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Abstract 

The aim of this paper is to highlight how business schools can improve the ethical 

behaviour of future managers. It assesses the positions of ethical judgement and ethical 

intent within a sample of UK business students, together with an analysis of underlying 

explanatory factors to those positions, such as levels of depression, anxiety, stress, 

motivation and self-compassion. 

 

A range of scales were used to evaluate the ethical stance and psychological 

characteristics of a group of UK business students. The results indicate that feelings of 

self-compassion, a sense of self-direction and mental health (in particular, depression) 

affect the ethical judgement and intent of students in a range of business and university 

scenarios. 

 

It is recommended that in addition to more formal ethics education, universities 

consider the mental health and psyche of their students to improve the efficacy of 

ethical training. 
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Ethical judgement and intent in business school students: the role of the psyche? 

Introduction 

Ethical issues in management and corporate scandals driven by unethical behaviour are never 

far away from the news headlines around the world. In the short term, such behaviour may 

increase profits and hence be seen as attractive financially. However, in the long run, firms 

with poor ethics tend to demonstrate weaker performance due to poor reputation (van 

Prooijen & Ellemers, 2015) and increased business costs associated with lower productivity 

and morale, such as higher staff, customer and supplier turnover (Crane & Matten, 2016). It 

can also cause inefficient allocation of financial resources in economic markets (Fritzche, 

2005) and undermine share price (Cormier & Magnan, 2017; Dean et al., 2010).  

 

As a manager, navigating the modern, complex and competitive business world is 

undoubtedly challenging, with the expectation to deliver ever-improving results to 

shareholders yet having responsibilities to stakeholders outside the organisation, all whilst 

under increasing public scrutiny. This environment of constant pressure on managers to 

attend to the rising expectations of stakeholders can cause levels of stress to increase, 

standards of judgement to fall and unethical behaviour and practices to develop (Blodgett, 

Chuan Lu, Rose, & Vitell, 2001; Cohen, Pant, & Sharp, 2001). When facing issues where 

ethical judgement is required, where the interests of an individual or group are in conflict 

with the interests of another, this increasing pressure can cause managers to take decisions 

which are in conflict with expected norms and ethical behaviour for political reasons or in 

order to increase profits (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017). Indeed, for as long as profit-

maximisation remains the primary business motive, then ethical decision-making may 

struggle to gain much traction (McDonald, 2004; McDonald & Donleavy, 1995). If in the 

short term, there are no negative repercussions for the individual from that poor ethical 

decision, then it is more likely that that behaviour will continue and indeed worsen over time 
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(Eweje & Brunton, 2010). This unethical behaviour can manifest itself as abuses of power, 

acceptance or payment of bribes, fraud, corruption, misrepresenting the truth or abuse of 

confidentiality (Eweje & Brunton, 2010; Holland & Albrecht, 2013). 

 

The question is: can these scandals be prevented by training future managers emerging from 

universities, by i) understanding what the causes of this behaviour might be, and ii) including 

more training in the business school curriculum to make business students more cognisant of 

good ethical behaviour? Business students are future managers and there is evidence that 

students who behave unethically in a university setting are more likely to behave unethically 

in other circumstances, such as in the world of work (Grimes, 2012; Whitley & Keith-

Spiegel, 2001; Wright, 2004, 2015). With the McCabe et al. (2006) study revealing that more 

than half of business students have acted dishonestly, and other studies (Barnett, Brown, & 

Bass, 1994; Cohen et al., 2001; Cole & Smith, 1996; Grimes, 2012) finding that business 

students have lower ethical standards than established employees, this is clearly a concern. 

These low standards can manifest themselves in actual unethical behaviour, such as cheating; 

business students are more likely to cheat than those studying different disciplines (McCabe 

et al., 2006).  

 

Whilst there have been numerous studies on ethics in university students (for 

example,(Adkins & Radtke, 2004; Arain, Sheikh, Hameed, & Asadullah, 2017; Barnett et al., 

1994; Borkowski & Ugras, 1992; Chung, Eichenseher, & Taniguchi, 2008; Cohen et al., 

2001; Cole & Smith, 1996; Cook, Holt, & Reagan, 2014; Eweje & Brunton, 2010), there has 

been little attempt to understand the potential underlying causes to the apparent lower ethical 

standards in business students beyond age, gender and work experience. This paper adds to 

the literature by examining not only these aspects, over which business schools have arguably 
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no influence, but by also evaluating the psyche, or psychological ‘make-up’ and mental 

health of students attracted to different careers within the business world. It also assesses how 

these aspects impact on their ethical judgement and potential ethical behaviour. With the 

criticism levelled at the current level and quality of ethics education in university business 

schools, this greater insight into the role of the psyche on ethical judgement and potential 

ethical behaviour (referred to as ‘ethical intent’ in the remainder of this paper) will allow 

business schools to re-evaluate their ethics provision to consider how they might incorporate 

the understanding of how their students ‘tick’ to improve its efficacy. 

 

This paper is structured as follows: a literature review of the concepts of ethical judgement 

and ethical intent, the role of ethics education and the theories behind linkages between 

individual attributes and ethical judgement and intent; a methodology section which outlines 

the various scales used to obtain the data in the paper; results and discussion and conclusion. 

Literature review 

What is ethical judgement and ethical intent? 

Ethical judgement is part of Jones’ (1991) ethical decision-making model where it is part of a 

conscious process to assess which is the morally acceptable course of action to choose when 

making decisions with ethical impacts. These are situations where there are impacts on other 

people as a result of the decision (Cohen et al., 2001). Initially, an individual making such a 

decision has to be aware of the ethics of the situation (‘ethical awareness’) and then evaluate 

it (‘ethical judgement’). This is followed by an intent to act ethically (‘ethical intent’) by 

prioritising the most ethical choice over the lesser. Finally, the behaviour deemed most 

acceptable to the wider community is carried out (‘ethical behaviour’) (Jones, 1991). Since it 

is difficult to assess actual ‘behaviour’ ex ante, this paper evaluates the ‘intent’ to carry out 
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ethical behaviour, rather than ‘behaviour’ per se. This ethical decision-making model follows 

similar ethical or moral decision-making models such those by Rest (1986) and Hunt and 

Vitell (1986). Jones (1991) acknowledged that the nature and impact of the decision to be 

made affects the decision itself (in other words, the same decision-making criteria are not 

blindly applied to all decisions). However, he also stressed the critical need for an individual 

to possess ethical or moral awareness, to recognise the ethical issues present in a situation as 

a prerequisite for ethical decision-making. Without this awareness, an individual is likely to 

make the decision according to some other criteria, such as economic rationality. That being 

the case, there is a need for raising this awareness to improve judgement and hence support 

more ethical decision-making (Lin et al., 2008). 

Teaching ethics – ethical awareness 

Many business schools now offer ethics courses in an attempt to raise awareness of the 

importance of ethical decision-making (Arain et al., 2017; Cook et al., 2014; Haski-Leventhal 

et al., 2017; Holland & Albrecht, 2013; Matten & Moon, 2004). The influence of business 

schools can prove quite influential, with both positive and negative effects. Indeed, Arain et 

al. (2017) found that the behaviours and leadership of academic staff at business schools 

when interacting with their students was a key determinant to the ethical awareness or 

academic citizenship behaviour of students. By being role models of both good and poor 

ethical behaviour, they found that students do tend to replicate the good or poor behaviour 

themselves. Adkins and Radke (2004) found that students relied on faculty to teach them 

ethical behaviour to a greater extent that the academics themselves realised. This moral 

development of students by universities was also found by Hanson et al. (2017); interpersonal 

relationships between staff and students are very influential in reinforcing moral cultural 

identity, generating moral understanding and institutional moral behaviours: this holds across 

students in different international jurisdictions and in the workplace. Hence interventions (of 
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good ethics) can help students who might be drawn to less ethical behaviour to reconsider 

their behaviour (Ferraro et al., 2005; Smyth & Davis, 2004).  

 

That notwithstanding, some elements of business school courses, for example economics 

modules can precipitate elevated levels of greed in some students (Wang et al., 2011). This 

was also a concern in the Holland and Albrecht (2013) study which indicated that business’s 

orientation towards capitalism can engender a lack of focus on other critical issues such as 

the natural environment and business’s impact on it. Others have agreed that whilst business 

schools still focus (like arguably many in the business world) on profit, not enough emphasis 

is placed on the value of the reputation of the firm such as the firm’s social responsibilities 

(Cavanagh, 2009). 

 

Undoubtedly many business schools do attempt to make linkages between the responsibilities 

of business and its wider environment and society to educate their students on the impacts 

and social objectives businesses also have (Adkins & Radtke, 2004; Holland & Albrecht, 

2013; Knotts et al., 2000). However, this can be a scattergun approach by inserting references 

to ethics topics quite superficially across the curriculum without any emphasis on a more 

structured approach (Swanson & Fisher, 2008). Some schools prefer to have a more specific 

course dedicated to ethics, to make the messages about good business and behaviour more 

explicit (Floyd et al., 2013; Swanson & Fisher, 2008). However, ethics training and its 

effectiveness are not universally supported. 

 

Some professional bodies, such as the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of 

Business (AACSB) in the US, have resisted the introduction of more formal ethics education 

in business schools (Floyd et al., 2013), despite opposition by college professors. This seems 
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at odds with the feedback from the business world who would appear to prefer increased 

specific emphasis on ethics in business schools (Floyd et al., 2013). Holland and Albrecht’s 

(2013) international survey of 211 scholars with business ethics expertise highlighted 

concerns about the curriculum of ethics and how to teach it adequately, faced with the 

increased prevalence of cheating and declining ethics in the business place. Two studies 

found that ethics courses had only a slight impact on students’ ethical behaviour (Cohen et 

al., 2001; Waples, Antes, Murphy, Connelly, & Mumford, 2009), whilst another study found 

that business students continued to demonstrate the highest levels of cheating in comparison 

with other students even after ethics training (Lampe & Engleman-Lampe, 2012). 

 

Cole and Smith (1996) found that as students entered the workplace, their ethical judgement 

increased after interaction with other employees and experiencing the reality of the working 

environment, with its incumbent ethics policies and procedures. Whether this is a reflection 

of increased maturity or the tempering effect of seeing how the real business world acts 

(rather than being unduly influenced as a student by the media emphasis on the negative 

ethical actions of the business world) is open to conjecture (Cole & Smith, 1996). Ethical 

judgement informs an individual’s own behaviour but it also influences or justifies 

behaviours of other people (Gift et al., 2013; Leavitt et al., 2012). This is important in a 

business context as managers are under constant pressure to consider an ever-increasing 

number of stakeholders in their decision-making. The types of occupation identities or roles 

that people play in their professional lives undoubtedly has an influence on the moral 

behaviour of individuals in the work place (Leavitt et al., 2012). Their scope of concern and 

consequently their moral judgement is affected by these occupational identities and is 

tempered by interactions with others, in particular the sense of being accountable to others in 

the organisation (Leavitt et al., 2012). This human interaction is important to support 
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corporate ethics policies: despite the whistleblowing in the Enron case, some studies have 

noted that even when they see unethical behaviour by others in the workplace, less than half 

of employees witnessing such behaviour would report it (Ethics Resource Center, 1994). 

