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Summary 

The recurrent business scandals of the past decades have been a wakeup call for 

research and practitioners regarding the crisis organizational ethics is in. In an effort to remedy 

the situation many organizations have relied on the implementation of compliance- and/or 

integrity-oriented ethics programs. However, observations from practice and research show 

that the results of such programs are mixed, and it is still unclear when and why they are 

effective to reduce misconduct and promote ethical behavior. In this dissertation an answer to 

this question is sought. Building on literature that considers the overall organizational ethical 

context, I hypothesize that ethical culture can explain when and why compliance and integrity 

strategies are successful at preventing misconduct and promoting ethical behavior. To examine 

the proposed relationship, two new measures for ethics strategies and ethical culture are 

developed and validated. The Ethics Strategy Measure (ESM) is the first validated instrument 

to measure the strategic focus of ethics programs (compliance vs. integrity). The German 

Ethical Culture Scale 2.0 (GECS 2.0) is a 10-dimensional advanced measure of ethical culture. 

In three studies the psychometric properties, convergent and predictive validity of the two 

instruments are shown. Consequently, in four consecutive studies the new measures are 

applied to test whether the dimensions of ethical culture mediate the relationship between 

compliance and integrity strategies and (un)ethical behavior. The results show that the effects 

of compliance and integrity strategies on unethical behavior can fully be explained through 

their effect on the dimensions of ethical culture. Further, it is shown that compliance strategies 

are not able to inspire ethical conduct, while integrity strategies are. This relationship is also 

fully mediated by the dimensions of ethical culture. Different ethical culture dimensions 

emerge as drivers of different mediated effects. Implications for research and practice are 

discussed.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

“Culture eats strategy for breakfast” 

- Peter Drucker 
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1 Introduction 

Wirecard, Volkswagen, Wells Fargo, Facebook…the list of companies that have been 

or currently still are facing a major business scandal is ongoing. The listed examples are only 

the most current and prominent in a series of organizational misconduct cases. If we were to 

take stock of all the companies who have made the news with illegal and unethical practices 

in the past decades, the painted picture would be dark. But we need not rely on anecdotal 

evidence for the crisis organizational ethics is in: The newest Global Business Ethics Survey 

(GBES) finds that 49 percent of U.S. employees have observed some form of misconduct 

within their organization over the past year, and 20 percent of German employees report the 

same. Globally, the median for observed misconduct in organizations lies at 33 percent (Ethics 

& Compliance Initiative, 2021). 

When detected, these occurrences of unethical behavior in business cost companies a 

lot. Not only have fines for misconduct become more costly over time, but businesses can 

incur high reputational damages from negative headlines, which have serious long-term 

effects. Karpoff et al. (2008) examined monetary fines imposed by the Securities and 

Exchange Commission (SEC) on 585 companies for financial misrepresentation. While the 

fines averaged $23.5 million per firm, the authors found that the reputational damage hit the 

companies much harder. Specifically, the reputational damage was 7.5 times as high as the 

sum of penalties the businesses incurred through the legal system. As businesses have lost 

societal trust due to ethical misconduct, the competition for talent has gotten tougher, as job 

seekers are increasingly considering ethical track records in their decision which company to 

work for (Treviño & Nelson, 2016). Corporate social performance has proven to be a 

competitive advantage in attracting qualified workers (Greening & Turban, 2000; 

Montgomery & Ramus, 2003), and today’s consumers demand that organizations take 

responsibility for the social and ecological consequences of their actions to maintain their 

“license to operate” (Geddes, 2017; O’Donohue & Nelson, 2009). In fact, not only does 

unethical conduct cost businesses, but ethical conduct pays (e.g., Guiso et al., 2015). Taking 

social responsibility seriously improves the effectiveness of organizations (Haidt & Treviño, 

2017), enhances long-term share prices and profitability (Ethical Systems, 2021) and has been 

shown to increase productivity (Hilliard, 2013). 

It is thus in companies’ interest to take measures to prevent unethical behavior and 

promote ethical conduct. If businesses want to regain the trust that has been lost, they must 



CHAPTER 1 

2 

show that they are organizations, which take responsibility for their actions and that they are 

capable of making ethical decisions. Traditionally, many companies have approached this 

endeavour by relying on a “bad apples” approach (Treviño & Youngblood, 1990). The focus 

of said approach was to identify personally liable culprits and remove them from the 

organization. Underlying this perspective is the believe that poor character is the root cause of 

the problem and not a systematic organizational problem, or a “rotten barrel”, which might 

have spoilt the apples. However, research and practice have since agreed that exactly that is 

more often than not the case (Epley & Kumar, 2019). Behavior in organizations is more 

complex than the “bad apple” approach assumes and is also related to the organizational 

context (Constantinescu & Kaptein, 2019), which plays an important role in facilitating ethical 

or unethical conduct (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). Often, individuals do not set out with bad 

intentions but become corrupted by work environments, which not only condone but might 

even incentivize unethical behavior (Bazerman & Tenbrunsel, 2011a, 2011b). From this 

perspective, companies that are serious about preventing misconduct and promoting ethical 

behavior must systematically set up organizational contexts in which management systems 

and cultural norms are aligned in this endeavour. 

Based on this knowledge, and in efforts to achieve ethical organizations, many 

companies have introduced compliance- and/or integrity-based ethics programs in order to fix 

their “rotten barrel” (e.g., Calderón et al., 2018; Wieland et al., 2014). Such programs have in 

common that they are usually composed of multiple components, such as corporate codes of 

conduct, mission statements, ethics trainings, ethics officers, and other formal documents and 

programs (Kaptein, 2015; Tenbrunsel et al., 2003). While they differ in their strategic 

approach, their shared goal is at least the prevention of unethical behavior and ideally the 

promotion of ethical conduct (Stimmler & Tanner, 2019; Weaver et al., 1999b). These 

programs are so popular, in fact, that in 2004, already 52.5 percent of the 200 largest 

companies worldwide had at least a business code (Kaptein, 2004), and we can assume that 

this number has since risen.  

However, the success of such programs is decidedly mixed. It has been, for example, 

shown that formal codes of conduct can be useful (Chonko et al., 2003; Stevens et al., 2005), 

particularly with regard to reducing unethical behavior (McCabe et al., 1996), but it has 

equally been shown that they have no effect at all (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; Sims & 

Brinkmann, 2003). Research has even suggested that measures designed to enforce compliant 
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behavior can be adverse and achieve undesired conduct rather than prompting desired 

outcomes. For example, surveillance and sanctioning systems can negatively affect 

cooperative behavior (Gneezy & Rustichini, 2000a; Tenbrunsel & Messick, 1999). Further, 

the strategic differences between compliance and integrity approaches seem to lead to different 

outcomes, particularly with regard to motivation and behavior (Stimmler & Tanner, 2019; 

Weaver & Treviño, 1999). For example, while both compliance and integrity have been linked 

to unethical behavior (Tanner et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1999; Tyler & Blader, 2005), only 

integrity has been shown to be related to ethical behavior (Treviño & Weaver, 2003). The 

effectiveness of ethics programs is thus in question (Jannat et al., 2021; Weber & Wasieleski, 

2013). 

Considering that companies are spending staggering amounts of money to develop and 

implement ethics programs, which achieve only mixed results, the question begs what makes 

ethics strategies successful. When and why can compliance and integrity strategies help 

promote ethical behavior and reduce unethical conduct? The existing literature has not yet 

found answers to this question, and only very few studies have attempted to address this 

research gap (e.g., Treviño et al., 1999). Thus, this dissertation aims to contribute to the 

literature by exploring the possibility that an answer to the question what makes ethics 

strategies (un)successful requires looking at the organizational context as a whole. Research 

broadly agrees that the most important predictor of unethical behavior is not the ethics 

program, but rather the overall ethical context and in particular the ethical culture of an 

organization (Douglas et al., 2001; Kaptein, 2011c). Thus, it seems more important how the 

lived ethical environment of an organization is perceived rather than what its codes and written 

values state. In fact, that “culture eats strategy for breakfast” is also accepted in practice and 

has even made its way into the regulatory and enforcement community (Treviño et al., 2018). 

This may also be due to the fact that organizational ethical cultures, other than ethics strategies, 

have generally been shown to have positive effects on behavioral outcomes, such as reducing 

misconduct (Kaptein, 2011c; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010), and even promoting ethical conduct 

(Treviño et al., 1999). Thus, it is not sufficient to look to ethics strategies when seeking to 

prevent unethical behavior. Rather the organizational ethical context, in which these ethics 

strategies are embedded has to be taken into consideration to determine, how ethics strategies 

translate into behavior and when and why they are successful at preventing misconduct and 

promoting ethical behavior. 
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From a scientific and practical perspective, a few different questions thus arise, which 

this dissertation aims to tackle. First, conceptually, how are ethics strategies and ethical culture 

different from and related to each other? Second, which different components are ethics 

strategies and ethical culture comprised of? Third, empirically, how are ethics strategies and 

ethical culture related to (un)ethical behavior and what role does their relationship play in this 

context? And finally, assuming that ethics strategies and ethical culture are multifaceted 

concepts, are their components differently related to each other and to (un)ethical behavior? 

To answer these questions and thereby further our understanding of how ethics strategies 

translate into behavior and when and why compliance and integrity strategies lead to desired 

or undesired results, an organizational level approach is suggested. Namely, ethics strategies 

are proposed to be best understood when considering another factor of the organizational 

ethical context: ethical business culture. The goals of this dissertation therefore are: 

1. The establishment of a conceptual model of the organizational ethical context, 

focusing specifically on the distinction between ethics strategies and ethical 

culture. 

2. The development and validation of adequate measurement instruments to address 

the research questions. Subgoals are:  

a. Developing and validating a measure for compliance and integrity strategies. 

b. Advancing and further validating a measure for ethical business culture. 

3. The empirical examination of the relationship between compliance and integrity 

ethics strategies with ethical and unethical behavior under consideration of ethical 

culture as a mediating factor. Subgoals are: 

a. Understanding the role of the multidimensional concept of ethical business 

culture as a mediator of the relationship between different ethics strategies 

and (un)ethical behavior. 

b. Furthering our understanding of when and why compliance and integrity 

ethics strategies are (un)successful. 

To reach these goals, the chapters of this dissertation are accordingly organized. 

Chapter 2 starts with an introduction of the organizational ethical context. The relevant 

concepts ethics strategies and ethical culture are introduced and integrated in the overall 

organizational ethical context. Chapter 3 is dedicated to (a) developing and validating a new 
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measure of ethics strategies based on a differentiation between compliance and integrity 

approaches to ethics management and (b) the advancement and further validation of a 

multidimensional measure for organizational ethical culture based on existing measures and 

further conceptual considerations. In Chapter 4 the newly developed instruments are used to 

examine the mediating role of ethical culture in the relationship between compliance and 

integrity ethics strategies and ethical and unethical conduct. Here, the focus will be on 

determining which dimensions of ethical culture are relevant to which ethics strategy and 

behavioral outcome. Chapter 5 finally aims at integrating the findings from the prior chapters 

with the current literature and at giving practical implications by answering the question what 

works and what hurts from an ethical culture perspective when employing ethics strategies to 

prevent unethical behavior and promote ethical conduct. 
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Chapter 2 

The Organizational Ethical Context 
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2 The Organizational Ethical Context 

To describe the organizational ethical context and thus the organizational elements that 

define the decision context and can contribute to organizational ethics, Tenbrunsel et al. (2003) 

have introduced the concept of ethical infrastructures. Other authors focused on the 

organizational moral structure (Roszkowska & Melé, 2020), or ethical organizational 

environments (Mitchell et al., 2020; Sims & Keon, 1999). All these concepts have in common 

that their theoretical identification of the organizational ethical context is comprehensive in 

that it covers all organizational aspects relevant to ethical decision making. Specifically, they 

are all interested in “the characteristics of the organizational context within which unethical 

behavior occurs” (Kaptein, 2011c, p. 844). This dissertation picks up on two out of three 

elements of the organizational ethical context as introduced by the ethical infrastructure 

concept (Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crowe, 2008; Tenbrunsel et al., 2003), which will be discussed 

in more detail below. The three parts that make up ethical infrastructures are formal and 

informal systems relevant to ethics, and ethical climates. The most commonly studied aspects 

of such ethical infrastructures include ethics programs, ethical culture, and ethical climate 

(Treviño et al., 2014). In this chapter, these three components will be introduced as making up 

the organizational ethical context. Particularly, the focus will be on their conceptual 

differentiation. Based on this differentiation, the exclusion of ethical climates from the 

analyses conducted in further chapters will be explained. Table 1 summarizes the most 

important differences between the three introduced concepts.  

In the organizational ethical context, using the language of ethical infrastructures, 

formal systems can be understood as describing organizational ethics programs. They are 

strategic elements, which are designed and implemented by the organization to prevent 

unethical behavior and encourage ethical conduct (Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crowe, 2008; Treviño 

et al., 2014). Thus, ethics programs can be defined as control systems because they are 

implemented to standardize employee behavior with regard to ethics and legal compliance 

(Stansbury & Barry, 2007; Weaver et al., 1999b). These elements of the organizational ethical 

context are documented and could easily be identified and verified by observers. Examples 

include codes of conduct, which aim to officially communicate company guidelines and 

values, but also ethics training, or mission statements. Such formal company documents to 

address ethical issues are characteristic of ethics programs and they are manifold and 

widespread (Weaver et al., 1999a), not at last due to outside pressures on organizations that 
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stem from policies such as the US Federal Sentencing Guidelines or the Sarbanes-Oxley Act 

(Ferrell et al., 1998; Treviño et al., 2006). They may differ with regard to their scope and 

program orientation (Weaver et al., 1999b), but their defining element is that they explicitly 

state the ethical standard the organization wishes its members to adhere to. While program 

scope refers to the degree of formalization of ethics programs, the program orientation is 

concerned with the strategic approach of ethics programs. Most commonly, the literature has 

distinguished between compliance and integrity strategies (Paine, 1994; Rossouw & van 

Vuuren, 2003; Tanner et al., 2019; Weaver et al., 1999b; Wieland et al., 2014). Program scope 

has become increasingly large and uniform (Kaptein, 2015) and its effects on organizational 

ethics has frequently been examined (Kaptein, 2015; Remišová et al., 2019; Ruiz et al., 2015; 

Stevens, 2008; Valentine & Fleischman, 2004; Warren et al., 2014). However, there is still a 

lack of understanding regarding the usefulness and effectiveness of different program 

orientations, namely differences in the manner with which organizations seek to unify member 

behavior (Treviño et al., 2014). Thus, this dissertation will focus on the differentiation between 

strategically different compliance- and integrity-oriented ethics programs.  

The organizational ethical context’s informal systems can be understood as describing 

the organizational ethical culture. Essentially, they represent more subtle structures underlying 

formal ethics programs, which communicate social norms pertaining to ethics to the members 

of the organization (Tenbrunsel et al., 2003). These elements of the organizational ethical 

context are not documented and are thus not verifiable by organizational members. Rather, 

this is a perceptive concept. Specifically, ethical culture describes how employees experience 

the lived ethical standards (Kaptein, 2008b; Tanner et al., 2019). So, in the familiar idiom 

“walking the talk”, ethics programs would be the “talk” and ethical culture the “walk”. Or, 

more formally, while ethics programs represent strategies of ethics management, ethical 

culture represents its mechanism (Constantinescu & Kaptein, 2019). Examples include 

Table 1  

Elements of the organizational ethical context 

 Ethics programs Ethical culture Ethical climate 

Level of observation Verifiable Perceived Perceived 

Communication Formal documents Social norms None 

Ethical standard Stated Lived Felt 

Behavioral control Formal control systems Informal control systems No control systems 
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perceived pressure from co-workers to act ethically or unethically, but also informal 

conversations about ethics as they occur during breaks over coffee. Different 

conceptualizations of ethical culture exist, but generally survey research on organizational 

ethical culture considers it as individual perceptions of ethical organizational contexts rather 

than a group-level concept (Schaubroeck et al., 2012; Treviño et al., 2014). Ethical cultures 

can be conceptualized as informal control systems because, like ethics programs, they also 

function to standardize employee behavior related to ethics (Tenbrunsel et al., 2003; Treviño 

et al., 1998). 

Ethical climates, other than formal and informal systems, are not based on any 

observable evidence, such as formal documents or group behaviors. Rather, they emerge from 

employee perception of the totality of those activities and precedents (Hess, 2016). Ethical 

climates are different from formal and informal systems, which both communicate behavioral 

expectations either via formal documents or via social norms. Ethical climates, on the other 

hand, do not communicate expectations but rather a status quo. They describe how the ethical 

environment in an organization feels. While they influence behavior (Kish-Gephart et al., 

2010; Martin & Cullen, 2006; Treviño et al., 2014) they are not considered to be control 

systems because they do not directly describe the conditions of organizational ethics. Ethics 

programs and ethical culture, on the other hand, do so through formal and informal 

communication elements (Stimmler & Tanner, 2019; Tanner et al., 2019). Because ethical 

climates lack such power of control and are thus not driven by the organization, this part of 

the organizational ethical context will be disregarded for the purpose of this dissertation. To 

provide more clarity as to why organizational culture is a more suitable construct to study 

(un)ethical behavior, a more detailed description of ethical climates included below will 

particularly focus on the differences between the two concepts.  

The three parts of the organizational ethical context, ethics programs (more specifically 

ethics strategies), ethical culture, and ethical climates, are visualized in Figure 1. It is argued 

here that the three elements are independent contributors to the organizational ethical context. 

However, they should not be considered separately of each other, as all three elements are 

interrelated (Kaptein, 2011c; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; Martin et al., 2014; Tenbrunsel et al., 

2003). Reviews of organizational ethical context research find that deeper insight is needed to 

understand what this interrelation looks like (Treviño et al., 2014; Treviño et al., 2006). While 

there is literature supporting the claim that the organizational ethical context matters to explain 
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ethical and unethical organizational behavior (Kaptein, 2011c; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; 

Tanner et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1998; Treviño & Weaver, 2003; Valentine et al., 2014), we 

do not yet fully understand the extent of this relationship. Which parts of the organizational 

ethical context matter the most? Do all parts matter separately, or is a combination relevant? 

How can we best conceptualize and measure the organizational ethical context? Providing 

answers to these questions is not only relevant to advance the research on the effects of the 

organizational ethical context on (un)ethical behavior, but it also has relevant practical 

implications. Here, it is argued that particularly two elements of the organizational ethical 

context are relevant for encouraging ethical behavior and preventing unethical behavior: ethics 

strategies and ethical culture. This chapter is dedicated to exploring their features in detail as 

they are relevant to the conceptualization and design of two new measurement instruments, 

and finally the exploration of the role of the ethical context for (un)ethical behavior. First, 

compliance and integrity as two different strategies of ethics programs are discussed. Second, 

a detailed account of ethical culture follows. Lastly, the role of ethical climate and its exclusion 

from the analyses in this dissertation are discussed. 

Ethics strategies Ethical culture 

Ethical climate 

Figure 1  

The organizational ethical context 

Notes.  Dark blue tiles represent core topics of this dissertation, light blue tiles represent further dimensions of 

the overall organizational ethical context.  
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2.1 Compliance and Integrity Ethics Strategies 

Ethics programs can emphasize different strategies for standardizing behavior, 

meaning that they can differ in the way they seek to achieve adherence with behavioral 

standards. Most commonly, ethics programs are categorized as either compliance- or integrity-

oriented approaches to ethics management.1 This differentiation is rooted in the ethics 

management literature (e.g, Thielemann, 2005; Wieland et al., 2014) and can be traced back 

to Lynn S. Paine (1994), who first introduced it in her ground-breaking article “Managing for 

organizational integrity”. Since then, the organizational psychological literature has picked up 

on the conceptualization, sometimes alternatively referring to compliance- and values-

approaches to managing ethics (Rossouw & van Vuuren, 2003; Stansbury & Barry, 2007; 

Tanner et al., 2019; Tyler et al., 2008; Verhezen, 2010; Weaver & Treviño, 1999). Table 2 

presents an overview of the most important differences between the two approaches.  

Formal corporate ethics programs, which emphasize a compliance approach to ethics 

management are mainly characterized by their focus on obedience to laws and regulations set 

by outside institutions (Paine, 1994). Often referred to as command-and-control approaches 

(Tyler & Blader, 2005), the main goal and objective of such ethics management approaches is 

to prevent unlawful and unethical conduct (Stimmler & Tanner, 2019) and, thus, legal 

sanctions (Paine, 1994). Maintaining legal compliance most often is the strongest motivation 

for organizations to develop and implement compliance programs (Weber & Wasieleski, 

2013). The means with which these goals are achieved are coercive control systems (Stansbury 

& Barry, 2007) or accountability strategies (Bies, 2014), such as employee surveillance, 

control, and sanctions for misconduct (Nelson, 2021; Tanner et al., 2019; Weaver et al., 

1999b). Compliance programs are rooted in law, rules, and regulations, as well as in company 

standards for ethical conduct (Paine, 1994; Wieland et al., 2014). Further, such command-and-

control approaches are based on the view that compliance with rules is extrinsically motivated 

only, because employees as rational decision-makers trade-off costs and benefits that they 

associate with noncompliance (Tyler & Blader, 2005). To enforce legal and ethical standards, 

compliance programs rely on official institutions, such as auditors or ethics officers (Tyler et 

al., 2008).  

 
1 The term ethics management is used to describe all organizational processes designed to systematically 

and coherently determine which ethical criteria organizations apply, as well as the development, implementation, 

and monitoring of the applied tools to meet these criteria (Constantinescu & Kaptein, 2019).  
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Advantageously, well-designed compliance strategies can help both employees and 

managers to navigate the complexities of legal environments. Further, justified sanctions for 

rule breakers are an integral part of ethical systems, which is deemed fair and appropriate 

(Paine, 1994). The danger of such compliance-based ethics approaches, on the other hand, is 

that they promote only a minimum requirement of ethics (Stimmler & Tanner, 2019). 

Specifically, organizational members might be inclined to take the stance that anything goes 

as long as there is no rule to forbid it (Treviño & Nelson, 2016). This is problematic from an 

ethical perspective, as many behaviors, which we observe in organizations, are not or not yet 

addressed by law or regulations (Treviño et al., 2018). For example, these include certain 

conflicts of interest (e.g., prevalent in auditing) or the use of new and still unregulated 

technology (e.g., the appliance of artificial intelligence in various contexts). Further, 

compliance programs are at risk of being perceived as nothing more than liability insurance 

for senior management (Weaver & Treviño, 1999). As their focus is set so strongly on catching 

wrongdoing, they may give the impression that the company does not trust its employees 

(Weibel et al., 2016), which in turn can have negative effects on employee morale and might 

even encourage unethical behavior (Filabi & Hurley, 2019). In the best cases, compliance 

programs may be helpful to align behavior with laws and regulations. In terms of ethical 

behavior, or commitment to ethical values, however, they are unlikely to be effective (Paine, 

1994). 

Table 2  

Differences between compliance and integrity ethics programs 

 Compliance Integrity 

Objective | Prevent illegal and unethical behavior | Promote ethical conduct 

Basis | Normative guidelines | Principles and core values 

Ethos | Conformity with external regulations | Aspiration to ethical standards 

Control  | Coercive | Enabling 

Means | Surveillance 

| Control 

| Penalties for misconduct 

| Empowerment 

| Self-governance 

| Shared responsibility 

Motivation | Extrinsic | Intrinsic 

Enforcement | Designated entities (e.g., ethics 

officers) 

| All employees 

| Spearheaded by management 



THE ORGANIZATIONAL ETHICAL CONTEXT 

13 

Formal corporate ethics programs, which emphasize an integrity approach to ethics 

management are mainly characterized by their focus on a guiding set of values and principles 

that is commonly defined by members of the organization (Paine, 1994). Often referred to as 

values-and-integrity approaches (Tyler & Blader, 2005), the main goal and objective of such 

ethics management approaches is to promote ethical conduct and values-driven behavior 

(Stimmler & Tanner, 2019). They aim at exceeding the goal of preventing legal ramifications 

of unethical conduct, and are rather driven by the spirit of the law and high organizational 

ethical standards (Treviño & Nelson, 2016). Here, obeying the law is embraced as a positive 

part of organizational life rather than a repressive compulsion dictated by external forces, and 

ethical conduct is considered a driving entrepreneurial force (Paine, 1994). The means of 

integrity programs are considered enabling control systems (Stansbury & Barry, 2007), or 

responsibility strategies (Bies, 2014). They take form in support systems for ethical decision-

making, building shared responsibility, and encouraging self-governance (Tanner et al., 2019; 

Weaver et al., 1999b). Under integrity-based ethics programs, shared company values are the 

unifying frame of reference for individual and organizational decision-making (Paine, 1994; 

Wieland et al., 2014). Values-and-integrity approaches are based on the view that compliance 

is voluntarily chosen and intrinsically motivated, because employees governing their own 

behavior believe it to be the best course of action as they identify with and have internalized 

the commonly shared values of the organization (Tyler & Blader, 2005). To enforce legal and 

ethical standards, integrity programs are not reliant on official institutions. Instead, 

management takes a key role in serving as role-models and ethics messengers (Weaver et al., 

1999b), thereby projecting their own commitment to ethics onto other organizational members 

(Tyler & Blader, 2005). As employees learn that ethical standards are believed in and lived 

by, they themselves become stewards of the organizational ethical values, which they help to 

enforce by further spreading them and by discouraging deviant behavior (Tyler et al., 2008). 

Ethics becomes something to be aspired to and something to be proud of.  

Integrity-based programs generally do well in those regards in which compliance-

based programs have shortcomings. Rather than promoting a minimum requirement of ethical 

behavior, integrity programs promote a “more is better” attitude towards organizational ethical 

conduct (Maesschalck, 2004; Stimmler & Tanner, 2019). With its focus on self-governance 

and responsible conduct, employees are encouraged to not only avoid legal misconduct but to 

actively seek out opportunities for ethical behavior (Paine, 1994). Integrity programs are 

further generally well accepted because management takes a lead in organizational ethics. 
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Rather than serving to protect management, integrity programs are perceived to be actively 

driven and internalized by management, as it is involved in the process and not simply in the 

enforcement of its principles (Weaver & Treviño, 2001b; Weaver et al., 2005). Organizational 

ethics, thus, may not be perceived as hypocritical but as something the entire organization is 

serious about and proud of. Integrity approaches to ethics management also signal trust in 

employees by putting an emphasis on self-governance and responsibility (Weaver & Treviño, 

1999). Thus, generally values-oriented ethics programs are perceived positively. That is until 

misconduct and violations of rules occur. Then, the commitment to ethics and values is 

expected to be enforced and to be visibly backed up by consequences for wrongdoers, which 

is where integrity strategies may have their shortcomings (Treviño & Nelson, 2016; Treviño 

& Weaver, 2001). Misconduct needs to be sanctioned to maintain behavioral norms built 

around ethical values, as they otherwise unravel easily. Further, to make behavioral 

expectations derived from ethical values explicit, shared value creation needs to be taken 

seriously. All members of an organization need to have a clear understanding of how values 

translate into action. 

Considering the various advantages and disadvantages of compliance and integrity 

programs, a strict dichotomy of the two is rejected by most research. Instead, it has been argued 

that ethics programs could and should consider an integrated approach to ethics management, 

which includes aspects of command-and-control approaches, as well as of values-and-integrity 

Ethics strategies 
Compliance Integrity 

| Command-and-

control systems 

| Coercive controls  

| Accountability 

strategies 

| Values-and-integrity 

systems 

| Enabling controls  

| Responsibility 

strategies 

Figure 2  

Components of ethics strategies 
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approaches (Bies, 2014; Calderón et al., 2018; Geddes, 2017; Paine, 1994; Stansbury & Barry, 

2007; Stimmler & Tanner, 2019; Weaver et al., 1999b). Companies, which emphasize values 

are at risk of being perceived as hypocritical by their employees when their grand statements 

are not backed up with clear behavioral guidelines. Then, it becomes difficult for 

organizational members to know what is expected of them (Kaptein & Schwartz, 2008; Tyler 

& Blader, 2005). Values and behavioral guidelines must go hand in hand, and that requires 

enforcement of values- as well as law-based rules and punishment of violators (Treviño et al., 

2018; Treviño & Nelson, 2016). Ambiguity threatens the effectiveness of ethics programs; 

thus, compliance management is important and necessary. Rule enforcement, however, should 

be guided by values and needs to be applied consistently across hierarchies and organizational 

levels in order to be understood as a behavioral guideline and to be perceived as a fair and just 

system (Paine, 1994; Reynolds & Bowie, 2004). In sum, as Treviño and Nelson (2016) put it: 

“The best [ethics] programs aim to focus on aspiring to a set of values first and foremost, 

supported by just and fair enforcement of the rules“ (p. 242). Compliance and integrity 

strategies are thus best understood as two complimentary components of organizational ethics 

strategies rather than as competing approaches (see Figure 2).  

2.2 Ethical Culture 

The features of an organizational ethical culture are rooted in the overarching 

organizational culture concept, which has been introduced in the general management 

literature in the 1980s (Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Schein, 1984). Central to the concept is the 

fact that in organizations there are visible and observable, but intangible artifacts, which 

communicate acceptable behavior based on shared meanings, symbols, and values (Toro-Arias 

et al., 2021). By passing on these artifacts and therein embedded values organizational member 

experience shared learning that in turn produces their shared culture. Schein and Schein (2017) 

thus put forth the following definition: 

The culture of a group can be defined as the accumulated shared learning of that group 

as it solves its problems of external adaption and internal integration; which has 

worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members 

as the correct way to perceive, think, feel, and behave in relation to those problems. 

This accumulated learning is a pattern or system of beliefs, values, and behavioral 

norms that come to be taken for granted as basic assumptions and eventually drop out 

of awareness. (p. 6) 
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The importance of passing on behavioral patterns is also found in anthropological definitions 

of culture. Here, it is emphasized that culture creates a reality based on shared values and 

beliefs, which is passed on to others via group rituals and practices (Shweder, 1996). This core 

conceptualization has been picked up by social psychologists, who have defined 

organizational culture as shared assumptions, values, and beliefs, which are manifested in 

various way, such as behavioral norms, rituals, and stories (Treviño & Nelson, 2016).  

Ethical culture can be thought of as a part of the overall organizational culture as it has 

been defined above (Treviño, 1990). It specifically describes the assumptions and beliefs 

organizational members share that encourage ethical or unethical conduct (Stimmler & 

Tanner, 2019; Treviño et al., 1998; Zaal et al., 2019). Simply put, organizational culture 

describes the way things are done in an organization, and ethical culture describes the way 

things are done in an organization with regard to ethics (Treviño & Nelson, 2016). In line with 

this conceptualization, ethical culture is defined here as the shared perception about formal 

and informal conditions of the organizational working environment that may be likely to foster 

or prevent ethical conduct (Craft, 2013; Kaptein, 2011c; Ruiz-Palomino & Martínez-Cañas, 

2014; Tanner et al., 2019; Treviño & Weaver, 2003). Importantly, this definition entails that 

ethical culture is not an objective truth. Rather, it consists of messages, which employees 

perceivably receive and consequently act on. These perceived messages are not necessarily 

congruent with the messages the organization intends to convey (Treviño et al., 2018). 

Conceptually, this clearly distinguishes ethical culture from ethics strategies. Strategies are 

typically determined by top management, who controls the messages that are sent via different 

channels. Culture, on the other hand is determined by the recipients of the messages, which 

they receive through various formal and informal channels (Groysberg et al., 2018). This 

further leads to a second important part of the definition of ethical culture: ethical culture is a 

multisystem framework with formal and informal components (Jondle et al., 2014; Treviño, 

1990; Treviño et al., 2014) as depicted in Figure 3. The channels through which employees 

receive messages about ethical or unethical expectations include formalized procedures, such 

as leadership behavior, promotion practices, and decision-making processes. They also include 

informal processes, such as social norms, organizational rituals, or the language used in 

interactions (Ashkanasy et al., 2006; Treviño et al., 1998). 

Ethical culture is considered one of the, if not the strongest organizational context 

influence on employee ethical behavior (Douglas et al., 2001; Kaptein, 2011c; Sims & 
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Brinkmann, 2003; Zaal et al., 2019). Ethical culture provides a guideline for employee ethical 

decision-making, via socialization with and internalization of social values and norms (Zaal 

et al., 2019). In socialization processes new employees learn expected behavior by observing 

established organizational members. They consequently act consistently with the 

organization’s culture because they perceive that is what is expected of them (Singhapakdi et 

al., 2000). Seeking peer and supervisor approval, and in order to fit in, employees might 

therefore behave in ways that do not necessarily represent their personal beliefs (Treviño & 

Nelson, 2016). Internalization refers to employees having adopted ethical cultural standards 

as their own. Here, people behave according to their own beliefs, which are consistent with 

the organization’s culture (Treviño & Nelson, 2016). This happens either when employees 

already share the organizational values when they onboard, or they may internalize the 

organizational values over time. These two concepts help us further understand the power of 

organizational ethical cultures: Most people can be socialized into unethical behavior through 

the messages they receive in the organization, and they may eventually internalize these 

behavioral patterns, at least as long as they remain members of that organization (Treviño et 

al., 2018).  

Ideally, both formal and informal components of the ethical culture are aligned, and 

employees receive consistent messages through all channels regarding ethical conduct 

(Ardichvili & Jondle, 2009; Kaptein, 2011c). For example, formally, organizational leaders 

Formal components Informal components 

| Leadership behavior 

| Selection systems 

| Promotion practices 

| Decision-making 

processes 

| Social norms 

| Organizational rituals 

| Language 

| Myths and stories 

Ethical culture 

Figure 3  

Components of ethical culture 
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communicate the importance of integer behavior, and employees perceive that promotions are 

based on integrity. Informally, it is perceived that leaders are truthful and integer in their 

communication with customers, and employees of outstanding integrity are celebrated through 

employee of the month features. Through socialization and internalization, we would presume 

that such aligned systems (Treviño & Nelson, 2016) would orient new employees into this 

organizational ethical culture. Conversely, in a perfectly unethical culture, employees would 

receive consistent messages that unethical conduct is expected and acclimate to this culture. 

However, such perfectly aligned cultures are rare. Rather, most organizations’ ethical culture 

will fall on a continuum between those two extremes (Treviño et al., 2018), which means that 

organizational members receive mixed messages about what is expected of them (Treviño & 

Nelson, 2016). Thus, it is particularly important to assess a comprehensive range of 

organizational culture components to capture the variety of messages employees receive and 

to target interventions more specifically. 

2.3 Ethical Climate 

Much like ethical culture, ethical climate is considered an aspect of the organizational 

context, which influences attitudes and ethical behavior (Treviño et al., 1998; Treviño & 

Weaver, 2003). However, there are some important differences between the two concepts, 

which make ethical culture a more useful tool to study ethical and unethical behavior in 

organizations.  

Ethical climate can be defined as the perceptions of organizational members about 

what constitutes ethical and unethical conduct in the organization (Martin & Cullen, 2006) 

and can be conceptualized as a specific type of organizational climate (Kish-Gephart et al., 

2010). This definition can be traced back to the seminal work on ethical climate by Victor and 

Cullen (Cullen et al., 1993; Victor & Cullen, 1988). The authors propose that there are nine 

different ethical climates, which differ on two dimensions: ethical criterion (i.e., their 

underlying ethical theory) and locus of analysis (i.e., the referent of one’s action) (Mayer, 

2014). To measure ethical climate, the Ethical Climate Questionnaire (ECQ), an individual 

perception measure, was developed. However, factor analysis only provided support for five 

ethical climates, including an egoism-based climate, a benevolence-based climate, and the 

three principle-based dimensions independence, rules, and laws and code (Victor & Cullen, 

1988). Most of the research on ethical climates rests on the introduced conceptualization of 

ethical climate and uses the ECQ to measure it (Arnaud, 2010; for reviews, see Kish-Gephart 
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et al., 2010; Martin & Cullen, 2006), despite critique regarding the inconsistency of the ECQ’s 

factor structure (Mayer, Kuenzi, & Greenbaum, 2009). Many authors have alternatively 

adapted the number of climates or have averaged the items into a single measure (see Arnaud 

& Schminke, 2007 for a review). 

To understand the differences between ethical culture and ethical climate it is helpful 

to first consider the goals with which the two constructs were developed. The ethical culture 

construct assumes that organizations send targeted messages about expected behavior to their 

employees through various channels, thus proposing an explicit connection between employee 

perceptions of ethical contexts and employee behavior (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; Treviño, 

1990). Ethical climate, on the other hand, was originally based on the idea that it could 

differentiate between organizations based on employee attitudes, thus originally neglecting a 

specific connection with behavior (Cullen et al., 1993; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). Second, 

Treviño and Weaver (2003) suggest that the term climate could be understood literally, as in 

describing “atmospheric conditions” (p. 235) that can affect individual attitudes. In the same 

fashion, Schminke et al. (2007) emphasize that ethical climate “capture[s] what it feels like to 

work in an organization, the ‘prevailing weather’ of the workplace” (p. 175). Thus, ethical 

climate characterizes the content of ethical and unethical behavior in an organization, whereas 

ethical culture is a procedural construct that addresses the conditions that incentivize such 

behavior (Kaptein, 2011c). This implies that ethical climate is not an organizational control 

system, as it pertains to individual perceptions of the work environment, whereas ethical 

culture is an organizational control system, as it pertains to what the organization does with 

regard to ethics (Cabana & Kaptein, 2021). Third, and somewhat related to the previous point, 

climate is often referred to as a subset of organizational culture (Ardichvili & Jondle, 2009; 

Schminke et al., 2007). The argument goes even further to say that ethical climate could be 

considered a manifestation of ethical culture (Ardichvili & Jondle, 2009), thus describing 

ethical culture as an underlying factor of ethical climate. 

The empirical literature on ethical climate and ethical culture has found that the 

constructs are highly correlated, and both constructs are associated with fewer unethical 

behaviors in the workplace (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; Treviño et al., 1998). Due to their high 

statistical overlap, Treviño and Weaver (2003) constitute that “we should not be surprised at 

a finding suggesting than an organization whose leaders represent high ethical standards and 

who reward ethical conduct [i.e., an organization that has an ethical culture] is also an 
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organization that values its employees, its community, and obeying the law [i.e., an 

organization that has an ethical climate]” (p. 256). However, they argue that ethical culture 

taps into an aspect of the organizational ethical context beyond ethical climate that is relevant 

for ethical conduct. Results from their analyses provide support for this argument, showing 

that ethical culture adds unique variance beyond ethical climate to the association with 

unethical behavior in organizations that also have formal ethics programs (Treviño et al., 

1998). Although Kish-Gephart et al. (2010) could not find unique variance explained by 

ethical culture beyond ethical climate, the authors argue that this might be due to the fact that 

the ethical culture could be a source of ethical climate perceptions, congruent with arguments 

made by Ardichvili and Jondle (2009), who consider ethical climate an indication of ethical 

culture. This also speaks for the importance of the ethical culture concept above and beyond 

ethical climate, as it may be a valuable tool to influence not only unethical behavior but also 

ethical climate perceptions. 

Due to the considerations regarding the ethical climate concept compared to the ethical 

culture concept outlined above, ethical climate will be excluded from the analyses that follow. 

In sum, because ethical culture is concerned with organizational factors that incentivize 

(un)ethical conduct and thereby can be considered a control system it is preferred to ethical 

climate, which merely describes consensus about the content of observed behavior and is thus 

not considered a control system but potentially even an outcome of ethical culture. As the goal 

of this dissertation is to examine and give evidence on how to steer organizations, the focus 

will be on ethics strategies and ethical culture as the relevant dimensions of the overall 

organizational ethical context influencing (un)ethical behavior in organizations. 
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3 Measuring Ethics Strategies and Ethical Culture 

The previous section has given an overview of the three components constituting the 

organizational ethical context, which covers all organizational aspects relevant to ethical 

decision making. It has been specified above that and how the three elements are conceptually 

different. Thus, when talking about measurement instruments for the organizational ethical 

context, we must differentiate between measures for ethics strategies, ethical culture, and 

ethical climate. Focussing on ethics strategies and ethical culture as outlined above, this 

chapter aims to (a) review the measurement instruments for these dimensions of the 

organizational ethical context that are available in the literature, and (b) to introduce two new 

and improved measures that follow the conceptual distinctions that have been worked out 

above.  

3.1 Measurement Instruments for Ethics Strategies and Ethical Culture 

Research suggests that in order to understand ethics in organizations and ultimately to 

strengthen the organizational ethical context it is necessary to use standardized, validated 

assessment measures (Treviño et al., 2018). However, currently available approaches are 

limited, for one, by the fact that they frequently use samples that are not representative of 

working adults, and, for another, by failing to capture the contextual complexity that is typical 

for the daily realities of organizational life (Mitchell et al., 2020). Perhaps most importantly 

in the context of this dissertation, however, the literature thus far has not been strict about 

translating the conceptual differences outlined in the previous chapter into operationalizations 

of the organizational ethical context. This chapter is dedicated to reviewing the most 

commonly used and validated instruments available to measure ethical culture and ethics 

strategies. The focus will be on the relevance of developing two new measures for these two 

components of the organizational ethical context. 

3.1.1 Measurement Instruments for Ethical Culture  

In his review of the literature on ethical climate and culture, Mayer (2014) has 

identified three primary survey-based operationalizations of ethical culture: the Corporate 

Ethical Values measure designed by Hunt et al. (1989), the Ethical Culture Questionnaire 

(ECQ) developed by Treviño et al. (1998), and the Corporate Ethical Virtues Model (CEV) 

introduced by Kaptein (2008b). Since then, three further instruments have been developed and 
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validated: a multidimensional measure of ethical culture introduced by Ruiz-Palomino et al. 

(2013), the Center for Ethical Business Culture Model (CEBC) developed by Jondle et al. 

(2014), and the German Ethical Culture Scale (GECS) designed by Tanner et al. (2019). An 

overview of these six scales and their dimensions is presented in Table 3.  

Other ethical culture frameworks than the outlined ones exist, but they are either 

slightly adjusted versions of the introduced measures (Key, 1999; Sweeney et al., 2010), await 

empirical testing (Schwartz, 2013), or are vignette based measures (Caldwell & Moberg, 2007; 

Keith et al., 2003). Thus, they will not be further introduced in the context of this dissertation. 

The measures designed by Hunt et al. (1989) and Treviño et al. (1998) were found to 

measure only a single dimension of ethical culture, which was also true for adapted versions 

of the Hunt-measure (Sweeney et al., 2010) and the ECQ (Key, 1999; Schaubroeck et al., 

2012). A more in-depth diagnosis of organizational problems, however, requires more 

discriminated information than such unidimensional constructs can provide (Toro-Arias et al., 

2021). Thus, further research has since focused on the development of multidimensional 

frameworks. 

