0.18 (ns) 

2.65 (.035) .054 

-0.20 (ns) 

-0.75 (ns) 

-2.81 (.005) 

PC03 .020 0.16 (ns) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

However, looking at those respondents having more 

experience in their current position, those individuals more 

likely to have deontological norms to rely upon, these indi

viduals do not perceive the same inconsistency between a 

high likelihood of positive consequences, for the firm and 

ethical judgments. For those with ten or more years 

experience in their current position, the correlation 

between PC02 and JUDG2 was .176 while for those respondents 
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TABLE 28 

Consequences for Firm on Judgments (Alt. 3) 

Parameter 
Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

ModeKwithout DE0N3) 

PCOl 

PCO 2 

PC03 

Model(with DE0N3) 

DE0N3 

PCOl 

PC02 

PC03 

-.271 

.192 

-.111 

.606 

-.134 

.168 

-.140 

0.52 (ns) .008 

-1.09 (ns) 

0.50 (ns) 

-0.70 (ns) 

15.18 (.000) .245 

7.66 (.000) 

-0.62 (ns) 

0.50 (ns) 

-1.01 (ns) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

with 3 or fewer years experience, the correlation between 

these two variables was -.405. Most respondents, including 

those with only a few years experience at their position, 

used the probability of consequences for the firm under 

alternative 2 as a negative cue for determining the ethics 

of this alternative, but those with more experience tended 

to use it as expected, as a positive cue for determining the 

ethics of alternative 2. 
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Ethical judgments for alternative 3 was not determined 

by the probabilities of consequences for the firm. This may 

be due, in part, to the fact that, although the positive 

consequence for the firm under alternative 3 was perceived 

as much more likely to occur than the negative consequence 

(e.g., PC03 has a mean of 3.45), this was not enough to con

vince respondents that alternative 3 was ethical. Perhaps 

the positive consequence was rated relatively high because 

the negative consequence was considered too unrealistic for 

this alternative and the probabilities of consequences, 

therefore, had no impact upon ethical judgments. It is also 

possible that negative deontological norms were so strong 

for alternative 3 that it was difficult to "dislodge" 

respondents from this initial position. Alternative 3 is 

clearly the "worst" alternative from a deontological per

spective by a wide margin, and in spite of the perceived 

likelihood of positive consequences for the firm, this is 

still the "worst" alternative based on ethical judgments. 

The means for deontological evaluations, ethical judgments 

and the probabilities of consequences for the firm demon

strate this and appear in Table 29. 

It appears that deontological norms relative to alter

native 3 are much stronger than teleological considerations 

relative to that alternative. This is especially true for 

teleological considerations relating to the company. 
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TABLE 29 

Means and Ranks for DEON, JUDG and PCO 

Variable Mean Rank 

DEONl 17.22 2 

DE0N2 24.36 1 

DE0N3 8.50 3 

JUDGl 17.21 2 

JUDG2 24.26 1 

JUDG3 9.13 3 

PCOl 1.23 2 

PC02 0.93 3 

PC03 3.54 1 

In summary, respondents do seem to consider the prob

abilities of consequences for the firm when making ethical 

judgments, except for alternative 3, which may have been too 

negative deontologically to be influenced by teleological 

considerations relative to the company. 

Hypotheses 5b and 6b, testing the impact of the 

probability of consequences for the company on intentions, 

were supported by the data for alternative 1 only. 
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TABLE 30 

Consequences for Firm on Intentions (Alt. 1) 

Parameter 
^̂ ^̂ "̂ t̂er Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

ModeKwithout JUDGl) 2.73 (.045) .042 

PCOl .576 2.32 (.021) 

PC02 .126 0.33 (ns) 

PC03 .289 1.84 (.068) 

ModeKwith JUDGl) 7.87 (.000) .144 

JUDGl .292 4.73 (.000) 

PCOl .343 1.43 (.150) 

PC02 .460 1.25 (ns) 

PC03 .270 1.85 (.065) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

Intentions for alternative 1 were determined, in part, 

by the probabilities of consequences for the firm. 