Professional societies also need to ensure that their standards of ethical behaviour are 

reinforced with personal interaction with other members, to reinforce professional body codes 

of conduct (Floyd et al., 2013); this is particularly influential to develop new (often younger) 

members of the profession whose behaviour might otherwise deviate from expected 

standards. 

Ethical judgement and the individual 

Each individual carries within them their own ethical or moral compass. This is as a result of 

the environment in which they are born, grow up and live, as influenced by culture, 

organisation and society (Jones, 1991). People make ethical decisions based on the ideas of 

fairness, justice, duty, the sense of being for the greater good, which are often unpinned with 

philosophy or religious beliefs (Loo, 2004).  

 

Various studies have reviewed these individual-level characteristics with regards to ethical 

behaviour in areas such as gender, age, choice of programme of study/career choice and 

culture. Whilst undoubtedly culture plays a role in ethical judgement (Grimes, 2012), it is not 

the intent of this study to focus on it, since it would be of limited use for business schools to 

assess their ethics education in the light of the myriad of cultural backgrounds their students 

hail from. Instead, this study extends the literature by reviewing other psychological traits of 

the individual which may transcend culture, such as their level of engagement, mental state, 

motivation and self-compassion, in short, their ‘psyche’. 
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Gender 

Previous studies on the association between ethics and gender have yielded mixed results. 

Some studies have found that females have more awareness of ethical issues (Barnett et al., 

1994; Borkowski & Ugras, 1998; Cohen et al., 2001; Cole & Smith, 1996; Drover, Franczak, 

& Beltramini, 2012; Eweje & Brunton, 2010; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Ho, Li, Tam, & 

Zhang, 2015). This is possibly because females may consider the broader issues of 

relationships and consider a more diverse range of decision rules when making ethical 

judgements (Galbraith et al., 1993). They may also have more compassion when faced with 

ethical decisions, whereas males may take such decisions based on rules, rights and 

individual justice (Gilligan, 1982). However, other studies have not found any significant 

differences between ethical judgements in males and females (Kidwell et al., 1987; Serwinek, 

1992; Tsalikis & Ortiz-Buonafina, 1990).  

Age 

Similarly, studies linking ethical judgement with age have produced mixed results. Whilst 

predominantly age appears to be positively correlated with better ethical awareness, moral 

development and behaviour for both managers and business students (Borkowski & Ugras, 

1992; Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs, & Lieberman, 1983; Cole & Smith, 1996; Ruegger & King, 

1992; Walker, de Vries, & Trevethan, 1987), these findings are not universal. Some studies 

have noted no discernible difference in ethical judgement across different age groups (Barnett 

et al., 1994; Christensen et al., 2016) and others have found that older respondents tend to 

display more conservative, strict and less compromising ethical behaviours (Longenecker et 

al., 1988; Serwinek, 1992). 
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Choice of subject major 

The choice of subject to study at university or the kind of person who is attracted to a 

particular course of study could be an influencing factor. There is some evidence that those 

studying in more caring professions have higher ethical standards than business students 

(Kotera, Adhikari, et al., 2018; Kotera, Conway, et al., 2018), but within the subject area of 

business there are also differences in the kind of subjects studied, with some, like accounting 

for example, being more ‘technical’ than others. Indeed, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) 

posited that the development of moral reasoning is likely to be slower in students of more 

technical disciplines such as accounting in comparison with those studying more liberal 

social sciences. Conversely, Gino and Ariely (2012) found that individuals with creative 

personalities (more likely to be in marketing or general business disciplines than accounting) 

tended to be more dishonest and more likely to cheat compared with less creative people. 

Hence the evidence on subject major with regards to the sub-disciplines of business is mixed; 

whilst Christensen et al. (2016) found that accounting students scored slightly higher for 

ethical judgement than other business students, two other studies found no significant 

differences at all (Borkowski & Ugras, 1998; Cole & Smith, 1996).  

Work experience 

As discussed previously, Cole and Smith (1996) have found that work experience does 

improve ethical judgement (also found by other studies, for example,(Christensen et al., 

2016)). This is possibly due to increased maturity or by a change in the field of personal 

reference, since a student who has never worked formulates their opinion of the business 

world largely through the influence of the media who are more focused on the negative 

stories about business ethics rather than good examples. In contrast, someone who has 

worked will have experienced good practices as well (Cole & Smith, 1996). Equally, by 
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interacting with a wider group of people in a business context, supported by codes of ethics, 

people do tend to act more ethically (Sezer et al., 2015). 

Psychological influences 

The role of the self in ethical decision-making is critical and studies on ethical judgement 

which do not consider it lack considerable depth of insight. Whilst an individual might insist 

that they always act ethically, the reality is often very different. Decisions to behave ethically 

or not can vary depending on personal characteristics such as situation or mood (Gelfand, 

2016; Gino & Shalvi, 2015) and how we view ourselves and others (Tenbrunsel & Chugh, 

2015). Many of these personal facets are not static or indeed ‘good or bad’, however they do 

influence ethical behaviour. For example, an individual who is threatened or anxious is more 

likely to act in their own self-interest than someone who has a more positive self-view 

(Tenbrunsel & Chugh, 2015).  

 

The field of behavioural ethics is growing: there are numerous studies which examine the 

extent to which personality can influence ethical behaviour (Gino & Shalvi, 2015), but other 

aspects, such as motivation, mental health, self-compassion and engagement, remain largely 

under-investigated with regards to ethical judgement and intent. In the case of mental health 

this is concerning, since the number of people with mental health issues is on the rise (Mental 

Health Foundation, 2016). Although much of the field of behavioural ethics has remained 

within the psychology discipline, this paper seeks to move the debate across to the analysis of 

business ethics in the hope that by understanding a little more of the complexities of the 

human side of decision-making, that teachers of business ethics can more effectively tailor 

their ethics education. 
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Methodology 

The aim of this study is to highlight how business schools can improve the ethical behaviour 

of future managers. It aims to assess the relationship between ethical judgement and ethical 

intent within a sample of UK business students and to evaluate any underlying causes for 

them by reviewing factors such as gender, age, country of origin (cultural influence), course 

of study and a variety of mental health or psychological markers, such as engagement, 

motivation and self-compassion. A paper-based questionnaire to measure these constructs 

was issued to a sample of business students (see below for description of sample). Ethical 

judgement and intent were measured by the use of the Multidimensional Ethics Scale (MES), 

engagement by the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale for Students (UWESS), mental health by 

the use of the Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale 21 (DASS), motivation by the Academic 

Motivation Scale (AMS) and self-compassion with the Self-Compassion Scale (SCS). These 

scales have been developed by the academic and practitioner community as means to 

measure these constructs and each is described below. 

The Multidimensional Ethics Scale (MES) 

First developed and later refined by Reidenbach and Robin (1988, 1990) following on from 

previous ethics scales, the purpose of the Multidimensional Ethics Scale (MES) is to capture 

the complexity implicit in the decision-making process when individuals make ethical 

judgements. Measures have been constructed to attempt to capture each rationale in the 

decision-making process where ethical judgement is required (Reidenbach & Robin, 1990) 

and where the ensuing behaviour or actions cause harm or benefit to someone else (Jones, 

1991). This approach is intended to shed light on the reasons why a person believes what they 

do, rather than just understanding the belief itself. This is underpinned by the application of 

measures to probe five key ethical theories: justice theory, relativism, deontology, teleology 

(egoism) and teleology (utilitarianism). Justice theory is based on the premise that equals 
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should be treated equally and unequals should be treated unequally, determined either based 

on equal shares for all, or divisions based on need, rights, efforts, contribution or merit 

according to whichever philosophy is applicable in a given situation (Reidenbach & Robin, 

1990). It also encompasses the concept of procedural justice where rules are developed in 

order to produce fair outcomes (Colby et al., 1983; Rest, 1986). Relativism considers that for 

a given culture or person has their own set of normative beliefs; there is no universal set of 

beliefs which is acceptable to all (Reidenbach & Robin, 1990). Deontology posits that each 

person has an obligation to consider and attend to the needs of others, based originally on the 

work of Kant (Reidenbach & Robin, 1990). Teleology-based theories centre around the idea 

of the consequences (also referred to as consequentialist theories (Reidenbach & Robin, 

1990)) of an individual’s actions and the moral issues associated with them. For egoism, this 

suggests an action is legitimate or ethical when the individual pursues actions which are to 

their own long-term benefit, since humans tend to act in their own self-interests. When the 

individual considers and acts to the benefit of wider society, this is referred to as 

utilitarianism and because the individual is weighing up which is the best outcome for the 

majority of people, this is deemed a more efficient result (Reidenbach & Robin, 1990).  

 

By developing the appropriate measures and testing their construct validity (that is, they 

intrinsically measure what they are intended to), the MES is a development from a simple 

(yes/no or good/bad) unidimensional approach considered in earlier ethics research (Cohen, 

Pant, & Sharp, 1993). It has since been tested and validated in a number of different 

scenarios, such as business students and leaders, accounting academics and in a number of 

different cultural contexts (Cohen et al., 1993; Lin et al., 2008; Loo, 2004; McMahon & 

Harvey, 2007; Nguyen & Biderman, 2008; Reidenbach & Robin, 1990). In the original MES, 

the main five philosophical theories were measured by justice scales, relativist scales, egoism 
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scales, utilitarianism scales and deontology scales as depicted in table 1. These scales are 

often merged slightly to create a moral equity construct (just-unjust, fair-unfair, morally 

right-not morally right, acceptable to my family-not acceptable to my family), a relativist 

construct (culturally acceptable-not culturally acceptable, traditionally acceptable-not 

traditionally acceptable) and a social contract construct (violates an unspoken promise-does 

not violate an unspoken promise, violates an unwritten contract-does not violate an unwritten 

contract) (Loo, 2004). There have been additional revisions and critiques to the MES 

(e.g.(Hyman, 1996)) but they are still regarded as a comprehensive way of capturing the 

standards and beliefs within a population (Hyman, 1996). However, like many questionnaire-

based/self-reported data tools, they are not immune from social desirability bias (for example, 

‘I will respond how I think I ought to respond, rather than what I truly believe’). 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale for Students (UWESS) 

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale for Students (UWESS), based on an original work-

based model (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) is comprised of three constructs - Vigor, Dedication 

and Absorption - and is designed to measure engagement in academic studies as ‘a positive 

and fulfilling work-related state of mind’ (Schaufeli, Martínez, Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 

2002, p.74) . Each construct is the sum of scores from a series of statements evaluated on a 

seven-point Likert scale to assess how students feel about and engage with their studies. The 

construct Vigor is assessed by six statements, Dedication by five statements and Absorption 

by six statements. The Cronbach alphas for the three subscales are Vigor 0.833, Dedication 

0.848 and Absorption 0.866 which demonstrate very good internal consistency (George & 

Mallery, 2003).  
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Several previous studies (Cazan, 2015; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Seppälä et 

al., 2009; Siu et al., 2014; Wickramasinghe et al., 2018) have assessed both the validity and 

reliability of this scale in different jurisdictions and linked scores from this scale positively to 

student performance and negatively to burn-out (defined as an ‘erosion of engagement’ 

(Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001, p.20). Lack of engagement can manifest itself by 

feelings of cynicism and detachment with work, and resultant sentiments of ineffectiveness 

and poor personal accomplishment (Maslach et al., 2001). In a managerial context, this can 

then result in poor ethical decisions being made (Keyko, 2014) and is characterised by low 

energy (vigor), involvement/cynicism (dedication) and efficacy (absorption) (Bakker et al., 

2004). Hence by reviewing engagement in this study we assess whether students have high 

levels of engagement to determine if there is a correlation with their ethical standpoint and 

intended behaviour. 

Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale 21 (DASS) 

The Depression Anxiety Stress Scale 21 (DASS) assesses the self-reported levels of 

depression, anxiety and stress that respondent’s feel, based on a four-point Likert scale which 

reports their levels of severity of feelings when recalling recent behaviour. These items are 

grouped into three sub-scales (depression, anxiety and stress) (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). 

The Cronbach alphas for the questions in this scale were Depression 0.883, Anxiety 0.832 

and Stress 0.746 denoting good internal consistency. 

 

Studies on the link between depression, anxiety, stress and ethical decision-making are scant: 

there is some evidence to support the theory that as individuals become depressed, anxious or 

feel overwhelmed by stress that their decision-making capacity is impaired (Pochard et al., 

2001), which clearly has impacts on both ethics and the organisation for whom the decision 
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as being made, although most research into depression, anxiety and stress has centred on the 

medical profession, psychology or medical students (Dyrbye et al., 2006). 

Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) 

The Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) developed by Vallerand et al. (1992) and since 

validated in different situations (for examples, see Cokley (2000) and Fairchild et al. (2005)) 

comprises of 28, seven-point Likert scale items to assess three different types of motivation: 

intrinsic motivation (further subdivided into intrinsic motivation to know, to accomplish and 

to experience stimulation), extrinsic motivation (subdivided into identified, introjected and 

regulation) and amotivation.  

 

Intrinsic motivation (IM) is described as deriving pleasure and satisfaction from participating 

in an activity for its own sake rather than for some reward, stemming from individual self-

determination (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Vallerand et al., 1992). It is sub-categorised into intrinsic 

motivation to know (‘IM to know’), based on natural curiosity and the pleasure derived from 

learning something new, exploration or searching for meaning; intrinsic motivation to 

accomplish (‘IM to accomplish’), driven by the desire to be competent, accomplished and 

achieving something  and intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation (‘IM for 

stimulation’) where an individual derives pleasure from stimulating sensations from engaging 

in an activity, such reading an exciting book (Vallerand et al., 1992). 

 

Extrinsic motivation (EM) relates to behaviours which individuals undertake as a means to an 

end, rather than for the intrinsic pleasure of the activity itself (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Vallerand 

et al., 1992). It is subdivided into extrinsic motivation identified (‘EM identified’) where an 

individual believes the activity is important to them and they actively choose to undertake it 

because of a sense of it having value to achieve their own goals; extrinsic motivation 
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introjected (‘EM introjected’) where an individual internalises the reasoning behind their 

actions, for example, ‘I do this because I really should’, and extrinsic motivation regulation 

(‘EM regulation’) because behaviour is regulated by force or reward, for example, ‘I have 

been forced to do this’ (Vallerand et al., 1992). A further concept is amotivation, where an 

individual perceives their behaviour to be caused by circumstances out of their own control, 

feeling both out of control and incompetent, which can result in them withdrawing from 

many activities, such as university enrolment (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Vallerand et al., 1992). 

 

The AMS evaluates these differing motivational concepts in a series of academic questions 

and this study uses the output to determine the levels in the student sample and to determine 

whether they may impact ethical judgement and intent. The Cronbach’s alphas of all the 

questions in the AMS ranged between 0.725-0.845 indicating a high level of internal 

consistency. 

Self-Compassion Scale (SCS) 

Another element of personality is self-compassion or the ability to be kind and understanding 

to oneself when failure occurs or when in some difficulty, rather than being overly self-

critical and over-analysing such occurrences (Neff, 2003). There is some evidence that the 

ability to rationalise negative personal situations as part of a larger human condition (good 

things happen as well as bad things) rather than retaining and being defined by them reduces 

the likelihood of depression and anxiety and assists an individual to have a more positive 

outlook on life and regard others more positively (Neff, 2003). This higher regard for oneself 

and others could positively impact an individual’s ethical judgement as they are more likely 

to consider others when making conflicting decisions. 
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Both the original SCS and the short form (which was used in this study) were developed by 

Neff (2003) and have been validated in a number of scenarios for its construct and 

discriminate validity (for example, Garcia-Campayo et al. (2014) and Raes et al. (2011)). It 

comprises of 12, five-point Likert scale items ranging from 1 to 5. The Cronbach’s alpha was 

0.669 denoting a good level of internal consistency. 

 

It is acknowledged that all question scales used in this study are self-reported perceptions and 

that there may be a tendency, as with all self-reported questionnaires, for respondents to 

answer what they think they should do (normative) rather than what they would do in reality 

(actual behaviour), as seen in the social desirability bias (Latkin, Edwards, Davey-Rothwell, 

& Tobin, 2017). Whilst this is an inherent weakness with this kind of questionnaire, it is 

accepted that valuable and valid insights may still be gained from such research with this 

caveat acknowledged (Subar et al., 2015).  

Sample description 

A paper-based questionnaire was distributed to a range of 144 business students in a post-

1992 university in the UK Midlands during the first week of the new academic year. For 

some students, this was their first week at university, for others in later years of their 

programme this was a return to studies after the summer vacation or work placement. The 

total number of responses was reduced to 130 due to missing data. As well as the scales 

previously mentioned, the questionnaire comprised of background questions relating to the 

individual student (age, gender, course of study, year of study, country of origin, whether 

they worked as well as studied, and if so, for how many hours and whether they had sought 

help previously for any mental health issues). The demographics of the sample are illustrated 

in table 2. 

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
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The sample was analysed by age, gender and business programme, where the respondent 

indicated a major area of study. Some students study joint honours programmes which do not 

have a dominant area of study as two subjects are studied equally; in this case, they were 

described as ‘Other’ in table 2. 38% of respondents studied Business as their major subject, 

22% Accounting, 17% Marketing and the remaining 23% were classified as ‘Other’ with no 

defined subject major. Where respondents specified an answer, 62 classed as male and 63 

classed as female, with 45 being 18 years of age (the usual age of starting university in the 

UK), 26 were 19, 24 were 24 and 35 were 21 years of age or greater. Given previous findings 

that those in work had different ethical attitudes to students (Cole & Smith, 1996), 

respondents were asked whether they had a part time job in addition to studying and if they 

did work, how many hours per week on average did they work. Just over half (51.5%) had a 

part time job and worked on average almost 16 hours a week on top of their studies. 

Depression and anxiety (the most common mental health issues (Mental Health Foundation, 

2016)) can cause feelings of detachment from others and hence impact on decision making 

where others are involved. Hence to test whether previous mental health issues could be a 

factor in ethical judgement respondents were asked if they had previously sought professional 

help for a mental health condition. 16.5% of respondents had previously sought professional 

help for mental health issues, which is in line with the Mental Health Foundation (2016) 

finding that 17% of the UK population over the age of 16 have exhibited a common mental 

health problem. The most commonly cited were depression and anxiety, although some were 

linked to bereavement and other physical medical problems (not all respondents detailed their 

previous issues).  

 

Analysing by gender, the females were on average slightly older, (21.46 years versus 20.34 

for male), however 25% of them were from EU countries (not including the UK) unlike only 
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8% for males. A similar percentage came from the rest of the world (ROW) for both genders. 

Slightly more women than men had a part time job, although they tended to work fewer hours 

per week (14.94 versus 17.59 hours). Only slightly more respondents with prior mental health 

issues were female which differs from national statistics which indicate that considerably 

more women than men have had diagnosable mental health conditions (Mental Health 

Foundation, 2016). 

 

By age, in general, older students tended to be female and more likely to be from outside the 

UK than younger students. Younger students were more likely to have a part time job, 

although the older students tended to work more hours per week on average (18.5 hours 

compared with 12.8 hours per week). Those aged 19 and 20 were slightly less likely to have a 

confidante or to have previously sought help with mental health issues previously. 

 

The data was also analysed by programme, to assess whether students of a particular 

psychological make-up are more drawn to certain subjects and hence be reflected in their 

ethical judgement. Students without a defined subject major tended to be slightly older than 

those studying other subjects, particularly in comparison with Marketing students (average 

age 19). Analysing by gender, the majority of Business and Marketing students were male, 

whereas for Accounting and Other there were slightly more females (based on where an 

answer was provided to this question). Around 70% of all students were from the UK of 

origin irrespective of programme, although Marketing did not have any students from outside 

either the UK or the rest of Europe unlike the other programmes. 

 

More than two-thirds of Accounting students did some kind of part time work, working on 

average more than 18 hours per week on top of their studies. Half of Marketing students 
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worked, working on average almost 17 hours per week, whereas only around 46% of 

Business and Other students tended to have a part time job, and they worked on average 

fewer hours than the Accounting and Business students (approximately 14 hours per week). 

The MES ethical judgement measures 

In this paper, 12 scenarios were created, modified from examples in Emerson et al. (2007) 

and Jung (2009) as the basis for the MES. The first nine were a broad range of business-

related ethical scenarios, and the last three were specifically student-orientated scenarios. 

Both work-based and university-based scenarios were tested to evaluate whether respondents 

would be more likely to behave unethically in a university setting rather than a work 

environment (McCabe et al., 2006). The perceptions of students in the Grimes’ (2012) study 

felt that dishonesty in a business setting was less acceptable than in a university setting. 

These scenarios were designed to capture a range of ethical issues, from claiming 

inappropriate expenses to industrial espionage in a business context to plagiarism and 

vandalism in a student context (see full list of scenarios in table 3). These scenarios were 

labelled the following for ease of reference: 

- E1. Expenses 
- E2. Emissions 
- E3. Cash 
- E4. Espionage 
- E5. Bribery 
- E6. Insider trading 
- E7. Favouritism 
- E8. Safety 
- E9. Reporting 
- E10. Plagiarism 
- E11. Piracy 
- E.12 Vandalism 

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

Since the aim of the study is to assess both the ethical judgement and ethical intent of 

students, two questions were added to assess the likelihood of whether the respondent would 
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replicate the behaviour in the scenario, or believed that a peer would do so. This had a seven-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not probable that I/my peers would do it) to 7 (highly 

probable that I/my peers would do it). This personal intent and perception of peers’ behaviour 

has been found in previous studies to differ: students’ perceptions of what occurs in the 

business world were found to be quite negative, hence their lower expectations of behaviour, 

particularly of others (Cole & Smith, 1996). 

 

All questions were assessed for reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha, which yielded scores 

between 0.701-0.842 as shown in table 1, indicating good internal consistency of the 

questionnaire used. Each question was also individually reviewed to assess if this score 

would be substantially improved by deleting it, but there was no discernible benefit from 

removing any question, hence all were retained. 

