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v

Moral moorings and prevailing ethical norms play an important role in 
individuals’ interactions in society, of which workplaces constitute an 
essential part. Such interactions often percolate to decision-making at sev-
eral levels which have important consequences in peoples’ lives and actions. 
In this context, treatises like this proposed study are very relevant as they 
throw light on different aspects of the issue and help create awareness and 
may even provide the needed advice and policy-making in associ-
ated matters.

While the basic theme of ethics and ethical practices has long been dis-
cussed and debated at length in different forums, this proposed study, at 
least in terms of its distinct and specific application, presumably in the 
form of a detailed collection of information across a broad range of organ-
isations—private and public, academic and corporate—and across respon-
dents at different levels, including discriminating responses across genders, 
certainly adds sufficient non-trivial value and makes important contribu-
tion to the existing literature.

There is an undercurrent of a conjecture about employees’ moral values 
and the consequent practice of ethical behaviour and decisions on their 
part, particularly in the context of an unethical workplace infrastructure. 
Thus there is this stress on a hiring process that recommends an emotional 
intelligence test, in the absence of which there is the possibility of adverse 
selection which may result in unethical practices at the workplace.

Though it has a definite esoteric flavour, the title of the volume should 
attract general readership across regions—because it is not a particular 
region-centric study, in spite of survey on respondents in a particular area 
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and over a particular period of time. Researchers, research students and 
certainly practicing professionals in management in general and human 
resource management in particular will find this volume useful. The issues 
bear significance for the analysts and the potential or actual employers in 
organisations.

Indian Institute of Social Welfare  
and Business Management 

Amitava Sarkar 

Kolkata, West Bengal, India
July 2019
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Ensuring an ethically positive work environment is often a challenge given 
the issues of adverse selection associated with hiring of employees and the 
problem of moral hazard that spawns at later stages of employee behav-
iour. This book is an attempt to recognise how the problems of ethically 
inconsistent behaviour in workplaces can be taken to be rooted in the 
moral fibres of the decision-makers, and/or in the differences in their 
moral foci depending on the philosophical cornerstones, on which those 
rest. It explores further whether such decisions may be shaped or modified 
by different relevant contextual factors and might lead to bounded 
ethicality.

Based on a primary survey that approached the academicians, adminis-
trators, professionals and other service-holders from India and abroad, the 
book applies technical and quantitative methods to analyse employees’ 
problem of making ethical decisions in workplaces, its determinants and 
variation across gender, age, income, education and occupation structures. 
To improve the flow of the book, the study has been organised in four 
chapters. Chapter 2 recapitulates briefly the chronological development of 
philosophies of ethics that dates back to Plato and Aristotle. It considers 
further the empirics of the issues available in literature. Chapter 3 involves 
the use of a fair amount of appropriate qualitative data analysis techniques 
to answer the questions raised by the study. Chapter 4 deliberates the sig-
nificance and the implications of the study to document the possible pres-
ence of a so-called Lucifer effect where the inappropriate ethical 
infrastructure is capable enough to transform good people into evil.

PreFace
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While the book is an attempt to quench the thirst of the researchers, 
students and analysts who are interested in this field of study, the findings 
bear significant implications for designing effective hiring and staff devel-
opment strategies on the part of the corporate personnel. The problem of 
ethical decision making appears to be an intertwined issue of adverse 
selection and moral hazard. The cognitive skills of workers may not always 
inculcate moral awareness in them and, unless the extent of intrinsic 
moral fibre could be tested during the hiring process, a problem of 
adverse selection is likely to crop up that would make incidents of ethi-
cally inconsistent behaviour much common in workplaces. Recognising 
the role of incognitive intelligence once again becomes important. The 
problem assumes an intricate dimension as the issues often go beyond 
intentional shirking. Being unethical is not always a choice; rather, it is a 
compulsion where ethical people make unethical choices. Ensuring an 
ethically better workplace environment equipped with suitable ethical 
infrastructure is thus absolutely vital. Such provision is important because 
discriminations, rigidities, reluctance to address one’s scepticism about 
the ethical content of the decisions taken by an organisation or the duress 
to engage people in some unethical decision making process usually esca-
lates frustration and results in emotional dissociation among employees, 
with far-reaching effects on organisational productivities. The study has 
found respondents, even with a strong moral awareness, to confess about 
their incapability to resolve ethical dilemma and to suffer from ethical 
blindness. Provision of proper ethical infrastructure including ethics 
training might resolve such issues. The book, in its final note, exclaims 
that any such endeavour should ensure that at the end of the day, being 
ethical remains the obvious choice rather than a compulsion or a means 
to gain profit and acquire reputation.

We take this opportunity to express our appreciation to those who 
have influenced this work. The number of respondents who have wilfully 
taken their part in the survey, and that of our colleagues whose coopera-
tion helped us develop our ideas, is too large to allow us to thank them 
individually. We owe a lot to Professor Amitava Sarkar, former Director, 
IISWBM, Kolkata; Professor Anjan Chakrabarti, University of Calcutta; 
and Dr Srimati Mukherjee, Lady Brabourne College, Kolkata, for their 
suggestions as and when required. A sincere word of appreciation goes 
to the editorial and production team members of Springer and Palgrave 
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Macmillan. Special words of applause go to Ms Sagarika Ghosh (Senior 
Editor, Springer Nature and Palgrave Macmillan) and Ms Sandeep Kaur 
(Assistant Editor, Palgrave Macmillan). While it is our pleasure to appre-
ciate the suggestions of the anonymous referees, the usual dis-
claimer remains.

Kolkata, West Bengal, India Gagari Chakrabarti
  Tapas Chatterjea
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CHAPTER 1

Prologue

Never-ending controversy centres around the issues of (un)ethical deci-
sion making in workplaces. The conditions, under which individuals arrive 
at ethically consistent behaviour and the circumstances when they fail to 
do so, have remained the concern of not only those who explore the issues 
from an analyst’s viewpoint but also to those who otherwise remain non-
chalant observers of the economy. Ethical behaviours are supposed to be 
rooted in the moral fibres of the decision-maker and are usually shaped or 
modified by different contextual factors (Treviño, 1986). The rational 
underpinning of any such behaviour, however, may still be indubitably 
noted (Sonenshein, 2007) as each of those may be judged for ethicality 
from some morality aspects offered by the existing theories of ethics. The 
underlying theory provides an impartial and objective benchmark against 
which the decisions may be judged before execution (Hunt & Vitell, 
1986). Any professed contradiction or inconsistency among decisions may 
thus stem not from their incapability to capture the ethical issues properly 
but, supposedly, because their moral foci differ depending on the philo-
sophical cornerstones, on which they rest. Any attempt to blend different 
philosophical aspects would be beneficial as different lenses would be 
available at one’s disposal to look at issues from diverse angles and to 
assemble those in an effective way in resulting decisions. Sharp-Paine 
(1997), for example, suggested that any managerial decision should com-
bine the use of the utilitarian lens along with the Kantian ethics and the 
economic philosophy so that consequences, principles and objectives may be 

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-981-15-0687-1_1&domain=pdf
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judiciously combined in such decisions. Treviño (1986), however, men-
tions that any decision, irrespective of its philosophical underpinning, 
should be embedded in the relevant and binding contexts.

Example may be cited from the literature where individual decisions 
may be explained from some specific moral point of view or as an inge-
nious blending of different considerations. Robinson (2002) cited the 
example of an executive who in his endeavour to become successful seeks 
to balance between two facets of his workplace responsibilities. He would 
have to contribute in a constructive manner to the ventures taken by his 
organisation. Nonetheless, the necessity to maintain a clean image and a 
reputation for honesty are no less crucial to him. Given that the two can-
not be achieved simultaneously, the executive faces a dilemma of whether 
to remain in a corrupt system and to contribute positively in the proposed 
venture at the cost of his honesty or to leave it. Apart from the two obvi-
ous extremes of leaving the system, or to bear with it, alternatives exist for 
the person depending on his priorities. He might resign but still make 
himself available for consultation, or might cling to a corrupt system to 
make honest contribution in its ventures. In such cases, the executive 
essentially follows an altruistic but utilitarian principle.

The second situation portrayed by Robinson (2002) is concerned 
about the dilemma faced by an individual, whose intrinsic motive is to 
make money out of business. The person apprehends that achieving addi-
tional business might require offering of bribes, which in no way is going 
to add value to her business in the longer run. This would threaten her 
reputation and jeopardise her basic objective of making money in future. 
Hence, not all additional businesses can be obtained by paying favours 
and, strategically, such common practice is to be abandoned if the person 
has to make largest contribution to her original objective of making 
money. Her strategy thus is in line with the teleological approach with 
some element of deontology in it. While paying bribe is not fair, the prac-
tice escalates the risk of failing to attain the ultimate objective of the person.

The third case study involved the dilemma of an employee who had 
been enjoying no executive position in his organisation but nurtured the 
aspiration to do so in an inherent motive to attain personal goal. He in no 
way, however, stood ready to compromise with his conscience in such 
process of climbing the corporate ladder. The dilemma cropped up as he 
realised that joining the group of executives would require him to resign 
from the labour union but doing so would involve sacrificing his ideals. 
The response of the employee to such a dilemma was interesting as his 

 G. CHAKRABARTI AND T. CHATTERJEA
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choice was not of one that compares pleasure with regret. The fact that 
clinging to the union would deprive one of the power, comfort and gran-
deur associated with the post of executives did not perturb him much. 
Rather, the most discomforting concern was the possible reactions from 
his peer and their expectations about him to demonstrate commitment 
and integrity to the issues and ideals of the labour union. His well- 
developed sense of integrity restricted him to take any hedonistic or ego-
istic decision. Further, he was sceptical about any power that his position 
of advantage would endow him to change the system from within so that 
his integrity may not be breached. Such scepticism and the intrinsic sense 
of integrity restricted him to accept the promotion. The consequences fol-
lowed and he ultimately resigned. The way the dilemma was resolved 
establishes the person as an altruistic utilitarian whose personal goals are 
biased by ethical considerations and community expectations.

While cognitive moral development is the critical element in the judge-
ment phase (Jones, 1991) the problem of ethical decision making, how-
ever, is not confined to ethical dilemma. The ethical or moral content of 
any decision may not always be perceptible to the decision maker. As a 
result, the unethical decisions are often intuitive and automatic (Gigerenzer, 
2010; Haidt, 2001; Reynolds, 2006; Sonenshein, 2007) leading to the 
phenomenon of ethical blindness. Under ethical blindness, unethical deci-
sions are often taken without being aware of their graveness or practicality. 
The decision-makers are often convinced about the appropriateness of 
their decisions and, even if they realise the ethical implications at some 
later stage, scopes for reverting or rectifications are indeed limited. The 
ethical dimensions of any decision thus often fade away (Tenbrunsel & 
Messick, 2004) and the reasons behind this may be manifold. People may 
be boundedly ethical (Chugh, Banaji, & Bazerman, 2005) and unethical 
decisions may result from moral disengagements that are often driven by 
individual, situational and institutional forces (Bandura, 1999, 2002). The 
situation is quite different from the incidents of intentional unethical deci-
sion making by self-interested, yet rational, people (Becker, 1968).

Ethical decision making, as is pointed out by Rest (1986), initiates with 
moral awareness of individuals. Individual trait, specifically the moral fibre, 
is perhaps the most important factor that should be taken into consider-
ation while explaining one’s unethical behaviour or ethical blindness. As 
pointed out by McAdams (2009), individual traits tend to moderate how 
one feels and determine one’s behavioural pattern in a more or less consis-
tent manner. Individuals with negative emotions or with lower emotional 
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intelligence quotients demonstrate greater probabilities to be engaged in 
counterproductive work behaviour (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; 
Chakrabarti & Chatterjea, 2017; Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001). Moreover, 
such traits significantly shape and modify the ways in which individuals 
interpret different contexts and react to those. The social-cognitive mod-
els of moral traits attribute the relative differences in individual morality 
and hence, in moral behaviour, largely to individual differences in possess-
ing moral construct and the ability to draw on it while processing informa-
tion in social arena (Lapsley & Narvaez, 2004; Narvaez, Lapsley, Hagele, 
& Lasky, 2006). Intrinsically, the moral individuals are more likely to have 
ready availability of moral schemata and moral frames that lend hands to 
them to interpret situations and to act in morally consistent ways that do 
not lead to any counterproductive work behaviour. Hence, for an indi-
vidual, who is incapable of comprehending the moral dimensions of a 
problem, normative evaluation or establishing moral intention to take an 
ethical decision is difficult, if not impossible. Such moral awareness, how-
ever, is often treated as a social sense-making process (Butterfield, Treviño, 
& Weaver, 2000). Individual rigidity in possessing a broader perspective of 
ethical dimension of actions, along with the contextual pressures, often 
leads to formation of ethical blind spots among them. The situational and 
organisational factors as well as the broader institutional framework of 
which the individual and the organisations are parts play equal roles in 
framing and modifying such sense-making processes.

With significant rigidity in perspective, as is elaborated in literature, 
individuals usually develop a sense of particulate rationality (Welzer, 
2005) in which they behave on the basis of a narrow and self-referentially 
closed concept of reality (Palazzo, Krings, & Hoffrage, 2012). The issue 
takes up serious dimension when the members of an organisation develop 
and nurture senses of micro morality that apply only to the particular 
organisation (Brief, Buttram, & Dukerich, 2000), and any modification is 
denied by a claim of perfect foresight (Shoemaker & Russo, 2001) so that 
no information outside the initial construct may be deemed fit to be incor-
porated (Lakoff, 2004). Hence, while the practices within the organisa-
tion might appear as immoral or irrational to the members of the 
out-group, they would be treated as perfectly normal or ethical by the 
members of the in-group (Brief, Buttram, & Dukerich, 2000; Punch, 
1996). Examples may be cited where such inability to capture varying 
dimension of any problem is manifested. The profit-making organisations 
treat the objective of making profit to be inherently ethical unless it  violates 
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the relevant laws and hail the supremacy of scientific expertise over the 
concerns of the affected layman (Punch, 1996; Tenbrunsel & 
Messick, 2004).

The model of ethical decision making based on the interaction between 
individual and situational factors (Treviño, 1986) maintains that sense 
making is essentially shaped and constrained by one’s surroundings. 
Palazzo et al. (2012) distinguished between proximal and distal contexts 
to analyse the impact of contextual factors in the context of ethical deci-
sion making in a better way than it is addressed in the available literature. 
As emphasised by Weick (2005), individual sense making starts essentially 
by drawing on one’s past experiences that contributed in shaping and 
modifying their way of perceiving situations. This first line of rigidity is 
further strengthened by some relevant and binding external or context 
pressures that manifest themselves in the form of organisational and situ-
ational pressures (or the proximal contexts), and/or the institutional pres-
sures (or the distal context). While some of these may be favourable 
enough to reinforce the original framing, some may be opposing thereby 
opening up possibilities of flexible framing. The example cited by Palazzo 
et al. (2012) might be interesting: “people with classical business school 
training might work in an organization that encourages them to mainly 
focus on profits when making decisions (e.g., by turning managers into 
deal makers). Additionally, situational forces such as group pressure within 
a department make it difficult for them to develop alternative sense- 
making options. If the organization is additionally embedded in an insti-
tutional context that is dominated by free market ideology with a strong 
focus on deregulation, the probability of rigid framing is high” (Palazzo 
et al., 2012). Such a rigid sense making escalates the possibility of ethical 
blindness and hence leads to ethical fading in the context of decision mak-
ing in workplaces. Individuals, however, may not develop a rigid frame, 
based on their own ideologies and perceptions, from the very beginning. 
The sense making might develop gradually in a flexible manner where 
contextual factors may be incorporated in a rational, perhaps sequential, 
way. Incidentally, the risk of developing ethical blind spot is significantly 
lower with lesser incidents of unethical decision making.

With this understanding at the backdrop, the present study delves into 
the issues of (un)ethical decision making in workplaces in recent years. 
The study is based on a primary survey for the year 2018 where employees 
in different organisations operating in India and in abroad were approached 
with a relevant questionnaire. The respondents are engaged in corporates 
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or in academic institutions that function in the domain of private or public 
enterprises, sometimes even at the global level. The respondents come 
from a variety of sectors such as banking, banking and finance, finance, 
venture capital, IT, ITES, analytics, consultancy firms, retail service, 
healthcare, FMCG, electricity, EPC, audit firms/institutions, oil and gas, 
tourism, environmental consulting, media and publishing, food retail or 
hospitality, public health and education. The study, while dealing with the 
issues, considers the way in which individual traits, moral fibre and the so- 
called rigid framing of sense making interact with the possible proximal or 
distal factors to generate ethical blind spots. It starts with an exploration 
of how the concepts of individual morality or workplace ethics are per-
ceived by the individuals. Any obfuscated perception of the terms may 
contribute to rigid framing where individuals may not be able to see 
beyond his or her initial transactional considerations and might start to 
believe in his or her own rationalisations. Hence, emotional dissociation or 
even confrontation becomes inevitable with the system that has its own 
normalised and habitual way of operating. The problem assumes diverse 
dimensions. Issues that are inconsistent with individual morality might fit 
into the rationality mould of the organisation. The organisational culture 
or organisational routines (March, 1988; Ocasio, 1997), corporate com-
petition (Esses, Jackson, Dovidio, & Hodson, 2005), industry and social 
environment (Gioia, 1992; Jackall, 1988), and organisational perspectives 
and priorities (Feldman, 2004) often shape or modify individual sense 
making to an extent to generate decisions that are biased (may be unethi-
cally) to cater to the needs of the organisation.

The study further concedes that some of the immediate proximal situ-
ations may be stringent enough to encourage specific behaviours among 
employees that are independent of intentions, extent of moral fibre or 
rational reasoning. The pervasive influences of organisational authorities 
(Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Brief, Buttram, Elliot, Reizenstein, & McCline, 
1995; Brief, Dietz, Cohen, Pugh, & Vaslow, 2000; Burger, 2009; Werhane 
et  al., 2011) deserve particular attention in the context. Influences of 
intervening peer, majority pressure or the pressures from the socially 
shared groups (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) contribute significantly in rigid 
framing of sense making. The time pressure, particularly during the phases 
of transition and crisis in the life of an organisation, often leads to signifi-
cant rigid framing (Rieskamp & Hoffrage, 2008; Sonenshein, 2007; 
Weick, 2005). The study seeks to explore whether individuals succumb to 
such factors to develop ethical blind spots or to engage in unethical 
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 decision making. Or, alternatively, following the line of Packer (2008), do 
instances exist where individuals could systematically resist acute pressures 
to behave unethically? In other words, we enquire whether the individual 
ethical fibre is strong enough to offset the opposing forces that operate 
within the environment so that the incidents of forced unethical behaviour 
are significantly reduced. The dynamic nature of the process of unethical 
decision making is further emphasised in the study. Some unethical prac-
tices within organisations become normalised or habituated over time. 
The newly recruited employees might succumb to the environmental 
pressure to adopt the existing unethical practices in their organisation ini-
tially. However, over time ethical considerations might fade away so that 
unethical practices may be internalised or even appreciated (Brief, Dietz, 
et al., 2000; Tenbrunsel & Messick, 2004).

The study further attempts to isolate whether any further element of 
discrimination exists within this evil process of unethical decision making. 
The exploration once again assumes multiple dimensions. On one hand, it 
enquires whether the instances of ethical fading, ethical blindness or even 
intentional violation of ethics differ in acuteness across different groups. 
On the other, it explores whether the proximal or distal pressures are abys-
mally sharp or intense towards certain groups. While few groups might be 
intrinsically strong to resist being unethical under pressure, others might 
succumb to the same or might develop a flexible sense-making process 
where it may not be difficult to rationalise even an unethical decision. The 
groups may differ in their responses towards changes, the changing dimen-
sion and natures of ethical decision making and the way they integrate 
themselves to the environment and cooperate with it. The groups consid-
ered in the study are defined in terms of gender, age, experience of the 
employee, the nature of one’s service, the sector to which one belongs and 
finally the leading position that he or she enjoys in the respective 
organisations.

The issues embraced by the study bear significance for the researchers, 
analysts and the potential or actual employers in organisations. The issues 
of (un)ethical decision making can no longer be treated as a problem of 
adverse selection alone where employers may not be able to distinguish 
between low-quality and high-quality employees and might end up with 
hiring low-quality personnel who may be engaged in unethical practices 
due to sheer lack of awareness and inability to deal with moral issues judi-
ciously. Presence of any ethically inconsistent behaviour might be tempt-
ing enough to be interpreted as a problem of moral hazard where the 
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employees might have hidden action in the form of unethical practices 
that would eventually affect the productivity at the organisational level. 
Any intentional shirking may fall within the category, but the issue is more 
complicated than what it appears to be. Such unethical practices might 
result from the deficiency of intrinsic moral fibre that enables one to dis-
tinguish between morality and the lack of it. Moral awareness may not 
necessarily be related to cognitive skills and, unless the emotional intelli-
gence of an incumbent is tested during the hiring process, a problem of 
adverse selection is likely to crop up. The unethical practices in workplaces 
would then be an obvious and direct outcome of such adverse selection. 
The issue assumes further intricate dimension if the employees who are 
otherwise strong on the senses of morality are constrained by the proximal 
and distal factors imposed by the system to be engaged in ethically incon-
sistent behaviour. Hence, it is not always the dishonesty of an unscrupu-
lous employee that vitiates the system, but rather the dishonesty of honest 
people that bothers one the most. “Integrity without knowledge is weak 
and useless, and knowledge without integrity is dangerous and dreadful.”1
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CHAPTER 2

Being (Un)Ethical in Workplaces: 
The Theories and the Empirics

2.1  IntroductIon

Organisations essentially seek to promote work environment that vibrates 
with positive attitude and interactions. A pulsating work environment 
eventually helps in restraining or in negating all possible unconstructive or 
disruptive factors, and enhances organisational values to help attain higher 
productivities in longer run. A positive workplace environment is usually 
characterised by rational and value-based decisions that cherish integrity; 
and manifests itself through effective social interaction between the 
employer and the employee and among the employees at different levels 
in the form of cooperation, cohesion and sense of mutual respect among 
the fellow members. One, thus, cannot ignore the ethical dimension that 
lies at the core of a positive workplace environment.

Ensuring an ethically positive work environment is often a challenge 
given the issues of adverse selection associated with hiring of employees 
and the problem of moral hazard that spawns at later stages of employee 
behaviour. The nature of the problem is well described by Warren Buffet 
(www.balancecareers.com): “In looking for people to hire, you look for 
three qualities: integrity, intelligence and energy. And, if they do not have 
the first, the other two will kill you.” The issues of adverse selection might 
be avoided by employing persons of integrity by judiciously combining an 
assessment of incognitive skills along with the cognitive ones in the recruit-
ment strategies (e.g., Chakrabarti & Chatterjea, 2017). Selection of indi-
viduals with a strong and consistent sense of morality, however, is often 
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not sufficient to ensure the ethical consistency of the decisions that they 
would eventually make. The fact that the individuals might not behave in 
ethically correct way represents typically a problem of moral hazard where 
one party involved in a particular transaction has some hidden action, 
which affects the other party’s valuation of the transaction that they are 
involved in. The ethically inconsistent behaviour of the employees could 
affect the productivities and might have adverse impact on other relevant 
cohort/s with significant implications for welfare, justice, beneficence or 
for broader environment. The resulting possible impact on the reputation 
of the organisation might turn out to be detrimental in longer run. While 
the presence of moral hazard may be easily identified, isolating its root 
may be difficult.

Moral awareness that lies in the core of employees’ ethically consistent 
behaviour in the workplace may be taken to originate from cognitive 
moral development that might improve with experience and training. It is 
the bent of mind or the dictates from his moral identity which drives one 
to react to ethical situations in the workplace in a specific way. A survey 
made by Bloomberg identified four ethical types that may be found in 
workplaces. A conformist follows rules of the organisations without ques-
tioning the authority. The integrity of the person can hardly be ques-
tioned; but this unconditional loyalty would make him to follow suit when 
the authority acts unethically. A negotiator, on the other hand, would 
change rules depending on the needs of the situation. He evaluates the 
desirability of an action in terms of its impact on him and modifies the 
rules accordingly. The third prototype is a navigator who draws on his 
intrinsic morality to frame his decisions, even if those are not easy. His 
sound moral compass endows him with the flexibility to make choices, 
even the unpopular ones. A navigator is usually an effective leader on 
whom the other employees count. However, he would be the first person 
to leave a company if he feels it to be indulging in unethical behaviour. 
The wiggler, the fourth prototype, is usually guided by self-interest and 
takes the path that seems to be most advantageous to him. The moral 
compass seems to be too weak to consider ethical issues and nothing could 
restrain him to protect his own interests even at the cost of organisation.

While the lack of any coherent and stable set of principles and values 
might lead to unethical decision making in workplaces, other factors 
might be operating too stringently to restrain even the individuals with 
sound moral compass to embark on the ethically appropriate action. 
The ethical dilemma often directs one to choose between two moral 
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imperatives,  neither of which is unambiguously acceptable. It thus 
becomes not a choice between being ethical and violating ethics where 
people could unequivocally rank the strategies, in terms of moral imper-
ative. Rather it is a choice between two (perhaps) equally ethical strate-
gies where adopting one would surely lead to the violation of the other. 
Unintentional unethical behaviour might further generate from ethical 
blindness. The presence of ethical blind spot makes the decision making 
agents boundedly ethical and results in unintentional, context-based, 
temporary deviation from morality. The sense of morality comes back 
once the context is changed.

Induced deviation from morally acceptable behaviour might be a result 
of the ethical climate or the ethical infrastructure of the organisation. Such 
influences might often be strong enough to mould the ethical decisions 
taken by individuals to differ substantially from what could be justified by 
their own value system. According to Kish-Gephart, Harrison, and Treviño 
(2010), the three most important predecessors of immoral behaviour are 
the intrinsic individual traits, the ethical issue itself and the organisational 
environment. The ethical climate and ethical culture are particularly 
responsible in shaping, modifying and explaining the counterproductive 
work behaviour and organisational citizenship behaviour of the employ-
ees. Further, the behaviour of the leaders and the peers is often responsible 
to influence and manipulate the (un)ethical behaviour of other employees 
in their organisations. The leaders and, in certain cases, the peers set the 
ethical tone, shape the ethical culture and communicate ethical standards 
among followers or colleagues (particularly among newly recruited ones) 
to induce ethically appropriate actions. The instances of unethical leader-
ship, however, are not rare in literature. Some of those might acquire the 
dimension of destructive leadership, either in active form or passively, to 
undermine interests, satisfaction and motivation of employees, organisa-
tions or of both. The nature and extent of deviation from morality in 
workplace may further be related to gender, types of organisation, nature 
of service and the experiences of the employee.

While immorality remains an issue that needs further exploration, defin-
ing the term requires deliberations. To define immorality one should have 
a contemplation of morality and ethics to delineate the basis for being 
immoral or unethical. The study, thus, seeks to define immorality or devia-
tion from ethics in light of the existing theories of ethics that date back to 
Plato and Aristotle. It considers the chronological development of ideas 
that form the foundation for ethical decision making in every sphere of 
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life, including workplaces. The brief recapitulation of existing theories is 
followed by the instances of the unethical behaviour that are found to 
occur in workplaces in varying extent and magnitude.

2.2  What Is (un)EthIcal? an ExploratIon 
In tErms of thE thEorIEs of EthIcs

The term ethics originates from the ancient Greek phrase ethicos that finds 
its origin in the word ethos that means custom or habit. The Roman phi-
losophers introduced the term moralis as the Latin equivalent of ethicos. 
Hence, the two words stemmed from the same root, and were initially a 
translation of one another. A distinction, however, may be made among 
the terms values, ethics and morality. Values are core beliefs that modify or 
shape our attitudes and actions. Morals, on the other hand, are judge-
ment, standards and rules of good conduct in society. Ethics ascertain the 
rules and standards that govern the moral behaviour of individuals.

Ethical theories form the foundation for decision making in every 
sphere of life, including workplaces. These theories are the benchmarks to 
which the individuals resort to seek guidance as they make decisions. Each 
theory has its own spheres of concern, different points to highlight and 
different criterion for ethical decision making. No two ethically correct 
decisions may be identical as these may be based on different consider-
ations that are consistent with different theories of ethics. Before con-
demning anyone or any process as being unethical, one should appreciate 
that not everyone base their reasoning, either explicitly or implicitly, on 
the same theoretical foundation; nor do they apply the same decision mak-
ing criterion to arrive at workable solutions.

A recapitulation of the theories thus would be useful before we could 
define what is unethical and what forms the basis for being unethical.

The similarity among the ethical decision making problems lies in their 
inherent craving for attaining a common set of goal, such as beneficence, 
least harm, respect for autonomy and justice, through their solutions. The 
rule of beneficence guides one to ensure the right and the good to the relevant 
target group. The issue of least harm arises when none of the choices appears 
beneficial and the decision-maker has to choose the path that leads to least 
adversity for the stakeholders. Moreover, an ethically correct decision should 
view individuals as ends, rather than means, and must involve some sort of 
fairness. The divergences among the ethical decision making problems, 
however, emanate from differences in the focus of the underlying theories.
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Ethics is the branch of philosophy that delves into human morality and 
appraises human actions. Philosophical ethics belong to a different domain 
than do the other approaches that concentrate on the religious, cultural, 
personal or legal aspects of ethical behaviour. Such seclusion helps philo-
sophical ethics not to obfuscate itself with the domineering basis of religion 
and laws or the individual subjectivity and randomness. The notions of 
philosophical ethics are based on rational, secular foundations that take 
human well-being or their satisfaction as the ultimate objective. Two 
schools of thought may easily be discernible in this broader arena. The 
consequentialist or teleological approach believes in no inherent ethical 
traits in actions, but in the morality that accrues from their consequences. 
The deontologists, on the other hand, evaluate the moral content of actions 
and hold some actions to be intrinsically wrong or unethical. A third 
approach is often resorted to explore the intention behind actions and, 
hence, is referred to as virtue theory.

2.2.1  The Consequentialist or Teleological Approach

The term teleological owes its origin to the Greek word telos, or the “end”. 
In the teleological approach, the morality of an action is appraised by its 
real and expected consequences while judged against a certain standard or 
a purpose or end.

The ends specified by the consequentialist or the teleological 
approach may be instrumental or intrinsic. Instrumental ends seek to 
attain a distant goal and are usually not a concern of the teleological 
ethics. The consequentialist ethics is usually preoccupied with intrinsic 
ends that are chosen for their own sake. One (as in monistic theories) or 
more (as in pluralistic theories) intrinsic ends are chosen to evaluate 
moral content of actions. The ends, however, may not have any moral 
content; but the ability of an action to achieve such targeted end is 
important for the consequentialist philosophers. The nature of such 
ends, however, might vary leading to alternative formulations under the 
teleological approach. Hedonism, for instance, holds this end to be 
pleasure or delight. Consequentially, debates centre on defining the 
true end that may be used as the criterion for designating an action to 
be ethically correct. The ethical egoism takes individual pleasure or dis-
tress as the measuring rod, while utilitarianism takes common good as 
the ultimate criterion.
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2.2.1.1  Utilitarianism
Utilitarianism, the school of thought extended by the British thinker 
Jeremy Bentham (1748–1832) and refined by John Stuart Mill 
(1806–1873), hails that the criterion for evaluating actions should exclu-
sively be societal welfare and, hence, actions should be assessed on the 
basis of their costs and benefits for society. An ethically acceptable (or cor-
rect) action is the one that produces greatest benefit at the lowest costs 
for society.

Jeremy Bentham, the father of utilitarianism, intended to furnish a 
“moral science” that would provide a rational, objective and quantitative 
basis for distinguishing between “right” and “wrong” to offer an ultimate 
criterion to choose ethically correct actions. Bentham’s views were signifi-
cantly influenced by the ideals of Francis Hutcheson (1694–1746), David 
Hume (1711–1776) and Adam Smith (1723–1790). His idea of utilitari-
anism was a rebel against the ideals of eighteenth-century England that 
used to emphasise on social status and refused to consider pain as any 
acceptable criterion for judging actions. According to Bentham, the pro-
cess of designing an ethically correct decision includes everyone, but 
counts no one more than one. The contentment of a beggar is equivalent 
to the pleasure of a king; and, hence, the criterion for choosing any action 
lies in its ability to generate “greatest pleasure for the greatest number”.

In his An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation (1789), 
Bentham identified “two sovereign masters” of nature, namely, “pain and 
pleasure” to govern each and every facet of human actions. As pointed out 
by him, “It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as 
to determine what we shall do. On the one hand the standard of right and 
wrong, on the other the chain of causes and effects, are fastened to their 
throne” (Bentham, 1789).

With this underpinning, Bentham introduced the “principle of ‘util-
ity’”. As elucidated by him, utility is a property or characteristic feature of 
an object that produces happiness, pleasure or good to all the parties 
involved in a process; and, such traits could, at the same time, restrain all 
possible harm to those whose interests are concerned. The parties con-
cerned, however, may not be confined to individuals alone. It may well 
embrace the entire community so that the notions of individual happiness 
or the happiness of the community in entirety may be equally incorporated 
in the explanation. Bentham therefore considered pleasure, or, to use his 
connotation, the greatest happiness to all the stakeholders as the ultimate 
and universally acceptable end of human actions. The only ethically 
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 acceptable action therefore is the one that yields greater balance of plea-
sure over pain for the largest number of people involved, or, in its most 
popular exposé, produces “the greatest good of the greatest number”.

Bentham designed a hedonistic calculus to quantify the pleasures (or 
otherwise) associated with actions to make them comparable for practical 
purposes. The hedonistic calculus isolates seven aspects of the conse-
quences generated by any action. These are described as: (1) the intensity 
of the satisfaction or distress generated, (2) the duration of such feelings, 
(3) likelihood of such feelings to be produced, (4) propinquity or remote-
ness of such feelings, (5) the propensity of these feelings to generate future 
pleasures (fecundity) or (6) pains (purity), and (7) the extent or the num-
ber of people affected.

The effect of an action, following Bentham, may easily be quantified. 
Bentham suggested starting with any one person selected arbitrarily from 
the group that seems to be most affected by the action. The hedonic cal-
culus allows one to quantify the magnitude of pleasure and pain that 
appear to accrue instantaneously. An acceptable or right action would pro-
duce greater values for pleasure as compared to pains. The same process is 
to be repeated for every member of the group. A ground for accepting the 
action is created if the number of individuals for whom the action pro-
duces greater pleasure over pain outweighs the number of those for which 
it does not.

The beauty of Bentham’s approach lies in its ability to identify merits of 
human actions by distinguishing between short-lived and long-lived plea-
sure. The fact that a theft at gunpoint makes the thief contended does not 
create the basis for supporting theft. The pleasure enjoyed by the thief is 
essentially short-lived that lasts until the money stolen is run out. The 
negative feeling of the affected group, on the other hand, would be long- 
lived and would surely outweigh the pleasure of the thief. The non- 
desirability of the action from the point of view of the community may be 
intensified if the worry of the thief for being caught is added to the pos-
sible negative effects. Similarly, the policy of constructing a dam cannot be 
simply ruled out by pointing towards the troubles to be faced by people 
who would be evicted from the site of the construction. The long-term 
benefit to the community (which would include this group as well) would 
surely outweigh such short-lived pains.

Bentham’s idea of punishing those who tend to violate ethics essentially 
followed this line of approach. Laws, according to him, should be meant 
to promote the well-being of citizens, and not to enforce any natural or 

2 BEING (UN)ETHICAL IN WORKPLACES: THE THEORIES AND THE EMPIRICS 



20

divine right. Punishment is intrinsically painful. Hence, it should not yield 
more agony than that caused by the crime and its intensity should be just 
enough to restrict repeated offence. Laws therefore are to be designed to 
keep a balance between the gravity of crime and the intensity of punish-
ment. Punishing someone for a crime that generates no damage, hence, is 
justifiable under no circumstances. Neither is punishment justified if it 
cannot restrict the same offence from being committed again. The pro-
gressive facet of Bentham’s ideology may easily be discernible when we 
find him opposing the punishment for sexual “offences” committed by 
consenting minors.

While this version of utilitarianism is hailed as open, objective, fair and 
democratic, it is not free from criticism. White (1993) pointed out cases 
where hedonic calculus might lead to paradoxical results. While Bentham 
condemns robbery, his version of utilitarianism would tend to defend (or 
even appreciate) actions that most of us would intuitively take us wrong. 
Recapitulating White’s (1993) example would make the proposition clear. 
A situation may well be portrayed where a thief, resembling the traits of 
Robin Hood (as described by White, 1993), filches only cars or similar 
assets that are insured by some third party. As long as the altruist thief 
does not do any physical assault to those solvent victims who are insured 
against any theft or damage; and distributes the money obtained by selling 
such assets to destitute, the accrued pleasure would exceed the pain. As 
White (1993) points out, the Benthamite system would anyway fail to 
apprehend such actions as intrinsically unethical.

The fact that Bentham’s theory appeared to defend some actions that 
people might find intuitively demeaning motivated John Stuart Mill 
(1806–1873) to revise the theory. In his utilitarianism, Mill advocated 
that the notion of pleasure and pain may be qualitative and this attribute 
should be taken into consideration along with other characteristics of plea-
sure such as intensity and duration. All pleasures, according to Mill, are 
not equal (“pleasure of Socrates cannot be compared with that of a fool”). 
The Benthamite proposition seemed to have serious implications for mea-
suring the welfare impact of an action. Mill makes it explicit when he 
acknowledges that although the motive behind any action may well be 
animosity, it might give the individual immense pleasure, although 
wretched, when he could foresee the way his adversary would suffer. Given 
that any kind of pleasure is good, such pleasure, how impure it may be, 
cannot be condemned as inferior to any other pleasure (or motive) so long 
as adverse consequences are not triggered. Utilitarianism, as modified by 
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Mill, would then distinguish between what he christened as high quality 
and low quality pleasures and pains. Inherently superior pleasures are asso-
ciated with intellect, accomplishment, benevolence and sense of morality. 
On the contrary, the intrinsically inferior pleasures stem from corporeal 
indulgence, inertia, selfishness, inanity and ignorance. In such framework, 
while pleasures outweigh pains, a small amount of high-quality pleasure 
(even if it comes with enough discontent) would win over a substantial 
amount of low-quality pleasure. This, however, raises a serious concern 
about gauging the quality of pleasure and, as asserted by Mill, it would be 
volunteered by “those with experience”. Because, as Mill puts it, “it is bet-
ter to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be 
Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. And if the fool, or the pig, are 
of a different opinion, it is because they only know their own side of 
the question. The other party to the comparison knows both sides” 
(White, 1993).

Mill’s description of utilitarianism seems to refute the accusation that 
its original version faces in its alleged tendency to defend actions such as 
lying or cheating. Such actions, as Mill opined, might be resorted to for 
the sake of short-term convenience; but such deviation from truth, even in 
its most unintentional form, would shudder the principal support of all 
present social well-being by rendering trustworthiness of human assertion 
at stake. Virtue, the foundation stone of civilisation, can be sacrificed for 
no present advantage, no matter how expedient the sacrifice seems to be.

The hedonistic utilitarianism of Bentham and Mill may be compared 
with the pluralistic version of utilitarianism. The pluralistic version denies 
the presence of a single value (i.e., pleasure) to be used as a yardstick. 
Instead, there may be more than one intrinsic good and the theory extends 
a description of the actions that are to be promoted to further these 
intrinsic goods.

The other dominant strand in utilitarian philosophy that originated 
from the neo-classical economic theory is preference utilitarianism. The 
theory, instead of emphasising on attaining some desirable states or situa-
tions (such as pleasure), takes the relevant yardstick to be the satisfaction 
of individual needs. The theory conjectures that people, through their 
actions, seek to attain maximum satisfaction of their needs with minimum 
expenses. Their needs are reflected in their choice of goods and the utility 
or the value that they derive from the good is reflected by the price that 
they are willing to pay for it. The problem of using preference utilitarian-
ism to assess the ethical content of action lies in the fact that not all needs 
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can be completely evaluated in the domain of market system. The need for 
affection, commitment, appreciation, health or even clean environment 
forms such a grey area that market cannot address. Moreover, not all indi-
vidual needs may be worth satisfying. The satisfaction of desires of a serial 
killer or a perverse sadist may be disastrous for the society. The theory, 
however, cannot provide a moral yardstick to select the right desire or need.

A few points of utilitarianism may be worth noting before we could 
proceed to find out its limitations. The common good, as is used by the 
ideology, is comparable on an inter-personal level, and hence the well- 
being of different individuals can be aggregated. The fact that the indi-
viduals maximise the common good or the utility has wide applicability in 
spheres where scare resources are efficiently used to produce as much sat-
isfaction as possible. The use of utility as the criterion for judging any 
action once again divides the followers of utilitarianism into rule- 
utilitarianism and act-utilitarianism. The followers of act-utilitarianism 
assess each action independently so as to comment on their ability to max-
imise utility, while rule-utilitarianism checks whether the actions conform 
to certain rules, which, if adhered to, would lead to maximum utility. The 
rule-utilitarianism is more practical as it entails no cumbersome assess-
ment of individual actions but keeps faith on well-defined rules. An 
instance might provide us with further insight. Act-utilitarians may be in 
favour of setting an offender free when the possibility of committing the 
same offence is virtually nil. This is particularly so because according to 
them, punishing would entail additional dissatisfaction. The rule- 
utilitarians, however, would be in favour of framing rules and punishing 
the offenders in anticipation that this would lead to maximum utility.

The consequentialist ideals find wide applications in framing strategies 
at the corporate as well as at the federal level. Nonetheless, the theory is 
not free from criticism.

The most important flaw perhaps lies in its attempt to design mecha-
nism to distinguish between high-quality and low-quality pleasure. It is 
the experienced people, as asserted by Mill, who would help us to make 
the distinction. The idea may be countered at least on two grounds. 
Experience is multifaceted and hence not every experience can be gath-
ered by everyone. While an honest person, who has led a decent life, could 
not apprehend the far-reaching extent of negative consequences that 
might follow deceits, the pleasure of being decent remains unknown to a 
malevolent individual who finds malicious pleasure in ill-treating others 
(White, 1993).
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“Moreover, isolating a group of people to be experienced enough to 
take decisions about morality of an action would surely go against the very 
idea of teleological theory to introduce a fair, open, impartial and objec-
tive method of assessing consequences.”

Further discontent arises from the fact that it is often difficult to com-
pare two or more fundamentally incomparable goods when one seeks to 
assess their contribution in promoting pleasure or the common good. 
Such comparison is to be essentially based on experience and common 
sense and, hence, may be intrinsically flawed.

Moreover, the consequentialist theory leaves the uncomforting issues 
of distributive justice and right mostly unattended. The criterion of the 
greatest pleasure for the greatest number infers nothing about how the 
costs and benefits of that pleasure must be distributed. The benefit for one 
person may not be comparable with the costs for another. A unit of money 
taken away from a grumpy-type rich man might put him in much more 
emotional distress to outweigh the delight of the poor who receives it. A 
still more unsettling issue is related to individual right. Can individual 
rights be abused in the process to attain greatest good for greatest num-
ber? Even the rule-utilitarians find the issue difficult to address.

2.2.2  Deontological Ethics

The other tradition in philosophical ethics is the act-oriented deontologi-
cal approach. The word “deontological” owes its origin to the Greek word 
deon, which stands for “one must”. This approach is based on a view that 
is diametrically opposite to what the teleologicals hold. The deontologists 
maintain that actions come with intrinsic moral value. Since some actions 
are inherently inferior, performing those would never be considered as 
right no matter how much benefit (or pleasure) comes from those.

Under deontological theory, an action is morally good if it adheres to 
any given obligation. Some inherently good actions or duties, as the deon-
tologists put them, must be performed by every individual no matter what 
the consequences may be. Performing inherently inferior actions must 
therefore be prohibited and punished. People thus have some legitimate 
right that has to be respected, and the presence of legitimate right entitles 
one to claim justice.

Before we delve deeper into the underpinning of the theory, one point 
needs mentioning. The fact that the morality of an action is not deter-
mined by its consequences does not loosen the role of consequences of an 
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action. The deontologists do not commit to ensure a superior conse-
quence, but the consequences of a given action may be factored into the 
obligation itself.

Three versions of the deontological approach may be traced in litera-
ture, which differ in their approaches in defining the concept of duties.

The first version presupposes the rules or the duties to be the com-
mandment of some divine power or God. Such rules or duties are revealed 
in and communicated by religious thoughts and are to be followed because 
it is the will of an omnipotent. The second version assesses the appropri-
ateness on the basis of the nature of the action itself. In order to comment 
on the morality of an action, therefore, deontologists depend on individ-
ual rationality, intuition or one’s conscience. The third version takes the 
assessment to be based on some form of social contract. Consent of all 
concerned is always there behind the principles that are taken as social 
contracts. Hence, a moral action is essentially a contract that attracts 
mutual consent of everyone.

Literature further distinguishes between act-deontologists and rule- 
deontologists. The act-deontologists presuppose uniqueness of each situ-
ation that renders formulation of any yardstick or rule for evaluating 
actions almost impossible or even undesirable. Under such situations, it 
would be better to use one’s intuition or conscience to judge the morality 
of an action. The rule-deontologists, on the other hand, seek to judge 
actions in terms of some well-defined rules or principles.

Further line of distinction may be drawn between monistic and plural-
istic deontology. The monism believes in the presence of a universal prin-
ciple to which all other rules converge. The pluralism, on the other hand, 
might lead to conflict between principles, which may be resolved by look-
ing for the most significant obligation (Ross, 1930). Our intuition allows 
us to define a set of obligations out of which we may select, based on our 
reasoning, the alternative that fits a given situation in the best possible 
way. The presence of more than one alternative would lead to a dilemma 
that may be solved with rationality and reasoning, particularly by distin-
guishing between prima facie duty and actual duty. While the former is 
always to be honoured unless there are other crucial obligations to be met, 
the latter represents the most significant obligation to be met in a given 
situation.

