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Abstract
Issues of morality and ethics have increasingly become more impor@igianizations
and business settings. Traditionally, these isefiethics and social responsibility
business settings have been discussed and commerntgg@scriptive approaches that
are groundedh philosophical traditions. Building on the idea thetneedto develop a
more comprehensive and complete understanding of the value that peoplecestigs
and howit influences their actions and decisiomsthe present articlee discuss and
review the importance and relevance of adopting also a descriptive approash that
groundedn the behavioral sciences (refertedsbehavioral business ethics). This
approach has the advantagepromote our insights into how peomganshow both good
and bad behavior and why thssthe case. Behavioral business ethics therefore represents
animportant research challenge for organizational researthprgsue and engage more

meaningfully with more prescriptive approaches.



On Understanding Unethical BehaviorOrganizations:
The Need for a Behavioral Business Ethics Approach

It is by now clearto everyone thaasa result of corporate failures the moral
domain, a critical challenge for organizatios$o gain a deeper understanding of why
ethical standards as® easily violated and accepted. Within workplaeesare
confronted on a daily basis with many difficult choices, some of which include a moral
component and hence create conflictstérest where the decision-maker hasveigh
the importance of commonly accepted moral principles (e.g. delivering safe and high-
quality products) versus the demands of a competitive market where profit seeking
dominates. All too often, greed has turnedtouie center-stage our decisions, which
was clearly illustrated when many banks had no problem distributing milhdmsnuses
— even guaranteed ones without any commitriehtgh performance to those who
eventually made decisions that drove the company and satlatge into a financial
crisis. Highly featured court caseswhich investment banks are involved for fraud and
misrepresenting information are no exception anymore.

All of these decisions bring pain and htathe interests of sociest large and
makes that trush our economic institutions and organizationsat@n all-time low.
Cases like the United Kingdom parliamentary expenses scandal show that unethical
behaviors and decisiomanbring forward significant financial and reputational damages
to our society and organizations (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Even mattise level
of the company, the downplaying of moral standards andofbaherencéo norms

preventing unethical behavior and wrongdoings burden the retyadid profitability of



those same companies. For exama$gointed ouby De Cremer (2014), corporate
ethical failures led the German company Sientersgreeto a $1.6 billion settlemerio
remedy harmful consequences of their bribery actiorsnerging markets and a

similar way the oil company Royal Dutch Shell was requicggly $150 million because
they misrepresented information about their oil resources.

As De Cremer, Tenbrunsel, and van Dijke (2010, p. 1) notétladise
observations make clear that ethical failures have beeonmeportant reality for
corporations, organizations, and societielarge ancasa result therés a growing
concern on howwo manage and regulate such failttéSor this reasont is essential that
we develop a better understanding why the morals and ethical actisasnainy
business people sedmgo out of the windowassoonasself-interestanbe servedn the
short term.To do thisit is essentiato also rely on evidence-based approaches and take
stock of the research thigtavailableat presentin light of this ambitionwe argue thats
necessaryo take a lookat how business ethics has been stud@fr and how new
approacheto this topic may help u® take the existing knowledge even further.
Schminke (2010) has previously written about the difficulties with integrating descriptive
and prescriptive approachesbusiness ethics. Alzola (2011) argued that since both
approaches have their specificiy)integrationis not the best way forward. Instead,
Alzola (2011: 32) calls for a reconciliation, which he understasds‘dialog without
hybridization, a dialog that starts with the premise of respecting the identity of those
involvedin the conversatiofi. The aim of the present papsto recast prescriptive and
descriptive business ethigslight of one another. For that purpose the pagpstructured

asfollows. In the next section we first briefly sketch the business ethics theories within



the most important philosophical paradigM& suggest that their theoretical

developments are epistemologically driven, i.e. they are human e@ntspple with

moral perplexity. The section after that review the field of behavioral research and
summarizes the implications from the relatively new behavioral business ethics research
approach (De Cremer & Tenbrunsel, 2012; Moore & Gino, 2013; Trevifio, Weaver, &
Reynolds, 2006). The importancéthis descriptive business ethics researchitig¢be
empirical insights into situational factas$ “bounded ethicalityy We then continue with

a section discussing the challenges that these insights propose for the field of business

ethics and indicate possible dialogs between descriptive and prescriptive business ethics.

Business Ethics and the Normative Approach

Until quite recently, business ethiasa field focused on how managers and
employees shouldctto satisfy generally accepted ethical standards (see Jones, 1991;
Rest, 1986). This approachnbe describecasone where théoughts” and“should” are
dominantin people’s thinking about ethical behavior argreferredto asthe prescriptive
approach (Trevifio & Weaver, 1994). Using this apprdaghtervenen management
practice implies the assumption tlifapeople are told how they showddtin terms of
ethical standards, they consciously will adjust their behavior accordingly. This
perspectivas based on ideas developedohilosophical traditions and includes
prescriptions about comportment towards self, others, and the environment, and also
prescriptions about decision-making, bottsubstancaswell asprocedural. Prescriptive
business ethics draws on theories about the nature oisvigaibd (ontology) and how

we canknow what'good is in specific situations (epistemology). Hence discussions



between prescriptive business ethicists are most productive when they happen within a
specific paradigm. Utilitarianism, deontology, and virtue ethics are the main paradigms
within which prescriptive business ethisgdeveloped. Utilitarianism judges the
ethicality ofanactby looking atthe consequences of that dtts based on the notion of
cause-effect and the binary abstraction of human strivings for pleasure over pain. The
goodis thus what causes more pleasure than pain for stakeholders. Deontology does not
consider consequences. Instead, the ethicaligynattis judgedby whether or not the
actitselfis good.lt is based on the notion that humaasact on free will. Thiss not a
whimsical will. Rather, free wilis a will freed from“the passiorisand directedy
reason only. The goad thusanactwhich a free willis ableto will asanact. The
deliberation of that ability consists of versions of Karthree tests: universalizability,
respect for humarsswilling beings, and conceptual tenability. Virtue ethics considers
anactin orderto pass judgment on the actor. The geod matter of living agood life’,
i.e. actingasa virtuous persoand being seeassuch.lt is based on the notion of the
human telos - the potential flourishinghuman beings - whiclwe canonly achieveby
actingasa virtuous person would. Generally, a virtuous person achieves the right balance
between todittle and too much of a virtue, e.g. confidersthe virtuous middle
between anxiety and hubris.