The multidimensional measure of ethical culture (Ruiz-Palomino et al., 2013), as well 

as the CEBC (Jondle et al., 2014) have both been criticized for needing more validation, e.g., 

in other contexts and cultures (Toro-Arias et al., 2021). Further, Ruiz-Palomino and 

colleagues’ (2013) measure does not conceptually distinguish between formal ethics programs 

(i.e., scope of ethics programs, see previous chapter) and ethical culture. On the other hand, 

unlike other measures of business culture, the authors distinguish not only between top 

management and supervisory role modeling, but also include peer ethical behavior. However, 

the measure lacks ethical culture dimensions beyond role-modeling.  

A clear conceptual distinction is also lacking in the CEBC model (Jondle et al., 2014). 

The framework centres around values-driven leadership, which, based on the conceptual 

distinction made in the previous chapter, is part of an ethics strategy rather than the ethical 

business culture. The authors own research shows that this dimension is the “keystone” of 

their model, being of significant importance in sustaining an ethical culture (Ardichvili et al., 

2009). This can be considered a first hint at a relationship between values-driven ethics 

strategies and ethical culture, which will be considered in Chapter 4 of this dissertation.  
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The most frequently applied measure of ethical culture to date is the CEV scale 

(Kaptein, 2008b; for an overview, see Toro-Arias et al., 2021). It was the first 

multidimensional measure of ethical culture developed, and the original 58-item scale has 

since been adapted to a short version, the CEV-S (DeBode et al., 2013; Toro-Arias et al., 

2021). The CEV model assumes that much like individuals, organizations can possess virtues 

Table 3  

Ethical organizational culture measures 

Ethical culture measure Reference Dimensions 

Corporate Ethical Values Hunt et al. (1989) 1. Corporate ethical values 

Ethical Culture Questionnaire 

(ECQ) 

Treviño et al. (1998) 1. Overall ethical environment 

Corporate Ethical Virtues 

Model (CEV) 

Kaptein (2008b) 1. Clarity 

2. Congruency of supervisors 

3. Congruency of management 

4. Feasibility 

5. Supportability 

6. Transparency 

7. Discussability 

8. Sanctionability 

Multidimensional Measure of 

Ethical Culture 

Ruiz-Palomino et al. (2013) 1. Top management ethical 

leadership 

2. Supervisor ethical leadership 

3. Peers’ ethical behavior 

4. Formal ethics policy 

Center for Ethical Business 

Culture Model (CEBC) 

Jondle et al. (2014) 1. Values driven leadership 

2. Stakeholder balance 

3. Leadership effectiveness 

4. Process integrity 

5. Long-term perspective 

German Ethical Culture Scale 

(GECS) 

Tanner et al. (2019) 1. Controlling 

2. Sanctioning 

3. Rule clarity 

4. Rule defectiveness 

5. Rule viability 

6. Accountability 

7. Leader’s role modeling 

8. Pressure to compromise 

9. Obedience 

10. Ill-conceived goals 

Notes. In ascending order based on year of publication.  
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that make them more or less moral. From this perspective, corporate ethical virtues are those 

characteristics of an organization that stimulate ethical conduct and thus make up the 

organizational ethical culture (Kaptein, 1998). Analyses conducted by Kaptein (2008b) 

revealed eight ethical virtues. Much like the previously introduced measures, the CEV and its 

short version do not clearly distinguish between the strategies of ethics management (e.g., 

communication of ethics, controlling behavior, sanctioning of unethical behavior) and its 

mechanisms (e.g., discussion of moral dilemmas, detection of misconduct, managerial role-

modeling), thus not being clear enough on how these virtues are put into practice.  

When designing the GECS, Tanner et al. (2019) set out to advance existing instruments 

for ethical culture by providing a measure that focuses more strongly on how to put ethics into 

practice. To do so, they were the first to introduce the notion of compliance and integrity into 

the ethical culture literature. The validation process resulted in a ten-dimensional instrument. 

While the results of their analyses showed some support for a division of the ethical culture 

components into composite compliance and integrity factors, the authors note that the two foci 

need amelioration. It is proposed here that the weak statistical support for the subsumption of 

ethical culture dimensions in compliance and integrity components may be due to an 

amalgamation of the distinct concepts ethics strategies and ethical culture, which calls for an 

adaption of the measure. However, besides the introduced compliance and integrity notion, 

the GECS has distinct advantages compared to other ethical culture measures: it incorporates 

recent findings from the behavioral business ethics literature, and it is more comprehensive 

than previous instruments. Thus, the GECS as the newest and most advanced measure of 

ethical culture will be taken as a point of origin for the development of two new measures. 

First, by disentangling its underlying model based on the conceptual differences introduced in 

the previous chapter, a new measure for compliance and integrity ethics strategies will be 

created. Second, the GECS will be adapted to form a new and improved measure of ethical 

culture. This new ethical culture measure sets out to be more comprehensive and conceptually 

concise than the introduced existing measures, thus providing research on organizational 

ethical culture with an up to date, standardized measurement instrument. 

3.1.2 Measurement Instruments for Compliance and Integrity Ethics Strategies 

While there is agreement in the literature regarding the components and scope of ethics 

programs (Kaptein, 2015; Singh, 2011; Weaver et al., 1999a), the literature is much scarcer 
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when it comes to the measurement of ethics program orientation, specifically the measurement 

of compliance and integrity ethics strategies.  

The first authors to design a measurement tool for the strategic purpose of ethics 

programs were Weaver et al. (1999b). The researchers developed a survey asking respondents 

to indicate which goals their company’s ethics policies were designed to accomplish, 

distinguishing between compliance and values-based goals. Factor analysis resulted in the 

expected two-factor solution, with one factor focusing on disciplining nonconformity, auditing 

for compliance with the law, and investigating complaints, and the other factor focusing on 

the encouragement of shared values, support for employee aspirations, and building trust. In a 

second study the authors adapted this measure, reducing the number of items but keeping with 

the distinction between compliance and values orientation of ethics programs (Weaver & 

Treviño, 1999). Later the measure was extended to include two additional dimensions (focus 

on external stakeholders and focus on protecting top management from blame) and the items 

were again adapted (Treviño et al., 1999; Weaver & Treviño, 2001a). To the best of my 

knowledge, this first attempt at measuring the mode of ethics programs still lacks validation 

to date, and not one standardized measurement model has been developed. 

Another approach at measuring ethics program orientation was introduced by 

Martineau et al. (2017). Criticizing the lack of empirical results in the previous discussion of 

compliance- and values-based ethics programs, the authors set out to provide a validated 

model to measure ethics program orientation. Their analyses yielded a six-factor solution. The 

authors conclude that four of the six introduced dimensions can be classified on the compliance 

and integrity continuum. The detection orientation (“orientation toward the detection of 

deviant behavior”, p. 802) and the normative orientation (“orientation toward the development 

of ethical norms and policies”, p. 804) can be associated with the traditional compliance 

approach. The consultation-participation orientation (“orientation towards participative ethics 

management”, p. 802), as well as the experiential development orientation (“orientation 

toward experiential ethical development of employees and managers”, p.802) can be 

associated with the integrity approach. However, these four dimensions are not exhaustive of 

the compliance and integrity frameworks, which are more comprehensive. For example, 

monitoring employee behavior and sanctioning unethical conduct are important facets of 

compliance strategies, while integrity strategies necessarily include a focus on shared values 

and leadership commitment to organizational ethics (Paine, 1994). 
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While there are, to the best of my knowledge, no other models concerned with the 

orientation of ethics programs, ethical culture measures have previously incorporated factors, 

which fall under this concept. For example, as has been mentioned above, Kaptein (2008b) 

and Tanner et al. (2019) have included sanctioning and control dimensions in their 

instruments, which traditionally are part of compliance programs. Jondle et al. (2014) and 

Tanner et al. (2019) have further incorporated dimensions of integrity strategies in their 

measures by including values-based leadership and accountability factors respectively. 

Based on the introduced efforts made in the literature, this dissertation attempts to put 

forward a standardized, comprehensive measure of compliance and integrity ethics strategies, 

which takes into account the conceptual differences between ethics program orientation and 

ethical culture. 

3.2 Components of the GECS 2.0 

This subchapter is dedicated to describing the components of the newly adapted 

version of the multi-dimensional German Ethical Culture Scale (GECS) (Tanner et al., 2019). 

Particularly, the focus will be on the adaptations to the original instrument, as well as the 

additions that were made to it. Going forward, the new and improved measure for 

organizational ethical culture will be termed the German Ethical Culture Scale 2.0 (GECS 

2.0). In line with the literature on organizational ethical culture, employee perceptions of both 

formal and informal systems (see Figure 3) will be assessed. As was true for the original 

instrument, the goal of the GECS 2.0 is to assess managers’ and employees’ perceptions about 

the lived norms and expectations regarding ethics in their organization.  

3.2.1 Components of the Original GECS 

The original GECS consist of 10 dimensions. Of those original dimensions, five have 

been retained. For a more detailed description of these five dimensions, see Tanner et al. 

(2019). Here, only a brief account will be included. 

Three of the five retained dimensions target the organizational rules pertaining to 

ethics. Following the literature on effective rules, one component of the GECS as well as of 

the GECS 2.0 is rule clarity. This factor pertains to whether organizational rules are 

sufficiently clear and known to the members of the organization. This is deemed an important 

factor of ethical culture because many authors have pointed out that concreteness and 
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accessibility of rules are prerequisites for their effectiveness in influencing behavior (Kaptein, 

2008b; Schwartz, 2001; Stevens, 2008). 

The second rule-based dimension of the GECS 2.0 is rule defectiveness. This factor 

pertains to whether the organizational rules regarding ethical conduct are consistent and 

unambiguous. Rule defectiveness is deemed to be an important factor of ethical culture 

because ambiguity of rules is a potential source for unethical behavior (Tyler & Blader, 2005). 

For example, it has been shown that rule specificity prevents people from applying moral 

rationalization techniques to justify unethical behavior (Mulder et al., 2015; Mulder et al., 

2020). As prior studies on ethics programs have neglected to consider how organizations 

handle day-to-day ambiguity regarding ethical issues (e.g., how should employees deal with 

gift-giving and -receiving? How should awareness of confidential information be dealt with?) 

(Jackson, 2000), including a factor on rule defectiveness sets the GECS apart from prior 

measures. 

The third and last rule-based dimension of the GECS 2.0 is rule viability. This factor 

pertains to whether the rules are useful and provide support or whether they rather hinder daily 

routines. Much like rule clarity, rule viability is concerned with the effectiveness of rules 

regarding ethical behavior and is thus considered an important factor of ethical culture. 

Research has found, for example, that codes of conduct are more effective when they are 

relevant to the everyday routines of employees and convey realistic behavioral expectations 

(Schwartz, 2004). Tanner et al. (2019) further argue that too many or too complicated rules 

may be counterproductive when it comes to the perceived usefulness of rules. This dimension, 

much like rule defectiveness, is original to the GECS and sets it apart from other ethical culture 

measures.  

Another dimension that was retained from the original GECS is pressure to 

compromise. This factor pertains to whether people experience role- or value conflicts in their 

workplace in that they feel pressured to counter ethical values. Such pressure may have a 

variety of sources, as, for example, supervisory or peer expectations, or organizational 

demands (Tanner et al., 2019). Research has found that role-conflicts are an important job 

stressor (Rizzo et al., 1970). A common behavioral response to job stressors are 

counterproductive work behaviors, a type of unethical behavior (Spector & Fox, 2005) due to 

the threat they pose to the wellbeing of employees (Örtqvist & Wincent, 2006; Zhao et al., 

2018). In line with this argument, role-conflict has further been negatively related to 
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organizational citizenship behavior, a type of ethical behavior (Eatough et al., 2011). Thus, 

perceived pressure to compromise is deemed an important factor of ethical culture and is 

retained from the original GECS. 

The last factor that was retained form the original GECS is ill-conceived goals. This 

dimension pertains to how strongly the organization sets competitive and too challenging goals 

for its employees. The inclusion of a goal-setting dimension into a measure of ethical culture, 

which has previously not been done, was inspired by a growth of behavioral business ethics 

literature focusing on the potential undesired side-effects of goals, i.e., promoting unethical 

behavior (Tanner et al., 2019). Particularly two types of goals have been shown to have such 

negative effects on behavior: First, when goals are too challenging to meet people are more 

likely to cheat (Bazerman & Tenbrunsel, 2011b; Schweitzer et al., 2004) either by using 

unethical methods to meet their goals or by overstating their performance level (Ordóñez et 

al., 2009). Second, when goals are focused on interpersonal competition (i.e., outperforming 

others) people are more likely to cheat than when goals are focused on intrapersonal standards 

(i.e., mastering a task) (Van Yperen et al., 2011). Thus, the ill-conceived goals dimension of 

the GECS as well as the GECS 2.0 includes too challenging and too competitive goals. 

3.2.2 Adaptions and Extensions of the Original GECS 

In addition to the previously introduced five retained dimensions of the original GECS, 

five more dimensions have either been adapted from the original instrument or have been 

newly proposed: three role modeling dimensions, one dimension pertaining to participation 

opportunities for employees and one dimension regarding the effectiveness of monitoring and 

control mechanisms.  

 In the literature, there is broad consensus that ethical leadership2 is an important factor 

influencing employee behavior (Brown et al., 2005; Kaptein et al., 2005; Schaubroeck et al., 

2012; Treviño et al., 2014; Treviño et al., 2000; Weaver et al., 2005). It has empirically been 

connected to both ethical (Avey et al., 2012; Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, et al., 2009; Zhu et 

al., 2015) and unethical conduct (Mayer et al., 2012; Moore et al., 2018; van Gils et al., 2015). 

Leaders as authority figures are considered behavioral role models. Generally, social learning 

 
2 For definitions of ethical leadership and conceptual differentiations from other leadership constructs 

such as transformational or authentic leadership see reviews by Brown and Treviño (2006) and Brown and 

Mitchell (2010). 
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theory (Bandura, 1986) is applied to explain the process of such ethical role modeling (Brown 

et al., 2005; Treviño & Brown, 2005; Zhu et al., 2016). Leader conduct is thereby considered 

a source of information regarding normativity for employees, who look to their supervisor and 

towards the organizational top management to set the ethical tone in the organization. This 

relationship is best described by the definition of ethical leadership Brown et al. (2005) 

introduced. According to the authors ethical leadership is “the demonstration of normatively 

appropriate conduct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the 

promotion of such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and 

decision-making” (p. 120). In the literature, it is differentiated between why employees follow 

the messages and behaviors of top management versus more immediate leaders, such as direct 

supervisors. It is argued that employees look up to and learn from the behavior of top managers 

due to their powerful and admirable position atop the organizational hierarchy, whereas direct 

supervisors ethical decision-making, communication, and reward of ethical behaviors are 

more immediately observed and thus learned in daily routines (Brown & Treviño, 2014). 

With regard to ethical culture, however, there has been some debate about the level of 

differentiation of the leadership construct. While all ethical culture models incorporate a 

leadership dimension (see Table 3), some constructs have focused exclusively on top 

management leadership (Ardichvili et al., 2009; Treviño et al., 1998), some clearly distinguish 

between top management and supervisory leadership (Kaptein, 2008b; Ruiz-Palomino et al., 

2013), and others, like the GECS, consider a combined top management and supervisory 

leadership approach (Hunt et al., 1989; Tanner et al., 2019). For the GECS 2.0 it was decided 

to include a top management and a direct supervisor leadership dimension separately, because 

both constructs have previously been shown to be independently related to ethical behavior 

(Ruiz-Palomino & Martínez-Cañas, 2014; Ruiz et al., 2011) as well as to unethical behavior 

(Kaptein, 2011c).3 Further, as the way in which different levels of leadership influence 

behavior varies, which has been argued above, it is speculated that their relevance for different 

types of behavior may also vary. For example, direct supervisor conduct may be more 

important to prevent unethical conduct, whereas executive leadership may be able to inspire 

ethical behavior. Thus, the top management dimension of the GECS 2.0 pertains to whether 

the organizational executive leadership puts an emphasis on ethical values and behavior in 

their communication and conduct. The direct supervisor dimension of the GECS 2.0 pertains 

 
3 For a more in depth discussion of the differentiation between executive and supervisory leadership see 

also Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, et al. (2009) and Schaubroeck et al. (2012). 
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to whether immediate authority figures are good role-models for ethical conduct by 

demonstrating ethical behavior in day-to-day routines. 

It is further posited that besides leaders, peers can serve as role-models for ethical 

behavior in business. In accordance with this hypothesis, research has found that supervisor 

ethical leadership and co-worker’s ethical conduct work together in supporting employee 

internal whistle-blowing (Mayer et al., 2013), indicating that the social context as a whole 

matters for employee ethical behavior. It has previously been argued that co-workers indeed 

can exert an important influence on (un)ethical behavior as they serve as a reference for such 

conduct through their actions or, alternatively, their inaction (Moore & Gino, 2013). To further 

examine this relationship, Moore and Gino (2013) have argued that social norms and social 

categorization processes can provide us with a social psychological explanation how peers 

might influence our behavior. Following their argument, local behavioral social norms (e.g., 

as modelled by peers) that are inconsistent with those of the organization at large (e.g., as 

declared by a code of conduct) may influence the understanding of employees regarding what 

is ethical, thus displacing broader moral norms. This effect is amplified by social 

categorization processes, because people differentiate between others who are like them (in-

group members) and others who are unlike them (out-group members; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

Social norms tend to affect our behavior more when we perceive the people enacting them to 

be like us (e.g., Goldstein et al., 2008). Arguably, in a work context, co-workers represent in-

group members, and thus, their behavior should impact our own conduct. Consistently, 

research has, for example, found that when an in-group member ostentatiously cheats, 

unethical behavior increases among other in-group members (Gino et al., 2009). More 

recently, it has further been shown that ethical champions have a positive influence on their 

team’s ethical decisions (Chen et al., 2020). Thus, the GECS 2.0 includes a dimension on peer 

role-models. It pertains to whether co-workers are modelling responsible behavior and abide 

by the organizational rules.  

Based on what we know from the literature on interpersonal influences on ethical and 

unethical behavior, the GECS 2.0 thus includes the three role-modeling dimensions top 

management, direct supervisor, and peer role-models. As there is evidence that each 

dimension might matter on its own as well as in combination with one or both other 

dimensions, a differentiation between the three types of role-models appears to be important 

and is thus included in the newly adapted measure.  
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Another relevant aspect of ethical culture is the openness employees experience to 

discuss and influence ethical decision making in their organization (Kaptein, 2011c; Tanner 

et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1999). Thus, the dimension culture of openness included in the 

GECS 2.0 pertains to whether employees are involved in the ethical decision-making 

processes that influence their work. There are two main goals of such a culture of openness. 

For one, it is targeted at preventing employee unethical behavior. When there is a closed 

culture, in which employees are not involved in decision-making processes it is argued that 

moral issues go unnoticed or unacknowledged, which in turn fosters unethical conduct 

(Kaptein, 2011c). Empirical evidence indeed shows that when employees perceive structures 

that enforce obedience, they observe more unethical conduct (Treviño et al., 1999). In turn, 

when employees do have the opportunity to raise concerns and participate in goal-setting 

processes, less unethical behavior is observed (Kaptein, 2011c) due to an increase in perceived 

accountability for one’s actions (Barsky, 2011). The original GECS thus included a dimension 

on obedience, pertaining to whether employees perceived that they are expected to follow 

authority unquestionably (Tanner et al., 2019). For the GECS 2.0 this dimension was extended 

to further include a second goal of a culture of openness: encouraging employee voice, 

meaning the upward communication of ideas, concerns, opinions regarding work- and ethics-

related issues, or information about problems (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison, 2011; Van 

Dyne & LePine, 1998). Voice by this definition is considered a positive behavior with 

constructive intent that seeks to improve on the status quo (Van Dyne et al., 2003). In order to 

encourage voice behavior the literature has suggested that it must be seen as legitimate (Klaas 

et al., 2012). For example, Morrison et al. (2011) show that people tend to exhibit voice 

behavior more likely when group-level beliefs put an emphasis on its value. Further, Van Dyne 

et al. (2008) show that voice behavior is more likely when it is perceived to be an in-role 

behavior as opposed to an extra-role behavior. Under structures of obedience, on the other 

hand, employees are less likely to engage in voice behaviors (Treviño et al., 1999). Thus, to 

include the determinant legitimacy of voice in this dimension of ethical culture, obedience has 

been extended to culture of openness. 

The last dimension that is included in the GECS 2.0 is detectability. It is a rule-based 

dimension that pertains to how visible rule violations and misconduct, as well as their 

consequences are in an organization, both to employees and to management. Thus, while the 

dimension of rule clarity is concerned with the behavioral expectations that organizational 

members have to meet (input), detectability is concerned with the visibility and transparency 
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of actual behavior (output), and therefore the effectiveness of monitoring and control systems 

(Kaptein, 2011c). This dimension is an important addition to the GECS because the exposure 

of unethical conduct can serve as a deterrent. It is argued that underlying unethical behavior is 

a consideration of the likelihood that the act will be observed, caught, and punished (Detert et 

al., 2007; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). For potential rule violators to refrain from deviant 

actions they must expect to be caught. From this perspective, making misconduct and its 

consequences visible and transparent should reduce its occurrence. Conversely, where 

misconduct can be concealed and go unnoticed its occurrence likely increases (Kaptein, 1998). 

Not only observants’ behavior can be influenced by the detection of misconduct. Kaptein 

(2011c) argues that “managers and employees who were hardly aware of the nature or 

seriousness of the consequences of their behavior were deprived of the opportunity to account 

for, modify, or alter their behavior” (p. 850). In organizations with high detectability 

employees can adapt their own behavior as well as that of peers. Conversely, in organizations 

with low detectability the control environment diminishes, which gives more room for 

unethical conduct to occur (Kaptein, 2008b).  

In sum, the GECS 2.0 is proposed to consist of the 10 dimensions that have been 

outlined above and are presented in Table 4. The next section will be concerned with 

compliance and integrity as two dimensions of an ethic strategies measure.  

 

Table 4  

Dimensions of the newly constructed measures 

Measure Dimensions 

German Ethical Culture Scale 2.0 

(GECS 2.0) 

1. Top management 

2. Direct supervisor 

3. Rule clarity 

4. Rule viability 

5. Rule defectiveness 

6. Detectability 

7. Culture of openness 

8. Pressure to compromise 

9. Ill-conceived goals 

10. Peer role-models 

Ethics Strategies Measure  

(ESM) 

1. Compliance 

2. Integrity  
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3.3 Components of the ESM 

This subchapter is dedicated to describing the components of a newly developed 

instrument for the orientation of ethics programs. Going forward, this new measure 

distinguishing between compliance and integrity ethics strategies will be termed the Ethics 

Strategy Measure (ESM). In line with the literature on compliance and integrity ethics 

programs, perceptions of the formal ethics control systems employed by organizations will be 

assessed (see Figure 2). It is the goal of the ESM to measure managers’ and employees’ 

perceptions about the control orientation of the ethics program in their organization. As has 

been argued before, compliance and integrity orientations need not be mutually exclusive. On 

the contrary, the goal of the ESM is to establish perceptions about the degree to which 

companies rely on either approach.  

3.3.1 Compliance 

As has been argued in Chapter 2.1, compliance programs are generally focussed on 

rules and regulations, monitoring, and sanctioning violations. Thus, these three facets are 

deemed essential when determining how compliance-oriented an ethics program is. This is in 

line with the classification of Paine (1994), who emphasized auditing, control, and penalties 

as the most important mechanisms to uphold the standards of criminal and regulatory law, 

which are defined as the essential characteristics of compliance strategies. The compliance 

dimension of the ESM thus is a heterogeneous factor that targets (i) the organizational focus 

on rules as guiding principles for behavior, (ii) control and monitoring mechanisms to enforce 

the rules and to make the detection of misconduct sufficiently likely, and (iii) the importance 

of disciplinary action in cases of rule violations as three characteristic facets of compliance 

strategies. While the advantages and disadvantages of a focus on rules have already been 

discussed in Chapter 2.1, the remaining two facets of the compliance dimension of the ESM, 

surveillance and sanctions, are described here. 

In the context of the ESM, surveillance and monitoring systems refer to all formal 

control systems in organizations that encompass supervision of employee behavior (de Vries 

& van Gelder, 2015). These could encompass the use of surveillance cameras or performance 

tracking devices, or they could appear in the form of supervisory surveillance. But also, newer 

techniques such as artificial intelligence programs have to be considered. Surveillance and 

monitoring systems primarily aim at inhibiting unethical behavior (Nelson, 2021) and are 
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believed to do so in two ways: for one, they increase the perceived risk of misconduct being 

detected (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005), and further, their presence is argued to encourage moral 

self-awareness and thus to cause individuals to consider their own moral standards (Welsh & 

Ordóñez, 2014). One argument is therefore based on the external control function of 

surveillance that is rooted in an economic, external cost-benefit calculation, while the other 

argument is based on an internal, self-maintenance cost-benefit analysis. In the literature, an 

ongoing discussion is led about the ethicality of surveillance, which to summarize would be 

beyond the scope of this dissertation. However, one aspect that is recurring in this debate shall 

be noted here as it pertains to the effectiveness of surveillance: caution is advised regarding 

the intrusiveness of control. With increasingly invasive surveillance practices employees may 

be pushed towards misconduct, and warning voices that businesses rely on to avoid large scale 

unethical behavior may be drowned out (Nelson, 2020).  

The threat of punishment in organizations tends to go hand in hand with the 

implementation of surveillance and monitoring systems, and thus the two components of 

compliance are often treated as inextricably linked in the literature. The argument is, where 

there is a credible fear that misconduct might be detected, fear of being punished for one’s 

misconduct is also reasonable (Tyler & Blader, 2005). This notion is adopted here by 

subsuming control mechanisms and sanctions under one factor. Regarding sanctions in the 

context of the ESM, we are interested in the extent to which employees perceive the 

organization to make use of this governance procedure once misconduct has been detected. 

The objective of sanctions is twofold: for one, punishment should lead to the avoidance of 

future unethical behaviors as posited by reinforcement theory (Kaptein, 2011c), and further, it 

is used to prompt a deterrence from misconduct for observers of the punishment (Tyler & 

Blader, 2005). As with surveillance, it is assumed that either an external or an internal cost-

benefit analysis underlies the deterrence effect of sanctions (Thielmann & Hilbig, 2018). In 

the case of sanctions, research has found that the nature (monetary versus moral) as well as 

the magnitude of sanctions may make a difference in internal versus external deliberations 

(e.g., Békir et al., 2016; Tenbrunsel & Messick, 1999). For example, Gneezy and Rustichini 

(2000a) show that monetary fines can be interpreted as a price and change the decision frame, 

thus leading to an increase in undesired behaviors. We can infer from such research that while 

the relationship between sanctions and unethical behavior is complicated, they can have 

positively retributive effects (Hess, 2016). 
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In sum, the compliance dimension of the ESM subsumes the three interrelated facets 

that are characteristic of compliance programs: focus on rules, surveillance and monitoring, 

and sanctions, under one shared umbrella. 

3.3.2 Integrity 

In Chapter 2.1, it has been argued that integrity programs are generally focussed on a 

commitment to shared values, supporting employees in ethical decision-making, and 

promoting ethical conduct. Thus, these three elements are deemed essential when determining 

how integrity-oriented an ethics program is. This is in line with the classification of Paine 

(1994), who emphasized education and responsibility as important mechanisms to live by a 

set of shared values, which are defined as the essential characteristics of integrity strategies. 

The integrity dimension of the ESM thus is a heterogeneous factor that targets (i) the 

organizational focus on shared values as guiding principles for behavior, (ii) support and skill-

development for employees to put these values into practice, and (iii) incentives to promote 

ethical conduct as three characteristic facets of integrity strategies. While the advantages and 

disadvantages of focusing on values have been discussed in Chapter 2.1, the remaining two 

facets of the integrity dimension of the ESM, organizational support and incentives for ethical 

conduct, are described here. 

In the context of the ESM, supporting employees to put ethical values into practice has 

two different facets: a management level facet, and an individual level facet. First, 

encouragement to internalize and act on a set of values can be driven by management 

commitment to ethics (Weaver et al., 1999b). In fact, making ethics a leadership task is an 

integral part of integrity strategies as a whole, but particularly of inspiring employee values-

driven behavior (Wieland et al., 2014). Thus, the ESM is concerned with the level of 

embeddedness of ethics in organizational management practices. Here, management 

commitment to ethics is not so much concerned with individual managers and executives 

behavior, which has been introduced as part of ethical culture in Chapter 3.2.2. Rather, it is 

concerned with how embedded the ethical values of the organization are in every-day 

management decision-making and organizational critical activities, such as the allocation of 

resources or the search for new business opportunities (Paine, 1994). Second, employees need 

to be trained and their skills developed to put values into practice (Wieland et al., 2014). As 

values, however concrete their understanding may be, are connected to ambiguity regarding 

their behavioral implications, employees need to be encouraged and trained to seek solutions 
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to potential ethical issues that are compatible with the framework of organizational values 

(Paine, 1994). Thus, the ESM is also concerned with the level of skills-training and 

empowerment efforts that employees profit from with regard to ethical decision-making. 

These could, for example, include resources for employee led incentives to improve operations 

with regard to ethics, or the orientation of trainings on improving skills relevant to ethical 

decision-making.  

Incentives have been argued to be a useful tool to promote any kind of behavior. This 

argument also stands for ethical behavior, meaning that besides support and responsibility, 

ethical conduct may be promoted when it is aligned with rewards (Epley & Kumar, 2019). In 

an ongoing debate in the literature about the usefulness of incentives and rewards it has been 

established, that monetary incentives can be only one part of this answer.4 As has been 

discussed in the case of monitoring and surveillance in the previous section, incentives can 

have external as well as internal control functions (Rosanas & Velilla, 2005). The external 

control function of incentives is quite straightforward, and encompasses direct rewards for 

desired behaviors, such as bonus payments or promotions, which in turn make the desired 

behavior more attractive and thus more likely. Caution is advised though, as Gneezy et al. 

(2011) argue that such rewards have a psychological effect, which may contradict the 

incentivised behavior in two ways. First, the magnitude of the reward is a relevant signal to 

individuals and may crowd out desired behaviors in the short run (Ariely et al., 2009; Gneezy 

& Rustichini, 2000b). Second, monetary incentives may crowd out intrinsic motivation and 

thus desired behaviors in the long run. This is, however, merely a call for caution, and not to 

underestimate the importance of such incentives to employees: promotion practices and bonus 

structures should be aligned with ethical outcomes to incentivize ethical conduct (Epley & 

Kumar, 2019). In addition, the internal control function of incentives has to be considered. As 

Epley and Kumar (2019) put it:  

Along with earning an income, employees care about doing meaningful work, making 

a positive impact, and being respected or appreciated for their efforts. […] In addition 

to aligning financial incentives with desired outcomes, ethical cultures provide explicit 

opportunities to benefit others and reward people who do so with recognition, praise, 

and validation. […] An ethical culture not only does good; it also feels good. (p. 148) 

 
4 For a detailed discussion about the usefulness of incentives and rewards see Gneezy et al. (2011). 
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The authors emphasize the important fact, that individuals are incentivized by the possibilities 

for prosocial and, more generally, ethical conduct due to the positive feelings such behavior 

generates. Thus, incentives should also be structured in a way that praises ethical behavior and 

emphasizes its benefits to the organization, banking on people’s intrinsic motivation to behave 

in the desired way. Therefore, the integrity dimension of the ESM includes both rewards for 

ethical behavior, and the emphasis on the value of ethics to the organization. 

In sum, the integrity dimension of the ESM subsumes the three interrelated 

components commitment to shared values, supporting employees in ethical decision-making 

both at a managerial and an individual level, and promoting ethical conduct through incentives 

under one shared umbrella. 

Concluding this section, here compliance and integrity as the two dimensions of the 

newly constructed ESM were described (see Table 4). The next section is dedicated to 

empirically examining the structure of the two proposed measures, the GECS 2.0 and the ESM.  

3.4 Overview of Samples and Studies 

This section describes the methods and results of three consecutive empirical studies, 

which have been conducted to develop and validate two self-reporting questionnaires, the 

Ethics Strategy Measure (ESM) and a new and improved version of the German Ethical 

Culture Scale (GECS 2.0). To develop the measures, rigorous steps that are deemed 

appropriate in the psychometric literature were followed, as summarized by Hinkin (1998). 

The goal of Study 1 was to test the psychometric properties of the two scales, so that they may 

be used in future research. In Study 1a, item generation and exploratory factor analyses were 

conducted with the aim to come to an economical number of items and to identify the 

instruments’ factorial structure. In Study 1b the resulting factorial structures were retested with 

a new sample using confirmatory factor analyses. Study 2 aimed at testing the convergent 

validity of the two measures and in Study 3 first analyses have been conducted to examine 

relationships with individual outcomes.  

3.4.1 Item Generation and Description of Measures 

ESM. In generating items for the new ethics strategy measure (ESM), the goal was to 

formulate statements as shortly and precisely as possible corresponding to either a compliance 

or an integrity approach to ethics management as described in the previous chapter. Therefore, 
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some of the items were adapted from the original GECS factors controlling, sanctioning, and 

accountability (Tanner et al., 2019), while others were more closely related to Weaver and 

colleagues (1999b) measure of ethics program control orientation. Considering the complexity 

and nuanced facets of the two subscales, it was sought to have a minimum of six items for 

each subscale. Overall, 19 items were developed, which all consisted of a short statement 

responding to the question: “What, in your opinion, do the measures aim at that your company 

uses to reach ethical and legal standards?”5 Before subjecting this initial pool of items to an 

exploratory factor analysis, the newly developed statements were presented to and discussed 

with two colleagues with experience on the topic, and with two further colleagues with no 

prior knowledge of the topic. Their input resulted in a revision of the items to remove any 

vagueness from the formulations and to improve comprehensibility. 

Finally, the 19-item pool consisted of eight items covering relevant aspects of 

compliance strategies. Of those, two items asked whether ethics measures are aimed at 

controlling and supervising employee behavior, three items asked whether ethics measures are 

aimed at sanctioning or threatening to sanction misconduct, and three items asked more 

generally whether ethics measures are aimed at promoting compliance with rules and 

regulations. An example item is: “The measures are designed to sanction rule violations and 

misconduct.” To cover relevant aspects of integrity strategies, three items asked whether ethics 

measures are aimed at promoting employees’ ethical self-governance, two items asked 

whether ethics measures are aimed at promoting ethical company goals, two items asked 

whether ethics measures are aimed at making ethics a leadership task, one item asked whether 

ethics measures are aimed at creating shared values, and three items asked whether ethics 

measures are aimed at rewarding ethical behavior. An example item is: “The measures are 

designed to support employees with the implementation of the ethical company values.” 

GECS 2.0. For the item generation for the GECS 2.0, I closely leaned on the original 

instrument developed by Tanner et al. (2019). In an attempt to build an efficient questionnaire 

that still has good psychometric properties, it was sought to have at least three items per 

subscale. As five of the 10 original subscales were retained (rule clarity, rule defectiveness, 

rule viability, pressure to compromise, ill-conceived goals), the items for these components 

were either adopted or reworded, and additional items were developed. The original subscale 

 
5 The questions and items were administered in German. The English translation is used throughout this 

draft. 
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leader’s role modeling was split up into two subscales (top management and direct supervisor), 

based on the arguments presented in the previous chapter. Thus, the items from the original 

subscale were reworded and expanded. New items were developed for three new subscales 

(peer role modeling, culture of openness, detectability). Based on the item structure and 

content of the original GECS, 44 items were developed, which all consisted of a short 

statement responding to the question: “How do you experience the culture that is lived in your 

company?” Again, before subjecting this initial pool of items to an exploratory factor analysis, 

the statements were presented to and discussed with two colleagues with experience on the 

topic, and with two further colleagues with no prior knowledge of the topic. Based on their 

input the items were revised to remove vagueness from formulations and to improve 

comprehensibility. 

13 of the developed items asked about the respondents’ agreement with statements 

regarding the behavior of top management, direct supervisors, and peers. Example items are: 

“The top management of my company communicates the importance of ethical values clearly 

and convincingly.” (top management), “My direct supervisor is a good role-model for 

responsible behavior.” (direct supervisor), “Most of my peers comply with the rules.” (peer 

role-modeling). Further, four items described the clarity of behavioral rules and standards (rule 

clarity, e.g., “It is sufficiently clear to me which rules and behavioral standards I have to follow 

in the realm of my work duties.”), four items were statements about the helpfulness of the 

organizational rules (rule defectiveness, e.g., “The rules in my organization are not 

consistent.”), four items tested the practicality of the organizations behavioral rules (rule 

viability, e.g., “The rules in this organization make everything complicated.”), and four items 

were about the probability that misconduct would be discovered (detectability, e.g., “In my 

company, there is no way to get away with fraudulent behavior unnoticedly.”). Another five 

items described possibilities for participation in the organization (culture of openness, e.g., “In 

my company I have a voice when it comes to decision processes that affect my area of 

responsibility.”), five items described value conflicts in the workplace (pressure to 

compromise, e.g., “To be successful at my work, one sometimes has to compromise values 

such as honesty and fairness.”), and five items were statements about organizational goal-

setting (ill-conceived goals, e.g., “The work goals my company sets are very high.”). 

Both, the agreement with statements regarding the aim of company ethics strategies as 

well as the agreement with statements describing characteristics of the corporate ethical 
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culture were captured with a 5-point Likert style scale. The labels of the scale were based on 

Rohrmanns (1978) suggestions for intensity and agreement scales, consisting of the values 1 

not at all / not true at all to 5 very / very true and the middle value 3 moderately / moderately 

true. Further, the answer option 6 I don’t know / no answer possible was included.  

Below, I describe the data screening process and report descriptive statistics for the 

samples used in the analyses. 

3.4.2 Data Selection and Sample Description 

For studies 1-3, data was collected on three independent and heterogeneous samples 

of German and Swiss employees and managers. All participants in the surveys were employed 

at the time of participating in the questionnaires and have worked for their organization for at 

least 12 months in full- or part-time. None of the participants were self-employed. Further, it 

was made sure that all three samples broadly represented a variety of economic sectors and 

hierarchical levels, which has been a point of critique in previous studies of ethical culture. 

Work-related characteristics of the three samples are reported in Table 5. To achieve the 

described level of heterogeneity, the participants in the surveys were recruited from panels of 

the market research agency Respondi. In cooperation with the provider, online surveys via the 

software Unipark were administered for all data collections. All conducted surveys complied 

with the ethics standards of the Zeppelin University Ethics Committee. According 

documentation is provided in Figure 12 in the Appendix.  

To ensure the quality of the collected data by identifying and excluding insufficient 

effort in responses, some common screening methods were employed (DeSimone et al., 2015; 

Huang et al., 2012): Cases were excluded when participants indicated at the end of the survey 

that they had not taken the questionnaire seriously, or when their processing time was too fast 

(less than two seconds per item). Further, cases were excluded when participants had produced 

missing values for all items related to the ethical culture as well as the ethics strategies of their 

organization, as they were not helpful in answering the research questions. Lastly, only data 

entries connected to a unique ID were used, to ensure no case was considered more than once. 
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Table 5  

Work-related statistics of Samples A, B, and C 

 Sample A 

(N = 840) 

Sample B 

(N = 843) 

Sample C 

(N = 819) 

Country Germany/ 

Switzerland 

Germany Germany 

Employment    

Full-time 72.4% 77.5% 79.1% 

Part-time 27.6% 22.5% 20.9% 

Job position 
   

Non-management level 66.4% 63.4% 63.3% 

Lower management 14.6% 15.4% 15.9% 

Middle management 10.8% 15.4% 12.8% 

Upper management 3.7% 2.1% 2.2% 

Others 4.4% 3.7% 5.7% 

Tenure (in current organization) 
   

1 - 2 years 18.1% 16.7% 14.8% 

3 - 5 years 27.6% 23.7% 24.1% 

6 - 10 years 18.6% 19.3% 19.9% 

> 10 years 35.7% 40.2% 41.3% 

Company size 
   

 < 50 employees 30.2% 24.6% 26.6% 

50 - 249 employees 27.3% 27.5% 26.3% 

250 - 10,000 employees 32.0% 36.4% 34.1% 

 > 10,000 employees 10.5% 11.5% 13.1% 

Economic sector 
   

Banking/Insurance 6.0% 5.0%  5.0% 

Construction 4.5% 3.8% 4.0% 

Services 13.6% 12.2% 13.3% 

Research/Education 4.2% 3.7% 3.4% 

Hospitality 2.9% 2.4% 3.3% 

Public Health 15.2% 16.3% 14.2% 

Trade 8.8% 8.4% 7.9% 

Real Estate 2.1% 1.3% 1.2% 

Industry 10.0% 13.0% 12.9% 

Agriculture 1.9% 1.7% 1.7% 

Public Services 8.2% 13.0% 11.5% 

Transport/Logistics 8.6% 7.7% 8.7% 

Others 14.0% 11.5% 12.8% 

Notes. In Sample A, 420 participants were German, and 420 participants were Swiss. 
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Sample A. Data on Sample A was collected in one survey, which was conducted with 

German and Swiss employees and managers. The original sample consisted of 884 

observations. Based on the data screening methods described above, 44 observations were 

excluded from the analyses. The screening process resulted in a final sample of 420 German 

and 420 Swiss employees and managers working in various economic sectors. Of the 

respondents, 51.1% are female. Respondents mean age is 42.87 years (SD = 12.53, age range: 

18-65). Employment status, job position, tenure, company size, and economic sector of the 

participants are reported in column 1 of Table 5. 

Sample B. Data on Sample B was collected in two surveys, which were administered 

approximately two weeks apart to German participants only. The original sample of the first 

survey (t1) consisted of 885 observations. The previously described screening methods were 

used to ensure data quality, resulting in the exclusion of 24 observations. The final sample of 

t1 consists of 861 observations. This final sample of t1 was invited to participate in the second 

part of the survey (t2), approximately two weeks later. Of the 861 invited respondents, 680 

participated in this second survey. After data screening, 26 observations were excluded from 

further analyses. Thus, the final count of observations of t2 was 654. All 654 participants have 

also taken part in t1, thus providing data for both parts of the survey. The data of the final 

sample of t1 was merged with the data of the final sample of t2. The newly constructed dataset 

contained 861 observations, congruent with the final dataset from t1. Two more tests to ensure 

data quality were carried out. First, the provided information on gender in the first and second 

part of the survey was compared for all participants, who participated both in t1 and in t2. 