 

For each question, there were thirteen judgements as noted in table 1, measured using a 

seven-point Likert scale. The responses from the individual respondents represent observed 

indicators of the latent (unobserved) variables used. From Reidenbach and Robin’s MES 

(1988) model, these latent variables were represented by the scales for justice, relativist, 

egoism, utilitarian and deontological. In this study, there were 2 indicator variables for 

justice, 3 for relativist, 2 for egoism, 2 for utilitarian and 4 for deontological (see table 1). 

Under the revised model (Reidenbach & Robin, 1990) these would have represented 4 for a 

merged moral equity dimension, 3 for the relativist dimension and 2 for the deontological or 

contractualism dimension (Hansen, 1992). Whilst under the 1990 model the teleological 

variables were omitted, Hansen re-introduced  four teleological judgements as a combination 

of egoism and utilitarianism (Hansen, 1992). Cohen et al. (1993) also retained these 

teleological judgements in their study. The argument for doing so is because it is understood 
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that when faced with a range of alternative actions, individuals tend to consider both the 

element of deontology (the focus on the actions of an individual) and teleology (the 

consequences of those actions) (Hunt & Vitell, 1986). Hence for this study, we have taken the 

broader range of 13 parameters as per the original Reidenbach and Robin (1988) study, in 

order to validate the model used on a broader scope of variables.   

 

To test the validity of the latent variables of justice, relativist, egoism, utilitarian and 

deontology, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out using IBM SPSS AMOS 

(version 24.0.0.). A structured equation model was constructed linking the questions asked 

with the philosophical latent variables as per the structure in table 1. As each measure 

(observed variable) only loaded onto one latent variable or construct, marker variables were 

used for each latent variable, loading them with a fixed loading of 1 to identify the model. 

The sample size was valid for the given number of parameters (Schreiber et al., 2006). The 

sample was also reviewed for outliers and multicollinearity. All variance inflation factors 

(VIFs) for the combined question scores were less than 2 which is deemed acceptable (Hair et 

al., 1998; O’Brien, 2007).  

 

In order to test each of the constructs, the regression weights were reviewed. For justice, all 

variables were significant to at least p<0.05, for relativist to at least p<0.05, for egoism all 

were significant to p<0.01 and for utilitarian all were significant to at least p<0.05. None of 

the variables were significant for the deontology variable. Whilst the underlying questions 

were retained in the study as they were still valid, the specific results for deontology as a 

variable were disregarded.  



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

Results and discussion 

The results of the MES are shown by question in table 4 (work-based questions), table 5 

(university-based questions) and table 6 (overall) analysed by total, gender, age and 

programme (major subject studied). To assist in interpretation, the table has been colour-

coded to indicate green where respondents scored a vignette as the most unethical or 

unacceptable in the group of reference (e.g. by gender, age or programme) or red where they 

scored it as the most ethical or more acceptable, with graduations of colour between these 

two extremes. Regarding ethical intent, where the questions were asked whether respondents 

would behave in the same way as the people in the vignettes these were scored green when 

they felt they were least likely to act that way, and red if they were more likely (in 

comparison with the rest of the group). Equally, where respondents felt that their peers would 

be most likely to replicate the behaviour in the vignette, they were scored red and where least 

likely, scored green. 

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 

Generally, students did consider the behaviour in the vignettes to be unethical, with the scale 

ranging from 1 (ethical) to 7 (unethical), the average score across all vignettes was more than 

4, but interestingly, unlike Grimes’ (2012) study, students overall tended to consider the 

university-based behaviours as less ethical than the work-based behaviours. Students always 

believed that their peers were more likely to carry out the  unethical behaviour than they 

themselves would (this finding agrees with Cole and Smith (1996)). 

 

The highest scoring philosophical variables were egotism and justice across work-based, 

university-based and all scenarios together, indicating that students considered the behaviour 

presented as not self-promoting or satisfying for them, and that is was largely unfair and 

unjust. The least ‘acceptable’ work-based behaviour was E8 Safety and the most ‘acceptable’ 
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was E6 Insider trading. Students were most likely to replicate E6 Insider trading and least 

likely to replicate E8 Safety and this was also their reflection of their peers’ most and least 

likely behaviours. For university-based scenarios, E12 vandalism was the least ‘acceptable’ 

and the behaviour least likely to be replicated either by the students themselves or their peers 

(in their opinion). E11 Piracy was the most ‘acceptable’ behaviour and most likely to be 

copied by the students or believed most likely for their peers to be copied. 

Ethical judgement 

Work-based scenarios  

Of all the work-based scenarios, whether divided by gender, age or programme, the least 

‘acceptable’ behaviour was E8 Safety and the most ‘acceptable’ was E6 insider trading, with 

the exception of females who thought that E3 Cash and E4 Espionage were jointly the least 

‘acceptable’. This was also reflected in the likelihood that the students would replicate the 

scenarios – the one they deemed least acceptable they were least likely to do or think a peer 

would and similarly the one deemed most acceptable was the one they were most likely to do. 

 

As table 4 indicates, by gender almost universally, males regarded the behaviours in the 

vignettes as more acceptable than females, which is also reflected in many prior studies (for 

example,(Barnett et al., 1994; Borkowski & Ugras, 1992; Drover et al., 2012). By age, with 

the exception of favouritism (E7) and to a lesser extent E1 where inappropriate expenses 

were claimed where 18-year olds were most accepting of poor ethical behaviour, 19-year olds 

were most likely to accept the poor ethical behaviour in the vignettes compared with older 

students. Why there should be a change between 18 and 19 years of age is not clear: possibly 

during the first year of university, students are more influenced by their schooling, which 

ebbs away when away from home for a year and they become more independent and have to 
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interact with a wider variety of people and experiences than previously. Later in life (as 

evidenced by the older students) they consider ethics to be more important and necessary, 

then they tend to be less accepting of poor ethical behaviour (Christensen et al., 2016; 

Grimes, 2012). 

 

By programme, accountants tend to be less tolerant of those behaviours that impact the 

financial situation of the firm; they were less accepting of claiming inappropriate expenses 

(E1), exceeding environmental emissions (E2) (possibly due to financial impacts of fines that 

might be payable for environmental breaches), bribery (E5) and to a lesser extent not fully 

disclosing cash income (E3). They were however, more accepting of keeping health and 

safety issues quiet (E8) and favouritism (E7). Business students were more accepting of 

exceeding environmental emissions (E2) and to a lesser extent, favouritism (E7), but 

otherwise held a more median view of the ethical scenarios in comparison with their peers. 

Marketing students were more likely to regard the non-disclosure of health and safety issues 

(E8) as unacceptable, but were more tolerant of hiring a key employee away from a 

competitor to learn about their technology a competitor’s discovery (E4), providing business 

gifts despite potentially compromising employee positions (E5), insider trading (E6) and 

hiding poor financial results from disclosure (E9). 

 

For the marketing profession, where the pressure is often on gaining and retaining sales, what 

is considered ethical may well be different. These findings agree with some of Fritzsche and 

Becker’s (1983) findings on marketing ethics which found that marketing professionals were 

least likely to act ethically when considering issues of coercion and control (most closely 

represented by the bribery (E5) vignette here) but most likely to act ethically when 

confronted by conflict of interest issues (not specifically tested in this current study). Equally, 
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in their study of 395 marketing professionals across four different unethical marketing-based 

vignettes emulating the well-known four ‘P’s of marketing (Place, Promotion, Price and 

Product), Lund (2000) found that the professionals’ behaviour varied depending on the ‘P’ 

concerned. They were more likely to make ethical decisions about false advertising 

(‘Promotion’) and conflicts of interest (‘Price’) but less likely in cases of offering bribes 

(‘Place’) and personal integrity which involved hiding health and safety issues in a product 

(‘Product’). The Lund study also found that women were slightly less tolerant of unethical 

behaviour than men although the influence of age was not consistent in the sample.  

 

Students who did not specify or have a major subject of study were overall most likely to 

regard the behaviours in the vignettes as unethical.  

 

In terms of the R&R (1988) philosophical scales, students without a specified major subject 

were most likely to have a stronger sense of justice (equals being treated equally), relativism 

(understanding that others will have their own beliefs), egotism (understanding of when an 

action is in their own best interests) and utilitarianism (the ability to weigh up the impacts of 

decisions on wider society). It should be noted that this is regarding the judgements held on 

the behaviours in the vignettes, not necessarily the personality or behaviours of the 

individuals. Marketing students overall were least likely to demonstrate these ethical 

judgements.  

University-based scenarios 

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 

The results of the university-based scenarios are in table 5. Overall whether analysed by 

gender, age or programme, the least acceptable behaviour was E12 Vandalism and the least, 

E11 Piracy, with the exception of the oldest group of students and Accountants who believed 
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E10 Plagiarism was the least acceptable. This was also reflected in their perceptions of 

whether they would carry out the activities or their peers would: the least acceptable 

behaviour was the one they were least likely to do (or believed their peers would) and vice 

versa. 

 

Similar to the work-based scenarios, the results indicate that males are more tolerant of 

unethical behaviour in comparison with females and older students are less tolerant than 19 

and 20 year old students across the three vignettes. Across subjects, accountants are 

apparently more tolerant of plagiarism (E11), but least tolerant of vandalism (E12), whilst 

marketing students are more tolerant of most elements of unethical student behaviour. Both 

business students and those without a defined major subject are generally less tolerant of poor 

academic behaviour in comparison with the other two subject areas. 

 

Similar results to the work-based scenarios were found across the philosophical scales and 

across the summary position of all scenarios as in table 6. 

INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE 

A review of the underlying indicator variables which made up the philosophical variables as 

presented in table 7 also presents more detailed evidence that in general, females are less 

tolerant of poor ethical behaviour than men, older students are less tolerant than 19-year old 

students and students with no defined major subject are less tolerant of poor behaviour than 

marketing students. 

INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE 
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Ethical intent 

Work-based scenarios 

The analysis of ethical intent (the responses to the question ‘What is the probability you 

would do it?’ (‘Self intent’)) and whether students believed their peers would behave as in the 

vignettes (responses to ‘What is the probability that others your age would do it?’ (‘Peer 

intent’)) is at the bottom of tables 4-6 and is ranked between 1 (not likely) to 7 (very likely) 

(hence the red/green rating is reversed in comparison with the other questions in the tables). 

Overall, students were most likely to commit insider trading (E6) and believe that their peers 

would but least likely to hide health and safety issues (E8). Males were more likely to 

replicate all of the behaviours described in the work-based vignettes and more likely to 

believe that their peers would as well.  

 

Accountants were more likely to replicate claiming inappropriate expenses (E1), not fully 

disclose cash receipts (E3), keep health and safety issues quiet (E8) and not disclose 

embarrassing financial facts (E9). They also were more likely to believe their peers would 

claim inappropriate expenses (E1), keep health and safety issues quiet (E8) and not disclose 

embarrassing financial facts (E9). 

 

Business students were most likely to emulate the favouritism scenario (E7) and believed 

their peers would do so. Marketing students were most likely to hire a key employee away 

from a competitor to learn about their technology a competitor’s discovery (E4), provide 

business gifts despite potentially compromising employee positions (E5), commit insider 

trading (E6) and hide poor financial results from disclosure (E9). They were most likely to 

believe their peers would do the same. 
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‘Other’ students were least likely overall to emulate the behaviours in the vignettes or believe 

their peers would. 