We find it importantto note thaeachof these hags own historicity, meaning
that these strands of ethical theory were develagad attempto solve pressing
societal problems of their time. Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill developed
utilitarianismin the context of social reforms demanding government policies that would

improve the life of the poor instead of that of the aristocracy. Immanuel Kant developed



his thinkingin anattemptto give ethics a non-religious foundation itirae when Europe
was ravagedtby religious wars. Enlightenment thinkers sadKant based science,
politics and ethics on human reastirwould also be incorretb state that these people
did not haveanimpact,or that those building further within these paradigmsttaitave
animpact today. John Rawlseo-Kantian seminal work Theory of Justice (1971)
develops distributive prescriptions from a hypothetical situatiomhich people decide
on howto distribute goods and benefits within socidtgm behind aveil of ignorancé
wherewe have no knowledge of where on the social ladgewill live nor of our gender
or (dis)abilities. What Rawls wants point outis that theras a rational wayo organize
societyin a just way but this rationality impliege canmake abstraction of any concrete
personal situation. Hence make a just decisiowe must take théview from nowheré
Another neo-Kantian approach, procedural ethics, became popular through the
work of Jirgen Habermasliscourse ethics (Habermas, 1991). Instead of postulating the
foundation of ethicen our individual human reasoning abilities, Habermas souaght
formulate such a foundation the consensus people reach through dialogue. Halbblermas
moral philosophys thusanexploration of what constitutes a dialogue between humans
which canleadto anagreed decision. The answethe ‘domination-free dialogue
(herrschatftsfreie Dialog) or the ideal speech commutitg.anideal-typical situation
where all those affected can sp&akhout fear and whilst being fully informed.
Habermas thus formulates prescriptive statements with régav a decision must be
reached, becausteis the procedure through which a decisismade that justifies the
content of that decision. The work of Habernsaalso usedo develop frameworkto

understand business organizatiasgolitical actors (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007).



For the purpose of this paper, the important aspect of the prescriptive apigroach
thatit advocates a view point thiatpeople know how they should act, they will be
consciously aware of these moral demands and hence display behalrerwith these
“oughts” and‘“shoulds” (Rest, 1986; Reynolds, 2008). A prescriptive approach thus
implies that people are rational human beings, who make conscious decisions about how
to act.As a result, prescriptive approachtesusiness ethics assume that bad people do
generally bad things and good people do good things, because they are rational decision-
makers. Explaining situations whilst stickitaythis rational way of reasoning
attractive for a variety of reasoris¢ Cremer, 2009De Cremer & Tenbrunsel, 2012): (a)
it is a simple assumption that promogteseconomic way of thinking about moral
violations, (b) allowgo blame a few'bad’ appledor the emerging violations, and (c)
provides a justified grountb punish those regardedrationally responsible. However,
many situations exist where good people do bad thiag®bservation that has received
considerable empirical support (Bersoff, 1999; Chugh, Banaji & Bazerman, 2005; Gino,
Schweitzer, & Mead, 2011; Shalvi, Dana, & Handgraaf, 2011; Umphress & Bingham,
2011). These observations challenge the accuracy of the prescriptive approach
predicting the exterto which so-called rational human beings will display ethical
behavior.lt seemgo be the case that because of rather irrational, psychological
tendencies humans do not always recognize the moral dile&timad and engage
unethical behaviors without being awardatofndeed, Tenbrunsel and Messick (2004, p.
204) even note th&individuals do not“seé the moral components ah ethical
decision, nosomuch because they are morally uneducated, but because psychological

processes fade tlfethics” from an ethicaldilemma.”



To make sensef the fact that good peopbando bad thingan alternative view
pointis needed that accounts fagople’s morally irrational behaviolWe propose that
this alternative view points a descriptive approach that examines more closely how
people actually take decisions and why they sometimes dactintline with the moral
principles that are universally endorsed. This appraaichline with Treviiio, Weaver,
and Reynolds (2006, p. 952) definition of behavioral ethics, whiflersto individual
behavior thats subjectto or judged accordintp generally accepted moral norms of
behavior? Importantto realizeis that such a behavioral approach includes the
assumption that people do not always deliberately cheat or eimgagethical actions
because many of our moral judgments and interpretationstb&eeconsidereds
consequences of automatic and intuitive affective reactions. Haidt (2001, p. 818), for
instance, defined moral intuitias“the sudden appearaniceconsciousness of a moral
judgment, includingn affective valence (good-bad, like-dislike), without any conscious
awareness of having gone through steps of searching, weighing evidenéerring a
conclusion? Put simply, our moral evaluations and decisions are not only ghided
conscious rational thought processes but lajsquick and affect-laden processes (e.g.
Ruedy, Moore, & Gino, 2013).

Business ethics approaches thus havake into account moral intuitico
understand why managers, employees and even organizediosiseasily deviate from
morally accepted standarotstheir actions and decisions. A famous example of
illustrating the role that intuitions and emotions glaynaking moral judgments
concerns the trolley probleasdiscussedy philosophergFoot, 1967; Otsuka, 2008;

Thomson, 1985) and examined extensively recdntlyeuroscientists (Green, 2013).
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What makeshe footbridge version interestingthatin terms of outcomes the dilemnsa
objectively the samasin the lever versionn both dilemmas a choice htsbe made
between one person versus five people dying. Although the philosophical tradition of
utilitarianismwould dictate ugo simply countn both versions of the dilemma, people do
deviate from this rational approashthe footbridge dilemma. The reason for tisithat
by pushing a person from the footbridge people are askexbplicitly and directly harm
sameone and becauséthis association our emotions will come into play and make us
actless rational (Greene, Sommerville, Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001; Haidt, 2007).
Interestingly, this relationship between doing haomthers and intuition was
also the main theme of the moral philosophical work of Emmanuel Levinas (Burggraeve,
1999; Levinas, 1969/2003j}.is the encounter with another person that lays a moral
claim on me. Levinas terms this the faodace with the Other - he uses capi@l to
emphasize the radical otherness of the other, i.e. irreduoitiie ‘same asme’. For
Levinas, moral claims entan endless responsibility towards the other. There exists no
calculation and no principled reasoning that releaseBom my responsibilitiego the
other.In that sense, the work of Levinssadically different from the rational
approacheg ethical theorywe mentionedat the outset of this paper: utilitarianism,
deontology, and justice. Levinasork provides us with a philosophical account of why
ethical intuition persistently overrides rationablutions. It is the physical presence of
another person that makes us perceive a situatigaite different, something rational
ethical theories are not aliletake account of. The work aevinasis a reactiorto the
Nazi atrocities of the second world war, andhis senseanbe seenaspart of

philosophical grapplings with how organization and ideology blunts ethical reasoning.
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Arendts (1963) work on thé&anality of evil and Lyotards (1984) critique of grand
narratives are other examples. These influenced Basnig®91) work or‘moral
distancé to whichwe turn furtherin this paper.