Intentions for alternatives 2 and 3 were not determined by 

the probabilities of consequences for the firm for the total 

sample of respondents (see Tables 30-32). However, inten

tions for alternative 2 were determined by the probabilities 

of consequences for the firm for those respondents who felt 

that the company was very important (e.g., IC0>12). Those 
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TABLE 31 

Consequences for Firm on Intentions (Alt. 2) 

Parameter 

ModeKwithout JUDG2) 

PCOl 

PC02 

PC03 

ModeKwith JUDG2) 

JUDG2 

PCOl 

PCO 2 

PC03 

Parameter 
Estimate 

-.473 

.192 

-.153 

.482 

-.404 

.592 

-.163 

F/T-Value 

1.28 

-1.84 

0.49 

-0.94 

7.78 

5.17 

-1.67 

1.56 

-1.07 (ns) 

ns) 

.068) 

ns) 

ns) 

.000) 

.000) 

.096) 

.120) 

R-Squared 

020 

143 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

individuals that are especially loyal to the firm do seem to 

rely upon the probabilities of consequences for the firm in 

determining intentions relative to alternative 2. This sub

group is characterized by the following comments: "The 

first series of questions affirms my company loyalty," and 

"Generally speaking, we are hired to always act in the best 

interest of the company." Regression analysis for 

alternative 2, for only those respondents who felt that the 
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TABLE 32 

Consequences for Firm on Intentions (Alt. 3) 

Parameter 
Parameter 
Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

ModeKwithout JUDG3) 

PCOl 

PC02 

PCO 3 

ModeKwith JUDG3) 

JUDG3 

PCOl 

PC02 

204 

194 

054 

333 

114 

130 

0.40 (ns) .006 

-0.91 (ns) 

0.50 (ns) 

0.38 (ns) 

7.67 (.000) .141 

5.41 (.000) 

-0.54 (ns) 

0.40 (ns) 

PC03 .091 0.68 (ns) 

(ns = not significant at .15 level or better) 

company was very important, was performed. The results of 

this regression analysis appear in Table 33. 

The direction of the relationships for all significant 

independent variables is in the hypothesized direction. 

Thus, the importance of the firm seems to moderate the rela

tionship between the probabilities of consequences for the 

firm and intentions. 
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TABLE 33 

Regression for Respondents with IC0>12 

Dependent Variable: INTEN2 

Parameter 
Parameter Estimate F/T-Value R-Squared 

Model 2.45 (.067) .078 

PCOl -.586 -1.48 (.143) 

PC02 -.401 -0.60 (ns) 

PC03 -.672 -2.49 (.015) 

Sample Size: (n=92) 

Intentions for alternative 3, as was the case with 

ethical judgments, was not determined by the probabilities 

of consequences for the firm. The reasons for this are sim

ilar to those discussed previously relative to ethical 

judgments. Perhaps the positive consequence was rated rela

tively high because the negative consequence was considered 

too unrealistic for alternative 3 and the probabilities of 

consequences, therefore, had no impact upon intentions. It 

is also possible that negative ethical judgments were so 

strong for alternative 3 that it was difficult to "dislodge" 

respondents from this initial position. With alternative 3 

being the "worst" alternative based upon ethical judgments 
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by such a wide margin, then in spite of the positive 

consequence for the firm being seen as very likely to occur, 

alternative 3 is still perceived as the "worst" alternative 

based on intentions. The means for ethical judgments, 

intentions and the probabilities of consequences for the 

firm demonstrate this and appear in Table 34. 

TABLE 34 

Means and Ranks for JUDG, INTEN and PCO 

Variable Mean Rank 

JUDGl 17.21 2 

JUDG2 24.26 1 

JUDG3 9.13 3 

INTENl 9.51 2 

INTEN2 22.02 1 

INTEN3 8.05 3 

PCOl 1.23 2 

PC02 0.93 3 

PC03 3.54 1 

In summary, respondents do seem to consider the prob

abilities of consequences for the firm when determining 



172 

intentions, except for alternatives such as alternative 3, 

which are seen as so negative ethically that teleological 

considerations for the firm may have little impact. In 

addition, the importance of the company seems to have a mod

erating effect upon the relationship between intentions and 

the probabilities of consequences for the firm. 

Summary of Hypothesis Tests 

The results of the hypothesis tests relative to prob

abilities of consequences are summarized below. 

1. H3a and H4a: (partially supported) Probabilities of 

consequences for oneself do have a significant effect 

on ethical judgments, although the construct, impor

tance of the firm, may moderate this relationship. 

2. H3b and H4b; (supported) Probabilities of conse

quences for the company do explain significant 

variance in ethical judgments, except for alternative 

3. 

3. H5a and H6a: (supported) Probabilities of conse

quences for oneself do have a significant effect on 

intentions in ethical situations. 

4. H5b and H6b; (partially supported) Probabilities of 

consequences for the company do explain significant 

variance in intentions in ethical situations, except 
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in some cases such as alternative 3, and the 

construct, importance of the firm, may moderate this 

relationship. 