University-based scenarios 

Overall, students were most likely to copy the behaviour in the vandalism (E12) scenario and 

least likely to commit piracy (E11), whilst believing that their peers are most likely to commit 

piracy (E11) and least likely to plagiarise (E10). 

 

Males are more likely than females to follow the unethical behaviour in the vignettes and to 

believe that their peers would, with the exception of plagiarism where women are more likely 

to believe their peers would commit it. Both genders are most likely to commit piracy (E11), 

males least likely to commit plagiarism (E10) and females least likely to replicate the 

vandalism scenarios (E12). 

 

By age, 19 year-olds are most likely to commit plagiarism (E10) and to a lesser extent, 

emulate the vandalism behaviour (E12) whilst the older students are least likely to emulate 

any of the behaviours. 

 

By subject area, accountants are least likely to commit plagiarism (E10), but more likely to 

commit piracy (E11). Marketing students appear most likely to commit all of the behaviours 

in comparison with their peers and most likely to believe their peers would. Business students 

appear least likely to plagiarise (E10) or emulate the vandalism behaviour (E12). Whilst those 

without a defined major subject are overall least likely to commit any of the behaviours or 

believe their peers would. 
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These findings are further supported by evidence across each of the indicator variables (e.g. 

fair, just etc.) as shown in table 7. 

Individual demographics – engagement, mental health, motivation and self-

compassion 

In order to assess whether any of the psychological factors assessed could influence the 

ethical judgement or ethical intent of students, the results of the other scales discussed 

previously (UWESS, DASS, AMS and SCS) were analysed. The results by age, gender and 

subject area are in table 8. 

INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE 

Females in this study score higher than males across all the individual attributes, with the 

exception of Vigor and Self-compassion. This means that whilst they are more dedicated and 

absorbed in their studies, and have both higher levels of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, 

they are also likely to exhibit higher levels of depression, anxiety and stress and be harder on 

themselves (self-compassion) than their male counterparts.  

 

Older students tend to exhibit greater engagement and motivation (both intrinsic and 

extrinsic) than their younger peers and to have greater self-compassion, whilst 18-year olds 

tend to be least motivated and 20-year olds exhibited the highest levels of depression, stress 

and anxiety: this latter finding could be due to concerns over final degree classification and 

future job prospects which loom largest in returning final year students (who tend to be aged 

around 20 when they begin their final year of study). 

 

On average, Accounting students appear to demonstrate the lowest levels of Vigor (20.71), 

Dedication (21.25) and Absorption (16.25) in their studies than students of other subjects, 

however they also reported lower levels of depression (8.36), anxiety (9.00) and stress 
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(13.57), particularly in comparison with Marketing students who demonstrated the highest 

scores (13.45, 16.91 and 17.00 respectively). This may be due to accountants having a more 

predictable, stable and established career path than the more creative marketing career 

opportunities. Business and Other students scored consistently between the Accounting and 

Marketing students. 

 

Intrinsic motivation was lowest in Accounting students and highest in Marketing students; yet 

Accounting students were more extrinsically motivated. This observation is true for all 

students: despite varying levels of the subcategories of intrinsic motivation and extrinsic 

motivation, the scores for extrinsic motivation were consistently higher than those for 

intrinsic motivation. In business students, this is not a surprise: they are more inherently 

driven by financial rewards rather than the reward of a more caring profession (Kotera, 

Adhikari, et al., 2018). By contrast, Business students tended to have higher levels of self-

compassion compared with Marketing students. 

 

The output of these scales was then used in a series of regressions against both the 

philosophical variables (e.g. justice, relativist etc.) and indicator variables (fair, just etc.) 

discussed previously to determine any significant effects. 

Analysis of regressions 

Several ordinary least squares regressions were estimated, using the both the philosophical 

latent variables (e.g. justice, relativist etc.) and the subcomponent indicator variables (e.g. 

fair, just etc.) as dependent variables and then the personal demographics of the respondents 

as independent variables (e.g. age, gender, mental health, motivation etc.). This included 

regressions using the sub-categories of variables such as intrinsic motivation as well as the 
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combined scores in different regressions (to avoid multi-collinearity). The list of both 

dependent variables and independent variables is shown in table 9. 

INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE 

The correlation matrix between all the variables is in table 10. Whilst there are some 

significant correlations between a few of the variables, these largely occur where sub-

components are part of a higher-level variable, but these were not tested in the same 

regression models. However, due to the large number of variables involved and the potential 

for over-specification of regression models, multi-collinearity and false results, a series of 

step regressions were estimated to ensure that the models used and hence results derived were 

the most efficient and meaningful. This approach uses only those independent variables 

which have an effect on the dependent variable and any that were above the level of statistical 

significance p<0.05 were omitted. All variance inflation factors (VIFs) were less than 2, 

which is below the acceptable upper threshold of 10 (Hair et al., 1998; O’Brien, 2007). 

INSERT TABLE 10 ABOUT HERE. 

Due to the large number of step regressions estimated, for brevity, a summary table of only 

those variables which were statistically significant is shown in table 11, together with the 

direction of influence and the R squared and adjusted R squared statistics to assess model 

appropriateness. 

INSERT TABLE 11 ABOUT HERE. 

Ethical judgement and ethical intent 

Work-based scenarios 

For most of the work-based philosophical variables, gender and age had a significant and 

positive effect. Some elements of extrinsic motivation also had positive effects: extrinsic 

motivation identified (EM identified) (where individuals who undertake their activities 
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because it is important to them) tends to increase relativism or a consideration of others’ 

values. Equally, extrinsic motivation introjected (EM introjected) (where individuals 

rationalise their behaviours, for example ‘I do this because I should’) showed an increased 

tendency to believe their peers would act unethically: this may be a greater manifestation of 

lack of trust since where there is an element of compulsion or being forced to do something, 

it may result in an individual viewing others more negatively. One element of engagement, 

Vigor was negatively and significantly associated with Work-based Justice, although the 

reason behind this is not apparent. Anxiety tended to increase the likelihood that students 

would carry out the poor ethical behaviour and believe their peers would. 

University-based scenarios 

Again, in the university-based scenarios, age and gender had some positive and significant 

effects. Unlike the work-based scenarios where extrinsic motivations had positive influence, 

two elements of intrinsic motivation, for satisfaction (IM to know) and to accomplish (IM to 

accomplish) had positive and significant effects on justice and egotism respectively. Hence 

those more motivated either by learning something new or for the sense of achieving 

something are more likely to show higher ethical judgement. 

Indicator variables 

INSERT TABLE 12 ABOUT HERE 

A summary review of the individual indicator variables (e.g. fair, just etc.) using step 

regressions against all of the demographic and psychological data as indicated in table 12 

shows more positive and negative psychological influences on evaluations of behaviour, with 

very little evidence at this more detailed level of the effects of gender and age. Higher levels 

of self-compassion (feeling good about oneself) has a positive and significant effect on the 

evaluation of fairness, justice, understanding of what is acceptable or morally correct and 
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recognitions of whether the behaviour is self-promoting or personally satisfying; it has a 

negative effect on whether the individual is likely to replicate the behaviour. Depression has 

negative effects on fairness and whether an individual judges poor ethical behaviour to 

maximise the benefits to the majority versus the minority in the given scenarios. Other 

negative effects include amotivation and understanding of what is morally correct and what is 

self-promoting or personally satisfying. Vigor has a positive and significant relationship with 

evaluating fairness. 

 

In terms of motivations, extrinsic motivation regulation (EM regulation) has a positive 

correlation with evaluating justice and denoting what is culturally acceptable, extrinsic 

motivation identified (EM identified) has a positive correlation with self-promotion. Only 

intrinsic motivation to accomplish (IM to accomplish) is positively and significantly 

correlated with personal satisfaction. 

 

The only gender effect indicated that females were less likely to replicate the poor ethical 

behaviour: there were no other effects of gender or age at this more detailed level of analysis. 

Hence there are indications that psychological and mental health aspects do affect the 

evaluations of ethical behaviour and to a lesser extent of ethical intent when evaluated at this 

level, but the nuances of it may be lost when reviewed at a higher level.  

 

Self-compassion in particular appears to be a key positive psychological marker to ethical 

judgement and intent and it is in particular this element, together with amotivation and 

depression (for negative impacts) that business schools should be aware of: by encouraging 

their students to be more self-compassionate, to gain a greater sense of being in control over 

what they do and what happens to them and to improve their mental health may well result in 
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better ethical judgement and intent. Whilst universities may not be able to influence intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivations to study, they could move some of their ethics teaching towards this 

better self-awareness and more robust mental health. Having a more positive outlook on life 

can lead to individuals regarding others more positively (Neff, 2003). This in turn could 

improve ethical awareness and potentially behaviour by taking more consideration of others 

in decision-making as an individual is more likely to consider the impacts on others that they 

view more positively than negatively. 

 

Conclusion and future research 

There is some acknowledgement that more exposure to ethics education would be beneficial, 

so that students have a greater appreciation of good ethical behaviour and the intrinsic value 

inherent in it, instead of being driven by more extrinsic rewards (Borkowski & Ugras, 1998). 

However, the efficacy of ethics education has also been called into question (Cohen et al., 

2001). In order to understand how business schools might best support their students in their 

ethics education, it is important to understand the students themselves. Like the findings in 

Hunt and Vitell (1986) and Jones (1991), the students in this sample (and within that, males 

and females, age groups and subject-majors) did vary both their ethical judgement and intent 

according to the situation in each vignette (Jones, 1991). There was clearly a teleological 

process in which students evaluated the scale and impact of each vignette against their 

internal values to determine the degree to which it demonstrated ‘good’ or ‘bad’ behaviour 

and whether they would emulate it. For example, those vignettes with higher impact (e.g. E8 

Safety), which had greater corporate consequences if they occurred or were detected tended 

to be scored as more unethical than those that had lower perceived impact (such as E6 Insider 

trading (even though clearly illegal and relatively easy to detect)). Unlike the Grimes (2012) 

study, overall students found the university-based scenarios less ‘acceptable’ than the work-



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

based ones, perhaps as university was the main term of reference for the respondents as only 

approximately half also worked. This is despite the belief that there is a lower standard of 

accountability in the university setting than in the ‘real world’ (Grimes, 2012). 

 

However, age, gender, choice of subject-major and work experience (and culture, which was 

not reviewed in this study beyond the country of origin of respondents and which did not 

demonstrate a statistically significant effect) cannot be readily be altered by business schools’ 

ethics education. This study found that self-compassion, an improvement in the sense of self-

direction (counter to amotivation) and mental health (in particular, depression) influenced the 

perspectives of the students in this study. Hence what is needed in ethics education is a 

different approach which takes into account the psychological make-up and mental health (or 

psyche) of the student cohort in order to improve the consideration of others in their decision-

making. For example, an individual who is threatened or anxious is more likely to act in their 

own self-interest than someone who has a more positive self-view (Tenbrunsel & Chugh, 

2015). This might necessitate a more cross-disciplinary approach to boost the self-

compassion and mental health of the individual first, prior to the actual teaching of ethics. It 

is hence a recommendation from this research that business schools place more importance 

on improving the awareness of self-compassion, self-belief and mental health in its students 

to support them in potentially better ethical judgement and future ethical behaviour. 