Taken together, the assumption that when people are confronted with moral
dilemmas they are automatically aware of what they shoeittbing and therefore arme
controlto do the good things limited in its predictive value because of the fact that
humans seero deviate from what rational approaches predicthis papemwe do not
argue that pedp may not consciously do bad things, and are thus cleadgntrol of
their actions, but rather wigb point out that conditions exist where our human
rationality fails andve areto some extent blintb our own ethical transgressions. For
this reasonif we are serious about designing more effective interventmpsevent the
emergence of unethical behavieve also needo increase our understanding of why and
how rational approaches ethics fail and why therns anirrational element preseit
our ethical-decision making processksour view prescriptive business ethics and

behavioral business ethics are complementahelping uso understand such questions.

Behavioral Business Ethicén emerging new field

When askedo evaluate ons own actions, people know that unethical behavior
implies the actions th&t could not justifyto others on grounds | could expect them
accept (Scanlon, 1998, p. 4). But knowing that unethical behavior rtedus
accounted for does not directly imply that people are able diintiedo control impulses
that undermine our conscious control over our bad and good actions. This point of view

therefore suggests that the bad behaviorsikdtave seen committday corporate
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leadersn the last two decades cannot simply be sedight of their“bad’ and

“unethical personal character. Indeetis intruigingto observe that the actars many
business scandals do not see themselskaving a bad and ethically flawed personality
— they consider themselvasgood people who have slipped into doing something bad.
How canwe explain this?

An interesting idea put forwatdy the behavioral business ethics appraadhat
many organizational ethical failures are not only calmiettheso-called bad applesn
fact, closer inspection may reveal that many ethical failurem daet committedy
people generally consideréalbe good apples (Bazerman & Banaji, 2004), but
depending on the barrel they amehey may be derail from the ethical path (Kish-
Gephart, Harrison, & Trevino, 201s such,it may well be that all of us may commit
unethical behaviors, given the right circumstances and thenstneedto zoomin more
on how individuals process morality information atsflaws and how they do this the
larger social setting. OasTenbrunsel and Smith-Crowe (2008, p. 548) ndtehavioral
ethicsis primarily concerned with explaining individual behavior that ocoutbe
context of larger social prescriptioiid.he role of behavioral ethiés addressing ethical
failuresis to introduce a psychological-driven approach that examines the role of
cognitive, affective and motivational procesgeexplain the‘how”, “wheri’, and“why”
of individuals engagemeni unethical behavior. This point of view aligns well with
Bazerman and Banaji (2004, p. 1150) observdtibat effortsto improve ethical
decision making are better aimatlinderstanding our psychological tendenciéishas
become increasingly more accepted thaapproach will allow uso identify deviations

from actions and decisions based on a rational type of predictions, explain why these
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deviations occur, and design more effective preventions and interventions (De Cremer,
van Dick, Tenbrunsel, Pillutla, & Murnighan, 20I1e Cremer, Tenbrunsel, & van
Dijke, 2011).

In the following sectionwe discuss two topics that have received considerable
attention the last few yeaby behavioral ethics researchers. These two topics illustrate
how psychological processes play a iolshaping people moral judgments and actions
that are relevartb business and organizations: (a) the processes and biases taking place
during ethical decision making and (b) the impact of the social situation on how ethical
judgments and actions are framed and evaluated. Research on these two topics advocates
the view that wheit comes dowrto ethics, many people are followers, bothmplicit
and explicit ways. More precisely, the field of behavioral ethics makes clear thé peop
arein essence followers of their own cognitive biases and the situational norms that guide
their actions.

Ethical Decision Making

Beforean actual decisiois madein the moral domain, people needrealize that
their decision may reveal ethical consequencdm®th themselves and interdependent
others. Only then, decisions that are violating existing and shared moral pricaiphes
recognized early oim the decision-making process and helneaterruptedn a timely
fashionto prevent furtheethical escalations. OgsJones (1991) puis “for the moral
decision-making process begin, a person must recognize the moral i5§pe380).As
mentioned earlier, this key asp@tthe conscious decision-making prociessnly a
givenif humans only make rational decisions. However, the behavioral ethics approach

clearly postulates thate are not solely drivem our actiongy reason and that often
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emotions exert significant influencas a result, our decisions with respézimoral
dilemmas are bounded rationality, which led Banaji and colleagues (Banaji & Bhaskar,
2000; Banajetal., 2003; Chugh, Bazerman, & Banaji, 20@5)eferto this issueas
“bounded ethicality Bounded ethicality includes the workings of our human
psychological biases that facilitate the emergence of unethical behaviors that do not
correspondo our normative beliefs. Specifically, people develop or adteecegnitions
(biases, beliefs) that allow theimlegitimize doubtful, untrustworthy and unethical
actions. Importantly, these cognitive biases operate outside our own awareness and
thereforein a way make us blinth the ethical failuresve commit (Reynolds, Leavitt, &
DeCelles, 2010)n addition, this blindness further rootedn the self-favoring belief

that in comparisoto the average person one dsrlooked uporasfairer and more

honest (e.g. Hilbig & Hessler, 2013; Epley & Dunning, 2000; Taylor, 1989). These self-
favoring interpretations of who they aretermsof morality, are usedy humansn

implicit waysto infer that they will noactunethically, whichasa result lowers their
threshold of monitoring and noticing actual violations of our ethical standards (Banaji,
Bazerman, & Chugh, 2003).

In other words, the concept of bounded ethicality helgs uaderstand why
peoplecansee themselvessethical persons while nevertheless making unethical
decisions. This concepf bounded ethicality thus literally includes a blindness
component, which can be semsactivatingan ethical fading process, whics
Tenbrunsel (2005, p. 96) notiss‘a process that removes the difficult moral issues from
a given problem or situation, hence increasing unethical beliaBielow, we briefly

discuss a number of psychological processes that influence pesplew unethical
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behavior eveirf it contradicts their own personal beliefs about ethics. These processes
are: moral disengagement, framing, anchoring effects, escalation effects, level construal,
and should-want self.