A brief recapitulation of the major deontological views may be useful 
for the purpose of the study.
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2.2.2.1  Categorical Imperative: Immanuel Kant
Theory of categorical imperative of Immanuel Kant (1724–1804) is a 
monistic, rule-deontological theory where moral rules are framed, not on 
the basis of intuition, conscience or consequences, but rather on pure 
reasoning. As was observed by Kant (1785), the basis of individual moral 
obligation lies essentially in the reason or in intrinsic rationality. It would, 
therefore, be naive to relate such ethicality to individual traits or to the 
environment or circumstances of which he or she is a part. All moral rules 
can ultimately be traced back to a fundamental moral law, or the categori-
cal imperative that holds true irrespective of circumstances and determines 
the ethical content of an action. The categorical imperative combines the 
principles of empiricism (Hume, 1739) with those of rationalism (René 
Descartes [1596–1650], Baruch Spinoza [1632–1677] and Gottfried 
Wilhelm Leibniz [1646–1716]) to emphasise that true human knowledge 
is acquired through forms of observation that combine reasons with intel-
lect or experience of free, rational and moral individuals.

Morality, following Kant’s ethics, cannot be imposed from outside; 
rather, it is intrinsic to human nature. While as biological beings, individu-
als are subject to laws of nature, their spiritual or moral identities cannot 
be denied that make them free and rational agents with moral conscience.

An ethical action, according to Kant, must not simply conform to a moral 
law, but be done for the sake of a moral law. The only thing that is intrinsi-
cally good is, as Kant emphasised, a good will that follows from individual 
rationality and one’s sense of duty. A good will would choose an action if it 
is the right thing to do, and not for the sake of the favourable consequences 
that it is going to offer. Such wills that determine actions would always be 
based on some principle, or maxim that is rooted in reason. In his earliest 
formulation of categorical imperative, Kant suggested that ethical individu-
als should “act only according to that maxim by which you can at the same 
time will that it should become a universal law of nature” (Kant, 1785). 
Hence, to judge the moral status of a maxim, one should find out whether 
it would be reasonable to expect other agents acting under similar condition 
to follow the same maxim that he or she is going to follow. Under categori-
cal imperative, a maxim is morally flawed if it is based on internal and logical 
inconsistency. Promoting an immoral maxim to a universal law hence would 
be contradictory and should be avoided.

Kant’s initial deliberation of moral laws that focused on inherent ratio-
nality of individuals was later on broadened to include human dignity and 
freedom. As Kant (1785) insists, one should always act to treat individuals, 
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and the humanity as a whole, as an end and not merely as means to achieve 
something else. Actions that treat people as end necessarily admit the indi-
vidual dignity and autonomy and essentially refrain from swindling or per-
suading them. Treating someone solely as means, however, would involve 
intentional exploitation without his or her absolute consent. While the 
former is morally justifiable, the latter is essentially flawed as it fails to rec-
ognise the intrinsic value of individuals. This version of categorical impera-
tive finds significant application in business organisations. The customers, 
for example, can be manipulated to some extent to secure the future of the 
business but he or she, under no circumstances, can be denied information 
that may be relevant for him or her. The practical version of the categorical 
imperative might remind us the golden rules: “Do unto others what you 
would have them do unto yourself” and “don’t do to others what you 
would not like done to yourself” (Kant, 1785).

2.2.2.2  Theory of Justice: John Rawls
The theory of justice, as is propounded by the normative political philoso-
pher John Rawls (1921–2002), presupposes individuals to be free from 
any demeaning self-interest. The theory initiates from a hypothetical con-
tracting situation where the contracting parties operate behind a veil of 
ignorance while framing the basic principles of action. The veil makes 
them uninformed about the position that they would be in, once the con-
tract is settled. This lack of information restricts them to pursue their petty 
self-interest at the expense of the others. However, they would be knowl-
edgeable enough to contemplate all possible situations that might follow 
the completion of the contract (or lifting of the veil) and this would enable 
them to protect their own interest. Hence, it is the ignorance about cir-
cumstances which makes the contract fair.

The theory of justice encompasses the principle of equal liberty, the 
principle of fair equality of opportunity and the difference principle. The 
first principle states that each individual has equal right to the basic liber-
ties such as the fundamental political and civil liberties, the right to hold 
property and the freedom of expression. Justice, as Rawls proposes, fur-
ther necessitates a proper addressal of the socio-economic inequalities 
such that opportunities are open to all (principle of fair equality of oppor-
tunity) and the interest of the disadvantaged group is protected (the dif-
ference principle). These principles of justice, however, are more applicable 
to an affluent society and are usually prioritised. The first principle 
 dominates over the second, while the second dominates over the third. 
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The difference principle takes priority over the efficiency criterion and 
wealth maximisation. The less prosperous societies are usually adminis-
tered by distributive justice. The common belief is that unless an unequal 
distribution of social goods such as income, wealth, freedom, opportuni-
ties and bases of self-respect could produce benefits to all concerned, an 
equal distribution of the same would be desirable (Rawls, 1971).

While the deontological approach was advanced to overcome the short-
comings of the consequentialist propositions, it still faces certain prob-
lems. Mill accuses Kant’s deontological approach for including end of an 
action in evaluating its moral status. According to Kant, lying is immoral 
as it shatters the mutual trust among the members of the society leading 
ultimately to a reduced societal welfare. Thus, as argues Mill, the final 
criterion that the theory employs is a goal (of achieving societal welfare): a 
stand that no deontological approach is supposed to take. The supporter 
of the theory, however, defends by emphasising that while ends of an 
action may be considered to evaluate its moral status, it is never conclu-
sively determined by its consequences. The rigidity in applying the moral 
rules is perhaps the weakest point of the theory. Kant’s theory is often 
criticised for leaving no room for exceptions as far as the violation of moral 
rule is concerned. Such exceptions, however, are quite common. The the-
ory often fails to offer a solution in the presence of an ethical dilemma. 
Even the introduction of a prima facie duty does not offer any obvious 
choice. The theory, moreover, fails to take altruism and exemplary behav-
iour in its domain.

Sen (1987), in his assessment of consequentialism and deontology, 
clarifies the doubts that might arise in the context. Utilitarianism encom-
passes, in a somewhat inseparable manner, two distinct and independent 
elements, namely, consequentialism and welfarism. While actions are evalu-
ated by the goodness of states of affairs, the goodness of states of affairs is 
judged simultaneously by utility consequences. Treating right fulfilling as 
the only desirable action requires one to sacrifice welfarism, which treats 
utility as the only desired goal, but not consequentialism. As points out Sen 
(1987), ignoring consequences even in dealing with intrinsically valuable 
objects or actions may be critical. A comprehensive evaluation of the ethi-
cality or morality of an action should be extended in scope to incorporate 
not only an appreciation of the intrinsic worth of the action, but also the 
consequences, including the adverse ones that it might bring in its train. 
Sen (1987) maintains that by ignoring consequences, one would see only 
one side of an ethical story and consequential reasoning may be effectively 
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applied even when one denies accepting consequentialism as such. He 
wished to see consequences in much wider sense to include the values of 
an action performed or the disvalue of violated rights. Such consequential 
reasoning, according to him, may be combined with “position-relativity”’ 
of evaluation of states of affairs (Sen, 1983). Under such circumstances, 
the views of Bernard Williams, Thomas Nagel and Derek Parfit, particu-
larly those of “agent-relative morality”, may be incorporated in a conse-
quentialist system.

2.2.3  Virtue Ethics

The virtue ethics or the quality ethics evaluates the traits of agents, par-
ticularly the intrinsic ones, rather than the moral status of the actions or 
the consequences to follow. The intrinsic or the intangible human traits, 
such as the ability, intention and motive, tend to shape one’s reaction to 
moral problems or dilemma, and can be evaluated from a moral perspec-
tive. The traits that facilitate the choice of morally justifiable actions are 
designated as morally desirable traits, or, specifically, moral virtues.

The etymological origin of the term virtue can be traced back to both 
the Greek arête and the Latin virtus. While the word arête stands for vir-
tue and excellence, virtus means manliness or bravery. The concept of vir-
tue, as is embedded in the Greek word arête, encompasses all the qualities 
that may be attributed to any agent (or good or even state of affairs) that 
makes it good or righteous. Virtue is an intrinsic trait that helps its owner to 
stand out from others and to excel. This deliberation, however, spawns 
confusion about the concept of goodness or virtue, particularly if the mul-
tifaceted nature of human accomplishment is taken into consideration. 
Should one take virtue as a trait, which makes its possessor to excel in any 
field? Or, is it the quality that makes a person intrinsically good? Some 
inherent qualities might make an individual to excel, for example, in fields 
of performing arts or in creative activities; but such qualities might not 
necessarily make him or her good person. The Greek philosophers, in fact, 
struggled to identify the trait (or the virtue) that makes a person intrinsi-
cally good.

Plato (427 BC–347 BC) identified four cardinal virtues—namely, wis-
dom, courage, moderation and justice—to which all other moral qualities 
can be traced. Plato took virtues to be neither an intrinsic human trait nor 
anything similar to a skill that may be acquired through practice and 
instruction. Virtues, to him, were something divine inculcated in human, 
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and were manifested in apposite execution of a specific work. The practical 
philosophy of Aristotle (384 BC–322 BC) synthesised the ideas about vir-
tue in a concrete way than did Plato. Rather than taking good as an abstract, 
independent idea, this teleological approach that combines ethics with 
politics takes the concept of good to be based, strictly and solely, on reality. 
We designate something as good if and only if it conforms to our perceived 
norms of goodness or desirability. Thus, good is something that we endeav-
our. Aristotle’s philosophy lends itself to appreciate the hierarchy of indi-
vidual goals. Each human action is associated with a specific goal; and each 
goal is pursued, with best of its effort, to reach an even higher goal. An 
ultimate goal, according to Aristotle, however exists that would always be 
chosen consistently and exclusively because of its own merit and not to 
achieve anything else that may be termed as complete ultimate. The ulti-
mate goal, as Aristotle contemplates, is thus eudemonia or the happiness 
(or the greatest human good) that is sought, inevitably, for its own merit 
and not for anything else. No one would deny that individuals do choose 
honours, pleasures, insights and other virtues exclusively for themselves 
even if no material gain accrues from these. But in Aristotelian framework, 
it is the ultimate pursuit for happiness that drives one to adopt those vir-
tues. Hence, the ultimate end boils down to happiness that, in contrast, is 
never sought for anything else. Eudemonia may be attainable through 
virtuous actions and a person is virtuous when acting correctly comes nat-
urally. Virtue is thus essentially the precondition that imparts goodness in 
an individual and enables him to carry out all the allotted errands. Virtues 
are more like skills that may be acquired by performing them and may be 
best described as lying halfway between two extremely opposing vices. 
Courage, for example, lies in between fear and recklessness. At this level, 
virtues may be classified into intellectual virtue (such as wisdom that 
expands through training and experience) and moral virtue (such as 
munificence and temperance that grows with habit). According to 
Aristotle, moral virtues may be (or should be) so acquired, through formal 
trainings or informal influences, that these become habits and come auto-
matically, particularly in morally critical situations.

A proper elucidation of the concept of virtue, rather than an exemplifi-
cation of its traits, however, may be traced only in the Western Philosophy. 
The nature of virtue, as was portrayed by the Christian theologians and 
philosophers in the middle ages, deviated significantly from the classical 
views. The ultimate human destination was perceived to be divine and 
hence divine virtues (namely, faith, hope and charity) were introduced to 
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add to the classical set of cardinal virtues (namely, prudence, courage, 
moderation and justice). Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274) identified virtues 
to form an integral part of a society’s cultural environment. The Renaissance 
philosophers, particularly Nicollò Machiavelli (1469–1527), Tommaso 
Campanella (1568–1639) and Bernardino Telesius (1509–1588), based 
their concepts of virtue on the cornerstones of Roman philosophy. The 
virtue ethics maintained some initial relevance in the modern philosophy 
that started flourishing after 1600, but the subsequent periods witnessed 
a decline in its relevance to act as a guiding principle. The thought of the 
era was clustered primarily around facts and the subsequent discovery of 
natural laws. The growing emphasis on the distinction between value and 
facts rendered the idea of including normative issues in scientific thoughts 
essentially futile.

Contemporary ethical theorists including G.  E. M. Anscombe 
(1919–2001), Peter Geach (1916–2013) and Alasdair MacIntyre (1929–), 
however, have rejuvenated the concept of virtue to identify its role in deci-
sion making.

Few characteristics of virtue, however, may be useful for the purpose of 
this study. Virtues are essentially taken as moral norm as they are perceived 
to be desirable and worth pursuing. Moral virtues are expressed or revealed 
in actions particularly during the phases of moral dilemma or morally criti-
cal situation. Such traits possess a stable and long-lasting character and 
exist consistently, albeit in some latent form. These, however, may be 
acquired, cultivated and improved upon like any other skill.

Such theories have received considerable attention in literature on busi-
ness ethics (e.g., Brady, 1985; Donaldson & Dunfee, 1994; Gatewood & 
Carroll, 1991; Jansen & Von Glinow, 1985; Jones, 1991, 1995; 
Treviño, 1986).

2.2.4  Integrity Approach

The concept of integrity is emphasised in the literature of organisational 
behaviour and employees’ decision making. Integrity has been taken to be 
in the core of employees’ counterproductive behaviour in the workplace 
(Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993). Integrity defines effective busi-
ness leadership (Bass, 1990; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Yukl & Van Fleet, 
1992) and remains an important determinant of trust at the organisational 
level (Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Hosmer, 1995; Mayer, Davis, & 
Schoorman, 1995). A conceptual framework of the concept may be found 
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in Becker (1998). A shortfall in the literature is often identified as its 
inability to offer a proper and universally acceptable definition of the term. 
Some view it as a composite of personal traits while others take it as another 
name for honesty and conscience. Becker (1998), however, pointed out 
the need to treat integrity as a distinct concept.

The term integrity owes its origin to the Latin word integritas and is 
often taken to be synonymous to wholeness, completeness, entirety and 
purity (Benjamin, 1990; Montefiore & Vines, 1999; Taylor, 1981). 
Everyday usage of the term relates the concept to the soundness of moral 
principle, the character of uncorrupted virtue, honesty and sincerity. As 
pointed out by Benjamin (1990), integrity is unimpeachable, intact or 
incorruptible.

According to Erikson (1950), integrity is the final and highest stage of 
personal development that represents wholeness. Benjamin (1990), while 
describing the concept, offers three positive features of integrity. Individuals 
with integrity may be taken to be autonomous thinkers who possess stable 
ideals of moral values and norms, and strive for what they deem to suit 
their ideals. Their words and actions are mutually consistent (internal inte-
gration), and they are not indifferent to the external issues (external inte-
gration). Paine (1997) took judgement of integrity to be essentially a 
judgement of character. Persons with integrity possess self-control, self- 
awareness, and autonomy and have strong ideals that define them. They 
hold themselves responsible for their deeds and do not depend on external 
factors to justify their actions.

As opines Becker (1998), the concept of integrity may be compre-
hended best in light of the objectivist ethics (Rand, 1957, 1964, 1990). 
At the metaphysical level, objectivism introduces axioms or the self- 
evident, fundamental truths that can be denied only with self- 
contradiction. The first of the three primary axioms of objectivism asserts 
the external world to be a reality and not a mere illusion or a function of 
social consensus. The individuals are assumed to possess consciousness so 
that they can perceive reality. As a corollary, individuals are taken to pos-
sess volition. Consciousness, however, cannot produce reality and contra-
dictions do not exist in reality. The objectivist epistemology maintains 
that as conscious, volitional beings, individuals should rely on reasons 
(and reasons only) for effective perception of reality (Rand, 1964). For the 
objectivists, the reason, rather than the emotion, forms the base of knowl-
edge. Such metaphysics and epistemology help us grasp the concepts of 
objectivist ethics. Objectivist ethics takes value to be something that indi-
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viduals seek to gain or keep. To a mortal, goal-directed and volitional 
individual the condition of life (or life itself) matters most. Individuals 
select, hold and pursue values to ensure long-term survival and happiness. 
Hence, the criterion for judging ethical content of an action is quite 
straightforward. Anything that leads to long-term happiness is ethical. 
Individuals are rational enough to pursue their own interest and, hence, 
rationality is taken as the only valid guide to action and, thus, the basic 
virtue. Honesty, justice, independence, pride and similar traits may be 
treated as corollary virtues (Peikoff, 1991). Treating human satisfaction 
or human life as the ultimate ethical criterion essentially presupposes 
human being as the end and not the means for fulfilling the ends of others 
(Peikoff, 1991).

Objectivist ethics portrays integrity as fidelity to rational principles and 
values (Peikoff, 1991; Rand, 1964). Integrity is acting in accordance with 
what one preaches no matter how strong the opposing forces may be. No 
irrationality can defeat his or her rational convictions; but their rational 
disposition makes them flexible enough to modify their beliefs (and, 
hence, conducts) in face of rationally justifiable oppositions. A breach of 
integrity, thus, does not occur when one modifies his or her views, but, 
essentially, when they fail to do so even if it is the call of the day. This has 
been emphasised by Peikoff (1991) as “it is not a breach of integrity, but 
a moral obligation to change one’s views if one finds that some idea he 
holds is wrong. It is a breach of integrity to know that one is right and 
then proceed (usually with the help of some rationalisation) to defy the 
right in practice” (Peikoff, 1991). Integrity, as is portrayed in objectivist 
ethics, is to be distinguished from allegiance to some arbitrary set of per-
sonal values (or personal integrity) or adherence to values that are hailed 
by some other individuals or groups (or moral integrity). Rather, it is a 
commitment in action to morally justifiable values and principles, where 
morality is judged exclusively and objectively by the reality. Thus, integrity 
has diachronic as well as synchronic dimensions as it involves a pattern, 
stability and self-integration.

As pointed out by Becker (1998) integrity is different from honesty or 
conscientiousness although the terms are used synonymously in literature 
on organisational behaviour (Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Hosmer, 1995; 
Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). “Honesty is the recognition of the fact that you 
cannot fake existence … [where as] … integrity is the recognition of the 
fact that you cannot fake your consciousness” (Rand, 1957). An honest 
person is refrained from conscious distortion of the reality, whereas a 
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 person with integrity is loyal in action to his or her conscious conviction. 
Integrity is to be consistent with a set of morally justifiable principles of 
which honesty is one, the others being independence, productivity and 
pride. Thus, honesty is necessary but not sufficient for integrity. Further, 
literature on employee selection or business ethics often takes the integrity 
tests to be same as the conscientiousness test (Barrick & Mount, 1991; 
Collins & Schmidt, 1993; Ones et  al., 1993; Ones, Viswesvaran, & 
Schmidt, 1995). As pointed out by Becker (1998) conscience makes one 
responsible, careful and organised; but that is not sufficient to ensure 
integrity. The elements of conscientiousness that are morally high are rel-
evant for integrity whereas the morally neutral components are not 
(Becker, 1998). Similarly, intentions, even the extremely good ones, are 
not enough to ensure integrity. Integrity is essentially a matter of action. 
While a good deed usually reflects good intention, good intentions may 
not always be translated into good action. Integrity implies a conscien-
tious attempt to translate good intentions into good action: “one who 
displays integrity acts from those dispositions and motives which are most 
deeply his and has the virtues that enable him to do that” (Williams, 
1981). Habituated or impulsive actions are not consistent with persons of 
integrity. Individuals with integrity would usually seek synchronisation 
between principle and practice, and would strive to ensure coherence 
among their true self, their targeted self and the way they seek to project 
themselves to outer world (Paine, 1997). Conducts are consistent with 
commitment and vice versa, and integrity is a constant alignment that goes 
beyond resisting temptation. No single action is sufficient to establish 
one’s integrity, but a single deviation might be enough to suspect his or 
her integrity.

This, however, raises a pertinent issue (Becker, 1998). If integrity is 
loyalty to a set of principles that suits the individuals’ self-interest in the 
best possible way, what might explain the real-life instances of falling from 
integrity? The objectivists offer a number of explanations (Peikoff, 1991). 
Individuals may fail to possess the required rational conviction to possess 
integrity. Further, an individual might possess desires that may be incon-
sistent with moral values. Dependence on irrational emotion, impulses or 
inertia often makes the individual to lack integrity. The most common 
reason behind a person lacking integrity is perhaps the social pressure from 
any relevant cohort. Such pressure may assume different forms ranging 
from verbal and non-verbal disapproval to physical intimidations 
(Peikoff, 1991).
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Benjamin (1990) has distinguished among six prototypes that fall 
short of integrity: the moral chameleon, the opportunist, the hypocrite, 
the weak-willed person, the self-deceiver and the alienated victim of 
external coercion. An individual, however, might possess a complex 
combination of such traits with all of them appearing in varying 
intensities.

Moral chameleons lack strong personal convictions or are devoid of any 
coherent or stable set of values. They, in their strong inclination to avoid 
moral controversies, seek to accommodate the views of others and modify 
their stances to fit in any situation.

The opportunists, too, lack a stable and coherent set of values but mod-
ify their ideals and beliefs in an exclusive pursuit of self-interest.

The hypocrites, unlike the moral chameleons and the opportunists, are 
more conniving and manipulative. The inconsistency between their com-
mitment and the actions is deliberate and hypocrites pretend to maintain 
certain norms and standards which they actually do not. A hypocrite, thus, 
is consistent from his point of view, but not from that of others.

Weak-willed individuals possess sufficiently coherent set of principles 
but lack the moral fibre to make any conscientious effort to act in accor-
dance with these principles. Their deviation from commitment is not 
intentional, but rather is influenced by external pressures or constraints 
that could have been avoided.

A self-deceiver, however, lacks self-understanding. The self-deceivers 
have a set of principles or values that they believe they are adhering to in 
their actions; but the actual determinants of, or motivations behind, their 
deeds are incompatible with such values. To reduce the strain associated 
with such incompatibility and to preserve his idealised self-image, a self- 
deceiver deludes himself about what he is in fact doing. A self-deceiver, 
thus, can manage to maintain internal integrity.

An alienated victim of external coercion is usually compelled to act or 
even speak in ways that are incompatible, inconsistent or even in conflict 
with his sincerely held and cherished convictions. The alienated victim 
experiences an inconsistency between internal convictions and apparent 
commitment and actions.

The available literature identifies some other prototypes that fall short 
of integrity, such as the capricious individual, pawn, a narrow-minded per-
son, pragmatist, traditionalist, dogmatist, bureaucrat and the 
hypochondriac.
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A capricious individual is essentially whimsical whose actions are deter-
mined exclusively by their swing mood. Hence, their decisions are 
broadly ad hoc.

The pawn perceives and presents him as one who has to take (or even 
mend) his decisions under tremendous and unavoidable external pres-
sures. Accordingly, he shifts the entire responsibility for his deeds (particu-
larly the perilous ones) onto others. The pawn differs from the alienated 
victim of external coercion in the sense that they do not have any concrete 
and cherished moral conviction.

A narrow-minded person is incompetent, inefficient or even rigid 
enough to incorporate different moral points of view in fixing moral prob-
lems. Their prejudice thus constrains them to have any well-measured and 
properly weighted set of values and principles.

The pragmatist puts no faith on values and ideals and his deeds are 
essentially determined by pragmatic considerations. The behaviour of a 
traditionalist, on the other hand, is influenced by customs and traditions.

The rigid dogmatists hail their own values and principles while the rigid 
bureaucrats are led by the rules; and both are insensitive to signals from 
their environments. The hypochondriac wears blinkers, fails to receive sig-
nal from the environment and is indifferent to the effects of their deeds on 
their environment.

These prototypes may further be categorised into three groups. The 
members of the first group, consisted of the moral chameleon, the oppor-
tunist and the narrow-minded individuals, are characterised by a lack of 
any coherent and stable set of principles and values. The members of the 
second group find significant inconsistency between their deeds and the 
values they cherish. The group consists of the hypocrite, the weak-willed 
individuals, the self-deceiver, the capricious person, the pawn and the 
alienated victim of external coercion. The dogmatist, the rigid bureaucrat 
and the hypochondriac might come under a third category that includes 
individuals who fail to receive signals from their environment. In a broader 
sense, the group might incorporate the pragmatist and the traditionalist.

Ethical theories, just like any other scientific instrument, shape and 
influence an individual’s analytical and normative bent of mind and courses 
of action. These theories work in tandem and supplement each other in 
the sense that if the instrument of one theory fails to judge the moral con-
tent of a decision, other theories might be resorted to. This, however, 
does not imply that these do not conflict. While the choice of a theory of 
ethics under certain circumstances may easily be substantiated, basing 
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actions on the prescription of a particular theory is not often obvious 
enough. A discussion may be found in Kaptein and Wempe (2002). The 
utilitarianism and deontological approaches are explicit enough to capture 
moral intuitions of individuals, yet the possibilities of using means to jus-
tify ends remain. Hence, it may be desirable to consider ends more techni-
cally, while evaluating means more ethically (Dewey, 1972). Deontological 
approaches are better suited to situations that might threaten the funda-
mental rights of the stakeholders; while consequentialist views must be 
incorporated in the decision making framework if the situation is antici-
pated to worsen further to affect the well-being of the individuals con-
cerned. A process of ethical decision making might blend both the 
approaches where the deontological considerations would lay down the 
frontiers of actions within which a utilitarian approach might be followed 
to maximise the satisfaction of the stakeholders. The importance of the 
virtue approach, similarly, cannot be defied even if one may be tempted to 
argue that virtues are reflected in actions. However, it is one’s intrinsic 
virtue that induces him or her to act according to moral obligations. The 
proponents of utilitarianism, particularly J. S. Mill, viewed virtues as inter-
nal sanctions that lead to desirable actions. The proponents of virtue ethics 
take virtues to have intrinsic values and seek to treat those as moral stan-
dards that could justify given obligations (Warnock, 1976). Although vir-
tue ethics cannot be used as a substitute to other theories of moral 
obligation, as was claimed by Anscombe, it could supplement others to 
help us understand the basis of ethical decision making.

2.2.5  The Ethical Dilemma

One feels comfortable as long as his or her actions find unequivocal sup-
port in the ethical theories. A critical situation, however, evolves when 
the ethical theories provide prescriptions that are essentially in conflict. 
This spawns ethical dilemma—a situation where one does not isolate 
immorality from morality but rather strives to choose between two ethi-
cally equivalent issues. Specifically, such an ethical paradox involves a 
decision making problem to choose between two possible moral impera-
tives, neither of which is unambiguously acceptable (nor is refutable). It 
is not a choice between being ethical and violating ethics where people 
could unequivocally rank the strategies (maybe in subjective fashion), in 
terms of moral imperative. Rather it is a choice between two (perhaps) 
equally ethical strategies where adopting one would surely lead to the 
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violation of the other. The inability to rank the available alternatives 
makes it a paradox.

The dilemma generates from the fact that the ethical theories that form 
the basis of ethical decision making under any sphere involve diverse 
moralities and norms that may all be appropriate depending on circum-
stances. Such a value-pluralism raises the necessity to compare ethical 
theories against some common ultimate norm, in the absence of which 
justifying (and, hence implementing) decisions may be critical in situations 
that require urgent intervention but the ethical content of available alter-
natives cannot be unequivocally ranked. True ethical dilemmas cannot be 
resolved by prioritising obligations and there may be situations where pri-
oritisation may not at all be possible. As pointed out by Kaptein and 
Wempe (2002) there may be a trade-off among the priorities but given the 
lack of sufficient information, experiences and knowledge, it is often dif-
ficult to grasp the true nature of such trade-off. The “impossibility to 
come to a rational decision can also be due to the in-comparability of the 
values, norms, and ideals that are at stake” (Kaptein & Wempe, 2002). 
Such dilemmas may be termed as real dilemma.

Nagel (1979) opined it to be futile to presuppose consistency in one’s 
moral system. Some moral criteria are in fact incomparable that leads to 
moral conflict. There always remains an inconsistency among “obliga-
tions, rights, utility, personal commitments, and perfectionist ideals” and, 
hence, true dilemmas exist. Williams (1981) too was in favour of treating 
some of the dilemmas to be real in nature rather than refuting those. He 
used the psychological concept of regret to explain the nature of such 
dilemmas. According to him, the conflicting values must be compared 
with desires, rather than beliefs. Choosing one belief over the other usu-
ally does not leave behind any regret or sense of guilt which, satisfying one 
desire (or obligation) setting aside the others, does. This very sense of 
regret portrays the absence of any acceptable ultimate criterion. This view, 
however, was criticised by McConnel (1996) as not being conclusive. 
Regret may not imply a moral dilemma as some of the ethically correct 
decisions may often be associated with the same. While the debate about 
the nature of ethical dilemma continues in literature, dilemmas do arise in 
applied ethics and are quite common in the context of organisational deci-
sion making. It raises doubts about one’s wholeness, who oscillates 
between inconsistent obligations.

Solving a dilemma, however, is not easy because of the value-pluralism 
that forms the basis of ethical dilemma. Kaptein and Wempe (2002) 
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 distinguished value-pluralism from moral relativism and moral subjectiv-
ism. Value-pluralism maintains that a set of systematically conflicting val-
ues, ideals and norms exist but a choice of a particular value from among 
them does not necessarily undermine the relevance or desirability of the 
others. The consequentialists would suggest considering the pros and 
cons associated with every option by finding out the potential gainer and 
the losers, the nature of benefit (or good) we are talking about and the 
possible long- term impact of the chosen alternative on other relevant vari-
ables. An ethically correct decision would be the one that would produce 
the best mix of benefits over harms. The action-oriented deontological 
approach, however, would insist on choosing the action that is “intrinsi-
cally good”. Kohlberg (1969), in his theory in the field of moral develop-
ment, focussed on the ways in which one reasons through ethical dilemmas 
to arrive at some ethically correct decision.

Kaptein and Wempe (2002) offered a set of rules that may be used to 
resolve issues. Any of the options may be chosen or a status quo is main-
tained so that none of the conflicting objectives may be realised. These, 
however, would not be accepted by any rational decision-maker. Instead, 
a compromise may be sought to achieve partial realisation (and, effec-
tively, partial non-realisation) of all the values. An optimal extent of com-
promise can then be sought so that each of the values may be attained to 
the best possible extent. The integrity approach views the problem of 
moral dilemma from a different angle. A person with integrity would never 
compromise with his or her autonomy and let others (or even the external 
factors) to decide on a solution to ethical dilemma. Choosing one option 
over others would leave them in an even uncomfortable situation until and 
unless they find concrete basis for rejecting certain options. Given the 
value-pluralism, undermining the merit of any ignored value is not easy. 
Further, a person with integrity would not compromise simply to mollify 
others, even if he opens up rooms to incorporate values, norms and ideas 
apart from those that he counts on. A person with integrity would enter 
into dialogues with the stakeholders and would seek to reach a solution 
that would address all the conflicting values in the best possible way.

2.2.6  Ethical Blind Spots: Unintentional Unethical Behaviour

Recent literature emphasises on the dishonesty of honest people: the ways in 
which an ethical person crosses, albeit unintentionally, the ethical bound-
aries and on the conditions that lead to formation of such ethical blind 
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spots (Sezer, Gino, & Bazerman, 2015). Recognising the existence of 
blind spots bears significance as such spots might produce not only an 
unintentional violation of moral standards, but also a failure to assess the 
ethically questionable conducts of others.

The literature considered thus far has assumed that the ethical deci-
sions are taken by rational agents whose rationality is based, although in 
varying ways, on different theories of ethics. Irrespective of the nature 
of the underlying theory, there would always exist an objective and neu-
tral benchmark against which the ethical content of different strategies 
may be weighed to arrive at a morally acceptable decision. In reality, 
however, there are instances when the decision-makers do not remain 
that rational to identify the lack of moral content in their decisions and/
or to assess the moral implications of their actions immediately. Such 
realisations occur only at a later stage. The literature describes this unin-
tentional, context- based, temporary deviation from morality as ethical 
blindness (Gigerenzer, 2010; Reynolds, 2006; Sonenshein, 2007; 
Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crowe, 2008). Being ethically blind does not nec-
essarily mean that an individual lacks the ethical backbone. Rather it is 
a case of bounded ethicality where “good people behave in pathological 
ways that are alien to their nature” (Zimbardo, 2007, p. 195). Values 
and norms are integral part of their identities but they fail to access 
those, without being aware of it, while making decisions under certain 
contexts. A changed context might bring back the decisions on eth-
ical track.

Ethical blindness may be attributed to different factors including 
implicit biases in individuals (Banaji & Greenwald, 2013; Bertrand, 
Chugh, & Mullainathan, 2005; Chugh, Bazerman, & Banaji, 2005) that 
lie beyond the domain of one’s conscious awareness. People often fail to 
recognise accurately the views that they implicitly hold about others. 
Hence, although they do not deliberately discriminate against others, a 
preferential treatment is often offered to those with whom they are emo-
tionally tied (Messick & Bazerman, 1996). The adverse impact of such 
in-group predilection on the members of the out-group is usually over-
looked by the decision-maker. Illusion of objectivity (Chugh et al., 2005) 
imparts further implicit biases that lead ultimately to ethical blindness. 
Mistaking themselves as more objective than others, people tend to make 
their fairness judgements, albeit not consciously, egocentric, self-serving 
and dependent on self interest (Epley & Caruso, 2004; Shalvi, Gino, 
Barkan, & Ayal, 2015). Another form of implicit bias may be found in the 

2 BEING (UN)ETHICAL IN WORKPLACES: THE THEORIES AND THE EMPIRICS 



40

form of prioritising one’s need over the need of future generation. Even 
those who claim themselves to be conscious about environmental dam-
ages or fiscal burdens avoid paying taxes to preserve or manage those. 
Uncertainty about the future prevents them to act ethically (Milkman, 
2012; Tenbrunsel, Diekmann, Wade-Benzoni, & Bazerman, 2010; 
Wade- Benzoni & Tost, 2009; Wade-Benzoni, Tost, Hernandez, & 
Larrick, 2012).

Ethical blind spot might also emerge from the temporal distance from 
ethically correct decisions. While predicting the ability to take ethically 
correct decisions in future one usually overestimates their potential to act 
morally (Milkman, 2012). A conflict between the want self and should self 
occurs so that although the individuals predict themselves to act ethically 
(or to satisfy should self ), they actually seek to satisfy their want self for 
immediate gain. The ethical implications that faded away eventually resur-
face in the post-decision phase and the should self transpires once again 
(Bazerman & Tenbrunsel, 2011; Milkman, 2012; Tenbrunsel et al., 2010; 
Tenbrunsel & Messick, 2004).

Apart from the error in estimating their own capability to act ethically, 
people often fail to identify or recognise the unethical behaviour of others. 
The reasons for such ethical blindness may be manifold. A self-serving bias 
might induce one to ignore corruption at other levels particularly when it 
benefits him or her. The outcome bias identifies no decision to be unethical 
if it leads to any positive outcome. Similarly, a leader or a peer would 
ignore corrupt actions of other if they have induced them to do so (Gino, 
Moore, & Bazerman, 2009). A slippery slope effect is often found to 
induce ethical blindness whereby people fail to recognise slow and gradual 
changes in the ethical environment surrounding them. Moreover, one 
tends to be more critical about the ethical content of a decision if the 
affected group may be identifiable rather than abstract (Chugh, 2004; 
Fischhoff, 1982).

2.3  thE problEms of EthIcal dEcIsIon makIng 
In WorkplacEs: IssuEs and EmpIrIcs

The literature offers different studies that have explored different aspects 
and dimensions of the problem. A brief recapitulation of some of those 
may be helpful for our study that seeks to base itself on the problems of 
ethical decision making in workplaces.
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2.3.1  Ethical Decision Making in Workplaces: A “Product 
of Personal Values, Experiences and the Environment”?

The available literature comes with the assertion that ethical behaviour is 
“the product of personal values, experiences, and the environment in 
which one works and lives” (Donaldson & Dunfee, 1999). The concept of 
“differential association” upholds that the sense or the concept of ethics 
develops over time; and is greatly influenced by one’s peer group, leaders, 
supervisors and the management (Bourne & Snead, 1999; Dubinsky & 
Loken, 1989; Ferrell & Fraedrich, 1994; Izraeli, 1988; Wimbush & 
Shepard, 1994). As mentions Jackall (1988), such influences might often 
be strong enough to mould the ethical decisions taken by managers to 
differ substantially from what could be justified by their own value system. 
According to Kish-Gephart et  al. (2010), the three most important 
precursors of unethical behaviour are the individuals, the ethical issue  
itself and the organisational environment. Additional antecedents of 
unethical behaviour include moral identity, cognitive moral development, 
moral philosophies and empathy (Moore, Detert, Treviño, Baker, & 
Mayer, 2012).

2.3.1.1  Ethical Environment, Ethical Climate and Ethical Culture
An employee’s perceptions of the ethical environment in which he or she 
is supposed to work might affect his or her behaviour. Specifically, it is 
responsible to shape, modify and explain the counterproductive work 
behaviour and organisational citizenship behaviour of the employees. The 
counterproductive work behaviour might result from opportunity (Marcus 
& Schuler, 2004), and may be deterred in the presence of normative codes 
of conduct in organisations (Detert, Treviño, Burris, & Andiappan, 2007). 
As assert Valentine and Barnette (2003), the employees with significant 
awareness of their company’s ethical codes tend to demonstrate stronger 
levels of organisational commitment. The presence of significant ethical 
infrastructures (Tenbrunsel, Smith-Crowe, & Umphress, 2003) in the 
form of codes of conduct, communications, training and monitoring sys-
tems, sanctions and rewards, and favourable ethical environment and cul-
ture help reduce unethical behaviour on the part of the employees 
(Peterson, 2002; Treviño & Weaver, 2001). The idea was in fact furnished 
much earlier when Victor and Cullen (1988) introduced the concept of 
ethical climate as defined as the “shared perception among organization 
members regarding the criteria (e.g., egoism, benevolence, and principle) 
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and focus (e.g., individual, group, society) of ethical reasoning within an 
organization”. Victor and Cullen (1988) and Cullen, Victor, and Bronson 
(1993) took the perception of the employees about the ethical climate and 
the sub-climates (Weber, 1995) in their organisations to significantly shape 
their ethical behaviour and attitude. Such findings have been bolstered in 
subsequent studies (e.g., Bowditch, Buono, & Stewart, 2007; Erwin, 
2011; Key, 1999; Withanage, 2010).

On the other hand, the impact of the ethical culture on the employee 
behaviour was gauged by Treviño (1990) and Treviño, Butterfield, and 
McCabe (1998). Ethical culture, as defines Treviño (1990) is “a slice of 
the organizational culture that influences employees’ ethical behaviour 
through formal and informal organizational structures and systems”. 
Treviño et al. (1998) found some selected dimensions of ethical climate 
and ethical culture to have equally significant power to predict employees’ 
commitment but their predictive power differed in explaining the actual 
behaviour of the employees. In the presence of ethical codes, the overall 
ethical environment (including leadership, reward system and the code 
support for ethical behaviour) could reduce unethical behaviour signifi-
cantly; while in non-code settings, an ethical climate that focused on self- 
interest was highly capable of reducing such unethical behaviour. Treviño, 
Weaver, Gibson, and Toffler (1999), using the data on four large compa-
nies, found that the more open the employees are to discuss about organ-
isational ethics among themselves, the stronger is the tendency to engage 
in ethical behaviour. Similarly in organisations that are characterised by 
what Bird (1996) described as moral muteness unethical behaviour tends 
to spawn more regularly. Hence, communications and languages tend to 
have significant influence on the formation of cognitive skills, moral aware-
ness and, resultantly, on ethical decision making.

The process of socialising new employees to get them accustomed with 
the organisational culture often leads to unethical behaviours. This is par-
ticularly relevant if the organisation in question constitutes a moral micro-
cosm and remains largely indifferent to broader social concern. When the 
newcomers are incorporated in the microcosm, they tend to develop an 
isolated system of moral values and ethics whereby the organisational 
interests are identified (or confused) with social interest and ethics (Brief, 
Buttram, & Dukerich, 2001). This might spawn unethical behaviour if the 
organisation normalises those as part of its culture and system (Ashforth 
& Anand, 2003). Ashforth and Anand (2003), however, sought to 
describe such behaviour as amoral rather than immoral as  “considerations 
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of ethics never enter into the cognitive, affective, and behavioural process 
leading up to unethical acts”. Numerous complex processes exist by which 
an organisation can socialise the new recruits into its amoral culture, and 
could sustain and reinforce the process over time. The process may pass 
through different phases that initiate when the newcomer is co- opted. The 
later phases witness further socialisation so that the attitude of the 
employee modifies to accept moral compromises. A repetition of the pro-
cess leads ultimately to a moulded attitude that normalises unethical 
behaviour with much hesitation (Ashforth & Anand, 2003).

2.3.1.2  The Leadership and the Peer Effect
The evidences of counter-normative behaviour at organisational levels and 
the corporate scandals have put the behaviour of the leaders under scru-
tiny. The researchers in the field tend to believe that apart from taking 
active parts in scandals, leaders are often responsible for influencing and 
manipulating the (un)ethical behaviour of other employees in their organ-
isations (Treviño & Brown, 2004). As Turner, Barling, Epitropaki, 
Butcher, and Milner (2002) opined, leaders should exert moral authority 
before they could induce the followers to act ethically. The role of leaders 
to influence the ethical content of the decisions or actions of their subor-
dinates has been emphasised in literature (Ciulla, 1998; Donaldson & 
Gini, 1996; Freeman, Gilbert, & Hartman, 1988; Rost, 1995). The lead-
ers must set the ethical tone, shape the ethical culture and communicate 
ethical standards among followers to induce ethically appropriate actions 
(Murphy & Enderle, 1995; Treviño, 1990; Treviño & Nelson, 2004). 
The reason why individuals might look to their leaders may be found in 
Kohlberg’s (1969) theory of moral reasoning. People at principled stages 
of cognitive moral development rely on their intrinsic sense of justice to 
make decisions while those at the conventional level (and that is the major-
ity) seek moral guidance from others (Rest, 1986, 1994; Rest, Narvaez, 
Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999). The literature suggests different ways in which 
leaders might influence the actions of their followers. Social learning, spe-
cifically modelling, is one such instrument through which the desired val-
ues, attitudes and behaviours may be transmitted from the leaders to the 
employees who treat the leaders, by virtue of their ascribed positions and 
status, as the models (Bandura, 1977; Gini, 1998; Treviño, Brown, & 
Hartman, 2003). Weaving a relationship of social exchange between the 
leader and the follower may be particularly useful. A perception of being 
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fairly treated in such social exchange induces the employees to respond 
more sincerely in terms of affect, cognition and/or behaviour in support 
of their leaders and the group or organisation that they are associated with 
(Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). Perceived injustice or lack of fair treatment, 
on the other hand, leads to counterproductive and unethical employee 
behaviours (Ambrose, Seabright, & Schminke, 2002; Bennett & Robinson, 
2000; Greenberg, 1990, 2002; Konovsky, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 
1997; Treviño & Weaver, 2001).

Bowditch et al. (2007) reported growing numbers of occurrences when 
employees experience situations where peers and supervisors encourage 
unethical behaviour. Literature has noted the authoritarian dictates at the 
organisational levels to induce general employees to diverge from ethically 
relevant behaviour (Kelman & Hamilton, 1989; Milgram, 1974). 
Organisations that are usually characterised by strong expectations that 
employees obey the authority tend to have greater instances of unethical 
behaviour (Treviño, 1986; Treviño et al., 1998, 1999).

Unethical leadership either in the form of managerial misconduct or 
adopting unethical practices bears significant implications for organisa-
tional life and culture. Such behaviour might induce unethical practices 
among the employees that might range from hostility and non- cooperation 
towards the leader to other deliberate counterproductive workplace 
behaviours affecting the reputation of the organisation as a whole. The 
apprehension finds strong empirical support in the literature (Ünal, 
Warren, & Chen, 2012).

Unethical leadership, according to Brown and Mitchell (2010), spawns 
when the organisational leaders behave in ways or take decisions that are 
either illegal or unethical, to generate a hegemonic structure to induce (or 
even force) the followers to behave in ethically inconsistent ways. Brown 
and Mitchell asserted that unethical leadership hinders effective function-
ing of organisations leading to absenteeism and low productivity and 
could drain employees’ self-resources like attention or self-esteem, leading 
finally to ego depletion. The fact that the leaders may not be intrinsically 
immoral does not improve the situation as they might engage in support 
for unethical behaviour of others without directly being involved in uneth-
ical conduct (Brown & Mitchell, 2010).

While Brown and Mitchell (2010) explained unethical behaviour as 
violation of moral standards, they clarified neither the nature of such stan-
dards, nor how to arrive at those. Such issues are better handled by Ünal 
et al. (2012) as they identified unethical leadership as those behaviours by 
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the leaders or supervisors that breach the ethical or moral standards. Such 
normative standards may be derived by drawing on insights from the uni-
versal principles of ethics such as utilitarianism, deontology, ethics of jus-
tice and virtue ethics in a comprehensible manner. The focus of these 
normative standards has essentially been on violation of employee rights, 
maltreatment of employees, holding self-interest (or interests of some pri-
ority group) over organisational interests and the malevolence traits of 
the leaders.

Burton and Hoobler (2011) explored and emphasised the direct rela-
tionship between unethical leadership and aggressive reaction of employ-
ees. Similar underpinning is noted when Rafferty and Restubog (2011) 
found obnoxious supervision to be inversely related to the employees’ 
perception of interactional justice. This in effect erodes the employees’ 
perception of the organisation-based self-esteem. As pointed out by 
Lašáková and Remišová (2015), unethical leadership may be detrimental 
not only for the employees but also for the organisation itself. The nega-
tive impacts of such unethical leadership manifest themselves in the form 
of negative attitudes among employees. While anxiety, frustration and 
dwindling job satisfaction might spawn significantly, momentous loss of 
trust might develop leading to emotional dissociation from the process 
and work alienation. The resultant loss of productivity may be huge.