Summary 

In summary, a sample of executives who could relate to 

the situations described in the questionnaire was used as 

the majority of respondents were marketing and sales manag

ers (79%). It was shown that the two sample groups used 

could be combined since there were no significant differ

ences in their responses to over 90% of the variables 

measured. The adjusted response rate of 20.6% was fairly 

high given the somewhat sensitive nature of the question

naire, and nonresponse bias was kept to a minimum as 

"nonrespondents" were shown to have essentially the same 

characteristics as respondents. 

Respondents overwhelmingly felt that the situations 

described in the questionnaire involved ethical issues or 

questions. In addition, considerable variance in the 

responses to probability questions was evident so that 

allowing respondents to estimate probabilities was viable. 

Hypothesis tests tended to support the deontological 

evaluation as a significant determinant of ethical judgments 

and the teleological evaluation as a significant determinant 
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of ethical judgments. Hypothesis testing also tended to 

support both ethical judgments and the teleological evalua

tion as significant determinants of intentions. However, 

the importance construct was not a significant component of 

one's teleological evaluation. 

Finally, the probabilities of consequences for oneself 

did explain significant variance in both ethical judgments 

and intentions, with the relationship with ethical judgments 

moderated by the construct, importance of the firm. The 

probabilities of consequences for the company also explained 

significant variance in both ethical judgments and inten

tions, except for alternative 3, with the relationship with 

intentions moderated by the construct, importance of the 

firm. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

This final chapter will examine the major contributions 

and the major limitations of this dissertation as well as 

some possible directions for future research in the field of 

marketing ethics. 

Contributions 

The major contributions of this dissertation are exam

ined in this section. First, it represents one of the few 

attempts to develop a comprehensive, positive theoretical 

framework for examining the decision making processes in 

marketing and business situations involving ethical issues. 

Second, it presents a general theory of marketing and busi

ness ethics, incorporating the major normative ethical 

theories (e.g., deontological and teleological) as well as 

bringing together much of the previous literature in market

ing and business ethics, including studies by Hegarty and 

Sims (1978 and 1979), Alderson (1965), Mayer(1970), 

Zey-Ferrell, Weaver and Ferrell (1979), and Ferrell, 

Zey-Ferrell and Krugman (1983). 

Third, it provides a theoretical framework that 

potentially can be used to explain and predict a variety of 
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issues in marketing and business ethics, such as the impact 

of a code of ethics or of the firm's profitability on deci

sion making, or the impact that the perceived likelihood of 

being rewarded, or punished, for various behaviors might 

have on one's decision making in situations involving ethi

cal issues. 

Fourth, it provides tests of the validity of the major 

structural relationships hypothesized by the theory. These 

tests supported the hypotheses that ethical judgments and 

teleological considerations determine intentions and that 

one's deontological evaluation and teleological evaluation 

determine ethical judgments. However, the importance of 

stakeholder groups was not a significant component of the 

teleological evaluation. 

Fifth, it provides tests of several hypotheses involv

ing the perceived probability of consequences relative to 

alternatives and their impact on ethical judgments and 

intentions. These tests supported the hypotheses that prob

abilities of consequences for the company explain a 

significant part of the variance in both ethical judgments 

and intentions, and they supported the hypotheses that the 

probabilities of consequences for oneself explain a 

significant part of the variance in ethical judgments and 

intentions. The importance of the company moderated the 
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relationship between the probabilities of consequences for 

the company and intentions, and the relationship between the 

probabilities of consequences for oneself and ethical judg

ments. 

Finally, it provides a model that could be useful in 

identifying factors (e.g., increased likelihood of punish

ment for unethical behavior) that might lead to more 

"ethical" behavior on the part of a company's employees. 

Limitations 

In terms of limitations, several will be examined in 

this section. First, some of the constructs and the rela

tionships among constructs included in the conceptual model 

were not tested by the research. For example, the relation

ship that various exogenous variables might have on 

constructs in the model such as deontological norms was not 

examined. Neither was the relationship between intentions 

and actual behavior examined. Second, only one marketing 

situation, a sales force situation, was tested in the 

research, whereas almost all areas of marketing are replete 

with situations that involve ethical issues. 

Third, this type of theoretical framework, which 

contains a number of statistical laws or statements, can 

only be "verified" or "falsified" after several studies have 
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been conducted on a number of different components of the 

model, not after just one study. Finally, respondents were 

asked to respond to a hypothetical scenario rather than 

observed and tested in actual situations. 

The first three limitations are common to most single 

research efforts, and can only be overcome by a "stream" of 

research on the same topic and testing the same model. It 

is the author's intention to develop the necessary research 

"stream" relative to the model presented. This "stream" 

will be discussed in the subsequent section. The fourth 

limitation is relatively minor as the majority of hypotheses 

tested were supported by the data, and those hypotheses not 

supported could, for the most part, be explained. The fifth 

limitation is not as easily dismissed, but if actual situ

ations were observed and studied, it would not have been 

possible to control certain variables (e.g., consequences 

and alternatives) as was done using a hypothetical scenario. 