Moral disengagement. One important psychological process that biases geople
moral awareness concerns the concept of moral disengagement (Bandura, 1999). Moral
disengagement can be defiresi‘anindividual's propensityo evoke cognitions which
restructure on's actiongo appear less harmful, minimize deaainderstanding of
responsibility for on&s actions, or attenuate the perception of the distress one causes
other$ (Moore, 2008, p. 129)n a way moral disengagement can thus be asarbuffer
that allows peopléo free themselves from feeling guilty and uneasy with the idea that
they may have violated accepted ethical standards. Having morally disengaged thoughts
makes unethical behavior more likétyemerge. Moreover, moral disengagenisnt
particularly successfub reduce feelings of dissonance that would normally oi€cm
individual has strong moral awareness when harming the interests of others. These
processes have more recently also been stiniedyanizational settings. Beu and
Buckley (2004) illustrated that certain leaderdiyypes (transactional, personalized
charismatic leaders) haaminfluence on how subordinateanmorally justify own bad
behavior. Research on organizational corruption also focuses on the disengagement
processes that hetp rationalize how‘corrupt individuals tend ndb view themselvesas
corrupt’ (Ashforth & Anand, 2003, p.15-25).

Framing. Depending on how a situatisrcognitively represented has effect
on howwe approach moral dilemmas and take decisions (Kahneman & Tversky, 2000).

One of the typesf frames most studied whether a decision involves a loss or a gain.
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Insights building upon the concept of loss aversion (the notion that people perceive losses
asmore negative than they regard gaingsmwéqual magnitudaspositive, see Tversky &
Kahneman, 1981; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) suggest that self-interest looms larger
when people are faced with loss. Indeed, losses are considered more unpleasant than
gains are considered pleasurable and hence invite more risk-talaugid the
unpleasant situation. Thus, risk-taking often leadsehavior violating ethical standards.
Findingsin line with this notion suggest that losses indesdenhance people concern
for their self-interest, and thus give rigeselfish (Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Poppe &
Valkenberg, 2003; Sondak, Neale, & Pinkley, 1995) and unethical intentions (e.g., Kern
& Chugh, 2009) and behavior (Reinders Folmeb&Cremer, 2012). The current
financial crisiscanbe analyzed using the negative frame of suffering financial loAses.
people are motivated more strongtyavoid losses thato achieve gaingt isin onés
own interesto make sure losses are avoided. One teapo thisis to take more risks
(Thaler, Tversky, Kahneman & Schwartz, 199i)a business context risky behavior
preserve ona self-interest quickly takes the form of corruption and fraud. Put
differently: when lookingat a situationin terms of losses, corruptiasinever far away.
Recent surveys reportéd the media support this idea: employees expexe
corruptionin the future, and are themselves not wholly relud@anote unethical means
to achieve their goals (s&e Cremer, 2010a).

Anchoring effectsAn important side-effeadf framing effects- asdiscussed
above s the anchoring effect (Strack & Mussweiler, 1997; Tversky & Kahneman,
1981). This effect holds that our judgments and decisions are strongly influsntted

information thais available and accessible. Importantly, this information can be very
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arbitraryor even irrelevanto the decision and judgments asenaking. This ide#s
illustratedin a famous early studyy Tversky and Kahneman (1974) who spun a wheel
of fortune with numbers that ranged fronto0L00 and asked participants whether the
fraction of African nationgn the United Nations was greater th@riess than that
number. Participants were then requite@stimate the actual figure. Interestingly,
estimates were significantly relatemithe number spun on the wheel (the anchor), even
though subjects could clearly see that the number had been gehgratpdrely chance
procedure. Th&anchoring effectis clearin a sense that participants used the number
shown on the wheel and then used that nuraban anchor- that they insufficiently
adjusted away from to arriveatanestimateln a similar veinjt follows logically that
arbitrary informationcanthus also set the stage for unfair and irrational decision-making.
This implies thatt is more likely for price increasde be based on the initial suggestions
of the market itself than on the amount the consumer viapiy. A clear examplis the
high price of oil observeoh 2009. Arbitrary figures causexh escalationn bidding,
resultingin price increases that were not attributablehangesn availability or demand.
The same appeais applyto the inexplicable increases on the housing and stock markets
leadingto the current financial crisis.

Escalation effects. One important observation concerns the fact that those
showing bad behavior never arrive immediatgithe stage of doing bad. Rathir,
seems like bad behavior emerges slowly and gradasfignbe inferred from remarks
like “I never thought | would show this kind of behavidn the literature this effeas
referredto asthe escalation effect or the slippery slope effect. The famous social

psychology experiment by Milgram (1974) illustrates this principle. His results showed
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that a high proportion of individuals subjected fellow particip&mesxcruciating electric
shocks under the instruction af experimenterln additionto showing the powerful
effect of obedience, these results were also important because they illustrated that
participants were only abte deliver these electric shocksand morally accept them -
becauseét was bult up slowly. That is, participants started off with delivering small
shocks, gradually increasing their intenslfythe experimenter would have asked
immediatelyto deliver the highest shock voltage possible (440 volts) then most
participants most likg would have denied delivering the shock. The idea behind this
escalation effeds that“eachstepis so smallasto be essentially continuous with
previous ones; after each step, the individsipbsitionedo take the next one. The
individuals moralty follows rather than leads. Morality retrospectively fittedo
previousactby rationalizations..” (Darley, 1992; p. 208).

Thus, many unethical decisions and actions grow slowly into existence and this
escalation process itse#f not noticed consciously. Indeed, the literature on cognition and
perception has shown that have difficulties noticing chang&s our environment that
emerge gradually (Levin 2002). A similar procesat play whenit comes dowito the
emergence of corruption, fraud aisduing false statements (Moore, 2009; Gino &
Bazerman, 2007). For example, resedrgiCain, Loewenstein, and Moore (2005)
described how auditors are often bliocclients internal changes accounting
practices, but onlyf the changes appear gradually.

Level construal. One noteworthy observatisthat peoplés decisions and
judgments are more coloréy self-interesin the short-term relativo the long-termAs

Moore and Loewenstein (2004), argue, self-inteisegtitomatic ands thus easily
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activated when theris time pressure and immediate actions are required. When decisions
are delayed people se¢mapply more easily moral standards and even construct more
harsh moral judgments. Recent resedrgkyal, Liberman, and Trope (2008) actually
showed that people judge immoral aa@$snore offensive and moral a@smore virtuous
when the acts are more distamtime rather than close. Level construal theoan

explain this (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2003). Accdaling
this theory, acts that ane the distant future cannot be experienced directly and therefore
are hypothetical. Hypothetical situations bring their own mental constructiong artt

a consequenagf this processs that more distant events (e.g. events on the long-term)

are represented wiih less concrete details. Under such circumstances, people adhere
more easilyto moral standardasguide lines for their decisions and judgmeifrts.

contrast, events that are clogetime are represented lessabstract and more concrete
ways. Under those circumstances people will rely more on concrete details and relevant
contextual informatiomo make decisions and judgments. Then, egocentric tendencies
will more easily influence the actions one will take.