Further insight on unethical leadership may be traced in the study by 
Eisenbeiß and Brodbeck (2014). Based on interviews of executives at a 
global level, they identified unethical leadership to be some inseparable 
combination of violations of legislative rules and ethical principles. The 
executives coming from different countries (and, hence, from different 
cultures) of West and East unanimously identified unethical leadership as 
“dishonesty and unfairness, engagement in corruption and other criminal 
behaviours, low empathy, lack of responsibility, following egocentric pur-
suit of own interest, and manipulation and misuse of others” (Eisenbeiß & 
Brodbeck, 2014).

The unethical leadership might sometimes be closely related to destruc-
tive leadership, while used in the broader meaning of the latter term. An 
early work by Einarsen, Aasland, and Skogstad (2007) characterises 
destructive leadership as “the systematic and repeated behaviour by a 
leader, supervisor or manager that violates the legitimate interest of the 
organisation by undermining and/or sabotaging the organisation’s goals, 
tasks, resources, and effectiveness and/or the motivation, well-being or 
job satisfaction of subordinates” (Einarsen et al., 2007). Active destructive 
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leadership would be a blatant manifestation of unethical leadership, as it 
would entail undermining of interests, satisfaction and motivation of 
either employees or organisations or both. A passive destructive leader-
ship, as Einarsen et al. (2007) assert, is no worse in their apathy to penalise 
the unethical behaviour of others. Similar underpinning is noted in 
Krasikova, Green, and LeBreton (2013) where destructive leadership is 
conceptualised as sheer intentional and deceitful behaviour of a leader that 
affects the interest of the organisation (and, of course, of the employees) 
by inducing their followers to engage in activities that could harm the 
genuine interest of their organisation and/or by pursuing a policy of 
doing intentional harm (in the name of leading or managing) to the fol-
lowers without giving proper justification for such behaviour.

A review by Lašáková and Remišová (2015) discussed the theoretical 
trends and conceptualisation of unethical leadership. A comprehensive 
discussion of what they called the “adjectives” associated with the term 
“leadership” may be found in their studies, a reproduction of which may 
be useful for our purpose. “The term ‘leadership’ is being accompanied by 
various adjectives like ‘narcissistic’ …, ‘destructive’ …, ‘toxic’ …, ‘dark’ … 
‘bad’, … ‘Machiavellian’ … ‘psychopathic’ … ‘self-serving’, … ‘despotic’ 
… or ‘tyrannical’ … This enumeration indicates that the phenomenon of 
unethical leadership is rather multifaceted” (Lašáková & Remišová, 2015). 
In effect, their study attempted further to introduce a new definition of 
unethical leadership. While defining the concept they sought to incorpo-
rate certain issues that need addressal. They intended to add the dimen-
sion of intention to the term so that the intentional motives may be 
separated from the unintentional violations. Their queries further centred 
on the nature of actions that may be treated as unethical. Is it to be identi-
fied, essentially and exclusively, with violation of principles? Or, should its 
domain be wide enough to encompass passive support of unethical prac-
tices or incidents of ineffective leadership? Moreover, should the repeti-
tive, systematic and permanent aspects of unethical conduct, rather than 
the sporadic or the one-off ones, be the points of concern? The moral 
traits of leaders and the impacts of such unethical behaviour on all possible 
stakeholders may also be taken into consideration. Accordingly, they 
defined unethical leadership as a process of adversely affecting others, 
including fellow members, followers, organisation and/or society as a 
whole, that may be intentional or unintentional, active or passive and/or 
recurrent. The three sources of disagreement in dialogue on unethical 
leadership—namely, the intentions and consequences, active and passive 
influence, and recurrence—are appropriately approached in their discussion.
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The concept of unethical leadership is, thus, based on violation of 
deontological principle and/or teleological ethics. Passive supports to sus-
tain unethical behaviour and informal violation of ethics are equally haz-
ardous as any active violation of normative standards. Besides such harmful 
passivity and indifference, unethical leadership may be termed as an 
absence of ethics management at workplaces. Unethical leadership, in any 
form, however, is found to bear harmful consequences for the stakeholders.

The attitudes and behaviours of peers in the workplace are found to 
have significant influence on one’s ethical decision making. Moreover, 
close and frequent interactions with peers magnify such impacts (Zey- 
Ferrell & Ferrell, 1982). Brass, Butterfield, and Skaggs (1998) use theo-
ries of social networking to gauge such peer effects in workplaces. The 
moral approval of peers often shapes or influences one’s decisions in mor-
ally critical or morally significant situations (Jones & Ryan, 1997, 1998). 
Close interaction with some peer whom others might revere as an ethical 
role model is further found to have affected one’s ethical decision making 
(Weaver, Treviño, & Agle, 2005).

2.3.1.3  Individual Perception About Morality and Ethics
The most important factor in determining ethical behaviour is perhaps the 
individuals’ perception and internalisations of the concepts of morality 
and ethics, and the processes by which such awareness is formed, shaped, 
modified or discarded over one’s lifetime.

The earliest branch of literature centres on the cognitive-developmental 
approach, where the process of ethical decision making is grounded on the 
cognitive capacity of individuals. The tradition to identify cognitive capac-
ity to be integral to any ethical decision making process dates back to 
Kohlberg (1969). The approach found its extensive uses in subsequent 
studies conducted by, for example, Simon (1955), Anderson (1976), Rest 
(1983, 1994), Jones (1991), Rest et al. (1999).

The available literature suggests the initial stage of any ethical deci-
sion making process to be the moral awareness, or the ability to identify 
the issue to be ethically important or to be fit to be considered as, what 
Rest (1986) described, a moral issue. Ethical awareness or ethical sensi-
tivity may be taken as an individual trait (Sparks & Hunt, 1998) that 
might be improved with effective training and experiences, or as contex-
tual, that would depend on the characteristics or moral intensity (Jones, 
1991) of the issue.
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The cognitive moral development theory of Kohlberg (1969) asserts 
that individuals’ perception of moral sophistication or morality, defined by 
their levels of moral development, shapes the way in which they act in 
morally critical situations. Morality is one’s notion to distinguish between 
decency and iniquity, and such ethical reasoning gains sophistication over 
time to acquire a normatively better disposition. The theory identifies six 
stages of moral judgement, embedded within three broad categories, 
namely, the pre-conventional, conventional and principled, that the indi-
viduals move through in an invariant, irreversible sequence. At the two 
stages in the pre-conventional level, the moral judgement of individual is 
shaped by the fear of adverse reaction from the authority. At the conven-
tional level, such judgements are dependent on the expectations of signifi-
cant others or by rules or laws. At the final level or in principled stage 
individuals frame their moral judgements based on universally held prin-
ciples of justice and rights. Following the cognitive-developmental 
approach, an individual’s cognitive moral capacity determines his or her 
choice of cognitive structure. Cognitive structures of better moral sophis-
tications continuously unveil themselves over the lifetime of an individual 
that help his or her moral capacity to flourish over time. The cognitive 
structures of lower moral sophistication, however, do not erase out or dis-
solve over time. Hence, cognitive moral capacity is essentially additive, 
where individuals may choose from a range of cognitive structures of dif-
ferent moral sophistication depending on the demand of the situation.

Literature finds most of the adult people to remain at the conventional 
level while the final stage is just a theoretical postulation. Hence, the rules, 
the norms, the reaction of peer, leadership, compensation system and 
organisational environment may all be expected to shape one’s ethical or 
moral judgement. As the literature suggests, moral judgement depends on 
the factors like age and education level (Rest, Thoma, Moon, & Getz, 
1986); work environment (Elm & Nichols, 1993; Treviño & Weaver, 
2003); types of professions (Lampe & Finn, 1992); nature of organisation 
(Ponemon, 1988, 1990, 1992) and the moral reasoning of the leaders 
(Turner et  al., 2002). The effect of gender, however, is indeterminate 
(Ambrose & Schminke, 1999; Derry, 1987, 1989; Gilligan, 1982). 
Contextual variables, however, lose significance at highest levels of cogni-
tive moral development (Treviño, 1986).

Rest’s model of moral action (1983, 1994) provided the basis for sub-
sequent research (e.g., Jones, 1991) to describe individuals’ ethical deci-
sion making processes in workplaces. Rest’s model identifies four 
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components that are embedded in an ethical decision making process. The 
first component is ethical sensitivity or the realisation that an ethical 
dilemma exists. The second component is prescriptive reasoning that yields 
some prescriptive judgement to find out an optimum solution to the speci-
fied moral dilemma. The third component comprises of an ethical motiva-
tion or ethical intention to decide on whether to adhere to the ethical 
judgement that evolved in the second phase. The fourth component pro-
duces the ultimate ethical behaviour of the individual that resolves the 
dilemma. Such ethical action essentially depends on one’s ethical charac-
ter. The last two components are quite similar to the concepts of intention 
and action that were used by Fishbein and Azjen in their approaches 
towards solving ethical dilemmas.

Jones (1991) identified six dimensions of moral or ethical intensity, 
namely, the magnitude of consequences, concentration and probability of 
effect, temporal immediacy, social consensus and proximity. The issues 
with high moral intensities are usually identified as ethical issues, and ethi-
cal intentions are significantly shaped by the magnitude of consequences 
and social consensus dimensions (Flannery & May, 2000; Frey, 2000; May 
& Pauli, 2002; Singhapakdi, Vitell, & Kraft, 1996; Treviño, Weaver, & 
Reynolds, 2006). Weber (1995) found decisions to be more sensitive to 
issues involving physical harm (as opposed to economic or psychological 
harm) and a greater magnitude of consequences.

The personal traits often act together with issue characteristics to shape 
moral awareness and such interfaces add further dimension to the problem 
of ethical decision making (Reynolds, 2006; Treviño et al., 2006).

Behaviourally oriented economists, however, have identified cases 
where individual actions cannot be taken to be shaped by rational self- 
interest, but rather may be explained by references to moral ideals and 
emotional commitments (Elster, 1998; Frank, 1996; Rabin, 1998; Treviño 
et al., 2006). Some have tried to isolate the individuals’ belief in specific 
philosophical moral theories, such as relativism or utilitarianism, as a factor 
framing the process of their ethical decision making (Brady & Wheeler, 
1996; Davis, Andersen, & Curtis, 2001; Forsyth, 1980, 1985; Henle, 
Giacalone, & Jurkiewicz, 2005; Reynolds, 2006; Reynolds & Ceranic, 
2005; Schminke, Ambrose, & Noel, 1997).

Following Forsyth (1980, 1985) consequent studies found significant 
relationships between one’s moral judgements and his or her stances 
towards relativism and idealism (Davis et al., 2001). Relativism and ideal-
ism were found further to interact to predict deviations from ethical con-
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ducts (Henle et al., 2005). Brady and Wheeler (1996) studied the extent 
to which individuals prefer the result-based approaches to the rule-based 
ones in morally critical situations. Schminke et al. (1997) identified the 
utilitarians to be more sensitive to distributive justice and formalists to be 
more concerned with the procedural justice.

Behavioural economists often identify the limitations of individuals to 
process information as one of the important influences on moral thought. 
Individuals usually set up some personal standard against which they judge 
the ethical desirability of their actions, and the process deters misconduct 
by rejecting those that do not meet the standard (Bandura, 1999). Thus, 
an anticipatory self-sanction process develops that regulates the ethical 
actions, whereby the unethical conducts are automatically condemned 
through self-censure. However, as Bandura (1999) points out, such self- 
regulatory personal standards often fail to develop (or even to exist) as 
individuals engage in significant moral disengagement processes. Such 
moral disengagement makes individuals to become aloof to any self- 
sanction, and the sense of guilt associated with being unethical cannot 
perturb them anymore. There are different mechanisms that might gear 
up such moral disengagement processes. An exploration of the same finds 
significance in literature. Charismatic leaders often influence their subor-
dinates to modify their understanding and attitude towards morality to fit 
into the leaders’ ideas (Beu & Buckley, 2004). Ashforth and Anand (2003) 
describe the process of rationalising ideologies such that “corrupt individu-
als tend not to view themselves as corrupt”. Further, individuals tend to 
develop psychological processes that lead to deliberate masking of ethical 
implications of issues and thus deceive themselves about the ethical nature 
of such issues (Tenbrunsel & Messick, 2004). While Bandura (1999, 
2002) conceptualised moral disengagement as anticipatory, Ashforth and 
Anand (2003) emphasise on post hoc rationalisation and justification. 
Moral inclusions and moral exclusions are further biases in cognitive pro-
cesses that might affect the ethical content of actions. Moral inclusion 
occurs when moral or ethical considerations apply to another person, 
while moral exclusion arises when some people are treated to lie beyond 
the periphery in which ethical considerations apply (Opotow, 1990).

Studies by Banaji, Bazerman, and Chugh (2003), Messick and 
Bazerman (1996) and Moore, Tetlock, Tanlu, and Bazerman (2006) sug-
gested that executives could improve their process of ethical decision mak-
ing by becoming aware of systematic cognitive biases that affect how 
individuals process information. Such biases, according to Messick and 
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Bazerman (1996), include the tendency to undermine the multiplicity of 
consequences and the paucity of information about behavioural traits of 
some social groups such as females and minorities. People often tend to 
overestimate their ethical bent of mind and overrate their abilities to make 
ethical decisions. Moreover, moral seduction might operate in the uncon-
scious layers of one’s mind to affect the thought process to make him or 
her morally compromised over time (Moore et al., 2006). Any concrete, 
systematic and objective process of decision making should take these into 
consideration.

2.3.1.4  Moral Awareness and Moral Judgement
Available literature usually takes moral awareness and moral judgement to 
be prerequisite to moral intention and actions (Blasi, 1980; Kohlberg, 
1969; Treviño & Youngblood, 1990), but a significant discrepancy 
between intentions and actual deeds has been documented especially by 
those who emphasise on the theories of planned behaviour (Weber & 
Gillespie, 1998).

Moral motivation is often described as the extent of a person’s commit-
ment to adopt morally consistent courses of actions, his faith in supremacy 
of moral values over alternatives and the inclination or willingness to take 
responsibility for the moral outcome (Rest et al., 1986). Eisenberg (1986), 
Roskies (2003), Bergman (2002) and Blasi (1980, 1999, 2004, 2005) 
found moral behaviour or moral motivation to be completely dissociated 
with moral reasoning processes. Individuals might often have strong and 
flawless moral reasoning that are hardly translated into moral behaviour. 
Moreover, individuals are sometimes found to adopt morally relevant 
actions without much botheration about any conscious reasoning (Blasi, 
2005; Colby & Damon, 1992; Lapsley & Narvaez, 2004; Narvaez & 
Lapsley, 2005; Oliner & Oliner, 1988). The literature thus takes conscious 
moral reasoning to be neither necessary nor sufficient to ensure morally 
correct activities. The point is illuminated by Blasi (2005) as he did not 
view moral behaviour to generate from a process that is characterised by 
dilemma, inner struggle or exertion. Human yearn for adopting a moral 
course of action is persuasive and obvious enough to remain central to 
one’s motivational system and integral part of his or her core identities. 
Moral actions therefore ensue as some spontaneous necessity rather than 
resulting from any external persuasion or rationalisation.

Such lack of presumed interconnection between moral reasoning and 
moral action makes the researchers to develop the social intuitionist models 
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to identify some cognitive but subconscious moral motivation as leading 
factors of moral behaviour (Haidt, 2001; Narvaez & Lapsley, 2005). As is 
asserted by the intuitionist theory, situations spark off intuitive, non- reasoned 
moral responses from individuals, for which subsequent moral reasoning 
processes provide a post hoc rationale. The theory essentially discards the 
existence of any intentionally reasoned, ethical judgement that could lead to 
moral behaviour. In sharp contrast to what was defined by Kohlberg (1969) 
as intentional, effortful and controllable, the intuitionist theory identifies the 
same moral reasoning to be a quick, unintentional and automatic cognitive 
process that is inaccessible to participants (Haidt, 2001). To quote Haidt 
(2001), “moral intuition can be defined as the sudden appearance in con-
sciousness of a moral judgment, including an affective valence (good-bad), 
without any conscious awareness of having gone through steps of searching, 
weighing evidence, or inferring a conclusion … One sees or hears about a 
social event and one instantly feels approval or disapproval.” Post-facto rea-
soning follows later on to justify the intuition. The same idea has been 
reflected in Reynolds (2006) where intuition is recognised as a cognitive 
process that involves a moral judgement, but its aptness and candour make 
it essentially reflexive rather than deliberate. The critics, or those who are 
sceptical about the validation of the theory, emphasise on exploring the fac-
tors that might shape such deeply embedded, subconscious moral intu-
itions. A combination of physiological and macro-cultural influences 
including learning from childhood and adolescence might be at work 
(Haidt, 2001), yet the social contexts of organisational life, the social learn-
ing processes or successful opportunities for moral behaviour are to be 
included in the process (Treviño et al., 2006).

Another branch of literature that might be useful in the context of our 
study is the one that centres on identity-based moral motivation. The 
approach has gained significance in studies related to ethical behaviour in 
organisations and workplaces (e.g., Aquino & Reed, 2002; Reed, Aquino, 
and Levy (2007); Reynolds & Ceranic, 2005; Weaver, 2006). The neces-
sity to opt for an identity-based approach stems from the fact that while 
cognition and moral emotion are taken to be predecessors to moral 
 motivation (e.g. Damasio, 1994; Eisenberg, 1986; Gibbs, 2003), such 
links may well be questioned. Empirical research has shown moral reason-
ing (Blasi, 1980) and moral emotion (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987) to be 
positively, but only moderately, associated with moral action. Hence, vari-
ations in moral behaviour remain largely unexplained by one’s moral cog-
nitive-emotional motives. At this point of juncture, identity has been 
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acclaimed to play a major role in motivating moral behaviour (e.g., Blasi, 
1983; Colby & Damon, 1992; Eisenberg, 1986; Gibbs, 2003; Hoffman, 
2000; Kohlberg & Candee, 1984; Krebs & Van Hesteren, 1994; Monroe, 
2001; Narvaez & Lapsley, 2005; Nisan, 2004; Rest, 1983; Schwartz & 
Howard, 1982).

The concept of identity is explicitly used by Blasi (1983) in his Self 
Model of moral functioning to fill the lacuna between moral reasoning 
and moral action, that the other models of moral reasoning (Gibbs, 2003; 
Kohlberg & Candee, 1984; Krebs & Van Hesteren, 1994; Rest, 1983), 
moral emotion (Gibbs, 2003; Hoffman, 2000) and moral schemas 
(Narvaez & Lapsley, 2005) leave unattended. This model has three key 
components. First, while taking a judgement (or decision) in a particular 
situation one not only decides on the moral content of the judgement, but 
also assesses whether he or she feels responsible for acting on that judge-
ment. Hence, a moral judgement essentially passes through a judgement 
of responsibility. Secondly, criteria for such judgement of responsibility 
come from the structure of one’s self. Thus, while moral identity of an 
individual is a reflection of intrinsic trait of one’s self, individuals differ in 
terms of moral identity in the extent to which being moral is an essential 
characteristic of the sense of self. The third component of the model cen-
tres on self-consistency. Since it is natural for humans to remain consistent 
with one’s sense of self, the individual with natural inclination towards 
moral concern would be more geared to moral behaviour. If morality were 
crucial to one’s self-understanding, failure to act morally would spawn 
cognitive discord and emotional discomfort (Blasi, 1999, 2004). Hence, 
any failure to act morally appears to be inconsistent (or betrayal) with 
one’s self, and the motivating power of morality lies in its extent of inte-
gration with the self (Bergman, 2002).

The literature suggests that the judgements that synchronise well with 
one’s identity appear to be more stable and enduring than those that fail 
to do so (Bolton & Reed, 2004; Weaver & Agle, 2002). Identity, how-
ever, may be formed through social cognition processes and some self- 
concepts are developed, disseminated and reinforced by social psychological 
factors (Bandura, 1986; Tajfel, 1959, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner 
& Oakes, 1986). The factors include behavioural modelling (Bandura, 
1986), behavioural expectations of others (Stryker, 1980), “institutional 
logics” operating at macro level (Friedland & Alford, 1991) such as lin-
guistic practices, social network location and the “positional identities” 
that come with a particular social status (Oakes, Townley, & Cooper, 
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1998). Given the diverse nature of these infinite set of factors, individuals 
may epitomise multiple social identities (Markus, 1977). The influence of 
any single identity will, however, depend on its importance within the set 
of identities that constitute the self (Bergman, 2002; Blasi, 1999; Weaver 
& Agle, 2002).

To grasp the nature of (un)ethical behaviour in organisations, revoking 
the idea of situationally defined identities may be useful. As Ashforth 
(2001) and Misangyi, Weaver, and Elms (2008) assert, situationally 
defined identities might be specific to organisations, or larger social frame-
works, and could lead to systematic and persistent amoral behaviour as 
one’s active identities may not contain any moral content (Ashforth & 
Anand, 2003; Bandura, 2002). Weaver and Agle (2002) have shown how 
one’s religious identity and the associated ethical concerns might compete 
with organisationally defined identities to bear significant implications for 
ethical behaviour.

The phenomenon of self-identity is, thus, a complex one with compet-
ing senses of self: being moral may not be in line with being loyal. 
Contextual influences can magnify or moderate the impact of any particu-
lar identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), and specifically of moral identities 
(Bandura, 2002; Weaver, 2006; Weaver & Agle, 2002). This may be 
important for organisations that seek to provide incentives to employees 
for being ethical. For a morally identified employee acting according to 
what he or she perceives to be ethical is naturally optimal, and hence pro-
vision of any material incentive for being ethical would undermine his or 
her purity of intention to lead ultimately to a suboptimal situation. Further, 
the behaviour of the peers, leaders or co-workers might have significant 
influence on one’s organisation-defined or workplace-defined identity to 
help it emerge as the dominant identity vis-à-vis the others (Reed et al., 
2007; Weaver & Agle, 2002). The influence of such organisational struc-
ture may be avoided where the employees can develop private identity 
spaces even within the organisations. The process enables them to separate 
individual identity from workplace identity to prevent the former from 
being dominated and reshaped by the requirements of maintaining the 
latter (Weaver, 2006).

2.3.1.5  Emotions, Moral Awareness and Moral Judgement
The available literature on ethical decision making in organisations usu-
ally considers a cognitive aspect that bases itself on rationality and logi-
cal reasoning (e.g., Anderson, 1976; Jones, 1991; Simon, 1955). A 
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school of thought, however, runs parallel that, based on early theorising 
by Adam Smith, uses emotion (or affect) to explain ethical decision 
making in workplaces (e.g., Lurie, 2004). The branch of study started 
flourishing since the decade of the 1980s when logical (or pragmatic) 
incrementalism (Quinn, 1980) and experimental decision making 
(Connolly, 1980; Kleinmuntz & Thomas, 1987) portrayed the decision 
making process to be one where individuals act, observe the outcome 
and (re)act in response to such observed outcomes. Such actions have 
their profound bases in rationality but emotion or affect plays a signifi-
cant role in framing them. Etzioni (1988), for example, has claimed 
that the available alternative decisions are ranked in scales of emotion 
and are chosen accordingly.

Affect or emotion includes trait-based positive and negative emotions 
that either manifest themselves in an explicit and profound manner, or 
remain less intense and scattered. Given the obfuscated distinction among 
the terms (Frijda, 1986), the literature on ethical decision making often 
uses emotion, affect and mood synonymously. However, the less-intense, 
long-lasting moods with their non-specific responses to environment may 
be differentiated from emotions (Frijda, 1993). The affects are usually 
long-term, low-intensity with limited or no arousal from stimulus from a 
specific incident (Frijda, 1993; Pieters & Van Raaij, 1988).

Human emotions have long been considered as disruptive or antitheti-
cal to any rational ethical decision making process; but factually, they can 
motivate, modify or interfere with moral behaviour (Bargh & Chartrand, 
1999; Eisenberg, 2000). The fact that some ethical decisions are emotion-
ally motivated does not thrust aside their logical foundation or their ratio-
nal disposition (Gaudine & Thorne, 2001). The cognitive-affective models 
available in literature (e.g., Gaudine & Thorne, 2001; Rest, 1994) seek to 
establish the complementarity between affect and pragmatism, and hail 
the critical and intrinsic role of emotion in ethical decision making 
processes.

Development of a cognitive-affective approach towards an individual’s 
decision making process initiated a debate regarding whether affect 
 precedes cognition or it is the cognition which leads. While Zajonc (1980, 
1984) treated emotion either to be secluded from cognition, or to pre-
cede it, Lazarus (1984, 1990) considered emotion to be strictly embed-
ded in cognition. The cognitive-affective models that developed 
subsequently, however, deliberately restrain themselves to be involved in 
such disputes.
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The cognitive-affective models take emotions to be essentially com-
posed of two dimensions, namely, the level of arousal and the feeling 
state (Russel, 1978; Schachter & Singer, 1962). The affect circumflex of 
Watson and Tellegen (1985) considers affects to be positive and nega-
tive. The negative affects include anger, depression and fear, while posi-
tive affects include joy, ecstasy, optimism and many more. The levels of 
arousal or the intensities of the feeling state range from quite to aroused. 
For the negative affect, these two extremes include intermediate levels 
such as bored, unhappy and distressed; while the two extremes of positive 
affect include calmed, pleased and elated as intermediate intensities of 
feeling states.

Eisenberg (2000) distinguished among shame, guilt and empathy as 
emotions that can shape ethical decision making in workplaces. Guilt and 
shame spawn from violation of some moral standard. While the latter is 
associated with personal condemnation with an inward focus, the former 
has an outward focus particularly on deceitful behaviour. Empathy, on the 
other hand, is “an affective response that stems from the apprehension or 
comprehension of another’s emotional state or condition and is similar to 
what the other person is feeling or would be expected to feel” (Eisenberg 
et al., 1994).

Gaudine and Thorne (2001) considered the role of affect in all stages 
(awareness, judgement, motivation and intention) of ethical decision mak-
ing. The findings may have significant implications. They found emotion-
ally aroused individuals and individuals in positive and certain negative 
feeling stages to have better ability to locate ethical dilemma and the 
aroused individuals usually stick to their moral decision choices. While the 
aroused individuals and those who are in positive feeling states can better 
employ sophisticated moral considerations while framing their prescriptive 
judgements, the latter group make ethical choices in coherence with their 
prescriptive judgements.

Structures, environment and practices at organisational levels, however, 
magnify or mellow down the impact of emotion on the process of ethical 
decision making in workplaces. Organisational climate or the deliberate 
strategies adopted by the organisations often modify the affective states of 
its employees to reduce the probabilities of having biased responses 
(George, 1990; Isen & Baron, 1991).
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2.3.2  Ethical Decision Making in Workplaces: Are Women 
More Ethical Than the Men?

Increased participation of women in the workforce has raised several issues 
including those related to morality and workplace ethics, of which the 
issue of the possible existence of gender differences in ethical decision 
making has received considerable attention. While the existing branch of 
literature recognises the implications of employees’ ethical behaviour for 
job performances, it admits the presence of gender differences in moral 
reasoning and value judgements. The study by Gilligan (1982), which is 
an extension of the gender socialisation theory, maintains that men and 
women develop, ever since their childhood, different attitudes towards 
solving moral dilemma. While men take up moral issues in terms of right, 
rule and justice, women tend to emphasise on emotion and empathy. 
Hence, men are generally guided by “agentic goals” that focus on indi-
vidual attainment while women are geared to “communal goals” (Carlson, 
1972). Such irreversible and fixed gender identity developed since child-
hood and the resultant difference in perception of morality are predicted 
to manifest themselves in gender differences in treatment of moral and 
ethical issues in workplace. Kidwell, Stevens, and Bethke (1987), for 
example, find men and women to possess different perceptions of ethics. 
Other studies have distinguished between the male and female “ethical 
beliefs” (Tsalikis & Oritz-Buonafina, 1990) and their “decision making 
rules” (Galbraith & Stephenson, 1993; Gellerman, 1986).

In light of the predictions of the gender socialisation theory, a subse-
quent school of thought developed to conjecture females to be more ethi-
cal than males. Such a consensus (or what may even be referred to as a 
stereotypical or cognitive shortcut) develops from the belief that the typi-
cal socialisation of females to value communal goals would make them 
react more ethically, than their male counterparts, in situations of dilemma 
(Mason & Mudrack, 1996). Similar views are held by Radtke (2000), 
Weait (2001), and Roxas and Stoneback (2004). Few empirical studies 
too confirmed the assertion (Erhardt, Werbel, & Shrader, 2003; Harris, 
1989; Jackall, 1988; Ross, 2016; Velthouse & Kandogan, 2007). 
Corroborations are available in the literature on psychology, ethics and 
finance for females to be more prone to take up ethical decisions than 
males under any given circumstances (Bruns & Merchant, 1990; Cohen, 
Pant, & Sharp, 1998; Owhoso, 2002; Sundén & Surette, 1998; 
Treviño, 1992).
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The benefits of having a gender-diverse, or even a feminised, pool of 
workers at the organisational level are seen in terms of lower possibilities 
of committing fraud, measured risk-takings at employee and executive lev-
els (Agnew, Anderson, Gerlach, & Szykman, 2008; Barber & Odean, 
2001; Byrnes, Miller, & Schafer, 1999; Ibrahim, Angelidis, & Tomic, 
2009; Powell & Ansic, 1997; Sundén & Surette, 1998); and protection of 
shareholders’ interest and ensuring positive diversity and development of 
trust (Adams & Ferreira, 2009; Carter, Simkins, & Simpson, 2003; 
Chattopadhyay, George, & Shulman, 2008; Erhardt et al., 2003; Fondas 
& Sassalos, 2000; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Hoever, van Knippenberg, 
van Ginkel, & Barkema, 2012; Sexton & Bowman-Upton, 1990).

An antithetical view, however, runs parallel which envisages that 
although women and men may differ in their values, they are “ethically 
equivalent” (Sikula & Costa, 1994). One possible explanation for such 
observed behaviour may be found in the “structural approach”, which 
emphasises that “differences between men and women, due to early social-
ization and other role requirements … may be overridden by the rewards 
and costs associated with occupational roles”. Therefore, the “structural 
approach” does not expect men and women to behave differently under 
similar professional surroundings (Betz, O’Connell, & Shepherd, 1989).

The number of relevant studies, although not too sparse, cannot offer 
insights that are consistent enough to suggest anything conclusive. 
Moreover, the differences in findings across studies are, too some extent, 
dependent on the concerned issue, sample size, the nature and type of 
data set, the quantitative technique used and the institutional context con-
sidered (Betz et  al., 1989; Dalton & Ortegren, 2011; Dawson, 1992; 
Ford & Richardson, 1994).

2.3.3  Ethical Decision Making in Workplaces: The Effect 
of Organisational Crisis

A general definition of organisational crisis may be found in Pearson and 
Clair (1998) as “a low-probability, high-impact event that threatens the 
viability of the organization and is characterized by ambiguity of cause, 
effect, and means of resolution, as well as by a belief that decisions must 
be made swiftly” (Pearson & Clair, 1998). This definition, however, fails 
to receive unanimous appreciation. Given the view that crises may be 
anticipated (Billings, Milburn, & Schaalman, 1980) or long-lasting 
(Ashmos, Duchon, & Bodensteiner, 1997), identifying crises to be strictly 

 G. CHAKRABARTI AND T. CHATTERJEA



59

of temporary in nature or to be unpredictable or random in occurrence 
might be ambiguous. It would indeed be better, following Siomkos 
(1992), to differentiate between the low-probability, high-impact discrete 
crises that occur abruptly and the long-lasting continuous crises that might 
have deferred but long-lasting impacts. Crises may arise naturally or may 
be induced by humans (Pearson & Mitroff, 1993), or may be categorised 
as internal or external (Mitroff, Shrivastava, & Udwadia, 1987). 
Identifying the nature of a crisis is crucial to gauge the resulting impact of 
the stress on the organisation and the individuals. Such studies have taken 
organisational crises to be single events but in reality, they occur either in 
conjunction with others or in chains and may continue over a considerable 
period of time (Pearson & Mitroff, 1993). Hermann (1963) talked about 
crises as devices of change but such changes do not necessarily breed nega-
tive consequences. Some of them might lead to altruistic behaviour on the 
part of the organisations and some of them might bring about needed 
organisational change (Carroll, 1993). The type and nature of origin of 
crises are frequently conjectured to affect the decision making processes 
(Mitroff et al., 1987; Pearson & Mitroff, 1993).

In crises, while taking instantaneous and effective decisions are per-
ceived to be a necessity (Billings et al., 1980; Dutton, 1986; Greening & 
Johnson, 1997), such decisions may or may not be unethical (Mitroff 
et al., 1987). Organisations, over their entire lifetime, face crises or near- 
crisis situations, the addressal of which can be difficult given the dire need 
to take appropriate decisions or to improve upon those. Over the years, 
unethical decisions at the organisational level have often pushed them in 
crises; or decisions to pull them out of crises have been immoral, putting 
them into further ethical disgrace. While corporate crises may be disasters, 
as Mitroff et al. (1987) apprehend, it is difficult to identify factors that 
might determine or help to maintain the ethical appropriateness of deci-
sions under such situations. The literature on ethical decision making dur-
ing crisis is scarce. Smart and Vertinsky (1977), Dutton (1986) and 
Greening and Johnson (1997) explored the nature and constraints of 
organisational decision making under conditions of crisis. Falkenberg and 
Herremans (1995) studied the effects of formal and informal control sys-
tems during crises where the respondents conceded that their myopia 
forced them to adopt decisions that were necessary for organisational 
 survival. Bowen and Power (1993) recognised the need to engage all pos-
sible stakeholders in dialogues before any decision may be made during 
crisis. These studies, however, hardly focussed on the ethical appropriate-
ness of the decisions under crisis.
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Dutton (1986), Greening and Johnson (1997), Hermann (1963) and 
Staw, Sandelands, and Dutton (1981) found the process of decision mak-
ing under situations of stress, crisis or uncertainty to be controlled by the 
highest authority and such concentration of decision making power in 
hands of few restrains the process from incorporating majority views and 
suggestions (Greening & Johnson, 1997; Smart & Vertinsky, 1977). 
These views are reinforced in other studies that conjecture conditions of 
crisis to limit individuals’ cognitive abilities (Pearson & Clair, 1998; Smart 
& Vertinsky, 1977; Staw et al., 1981) that restricts them to take into con-
sideration the salient or the threatening issues (as identified by Kiesler & 
Sproull, 1982) and reduces their information set that may be drawn on to 
take decisions under such circumstances (D’Aveni & MacMillan, 1990; 
Kiesler & Sproull, 1982). Information set may be further restricted by the 
time pressure that puts limit on individuals’ ability to approach all stake-
holders and to gather and incorporate their suggestions in the decision 
making process (Ashmos et al., 1997; Pearson & Clair, 1998; Smart & 
Vertinsky, 1977). Only the powerful stakeholders would be approached 
while the claims of the non-salient stakeholders might be ignored even if 
those are legitimate enough to deserve addressal (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 
1997). Internal stakeholders often gain at the expenses of the external 
stakeholders, approaching whom may be difficult in a stressed situation 
(Ulmer & Sellnow, 2000; Werhane, 1999). Such incidents reduce the 
ethical content of any decision made under uncertainty. Often the organ-
isations that survive crises witness a process of ethical decline followed by 
subsequent renewal (Christensen & Kohls, 1998).

Another important factor that could affect the process of decision 
making in crises is perhaps the perceptions of crisis that might differ 
from the actual crises or from what others perceive about crises (Billings 
et al., 1980). Combining Jones’ (1991) and Krauss’ (1999) terminol-
ogy, Christensen and Kohls (2003) isolated crises to be characterised by 
a significant magnitude of consequences, high probability of effect, tem-
poral immediacy, greater uncertainty, ambiguity and complexity. The 
factors might vary in intensities over crises and the degree of perceived 
crisis would depend on the perceived value of its potential loss, its prob-
ability, its immediacy and the pressure of time (Billings et  al., 1980; 
Dutton, 1986). Assuming a situation to be a crisis (or to take up the 
dimension of a crisis) might reduce the number of effective decision 
makers (Ashmos et al., 1997), the tendency to incorporate all stakehold-
ers in the process (Mitchell et al., 1997) or the willingness to find logic 
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in others’ perception (Tjosvold, 1984). All these would erode the ethical 
content of a decision.

Individual traits may also be held responsible to affect the ethical con-
tent of decision making during crises. “Crisis resides in the person as well 
as in the situation” (Billings et al., 1980). Better adaptation to environ-
mental factors (D’Aveni & MacMillan, 1990), structured thinking 
(Kaplan, Wanshula, & Zanna, 1993), better behavioural and cognitive 
capacity (Key, 1997), proper perception of time pressure (Rastegary & 
Landy, 1993) and the nature and type of the crisis itself (Thomas, Clark, 
& Gioia, 1993), orientation to the action (rather than state) (Stiensmeier- 
Pelster & Schurmann, 1993), commitment and aptness in reacting, and 
ability to manage stress (Billings et al., 1980) are few among the factors 
that are emphasised in literature. The cognitive moral development is also 
taken to be responsible to affect one’s decision making process in crises 
(Christensen & Kohls, 2003).

Organisational factors are equally important for such decision making. 
Organisations characterised by slack resources, a flexible structure (Staw 
et al., 1981), strong culture (Fritzsche, 1991; Gottlieb & Sanzgiri, 1996; 
Sims, 1992; Treviño, 1986), strong social relationships (Brass et  al., 
1998), good coping strategies (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; Pearson & 
Clair, 1998; Shrivastava, 1993) and better crisis management (Billings 
et al., 1980; Pearson & Mitroff, 1993) would help in designing ethical 
decisions during crises.

Seeger and Ulmer (2001), in light of virtue ethics, found a set of post- 
crisis virtues, but failed to suggest ways in which these may be incorporated 
in a decision making process. As pointed out by Treviño (1986, 1992), a 
clear conception of the context that embeds a crisis is vital to comment on 
the moral content and ethical appropriateness of the associated decisions. 
Jones’ (1991) issue-contingent model of ethical decision making has 
sparked off a significant body of research on moral intensity, some of which 
may be applied to address corporate crises. The advancement of technology 
and the complex and ever-changing nature of the modern, knowledge-
based corporates lead to continued and frequent upgradation, transitions 
or even crises. Such vulnerability would surely have impacts on the process 
of ethical decision making, and hence, the issue deserves further exploration.

Christensen and Kohls (2003) identified crises “as events that are 
ambiguous, threaten organizational survival, have high impact, and are 
characterized by time pressures” (Christensen & Kohls, 2003). They 
defined an ethical decision to be one that values each and every stake-
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holder. Hence, a decision that fails to grasp the necessities and choices of 
all possible stakeholders does not suit their definition of ethical action. 
They explored the issues related to ethical decision making in crises to 
identify the threats to the process that may be exerted by any stress inher-
ent in such crises. They identified a set of factors at the individual, organ-
isational and event levels that might influence, sometimes in complex 
conjunction, the decision making processes during crises.

And finally, as pointed out by Christensen and Kohls (2003), a single 
unethical decision made during a period of organisational crisis would 
subsequently be followed by a series of unethical decisions. This proposi-
tion finds its root in studies by Whyte (1986), Rutledge (1994), D’Aveni 
and MacMillan (1990), Falkenberg and Herremans (1995), Street and 
Anthony (1997) and Street, Robertson, and Geiger (1997).

2.4  thE glImpsEs of thE prEsEnt study

With this backdrop, the present study is an exploration into the instances 
of unethical decision making in workplaces in the context of India. Based 
on a primary survey for the period of March 2018 to September 2018, the 
study explores the factors influencing individuals’ ethical decision making 
in organisations in an emerging country like India. Apart from one’s ethi-
cal awareness and intrinsic morality, it seeks to locate the root of being 
unethical in the ethical climate and ethical infrastructure of an organisa-
tion. The pressure from the leaders, peers, authority or any other relevant 
cohort might make being unethical a compulsion rather than a choice. 
Such compulsion might have tremendous psychological impact on indi-
viduals that might even make them emotionally dissociated from the suc-
cess and failure of a decision. Alienation from the decision making 
processes might have the same impact. The study further considers one’s 
attitude towards others being unethical in the workplace and looks for the 
presence of discriminatory attitude, if any, towards the unethical col-
leagues and unethical subordinates. The issues of ethical dilemma and 
ethical blindness have been delved into with special emphasis on problems 
of decision making under crisis, transition or upgradation at the organisa-
tional level. The study considers all the issues across age, gender and the 
experience of employees with emphasis on their nature of job and types of 
organisation. The findings of the study would bear significant implications 
for organisations as those might help them identify some of the significant 
factors affecting decision making problems in organisations. The presence 
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of moral hazard may be established and its root causes may be identified. 
This might take the organisations forward to implement mechanisms to 
ensure an environment that might minimise the problem of such moral 
hazard, if not eliminating it.
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CHAPTER 3

The System, Intrinsic Dilemma or Inherent 
Evil: What Drives Us to Be Unethical?

All the gold on the earth and under the earth is less precious than virtue.
Plato, 4th Century BC

3.1  IntroductIon

The occurrence of the intentional and conscious behaviour of employees 
that harms the legitimate interests of an organisation, or what may be bet-
ter termed as counter-productive work behaviour, has been a concern for 
organisations in recent time. While this raises apprehension about the ethi-
cal appropriateness of decisions taken at workplaces, locating the causes of 
such eroding ethical content of actions is not easy. What drives one to be 
unethical? Is it social demography? Is it the lack of moral intensity? Is it 
ethical relativism? Is it fragility of ethical infrastructure and dwindling ethi-
cal climate? Is it unethical and destructive leadership? Is it dominating 
peers? Or, is it the bounded ethicality of individuals that restrains their 
capability to solve ethical dilemmas? Alternatively, unethical behaviour in 
workplaces may be a manifestation of some complex intertwining of fac-
tors that complicates its exploration further.

The present study, based on a primary survey, approaches the problem 
of ethical decision making in workplaces by allowing for different dimen-
sions of the issue. It has approached academicians, administrators, profes-
sionals and other service-holders who are employed in different national 
or multinational organisations and institutions. Hence, the study is not 
limited to domestically operating organisations but can have glimpses of 
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problems from a broader perspective. In designing the questionnaire, the 
study relies on available theories in the context of behavioural ethics in 
organisations.

The first set of questions concentrates on the presence and the nature of 
the ethical climate, ethical culture and ethical infrastructure in an organisa-
tion and to what extent those are communicated to employees. The explo-
ration thus starts from an inquiry of whether properly defined codes of 
conduct exist in institutions or organisations and whether these are prop-
erly conveyed to the employees. The nature of such codes, the associated 
flexibilities and the employees’ awareness of the same may be one of the 
most crucial factors in determining one’s decision making processes in the 
workplace. An employee’s perceptions of the ethical environment in which 
he or she is supposed to work might affect his or her behaviour. Specifically, 
it is responsible to shape, modify and explain the Counterproductive Work 
Behaviour and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) of the employ-
ees. The Counterproductive Work Behaviour might result from opportu-
nity (Marcus & Schuler, 2004) and may be deterred in presence of 
normative codes of conduct in organisations (Detert, Treviño, Burris, & 
Andiappan, 2007). As assert Valentine and Barnette (2003), the employees 
with significant awareness of their company’s ethical codes tend to demon-
strate stronger levels of organisational commitment. The presence of sig-
nificant ethical infrastructures (Tenbrunsel, Smith-Crowe, & Umphress, 
2003) in the form of codes of conduct, communications, training and 
monitoring systems, sanctions and rewards, and favourable ethical environ-
ment and culture help reduce unethical behaviour on part of the employees 
(Treviño & Weaver, 2001).

In its attempt to identify the factors affecting one’s capability (and, 
constraints) to take ethical decisions in workplaces, the study, to start with, 
explores the position of an employee in the decision making process of his 
or her organisation. Employees with significant decision making power 
would have enough strength to control or modify the ethical content of 
the decisions taken in their organisations.

The most important factor in determining such behaviour is perhaps 
the individuals’ perception of the concepts of morality and ethics. The 
available literature, as it has been mentioned in the previous chapter, sug-
gests the initial stage of any ethical decision making process to be moral 
awareness, or the ability to identify moral issues (Rest, 1986). To initiate 
any ethical decision making process, it is important to identify the issue to 
be ethically important. Such awareness or ethical sensitivity may be taken 
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as an individual trait (Sparks & Hunt, 1998) that might be improved 
with effective training and experiences or as contextual, which would 
depend on the characteristics or moral intensity (Jones, 1991) of the issue.

The Cognitive Moral Development Theory (Kohlberg, 1969) found 
ethical reasoning to gain sophistication over time to acquire a normatively 
better disposition. The theory identifies six stages of moral judgment, 
embedded within three broad categories that the individuals move through 
in an invariant, irreversible sequence. At the two stages in the pre- 
conventional level, the moral judgement of the individual is shaped by the 
fear of adverse reaction from the authority. At the conventional level, such 
judgments are dependent on the expectations of significant others or by 
rules or laws. At the final level or in the principled stage, individuals frame 
their moral judgements based on universally held principles of justice and 
rights. Literature finds most of the adult people to remain at the conven-
tional level while the final stage is just a theoretical postulation. Hence, the 
rules, the norms, the reaction of peer, leadership, compensation system 
and organisational environment may all be expected to shape one’s ethical 
or moral judgement. As suggested by the literature, moral judgement 
depends on the factors like age and education level (Rest, Thoma, Moon, 
& Getz, 1986); work environment (Elm & Nichols, 1993; Treviño & 
Weaver, 2003); types of professions (Lampe & Finn, 1992); nature of 
organisation (Ponemon, 1988, 1990, 1992) and the moral reasoning of 
leaders (Turner, Barling, Epitropaki, Butcher, & Milner, 2002). The effect 
of gender, however, is indeterminate (Ambrose & Schminke, 1999; Derry, 
1987, 1989; Gilligan, 1982). Contextual variables, however, lose signifi-
cance at the highest levels of cognitive moral development (Treviño, 1986).