Second, information about respondents age was evaluated regarding clear inconsistencies. 

This resulted in the removal of 18 observations from the data, because of concerns regarding 

response reliability. 

The final sample consisted of 843 German employees and managers working in 

various economic sectors. Of the respondents, 49.8% are female. 0.1% identify as diverse. 

Respondents mean age is 43.28 years (SD = 13.36, age range: 18-65). Work-related 

characteristics for Sample B are reported in column 2 of Table 5. 

Sample C. Data on Sample C was again collected in two surveys, which were 

administered approximately two weeks apart to only German participants. The original sample 

of the first part of the survey (t1) consisted of 888 observations. Data screening resulted in a 

final sample of 837 observations at t1. These 837 participants were invited to take part in the 
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second part of the survey (t2). 683 observations were generated. After data screening the final 

sample at t2 consisted of 660 participants, who participated in both parts of the survey. The 

data of the final samples at t1 and t2 were merged. The newly constructed dataset contained 

837 observations, congruent with the final dataset from t1. Again, the provided information 

on gender in the first and second part of the survey was compared for all participants, who 

participated both in t1 and in t2, and information about respondents age was evaluated. 

The final sample consisted of 819 German employees and managers working in various 

economic sectors. Of the respondents, 51.5% are female. Respondents mean age is 43.26 years 

(SD = 12.91, age range: 18-65). Work-related characteristics for Sample B are reported in 

column 3 of Table 5. 

3.4.3 Study 1a: Item Reduction and Exploratory Factor Analyses 

The goal of study 1a was to use exploratory factor analyses to reduce the number of 

items and to identify the factorial structure of the two instruments (Hinkin, 1998). The analyses 

of this study use Sample A and Sample B. First, the item reduction process and factor analyses 

for the ethics strategies measure will be described. 

Study 1a: Data Collection and Processing.  

ESM. In a first step, an EFA (principle axis factor analysis6, promax rotation) was conducted 

with the 19 original items developed for the ESM as described in Chapter 3.4.1 with data from 

Sample A (N = 840). Based on the results of this initial analysis, nine items were removed due 

to high cross-loadings (> 0.3) or low factor loadings (< 0.45) and to reduce redundancy in 

items from the integrity subfactor. The remaining 10 items were used to rerun the analysis, 

resulting in two factors with eigenvalues > 1. However, two issues occurred with the structure. 

First, a stark imbalance between the two factors occurred. While the integrity subfactor 

consisted of seven items, the compliance subfactor only consisted of three items. Second and 

congruently, the compliance subfactor was underrepresented. As previously described, the 

 
6 Since there is no previous knowledge about the underlying factors in the data, at this stage principal 

axis factoring is used to estimate them. In the following analyses, principal component analysis is used to 

determine the linear components that exist within the data (e.g., Field, 2013). 
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goal was to have at least six items per subscale. Therefore, the item-generation process was 

repeated for the compliance subscale. 

The three remaining items from the first step were retained, and five newly worded 

items were added, broadly covering all previously addressed nuances of compliance ethics 

strategies (Chapter 3.3.1). Also retaining the remaining seven items from the integrity 

subscale, a final item pool consisting of 15 statements emerged. These items were presented 

to Sample B (N = 843). The order of the items within the thematic blocks as well as the blocks 

themselves were randomized. An overview of items is presented in Table 6. For this purpose, 

the items have been translated into English based on the back-translation approach (e.g., 

Brislin, 1976). An overview of the original German items can be found in Table 32 in the 

Appendix.  

Table 6  

Descriptive statistics ESM items (Study 1a, Sample B, English translation) 

Items M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

 The measures are designed to…     

c 1 …control employee behavior. 2.99 1.20 -0.03 -0.81 

c 2 ...sanction rule violations and misconduct. 2.98 1.19 0.00 -0.78 

c 3 ...guide employee behavior via rules. 3.52 1.06 -0.46 -0.27 

c 4 ...detect rule violations. 3.21 1.16 -0.25 -0.67 

c 5 ...monitor employee behavior. 2.84 1.22 0.13 -0.88 

c 6 ...sanction employees when they deviate from the 

rules. 

2.89 1.16 0.06 -0.73 

c 7 ...convey to employees that deviance from rules 

and regulations is harmful to the organization. a 

3.59 1.13 -0.53 -0.43 

c 8 ...make it clear to employees that they should 

expect disciplinary consequences for misconduct. 

3.21 1.20 -0.22 -0.81 

i 1 ...strengthen employee abilities to deal with 

conflicts in which ethical values are at risk. 

3.45 1.10 -0.44 -0.37 

i 2 …develop shared values. 3.62 1.13 -0.55 -0.37 

i 3 ...support employees with the implementation of 

the ethical company values.  

3.49 1.09 -0.41 -0.33 

i 4 …reward honest and responsible behavior. 3.37 1.17 -0.35 -0.59 

i 5 ...communicate the ethical company values. 3.61 1.09 -0.56 -0.24 

i 6 ...portray the pursuit of ethical goals as value 

added and an opportunity for the company. 

3.50 1.11 -0.44 -0.34 

i 7 ...anchor the implementation of ethical values as a 

leadership task.  

3.46 1.10 -0.40 -0.40 

Notes. N = 843. c = compliance, i = integrity. a Due to a high cross-loading in the PCA, this item was removed. 
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GECS 2.0. The 44 items as described in Chapter 3.4.1 were presented to Sample A. The order 

of the items within the thematic blocks as well as the blocks themselves were randomized. An 

overview of the items is presented in Table 7. For this purpose, the items have been translated 

into English based on the back-translation approach (e.g., Brislin, 1976). An overview of the 

original German items can be found in Table 33 in the Appendix. 

The analyses followed a general procedure for conducting exploratory factor analysis. 

First, an initial screening of the data was done to determine the fitness of the data for the 

intended method. Second, the main analysis was conducted to determine how many factors to 

retain, and third, reliability analyses were conducted to test the internal consistency of the 

retained factors. In the next section, the results of the conducted analyses will be presented.  

Study 1a: Results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis.  

ESM. An initial inspection of the data showed no reason for concern regarding the item 

distributions. Kurtosis and skewness of the items were below |0.88| in all cases, and thus did 

not critically deviate from a normal distribution (e.g., Curran et al., 1996; Field, 2013). Means, 

standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis of the items are depicted in Table 6. The 

determinant of the correlation matrix is greater than 0.00001, suggesting that multicollinearity 

in the data is not a problem (Field, 2013). The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy (KMO) is 0.92, which is considered excellent (Kaiser, 1974), thus indicating that 

the sample size is adequate for factor analysis.  

To examine the factorial structure, the 15 previously described items were included in 

a principal component analysis with promax rotation executed with IBM SPSS Statistics 25. 

Adapting the factorial structure, my strategy was to remove items with factor loadings lower 

than 0.45 and with cross-loadings higher than 0.3 (Howard, 2016). It was further intended to 

achieve a balance between integrity and compliance items, as well as to maximise the 

explained variance. As a result, one item was removed, leading to a 2-factor structure with 

seven items per factor. For factor extraction the eigenvalue-criterion was used 

(eigenvalues > 1). The scree-test showed the same result. The explained variance of the 2-

factor structure is 69.70%. All factor loadings were greater than 0.68 and all cross-loadings 

were lower than 0.19. With seven items per factor, the goal of having each construct 

represented by no less than six items was achieved. As intended, the factors differed regarding  
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Table 7  

Descriptive statistics GECS 2.0 items (Study 1a, Sample A, English translation) 

Items M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

tm 1 The top management in my company 

communicates the importance of ethical values 

clearly and convincingly. 

3.42 1.12 -0.42 -0.49 

tm 2 The top management in my company accepts no 

unethical or illegal behavior even if the company 

thus loses profit.  

3.62 1.13 -0.48 -0.55 

tm 3 The top management in my company acts 

according to the communicated ethical values. 

3.61 1.07 -0.51 -0.27 

tm 4 The top managements in my company shows 

appreciation and respect towards employees with 

its behavior. b 

3.52 1.14 -0.52 -0.39 

ds 1 My direct supervisor is a good role model for 

responsible behavior. 

3.54 1.18 -0.55 -0.51 

ds 2 My direct supervisor pays attention to integrity as 

much as to profit. b 

3.53 1.12 -0.47 -0.42 

ds 3 My direct supervisor acts fairly and honestly 

towards employees.  

3.65 1.18 -0.61 -0.47 

ds 4 My direct supervisor does as s/he says. 3.61 1.10 -0.56 -0.31 

rc 1 It is sufficiently clear to me which behaviors are 

right or wrong in my organization. b 

4.11 0.91 -0.84 0.34 

rc 2 It is sufficiently clear to me how I should act 

toward external individuals and organizations. 

4.17 0.89 -0.94 0.53 

rc 3 It is sufficiently clear to me how I should act 

towards others in my organization. 

4.21 0.86 -0.94 0.47 

rc 4 It is sufficiently clear to me which rules and 

behavioral standards I must abide by in the scope 

of my work. 

4.17 0.91 -1.00 0.55 

rd 1 The guidelines in my company don’t or unclearly 

regulate some things.  

2.82 1.18 0.02 -0.86 

rd 2 The guidelines in my company often bring up 

questions in daily routine.  

2.71 1.21 0.21 -0.92 

rd 3 The rules in my organization are not consistent.  2.85 1.18 0.05 -0.87 

rd 4 The rules in my company are not unambiguous. 2.59 1.19 0.22 -0.91 

rv 1 The behavioral rules in this organization increase 

bureaucratic efforts.  

3.22 1.27 -0.13 -0.99 

rv 2 The behavioral rules of the organization make 

everything complicated.  

3.44 1.25 -0.32 -0.93 

rv 3 I feel overwhelmed with the number of rules that 

exist in this organization.  

3.77 1.20 -0.73 -0.38 

rv 4 The rules of my company limit me in my daily 

routine. b 

3.65 1.24 -0.48 -0.70 

d 1 When company members break the rules someone 

in the company notices. b 

3.44 0.97 -0.30 -0.15 

d 2 Management knows which kind of rule violations 

and misconduct occur in this organization. 

3.40 1.03 -0.34 -0.25 

d 3 In my company there is no way to get away with 

fraudulent behavior unnoticedly. 

3.31 1.15 -0.24 -0.67 

d 4 When someone in this company does something 

illicit s/he will definitely be caught. 

3.16 1.10 -0.10 -0.56 
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the aim of the ethics strategy and compatible with a compliance and an integrity approach. 

The factor loadings are depicted in Table 8.  

Table 7 (continued) 

Descriptive statistics GECS 2.0 items (Study 1a, Sample A, English translation) 

Items M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

co 1 In my work environment I am being involved in 

the goal definition.  

3.10 1.23 -0.25 -0.88 

co 2 In my company I have a say when it comes to 

making decision that affect my area of 

responsibility. 

3.23 1.24 -0.29 -0.86 

co 3 In my company I can actively get involved. b 3.58 1.13 -0.50 -0.50 

co 4 In my work environment I have the opportunity to 

contribute to the design of a value-oriented 

business culture. 

3.12 1.18 -0.18 -0.76 

co 5 In my work environment it is ok to make 

mistakes.b 

3.62 1.05 -0.55 -0.17 

pc 1 At my work I am often in a value conflict. b 2.40 1.23 0.49 -0.80 

pc 2 In my work environment one must sometimes do 

things that conflict with the ethical company 

principles.  

2.49 1.24 0.35 -0.92 

pc 3 To be successful in my work environment one 

must sometimes sacrifice values such as honesty 

and fairness. 

2.48 1.27 0.38 -0.96 

pc 4 At my work I must sometimes compromise the 

rules and values. b 

2.84 1.20 0.03 -0.87 

pc 5 My company sometimes expects things of me, 

which contradict my sense of right or wrong. 

2.71 1.29 0.17 -1.07 

ig 1 In my work environment there is high pressure of 

competition.  

2.65 1.30 0.29 -1.01 

ig 2 Short term goals are more important to my 

company than long-term goals. b 

2.86 1.15 0.01 -0.73 

ig 3 In my work environment economic goals clearly 

have priority. a 

3.15 1.13 -0.13 -0.63 

ig 4 The goals I am given in this company are very 

high. 

3.27 1.12 -0.25 -0.60 

ig 5 At my place of work, I am mainly evaluated by 

whether I have achieved more than my colleagues. 

2.47 1.27 0.42 -0.92 

pm 1 Most of my colleagues are good role models for 

responsible behavior. 

3.60 1.02 -0.45 -0.24 

pm 2 Most of my colleagues put the company values 

into practice in their daily routines. b 

3.68 0.97 -0.47 -0.12 

pm 3 Most of my colleagues abide by the rules. 3.83 0.96 -0.67 0.24 

pm 4 For most of my colleagues the company values 

and rules are accepted behavioral standards. b 

3.72 0.95 -0.52 -0.09 

pm 5 Most of my colleagues identify with the values of 

our company. 

3.52 1.07 -0.43 -0.29 

Notes. N = 840. tm = top management, ds = direct supervisor, rc = rule clarity, rd = rule defectiveness, rv = rule 

viability, d = detectability, co = culture of openness, pc = pressure to compromise, ig = ill-conceived 

goals, pm = peer role-models. a This item was removed due to a high cross-loading in the PCA. b This 

item was removed to achieve fewer items per subfactor. 
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The two scales showed good internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha values well 

above the suggested value of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978). The compliance subscale had an α value 

of 0.91 and the integrity subscale an α value of 0.95 respectively. Further, the subscales 

showed significant intercorrelation (r = 0.15, p < 0.001). Table 8 depicts Cronbach’s alphas, 

means, and standard deviations of the factors. The item scores were averaged to calculate the 

subscales in this table.  

GECS 2.0. An initial inspection of the data showed no reason for concern regarding the item 

distributions. Kurtosis and skewness of the items were below |1.01| in all cases, and thus did 

not critically deviate from a normal distribution (e.g., Curran et al., 1996; Field, 2013). Means, 

standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis of the items are depicted in Table 7. The 

determinant of the correlation matrix is smaller than 0.00001, suggesting that multicollinearity 

Table 8  

ESM: EFA results, CFA standardized factor loadings (Studies 1a, 1b) 

 Factor loadings 

 PCA  CFA 

 (Study 1a, Sample B)  (Study 1b, Sample B and C) 

 1 2  λ B λ C 

Integrity 3  0.90  0.00  0.89 0.88 

Integrity 1  0.87  0.00  0.84 0.85 

Integrity 6  0.86 - 0.02  0.85 0.82 

Integrity 5  0.86  0.03  0.85 0.85 

Integrity 7  0.84  0.07  0.83 0.84 

Integrity 2  0.83 - 0.08  0.79 0.77 

Integrity 4  0.79  0.03  0.73 0.72 

Compliance 2  0.03  0.85  0.88 0.87 

Compliance 1 - 0.20  0.85  0.70 0.71 

Compliance 6 - 0.01  0.84  0.87 0.87 

Compliance 5 - 0.15  0.84  0.69 0.69 

Compliance 8  0.09  0.83  0.80 0.85 

Compliance 4  0.19  0.74  0.72 0.75 

Compliance 3 a  0.10  0.68    

Eigenvalues  5.64  4.11    

% of variance  40.31  29.39    

Cronbach’s α  0.94  0.91    

M (SD)  3.51 (0.95)   3.02 (0.99)    

Notes. N = 669/631. Cases with missing values were excluded from the analyses. Factor 1 = Integrity, 

Factor 2 = Compliance. a This item was removed during the CFA. λ = standardized factor loadings of 

the CFA (Model B). Factor loadings > 0.6 are depicted in bold. 
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in the data might be a problem (Field, 2013). However, a scanning of the correlation matrix 

shows that all items correlate well with the others and none of the correlation coefficients are 

above 0.9.7 Thus, no items were excluded at this stage. The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure of 

sampling adequacy (KMO) is 0.94, which is considered excellent (Kaiser, 1974) thus 

indicating that the sample size is adequate for factor analysis. 

To design an economical instrument with no more than four items per factor, the next 

step was to select the items in each subfactor with the highest factor loadings. The resulting 

31-item scale produced a 7-factor solution according to the eigenvalue criterion. However, the 

scree plot permitted a 10-factor solution. After fixing 10 factors, the PCA resulted in a 

distinction between the suggested subfactors (top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, 

rule viability, rule defectiveness, detectability, culture of openness, pressure to compromise, 

ill-conceived goals, peer role models). The explained variance of the 10-factor solution was 

79.41%. The factors loadings are depicted in Table 9.  

The scales showed good internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha values above the 

suggested value of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978), ranging from 0.79 to 0.92. Most subscales 

significantly correlated with each other (-0.09 < r < 0.59, p < 0.05). Exceptions are the factor 

combinations detectability, rule viability and pressure to compromise, as well as ill-conceived 

goals, top management, culture of openness, and peer role models. The largest correlation was 

between direct supervisor and top management, and between peer role models and direct 

supervisor (r = 0.59, p < 0.001). The smallest correlation was between ill-conceived goals and 

direct supervisor (r = -0.09, p = 0.01). Table 10 depicts Cronbach’s alphas, means, standard 

deviations, and intercorrelations of the factors. The item scores were averaged to calculate the 

subscales in this table.  

3.4.4 Study 1b: Confirmatory Factor Analyses and Model Validity 

The purpose of Study 1b was to test the robustness of the previously established factor 

structures by using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Results for a series of CFAs are 

reported for Samples B and C. 

 
7 Due to the size of this correlation table a clearly arranged depiction is not feasible. The correlation 

results described here are, however, available from the author upon request.  
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Table 9  

GECS 2.0: EFA results, CFA standardized factor loadings (Studies 1a, 1b) 

 Factor loadings 

 PCA  CFA 

 
(Study 1a, Sample A)  

(Study 1b, 

Sample B/C) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  λ B λ C 

tm 2 0.03 0.04 -0.05 -0.14 -0.04 -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 0.09 0.93  0.71 0.76 

tm 3 0.02 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.01 0.07 0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.80  0.88 0.89 

tm 1 -0.06 -0.06 0.05 0.10 0.05 -0.05 0.00 0.04 -0.03 0.80  0.88 0.86 

ds 3 0.03 0.00 -0.02 0.94 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.03 0.05 -0.05  0.89 0.89 

ds 1 -0.01 -0.03 0.06 0.93 -0.01 -0.06 0.00 -0.05 0.00 0.00  0.93 0.94 

ds 4 -0.01 0.02 -0.04 0.93 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.00 0.02  0.81 0.86 

rc 2 0.01 0.94 0.01 -0.05 -0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.05 0.03 0.02  0.87 0.87 

rc 4 0.00 0.89 -0.02 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.01  0.91 0.91 

rc 3 0.02 0.88 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03  0.89 0.89 

rv 1 0.01 -0.11 -0.02 0.07 -0.04 0.96 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.00  0.75 0.80 

rv 2 -0.04 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.85 -0.03 -0.03 0.01 0.00  0.92 0.92 

rv 3 -0.01 0.12 -0.01 -0.10 -0.01 0.81 -0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.82 0.78 

rd 1  0.94 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.04 -0.07 0.01 -0.11  0.83 0.87 

rd 2 0.91 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 -0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.02  0.83 0.85 

rd 3 0.81 -0.11 0.00 0.00 0.03 -0.02 0.00 0.05 -0.01 0.02  0.87 0.89 

rd 4 0.78 0.07 -0.06 -0.01 -0.09 -0.08 -0.02 0.10 0.05 0.10  0.85 0.86 

d 3 0.08 -0.04 -0.01 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.07 -0.14 0.89 -0.03  0.72 0.75 

d 4 -0.03 -0.04 -0.07 0.00 0.01 -0.06 -0.02 -0.03 0.88 0.08  0.88 0.89 

d 2 -0.09 0.15 0.10 0.04 -0.02 0.04 -0.07 0.24 0.65 0.00  0.68 0.69 

co 2 0.03 0.01 0.92 0.00 0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04  0.80 0.85 

co 4 0.02 0.03 0.88 0.00 -0.03 0.01 -0.04 0.01 0.01 0.05  0.88 0.87 

co 1 -0.04 -0.01 0.88 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01  0.85 0.80 

pc 2 0.03 -0.04 0.03 0.07 0.01 -0.02 -0.08 0.93 0.02 -0.04  0.78 0.81 

pc 5 0.06 0.05 -0.06 -0.03 -0.01 0.02 0.05 0.83 -0.08 0.04  0.79 0.82 

pc 3 -0.02 -0.06 0.01 -0.07 0.03 -0.01 0.11 0.77 0.03 -0.03  0.86 0.81 

ig 4 -0.03 0.15 -0.08 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.87 -0.01 -0.11 0.07  0.54 0.52 

ig 1 0.02 0.02 0.05 -0.01 -0.12 0.03 0.86 0.03 0.06 -0.05  0.85 0.81 

ig 5 0.02 -0.13 0.04 -0.11 0.06 -0.07 0.77 0.01 0.08 -0.03  0.80 0.83 

pm 1 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.93 0.05 -0.01 0.01 0.03 -0.04  0.84 0.87 

pm 3 -0.05 0.11 -0.08 -0.01 0.91 -0.07 -0.05 0.04 0.01 -0.05  0.84 0.15 

pm 5 0.02 -0.05 0.05 0.04 0.81 0.02 0.05 -0.03 -0.02 0.11  0.85 0.82 

Notes. N = 630/603/574. Cases with missing values were excluded from the analyses. Factors: 1 = rule 

defectiveness (rd), 2 = rule clarity (rc), 3 = culture of openness (co), 4 = direct supervisor (ds), 5 = peer 

role models (pm), 6 = rule viability (rv), 7 = ill-conceived goals (ig), 8 = pressure to compromise (pc), 

9 = detectability (d), 10 = top management (tm). λ = standardized factor loadings of the CFA (Model 

C). Factor loadings > 0.6 are depicted in bold. 
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Study 1b: Data Collection and Processing.  

ESM. To test the robustness of the factor structure derived from the PCA, the final set of 14 

items resulting from Study 1a was sent to Sample C. Again, the participants were asked at 

what the measure of their company’s ethic strategy were aimed at, indicating their agreement 

with a 5-point Likert style scale (1 not at all, 3 moderately, 5 very). The response option 6 

don’t know / not applicable was coded as missing, permitting means and intercepts to be 

estimated. Items and item blocks were randomized in the survey. A series of CFAs was 

conducted across Samples B and C using the maximum likelihood method with IBM SPPS 

Amos 25 Graphics.8  

GECS 2.0. To test the robustness of the factor structure resulting from the PCA in Study 1a, 

the final set of 31 items was sent to Samples B and C. Participants were again presented with 

statements regarding the ethical culture of the company at which they were currently employed 

 
8 As many other major software programs, Amos uses the maximum likelihood fitting function for 

structural equation models. One advantage of the maximum likelihood method is that overall model fit can be 

assessed with a formal statistical test for overidentified models. On the other hand, the method has a strong 

multivariate normality assumption. Since studies have shown, however, that maximum likelihood models are 

quite robust against this assumption, the default option of the program is found to be an acceptable method for 

the purposes of this study. For a more detailed comparison of the maximum likelihood method with alternatives, 

such as the weighted least squares method, see Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003). 

Table 10  

GECS 2.0: Correlation matrix, factor descriptive statistics (Study 1a, Sample A) 

  M (SD) α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 ec 3.28 (0.43) 0.80                    

2 tm 3.53 (0.99) 0.85 0.68 ***                  

3 ds 3.60 (1.07) 0.92 0.62 *** 0.59 ***                

4 rc 4.18 (0.82) 0.91 0.45 *** 0.36 *** 0.35 ***              

5 rv 3.49 (1.11) 0.88 0.02  0.13 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 ***            

6 rd 2.75 (1.04) 0.90 0.11 ** -0.27 *** -0.33 *** -0.28 *** -0.56 ***          

7 d 3.29 (0.93) 0.80 0.62 *** 0.50 *** 0.41 *** 0.27 *** 0.06  -0.22 ***        

8 co 3.15 (1.09) 0.87 0.66 *** 0.51 *** 0.47 *** 0.26 *** 0.12 *** -0.14 *** 0.38 ***      

9 pc 2.57 (1.12) 0.86 0.20 *** -0.20 *** -0.28 *** -0.22 *** -0.59 *** 0.60 *** -0.05  -0.11 ***    

10 ig 2.80 (1.95) 0.79 0.37 *** 0.03  -0.09 * -0.11 ** -0.50 *** 0.40 *** 0.13 *** 0.02  0.54 ***  

11 pm 3.64 (0.91) 0.88 0.66 *** 0.55 *** 0.59 *** 0.42 *** 0.22 *** -0.26 *** 0.46 *** 0.43 *** -0.24 *** -0.03 

Notes. N = 777-835 (pairwise correlations). Depicted is the Pearson correlation coefficient r. Factors: 1 = 

ethical culture (ec), 2 = top management (tm), 3 = direct supervisor (ds), 4 = rule clarity (rc), 5 = rule 

viability (rv), 6 = rule defectiveness (rd), 7 = detectability (d), 8 = culture of openness (co), 9 = pressure 

to compromise (pc), 10 = ill-conceived goals (ig), 11 = peer role models (pm). Item scores were averaged 

for subscales. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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and asked to indicate their agreement on a 5-point Likert style scale (1 not at all, 3 moderately, 

5 very). The response option 6 don’t know / not applicable was coded as missing, permitting 

means and intercepts to be estimated. In the survey, items and item blocks were randomized. 

A series of CFAs was conducted across both Sample B and C using the maximum likelihood 

method with IBM SPPS Amos 25 Graphics.  

Study 1b: Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analyses.  

ESM. For the confirmatory factor analyses, two models were estimated and compared: Model 

A consisted of one ethics strategy factor, and Model B consisted of two correlating factors 

(compliance and integrity).9 In Table 8 the standardized factor loadings from Model B are 

displayed. 

To determine goodness of model fit, a large variety of indices has been developed. As 

there is no consensus on what constitutes good fit, it is often suggested that various fit indices 

should be simultaneously considered (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Thus, the following 

indices were used here (see, e.g., Hooper et al., 2008; Wheaton et al., 1977): the chi-square 

(χ2/df), which takes on values below three when the model fit is good, and values below five 

when the model fit is acceptable. The comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis-index 

(TLI) should be at least greater than 0.9 but better greater than 0.95 for well-fitting models. 

The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) should take on values below 0.07. 

Lastly, χ2 difference tests (∆χ2) are used to choose between competing models (Schermelleh-

Engel et al., 2003). The chi-square test statistic is the only goodness-of-fit measure that has an 

associated significance test, thus allowing for inferential model evaluation, while all other 

criteria are of a descriptive nature. 

Examining the modification indices showed a high error covariance between 

compliance Items 1 and 5 in both models. Allowing the error terms to correlate clearly 

improved the model fit. Theoretically, this modification also made sense, as monitoring and 

control are closely related facets of compliance strategies (Paine, 1994). The model fit was 

also improved after compliance item 3, which had a relatively low factor loading, was 

 
9 Usually, to test whether the first order factors reflect a higher order construct, a third model with two 

first order factors (compliance and integrity) and one second order factor (ethics strategies) would be proposed. 

However, since there would be only two first order factors in the model, it would be equivalent to Model B, in 

which those two factors are correlated (e.g., Kline, 2011). Thus, we would not learn anything new from a higher 

order model in this case, which is why it won’t be reported here.  
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removed. The model fit indices are summarized in Table 11. Model A, in which only one 

ethics strategy factor with 13 items was proposed, showed poor model fit. When aggregating 

the items to two factors, with six (compliance) and seven (integrity) items respectively in 

Model B, the fit was good according to all indices except for the ratio χ2/df, which was 

acceptable (χ2/df = 3.45; CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.06). The better fit of Model B 

compared to Model A also became visible in the χ2-test, which is reported in Column 3 of 

Table 11. 

Model B (two factors) remained robust when in subgroup analyses only participants 

with leadership responsibility (managers in Table 11) or participants without leadership 

responsibility (employees in Table 11) were included. Here, the discrepancy divided by 

degrees of freedom along with the other indices showed good model fit. An exception is the 

RMSEA measure, which slightly exceeded the suggested value of 0.07 for participants with 

leadership responsibilities.  

Overall, the results of the confirmatory factor analyses suggest that the data is best 

explained by a two-factor solution. Model B is depicted in Figure 4. 

Table 11  

ESM: Goodness-of-fit indices CFA models (Study 1b) 

Model χ2 (df) ∆χ2 χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA 

Sample B (N = 669) a       

A: 1 factor (es) 2113.14 (64) A-B 1879.44*** 33.02 0.68 0.61 0.22 

B: 2 factors (c, i) 233.70 (63)  3.71 0.97 0.97 0.06 

Sample C (N = 631) a       

A: 1 factor (es) 2185.07 (64) A-B 1967.93*** 34.14 0.65 0.57 0.23 

B: 2 factors (c, i) 217.14 (63)  3.45 0.97 0.97 0.06 

Model B subgroup analysis 
     

Managers  (N = 217) 139.23 (63)  2.21 0.96 0.95 0.08 

Employees (N = 414) 156.91 (63)  2.49 0.97 0.98 0.06 

Notes.  es = ethics strategies, c = compliance, i = integrity. a For the CFA cases with missing values were 

excluded from the analyses so that modification indices could be analyzed. *** p < 0.001. 
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GECS 2.0. For the confirmatory factor analyses, four models were estimated and compared: 

Model A with one ethical culture factor, Model B with seven correlating factors (consistent 

with the eigenvalue solution of the PCA described in the previous section), Model C with 10 

correlating factors (consistent with the preferred scree-test solution described in the previous 

chapter). Model D was proposed to test whether the 10 subfactors could be explained by one 

higher order construct. In Table 9 the standardized factor loadings from Model C are 

displayed.  

To determine goodness of model fit, the previously introduced indices were used (see, 

e.g., Hooper et al., 2008; Wheaton et al., 1977): the chi-square (χ2/df), the comparative fit 

index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis-index (TLI), the root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA), and the χ2 difference tests (∆χ2) to choose between competing models (Schermelleh-

Engel et al., 2003). As is depicted in in Table 12, Model A, in which only one ethical culture 

factor with 31 items was proposed, showed poor model fit. When aggregating the items to 

seven factors (Model B) according to the results from the PCA when factor extraction was 

conducted via the eigenvalue criterion, the model fit became better but was still marginally 

insufficient according to all indices. The previously preferred scree-test solution with 10 

factors was tested with Model C, which showed excellent model fit (χ2/df = 2.35; CFI = 0.96; 

Figure 4  

ESM: Structural equation model – Model B 
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TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.05). Model D, in which the 10 subfactors were aggregated to one 

higher order ethical culture factor had acceptable fit measures, except for the Tucker-Lewis-

index, which was slightly below the suggested threshold of 0.9 for the data of Sample B (χ2/df 

= 4.03; CFI = 0.90; TLI = 0.89; RMSEA = 0.07). The better fit of Model C as compared to the 

tested Models A and B also became apparent from the conducted χ2-tests, which are reported 

in Column 3 of Table 12.  

Model C (10 factors) remained robust when tested with data from Sample C, as well 

as in subgroup analyses when only participants with leadership responsibility (managers in 

Table 12) or participants without leadership responsibility (employees in Table 12) were 

included. Merely, for participants with leadership responsibilities the comparative fit index 

 

Table 12  

GECS 2.0: Goodness-of-fit indices CFA models (Study 1b) 

Model χ2 (df) ∆χ2 χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA 

Sample B (N = 603) a       

A: 1 factor (ec) 7594.35 (434) A-C 6681.96*** 17.50 0.43 0.39 0.17 

B: 7 factors b 2126.24 (413) B-C 1213.85*** 5.15 0.86 0.85 0.08 

C: 10 factors c 912.39 (389)  2.35 0.96 0.95 0.05 

D: 10 factors c, 1 second-

 order factor (ec) 

1709.68 (424)  4.03 0.90 0.89 0.07 

Model C subgroup analysis 
     

Managers  (N = 235) 712.09 (389)  1.83 0.93 0.92 0.06 

Employees (N = 368) 696.23 (389)  1.79 0.96 0.95 0.05 

Model D subgroup analysis 
     

Managers  (N = 235) 1086.12 (424)  2.56 0.87 0.86 0.08 

Employees (N = 368) 1108.78 (424)  2.62 0.91 0.90 0.07 

Sample C (N = 574) a       

A: 1 factor (ec) 7723.89 (434) A-C 6852.96*** 17.80 0.40 0.35 0.17 

B: 7 factors b 2442.84 (413) B-C 1571.91*** 5.91 0.83 0.81 0.09 

C: 10 factors c 870.93 (389)  2.24 0.96 0.95 0.05 

D: 10 factors c, 1 second-

 order factor (ec) 

1572.02 (424)  3.71 0.91 0.90 0.07 

Notes. ec = ethical culture. a For the CFA, cases with missing values were excluded from the analyses so that 

modification indices could be analyzed. b The 7 factors are: ill-conceived goals/pressure to 

compromise, rule defectiveness, peer role models/direct supervisor/top management, culture of 

openness, detectability, rule clarity, rule viability. c The 10 factors correspond to the 7-factor-solution 

when every construct becomes its own factor. *** p < 0.001. 
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and the Tucker-Lewis index showed an acceptable fit above 0.9, but not an excellent fit above 

0.95 anymore. For Model D the results remained robust when tested with data from Sample 

C. The Tucker-Lewis-index even reached the desired threshold of 0.9. In subgroup analyses 

that included either only participants with or participants without leadership responsibility the 

χ2/df measure showed better fit (χ2/df < 3) than in the main analysis. For the group of 

employees the same was true for the Tucker-Lewis-index (TLI = 0.9), which is consistent with 

Figure 5  

GECS 2.0: Structural equation model – Model C 
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the main analysis using data from Sample C. However, for the group of managers the 

comparative fit index, the Tucker-Lewis-index, and the root mean square error of 

approximation all showed insufficient fit.  

Overall, the results of the confirmatory factor analyses suggest that the data is best 

explained by a 10-factor solution. Additionally, the results suggest that the factors can also be 

Figure 6  

GECS 2.0: Structural equation model – Model D 
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aggregated to a common ethical culture measure. The Models C and D are depicted in Figure 

5 and Figure 6.  

Study 1b: Results Model Validity. 

ESM. For the best fitting model (Model B) the average variance extracted (AVE) was 

calculated to determine convergent validity of the two factors in the model, and the Fornell-

Larcker-criterion was used to determine their divergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; 

Hair et al., 2013). The AVE of the two factors was larger than the suggested value of 0.5, 

suggesting their convergent validity. Further, in both cases the square root of the AVE was 

larger than the correlation of the two factors, which suggests divergent validity according to 

the Fornell-Larcker-criterion. The results using data from both Sample B and C are depicted 

in Table 13.  

Thus, it can be concluded that based on the CFA, no validity problems are apparent 

within Model B. The two factors are well enough explained through their respective items, 

and they are sufficiently distinct from each other.  

GECS 2.0. For the best fitting model (Model C) the average variance extracted (AVE) was 

calculated to determine convergent validity of the 10 factors, and again, the Fornell-Larcker-

criterion was used to determine their divergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 

2013). The AVE of all 10 factors was larger than the suggested value of 0.5, suggesting 

convergent validity of the factors in the model. Further, in all cases the square root of the AVE 

Table 13  

ESM: Convergent and divergent validity of the 2-factor solution (Study 1b) 

Model B AVE 1 2 

Sample B (N = 603)    

1 Compliance 0.63 0.79  

2 Integrity 0.67 0.14 0.82 

Sample C (N = 574)     

1 Compliance 0.61 0.78  

2 Integrity 0.69 0.18 0.83 

Notes. AVE = Average variance extracted. The square root of the AVE is displayed in bold on the diagonal. 

Cases with missing values were excluded from the analyses. 
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was larger than the correlation with the factors (Fornell-Larcker-criterion for divergent 

validity). The results using data from both Samples B and C are depicted in Table 14.  

Thus, it can be concluded that based on the CFA, no validity problems are apparent 

within Model C. The 10 factors are well enough explained by their respective items, and all 

factors are sufficiently distinct from each other.  

3.4.5 Study 2: Convergent Validity of the Measures 

 As the psychometric properties of the Ethical Strategy Measure and of the GECS 2.0 

have been supported, the goal of Study 2 was to test the convergent validity of the two scales. 

To this end, they were compared to instruments, which measure different types of work 

motivation and organizational justice, and which are perceived to be conceptually related to 

Table 14  

GECS 2.0: Convergent and divergent validity of the 10-factor solution (Study 1b) 

Model C AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Sample B (N = 603)            

1 Top management 0.68 0.83          

2 Direct supervisor 0.77 0.64 0.88         

3 Rule clarity 0.79 0.46 0.49 0.89        

4 Rule viability 0.70 0.26 0.32 0.37 0.83       

5 Rule defectiveness 0.71 -0.41 -0.40 -0.36 -0.66 0.84      

6 Detectability 0.59 0.52 0.39 0.24 0.02 -0.18 0.77     

7 Culture of openness 0.71 0.53 0.47 0.23 0.10 -0.15 0.35 0.84    

8 Pressure to compromise 0.65 -0.33 -0.34 -0.36 -0.66 0.70 -0.03 -0.04 0.81   

9 Ill-conceived goals 0.55 -0.18 -0.19 -0.31 -0.61 0.52 0.17 -0.03 0.67 0.74  

10 Peer role models 0.69 0.70 0.67 0.55 0.31 -0.47 0.45 0.48 -0.34 -0.24 0.83 

Sample C (N = 574)            

1 Top management 0.70 0.84          

2 Direct supervisor 0.80 0.61 0.90         

3 Rule clarity 0.79 0.40 0.31 0.89        

4 Rule viability 0.69 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.83       

5 Rule defectiveness 0.75 -0.48 -0.40 -0.32 -0.58 0.87      

6 Detectability 0.61 0.51 0.36 0.33 -0.01 -0.22 0.78     

7 Culture of openness 0.70 0.54 0.49 0.28 0.08 -0.20 0.34 0.84    

8 Pressure to compromise 0.66 -0.23 -0.34 -0.30 -0.70 0.68 -0.08 -0.16 0.81   

9 Ill-conceived goals 0.54 -0.09 -0.20 -0.19 -0.58 0.50 0.06 -0.03 0.66 0.73  

10 Peer role models 0.70 0.64 0.58 0.42 0.25 -0.39 0.43 0.49 -0.36 -0.17 0.84 

Notes. AVE = Average variance extracted. The square root of the AVE is displayed in bold on the diagonal. 

Cases with missing values were excluded from the analyses. 
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the newly developed scales. The analyses conducted to show convergent validity were based 

on data from Samples B and C. 

For ethics strategies, the differentiation between the goals of compliance and integrity 

strategies leads us to speculate that they may correlate differently with motivation in general 

and with work motivation in particular (Stimmler & Tanner, 2019). When differentiating 

between controlled (or extrinsically motivated) and autonomous (or intrinsically motivated) 

work motivation, it is hypothesized that compliance strategies should correlate positively with 

controlled motivation because compliance as an approach to ethics management is of a 

coercive nature and emphasizes control, monitoring and sanctioning (Paine, 1994; Weaver et 

al., 1999b). Further, compliance may be counterproductive to employee self-governance by 

emphasizing the avoidance of punishment (Paine, 1994; Treviño et al., 1999). Thus, it is 

expected that compliance is negatively related to autonomous motivation. First evidence for 

these hypotheses has been provided by Tanner et al. (2019), who were able to show that 

compliance-based cultural factors are related to controlled and autonomous motivation in the 

hypothesized way. Other than compliance, integrity strategies are focused on the 

encouragement of ethical aspirations and shared values, and a focus on self-governance (Paine, 

1994; Weaver et al., 1999b). This encouragement to identify with organizational values is 

related to an intrinsic motivation (Tyler & Blader, 2005). Thus, as has previously been shown 

for integrity-based cultural factors (Tanner et al., 2019), it is hypothesized here that integrity 

strategies correlate positively with autonomous motivation. However, as integrity strategies 

also aim to standardize behavior and can be described as control systems (Stansbury & Barry, 

2007; Weaver et al., 1999b), they are hypothesized to be also positively correlated with 

controlled motivation but to a lesser degree than with autonomous motivation. 

Ethical culture should also be related to work motivation. Generally, research has 

found ethical culture to be positively related to job attitudes (for a review see Mayer, 2014), 

and specifically it has been shown to be positively related to work motivation (Colaco & Loi, 

2019; Pavić et al., 2018). Because ethical culture is conceptualized as a behavioral control 

system (Treviño et al., 1998) it is hypothesized here that a composite ethical culture factor is 

positively related to both controlled and autonomous motivation. However, it is expected that 

the correlation with autonomous motivation is stronger than with controlled motivation, as 

ethical culture is considered to be of a non-coercive, intrinsically motivating nature. Tanner et 

al. (2019) have been able to show that the subfactors of ethical culture are also related to work 
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motivation. Here, it is hypothesized that subfactors are positively related to controlled and 

autonomous motivation, when higher values indicate a more ethical culture, and that 

subfactors are negatively related to autonomous motivation, but positively related to controlled 

motivation, when higher values indicate a less ethical culture. 

Further, the relationship between the two new instruments and overall perceived 

organizational justice is examined. Regarding ethics strategies, it has been argued that 

compliance approaches are related to concerns about fairness in organizations (Weaver & 

Treviño, 2001b). Additional risks and behavioral burdens on the part of the employees that are 

imposed by compliance programs carry the risk of being perceived as unjust. Therefore, it is 

expected that a compliance strategy correlates negatively with perceived organizational 

justice. Integrity strategies on the other hand focus more strongly on creating shared values 

and encouragement of employees. Thereby, employees get a sense of support from their 

organization, which is based on the assumption that they are valued (Eisenberger et al., 1986; 

Kaptein, 2008b; Weaver & Treviño, 2001b). This is often perceived as justice, because the 

organization signals respect for its employees (Treviño & Weaver, 2001). It is thus 

hypothesized here that integrity is positively related to perceived organizational justice.  