Forecasting errors. One necessary challenge that organizations, managers and
leaders are confronted wiikito constantly predict the future. Not only forecasts with
respecto what others will do but particularly forecasts with respec¢he decisions
oneself will and should undertakethe future are relevatd understanding the
emergence of unethical behavior. The affective and behavioral forecasting literature (for
reviews see Wilson & Gilbert, 2003, 2005) shows that individuals are quite limited
predicting the level of distress they will experience following emotional events (Gilbert,

Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998;). Participants consistently overestimated
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their future emotional reactions both positive and negative events (Gilletral., 1998;
Wilson, Wheatley, Meyers, Gilbert, & Axsom, 2000). With respeethat people expect
they will do, literature on behavioral forecasting shows that people overestimate their
tendencyto engagen socially desirable behaviors like being generous or cooperative
(Epley & Dunning, 2000), and underestimate their tendencies toward deviant and cruel
behavior like providing electric shocks (Milgram, 1974). Moreover, people also
overestimate their willingnegs forgive moral transgressiofy overvaluing restorative
tactics suclasoffering apologies (De Cremer, Pillutla, & Reinders Folmer, 20h13.
similar vein,it also follows that people are biasadheir predictionsn such a way that
they will predictto behave more ethically than they actually williddhe end.
Should-want Selves. Relat&althe issue of forecasting errassthe distinction
between théwant’ self and thé'should’ self. This distinction was introducéy
Bazermaretal. (1998) ands usedto describe intrapersonal conflicts that exist within the
human mind; notably conflicts between wiaag morally should be doing and what
reality we wantto do. As we noted earlier, people show important forecasting errors
whenit comes dowrto predicting own moral behavior. Specifically, people predict that
they will act more morallyn situations than they actually do when being confronted with
these situations. These faulty perceptions and estiroatdee explained by the
distinction between should and want selves. ‘Waant’ selfis a reflection of peopls
emotions and affective impulses. Basically, the wantiseliaracterized moras‘“hot
headed’ The“should’ self,in contrastjs characterizedsrational and cognitive, arzan
thus be looked upoas‘“cool headed. Applying this distinctiorto our forecasting

problemi,it follows that theé‘should’ selfis more active when making decisions on the
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long-term, whereas thavant’ selfis doing more of the talking whahconcerns short-

term decisions. Morality and ethiasstandardso live by are thus more accessible and
guiding when making predictions towards the future. Moreover, because people are
generally optimistic and have great confidemcéheir own judgments they will consider

their predictions towards the futuasvalid and reliable.

The Impact of the Situation

The above makes clear that psychological processes significantly influence
peoplés perceptions, interpretations and ultimately their behavAdarhe same time,
these studies and the fact that scholars find them salient, show that people ac# aware
what would constitute ethical behavior,atleast people are still trying be rational or
give reasons for how they behave, but are unaware of the @xtehich they failto be
rational. Hence, prescriptive ethissnot a cognitive fantasy of moral philosophers. This
observation therefore strongly suggests that behavioral ethics researchdasdeade
attentionto the automatic and egocentric biaseseuristics that influences individusal
behavior.Of course, such a focisonly concerned with the cognitive, motivational and
affective processes that take place within the individualgnetra-individual
approach)As we know from social psychology (Snyder & Cantor, 1998), human
behavior, howeveiis not only influencedy what one feels, thinks and wants, but also
by the situation onés interactingin (see also Trevino, 1986). Th&animportant point
to make because people underestimate the impact of the situation; a tendencytceferred
asthe fundamental attribution error (Ross, 1977). This bias describes the tetalency

over-value dispositional or personality-based explanations for the observed behaviors of
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others while under-valuing situational explanations for those behalniascial
psychology several famous studies have been condiacilédstrate the impact of social
context on peopls behavior, and show relevartcghe emergence of evil and bad
behavior (Ash, 1955; Milgram, 1974; Zimbardo, 2007).

The Ash (1955) experiments on social influence and conformity illustirated
persuasive manner that social conditions exists that make individuals comply with group
pressures considering what a correct resp@seen when the opinion of the groigp
clearly contraryto fact. To test this idea Ash put a groopeight individuals (one
participant and seven confederates) togatharroom and verbally stated which of three
unequal lines matched a given line. The participant was sgathdt he made his
judgment last. Results showed evidence for‘thajority effect’ in such a way that
participants deviated from their own personal judgment (which was coifréog)
majority of the group opted for another response. These findings suggest that people can
easily deviate from whas considered good behavidrenough others show bad
behavior.

The famous experimenby Milgram (1974) into obediende authority have had
a significant impact on how social influencanshape bad behavioks discussed earlier
in the present paper, his findings were importesthey demonstrated that peopknbe
easily pressured into complying with evil requests from their supervisors. Despite the fact
that most participants blamed the experimetaevoid personal responsibility, the
findings are cleain showing that people do not standtauthorities that easily and
thus are subjedb normative and social influencesore than they would predict

themselves.
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Finally,in 1971 Zimbardo (2007) conductad impressive experimerit the
Stanford University campua which participants assumed the rolespyfsoner or
‘guard within anexperimentally devised mock prison settiligvas the intention of the
research teano last the experiment for two weeks, but doescalated behavior the
study hado be terminated earlier. Specifically, maofythe participants classifiems
‘prisoners werein serious distress and many of the participants classiaguards
were behavingn ways which brutalized and degraded their fellow participants.
Participants werso merged into the prisonarsetting that they took up their roles too
seriously, leadingo behavior that was considered inappropriate and unettitaies.
This study shows the powerful influence of organizational roles andthzamimplicitly
influence peoples beliefs and consequently their actionsth regardto the direct impact
of rolesin organizational setting®e Cremer and colleagues (De Cremer, 2(D8;
Cremer & Van Dijk, 2005, 2008; Stoutdde Cremer, & Van Dijk, 2005; Van Dijk &e
Cremer, 2006) demonstrateda series of experimental studies that providing people
with the label of leader makes them more self-serinrggway that they allocate more
tangible resource® themselvesin addition, this self-serving behavior goes together
with a belief that leader labels make people feel that they are actually etithede
rewards than when they are provided the label of follower. i§gsecisely the bias the
Rawlsian‘veil of ignorancéwe mentioned earlier aimet avoiding.