Jones (1991) identified six dimensions of moral or ethical intensity, 
namely, the magnitude of consequences, concentration and probability of 
effect, temporal immediacy, social consensus and proximity. The issues 
with high moral intensities are usually identified as ethical issues, and ethi-
cal intentions are significantly shaped by the magnitude of consequences 
and social consensus dimensions (Flannery & May, 2000; Frey, 2000; May 
& Pauli, 2002; Singhapakdi, Vitell, & Kraft, 1996; Treviño, Weaver, & 
Reynolds, 2006). Weber (1995) found decisions to be more sensitive to 
issues involving physical harm (as opposed to economic or psychological 
harm) and a greater magnitude of consequences.

The personal traits often act together with issue characteristics to shape 
moral awareness and such interfaces add a further dimension to the 
 problem of ethical decision making (Treviño, Weaver, & Reynolds, 2006; 
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Reynolds, 2006). The Objectivists introduce the concept of integrity as 
“loyalty, in action, to rational principles and values” (Rand, 1964). 
Integrity, hence, requires pursuing of what one preaches regardless of any 
pressure (social or emotional) and barring of irrationality to win over one’s 
rational conviction. Two aspects of this concept may be contextual for this 
study. As Peikoff (1991) puts it, modifying one’s position is not a breach 
of integrity but rather a moral obligation, if it is based on no rational value. 
Breach of integrity is the modification of one’s action under irrational 
pressure or the rationalisation of defiance of what the individual knows to 
be right. Hence, a person with integrity acts in accordance with a value 
system that is justifiable on moral as well as logical grounds. Following 
Rand’s theory, then, moral values are objective; and “a morally justifiable 
code of principles and values is one that produces long-term survival and 
wellbeing of individuals as rational being” (Rand, 1964).

Behaviourally oriented economists, however, have identified cases 
where individual actions cannot be taken to be shaped by rational self- 
interest but rather may be explained by references to moral ideals and 
emotional commitments (Elster, 1998; Frank, 1996; Rabin, 1998; Treviño 
et al., 2006). Some have tried to isolate the individuals’ belief in specific 
philosophical moral theories, such as relativism or Utilitarianism, as the 
factor framing the process of their ethical decision making (Brady & 
Wheeler, 1996; Davis, Andersen, & Curtis, 2001; Forsyth, 1980, 1985; 
Henle, Giacalone, & Jurkiewicz, 2005; Reynolds, 2006; Reynolds & 
Ceranic, 2005; Schminke, Ambrose, & Noel, 1997).

With this theoretical underpinning at the back of the mind, the study 
delves into the problems of ethical decision making and the associated dilem-
mas in workplaces. It concedes an important dimension of the problem in 
that the deviations from ethically appropriate decisions may be intentional, 
unintentional or even induced. The next set of questions thus explores one’s 
perception about the concept of individual morality and workplace ethics 
and the way they establish any inter-relationship between the two.

The exploration of the factors behind spawning unethical behaviour in 
workplaces starts by asking the respondents to identify the constraints that 
they face at personal levels as well as in organisational contexts. The ability 
of an individual to resist organisational pressure to do something unethical 
or to convince it about the presence of some ethically better codes of con-
duct is further explored. The possible emotional impact on the employees 
when they are forced to do something unethical under pressure might be 
of significance. The study proceeds further to delineate the extent of emo-
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tional dissociation with the success or failure of an organisational endeav-
our that the employees are compelled to stick to even when they apprehend 
its ethical appropriateness. Alienating someone from some allegedly 
unethical decision making process would further spawn emotional disso-
ciation with the success or failure of the decision. In the worst possible 
case, the employee might be more interested in its failure and be engaged 
in counter-productive activities. The discriminating attitudes against 
unethical colleagues and subordinates are further explored and one’s reac-
tion against being condemned as unethical or immoral is documented to 
identify whether a violation of ethics at any stage of professional life could 
generate further deviations at some other sphere. At each level of explora-
tion, the study considers the possibility that individual perception of 
morality may be different from what one may term organisational ethics.

The issues of ethical dilemma and ethical blindness are discussed par-
ticularly in the context of crisis, upgradation and transition in organisa-
tional life. It seeks to explain the nature of unintentional unethical 
behaviour and provides an overview of the conditions under which ethical 
blind spots lead ethical employees to cross ethical boundaries.

At each stage of exploration, the study considers the effect of age, gen-
der, work environment, individual perception of morality and ethics, types 
of professions and other contextual variables on the decision making pro-
cesses. The moral reasoning of leaders, the pressure from peer groups and 
other relevant cohorts have been given due considerations in the study.

3.2  the Survey

The study approaches employees associated with different organisations 
all over India and, sometimes, Indian citizens currently associated with 
organisations located abroad. The respondents were free to leave any 
question unanswered if they had felt the question to be irrelevant or not 
applicable to them. Out of all the responses received, the study considers 
370 responses that are complete in every respect.

The respondents are engaged either in the corporates or in academic insti-
tutions that function in the domain of private or public enterprises. Specifically, 
the respondents come from a variety of sectors such as Banking, Banking and 
Finance, Finance, Venture Capital, IT, ITES, Analytics, Consultancy firms, 
Retail Service, Healthcare, FMCG, Electricity, EPC, Audit firms/institutions, 
Oil and Gas, Tourism, Environmental Consulting, Media and Publishing, 
Food Retail or Hospitality, Public Health and Education.
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Forty-three per cent of the respondents are from the corporate sector 
and 56 per cent come from the private sector. Most of the corporates 
(roughly 85 per cent) operate in the private sector and constitute 65 per 
cent of it. Sixty-five per cent of the public sector is constituted of academic 
institutions and 65 per cent of the academic institutions operate in the 
public domain. Hence, the respondents identify corporates to be essen-
tially private corporates and academic institutions to be primarily owned 
by the government.

Seventy per cent of the respondents possess their highest academic 
degree in the general field. In all the cases, the respondents possess at least 
a post-graduate degree in their relevant academic fields. The study 
approaches only those technical degree holders who are associated with 
some organisations to get a glimpse of their problem of decision making. 
The self-employed persons or self-employed consultants do not come 
under the purview of the study. All the respondents are confirmed in their 
service and their tenure ranges from 6 months to 37 years. Quite a few of 
them have changed their jobs over the years and to take a note of this, the 
respondents were asked to mention the duration of their service in the 
current position also.

Forty-eight per cent of the total respondents is female. The respondents 
are categorised into four age groups, namely the low age (23–30 years), 
lower-middle age (31–40 years), upper-middle age (41–50 years) and high 
age (more than 50 years). The high age group also includes people who are 
associated with any organisation after receiving a formal post-retirement 
extension in service. The proportion of respondents belonging to the four 
age groups are 29 per cent, 24 per cent, 23 per cent and 24 per cent, 
respectively. The duration of service is found to increase with age. A point, 
however, is to be noted while analysing issues across age groups and over 
tenure. The one-to-one correspondence between the length of service and 
age is sometimes broken in the sense that respondents from two different 
age groups have the same length of service. This would be clear if the range 
of tenure in years is reported for each age group. The range of tenure (in 
years) remains at 0.5 to 8 for the lower age group, at five to 18 for the 
lower-middle age group, at 11 to 24 for the upper-middle age group and 
at 20–37 for the high age group. For simplicity, we have divided the respon-
dents into four tenure groups. The respondents with work experience of 
less than 10 years fall within the first group. The second and third groups 
involve employees with work experiences of 10 to 19  years and 20 to 
29 years, respectively. The most senior employees with work experiences of 
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more than 30 years are clubbed under the fourth group. The statistically 
significant correlation coefficient of 0.78 between the age and tenure 
groups suggests a direct relationship between age and work experience. 
The nature of association between age and work experience may be better 
grasped from Figs. 3.1 and 3.2.

The group consisted of the youngest respondents is the least- experienced 
group. Fifty-two per cent of the respondents in the lower- middle age group 
have work experiences of less than 10 years, while 48 per cent of them have 
been working for 10 to 19 years. Within the upper- middle age group, while 
37 per cent of the respondents are working for 20 to 29 years, 61 per cent 
are relatively less experienced, with tenures ranging from 10 to 19 years. 

Fig. 3.1 Classification of respondents according to age and work experience. 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)

Fig. 3.2 Classification of respondents according to age and work experience. 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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One per cent of them, however, have experience of less than 10 years. Only 
seven per cent of the high-age employees have work experience of less than 
20 years. While 37 per cent of them have been working for 20 to 29 years, 
60 per cent have gathered experience of over 30 years.

Hence, the least experienced group (tenure-group 1) has respondents 
from the low and the lower-middle-age groups in it. Tenure-group 2 
mainly consists of middle-aged (lower as well as upper) respondents. While 
tenure-group 3 includes respondents from the upper-middle age and 
high-age, the most experienced group (tenure-group 4) consists of only 
senior Employees (Fig. 3.2).

The respondents are further categorised into five income groups based 
on their monthly income. The low-income group includes respondents 
who earn less than Rupees 25,000 per month. The four other groups are 
designated as the lower-middle income group (Rs. 25,001–Rs. 50,000 per 
month), the middle-income group (Rs. 50,001–Rs. 75,000 per month), 
the upper-middle-income group (Rs. 75,001–Rs. 1 Lakh per month) and 
the high-income group (more than Rs. 1 Lakh per month). The five groups 
are formed to include five per cent, 15 per cent, 19 per cent, 20 per cent, 
and 41 per cent of the respondents, respectively. A significantly positive 
correlation of 0.47 (significant at the one per cent level) exists between the 
age and income categories. Hence, the least experienced group of rela-
tively younger respondents usually earn less.

Quite a number of these respondents are currently in or have ever been 
in administrative positions. A large number of respondents have worked as 
team leaders, supervisors or heads of their respective departments. The 
proportion of such respondents amounts to 60 per cent.

The respondents were to answer 22 questions that concern about their 
problems of decision making and the associated dilemmas; about the con-
straints they face and about their perceptions of concepts of workplace 
ethics, morality and relevant issues. Instead of using the five-point or 
three-point Likert Scale, the questionnaire sets a number of options 
among which the respondents are supposed to choose the alternative that 
they feel to be the most appropriate. The answer patterns of the type 
“agree, neutral, disagree” or “Strongly-agree, agree, neutral, disagree, 
strongly-disagree” often lead to the problem of social desirability bias 
where respondents have a tendency to suppress their own opinion and to 
report the socially desirable outcomes as their choices. The study thus 
offers a set of options (based on available theory, wherever possible) to 
each question so that the act belief or opinion of the respondent may be 
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revealed in the best possible manner. A self-completion mode, rather than 
an interviewer-administered one, has been adopted to reduce the chances 
of the social desirability bias making way. The survey was to be answered 
anonymously without any significant disclosure of the personal details of 
the respondents. While it was mentioned at the beginning of the question-
naire that all data would be used only for academic purposes, the main aim 
of the survey was not disclosed anywhere. These usually guarantee truthful 
responses (van de Mortel, 2008).

The study starts by analysing the responses of the 370 respondents for 
each of the 22 questions. Apart from the tabular presentation of data, the 
study makes use of the Multinomial Logit and simple Logit models 
depending on the requirement.

3.2.1  Estimation of Logit and Multinomial Logit Model

Any observed outcome, yi, is assumed to be determined by a latent 
regression,

 yi i i
∗ = +′γ εx  

The random variable yi assumes two values, one and zero, with proba-
bilities Prob(yi  =  1|xi)  =  Prob(yi* > 0|xi)  =  Prob(γ′xi + εi > 0)  = 
Prob(εi > −γ′xi).

The model further describes the specification of a particular probability 
distribution for εi. To have an internally consistent model, such probabili-
ties should lie between zero and one; and must increase with an increase 
in γ′xi. In the logit model, the distribution is the standard logistic distribu-
tion, f(εi) = exp(εi)/[1 + exp(εi)]2. The logistic distribution is most widely 
used in literature.

The model specification allows us to believe that yi|xi is a Bernoulli ran-
dom variable with Prob(yi  =  1|xi)  =  Prob(yi

∗ > 0|xi)  =  Prob(εi > − 
γ′xi) = 

− ′

∞
( )

γ xi∫ f i d iε ε  = 1 − F(−γ′xi).

Where F(.) denotes the cumulative density function (CDF) or distribu-
tion function for εi.

For unordered categories, Multinomial Logistic (Mlogit) regression is 
one conventionally used strategy. Mlogit models are extensions of simple 
logistic models.
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Mlogit includes a dummy variable with M categories that requires the 
calculation of (M − 1) equations relative to some reference category. One 
value (typically the first, the last or the value with the highest frequency) 
of the dummy variable is treated as the reference category. The probability 
of membership in other categories is compared to the probability of mem-
bership in the reference category.

If the first category is the reference, then, for m = 2, …, M,

 

ln
P Y

P Y
X Zi

i
k mk ik mi

=( )
=( )

= + ∑ ==

m
m1 1α βK

 

(3.1)

For each case, there will be (M − 1) predicted log odds, one for each 
category relative to the reference category. Thus, when m  =  1, 
ln(1) = 0 = Z11, and exp(0) = 1. Any odd ratio relative to the reference 
category would be calculated as:
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In the presence of more than two groups, computing probabilities 
would be different from what it is in logistic regression.

For m = 2, …, M,
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For the reference category,
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The Multinomial Logit assumes type-1 extreme value distribution for 
the errors and uses the Method of Maximum Likelihood to estimate it. It 
assumes errors in the different equations to be uncorrelated with one 
another and is easier to estimate. The model implies the choice probabili-
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ties to satisfy an independence of irrelevant alternatives (or IIA) property. 
The Multinomial Logit model can manage explanatory variables, which 
are attributes of either individuals or choices (Gujarati, 2010).

As it is the case with a logit model, it is difficult to interpret the magnitude 
of the coefficients in the Multinomial Logit model. The sign of the coeffi-
cient, however, is important. A positive coefficient in equation m means the 
explanatory variable has a positive effect on the m’th category relative to the 
reference category. An increase in the explanatory variable makes the indi-
vidual more likely to choose the alternative m relative to the benchmark 
choice. A negative coefficient makes one less likely to choose option m (rela-
tive to the benchmark choice) with an increase in the explanatory variable.

Just as was the case with the Logit model, margins may be computed to 
predict the margins of responses. A margin is a statistic computed from 
predictions from a model while manipulating the values of the explanatory 
variables or covariates. Margins may be conditional or predictive. A condi-
tional margin predicts from a model where all covariates are set to some 
fixed values, while the predictive margin predicts from a model when some 
of the covariates are not fixed. For a continuous covariate, the margins 
compute the first derivative of the response with respect to the covariate. 
While for a discrete covariate, it computes the effect of a discrete change 
of the covariate. Accordingly, the effects are referred to as continuous or 
discrete marginal effects.

3.3  the exploratIon

The results of the study are elucidated in the following sections. The study 
reiterates the questions asked to the respondents and reports the results of 
analyses for each of those.

3.3.1  Do Well-Defined, Properly Conveyed and Strictly Binding 
Codes of Conduct Exist in Institutions or Organisations?

The exploration commences with an attempt to understand the nature of 
the codes of conduct that prevail in different organisations and the extent 
to which deviations (or, even violations) are possible or permissible from 
such codes of conduct. In particular, it seeks to explore the nature of 
 ethical infrastructure that is available in organisations.
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The study conjectures the nature of such codes and the permissible 
flexibilities associated with them to differ across organisations. While ask-
ing the respondents to reveal their opinion about the presence of a well- 
defined and properly conveyed code of conduct (or, code of ethics) in 
their institution or organisation, they were given the following options:

Option-a: A properly conveyed code exists that the employees are 
bound to follow.

Option-b: A properly conveyed code exists, but deviations are usually 
not taken as an offence.

Option-c: No properly conveyed code exists—employees are guided by 
convention and predominant work culture.

Option-d: No properly conveyed code exists—employees are free to 
apply their own value judgement.

Option-e: Not sure.

The options are designed to comprehend the differences in ethical infra-
structure among organisations. Organisations that are endowed with strong 
ethical infrastructure, as in option-a, often control the unethical behaviour 
of their employees by propagating the policies (or, expectations) and com-
pelling them to meet such expectations (Weaver, Treviño, & Cochran, 
1999). Alternatively, the set of ethical codes may be so modelled that they 
become a part of the organisation’s culture (Weaver et al., 1999) and the 
new recruits tend to follow such conventions and predominant work cul-
ture. The organisational values are internalised and are passed on to the new 
generation of employees. No deliberate propagation or intimidation may be 
required to ensure ethical behaviour on part of the employees. This possibil-
ity is incorporated in option-c but is to be read with additional concern. 
Informal, culture-based and leadership-based approaches to ensure ethical 
behaviour might fail (Treviño, Weaver, Gibson, & Toffler, 1999), particu-
larly if the process of internalisation of organisational values is not proper. 
Option-b, however, covers the organisations that are less coercive even 
under strong ethical infrastructure. Option-d tends to incorporate organisa-
tions with relatively weaker ethical infrastructure.

As Fig. 3.3, reveals, only two per cent of the respondents are not sure 
about whether any strictly defined codes of conduct exist in their institu-
tion or organisation. The majority of this group belongs to public- 
academic institutions. While 70 per cent of the respondents confirm the 
presence of a properly conveyed code of conduct in their organisation, 60 
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per cent of them (42 per cent of the total) confirm the codes to be binding 
in nature. Deviations are allowed (or at least are not met with offence) in 
rest of the cases that amount to 28 per cent of the entire sample. People 
report the absence of properly conveyed code of conduct in 28 per cent 
cases and the majority of this group (almost 90 per cent) is guided by the 
predominant work culture and conventions in their organisations. Only a 
few organisations (roughly three per cent of total) allow their employees 
to apply their own value judgements even in an absence of properly con-
veyed codes of conduct.

Table 3.1 shows the percentage of responses to question-1 according to 
the sector of employment and types of job of the respondents. Seventy- 
three per cent of the respondents who work in the private sector confirm 
the presence of properly conveyed codes of conduct and the majority of 
them feel them to be binding. In the public sector, 66 per cent of total 
respondents have properly conveyed codes of conduct in their organisation 
with 50 per cent of them taking those as binding. In the absence of prop-
erly conveyed codes of conduct, following conventions and predominant 
work culture is more common in public sectors. While very little opportu-
nity exists for following own value judgements in the absence of binding 
codes of conduct, such scopes are higher in public sector (compared to the 
private sectors) and in academics (than in corporates). The corporate sector 
is mostly characterised by the presence of strictly conveyed codes of con-
duct that are usually binding. However, the majority of respondents in 
academics who have properly conveyed codes of conduct find it non-bind-
ing. Following conventions and predominant work culture is more fre-
quently practised in academic institutions rather than in corporates.

0.43

0.27 0.25

0.03 0.02
0.00
0.10
0.20
0.30
0.40
0.50
0.60

Fig. 3.3 Proportion of responses to options to question-1 (with 95% Confidence 
Interval (CI)). (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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A Multinomial Logit model is estimated to explore whether the nature 
of codes of conduct differs across public and private sectors and between 
academicians and corporate personnel. The other factors or individual traits 
are not taken into consideration for obvious reason. The results for apply-
ing Multinomial Logistic regression and the marginal effects are shown in 
Table 3.2.

Compared to the academic sector, the probability of having properly 
conveyed and binding codes of conduct is 34 per cent higher in the cor-
porate sector. Such probabilities are higher by 18 per cent in the private 
sector as opposed to public enterprises. However, chances that deviations 
from the existing codes of conduct would surely be not met with offence 
are higher by 13 per cent in the academic institutions (as compared to the 
corporates) and by 12 per cent in the public sector (as compared to the 
private sectors). In the absence of properly defined codes of conduct, peo-
ple engaged in academics would have 20 per cent higher chances of fol-
lowing conventions than those in corporates. The employees in public 
enterprises, however, have only four per cent more chances over their 
counterparts in the private sector to follow conventions in the absence of 
strictly defined codes of conduct.

Hence, the study hypothesises as follows:

• Employees are mostly aware of the nature of the codes of conduct 
prevailing in their institution/organisation.

• Properly conveyed codes of conduct exist, but there is scope for 
flexibility.

Table 3.2 Differential impact of sector and type of job on responses to question-1

Options to Q-1 Contrast of margin

Academic institutions versus  
corporate sector

Public sector versus private  
sector

Option-a −0.34∗ −0.18∗

Option-b 0.13∗ 0.12∗

Option-c 0.20∗ 0.04∗

Option-d 0.00 0.01
Option-e 0.02 0.01
Observations 370 370
LR chi2(4) 46.66∗ 12.74∗

∗Implies significance at the one per cent level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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• Private sectors and corporates are mostly characterised by the  presence 
of properly conveyed codes of conduct that are predominantly bind-
ing. Violations or even deviations are usually met with offence.

• Employees in the public sectors and in academic institutions are rela-
tively less constrained by the presence of strictly binding codes 
of conduct.

• In absence of properly conveyed codes of conduct, following con-
vention or predominant work culture is the rule and it is more com-
mon in the public sector and in academics.

• Employees are essentially restricted from applying their own value 
judgement in the absence of properly conveyed codes of conduct.

While the presence of properly conveyed, strictly defined codes of con-
duct in workplaces might shape and constrain individual approaches to 
ethical decision making, the extent to which a person enjoys decision mak-
ing power in workplaces would have a significant bearing on such 
 consideration. A person who lacks such decision making power is most 
likely to succumb to external forces to adopt unethical practices. Hence, 
the incidence of them being unethical may not emanate from their intrin-
sic inclinations towards immorality but a manifestation of the pressure that 
the system might exert on them. An employee with significant decision 
making power, however, could tackle the system better and, hence, being 
unethical would predominantly be a choice (as may be explained by moral 
traits), rather than a compulsion for them. An interesting dimension, how-
ever, might be added to the problems of ethical decision making in the 
workplace when such employees are pressurised either by the system or by 
the circumstances to deviate from the acceptable lines of ethics.

3.3.2  Do the Respondents Differ in Terms of Enjoying Decision 
Making Power in Their Organisation?

The study emphasises on the extent of decision making power that one 
perceives to enjoy in his/her workplaces. Such decision making power 
may not be formal or well defined or even unique to the administrators. It 
refers to one’s sense of participation in the processes of making important 
decisions in the workplace. A system may be accommodating enough to 
invite and even to incorporate suggestions from different quarters creating 
thereby an environment where the employees might feel the warmth of 
trust that is being laid upon them. Positive vibes are generated as one feels 
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his/her opinions to be seriously valued among the concerned peers, teams, 
groups or in departments. Such appreciation from the system leads to the 
perception of being included in the decision making process.

Hence, the study raised its second question to explore how one would 
describe his or her position in the decision making process of their respec-
tive organisation or even in the departments. While answering to the ques-
tion, the respondents were asked to consider the notion of decision making 
power as is extended in the study. The options faced by the respondents 
were the following:

Option-a: I am never approached for my opinion.
Option-b: I am approached but my suggestions are hardly put into 

effective use.
Option-c: I am approached only when decision-makers require mass 

approval for their decisions.
Option-d: I am trusted and allowed by my group-members/supervi-

sors/leaders to take decisions that would affect my team’s 
work.

Option-e: I refrain from opining because (Please specify).

The study conjectures the response to differ across age, gender, work 
experience and the type of the organisation to which they belong.

As is evident from Fig. 3.4, 64 per cent of the respondents feel to be 
trusted by their colleagues, supervisors or leaders and are allowed to take 

0.03 0.07
0.21

0.69

0.01

Fig. 3.4 Proportion of responses to options to question-2 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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decisions to influence their team’s work effectively. Twenty-six per cent 
feels that they are approached only in cases where mass approval is required. 
While one per cent of respondents refrain from opining in their work-
places, specifically because they find it futile to do so, two per cent of them 
are allegedly never approached for their opinion. The remaining seven per 
cent finds their suggestions to be put into no effective use.

This highly skewed distribution of responses renders the use of the 
Multinomial Logit model to analyse the factors affecting such choices use-
less. Hence, the analysis is based on the proportion of responses across 
different groups. The results are reported in Table 3.3.

There is, however, a bias. While 71 per cent of the male respondents 
feel to be entrusted and to be part of the effective decision making, 57 per 
cent of the female respondents feel so. The majority of the respondents in 
the group who feel entrusted with such responsibilities are male. On the 
contrary, females dominate in those groups where either the members are 
approached for mass approval or the suggestions sought are never put into 
any effective use. The discrimination is particularly marked in the second 
case. Moreover, the respondents who refrain from opining in the work-
place eventually turn out to be female.

The differences across age groups are discernible too (Table 3.4). Work 
experience of the respondents increases with age. In all the age groups, 
most of the respondents feel to be entrusted by their supervisors, team 
leaders or colleagues; and such feelings seem to be strongest among the 
high-age people. No respondent in the lower-middle and upper-middle 
age groups feels to be left out of the decision making process. In general, 
the feeling of being completely left out from the decision making process 
is not very strong. Some essence of frustration, however, prevails. Except 
for those who belong to the high-age group, 21 to 38 per cent of the 
respondents belonging to the three other age groups believe the solicita-
tion of their suggestion to be contingent upon the requirements or 
urgency of their employers, supervisors or colleagues. The feeling gets 
stronger at relatively higher ages.

Table 3.3 Differential impact of gender on responses to question-2

Gender % within gender % within option

a b c d e a b c d e

Female 2 11 29 57 2 33 70 54 46 100
Male 3 4 22 71 0 67 30 46 54 0

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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An exploration across gender and age leads to further observations 
(Table  3.5). Young and relatively less-experienced female employees, 
 specifically in the age group of 23 to 30 years, find their participation in 
the decision making process to be somewhat constrained. While few feel 
to be left out of the decision making process, some others find it futile to 
participate in such processes and, hence, withdraw themselves. Frustration 
for the female employees escalates further as they feel their participation to 
be contingent upon the necessity for mass approval and find their sugges-
tions to be hardly put into effective uses. Such senses of isolation or frus-
tration, however, fade with age.

Seventy per cent of the respondents, who have ever been or are cur-
rently in administration (or in any other leading position), feel to be 
entrusted by their fellow-members as far as decision making is concerned. 
Leadership, however, does not empower everyone in terms of decision 
making and discrimination among gender exists. Female respondents, 

Table 3.4 Differential impact of age and work experience on responses to 
question-2

Age (year) Work experience (year) Percentage of responses

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Option-e

23–30 0.5–8 4 9 21 64 2
31–40 5–18 0 7 24 69 0
41–50 11–24 0 5 38 57 0
>50 20–37 9 9 9 73 0

Source: Authors’ own calculation

Table 3.5 Differential impact of age and gender on responses to question-2

Age group  
(years)

Gender Options within gender (%) Gender within option (%)

a b c d e a b c d e

23–30 Female 3 14 27 53 3 50 100 81 46 100
Male 6 0 11 83 0 50 0 19 54 0

31–40 Female 0 12 28 60 0 0 67 50 33 0
Male 0 4 19 78 0 0 33 50 72 0

41–50 Female 0 5 32 63 0 0 50 36 57 0
Male 0 6 44 50 0 0 50 64 43 0

>50 Female 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 25 0
Male 11 11 11 67 0 100 100 100 75 0

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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even with significant leadership, possess relatively lesser decision making 
power. While they are approached more frequently than the male employ-
ees are, their suggestions are less frequently used into effective uses. They 
consider, more seriously than their male counterparts do, their decisions 
to be constrained by the exigencies of their immediately higher authorities 
(Table 3.6).

The decision making power, however, strengthens with age and work 
experience (Table  3.7). Leaders in the upper-middle age group with 
11–24  years of experience enjoy a significant higher decision making 
power than the younger and relatively less-experienced leaders. Such 
power improves further for the most-experienced leaders in the high-age 
group. Females, while compared with their male counterparts, enjoy 
greater escalation in power as they age and tend to gather more experience.

Decision making power varies with levels of income (Table 3.8). A sig-
nificant majority of the fourth and fifth income groups perceive to enjoy 
decision making power. The respondents who feel to be left out from the 
decision making process come largely from the lower-income group. The 

Table 3.7 Differential impact of gender, age, experience and position in the 
workplace on responses to question-2

Age group (years) [work exp (years)] Gender Respondents with leadership &
Decision-making power (%)

23–30
(0.5–8)

Female 20
Male 33

31–40
(5–18)

Female 25
Male 33

41–50
(11–24)

Female 75
Male 78

>50
(20–37)

Female 90
Male 79

Source: Authors’ own calculation

Table 3.6 Differential impact of gender on responses to question-2

% within gender % within option

a b c d e a b c d e

Female 1.79 8.93 25.00 64.29 0 20.00 62.50 53.85 39.34 0
Male 5.37 4.03 16.11 74.50 5.37 80.00 37.50 46.15 60.66 0

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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respondents from the middle-income group apparently show resentment 
of being approached only when the authorities require mass approval. This 
resentment, however, is relatively mild in the upper-middle and high- 
income groups.

Decision-making power of the leaders varies significantly across the 
nature of the organisations. Respondents with leadership enjoy greater 
decision making power in the private sector and in corporates. Almost 69 
per cent of the respondents with leading positions in private-corporate 
sectors enjoy significant decision making power. Respondents who enjoy 
leading positions in the public sectors and in academic institutions still 
find their decision making power to be significantly constrained by the 
requirements of their higher authorities (Table 3.9).

Significant discrepancies in the decision making power of leaders exist 
while differences in age, gender and nature of organisations are taken into 
consideration simultaneously (Table 3.10). In private sectors, only 38 per 
cent of the leaders with decision making power are female and the majority 

Table 3.8 Differential impact of income on responses to question-2

% within option % within income

Income groups Income groups

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Option-a 80 – – 20 – 42 – – 3 –
Option-b 0 36 8 24 32 – 16 3 8 5
Option-c 9 10 42 9 30 26 14 51 9 16
Option-d 2 15 13 23 47 32 66 46 80 79
Option-e – 100 – – – – 4 – – –

Source: Authors’ own calculation

Table 3.9 Leadership and decision making power across different sectors and 
types of organisation

Figures in % Options to question-2

a b c d e

Private sector 3 4 16 77 0
Public sector 5 9 25 61 0
Academic institutions 4 5.33 22.67 68 0
Corporate sector 3.6 7.21 16.22 72.97 0
Private-corporate 4.4 6.59 19.78 69.23 0

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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of them (90 per cent) come from the relatively younger groups. The pro-
portion of female leaders, who enjoy significant decision making power, 
remains at 43 per cent in public sectors. Forty-seven per cent of this group 
come from the high age group. Thirty-seven per cent of the leaders in the 
corporate sector are female. Twenty-seven per cent of them belong to the 
high age group while 40 per cent belong to the low age group.

Hence, the study observes as follows:

• A large number of respondents feel to be trusted by their colleagues, 
supervisors or leaders and are allowed to take decisions to influence 
their team’s work effectively. The feeling of being left out is usu-
ally nominal.

• Discrepancies, however, exist. Males usually feel to be more entrusted 
in their group or organisations. Females, on the other hand, are 
approached, supposedly, when mass approval is sought; and they 
grudge about their suggestions being not put into any effective use.

• A sizable proportion of the respondents at relatively lower ages (specifi-
cally below 50 years) and at lower levels of income find their employers 
to solicit their suggestion only when mass approval is required.

• Young and relatively less-experienced female employees find their 
participation in the decision making process to be somewhat con-
strained. Some of them even refrain from opining in their work-
places. Such frustration, however, fades with age.

• Leadership usually is associated with stronger decision making power, 
particularly at relatively higher ages and experiences. Discrimination 
across gender and organisations, however, still exists. While male respon-
dents enjoying leadership outnumber their female counterpart in private 
sectors and in corporates, they enjoy greater decision making power too.

Table 3.10 Leadership and decision making power across age, gender, sectors 
and types of organisation

% of female among 
leaders

Age composition of female leaders

Low 
age

Lower-middle 
age

Upper-middle 
age

High 
age

Corporate sector 37 40 20 13 27
Academic 
institution

41 14 19 43 24

Private sector 38 33 24 33 10
Public sector 43 13 13 27 47

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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In order to analyse the nature of decision making and one’s inclination 
to be involved in unethical processes, it may be important to explore their 
perceptions about the concept of workplace ethics and the way they look 
at its transgression and possibilities of modifications. The exploration is 
important since the intrinsic traits and perceptions of individuals (or, their 
moral awareness) often shape their decisions and reactions to situations. 
The presence of strict and binding codes of conduct in the workplace 
might put restrictions on, or even control, the behaviour of the  employees, 
but an understanding of their inherent perceptions and attitude towards 
workplace ethics is crucial to explain their deviations (or even the possibili-
ties of such deviations) from ethical behaviour.

Hence, the third question intended to delve into the individual percep-
tion and understanding of the concept of workplace ethics.

3.3.3  Individual Perception About the Concept of Codes 
of Conduct (or, Ethics) in Workplaces 

and the Associated Flexibility

To analyse the traits and perceptions of the individuals, the respondents 
were asked to share what they feel to be most appropriate in connection 
with workplace ethics and the choices were as follows:

Option-a: These are strictly defined codes of conduct (or, ethics) based 
on organisational ethics that are to be maintained irrespec-
tive of what an individual feels.

Option-b: Small transgressions are inevitable and may be tolerated as 
long as these do not result in gross unethical behaviour or 
have adverse legal implications.

Option-c: Any deviation is acceptable provided it is rational and 
practicable.

Option-d: No rigidly defined code should exist, as decisions depend on 
the nature of the problem.

The respondents, who choose option-a, take ethical codes to be non- 
violable and irreversible and are to be placed over and above any individual 
judgement. They take such conducts to be impersonal and to be based 
upon broader organisational or societal values that may not always be 
explained within the narrower domain of self-interest.
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The respondents choosing options b and c have a flexible attitude 
towards workplace ethics that may be explained in lines of the Objectivist 
Theory. For the first group, small transgressions are inevitable, as rational 
employees with integrity would always modify their actions to base them 
on moral and rational values. A breach of integrity, for them, hence, would 
be a gross violation of generally acceptable moral principles. The second 
group, which chooses option-c, does not accept ethical codes to be 
unbendable and tends to rationalise every modification given its rationality 
and practicability. The group that chooses option-d tends to believe in the 
uniqueness of each situation that requires framing of codes of conduct to 
meet the specific situational demands. Hence, rationality lies in making 
ethical codes to be situational rather than rigidly organisational. Figure 3.5 
depicts the proportion of individual responses to options to question-3.

We anticipate such choices to be primarily dependent on age and gen-
der. However, it would be interesting to find out whether such percep-
tions are truly intrinsic or are shaped (at least to some extent) by the 
environment of their organisation.

A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated with age, gender, 
income, nature and type of organisation and the nature of service of indi-
viduals as important factors to shape their responses to question-3. The study 
conjectures further that the presence of stringent codes of conduct in work-
places might shape, or influence, such perceptions. The model is a good fit 
with the LR chi2(56) assuming the value of 214.80, which is significant at the 
one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −236.12, the Pseudo R2 
stands at 0.2131. The predictive margins and the contrasts of margins are 
calculated for further analyses. The results are reported in Table 3.11.

0.26

0.46

0.16
0.11

Fig. 3.5 Proportion of responses to options to question-3 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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As is evident from Table 3.11, 26 per cent of the total respondents, par-
ticularly the male employees, feel the codes of conducts to be organisation- 
specific and find those to be extremely binding for its employees. Forty-six 
per cent of the total respondents believe small transgressions from the exist-
ing codes of conduct are inevitable and such deviations may be tolerated as 
long as these do not result in gross unethical behaviour or have adverse legal 
implications. This feeling is stronger among female respondents. Factually, 
they are more prone, than their male counterparts are, to accept any devia-
tion provided it is rational and practicable. Only a few respondents (11 per 
cent of the total), the majority of whom is male, feel the urge for decisions 
to be conditioned by situational requirements rather than being constrained 
by irreversible and inflexible codes of conduct. The estimation of a suitable 
Multinomial Logit model shows males to have significantly higher predicted 
probabilities of choosing option-a and option-d over females. Although 
females have higher predicted probabilities of choosing option-b and option-
c, such differences are not statistically different (Table 3.12).

Responses differ across the age groups (Table 3.13). Respondents in the 
low age group do not believe in complete redundancy of strict codes of 
conduct or in situational ethics. Moreover, only a few of them (18 per cent) 
find the rationality and practicability behind deviation from existing codes 
of conduct to be enough to defend such actions. While 32 per cent of this 
group takes such codes to be organisation-specific and strictly binding, 50 
per cent of them are sufficiently flexible to allow small transgressions from 
such strictly defined codes of conduct. The respondents in the high age 
group, however, question the binding, unwavering and non- violable nature 
of organisational ethics. While all of them are in favour of allowing some 
sort of flexibility in taking decisions in workplaces, they are the strongest 
advocates of making workplace ethics inherently situational. On average, 
36 per cent of the respondents in the lower and upper-middle age groups 
perceive codes of conduct to be binding and non-violable. While respon-
dents in the lower-middle age group are more inclined to accept any devia-
tion (given its rationality and practicability) and even to resort to situational 

Table 3.11 Responses to question-3 across gender

% within gender % within options

a b c d a b c d

Female 23.2 50.3 19.2 7.3 42.2 52 56 32
Male 29 42.5 13.9 14.6 57.7 48 44 68

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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ethics, their counterparts in the upper-middle age group are more inter-
ested to allow only small transgressions from organisational ethics.

At all the age groups, males have higher predicted probabilities of 
choosing option-a, option-c, and option-d. However, such predicted 
probabilities decrease at a higher age for option-a and increase for both 
option-c and option-d. At all the age groups, females have higher  predicted 
probabilities of choosing option-b. Such probabilities increase for males 
but decrease for females at a higher age (Table 3.14).

Such perceptions differ, depending on whether the respondent is, or 
has ever been, entrusted with some leadership in the workplace. Eighty 
per cent of respondents who perceive codes of conduct to be binding (that 
is, choose option-a) are entrusted with some leadership. Respondents with 
leadership have a significantly higher probability to choose option-a than 
those without any leadership. Respondents who are (or, were ever) not at 
leading positions at their workplace have significantly higher probabilities 
of accepting deviation from specified codes of conduct at the workplace. 
Although the leaders, compared to those with limited leading powers, 
have a higher probability of going in favour of situational ethics, the dif-
ference is not statistically significant (Table 3.15).

Table 3.13 Differential impact of age on responses to question-3

Age (years) % within age % within options

a b c d a b c d

23–30 32 50 18 0.00 35 31 31 0
31–40 35.95 40.45 11.24 12.36 33 21 16 27
41–50 36.4 47.1 9.4 7.1 32 23 13 15
>50 0 46 27 27 0 25 9 59

Source: Authors’ own calculation

Table 3.12 Differential impact of gender on responses to question-3

Predicted margin and contrast of margins

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Female 0.24∗ 0.50∗ 0.19∗ 0.07∗∗

Male 0.32∗ 0.43∗ 0.12∗ 0.13∗

Male vs. female 0.08∗∗ −0.07 −0.07 0.06∗∗

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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As is suggested by the results of the Multinomial Logit model, leader-
ship has a differential impact on the perception of workplace ethics across 
gender (Table 3.16). Females in leadership choose option-a with 12 per 
cent higher probabilities than those who do not enjoy any leading posi-
tion. However, the probabilities with which males in the leading position 
choose option-a are 14 per cent higher than those of the male who do not 
possess any leading position. In all the other cases, the differential impact 
of leadership across gender has been insignificant.

As is suggested by Table 3.17, the nature of the existing codes of con-
duct in an organisation is often found to shape an employee’s perception 
about the workplace ethics.

Respondents working in organisations under a properly conveyed and 
strictly binding code of conduct find such codes, in 47 per cent cases, to 
be non-violable irrespective of their individual feelings about decision 

Table 3.14 Differential impact of age and gender on responses to question-3

Predicted margin

Age (years) 23–30 31–40 41–50 >50

Option-a Male 0.39 0.40 0.42 0.00∗

Female 0.27 0.30 0.31 0.00∗

Option-b Male 0.41 0.40 0.42 0.45
Female 0.53 0.46 0.52 0.49

Option-c Male 0.20 0.14 0.11 0.32
Female 0.14 0.09 0.07 0.23

Option-d Male 0.00∗ 0.14 0.08 0.32
Female 0.00∗ 0.10 0.06 0.19

∗Implies insignificance, all the others are significant at the one per cent level

Source: Authors’ own calculation

Table 3.15 Differential impact of leadership on responses to question-3

Predicted margin and contrast of margin

Without leadership With leadership With versus without leadership

Option-a 0.17∗ 0.30∗ 0.13∗

Option-b 0.52∗ 0.44∗ −0.08∗

Option-c 0.21∗ 0.14∗ −0.07∗

Option-d 0.10∗ 0.12∗ 0.02

∗Implies significance at the one per cent level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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making. However, there is a feeling (at least in 33 per cent cases) that 
small transgressions are inevitable and may be tolerated as long as no legal 
implications occur. In 13 per cent cases, however, frustration mounts up 
and employees feel the need to have a relaxed environment of situational 
ethics. In organisations where codes are properly conveyed but not bind-
ing, respondents have a 75 per cent chance of allowing flexibility or devia-
tion from the given conduct provided no legal implications follow. Such 
chances shrink to 42 per cent for the respondents who follow convention 
and predominant work culture in the absence of properly conveyed codes 
of conduct in their organisations. They, however, stand ready to allow for 
any deviation in 38 per cent cases, given its rationality and practicability. In 
13 per cent cases, however, the respondents feel the necessity for any code 
of conducts to be strictly binding and impersonal—a view perhaps of those 
who are frustrated of working in an organisation with no properly  conveyed 

Table 3.16 Differential impact of leadership and gender on responses to 
question-3

Differences in predicted probabilities of choosing an option with certainty

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Female in leadership vs. female not in leadership 0.12∗ −0.06 −0.07 0.02
Male in leadership vs. male not in leadership 0.14∗ −0.09 −0.06 0.02

∗Implies significance at the one per cent level

Source: Authors’ own calculation

Table 3.17 Nature of existing codes of conduct and perception about ethics

Predicted margin

question-3

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Properly conveyed and binding code exists 0.47∗ 0.33∗ 0.07∗ 0.13∗

Properly conveyed but non-binding codes 0.06∗ 0.75∗ 0.11∗ 0.08∗

No properly conveyed code exists—employees 
are guided by convention and predominant 
work culture

0.13∗ 0.42∗ 0.38∗ 0.07∗

No properly conveyed code exists—employees 
are free to apply their own value judgement

0.00 0.00 0.34∗ 0.66∗

∗Implies significance at the one per cent level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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and binding code of conduct. Finally, we come to those  organisations that, 
in the absence of any properly conveyed code, allow their employees to 
apply their own value judgement in decision making. Respondents from 
such organisations have high chances (66 per cent) of believing in the 
desirability of pursuing policies of situational ethics. In 34 per cent cases, 
they take every deviation (provided these are rational and practicable) 
from the so-called workplace ethics to be acceptable. In the absence of 
properly conveyed codes of conduct, a sense of dissatisfaction might 
develop, creating, therefore, an urge for having strict and binding codes of 
conduct, when the employees are expected to follow the conventions 
rather than depend on their own value judgement.

Hence, we observe the following:

• Quite a good number of respondents stand ready to allow and toler-
ate small transgressions from existing codes of conduct provided 
such deviations do not result in gross unethical behaviour or have 
adverse legal implications.

• Females, irrespective of their age and experience, are more prone to 
allow for deviations from existing codes of conduct.

• Only a few respondents, the majority of whom is male, feel the urge 
for decisions to be conditioned by situational requirements instead 
of being constrained by irreversible and inflexible codes of conduct.

• Younger employees do not believe in situational ethics, whereas the 
non-violable nature of organisational ethics is questioned at matured 
ages. More flexibility is allowed with growing experience and maturity.

• The administrators or those who are in any leading position in their 
organisation tend to appreciate the binding and impersonal nature of 
codes of conduct. Such sentiment is stronger among females.

• People working in organisations where codes of conduct are prop-
erly conveyed and binding usually tend to appreciate such strictness. 
However, opinions do exist for allowing justifiable deviations and 
even for taking ethics to be situational. People working in organisa-
tions with non-binding or even no codes of conduct tend to appreci-
ate flexibility. Opinions, however, still exist in favour of having strict 
and binding codes of conduct in the workplace.

One of the important factors that influence the problems of ethical 
decision-making and ethical dilemma is perhaps the highly obfuscated dis-
tinction between the concepts of morality and ethics. The term ethics orig-
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inates from the ancient Greek phrase ethicos that finds its origin in the 
word ethos that means custom or habit. The Roman philosophers intro-
duced the term moralis as the Latin equivalent of ethicos. Hence, the words 
stemmed from the same root and were initially a translation of one another. 
A distinction, however, may be made among the terms values, ethics and 
morality. Values are core beliefs that modify or shape our attitudes and 
actions. Morals, on the other hand, are judgement, standards and rules of 
good conduct in society. Ethics ascertain the rules and standards that gov-
ern the moral behaviour of individuals. An ethical action, therefore, must 
take into consideration the underlying motives, the potential harms and 
the possibilities of conflict with the conventional values and rules. 
Workplace ethics, more specifically, are concerned with the designing and 
manifestation of moral standards in the workplace. It is a defined set of 
principles, which governs and directs the strategies and courses of actions 
of any organisation given its philosophy. Each of the members associated 
with any such organisation is to develop and inculcate a tendency to adhere 
to such standards for better functioning of the organisation. Individuals 
strong on moral values may be perceived to be better able to adhere to 
such ethical standards. The cognitive-development theory (Kohlberg, 
1969; Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999) maintains that individu-
als’ concept of moral sophistication or morality, as shaped by their levels of 
moral development, influences the way they solve ethical or moral dilem-
mas. An individual’s choice of cognitive structure is shaped by his or her 
cognitive moral capacity. Such cognitive moral capacity is “additive” over 
one’s life, and an individual with such a wide range of cognitive structures 
selects the optimum structure depending on the situations (Rest, 1983). 
Rest’s model of Moral Action is widely used to describe and analyse the 
process of one’s ethical decision making process in the workplace (Jones, 
1991). These models (Rest, 1983, 1994) depict the ways in which the 
numerous cognitive structures and processes involved in the process of 
ethical decision making leads, in a combined manner, to ethical behaviour 
in the workplace.