An ethical culture should be strongly related to perceived organizational justice. It has 

been argued that issues of ethical culture are often also issues of justice (Cropanzano et al., 

2001; Kaptein, 2008b; Treviño & Weaver, 2001), which becomes apparent when we consider 

that research on both topics often focuses on similar outcomes (e.g., Ambrose & Schminke, 

2009a; Treviño & Weaver, 2001). Some authors have even included issues of fairness into the 

conceptualization of ethical culture (Kaptein, 2008b; Tanner et al., 2019). While ethical 

culture and perceived organizational justice are considered distinct concepts in the literature, 

they do overlap. It is thus hypothesized that ethical culture correlates positively with perceived 

overall justice. This correlation should be quite strong, due to the conceptual similarity of the 

constructs. It is further expected that the subfactors of an ethical culture correlate with 

perceived organizational justice. Subfactors are expected to correlate positively with perceived 

organizational justice when higher values indicate a more ethical culture. Subfactors are 

expected to correlate negatively with perceived organizational justice when higher values 

indicate a less ethical culture. Especially, it is expected that the leadership subfactors top 

management and direct supervisor are strongly positively related to perceived organizational 

justice because leadership, and particularly direct supervisor behavior is an important part of 
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organizational justice conceptualizations (Choi, 2008; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; 

Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). Further, it is expected that rule defectiveness is strongly 

negatively correlated with perceived organizational justice, as defectiveness encompasses the 

issue of consistency, which is also important for perceptions of justice (Colquitt, 2001). 

Study 2: Data Collection and Processing. All scales that were previously only 

available in English language were translated with the back-translation method (Brislin, 1976). 

In addition to the ESM and the GECS 2.0, Sample B was presented with statements regarding 

participants’ work motivation. Sample C further received questions about the perceived 

organizational justice of the participants’ respective organization. The data collection for 

Sample C was conducted at two points in time (t1, t2) approximately two weeks apart.  

Figure 7 and Figure 8 give an overview of scales and times of data collection for Samples B 

and C. 

Ethics Strategies. Both, Sample B and Sample C answered the 13-item ESM (Sample B: α = 

0.88, compliance α = 0.91, integrity α = 0.94; Sample C: α = 0.87, compliance α = 0.92, 

integrity α = 0.93). 

Ethical Culture. Both, Sample B and Sample C answered the 31-item GECS 2.0 (Sample B: 

α = 0.76, subfactors 0.76 < α < 0.92; Sample C: α = 0.76, subfactors 0.76 < α < 0.92). 

Work Motivation. To measure controlled and autonomous motivation, both samples were 

presented with the Multidimensional Work Motivation scale (MWMS; Gagné et al., 2015). 

The MWMS consists of 19 items, which assess six distinct types of work motivation: 

Amotivation, external material regulation, external social regulation, introjected regulation, 

identified regulation, and intrinsic motivation. In line with other researchers (e.g., 

Vansteenkiste et al., 2004), the items of the external and introjected regulation subfactors were 

merged into a controlled motivation composite score consisting of 10 items (e.g., “I put efforts 

into my current job to get others’ approval.”; Sample B α = 0.83; Sample C α = 0.83), and the 

items of the identified and intrinsic motivation subfactors were combined into an autonomous 

motivation composite score consisting of six items (e.g., “I put efforts into my current job 

because what I do in my work is exciting.”; Sample B α = 0.91; Sample C α = 0.93). For 

consistency, rather than using the original 7-point scale, agreement with the items was 

measured on a 5-point Likert style scale ranging from 1 not true at all to 5 very true.  
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Perceived Organizational Justice. To measure organizational justice, Sample C was presented 

with the Perceived Organizational Justice scale (POJ; Ambrose & Schminke, 2009b). The POJ 

scale consists of six items (α = 0.89), three of which assess individual personal justice 

experiences (e.g., “Overall, I’m treated fairly by my organization.”) and three of which assess 

general organizational fairness (e.g., “For the most part, this organization treats its employees 

fairly.”). Participants indicated their agreement on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 not true at 

all to 5 very true. Further, the response option 6 don’t know/no answer possible was included.  

Study 2: Results. In a first step, subfactor means were computed to allow for testing 

correlations between subfactors. Additionally, a composite ethical culture factor was 

computed by averaging the item scores of the GECS 2.0. Therefore, the items from the 

subscales rule viability, rule defectiveness, pressure to compromise, and ill-conceived goals 

have been reversed. To compute the mean of the perceived organizational justice scale, two 

items for which higher values indicated less perceived organizational justice were also 

reversed. For significance testing one-sided tests were conducted because a specific direction 

of the correlation was assumed. To test the assumptions that integrity strategies are more 

strongly related to autonomous than to controlled motivation and that ethical culture is more 

strongly related to autonomous than to controlled motivation, Fisher’s z (1934) has been 

Figure 7  

Overview of scales and time of data collection (Sample B) 

t1 

| GECS 2.0 

| ESM 

| Work motivation 

Figure 8  

Overview of scales and time of data collection (Sample C) 

 
t1 

| GECS 2.0 

| ESM 

| Overall perceived 

organizational justice 

t2 

| Work motivation 

| Organizational commitment 

| Turnover intention 

~ 2 weeks 



CHAPTER 3 

66 

computed using an online correlation difference testing calculator for dependent and 

independent samples (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2014).  

As depicted in Table 15, in Sample B compliance correlates positively and 

significantly with controlled motivation (r = 0.20, p < 0.001). Surprisingly, compliance 

strategies are not statistically significantly related to autonomous motivation for this sample, 

although the correlation coefficient is in the expected negative direction (r = -0.04, p = 0.13). 

As depicted in Table 16, for Sample C the correlation between compliance and controlled 

motivation remains positive and significant (r = 0.07, p = 0.05) but is weaker than for 

Sample B (z = 2.50, p = 0.01). For Sample C, compliance strategies are significantly 

negatively correlated with autonomous motivation, as was hypothesized (r = -0.11, p < 0.001). 

As the correlations are rather small, the difference in the results may be due to a common 

method bias because participants from Sample B answered both scales at the same point in 

time, while for Sample C the collection of data on ethics strategies and work motivation was 

Table 15  

Correlations ESM, GECS 2.0, work motivation (Sample B) 

 

 Controlled 

motivation 

Autonomous 

motivation 

 M (SD) 3.24 (0.71) 3.83 (0.86) 

Compliance 3.02 (0.99) 0.20 *** -0.04  

Integrity 3.51 (0.95) 0.20 *** 0.37 *** 

Ethical culture 3.54 (0.62) 0.35 *** 0.40 *** 

Top management 3.54 (0.98) 0.22 *** 0.38 *** 

Direct supervisor 3.67 (1.04) 0.21 *** 0.37 *** 

Rule clarity 4.23 (0.81) 0.10 ** 0.43 *** 

Rule viability 3.57 (1.07) -0.07 * 0.22 *** 

Rule defectiveness 2.57 (1.04) 0.00  -0.26 *** 

Detectability 3.29 (0.94) 0.17 *** 0.23 *** 

Culture of openness 3.07 (1.10) 0.23 *** 0.35 *** 

Pressure to compromise 2.49 (1.07) 0.11 ** -0.21 *** 

Ill-conceived goals 2.68 (0.95) 0.20 *** -0.11 ** 

Peer role models 3.71 (0.89) 0.21 *** 0.40 *** 

Notes. N = 785-842 (pairwise correlations). Depicted is the Pearson correlation coefficient r. All scales have 

a range of 1-5. To compute the composite ethical culture factor, items from the subscales rule viability, 

rule defectiveness, pressure to compromise, and ill-conceived goals have been reversed.  

 * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (one-sided). 
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conducted approximately two weeks apart (which should make the results for this sample more 

reliable), as was shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8.  

Integrity strategies, on the other hand, were positively and significantly related to both 

controlled motivation (Sample B: r = 0.20, p < 0.001; Sample C: r = 0.24, p < 0.001) and 

autonomous motivation (Sample B: r = 0.37, p < 0.001; Sample C: r = 0.37, p < 0.001) across 

samples. Consistent with the more specific assumption, the relation between integrity and 

autonomous motivation was stronger than the relation between integrity and controlled 

motivation in both samples (Sample B: z = -4.62, p < 0.001; Sample C: z = -3.11, p = 0.001). 

Independent of the hypothesized correlations, an interesting finding is that in Sample C, the 

positive correlation between integrity and controlled motivation was stronger than the positive 

correlation between compliance and controlled motivation (z = -3.13, p = 0.001). This 

indicates that overall, integrity strategies might be more relevant for employee work 

motivation than compliance strategies. 

Furthermore, consistent with the above outlined expectations, the composite ethical 

culture factor is positively related to both controlled motivation (Sample B: r = 0.35, p < 0.001; 

Sample C: r = 0.13, p < 0.001) and autonomous motivation (Sample B: r = 0.40, p < 0.001; 

Sample C: r = 0.45, p < 0.001) for both Samples B and C. However, the expected correlation 

between ethical culture and controlled motivation is stronger in Sample B than in Sample C 

(z = 4.47, p < 0.001). It was further hypothesized that ethical culture would be more strongly 

related to autonomous than to controlled motivation. This assumption proved to be true 

(Sample B: z = -2.23, p = 0.01; Sample C: z = -7.81, p < 0.001).  

The subfactors of ethical culture mostly correlated with controlled and autonomous 

motivation in the expected direction. Subscales for which higher values indicate a more ethical 

culture (top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, detectability, culture of openness, and 

peer role models) correlated positively and significantly with controlled motivation 

(Sample B: rs > 0.10, ps < 0.01; Sample C: rs > 0.10, ps < 0.01) and with autonomous 

motivation (Sample B: rs > 0.22, ps < 0.001; Sample C: rs > 0.17, ps < 0.001). An exception 

was rule viability, which showed a low negative correlation with controlled motivation 

(Sample B: r = -0.07, p = 0.02; Sample C: r = 0.10, p = 0.02). However, it showed the expected 

positive correlation with autonomous motivation (Sample B: r = 0.22, p < 0.001; Sample C: 

r = 0.17, p < 0.001). Subscales for which higher values indicate a less ethical culture (pressure 

to compromise, ill-conceived goals) correlated positively and significantly with controlled 
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motivation in Sample B (rs > 0.11, ps < 0.01), but only for ill-conceived goals did this finding 

remain significant in Sample C (r = 0.15, p < 0.001). Surprisingly, rule defectiveness did not 

correlate with controlled motivation. As expected, all three of these subscales correlate 

negatively with autonomous motivation (Sample B: rs < -0.11, ps < 0.01; Sample C: 

rs < -0.26, ps < 0.001) but for ill-conceived goals this correlation was not statistically 

significant in Sample C (r = -0.06, p = 0.07).  

Further, the correlations between ethics strategies and perceived organizational justice 

were examined. The results are depicted in the last column of Table 16. As expected, 

compliance strategies correlate negatively with perceived organizational justice (r = -0.20, 

p < 0.001). Integrity, on the other hand, is significantly positively correlated with perceived 

organizational justice (r = 0.40, p < 0.001). 

It was argued that ethical culture should be strongly related to perceived organizational 

justice due to the conceptual similarity of the two constructs. As is shown in Table 16, there 

indeed is a high correlation between the composite ethical culture measure and perceived 

Table 16  

Correlations ESM, GECS 2.0, work motivation, POJ (Sample C) 

  Controlled 

motivation 

Autonomous  

motivation 

Organizational 

justice 

 M (SD) 3.03 (0.75) 3.73 (0.92) 3.78 (0.95) 

Compliance 2.87 (1.01) 0.07 * -0.11 *** -0.20 *** 

Integrity 3.45 (0.96) 0.24 *** 0.37 *** 0.44 *** 

Ethical culture 3.52 (0.62) 0.13 *** 0.45 *** 0.72 *** 

Top management 3.45 (1.02) 0.24 *** 0.37 *** 0.50 *** 

Direct supervisor 3.62 (1.08) 0.23 *** 0.38 *** 0.58 *** 

Rule clarity 4.24 (0.81) 0.10 ** 0.31 *** 0.35 *** 

Rule viability 3.57 (1.07) -0.09 * 0.17 *** 0.43 *** 

Rule defectiveness 2.60 (1.09) -0.01  -0.29 *** -0.58 *** 

Detectability 3.28 (0.95) 0.20 *** 0.21 *** 0.31 *** 

Culture of openness 3.02 (1.11) 0.22 *** 0.39 *** 0.36 *** 

Pressure to compromise 2.45 (1.08) 0.06  -0.26 *** -0.48 *** 

Ill-conceived goals 2.64 (0.99) 0.15 *** -0.06  -0.37 *** 

Peer role models 3.69 (0.88) 0.23 *** 0.38 *** 0.54 *** 

Notes. N = 378-640 (pairwise correlations). Depicted is the Pearson correlation coefficient r. All scales have 

a width of 1-5. To compute the composite ethical culture factor, items from the subscales rule viability, 

rule defectiveness, pressure to compromise, and ill-conceived goals have been reversed.  

 * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (one-sided). 
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organizational justice (r = 0.72, p < 0.001) providing support for the convergent validity of the 

GECS 2.0. Further, the subfactors of ethical culture are all correlated with perceived 

organizational justice in the expected direction. Subfactors for which higher values indicate a 

more ethical culture (top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, rule viability, 

detectability, culture of openness, and peer role models) show a positive correlation (rs > 0.31, 

ps < 0.001), and subfactors, for which higher values indicate a less ethical culture (rule 

defectiveness, pressure to compromise, ill-conceived goals) show a negative correlation 

(rs < -0.37, ps < 0.001). As expected, particularly high positive correlations are observed 

between the two leadership subfactors of ethical culture and perceived organizational justice 

(top management: r = 0.50, p < 0.001; direct supervisor: r = 0.58, p < 0.001). A particularly 

high negative correlation is observed between rule defectiveness and perceived organizational 

justice (r = -0.58, p < 0.001). 

The observed relationships demonstrate acceptable validity of the ESM for measuring 

the orientation of ethics programs as well as of the GECS 2.0 for measuring ethical business 

culture. Nevertheless, additional analyses that investigate the scale’s relationship with further 

organizational outcomes could bolster these results.  

3.4.6 Study 3: Predictive Validity of the Measures 

As convergent and the discriminant validity of the ESM and of the GECS 2.0 have 

been demonstrated in the previous section, the goal of Study 3 was to test the two scales’ 

ability to predict expected outcomes (MacKenzie et al., 2011). To this end, it was examined 

whether they are significantly related to two important workplace outcomes: organizational 

commitment and turnover intention. The analyses conducted to show predictive validity of the 

scales were based on data from Sample C. 

Organizational Commitment. Organizational commitment broadly describes 

member connectedness, affiliation, and identification with their organization (Felfe et al., 

2002). Based on literature tracing back to Allen and Meyer (1990; 1984), organizational 

commitment can be more specifically differentiated in the three categories affective 

commitment, rational commitment, and normative commitment. Affective commitment, 

which is characterized by a strong identification with the company values and goals, 

willingness to advocate for the organization, and the wish to remain with the organization 



CHAPTER 3 

70 

(Meyer et al., 1993), is the most commonly used conceptualization of the three (Meyer et al., 

2002), and is also used as an outcome in the present study. 

Ethics strategies have previously been shown to relate to organizational commitment 

in distinct ways (Treviño et al., 1999; Weaver & Treviño, 1999). Specifically, it has been 

argued that compliance strategies, which emphasize behavioral monitoring of employees and 

sanctions for misconduct, might be perceived to suggest that the organization distrusts its 

employees (Treviño, 1992). Further, the enforcement of rules, which characterizes compliance 

programs, is imposed not from an identification with the organizational values “within” the 

employee, but from expectations imposed on the employee from “outside” (Weaver & 

Treviño, 1999). Thus, compliance with rules and standards may be achieved primarily through 

the motivation of the employee to avoid punishment rather than through creating a sense of 

ethical responsibility (Paine, 1994; Stimmler & Tanner, 2019). The combination of signaled 

distrust and fear of punishment is likely to decrease employees’ affective commitment for the 

organization. Paine (1994) further argued that skeptical employees might even consider 

compliance strategies as nothing more than a protective layer for the organizational top 

management. Support for this assumption has been provided by Treviño et al. (2008), who 

showed that employees in non-leading positions are more cynical about organizational ethics 

than senior managers. This support can also be found in interviews conducted by Badaracco 

and Webb (1995), in which one employee states:  

I'm cynical. To me, corporate codes of conduct exist to cover the potential problems 

companies may have. It provides deniability. It gives the employers an excuse. … The 

top officers can say, ‘These employees messed up. They violated our way of doing 

business.’ (p. 15). 

This perception can be particularly harmful for commitment to the organization as Treviño et 

al. (1999) found. The authors showed that when employees perceive that a compliance strategy 

is in place to protect executives from blame, there is a strong negative relationship with 

affective commitment to the organization. It is thus hypothesized here that there will be a 

negative relationship between compliance strategies and organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis 1: Compliance strategies are negatively related to organizational commitment. 
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Integrity strategies, on the other hand, have been linked to organizational commitment 

positively. It is argued that integrity strategies, which are focused on supporting employees 

and empowering them in their ethical self-governance, signal organizational trust in its 

employees (Treviño & Weaver, 2003). Rather than coercing employees into compliance with 

rules and regulations, integrity programs aim at generating employee identification with the 

organizational values and building commitment to those shared company values (Paine, 1994; 

Weaver et al., 1999b). Thus, upholding ethical standards becomes a question of intrinsic 

motivation rather than an externally enforced obligation (Treviño & Weaver, 2003). This 

might further motivate employees to perceive ethics as a goal to be achieved though 

responsibility and shared commitment to values (Stimmler & Tanner, 2019). This combination 

of organizational trust and shared commitment to the organizational values is likely to enhance 

affective commitment to the organization. Further support for this assumption can be found in 

the literature on organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1990; Panaccio & Vandenberghe, 

2009). As integrity strategies are based on support for employee ethical efforts, it can be 

assumed that they convey a sense of organizational support to employees (Weaver & Treviño, 

1999). Organizational support in turn has been shown to be positively related to affective 

organizational commitment (Eisenberger et al., 1990; Panaccio & Vandenberghe, 2009). Thus, 

it is hypothesized here that integrity strategies are positively related to organizational 

commitment. 

Hypothesis 2: Integrity strategies are positively related to organizational commitment. 

Ethical culture has also been positively linked with organizational commitment (for 

reviews, see Organ; Mayer, 2014). It is argued that employees feel more comfortable in 

organizations with an ethical culture and that they are thus more committed to those 

organizations (Huhtala & Feldt, 2016). Treviño et al. (1998) have indeed found that ethical 

culture is positively related to identification and internalization aspects of organizational 

commitment. Similar results have been reported by Huhtala and Feldt (2016), who showed a 

positive relationship between overall ethical culture and affective organizational commitment. 

Further, Valentine et al. (2002) show that perceptions of an ethical company environment are 

positively related to organizational commitment, and Ortega‐Parra and Ángel Sastre‐Castillo 

(2013) show that perceived ethical culture and affective commitment are positively related.  

Huhtala and Feldt (2016) were further able to show that this positive relation could be 

found for rule clarity, a subcomponent of ethical culture as well as for the two leadership 
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factors, which are part of the GECS 2.0 (top management and direct supervisor). Top 

management and direct supervisor leadership also have both been shown to be positively 

related to affective organizational commitment by Treviño et al. (1999). Schwepker (1999) 

found that ethical conflict (pressure to compromise) is negatively associated with 

organizational commitment. Similarly, a meta-analysis conducted by Örtqvist and Wincent 

(2006) shows that role-conflict is negatively related to organizational commitment. Thus, in 

line with the presented literature, it is hypothesized here that ethical culture is positively related 

to organizational commitment. More specifically, subfactors, which indicate a more ethical 

culture (top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, rule viability, detectability, culture of 

openness, peer role modeling) are expected to be positively related to organizational 

commitment, whereas subfactors indicating a less ethical culture (rule defectiveness, pressure 

to compromise, ill-conceived goals) are expected to be negatively related to organizational 

commitment. 

Hypothesis 3: Ethical culture is positively related to organizational commitment.  

Turnover Intention. Turnover intention is a concept, which has been closely related 

to organizational commitment (Tett & Meyer, 1993). It describes thinking about and planning 

to leave one’s current job and organization (Cammann et al., 1983), and follow-through on 

turnover intentions has been related to considerable cost for organizations (Moynihan & 

Pandey, 2008; Shaw et al., 2005). Both, ethics strategies and ethical culture are expected to 

relate to this important workplace outcome. 

As for organizational commitment, ethics strategies are expected to relate to turnover 

intention in distinct ways. In fact, besides job satisfaction, organizational commitment has 

been identified as the most important antecedent of turnover intention (Tett & Meyer, 1993). 

Thus, it is reasonable to assume that compliance and integrity strategies are associated with 

turnover intention congruently with organizational commitment, or more specifically, in the 

opposite direction. As compliance strategies are often viewed with cynicism by employees 

(Treviño & Nelson, 2016) and are often perceived to focus mainly on the protection of top 

management (Badaracco & Webb, 1995) or interpreted as mistrust of the organization in its 

employees (Treviño, 1992), they are at risk of increasing turnover intention.  

Hypothesis 4: Compliance strategies are positively related to turnover intention. 
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Integrity strategies, on the other hand, signal that ethics are a point of pride in the 

organization (Treviño & Nelson, 2016). They are focused on more aspirational goals and are 

built on an inclusive approach to ethics management (Paine, 1994). They are thereby often 

interpreted as the organization signalling trust in its employees (Treviño & Weaver, 2003). 

Additionally, employees perceive that they share the values of the organization, because they 

are actively involved in developing and upholding them (Treviño et al., 1999). This perceived 

value congruence between employees and the organization reinforces their retention and 

reduces turnover intention (Kangas et al., 2018). A fit between organizational and employee 

values has been shown to be an important predictor of turnover intention (Coldwell et al., 

2008; Ruiz-Palomino et al., 2013). Thus, it is hypothesized here that integrity strategies are 

negatively associated with turnover intention. 

Hypothesis 5: Integrity strategies are negatively related to turnover intention. 

Ethical organizational culture has been related to turnover intention in various ways. 

Pettijohn et al. (2008) showed that perceived ethical culture reduced turnover intentions in 

salespeople, and Valentine et al. (2011) specified that ethical culture increases job satisfaction, 

which in turn decreases turnover intention. Kangas et al. (2018) confirmed a negative 

relationship between ethical culture and turnover intention for managers. Further support for 

the proposed relationship can be derived from literature that has shown unethical culture to 

increase the probability that managers have work goals that are related to job changes or to 

ending their career (Huhtala et al., 2013).  

For the subcomponents of ethical culture, insight into the association with turnover 

intention can be found in a study conducted by Schwepker (1999), who found that salespeople 

perceiving ethical pressure have higher turnover intentions. Similarly, Thorne (2009) 

identifies a positive association between ethical conflict and employee turnover intention. Kim 

and Brymer (2011) linked ethical leadership to turnover intention. Their study suggests that 

executive ethical leadership is negatively related to middle managers’ turnover intention. In 

line with the presented literature, it is suggested here that ethical culture is negatively 

associated with turnover intention. Specifically, subfactors, which indicate a more ethical 

culture (top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, rule viability, detectability, culture of 

openness, peer role modeling) are expected to be negatively related to turnover intention, 

whereas subfactors indicating a less ethical culture (rule defectiveness, pressure to 
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compromise, ill-conceived goals) are expected to be positively related to organizational 

commitment. 

Hypothesis 6: Ethical culture is negatively related to turnover intention. 

Study 3 seeks to test the hypotheses that have been developed here, examining the 

relation between ethics strategies, ethical culture, and the outcomes organizational 

commitment and turnover intention. For this purpose, bivariate correlation analyses are 

conducted, and two hierarchical regression models are estimated and described.  

Study 3: Data Collection and Processing. Again, scales that were previously only 

available in English language were translated with the back-translation method (Brislin, 1976). 

Data collection was conducted at two points in time (t1, t2) approximately two weeks apart to 

reduce the risk of introducing a method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Sample C was presented 

with the ESM and the GECS 2.0 at t1, and with statements regarding participants’ 

organizational commitment and turnover intention at t2 (see Figure 8).  

Ethics Strategies. The 13-item ESM (Compliance α = 0.92, integrity α = 0.93) was 

administered at t1 of the survey to measure ethics strategies. The item scores were averaged 

to calculate scores for the two subscales.  

Ethical Culture. The 31-item GECS 2.0 (Subfactors 0.76 < α < 0.92) was administered at t1 

of the survey to measure ethical culture. Item scores were averaged to calculate subscale 

factors.  

Organizational Commitment. To measure organizational commitment, Sample C was 

presented with the affective organizational commitment portion of the COBB scale 

(Commitment Organisation, Beruf und Beschäftigungsform; Felfe et al., 2002) at t2. Affective 

organizational commitment was measured with five items (e.g., “I feel a strong sense of 

belonging to my organization.”; α = 0.88). Agreement with the items was measured on a 

5-point Likert-style scale. 

Turnover Intention. Turnover intention was measured by presenting Sample C with the 3-item 

measure suggested by Cammann et al. (1983) at t2 of the survey. A sample item is “I often 
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think of leaving the organization” (α = 0.71). Agreement with the statements was measured 

on a 5-point Likert-style scale.  

Control Variables. To ensure that ethics strategies and ethical culture predict both, 

organizational commitment and turnover intention beyond sociodemographic characteristics 

and formal factors, gender, age, job position, tenure, and company size, as well as six formal 

factors of ethics programs were used as control variables in the regression models. The formal 

factors included in the analysis were adapted from Kaptein (2015). Participants were asked 

whether the following elements of formal ethics programs existed in their organization: ethics 

code, ethics training, ethics telephone hotline, ethics office(r), ethics audit, and ethics report. 

Answer possibilities included yes, no, and not applicable. The answer option not applicable 

was treated as missing. 

Study 3: Results. In a first step, subfactor means for the GECS 2.0 and the ESM were 

computed. Prior to computing the mean of the organizational commitment scale, one item for 

which higher values indicated less organizational commitment was reversed. Similarly, one 

item from the turnover intention scale was also reversed before computing the mean. Bivariate 

correlation analyses with one-sided testing were conducted because a specific direction of the 

correlations was assumed. Further, to show predictive validity of the two newly developed 

measures, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to examine the association of ethics 

strategies, the GECS 2.0 dimensions and the two dependent variables organizational 

commitment and turnover intention. The results from the correlation analyses as well as from 

the hierarchical regression analyses are depicted in Table 17 and Table 18. 

In two hierarchical regression models, the contribution of sociodemographic factors 

(Step 1), formal ethics program factors (Step 2), ethics strategies (Step 3), and ethical culture 

subfactors (Step 4) to explaining the variance in the dependent variables organizational 

commitment and turnover intention was examined. Before conducting the analyses, the 

assumptions for multiple regression analyses were tested (Gelman & Hill, 2007): For both 

models the independent and the dependent variables are linearly related,10 there is no 

 
10 The partial regression plots all show a more or less evenly dispersed, random array of points and no 

obvious curvature (Field, 2013). Due to the amount of regression plots produced the results are not depicted in 

the Appendix but are available from the author upon request.  
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autocorrelation,11 no heteroscedasticity,12 normally distributed errors,13 and no 

multicollinearity14 within the data. 

Organizational Commitment. An examination of the bivariate correlations (Table 17, last 

column) shows that compliance strategies are negatively associated with organizational 

commitment (r = -0.13, p = 0.01). Integrity strategies, on the other hand are positively 

associated with organizational commitment (r = 0.50, p < 0.001). The ethical culture 

dimensions top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, rule viability, detectability, 

culture of openness, and peer role models, for which higher values indicate a more ethical 

culture, are all positively associated with organizational commitment (0.26 < rs < 0.52, ps < 

0.001). The subfactors rule defectiveness and pressure to compromise, for which higher values 

indicate a less ethical culture, are negatively associated with organizational commitment 

(-0.44 < rs < -0.40, ps < 0.001). The association between ill-conceived goals and 

organizational commitment is not significant, although the sign is in the expected negative 

direction (r = -0.05, p = 0.18). The reported correlations can be considered as initial support 

for Hypotheses 1 to 3.  

In Step 1 of the hierarchical regression with organizational commitment as the 

dependent variable the adjusted R2 is 0.01 and increases to 0.12 in Step 2. While in Step 1 job 

position (β = 0.15, p = 0.01) was a significant predictor, in Step 2 this influence disappears, 

and instead, ethics training (β = 0.20, p = 0.01) and ethics hotlines (β = 0.16, p = 0.02) become 

significant predictors. Adding ethics strategies as predictors in Step 3 increases the explained 

variance from 12 to 32%. While ethics training remains a significant predictor (β = 0.18, 

p = 0.01), the influence of ethics hotlines disappears, and instead, compliance (β = -0.21, 

p < 0.001) and integrity (β = 0.45, p < 0.001) strategies become significant predictors. 

Supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2, the association between compliance 

 

 
11 The Durbin-Watson statistics equal 2.11 and 2.14 respectively. Being close to 2, it is suggested that 

the residuals can be considered independent (Field, 2013). 
12 The plots of standardized predicted values against standardized residuals show no concerning pattern 

(e.g., funneling) and thus allow us to assume homoscedasticity (Field, 2013). Due to the number of plots produced 

the results are not depicted in the Appendix but are available from the author upon request. 
13 Examining the histograms and the normal P-P plots of standardized residuals it can be concluded that 

residuals are normally distributed (Field, 2013). Due to the amount of histograms and P-P plots produced the 

results are not depicted in the Appendix but are available from the author upon request. 
14 Correlations between the predictors in both models lie between r = -0.61 and r = 0.69, so below the 

threshold for concern at |0.80| (Field, 2013). The largest variance inflation factor (VIF) in both cases was 2.61 

(< 10) and the lowest tolerance was 0.38 (> 0.1) (Bowerman & O'Connell, 1990). 
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and organizational commitment is negative, while the association between integrity and 

organizational commitment is positive. In Step 4, adding the 10 subfactors of ethical culture 

 
15 The sample size drops to 299 in both hierarchical regression models due to missing values in the 

formal factors measuring the scope of ethics programs.  

Table 17   

Hierarchical regression results and correlations with organizational commitment 

 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 
r 

 β  t  β  t  β  t  β  t  

Sociodemographics                   

Male -0.09  -1.48  -0.10  -1.66  0.00  0.01  0.03  0.57  -0.04  

Age 0.05  0.75  0.03  0.49  0.02  0.40  -0.04  -0.79  0.07  

Job position 0.15  2.50 * 0.11  1.82  0.04  0.68  -0.01  -0.15  0.15 ** 

Tenure 0.02  0.24  0.03  0.46  0.04  0.65  0.03  0.55  0.07  

Company size 0.02  0.38  -0.12  -1.89  -0.10  -1.82  -0.03  -0.67  0.02  

Formal factors                   

Ethics code     0.07  1.02  -0.02  -0.29  0.00  0.03  0.23 *** 

Ethics training     0.20  2.63 ** 0.18  2.67 ** 0.10  1.55  0.32 *** 

Ethics hotline     0.16  2.33 * 0.10  1.67  0.07  1.25  0.28 *** 

Ethics office     -0.04  -0.42  -0.08  -1.14  -0.06  -0.88  0.20 *** 

Ethics audit     0.02  0.22  0.07  0.89  0.07  1.05  0.23 *** 

Ethics report     0.05  0.61  0.03  0.45  0.03  0.52  0.23 *** 

ESM                   

Compliance         -0.21  -4.14 *** -0.10  -1.79  -0.13 * 

Integrity         0.45  8.47 *** 0.15  2.19 * 0.50 *** 

GECS 2.0                   

Top management             0.07  1.04  0.52 *** 

Direct supervisor             0.17  2.93 ** 0.52 *** 

Rule clarity             0.09  1.78  0.33 *** 

Rule viability             0.06  0.92  0.26 *** 

Rule defectiveness             -0.09  -1.45  -0.44 *** 

Detectability             0.02  0.39  0.27 *** 

Culture of openness             0.07  1.27  0.42 *** 

Pressure to compromise            -0.16  -2.35 * -0.40 *** 

Ill-conceived goals             0.13  2.21 * -0.05  

Peer role models             0.07  1.21  0.49 *** 

Adj. R2 

(ΔR2) 

0.01 0.12 

(0.11) 

0.32 

(0.20) 

0.45 

(0.13) 

  

F  

(ΔF) 

1.86 4.75*** 

(6.97***) 

11.54*** 

(41.51***) 

11.52*** 

(7.87***) 

  

Notes. N = 299.15 Dependent variable: mean commitment to the organization. ΔR2 and ΔF refer to the change 

in R2 and F statistics. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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increases the explained variance from 32 to 45%. While ethics training and compliance 

strategies no longer significantly predicts organizational commitment, integrity strategies 

(β = 0.15, p = 0.03) remain a significant positive predictor. Additionally, and partially 

supporting Hypothesis 3, direct supervisor (β = 0.17, p = 0.004) becomes a significant positive 

predictor of organizational commitment, while pressure to compromise (β = -0.16, p = 0.02) 

shows a significant negative association with the outcome. Surprisingly, and contrary to the 

assumptions made above, ill-conceived goals (β = 0.13, p = 0.03) positively and significantly 

predict organizational commitment.  

While the results are not depicted in the table, a second analysis was conducted, in 

which the ethical culture subfactors were added in Step 3 and the ethics strategies were added 

in Step 4. Here, the adjusted R2 increases from 0.12 in Step 2 to 0.44 in Step 3, and to 0.45 in 

Step 4. Ethical culture, thus, more considerably contributes to the explained variance in 

organizational commitment than ethics strategies do. However, while small, the change in 

explained variance between Step 3 and Step 4 is still significant (ΔF = 3.55, p < 0.05).  

Turnover Intention. An examination of the bivariate correlations (Table 18, last column) 

shows that compliance strategies are positively associated with organizational commitment 

(r = 0.16, p = 0.003), while integrity strategies are negatively associated with turnover 

intention (r = -0.38, p < 0.001). The ethical culture dimensions top management, direct 

supervisor, rule clarity, rule viability, detectability, culture of openness, and peer role models, 

for which higher values indicate a more ethical culture, are all negatively associated with 

turnover intention (-0.42 < rs < -0.21, ps < 0.001). The subfactors rule defectiveness, pressure 

to compromise, and ill-conceived goals, for which higher values indicate a less ethical culture, 

are positively associated with turnover intention (0.17 < rs < 0.46, ps < 0.01). The reported 

correlations can be considered as initial support for Hypotheses 4 to 6.  

In Step 1 of the hierarchical regression where turnover intention is the dependent 

variable the adjusted R2 was 0.06 and increased to 0.12 in Step 2. In Step 1, gender (β = 0.13, 

p = 0.02) and age (β = -0.19, p = 0.01) are significant predictors. In Step 2, this influence 

remains (gender: β = 0.14, p = 0.01, age β = -0.17, p = 0.01). Ethics training (β = -0.17, 

p = 0.02) and ethics hotlines (β = -0.14, p = 0.049) become further significant predictors. 

Adding ethics strategies as predictors in Step 3 increases the explained variance from 12 to 

25%. While age (β = -0.17, p = 0.01) and ethics training (β = -0.16, p = 0.03) remain significant 
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predictors, the influence of gender and ethics hotlines disappears. Instead, compliance 

(β = 0.19, p < 0.001) and integrity (β = -0.35, p < 0.001) strategies significantly predict 

turnover intention. Supporting Hypotheses 4 and 5, the association between compliance and 

turnover intention is positive, while the association between integrity and turnover intention 

Table 18  

Hierarchical regression results and correlations with turnover intention 

 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 
r 

 β  t  β  t  β  t  β  t  

Sociodemographics                   

Male 0.13  2.27 * 0.14  2.49 * 0.06  1.13  0.04  0.77  0.08  

Age -0.19  -2.84 ** -0.17  -2.72 ** -0.17  -2.81 ** -0.13  -2.25 * -0.22 *** 

Job position -0.06  -1.01  -0.03  -0.57  0.02  0.44  0.07  1.31  -0.08  

Tenure -0.09  -1.40  -0.10  -1.49  -0.11  -1.70  -0.10  -1.72  -0.18 ** 

Company size -0.02  -0.35  0.07  1.19  0.06  1.02  -0.01  -0.12  -0.02  

Formal factors                   

Ethics code     -0.14  -1.95  -0.06  -0.96  -0.07  -1.15  -0.19 *** 

Ethics training     -0.17  -2.30 * -0.16  -2.26 * -0.06  -0.94  -0.21 *** 

Ethics hotline     -0.14  -1.98 * -0.10  -1.45  -0.07  -1.20  -0.21 *** 

Ethics office     0.11  1.27  0.14  1.86  0.11  1.49  -0.06  

Ethics audit     0.05  0.61  0.01  0.11  0.00  0.02  -0.10 * 

Ethics report     -0.01  -0.13  0.00  0.04  -0.01  -0.10  -0.11 * 

ESM                   

Compliance         0.19  3.67 *** 0.05  0.87  0.16 ** 

Integrity         -0.35  -6.39 *** -0.11  -1.41  -0.38 *** 

GECS 2.0                   

Top management             0.12  1.68  -0.35 *** 

Direct supervisor             -0.15  -2.38 * -0.41 *** 

Rule clarity             -0.01  -0.21  -0.30 *** 

Rule viability             0.03  0.52  -0.25 *** 

Rule defectiveness             0.24  3.42 ** 0.46 *** 

Detectability             -0.05  -0.86  -0.21 *** 

Culture of openness             -0.16  -2.44 * -0.34 *** 

Pressure to compromise            0.07  0.92  0.38 *** 

Ill-conceived goals             0.01  0.22  0.17 ** 

Peer role models             -0.13  -1.96  -0.42 *** 

Adj. R2 

(ΔR2) 

0.06 0.12  

(0.06) 

0.25  

(0.13) 

0.35  

(0.10) 

  

F 

(ΔF) 

4.67*** 4.62*** 

(4.31***) 

8.44*** 

(25.19***) 

7.91*** 

(5.49***) 

  

Notes. N = 299. Dependent variable: mean turnover intention. ΔR2 and ΔF refer to the change in R2 and F 

statistics. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 



CHAPTER 3 

80 

is negative. In Step 4, adding the 10 subfactors of ethical culture increases the explained 

variance from 25 to 35%. While neither ethics training, nor compliance and integrity strategies 

continue to significantly predict turnover intention, age (β = -0.13, p = 0.03) remains a 

significant positive predictor. Additionally, and partially supporting Hypothesis 6, direct 

supervisor (β = -0.15, p = 0.02) and culture of openness (β = -0.16, p = 0.02) become 

significant negative predictors of turnover intention, while rule defectiveness (β = 0.24, 

p < 0.001) shows a significant positive association with the outcome.  

Again, while the results are not depicted in the table, a second analysis was conducted, 

in which the ethical culture subfactors are added in Step 3 and the ethics strategies are added 

in Step 4. Here, the adjusted R2 increases from 0.12 in Step 2 to 0.347 in Step 3, and to 0.348 

in Step 4. Ethical culture, thus, essentially contributes to all the explained variance in turnover 

intention in the model, while ethics strategies do not significantly contribute to the explained 

variance in the outcome. Nonetheless, ethics strategies significantly increase the explained 

variance in turnover intention beyond sociodemographic and formal predictors. 

3.5 Discussion 

In this chapter, three studies have been conducted to develop, advance, and validate 

the Ethics Strategies Measure (ESM) and the German Ethical Culture Scale 2. (GECS 2.0). 

The goal of the studies was to provide research and practice with two validated instruments to 

assess the two parts of the overall organizational ethical context, which are most important for 

the development of (un)ethical behavior in the workplace. Evidence regarding the factorial 

structure as well as reliability and validity of the instruments was presented based on three 

different samples. In the following, I will briefly summarize the main findings of the three 

studies, discuss their contribution to literature, and evaluate limitations and avenues for future 

research. 

Study 1 provides evidence regarding the psychometric properties of the two scales. 

The ESM was best described by two correlating factors (compliance and integrity) that both 

showed high internal reliability. This was confirmed by exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analyses using all three samples. The fit indices of the model indicated good fit on all indices. 

The results remained robust for a subgroup analysis in which a sample was split in managers 

and employees. Although the two factors are significantly correlated with each other, they are 

sufficiently divergent as indicated by the Fornell-Larcker-criterion. Further, the factors are 
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well explained by their respective items, therefore displaying convergent validity of the two 

factors within the models as indicated by the Average Variance Extracted. The GECS 2.0 was 

best described by 10 correlating factors that are depicted in Table 4, which all showed high 

internal reliability. This was confirmed in exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses using 

two samples. The fit indices of the model indicated good fit on all indices. The results remained 

robust for a subgroup analysis in which a sample was split in managers and employees. 

Although the 10 factors are significantly correlated with each other, they are sufficiently 

divergent as indicated by the Fornell-Larcker-criterion. Further, the factors are well explained 

by their respective items, therefore displaying convergent validity of the 10 factors within the 

models as indicated by the Average Variance Extracted. The model fit indices further indicate 

that besides a 10-factor solution it is also possible to aggregate the 10 factors to an overarching 

ethical culture factor. However, the better fit was achieved by the 10-factor solution. As has 

been theoretically argued in Chapter 3.1, the data confirms that ethical culture is a complex 

multidimensional construct, in which each subscale contributes meaning. It is thus advised 

that the subfactors of the scale be used rather than calculating an overall ethical culture score.  

The results from Study 2 indicate convergent validity of the two measures, as they 

were expectedly related to different forms of work motivation and perceived organizational 

justice. Both compliance and integrity strategies are positively related to controlled 

motivation. Tanner et al. (2019) have previously shown that integrity-based factors of ethical 

culture are negatively related to controlled motivation. However, as the ESM has focused more 

on the control-orientation of ethics strategies than the original GECS, it was expected that 

integrity as a control system would in fact be related positively to controlled motivation 

(Stansbury & Barry, 2007), and this is confirmed by the presented results. Further, integrity 

strategies are positively related to autonomous motivation, confirming findings in the existing 

literature (Tanner et al., 2019; Tyler et al., 2008). Consistent with the hypotheses made, this 

relationship was stronger than that with controlled motivation. Compliance strategies are, as 

expected, negatively related to autonomous motivation, although this correlation was only 

statistically significant for one of the two samples. Further, as expected, compliance is 

negatively related to perceived organizational justice, while this relationship is positive for 

integrity.  

The results of Study 2 further show that subfactors of ethical culture as well as an 

aggregate ethical culture score generally correlate with controlled and autonomous motivation 
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in the expected direction. The overall measure as well as subscales for which higher values 

indicate a more ethical culture correlate positively and significantly with both controlled and 

autonomous motivation in Sample C, which is deemed more reliant due to a reduced common 

method bias that stems from the research design for this sample compared to Sample B. The 

overall measure as well as the subscale ill-conceived goals correlate positively with controlled 

motivation in Sample C. As expected, all three subscales, for which higher values indicate less 

ethical culture correlate negatively with autonomous motivation. However, for ill-conceived 

goals this correlation was not statistically significant in Sample C. These results are generally 

consistent with the observations made by Tanner et al. (2019). Providing additional evidence 

of convergent validity, it is shown here that the overall ethical culture score is highly positively 

correlated with the closely related construct perceived organizational justice. This is also true 

for the subscales for which higher values indicate a more ethical culture, while subscales for 

which higher values indicate a less ethical culture are negatively related to perceived 

organizational justice.  