All of these studies provide strong evidence that the sooméxtin whichwe
make ethical-related decisionanexert a significant influence and derail us from the
good behaviowe are expectetb show. This idea of context being a powerful

determinant for peopl® actin bad and unethical ways towards others has been central
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in the work of Bauman “moral distance” (Bauman, 1991). The notiaf moral

distance holds the idea that people will have only ethical concerns about others that are
nearto them.If the distance increasespecomes easién behavan unethical ways.
Interestingly, the work of Bauman was heavily influenbgdhe earlier mentioned study

of Milgram (1974) on obediende authority. One could say thigk the Milgram study

the fact that the participants were sittinga different room and did not see the
confederate who was supposedly receiving the electro shocksitneadeer for thento
increase the level of shoclksa deadly level.

If contextis essentiain activating the effects associated with the notion of moral
distance, a specific questitmaddresss howwe canunderstand how specific
organizational settings influengeople’s decisiongo show good behavior or ndh
light of this question, Tenbrunsel, Smith-Crowne, and Umpts€2603) approacto
study the impact of the situation on pedgplenethical behavior and decision making
looking at organizational elements promising. These authors put forward the idea that
organizational settings carsp many specific features withand each of these features
may frame the organizational settimgways that either prevent or facilitate unethical
behavior and decision making (De Cremer, 2010).

A first organizational featuris the kind of industry people may work in. For
example, the LIBOR scandal where traders manipulated the interest rate d&slotwor
illustrates that a context definedterms of finance actually encouraged dishonest
behavior. Indeed, whesx-trader Tom Hayes was sentented4 yearsn prison for his
taking partin the Libor scandal, he notéd his voluntarily testimony that the practices he

engagedn were widespread and blatantthe industry. This claim has been backed up
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by recent behavioral etts research showing that mere expogsormoney- an
organizational feature much presenthe financial sector - leadis more unethical
behavior (Kouchaki, Smith-Crowe, Brief, & Sousa, 2013). The reason for this causal
relationshipis that the mere exposute money makes people adopt a business decision
framein which decisions are more calculatie addition, other recent research has
further demonstrated that people with a calculative mind&&t more selfish and
unethical ways (Wang, Zhong, & Murnighan, 2014).

Another organizational featumanbe the structure of the organization that creates
more versus less distance towards others, which can influence the degree of unethical
behaviors. Two typesf organizational structures that are relevarthis issue are
mechanistic and organic structures (Slevin & Covin, 1997). Mechanistic struictures
organizations represent rigid and bureaucratic decision-making structures that foster more
hierarchical and distant relationships and communications. Organic structures, on the
other hand, represent organizations that are flexible and use more decentralized structures
in whichit is easieto communicate and relationships are experiemssdore close
(Khandwalla, 1977; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Based on theatiBauman (1991, p.

26) that bureaucracy functioasa‘“moral sleeping pill, it standgo reason that
mechanistic organization structures introduce more distance and hence allow for more
unethical behavior® emerge.

Yet another organizational feature tisknownto frame the work setting of
employees and thus influence the dism&yun)ethical behaviors the use of
punishment systen{®ulderetal., 2006; Tripp, Bies, & Aquino, 2007). Broadly

speaking two reasomanbe identified that drive the use of punishmierrelationshipto
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unethical behavior (Carlsmith, 2006). A first reason concerns the idea of retribution or
just desert motivan which punishmenis employedo ensure that the perpetrator of
ethical standards gets what he/she deserves (Carlshaith 2002) In other words,
punishments seemasan endin itself. In this view, punishment of unethical behavi®r
morally justifiable out of a negative reciprocity feeling, which rbaynhanced when
power of the one punishing increases (Wiltermuth, Scott, & Flynn, 2013). Moreover, the
view of retribution uses the important principle of moral proportionalitye punishment
evoked should be of the same degree that moral offence was drg#tedransgressor.

The second reason concerns the idea of utility or deterrenafjch punishment
is usedto prevent future wrongdoing. The costs associated with being punished should be
anobstacle for a perpetratty engagen the same unethical transgressions again. As
such, violations of ethical standards and the subsequent punishment are usually evaluated
in terms ofits utility. In line with this idea, researddy Trevino and Ball (1992) indeed
showed that the punishment of unethical behasiperceivedasfairer by observers
when the punishmeid more severe.

A final important organizational element that influences significantly the level of
compliance amongs employeess the perceived degres fairnessn which procedures
are usedo allocated organizational resources, or, also refao@gdprocedural justice
(Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Tyler, 1988). When the decision-making authorities, ading
representatives of the organization, make use of fair proceiumedes that
organizational members perceithe organizations a neutral and ethical collective.
Tyler, Dienhart, and Thomas (2008),fact, provided evidence thétorganizational

leaders enact fair procedures (e.g. giving voice, being accurate and umbiased
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processing information etc.; Leventhd980) employees infer the idea that the
organization considers the value of morafisanimportant one. This perception of a
moral organizatioms essentiato attract the right kind of employees pursuing the same
moral standards and promotes the emergence of moral congruence between the
organization ands employees, which furthers ethical and prosocial behavior (Tyler &
De Cremer, 2009). Importantly, howeves that procedural justice not only builds ethical
climates that are shared and supported by all organizational membetslboitelpso
integrate punishment systems into those ethical climates. The reason iothhtghe
enactment of fair procedures promotes perceptions of legitimacy and trustworthiness
(Tyler, 1997), an@sa result punishment and control systems will be endorsed and
complied withasmeango promote and uphold the shared moral standards (De Cremer,
Hoogervorst, & Desmet, 201Pe Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2003).

This focus on organizational elements that significantly impact the emergence of
ethical versus unethical behaviors indicates amamportant task for organizatiomnsto
devote attentioto the design of the moral nature of their work climates. One step
towards doing thiss thusto create procedurally just climates (Tenbruretell., 2003).
Another wayof doing thisis to ensure the presence of a more general organizational
ethical climate. Victor and Cullen (1987, p. 51), define ethical climstéhe shared
perception of whais correct behavior and how ethical situations should be handsd
organizationi: In such a climatet is clear for employees which values the organization
appreciates and actively pursues and which &ingehaviors will not be tolerated and
thus corrected. A focusn designng and shaping the ethical infrastructure of the

organizational climates thereforeanimportant responsibility of leadead different
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levels within the organization (Arnaud & Schminke, 2012; Tenbrustssl, 2003). That

is, anethical climate puts ethics on the agenda of its employees and defines what the
organization really stands for. For example, ethical climegeseadto the validity and
legitimacy of law and professional codes (Erondu, Sharland, & Okpara, 2004).
Furthermore, ethical climatedso promote ethics related individual outcome variables
suchasthe development of ethical judgments, expressions of ethical intentions and fair

and moral decision-making (Barnett & Vaicys, 2000; Buchan, 2005; Fritzche, 2000).