Hence, the study explores the extent to which this association between 
individual morality and ethical decision making in the workplace is per-
ceived or recognised by the respondents. Specifically, it intends, through 
question-4, the respondents to reveal their perceptions about the relation-
ship between individual morality (such as honesty, integrity, accountabil-
ity, conscientiousness etc.) and maintaining workplace ethics.
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3.3.4  Individual Perception About the Relationship Between 
Individual Morality and Maintaining of Workplace Ethics

While exploring the nature of individuals’ perception about the associa-
tion between individual morality and maintaining workplace ethics, the 
question intended to find out whether and to what extent the respondents 
believe the personality trait of possessing strong moral values to be neces-
sary (and/or sufficient) to maintain workplace ethics. The respondents 
were given the following options to choose from:

Option-a: Possessing strong moral values is necessary and sufficient for 
maintaining workplace ethics.

Option-b: Possessing strong moral values is necessary but not sufficient, 
as values must be combined with a flexible and positive 
attitude.

Option-c: Possessing strong moral values is sufficient for maintaining 
workplace ethics.

Option-d: Possessing strong moral values is neither necessary nor suf-
ficient to maintain workplace ethics.

The study conjectures the perception to differ across gender or age and 
not necessarily across types of education (that is general or technical) or 
nature of institutions to which they belong.

As is evident from Fig. 3.6, 75 per cent of the total respondents believe 
that possessing moral values is necessary but not sufficient for maintaining 
ethical behaviour at least in the workplace. Of the total male respondents, 
67 per cent chose option-b, while 78 per cent of the total female 
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Fig. 3.6 Proportion of responses to options to question-4 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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 respondents opted for it. Hence, option-b remains the choice of the 
majority across gender. However, within the category, females may be 
described to be more inclined to believe that although an individual, 
devoid of morality, should not be expected to behave ethically, yet possess-
ing such traits is not sufficient to ensure ethical behaviour. Some flexibility 
and positivity in attitude must be present. Hence follows the majority 
perception: Ethics and morality are intertwined but adherence to strict 
morality might not lead to ethical decision making.

A decomposition of responses within the group choosing a particular 
option might provide us with further information (Table 3.18). Seventy- 
one per cent of the respondents who feel that morality is “neither neces-
sary nor sufficient” to maintain workplace ethics, is female. However, a 
significant majority of respondents who feel that morality is either “suffi-
cient” or even “necessary and sufficient” for maintaining workplace ethics 
is male. For those who feel that morality alone is not sufficient, the distri-
bution between male and female is more or less even (or tilted only slightly 
towards female).

A majority of the respondents, irrespective of their ages, choose option-
 b. The proportion of people choosing option-b is the highest for the high- 
age group followed by that in the low-age group (Table 3.19).

Moreover, in all the age groups, irrespective of their gender, people 
tend to be biased in favour of option-b. In the high age group, all the 
female respondents tend to choose option-b. Further, in this age group, 
nobody believes in complete dissociation between the possession of moral 
traits and the manifestation of ethical behaviour in the workplace. In fact, 
all the male respondents above 40 years of age advocate such an opinion, 
as their scepticism about the said dissociation tones down with age. Male 
employees in their upper-middle age seem to be better convinced about 
the necessity and sufficiency of having strong morals. Female, except for 

Table 3.18 Impact of gender on responses to question-4

Responses within gender Responses within option

Options to question-4 Options to question-4

a b c d a b c d

Male (%) 22 67 8 3 67 48 86 29
Female (%) 12 78 2 8 33 52 14 71

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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those in their early years in life, deny the sufficiency of possessing strong 
morality in maintaining workplace ethics. At relatively matured ages (until 
50), they tend to become increasingly sceptical about the possibility of 
having any linkage between moralities and maintaining ethics. In all the 
age groups, except for the lower middle one (31–40 years), the propor-
tion of female respondents choosing option-b is more than that of the 
male respondents. As far as the choice within options are concerned, males 
dominate in terms of choice a and choice c in all the age groups. Hence, 
the majority of those who perceive morality to be either “necessary and 
sufficient” or, at most, “sufficient” to maintain workplace ethics across all 
groups, is male (Table 3.20).

After an exploration of how individuals conjecture the causal relation-
ship between individual morality and adherence to ethics, the study 
moves on to explore their perception of factors that might lead to trans-
gression from ethical behaviour in workplaces. The issue gains relevance 
since such restraining factors may not be limited to intrinsic traits and 
lack of  individual morality but, rather, may be attributed to external 
pressures that oftentimes have dominant control over employees’ behav-
iour in workplaces. In order to comprehend the nature and dimensions 
of any incidence of faltering ethics, it is important to realise how do the 
incumbents (the potential offenders or the sticklers for the rules) iden-
tify the factors that would lead to such incidents with greater probability. 
Hence, the study asked the respondents to identify and rank the factors 
that, according to them, would be crucial for resulting in unethical 
behaviour in the workplace. Not all these factors may be relevant for any 
particular individual, but the set would encompass the possible con-
straints that are faced by the employees. The respondent, in question-5, 
hence, was not to reveal the factor that constrains his or her action most, 
but rather the way these could affect the process of ethical decision mak-
ing in workplaces.

Table 3.19 Impact of age on responses to question-4

Age (year) Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Total

23–30 15.79 73.68 6.32 4.21 100.00
31–40 19.05 69.05 7.14 4.76 100.00
41–50 21.62 70.27 0.00 8.11 100.00
>50 9.09 81.82 9.09 0.00 100.00

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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3.3.5  Individuals’ Perception of Factors Resulting in Unethical 
Behaviour in the Workplace

The study, based on the available literature identifies four such factors. In 
some organisations, the appraisal schemes for promotions or compensa-
tions may be tied exclusively to the performance of the incumbent. With 
too much of emphasis being put on the performance and ability of an 
individual to achieve certain (or even time-bound) targets, incumbents 
often set individual agenda above the collective, or even organisational, 
issues. Unethical behaviour might thus be associated with the professional 
environment. Studies by Treviño and Weaver (2003) and Elm and Nichols 
(1993) emphasise such issues.

Social environments, particularly the work situations in organisations, 
often tend to set up the norms of ethical behaviour. People, particularly 
new employees tend to follow what their colleagues practice. Unethical 
behaviour often follows from such convention (if not compulsion, under 
social pressure) of following peers, particularly when the peers tend to 
bend rules and seek support. This group is often low on ethical relativ-
ism that tends to accept the norms of the present situation. Bowditch, 
Buono, and Stewart (2007) found increasing incidents where employees 
experience situations where peers and supervisors encourage unethical 
behaviour. Becker (1998), too, identified social pressure or pressure 
from the peer group to be the most common factor to make a person act 
unethically or lose integrity. Such pressure might assume different forms, 
ranging from physical intimidation to verbal or non-verbal disapproval 
(Becker, 1998).

Table 3.20 Impact of age and gender on responses to question-4

Age group (years) Gender % within gender % within option

a b c d a b c d

23–30 Female 10.34 82.76 3.45 3.45 40 65 33 50
Male 22.22 61.11 11.11 5.56 60 35 67 50

31–40 Female 26.67 66.67 0.00 6.67 55 38 0 50
Male 14.81 70.37 11.11 3.70 45 62 100 50

41–50 Female 5.26 78.95 0.00 15.79 13 58 0 100
Male 39.89 60.11 0.00 0.00 87 42 0 0

>50 Female 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0 46 0 0
Male 11.11 77.78 11.11 0.00 100 52 100 0

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Problems in personal life, unmet demands, unfulfilled wishes and obli-
gations outside the organisations often result in unethical behaviour in the 
workplace.

Finally, the study conjectures personal attributes, particularly morality 
and values, to shape an individual’s ethical decision making process. This 
is similar to the theories that relate moral awareness to moral judgement.

Therefore, the study asks the respondents to identify the relative impor-
tance of such factors that seem to be crucial for resulting in unethical 
behaviour in the workplace. Specifically, they were to rank the following 
choices in order of their preferences:

Option-a: Professional environment—compensation or appraisal schemes 
are strictly based on performance with no emphasis on collec-
tive issues.

Option-b: Work environment or the organisational culture—it is a 
norm to believe what the peer/organisation believes and to 
follow what they do/suggest.

Option-c: Personal life and obligations outside the organisation.
Option-d: Personal attributes—attitudes and values.

The proportions of respondents choosing different options are reported 
in Table  3.21. Option-a and option-b may be described as workplace- 
related factors; and options c and d may be clubbed under individual traits. 
A respondent who chooses options a and b as their first two choices hence 
puts the blame on workplace-related factors, while persons choosing 
options c and d as their first two choices tend to accuse individual traits (or 
lack of morality) for faltering ethics.

Option-d has the highest probability of being selected as the first choice 
and option-c has the highest (and the lowest) probability of being chosen 
as the last (or first) choice. Hence, people tend to put emphasis on per-

Table 3.21 Proportion of respondents ranking options to question-5

First choice Second choice Third choice Fourth choice

Option-a 0.20 0.38 0.22 0.20
Option-b 0.30 0.29 0.26 0.15
Option-c 0.09 0.14 0.23 0.54
Option-d 0.41 0.19 0.29 0.11

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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sonal attributes as the most significant factor affecting an individual’s ethi-
cal decision making process. Personal life and obligations outside the 
organisation tend to remain a relatively unimportant factor.

Significant differences in opinion exist across gender, age, nature of 
organisation or of service.

Among the respondents who choose option-a or option-b as their first 
choices, the proportion of females stands at 63.51 per cent and 57.66 per 
cent, respectively. On the other hand, the proportions of male, among 
those who select option-c or option-d as their first choices, stand at 64.71 
and 64.24 per cent, respectively. Hence, females dominate among those 
who consider workplace environment as the most significant factor affect-
ing the process of ethical decision making. Males, on the other hand, 
emphasise the relevance of individual traits. In fact, females have a greater 
tendency, given the options, to choose option-b as their first choice while 
males have a higher probability of choosing option-d.

The study considers the factors affecting the choice of options obtained 
by estimating a suitable Multinomial Logit model. We report only the 
margins and the contrast of margins for relevant variables. The LR chi2(36) 
stands at 145.11, which is significant at the one per cent level. The Pseudo 
R2 stands at 0.1546. The model hence is a good fit.

Table 3.22 shows the differences in the predicted probabilities of 
choosing a particular option as the first choice with certainty across gen-
der. As is evident from the results, females have higher predicted probabil-
ities of choosing option-a and option-b (as first choices) than males, and 
such differences are significant at the one per cent level. Males have higher 
probabilities of choosing option-c and option-d as their first choices with 
certainty but such differences are significant only for option-d.

As is revealed from Table 3.23 and Fig. 3.7, males have significantly 
higher probabilities of choosing option-d with certainty at all the age 

Table 3.22 Variations in the ranking of options to question-5 across gender

Predictive margins Contrast of margin

Female Male Male vs. female

First choice Option-a 0.26∗ 0.14∗ −0.12∗

Option-b 0.34∗ 0.25∗ −0.09∗

Option-c 0.07∗ 0.11∗ 0.04
Option-d 0.32∗ 0.50∗ 0.18∗∗

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation

 G. CHAKRABARTI AND T. CHATTERJEA



117

groups and the difference reduces at higher ages. Although they select 
option-c as their first choice with higher probabilities and such differences 
increase at higher ages, these are not statistically significant. Females have 
significantly higher probabilities of choosing option-a and option-b with 
certainty at all the age groups. Such differences rise at higher age groups 
for option-b and fall for option-a. Hence, males at their early ages, are 
more prone (than the females) to condemn the lack of individual morality 
for breeding unethical behaviour in the workplace. However, as they 
mature, they realise, more or less to the same extent as the females do, the 
non-triviality of personal problems and obligations as a factor generating 
unethical behaviour in the workplace. Younger females rather than the 
more experienced ones, apprehend, as compared to their male counter-
parts in the respective age groups, the compulsion of following peers and 

Table 3.23 Variations in the ranking of options to question-5 across age and gender

Male vs. female Low age Lower-middle age Upper-middle age High age

Option-a

Contrast of margin

−0.05∗ −0.11∗ −0.16∗ −0.13∗

Option-b −0.13∗ −0.09∗ −0.05∗ −0.02
Option-c 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.05
Option-d 0.17∗ 0.17∗ 0.16∗ 0.11∗

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Fig. 3.7 Differences in the ranking of options to question-5 across age groups: 
male vs. female. (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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unconditional loyalty to organisational culture to be more binding on 
ethical decision making. Relatively younger females, however, as opposed 
to their male counterparts, find the appraisal schemes and other rules per-
taining to the workplace to be more binding.

Respondents belonging to the upper-middle and, most significantly, to 
the high-age group tend to blame the prevailing professional environ-
ment, particularly the performance-based compensation or appraisal 
schemes that are insensitive to collective issues for breeding unethical 
behaviour in the workplace.

The relatively younger employees find the compulsion to follow their 
peers and the predominant work culture to be of prime importance. 
Respondents, however, irrespective of their ages, seem to be equally scep-
tical about the role of personal life and obligations in affecting the process 
of ethical decision making.

Differences of opinion, nevertheless, exist among ages as far as the indi-
vidual moralities are concerned. While younger employees take such issues 
seriously, the perceived significance of individual morality in breeding 
unethical behaviour weaken with age (Table 3.24).

Perceptions across the nature of organisations, however, differ only 
slightly. Among the four options, employees from both the sectors are 

Table 3.24 Variations in the ranking of options to question-5 across age

Predictive margins

Age group Low (1) Lower-middle (2) Upper-middle (3) High (4)

First choice Option-a 0.06∗∗ 0.20∗ 0.38∗ 0.61∗

Option-b 0.50∗ 0.40∗ 0.21∗ 0.10∗

Option-c 0.02 0.07∗ 0.10∗ 0.09∗∗

Option-d 0.43∗ 0.33∗ 0.31∗ 0.20∗

Contrast of margin
Option-a (2 vs 1) 0.133∗ (3 vs 2) 0.18∗ (4 vs 2) 0.411∗

(3 vs 1) 0.321∗ (4 vs 1) 0.548∗ (4 vs 3) 0.232∗

Option-b (2 vs 1) −0.096 (3 vs 2) −0.19∗ (4 vs 2) −0.501∗

(3 vs 1) −0.29∗ (4 vs 1) −0.397∗ (4 vs 3) −0.11∗

Option-c (2 vs 1) 0.06∗ (3 vs 2) 0.03 (4 vs 2) 0.02
(3 vs 1) 0.089∗ (4 vs 1) 0.076 (4 vs 3) −0.01

Option-d (2 vs 1) −0.09 (3 vs 2) −0.02 (4 vs 2) −0.13∗

(3 vs 1) 0.119 (4 vs 1) −0.227∗ (4 vs 3) −0.11∗

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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more inclined towards choosing option-d and rejecting option-c as their 
first choices. A comparison of choices across sectors reveals a predicted 
preference of the public-sector employees for options a and b over those 
in the private sector. The private sector employees, on the other hand, are 
predicted to prefer options c and d as first choices. Such differences in 
choosing a particular option across the two sectors, however, are not sta-
tistically significant.

Given the four choices, the corporates have greater chances for choos-
ing option-b whereas academicians tend to choose option-d as their 
respective first choices (Table 3.25). Hence, the corporate personnel are 
inclined to blame the organisational culture of following peers (or seniors) 
to breed unethical decisions in workplaces whereas academicians put the 
blame on lack of individual morality for the same. Only a few people 
believe life outside the organisation to influence the process of ethical 
decision making. As far as the chances of choosing a given option are con-
cerned, corporates have significantly higher chances of choosing option-b 
over academicians. While the latter has greater chances of choosing the 
three other options, such differences are not significant.

Respondents who have ever been in any administrative position or in 
any other leading positions have higher probabilities of choosing the first 
three options as first choices. Although such differences are not statisti-
cally significant, they have significantly lower probabilities of choosing 
option-d over those who have never been in any such positions (Table 3.26).

It may now be of interest to check the relative importance of workplace- 
related factors and individual traits in breeding unethical behaviour in 
workplaces.

Table 3.25 Variations in the ranking of options to question-5 across sectors and 
types of organisation

First 
choice

Predictive margins Contrast of margin

Private 
sector

Public 
sector

Corporate 
sector

Academic 
institution

Public vs. 
private

Academics vs. 
corporate

Option-a 0.19∗ 0.21∗ 0.19∗ 0.22∗ 0.02 0.03
Option-b 0.29∗ 0.30∗ 0.39∗ 0.23∗ 0.01 −0.16∗

Option-c 0.11∗ 0.08∗ 0.06∗ 0.11∗ −0.04 0.05
Option-d 0.41∗ 0.41∗ 0.36∗ 0.45∗ −0.004 0.08

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Workplace-related factors versus individual obligations and morality 
as affecting the process of ethical decision making:

As was mentioned earlier, the study could distinguish among three 
types of respondents based on their identification of factors leading to 
unethical behaviour in workplaces. The respondents who chose options a 
and b as their first two choices may be considered to emphasise the 
workplace- related factors; and those who selected options c and d had 
recognised the importance of individual factors in the process of ethical 
decision making. There is, however, a third group that combined 
workplace- related factors and individual traits in many different combina-
tions in their first two choices. The first two groups, however, are of pri-
mary concern and a suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated to 
identify the factors that might lead to such differences in opinion.

While 34 per cent of the respondents tend to blame workplace-related 
factors for generating unethical behaviour in the workplace, 17 per cent 
consider individual traits and other obligations to be of primary concern. 
The LR chi2(36) stands at 101.79, which is significant at the one per cent 
level. The Pseudo R2 stands at 0.1344. The model hence is a good fit 
(Table 3.27).

Significant differences exist in opinion across gender. Respondents, 
irrespective of their gender, perceive workplace-related factors to be more 
important than the individual traits, but the importance of workplace- 
related factors is relatively greater than individual traits for females. Females 
have 43 per cent chances of choosing workplace-related factors and 14 per 
cent chances of choosing individual factors while these are 26 per cent and 
20 per cent for males. The contrasts of margin predict significant differ-
ences in the probabilities of choosing a particular factor across gender. 

Table 3.26 Variations in the ranking of options to question-5 across nature of job

Predictive margins Contrast of margin

People not in 
leading position

People in (or have been 
in) leading position

In leading position vs. 
not in leading position

First 
choice

Option-a 0.19∗ 0.21∗ 0.02
Option-b 0.27∗ 0.31∗ 0.04
Option-c 0.07∗ 0.10∗ 0.03
Option-d 0.47∗ 0.38∗ −0.09∗

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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While females are more prone to blame workplace-related factors, males 
emphasise individual factors in affecting the process of ethical decision 
making in the workplace.

The differences in choice between workplace-related factors and indi-
vidual factors among the corporate personnel and the academicians should 
be spelt out with caution. The academicians put relatively greater weight 
on individual traits as compared to the workplace-related factors. Private 
sector employees have greater chances of condemning workplace-related 
factors while those from the public sector emphasise individual traits. 
Such differences in opinion, however, is not significant. The public sector 
employees, in contrast to the employees in the private sector, are more 
inclined to put blame on individual traits and obligations for breeding 
unethical behaviour in the workplace.

The contrasts in margins reflect the people in leading positions and 
with administrative responsibilities to consider the individual traits and 
obligations to be more important in generating unethical behaviour, while 
the respondents with no such responsibilities tend to emphasise workplace- 
related factors (Table 3.28).

Table 3.27 Workplace-related factors vs. individual traits—differences in opin-
ion across gender, positions, sectors and types of organisation

Workplace factors are 
important

Individual traits are 
important

Predictive 
margins

Female 0.43∗ 0.14∗

Male 0.26∗ 0.20∗

Private sector 0.35∗ 0.16∗

Public sector 0.33∗ 0.19∗

Corporate sector 0.32∗ 0.11∗

Academics 0.36∗ 0.23∗

Not in leading position 0.36∗ 0.13∗

In (or, have been in) 
leading position

0.33∗ 0.19∗

Contrast of 
margin

Male vs. female −0.17∗ 0.06∗∗∗

Public vs. private sector −0.02 0.03
Academics vs. corporate 0.04 0.12∗

Ever in admin vs. never 
in admin

−0.03 0.06∗∗∗

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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While the senior-most respondents have a significant bias to choose the 
workplace-related factors, younger people (particularly those who are 
below 40 years of age) consider the individual factors to be more impor-
tant. Females, in comparison to their male counterparts, find workplace- 
related factors to be significantly more important, and such differences 
tend to be high for senior employees. While males condemn individual 
factors more than the females do, such differences are significant only at 
high age (Fig. 3.8).

While females have significantly greater chances of choosing workplace- 
related factors over males, such differences are comparatively higher in 
the public sector, in academic institutions and for those females who are 
(or, ever been) in leading positions. Similarly, males have higher pre-
dicted probabilities of choosing individual traits and such differences 
are higher in the public sector, in academic institutions and for those 
males who enjoy leading positions in their workplaces. Females and 
males employed in the public sector have greater chances of choosing 
workplace-related factors and the reverse is true for the private sector 
employees. Females and males in academia tend to emphasise more on 
workplace-related factors than do their counterparts in the corporate sec-
tors. The same is true for males and females who enjoy leading positions 
in their workplaces (Fig. 3.9).

Table 3.28 Workplace-related factor factors vs. individual traits—differences in 
opinion across age groups

Predictive margins

Age group Low (1) Lower-middle (2) Upper-middle (3) High (4)

Workplace factors 
are important

0.24∗ 0.28∗ 0.22∗ 0.67∗

Individual traits are 
important

0.24∗ 0.31∗ 0.02 0.14∗

Contrast of margin
Workplace factors 
are important

(2 vs 1) 0.04 (3 vs 2) −0.06 (4 vs 2) 0.39∗

(3 vs 1) −0.02 (4 vs 1) 0.43∗ (4 vs 3) 0.45∗

Individual traits are 
important

(2 vs 1) 0.07 (3 vs 2) −0.29∗ (4 vs 2) −0.17∗

(3 vs 1) −0.22∗ (4 vs 1) −0.10 (4 vs 3) 0.12∗

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Hence, the study conjectures that while considering the factors leading 
to unethical behaviour in the workplace:

• Respondents perceive lack of morality and values to be of significant 
importance that leads to unethical behaviour in the workplace. This, 
however, is not the majority view.

• People usually are sceptical about the role of the personal life and 
obligations of employees outside the organisation in affecting the pro-
cess of ethical decision making in the workplace.

p=0.00 p=0.00 p=0.00 p=0.00

p=0.36 p=0.24

p=0.53

p=0.06

-0.20

-0.10

0.00

0.10

Low Lower-middle Upper-middle High

Workplace factors important Individual traits important

Fig. 3.8 Workplace-related factor factors vs. individual traits—differences in 
opinion across age groups: male vs. female. (Source: Authors’ own calculation)

Fig. 3.9 Workplace-related factor factors vs. individual traits—differences in 
opinion across gender for other factors. (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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• Females tend to blame workplace-related factors more than males 
do. Younger females, rather than the seniors, find the follow-thy-peer 
effect to be more binding than do the males in their respective 
groups. The female-male difference in choosing appraisal schemes 
and other rules pertaining to the workplace increases with age. 
Younger males are more prone (than females) to condemn the lack 
of individual morality. Maturity, however, makes all of them realise 
the non-triviality of personal problems and obligations as a factor 
generating unethical behaviour in the workplace.

• While the younger employees condemn the convention of follow- 
thy- peer, the seniors tend to blame the prevailing professional envi-
ronment, particularly the performance-based compensation or 
appraisal schemes that are insensitive to collective issues for breeding 
unethical behaviour in the workplace. The perceived significance of 
individual morality in this context, however, weakens with age.

• Public-sector employees find the strictly performance-based appraisal 
schemes or follow-thy-peers effect to be more binding than the private 
sector employees who usually put blames individual factors. While cor-
porate personnel condemn the compulsion to follow their peers, aca-
demicians relate the problems of unethical decision making to morality 
issues. People usually complain less about workplace- related issues as 
they move to enjoy leading positions in their workplaces.

• As the first two factors are clubbed as workplace-related factors, and 
the last two are grouped as individual factors, the senior-most 
respondents are found to be biased towards the former while the 
juniors are inclined to select the latter. Females, rather than males, 
consider workplace-related factors to be more important and such 
differences tend to magnify with age. Males condemn individual 
factors more than females do but such differences are significant only 
at high age. Workplace-related factors are more condemned (and 
individual factors are less condemned) by females in the private sec-
tors, in corporates and among those who are not (or never been) in 
any leading positions.

We now move on to explore the issues that an individual would like to 
take into consideration, or would rather bother about while taking deci-
sions on their own in workplaces. Such factors might vary over a range to 
include violation of workplace ethics, possible threats to individual moral-
ity, reactions or resistance from the system or the peers or even practical 
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problems in implementing the decision. Not all the issues may be equally 
stringent or pertinent for everyone, but a ranking of those may be possible 
thereby reflecting the approach and attitude of the decision-maker towards 
such a process of decision making. The factors are chosen on the basis of 
the available theories that have been discussed in previous sections. The 
respondents were asked to report any other factor if they had found it 
relevant. No such additional factor, however, was mentioned.

3.3.6  Individual Consideration or Botheration While Taking 
a Workplace-Related Decision

Question-6 seeks to explore the issues that bother an individual while tak-
ing a decision on his/her own in the workplace. The study identifies five 
such factors and asks the respondents to rank those factors in order of their 
preferences. Specifically, they were given the following options:

Option-a: Whether the codes of conduct of their institutions/organisa-
tions are breached by the decisions they are going to take.

Option-b: Whether the individual moral considerations are threatened 
by such action.

Option-c: Whether the decision to be taken is practicable and is likely 
to be effective.

Option-d: Possible reaction of or resistance from the system of which 
the decision-maker is a part.

Option-e: Possible reaction of or impact on the peer or any other rele-
vant group.

As is evident from Table  3.29, option-a has 14 per cent chances of 
being selected as the first choice. Hence, the possibilities of infringing with 

Table 3.29 Proportion of respondents ranking options to question-6

1st choice 2nd choice 3rd choice 4th choice 5th choice Total

Option-a 0.14 0.46 0.21 0.08 0.11 1.00
Option-b 0.23 0.28 0.22 0.20 0.08 1.00
Option-c 0.48 0.09 0.34 0.06 0.03 1.00
Option-d 0.11 0.09 0.14 0.46 0.20 1.00
Option-e 0.04 0.08 0.10 0.20 0.58 1.00
Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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the institutional codes of conduct remain the prime consideration for 14 
per cent of the respondents while they take decisions on their own. The 
issue is considered as the second and third choices with 46 per cent and 21 
per cent of chances, respectively. Morality issues have more or less equal 
probabilities of being selected (22 to 28 per cent) as the first, second and 
third choices. Option-c, that is, the practicability and effectiveness of deci-
sions, has 48 per cent chances of being described as the prime consider-
ation behind decision making. However, option-d and option-e usually 
come with lower probabilities of being selected as the first or second 
choice. Hence, the prime concern of the decision-makers remains the 
practicability and effectiveness of their decisions rather than the apprehen-
sion that morality or ethical considerations might be threatened. 
Individuals, while taking decisions on their own, are usually less bothered 
about the possible reactions of their peer groups or the consequential 
resistance from the system to which they belong. Significant discrepancies 
in such choices, however, might exist across gender, age, nature of service 
and types of organisation.

A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and the predicted 
margins and their contrasts are reported to analyse such choices of options 
in detail. The LR chi2(48) assumes the value of 265.81, which is significant 
at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −361.66, the Pseudo 
R2 stands at 0.2687. These describe the model to be a good fit (Table 3.30).

While females are more concerned about the ethical and moral issues 
that their decisions might raise, males bother about the practicability issues 
and the possible adverse reactions from their peers and the system as a 
whole. As is suggested by the contrasts of the predictive margins, females 
emphasise morality issues more significantly than do males and bother 
significantly less about the reactions of the peers or the system. The differ-
ence in perception across gender, however, is not significant as far as the 
ethical implications or practicability and effectiveness of the decisions are 
concerned.

The private sector employees, unlike those in the public sectors, remain 
more concerned about the possible ethical and moral implications of their 
decisions and the consequential reactions of their peers. The public sector 
employees emphasise the practicability issues and fear resistance from the 
system. Such difference in opinion is, however, significant only when the 
anticipation about the reactions from peers is concerned.

Academicians, while compared to corporate personnel, bother signifi-
cantly less about the ethical implications and concern more about the 
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practicability and effectiveness of their decisions. In general, corporate 
personnel emphasise more on moral and ethical implications and fear resis-
tance from the system. The peer-group effect is minimal with no differ-
ence as far as the two groups are concerned.

Table 3.30 Ranking of options to question-6 and the differential effect of 
gender, type of service and nature and types of organisation

Options a b c d e

Predictive 
margins

Female 0.15∗ 0.35∗ 0.43∗ 0.05∗ 0.01∗

Male 0.13∗ 0.12∗ 0.49∗ 0.16∗ 0.09∗

Private sector 0.15∗ 0.24∗ 0.44∗ 0.08∗ 0.09∗

Public sector 0.14∗ 0.22∗ 0.51∗ 0.14∗ 0.00
Corporate sector 0.18∗ 0.25∗ 0.42∗ 0.12∗ 0.04∗

Academia 0.10∗ 0.21∗ 0.54∗ 0.11∗ 0.04∗

Never in admin 0.11∗ 0.19∗ 0.47∗ 0.07∗ 0.16∗

In admin 0.15∗ 0.25∗ 0.46∗ 0.12∗ 0.01
Contrast 
of margin

Male vs. female −0.02 −0.23∗ 0.06 0.11∗ 0.08∗

Public vs. private sector −0.01 −0.02 0.06 0.06 0.09∗

Academia vs. corporate −0.08∗∗ 0.04 0.12∗∗ 0.01 0.00
Leader/admin vs. not leader/
admin

0.04 0.06 −0.01 0.05 −0.15∗

(Leader/admin vs. not leader/
admin) vs. (Public vs. private)

−0.04∗ −0.04 −0.18∗ 0.04 0.22∗

(Leader/admin vs. not leader/
admin) over (Academics vs. 
corporate)

−0.06∗ −0.01 0.09 0.01 0.14∗

(Leader/admin vs. not leader/
admin) over (Male vs. female)

0.06∗ −0.04 0.13∗ 0.05 −0.19∗

(Public vs. private) over (Male 
vs. female)

0.01 0.01 0.03 0.05 −0.09

(Male vs. female) over (Public 
vs. private)

0.03 −0.08∗ 0.09∗∗ 0.10∗ −0.14∗

(Academics vs. corporate) over 
(Male vs. female)

−0.01 0.02 −0.01 −0.01 0.001

(Male vs. female) over 
(Academics vs. corporate)

0.02 −0.05∗∗ 0.08∗ 0.06∗ −0.12∗

Option-a: Whether Codes of Conduct (COC) are breached.
Option-b: Whether morality is breached.
Option-c: Practicability and effectiveness of the decision.
Option-d: Reaction of or resistance from the system.
Option-e: Reaction of, or impact on, either the peer or any other relevant group.
∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Respondents in administrative posts or in any other leading positions 
bother more about the moral and ethical implications of their decisions 
and fear resistance from the system. Employees without such power, how-
ever, consider the practicability and effectiveness of their decision to be of 
greater importance and bother more about the reactions of their peers. 
The difference in such considerations is significant in the context of peer 
effects only.

Further analyses reveal significant findings. Compared to those who are 
(or were) not in any leading positions, the administrators/leaders put 
greater emphasis on the ethical implications of their decisions and such 
differences in perceptions escalate in private sector and especially, in cor-
porates. The leaders find the non-leaders to put relatively more emphasis 
on practicability and effectiveness of their decisions in the private sector. 
The peer-effect, which is stronger for those who are (or were) not in any 
leading positions, tends to magnify in the public sector as well as in aca-
demic institutions. The differences in perception vary significantly across 
gender. The differences in perception are stronger for the males, as long as 
the ethical implications, or practicability or effectiveness of any decision is 
concerned. The stronger peer-effect for the non-executives escalates for 
the females.

Although the perceptions that vary across sectors (public versus pri-
vate) or services (corporate versus academics) do not vary significantly 
across gender, perceptions across gender do vary (and, often significantly) 
across sectors or services. Females (rather than males) emphasise morality 
issues, and they tend to do so more intensively in the private sectors and 
in corporates. Males emphasise more on the practicability and effective-
ness of decisions, bother about reactions from the system and such dif-
ferential effects magnify in the public sector and in academia. The stronger 
peer effect for the males tends to magnify in the private sectors and espe-
cially in corporates.

The considerations differ across age too (Fig.  3.10). A significantly 
positive correlation exists between age and tenure of services that reveals 
experience to increase with age. The following graph shows the propor-
tions of respondents belonging to a particular age group who choose a 
particular option as their first choice. While 36 per cent of young and rela-
tively less-experienced respondents take the practicability and effectiveness 
of their decisions into serious consideration, 41 per cent of them fear 
strong resistance from the system. Ethical and moral considerations, how-
ever, are not so important for them. While the possible violations of codes 
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of conduct associated with a decision concern middle-aged respondents, 
the people in the upper-middle age group seem to have significant both-
eration for its moral implications too. The middle-aged respondents are 
inclined to consider the practicability and effectiveness of their decisions. 
Such considerations, however, fall off with maturity. Moral (but not the 
ethical) issues tend to gain prime importance for experienced, senior 
respondents. The peer effect is not very strong across ages and the fear of 
facing resistance from the system tends to decline significantly with maturity.

Perceptions among different age groups, however, differ significantly 
across gender. The male-female differences as far as the ethical  implications 
associated with an impending decision is concerned has never been signifi-
cant across ages. Females are more concerned about the moral implica-
tions of their decisions, and the differences across gender tend to magnify 
as people tend to age and gain experiences. Less-experienced, younger 
females put relatively more emphasis on the practicability and effectiveness 
of impending decisions, while males do so at relatively higher ages. The 
peer effects and the fear of resistance from the system tend to be higher for 
males at all the age groups (Fig. 3.11).

The younger and less-experienced executives take reactions from the 
system more seriously than the non-executives do (Fig. 3.12). Such differ-
ences in perception, however, narrow down as they mature and gain expe-
rience. Highly experienced, senior executives, rather than their 
non-executive counterparts, are more concerned about the moral implica-
tions of the decisions they take. Relatively younger non-executives in 

Fig. 3.10 Ranking of options to question-6 and the differential impact of age. 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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Fig. 3.11 Ranking of options to question-6 and the differential impact of gender 
across age. ∗Implies insignificance. (Source: Authors’ own calculation)

(*)(*)

(*) (*)

Fig. 3.12 Ranking of options to question-6 and the differential impact of enjoy-
ing a leading position across age. ∗Implies significance. (Source: Authors’ own 
calculation)
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lower and lower-middle age groups take the peer-effects more seriously 
than do executives in the same age groups. Other differences in perception 
that exist across ages (and experience) are not significant enough.

Are such choices influenced by the existence of well-defined and properly 
conveyed codes of conduct in organisations?

It is often argued that the employees’ decision making processes, par-
ticularly when they are taking decisions independently, are often shaped by 
the existence of well-defined and properly conveyed codes of conduct in 
their organisations. As discussed earlier, the respondents were asked to 
report whether a properly conveyed code of conduct exists in their organ-
isations and the extent to which deviations (or even violations) are possible 
or permissible from such codes of conduct. Column Ai in the following 
table (Table 3.31) shows the predicted probability of choosing different 
options under question-6 by the respondents in an organisation of type 

Table 3.31 Responses to question-6 and the nature of COC in organisation

Type of organisation

Properly conveyed COC exists No Properly conveyed COC exists

Strictly binding 
on employees

Deviations are 
usually not an 

offence

Employees follow 
convention & 
predominant 
work culture

Employees free 
to apply their 

own value 
judgement

Response to Q6 A1 B1 A2 B2 A3 B3 A4 B4

Whether COC are 
breached

0.19∗ 0.70∗ 0.06∗ 0.09∗ 0.17∗ 0.21∗ 0.00 0.00

Whether morality is 
breached

0.23∗ 0.29∗ 0.22∗ 0.33∗ 0.24∗ 0.35∗ 0.18∗ 0.02

Practicability and 
effectiveness of 
decision

0.44∗ 0.25∗ 0.52∗ 0.30∗ 0.51∗ 0.40∗ 0.36∗ 0.02

Reaction of or 
resistance from the 
system

0.11∗ 0.41∗ 0.15∗ 0.29∗ 0.08∗ 0.20∗ 0.36∗ 0.10∗

Reaction of, or 
impact on, either 
the peer or any 
other relevant group

0.03 0.64∗ 0.05 0.21∗ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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“i”. Conversely, the entries in any column Bj show the predicted probabil-
ity that a respondent choosing a particular option under question-6 would 
belong to an organisation of type ‘j’. Thus, Ai shows responses within the 
organisation and Bj shows responses within options.

In organisations where well-defined, strictly binding and properly con-
veyed codes of conduct exist (column A1), respondents have 19 per cent 
chances of considering the ethical implications of their impending deci-
sions. However, while 23 per cent of them consider the moral implications 
of any decision to be of prime concern, 44 per cent put an emphasis on its 
practicability and effectiveness. The peer-effect is insignificant and 11 per 
cent of the respondents fear resistance from the system. The choices mod-
ify in organisations where deviations from an otherwise properly conveyed 
code of conduct are not usually met with an offence (column A2). The 
predicted probability of considering the ethical implication of a decision to 
be of prime importance falls drastically to six per cent, while that of con-
sidering the practicability and effectiveness of impending decisions 
increases to 52 per cent. The fear of possible resistance from the system, 
however, increases. The consideration of ethical implications once again 
gains some significance in organisations where the employees follow the 
convention and the predominant work culture in the absence of properly 
conveyed codes of conduct. In fact, the pressure to follow the convention 
shape the perceptions of employees (A3) in more or less the same way as is 
done in the presence of strictly binding and properly conveyed codes of 
conduct (A1). The employees, however, have higher chances (52 per cent) 
of considering the practicability and effectiveness of impending decisions. 
Hence, flexibility allows the employees to take decisions on the basis of 
practicability and effectiveness. This is evident from the Bi columns also. 
However, the compulsion to abide by the restrictions imposed by the sys-
tem or to follow the conventions makes the employees cautious about the 
possible ethical implications of their decisions (B1 and B3). Seventy per 
cent of such respondents are likely to come from organisations with strictly 
binding and properly conveyed codes of conduct; and 21 per cent comes 
from organisations where people follow conventions in absence of prop-
erly conveyed codes. The morality issues, conversely, do not depend sig-
nificantly on the nature of codes of conduct in organisations. On average, 
people have 22 per cent chances of taking morality issues to be of prime 
importance (A1, A2, A3). A comparison of columns B1, B2 and B3 shows the 
employees enjoying certain flexibilities to have slightly higher chances of 
putting emphasis on moral implications while taking decisions.
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Those who consider the resistance from the system or the peer effects 
to be of prime importance belong primarily to organisations with strictly 
binding and properly conveyed codes of conduct or to organisations where 
following conventions is a norm in the absence of properly conveyed codes.

We now club some of the options to reduce the number of factors that 
are likely to bother the respondents while making decisions on their own. 
The respondents who choose option-a and option-b as their first two 
choices are considered to emphasise the ethical and moral implications of 
their impending decisions. In other words, while taking a decision, they 
remain apprehensive that the codes of conducts or the broader morality 
issues might be breached or even threatened by their decisions. The sec-
ond group considers the practicability and effectiveness of the decisions 
that they are going to take. The third group chooses option-c and option-
 d as their first two choices. This is the group that remains cautious about 
the possible reaction or resistance that might be invoked from their peers 
(or, any other relevant group) or the system following their decisions.

A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and margin effects 
and the contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of 
options in detail (Table 3.32). LR chi2(32) assumes the value of 113.20, 
which is significant at the one per cent level. The Log likelihood is −314.85 
while the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.1524. These assert the model to be 
a good fit.

Given the three choices, females tend to put greater emphasis on moral-
ity and ethical considerations while males are more concerned about the 
practicability and effectiveness of their decisions. As far as the differences 
across gender are concerned, females have significantly higher predicted 
probabilities of choosing option-a (that is, the moral or ethical implica-
tions of decisions) than the males, while males have significantly higher 
predicted probabilities of choosing option-c (that is, the system or the 
peer-group effect of decisions). Although males tend to put more empha-
sis on the practicability and effectiveness of their decisions, the difference 
is not statistically significant.

The respondents from the private as well as the public sector have 
higher predicted probabilities of choosing option-b as the first choice fol-
lowed by those of option-a and option-c. Differences across sector, how-
ever, remain. The private sector employees are more concerned about 
option-a (moral and ethical implications) and option-c (system or the 
peer-group effect) than the public sector employees while the latter prefers 
the second option. Such differences, however, are not statistically 
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 significant. Moreover, the significant difference in perception that exists 
across gender does not assume significant dimension across sectors.

The corporate personnel, as well as the academicians, tend to discard 
the system or the peer-group effect. While the academicians put more 
emphasis on option-b, the corporate personnel tend to put almost equal 
emphasis on the first two factors. Hence, the moral or ethical implications, 
as well as the feasibility of decisions, are equally important for the corpo-
rates, while the latter is more important for the academicians. Differences 
across the services exist where the corporate personnel have lower chances 
of choosing option-a and greater chances of choosing option-b than the 
academicians. Such differences, however, are not statistically significant. 
Moreover, the significant difference in perception that exists across gender 
fails to assume a significant dimension across sectors.

Table 3.32 Clubbing of options to question-6 and the differential effect of gen-
der, type of service, nature and types of organisation

Options to question-6 a b c

Predictive 
margins

Female 0.51∗ 0.43∗ 0.06∗

Male 0.27∗ 0.51∗ 0.22∗

Private sector 0.39∗ 0.44∗ 0.17∗

Public sector 0.35∗ 0.52∗ 0.13∗

Corporate sector 0.42∗ 0.43∗ 0.15∗

Academia 0.33∗ 0.52∗ 0.15∗

Non-executives 0.27∗ 0.50∗ 0.23∗

Executives 0.42∗ 0.45∗ 0.13∗

Contrast 
of margin

Male vs. female −0.24∗ 0.08 0.16∗

Public vs. private sector 0.04 0.08 −0.04
Academia vs. corporate −0.09 0.09 0.00
Executives vs. non-executives 0.15∗ −0.05 −0.10∗

(Admin vs. no admin) over.(Public vs. private) −0.01 0.01 −0.01
(Admin vs. no admin) over (Academics vs. 
corporate)

−0.03∗∗ 0.02 0.01

(Admin vs. no admin) over (Male vs. female) −0.01 0.09∗ −0.08∗

(Public vs. private) over (Male vs. female) 0.02 0.01 −0.04
(Male vs. female) over (Public vs. private) −0.002 −0.003 0.01
(Academics vs. corporate) over (Male vs. female) 0.02 −0.02 −0.004
(Male vs. female) over (Academics vs. corporate) 0.02 −0.01 −0.01

Option-1: Whether COC or morality are breached
Option-2: Practicability and effectiveness of decision
Option-3: System or peer group effect
∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Given the three options, the executives prefer the first two options 
more or less equally (with probabilities around 42–43 per cent) with a 
much lower probability of selecting the third one. The non-executives, 
however, prefer the second option in 50 per cent of the cases, and select 
the two other options with lower but, more or less equal, probabilities. 
Hence, given the factors, non-executives take feasibility as the prime 
determinant of their decisions, while feasibility, as well as the moral and 
ethical implications, bother the executives equally. Further, as compared 
to the non-executives, executives have significantly higher probabilities of 
choosing option-a and lower probabilities of option-c. Hence, compared 
to their non-executive counterparts, executives remain more concerned 
about the moral and ethical implications and less concerned about the 
system and peer-group effects associated with their decisions. Further 
analyses of contrasts of margin reveal the executive-nonexecutive differ-
ences in choice regarding option-a to be more pronounced in corporates. 
While the executives, rather than their non-executive counterparts, choose 
option-a with higher probabilities, they do so more in corporates than in 
academics. Further, while the non-executives, rather than the executives, 
bother more about the feasibility of their decisions and the consequential 
reactions from the system and the peers, such differences are stronger for 
males and females, respectively.

Relatively younger and less experienced employees take the reactions of 
the system and their peers more seriously. The importance of the factor, 
however, decreases with age and experience. While morality and ethical issues 
gain increased significance at relatively higher ages, feasibility issues remain 
the most important consideration during the middle ages (Fig. 3.13).

Females have significantly higher probabilities of choosing option-a 
over their male counterparts at all the age groups. However, females put 
greater emphasis on ethical and moral issues than males at relatively lower 
and higher ages. Males choose option-c with significantly higher probabil-
ities than female at all the age groups and such differences are higher at the 
lower and higher levels of age and experience. Although males have higher 
chances at all the age groups to select option-b, such differences have 
never been significant (Fig. 3.14).