The results from Study 3 indicate predictive validity of the ESM and the GECS 2.0. It 

is shown that the ethics program orientation (measured by the ESM) predicts both 

organizational commitment and turnover intention beyond the scope of ethics programs. The 

explained variance again increased for both dependent variables when adding the 10 

subfactors of the GECS 2.0. However, the dimensions of ethical culture more considerably 

contributed to the explained variance in both outcomes than ethics strategies did. This result 

can be interpreted as a first indication that ethical culture may be a more important part of the 

organizational ethical context than ethics strategies in affecting behavioral outcomes. 

Consistent with the literature, walking the talk appears to be important (MacLean et al., 2015; 

Treviño & Nelson, 2016; Treviño et al., 1999). Neither ethics strategy alone can sufficiently 

explain various outcomes, and ethical culture respectively appears to be a better predictor of 

at least organizational commitment and turnover intention but possibly also of other work-

related outcomes.  

The three conducted studies contribute to the literature in numerous ways. To the best 

of my knowledge, the ESM is the first validated measure for the orientation of ethics programs. 

Paying more empirical attention to the differentiation between compliance- and integrity-

oriented ethics programs has been initiated by Tanner et al. (2019). The authors argue that due 

to the practical and theoretical prominence of compliance and integrity programs more 
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research is needed on how these different ways of steering organizations relate to 

organizational factors that promote or inhibit (un)ethical conduct (i.e., dimensions of ethical 

culture). They proposed integrating a measure of ethics strategies and ethical culture, but the 

conceptual considerations laid out in Chapter 2 make it clear that two separate instruments are 

needed to assess ethics strategies and ethical culture as two components of the organizational 

ethical context. To address this need, two new measures were adapted from the original GECS. 

The ESM is the first validated measure of ethics program orientation to date, and the GECS 2.0 

is an advanced measure of ethical culture that, with 10 dimensions, is the most extensive and 

diverse assessment of ethical culture to date. Despite being more extensive, with 31 items the 

GECS 2.0 is also more economical than the CEV scale (Kaptein, 2008b), which consists of 58 

items and is the most used measure of ethical culture thus far. Thus, the GECS 2.0 is more 

convenient to use for research and practice. Building on the research conducted by Tanner et 

al. (2019), the reported studies have further provided additional evidence regarding convergent 

and predictive validity of the GECS. The 10-factor structure of the GECS 2.0 further allows 

researchers and practitioners alike to identify which specific dimensions of ethical culture are 

relevant to a variety of work outcomes and then to tailor analyses and incentives to those 

specific needs.  

While carefully validating the two instruments, some limitations to the present studies 

must be considered. First, both, the ESM and the GECS 2.0 were developed in German and 

data was collected on three large German-speaking samples (in Germany and Switzerland) 

across a variety of economic sectors and hierarchical levels, providing a high level of 

heterogeneity, which was not achieved before and therefore has been a point of critique in 

previous studies of ethical culture (Toro-Arias et al., 2021). Thus, the measures are robust and 

applicable to assess ethics strategies and ethical culture across many different organizations 

and particularly beneficial for research on German speaking organizational contexts. 

Nonetheless, it would be useful to validate both scales in a more broadly spoken language, 

such as English, and in different cultural contexts. This is particularly true because it was not 

tested whether characteristics of the German culture could have had an impact on the results. 

Future research may take on this challenge based on the translations of the developed scales 

already provided in this dissertation to strengthen the external validity of the findings.  

Second, for the collection of data on Sample C that was used in the convergent and 

predictive validity studies, the times of data collection on independent and dependent variables 
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(Study 3) were separated by approximately two weeks. Additionally, participants were 

consistently reminded that there are no right or wrong answers, and they were ensured 

anonymity as well as data confidentiality. These procedures were followed because they are 

recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003; 2012) to antagonize common method bias. Of course, 

however, it cannot be excluded that the associations observed in the reported studies are 

nonetheless biased, which is a limitation of the self-report design of the studies. As with any 

self-report survey, this may extend to a desirability bias. With the precautionary measures 

taken, and as the results are largely consistent with the observations made by Tanner et al. 

(2019) even with the introduction of the time lag, there is evidence for the validity of the 

measures. However, future research may choose to additionally restrict the data collection to 

one particular organization. This way independent and dependent variables could be assessed 

for different employees within a working group (Tanner et al., 2019). This would also be 

interesting, as Cabana and Kaptein (2021) have recently shown that ethical cultures of teams 

within the same organization can differ.  

Third, the distinctiveness of the GECS 2.0 vis à vis other measure of ethical culture 

has not been tested here (DeBode et al., 2013; Kaptein, 2008b; Treviño et al., 1998). Future 

research could incorporate one or more of the proposed scales and investigate their correlation 

with the GECS 2.0 to improve the measure’s discriminant validity. 

Fourth, the studies presented above do not provide evidence to show nomological 

validity of both, the ESM and the GECS 2.0. Further research should evaluate whether the 

scales are related to unethical behavior. Some authors argue that ethical and unethical conduct 

are the most important target of ethics strategies (Paine, 1994; Weaver & Treviño, 1999) as 

well as of organizational ethical cultures (Kaptein, 2008b; Toro-Arias et al., 2021). While a 

strong connection between ethical culture and workplace unethical behavior has been 

empirically established (Kaptein, 2010, 2011c; Tanner et al., 2019; Zaal et al., 2019), further 

research is needed to assess the relationship of ethics strategies and unethical behavior. A 

contribution to this avenue of further research will be made in Chapter 4 of this dissertation.  

The results also raise important questions for further research besides addressing the 

discussed limitations. First, the finding of Study 2 that compliance and integrity strategies are 

differently related to motivational outcomes, raises the question whether they are also 

differently related to ethical and unethical behavior. For example, is it the case that a 

compliance orientation can help to prevent unethical behavior, but integrity cannot? Could an 
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integrity orientation to ethics management, however, help to promote ethical conduct, while 

compliance strategies cannot? Theoretical considerations to this effect have already been made 

by Stimmler and Tanner (2019), and some of these questions are empirically examined in the 

studies presented in Chapter 4. 

Second, the results of Study 3 suggesting that ethics strategies are not sufficient in 

explaining behavioral outcomes, and ethical culture contributes more to explain the variance 

of work-related outcomes, opens promising avenues for further research regarding the 

connection between ethics strategies, ethical culture and (un)ethical workplace behavior. 

Particularly, the question arises how ethics strategies and ethical culture as parts of the overall 

ethical context are related to each other and what part they play in predicting (un)ethical 

workplace behavior. Taking a first step in investigating this connection will be the subject of 

the studies conducted in Chapter 4. Beyond the explained variance, the results of Study 3 show 

that only some subfactors of ethical culture are related to organizational commitment and 

turnover intention. Only direct supervisor role modeling, rule defectiveness, and ill-conceived 

goals emerge as significant predictors of the two outcomes when controlling for 

sociodemographic factors, ethics program scope, and ethics strategies. This observation (a) 

confirms the results of the factor analyses, which indicate that it is best to consider the 

subfactors of ethical culture rather than using a composite ethical culture measure, and (b) 

raises the question whether different ethical culture dimensions may be relevant to different 

outcomes. This question will also be part of the investigations in the studies of Chapter 4. 

Overall, it was the goal of the three conducted studies to provide valid and reliable 

instruments for the orientation of ethics programs and organizational ethical culture. The 

presented results suggest that this goal was achieved. As has been pointed out above, some 

limitations apply, and future research should consider to further strengthen the evidence for 

the validity of the two measures. Nonetheless, strong psychometric support for both the ESM 

and the GECS 2.0 is provided, and the scales can therefore be used to investigate a variety of 

research and practical questions. 
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Chapter 4 

The Mediating Role of Ethical Culture in the 

Relationship between Ethics Strategies and (Un)ethical 

Behavior
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4 The Mediating Role of Ethical Culture in the Relationship between Ethics 

Strategies and (Un)ethical Behavior 

This dissertation set out to better understand the relationship between ethics strategies 

and (un)ethical behavior and provide empirical evidence for what works and what hurts to 

tackle issues of ethics in organizations. It has become standard procedure for businesses to roll 

out extensive ethics programs that vary not only in scope but also in orientation (Kaptein, 

2004, 2015). Most commonly, organizational efforts to reduce unethical behavior and promote 

ethical conduct rely on compliance- or integrity-focused strategies (Paine, 1994). These are 

not necessarily competing approaches, on the contrary, most often they are complementary 

approaches (Weaver et al., 1999b). However, their success is not a given, and not always do 

they achieve the desired results in terms of behavioral outcomes. The question begs what 

makes compliance and integrity successful strategies to prevent unethical behavior and 

promote ethical conduct. Based on the theoretical considerations laid out in Chapter 2 and 

equipped with two new instruments that allow us to measure the relevant dimensions of the 

organizational ethical context developed and validated in Chapter 3, this chapter is dedicated 

to using these tools in an effort to find an answer to this question. It is empirically explored 

how compliance and integrity are connected to ethical and unethical behavior, and how this 

relationship can be explained conceptualizing ethical culture as a mediating factor linking 

strategies to behavioral outcomes.  

To determine what makes ethics strategies successful at preventing unethical behavior 

and promoting ethical conduct, it first needs to be specified how the central terms ethical and 

unethical behavior are defined for the purpose of the studies introduced in this chapter. Most 

research in behavioral business ethics has relied on a definition of unethical behavior in the 

broadest of terms (Mitchell et al., 2020). In this tradition, ethical behaviors are commonly 

defined as both legal and morally acceptable to a larger community, and unethical behaviors 

are conversely defined as are either illegal or morally unacceptable to a larger community 

(Jones, 1991). A slightly focused definition I will follow in this work builds on the notion of 

Treviño et al. (2006) that distinguishes three different types of behavior: First, there are 

behaviors that do not even meet a minimum moral standard and/or are illegal, and thus are 

considered unethical (e.g., stealing). Then, there are behaviors that do meet and uphold a 

minimum moral and legal standard, and are thus considered not unethical (e.g., honesty). 

Lastly, there are behaviors that go beyond keeping with the law and that exceed a minimum 
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moral standard, which are thus considered ethical behaviors (e.g., volunteering). For the 

present examination, the first and last kind of behavior are of particular interest. Thus, when 

considering ethical and unethical conduct, I am concerned with behaviors that either positively 

or negatively deviate from moral standards, as agreed upon by a relevant reference group 

(Warren, 2003). To be more specific, unethical behaviors negatively deviate from rules (i.e., 

they break laws and/or organizational rules and standards), while ethical behaviors are 

positively deviant (i.e., they are exceptional compared to typical behaviors of a relevant 

reference group), morally praiseworthy (i.e., they contribute to individual and/or collective 

well-being), and discretionary (i.e., they are not enforceable) (Stansbury & Sonenshein, 2012). 

Evidence on the relationship between ethics strategies and (un)ethical behavior from 

research and practical examples alike points in a clear direction: Creating formal programs, 

whether they are compliance or integrity oriented, by itself, does not guarantee the success of 

ethics management. Rather, such programs must be part of a larger, coordinated system, which 

promotes ethical conduct (Bussmann & Niemeczek, 2019; James, 2000; Sims & Brinkmann, 

2003; Treviño & Brown, 2004). This suggests that considering ethics strategies as one part of 

the overall organizational ethical context is a helpful approach to unpack the complex 

relationship between ethics strategies and (un)ethical behavior. It is argued here that 

organizational ethical effectiveness is dependent on multiple elements rather than just the 

strategic approach to ethics management (Tenbrunsel et al., 2003; Valentine et al., 2014). 

More specifically, it is hypothesized that explicit and implicit components of the 

organizational ethical context work together in affecting (un)ethical conduct (Majluf & 

Navarrete, 2011). Therefore, considering ethics strategies as the formal part of the overall 

organizational context in relation to ethical culture as the informal part of the overall 

organizational context, can provide insight into when and why compliance and integrity are 

successful strategies to prevent unethical behavior and promote ethical conduct.  

Exploring this interrelation of multiple factors of the organizational ethical context 

closes an important research gap, as reviews of organizational ethical context research find 

that we do not yet have a clear understanding what this interrelation looks like (Treviño et al., 

2014; Treviño et al., 2006). While there is literature supporting the claim that the 

organizational ethical context matters to explain ethical and unethical organizational behavior 

(Kaptein, 2011c; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; Tanner et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1998; Treviño 

& Weaver, 2003; Valentine et al., 2014), we do not yet fully understand the extent of this 
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relationship. More empirical evidence is needed to gain a better understanding of the way 

different elements of the organizational ethical context work together to affect unethical and 

ethical conduct. This dissertation aims to contribute to closing this research gap by exploring 

the possibility that ethical culture takes a mediating role in the relationship between ethics 

strategies and (un)ethical behavior.  

Hypothesizing such a mediated relationship is not farfetched. It has been discussed in 

the literature, that the organizational ethical culture, which is part of the soft control systems 

within organizations, and the ethics program, which is part of the hard control systems (as 

discussed in Chapter 2), can be interrelated. Kaptein (2010) describes that ethics programs can 

affect ethical culture, while ethical culture can impact the effectiveness of ethics programs: 

Ethics programs can be aimed at improving and preserving the ethical culture of 

organizations. And the ethical culture can influence the content of ethics programs as 

well as facilitate and support the effectiveness of an ethics program and its impact on 

behavior. (p. 616) 

It has further been shown that decoupling ethics programs from individual-level perceptions 

of their translation into practice has negative consequences for unethical behavior (MacLean 

et al., 2015; MacLean & Behnam, 2010). When the alignment between an organization’s 

ethical culture and its formal structure (i.e., its ethics program) fails, employees receive 

confusing messages regarding ethical behavioral expectations. Ethical cultures exert an 

important pressure on employees to conform to informal practices, even in circumstances in 

which this means disregarding or counteracting the formally (i.e., by the ethics program) 

required practices of the organization (Constantinescu & Kaptein, 2019). Overall, there is 

suggestive evidence that supports the notion of a mediating role of ethical culture in the 

relationship between compliance and integrity ethics programs and (un)ethical behavior.  

In Chapter 3 it has been argued that ethical culture is a multi-dimensional construct, 

which is a necessary consequence of its complexity in structure and impact on various 

outcomes. Figure 9 illustrates that the dimensions of ethical culture are hypothesized to be 

parallel multiple mediators in the relationship between ethics strategies and (un)ethical 

behavior. Considering all 10 ethical culture dimensions as mediators in such a way has two 

important advantages. First, introducing 10 parallel mediators rather than one single mediator 

better captures the complexity of the relations between the observed variables, thus making 
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this a better approach than a single mediator model to examine the mechanism through which 

ethics strategies affect (un)ethical behaviors. Second, the chosen approach allows us to 

identify the critical mediating paths, and thus, which dimensions of ethical culture are 

particularly relevant to prevent unethical behavior and promote ethical conduct when ethics 

strategies are compliance-oriented versus integrity-oriented. Thus, the proposed theoretical 

model is depicted in Figure 9 and will further be theoretically motivated and empirically 

examined in the following. 

The remainder of the chapter is organized as follows. First, Sections 4.1 to 4.4 are 

dedicated to exploring the literature on the connection between ethics strategies and 

(un)ethical behavior as well as the links in the proposed mediation model. Further, testable 

hypotheses for the mediated relationship will be developed. Second, Section 4.5 will present 

the empirical analyses of the proposed mediation model. Third, Section 4.6 will conclude with 

a discussion of the results. 

4.1 Ethics Strategies and (Un)ethical Behavior  

Although a mediated relationship between ethics strategies and (un)ethical conduct is 

at the core of the proposed model, the literature on the direct effects of compliance and 

integrity strategies on ethical and unethical behavior will be explored in detail first to shed 
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light on the ambiguities in these relationships before the links of the mediation model are 

investigated. While it has been shown that different parts of ethics programs reduce unethical 

behavior (Jannat et al., 2021), it has not yet been clearly established how differently oriented 

programs affect ethical or unethical behavior. Thus, this section aims to review the findings 

the literature provides regarding the effects of compliance- and integrity-oriented ethics 

programs on (un)ethical behavior to disentangle their multifaceted relationship. The section 

will be organized in way that first, the effect of compliance on (un)ethical behavior and then 

the effect of integrity on (un)ethical behavior will be explored. 

4.1.1 Compliance and (Un)ethical Behavior 

This subsection explores (a) the link between compliance strategies and unethical 

behavior, and (b) the link between compliance strategies and ethical behavior.  

Compliance and Unethical Behavior. As compliance strategies are designed to detect 

and sanction misconduct, it is generally assumed that ethics programs that put an emphasis on 

compliance measures are ways of preventing misconduct. However, in Chapter 3.3.1, which 

is concerned with monitoring and sanctions as integral parts of compliance strategies, it was 

already hinted at the complicated relationship of external motivation mechanisms and 

unethical behavior. Research on the effect of a strong focus on rules and regulations, as well 

as of using means of surveillance and sanctions, which constitute the central elements of 

compliance strategies, has produced mixed results regarding their impact on unethical conduct. 

With their strong focus on rules and regulations, compliance programs are often perceived as 

nothing more than liability insurance for senior management, which in turn can lead to an 

increase in unethical behavior (Weaver & Treviño, 1999). Surveillance and sanctions have 

previously been found to be negatively as well as positively related to unethical workplace 

behavior, which will be discussed in the following.  

While the literature on surveillance mechanisms has primarily been concerned with 

their ethicality rather than their effectiveness to prevent unethical behavior, the findings that 

do exist on the latter are mixed. On the positive side, a general negative relationship of 

monitoring with unethical behavior (Jannat et al., 2021; Kaptein, 2015) and workplace 

delinquency (de Vries & van Gelder, 2015) has been found. More specifically, for example, 

Pierce et al. (2015) found that the introduction of software that monitors employee sales 

transactions reduced employee theft. On the negative side, surveillance systems can undermine 
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employee trust in their organization (Weibel et al., 2016), which can lead to more unethical 

behavior (Nelson, 2021). For example, Detert et al. (2007) show that managerial oversight and 

abusive supervision increase counterproductive work behaviors. Most studies agree that in 

order to be effective, surveillance and monitoring systems must meet certain prerequisites, 

which necessarily include their perceived fairness and transparency (Filabi & Hurley, 2019; 

Kaptein, 2015; Tyler & Blader, 2005; Weibel et al., 2016). This also suggests, however, that 

surveillance and monitoring do not per se affect unethical behavior negatively, but that they 

could be effective in reducing unethical behavior when the organizational culture promotes 

fair and transparent procedures. When the organizational culture, however, does not promote 

such procedures, surveillance may have undesired effects because it undermines trust.  

As with monitoring, the findings in the literature regarding the impact of sanctions on 

unethical behavior are mixed. Supporting the argument that sanctions influence unethical 

behavior as implied by utility-based models, research has shown that dishonesty strongly 

decreases with increasing risk and severity of sanctions (Thielmann & Hilbig, 2018). 

However, contrary to these results, other studies have found that monetary sanctions can 

increase unethical behavior by putting a price on the misconduct (Gneezy & Rustichini, 

2000a), thereby affecting the type of decision people are making (business vs. ethical; 

Tenbrunsel & Messick, 1999). Other findings have specified that introducing weak monetary 

sanctions is likely to increase cheating (Békir et al., 2016; Gneezy & Rustichini, 2000b). Békir 

et al. (2016) further show that moral rather than monetary sanctions can be effective in 

decreasing cheating when such sanctions are combined with the introduction of perfect 

monitoring systems. These results suggest that the nature and context of sanctions matter for 

their effectiveness, and particularly monetary sanctions can reduce unethical behavior when 

the contextual factors also promote a decrease in misconduct. 

Overall, the literature agrees that the effect of compliance strategies on unethical 

behavior is dependent not only on the design of relevant measures, but also, and most 

importantly for this study, on the organizational context in which they are embedded. The 

intended effect of compliance-oriented ethics programs to prevent misconduct does not occur 

merely through its implementation, but it can only develop when it is embedded within an 

organizational ethical culture supportive of the same goal (Valentine et al., 2014; Verhezen, 

2010).  
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Compliance and Ethical Behavior. As compliance strategies are designed to detect 

and sanction misconduct, it is generally assumed that ethics programs that put an emphasis on 

compliance are neither aiming to inspire ethical behavior nor are they capable of doing so. 

Compliance programs are usually designed with the goal in mind to achieve consistency with 

legal regulations (Hess, 2016). Thus, they are focused on those ethical issues that overlap with 

legal issues but fail to account for the full range of ethical issues (Paine, 1994), which exceeds 

keeping up a moral and legal minimum standard (Treviño et al., 2006). Paine (1994) 

emphasizes that this focus of compliance programs on abidance of the law is insufficient to 

inspire ethical conduct: 

Even in the best cases, legal compliance is unlikely to unleash much moral imagination 

or commitment. The law does not generally seek to inspire human excellence or 

distinction. It is no guide for exemplary behavior - or even good practice. Those 

managers who define ethics as legal compliance are implicitly endorsing a code of 

moral mediocrity for their organizations. As Richard Breeden, former chairman of the 

Securities and Exchange Commission, noted, ‘It is not an adequate ethical standard to 

aspire to get through the day without being indicted!’ (p. 8) 

It has further been argued in previous chapters that means of ethics programs that have 

a strong focus on compliance, such as monitoring and sanctioning, can promote distrust among 

employees and do not convey that the organization is invested in supporting its members. 

Based on these observations it is argued that compliance programs are likely to create an 

attitude of contractual obligation towards the organization, which translates into “work to rule” 

behaviors (Weaver & Treviño, 1999). This assumption is supported by the findings made in 

Chapter 3.4.6, where it was shown that compliance strategies reduce affective commitment to 

the organization. In such an environment it is unlikely, that employees are willing to exceed 

minimum requirements and engage in behaviors that go beyond a minimum moral and legal 

standard for the benefit of the organization.  

In sum, compliance has not yet been related to ethical behavior in the literature.  
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4.1.2 Integrity and (Un)ethical Behavior  

In this subsection, first the link between compliance strategies and unethical behavior 

is explored, and then the link between compliance strategies and ethical behavior is 

investigated.  

Integrity and Unethical Behavior. Integrity strategies put an emphasis on shared 

ethical values rather than rules and regulations. They aim at the internalization of those ethical 

values by all members of the organization, which then translates into the prevention of 

unethical behavior. Other than compliance strategies, integrity approaches to ethics 

management assume that ethically sound behavior is intrinsically motivated when employees 

find themselves in an environment that supports such conduct (Paine, 1994). Thus, a strong 

emphasis of integrity management is on promoting ethical self-governance and rewarding 

ethical performance. While it has been argued that the discretion and moral autonomy that 

employees are thereby granted may be abused and lead to an increase in unethical conduct 

(Rossouw & van Vuuren, 2003), generally, a negative relationship is assumed in the literature. 

When disregarding few studies, which have found job autonomy, which could broadly be 

considered part of integrity strategies, to be positively related to employee theft (e.g., Niehoff 

& Paul, 2000), integrity-oriented ethics programs have rather consistently been found to 

decrease unethical behavior (Tanner et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1999; Weaver & Treviño, 

1999) and increase rule-following behavior (Tyler & Blader, 2005).  

These findings are not surprising when considering the key characteristics of integrity 

strategies. An important aspect of promoting ethical self-governance is encouragement and 

training of relevant skills to find solutions to potential ethical issues that are compatible with 

the framework of organizational values (Paine, 1994; Wieland et al., 2014). Underlying this 

component of integrity strategies is the aim to make the responsibility for ethically sound 

behavior a collective effort that is shared by all organizational members (Rossouw & van 

Vuuren, 2003), and to equip employees with the necessary tools to carry this responsibility. It 

is assumed that by supporting and training employees to put ethical values into practice 

autonomously, organizations make it clear that their members are expected to be responsible. 

Consequently, this responsibility means that employees are accountable for their actions and 

the outcomes of these actions. This perceived accountability could motivate employees to act 

in accordance with the organizational values as well as legal regulations, and thereby decrease 

misconduct (Tanner et al., 2019). 
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Another important aspect of integrity-oriented ethics programs is that they are focused 

on rewarding ethical behavior above punishing misconduct (Paine, 1994). Thus, such 

programs require systems to be put in place that evaluate and reward ethical performance. If 

employees perceive that their ethical performance is a key component of their evaluation, 

unethical behavior becomes more costly, and thereby more unlikely.  

Overall, in the literature integrity strategies with their focus on shared values, 

promoting ethical self-governance, and rewarding ethical behavior have been found to reduce 

unethical behavior. 

Integrity and Ethical Behavior. While compliance strategies aim at preventing 

misconduct, integrity strategies specifically seek to raise ethical performance levels and are 

proactively declaring the organizational goal to promote ethical conduct (Rossouw & van 

Vuuren, 2003). That is because integrity-oriented ethics programs are built on a conception of 

ethical values and conduct as a driving force of the organization (Paine, 1994). Putting ethical 

values at the core of all business activities provides a common reference frame and defines 

what the organization stands for. Ethical behavior beyond avoiding legal sanctions in such a 

context is seen as a competitive advantage and communicated as desired conduct. Therefore, 

it becomes more likely that employees seek out opportunities to engage in behaviors that are 

considered to be of the highest moral standard.  

By putting an emphasis on ethical self-governance, organizations suggest that they 

consider their employees to be ethically competent and that they trust them to do the right 

thing (Weaver & Treviño, 1999). Employees therefore feel that they are valued members of 

the organization and that their contributions and well-being are taken seriously by the 

organization. In short, employees perceive organizational support from their environment 

(Eisenberger et al., 1986). Perceived organizational support in turn has been found to be 

positively related to organizational commitment (Eisenberger et al., 1990; Panaccio & 

Vandenberghe, 2009), which is consistent with the results from the studies in Chapter 3.4.6 

where integrity strategies are positively linked with affective commitment. This commitment 

towards the organization also extends to the desire to reciprocate the support that one is 

afforded by the organization by supporting the organization’s (ethical) goals in return (Weaver 

& Treviño, 1999). Thereby, ethical behavior becomes more likely.  
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Above, it has been argued that integrity strategies require the implementation of reward 

systems for ethical conduct. By putting an emphasis on rewards for ethical behavior rather 

than punishment for unethical behavior, value-guided behavior is incentivised. Following 

utility-based models of behavior, such incentives could be effective in promoting ethical 

conduct. 

Overall, in the literature integrity strategies with their focus on shared values, 

promoting ethical self-governance, and rewarding ethical behavior have been found to be 

positively related to ethical behavior. 

4.2 Ethics Strategies and Ethical Culture  

While the previous section has explored how ethics strategies are related to (un)ethical 

behavior, this section explores their connection with ethical culture. This relationship 

constitutes the first link in the proposed mediation model (see Figure 9). Hypotheses regarding 

the effects of compliance- and integrity-oriented ethics programs on dimensions of ethical 

culture will be developed. 

It is important to understand how ethics strategies are connected to ethical culture, as 

both concepts are considered to be part of the overall ethical context, but the nature of their 

relationship is not clear. In an attempt to unpack this relationship, this study builds on the 

ethical infrastructure approach (Tenbrunsel et al., 2003). According to this approach, formal 

systems (such as ethics strategies) are embedded in informal systems (such as ethical culture). 

Both have communicative power and signal expected behaviors to employees, but they do so 

via different channels. While ethics strategies as formal systems explicitly state what is 

expected, ethical culture as an informal system conveys social norms and conventions. 

Although organizational cultures are not easily changed by organizations or their management 

(Schein & Schein, 2017), Kaptein and Wempe (2002) argue that organizations are strategically 

responsible for the improvement and extension of corporate virtues (i.e., ethical culture) 

through their ethics program. In a closer examination of this relationship, Kaptein (2009) 

found that various components of ethics programs are related to the dimensions of ethical 

culture in ways that were different in terms of significance, strength and nature. Hence, the 

explicit communication of ethical expectations through ethics programs can influence the 

social norms and conventions that prevail within an organization. 
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Adopting this notion for an examination of the relationship between program 

orientation and ethical culture, I argue that compliance and integrity as two approaches to 

designing ethics programs can affect the dimensions of ethical culture, but they may not affect 

all dimensions or affect all dimensions equally strongly. Also, the nature of their relationship 

may be positive or negative. Thus, in the following, the impact ethics program orientation may 

have on ethical culture is explored for compliance and integrity programs separately.  

4.2.1 Compliance and Ethical Culture 

It is conceivable that compliance programs affect ethical culture in several different 

ways. Here, some possible connections between compliance and dimensions of ethical culture 

are explored from a theoretical vantage point.  

One vital component of compliance strategies is that they give a central role to the 

explicit statement of rules and regulations regarding ethical conduct, for example in a code of 

conduct. When this documentation of behavioral expectations is sufficiently clear and detailed, 

it increases the understanding of employees regarding what the organization considers 

appropriate conduct towards internal and external stakeholders (Paine, 1994). Thus, 

compliance strategies could be positively related to the ethical culture dimension rule clarity. 

However, such a focus on comprehensive and detailed regulation of behavior could also 

backfire, when it leads to a proliferation of rules (Rossouw & van Vuuren, 2003). When rules 

and regulations become too vast, confusion regarding what behavior is expected may spread 

and thus negatively affect rule clarity. Further, in such instances inconsistencies may start to 

occur, or the amount of regulation may undermine the usefulness of rules for ever-day 

decision-making. Therefore, compliance strategies could have a positive relationship with the 

ethical culture dimension rule defectiveness and a negative relationship with the dimension 

rule viability. When rules regarding ethical conduct proliferate, it is further conceivable that 

they begin to clash with rules or targets in other dimensions, such as economic performance 

goals. When this happens, employees might feel pressured to either compromise on ethical 

values, or they may feel that the goals that are set for them are too high. Compliance strategies 

could thus be positively related to pressure to compromise ethical values for economic 

outcomes as well as to ill-conceived goals. 

The more ethics programs adopt a compliance approach to ethics management, the 

more they emphasize surveillance and sanctioning mechanisms. As has been argued above, 
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both of these mechanisms are indicative of organizational distrust towards employees, or at 

the very least do not suggest organizational support for employees. However, when employee 

behavior is closely monitored with various means, the likelihood increases that misconduct is 

in fact detected and culprits are identified (Kaptein, 2009). Compliance strategies could thus 

be positively related to detectability. Sanctions, in the best cases, signal that the organization 

maintains a standard of justice, which may be valued as positive by employees. When there 

are no other indicators of organizational support for employees, however, punishment is 

argued to be something that is to be feared and therefore avoided (Geddes, 2017). A closely 

monitored environment leaves no room for discretion or moral autonomy, thereby 

disempowering employees (Rossouw & van Vuuren, 2003). In an environment in which fear 

is persistent and employees feel disempowered, they are unlikely to feel like their input or 

initiative is valued and are likely to perceive fewer opportunities for participation. Therefore, 

compliance may be negatively related to a culture of openness. 

It has been argued here that compliance-oriented ethics programs relate to various 

dimensions off ethical culture in different ways. As argued above, there are strong theoretical 

reasons to assume a positive impact of compliance strategies on the ethical culture dimensions 

rule defectiveness, pressure to compromise, ill-conceived goals, and detectability, and a 

negative impact on rule viability and culture of openness. However, for the dimension rule 

clarity the prediction is ex ante ambiguous, and for the role-modeling dimensions of ethical 

culture (top management, direct supervisor, peer role modeling) no leads regarding a possible 

connection were found in the literature. While employee outcomes of compliance programs 

have been investigated previously (Weaver & Treviño, 1999), no studies have, to the best of 

my knowledge, explored the effect of compliance programs on the role-modeling qualities of 

leaders or peers. Therefore, these relationships will be investigated in an exploratory fashion 

in the present study. For the dimensions of ethical culture that have been related to compliance 

strategies in this section, hypotheses are formulated and will be tested in Studies 1 and 3.  

Hypothesis 1a: Compliance strategies are positively related to rule defectiveness.  

Hypothesis 1b: Compliance strategies are negatively related to rule viability. 

Hypothesis 1c: Compliance strategies are positively related to pressure to compromise.  

Hypothesis 1d: Compliance strategies are positively related to ill-conceived goals.  
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Hypothesis 1e: Compliance strategies are positively related to detectability.  

Hypothesis 1f: Compliance strategies are negatively related to culture of openness. 

4.2.2 Integrity and Ethical Culture 

As with compliance, multiple connections between integrity strategies and dimensions 

of ethical culture are conceivable. Further, it is possible that integrity programs affect different 

dimensions of ethical culture than compliance programs do, due to the difference in strategic 

approach and underlying assumptions. Therefore, here, some possible connections between 

integrity and dimensions of ethical culture are explored from a theoretical perspective.  

Integrity approaches to ethics management heavily rely on making ethics a leadership 

task (Weaver et al., 1999b). Values-based management becomes an integral task of executive 

leadership, as the organizational ethical values are embedded in every-day management 

decision-making and organizational critical activities, such as the allocation of resources or 

the search for new business opportunities (Paine, 1994). Therefore, integrity-oriented ethics 

programs rely on the integrity of their leadership, meaning that top management executives 

need to set the tone and serve as role models (Rossouw & van Vuuren, 2003). It can thus be 

assumed, that in an environment of organizational integrity the practical behavior of the top 

management endorses the organizational ethical values. Put simply, management should be 

walking the ethics talk. Thus, integrity approaches should be positively related to the ethical 

culture dimension top management. Further, when ethics is executively driven, members 

across the organization experience that ethical standards are critical components of 

organizational life. Thus, they might become inspired to model appropriate behavior. Thereby 

they become stewards of the organizational ethical values, which they further spread and 

model through their practical behavior (Tyler et al., 2008). Therefore, integrity approaches to 

ethics management could further be positively related to direct supervisor and peer role 

modeling.  

An integrity-oriented ethics program also is predicated on organizations having a clear 

sense of their corporate ethical identity and their priorities, while employees are granted a lot 

of discretion with regard to ethical decision-making (Paine, 1994). To align these efforts, skill 

training and organizational support for putting values into practice are important means of 

integrity strategies. One important goal is the development of shared values rather than explicit 
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and detailed rules for behavior. When employees share an understanding of the organizational 

ethical identity and internalize the organizational values, it is likely that they are confident 

about what is considered appropriate conduct towards internal and external stakeholders. 

Therefore, integrity strategies could be positively connected to the ethical culture dimension 

rule clarity. On the other hand, the informal nature of values and the need to translate them 

into actions might rather lead to confusion amongst employees as to what is considered 

appropriate conduct in each situation. Hence, integrity strategies could possibly also 

undermine rule clarity. As from the perspective of integrity strategies employees are 

autonomous ethical decision makers guided by a set of values, they may perceive fewer 

expectational inconsistencies than when behavior is guided by rules and regulations. 

Therefore, integrity strategies may be negatively related to rule defectiveness. When in 

addition organizational priorities are clearly defined, employees may perceive lower pressure 

to compromise ethical values for economic outcomes. Therefore, integrity approaches may 

also be negatively related to pressure to compromise.  

Another vital component of integrity strategies is that they promote “ethics talk” 

(Rossouw & van Vuuren, 2003). Weaver and Treviño (1999) argue based on social exchange 

theory that integrity-oriented ethics programs generate perceived organizational support, 

which means that employees perceive that their presence and input in the organization is 

valued. The authors argue, and subsequently show in their studies, that in such environments 

employees are comfortable with raising ethical questions and seeking out advice about ethical 

issues. Consequently, it is argued here, that integrity strategies may also be positively related 

to a culture of openness, as employees perceive that their input and participation is valued and 

sought out by the organization. 

It has been argued here that integrity-oriented ethics programs relate to various 

dimensions of ethical culture. This relationship may be different from how compliance 

approaches relate to ethical culture. As argued above, there are strong theoretical reasons to 

assume a positive impact of integrity strategies on the ethical culture dimensions top 

management, direct supervisor, peer role models and culture of openness, and a negative 

impact on rule defectiveness and pressure to compromise. However, for the dimension rule 

clarity the prediction is ex ante ambiguous, and for the dimensions rule viability, detectability, 

and ill-conceived goals no leads regarding a possible connection were found in the literature. 

Therefore, the relationship between integrity strategies and those dimensions of ethical culture 
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will be investigated in an exploratory fashion and no hypotheses will be formulated for them. 

For the dimensions of ethical culture that have been related to integrity strategies in this 

section, hypotheses are formulated and will be tested in Studies 2 and 4. 

Hypothesis 2a: Integrity strategies are positively related to top management.  

Hypothesis 2b: Integrity strategies are positively related to direct supervisor. 

Hypothesis 2c: Integrity strategies are positively related to peer role models. 

Hypothesis 2d: Integrity strategies are negatively related to rule defectiveness. 

Hypothesis 2e: Integrity strategies are negatively related to pressure to compromise. 

Hypothesis 2f: Integrity strategies are positively related to culture of openness. 

4.3 Ethical Culture and (Un)ethical Behavior 

This section explores the relationship between ethical culture and (un)ethical behavior. 

This relationship constitutes the second link in the proposed mediation model (see Figure 9). 

Testable hypotheses regarding the effects of dimensions of ethical culture on ethical and 

unethical behavior will be developed. 

In this dissertation, ethical organizational culture has been conceptualized as a 

multidimensional construct. Overall, 10 dimensions of ethical culture have been identified, of 

which all or some may be related to (un)ethical behavior positively or negatively and more or 

less strongly. It is suggested here that generally, ethical culture is negatively related to 

unethical behavior and positively related to ethical behavior. This assumption rests on 

numerous studies, which have found such correlations.16 It has been shown, for example, that 

a strong ethical culture, which communicates what is deemed acceptable and unacceptable 

behavior is associated with less unethical decision-making (Treviño, 1990), less workplace 

delinquency (de Vries & van Gelder, 2015), and fewer unethical behaviors (Treviño et al., 

1998; Zaal et al., 2019). Dimension level analyses of ethical culture have shown that some 

dimensions of ethical culture are related to fewer observed unethical behaviors (Kaptein, 

2011c; Tanner et al., 2019) and reduced levels of corruption (Webb, 2012). Regarding ethical 

 
16 For a meta-analytic review of the relationship between ethical culture and unethical behavior, see 

Kish-Gephart et al. (2010). 
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behavior, dimensions of ethical culture have for example been shown to be associated with 

internal whistleblowing intentions (Kaptein, 2011a), willingness to speak up to management, 

and better decision-making (Treviño et al., 1999). As an overall construct, ethical culture has 

been shown to be positively related to organizational citizenship behavior (Ruiz-Palomino & 

Martínez-Cañas, 2014) and whistle-blowing intentions (Zhang et al., 2009). 

For the present research it is argued that ethical culture negatively affects unethical 

behavior and positively affects ethical behavior. However, different dimensions of culture may 

be important to these relationships. Thus, in the following, the impact different ethical culture 

dimensions may have on unethical and ethical behavior is explored. 

4.3.1 Ethical Culture and Unethical Behavior 

Drawing on social learning theory (Bandura, 1997) ethical role-modeling emerges as 

an important component of ethical culture that influences unethical behavior. The theory 

maintains that individuals in organizations will imitate role models’ behavior, which they find 

in their work environment. Such role-models can hold a leadership position but employees 

with no leadership responsibilities can also be role models (Kuenzi et al., 2020). The GECS 2.0 

includes the three role-modeling dimensions top management, direct supervisor, and peer 

role-models. With regard to executive and immediate leadership influences on unethical 

behavior, it has been argued in Chapter 3.2.2 that employees look up to and learn from the 

behavior of top managers due to their powerful and admirable position atop the organizational 

hierarchy, whereas direct supervisors’ ethical decision-making is more immediately observed 

and thus learned in daily routines (Brown & Treviño, 2014). Both, direct supervisor as well as 

top management role-modeling have been found to be negatively related to unethical behavior 

(Kaptein, 2011c) but it has been shown that immediate supervisors have the most direct 

influence on employee unethical conduct (Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, et al., 2009). Thus, we 

may find that role-modeling of top management and direct supervisors are negatively related 

to unethical behavior but direct supervisor behavior should be more relevant to unethical 

behavior. Consistently, Sweeney et al. (2010) find that unethical tone at the top did not 

significantly affect intentions to act unethically. Research further indicates that peers can 

become role-models and by example contribute to what is perceived as appropriate behavior 

(Moore & Gino, 2013). Consistently, experimental research has shown that peers positively 

influence dishonesty, a form of unethical behavior (Gino et al., 2009). Conversely, when peers 
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model behavior that is compliant with rules and regulations, peer-role models could reduce 

unethical behavior.  

In the past, vagueness and ambiguity have been found to be antecedents of unethical 

behavior (Tyler & Blader, 2005). When there is no consistency in behavioral expectations and 

grey areas regarding was is appropriate conduct remain, unethical behavior becomes more 

likely. Therefore, rule defectiveness may be positively related to unethical behavior. Kaptein 

(1998) has further shown that unethical behavior often occurs, when there is no clear 

organizational normative framework. This is also relevant because the ethical issues 

organizational members face in a work-environment differ from those encountered in other 

settings (Kaptein, 2011c). Therefore, it is important that an ethical culture distinguishes 

between what is considered unethical and appropriate behavior. Rule clarity should thus be 

negatively related to unethical behavior. However, an overwhelming number of rules, not all 

of which may be relevant to the immediate work-environment of employees, could be 

counterproductive. For example, Schwartz (2004) found that codes of conduct are more 

effective when they are relevant to the everyday routines of employees and convey realistic 

behavioral expectations. Thus, rule viability may be negatively related to unethical behavior 

as this dimension of ethical culture is concerned with the appropriateness of rules. 

Another antecedent of unethical behavior that has been discussed in the literature is 

employee inability to achieve too challenging goals with legitimate means (Ordóñez et al., 

2009; Schweitzer et al., 2004). This line of research suggests that ill-conceived goals are 

positively related to unethical behavior. Adding to the discussion around too challenging 

goals, Treviño (1986) posits that time pressure is an important factor. When employees are 

under great pressure they are less likely to pay attention to ethical standards than when they 

have sufficient time to carry out their responsibilities (Kaptein, 2011c). When employees are 

socialized in such a restrictive environment, they could further start to believe that other issues, 

such as meeting economic goals, are more important than compliance with ethical standards. 

Such factors give way to rationalizations of unethical behavior, thus making misconduct more 

likely. Therefore, pressure to compromise may be positively related to unethical behavior. 

Indeed, perceived unethical pressure has been found to have a positive impact on intention to 

engage in unethical behaviors (Sweeney et al., 2010). 