 

This study has some limitations which must be acknowledged but which could be overcome 

by future research: it evaluated a relatively small sample of students from only one UK 

university in a given year. There may be trends that emerge over time or in different 

institutions across the world with regards to psychology and ethics remains to be seen. For 

example, the university in question was also classed as a ‘post-1992’ university, denoting its 
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emphasis on more applied teaching and for a more inclusive cohort of students. Research 

should be carried out in a range of institutions to determine whether the psyche and approach 

to ethics of these students is different from those in other more traditional and research-

oriented institutions. Likewise, longitudinal studies are needed to ascertain the causal 

direction of these constructs.  

 

Whether or not universities provide formal ethics training to their business students, this 

research indicates that the consideration of ethics in decision-making can be diluted where 

students’ psyche and mental health are not considered. Therefore, it may be beneficial for 

educational institutions to address these aspects of their students to support their appreciation 

of the impacts of their actions and to strengthen their ethical awareness in decision-making. 
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TABLES AND FIGURES FOR INSERTION INTO THE PAPER WHERE INDICATED 

Table 1: Judgements (indicator variables) used for the philosophical latent variables within the Multidimensional Ethics Scale and the self/peer 

probability scales 

Sub-
question 
number 

Philosophical 
scale (latent 

variable) 
Indicator variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Cronbach's 
alpha 

1 Justice Fair               Unfair 0.722 
2 Justice Just               Unjust 0.721 
3 Relativist Acceptable               Unacceptable 0.709 
4 Deontology Morally right               Morally wrong 0.701 
5 Deontology Ethical               Unethical 0.750 
6 Relativist Traditionally acceptable               Traditionally unacceptable 0.833 
7 Relativist Culturally acceptable               Culturally unacceptable 0.808 
8 Egotism Self-promoting for me               Not self-promoting for me 0.842 
9 Egotism Personally satisfying for me               Not personally satisfying for me 0.818 

10 Utilitarian Produces the greatest utility               Produces the least utility 0.775 

11 Utilitarian Maximises benefits while minimizes 
harm               Minimises benefits while maximises 

harm 0.737 

12 Deontology Violates an unspoken promise               Does not violate an unspoken promise 0.723 
13 Deontology Violates an unwritten contract               Does not violate an unwritten contract 0.751 

   Low      High  

   1 2 3 4 5 6 7   

14 Self-intent 
What is the probability you would do 
it?               

 
0.812 
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15 Peer-intent 
What is the probability that others your 
age would do it?               

 
0.819 
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Table 2: Demographic profile of sample by gender, age and programme of study 

  

Total Male Female 18              19              20              21+ Accounting Business Marketing Other
Number 130 62 63 45 26 24 35 28 50 22 30
Average age (years) 21.06       20.34         21.46       21.64           20.28          19.09       23.27          
% Male/Female/No Answer 47/49/4 56/44/0 46/46/8 50/46/4 37/57/6 43/50/7 52/46/2 50/45/5 43/54/3
% UK/EU/ROW/No Answer 72/16/11/1 81/8/10/2 63/25/11/0 87/11/2/0 81/12/8/0 67/29/4/0 51/17/29/3 71/18/11/0 72/12/14/2 77/23/0/0 70/17/13/0
% with part time job 51.5% 47.7% 48.5% 34.6% 20.0% 18.5% 26.9% 67.9% 46.0% 50.0% 46.7%
Average hours worked/week 15.96       17.59         14.94       12.81          16.36          15.71         18.50           18.21           14.61          16.68       14.33          
% with confidante 89.2% 48.1% 48.1% 34.9% 19.4% 18.6% 27.1% 89.3% 88.0% 100.0% 83.3%
% previously sought help for MH 16.5% 47.2% 48.8% 34.6% 19.7% 18.9% 26.8% 7.1% 10.4% 22.7% 31.0%
* analysis by gender only for those w ho provided an answ er to this question

Gender* Ages (years) Major subject
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Table 3: Ethical scenarios for use with the Multidimensional Ethics Scale (MES) (adapted from 

Emerson et al. (2007) and Jung (2009). 

Scenario Description (shortened title in brackets) 

E1.  A senior director who earns £100,000 per year claimed £3,000 in expenses to which he was not entitled. 
The company he works for makes several million pounds in profit each year (Expenses). 

E2. A general manager used a production process that exceeded legal environmental emissions limits in order 
to increase the profit of the company, as the company was under threat of bankruptcy (Emissions). 

E3. A small business received one quarter of its annual revenue in cash, however the owner only reported half 
of this cash income for tax purposes (Cash). 

E4. A company manager found that a competitor had made an important scientific discovery that would reduce 
the profits of his own company. He then hired a key employee from the competitor to learn the details of 
the discovery (Espionage). 

E5. A company executive recognised that sending expensive Christmas gifts to purchasing managers in 
customer’s companies might compromise their positions. However, he continued to send the gifts as it was 
common practice and stopping might result in loss of business (Bribery). 

E6. A company director learned that his company was going to be taken over by another company and share 
prices were likely to rise. He purchased some shares and then sold them for a profit after the takeover went 
ahead (Insider trading). 

E7. A company manager promoted a friend to a senior position in preference to a better-qualified manager 
whom he did not know (Favouritism). 

E8. An engineer discovered a product design fault which could be a safety hazard. He told his company, but 
they chose not to do anything. The engineer decided to keep quiet, rather than take his complaint outside 
the company (Safety). 

E9. A finance director chose a legal method of financial reporting which hid some embarrassing financial facts 
which otherwise would have become public (Reporting). 

E10. A student was in a hurry to finish an assignment and forgot to note the sources of half of the ideas which 
she found on the internet. She decided to keep the ideas in her assignment but without citing where she got 
the information from (Plagiarism). 

E11. A student purchased a computer with legal copies of software such as Microsoft Office, but could not 
afford to buy the licence for Adobe Photoshop which he really wanted, so he pirated a copy from a friend 
(Piracy). 

E12. A student sees a classmate defacing a desk in a lecture room and videos it on her mobile phone. She 
attaches the video to a social media post. She did not inform the student that she had videoed the incident 
nor that she was going to post the video (Vandalism). 

  



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

Table 4: Score results of work-based scenarios by gender, age group and programme major 

 

Work-based scenarios
Mean Std. dev. Male Female 18         19         20         21+ Accounting Business Marketing Other

Number (n=130) 62 63 45         26         24         35         28 50 22 30
E1. Expenses
Justice 5.66      1.30      5.47      5.85      5.44      5.25      6.17      5.91      5.82        5.65      5.65      5.54      
Relativist 5.34      1.27      5.10      5.58      5.24      5.09      5.54      5.53      5.29        5.30      5.38      5.43      
Egotism 5.53      1.46      5.19      5.84      5.23      5.34      5.87      5.84      5.72        5.38      5.68      5.50      
Utilitarian 5.10      1.34      4.96      5.25      4.73      5.08      5.48      5.35      5.16        5.16      5.07      4.99      
Self intent 2.28      1.81      2.90      1.71      2.51      2.58      2.25      1.80      2.50        2.32      2.14      2.13      
Peer intent 4.34      1.51      4.42      4.26      4.47      4.38      4.67      3.92      4.46        4.42      4.41      4.04      
E2. Emissions
Justice 5.49      1.39      5.35      5.59      5.27      5.35      5.71      5.71      5.98        5.22      5.43      5.51      
Relativist 5.60      1.15      5.46      5.77      5.47      5.44      5.71      5.82      6.12        5.49      5.50      5.39      
Egotism 5.56      1.34      5.29      5.77      5.52      5.33      5.99      5.47      6.08        5.19      5.70      5.57      
Utilitarian 5.06      1.43      4.77      5.36      5.02      4.92      5.21      5.10      5.54        4.82      4.89      5.14      
Self intent 2.18      1.55      2.40      1.99      2.18      2.58      2.08      1.96      1.68        2.52      2.41      1.91      
Peer intent 3.58      1.72      3.60      3.59      3.52      4.19      3.17      3.48      2.79        3.93      4.05      3.39      
E3. Cash
Justice 6.03      1.12      5.76      6.31      5.92      5.61      6.31      6.30      6.21        5.97      5.93      6.05      
Relativist 5.60      1.27      5.27      5.98      5.67      5.24      5.75      5.67      5.77        5.66      5.38      5.50      
Egotism 5.74      1.41      5.36      6.12      5.74      5.35      5.81      5.97      5.95        5.49      5.75      5.95      
Utilitarian 5.15      1.47      4.87      5.46      5.10      5.10      4.94      5.39      5.00        5.12      5.02      5.43      
Self intent 1.98      1.53      2.47      1.46      1.91      2.31      2.04      1.80      2.14        2.08      1.86      1.77      
Peer intent 3.67      1.61      3.77      3.55      3.48      3.65      4.13      3.60      3.82        3.44      3.95      3.69      
E4. Espionage
Justice 4.34      1.91      5.76      6.31      4.43      3.85      4.52      4.47      4.50        4.18      4.37      4.43      
Relativist 4.37      1.65      5.27      5.98      4.56      4.14      4.44      4.25      4.32        4.51      3.91      4.53      
Egotism 4.69      1.77      5.36      6.12      4.84      4.13      4.90      4.77      4.95        4.71      4.27      4.73      
Utilitarian 4.03      1.67      4.87      5.46      4.04      3.74      4.13      4.18      4.30        4.07      3.64      3.99      
Self intent 3.63      2.05      2.47      1.46      3.48      3.87      3.63      3.65      3.71        3.65      4.36      2.97      
Peer intent 4.57      1.80      3.77      3.55      4.39      4.60      4.92      4.53      4.82        4.27      5.36      4.24      
E5. Bribery
Justice 4.27      1.62      3.99      4.57      3.90      3.63      4.48      5.08      4.55        4.25      3.58      4.57      
Relativist 3.98      1.51      3.82      4.17      3.82      3.60      3.99      4.48      4.23        4.17      3.29      3.96      
Egotism 4.50      1.61      4.29      4.67      4.36      4.00      4.85      4.81      4.86        4.52      4.12      4.42      
Utilitarian 4.43      1.46      4.14      4.74      4.38      4.02      4.33      4.88      4.64        4.41      4.39      4.31      
Self intent 3.36      1.81      3.71      3.09      3.25      3.90      3.42      3.08      3.69        3.23      3.77      2.99      
Peer intent 3.99      1.57      3.94      4.11      3.64      4.12      4.79      3.80      4.18        3.78      4.32      3.93      
E6. Insider trading
Justice 3.37      1.76      3.08      3.62      3.12      3.02      3.40      3.94      3.39        3.39      2.87      3.68      
Relativist 3.55      1.60      3.37      3.74      3.44      3.38      3.38      3.95      3.52        3.81      2.98      3.56      
Egotism 3.79      1.78      3.41      4.18      3.73      3.03      4.04      4.27      3.84        3.71      3.64      4.01      
Utilitarian 3.38      1.59      3.11      3.65      2.92      3.50      3.58      3.75      3.55        3.31      2.77      3.80      
Self intent 4.39      1.99      5.06      3.80      4.79      4.62      4.38      3.71      4.36        4.56      4.77      3.85      
Peer intent 5.05      1.60      5.27      4.89      5.16      5.04      5.00      4.97      4.96        4.96      5.55      4.94      
E7. Favouritism
Justice 5.70      1.47      5.63      5.75      5.52      5.58      5.60      6.09      5.57        5.43      6.06      6.00      
Relativist 5.17      1.61      5.22      5.10      5.07      5.22      5.07      5.32      4.83        5.01      5.59      5.42      
Egotism 5.24      1.62      5.09      5.33      5.26      4.96      5.19      5.46      5.04        5.05      5.43      5.61      
Utilitarian 5.44      1.38      5.43      5.43      5.17      5.38      5.19      6.00      4.99        5.27      5.70      5.94      
Self intent 2.56      1.59      2.82      2.29      2.86      2.88      2.58      1.93      2.75        2.87      2.59      1.85      
Peer intent 4.02      1.65      4.11      3.97      4.27      4.08      4.21      3.51      4.04        4.34      3.86      3.57      
E8. Safety
Justice 5.74      1.42      5.56      5.93      5.63      5.44      5.50      6.26      5.68        5.57      6.04      5.85      
Relativist 5.69      1.26      5.45      5.92      5.57      5.52      5.59      6.02      5.57        5.69      5.80      5.71      
Egotism 5.91      1.27      5.78      6.06      5.76      5.84      5.63      6.37      5.80        5.72      6.16      6.17      
Utilitarian 6.06      1.15      6.03      6.13      5.99      6.03      5.90      6.30      5.84        6.11      6.16      6.13      
Self intent 1.79      1.37      2.10      1.46      1.75      1.96      1.83      1.69      1.96        1.74      1.73      1.76      
Peer intent 3.00      1.69      3.32      2.68      3.02      3.00      3.08      2.91      3.18        2.86      2.86      3.17      
E9. Reporting
Justice 4.51      1.84      4.03      5.05      4.53      4.28      3.65      5.26      4.30        4.27      3.97      5.51      
Relativist 4.66      1.76      4.25      5.17      4.79      4.34      3.89      5.25      4.38        4.67      4.08      5.31      
Egotism 5.03      1.69      4.54      5.51      5.27      4.52      4.42      5.53      4.77        4.75      4.98      5.78      
Utilitarian 4.59      1.82      4.20      5.05      4.70      4.46      3.60      5.23      4.14        4.43      4.09      5.65      
Self intent 2.96      1.96      3.61      2.24      2.87      2.88      3.88      2.51      3.54        2.86      3.50      2.20      
Peer intent 3.91      1.73      4.15      3.65      3.66      3.65      4.96      3.71      4.39        3.66      4.18      3.70      
Total work-based (E1-E9)
JusticeWB 5.01      0.81      4.74      5.29      4.86      4.67      5.04      5.45      5.11        4.88      4.88      5.24      
RelativistWB 4.88      0.84      4.65      5.14      4.85      4.66      4.82      5.14      4.89        4.92      4.66      4.98      
EgotismWB 5.11      0.93      4.79      5.40      5.08      4.72      5.19      5.39      5.22        4.95      5.08      5.30      
UtilitarianWB 4.81      0.82      4.56      5.06      4.67      4.69      4.71      5.13      4.80        4.74      4.64      5.04      
Self intentWB 2.79      1.05      3.27      2.32      2.84      3.06      2.90      2.46      2.93        2.87      3.02      2.38      
Peer intentWB 4.01      0.99      4.14      3.91      3.96      4.08      4.32      3.83      4.07        3.96      4.28      3.85      
* analysis by gender only for those w ho provided an answ er to this question