The last segment in this section considers whether the employees’ per-
ceptions are constrained or influenced by the nature of the codes of con-
duct in their organisations. The employees in organisations with the 
compulsion to abide by the restrictions imposed by the system or to follow 
the conventions consider the ethical and moral implications and feasibility 
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of any decision to be more or less of equal significance. Flexibility in the 
presence of codes of conduct allows the employees to take decisions more 
on the basis of practicability and effectiveness. The reactions from the 

option-1

option-2

option-3

LCI(3)
UCI(3)
LCI(2)

UCI(2)
LCI(1)

UCI(1)

Fig. 3.13 Clubbing of options to question-6 and the differential effect of age. 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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Fig. 3.14 Clubbing of options to question-6 and the differential effect of gender 
across age. (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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system or the peers happen to be more binding for the employees who are 
free to apply their own value judgement in the absence of properly con-
veyed codes of conduct. They put minimal emphasis on the feasibility and 
moral and ethical implications of decisions. The small numbers of respon-
dents, who are not sure about the presence of codes of conduct in their 
organisations, consider practicability and effectiveness as the major factor 
behind their choice of any action. While the reaction of or resistance from 
the system or the peers bothers some of them, none care for the moral or 
ethical implications associated with their impending decisions (Table 3.33).

The study now shifts its focus to the employees’ decision making prob-
lems that arise when the organisation takes some decision that the employ-
ees are expected to abide by. The employees, however, may not agree with 
or even bear grudges about such decisions particularly when they have a 
sensation that these are going to violate workplace ethics or are not in line 
with the morality, as they perceive it. The problem of the employee might 
be multi-dimensional. The employees might be a part of such a decision 
making process, yet the organisation might ignore their suggestions and 
attain its goal by ways that the employees might condemn as unethical or 
even immoral. The employees may often be pressurised by the system to 
be involved in such processes, creating a further dilemma for them. Some 
of them may be too vulnerable to defy or confront the system and might 
end up compromising with individual values. Compromising, however, 
may be strategical particularly when the employees find a sustainable, 

Table 3.33 Clubbing of options to question-6 and the nature of COC in the 
organisation

Properly conveyed COC No properly conveyed COC Employees are 
not sure 

whether COC 
exists or not

Strictly 
binding on 
employees

Deviations 
are usually 

not an 
offence

Employees follow 
convention & 

predominant work 
culture.

Employees free 
to apply their 

own value 
judgement.

Option-a 0.40∗ 0.32∗ 0.43∗ 0.11 0.00
Option-b 0.45∗ 0.52∗ 0.49∗ 0.17∗ 0.64∗

Option-c 0.15∗ 0.16∗ 0.08∗ 0.71∗ 0.36∗

Option-a: Whether COC or morality are breached
Option-b: Practicability and effectiveness of the decision
Option-c: Reaction of or resistance from the system or the peers
∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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long-run benefit in short-term violation of ethics or morality. Resistance, 
confrontation or giving in might come with a price in the form of emo-
tional perturbation for the employees, which might ruin their emotional 
association with the organisation and affect productivity in the long run. 
The next few questions would seek to address such issues.

3.3.7  The “Right” Response as Is Conceived by an Employee 
When the Organisation Announces a Decision That (S)He 

Cannot Agree with on Moral Ground

The question analyses a situation when the respondent is not directly 
involved in the process of making a decision. The organisation announces 
it, desires it to be complied with but the employee finds it to be unaccept-
able on the ground that it deviates substantially from what he or she per-
ceives as morality. The survey asked the employee to report what (s)he 
considers the right way to respond in such situations. Specifically, the 
respondent was to choose from the following options:

Option-a: Every decision should be respected, as those might tend to 
align with the larger moral identity of the organisation.

Option-b: One should cooperate as end often justifies means.
Option-c: Voice your opinion within reason and context.
Option-d: Stay neutral unless the impact of your organisation being 

immoral falls on you.
Option-e: Stay indifferent—there is no point in arguing, as there would 

always be vigorous support in favour of the decision from 
some quarter.

Option-f: Be cautious in reacting—reactions might fall on your career.

As shown in Fig. 3.15, fifty-two per cent of the respondents feel the 
urgency to voice their opinion, however, within reason and context. 
Sixteen per cent of the employees tend to differentiate between individual 
morality and the larger organisational morality. Given this perceived dif-
ference and their implicit faith in the willingness of the organisation not to 
deviate from organisational morality make them stand ready to cooperate. 
Fourteen per cent stands ready to cooperate if they find long-run benefits 
to be accruing from such short-term deviation from what they perceive as 
morality. Five per cent of the respondents prefer to stay neutral until and 
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unless the impact of their organisation being immoral falls on them. Five 
per cent of the employees, however, find no point in protesting, as they 
anticipate vigorous support in favour of the decision from some quarter. 
Hence, they choose to be neutral. The remaining nine per cent is too vul-
nerable to protest and remain cautious in reacting. They fear the reactions 
to fall on their career.

The study conjectures such responses to vary across gender, age, length 
of service, nature of organisation (whether public or private) and the type 
of sector (whether corporate or academics) in which the respondent is 
absorbed and whether (s)/he is in any leading position in his or her 
organisation.

A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and margin effects 
and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of options in 
detail. The LR chi2(60) assumes the value of 247.45 which is significant at 
the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −397.55, the Pseudo 
R2 stands at 0.2373. These describe the model to be a good fit. The results 
are depicted in Table 3.34.

Given the six options, respondents, irrespective of their gender, nature 
of organisation, type of service and the extent of responsibilities assigned 
to them choose option-c with greater predicted probabilities. Hence, 
given that an organisation announces a decision, its employees feel it 
appropriate to raise their voices within reason and context when they 
anticipate such decisions to lead to a gross violation of their conceived 
notion of morality.

0.16 0.14

0.52

0.05 0.05
0.09

Fig. 3.15 Proportion of responses to options to question-7 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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Respondents, irrespective of their gender, have a tendency to choose 
options a and b over the remaining three options. While males as a group, 
consider options a and b to be more or less equally acceptable, females 
have a stronger preference for option-a. Females do not consider the 
accrual of long-term benefit to be enough to justify an organisation’s devi-
ation from morality. They would not resist deviations from their perceived 
notion of morality provided such deviations are meant not to threaten the 
larger moral identity of the organisation. Among the less preferred choices, 
males exhibit minimal tendency to opt for options d and e while the three 
choices are more or less equally acceptable to the females. The differences 
in responses across gender are further revealed through the contrasts of 
margin. The females, as compared to the males, have significantly greater 
chances of choosing options d and e, and lesser chances of choosing 
option-b. Hence, following the announcement of any immoral decision 
by their organisation, females prefer to stay neutral until their interests are 
at stake or they stay indifferent anticipating the presence of a stronger 
pressure group difficult to deal with. In fact, they tend to raise their voices 
less often and are more cautious than the males in reacting, as they fear 
such reactions to fall on their career. Such differences, however, are not 
statistically significant. Males, on the other hand, are more inclined to 
cooperate if they could anticipate significant long-run benefit from such 
short-term deviations from what they call morality. Females, however, lack 
this flexibility significantly. There is no difference across gender as far as 
the choice of option-a is concerned.

Keeping aside the most preferred choice of option-c, the respondents 
employed in the private sector prefer options a and b to the three other 
options. Options d and e are least preferred while option-a is preferred to 
option-b. While the public-sector employees prefer options a and b to the 
three other options, they treat options a and b similarly and the three 
other options separately to be equally likely. The contrast of margins 
reveals the significantly stronger preference of the public sector employ-
ees, than of their counterparts in the private sector, to remain neutral fol-
lowing any immoral decision announced by their organisation. The private 
sector employees, however, are more inclined to choose option-a and 
option-b than those in the private sector. The difference is greater in the 
case of option-a. Hence, they are more likely to cooperate when the deci-
sions appear to commensurate with at least the organisational morality 
rather than when the short-term deviations are associated with long- 
term benefits.
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Setting aside the most chosen option of raising one’s voice against an 
immoral decision announced by an organisation, the corporate personnel 
tend to have lower chances for choosing options e and f among the given 
six, while the academicians tend to choose the last three options, particu-
larly option-d, with lower probabilities. While choosing among option-a 
and option-b, the two preferred choices following option-c, the academi-
cians treat them equally but the corporate personnel prefer the first. The 
contrasts of margin (for academics versus corporate) reveal the relative 
preference of corporates for options a and d, and the relative preference of 
academicians for options b, c and e. The statistically significant contrasts of 
margin reveal the stronger tendency of corporates to stay neutral until the 
immoral actions of their organisations take a toll on them and the inclina-
tion of the academicians to raise their voices against such decisions. The 
proportion of respondents who fear the consequences of their reactions to 
fall on their career stands exactly at eight per cent for either sector.

Given the six options, the executives prefer option-a after the most 
preferred choice of option-c. While they have much lower tendencies to 
go for options b, f or e, it is highly unlikely for them to choose option-d. 
Hence, while a large number of the executives feel the necessity to raise 
their voices against a possible immoral decision of their organisation, a 
good number of them stands ready to cooperate, provided such decision 
maintains the broader organisational morality. The fact that such short- 
term deviations might be generating profit in the longer term does not 
impress them much. They, however, find it very difficult to stay neutral. 
This is in sharp contrast to the reactions of the non-executives. As is 
revealed by the contrasts of margin (for executives versus non-executives), 
executives have significantly lower chances of selecting options b and d 
and higher chances for selecting option-a. Being in a leading position, 
however, has no differential impact on one’s choice to raise their voice 
against an immoral decision of the organisation. Although the non- 
executives prefer to stay indifferent or are more apprehensive about the 
consequences of their reactions, such differential impacts are not statisti-
cally significant.

The differences in choice among the executives and non-executives 
remain across sectors, gender and types of services. This is revealed by the 
differences in the contrasts of the margins as is shown in the following 
table. These are shown from the fifth row onwards in the table under the 
subheading Contrast of Margin. We may explain the entry in one row and 
the other rows may be read following the same convention. The fifth row 
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under the subheading Contrast of Margin shows the variation in differ-
ences that executives have over their non-executive counterparts in the 
predicted probability of choosing a particular option between the public 
and the private sector. The first term within bracket in the second column 
of this row (0.19) indicates the executive-nonexecutive differences in the 
probability of choosing option-a in the public sector and the second term 
(0.20) shows the same in the private sector. The number outside the 
bracket (0.01) shows the differences in such a differential impact across 
the two sectors.

While in both the sectors, non-executives are more inclined to cooper-
ate if they could foresee the long-term benefits of short-term deviations 
from morality (that is, they have greater chances of choosing option-b 
than do the executives); such inclinations are stronger in the public sector. 
In public sectors as well as in the academics, the non-executives tend to 
raise their voices more significantly than do the executives against the per-
ceived immorality on part of their organisations. The reverse is true in the 
private sector and in corporates where the executives tend to protest more. 
Such a differential impact, however, is significantly weaker in the public 
sector and in academics. Hence, the extent to which the non-executives 
could raise their voices over the executives in these two sectors is signifi-
cantly less than what the executives could do in the private sectors and in 
corporates. While both the groups choose to prefer option-b more when 
they are in academics rather than in corporates, the preferences seem to be 
significantly stronger for the non-executives. Moreover, while the two 
groups prefer to stay neutral more when they are in corporates than in 
academics, the difference is significantly stronger for the executives. 
However, while the two groups intend to raise their voices more when 
they are in academics than in corporates, the differences across the groups 
are not significant. It may be of further interest to note that although the 
executives, irrespective of the sectors to which they belong, are more 
inclined for options a and d but less fascinated by options d and f than 
their non-executive counterparts, such differential impacts do not vary 
significantly across sectors.

Irrespective of their gender, the respondents in leading positions tend 
to show a significantly greater inclination for options a and less preference 
for options b and d. However, the differences in opinion between the 
executives and non-executives vary significantly over the gender for 
option-b only. Being in a leading position inculcates greater apprehension 
among females to highlight the long-term benefit of an otherwise immoral 
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activity. The males, no matter whether they are in leading positions or not, 
tend to show a significant preference for options b and c and significantly 
less inclination for options d and e over the females. However, the males 
are more inclined to consider the long-term effects of a short-term devia-
tion from morality than the females, particularly when they are in leading 
positions. While females prefer to stay neutral more than the males do, 
they do so more when they are entrusted with any leading position.

Being in the private sector (instead of being engaged in the public sec-
tor) increases the probability of choosing option-a significantly for all the 
respondents but more for females. Such differences over gender, however, 
do not assume a significant dimension. However, while public-sector 
employees feel the urge to protest against any perceived immorality more 
vigorously than a private sector employee would do, such a differential 
impact is significantly stronger for males. The public sector thus offers a 
better opportunity for its employees to protest but more so to males. 
Academic institutions provide a better environment to protest (where 
option-c is preferred but option-d is not) than do the corporates without 
introducing, however, any further discrimination across gender. While 
males tend to bear with short-term deviations from morality in anticipa-
tion of long-term benefits more frequently than their female counterparts 
do, they do so more while being in corporates.

The youngest employees are mostly concerned with options c, b and f 
in order of their preferences (Table 3.35). Respondents at lower ages pre-
fer option-b than do the relatively senior and experienced people. Hence, 
younger people stand ready to support immoral decisions announced by 
their organisation as they anticipate long-run benefits to be associated 
with such strategies. Maturity makes people too sceptical to justify short- 
term immorality based on an unforeseen long-term benefit. Senior and 
experienced employees, moreover, are mature enough to recognise the 
concept of morality, as is perceived by them, to possibly differ from what 
could be described as organisational morality. Hence, compared to their 
younger colleagues, they are more inclined to respect the seemingly 
immoral decisions at the organisational level, anticipating those to align 
with the larger moral identity of the organisation. While employees deem 
it essential to raise voices against perceived immorality, any urge to protest 
intensifies as they get older and gain experience. Such impulsion, however, 
mellows down significantly once the respondents serve their organisation 
for more than 30 years. In fact, it is more likely for the respondents in the 
upper-middle age group who have served their organisations for 20 to 
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29 years to raise their voices more vigorously against any perceived immo-
rality on part of their organisations.

The combined effects reveal that the youngest and less-experienced 
respondents fear their protests to fall back on their career and prefer to 
stay indifferent. Such apprehensions, however, ease up as they age and 
gain experience. People usually do not prefer to stay neutral except for a 
few among the youngest and the most senior employees. Such disinterest 
seems to be strongest among the senior employees who have served their 
organisations for 20 to 29 years.

The choices of the respondents who are (or have been) in any leading 
positions in their organisations (referred to as Executives here) seem to 
change as they gather experience. Executives who are in the early phases 
of their career apprehend (although with little chances) retaliation from 
their organisation and prefer to remain cautious in reacting. The execu-
tives with work experiences of less than 20 years (tenure-groups 1 and 2) 
prefer to stay indifferent (although with low chances) as they find no point 
in arguing against such a decision. No executives, except for those in 
tenure- group 3, however, prefer to stay neutral following an immoral 
decision announced by their organisations. Junior executives tend to have 
higher chances to cooperate with any immoral decision, as they are con-

Table 3.35 Responses to question-7 and the differential impact of age and tenure

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Option-e Option-f

Low age (23–30 years) 0.09∗ 0.22∗ 0.36∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.19∗

Lower-middle age (31–40 years) 0.20∗ 0.21∗ 0.47∗ 0.02 0.07∗∗ 0.06∗∗

Upper-middle age (41–50 years) 0.08∗∗ 0.09∗ 0.64∗ 0.03∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.08∗

High age (>50 years) 0.27∗ 0.00 0.67∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.00 0.00
Tenure-group 1 (<10 years) 0.13∗ 0.20∗ 0.42∗ 0.06∗ 0.06∗ 0.14∗

Tenure-group 2 (10–19 years) 0.22∗ 0.16∗ 0.44∗ 0.02 0.08∗ 0.08∗

Tenure-group 3 (20–29 years) 0.00 0.07∗ 0.79∗ 0.10∗ 0.00 0.03∗∗

Tenure-group 4 (>30 years) 0.33∗ 0.00∗ 0.67∗ 0.00 0.00 0.00∗

Combined effects
Tenure-group 1/age-group 1 0.09∗ 0.22∗ 0.38∗ 0.03∗ 0.10∗ 0.18∗

Tenure-group 1/age-group 2 0.19∗ 0.14∗ 0.57∗ 0.03 0.03∗ 0.04∗∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 2 0.13∗ 0.28∗ 0.49∗ 0.01 0.06∗∗ 0.10∗∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 3 0.20∗ 0.05∗∗ 0.52∗ 0.05 0.08∗∗ 0.07∗∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 3 0.00 0.17∗ 0.76∗ 0.00 0.00 0.15∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 4 0.00 0.00 0.42∗ 0.58∗ 0.00 0.00
Tenure-group 4/age-group 4 0.36∗ 0.00 0.64∗ 0.00 0.00 0.00

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level; figures in () are in years

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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vinced to anticipate the end to justify the means. The senior-most execu-
tives, on the other hand, are more inclined to respect every decision of 
their organisations as they feel those to align with the larger moral identity 
of the organisation. These are evident by the higher predicted probabili-
ties of choosing option-a (option-b) at a higher (lower) tenure. All the 
executives feel the necessity to raise voices against any perceived immoral-
ity; and such urge tends to increase with experience. However, the chances 
to protest increase only marginally at lower tenure. The executives in 
tenure- group 3 (that is, those with 20 to 29 years of work experience) are 
predicted to protest most strongly. Such urges, however, strengthen only 
marginally for the senior-most executives. The behaviour of the executives 
in the third tenure group seems noteworthy and, to some extent, contra-
dictory. Although this group has the greatest chance (as compared to the 
other executives) to protest against any perceived immoral behaviour on 
part of their organisation, yet, it has executives who prefer, more than any 
other executive would do, to stay neutral unless the impact of their organ-
isation being immoral falls on them (Table 3.36).

Perceptions across gender, too, differ across tenure groups (Table 3.37). 
As mentioned earlier, respondents belonging to tenure-group 4 do not 
consider options b, d, e and f relevant for their choices. Relatively less- 
experienced females and males have higher chances to choose option-a, and 
females reveal a stronger preference for it. The preference of the females for 
option-a over males strengthen with experience but, as the contrast of mar-
gin reveals, insignificantly. The option loses relevance for the most-experi-
enced employees. The females in tenure-group 4 have still higher chances 
of choosing option-a over the males but neither the chances nor the differ-
ences are statistically significant. Males, however, are  significantly inclined 
to choose option-b, than the females in the first two tenure groups. While 
such inclination persists in tenure-group 3, the contrast of margin shows 
such a difference in choice to be insignificant. Males in tenure-groups 1 

Table 3.36 Responses of executives to question-7 across tenure

Options a b c d e f

Executives Tenure-group 1 0.21∗ 0.17∗ 0.45∗ 0.02 0.05∗∗ 0.09∗∗

Tenure-group 2 0.23∗ 0.14∗ 0.46∗ 0 0.09∗∗ 0.09∗∗

Tenure-group 3 0 0.00 0.69∗ 0.23∗ 0 0.08∗∗

Tenure-group 4 0.33∗ 0.00 0.67∗ 0 0 0

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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and 2 feel stronger urge to protest (with significantly higher chances to 
choose option-c over females) but such differences in opinion is significant 
only at lower tenure. While females in tenure-group 3 have greater chances 
to protest, males and females are equally likely to raise their voices once 
they have served their organisations for more than 30 years.

Thus far, it is clear that not all the employees have enough power or feel 
it appropriate to raise their voices against any decision announced at the 
organisational level that they perceive to be immoral. The study now pro-
ceeds further to explore other dimensions of the bargaining power of the 
employees or their strength to negotiate with their organisations to breach 
the differences, if any, between the concepts of morality and ethics as are 
perceived by the two factions. As was revealed earlier, only 26 per cent of 
the respondents perceive the codes of conduct in their organisation to be 
irreversible and to be binding on them irrespective of what they feel. The 
remaining 74 per cent, however, feel the necessity to attach some flexibil-
ity to such codes of conduct. Sixty-two per cent of this group (46 per cent 
of the total) find small transgressions from existing codes of conduct to be 
inevitable and stand ready to tolerate such deviations as long as these do 
not result in gross unethical behaviour or produce adverse legal implica-
tions. Twenty-two per cent of this group (16 per cent of the total) con-
cedes any deviation to be acceptable provided it is rational and practicable. 
The rest, however, strictly opine for maintaining situational ethics.

Table 3.37 Differential impact of gender on responses to question-7 across tenure

Options to question-7

a b c d e f

Tenure-group 1 Female 0.40∗ 0.08∗ 0.33∗ 0.05 0.06 0.08∗

Male 0.36∗ 0.14∗ 0.40∗ 0.02 0.02 0.06∗

Male vs. female −0.04 0.06∗∗ 0.07∗∗ −0.03 −0.04 −0.02
Tenure-group 2 Female 0.35∗ 0.12∗ 0.24∗ 0.01 0.12∗∗∗ 0.15∗

Male 0.32∗ 0.22∗ 0.29∗ 0.004 0.04 0.12∗∗∗

Male vs. female −0.03 0.10∗ 0.05 −0.006 −0.08 −0.03
Tenure-group 3 Female 0 0.35∗ 0.52∗ 0.05 0 0.08

Male 0 0.43∗ 0.47∗ 0.05 0 0.04
Male vs. female 0 0.08 −0.05 0 0 −0.04

Tenure-group 4 Female 0.09 0 0.33 0 0 0
Male 0.07 0 0.33 0 0 0
Male vs. female −0.02 0 0 0 0 0

∗/∗∗Implies significance at 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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While the employees, at some particular juncture, might feel the neces-
sity to modify existing codes of conduct for the betterment of the work-
place environment in their organisation, it may be difficult to convince the 
system to do so. The rigidity of any system is often manifested in its reluc-
tance to accept suggestions, particularly from its employees, for changing 
its existing norms. Such issues, if left unattended, are likely to widen the 
conflict between the employers and employees that arises out of the pos-
sible differences in their perception about morality and ethics. This may 
turn out to be detrimental to productivity in the longer run.

To delve deeper into the issue, the study explores whether a respondent 
could convince the system to accept the fact that there exist some ethically 
better methods of conduct than the existing ones. The interpretation of an 
ethically better method of conduct, however, is important before we proceed 
further. Systems would generally be reluctant to reshape the existing 
norms if the employees condemn those to be ill-suited to the concept of 
morality as is perceived by them. The alternative codes to be offered by 
the employees must be moral in the broader sense and should not be 
shaped by the individual notion of morality alone. It should be offered as 
an alternative not because of the fact that it synchronises better with their 
perception of morality but due to its ability to foster and maintain work-
place ethics in a better way. The moral content of this alternative is to be 
impersonal and just sufficient to make it to be a generally accepted code 
of conduct.

3.3.8  Is It Possible to Convince the System to Accept the Fact 
That There Exist “Ethically Better Methods of Conduct” than 

the Existing Ones?

The respondents feel that such ethically better methods of conduct might be 
traced and attempts may be made to convince the system to change the 
existing norms. This may be presumed without much loss of generality, as 
none of the respondents left this question unanswered. To analyse the 
ability of the respondents to convince the system to accept proposed 
changes, they were asked to choose from the following options:

Option-a: The system can always be convinced—it is not judgemental 
and is flexible to appreciate individual suggestions.

Option-b: The system can be convinced, provided it does not appre-
hend any loss or damage and is convinced about the long- 
term benefit of accepting the suggestion.
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Option-c: The system cannot be easily convinced, as it is often sceptical 
about the practicability of any suggestion, even if it appears 
appealing.

Option-d: The system can never be convinced, as it is too rigid to 
accommodate individual suggestions.

The system appears to be perfectly flexible for those who choose option-
 a and completely rigid for those who prefer option-d. The preferences for 
option-b and option-c are to be analysed carefully. For the persons who 
choose option-b, the system does not appear to be completely flexible. 
The system might appear to be quite rational in its readiness to accept 
changes provided it is convinced about the long-term benefit and the 
lower cost associated with the proposal. However, convincing the system 
about the long-term potential of their suggestions may not always be easy 
for the employees. Hence, the apparent rationality of the system might act 
as a resistance to change that the employees might find difficult to break. 
The system appears to be quite difficult to be convinced for the persons 
who choose option-c. The inflexibility of the system lies in the fact that it 
is typically inclined to turn down even a potentially profitable suggestion 
by questioning its practicability. Hence, the respondents who choose 
option-c find their system to be more rigid than those who opt for option-b.

Sixteen per cent of the employees find the system to be non- judgemental 
and perfectly flexible to appreciate and accommodate individual sugges-
tion. Fifty-one per cent of the respondents feel that the system may be 
convinced to accept the fact that ethically better codes of conduct exist 
provided it apprehend no loss or damage and is convinced about the long- 
term benefit of accepting the suggestion. Others, however, do not have 
such a flexible system to work in. Fourteen per cent of the employees find 
it difficult to convince the system as it is often sceptical about the practica-
bility of any suggestion, even if it appears to be appealing. The remaining 
19 per cent of them find the system to be too rigid to accept and accom-
modate individual suggestions (Fig. 3.16).

The study conjectures such responses to vary across gender, age, length 
of service, nature of organisation (whether public or private) and the type 
of sector (whether corporate or academics) in which the respondent is 
absorbed and whether (s)/he is in any leading position in his or her 
organisation.

A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and margin effects 
and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of options in 
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detail. The LR chi2(60) assumes the value of 242.34, which is significant 
at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −387.55, Pseudo R2 
stands at 0.3713. These describe the model to be a good fit.

Given the options, respondents irrespective of their gender have greater 
chances to choose option-b (Table 3.38). While choosing option-b and 
option-d are more likely for females, males have higher predicted probabili-
ties to choose option-b and option-a. Hence, males can convince the sys-
tem more easily. Given the lower chances to select option-c and option- d 
(15 per cent and nine per cent respectively), they have nominal chances to 
complain about the rigidity of the system. Females, given their chance of 
choosing option-a to be 12 per cent, find the system to be perfectly flexible 
only in limited cases. In fact, they have higher chances (32 per cent) to face 
rigidity from the system. While 13 per cent of the females find it difficult to 
break the rigidity, 43 per cent of them can convince the system to accept 
their suggestion provided these are beneficial in the long run. A discrimi-
nating attitude of the system towards females has thus been revealed by the 
study. As is evident from the contrasts of the margins, males have eight per 
cent higher chances to select option-a than females. Hence, the system 
shows greater flexibility towards males. The nature of the bias is further 
discernible in the statistically significant contrasts of margin of 13 per cent 
and 23 per cent for option-b and option-d, respectively. Even when the 
system realises the long-run potential of the suggested changes, males find 
it much easier to convince the system to accept those. Moreover, the sys-
tem shows much rigidity towards females (than to males) to accommodate 
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Fig. 3.16 Proportion of responses to options to question-8 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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their suggestions. Although males have a higher chance to select option-c 
than females, the difference has not been significant.

Significant differences exist between the public and private sector 
employees. Sixty-four per cent of the private sector employees feel that the 
system might be convinced to accept suggested changes provided no loss 
or damage is apprehended and the associated long-term benefits are con-
firmed. The system is perfectly flexible for 13 per cent of them and 
extremely rigid for 14 per cent. Only eight per cent find it difficult to 
convince the system about its scepticism about the practicability of even an 
apparently appealing suggestion. The situation faced by public sector 
employees is quite different. Twenty-nine per cent of the respondents 
from the public sector feel that given the long-run benefit associated with 
a suggestion, the system may be convinced to accept that. However, 31 
per cent of them find the system to be sceptical about the practicability of 
even a potentially viable solution and 22 per cent finds the system to be 
too rigid to accommodate individual suggestions. Hence, the public sec-
tor appears to be more rigid in accommodating the suggestions of its 
employees. The difference is further revealed in the contrast of margins. 
The public sector employees face extreme rigidity from the system in seven 
per cent more cases than is met by the private sector employees. 
Organisations in the public sector, in contrast to those in the private sec-
tor, have 23 per cent higher chances to be sceptical about the practicability 
of even the potentially viable solutions offered by their employees. The 
differences in nature of the two types of organisations become too promi-
nent when we find 34 per cent higher chances for the private sector to 
accept suggested changes when the system is convinced about the long- 
run benefits associated with those. The public-sector employees find 
greater difficulties in persuading the system to accept any change even 
when its potential viability cannot be denied. While a minority of the 
respondents finds their system to be perfectly flexible to accommodate 
suggestions and such chances are greater for the public-sector employees, 
the difference across the two sectors is not significant. Corporate person-
nel find it more difficult to convince the system to accept changes than do 
the academicians. Although the system appears to be more flexible and less 
rigid to the academicians (as is mentioned by the contrasts of margin for 
option-a and option-d, respectively), the difference remains insignificant. 
The flexibility in academic institutions lies in the fact that the academicians 
find it significantly easier (in nine per cent cases) than the corporate per-
sonnel to convince the system to accept a potentially viable suggested 
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change in their codes of conduct. Further, the academic institutions are 
not that rigid as the corporates are (at least in six per cent cases) to turn 
down any suggested change based on the scepticism about its practicabil-
ity. Twenty-four per cent of the respondents who are in any leading posi-
tion (or, are executives) find the system to be perfectly flexible and more so 
compared to what the non-executives feel. Forty-six per cent of the execu-
tives can convince the system to modify its codes of conduct once it is 
convinced about the long-run viability of the suggestions. However, given 
such viability, the non-executives have significantly higher chances (almost 
60 per cent) to convince the system. They, however, often face difficulties, 
as the system is usually sceptical about the suggestions rendered by them. 
Hence, the executives can convince the system better to accept changes in 
their codes of conduct, as the system is more flexible to them and is less 
inclined to be sceptical about the practicability of their suggestions. The 
non-executives can convince the system only when the long-run benefit of 
their suggestion could be foreseen. A good number of executives (almost 
20 per cent), however, find the system to be too rigid towards them.

The combined effects provide additional insights into the employees’ 
ability to convince the system. While the executives find the system to be 
more flexible than do their non-executive counterparts, their relative 
advantage is greater (by a significant eight per cent) in the public sector. 
In fact, although the public sector stands out to be more flexible than the 
private sector, the differences are significantly higher (by six per cent) for 
the executives. Although the public sector has greater chances of being 
sceptical towards the suggestions rendered by its employees, it is more 
sceptical (by 14 per cent) towards the non-executives. There is, however, 
a group of executives for which the public sector stands out to be (with 
seven per cent probability) extremely rigid.

The power of the individual respondents to convince the system varies 
between the academic institutions and corporates. This is evident from the 
relevant contrast of margins. Within each sector, there is a bias towards 
executives and such bias varies across sectors. This is evident from the 
contrasts of margins for Executive versus Non-executive over Academics 
versus Corporate. Within academia as well as in corporates, executives have 
significantly greater chances of choosing option-a over the non-executives 
(22 per cent versus 16 per cent) and the difference is significantly higher 
in academic institutions. Hence, academic institutions, rather than the 
corporates, appear to be more biased towards the executives in the matter 
of flexibility. The nature of the bias could be further comprehended if the 
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contrast of margins for option-b is considered. In academia as well as in 
corporates, the non-executives hold a stronger feeling, than do the execu-
tives, that the system may be persuaded to accept their suggestions only by 
convincing it about the long-term benefits of such propositions. As is 
revealed by the contrast of margins, the non-executives in academics need 
to convince the system about the long-run potential of their suggestions 
in 18 per cent more cases than the executives. In corporates, however, 
they need to do so only in 11 per cent more cases. There is, hence, a bias 
towards the executives and this happens to be stronger in academics. 
Moreover, compared to the executives, the non-executives find the system 
to be more sceptical about the practicability of any suggestion rendered by 
them in both the sectors. Such discriminations are slightly (but not signifi-
cantly) stronger in academic institutions. While a group of executives face 
stronger opposition from the system in both the sectors, such sectoral dif-
ference in discrimination remains insignificant.

As is revealed by the contrasts of margins for Executive versus Non- 
executive over Male versus Female, the executives choose option-a with 
greater probability and the phenomenon is stronger among males by eight 
per cent. Moreover, the males, as is revealed by the contrasts of margins 
for Male versus Female over Executive versus Non-executive, executives, 
choose option-a with greater probabilities than females and they do so 
more when they are in any leading position. Hence, while the system is 
more flexible towards the executives, it leans more towards the males. 
Moreover, while the male-female difference in choosing option-b is sig-
nificantly higher (by seven per cent) for the executives, the difference 
between the executives and the nonexecutives in choosing option-b is sig-
nificantly higher (by seven per cent) for the females. Hence, the female 
non-executives struggle more to convince the system to accept their sug-
gestions by pointing towards the long-term benefits of these suggestions. 
Although the non-executives find the system to be more sceptical about 
their suggestions, no further discrimination exists across gender. A further 
dimension of gender discrimination might be noted when we consider the 
contrasts of margins for Male versus Female over Executive versus Non- 
executive in the context of choosing option-d. Females have greater 
chances to face rigidities from the system and such gender differences are 
significantly higher for the non-executives (by 12 per cent). This strength-
ens our conclusion that while the executives could convince the system 
better, the system tends to discriminate against females.
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While the public sector is more flexible, it offers significantly greater 
flexibility to males. Males as well as females select option-b with greater 
probability in the private sector. Hence, respondents find it easier to con-
vince the system in the public sector if, of course, their suggestions are 
going to bear fruit in the longer run. Such differences at the organisational 
level, however, do not vary significantly across gender. The other contrasts 
of margins reveal males to have higher chances of choosing option-b in 
both the sectors. The chances, however, are very low (an insignificant, 
too) that the males, while choosing option-b with significantly greater 
probabilities over females, would do so more in the public sector. The 
males, as well as the females, have significantly greater chances to select 
option-c in the public sector. Although the public sector is more sceptical 
to accept even the constructive suggestions, it is not introducing any fur-
ther discrimination in terms of gender. Finally, as is evident from the con-
trasts of margin of Male versus Female over Public versus Private, in the 
context of choosing option-d, females face rigidities from the system more 
than the males and such discrimination is significantly stronger in the pub-
lic sector. Similar results are obtained when we look for the presence of 
possible gender discrimination in academic institutions and in corporates. 
Hence, we conclude that the public sector and the academic institution 
are more flexible to accommodate suggestions offered by its employees 
without questioning the long-run potential of the propositions much. 
They usually are less sceptical to turn down suggestions on any alleged 
lack of practicability and tend to be less rigid. A leaning towards the male 
employees, however, may easily be discernible.

The power of the respondents to convince the system differs signifi-
cantly depending on their age and length of service. For the employees in 
the low-age group, chances for selecting option-b and option-d are stron-
ger than the chances to select option-c or option-a. It is true for the 
employees in their middle ages too. Hence, a good number of employees 
in their low to middle ages find the system either to be very rigid or to 
stand to accept changes only when the long-term viability of their sugges-
tions are unequivocally established. They find the system to be perfectly 
flexible only with limited chances. Nevertheless, the system is not always 
too rigid to turn down their suggestion by emphasising too much on the 
practicability issues. The senior employees, however, mostly believe that 
the system can be convinced to accept changes only by providing an alter-
native that would be profitable in the longer run. While they find the sys-
tem to be perfectly flexible in 13 per cent cases, it shows complete rigidity 
in 27 per cent cases. These age groups, however, do not match perfectly 
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with the tenure groups. Option-b dominates the choice in all the tenure 
groups, but its significance is reduced for employees with longer tenure. 
The chances of selecting option-c, too, decrease with a lengthening of the 
service period. The system appears to be more sceptical about the practi-
cability of the suggestions rendered by relatively junior, inexperienced 
employees. The scepticism about the flexibility of the system, however, 
escalates with experience. The senior employees accuse the system more 
emphatically to be too rigid to accommodate individual suggestions.

The combined effect of age and tenure may be of interest (Table 3.39). 
At tenure-group 1, relatively senior employees (who are in age group 2) 
find it easier to convince the system. This is evident by increased chances 
of selecting options a and b combined with dwindling probabilities for 
choosing options c and d. The reverse is true for the respondents in 
tenure- group 2. The relatively senior people in tenure-group 3 find 
option-c and option-d to be completely irrelevant. Hence, the system 
appears to be less rigid to them. Alternatively, one could observe a signifi-
cant reduction in the perceived rigidity of the system among the 
 middle- aged employees (either in age group 2 or in age group 3) as they 
gain experience. This is evident by an increase in the probabilities of choos-
ing option-a and option-b and a reduction in the probability of choosing 
option-c in relevant groups. The comparison of probabilities for tenure- 

Table 3.39 Responses to question-8 and the differential impact of age and tenure

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Low age (23–30 years) 0.13∗ 0.39∗ 0.16∗ 0.32∗

Lower-middle age (31–40 years) 0.20∗ 0.44∗ 0.12∗ 0.23∗

Upper-middle age (41–50 years) 0.14∗ 0.38∗ 0.16∗ 0.32∗

High age (>50 years) 0.13∗ 0.60∗ 0.00 0.27∗

Tenure-group 1 (<10 years) 0.16∗ 0.57∗ 0.20∗ 0.07∗

Tenure-group 2 (10–19 years) 0.10∗∗ 0.58∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.25∗

Tenure-group 3 (20–29 years) 0.38∗ 0.48∗ 0.04∗∗ 0.10∗

Tenure-group 4 (>30 years) 0.11∗ 0.44∗ 0.00 0.44∗

Combined effect
Tenure-group 1/age-group 1 0.16∗ 0.45∗ 0.26∗ 0.12∗

Tenure-group 1/age-group 2 0.18∗ 0.53∗ 0.24∗ 0.05∗∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 2 0.25∗ 0.56∗ 0.06∗∗ 0.16∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 3 0.09∗ 0.39∗ 0.17∗ 0.35∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 3 0.21∗ 0.43∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.29∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 4 0.20∗ 0.80∗ 0.00 0.00
Tenure-group 4/age-group 4 0.12∗ 0.53∗ 0.00 0.35∗

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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groups 3 and 4 within age group 4 reveal the senior-most employees to be 
more sceptical about the flexibility of the system.

The senior executives, given their preference for option-d and a lower 
inclination for choosing options a and b may be taken to be more sceptical 
about the flexibility of the system (Table 3.40). The system, however, has 
lower chances, as is reflected in the decreasing probabilities of choosing 
option-c with tenure, to turn down the suggestions of relatively senior 
employees. Further, as compared to the two lower tenure groups, the 
tenure-group 3 experiences a significant rise in the probability of choosing 
option-a and a fall in that of choosing option-b. Hence, the system appears 
to be most flexible for those executives who have work experiences for 20 
to 29 years. While the system is always more flexible towards executives, 
the differential impact is strongest for employees in tenure-group 3. 
Hence, while the executive can always convince the system better, the 
senior executives can do it more emphatically.

Among the less-experienced employees in tenure-group 1, females 
(rather than males) find the system to be more rigid to accommodate indi-
vidual suggestions. The discrimination magnifies in tenure-group 2, where 
males have higher probabilities of choosing option-a and option-b and 
lower chances to select option-d. Hence, as they gain experiences, females 
face greater rigidity and lower flexibility from the system. As is revealed by 
the contrast of margin for option-a, the system becomes more flexible 
towards the males in tenure-group 3. The rigidity against females exists, as 
is revealed by the significantly negative contrast of margin for option-d but 
is lower than what it was in the previous group. The rigidity against the 
females persists even for the senior-most employees (Table 3.41).

Table 3.40 Leading positions and responses to question-8 across tenure

Options a b c d

Executives
(Executive vs. non 
executives)

Tenure-group 1 0.23∗

(0.18∗)
0.54∗

(−0.10∗∗)
0.23∗

(0.18∗)
0.15∗

(−0.12∗)
Tenure-group 2 0.15∗

(0.12∗)
0.54∗

(−0.12∗∗)
0.05∗∗

(−0.06∗∗)
0.26∗

(−0.07∗∗)
Tenure-group 3 0.47∗

(0.28∗)
0.41∗

(−0.25∗)
0.02

(−0.04)
0.10∗∗

(−0.01)
Tenure-group 4 0.04

(0.03)
0.10∗

(−0.05)
0.00

(0.00)
0.86∗

(0.02)

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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The power of the respondents to convince the system thus varies sig-
nificantly across age, gender, nature and types of their organisation and 
length and nature of their services. It would be of interest now to explore 
whether and to what extent the respondents could resist when the system 
persuades them to be part of actions that one might take as unethical or 
potentially immoral. To deal with the issue, the study poses two questions 
before the respondents to answer. The first one explores whether the 
respondents have enough power to resist when the system wants them to 
do something that they anticipate to violate the workplace ethics. The 
second one involves the dilemma in responding when the system asks the 
employees to get involved in some actions that they usually condemn 
as immoral.

3.3.9  How Frequently Do Employees Resist When the System 
Wants Them to Do Something that Might Violate 

the Workplace Ethics?

To find out how frequently one resists when the system wants him or her 
to be engaged in certain actions that might tend to violate workplace eth-
ics, the study offers the following four options to choose from:

Table 3.41 Differential impact of gender on responses to question-8 across tenure

Option

a b c d

Tenure-group 1 Female 0.13∗ 0.56∗ 0.20∗ 0.12∗

Male 0.18∗ 0.59∗ 0.20∗ 0.02∗∗

Male vs. female 0.05 0.03 0 −0.10∗

Tenure-group 2 Female 0.06∗ 0.50∗ 0.06∗ 0.38∗

Male 0.13∗ 0.68∗ 0.09∗ 0.10∗

Male vs. female 0.07∗ 0.18∗ 0.03 −0.28∗

Tenure-group 3 Female 0.32∗ 0.48∗ 0.04 0.16∗

Male 0.42∗ 0.51∗ 0.04 0.03
Male vs. female 0.10∗ 0.03 0 −0.13∗

Tenure-group 4 Female 0.01 0.06∗ 0 0.92∗

Male 0.04∗∗ 0.15∗ 0 0.81∗

Male vs. female 0.03 0.09∗ 0 −0.11∗

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Option-a: You never resist or protest—as you fear the consequences of 
defying the system.

Option-b: You resist only if the action is anticipated to lead to gross 
violation of (broader) moral values.

Option-c: All depends on whether the end justifies the means and/or 
whether you would get the necessary support from the rele-
vant cohort.

Option-d: You would rather leave the job before you could do some-
thing unethical under pressure.

The respondents choosing option-a might be taken to be too timid to 
protest against the system even when it wants them to be engaged in 
unethical behaviour. The group opting for option-b do not mind sacrific-
ing ethics but giving up morality is not easy for them. They would not 
resist being unethical as long as it does not require them to be grossly 
immoral. Respondents choosing option-c neither mix up ethics with 
morality nor consider workplace ethics indispensable. Deviation from eth-
ical behaviour may be sustained if it leads to significant long-term benefits 
and the employees get necessary support from the relevant cohort for 
being unethical. The relevant cohort might include other colleagues, 
media or any other relevant social group. In one sense, the respondents 
choosing option-b may be taken to be more loyal to the system. They 
stand ready to cooperate, even by acceding to engage in an unethical 
(albeit, strategic) action as long as they see the consequences not to fall on 
the broader moral issues. Respondents choosing option-c, however, are 
more difficult to be convinced as they emphasise the practicability issues. 
Employees choosing option-d may be taken as radicals who stand ready to 
change their job if pressurised to do something unethical.

Seven per cent of the respondents refrain from protesting, as they fear the 
consequences of defying the system. Forty per cent choose option-b, and 
they resist only if the action they are compelled to take is anticipated to lead 
to gross violation of moral values. Thirty-two per cent are willing to accept 
deviations from workplace ethics only when they find the end to justify the 
means and their actions are not met with resistance from the relevant cohort 
such as colleagues, team members, media or any other social group. The 
remaining 21 per cent, however, are too uncompromising to stay in their 
jobs if they are compelled to do something unethical under pressure.

While determining the factors influencing such choices of the respon-
dents, the study conjectures the individual perception about morality and 
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ethics to have influenced their responses. Particularly, we feel that responses 
to question-3 would have played some role in shaping the responses to 
question-9.

The Pearson Chi-Square test statistic takes up the value of 44.65 at nine 
degrees of freedom and is highly significant (p-value = 0.00), implying that 
some association exists between the responses to question-9 (Q9) and those 
to question-3 (Q3). Responses to question-3 (Q3), however, are difficult to 
incorporate as an explanatory variable in a Multinomial Logit model to 
comment on the determinants to shape individual responses to question-9. 
This is particularly so as we get very low (or even no) responses for some 
options under question-9. For instance, respondents choosing Q4 = c (or, 
Q4 = d) do not choose Q9 = c (or Q9 = a) at all. Respondents choosing 
Q3 = b have very little inclination for the first option under Q9. Hence, the 
analysis based on the following table (Table 3.42) is expected to provide us 
with necessary insights about the relationship between the responses.

Respondents who choose Q3 = b with certainty have almost 49 per 
cent chances to opt for Q9 = B. Hence, the employees who presume the 
inevitability of small transgressions from any defined code-of-conduct and 
tolerate deviations as long as there is no gross violation of ethics or legal 

Table 3.42 Responses to question-3 and question-4 combined with responses 
to question-9

Q9 = a Q9 = b Q9 = c q9 = d Q9 = a q9 = b Q9 = c Q9 = d

% within 
row

Q3 = a 6.12 36.73 25.51 31.63 Q4 = a 15.52 36.21 22.41 25.86

% within 
column

24 24.16 21.19 39.74 36 14.09 11.02 71.79

% within 
row

Q3 = b 3.55 48.52 28.99 18.93 Q4 = b 4.35 39.49 35.87 20.29

% within 
column

24 55.03 41.53 41.03 48 73.15 83.9 19.23

% within 
row

Q3 = c 6.56 27.87 55.74 9.84 Q4 = c 22.22 55.56 0 22.22

% within 
column

16 11.41 28.81 7.69 16 6.71 0 5.13

% within 
row

Q3 = d 21.43 33.33 23.81 21.43 Q4 = d 0 50 33.33 16.67

% within 
column

36 9.4 8.47 11.54 0 6.04 5.08 3.85

Pearson chi2(9) = 44.6457, Pr = 0.000 Pearson chi2(9) = 27.9366, Pr = 0.001

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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threats would be inclined to resist the process of them being insisted to 
engage in unethical actions only if they anticipate the outcome to be 
grossly immoral. Only 29 per cent of them believe (by choosing Q9 = c) 
that being induced to be unethical may be tolerable if the outcomes are 
more than compensating and/or their actions are not met with significant 
opposition from the relevant cohort. The considerations are just the 
reverse for those who tend to accept every deviation that they deem to be 
rational and practicable (or choose Q3 = c with certainty). The first group, 
however, rarely fears (or chooses Q9  =  a only in 4% cases) the conse-
quences of defying the system and stands ready not to succumb under 
pressure (or, choose Q9 = d) in 19 per cent cases. The second group has 
relatively higher chances (seven per cent approximately) of being timid 
and shows fewer probabilities of being radical.