When the conditions of the organizational environment do not involve employees in 

decision-making processes it is argued that moral issues go unnoticed or unacknowledged, 
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which in turn fosters unethical conduct (Kaptein, 2011c). Empirical evidence indeed shows 

that when employees perceive structures that enforce unquestioned obedience, they observe 

more unethical conduct (Tanner et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1999). Thus, in turn, a culture of 

openness may be negatively related to unethical behavior. Research has shown that when 

employees do have the opportunity to raise concerns and participate in goal-setting processes, 

less unethical behavior is observed (Kaptein, 2011c) due to an increase in perceived 

accountability for one’s actions (Barsky, 2011). Accountability for one’s actions can further 

only be perceived when misconduct and its consequences are made visible. Underlying this 

rational is the assumption that employees make calculations about the likelihood of being 

observed, caught and punished (Detert et al., 2007). Thus, detectability may be negatively 

related to unethical behavior. 

In line with the presented arguments and literature, it is hypothesized here that an 

increasingly ethical culture reduces unethical behavior. More specifically, subfactors, which 

indicate a more ethical culture (top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, rule viability, 

detectability, culture of openness, peer role models) are expected to be negatively related to 

unethical behavior, whereas subfactors indicating a less ethical culture (rule defectiveness, 

pressure to compromise, ill-conceived goals) are expected to be positively related to unethical 

behavior. 

Hypothesis 3a: Top management has a negative effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3b: Direct supervisors have a negative effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3c: Rule clarity has a negative effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3d: Rule viability has a negative effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3e: Detectability has a negative effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3f: Culture of openness has a negative effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3g: Peer role models have a negative effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3h: Rule defectiveness has a positive effect on unethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 3i: Pressure to compromise has a positive effect on unethical behavior.  
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Hypothesis 3j: Ill-conceived goals have a positive effect on unethical behavior.  

4.3.2 Ethical Culture and Ethical Behavior 

Again building on social learning theory (Bandura, 1997) to understand ethical role-

modeling as a component of ethical culture, top management, direct supervisors and peer role 

models should positively impact ethical behavior. When looking to role models in the 

organization for cues about what behavior is expected, employees could perceive that ethical 

conduct is frequently engaged in and valued throughout the organization. Indeed, research has 

shown that top management and direct supervisor role modeling both positively impact 

organizational citizenship behavior (Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, et al., 2009; Ruiz et al., 

2011). However, the results also indicate that top management behavior has more influence 

on ethical behavior than direct supervisor behavior (Ruiz et al., 2011). The authors explain 

these results with the moral authority of executives that carries more weight with employees 

than that of formally lower authorities. This is further in line with research suggesting that 

tone at the top signals that ethical conduct is highly valued within the organization, which in 

turn will translate into their own ethical conduct (Weaver et al., 2005). It is thus predicted here 

that top management and direct supervisor behavior will be positively related to ethical 

behavior, but that top management will be a more important predictor. The literature further 

indicates that peers are not only role models of ethical behavior but that they also reward and 

punish behaviors in relation to conformity with group norms (e.g., being excluded from 

activities, or commenting on behavior) (Kuenzi et al., 2020). Employees, who bear witness to 

sanctions for behaviors that violate group norms and rewards for approved behaviors form 

perceptions regarding ethical expectations in their working environment. Observed conduct 

will be interpreted as representing the way ethical behavior is carried out in the organization 

and employees might thus model similar conduct as their peers. Thus, peer role modeling 

could positively influence ethical behavior. Support for this assumption comes from research 

showing that peer ethical behavior positively impacts employee internal whistle-blowing 

(Mayer et al., 2013). 

Greater clarity regarding what is considered appropriate conduct and how internal and 

external stakeholders should be treated may communicate the importance of ethical standards 

in the organization (Kaptein, 2011c) and therefore have a positive effect on ethical behavior. 

In line with this argument clarity has been shown to positively affect internal speaking-up 

about misconduct (Kaptein, 2011a). Thus, rule clarity could be positively related to ethical 
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behavior. Further, when employees receive consistent messages about what is considered 

desired behavior, this should positively impact ethical conduct. When messages lack 

coherence employees may experience dissonance, which undermines the desired outcome 

(MacLean & Behnam, 2010). For example, Ruiz-Palomino and Martínez-Cañas (2014) have 

shown that coherence of ethics programs positively influences ethical intent. Thus, 

inconsistencies and grey areas regarding ethical expectations may be negatively related to 

ethical conduct. Hence, rule defectiveness is predicted to be negatively related to ethical 

behavior. In the same fashion, it is conceivable that the more closely related to employees 

working environments and the more useful ethical standards and guidelines for decision-

making are, the more likely ethical conduct becomes. Thus, rule viability could be positively 

related to ethical behavior.  

Above, it has been argued that too challenging or competitive goals as well as high-

pressure environments promote unethical conduct (Ordóñez et al., 2009; Schweitzer et al., 

2004) by creating an environment in which other issues than ethical conduct are perceived to 

be prioritized (Kaptein, 2011a). When employees perceive that meeting economic targets is 

more important than upholding ethical standards, it is likely that they do not strive for 

exceedingly ethical conduct. Ethical conduct may simply not be perceived as valued or as a 

priority in the organization. Therefore, it can be assumed that ill-conceived goals and pressure 

to compromise are negatively related to ethical conduct, suggesting that with increasing values 

on these dimensions of ethical culture, the number of observed ethical behaviors will decrease.  

A dimensions of ethical culture, which signals that ethical conduct is valued and 

prioritized by the organization is culture of openness. In organizations, in which employee 

input and participation are part of the organizational culture, it is likely perceived that ethical 

conduct is appreciated by management and the organization as a whole. Particularly voice 

behaviors should increase in such work environments, as such conduct is perceived to be the 

prevailing norm in the organization and legitimate behavior (Klaas et al., 2012). Consistently, 

research has shown that individuals are likely to exhibit voice behavior when group-level 

beliefs put an emphasis on its value (Morrison et al., 2011). Further, it has been shown that 

openness is positively related to employee internal whistleblowing (Kaptein, 2011a). Lastly, 

detectability could signal that the organization values ethical conduct. When employees 

perceive that misconduct does not go unnoticed across hierarchical levels and executives make 

an effort to be informed about the types of misconduct that occur, it may be perceived that the 
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organization takes ethics seriously and rewards conduct that is based on ethical values. 

Therefore, detectability may be positively related to ethical behavior.  

In line with the presented arguments and literature, it is hypothesized here that ethical 

culture is positively related to ethical behavior. More specifically, subfactors, which indicate 

a more ethical culture (top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, rule viability, 

detectability, culture of openness, peer role modeling) are expected to be positively related to 

ethical behavior, whereas subfactors indicating a less ethical culture (rule defectiveness, 

pressure to compromise, ill-conceived goals) are expected to be negatively related to ethical 

behavior. 

Hypothesis 4a: Top management has a positive effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4b: Direct supervisors have a positive effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4c: Rule clarity has a positive effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4d: Rule viability has a positive effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4e: Detectability has a positive effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4f: Culture of openness has a positive effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4g: Peer role models have a positive effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4h: Rule defectiveness has a negative effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4i: Pressure to compromise has a negative effect on ethical behavior.  

Hypothesis 4j: Ill-conceived goals have a negative effect on ethical behavior.  

4.4 Ethics Strategies, Ethical Culture, and (Un)ethical Behavior 

In the above sections it has been hypothesized that compliance and integrity ethics 

strategies are related to multiple dimensions of ethical culture in different ways and that the 

10 dimensions of ethical culture can reduce unethical behavior and increase ethical behavior. 

Taken together, it is predicted that the 10 dimensions of ethical culture are multiple mediators 

in the relationship between compliance and integrity ethics strategies and ethical and unethical 

behavior. The subsequent studies, to the best of my knowledge, are the first empirical attempt 
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to investigate ethical culture as a mediator of the relationship between ethics program 

orientation and (un)ethical behavior.  

First, compliance strategies may be related in various ways to ethical culture. The 

central components of compliance strategies (i.e., focus on rules and regulations, monitoring 

and surveillance, and sanctioning misconduct) have for example been hypothesized to be 

positively related to rule defectiveness, detectability, pressure to compromise, and ill-

conceived goals. Further, they may negatively relate to rule viability and a culture of openness, 

while the relationship with rule clarity was described as ambiguous. There is no strong prior 

based on existing theory or empirical evidence for the relationship between compliance 

strategies and the remaining dimensions of ethical culture. Hence, they will be investigated in 

an exploratory fashion. The 10 dimensions of ethical culture are predicted to be negatively 

related to unethical behavior. Dimensions of ethical culture may be able to explain how 

compliance is related to unethical behavior. For example, if compliance strategies increase 

employee knowledge of company regulations and appropriate conduct (rule clarity) then 

compliant behavior would in turn become more likely (Bussmann & Niemeczek, 2019). In 

turn, if compliance strategies communicate to employees the importance of rules, but fail to 

present role models in the organization that demonstrate the importance of regulations in 

everyday business operations, or employees perceive that economic outcomes are valued more 

than compliant behavior, misconduct might increase (Greve et al., 2010). Thus, the effect of 

compliance strategies on unethical behavior may be explained by their effect on ethical 

culture. 

Hypothesis 5: The relationship between compliance strategies and unethical behavior will be 

mediated by ethical culture.  

Second, it has been speculated that top management role-modeling and a culture of 

openness are particularly relevant to stimulate ethical conduct, while compliance programs 

have not been linked to role-modeling and negatively related to a culture of openness. 

Additionally, in the literature compliance strategies have been argued to be unable to inspire 

ethical conduct (Paine, 1994).  

Hypothesis 6: There will be no mediation present in the relationship between compliance 

strategies and ethical behavior.  
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Third, integrity strategies have been linked to ethical culture in numerous ways. The 

central components of integrity strategies (i.e., focus on values, ethical self-governance and 

organizational support, and rewarding ethical behavior) are speculated to be positively related 

to top-management, direct supervisor, and peer role-modeling, as well as to rule clarity and a 

culture of openness. Further, it was speculated that they may negatively relate to rule 

defectiveness and pressure to compromise. However, there is no clear evidence or theoretical 

argument that leads to clear predictions about the relationships between integrity strategies 

and the remaining dimensions of ethical culture. Thus, they will be investigated in an 

exploratory fashion. The 10 dimensions of ethical culture are hypothesized to be negatively 

related to unethical behavior. Hence, dimensions of ethical culture may be able to explain how 

integrity can help to reduce unethical behavior. For example, when companies put an emphasis 

on creating shared values employees may receive consistent messages about the organizational 

priorities and according behavioral expectations (less rule defectiveness), which may lead to a 

reduction in unethical behavior (Treviño & Nelson, 2016).  

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between integrity strategies and unethical behavior will be 

mediated by ethical culture.  

Fourth, other than compliance strategies, integrity strategies are argued to not only 

deter unethical behavior but even to inspire and promote ethical conduct beyond legal and 

ethical standards (Paine, 1994), and ethical culture may be able to explain this relationship. 

For example, when an organization puts ethical values at the core of its business practices, 

leaders in the organization (top management as well as direct supervisors) may also be inclined 

to act on these values and serve as good role-models for ethical conduct, which may in turn 

translate into employees seeking opportunities to emulate such behavior (Mayer, Kuenzi, 

Greenbaum, et al., 2009). Thus, the effect of integrity strategies on ethical behavior may be 

explained by their effect on ethical culture.  

Hypothesis 8: The relationship between integrity strategies and ethical behavior will be 

mediated by ethical culture.  

In the following, the hypotheses that have been developed in this section will be tested 

in a series of studies. Using the newly developed instruments described in Chapter 3, I will be 

able to provide the first empirical evidence for a mediating role of ethical culture in the 

relationship between ethics strategies and (un)ethical behavior. 
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4.5 Method 

This section describes the methods and results of four empirical studies, which are 

conducted to examine the relationship between ethics strategies and (un)ethical behavior and 

the role ethical culture plays in this context. The goal of the first two studies is to investigate 

the direct and indirect effects of ethics strategies on unethical behavior mediated by ethical 

culture. In Study 1, the examined independent variable is compliance, while in Study 2 the 

independent variable is integrity. The subsequent studies aim at investigating the direct and 

indirect effects of ethics strategies on ethical behavior mediated by ethical culture. Therefore, 

in Study 3 the examined independent variable is compliance, while in Study 4 the independent 

variable is integrity. 

4.5.1 Participants and Procedure 

For the reported studies, data from Sample C was used (see Chapter 3.4.2). Initially, 

data was collected on 888 employees and managers representative of the German working 

population in terms of gender, age and occupational sector. Participants were recruited from 

panels of the market research agency Respondi and the surveys were administered online with 

the software Unipark. The data was collected in two survey rounds approximately two weeks 

apart so as to control for common method bias by separating the measurement of the 

independent and the dependent variable (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Consequently, in the second 

round of the survey 683 observations were generated, and after data screening using the 

methods described in Chapter 3.4.2., 660 observations were retained providing the data 

included in the analyses described below. This final sample was 48.8% female. Mean age of 

the sample was 44.34 years (SD = 12.51; age range: 19-65). Work-related characteristics of 

the full sample are reported in Table 5. For the analyses, data from participants with complete 

sets of data on the variables of interest were used. As mentioned before, all conducted surveys 

complied with the ethics standards of the Zeppelin University Ethics Committee, and the 

according documentation is provided in Figure 12 in the Appendix.  

4.5.2 Measures 

All items used were administered in German. When the original scale was only 

available in English, the items were translated using the back-translation approach (Brislin, 

1976). In addition to the ESM and the GECS 2.0, Sample C was presented with statements 
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regarding ethical and unethical conduct in participants’ workplaces. Figure 10 gives an 

overview of the variables included in the analyses and the times of data collection for 

Sample C.  

Compliance and Integrity Strategies. Compliance and integrity strategies were 

measured using the 13-item ESM that was developed and validated in the previous chapter. 

The item scores of the two subscales were averaged to calculate scores for compliance and 

integrity strategies. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.92 for compliance in this study, and 0.93 for 

integrity.  

Ethical Culture. To measure components of ethical culture the 31-item GECS 2.0 was 

used. Item scores of the 10 subscales were averaged to calculate scores for the ethical culture 

components top management, direct supervisor, rule clarity, rule defectiveness, rule viability, 

detectability, culture of openness, pressure to compromise, ill-conceived goals, and peer role 

models. Cronbach’s alphas were between 0.77 and 0.92 for the 10 subscales in the present 

studies.  

Unethical Behavior. To capture organizational misconduct 14 items from a German 

version (Zuber & Kaptein, 2014) of the observer-based Unethical Behavior in the Workplace 

t1 

| ESM: 

Compliance   

Integrity 

| GECS 2.0: 

Top Management   

Direct Supervisor   

Rule Clarity   

Rule Defectiveness   

Rule Viability   

Detectability   

Culture of Openness   

Pressure to Compromise   

Ill-Conceived Goals   

Peer Role Models   

t2 

| Unethical Behavior in  

the Workplace   

| Ethical Behavior in the 

Workplace:  

OCB   

Voice   

~ 2 weeks 

Figure 10  

Overview of variables and time of data collection 

Notes. The variables included in t1 are used as the independent (ESM) and mediator (GECS 2.0) variables, 

while the variables included in t2 are used as dependent variables. 
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scale developed by Kaptein (2008a) were used. Participants were asked how often they had 

personally seen or heard first-hand about others engaging in unethical behaviors towards 

employees, financiers, or society over the past 12 months. Sample items are (English original): 

“Discriminating against employees (on the basis of age, race, gender, religious belief, sexual 

orientation, etc.)”, “Stealing or misappropriating assets (e.g., money, equipment, materials)”, 

and “Violating environmental standards or regulations”. Consistent with the authors 

suggestion (Kaptein, 2008a, 2011c; Zuber & Kaptein, 2014), responses were captured on a 5-

point frequency scale with the response options 1 never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 4 often, 5 

almost always, and the additional option of 6 don’t know/no answer possible. The 14 item 

scores were averaged to compute a score for unethical behavior in the workplace. Cronbach’s 

alpha was 0.95 for this measure in the present studies.  

Ethical Behavior. To measure ethical behavior in the workplace, two different 

approaches were used. For one, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was measured 

using a German translation of 14 items from an observer-based scale developed by Lee and 

Allen (2002). Definitions of OCB centre around the idea that these behaviors are not critical 

parts of the employees’ tasks or jobs and that they are beneficial to the organization (Organ, 

1988). Thus, they can be described as positively deviant extra-role behaviors and are 

considered ethical work behaviors. Participants were accordingly asked how often in the past 

12 months they had personally witnessed or heard first-hand about others engaging in OCB 

directed at individuals or at the organization. Sample items are (English original): “Help 

others who have been absent”, and “Take action to protect the organization from potential 

problems”. To ensure consistency within the questionnaire, response options have been edited 

from a 7-point frequency scale to a 5-point frequency scale denoted 1 never, 2 rarely, 3 

sometimes, 4 often, 5 almost always, and the additional option of 6 don’t know/no answer 

possible. The 14 item scores were averaged to compute a score for ethical behavior in the 

workplace. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95 for this measure in the present studies. 

To test the robustness of the obtained results, a second measure of ethical behavior was 

used. Voice was measured using a German translation of the 6-item scale developed by Van 

Dyne and LePine (1998). Like OCB, voice is considered an extra-role behavior. Central to 

voice behavior is its emphasis on constructive intent that seeks to improve on the status quo 

(Van Dyne et al., 2003), which leads to its consideration as an ethical work behavior. 

Participants were asked to indicate their agreement with six statements regarding the voice 
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behavior of most employees in their organization. A sample item is (English original): “Most 

employees develop and make suggestions on topics that affect their work group”. In 

accordance with the authors suggestion responses were captured on a 7-point agreement scale 

with the extreme values 1 not true at all and 7 very true, and the middle point 4 moderately 

true. The six item scores were averaged to compute a score for voice behavior in the 

workplace. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95 for this measure in the present studies.  

Control Variables. As employee work behavior, and more specifically (un)ethical 

behavior at work, may be affected by demographic features, employee status, or organizational 

factors, five control variables were included in all analyses. This included the demographic 

variables employee age and gender, the employee status specific variables tenure and position 

within the employees’ current organization, and lastly, company size as an organizational 

factor, which may be related to the frequency of observed unethical behaviors within a 

company.17  

4.5.3 Statistical Analyses 

All of the statistical analyses reported in the subsequent studies were performed using 

version 4.0 of the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013) in SPSS version 28. Specifically, four 

parallel multiple mediator models were estimated with all 10 ethical culture sub-dimensions 

simultaneously entered as mediator variables (PROCESS Model 4). Therefore, in the models 

an independent variable X (either compliance or integrity strategy) was modelled to influence 

a dependent variable Y (either ethical or unethical behavior) directly as well as indirectly 

through the 10 potential intervening variables, with the condition that no mediator causally 

influenced another (see Figure 11). Therefore, a logical ordering of X, M variables, and Y was 

assumed.18  

 
17 An additional control variable influencing (un)ethical behavior at work may be the scope of an ethics 

program. However, I lack a satisfying measure that gives a detailed account of the true extent of program scope. 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, I use binary indicators for various elements typically associated with ethics program 

scope, but these indicators do not reflect a complete account of possible measures, nor do they give information 

about the extensiveness of each measure. Further, the six elements of ethics programs included in the data 

generated a lot of missing values, which would result in a 41% reduction of the sample. This would lead to a loss 

of statistical power to detect the multiple mediation effects. Additionally, as shown in Table 17 and Table 18 the 

effect of program scope disappeared when the dimensions of ethical culture were included. Hence, the noisy 

measure for ethics program scope was not included in the analyses below.  
18 The theories and arguments presented in the previous sections are the only foundation for any causal 

relationships assumed in the mediation models. Due to limitations of data collection and research design, 

empirical claims of causality cannot be made. Thus, the caveats of the available data must be kept in mind and 

the required caution regarding causal claims is applied.  
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While there have been many methods suggested for testing simple mediation 

hypotheses (for an overview, see MacKinnon et al., 2002), less attention has been paid to 

testing multiple mediation hypotheses (as an exception, see Williams & MacKinnon, 2008). 

Yet, testing a single multiple mediation model has some distinct advantages over specifying 

separate simple mediation models with regard to testing mediating effects (MacKinnon et al., 

2006; Preacher & Hayes, 2008): First, testing the total indirect effect of X on Y, which equals 

the sum of specific indirect effects, can help determine whether an overall mediation effect 

exists. Second, the extent to which specific M variables mediate the relationship between X 

and Y can be determined, controlling for the other mediators in the model. And third, a multiple 

mediation model allows us to compare the magnitudes of the specific indirect effects through 

different mediators (MacKinnon, 2000). Further, statistically, we reduce the likelihood of 

omitted variable bias. Following the suggestion of Preacher and Hayes (2008), the first and 

second proposed advantages will also be the two decisive factors involved in the investigation 

of whether a multiple mediation effect is present. Specific indirect effects were quantified as 

the product of the effects of X on Mi (ai), and Mi on Y (bi), thus making the total indirect effect 

the sum of all a x b weights. Pairwise comparisons (contrasts) between specific indirect effects 

were conducted by computing the difference between two indirect effects. The direct effect 
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Figure 11  

Multiple mediation model: Direct and indirect effects of ethics strategies on (un)ethical behavior 
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(c’) describes the effect of X on Y holding all M variables constant, and the total effect (c) 

describes the sum of the direct effect and the total indirect effect.  

To test the statistical significance of the total and specific mediating effects as well as 

of the contrasts, the non-parametric resampling procedure bootstrapping was used. While the 

most widely used approach still is the traditional causal step strategy, which dates back to 

Baron and Kenny’s (1986) seminal work, a more current approach using bootstrap sampling 

was preferred here (MacKinnon et al., 2004; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). The regression 

approach underlying the causal step strategy tests mediation effects by dividing the products 

of unstandardized path coefficients by their standard errors and comparing these values to a 

standard normal distribution. However, there is evidence that the normal sampling distribution 

assumption does not hold when mediation is present (MacKinnon et al., 2002). The bootstrap 

method addresses this issue by generating a large number of datasets equal in size to the 

original sample through random sampling with replacement from the original sample. This 

implies that any given observation from the original sample drawn into a bootstrap dataset 

could possibly be resampled into the same bootstrap dataset. Mediated effects and standard 

errors are computed for each bootstrap dataset. The distribution of the bootstrap samples 

replaces the normal distribution as an empirical, non-parametric approximation of the 

sampling distributions of the indirect effects (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). On this basis, 

confidence intervals (CIs) and bootstrap-estimated standard errors for all mediated effects are 

constructed. For the studies presented here, 5000 resamples are used to construct 95% CIs. 

Based on research comparing the relative performance of different CIs and other significance 

tests for indirect effects in terms of Type I and Type II error rates, the most widely used 

approach, bias-corrected bootstrap CIs, was chosen. In simulation studies bias-corrected CIs 

have been shown to have the most accurate confidence intervals while producing average Type 

I error rates, thus providing the best balance in the trade-off between statistical power and the 

risk of falsely claiming the existence of indirect effects (Hayes, 2013; Hayes & Scharkow, 

2013; MacKinnon et al., 2004; Williams & MacKinnon, 2008).  

4.5.4 Study 1: Compliance Strategies and Unethical Behavior 

For the present study, the goal was to examine whether ethical culture could explain 

the relationship between compliance as a strategic approach to ethics management and 

observed unethical behavior in the workplace. Therefore, the independent variable compliance 

is modelled to influence the dependent variable unethical behavior directly as well as indirectly 
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through all 10 ethical culture dimensions simultaneously. Specifically, the hypothesis is tested 

that the dimensions of ethical culture mediate the relationship between compliance and 

unethical behavior. Further, in an explorative fashion, it is investigated which of the ethical 

culture dimensions are the significant mediators in this relationship. 

Before conducting the analyses, the assumptions for OLS regression analyses were 

tested (Hayes, 2013): For the model presented in this study as well as all the models in the 

studies to follow, the independent, mediator, and dependent variables are linearly related,19 

errors are normally distributed20, and there is no heteroscedasticity21 within the data. 

Descriptive Statistics. Table 19 shows the descriptive statistics, internal consistency 

reliabilities and pairwise correlations of all study variables. For reasons of clear arrangement, 

only independent, mediator, and dependent variables are included in this table. Descriptive 

statistics and correlations for the control variables are included in Table 34 in the Appendix. 

For this study, the bivariate correlations between compliance strategies, the ethical culture 

dimensions, and unethical behavior were examined for possible relationships. Results are 

presented in column 1 and row 13 of Table 19. 

Most noteworthy, a significant positive relationship was found between compliance 

and unethical behavior (r = 0.23, p < 0.001). Thus, the data suggests that more strongly 

perceived compliance strategies are related to more observed unethical behaviors in 

organizations. Further, significant positive correlations were found between compliance and 

rule defectiveness (r = 0.29, p < 0.001), detectability (r = 0.17, p < 0.001), pressure to 

compromise (r = 0.36, p < 0.001), and ill-conceived goals (r = 0.40, p < 0.001), indicating 

increasing values on these ethical culture dimensions with increasing perceived organizational 

compliance efforts. Significant negative correlations were found between compliance and 

direct supervisor role-modeling (r = -0.09, p = 0.02) and rule viability (r = -0.36, p < 0.001), 

 

 
19 The partial regression plots all show a more or less evenly dispersed, random array of points and no 

obvious curvature (Field, 2013). Due to the quantity of partial regression plots produced the results are not 

included in the Appendix but are available from the author upon request. 
20 Examining the histograms and the normal P-P plots of standardized residuals it can be concluded that 

residuals are normally distributed (Field, 2013). Due to the quantity of histograms and P-P plots produced the 

results are not included in the Appendix but are available from the author upon request. 
21 The plots of standardized predicted values against standardized residuals show no concerning pattern 

(e.g., funneling) and thus allow for an assumption of homoscedasticity (Field, 2013). Due to the quantity of plots 

produced the results are not included in the Appendix but are available from the author upon request. 
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suggesting that more strongly perceived compliance strategies are related to less perceived 

role-modelling qualities in direct supervisors and less productivity due to the organizational 

rules. These results support the hypotheses, which indicate that besides being beneficial to the 

detectability of misconduct, compliance strategies can have negative side-effects with regard 

to ethical culture. Surprisingly, compliance strategies are not statistically significantly related 

to rule clarity and positively related to rule defectiveness, suggesting that an increasing focus 

on rules does not necessarily go hand in hand with employees’ confidence regarding 

appropriate behavior, but may even undermine it. 

Unethical behavior is significantly and positively related to rule defectiveness 

(r = 0.42, p < 0.001) and pressure to compromise (r = 0.40, p < 0.001), suggesting that more 

observed unethical behaviors in organizations are related to increasingly unhelpful rules and 

more pressure to compromise ethical values for economic outcomes. Significant negative 

relationships are found between unethical behavior and top management (r = -0.27, p < 0.001), 

direct supervisor (r = -0.28, p < 0.001), peer role-models (r = -0.27, p < 0.001), rule clarity 

(r = -0.26, p < 0.001), rule viability (r = -0.32, p < 0.001), and detectability (r = -0.15, 

p < 0.001). These results suggest that that an increase in observed unethical behaviors in 

organizations is related to a decrease in these dimensions of ethical culture. 

Hypotheses Testing.  Multiple steps were taken to investigate the hypothesized effects 

of the multiple mediation model. First, the direct paths from compliance to the 10 ethical 

culture sub-scales (ai) and from the ethical culture subscales to unethical behavior (bi) as 

shown in Table 20 were examined. For reasons of clear appearance, the full regression models 

including the control variables are not depicted here but can be found in Table 35 and Table 

36 in the Appendix. Then, the direct path from compliance to unethical behavior controlling 

for all mediators (c’) as well as the total effect (c) as shown in Table 21 were examined. Third, 

the total (∑ 𝑎𝑖𝑏𝑖
10
𝑖=1 ) and specific (aibi) indirect effects of compliance on unethical behavior 

were investigated, and last, the contrasts between the specific indirect effects were analysed 

(Table 22).  

As can be seen in Table 20, and referring to the a paths of the multiple mediation 

model, participants, who indicated that their organization strongly leans on a compliance 

approach to ethics management on average indicated an increase in the detection of 

misconduct (B = 0.158, p < 0.001). However, they also perceived that their direct supervisor 

possesses fewer role-modeling qualities (B = -0.156, p = 0.001), reported increasing 
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inconsistencies (rule defectiveness; B = 0.350, p < 0.001) and decreasing usefulness of the 

rules (rule viability; B = -0.403, p < 0.001), perceived increasing pressure to compromise 

ethical values for economic outcomes (B = 0.420, p < 0.001), and that they are confronted with 

too hard or competitive goals (B = 0.410, p < 0.001), and decreasingly perceive a culture of 

openness (B = -0.082, p = 0.043), and their peers to be good behavioral role-models 

(B = -0.129, p < 0.001). These results support Hypotheses 1a-f, as they suggest that an increase 

in compliance efforts can be beneficial to the detection of misconduct but also can increase 

perceived pressures put on employees and overburdening regarding the organizational rules 

while suggesting that employee input and participation is not valued by the organization. As, 

examined in an exploratory fashion, the reported results suggest that compliance efforts can 

even lead to increasing confusion about appropriate conduct and can negatively affect 

perceived role-modeling qualities in direct supervisors and peers. 

Examining the b paths of the multiple mediation model, the results show that more 

clarity regarding organizational rules is related to fewer observed unethical behaviors 

(B = -0.092, p = 0.028), while increasingly inconsistent rules that leave open grey areas are 

positively related to unethical behavior (rule defectiveness; B = 0.137, p = 0.001), supporting 

Hypotheses 3c and 3h. In support of Hypothesis 3a it is found that top management role 

modeling is also negatively related to unethical conduct (B = -0.091, p = 0.046). Surprisingly, 

however, direct supervisor role modeling is not statistically significantly related to unethical 

Table 20  

Direct effects of compliance on mediators and of mediators on unethical behavior  

 
Direct paths from compliance to 

mediators 
 

Direct paths from mediators to 

unethical behavior 

  B SE  t p   B SE  t p 

Top management - 0.042 0.035 - 1.204 0.229  - 0.091 0.045 - 1.999 0.046 

Direct supervisor - 0.156 0.045 - 3.467 0.001  - 0.056 0.034 - 1.656 0.098 

Rule clarity - 0.042 0.035 - 1.209 0.227  - 0.092 0.042 - 2.197 0.028 

Rule defectiveness  0.350 0.045  7.818 0.000   0.137 0.037  3.663 0.000 

Rule viability - 0.403 0.045 - 8.891 0.000  - 0.032 0.036 - 0.887 0.376 

Detectability  0.158 0.040  3.986 0.000   0.006 0.037  0.165 0.869 

Culture of openness - 0.082 0.040 - 2.033 0.043   0.049 0.036  1.361 0.174 

Pressure to compromise  0.420 0.045  9.416 0.000   0.072 0.039  1.847 0.065 

Ill-conceived goals  0.410 0.041 1 0.105 0.000   0.073 0.038  1.926 0.055 

Peer role models - 0.129 0.034 - 3.808 0.000  - 0.060 0.045 - 1.339 0.181 

Notes. N = 507. Based on regression results including the full set of control variables and integrity. See 

Table 35 and Table 36 in the Appendix for full results.  
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behavior. This leads to a rejection of Hypothesis 3b, and also sheds a new light on the 

discussion about whether tone at the top or more immediate leadership influences are more 

important to prevent unethical conduct. Here, we find that controlling for all other dimensions 

of ethical culture, compliance- and integrity-oriented ethics programs, and sociodemographic 

factors, top management role modelling does statistically significantly impact unethical 

behavior, while direct supervisor role modelling does not. No other statistically significant 

paths are detected between dimensions of ethical culture and unethical behavior in this model, 

further leading to a rejection of Hypotheses 3d, 3e, 3f, 3g, 3i, and 3j. 

When examining the effect of compliance strategies on unethical behavior (Table 21), 

the results show that the total effect (c) is positive and significant (B = 0.199, p < 0.001), 

suggesting that an increase in compliance efforts increases the number of observed unethical 

behaviors. The direct effect (c’) remains positive but becomes statistically insignificant 

(B = 0.057, p = 0.107). The difference between the total effect and the direct effect is 

expressed in the total indirect effect that is exerted through all 10 mediators and has a point 

estimate of B = 0.142 and a 95% bias-corrected bootstrap CI of 0.088 to 0.204 (Table 22). It 

is claimed here that the difference between the total and direct effect of compliance on 

unethical behavior is statistically significant, as the CI of the total indirect effect does not 

include zero. Specifically, it is thus concluded that, taken as a set, and controlling for 

sociodemographic controls and integrity strategies, the 10 sub-scales of ethical culture mediate 

the effect of compliance strategies on unethical behavior, confirming Hypothesis 5.  

The examination of the specific indirect effects (all a x b paths) indicated that, of all 

the intervening variables included in this study, the statistically significant mediators of the 

relationship between compliance and unethical behavior are rule defectiveness, pressure to 

compromise and ill-conceived goals (Table 22). The 95% bootstrap CI for the indirect effect 

of compliance on unethical behavior through direct supervisor role-modeling (B = 0.009) 

Table 21  

Total effect and direct effect of compliance on unethical behavior 

     95% confidence interval 

 B SE t p LL UL 

Total 0.199 0.033 5.994 0.000 0.133 0.264 

Direct 0.057 0.035 1.615 0.107 -0.012 0.126 
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includes zero as its lower bound [0.000, 0.023], and is therefore not considered a statistically 

significant mediator. Rule defectiveness makes a statistically significant contribution to the 

relationship between compliance and unethical behavior. The point estimate for this indirect 

effect is B = 0.048, and its 95% bootstrap CI lies entirely above zero [0.021, 0.081]. Another 

significant mediator is identified in pressure to compromise ethical values for economic 

outcomes (B = 0.030), indicated by a 95% bootstrap CI not including zero [0.004, 0.061]. 

Lastly, the point estimate for the indirect effect through ill-conceived goals is B = 0.030 and 

its 95% bootstrap CI does not straddle zero [0.003, 0.062]. These three positive indirect effects 

are the result of the positive effect compliance strategies have on rule defectiveness, pressure 

to compromise and ill-conceived goals (a paths), and an increase in observed unethical 

behaviors due to these dimensions of ethical culture (b paths) as depicted in Table 20. None 

of the other six ethical culture dimensions show statistically significantly indirect effects above 

and beyond the reported mediator variables.  

To test whether any of the significant indirect effects are statistically different from the 

others, the point estimate of the differences between the three specific indirect effects 

described above are examined. As is shown in Table 22, all of the constructed 95% bootstrap 

Table 22  

Total and specific indirect effects of compliance on unethical behavior 

   Boot 95% confidence interval 

 Point estimate Boot SE Boot LL Boot UL 

Indirect Effects 

Total  0.142 0.030  0.088  0.204 

Top management  0.004 0.004 - 0.002  0.016 

Direct supervisor  0.009 0.006  0.000  0.023 

Rule clarity  0.004 0.004 - 0.001  0.016 

Rule defectiveness  0.048 0.016  0.021  0.081 

Rule viability  0.013 0.013 - 0.013  0.040 

Detectability  0.001 0.005 - 0.009  0.011 

Culture of openness - 0.004 0.003 - 0.014  0.000 

Pressure to compromise  0.030 0.014  0.004  0.061 

Ill-conceived goals  0.030 0.015  0.003  0.062 

Peer role models  0.008 0.006 - 0.002  0.021 

Contrasts 

Rule defectiveness vs. pressure to comp.  0.018 0.022 - 0.024  0.062 

Rule defectiveness vs. ill-conceived goals  0.018 0.020 - 0.019  0.058 

Pressure to comp. vs. ill-conceived goals  0.000 0.022 - 0.044  0.042 

Notes. Boot = bootstrapping results. Only contrasts for indirect effects significant at the 5% level are shown. 
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CIs include zero, indicating that the magnitudes of the identified specific indirect effects do 

not statistically differ. As there is no evidence to indicate that one ethical culture dimension is 

a more important mediator than all others, it is assumed here that out of the 10 dimensions of 

ethical culture rule defectiveness, pressure to compromise and ill-conceived goals are the 

relevant parallel multiple mediators that drive the full mediation of the relationship between 

compliance strategies and unethical behavior.  

Summary. The goal of Study 1 was to examine whether the dimensions of ethical 

culture mediate the relationship between compliance and unethical behavior. Further, in a 

parallel multiple mediation model it was investigated which of the ethical culture dimensions 

are the significant mediators in this relationship. 

The results of Study 1 show that compliance can increase unethical behavior rather 

than reduce it. The results support the hypothesis that the 10 dimensions of ethical culture are 

parallel multiple mediators of this relationship, as the total indirect effect is statistically 

significant. Thus, the dimensions of ethical culture can help to explain how compliance 

strategies and unethical behavior are related. A closer examination of the specific indirect 

effects shows that the three dimensions of ethical culture that are driving this relationship are 

defectiveness of rules regarding inconsistencies and completeness, pressure to compromise 

ethical values for economic outcomes, and too high or competitive goals. Thus, there is 

evidence to support the claim that the danger of a strong focus on compliance strategies is that 

this focus can be perceived to create a high-pressure work environment, in which employees 

receive inconsistent messages about what is expected of them. When that is the case, observed 

unethical behavior can increase.  

4.5.5 Study 2: Integrity Strategies and Unethical Behavior 

For the present study, the goal is to examine whether ethical culture could explain the 

relationship between integrity as a strategic approach to ethics management and observed 

unethical behavior in the workplace, and if different ethical culture dimensions become 

relevant in this relationship compared to the previous study. Therefore, the independent 

variable integrity was modelled to influence the dependent variable unethical behavior directly 

as well as indirectly through all 10 ethical culture dimensions simultaneously. Specifically, 

the hypothesis is tested that taken as a set, the dimensions of ethical culture mediate the 

relationship between integrity strategies and unethical behavior. Further, in an explorative 
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fashion it is investigated which of the ethical culture dimensions are the significant mediators 

in this relationship. 

Descriptive Statistics. Table 19 again shows the descriptive statistics, internal 

consistency reliabilities and pairwise correlations of the relevant study variables. For this 

study, the bivariate correlations between integrity strategies, the ethical culture dimensions, 

and unethical behavior are of particular interest. The correlations between the 10 ethical 

culture dimensions and unethical behavior are presented in row 13 of Table 19 and have been 

described above (Chapter 4.5.4). Thus, these results will not be repeated here. Here, the focus 

will be on the examination of possible relationships between integrity strategies and 

dimensions of ethical culture. Results are presented in column 2 of Table 19. 

Most noteworthy, a significant negative relationship is found between integrity and 

unethical behavior (r = -0.13, p = 0.001). Thus, the data suggests that more strongly perceived 

integrity strategies are related to fewer observed unethical behaviors in organizations. Further, 

significant positive correlations were found between integrity and top management (r = 0.63, 

p < 0.001), direct supervisor (r = 0.41, p < 0.001), rule clarity (r = 0.27, p < 0.001), 

detectability (r = 0.34, p < 0.001), culture of openness (r = 0.51, p < 0.001), and peer role 

models (r = 0.46, p < 0.001). These results indicate that an increasingly strong focus on 

integrity strategies in organizations is also related to increasingly positively perceived role 

models at all levels, clarity on behavioral expectations, higher detection of misconduct, and a 

more open organizational culture. Significant negative correlations are found between 

integrity and rule defectiveness (r = -0.30, p < 0.001) and pressure to compromise (r = -0.19, 

p < 0.001), suggesting that more strongly perceived integrity strategies are related to less 

inconsistencies in behavioral expectations and less pressure to compromise ethical values for 

economic outcomes. These results support the hypotheses, which indicate that integrity 

strategies are particularly related to more positive perceptions of leaders and a culture in which 

employees feel empowered and comfortable to put ethical values into practice. However, as 

we find no significant correlation of integrity strategies with either rule viability or ill-

conceived goals, the results also suggest that integrity strategies are not necessarily able to 

reduce excessive demands. 

Hypotheses Testing.  The steps outlined in the previous chapter are again followed to 

investigate the hypothesized effects of the multiple mediation model. Direct paths from 

integrity to the 10 ethical culture sub-scales (ai) and from the ethical culture subscales to 



CHAPTER 4 

124 

unethical behavior (bi) are shown in Table 23. For reasons of clear appearance, the full 

regression models including the control variables are again not depicted here but can be found 

in Table 35 and Table 36 in the Appendix. The direct (c’) as well as the total effect (c) of 

integrity on unethical behavior is shown in Table 24. Total (∑ 𝑎𝑖𝑏𝑖
10
𝑖=1 ) and specific (aibi) 

indirect effects as well as contrasts between specific indirect effects are presented in Table 25.  

As can be seen in Table 23, and referring to the a paths of the multiple mediation 

model, participants, who indicate that their organization strongly leans on an integrity 

approach to ethics management on average perceive that the top management of their 

organization (B = 0.675, p < 0.001), their direct supervisor (B = 0.463, p< 0.001), and their 

peers (B = 0.481, p < 0.001) increasingly model ethical behavior. These results support 

Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c, suggesting that integrity approaches are related to more positively 

perceived leaders and peers. Further, it is shown that individuals in organizations with strongly 

integrity focused ethics programs perceive behavioral guidelines to be less defective regarding 

inconsistencies and grey areas (B = -0.435, p < 0.001), while experiencing more openness 

(B = 0.570, p < 0.001) and less pressure to compromise ethical values for economic outcomes 

(B = -0.244, p < 0.001) at their workplace, supporting Hypotheses 2d, 2e, and 2f. Not 

hypothesized and investigated in an exploratory fashion, it is observed that employees, who 

perceive that their organization focuses on integrity strategies are on average clearer on their 

organization’s behavioral expectations (rule clarity; B = 0.220, p < 0.001), and the rules are 

perceived to be more relevant to employees’ work (rule viability, B = 0.110, p = 0.018). 

Further, an increase in integrity strategies is also related to an increase in the detection of 

misconduct (B = 0.382, p < 0.001). These results confirm the correlational findings presented 

above and support the hypotheses, which suggest that an increase in integrity efforts is 

beneficial to the positive perception of leaders and peers, as well as to a culture in which 

employees feel empowered and comfortable to put ethical values into practice. As above, 

however, no statistically significant correlation of integrity strategies with ill-conceived goals 

is found. Thus, these results confirm the suspicion that integrity strategies are not necessarily 

able to reduce perceived excessive demands.  