Gender* Ages (years) Major subject



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

Table 5: Score results of university-based scenarios by total, gender, age group and programme major 

 

 

Table 6: Score results of all scenarios by total, gender, age group and programme major 

University-based scenarios
Mean Std. dev. Male Female 18         19         20         21+ Accounting Business Marketing Other

Number (n=130) 62 63 45         26         24         35         28 50 22 30
E10. Plagiarism
Justice 5.25      1.27      5.10      5.48      4.91      4.71      5.00      6.24      5.29        5.30      5.05      5.27      
Relativist 5.38      1.23      5.26      5.56      5.17      4.94      5.24      6.09      5.69        5.33      5.29      5.23      
Egotism 5.50      1.38      5.23      5.83      5.39      4.85      5.46      6.17      5.77        5.37      5.48      5.50      
Utilitarian 5.32      1.43      5.17      5.48      4.94      4.88      5.42      6.07      5.64        5.43      4.70      5.28      
Self intent 2.16      1.59      2.23      2.08      2.51      2.54      1.67      1.78      2.04        2.14      2.27      2.24      
Peer intent 3.66      1.74      3.48      3.83      4.06      3.77      3.75      3.02      3.43        3.65      4.09      3.59      
E11. Piracy
Justice 5.14      1.55      4.79      5.48      5.17      4.88      4.77      5.54      4.79        5.06      5.39      5.42      
Relativist 4.90      1.61      4.52      5.29      5.04      4.87      4.47      5.05      4.77        5.02      4.88      4.84      
Egotism 4.98      1.73      4.35      5.51      5.12      4.62      4.25      5.57      4.89        4.86      4.86      5.35      
Utilitarian 4.53      1.63      4.08      5.00      4.31      4.53      4.25      5.02      4.34        4.61      4.16      4.85      
Self intent 3.30      2.05      4.08      2.66      3.21      3.50      3.83      2.92      3.61        3.45      3.55      2.61      
Peer intent 4.73      1.97      4.98      4.50      4.62      4.92      5.50      4.19      4.71        4.91      5.14      4.12      
E12. Vandalism
Justice 5.58      1.53      5.34      5.73      5.68      5.35      5.46      5.70      5.16        5.89      5.58      5.45      
Relativist 5.36      1.62      5.16      5.51      5.58      5.42      4.93      5.34      4.95        5.77      5.18      5.21      
Egotism 5.81      1.42      5.55      6.03      5.81      5.71      5.81      5.87      5.70        5.95      5.82      5.66      
Utilitarian 5.47      1.39      5.35      5.51      5.54      5.38      5.48      5.43      5.28        5.62      5.64      5.27      
Self intent 1.99      1.58      2.31      1.75      1.89      1.85      2.42      1.94      2.14        1.74      2.32      2.03      
Peer intent 3.84      1.89      3.90      3.80      3.49      3.85      4.92      3.54      4.18        3.50      4.23      3.79      
Total university-based (E10-E12)
JusticeUB 5.32      1.04      5.08      5.56      5.26      4.98      5.08      5.83      5.08        5.42      5.34      5.38      
RelativistUB 5.22      1.13      4.98      5.45      5.26      5.08      4.88      5.49      5.14        5.37      5.12      5.10      
EgotismUB 5.43      1.15      5.04      5.79      5.44      5.06      5.17      5.87      5.45        5.39      5.39      5.50      
UtilitarianUB 5.11      1.07      4.87      5.33      4.93      4.93      5.05      5.50      5.09        5.22      4.83      5.13      
Self intentUB 2.49      1.22      2.87      2.16      2.54      2.63      2.64      2.21      2.60        2.44      2.71      2.29      
Peer intentUB 4.08      1.41      4.12      4.04      4.05      4.18      4.72      3.58      4.11        4.02      4.48      3.84      
* analysis by gender only for those w ho provided an answ er to this question

Gender* Ages (years) Major subject



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

 

 

Table 7: Score results of indicator variables by total, gender, age group and programme major 

 

 

 

Table 8: Individual attributes for engagement, mental health, motivation and self-compassion 

Summary of scenarios
Mean Std. dev. Male Female 18         19         20         21+ Accounting Business Marketing Other

Number (n=130) 62 63 45         26         24         35         28 50 22 30
Total all scenarios (E1-E12)
JusticeTot 5.09      0.78      4.82      5.36      4.96      4.75      5.05      5.54      5.10        5.01      4.99      5.27      
RelativistTot 4.97      0.84      4.73      5.22      4.95      4.77      4.83      5.23      4.95        5.04      4.77      5.01      
EgotismTot 5.19      0.94      4.85      5.50      5.17      4.81      5.18      5.51      5.28        5.06      5.16      5.35      
UtilitarianTot 4.88      0.81      4.64      5.13      4.74      4.75      4.79      5.22      4.87        4.86      4.69      5.06      
Self intentTot 2.72      1.00      3.17      2.28      2.77      2.95      2.83      2.40      2.84        2.76      2.94      2.36      
Peer intentTot 4.03      0.99      4.13      3.94      3.98      4.10      4.42      3.77      4.08        3.98      4.33      3.85      
* analysis by gender only for those w ho provided an answ er to this question

Gender* Ages (years) Major subject

Indicator variables Mean Std. dev. Male Female 18         19         20         21+ Accounting Business Marketing Other
Fair 5.06      0.80      4.81      5.33      4.95      4.70      4.99      5.54      5.13        5.00      4.92      5.22      
Just 5.12      0.79      4.84      5.39      4.97      4.79      5.10      5.55      5.08        5.03      5.07      5.32      
Acceptable 5.09      0.80      4.81      5.36      5.01      4.86      5.00      5.43      5.14        5.09      4.84      5.23      
Morally right 5.49      0.72      5.28      5.69      5.30      5.30      5.53      5.85      5.51        5.50      5.32      5.59      
Ethical 5.43      0.78      5.24      5.61      5.27      5.18      5.56      5.72      5.58        5.32      5.29      5.55      
Traditionally acceptable 4.91      1.02      4.69      5.17      4.94      4.75      4.72      5.11      4.85        5.08      4.70      4.82      
Culturally acceptable 4.90      0.94      4.70      5.12      4.90      4.69      4.78      5.14      4.87        4.93      4.78      4.98      
Self-promoting 5.15      0.99      4.79      5.48      5.09      4.80      5.11      5.52      5.28        4.98      5.16      5.31      
Personally satisfying 5.23      0.95      4.91      5.52      5.25      4.81      5.26      5.50      5.28        5.14      5.15      5.39      
Greatest utility 4.93      0.84      4.65      5.22      4.74      4.84      4.82      5.32      4.96        4.88      4.71      5.16      
Maximises benefits 4.83      0.85      4.63      5.05      4.73      4.67      4.76      5.13      4.78        4.85      4.67      4.97      
Violates unspoken promise 2.73      0.83      2.98      2.50      2.88      2.98      2.63      2.41      2.60        2.85      2.69      2.67      
Violates unwritten contract 2.73      0.86      2.99      2.48      2.94      2.96      2.61      2.36      2.64        2.80      2.76      2.66      
Self intent 2.72      1.00      3.17      2.28      2.77      2.95      2.83      2.40      2.84        2.76      2.94      2.36      
Peer intent 4.03      0.99      4.13      3.94      3.98      4.10      4.42      3.77      4.08        3.98      4.33      3.85      
* analysis by gender only for those w ho provided an answ er to this question

Gender* Ages (years) Major subjectTotal



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

 

  

Individual attributes derived from questionnaire responses by gender, age and business programme