Those who take (by choosing Q3 = a) the codes of conduct to be deter-
mined by the organisational ethics and independent of individual percep-
tions have lower chances (six per cent) to fear the repercussion of defying 
the system but higher probabilities (32 per cent) for being radical. While 
they resist on morality issues in 37 per cent cases, 26 per cent of them do 
not resist being induced to be unethical on practicability issues.

The respondents who opt for Q3 = d, or prefer ethics to be situational, 
choose Q9 = a, Q9 = c or Q9 = d with more or less equal probabilities. A 
look at the column-wise percentages reveals the maximum number of 
respondents who fear the consequences of defying the system to come 
from this group. Radicals belong to those who take the COCs to be strictly 
binding or stand ready to tolerate small transgressions provided moralities 
or legalities are not threatened.

As has been described earlier, the respondents were previously asked (in 
question-4) to relate individual morality (such as honesty, integrity, 
accountability, conscientiousness etc.) to workplace ethics. The study 
finds, through the significant Pearson’s Chi-square, some association 
between such perception and the way one resists while being persuaded by 
the system to get involved in actions having possible adverse ethical impli-
cations. The majority (almost 73 per cent) of the respondents who do not 
mind being induced to be unethical provided morality issues are not 
threatened belong to a group that, by choosing Q4 = b with uncertainty, 
defines ethics to be morality associated with some flexibility and positivity 
in attitude. With the concept of ethics such defined, this group further 
constitutes the majority among the respondents who do not resist being 
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asked to be unethical provided the end justifies the means. Hence, with 
such perception of flexibility associated with ethics, an employee may not 
feel uncomfortable being involved in an action with perceived adverse 
ethical implications as long as the morality or practicability issues are not 
violated. However, those who take morality to be sufficient to maintain 
workplace ethics (or choose Q4 = c) are inclined, with 56 per cent chances, 
to protest being asked to be unethical when the morality issues are threat-
ened. This group, along with the one that believes morality to be neces-
sary and sufficient for maintaining workplace ethics, has either no or very 
low chances to justify being unethical even by its favourable outcome. 
Further, the respondents who find morality to be intertwined with ethics 
have greater probabilities of being radical than the three other groups.

The study, however, cannot incorporate age or tenure as determinants 
to shape responses to question-9 in a Multinomial Logit model. This is 
particularly because the respondents in age group 4 do not opt for option-
 a to Q9 while tenure-groups 3 and 4 have shown no interest in the same. 
The two statistically significant chi-square test statistic, however, suggest 
variation in responses to question-9 to be associated with variations in age 
and tenure. An exploration of the proportions shown in the following 
table (Table 3.43) might reveal the nature of such an association.

Table 3.43 Differential impact of age and tenure on responses to question-9

Age group Options to Q9 Tenure group Options to Q9

a b c d a b c d

% within row 1 5.7 37.7 29.3 27.4 1 10.8 36.1 27.9 25.3
% within 
column

24.0 26.9 26.3 37.2 68.0 38.3 37.3 51.3

% within row 2 12.1 34.4 36.4 17.1 2 8.0 30.0 44.0 18.0
% within 
column

48.0 23.5 29.7 21.8 32.0 20.1 37.3 23.1

% within row 3 9.3 26.7 37.3 26.7 3 0.0 34.5 41.4 24.1
% within 
column

28.0 13.4 23.7 25.6 0.0 13.4 20.3 18.0

% within row 4 0.0 60.0 26.7 13.3 4 0.0 77.8 11.1 11.1
% within 
column

0.0 36.2 20.3 15.4 0.0 28.2 5.1 7.7

Pearson chi2(9) = 32.58, Pr = 0.000 Pearson chi2(9) = 53.15, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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The seniors have greater chances of being radical and little, or even no, 
chances to fear the consequences of defying the system. While the 
 respondents in their middle ages or in tenure-groups 2 and 3 protest on 
practicability issues, the seniors and juniors protest only when they feel 
morality to be threatened (Table 3.43).

The study conjectures the responses to question-9 to be further shaped 
by the gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation (whether 
public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or academics) 
in which the respondent is absorbed and whether (s)/he is in any leading 
position in his or her organisation.

A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and the marginal 
effects and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of 
options in detail (Table  3.44). The LR chi2(42) assumes the value of 

Table 3.44 Responses to question-9 and the differential impact of gender, type 
of service and nature and types of organisation

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Predictive margins
Female 0.06∗ 0.34∗ 0.33∗ 0.29∗

Male 0.08∗ 0.47∗ 0.31∗ 0.14∗

Private sector 0.10∗∗ 0.29∗ 0.40∗ 0.21∗

Public sector 0.02 0.55∗ 0.23∗ 0.20∗

Corporate sector 0.08∗ 0.30∗ 0.44∗ 0.18∗

Academia 0.05∗ 0.55∗ 0.18∗ 0.22∗

Non-executive 0.12∗ 0.32∗ 0.37∗ 0.19∗

Executive 0.04∗ 0.44∗ 0.29∗ 0.22∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female 0.02 0.14∗∗ −0.02 −0.15∗

Public sector vs. private sector −0.08∗∗ 0.26∗ −0.17∗ −0.01
Academia vs. corporate −0.03 0.25∗ −0.26∗ 0.03
Executive vs. non-executive 0.08∗ 0.12∗ −0.08∗ −0.04
Combined effects
(Executive vs. non-executive) over (Public vs. 
private)

0.05 0.003 −0.04∗∗ 0.02

(Executive vs. non-executive) over (Academics vs. 
corporate)

0.01 −0.01 −0.02 0.01

(Executive vs. non-executive) over (Male vs. female) −0.01 0.03∗∗∗ 0.01 −0.03
(Male vs. female) over (Executive vs. non-executive) 0.01 0.03∗∗∗ −0.01 −0.03∗∗∗

(Male vs. female) over (Academics vs. corporate) 0.01 −0.03∗∗∗ −0.01 0.03∗∗∗

(Male vs. female) over (Public vs. private) 0.01 0.02 −0.02 −0.01

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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237.02 which is significant at the one per cent level. While the Log likeli-
hood is −340.66, the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.2581. These describe the 
model to be a good fit.

As is revealed by the contrasts of the margins, the females are less timid 
and significantly more radical than the males. Moreover, when the system 
persuades its employees to be involved in an action that they perceive to 
be unethical, males have significantly greater chances to protest only when 
they could find a consequent threat on morality. Hence, males have greater 
chances to bear with being unethical provided the broader morality issues 
are not threatened. This is further established by the fact that females have 
slightly greater chances to protest when they find no rationality in being 
unethical or anticipate a lack of support from relevant cohorts. Although 
this difference is not significant enough, it reveals one important differ-
ence in attitude across gender. The females protest as soon as they fail to 
match the benefits of being unethical with its costs and fear the threat of 
losing support from their relevant cohort; the males wait until being 
unethical is not contingent upon the broader morality issues. In that way, 
the system may find it easier to convince the male employees to accept a 
strategic breach of code of conduct.

The private sector employees have significantly higher chances to fear 
the consequences of defying the system than do their counterparts in the 
public sector. The public sector employees resist more when they find 
morality issues to be threatened by their actions of being unethical. The 
private sector employees, however, have a stronger feeling that any persua-
sion by the system to do something unethical should be condemned when 
such actions cannot fetch long-term benefits or find necessary support in 
their relevant cohort. While the public sector employees, given their job 
securities, are less inclined to leave their jobs while being pressurised for 
being unethical, they do not significantly differ in attitude than their coun-
terparts in the private sector.

While the corporate personnel are more apprehensive about the reac-
tions of the system but are less inclined to leave their job on protest than 
do the academicians, such differences in attitude are not significant 
enough. While the possibilities of breaching morality bother academicians 
more, the rationality of being unethical remains the concern for the cor-
porate personnel.

As is evident from the contrast of margins for option-a, non-executives 
have significantly lower chances to protest, as compared to the executives, 
as the former apprehends more severe reactions from the employers. While 
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the executives have greater chances to leave their jobs on protest, the dif-
ference is not statistically significant. The executives have a stronger feel-
ing than is manifested among the non-executives that one should resist the 
system while persuading him/her to be unethical, only if such actions are 
perceived to lead to gross violation of moral values. Hence, the system can 
expect greater loyalty from its executives even when it wants them to 
engage in unethical courses of action, provided the moralities are not 
grossly threatened as a consequence. The non-executives, however, are 
more in favour of doing a cost-benefit analysis of being unethical. 
Compared to the executives, they are more inclined (as is revealed by the 
significant contrast of margin for option-c) to assess whether the conse-
quential benefits could justify being unethical and the extent to which 
their actions could find supports in the relevant cohort. It may thus be 
difficult for the system to expect unconditional loyalty from the non- 
executives in accepting any strategical deviations from the COC, even 
when such infringement does not threaten the broader moral issues.

While the non-executives have greater chances of selecting option-c, 
they do so more, as is revealed by the combined effects in the private sector. 
Hence, the private sector enjoys greater unconditional loyalty from their 
executives in the sense that they are less cynical about the costs and benefits 
associated with an unethical strategy that the system wants them to pursue. 
Other differences in attitude between the executives and the non-execu-
tives, however, do not vary much between the two sectors and between the 
corporate and academic institutions. Moreover, while the executives appear 
to be more loyal, the difference is stronger (at least by three per cent) 
among the males. Similarly, males happen to be more loyal in the corporates.

The currently explored issue involves the dilemma faced by an employee 
in resisting any attempt by the system to induce him/her to get involved 
in an action that is going to violate the workplace ethics. The next issue of 
pertinence, as is conceived by the study, involves the dilemma in respond-
ing when the system requires the employees to be involved with some 
activities that they usually condemn as immoral. The necessity for dealing 
with the two issues separately arises from the already established fact that 
people usually do not take morality and ethics to be synonymous. Neither 
do they unanimously believe that possessing individual moral traits are 
necessary and sufficient for maintaining workplace ethics. Hence, their 
reactions may be conjectured to vary depending on whether their actions 
are going to threaten workplace ethics (based, perhaps, on the organisa-
tional ethics) or the moral issues (as is perceived by individuals).
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The study now proceeds to explore the possible nature of such dilemma 
by asking the respondents to reveal their responses when the system wants 
them to do something that they usually condemn as immoral.

3.3.10  How Do the Employees React When the System Wants 
Them to Do Something that They Usually Condemn as Immoral?

The concept of morality, as is depicted here, involves the individual percep-
tion of morality that may be independent of organisational morals. The study 
concedes that the individual approaches to the concept of and the issues 
related to morality may be complex and diverse. Hence, the extent to which 
they may be compromised is likely to vary across individuals. While answer-
ing the question, the respondents are provided with the following options:

Option-a: It is optimal to compromise with individual values to avoid 
confrontation with the system.

Option-b: It is better to cooperate as long as it is beneficial for the 
system.

Option-c: There is no harm in cooperating as long as organisational 
ethics are not violated.

Option-d: It is important to voice one’s opinion even if (s)/he knows 
that it is not going to release the pressure on him/her.

Thirty-eight per cent of respondents deem it crucial to protest against 
any attempt by the system to make them involved in activities that they 
usually condemn as immoral. Scepticism, however, remains. Such protests, 
raised in apprehension of a possible threat on the individual notion of 
morality, are unlikely to release pressure on employees. Systems are taken 
to be, and, in reality, may be insensitive to what the individual takes as 
moral. Twenty-seven per cent of the employees stand ready to cooperate 
as long as their actions do not violate organisational ethics. This group 
does not mix up individual morality with organisational ethics, with the 
latter being more important for them. Sixteen per cent of the respondents 
find it optimal to cooperate as long as it is beneficial for the system. This 
group, perhaps, is most loyal to the system in its readiness to give up indi-
vidual fascination with morality (or even ethics) for the sake of the benefit 
of the organisation. The remaining 19 per cent of the respondents do not 
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mind compromising with individual values to avoid confrontation with 
the system (Fig. 3.17).

While exploring the factors that might shape the responses to question-
 10, the study cannot incorporate age or tenure as possible determinants in 
a Multinomial Logit model. This is particularly because the respondents in 
age-group 4 and tenure-group 4 do not opt for option-a to Q10. The two 
statistically significant chi-square test statistics, however, suggest variation 
in responses to question-10 to be associated with variations in age and 
tenure. An exploration of the proportions shown in Table  3.45 might 
reveal the nature of such an association.

The least-experienced, junior-most employees are most likely to com-
promise with individual values to avoid confrontation with the system. 
Such timidity, however, fades with age and experience. This is reflected in 
the decreasing chances of choosing option-a at higher ages and tenures. 
The senior employees have the maximum chances for choosing option-c, 
followed by the relatively less experienced employees who are in their mid-
dle ages. The junior employees have very little inclination for the option. 
The reverse is true as far as the choice for option-b is concerned. Hence, 
the unconditional loyalty that leads to compromising with individual 
morality or organisational ethics for the benefit of the system seems to 
loosen up with age and experience. Such maturity helps one to realise that 
extending cooperation by sacrificing individual morality should be con-
demned beyond a point where organisational ethics are violated. The 
chances to select option-d increase consistently from age-group 1 to age- 
group 3, and from tenure-group 1 to tenure-group 3. The least- 

Fig. 3.17 Responses to options for question-10 (with 95% CI). (Source: 
Authors’ own calculation)
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experienced, junior employees, with their comprising attitude, have 
relatively fewer chances to raise their voices against any attempt by the 
system to make them involved in activities that they usually condemn as 
immoral. Such an urge to protest develops gradually as they mature. The 
respondents in their middle ages (specifically in the upper-middle ages) 
with a work experience of 20 to 29 years (in tenure-group 3) are most 
likely to protest against the system. Scepticism, however, overshadows the 
vigour to protest as they move into the high-age and longest-tenure 
group. The chances to choose option-d fall slightly among the senior 
employees as maturity, perhaps, makes them rational enough to be cynical 
about the efficacy of their protest to release pressure on them.

The study conjectures the responses to question-10 to be further 
shaped by the gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation 
(whether public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or 
academics) in which the respondent is absorbed and whether (s)/he enjoys 
any leading position in his or her organisation.

A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and marginal effects 
and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of options in 
detail (Table 3.46). The LR chi2(42) assumes the value of 247.23, which 
is significant at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −320.61, 
the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.2376. These describe the model to be a good fit.

Table 3.45 Responses to question-10: Variation across age and tenure

Age 
Group

Options to Q10 Tenure 
group

Options to Q10

a b c d a b c d

% within row 1 40.6 26.4 9.4 23.6 1 32.28 25.32 13.29 29.11
% within 
column

61.4 46.7 9.9 18.0 72.86 66.67 20.79 33.09

% within row 2 16.2 21.2 28.3 34.3 2 10 11 34 45
% within 
column

22.9 35.0 27.7 24.5 14.29 18.33 33.66 32.37

% within row 3 14.7 6.7 28.0 50.7 3 15.52 12.07 20.69 51.72
% within 
column

15.7 8.3 20.8 27.3 12.86 11.67 11.88 21.58

% within row 4 0.0 6.7 46.7 46.7 4 0 3.7 62.96 33.33
% within 
column

0.0 10.0 41.6 30.2 0 3.33 33.66 12.95

Pearson chi2(9) = 98.01, Pr = 0.000 Pearson chi2(9) = 92.18, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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As is revealed by the predictive margins, males and females, given the 
options, have higher probabilities to choose option-d. For the females, 
options a and b are least preferred, whereas the two other options have 
more or less equal chances of being selected. The males, however, apart 
from the most favoured choice of option-d, have an order of preference 
that goes from options c to b to a. As is depicted by the insignificant con-
trasts of margins for option-a and option-b, the apparent compromising 
and loyal nature of the females is not to be taken seriously. Females, how-
ever, are significantly more inclined to cooperate and compromise with 
individual values as long as no compromise with organisational ethics is 
encountered. The males, on the other hand, have significantly greater 

Table 3.46 Responses to question-10 and the differential impact of gender, type 
of service and nature and types of organisation

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Predictive margins
Female 0.19∗ 0.19∗ 0.30∗ 0.32∗

Male 0.18∗ 0.15∗ 0.24∗ 0.43∗

Private sector 0.18∗ 0.21∗ 0.27∗ 0.33∗

Public sector 0.20∗ 0.08∗ 0.29∗ 0.43∗

Corporate sector 0.23∗ 0.15∗ 0.31∗ 0.30∗

Academia 0.15∗ 0.17∗ 0.26∗ 0.43∗

Non-executive 0.15∗ 0.16∗ 0.26∗ 0.43∗

Executive 0.21∗ 0.16∗ 0.28∗ 0.35∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female −0.01 −0.05 −0.06∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗

Public sector vs. private sector 0.02 −0.13∗ 0.02 0.10∗∗

Academia vs. corporate −0.08∗∗ 0.02 −0.05 0.13∗

Executive vs. non-executive 0.06∗∗∗ 0.00 0.02 −0.08∗∗

Combined effects
(Executive vs. non-executive) over (Public vs. 
private)

−0.01 0.003 0.02 −0.01

(Executive vs. non-executive) over (Academics 
vs. corporate)

−0.04∗∗∗ 0.01 0.02 −0.004

(Executive vs. non-executive) over (Male vs. 
female)

−0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.01

(Male vs. female) over (Executive vs. 
non-executive)

0.002 0.01 −0.002 −0.01

(Male vs. female) over (Academics vs. 
corporate)

−0.004 0.01 −0.02∗∗∗ 0.02∗∗∗

(Male vs. female) over (Public vs. private) −0.01 0.03 −0.03∗∗ 0.01

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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chances to protest (albeit with no chances to win) against any attempt to 
induce them to do something immoral.

The private sector employees, given the options, choose option-d with 
the greatest probability followed by options c, b and a. The order of pref-
erence for the public sector is more or less the same with the only excep-
tion of having option-b as the least preferred alternative. Hence, employees 
in both sectors find it more desirable to protest, with the policy to cooper-
ate as long as the organisational ethics are maintained coming as the next 
best alternative. While the private sector employees find it atrocious to 
compromise with individual values to avoid confrontation with the sys-
tem, the public sector employees find it too much to compromise with 
individual values for any benefit of the system. Differences in their atti-
tude, however, are easily perceptible from the contrast of margins. As is 
revealed by such contrasts of margins for option-a and option-c, the ten-
dency of the public sector employees to be more compromising and to put 
slightly more emphasis on organisational ethics should not be taken seri-
ously. In fact, they have significantly greater chances to protest, while the 
private sector employees appear to be significantly more loyal to the system.

The corporate personnel, while preferring option-c and option-d with 
more or less the same probabilities, have an inclination for option-a over 
option-b. They are slightly tilted towards cooperating as long as organisa-
tional ethics are maintained rather than to protest. While a good number 
of them sacrifice individual values to avoid confrontation with the system, 
they are least bothered to do so for any benefit of the system. The acade-
micians, however, find it most desirable to protest. The next best alterna-
tive comes to them in the form of cooperating conditioned by the 
non-violation of organisational ethics. While a smaller group stands ready 
to show unconditional loyalty by cooperating as long as there is any ben-
efit for the system, the academicians least prefer sacrificing individual val-
ues to avoid confrontation with the system. A comparison of attitude 
among the employees belonging to the two sectors may be of interest. 
While the academicians appear to be slightly more loyal and less bothered 
about maintaining organisational ethics, such differences are not 
 significant. Given the differing nature of and the flexibilities in their ser-
vice conditions, the academicians tend to protest more, while the corpo-
rate personnel are more inclined to compromise with individual values to 
avoid confrontation with the system.

The respondents, whether or not they are in any leading position, pre-
fer option-d with maximum predicted probabilities. For the remaining 
options, the non-executives choose options c, b and a in order of prefer-
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ence. The preference ordering of the executives slightly differs in the sense 
that option-b remains the least preferred alternative for them. Moreover, 
the executives have greater chances to compromise with their individual 
values to avoid confrontations with the system and the non-executives 
have greater chances to protest. While the executives put relatively greater 
emphasis on maintaining organisational ethics than do the non-executives, 
such differences are not significant enough.

The combined effects, or the margin of the margins, reflect such differ-
ences in attitude between the executives and non-executives not to differ 
significantly across the public and the private sector. While the executives 
have greater chances to compromise with their individual values to avoid 
confrontations with the system, they do so more in the corporate sector. 
Some gender discrepancies, too, exist across the sectors. While the females 
put greater emphasis on the need to maintain organisational ethics, they 
do so more in the private sector and in corporates. Finally, as males protest 
more, they do so more in academic institutions.

As is suggested by the significant Pearson’s chi-square test statistic, 
preferences across gender might significantly differ across age and tenure 
groups. Before we go for further analysis, we should recall that the age and 
tenure groups do not coincide with each other in our study. The details 
may be found in the earlier sections of the chapter.

As is revealed by the proportions, although the respondents tend to 
compromise less as they get older and gain experiences, the changes are 
more pronounced for the females. Up to the lower-middle age and tenure- 
group 2, females are more prone to compromise than are the males. While 
the chances decrease with further maturity, they decrease more for females. 
The senior-most employees, irrespective of their gender, find it of no 
worth to compromise individual values to avoid confrontation with the 
system (Table 3.47).

Chances for being unconditionally loyal (or the chances to choose 
option-b) decrease with maturity and experience and such reductions are 
more drastic for the females at least when they move from low-age to 
higher ages. While greater experience makes the respondents not to offer 
unconditional loyalty, the responses are sharper for the males.

Females tend to put increasingly greater emphasis on maintaining 
organisational ethics as they age and gain experience. While the least- 
experienced, junior female employees find it of no worth to emphasise the 
need to maintain organisational ethics, it becomes their single choice at 
high age and longest tenure. The preferences, however, are different for 
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the males. The least-experienced, junior male employees, unlike their 
female counterparts, do realise the importance of maintaining organisa-
tional ethics. Such preferences become stronger at lower-middle ages and 
tenure-group 2 and they tend to fall thereafter. Males who have served for 
more than 30 years (or belong to the tenure-group 4) find it of no impor-
tance to lay emphasis on maintaining organisational ethics.

The chances that the females would voice their opinion tend to escalate 
(however with a decreasing rate) with age until they reach the high age 
group and lose interest in protesting. In fact, they tend to lose vigour to 
protest as soon as they have offered their service for more than 20 years 
(or, enter tenure-group 3). Female employees who have been working for 
more than 30 years (or are in tenure-group 4) reveal sheer apathy to pro-
test. The considerations are, once again, different for males. The younger 
and less-experienced male employees tend to protest less strongly than do 
their female counterparts. They tend to protest more as they mature and 
gain experiences, and they do so more vigorously than do their female 
counterparts. Eventually, at the high-age and the longest tenure, when the 
females lose the vigour to protest, they maintain it as their most significant 
response to any attempt made by the system to induce them to do some-
thing that they consider immoral.

The significant Pearson chi-square statistic reveals the differences in 
responses between the executives and the non-executives to differ across 

Table 3.47 Responses to question-10 and the differential impact of gender 
across age and tenure

Options to Q10 (Female) Options to Q10 (Male)

a b c d a b c d

Age-group 1 41.9 27.4 0 30.7 38.6 25 22.7 13.6
Age-group 2 20 25 10 45 13.6 18.6 40.7 27.1
Age-group 3 10.3 7.7 28.2 53.9 19.4 5.6 27.8 47.2
Age-group 4 0 0 100 0 0 11.1 11.1 77.8

Pearson chi2(9) = 140.86, 
Pr = 0.000

Pearson chi2(9) = 66.26, 
Pr = 0.000

Tenure-group 1 36 23.6 2.3 38.2 27.5 27.5 29 15.9
Tenure-group 2 14.7 20.6 23.5 41.2 12.1 13.7 36.3 37.9
Tenure-group 3 2.8 5.6 63.9 27.8 22.7 0 33.4 40.9
Tenure-group 4 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100

Pearson chi2(9) = 104.40, 
Pr = 0.000

Pearson chi2(9) = 79.91, 
Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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age and tenure. However, it is to be noted, before we move further to 
explore the nature of such associations, that the tenure-group 4 has only 
the executives as its members. A comparison between the responses for 
these two groups across the fourth tenure group, thus, becomes irrelevant 
and is skipped.

The tendency to compromise seems to be stronger and more impor-
tantly, relatively stronger for the executives, at lower age and experience. 
As the tendencies dwindle over age and experience, they do so more sig-
nificantly for the executives. While the chances for offering unconditional 
loyalty decrease with maturity and experience, the downsizing seems to be 
stronger for the non-executives. Moreover, the junior executives remain 
more concerned about maintaining organisational ethics than do their 
non-executive counterparts. While such considerations escalate with age 
and experience, they tend to develop faster among the non-executives 
who eventually turn up to show greater concern about maintaining organ-
isational ethics at a higher age and tenure. The non-executives show much 
more vigour to resist attempts made by the system to induce them to do 
something that they consider as immoral. The spirit, however, dwindles at 
higher ages. The executives, on the other hand, remain much more timid 
at the lower ages but their fortitude to voice their opinion gains significant 
momentum as they mature and gain experiences (Table 3.48).

Table 3.48 Responses to question-10 and the differential impact of being in the 
leading position across age and tenure

Options to Q10 (Non-executive) Options to Q10 (Executive)

a b c d a b c d

Age-group 1 25.6 27.9 2.3 44.2 50.8 25.4 14.3 9.5
Age-group 2 17.9 17.9 21.4 42.9 15.5 22.5 31 31
Age-group 3 23.3 10 16.7 50 8.9 4.4 35.6 51.1
Age-group 4 0 0 75 25 0 9.1 36.4 54.6

Pearson chi2(9) = 51.76, 
Pr = 0.000

Pearson chi2(9) = 88.26, 
Pr = 0.000

Tenure-group 1 22.2 27 6.4 44.4 39 24.2 19 17.9
Tenure-group 2 20 10 23.3 46.7 10 21.4 32.9 35.7
Tenure-group 3 9.4 0 59.4 31.3 10 9.2 46.2 34.6
Tenure-group 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 33.3 66.7

Pearson chi2(9) = 38.50, 
Pr = 0.000

Pearson chi2(9) = 78.04, 
Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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At this point of juncture, it seems obvious that not everyone can resist 
the compulsion to be a part of any decision making process that they 
anticipate to breach morality or ethics in the longer run. The discontent 
or, in the worst case, the emotional turbulence that spawns out of such 
coercion might well be conjectured to have an adverse impact on the pro-
ductivity and enthusiasm of the employees. The proposition finds support 
in the literature. Dalal (2005) found the employees, satisfied with the fair-
ness of the work environment, to exhibit Organisational Citizenship 
Behaviour that are essentially “behavior(s) of a discretionary nature that 
are not part of the employees’ formal role requirements, but nevertheless 
promote the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988). 
Any attempt by the administrators or leaders to create a high moral envi-
ronment through ethical leadership would encourage employees to 
increase their frequency of OCBs (Kacmar, Bachrach, Harris, & Zivnuska, 
2011). A reverse OCB may thus be encountered in an oppressive work-
place environment. It is natural to expect the employees, while being 
actively involved in a decision making process to be enthusiastic and aspi-
rant about its success. This, however, may not be true when the employees 
get involved, under compulsion, in the process of making a decision that 
they otherwise would thrust aside as being unethical or immoral. Such 
discontent should not be taken lightly, as it might lead to an emotional 
dissociation of employees from its organisation and could bring in its train 
a tendency to engage in counterproductive behaviour. The proposition is 
similar to what Dalal (2005) suggested in his study. He found the pres-
ence of Counterproductive Work Behaviour to be negatively related to 
employees’ perceptions of fairness. Hence, an employee, dissatisfied with 
the fairness of the work environment might attempt to act out on the 
company by engaging in Counterproductive Work Behaviour.

The study seeks to explore the extent and nature of the discontent that 
such compulsion might give rise to among the employees.

3.3.11  Individual Wish for an End Result When He or She Is 
Compelled to Be Part of a Decision Making Process that They 

Believe to Have Breached Morality or Ethics

The respondents were asked to hypothesise a situation where they are 
compelled to be part of the process of making a decision that they believe 
to have breached morality or ethics. The decision, however, might succeed 
or end up as failure. The respondents, given that they had breached moral-
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ity or ethics under compulsion, were to report the outcome of the decision 
that they would crave to emerge. While reporting their most favoured 
outcome, they were to choose from the following options:

Option-a: At the end, I would prefer the decision to be met with suc-
cess: in that case, nobody would question my stand or victi-
mise me.

Option-b: At the end, I would rather prefer the decision to be a failure: 
in that case, violation of ethics/morality may automatically 
be prevented in the long run.

The respondents choosing option-a would long for the success of the 
decision taken and would like it to cover up the breach of ethics or moral-
ity associated with the decision (“nothing succeeds like success”). Their 
eagerness to avert criticism or to elude being victimised induces them even 
to crave for the success of a decision that would otherwise have adverse 
ethical or moral implications. The group choosing option-b, however, is 
more concerned about the morality issues that have been breached, albeit 
unwillingly, in the process of taking the decision. They have a stronger 
feeling that the success of an unethical (or immoral) decision would breed 
further immorality, while failure can prevent being unethical naturally. 
Given the profit-making motive of the firms, a policy or a decision is dis-
carded, hardly, if it is unethical or immoral but indisputably, when it fails 
to generate enough profit. Unlike the myopic first group that is more 
concerned to defend its position; this group takes a more sincere position 
to address the issues of immorality or breach of ethics. This is more so as 
they ignore the possibility that, during the process when a decision fails, 
their reputation as decision makers or executives might be at stake.

A relatively greater number of respondents (56 per cent) choose option-
 b. The study conjectures the responses to question-11 to be shaped by the 
age and gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation 
(whether public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or 
academics) in which the respondent is absorbed, the length of their service 
and whether (s)/he enjoys any leading position in his or her organisation 
(Fig. 3.18).

With two options to question-11, a suitable logit model is estimated 
and marginal effects and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such 
choices of options in detail. The LR chi2(14) assumes the value of 138.91, 
which is significant at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is 
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−186.57, the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.2713. These describe the model to be 
a good fit. While selecting option-a is treated as “failure”, choosing 
option-b is treated as success.

While testing for the overall significance of age, tenure and income, we 
get the chi-squared statistic to be significant at the one per cent level. The 
values remain at chi2(3) = 22.24, chi2(3) = 32.46 and chi2(3) = 16.21 with 
probability > chi2 to be 0.00 in each case. This implies a significant impact 
of a respondent’s age, tenure and income on his or her preference for a 
particular option.

The predictive margins, contrast of predictive margins and the margin 
of margins are shown in Table 3.49.

While the females have a significantly higher probability of 61 per cent 
to choose option-b, the males would have only 45 per cent chances to do 
so under similar circumstances. Hence, while being compelled to be 
engaged in an action that may be perceived to have breached morality or 
ethics, females would have significantly higher chances to long for the 
decision to be ineffective, and they would wish so more emphatically than 
would do the males. The tendency of the males to long for the success of 
an unethical or immoral decision might generate from their lack of trust in 
their organisations that they think would victimise them in case of any 
failure. And, the suspicion seems to strengthen while the decision that is 
anticipated to fail lacks morality or ethics. Females, on the other hand, are 
either too credulous or too strong to snub the possible malevolence of the 
system and take more interest in finding out a solution to put an end to 
unethical behaviour.

Fig. 3.18 Proportion of responses to options for question-11 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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Table 3.49 Responses to question-11 and the predictive margins

Predictive margins
Female 0.61∗ Corporate sector 0.39∗

Male 0.45∗ Academic sector 0.65∗

Private sector 0.55∗ Non-executives 0.39∗

Public sector 0.50∗ Executives 0.60∗

Age group 1 0.43∗ Tenure-group 1 0.27∗

Age group 2 0.60∗ Tenure-group 2 0.57∗

Age group 3 0.73∗ Tenure-group 3 0.87∗

Age group 4 0.30∗ Tenure-group 4 0.47∗

Contrasts of predictive margins
Male vs. female −0.16∗ Academic vs. corporate 0.26∗

Public vs. private −0.05∗∗ Executives vs. non-executives 0.21∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at academics 0.20∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at corporate 0.26∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at (Academics vs. corporate) −0.06∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at private sector 0.24∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at public sector 0.19∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at (Public vs. private) −0.05∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at female 0.22∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at male 0.21∗

(Executives vs. non-executives) at (Male vs. female) −0.01
(Male vs. female) at corporate −0.18∗

(Male vs. female) at academic −0.14∗

(Male vs. female) at (Academic vs. corporate) 0.04∗∗

(Male vs. female) at private sector −0.18∗

(Male vs. female) at public sector −0.14∗

(Male vs. female) at (Public vs. private) 0.04∗∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Age-1 0.18∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Age-2 0.20∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Age-3 0.21∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Age-4 0.16∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Tenure-1 0.21∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Tenure-2 0.22∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Tenure-3 0.20∗

(Executives vs non-executives) at Tenure-4 0.12∗

(Male vs female) at Age-1 −0.24∗

(Male vs female) at Age-2 −0.26∗

(Male vs female) at Age-3 −0.23∗

(Male vs female) at Age-4 −0.22∗

(Male vs female) at Tenure-1 −0.16∗

(Male vs female) at Tenure-2 −0.14∗

(Male vs female) at Tenure-3 −0.16∗

(Male vs female) at Tenure-4 −0.09∗

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation

 G. CHAKRABARTI AND T. CHATTERJEA



179

While the private sector employees are slightly more tilted towards 
option-b, public sector employees have equal preference for both options. 
The difference between the public and the private sectors in their prefer-
ences for option-b, moreover differ significantly. The corporate personnel, 
given the options, have significantly greater chances to choose option-a, 
while the academicians are more in favour of option-b. Such inclination 
towards option-b is found to be significantly stronger for the academi-
cians. The respondents, who are or have ever been in any leading position, 
strongly prefer option-b.

Hence, the executives, while pressurised by the system to be engaged in 
activities that they perceive as unethical or immoral would strongly yearn 
for the failure of the decision. As mentioned earlier, the position enjoyed 
by the executives in their organisation often restrains them from protest-
ing under such situations and requires them to compromise with their 
individual values. The frustration that spawns out of such compulsion is 
further manifested in their strong desire for any unethical or immoral deci-
sion taken by their organisation to fail. They could not wish for a success 
even when it could cover up their stances for being unethical and could 
probably be rewarding for them. The stances taken by employees who are 
not in any leading position are different in the sense that they are com-
paratively less restrained to protest against them being dragged into pro-
cesses that they perceive to be unethical or immoral. However, while being 
compelled to be engaged in such actions, they would always wish for the 
success of the decision. This is mostly because of their lack of trust in the 
system, which they anticipate would victimise them in case the decision 
fails. Since their positions in their organisations do not entail them with 
enough power and confidence to combat such victimisation, it would be 
natural for them to long for the success of even an unethical decision, of 
which they are a part. Such inclinations are stronger in the private sector 
and for corporates. This may probably be explained by the reluctance of 
the sector to protect its employees, particularly those who are not in any 
leading position, in case the decision in which they are involved, fails. 
Moreover, while the executives are more in favour of option-b, the phe-
nomenon is stronger (although not significantly) among the females.

Despite the fact that the males would have significantly higher chances 
to choose option-a than do the females; they would do so more signifi-
cantly in the corporate and private sectors. This may once again be 
explained by the lack of trust that the males have on their organisations in 
such sectors.
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Age and length of service have a significant bearing on such prefer-
ences. The relatively young and less-experienced employees have higher 
chances to support and wish for the success of an unethical or immoral 
decision, particularly when they are compelled to be a part of the process 
of framing it. The group is too vulnerable to resist or to overcome the fear 
of being victimised if the decision fails. The middle-aged and the more 
experienced employees, particularly those who are in the age group of 40 
to 50 years and have served their organisation/s for 20 to 30 years, would 
strongly wish such decision to fail. The possible consequences of such 
failure do not seem to bother them much. The senior-most employees, 
however, lose such strength of mind and stand ready to support even an 
unethical or immoral decision in fear of the possible malevolence of the 
system. Further, while the executives and females prefer to choose option-
 b, they would do so more strongly at the middle ages.

The compulsion to participate in any process that would churn out 
unethical or immoral decisions thus is likely to make employees too 
unhappy to wish for its success. Further discontent, however, might spawn 
if the organisation decides to implement a decision even when the employ-
ees who are in the process hold reservations and have suggested modifica-
tions on ethical grounds. The mere inclusion of an employee in a decision 
making process may not always ensure their effective participation in the 
process. Suggestions are often ignored, and employees might find it diffi-
cult to convince their organisations to abandon a decision by raising 
apprehensions about its adverse ethical implication. The feeling of being 
ignored while being co-opted in a process of decision making is no worse 
than the feeling of being completely left out from the same. Moreover, the 
frustration, in no way, is less acute than what it could be when one is per-
suaded to get involved in a process of unethical decision making. The 
employees might find no ways to resist the system to be unethical. If they 
cannot be compelled to be unethical, their suggestions for modification 
might be ignored.

3.3.12  Employees’ Reaction When Unethical Decisions Are 
Implemented in Their Organisations, Ignoring Their Suggestions

Such disgruntlement often makes the employees emotionally dissociated 
with the success or failure of the decisions taken by their organisations. In 
the worst possible case, failures, rather than successes, of such decisions 
might appear to be more desirous to the employees. Such emotional dis-
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sociation might manifest itself in the increased exodus of employees or in 
lower productivity if the unhappy staff clings to their organisations. To 
gauge the nature and the extent of such discontent, or emotional disso-
ciation, the study considers four sets of possible reactions of the employ-
ees as they observe the implementation of unethical decisions in their 
organisation ignoring their suggestions or objections. The emotional dis-
sociation might take the extreme form where the rebuff instigates the 
employees to decline to consider themselves, at least emotionally, a part 
of the allegedly unethical decision making process. Such dissociation 
makes them completely indifferent to the success or failure of the deci-
sion. At other levels of emotional dissociation, employees might perceive 
and treat the success and failure of such unethical decision differently. 
One such group might discriminate between the success and the failure 
so much so that the success of an allegedly unethical decision could not 
motivate or uphold them emotionally, but they find the failure to be 
utterly disturbing, as the situation could have been avoided had they been 
not given a cold shoulder. This group, while remaining unmoved by suc-
cess, might raise their voices during the failure. An alternative form of 
discrimination might be traced among the employees who conjecture an 
unethical decision not to ever pay and, hence, is perturbed, not by its 
failure but by its success. The group puts much emphasis on morality, and 
its affliction is readily comprehensible in case the decision succeeds. 
Success would leave no room for them to protest even if they would 
strongly feel an urge to do so. The fourth group that the study would 
consider is rational but with some apprehension. Their rationality lies in 
the fact that they anticipate a threat to the reputation of the organisation 
in either case. While the failure of an unethical strategy would open up 
the doors of criticism, succeeding by adopting unethical means is likely to 
breed resentment among relevant cohorts affecting reputation in the lon-
ger run. Such a threat to the reputation of an organisation is likely to 
affect the interest of its employees. Such apprehension would only end in 
discontent, perhaps in its strongest form, among those who have been 
given a cold shoulder while pointing out what was unethical about the 
decision that the organisation was going to take.

To explore the nature and extent of such discontent and emotional dis-
sociation, the study offered the following four options to the respondents 
to choose from when they feel that unethical decisions are being imple-
mented in their organisations, ignoring their suggestions:
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Option-a: The success or failure of the decision is not going to affect you 
much as you do not consider yourself a part of the process.

Option-b: Success would not affect you much (as you are aloof to the 
success of any unethical decision), but the failure would (as 
the situation could have been improved had your sugges-
tions been incorporated in the decision making process).

Option-c: Failure does not affect you much (as you have never expected 
an unethical decision to pay) but the success perturbs you (as 
you fail to accept that an unethical decision would ever pay, 
but the success leaves no room to protest).

Option-d: In any case, it is dangerous, as it might damage the reputa-
tion of the organisation and you might suffer, with no fault 
of your own.

Forty-six per cent of respondents choose option-d, while 23 per cent 
goes for option-c. The two other options are not so important for the 
respondents. While 17 per cent chooses option-b, the remaining 15 per 
cent opt for option-a. Hence, a good number of respondents are appre-
hensive about the possible threat on the reputation of an organisation for 
its strategy to implement an unethical decision and the resultant adverse 
effect on them. Twenty-three per cent of the employees find the success of 
such strategy to be more disturbing than its failure as there is no room for 
protest, while 17 per cent feels the failure to be more resenting, as it could 
have been avoided had their suggestions been accommodated. Fifteen per 
cent of the respondents, however, dissociate them, at least emotionally, 
from the success and failure of any decision making process from which 
they have been practically excluded (Fig. 3.19).

The study conjectures the responses to question-12 to be shaped by the 
age and gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation 
(whether public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or 
academics) in which the respondent is absorbed, the length of their service 
and whether (s)/he enjoys any leading position in his or her organisation. 
With four options to question-12, a suitable Multinomial Logit model is 
estimated and the marginal effects and contrasts of margins are reported 
to analyse such choices of options in detail. The LR chi2(42) assumes the 
value of 131.35, which is significant at the one per cent level. While the 
Log likelihood is −405.76, the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.1393. These describe 
the model to be a good fit.

The predictive margins, contrast of predictive margins and the margin 
of margins are shown in Table 3.50.
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Fig. 3.19 Proportion of responses to options for question-12 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)

Table 3.50 Responses to question-12 and the differential impact of gender, type 
of service and nature and types of organisations

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Predictive margins
Female 0.17∗ 0.21∗ 0.16∗ 0.46∗

Male 0.12∗ 0.13∗ 0.30∗ 0.45∗

Private sector 0.11∗ 0.17∗ 0.19∗ 0.52∗

Public sector 0.19∗ 0.16∗ 0.27∗ 0.38∗

Corporate sector 0.14∗ 0.17∗ 0.16∗ 0.53∗

Academia 0.15∗ 0.16∗ 0.27∗ 0.40∗

Non-executive 0.12∗ 0.14∗ 0.37∗ 0.37∗

Executive 0.16∗ 0.18∗ 0.16∗ 0.49∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female −0.05∗∗∗ −0.08∗∗ 0.16∗ −0.01
Public sector vs. private sector 0.08∗∗ −0.01 0.08∗∗ −0.14∗

Academia vs. corporate 0.01 −0.01 0.13∗ −0.13∗

Executive vs. non-executive 0.04∗∗∗ 0.04∗∗∗ −0.21∗ 0.12∗∗

Combined effects
(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Public vs. private)

0.03∗∗∗ 0.003 −0.03 −0.01

(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Academics vs. corporate)

0.03∗∗ 0.01 −0.06∗∗ 0.02

(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Male vs. female)

0.01 −0.02 −0.07∗∗ 0.06∗∗

(Male vs. female) over (Executive vs. 
non-executive)

0.02 0.01 −0.07∗ 0.05∗∗

(Male vs. female) over (Academics vs. 
corporate)

−0.03 0.01 0.02 −0.02

(Male vs. female) over (Public vs. private) −0.03 0.01 0.02 0.00

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Given the options, males, as well as females, have greater chances to 
select option-d, and they do not differ significantly in terms of this choice. 
Hence, males and females bother most about the possible threat on the 
reputation of their organisation following any unethical decision and they 
remain equally worried about the consequences on them. However, the 
differences in reaction across gender may easily be perceptible for the 
other options. While the males choose option-c with higher probabilities 
than the two other options, the females choose option-b with greater 
chances than the remaining options. Females, thus have significantly 
higher chances to select options a and b over the males, and lesser chances 
to choose option-c. Such differences in reaction across gender is starkest 
for option-c, followed by those in option-b and option-a. Hence, males 
have stronger chances (by 16 per cent) to get perturbed by the success of 
an unethical decision, while females are more disturbed (to an extent of 
eight per cent) by its failure and such discontent of the males may be said 
to be stronger as is evident by the lower contrast of margin for option-b. 
Females, moreover, have greater chances to choose option-a, than do the 
males. Hence, not only that the females get enveloped into a sense of 
despair when their suggestions are ignored and the decision fails; but such 
desolation often makes them, more strongly than the males, to dissociate 
themselves emotionally from the process and to become indifferent about 
the success or failure of it. This is evident from the significantly higher 
negative contrast of margin of male vs. Female for option-a.

The private sector employees are more tilted towards option-d, with 
more or less similar chances for choosing options b and c. They are pre-
dicted to select option-a with the lowest probability. On the other hand, 
while the public sector employees have relatively higher chances to select 
option-d, their preferences for other options go from options c to a to b. 
A similar order of preference may be observed among the corporate per-
sonnel and the academicians. Hence, the private sector employees and the 
corporate personnel have significantly greater chances to select option-d 
over the public-sector employees and the academicians respectively. The 
possible threat on the reputation of their organisations for being unethical 
and its consequential impact on their career (or even reputation) keep the 
corporate personnel and the private sector employees more bothered than 
do their counterparts in academia and in public sectors. The public-sector 
employees and the academicians, on the other hand, remain much more 
disturbed upon the success of any unethical decision; and the former has 
significantly higher chances to remain indifferent to the success and failure 
of such decisions.
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The executives demonstrate a strong preference for option-d. While 
option-b may be treated as their second preferred alternative, they have 
equal chances (albeit lower than that for option-b) to choose options a 
and c. The non-executives, however, have equal chances to select their two 
most preferred options, namely, options c and d. The two other options 
come with lower but more or less similar chances. The only significant dif-
ference between the two groups lies in the fact that while the success of an 
unethical decision perturbs the non-executives more, the executives are 
more concerned about the threat to the organisation’s reputation and its 
possible consequences on their career. Further, the executives feel more 
disturbed than do their non-executive counterparts about the failure of an 
unethical decision that their organisation implements, ignoring their sug-
gestion. Being ignored often makes them significantly more indifferent to 
the success or failure of such decisions.