The b paths of the multiple mediation model refer to the effects of the ethical culture 

dimensions on unethical behavior and are identical to the results presented in the previous 

study (Chapter 4.5.4). Thus, the results will not be repeated here.  
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When examining the effect of integrity strategies on unethical behavior (Table 24), the 

results show that the total effect (c) is negative and significant (B = -0.102, p = 0.003), 

suggesting that an increase in integrity efforts decreased the number of observed unethical 

behaviors. The direct effect (c’), however, was positive but barely statistically significant 

(B = 0.087, p = 0.049). While the p-value allows for an assumption of statistical significance, 

the 95% CI includes zero as a lower bound [0.000, 0.174]. Thus, it is concluded here, that the 

direct effect is not statistically significant. Otherwise, an inconsistent mediation model would 

be observed here, suggesting that controlling for all mediator variables, an increasing focus on 

integrity strategies increases the number of observed unethical behavior in the workplace 

(MacKinnon et al., 2006). The reductive effect of integrity strategies on unethical behavior 

can be explained entirely by the 10 dimensions of ethical culture, which are entered as 

mediator variables in this model. The difference between the total effect and the direct effect 

is again expressed in the total indirect effect that is exerted through all 10 mediators and has a 

point estimate of B = -0.189 and a 95% bias-corrected bootstrap CI of -0.260 to -0.119 (see 

Table 25). It is claimed here that the difference between the total and direct effect of integrity 

on unethical behavior is significant, as the CI of the total indirect effect does not include zero. 

Specifically, it is thus concluded that taken as a set the 10 sub-scales of ethical culture mediate 

the effect of integrity strategies on unethical behavior, supporting Hypothesis 7.  

Table 23 

Direct effects of integrity on mediators and of mediators on unethical behavior  

 
Direct paths from integrity to 

mediators 
 

Direct paths from mediators to 

unethical behavior 

  B SE  t p   B SE  t p 

Top management  0.675 0.036 1 8.725 0.000  - 0.091 0.045 - 1.999 0.046 

Direct supervisor  0.463 0.046  9.968 0.000  - 0.056 0.034 - 1.656 0.098 

Rule clarity  0.220 0.036  6.193 0.000  - 0.092 0.042 - 2.197 0.028 

Rule defectiveness - 0.435 0.046 - 9.444 0.000   0.137 0.037  3.663 0.000 

Rule viability  0.110 0.047  2.366 0.018  - 0.032 0.036 - 0.887 0.376 

Detectability  0.382 0.041  9.390 0.000   0.006 0.037  0.165 0.869 

Culture of openness  0.570 0.041 1 3.784 0.000   0.049 0.036  1.361 0.174 

Pressure to compromise - 0.244 0.046 - 5.303 0.000   0.072 0.039  1.847 0.065 

Ill-conceived goals - 0.031 0.042 - 0.745 0.457   0.073 0.038  1.926 0.055 

Peer role models  0.481 0.035 1 3.778 0.000  - 0.060 0.045 - 1.339 0.181 

Notes. N = 507. Based on regression results including the full set of control variables and compliance. See 

Table 35 and Table 36 in the Appendix for full results.  
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The examination of the specific indirect effects (all a x b paths) indicated that, of all 

the intervening variables included in this study, the significant mediators of the relationship 

between integrity and unethical behavior are top management, rule clarity, rule defectiveness, 

and pressure to compromise (Table 25). The 95% bootstrap CI for the indirect effect of 

integrity on unethical behavior through top management behavior (B = -0.061) was entirely 

below zero [-0.123, -0.004], indicating that this dimension of ethical culture contributes 

significantly to the negative relationship between an integrity strategy and observed unethical 

behaviors in an organization. Further, direct supervisor rule clarity made a significant 

contribution to the relationship between integrity and unethical behavior. The point estimate 

for this negative indirect effect was B = -0.020, and its 95% bootstrap CI did not include zero 

[-0.046, -0.002]. As depicted in Table 23, the two described negative indirect effects resulted 

from a positive impact of integrity on top management behavior and rule clarity (a paths) and 

a negative effect of top management role-modeling and rule clarity on unethical behavior 

(b paths). Table 25 further shows that a part of the relationship between integrity and unethical 

behavior is significantly mediated by inconsistencies and incompleteness of the organizational 

rules (rule defectiveness; B = -0.059), indicated by a 95% bootstrap CI not including zero 

[-0.097, -0.027]. Lastly, the point estimate for the indirect effect through pressure to 

compromise ethical values for economic outcomes is B = -0.017 and its 95% bootstrap CI does 

not straddle zero [-0.039, -0.002]. These two negative indirect effects are the result of the 

reductive effect integrity strategies have on rule defectiveness and pressure to compromise 

(a paths), and an increase in observed unethical behaviors due to these dimensions of ethical 

culture (b paths) as depicted in Table 23. None of the other six ethical culture dimensions 

show statistically significantly indirect effects above and beyond the reported mediator 

variables. 

To test whether any of the significant indirect effects are statistically different from the 

others, the point estimate of the differences between the four specific indirect effects described 

Table 24 

Total effect and direct effect of integrity on unethical behavior 

     95% confidence interval 

 B SE t p LL UL 

Total -0.102 0.034 -2.977 0.003 -0.169 -0.035 

Direct 0.087 0.044 1.971 0.049 0.000 0.174 
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above were examined. As is shown in Table 25, all but one of the constructed 95% bootstrap 

CIs include zero, indicating that the magnitude of the identified specific indirect effects does 

not statistically differ. The only exception is the difference between the specific indirect effects 

through rule defectiveness and pressure to compromise (B = -0.042) for which the 95% 

bootstrap CI does not include zero [-0.081, -0.002], indicating that these two indirect effects 

are indeed different from one another. However, as there is no clear evidence to indicate that 

one ethical culture dimension is a more important mediator than all others, it is assumed here 

that top management, rule clarity, rule defectiveness, and pressure to compromise are the 

relevant parallel multiple mediators that drive the full mediation of the relationship between 

integrity strategies and unethical behavior. 

Summary. The goal of Study 2 was to examine whether the dimensions of ethical 

culture mediate the relationship between integrity and unethical behavior. Further, in a parallel 

Table 25 

Total and specific indirect effects of integrity on unethical behavior 

   Boot 95% confidence interval 

 Point estimate Boot SE Boot LL Boot UL 

Indirect Effects 

Total - 0.189 0.036 - 0.260 - 0.119 

Top management - 0.061 0.030 - 0.123 - 0.004 

Direct supervisor - 0.026 0.014 - 0.054  0.003 

Rule clarity - 0.020 0.011 - 0.046 - 0.002 

Rule defectiveness - 0.059 0.018 - 0.097 - 0.027 

Rule viability - 0.004 0.004 - 0.016  0.002 

Detectability  0.002 0.012 - 0.021  0.025 

Culture of openness  0.028 0.017 - 0.005  0.063 

Pressure to compromise - 0.017 0.009 - 0.039 - 0.002 

Ill-conceived goals - 0.002 0.004 - 0.014  0.003 

Peer role models - 0.029 0.021 - 0.072  0.010 

Contrasts 

Top management vs. rule clarity - 0.041 0.033 - 0.106  0.022 

Top management vs. rule defectiveness - 0.002 0.039 - 0.080  0.074 

Top management vs. pressure to comp. - 0.044 0.031 - 0.106  0.015 

Rule clarity vs. rule defectiveness  0.039 0.022 - 0.003  0.082 

Rule clarity vs. pressure to comp.  - 0.003 0.014 - 0.032  0.025 

Rule defectiveness vs. pressure to comp. - 0.042 0.020 - 0.081 - 0.002 

Notes. Boot = bootstrapping results. Only contrasts for indirect effects significant at the 5% level are shown. 
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multiple mediation model it was investigated which of the ethical culture dimensions are the 

significant mediators in this relationship. 

The results of Study 2 show that integrity can be an effective strategy to reduce 

unethical behavior. The results support the hypothesis that the 10 dimensions of ethical culture 

are parallel multiple mediators of this relationship, as the total indirect effect is statistically 

significant. Thus, the dimensions of ethical culture can help to explain how integrity strategies 

and unethical behavior are related. A closer examination of the specific indirect effects shows 

that the four dimensions of ethical culture that are driving this relationship are top management 

role-modeling qualities, clarity regarding behavioral expectations, defectiveness of rules 

regarding inconsistencies and completeness, and pressure to compromise ethical values for 

economic outcomes. Thus, there is evidence to support the claim that the advantage of a strong 

focus on integrity strategies is that ethical values are perceived to be embodied by the 

executive leadership in the organization and ethical values do not need to be compromised for 

ethical outcomes. This way observed unethical behavior can be reduced. Further, a values-

based approach to ethics management can reduce unethical behavior when employees receive 

clear and consistent messages about what is expected of them.  

4.5.6 Study 3: Compliance Strategies and Ethical Behavior 

For the present study, the goal is to examine whether ethical culture can explain the 

relationship between compliance as a strategic approach to ethics management and observed 

ethical behavior in the workplace. Therefore, the independent variable compliance is modelled 

to influence the dependent variable ethical behavior directly as well as indirectly through all 

10 ethical culture dimensions simultaneously. Results are presented for the two dependent 

variables OCB and voice. Specifically, it is hypothesized that compliance strategies to ethics 

management are unrelated to ethical behavior, and that no mediation effect occurs.  

Descriptive Statistics. Table 19 shows the descriptive statistics, internal consistency 

reliabilities and pairwise correlations of the relevant study variables. For this study, the 

bivariate correlations between compliance strategies, the ethical culture dimensions, and 

ethical behavior were of interest. The correlations between compliance strategies and the 10 

ethical culture dimensions are presented in column 1 of Table 19 and have been described 

above (Chapter 4.5.4). Thus, these results will not be repeated here. Here, the focus will be on 

the examination of possible relationships between compliance strategies and ethical behavior 
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as well as possible relationships between dimensions of ethical culture and ethical behavior. 

Results are presented in rows 14 and 15 of Table 19.  

First, as expected, a strong (Cohen, 1988) positive significant correlation was found 

between OCB and voice (r = 0.68, p < 0.001), suggesting that the two are indeed closely 

related concepts of ethical behavior. 

Most noteworthy, a significant negative relationship was found between compliance 

and OCB (r = -0.08, p = 0.048), and between compliance and voice (r = 0.10, p = 0.021). Thus, 

the data suggests that more strongly perceived compliance strategies are related to fewer 

observed ethical behaviors in organizations, although the correlations are rather small and only 

significant at the 5%-level. 

OCB and voice are both significantly and positively related to top management 

(OCB: r = 0.45, p < 0.001; voice: r = 0.48, p < 0.001), direct supervisor (OCB: r = 0.42, 

p < 0.001; voice: r = 0.41, p < 0.001), and peer (OCB: r = 0.41, p < 0.001; voice: r = 0.47, 

p < 0.001) role-modeling qualities, clarity regarding behavioral expectations (OCB: r = 0.22, 

p < 0.001; voice: r = 0.22, p < 0.001), usefulness of rules and guidelines (rule viability, 

OCB: r = 0.10, p = 0.017; voice: r = 0.14, p = 0.001), detection of misconduct 

(OCB: r = 0.25, p < 0.001; voice: r = 0.27, p < 0.001), and a culture characterized by openness 

and participation (OCB: r = 0.38, p < 0.001; voice: r = 0.43, p < 0.001). These results indicate 

that an increasingly ethical culture on the described dimensions is related to an increase in 

both types of observed ethical behaviors at the workplace examined here. Significant negative 

correlations were found between both OCB and voice and inconsistent rules (rule 

defectiveness, OCB: r = -0.22, p < 0.001; voice: r = -0.24, p < 0.001), and pressure to 

compromise ethical values for economic outcomes (OCB: r = -0.20, p < 0.001; voice: 

r = -0.19, p < 0.001). These results indicate that increasingly ambiguous and incomplete 

behavioral guidelines as well as increasing perceptions of pressure to compromise values for 

economic outcomes are related to decreasing numbers of observed ethical behaviors in 

organizations. No statistically significant relationship was found between too hard or 

challenging goals and observed ethical behaviors. 
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Hypotheses Testing. For this study, it was hypothesized that there is no direct or 

indirect effect of compliance on ethical behavior. Thus, here, the total (c), direct (c’), and total 

indirect (∑ 𝑎𝑖𝑏𝑖
10
𝑖=1 ) effects are examined first. Results are presented in Table 26.  

When examining the effect of compliance strategies on ethical behavior, the results 

show that the total effect (c) is negative and statistically significant (OCB: B = -0.097, 

p = 0.007; voice: B = -0.154, p = 0.005). These results suggest that an increase in compliance 

efforts is related to a decrease in observed workplace ethical behaviors. An examination of the 

direct effect (c’) initially points in the same direction, as the observed relationship is also 

negative, but, here, the effect is not statistically significant (OCB: B = -0.069, p = 0.080; voice: 

B = -0.097, p = 0.098). Further, observing the total indirect effects between compliance efforts 

and both OCB and voice through the ten dimensions of ethical culture shows that they are in 

the same negative direction (OCB: B = -0.028; voice: B = -0.057). However, here, too, both 

95% CIs straddle zero (OCB: CI [-0.081, 0.026]; voice: CI [-0,141, 0.028]), suggesting that 

the observed total indirect effects are not significant. 

As the total indirect effect is not significant, and neither is the direct effect between 

compliance and ethical behavior (as measured by both OCB and voice) controlling for all 

ethical culture dimensions and integrity, it is concluded here, that there is no direct or indirect 

effect of compliance on ethical behavior. This finding is supportive of Hypothesis 6. Detailed 

regression results can be found in Table 35 and Table 36 in the Appendix.  

Table 26 

Total effect, direct effect, and total indirect effect of compliance on ethical behavior 

     95% confidence interval 

 B SE t p LL UL 

Dependent variable: OCB      

Total effect -0.097 0.036 -2.719 0.007 -0.167 -0.027 

Direct effect -0.069 0.039 -1.757 0.080 -0.146 0.008 

Total indirect effect -0.028 0.028a   -0.081a 0.026a 

Dependent variable: Voice      

Total effect -0.154 0.055 -2.822 0.005 -0.262 -0.047 

Direct effect -0.097 0.059 -1.656 0.098 -0.213 0.018 

Total indirect effect -0.057  0.043a    -0.141a  0.028a 

Notes. a Bootstrapping results. 
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Summary. The goal of Study 3 was to examine whether the dimensions of ethical 

culture mediate the relationship between compliance and ethical behavior.  

The results of Study 3 show that compliance strategies can reduce observed ethical 

behavior when considered independently of ethical culture. However, when considering the 

dimensions of ethical culture, it is observed that compliance strategies neither have a direct 

effect on ethical conduct, nor is the relationship between compliance and ethical behavior 

explained by the ethical culture dimensions. Thus, there is evidence to support the claim that 

when it comes to inspiring ethical behavior beyond the maintenance of rules and regulations, 

compliance is not an effective strategy, neither as a stand-alone effort nor as explained by an 

ethical organizational culture.  

4.5.7 Study 4: Integrity Strategies and Ethical Behavior 

For the present study, the goal is to examine whether ethical culture can explain the 

relationship between integrity as a strategic approach to ethics management and observed 

ethical behavior in the workplace, and if different ethical culture dimensions become relevant 

in this relationship compared to the relationship between ethics strategies and unethical 

behavior. Therefore, the independent variable integrity was modelled to influence the 

dependent variables OCB and voice directly as well as indirectly through all 10 ethical culture 

dimensions simultaneously. Specifically, it is hypothesized that taken as a set, the dimensions 

of ethical culture mediate the relationship between integrity strategies and ethical behavior. 

Further, in an explorative fashion it is investigated which of the ethical culture dimensions are 

the significant mediators in this relationship. 

Descriptive Statistics. Table 19 again shows the descriptive statistics, internal 

consistency reliabilities and pairwise correlations of the relevant study variables. For this 

study, the bivariate correlations between integrity strategies, the ethical culture dimensions, 

and ethical behavior (OCB and voice) were of particular interest. The correlations between 

integrity strategies and the 10 ethical culture dimensions are presented in column 2 of Table 

19 and have been described above (Chapter 4.5.5). Further, the correlations between the 10 

dimensions of ethical culture and ethical behavior, as presented in rows 14 and 15 of Table 

19, have been described as part of the previous study (Chapter 4.5.6). Thus, these results will 

not be repeated here. Here, the focus will be on the examination of possible relationships 
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between integrity strategies and OCB and voice behavior. Results are presented in column 2, 

rows 14 and 15 of Table 19. 

Examining the relationship between integrity and ethical behavior, a significant 

positive correlation was found between integrity strategies and OCB (r = 0.39, p < 0.001), as 

well as between integrity strategies and voice (r = 0.39, p < 0.001). Thus, the data suggests 

that more strongly perceived integrity strategies are also related to more observed 

organizational citizenship and voice behaviors in organizations.  

Hypotheses Testing. The steps outlined in Chapter 4.5.4 were followed to investigate 

the hypothesized effects of the multiple mediation model. Direct paths from integrity to the 10 

ethical culture sub-scales (ai) and from the ethical culture subscales to ethical behavior (bi) are 

shown in Table 27 and Table 28. For reasons of clear appearance, the full regression models 

including the control variables are again not depicted here but can be found in Table 35 and 

Table 36 in the Appendix. The direct (c’) as well as the total effect (c) of integrity on ethical 

behavior is shown in Table 29. Total (∑ 𝑎𝑖𝑏𝑖
10
𝑖=1 ) and specific (aibi) indirect effects as well as 

contrasts between specific indirect effects are presented in Table 30 and Table 31.  

Table 27  

Direct effects of integrity on mediators and of mediators on ethical behavior (OCB) 

 
Direct paths from integrity to 

mediators 
 

Direct paths from mediators to 

OCB 

  B SE  t p   B SE  t p 

Top management  0.675 0.036 1 8.725 0.000   0.137 0.050  2.716 0.007 

Direct supervisor  0.463 0.046  9.968 0.000   0.119 0.037  3.189 0.002 

Rule clarity  0.220 0.036  6.193 0.000   0.047 0.047  1.009 0.313 

Rule defectiveness - 0.435 0.046 - 9.444 0.000   0.014 0.041  0.343 0.732 

Rule viability  0.110 0.047  2.366 0.018  - 0.014 0.040 - 0.345 0.731 

Detectability  0.382 0.041  9.390 0.000   0.037 0.041  0.905 0.366 

Culture of openness  0.570 0.041 1 3.784 0.000   0.129 0.040  3.247 0.001 

Pressure to compromise - 0.244 0.046 - 5.303 0.000  - 0.024 0.043 - 0.561 0.575 

Ill-conceived goals - 0.031 0.042 - 0.745 0.457   0.036 0.042  0.861 0.390 

Peer role models  0.481 0.035 1 3.778 0.000   0.095 0.050  1.911 0.057 

Notes. N = 507. Based on regression results including the full set of control variables. See Table 35 and 

Table 36 of the Appendix for full results.  
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As can be seen in Table 27, and referring to the a paths of the multiple mediation 

model, the direct effects of integrity on the dimensions of ethical culture are identical to the 

results reported in Chapter 4.5.5, and are thus not repeated here.  

Examining the b paths of the multiple mediation model, the results show in support of 

Hypotheses 4a, and 4b that when top management (B = 0.137, p = 0.007) and direct 

supervisors (B = 0.119, p = 0.002) exhibit better role-modeling qualities, more organizational 

citizenship behaviors were observed. Further, an increasingly participative and inclusive 

culture is also related positively to OCB (culture of openness; B = 0.129, p = 0.001), 

supporting Hypothesis 4f. These results suggest that leadership and an open culture stimulate 

ethical conduct above and beyond contractual obligation. No other significant paths are 

observed between dimensions of ethical culture and OCB in this model. These results are 

confirmed in the model with voice as the dependent variable (depicted in Table 28). Here, too, 

a better exhibition of role-modeling qualities from top management (B = 0.275, p < 0.001), 

and direct supervisors (B = 0.132, p = 0.019) are related to an increase in voice behaviors. 

Also, an increasingly participative and inclusive culture is related positively to voice (culture 

of openness; B = 0.184, p = 0.002). Additionally, for voice behaviors, peer role models emerge 

as a statistically significant predictor (B = 0.312, p < 0.001), suggesting that besides leaders, 

employees turn to peers as role models when speaking up. This finding supports Hypothesis 

Table 28 

Direct effects of integrity on mediators and of mediators on ethical behavior (voice) 

 
Direct paths from integrity to 

mediators 
 

Direct paths from mediators to 

Voice 

  B SE  t p   B SE  t p 

Top management  0.675 0.036 1 8.725 0.000   0.275 0.076  3.637 0.000 

Direct supervisor  0.463 0.046  9.968 0.000   0.132 0.056  2.361 0.019 

Rule clarity  0.220 0.036  6.193 0.000   0.014 0.070  0.194 0.846 

Rule defectiveness - 0.435 0.046 - 9.444 0.000   0.048 0.062  0.766 0.444 

Rule viability  0.110 0.047  2.366 0.018   0.032 0.060  0.527 0.599 

Detectability  0.382 0.041  9.390 0.000   0.048 0.061  0.785 0.433 

Culture of openness  0.570 0.041 1 3.784 0.000   0.184 0.060  3.096 0.002 

Pressure to compromise - 0.244 0.046 - 5.303 0.000   0.002 0.065  0.036 0.971 

Ill-conceived goals - 0.031 0.042 - 0.745 0.457   0.046 0.063  0.728 0.467 

Peer role models  0.481 0.035 1 3.778 0.000   0.312 0.075  4.182 0.000 

Notes. N = 507. Based on regression results including the full set of control variables. See Table 35 and 

Table 36 of the Appendix for full results.  
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4g. No other significant paths were observed between dimensions of ethical culture and voice 

in this model, thus leading to a rejection of Hypotheses 4c, 4d, 4e, 4h, 4i, and 4j. 

When examining the effect of integrity strategies on ethical behavior (Table 29), the 

results show that the total effect (c) is positive and significant (OCB: B = 0.375, p < 0.001; 

voice: B = 0.565, p < 0.001), suggesting that an increase in integrity efforts increases the 

number of observed ethical behaviors as well as the perceived voice behavior in the workplace. 

The direct effect (c’) remains positive but becomes insignificant (OCB: B = 0.087, p = 0.075; 

voice: B = 0.061, p = 0.407). The difference between the total effect and the direct effect is 

expressed in the total indirect effect that is exerted through all 10 mediators and has a point 

estimate of B = 0.288 and a 95% bias-corrected bootstrap CI of 0.204 to 0.371 for OCB (Table 

30) and a point estimate of B = 0.504 and a 95% bias-corrected bootstrap CI of 0.391 to 0.635 

for voice (Table 31) as a dependent variable. The difference between the total and direct effect 

of integrity on ethical behavior is significant, as the CI of both reported total indirect effects 

do not include zero. Specifically, it is thus concluded that taken as a set the 10 sub-scales of 

ethical culture fully mediate the effect of integrity strategies on ethical behavior as measured 

by OCB and voice, supporting Hypothesis 8.  

The examination of the specific indirect effects (all a x b paths) indicated that, of all 

the intervening variables included in this study, the significant mediators of the relationship 

between integrity and ethical behavior are top management, direct supervisor, and culture of 

openness for OCB as a dependent variable (Table 30), and additionally peer role models for 

voice as a dependent variable (Table 31). The 95% bootstrap CI for the indirect effect of 

 

Table 29 

Total effect and direct effect of integrity on ethical behavior 

     95% confidence interval 

 B SE t p LL UL 

Dependent variable: OCB      

Total 0.375 0.037  10.229 0.000 0.303 0.447 

Direct 0.087 0.049 1.782 0.075 -0.009 0.184 

Dependent variable: Voice      

Total 0.565 0.056 10.035 0.000  0.455 0.676 

Direct 0.061 0.074 0.830 0.407 -0.084 0.206 
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integrity on ethical behavior through top management role-modeling was entirely above zero 

(OCB: B = 0.092, CI [0.033, 0.154]; voice: B = 0.186, CI [0.084, 0.304]), indicating that this 

dimension of ethical culture contributes significantly to the positive relationship between an 

integrity strategy and observed ethical behaviors in an organization. As depicted in Table 27 

and Table 28, this positive indirect effect resulted from a positive impact of integrity on top 

management behavior (path a) and a positive relationship between top management role-

modeling and ethical behavior (path b). Table 30 and Table 31 further show that direct 

supervisor role-modeling is a significant mediator of the relationship between integrity and 

ethical behavior. The point estimate for this indirect effect was B = 0.055 for OCB as a 

dependent variable and B = 0.061 for voice as a dependent variable, and the 95% bootstrap 

CIs did not include zero (OCB: CI [0.025, 0.092]; voice CI [0.005, 0.121]). A culture of 

openness, characterized by inclusion and participation of employees, is another statistically 

significant mediator of the relationship between integrity and ethical behavior indicated by a 

95% bootstrap CI not including zero (OCB: B = 0.073, CI [0.028, 0.121]; voice: B = 0.105, 

CI [0.025, 0.191]). Lastly, the point estimate for the indirect effect through peer role models 

is B = 0.150 and its 95% bootstrap CI does not straddle zero [0.066, 0.237] when voice is the 

Table 30 

Total and specific indirect effects of integrity on ethical behavior (OCB) 

   Boot 95% confidence interval 

 Point estimate Boot SE Boot LL Boot UL 

Indirect Effects 

Total  0.288 0.042  0.204  0.371 

Top management  0.092 0.031  0.033  0.154 

Direct supervisor  0.055 0.017  0.025  0.092 

Rule clarity  0.010 0.011 - 0.010  0.035 

Rule defectiveness - 0.006 0.020 - 0.044  0.034 

Rule viability - 0.002 0.005 - 0.014  0.007 

Detectability  0.014 0.017 - 0.020  0.049 

Culture of openness  0.073 0.024  0.028  0.121 

Pressure to compromise  0.006 0.011 - 0.015  0.030 

Ill-conceived goals - 0.001 0.003 - 0.013  0.002 

Peer role models  0.046 0.028 - 0.010  0.100 

Contrasts 

Top management vs. direct supervisor  0.037 0.037 - 0.039  0.107 

Top management vs. culture of openness  0.019 0.039 - 0.058  0.096 

Direct supervisor vs. culture of openness - 0.018 0.032 - 0.080  0.047 

Notes. Boot = bootstrapping results. Only contrasts for indirect effects significant at the 5% level are shown. 
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dependent variable. This last indirect effect does not become significant when OCB is the 

dependent variable. All four reported positive indirect effects are the result of the positive 

effect integrity strategies have on the mediator variables (a paths), and an increase in observed 

organizational citizenship behaviors as well as voice behaviors due to these dimensions of 

ethical culture (b paths) as depicted in Table 27 and Table 28. None of the other six ethical 

culture dimensions display a significant indirect effect above and beyond the reported 

mediator variables.  

To test whether any of the significant indirect effects were statistically different from 

the others, the point estimate of the differences between the three, respectively four specific 

indirect effects described above were examined. As is shown in Table 30 and Table 31, all of 

the constructed 95% bootstrap CIs included zero, indicating that the magnitude of the 

identified specific indirect effects did not statistically differ. Thus, there is no evidence to 

suggest that one ethical culture dimension is a more important mediator of the relationship 

Table 31 

Total and specific indirect effects of integrity on ethical behavior (voice) 

   Boot 95% confidence interval 

 Point estimate Boot SE Boot LL Boot UL 

Indirect Effects 

Total  0.504 0.062  0.391  0.635 

Top management  0.186 0.056  0.084  0.304 

Direct supervisor  0.061 0.029  0.005  0.121 

Rule clarity  0.003 0.018 - 0.032  0.038 

Rule defectiveness - 0.021 0.032 - 0.088  0.039 

Rule viability  0.004 0.008 - 0.009  0.027 

Detectability  0.018 0.029 - 0.041  0.076 

Culture of openness  0.105 0.043  0.025  0.191 

Pressure to compromise - 0.001 0.017 - 0.036  0.034 

Ill-conceived goals - 0.001 0.005 - 0.019  0.003 

Peer role models  0.150 0.044  0.066  0.237 

Contrasts 

Top management vs. direct supervisor  0.124 0.068 - 0.003  0.266 

Top management vs. culture of openness  0.081 0.074 - 0.064  0.231 

Top management vs. peer role models  0.036 0.072 - 0.102  0.186 

Direct supervisor vs. culture of openness - 0.044 0.059 - 0.160  0.072 

Direct supervisor vs. peer role models  - 0.089 0.055 - 0.197  0.019 

Culture of openness vs. peer role models - 0.045 0.063 - 0.164  0.091 

Notes. Boot = bootstrapping results. Only contrasts for indirect effects significant at the 5% level are shown. 
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between integrity strategies and ethical behavior than all others. It is therefore assumed here 

that top management, direct supervisor, and culture of openness are the relevant parallel 

multiple mediators that drive the full mediation of the relationship between integrity strategies 

and OCB, and that this list is joined by peer role models when the dependent variable is voice.  

Summary. The goal of Study 4 was to examine whether the dimensions of ethical 

culture mediate the relationship between integrity and ethical behavior. Further, in a parallel 

multiple mediation model it was investigated which of the ethical culture dimensions are the 

significant mediators in this relationship.  

The results of Study 4 show that integrity can be an effective strategy to inspire ethical 

behavior. The results support the hypothesis that the 10 dimensions of ethical culture are 

parallel multiple mediators of this relationship, as the total indirect effect is statistically 

significant. Thus, the dimensions of ethical culture can help to explain how integrity strategies 

and ethical behavior are related. A closer examination of the specific indirect effects shows 

that the four dimensions of ethical culture that are driving this relationship are top 

management, and direct supervisor role-modeling qualities, a culture of openness regarding 

inclusiveness and participation of employees, as well as peer role-modeling qualities for voice 

behaviors but not for OCB. Thus, there is evidence to support the claim that when an 

organization puts ethical values at the core of its business practices, leaders across all 

organizational levels are also perceived as good role-models for ethical conduct and the 

organization is perceived as having an open and participative culture that values employee 

input, which translates into employees seeking opportunities to go above and beyond legal and 

ethical standards.  

4.6 Discussion 

In this chapter, four studies were conducted to investigate the effects of compliance 

and integrity strategies on unethical behavior mediated by the subfactors of ethical culture. 

The goals of these studies were to (a) investigate the relationship between ethics strategies and 

(un)ethical behavior, (b) examine which subfactors of ethical culture are relevant mediators of 

these relationships, and (c) understand the differences between compliance and integrity 

approaches to ethics management regarding what makes them effective in deterring unethical 

conduct and promoting ethical behavior. In the following, I briefly summarize the main results, 
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put the findings in relation to the existing literature and discuss limitations and options for 

future research. 

 In Study 1 the effect of compliance on unethical behavior with the 10 dimensions of 

ethical culture as parallel multiple mediators of this relationship was investigated. The results 

show that compliance can increase unethical behavior rather than decrease it. It was observed 

that this effect could fully be explained by the subfactors of ethical culture. Specifically, this 

positive relationship was driven by compliance strategies’ positive effect on rule 

defectiveness, pressure to compromise ethical values and too high or competitive goals, which 

all in turn increase observed unethical behaviors in the workplace.  

In Study 2 the effect of integrity on unethical behavior with the 10 dimensions of 

ethical culture as parallel multiple mediators of this relationship was investigated. The results 

show that integrity can reduce unethical behavior. It was observed that this effect can fully be 

explained by the subfactors of ethical culture. For this positive relationship integrity strategies’ 

deterring effect on rule defectiveness, and pressure to compromise ethical values for economic 

outcomes are relevant, similar to what was found in Study 1. However, other than for 

compliance strategies, here, top management role modeling qualities and clarity regarding 

what is considered appropriate conduct towards internal and external stakeholders emerge as 

further relevant mediators. Specifically, integrity strategies have a positive effect on those two 

dimensions of ethical culture, which in turn decrease unethical behavior. Thus, depending on 

whether organizations focus on a compliance or an integrity approach to ethics management, 

different ethical culture dimensions are relevant for the deterrence of unethical behavior. 

While rule defectiveness and pressure to compromise are relevant in both cases, for 

compliance strategies, goal setting is also an important issue. For integrity strategies executive 

leadership and rule clarity emerge as additionally important aspects of the organizational 

ethical context. 

In Study 3 the effect of compliance on ethical behavior with the 10 dimensions of 

ethical culture as parallel multiple mediators of this relationship was investigated. The results 

indicate that a compliance focus can decrease ethical behavior rather than increase it. It was 

observed that when the 10 subfactors of ethical culture are introduced into the relationship, 

this effect is no longer statistically significant. Also, there is no indirect effect of compliance 

on ethical behavior. This leads me to conclude that compliance strategies do not significantly 

impact behaviors that exceed compliance with the law and basic ethical standards. 
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In Study 4 the effect of integrity on ethical behavior with the 10 dimensions of ethical 

culture as parallel multiple mediators of this relationship was investigated. The results show 

that integrity can promote ethical behavior. It was observed that this effect could fully be 

explained by the subfactors of ethical culture. While for the positive relationship between 

integrity strategies and OCB integrity’s positive effect on leaders’ role modeling qualities (top 

management and direct supervisors) and on a culture of inclusiveness and participation was 

relevant, for voice behaviors peer role modeling is identified as an additional relevant 

mediator. Specifically, integrity strategies were shown to have a positive effect on those 

dimensions of ethical culture, which in turn promote OCB and voice behaviors respectively. 

Thus, in order to inspire ethical behaviors in an organization, compliance approaches to ethics 

management are insufficient. In contrast, an integrity approach is needed, which addresses 

various aspects of ethical culture. For some ethical behaviors, such as voice, peers further 

emerge as relevant role models beyond the traditionally emphasized leader role models.  

The results from the four studies contribute to the literature in multiple ways. First, 

examining the effects of compliance and integrity strategies on unethical behavior shows that 

compliance can increase deviant behavior rather than prevent it. The findings of Study 1 

contribute to the literature by shedding light on how compliance strategies can be supportive 

of unethical conduct rather than decreasing it. It has previously been discussed theoretically 

that such a connection is conceivable (Filabi & Hurley, 2019; Nelson, 2021; Paine, 1994), but 

empirical studies that have shown this effect have thus far focused on individual compliance 

measures, such as surveillance (Detert et al., 2007; Weibel et al., 2016) and sanctioning (Békir 

et al., 2016; Gneezy & Rustichini, 2000a). This is the first study to empirically show (a) that 

compliance strategies with all their facets can increase unethical behavior rather than reduce 

it and (b) how dimensions of ethical culture can explain this effect. These results further 

compliment literature that has illustrated that decoupling a compliance program from 

implementation negatively affects its perceived legitimacy among employees and thus can 

lead to unethical behavior (MacLean et al., 2015; MacLean & Behnam, 2010).  

Second, the results of Study 2 contribute to the literature by shedding light on how 

integrity strategies can reduce unethical conduct. The findings in the literature that have 

previously shown that integrity-oriented ethics strategies are connected negatively to unethical 

behavior are confirmed (Tanner et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1999; Tyler & Blader, 2005; 

Weaver & Treviño, 1999). Further, the literature is extended by showing how specific 
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dimensions of ethical culture can explain this effect. In this regard, tone at the top is shown to 

be more relevant than more immediate supervisors. This finding can be explained by research 

that has found a “trickle-down” effect of top management on direct supervisor leadership 

(Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, et al., 2009; Ruiz et al., 2011). The influence of top management 

is thus manifested not so much in its formal commitment but in its position at the top of the 

organizational hierarchy when communicating what behaviors are acceptable in the 

organization. Direct supervisor behavior is partially seen as a mere reflection of this 

(Bussmann & Niemeczek, 2019; Weaver et al., 2005). Further, rule clarity emerged as an 

important contributor to integrity’s reductive effect on unethical behavior but was not found 

to be a relevant mediator of the relationship between compliance and unethical conduct. This 

is in line with research that has found that communicating ethical guidelines that are general 

(as integrity strategies do) rather than specific (as compliance strategies do) are more effective 

to reduce unethical conduct (Hassan et al., 2020). The authors find that this is true because 

specific ethical guidelines are used to negate or rationalize ethical concerns while general 

guidelines lead to a recognition of ethical issues and a lower likelihood to downplay them. 

This study thus empirically shows (a) that integrity strategies with all their facets can reduce 

unethical behavior and (b) how dimensions of ethical culture can explain this effect.  

Third, in Study 3 it is empirically shown that compliance strategies have no effect on 

ethical behavior, neither a direct effect nor an indirect effect. While it has been theorized in 

the literature before that compliance may be unable to inspire ethical behavior (Paine, 1994), 

this study, to the best of my knowledge, is the first to present empirical evidence to this effect. 

In the past, compliance has been found to be significantly related to ethical conduct (Weaver 

& Treviño, 1999). This is in line with the findings in Study 3 that show a statistically 

significant total effect of compliance on both OCB and voice. However, when controlling for 

ethical culture this effect is no longer statistically significant, suggesting that there is in fact 

no significant connection between compliance and ethical behavior. This study thus provides 

evidence that the consideration of the ethical context as a whole is meaningful and relevant to 

determine when and how ethical behavior in organizations may be promoted. Considering 

only ethics strategies without simultaneously considering ethical culture may end in 

misleading interpretations.  

Fourth, the results of Study 4 confirm the findings from the literature that have argued 

and/or empirically found that integrity strategies can increase ethical conduct (Paine, 1994; 
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Rossouw & van Vuuren, 2003; Treviño et al., 1999; Verhezen, 2010; Weaver & Treviño, 

1999). No study to date has, however, been able to explain how this positive relationship 

develops. This study is the first to provide empirical evidence on the underlying mechanism. 

Ethical culture can explain how integrity can positively impact on ethical conduct and, 

specifically, which dimensions of ethical culture are relevant in this context. Not surprisingly, 

the leadership role modeling dimensions emerged as significant mediators of this effect. This 

is in line with research that has found ethical leadership at all hierarchical levels to be a positive 

contributor to ethical behavior (Ruiz et al., 2011). Adding to the literature, it is shown here 

that peers can have a meaningful impact on certain types of ethical behavior, such as voice, 

but are not so relevant to other types of ethical behavior, like OCB. The contribution of the 

various role-modeling dimensions to different (un)ethical behaviors further shows that ethical 

culture measures should indeed differentiate between role models depending on their 

hierarchical status. Thus, as it considers three separate role modeling dimensions across 

hierarchical levels, additional evidence regarding the validity of the GECS 2.0 and its 

improved usefulness vis à vis other ethical culture instruments is provided here. The 

observation that for various types of ethical behavior (OCB and voice) more or fewer 

dimensions of ethical culture are relevant further leads to the question whether the same may 

be true for various types of unethical behavior. Here, unethical behaviors towards employees, 

financiers, and society as proposed by Kaptein (2008a) were explored. Future research may 

want to investigate specific types of behavior rather than taking such a stakeholder perspective. 

For example, maybe different dimensions of ethical culture become relevant for relationships 

between ethics strategies and theft, dishonesty, or corruption. 

Fifth, in Chapter 3.5 it has been argued that to show nomological validity of the ESM 

as well as of the GECS 2.0 a relationship between the two newly developed scales and 

unethical behavior needs to be established. This was achieved in the studies presented here, 

thus providing additional evidence for the validity of the two instruments. In line with the 

literature, the results of the studies presented here show that the subfactors of ethical culture 

are negatively related to unethical behavior, when increasing values suggest a more ethical 

culture, and are positively related to unethical behavior, when increasing values suggest a less 

ethical culture (Kaptein, 2010, 2011c; Tanner et al., 2019; Zaal et al., 2019). Further, direct 

links between compliance and integrity strategies and unethical behavior were established, 

although this relationship did not remain statistically significant for either strategy when 

controlling for ethical culture. This finding further contributes to the literature by providing 
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empirical support for the argument that the strategic setup of the organizational ethical context 

is insufficient to explain unethical behavior in the workplace on its own. A similar conclusion 

was recently drawn by Zaal et al. (2019), who found that elements of an organizational 

architecture (i.e., strategic elements of the organizational ethical context) are not strong 

enough to provoke unethical behavior towards customers, while dimensions of ethical culture 

are.  

While having carefully designed and executed the presented studies, some limitations 

must be considered and future avenues for research open. First, as was already discussed in 

Chapter 3.5, the presented studies use single source data, which is a reason to be concerned 

about common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff et al., 2012). While measures 

to antagonize this bias have been taken,22 this must be kept in mind, and future research may 

wish to utilize multi-source data instead. 

Second, in Chapter 2 it has been argued that the overall ethical context contains not 

only the two components ethics strategies and ethical culture but also a third component, 

ethical climate. While it has been discussed why ethical culture is a more important predictor 

of (un)ethical behavior than ethical climate and thus is more relevant to its investigation, the 

presented studies did not empirically examine this argument, as no ethical climate measure 

was included in the analyses. Empirical evidence to support this argument is provided by 

Kaptein (2011c), who has previously shown in a hierarchical regression model that the effect 

of ethical climate on unethical behavior disappears when the dimensions of ethical culture are 

entered into the model. Nonetheless, future research may wish to add ethical climate as a 

control variable to corroborate these findings and to validate the results presented here.  

Third, cross-sectional survey data was used to conduct the presented studies. An 

inherent limitation of this type of data collection and research design is that they do not rule 

out the possibility of reverse causality. In the studies conducted here, ethics strategies are 

considered independent variables, ethical culture subfactors are mediator variables and 

(un)ethical behavior are dependent variables. Although the literature provides ample support 

for the directions assumed in the proposed relationships (e.g., Kaptein, 2011b, 2011c; Tanner 

et al., 2019; Treviño et al., 1999; Weaver & Treviño, 1999; Zaal et al., 2019), different 

directions are also conceivable. For example, when an organization experiences a high level 

 
22 Refer to Chapter 3.5 for a detailed discussion. 
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of unethical behavior, a natural strategic response would be to increase compliance efforts 

such as monitoring or sanctioning. Or, when employees perceive that leaders at all 

organizational levels are good role models for ethical conduct, they may presume that the 

organization puts an emphasis on values and makes ethics a leadership task, which are 

mechanisms of integrity strategies. Thus, caution must be applied when interpreting the results 

as causal relationships. To increase confidence regarding the assumed direction in the 

relationship between ethics strategies, ethical culture and (un)ethical behavior, (field) 

experimental designs or longitudinal data would be required. To the best of my knowledge, no 

such research designs have yet been proposed to examine the hypothesized relationships, and 

this may be a fruitful avenue for future research. 

Fourth, in Study 2 an inconsistent mediation is found (MacKinnon et al., 2006). While 

the significance level is at the threshold, and an inconsistent mediation is technically not a 

limitation, future research should further investigate the relationship proposed in the model. 