Without this control, it would have been virtually impossi

ble to test any hypotheses because of the wide variety of 

factors that could have impinged upon the choices of respon

dents for these variables. 

In summary it is felt that the major contributions of 

the theoretical model presented and of the research 

conducted outweigh any of the limitations of the study. 
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Directions for Future Research 

The results of this dissertation indicate that a number 

of changes may be necessary before any future research 

efforts are undertaken. These changes can be classified 

into two categories: (1) changes relative to the theoreti

cal model and (2) changes in the scenario used to test the 

model. 

Beginning with possible changes in the theoretical 

model, various exogenous variables relating to the individu

al's ability to form deontological norms may moderate the 

relationship between one's deontological evaluation and 

one's ethical judgments. Specifically, the number of years 

spent in one's current position seemed to be one variable 

that did moderate the relationship between deontological 

evaluation and ethical judgments since only those respon

dents with ten or more years in their current position 

relied on deontological evaluations in making ethical judg

ments for alternative 2. Figure 8 shows the modified 

relationship among these variables. 

Another possible change in the theoretical model is 

that exogenous variables may also moderate the relationship 

between one's teleological evaluation and ethical judgments. 

For example, the number of years in one's current position 

and the age of the respondent seem to moderate the 
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Deontological 
Evaluation 

Exogenous I | 
Variables |- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - >| 
(YRSPOS) I ^ 

Ethical 
Judgments 

Figure 8; Modified Relationship for DEON and JUDG 

relationship between teleological considerations and ethical 

judgments. Figure 9 exemplifies this modification in the 

model. 

Ethical 
Judgments 

t 
Exogenous I 
Variables | - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - > 
(YRSPOS) I 
(AGE) I 

Teleological 
Evaluation 

Figure 9; Modified Relationship for TELE and JUDG 
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An additional change in the theoretical model is indi

cated by the fact that the importance of the company seems 

to impact upon: (1) the relationship between the probabili

ties of consequences for the company and intentions; and (2) 

the relationship between the probabilities of consequences 

for oneself and ethical judgments. For some of the alterna

tives, the above relationships were significant only for 

respondents who considered that the company was very impor

tant. Thus, the relationship between the probabilities of 

consequences for the firm and for oneself with intentions 

and ethical judgments, respectively, might appear as in 

Figures 10 and 11. 

Probabilities of 
Consequences 

for Self 

Importance of 
the Company 

Ethical 
Judgments 

Figure 10: Modified Relationship for PSE and JUDG 

In terms of possible changes in the scenario used to 

test the model, alternative 2 should probably be eliminated 
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Probabilities of 
Consequences 
for Company 

Importance of I 
the Company I 

Intentions 

Figure 11: Modified Relationship for PCO and INTEN 

because respondents did not appear to have well-formed deon

tological norms relative to this alternative. It seems to 

have been favored by respondents only because the other two 

alternatives were rejected as not acceptable. Perhaps, add

ing two new alternatives that are "close" to alternatives 1 

and 3, respectively, but not quite as extreme, would be a 

good idea for any future use of this scenario. In any case, 

alternative 2 should be eliminated from the scenario. 

A second change might be in the actual stakeholder 

groups used with the scenario. The importance of stakehold

ers was not a significant component of one's teleological 

evaluation, and this may have been because both self and the 

company were perceived as very important by respondents. 

Perhaps, the use of other stakeholders groups, who might be 

perceived as relatively less important than self and the 
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company, would be a useful addition to future renderings of 

this scenario. For example, employees or customers might be 

used as additional stakeholder groups. 

A third change in the scenario should be in the measur

ing of consequences both for self and for the firm. The 

measuring instrument should force a choice between the neg

ative and positive consequences under each alternative. Too 

high a percentage of respondents found it easy to indicate 

that the negative and positive consequences were equally 

likely under an alternative, making it difficult to inter

pret the relationships between the probabilities of 

consequences and both ethical judgments and intentions. 

Finally, the consequences for the firm under alterna

tive 3 may need to be altered so that the negative 

consequence is perceived as somewhat more realistic (e.g, 

somewhat more likely to occur). The positive consequence 

under this alternative, a 20% sales increase, was perceived 

as about 3.5 times as likely as the negative consequence, a 

5% sales decline. With the negative consequence not per

ceived as very realistic, it is not surprising that the 

construct, probabilities of consequences for the company, 

had little impact on either ethical judgments or intentions 

for alternative 3. 
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