The Future of behavioral ethics: Wriatdo next?

In this review articlewe described the usefulness and importasfce behavioral
approach when studying issues relewaninderstanding the workings of business ethics
in organizationsilt is vital for organizations and busingssperform well and evidends
mounting that thigango handin hand with good and moral behavior. 8oa way
“good’ companieganalso do welkt the performance level armssuch can contribut®
the sustainability of the organization. A behavioral approach helfgswslerstand why
peopleactthe way theydo and why they dat. We hasterto say, however, that is of
course also importand stress thaasa new field behavioral business ethics still faces
many challenges. These challengesiareur view, situatedh four areas that are
important with respedb (a) understanding further the psychological underpinnings of
ethical judgments and decision-making, (b) creating a better understanding of the means
on howto shape more ethical behavior when such behavioral constraints are available, (c)

deepening our insights into hderremedy unethical failures, particulartylight of the
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idea that all of us can fagt any given moment, and (d) critically analyzing and
discussing the further development of the field of business ethics.

Below, we will discuss these challengbg pointing out the (1) importance of the
ratio-emotion distinction (relatetd challenge (a)), (2) role of leaderslipshaping
ethical work climates and motivations (related to challenge (b)), (3weaeedto
respondo build trust again after unethical failures (related¢hallenge (c)), and (4)
relevance of integrating the descriptive and prescriptive approaches (telatedlenge
(d)).

The first challenge deals with examining further the psychological antecedents of
human decision making and ethics. Specificaillis important thatn additionto looking
at cognitive factors - whawe have been doing for soniene now (see the present section
on ethical decisiomaking) - thatwe also focus more closely on the role of emotions and
motivations.To illustrate the importance of this shift focusis the similar development
phase that happenedthe organizational justice literaturewhich initially a cognitive
revolution took plac@sadvocatedy theories suclsfairness heuristic theory (Lind &
van den Bos, 2002), referent cognition theory (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998) and fairness
theory (Folger & Cropanzano,2001), among others. Following up on these important
cognitive insights, research quickly accumulated focusing on the role that motives (De
Cremer & Tyler, 2005) and emotions (De Cremer, 2007) jpldlge development of
fairness judgments, perceptions and reactions towards injustice. Howe\asp agree
with Reynolds and Cerarie (2007) recommendation thHavhile we may have perhaps

overrelied on cognitiom the pastwe did sofor good reasorAs the field moves towards
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other areas.. it is wiseto integrate into those new areas what research based on the
cognitive perspective has already establishgul.1622)

On a related note, future research would do weéllaborate further on the distinction
between affect-intuition and ratio. Earlierthis review,we made a distinction between
the rational and intuitive approaches toward morality and ethics issues. Altweugh
sometimes know howo judge consciouslgn eventin moral termsit oftenis the case
thatwe know intuitively whats right and wrong without too much cognitive processing.
The use of dual-process models (Chaiken & Trope, 183Bgrefore a necessity the
development of the field of behavioral business ethics. The introduction of such a model
is arguably not nevasconcerns about the complex relation between reason, emotion, and
intuition goes way bacto the Stoics ants prominentin Spinozas ethicsaswell asthe
writings of early Enlightenment thinkers suabHume (1777/1969), who suggested that
emotions guide moral cognitions, and Kant (1785), who considered reason the primary
determinant of moral judgments. Therefose do not only needo develop a research
agendan which both ratio and emotion/intuition have their place, but also focus on when
exactly which process dominating, and, maybe even more importantly, how ratio and
intuition interactin arriving at morality judgments.

The second challenge concerns the development of the concept ethical leadership.
Particularlyin the wake of the financial crisis, the demand for leaders leading with
integrity and moralitys at its peak (Stouten, Van Dijke, MayeDe Cremer, & Eeuwema,
2013). Brown, Trevifio, and Harrison (2005) define ethical leadeesttijne
demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and

interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such comnadéaiiowers through two-
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way communication, reinforcement, and decision-makipg 120). Ethical leadership
thus believedo reveal more trustworthy, fair and cooperative working environments and
intrinsically motivate employeds dowhatis morally justified for both the company and
societyat large (Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes, & Salvador, 2009; Walumbwa &
Schaubroeck, 2009). Although the existing research paints a positive image of the effects
that ethical leadership reveal,our opinion, several shortcomings concerning the
concept still neetb be taken care of.

First, both the definition and operationalization of the ethical leadership concept
entails a variety of leader behaviors that make up for the complete leadbgtibai to
clarify accurately what makes this complete leader ethical. Specifically, ethical leaders
are considered, fair, trustworthy, aliéepunish or rewardo show integrity and respect,
to motivate and be the exampéefollow, making thaso many components are involved
thatit is hardto see how research on ethical leadershghfferent from other established
research themas the organizational field. Thereforig,s necessary than integrationis
pursued between those different research themes and that more insights are provided
about which components matter more versusitepsomoting the perceived morality of
the leader.

Second, the definition of ethical leadership solely focuses on how the leader
him/herselfcanset the exampl® be a moral employee, wheratss also argued that
ethical leaders should transmit ethical norms and standards across different layers within
the organization (Schaubroeck, Hannah, Avolio, Kozlowski, Lord, Trevino, Dimotakis, &
Peng, 2012)In this view, leaderships simply restrictedo the one leading. More recent

leadership studies and reviews have argoedtiopt a follower-centered approach of
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leadershipasthe congruencin values, attitudes and motives between leaders and
followers ultimatelyleadsto anincreasen leader effectiveness (Boas, Pillai, Bligh, &
Uhl-Bien, 2006). For example, across a series of experimental and field sRelies,
Cremeretal (2009) showed that self-sacrificial leadership (which falls under the broad
umbrella of ethsal leadershisit represents a leadership style focused on promoting the
interest of the collective eveatthe expense of the leade®pwn interests)s most

effectivein promoting prosocial behaviors among followers who are motivtatpdrsue
safety and maintenanoé the social welfare. Thus, how congruent the leader behavior
and identityis with the followers$ values significantly influences how effective ethical
leaderscanbe (cf. Mayer, Aquino, Greenbaum, & Kuenzi, 2012).