Specifically, it is found here that the total effect of integrity strategies on unethical behavior is 

negative, suggesting reduced unethical behavior with increasing integrity efforts. However, 

when controlling for the dimensions of ethical culture, thus considering the contribution of 

integrity on unethical behavior beyond what is explained through its effect on ethical culture, 

this effect reverses and becomes positive, suggesting that net of its effect on ethical culture an 

integrity strategy itself may be associated with more unethical behavior. Theoretically, this 

could be explained with the function of integrity strategies as control systems (Stansbury & 

Barry, 2007; Weaver et al., 1999b). Like compliance strategies, integrity strategies are control 

systems, which seek to standardize behavior regarding ethics. Such control systems, even 

values-based ones, can have negative side effects. Stansbury and Barry (2007) argue that 

inherently to control systems, value systems, which employees are expected to accept, are 

dictated by a higher authority, which raises the danger of indoctrination. In other words, what 

are considered permissible thoughts is dictated by an authority rather than personal conviction. 

The authors argue that indoctrination could in turn lead to an increase in unethical behavior 

because indoctrination may cause reactance or pose a threat to the moral imagination of 

employees. Traditionally, however, integrity strategies have been found to decrease unethical 

behavior (Treviño et al., 1999; Weaver & Treviño, 1999). The presented study is, on the other 

hand, the first to consider that this effect may be of an indirect nature that works through the 

mediator ethical culture, thus providing new information about the direct relationship between 
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integrity strategies and unethical behavior as well. Future research needs to be conducted to 

corroborate or refute the results produced here. 

In conclusion, the series of studies conducted in Chapter 4 of this dissertation offers a 

new perspective on the relationship between compliance and integrity ethics strategies and 

(un)ethical behavior. The results suggest that compliance and integrity indirectly affect 

unethical behavior and that different dimensions of ethical culture can explain this 

relationship. Compliance strategies are further shown to have no effect on ethical behavior, 

while integrity strategies are capable of inspiring conduct that goes beyond keeping with the 

law and maintaining a minimum ethical standard. This relationship, too, is mediated by ethical 

culture. 
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5 General Discussion 

In this chapter the major findings of this dissertation will be summarized and discussed. 

The most important contribution of this chapter will be a discussion of the implications of the 

findings for research and practice, where an emphasis will be on an outlook of how to work 

with what can be learned from the results found here. Finally, this dissertation closes with a 

conclusion and an answer to the question what works and what hurts to prevent unethical 

behavior and promote ethical conduct in the workplace. 

This dissertation set out to contribute to the research on organizational influences on 

(un)ethical behavior by exploring how ethical culture could help us to understand the complex 

relationship between compliance and integrity strategies to ethics management and (un)ethical 

behavior. The three main goals that were consequently set were to (a) conceptually distinguish 

between ethics strategies and ethical culture as the two parts of the organizational ethical 

context that are organizationally driven antecedents of (un)ethical behavior (b) develop and 

validate adequate measurements for ethics strategies and ethical culture, and (c) empirically 

examine how ethics strategies and (un)ethical behavior are related under consideration of 

ethical culture as a mediator of this relationship.  

Conceptually, ethics strategies and ethical culture are both considered organizational 

control systems that address the conditions in which ethical and unethical behavior occurs. 

Ethics strategies are formal control systems, which are designed and implemented by the 

organization (Tenbrunsel et al., 2003). They communicate ethical standards explicitly via 

formal documents (e.g., code of ethics) and are verifiable by all organizational members. Here, 

the orientation of the ethics program is of the essence. It is distinguished between compliance 

strategies, which are rule-based approaches to ethics management focusing on surveillance 

and sanctioning, and integrity strategies, which are value-based approaches to ethics 

management focusing on support and self-governance (Paine, 1994; Weaver et al., 1999b). 

They are different ways of standardizing employee behavior. Ethical culture is an informal 

control system, describing how employees experience the lived ethical standards in an 

organization (Treviño & Nelson, 2016). It communicates ethical standards implicitly via social 

norms. Employees interpret what is considered appropriate behavior based on a variety of 

signals that can be formal (e.g., leadership behavior) or informal (e.g., organizational 

language) in nature (Treviño et al., 1998). In sum, while compliance and integrity strategies 

are formal ways of communicating (ethical) behavioral expectations, ethical culture is an 



CHAPTER 5 

148 

informal system doing the same. Consequently, the underlying assumption of the studies in 

this dissertation is that the informal organizational context can shed light on when and why 

the formal systems implemented to standardize behavior are (un)successful.  

To facilitate an examination of this question, Chapter 3 of this dissertation is dedicated 

to developing and validating two new scales to measure ethics strategies and ethical culture. 

The result of three consecutive studies are two valid and reliable instruments: The Ethics 

Strategy Measure (ESM), which distinguishes between a compliance and an integrity strategy 

of ethics management, and the German Ethical Culture Scale 2.0 (GECS 2.0). The GECS 2.0 

is a 10-dimensional measure for ethical culture. While its subfactors can be aggregated to an 

overall ethical culture measure, the best model fit is achieved with 10 correlating factors. Of 

those 10 dimensions, three are role-modeling dimensions at various hierarchical levels (top 

management, direct supervisor, peers), four are pertaining to the organizational standards 

(rule clarity, rule viability, rule defectiveness, detectability), two pertain to the pressures 

employees are experiencing in their work environment (pressure to compromise, ill-conceived 

goals), and one dimension pertains to the degree ethical decision making is discussed and 

inclusive in an organization (culture of openness). In Study 3 of Chapter 3, the predictive 

validity of the two measures was examined in two hierarchical regression analyses with the 

dependent variables (a) organizational commitment and (b) turnover intention. The results 

show that ethics strategies predict both outcomes beyond the scope of ethics programs. 

However, adding the 10 dimensions of ethical culture to the models further increased the 

explained variance in both outcomes, and neither strategy remained a significant predictor of 

either outcome, while dimensions of ethical culture became significant predictors. This is a 

first indication that ethical culture is a stronger predictor of organizational outcomes than 

ethics strategies are.  

To determine how ethics strategies are related to (un)ethical behavior, in Chapter 4 it 

was proposed that the dimensions of ethical culture are parallel multiple mediators of this 

relationship. In four studies compliance and integrity strategies were consequently modelled 

to influence (un)ethical behavior indirectly through the 10 ethical culture dimensions. The 

results of Study 1 show that compliance can increase unethical behavior rather than reduce it. 

This effect is fully mediated by the ethical culture subscales, three of which are relevant in 

explaining the indirect effect (rule defectiveness, pressure to compromise, ill-conceived 

goals). The results of Study 2 show that integrity strategies can deter unethical behavior. This 
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effect is also fully mediated by the dimensions of ethical culture, four of which are driving the 

indirect effect (top management, rule clarity, rule defectiveness, pressure to compromise). 

Regarding the promotion of ethical behavior beyond keeping with the law, the results of 

Study 3 show that compliance strategies are statistically unrelated to ethical conduct. The 

direct effect of compliance on organizational citizenship behavior as well as on voice 

behaviors is not statistically significant, and neither is the total indirect effect. Integrity 

strategies, on the other hand, can promote ethical conduct, as is found in Study 4. This effect 

is again fully mediated by the 10 dimensions of ethical culture. Three ethical culture 

dimensions (top management, direct supervisor, culture of openness) are driving this indirect 

effect for OCB as an outcome variable, and this list is extended to a fourth dimensions (peer 

role models) for the outcome variable voice. Overall, the results of the studies show that the 

subscales of ethical culture fully explain the relationship between ethics strategies and 

(un)ethical behavior. In none of the four studies was either ethics strategy found to contribute 

to unethical or ethical conduct in organizations beyond what is explained through its effect on 

ethical culture. 

The results of the studies contribute to the literature in four important ways. First, the 

studies discussed in Chapter 3 led to the development and validation of two new and improved 

measures for assessment of elements of the organizational ethical context. With the GECS 2.0 

a multi-dimensional measure of ethical culture is put forward that is more extensive yet more 

economical than previous measures. It incorporates the conceptual difference to ethics 

strategies and is the first measure of ethical culture to include role-modeling dimensions at 

three different hierarchical levels. These innovations make the GECS 2.0 an advanced 

measure of ethical culture. Its multi-dimensionality, and accordingly the inclusion of various 

role-modeling dimensions is relevant because discriminated information is required to be able 

to profoundly analyze organizational issues as well as the contribution of various dimensions 

of ethical culture to a wide range of organizational outcomes (Toro-Arias et al., 2021). Support 

for this argument comes, for example, from research that has shown that role models on 

various hierarchical levels are independently related to ethical behavior (Ruiz-Palomino & 

Martínez-Cañas, 2014; Ruiz et al., 2011). The conceptual differentiation between ethics 

strategies and ethical culture is relevant because they both constitute different elements of the 

organizational ethical context (formal and informal; Tenbrunsel et al., 2003) that have 

previously been related independently to various organizational outcomes (Treviño et al., 

1999), and whose relationship has not yet been clearly established (Mitchell et al., 2020). 
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Conceptually separating ethics strategies and ethical culture further led to the development of 

the first validated measure for compliance and integrity ethics strategies to date, the ESM.  

Second, the studies conducted in Chapter 4 are able to reconcile previous conflicting 

results and provide clarity regarding the question how compliance and integrity strategies are 

related to (un)ethical behavior. Prior research on the effects of compliance and integrity 

strategies on unethical behavior has produced mixed results. Especially compliance strategies 

have previously been found to reduce unethical conduct (Weaver & Treviño, 1999), but 

theoretically argued to increase misconduct (Filabi & Hurley, 2019; Paine, 1994; Treviño et 

al., 1999). The facets surveillance and sanctioning of compliance strategies have previously 

been linked positively and negatively with unethical behavior (Békir et al., 2016; Detert et al., 

2007; Jannat et al., 2021). While the findings on connections between compliance and ethical 

behavior as well as on integrity and both ethical and unethical conduct are more consistent, 

the question remains how the relationship between strategies and (un)ethical behavior can be 

explained. In the literature, the need to investigate interactions of the distinct elements of the 

organizational ethical context has been expressed to open this black box (Mitchell et al., 2020; 

Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crowe, 2008). The studies in this dissertation answer this call and provide 

answers. The results not only provide empirical evidence that compliance strategies with all 

their facets can promote unethical conduct, but also that ethical culture can explain this effect. 

This is consistent with the literature that has found that facets of compliance need to be 

perceived as fair and transparent to be effective, otherwise they can increase unethical behavior 

(Kaptein, 2015; Tyler & Blader, 2005; Weibel et al., 2016). It is further consistent with 

literature that has shown that decoupling ethics programs from their implementation can lead 

to unethical behavior (MacLean et al., 2015; MacLean & Behnam, 2010). Thus, it is 

conceivable that when compliance strategies perform well on the relevant dimensions of 

ethical culture they can indeed reduce unethical conduct, which can explain why some studies 

have found such effects (Weaver & Treviño, 1999). The studies conducted here further show 

that ethical culture fully mediates the relationships between both ethics strategies and unethical 

behavior as well as the relationship between integrity strategies and ethical behavior. 

Specifically, it is shown that some dimensions of ethical culture are particularly relevant to 

explain when ethics strategies are successful at either preventing unethical behavior or 

promoting ethical conduct. Thus, the effect ethics strategies have on dimensions of ethical 

culture are the key to unlocking the black box that is their relationship with (un)ethical 



GENERAL DISCUSSION 

151 

behavior. By understanding how compliance and integrity strategies affect ethical culture, we 

can better understand how they impact (un)ethical behavior in organizations.  

Third, the results of the studies conducted in this dissertation show the relative 

importance of ethical culture vis à vis ethics strategies. It has been argued before that ethical 

culture is the most important predictor of unethical behavior in organizations (Douglas et al., 

2001; Sims & Brinkmann, 2003) and empirical research has found that it is a stronger predictor 

of unethical behavior than ethical climate (Kaptein, 2011c) and elements of organizational 

architecture (Zaal et al., 2019). Consistently, here, it is found that when the dimensions of 

ethical culture are entered in a regression model, the effects of compliance and integrity 

strategies on several work outcomes are no longer statistically significant (Chapter 3, Study 3). 

Previously, however, it has been unclear, how the various components of the organizational 

ethical context are related and how their relationship affects (un)ethical behavior in 

organizations. With regard to ethical and unethical behavior, it is found that the contributions 

of compliance and integrity strategies on ethical and unethical conduct beyond what is 

explained through their effect on ethical culture is not statistically significant (Chapter 4, 

Studies 1-4). However, compliance and integrity both have statistically significant indirect 

effects on unethical behavior that are explained by ethical culture. This is further true for 

integrity strategies and ethical conduct. Thus, in contribution to the literature, the results 

obtained here show (a) that ethical culture is a more important predictor of ethical and 

unethical behavior in organizations than ethics strategies are, and (b) that ethical culture is a 

mediator of the relationship between ethics strategies and (un)ethical behavior.  

Fourth, while compliance and integrity strategies are generally seen as complementary 

approaches to ethics management (Paine, 1994; Weaver et al., 1999b), it has previously been 

argued that integrity strategies are the most effective single approach to ethics management 

(Treviño et al., 1999). The results of the studies conducted in Chapter 4 support this argument 

as they show that integrity strategies not only have a reductive effect on unethical behavior 

but can additionally help to promote ethical conduct that goes beyond legal and moral 

minimum requirements, whereas compliance strategies are not related to such ethical conduct. 

Adding to the literature, it is shown here, that the positive effect of integrity strategies on 

ethical behavior is explained by ethical culture. Specifically, it is show that the positive effect 

integrity strategies have on organizational citizenship behaviors is due to integrity’s positive 

effect on role-modeling qualities of top management and direct supervisors as well as on the 
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openness and inclusiveness with which ethical issues are discussed in an organization. For 

voice behaviors, further, integrity strategies’ positive effect on peer role models is relevant. 

Thus, it is not only confirmed that integrity strategies are a useful approach to ethics 

management in addition to compliance strategies as such approaches positively affect ethical 

conduct, but also through which mechanism this effect works.  

The results of the presented studies not only contribute to research but also have 

important implications for practice. Oftentimes, organizations seeking to prevent unethical 

behavior and to promote ethical conduct have already implemented compliance and integrity 

programs. However, the results of these programs are mixed and the question looms what 

makes them successful strategies. The findings from this dissertation can provide an answer. 

First, to determine what an effective strategy is, it is important that practitioners consider the 

goal of their ethics management. When the organizational ethics management is aimed at 

meeting and upholding minimum moral and legal standards, and thus at deterring behavior 

that is considered unethical, both compliance and integrity can be effective strategies. If, 

however, the goal is to inspire ethical conduct that exceeds minimum requirements, only an 

integrity strategy can be an effective tool to achieve this outcome. Second, either desired 

outcome is dependent on the organizational ethical culture. Whether an organization aims at 

preventing misconduct or at promoting ethical behavior, it is important for managers to 

consider the informal control mechanisms that influence those behavioral outcomes. Ethical 

culture as an informal control mechanism has an important influence on the effectiveness of 

the formal control systems, no matter whether they are compliance- or integrity-oriented. 

Third, depending on the strategic approach and desired outcome, different dimensions of the 

organizational ethical culture are relevant. For example, when organizations with a strong 

focus on compliance seek to deter unethical behavior, it is relevant how (in)consistent and 

extensive their behavioral guidelines are, whether trade-offs between ethical values and 

economic outcomes are expected, and how high and/or competitive the goals set for employees 

are. However, when organizations ostensibly focus on an integrity strategy and seek to 

promote commitment to ethical conduct beyond minimum moral and legal standards, it is 

rather relevant how well executives and immediate supervisors model such ethical aspirations 

and how open and inclusive decision-making processes in the organization are.  

To turn these findings into applicable knowledge, and to help organizations build a 

more ethical organizational context, practitioners can use the scales developed in this 
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dissertation and build on the insights gained from the studies conducted here. For this purpose, 

a three-step process to improve the organizational ethical context is suggested that follows the 

action research process (Lewin, 1946).  

The first step of the action research process, and thus to building a solid ethical context, 

is diagnosis, or, in other words, an examination of the status quo. Therefore, the perceived 

strategic orientation of the formal element (i.e., the ethics program) as well as the informal 

element (i.e., the ethical culture) of the ethical context must be identified. Organizations can 

use the ESM to determine whether their members perceive that ethics management is more 

strongly compliance- or integrity-focused. When conducting the diagnosis, the analysis should 

also consider the hierarchical levels of the respondents. Perceptions about strategic focus are 

likely to differ for management levels and lower-level employees, who are not involved in 

strategic decision making, whereas executives can take influence on the strategic orientation 

of the ethics program (Weaver et al., 1999b). To determine the organizational ethical culture, 

organizations can use the GECS 2.0. Again, for some subscales the hierarchical level of the 

participants may be relevant. For example, the top management dimension addresses the role 

modeling qualities of executive leaders. Assessments thereof may be biased for members of 

this group. The dimensions of the GECS 2.0 can further be used to determine whether all 

organizational units and work groups share perceptions of ethical culture. Team level ethical 

cultures may require a more differentiated approach for change treatment than an 

organizational level ethical culture (Cabana & Kaptein, 2021). 

Once the status quo of ethics strategies and ethical culture is determined, the initial 

phase of building an organizational ethical context continues with action planning. Here, the 

insights generated in the studies of Chapter 4 are applied to identify areas for improvement. 

Thus, depending on the organizational goal regarding ethics and the perceived strategic 

orientation, different dimensions of ethical culture become relevant areas of improvement. 

Organizations seeking to deter unethical conduct and having a strongly pronounced 

compliance strategy, for example, need to be particularly mindful of whether employees 

perceive behavioral expectations as inconsistent or even as putting pressure on them to 

compromise ethical values at times. If strategies are more strongly integrity focused it is 

additionally relevant whether employees perceive behavioral expectations as very clear and 

whether executives model according conduct. Organizations seeking to promote ethical 

behaviors such as speaking up should first consider whether employees perceive that the 
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strategic orientation of the ethics program is primarily integrity focused, as compliance 

strategies are not effective for encouraging ethical conduct. If there is a pronounced focus on 

integrity, it is further relevant whether employees perceive that they have good role models at 

all hierarchical levels and whether their opinions and participation is valued by the 

organization. If deficits are detected on any relevant ethical culture dimension, organizations 

have successfully identified an area for improvement, and targeting interventions to these 

dimensions is promising to achieve the desired outcome. 

The second step towards building an ethical organizational context, based on the action 

research process, is planning and executing action to target the identified gaps. At this stage 

the organizational members work together to generate interventions to change the ethical 

culture on the identified dimensions. For example, if the top management and direct supervisor 

dimensions have been identified as areas for improvement, a potential intervention may 

include professional development courses and leadership ethical skills training. Other 

examples of potential interventions could be a revision of behavioral guidelines to curb 

inconsistencies and grey areas, or participative goal-setting procedures to reduce pressures on 

employees. As mentioned above, these interventions could be targeted to certain hierarchical 

levels or to individual work groups and teams if necessary.  

After carrying out the designed interventions, the third step of the action research 

process is determining progress and tracking changes that result from the implemented 

interventions. For this purpose, the ESM and the GECS 2.0 must be administered again to 

identify the new status quo. Based on the survey results the effectiveness of the change process 

on the relevant dimensions of ethical culture can be tracked and cross-referenced with the 

perceived focus of the organizational ethics management. Judging from the results of the 

studies conducted in Chapter 4, ideally, the successful cultural change can be verified with 

according behavioral changes, namely a decrease in observed unethical behaviors and/or an 

increase in ethical behaviors. The steps of the action research process can be repeated as 

necessary. Ideally, the process would be executed regularly in order to monitor and 

progressively improve the organizational ethical performance. 

While the results of the reported studies answer some questions previously posed in 

research and practice, they also lead to new ones. Some next steps in exploring the 

relationships investigated here are therefore briefly discussed in the following. 
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An important next step to further validate the findings and expand our knowledge about 

the effects of ethics strategies and ethical culture would be to partner with organizations from 

a variety of backgrounds. Such partnerships would be mutually beneficial to researchers and 

organizations and help to achieve particularly three important research goals. First, researchers 

would have the opportunity to collect longitudinal data rather than just cross-sectional data. 

This is necessary to establish how perceptions of ethics strategies and ethical culture change 

over time, and how those changes of the organizational context are in turn connected to 

changes in (un)ethical behavior. Longitudinal data would further allow us to test the assumed 

logical ordering of variables in the studies of Chapter 4. Second, using organization specific 

data, it could be tested whether the patterns detected here are heterogeneous across various 

sectors, companies of different sizes and across national cultural backgrounds. While I have 

controlled for some of these factors here, subgroup analyses were not possible due to the 

limited potential subsample size. This could be remedied by examining data from various 

organizations. Also, while the ESM and the GECS 2.0 have been designed in German, their 

underlying models should be applicable to other national cultural environments as well, and 

an English translation of both scales is already provided here. And third, research could 

explore heterogeneity within organizations regarding their ethical environment that could 

occur vertically or horizontally. It has been briefly mentioned before that it is conceivable, that 

perceptions of the focus of ethics strategies as well as of ethical culture may vary across 

hierarchical levels. Further, it has recently been shown that various teams within organizations 

can have different ethical cultures (Cabana & Kaptein, 2021). The same could be true for 

various organizational divisions or even subsidiaries, and this could extend to ethics strategies 

as well. These avenues for future research are equally relevant to practitioners, who would 

benefit from a more detailed understanding of their organizational ethical context, could 

consequently target their interventions more specifically, and monitor the progress of their 

ethical commitment with solid scientific instruments. 

Another next step for this research should be to consider other outcomes than unethical 

behavior, OCB, and voice. It has already been discussed in Chapter 4.6 that an investigation 

of specific unethical behaviors may produce more insight into which dimensions of ethical 

culture are relevant to explain the effect of compliance and integrity on those behaviors. 

Additionally, considering ethical culture as a mediator may not only inform the relationship 

between ethics strategies and (un)ethical behavior, but this approach may also be informative 

for outcomes that are important to the ethical decision-making process. According to Rest 
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(1986) the ethical decision-making process has four components that describe psychological 

processes that have occurred before individuals behave ethically: individuals must have 

become morally aware, must have made a moral judgement, must have prioritized moral over 

other personal values, and must have shown sufficient implementation skills before they acted 

ethically. All those components are recognized to be affected by situational influences. 

Therefore, in a work environment the organizational ethical context could be an important 

situational influence on either of the four proposed components of ethical decision-making, 

and the interrelation of ethics strategies and ethical culture could provide further insight into 

obstacles and catalysts of these four components. In a similar fashion, it has been theoretically 

proposed that compliance and integrity strategies may affect individual level psychological 

processes of perceptual, motivational, affective and behavioral nature (Stimmler & Tanner, 

2019). Future research may find it interesting to explore the role of ethical culture in these 

relationships. 

In conclusion, in the wake of decades of business scandals organizational ethics have 

become of increasing interest to researchers and practitioners alike. As organizations have 

consequently heavily invested in ethics programs that produce only mixed results, they share 

an interest with researchers in the questions what makes an ethics program effective. This 

dissertation contributes to answering this question by considering ethics strategies and ethical 

culture as two components of the overall organizational ethical context that are 

organizationally driven predictors of (un)ethical behavior at work. Specifically, it is suggested 

that it is insufficient to consider an ethics strategy, thus, the formal component of the 

organizational ethical context, as a predictor of (un)ethical workplace behavior independently 

of ethical culture, describing the informal component of the organizational ethical context. 

Rather, ethical culture is deemed the key to what works and what hurts to prevent misconduct 

and promote ethical behavior. To understand how ethics strategies translate into behavior their 

relationship with ethical culture has to be understood. Two measurement instruments for ethics 

strategies and ethical culture have been developed here to allow a thorough empirical 

investigation. Therein, the two ethics strategies compliance and integrity are considered, while 

ethical culture is conceptualized as a 10-dimensional construct. With these two new 

instruments the relationship between compliance and integrity strategies, the 10 ethical culture 

dimensions, and (un)ethical behavior is explored. The results of four consecutive studies show 

that compliance can have negative effects on unethical behavior, and that in order to inspire 

conduct that exceeds keeping with rules and regulations, an integrity approach is necessary. 
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Most importantly, however, the results show that, as the management consultant Peter Drucker 

once famously put it, “culture eats strategy for breakfast.” Neither ethics strategy survives as 

a predictor of either unethical or ethical conduct once the dimensions of ethical culture are 

entered into a model. Thus, what works and what hurts to make an effective ethics strategy is 

dependent on its effect on ethical culture.
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Appendix 

The appendix is organized in two parts: 

Appendix A contains supplemental material for Chapter 3, pertaining to the 

development and validation of the Ethics Strategy Measure (ESM) and the German Ethical 

Culture Scale 2.0 (GECS 2.0). First, the authorization letter for the conducted studies by the 

ethics commission of Zeppelin University is included. Second, an exemplary depiction of the 

online surveys is provided. The figure shows an introductory slide that participants were 

presented with after answering demographic questions and before answering questions about 

the orientation of ethics programs in their organization. Then, the implementation of the 

surveys is demonstrated using the compliance factor of the ESM. Third, two tables present an 

overview of all items of the ESM and the GESC 2.0. The English translation that has been 

included in the main body of the dissertation is presented vis á vis the original German 

formulation the participants were presented with.  

Appendix B contains supplemental material for Chapter 4, pertaining to the conducted 

mediation analyses. The first table depicts descriptive statistics and correlations for the control 

variables, which for reasons of clear appearance were not included in the correlations table 

depicted in the main body of the dissertation. The subsequent tables present the full regression 

models that were conducted in Studies 1-4 for the mediation analyses including regression 

coefficients, significances, and standard errors for the control variables, as well as the 

Constants, R2s, and Fs, which were also not presented in the main body of the dissertation for 

reasons of clear appearance.  
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Appendix A – Scale Development 

Figure 12  

Approval of the ethics commission for the conducted studies 
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Figure 13  

Exemplary depiction of the online survey layout 
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Table 32  

Overview of ESM items 

Item German original English translation 

 

Worauf glauben Sie sind die Maßnahmen 

ausgerichtet, die Ihr Unternehmen zur 

Erreichung ethischer und gesetzlicher 

Standards einsetzt? 

Bitte lesen Sie die folgenden Aussagen und 

geben Sie an, inwiefern sie auf Ihr 

Unternehmen zutreffen. 

What, in your opinion, do the measures 

aim at that your company uses to reach 

ethical and legal standards? 

Please read the following statements and 

indicate to what extent they apply to your 

company. 

 Die Maßnahmen sind darauf ausgelegt… The measures are designed to… 

c 1 …das Verhalten der Mitarbeitenden zu 

kontrollieren. 

…control employee behavior. 

c 2 ...Regelbrüche und Fehlverhalten zu 

bestrafen. 

...sanction rule violations and misconduct. 

c 3 ...das Verhalten der Mitarbeitenden mittels 

Regeln zu lenken. 

...guide employee behavior via rules. 

c 4 ...Regelverstöße aufzudecken. ...detect rule violations. 

c 5 ...das Verhalten der Mitarbeitenden zu 

überwachen. 

...monitor employee behavior. 

c 6 ...Mitarbeitende zu sanktionieren, wenn sie 

von Regeln abweichen. 

...sanction employees when they deviate 

from the rules. 

c 7 ...den Mitarbeitenden zu vermitteln, dass 

Abweichungen von Regeln und Gesetzen 

schädlich für das Unternehmen sind. a 

...convey to employees that deviance from 

rules and regulations is harmful to the 

organization. a 

c 8 ...den Mitarbeitenden zu verdeutlichen, dass 

sie bei Fehlverhalten mit disziplinarischen 

Konsequenzen rechnen müssen. 

...make it clear to employees that they should 

expect disciplinary consequences for 

misconduct. 

i 1 ...die Fähigkeit der Mitarbeitenden zu stärken 

mit Konflikten umzugehen, bei denen 

ethische Werte auf dem Spiel stehen. 

...strengthen employee abilities to deal with 

conflicts in which ethical values are at risk. 

i 2 …gemeinsame Werte zu entwickeln. …develop shared values. 

i 3 ...die Mitarbeitenden bei der Umsetzung der 

ethischen Unternehmenswerte zu 

unterstützen. 

...support employees with the 

implementation of the ethical company 

values.  

i 4 …ehrliches und verantwortungsvolles 

Verhalten zu belohnen. 

…reward honest and responsible behavior. 

i 5 ...die ethischen Unternehmenswerte zu 

kommunizieren. 

...communicate the ethical company values. 

i 6 ...die Verfolgung ethischer Ziele als 

Mehrwert und Chance für das Unternehmen 

darzustellen. 

...portray the pursuit of ethical goals as value 

added and an opportunity for the company. 

i 7 ...die Umsetzung ethischer Werte als 

Führungsaufgabe zu verankern. 

...anchor the implementation of ethical 

values as a leadership task.  

Notes. c = compliance, i = integrity. a Due to a high cross-loading in the PCA, this item was removed. 
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Table 33  

Overview of GECS 2.0 items 

Item German original English translation 

 

Wie nehmen Sie die Kultur wahr, die in 

Ihrem Unternehmen gelebt wird? 

Bitte lesen Sie die folgenden Aussagen und 

geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie zustimmen. 

How do you experience the culture that is 

lived in your company? 

Please read the following statements and 

indicate to what extent you agree. 

tm 1 Das obere Management in meinem 

Unternehmen kommuniziert die Wichtigkeit 

ethischer Werte deutlich und überzeugend. 

The top management in my company 

communicates the importance of ethical 

values clearly and convincingly. 

tm 2 Das obere Management in meinem 

Unternehmen akzeptiert keinerlei unethisches 

oder illegales Verhalten, auch wenn dem 

Unternehmen dadurch Profit verloren geht. 

The top management in my company accepts 

no unethical or illegal behavior even if the 

company thus loses profit.  

tm 3 Das obere Management in meinem 

Unternehmen verhält sich gemäß der 

kommunizierten ethischen 

Unternehmenswerte. 

The top management in my company acts 

according to the communicated ethical 

values. 

tm 4 Das obere Management in meinem 

Unternehmen zeigt in seinem Verhalten 

Wertschätzung und Respekt gegenüber den 

Mitarbeitenden. b 

The top managements in my company shows 

appreciation and respect towards employees 

with its behavior. b 

ds 1 Mein(e) direkte(r) Vorgesetzter(r) ist ein 

gutes Vorbild für verantwortungsvolles 

Verhalten. 

My direct supervisor is a good role model for 

responsible behavior. 

ds 2 Mein(e) direkte(r) Vorgesetzter(r) achtet 

ebenso auf Integrität wie auf Profit. b 

My direct supervisor pays attention to 

integrity as much as to profit. b 

ds 3 Mein(e) direkte(r) Vorgesetzter(r) verhält 

sich den Mitarbeitenden gegenüber fair und 

ehrlich. 

My direct supervisor acts fairly and honestly 

towards employees.  

ds 4 Mein(e) direkte(r) Vorgesetzter(r) tut, was 

sie/er sagt. 

My direct supervisor does as s/he says. 

rc 1 Mir ist ausreichend klar, welche 

Verhaltensweisen in meiner Organisation 

richtig oder falsch sind. b 

It is sufficiently clear to me which behaviors 

are right or wrong in my organization. b 

rc 2 Mir ist ausreichend klar, wie ich 

verantwortungsvoll mit externen Personen 

und Organisationen umgehen soll. 

It is sufficiently clear to me how I should act 

toward external individuals and 

organizations. 

rc 3 Mir ist ausreichend klar, wie ich mich in der 

Organisation anderen gegenüber angemessen 

verhalten soll. 

It is sufficiently clear to me how I should act 

towards others in my organization. 

rc 4 Mir ist ausreichend klar, welche Regeln und 

Verhaltensstandards ich im Rahmen meiner 

Arbeitstätigkeit beachten muss. 

It is sufficiently clear to me which rules and 

behavioral standards I must abide by in the 

scope of my work. 
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Table 33 (continued) 

Overview of GECS 2.0 items 

Item German original English translation 

rd 1 Die Richtlinien meines Unternehmens regeln 

manche Dinge nicht oder nur unscharf. 

The guidelines in my company don’t or 

unclearly regulate some things.  

rd 2 Die Richtlinien meines Unternehmens werfen 

im Arbeitsalltag oft Fragen auf. 

The guidelines in my company often bring up 

questions in daily routine.  

rd 3 Die Regeln meiner Organisation sind nicht 

konsistent. 

The rules in my organization are not 

consistent.  

rd 4 Die Regeln in meinem Unternehmen sind 

nicht eindeutig. 

The rules in my company are not 

unambiguous. 

rv 1 Die Verhaltensregeln in dieser Organisation 

erhöhen den bürokratischen Aufwand. 

The behavioral rules in this organization 

increase bureaucratic efforts.  

rv 2 Die Verhaltensregeln der Organisation 

machen alles kompliziert. 

The behavioral rules of the organization make 

everything complicated.  

rv 3 Ich fühle mich mit der Menge an Regeln, die 

es in dieser Organisation gibt, überfordert. 

I feel overwhelmed with the number of rules 

that exist in this organization.  

rv 4 Die Regeln meines Unternehmens schränken 

mich in meinem Arbeitsalltag ein. b 

The rules of my company limit me in my 

daily routine. b 

d 1 Wenn Unternehmensangehörige die Regeln 

brechen, fällt dies jemandem in meinem 

Unternehmen auf. b 

When company members break the rules 

someone in the company notices. b 

d 2 Das Management weiß, welche Arten von 

Regelverstößen und Fehlverhalten in dieser 

Organisation vorkommen. 

Management knows which kind of rule 

violations and misconduct occur in this 

organization. 

d 3 In meinem Unternehmen gibt es keine Mittel 

und Wege mit betrügerischem Verhalten 

unbemerkt durchzukommen. 

In my company there is no way to get away 

with fraudulent behavior unnoticedly. 

d 4 Wenn jemand in diesem Unternehmen etwas 

Unerlaubtes tut, dann wird er/sie auf jeden Fall 

erwischt. 

When someone in this company does 

something illicit s/he will definitely be 

caught. 

co 1 Ich werde in meinem Arbeitsumfeld an der 

Definition der Ziele beteiligt. 

In my work environment I am being involved 

in the goal definition.  

co 2 Ich habe in meinem Unternehmen ein 

Mitspracherecht, wenn es um 

Entscheidungsfindungen geht, die meinen 

Arbeitsbereich betreffen. 

In my company I have a say when it comes to 

making decision that affect my area of 

responsibility. 

co 3 Ich kann mich in meinem Unternehmen aktiv 

einbringen.b 

In my company I can actively get involved. b 

co 4 Ich habe in meinem Arbeitsumfeld die 

Möglichkeit, an der Gestaltung einer 

werteorientierten Unternehmenskultur 

mitzuwirken. 

In my work environment I have the 

opportunity to contribute to the design of a 

value-oriented business culture. 

co 5 In meinem Arbeitsumfeld darf man auch mal 

Fehler machen. b 

In my work environment it is ok to make 

mistakes.b 
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Table 33 (continued) 

Overview of GECS 2.0 items 

Item German original English translation 

pc 1 Bei meiner Arbeit befinde ich mich häufig in 

einem Wertekonflikt. b 

At my work I am often in a value conflict. b 

pc 2 In meinem Arbeitsumfeld muss man 

manchmal Dinge tun, die in Konflikt zu den 

ethischen Prinzipien des Unternehmens 

stehen. 

In my work environment one must sometimes 

do things that conflict with the ethical 

company principles.  

pc 3 Um in meinem Arbeitsumfeld erfolgreich zu 

sein, muss man Werte, wie z.B. Ehrlichkeit 

und Fairness, manchmal opfern. 

To be successful in my work environment 

one must sometimes sacrifice values such as 

honesty and fairness. 

pc 4 Bei meiner Arbeitstätigkeit muss ich 

manchmal Kompromisse bei den Regeln und 

Werten eingehen. b 

At my work I must sometimes compromise 

the rules and values. b 

pc 5 Mein Unternehmen stellt manchmal 

Erwartungen an mich, die meinen 

Vorstellungen von richtig oder falsch 

widersprechen. 

My company sometimes expects things of 

me, which contradict my sense of right or 

wrong. 

ig 1 In meinem Arbeitsumfeld herrscht hoher 

Konkurrenzdruck. 

In my work environment there is high 

pressure of competition.  

ig 2 Kurzfristige Ziele sind in meinem 

Unternehmen wichtiger als langfristige 

Ziele. b 

Short term goals are more important to my 

company than long-term goals. b 

ig 3 In meinem Arbeitsumfeld haben 

ökonomische Ziele klar Priorität. a 

In my work environment economic goals 

clearly have priority. a 

ig 4 Die Arbeitsziele, die mir in diesem 

Unternehmen vorgegeben werden, sind sehr 

hoch. 

The goals I am given in this company are 

very high. 

ig 5 An meinem Arbeitsplatz werde ich in erste 

Linie danach beurteilt, ob ich mehr erreicht 

habe als meine KollegInnen. 

At my place of work, I am mainly evaluated 

by whether I have achieved more than my 

colleagues. 

pm 1 Die meisten meiner KollegInnen sind gute 

Vorbilder für verantwortungsvolles 

Verhalten. 

Most of my colleagues are good role models 

for responsible behavior. 

pm 2 Die meisten meiner KollegInnen setzen die 

Unternehmenswerte in ihrer täglichen Arbeit 

in die Praxis um. b 

Most of my colleagues put the company 

values into practice in their daily routines. b 

pm 3 Die meisten meiner KollegInnen halten sich 

an die Regeln. 

Most of my colleagues abide by the rules. 

pm 4 Für die meisten meiner KollegInnen sind die 

Unternehmenswerte und -regeln akzeptierte 

Verhaltensstandards. b 

For most of my colleagues the company 

values and rules are accepted behavioral 

standards. b 

pm 5 Die meisten meiner KollegInnen 

identifizieren sich mit den Werten unseres 

Unternehmens. 

Most of my colleagues identify with the 

values of our company. 

Notes. tm = top management, ds = direct supervisor, rc = rule clarity, rd = rule defectiveness, rv = rule 

viability, d = detectability, co = culture of openness, pc = pressure to compromise, ig = ill-conceived 

goals, pm = peer role-models. a This item was removed due to a high cross-loading in the PCA. b This 

item was removed to achieve fewer items per subfactor. 
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Appendix B – Mediation Analyses 

Table 34 

Descriptive statistics and pairwise correlations with control variables 

  M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Gender 1.48 (0.50)                     

2 Age 43.26 (12.91) 0.16 ***         

3 Company Size 2.34 (1.01) 0.14 *** -0.03        

4 Tenure 3.88 (1.11) 0.18 *** 0.45 *** 0.21 ***     

5 Position 2.48 (0.86) 0.20 *** 0.11 ** -0.02  0.20 ***   

6 Compliance 2.87 (1.01) 0.15 *** -0.01  0.14 *** 0.05  0.04  

7 Integrity 3.45 (0.96) -0.01  0.03  0.06  0.05  0.15 *** 

8 Management 3.45 (1.02) -0.03  0.06  0.01  0.04  0.10 ** 

9 Supervisor 3.62 (1.08) -0.04  -0.01  0.01  -0.04  0.09 * 

10 Clarity 4.24 (0.81) -0.04  0.23 *** 0.06  0.20 *** 0.04  

11 Defectiveness 2.60 (1.09) 0.08 * -0.08 * 0.03  -0.04  -0.01  

12 Viability 3.57 (1.07) -0.07 * 0.14 *** -0.13 *** 0.01  -0.05  

13 Detectability 3.28 (0.95) 0.00  0.13 *** 0.04  0.03  0.03  

14 Openness 3.02 (1.11) 0.06  0.00  -0.12 ** 0.04  0.29 *** 

15 Pressure 2.45 (1.08) 0.06  -0.15 *** 0.02  -0.04  0.01  

16 Ill goals 2.64 (0.99) 0.11 ** -0.07 * 0.07 * 0.02  0.12 ** 

17 Peers 3.69 (0.88) -0.05  0.10 ** -0.02  0.02  0.09  

18 Misconduct 1.58 (0.75) 0.05  -0.20 *** -0.09 * -0.12 ** 0.01  

19 OCB 3.29 (0.89) -0.07  -0.01  0.01  -0.04  0.08 * 

20 Voice 4.54 (1.35) -0.04  0.05  0.02  0.01  0.13 ** 

Notes. Depicted is the Pearson correlation coefficient r. For gender, 1 = female, 2 = male. For company size, 

1 = less than 50 employees, 2 = 50 to 249 employees, 3 = 250 to 10,000 employees, 4 = more than 

10,000 employees. For tenure, 1 = less than 1 year in company, 2 = 1 to 2 years in company, 3 = 3 to 

5 years in company, 4 = 6 to 10 years in company, 5 = more than 10 years in company. For position, 

1 = entry-level, 2 = non-management, 3 = lower management, 4 = middle management, 5 = upper 

management, 6 = owner.  

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 36 

Regression results for the b-paths of the parallel multiple mediation models (Studies 1-4) 

 Dependent variables 

 Unethical behavior  OCB  Voice 

 B  SE  B  SE  B  SE 

Constant 2.07 *** 0.35  1.49 *** 0.39  0.70  0.59 

Control variables            

Gender 0.01  0.06  -0.07  0.07  -0.05  0.10 

Age -0.01 ** 0.00  -0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

Company Size -0.09 ** 0.03  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.05 

Tenure -0.01  0.03  -0.03  0.04  -0.03  0.05 

Position 0.01  0.04  -0.00  0.04  0.05  0.06 

Independent variables            

Compliance 0.06  0.04  -0.07  0.04  -0.09  0.06 

Integrity 0.09 * 0.04  0.09  0.05  0.06  0.07 

Mediator variables            

Top management -0.09 * 0.05  0.14 ** 0.05  0.28 *** 0.08 

Direct supervisor -0.06  0.03  0.12 ** 0.04  0.13 * 0.06 

Rule clarity -0.09 * 0.04  0.05  0.05  0.01  0.07 

Rule defectiveness 0.14 *** 0.04  0.01  0.04  0.05  0.06 

Rule viability -0.03  0.04  -0.01  0.04  0.03  0.06 

Detectability 0.01  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.05  0.06 

Culture of openness 0.05  0.04  0.13 ** 0.04  0.18 ** 0.06 

Pressure to compromise 0.07  0.04  -0.02  0.04  0.00  0.07 

Ill-conceived goals 0.07  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.05  0.06 

Peer role models -0.06  0.05  0.09  0.05  0.31 *** 0.08 

R2 0.31  0.31  0.35 

F 13.07***  13.09***  15.12*** 

Notes. N = 507. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

 