Mean Std. dev. Male Female 18         19         20         21+ Accounting Business Marketing Other
Vigor 22.10     6.99      22.29     21.90     21.62     21.54     19.83     24.69     20.71      22.34     21.55     23.40     
Dedication 22.22     5.70      21.76     22.54     21.60     20.77     22.42     23.97     21.25      22.16     23.27     22.47     
Absorption 17.77     7.26      17.37     18.32     16.87     15.27     17.50     20.97     16.25      17.74     18.23     18.90     
Depression 10.25     9.86      8.84      11.05     10.71     11.77     7.58      10.34     8.36        9.80      13.45     10.40     
Anxiety 12.20     9.63      9.94      13.71     12.76     13.46     10.42     11.77     9.00        12.04     16.91     12.00     
Stress 14.46     11.22     12.42     15.75     14.18     15.31     12.25     15.71     13.57      13.68     17.00     14.73     
IM to know 19.46     6.27      19.05     19.95     18.47     19.15     19.79     20.74     18.00      19.72     20.59     19.57     
IM to accomplish 16.83     6.72      16.61     16.79     15.07     16.54     17.42     18.91     16.21      16.60     17.18     17.53     
IM for stimulation 14.12     6.13      13.73     14.67     13.27     14.42     13.54     15.40     11.86      14.20     15.23     15.30     
Total intrinsic motivation (IM) 16.81     5.81      16.46     17.14     15.60     16.71     16.92     18.35     15.36      16.84     17.67     17.47     
EM identified 21.99     6.14      21.65     22.60     21.58     21.73     22.50     22.37     22.61      22.10     22.05     21.20     
EM introjected 19.67     6.42      19.23     20.03     18.82     18.12     20.79     21.14     19.86      19.00     20.91     19.70     
EM regulation 20.64     6.26      20.76     20.90     20.93     20.08     22.79     19.20     22.18      19.98     21.86     19.40     
Amotivation 6.64      4.53      6.40      6.90      6.18      8.38      6.17      6.26      5.46        6.28      8.05      7.30      
Total extrinsic motivation (EM) 17.23     4.57      17.01     17.61     16.88     17.08     18.06     17.24     17.53      16.84     18.22     16.90     
Self compassion 36.77     7.84      38.39     35.62     36.29     35.62     37.33     37.86     36.46      37.54     34.91     37.13     
* analysis by gender only for those w ho provided an answ er to this question

Total Gender* Ages (years) Major subject



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

Table 9: List of dependent and independent variables used in different combinations of regression analysis 

 

 

Regresssions
Dependent variable Independent variables

Total Justice Age
Relativist Gender
Egotism Country
Utilitarian PT Work
Self intent Hours worked
Peer intent Confidante

Work-based Justice Previous Mental Health help
Relativist Vigor
Egotism Dedication
Utilitarian Absorption
Self intent Depression
Peer intent Anxiety

University-based Justice Stress
Relativist IM to know
Egotism IM to accomplish
Utilitarian IM for stimulation
Self intent Total IM
Peer intent EM identified

Total Fair EM introjected
Justice EM regulation
Acceptable Amotivation
Morally right Total EM
Ethical  Self Compassion
Traditionally acceptable
Culturally acceptable
Self-promoting
Personally satisfying
Greatest utility
Maximises benefits
Violates an unspoken promise
Violates an unwritten contract



 

Sensitivity: Internal 

Table 10: Correlation matrix of dependent and independent variables 

 

  

Age
Hours 

w orked WB Justice
WB 

Relativist WB Egotism
WB 

Utilitarian
WB Self 

intent
WB Peer 

intent UB Justice UB Relativist UB Egotism
UB 

Utilitarian
UB Self 
intent

UB Peer 
intent Vigor Dedication Absorption IM to know

IM to 
accomplish

IM for 
stimulation

EM 
identif ied

EM 
introjected

EM 
regulation Amotivation

Self 
Compassion Depression Anxiety Stress

Age 1
Hours worked 0.044 1

WB Justice .423** 0.005 1
WB Relativist .252** -0.021 .710** 1
WB Egotism .270** 0.066 .744** .650** 1
WB Utilitarian .266** 0.072 .735** .731** .640** 1
WB Self intent -.299** 0.090 -.713** -.573** -.670** -.541** 1
WB Peer intent -0.008 0.035 -.261** -.203* -.257** -.302** .440** 1
UB Justice .353** 0.067 .529** .492** .464** .422** -.434** -.197* 1
UB Relativist .222* 0.095 .391** .626** .420** .449** -.342** -.173* .756** 1
UB Egotism .254** 0.132 .538** .545** .758** .497** -.525** -.240** .690** .678** 1
UB Utilitarian .286** 0.123 .477** .551** .506** .643** -.348** -.180* .678** .711** .736** 1
UB Self intent -.205* 0.037 -.402** -.401** -.444** -.362** .593** .329** -.557** -.552** -.588** -.594** 1
UB Peer intent -0.163 -0.043 -.222* -.201* -0.152 -.261** .237** .570** -.298** -.365** -.317** -.428** .513** 1
Vigor .233** -0.075 -0.062 -0.120 0.009 -0.100 0.008 0.120 0.118 -0.025 0.065 0.032 -0.147 -0.007 1
Dedication 0.135 -0.063 0.002 -0.035 0.081 0.008 -0.031 0.160 0.111 0.000 0.099 0.089 -0.041 0.148 .670** 1
Absorption .262** -0.089 0.027 -0.056 0.009 -0.058 -0.078 0.151 0.165 0.009 0.005 0.054 -0.114 0.140 .693** .692** 1
IM to know .248** -0.111 0.036 0.051 0.131 -0.018 -0.021 .202* 0.163 0.136 .189* 0.171 -0.088 0.058 .505** .553** .525** 1
IM to 
accomplish

.353** -0.150 0.134 0.125 .187* 0.083 -0.107 .190* .250** 0.143 .226** .243** -0.145 0.087 .527** .558** .537** .805** 1

IM for 
stimulation

.195* -0.107 0.064 0.028 0.056 0.027 -0.024 .225* .206* 0.103 0.152 .174* 0.005 0.150 .433** .474** .550** .738** .687** 1

EM identified -0.088 -0.086 0.012 0.045 0.109 0.035 -0.017 .191* 0.092 0.090 0.146 0.104 -0.041 0.152 .307** .479** .334** .704** .583** .516** 1
EM introjected .208* -0.054 0.042 0.009 0.106 -0.011 0.035 .355** .185* 0.074 0.169 0.155 -0.057 .199* .377** .473** .404** .745** .754** .601** .693** 1
EM regulation -.210* -0.114 -0.115 -0.087 -0.008 -0.065 0.085 .198* -0.001 0.000 -0.004 0.020 0.033 .188* .179* .379** .216* .478** .379** .326** .793** .587** 1
Amotivation 0.009 -0.083 -0.058 0.021 -0.057 0.004 0.074 .182* 0.101 0.102 -0.010 0.026 0.000 0.088 0.075 0.051 0.119 0.155 0.147 .342** 0.128 .236** .209* 1
Self 
Compassion

.172* 0.038 0.046 -0.075 -0.024 0.035 -0.052 -0.081 -0.032 -0.102 -0.014 -0.030 0.085 -0.090 .222* .186* 0.110 0.145 0.155 .208* 0.073 0.055 -0.046 -0.074 1

Depression -0.052 -0.030 -0.054 0.021 -0.129 -0.038 0.122 0.168 -0.049 -0.053 -0.155 -0.103 0.146 .228** -0.127 0.002 0.048 -0.069 -0.062 -0.009 -0.072 0.012 -0.022 .274** -.569** 1
Anxiety -0.067 -0.038 -0.054 0.013 -0.079 -0.026 0.087 .226** -0.011 -0.040 -0.070 -0.044 0.045 .223* -0.120 0.030 -0.001 -0.047 -0.068 -0.029 -0.054 0.064 0.001 .179* -.590** .803** 1
Stress -0.083 0.033 -0.008 0.078 -0.031 0.043 0.097 0.171 0.031 0.001 -0.069 -0.001 0.067 0.142 -0.119 0.119 0.068 -0.017 -0.053 0.008 0.003 0.104 0.020 0.149 -.604** .756** .782** 1
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



 

 

Sensitivity: Internal 

Table 11: Summarised results of ‘philosophical’ regressions with direction of impact, 

significance and R square of model 

 

 

  

Independent variable Correlation Sig. R square Adj. R sq.
Work-based Justice Gender Positive p<.05 0.238 0.224

Age Positive p<.01
Relativist Age Positive p<.01 0.156 0.133

Vigor Negative p<.01
EM identified Positive p<.05

Egotism Gender Positive p<.01 0.166 0.151
Age Positive p<.01

Utilitarian Gender Positive p<.05 0.112 0.096
Age Positive p<.01

Self intent Gender Negative p<.01 0.264 0.237
Age Negative p<.01
Programme Negative p<.05
Anxiety Positive p<.05

Peer intent Gender Negative p<.05 0.196 0.174
EM introjected Positive p<.01
Anxiety Positive p<.05

University-based Justice Age Positive p<.01 0.167 0.152
IM to know Positive p<.05

Relativist Age Positive p<.05 0.055 0.046
Egotism Gender Positive p<.01 0.14 0.124

IM to accomplish Positive p<.01
Utilitarian Age Positive p<.01 0.079 0.071
Self intent Gender Negative p<.01 0.093 0.085

Total Justice Gender Positive p<.05 0.266 0.253
Age Positive p<.01

Relativist Age Positive p<.01 0.154 0.131
EM identified Positive p<.05
Vigor Negative p<.01

Egotism Gender Positive p<.01 0.173 0.158
Age Positive p<.01

Utilitarian Gender Positive p<.05 0.13 0.115
Age Positive p<.01

Self intent Gender Negative p<.01 0.268 0.241
Age Negative p<.01
Programme Negative p<.05
Depression Positive p<.01

Peer intent Gender Negative p<.05 0.177 0.155
EM introjected Positive p<.01
Anxiety Positive p<.05

Dependent variable



 

 

Sensitivity: Internal 

Table 12: Summarised results of ‘indicator variable’ regressions with direction of 

impact, significance and R square of model  

 

 

 

Independent variable Correlation Sig. R square Adj. R sq.
Fair Self compassion Positive p<.05 0.696 0.639

Vigor Positive p<.01
Depression Negative p<.05

Just Self compassion Positive p<.01 0.596 0.548
EM regulation Positive p<.01

Acceptable Self compassion Positive p<.01 0.371 0.336
Morally right Self compassion Positive p<.05 0.369 0.295

Amotivation Negative p<.05
Culturally acceptable EM regulation Positive p<.01 0.574 0.524

IM for stimulation Negative p<.01
Self promoting Self compassion Positive p<.01 0.62 0.549

EM identified Positive p<.01
Amotivation Negative p<.05

Personally satisfying IM to accomplish Positive p<.01 0.74 0.671
Self compassion Positive p<.01
Prof help Positive p<.05
Amotivation Negative p<.05

Maximises benefits Depression Negative p<.01 0.481 0.453
Self intent Self compassion Negative p<.01 0.547 0.494

Gender Negative p<.05

Dependent variable
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