The third challenge d&awith how people respond once unethical events have
emerged. Although many organizations attetogrevent the emergence of unethical
decisions and actions,is clear that these events will nevertheless occur. Henceisheere
needto study the extertb which self-interest versus morality plays a role@ddressing
unethical outcomes. That is, unethical events can happere personally or one may
observe how another persistreated badlyAn important questiors whether people
will do something about the unethical event out of self-interestewbral concerns (cf.
Turrillo etal., 2002). Specifically, will one only intervene and blow the whistle out of
personal interest or also out of a sense of moral concern with the collective. This question
is animportant one from the perspective of organizatiéssmany tasks are conducted
within teams and groupse needto know whether people will report wrongdoing when

others are the victim of irresponsible and unethical #cthisis the case thei is easier
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to build moral communities within organizations that are intrinsically motivited
maintain high moral standardsthe work floor.

Thereis also a neetb study howto remedy ethical failures. How deal with
violations of morally acceptedles and standards a way that trust (anily
consequence ethical beliefs)maintained? Indeed, when accepted moral standards are
violated, trust will suffer. Truss definedasa psychological staia which people have
confidence that others witictout of goodwill and take the interests of others into
account (De Cremer, Snyder, & Dewitte, 2001; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995).
Unfortunately to date, venylittle attention has been devotedhis issue of restoring trust
after ethical failures. This regretful because when ethical failures emeitgs,
communicated that integriig suffering and that acting out of goodwsla problem. For
this reason, a ladlf ethics may erode trust (De Cremer, 201DbCremer, van Dijk, &
Pillutla, 2010;Desmet,De Cremer, & van Dijk, 2011). Henc# circumstances of ethical
failures the stakes are high because is@himportant antecedent of organizational
performance (De Cremetal., 2001). Companies that manage ethical failures well tend
to preserveor even promote a trustworthy reputation (Pillutla, Murnighamye&Cremer,
2009). Those companies that take a lomg to respondo an ethical crisis mape
permanently hurin terms of their perceived trustworthiness.

The fourth challenge concerns the suggestion that, although the present article
advocates the use of a descriptive approactudying issues of ethics and morality
organizations and businesge do not wishto make the claim thave haveto leave
prescriptive approaches behind or consitiasa field with limited value. Contraryye

wishto point out thato further our understanding with respszthe why and how of
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(un)ethical behavior requiremintegration between the prescriptive and descriptive
approachesAs Warren and B&ith-Crowe (2008) wrote“while behavioral ethics
descriptive rather than prescriptive, good social science requires a thorough
understanding and definition of dseconstruct- researchers only watd predict and
describe ethical behavior, batdoing so, they must define whatethical, and, therefore,
they must bén some sense prescriptivg.84. Brief (2012) notes that tddtle
consideratiorio what constitutes right and wrong has left the field of descriptive business
ethics occupied with the obviously wror8y drawing on the prescriptive ethics

literature behavioral business eth@amove beyond the extremes of scandal and
explore a hinterland of ethically more complex phenomé&naxample can be found
Harbour and Kisfalvi (2014)ho build on virtue ethics literatute examine empirically
what constitutes courage anorganizational context. The work of moral philosophsrs
usedto develop conceptual boundaries of the courage construct, rather than mere
referencesn passing. Indedwe needto be ableo define what an ethical decision
impliesin terms ofits meaning and content, or else behavioral business ethics runs the
risk of talking about anything and nothiagthe saméime (De Cremer & Tenbrunsel,
2012) and become‘dield without meaning (Tenbrunsel and Smith-Crowe, 2008, p.
551).0Onthe one hand, the descriptive approach needs the prescriptitegveit a

sense of direction. For examplee discussed the importance of ethical climates
organizations. The descriptive work on organizational justice shows that people are not
only concerned about justice being dom¢éhem but alsdo others. Henceanimportant

task for organizations to create procedurally just climates that affect employees

perceptions and expectations that othetse organizatiomctin moral and ethical ways
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(De Cremer, van Dijke, & Mayer, 2010; Tenbrunsedl., 2003). A prescriptive approach
suchasHabermasdialogue ethicsanbeinformativeasto howto start building exactly
such just procedures (Unerman & Bennett, 2004).

Onthe other hand, the prescriptive approach needs the descriptivieisrtee
latter thatis the contenof the former. All ethical theories stem fraam attemptto
theorize ethicalintuition’: whatis it about a situation that makigun)ethical, how can
we know whatis ethical. For example, Kant developed his theomgn attemptto
circumvent a religious foundation for the human knowledge of vslgod becausee
was disgusted with religious wars that had cassaduch sufferingn Europe. Rawls
soughtto defend the notion that the state would sedsreitizens well-being without
imposing on those citizens how they should define their well-b&ngxample closeto
the business ethics field can be foumthe prescriptive literature on whistleblowirg.
the 1990s Miceli, Near and Dworkin conducted extensive descriptive research on
whistleblowers (foanoverview see Miceli, Near & Dworkin, 2008). This work has
caused a huge shift how prescriptive business ethics discusses whistleblowing. For
example, Vandekerckhove and Commers (2004) use the descriptive réeeagtie
how the debate around loyalty was a mistaken one. Also, descriptive ethics research
usedto provide complexityfo normative prima facie positions on whether
whistleblowingis a right or a duty, and what the implications are for implementing such
policies (Tsahuridu & Vandekerckhove, 2008; Vandekerckhove & Tsahuridu, 2010).
Over atime spanof only two decades, descriptive ethics research has shifted normative

discussions around whistleblowing from a foomghe whistlebloweto a focus on the
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recipient of whistleblowing (Brown, Vandekerckhove & Dreyfus, 2014;

Vandekerckhove, Brown & Tsahuridu, 2014).

In conclusion

The aim of this paper wads recast prescriptive and descriptive business ethics
light of one another. Although much progress has been madelerstanding why
people care about ethics and morality and the resulting use of moral values and codes of
conductin creating ethical climataa organizations, the present paper arguedithat
additionto more prescriptive approachesg also need descriptive approaches that zoom
in on the psychological underpinningwhy good peopleando bad things. Improving
our insights into why people show good and bad behavior will enalbtepusvent or (if
preventionis not possible) manage ethical failures and promote towards the Mere.
hope that this message will motivate organizational researhizise up the challenge
to develop more comprehensive theoretical models of (un)ethical behavior that are both
informedby moral philosophyswell ashave clear practical implicatioms improve

organizational functioning and sustainability.
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