The combined effects or the contrasts of the contrasts reveal some other 
aspects of differences in attitude. The fact that the executives, while being 
snubbed, have greater tendencies to dissociate themselves emotionally 
from the success or failure of an unethical decision, they do so more in 
academic institutions and in public sector organisations. The frustration 
that spawns from the implementation of an unethical decision by ignoring 
the suggestions that could have been effective is more acute for the execu-
tives, specifically for those who are working in the private sector and 
are females.

The effect of age and tenure on such preferences may be better com-
prehended if we consider the combined effects of the two (Table 3.51). 
This is particularly because the age groups and tenure groups do not have 
one-to-one correspondence between them. For example, as we have men-
tioned earlier, the first tenure group includes employees from the first two 
age groups, while the respondents from the second age group do figure in 
the first tenure group. Hence, the behaviour of respondents in the first age 
group may not resemble that of those who belong to the first tenure 
group. This is particularly so in this context and, resultantly, interpreting 
and grasping the importance of such effects becomes quite difficult. 
Therefore, instead of considering the age effects and tenure effects sepa-
rately, the study concentrates on the combined effects of the two.

Those who are in service for less than 10 years, or belong to the first 
tenure group, find the effect of ageing to be significant enough to shape 
their preferences and attitudes. The youngest employees, while given a 
cold shoulder, cannot just remain indifferent to the success or failure of 
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the decision that they were in favour to turn down on ethical grounds. 
Rather, they are seriously perturbed when such a decision succeeds. Ageing 
gives them maturity so that the relatively older people (in age group 2) 
with the same levels of work experience become more indifferent (with a 
greater chance to choose option-a) and more worried about the possible 
threat of such unethical behaviour on the reputation of their organisation 
and the consequential threats on their career. Now they have greater prob-
abilities to choose option-b and significantly lower probabilities of choos-
ing option-c. Hence, now the failure seems to perturb them much, as the 
situation, as they feel, could have been improved had they been not 
snubbed. Instead of being perturbed by the success of an unethical deci-
sion, they develop some maturity to remain aloof to the success of it. More 
or less the same incidence is documented in tenure-group 2 (as the 
 respondents move from the second age group to the third age group), and 
in tenure-group 3 (when they move from the third age group to the fourth 
age group). The senior and the most experienced group, however, is 
mostly aloof towards the success or failure of a decision that has been 
implemented by ignoring their suggestions. A small section within this 

Table 3.51 Responses to question-12 and the differential impact of age and 
tenure

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Low age (23–30 years) 0.06∗ 0.11∗ 0.58∗ 0.24∗

Lower-middle age (31–40 years) 0.13∗ 0.09∗ 0.28∗ 0.50∗

Upper-middle age (41–50 years) 0.30∗ 0.11∗∗ 0.20∗ 0.39∗

High age (>50 years) 0.35∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.07∗ 0.41∗

Tenure-group 1 (<10 years) 0.34∗ 0.19∗ 0.09∗ 0.38∗

Tenure-group 2 (10–19 years) 0.13∗ 0.13∗ 0.42∗ 0.32∗

Tenure-group 3 (20–29 years) 0.02 0.14∗ 0.43∗ 0.41∗

Tenure-group 4 (>30 years) 0.06∗∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.38∗ 0.48∗

Combined effect
Tenure-group 1/age-group 1 0.06∗ 0.11∗ 0.58∗ 0.24∗

Tenure-group 1/age-group 2 0.24∗ 0.15∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.54∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 2 0.07∗∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.43∗ 0.42∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 3 0.23∗ 0.13∗ 0.29∗ 0.35∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 3 0.04 0.14∗ 0.33∗ 0.48∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 4 0.07 0.26∗ 0.12∗∗ 0.55∗

Tenure-group 4/age-group 4 0.16∗ 0.14∗ 0.09∗∗ 0.61∗

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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category (roughly 16 per cent) worries about the consequences of being 
unethical. While their maturity protects them from being perturbed about 
the success of an unethical decision, the failure bothers them a lot. Being 
experienced and senior, they always feel that the situation could have been 
improved had their suggestions been incorporated in the decision mak-
ing process.

The fact that (Table 3.52) the executives are more concerned about the 
consequences of an unethical decision, the apprehension escalates with 
age and experience. The relative discomfort of the non-executives (and of 
the male employees) over their counterparts about the success of an 
unethical decision deepens consistently until they are experienced and 
mature enough to reach the fourth age and tenure group. While the 
females have greater chances than the males to be perturbed by the failure 
(and to remain aloof to the success) of an unethical decision at all levels of 
maturity and experience, such differences in preference do not vary much 
with age and length of services.

Table 3.52 Responses to question-12 and the differential impact of gender and 
type of service across age and tenure

Non-executives vs. executives Male vs. female

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Age 
group 1

0.04 0.06 −0.21∗ 0.11∗ −0.04 −0.10∗ 0.14∗ 0.00

Age 
group 2

0.03 0.03 −0.22∗ 0.12∗ −0.05 −0.06∗∗ 0.19∗ 0.00

Age 
group 3

0.06 0.07 −0.28∗ 0.15∗ −0.04 −0.08∗ 0.17∗ −0.04

Age 
group 4

0.02 0.04 −0.17∗ 0.17∗ −0.03 −0.09∗∗ 0.09∗ 0.03

Tenure- 
group 1

0.04 0.05 −0.17∗ 0.09∗ −0.05 −0.08∗∗ 0.12∗ 0.02

Tenure- 
group 2

0.07 0.05 −0.27∗ 0.13∗ −0.05 −0.06∗∗ 0.17∗ −0.03

Tenure- 
group 3

0.03 0.07 −0.21∗ 0.14∗ −0.01 −0.11∗ 0.16∗ −0.03

Tenure- 
group 4

0.03 0.04 −0.19∗ 0.15∗ −0.04 −0.08∗∗ 0.07∗ 0.04

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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The attitude of the employees towards ethical decision making, or their 
keenness to ensure and maintain ethics in the workplace, is further manifested 
in their attitude towards the behaviour of their colleagues and subordinates. 
Resisting the coercion from the system, or raising voices against possible 
attempts to get one involved in any process of unethical decision making 
might help to ensure a better place to work in. However, finding colleagues 
or subordinates to be engaged in violations of workplace ethics may be equally 
disturbing and could vitiate the workplace environment so much so that the 
productivity of the employees dwindles, having an ultimate adverse effect on 
the productivity of the organisation. A vitiated workplace environment, where 
engaging in unethical practices could continue without significant resistance 
from the system, would affect the way employees view their organisations. 
Any decreased perception of organisational justice may be significant enough 
to trigger an exodus of sincere employees who have an innate ethical sense. 
Hence, the next issue that the study concentrates on is the attitude of an 
employee towards his or her colleagues and subordinates who are found to 
violate workplace ethics regularly. We felt the need to distinguish between col-
leagues and  subordinates as we expected the approaches of an individual in 
dealing with these two groups to be significantly different. The presence of a 
power relation in case of his subordinates might shape the reactions of an 
individual who seeks to raise voice against a violation of workplace ethics more 
sharply than what it could be while dealing with other colleagues.

3.3.13  Colleagues Violating Workplace Ethics Regularly: Would 
the Reactions Be Sharp?

In reporting their reactions towards a colleague who is found to violate 
workplace ethics regularly, the respondents were to choose from the fol-
lowing options:

Option-a: I shall confront the offender.
Option-b: I shall report to the higher (or any relevant) authority 

immediately.
Option-c: I would try to shield my colleague as long as possible.
Option-d: I will explore the motive behind such action and play the role 

of a charismatic peer.
Option-e: I would let it go—it is an individual choice to be ethical.
Option-f: I will inform other colleagues so that we can gossip.
Option-g: It is good—there is scope for being unethical and that might 

apply to all, including me.
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Individuals choosing option-a or b have sharp ethical senses. A viola-
tion of workplace ethics torments them to raise their voices against it. 
They, however, are less constructive in attitude or are less rational than 
those who select option-d. The latter group may be taken as the most 
rational one in its positive approach to rectify delicate, yet non-trivial 
issues, like a violation of workplace ethics, which, while remaining unat-
tended, might have serious implications for the system. The respondents 
choosing option-c may be appreciated for possessing a strong fellow feel-
ing but their commitment to the organisation may be questioned. While 
the people choosing option-e are too indifferent to challenge the unethi-
cal behaviour of their colleagues, the attitude of those choosing options f 
and g may seriously be questioned from the point of view of integrity.

The study finds no respondents to opt for option-g, with only two of 
them selecting option-f. These two male respondents from the lower- 
middle- age group belong to the private-corporate sector. With their 
 limited work experience, they are not, or have never been, in any leading 
position in the organisations they have served. Seven per cent of the 
employees commit to shield their colleagues as long as possible, while ten 
per cent leaves the choice of being unethical to their colleagues and 
remains reluctant to protest. Thirty-four per cent of the respondents, 
however, choose to confront the offender while 23 per cent approaches 
the relevant authority to restrain the unethical behaviour of their 
 colleagues. Twenty-nine per cent of the respondents seek to adopt a con-
structive and positive approach where they could explore the motive 
behind such action and play the role of a charismatic peer (Fig. 3.20).

We hypothesise the responses to question-13 to be shaped by the age 
and gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation (whether 
public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or academics) 
in which the respondent is absorbed, the length of their service and 
whether (s)/he enjoys any leading position in his or her organisation. We 
leave option-g and option-f for the limited (or even no) acceptability 
among the respondents. Hence, with effectively four options to question-
 13, a suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and marginal effects 
and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of options in 
detail (Table 3.53). The LR chi2(42) assumes the value of 152.36, which 
is significant at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −515.6, 
the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.1254. These describe the model to be a good 
fit. Age and tenure are excluded from the list of explanatory variables. This 
is particularly because nobody in the low age group chooses option-c 

3 THE SYSTEM, INTRINSIC DILEMMA OR INHERENT EVIL: WHAT DRIVES US… 



190

while none in the high age group opts for option-e. People with the lon-
gest tenure moreover do not opt for options c or e. The statistically signifi-
cant values of Pearson chi2(12) (53.65 and 82.71, respectively) for age 
and tenure, however, reflect significant effects of age and tenure on the 
choice of options to question-13.

The most experienced group of seniors, who are in age group 4 and 
tenure-group 4, considers the act of being ethical to be a responsibility 
rather than an individual choice. Hence, none in these groups chooses 
option-e. In fact, they would find it more important to confront the 

Fig. 3.20 Proportion of responses to options for question-13 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)

Table 3.53 Responses to question-13 and the differential impact of age and tenure

Age group Tenure group

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Option-a 28.3 29.29 24 46.67 31.01 25 13.79 66.67
Option-b 32.08 36.36 12 13.33 34.81 29 8.9 11.11
Option-c 0 4.04 5 6.67 1.27 6 10.34 0
Option-d 26.42 22.22 55 33.33 20.25 27 58.62 22.22
Option-e 13.21 8.08 4 0 12.66 14 8.34 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Pearson chi2(12) = 53.65, Pr = 0.000 Pearson chi2(12) = 82.71, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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offender rather than protect them and hence, would have greater chances 
to choose option-a and lesser chances to choose option-c. Being seniors, 
they are less inclined to complain to higher authorities.

The seniors, particularly those who are in their upper-middle ages and 
have work experience of 20 to 29 years, find it more important to explore 
the motive behind such inclinations of their colleagues, rather than con-
fronting them. However, once they gain more experience to reach tenure- 
group 4 and age group 4, confronting becomes the most desirous strategy.

While the junior employees feel the urge to confront the offender, they 
find it relatively more effective to report to the authority for obvious rea-
sons. Moreover, some of them are mature enough to feel the need to 
explore the motives behind their colleagues for being unethical. Such an 
inclination, however, is stronger among the seniors. Their rigidity to shield 
their offending colleagues distinguishes them further from their seniors. 
The relatively junior (in age groups 1 and 2) and less-experienced employ-
ees (in tenure-groups 1 and 2) have lower probabilities to choose option-c 
than those who have crossed 40 years of age and have served their organ-
isations for 20 to 29 years. The most experienced group in tenure-group 
4, however, is most rigid towards the offenders.

The junior employees, who are yet to reach the age of 40 and are serv-
ing their organisations for less than 20 years, are inclined, in some cases, 
not to take the violation of ethics seriously. Such inclinations, however, 
are stronger among the seniors, who have relatively lower chances to 
select option-e.

The predictive margins, contrast of predictive margins and margin of 
margins obtained from the estimation of the Multinomial Logit model are 
shown in Table 3.54.

Given the options, females find it most desirous to confront the 
offender. A smaller group (of 30 per cent) seeks to explore the motive 
behind the actions of their offending colleagues, while almost none wants 
to shield these offenders. Fourteen per cent of the female employees react 
by reporting to the relevant authority, and they let it go in 17 per cent 
cases. Males, while choosing options a and d with roughly equal probabili-
ties, opt for option-b with slightly higher chances. Hence, although they 
seek to confront the offender or are desirous to play the role of a charis-
matic leader, it appears to be more effectual to them to report to the rel-
evant authority. They, however, have limited chances to shield the offenders 
or let the matter go. Significant differences in reaction, however, may be 
noted across gender. Females have greater chances to confront while males 
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find it more effective to complain. People, irrespective of their gender, 
have lower chances to select option-c and option-e. However, females, 
when it comes down to protect the offenders, protest more but could let 
the matter go more easily than the males. Significant heterogeneity may be 
noted in the behaviour of the female employees. While a group tends to 
confront the offender, others may be less complaining or might ignore 
deviations from ethical behaviour as being individual choices. Males, on 
the other hand, are more consistent in their behaviour.

Table 3.54 Responses to question-13 and the differential impacts of gender, 
type of service and nature and types of organisations

Options a b c d e

Predictive margins
Female 0.39∗ 0.14∗ 0.001 0.30∗ 0.17∗

Male 0.29∗ 0.32∗ 0.07∗ 0.26∗ 0.06∗

Private sector 0.31∗ 0.19∗ 0.03∗∗∗ 0.36∗ 0.10∗

Public sector 0.35∗ 0.30∗ 0.03∗∗∗ 0.21∗ 0.11∗

Corporate sector 0.37∗ 0.35∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.15∗ 0.06∗

Academia 0.28∗ 0.09∗ 0.03∗∗∗ 0.44∗ 0.15∗

Non-executive 0.28∗ 0.22∗ 0.13∗ 0.26∗ 0.11∗

Executive 0.38∗ 0.21∗ 0.02 0.31∗ 0.08∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female −0.10∗∗ 0.18∗ 0.07∗∗ −0.04 −0.11∗

Public sector vs. private sector 0.04 0.11∗∗ 0.00 −0.15∗ 0.01
Academia vs. corporate −0.09∗∗ −0.26∗ −0.04 0.29∗ 0.09∗∗

Executive vs. non-executive 0.10∗∗ −0.01 −0.11∗ 0.05 −0.03
Combined effects
(Executive vs. non-executive) over 
(Public vs. private)

0.01 0.04 −0.07∗ 0.02 0.01

(Executive vs. non-executive) over 
(Academics vs. corporate)

−0.05∗∗∗ 0.01 0.03 −0.02 0.02

(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Male vs. female)

0.07∗ 0.07∗ −0.23∗ 0.09∗ −0.01

 (Male vs. female) over (Executive 
vs. non-executive)

−0.01 0.04 −0.23∗ 0.16∗ 0.03

(Male vs. female) over (Academics 
vs. corporate)

0.11∗ −0.16∗ 0.04 0.04 −0.05∗∗∗

(Male vs. female) over (Public vs. 
private)

0.02 −0.07∗ 0.04 −0.006 −0.05∗∗∗

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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Private sector employees, given the options, would have a greater con-
cern to explore the motive behind the actions of their colleagues rather 
than to confront them. A much lower proportion of them (of about 19 
per cent) would like to report to the relevant authority. While only ten per 
cent of them would let the matter go, almost none would volunteer to 
protect their offending colleagues. The public sector employees, however, 
would find it more appropriate to confront the offender followed by the 
necessity to report to the relevant authority. Further, they are not so keen, 
unlike the private sector employees, to explore the motive behind such an 
inclination of their colleagues. A difference in attitude among the public 
sector and private sector employees may thus be documented in their atti-
tude towards their colleagues who are found to violate workplace ethics. 
While instances of reporting to the relevant authorities are significantly 
more in the public sector, the endeavour to explore the motives behind a 
violation of workplace ethics is stronger in the private sector. Being in a 
particular sector, however, may not always affect or shape the attitude of 
employees towards the behaviour of their colleagues. While the public 
sector employees confront more than those who are in private sectors, 
the differences are not statistically significant. Willingness to protect the 
offenders or the reluctance to take such matters seriously does not vary 
significantly across the sectors.

A significant difference in attitude is easily perceptible among corpo-
rate personnel and academicians. Almost 72 per cent of corporate per-
sonnel are in favour of choosing the first two options, with some 
inclination towards option-a. Fifteen per cent of them find it desirable to 
explore the rationale behind their colleagues being unethical. They, 
however, are less inclined to shield the offenders or to ignore such issues. 
Academicians, on the other hand, are more inclined to explore the 
motive and to play the role of a charismatic leader rather than to con-
front the offender. Moreover, though they are less interested in com-
plaining, they do not seek to shield their colleagues. A comparison of 
individual choices across the two sectors (indicated by the contrasts of 
margins) reveals the corporate personnel to be more inclined to confront 
the offender and to report to the relevant authority than do the academi-
cians, and such tendencies of the corporate personnel are relatively 
stronger for the latter case. The academicians, on the other hand, are 
more concerned than are the corporate personnel to explore the motive 
behind the action of their colleagues. This tendency of academicians 
makes them let the matter go in more cases than do corporate personnel. 
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The respondents are usually not in favour of protecting the offenders, 
and this tendency does not vary significantly across the two sectors.

Given the options, respondents enjoying leading positions in any 
organisation tend to prefer option-a and option-c over option-b. While 
they have 38 per cent chances to confront the offender, 31 per cent of 
them are predicted to be inclined to explore the motive behind the unethi-
cal action of their colleagues. They are relatively less inclined to complain. 
While the preference patterns for these three options are similar for those 
who have never been in any leading positions, executives confront signifi-
cantly more than non-executives do. While the executives complain less 
and are more inclined to find out the motive behind unethical actions than 
do the non-executives, such differences in attitude do not differ signifi-
cantly. The non-executives, however, tend to protect their colleagues 
more often than do their counterparts.

The combined effects reveal further results that may be interesting to 
note. While the non-executives protect their colleagues more often than 
do the executives, they do so more in the private sector and the executives 
confront the offenders more in the corporate sectors. The differences in 
attitude among the executives and the non-executives acquire a further 
significant dimension across gender. The relatively stronger inclination of 
the executives to confront more, complain less and seek to explore the 
motive behind the action of their colleagues is significantly stronger 
among males. Further, while the non-executives tend to shield the offender 
more frequently, the incidence is relatively stronger among the females. 
The fact that males complain more to the authority and cannot let the 
matter go tends to be magnified in the private sector and in corporates. 
The tendency of the females towards confronting more escalates in aca-
demic institutions.

3.3.14  Subordinates Being Unethical?: The Challenges

As we have mentioned earlier, a person’s reaction to his/her colleagues 
violating workplace ethics may be different from what it is likely to be 
when their subordinates are found to do so. The section lends itself to 
explore and analyse the reaction of the employees who find their subordi-
nates to violate workplace ethics regularly. Responses to the question were 
sought only if the employees did ever have any subordinate in their work-
places. Accordingly, only 70 per cent of the total respondents answered 
the question.
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As possible reactions to such a situation, the study renders four such 
options to the respondents to choose from. The study conjectures that 
such a violation of ethical standards by the subordinates may be treated as 
a moral flaw and could make the higher authority, under such circum-
stances, be indignant enough to punish the offender. More rational and 
tolerant individuals, however, might be interested to explore the motiva-
tion behind such actions before any penal action may be taken against 
such offenders. Some may be inclined to put the blame on the system for 
offering opportunities to the employees to indulge in ethically inconsis-
tent behaviour. This group would recommend modifications of the system 
to make it better functioning, without loopholes. A group, however, may 
be traced that would take the blame on them and would hold themselves 
responsible for not being able to motivate (or preach to) their subordi-
nates. Hence, they would treat the problem to be directly emanating from 
inefficiency to act as charismatic leaders. The study, with this backdrop, 
frames the options as follow:

Option-a: This requires a modification of behaviour on my part—I have 
failed to be a charismatic leader.

Option-b: It is essentially a moral flaw and lack of integrity—the offender 
should be punished, to protect the work environment.

Option-c: It is better not to be judgemental—any penal action should 
be preceded by interaction to explore the rationale or motive 
behind such an action.

Option-d: The system requires a modification, as it offers formidable scope 
for ethically inconsistent behaviour on part of employees.

As is evident from Fig. 3.21, 35 per cent of the respondents feel that it 
is better not to be judgemental. Any penal action taken against the offender 
should be preceded by interactions to explore the rationale or motive 
behind such an action. This strategy may be the most rational, construc-
tive and desirable one, yet it has not been the majority choice. Twenty-six 
per cent of the respondents take such violation to be essentially a moral 
flaw and are inclined to take such violations as signs of lacking integrity on 
part of the offender. This group of respondents is sharp on moral values 
and would like to seek punishment for the offenders to protect the work 
environment. Twenty-four per cent of respondents, however, find the sys-
tem to be faulty and loose enough to provide enough opportunity for 
ethically inconsistent behaviour on part of employees on a regular basis. 
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They would rather identify a long-term solution to the problem in modi-
fying the system rather than punishing the offender who takes advantage 
of a system that is essentially flawed. Fifteen per cent of the employees, 
however, hold themselves responsible for not being able to motivate their 
subordinates to abide by the ethical standards of their organisations. This 
group of people is more interested to play the role of a charismatic leader 
and any fall from that would make them concerned about substantial 
modification of their behaviour.

We hypothesise the responses to question-14 to be shaped by the age 
and gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation (whether 
public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or academics) 
in which the respondent is absorbed and the length of their service in the 
respective organisation. A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, 
and marginal effects and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse indi-
vidual opinions. The LR chi2(39) assumes the value of 203.46, which is 
significant at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −249.76, 
the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.2894. These describe the model to be a good 
fit. Age and tenure are excluded from the list of explanatory variables. This 
is particularly because nobody in the third tenure group opts for option-b 
and none in the fourth tenure group chooses option-a. The statistically 
significant values of Pearson chi2(9) (43.15 and 56.31, respectively) for 
age and tenure, however, reflect the significant effects of age and tenure 
on the choice of options to question-14.

The impact of age and experiences on individual responses to question-
 14 are shown in Table  3.55. The relatively junior and less-experienced 
employees tend to put minimal blame on themselves and on the system. 

Fig. 3.21 Proportion of responses to options for question-14 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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They have similar chances to choose options b and c. Hence, while 35 per 
cent of them take the violation to be a serious moral flaw that requires 
intervention, another 35 per cent are in favour of exploring the motive 
behind such actions. Middle-aged employees who have served their organ-
isations for a quite a long period of time tend to lay more emphasis (choose 
option-c) on the necessity to open up dialogues with offenders to explore 
the motive behind such actions. This tendency is strongest among those 
who are in the third age and tenure groups. This group, hence, is least 
interested to take such deviations as moral flaws that require intervention 
in the form of punishment. They tend to put the blame on the system 
more often than they take it as their own fault. The senior-most employees 
do not repent on their inability to act as charismatic leaders. Rather, they 
emphasise the three other factors more or less equally, with a slight inclina-
tion towards option-d. Hence, while they find it important to explore the 
motive behind their subordinates being unethical, they do not reject the 
necessity to punish the offenders. They are, however, more inclined to put 
the blame on the system to open up opportunities for being unethical.

The impacts of other factors are shown in Table 3.56.
Given the options, the female respondents choose option-c with greater 

chances and select the three other options, namely options d, b and a in 
order of preferences. However, options c and d are much preferred to the 
two other options. The males, on the other hand, have equal preferences 
for the two most favoured options, namely, options b and c. The two less 
favoured choices, namely, options a and c are also chosen with equal prob-
abilities. Hence, given the options, males are more prone to take such 

Table 3.55 Responses to question-14 and the differential impact of age and tenure

Tenure group Age group

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Option-a 0.45 0.50 0.05 0.00 0.45 0.20 0.20 0.15
0.18 0.26 0.07 0.00 0.16 0.11 0.15 0.09

Option-b 0.51 0.22 0.00 0.26 0.40 0.31 0.03 0.26
0.35 0.19 0.00 0.33 0.39 0.29 0.04 0.27

Option-c 0.38 0.26 0.22 0.13 0.18 0.34 0.29 0.20
0.35 0.31 0.67 0.22 0.33 0.43 0.48 0.27

Option-d 0.19 0.29 0.13 0.39 0.13 0.19 0.29 0.39
0.12 0.23 0.27 0.44 0.12 0.17 0.33 0.36
Pearson chi2(9) = 56.3096, Pr = 0.000 Pearson chi2(9) = 43.1476, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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violations to be serious flaws of morality and integrity that deserve punish-
ment. A group of them, however, is equally eager to explore the motive 
behind such actions before the offenders could be condemned and pun-
ished. The males, however, find minimal justification to put the blame on 
the system or on the lack of charismatic personality of peers. They take 
such actions to be shaped by individual traits. Females, on the contrary, 
are more interested to open up a dialogue with the offenders before they 
could be punished. A significant number of them tend to put the blame on 
the system. They do not find much point in punishing the offender to 
improve the workplace environment. Respondents, however, irrespective 
of their gender, tend to put minimal blame on themselves for their inabil-
ity to act as a charismatic leader. The difference across gender would be 
more perceptible by looking at the contrasts of the margin. While females 
tend to blame the system more vigorously, males are more prone to 
demand punishment for the offenders. Both groups take the strategy to 
open up a dialogue with the offender to explore their motives to be the 
most desirable one, and there exists no significant differences in opinion 
about this.

Employees from both the public and the private sector feel option-c to 
be the preferred choice and, as suggested by the contrast of margins, there 
is no significant difference of opinion about it. No significant difference of 
opinion lies in the context of option-b also. Corporate sector employees 
tend to put slightly greater emphasis on punishing the offenders but the 
most significant difference of opinion among the public and the private 

Table 3.56 Responses to question-14 and the differential impact of gender, type 
of service and nature and types of organisations

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Predictive margins
Female 0.14∗ 0.18∗ 0.38∗ 0.31∗

Male 0.18∗ 0.32∗ 0.32∗ 0.18∗

Private sector 0.20∗ 0.29∗ 0.34∗ 0.18∗

Public sector 0.08∗ 0.24∗ 0.36∗ 0.32∗

Corporate sector 0.10∗ 0.23∗ 0.28∗ 0.40∗

Academia 0.22∗ 0.24∗ 0.38∗ 0.17∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female 0.04 0.14∗ −0.05 −0.13∗

Public sector vs. private sector 0.12∗∗ −0.05 0.02 0.14∗

Academia vs. corporate 0.12∗∗ 0.02 0.10∗∗ −0.23∗

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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sector employees lies in the context of options a and d. While public sector 
employees are significantly inclined to put the blame on the system, the 
private sector employees are significantly more concerned about their fail-
ure to a charismatic leader.

Unlike the academicians, the corporate personnel tend to put signifi-
cantly more blame on the system rather than on themselves. The academi-
cians, on the other hand, feel that it may not be the system but rather the 
leaders who should be held responsible to spawn inefficiency and lack of 
ethics among employees.

3.3.15  Are Colleagues and Subordinates Equally Treated?

A good point to look at may be the possible discrimination that employees 
might nurture in their attitude towards and dealing with their colleagues 
and subordinates in circumstances where workplace ethics are regularly 
violated. A cross-tabulation of the responses to question-14 and question-
 13, as shown in Table 3.57, may reveal a significant result. As is evident by 
the significant values of Pearson’s chi-squared statistic, the responses to 
the two questions are closely related.

As is suggested by the significant values of Pearson’s chi-squared test 
statistic, the set of responses are closely interconnected. The respondents 
who opt for option-a to question-13 choose to confront their offending 
colleagues. This group, however, has only 21 per cent chances to choose 
option-b for question-14. Hence, they have relatively lower chances to 
demand punishment when their subordinates default on maintaining work-
place ethics. They, on the contrary, have higher chances to open up a dia-
logue with the offenders and condemn the system to be coupled with flaws 

Table 3.57 Are colleagues and subordinates equally treated? A comparison 
among responses to question-13 and question-14

Responses to Q13

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Option-e

Responses to Q14 Option-a 0.04 0.18 0.00 0.33 0.07
Option-b 0.21 0.52 0.00 0.16 0.10
Option-c 0.38 0.14 0.00 0.43 0.56
Option-d 0.37 0.16 1 0.08 0.27

Pearson chi2(12) = 80.1374, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation

3 THE SYSTEM, INTRINSIC DILEMMA OR INHERENT EVIL: WHAT DRIVES US… 



200

to encourage ethically inconsistent behaviour on part of the employees. 
Fifty-two per cent of the group that lets the higher authority be immediately 
aware of the flaws of their colleagues (or chooses option-b to question-13) 
have chosen option-b to question-14. Hence, those who report against an 
offending colleague would have greater chances to demand punishment for 
an offending subordinate. They leave little room for discussion. The persons 
who shield their colleagues as long as possible (choose option-c to ques-
tion-13) would, in every probability, believe that it is the flaw of the system 
that leads employees to behave unethically. Hence, as they believe, a modi-
fication of an essentially flawed system is vital rather than punishing those 
who are parts of it. Similarly, those who are flexible enough to explore the 
motive behind the unethical actions of their colleagues (choose option-d for 
question-13) would have higher chances to open up a dialogue with their 
offending subordinates (choose option-c to question-14). Moreover, they 
have quite high chances (of 33 per cent) to put the blames on themselves 
(choose option-a to question- 14). And finally, those who tend to remain 
reluctant to the faults of their colleagues (choose option-e for question-14) 
have 56 per cent chances to open up a dialogue with their offending subor-
dinates (choose option-c to question-14) and put the blame on the system 
in 27 per cent case (choose option-d to question-14). Only ten per cent of 
them (by choosing option- b to question-14) would discriminate against 
their subordinates by demanding punishment in a similar situation where 
they have ignored their colleagues being unethical. Hence, instances of dis-
crimination between the colleagues and the subordinates are not quite 
alarming in workplaces. Those who are hostile to their offending colleagues 
are usually tough for their offending subordinates. But if they are amiable 
and rational, they remain so for everyone. An explanation of such behaviour 
may be traced in their attitude and perception towards morality and ethics.

In order to relate the perception of the morality and ethics of the 
employees to their attitude towards the offending colleagues and subordi-
nates (Table 3.58), we shall describe the response combinations to ques-
tion- 14 and question-13 as (i,j) where i would denote the response to 
question-14 and j would reveal the choice of option to question-13. The 
proportion of employees choosing option-a to question-3 is more than 50 
per cent for the groups with responses (b,b) and (b,d). Hence, the group 
that takes no time to complain against the unethical behaviour of their 
colleagues to the authority and seeks to punish their offending subordi-
nates (chooses (b,b)) are predominantly a believer of the idea that the 
strictly defined codes of conduct based on organisational ethics are to be 
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maintained irrespective of what an individual feels. The same idea largely 
prevails among those who report against their colleagues but demand a 
modification of the system itself that encourages unethical behaviour 
among their subordinates. This group (that chooses (b, d)) seeks effective 
intervention from the authority or the system itself to put a check to the 
unethical behaviour on part of the employees.

The idea that small transgressions from workplace ethics are inevitable 
and deviations may be tolerated as long as those do not lead to a gross 
violation of ethics is predominant among the groups that choose (a,d), 
(d,a) and (c,a). The first group consists of people who confront the offend-
ing colleagues but feel the necessity to modify the system so as to prevent 
the unethical actions of their subordinates. Employees in the second group 
feel the urge to project themselves as charismatic peers or charismatic 
leader to motivate their colleagues and subordinates to refrain from being 
unethical in workplaces. Hence, although they are flexible to adopt small 

Table 3.58 Behaviour towards unethical colleagues vs. unethical subordinates—
exploration in terms of individual perception of ethics

Response to 
Q14

Response to 
Q13

Responses to Q3 Proportion choosing 
response combination

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

a a 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.02
a b 0.01 0.29 0.21 0.49 0.04
a c – – – – 0.00
a d 0.17 0.74 0.09 0.00 0.09
a e 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
b a 0.24 0.48 0.29 0.00 0.08
b b 0.72 0.19 0.00 0.09 0.12
b c – – – – 0.00
b d 0.55 0.18 0.27 0.00 0.04
b e 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.02
c a 0.32 0.54 0.00 0.14 0.14
c b 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.03
c c – – – – 0.00
c d 0.13 0.20 0.27 0.40 0.11
c e 0.50 0.38 0.13 0.00 0.06
d a 0.11 0.61 0.06 0.22 0.14
d b 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04
d c 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.01
d d 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.00 0.02
d e 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.03

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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deviations from ethics, they still seek to promote it among their colleagues 
and subordinates, not through any penal measure but through effective 
interactions with them. Hence, one’s perceptions towards morality or eth-
ics seem to bear significant influences on shaping their reaction to the ethi-
cally inconsistent behaviour on part of their colleagues and subordinates.

3.3.16  (Un)Ethical Decisions, Sceptical Colleagues 
and Responses

A problem often encountered by people in workplaces is resistance from 
their colleagues, team members or even subordinates in accepting a sugges-
tion on the basis of broader ethical ground. The issue is problematic on 
various grounds. The suggestion or the decision may indeed be likely to 
violate workplace ethics and the resistance, if conceded, may actually ben-
efit the organisation. The flexibility to appreciate opposition on justified 
grounds and to modify one’s stand accordingly, at least partially, may be 
useful under such circumstances. If, however, the violation of ethics is 
indispensable and may be beneficial in the longer run, the proposer may try 
to convince the opposing colleague about the call of the day. Some may be 
flexible enough to call for suggestions or alternatives and may stand ready 
to modify given the practicability and acceptability of those. Flexibility and 
ability to appreciate, however, is not always common. The proposer may 
not stand ready to tolerate opposition and might even be tempted to vote 
out such protests in case these figure out as minority opinions.

While such conflict of opinion is not desirable and may not be beneficial 
for the organisation in the longer run, the efficiency or subtlety with which 
such issues are dealt with in workplaces is important. Coercion to impose 
one’s views on the others or getting involved in a confrontation with discon-
tented colleagues leads, ultimately, to an unpleasant workplace environment.

The study explores how such issues are dealt with by individuals in their 
workplaces. The respondents were asked to report their possible reactions 
when their colleagues turn down their suggestions on broader ethical 
ground. The study offers the following options to choose from as one’s 
possible responses:

Option-a: ask your colleague to identify flaws and suggest alternative, 
which you may agree upon given its practicability and accept-
ability to other team members.

Option-b: Let your colleague identify your flaws but modify your deci-
sions only at points that seem relevant to you.
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Option-c: Keep the discussion open but convince your colleague about 
the optimality of your decision given the graveness of the 
situation.

Option-d: Vote-out such minority opinions.

Individuals choosing option-a are flexible enough to appreciate others 
pointing out their flaws. The incorporation of such suggestions in the 
decision making process, however, is subject to its practicability and 
acceptability to the other team members or any relevant group. Such 
employees, who are skilled negotiator, would actually be treasured by any 
organisation. They do bother about the ethical content of their decisions 
and seek to follow an all-inclusive approach if the suggestions are rational 
and practicable. Violation of ethics may or may not be prevented, but the 
system is less likely to generate discontent among the employees who were 
initially sceptical about the ethical content of the decision.

The respondents choosing option-b are flexible only to the extent that 
they invite suggestions but accommodate those only if it seems appropriate 
to them. A power relation exists that offers apparent flexibility but the accom-
modation of any suggestion would remain exclusively at the discretion of 
the proposer. Hence, violation of ethics may not always be prevented, and 
discontent among the employees may be mounting up, particularly among 
those whose suggestions are ignored by the proposer.

Employees going for option-c appear to be accommodating in their 
approaches to keep the discussions open but tend to convince discon-
tented colleagues about the relevance and inevitability of the decision. The 
environment that appears to be all-inclusive is actually persuasive and, per-
haps, implicitly coercive. Violation of ethics is difficult to prevent, as it 
might appear to be a choice of all if the persuader is skilled enough. The 
discontent among the employees, however, might remain.

The employees choosing option-d belong to the most aggressive group 
that seeks to establish its opinion despite the resistance from discontented 
colleagues. The workplace environment would surely vitiate when the 
proposer seeks to vote out such minority option. In such a coercive sys-
tem, unethical decisions cannot be restrained and discontent escalates 
among employees who are left out of the process.

The survey finds 51 per cent of the responders to opt for option-a and 
24 per cent to opt for option-b. While 15 per cent choose option-c, only 
ten per cent choose option-d (Fig. 3.22).
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We hypothesise the responses to question-15 to be shaped by the age 
and gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation (whether 
public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or academics) 
in which the respondent is absorbed, the length of their service and 
whether (s)/he enjoys any leading position in his or her organisation. A 
suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and marginal effects and 
contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of options in 
detail (Table 3.59). The LR chi2(42) assumes the value of 181.47, which 
is significant at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −430.2, 
the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.1786. These describe the model to be a good 
fit. Age and tenure are excluded from the list of explanatory variables. This 
is particularly because nobody in the third and fourth tenure groups and 
none in the high age group opt for option-d. The statistically significant 
values of Pearson chi2(9) (144.11 and 73.50, respectively) for age and 
tenure, however, reflect significant effects of age and tenure on the choice 
of options to question-15.

While respondents up to the middle years of age have a preference for 
option-a, the high age group prefers option-b more. Hence, employees 
who are yet to reach the age of 50 stand ready to invite suggestions from 
their colleagues and to incorporate those, given the practicability and 
acceptability to other team members. They thus believe in an inclusive 
approach. The seniors, however, incorporate suggestions only if that 
appears convincing to them. The same trend is visible among employees 
who have served their organisations for more than 20 years and, hence, are 
in the third or fourth tenure group. In fact, the tendency is much stronger 
among the seniors who are in the third tenure group. Further increase in 
service period offers some flexibility, but the ego remains stronger than 

0.51

0.24
0.15 0.10

Fig. 3.22 Proportion of responses to options for question-15 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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that of the relatively inexperienced and young employees. One thing, 
however, is to be appreciated. Their ego does not induce them to vote out 
the opinion of their discontented colleagues.

While the relatively less experienced employees seek to follow an inclu-
sive approach, option-c happens to be the second preference for the 
respondents in the low and upper-middle ages. They are quite interested 
to play the role of negotiator to convince their discontented colleagues 
about the desirability and inevitability of their decision no matter what its 
ethical content may be. The trend is quite prominent among the respon-
dents in the third tenure group.

The most disruptive tendency, however, may be documented among 
the employees in the lower-middle age group and in the first tenure group. 
They have some tendency to vote out minority opinion—a tendency that 
remains more or less insignificant among the others.

The relative importance of other factors affecting the preferences for 
the options to question-15 may be discussed using the predicted margins 
and their contrasts as reported in Table 3.60.

Given the four options, the respondents irrespective of their gender 
prefer option-a. In fact, they have slightly more than 50 per cent chances 

Table 3.59 Responses to options for question-15 and the differential impact of 
age and tenure

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Low age (23–30 years) 0.69 0.10 0.19 0.02
Lower-middle age (31–40 years) 0.56 0.17 0.07 0.20
Upper-middle age (41–50 years) 0.67 0.07 0.24 0.03
High age (>50 years) 0.24 0.62 0.13 0.00
Tenure-group 1 (<10 years) 0.61 0.14 0.14 0.11
Tenure-group 2 (10–19 years) 0.67 0.12 0.15 0.06
Tenure-group 3 (20–29 years) 0.31 0.45 0.24 0.00
Tenure-group 4 (>30 years) 0.35 0.54 0.11 0.00
Combined effect
Tenure-group 1/age-group 1 0.58 0.21 0.19 0.02
Tenure-group 1/age-group 2 0.45 0.20 0.04 0.31
Tenure-group 2/age-group 2 0.67 0.15 0.10 0.08
Tenure-group 2/age-group 3 0.68 0.07 0.21 0.04
Tenure-group 3/age-group 3 0.64 0.07 0.29 0
Tenure-group 3/age-group 4 0.08 0.75 0.17 0
Tenure-group 4/age-group 4 0.33 0.54 0.13 0

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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to select the option. Similarly, option-d is the least preferred choice. The 
significant difference in the perception of males and females lies in the 
choice for option-b and option-c. While females have a stronger  preference 
for option-b, males opt more strongly for option-c. Hence, while females 
tend to incorporate suggestions more often than do the males, if the sug-
gestions could satisfy them, the males are more apt to convince their con-
tending colleagues about the appropriateness of their decisions.

The private sector employees would have greater chances to select 
option-a than do the public sector employees, while the latter prefers 
option-b more strongly. Hence, the private sector employees are more 

Table 3.60 Responses to options for question-15 and the differential impact of 
gender, type of service and nature and types of organisation

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Predictive margins
Female 0.53∗ 0.31∗ 0.08∗ 0.07∗

Male 0.52∗ 0.18∗ 0.24∗ 0.06∗

Private sector 0.57∗ 0.19∗ 0.16∗ 0.08∗

Public sector 0.50∗ 0.30∗ 0.13∗ 0.04∗

Corporate sector 0.52∗ 0.37∗ 0.08∗ 0.03∗

Academia 0.48∗ 0.19∗ 0.21∗ 0.11∗

Non-executive 0.58∗ 0.22∗ 0.18∗ 0.02
Executive 0.52∗ 0.25∗ 0.14∗ 0.09∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female −0.01 −0.13∗ 0.16∗ −0.02
Public sector vs. private sector −0.07∗∗ 0.11∗∗ −0.03 −0.04
Academia vs. corporate −0.04 −0.17∗ 0.13∗ 0.08∗

Executive vs. non-executive −0.06 0.03 −0.04 0.07∗

Combined effects
(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Public vs. private)

0.01 0.02 −0.01 −0.03

(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Academics vs. corporate)

−0.02 0.03 −0.02 0.02

(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Male vs. female)

0.03 0.01 −0.01 −0.02

(Male vs. female) over (Executive vs. 
non-executive)

0.02 0.02 −0.03 −0.02

(Male vs. female) over (Academics vs. 
corporate)

0.01 −0.07∗∗ 0.06 −0.01

(Male vs. female) over (Public vs. private) 0.05 −0.07∗∗ 0.01 0.01

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation

 G. CHAKRABARTI AND T. CHATTERJEA



207

inclined towards maintaining an all-inclusive approach. In the public sec-
tor, however, any modification in the decision would be implemented only 
if the proposer deems it fit. Thus, a violation of ethics following the 
 implementation of any decision may be prevented more easily in the pri-
vate sector. The two other options are not so important for the employees 
in the two sectors.

Following an all-inclusive approach remains the most preferred option 
for both corporate personnel and academicians, and they do not differ 
much in their willingness to do so. Corporate personnel, however, are 
more inclined to choose option-b while academicians tend to lean towards 
option-c. The corporate personnel let their colleagues identify their flaws 
but modify their decisions only at points that seem relevant to them. 
Hence, preventing any violation of ethics in the corporate sector would be 
more dependent on the flexibility of the proposer. The academicians, on 
the other hand, are more inclined (than the corporate personnel) to con-
vince their discontented colleagues about the optimality of their decision, 
given the graveness of the situation. Hence, there remains more scope for 
open discussion and the colleagues may end up in consensus, but such 
concord may be more persuaded in nature rather than spontaneous.

The administrative or executives have greater preferences for options b 
and d, while the employees who are not in any leading position have 
greater chances to choose options a and c. Hence, those who are in any 
leading position would accept modifications only at points that seem rel-
evant to them, while the others would mostly follow an all-inclusive 
approach or would try to convince their colleagues about the desirability 
of the decision. The most significant difference between the executives 
and non-executives, however, lies in the fact that the executives are signifi-
cantly prone to vote out minority options. Such differences, however, are 
not significant across gender or sectors of employment. The combined 
effects reveal some other findings. As females choose option-b more fre-
quently than males, they do so more in private sectors and in corporates.

The reaction of a person in the face of opposition or criticism, however, 
might differ depending on who the critic is. Reaction to the opposition 
from a colleague might take a different dimension than what it could be 
when one’s subordinate tends to defy him/her. Hence, any exploration of 
one’s reaction when his or her suggestions are being turned down on 
broader ethical ground may be carried out in two layers to incorporate 
possible differences in attitude, if any, towards colleagues and subordinates.
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3.3.17  Decisions, Incredulous Subordinates and Responses

While dealing with such scepticism, if not opposition, from their subordi-
nates, an employee might pursue different approaches. Given the power 
relation, such scepticism may be ignored or the subordinate may be per-
suaded or even forced to accept suggestions. This approach may be detri-
mental in the longer run, as it would entail the further unethical practice 
of being unfair and would threaten the essence of teamwork. Arbitrary 
exercising of power or any use of indecent means to gain advantage would 
jeopardise the assurance of equal treatment of individuals, and tolerance 
for and acceptance of diversity that is often offered by an organisation. 
The consequent dissatisfaction growing among the employees might lead 
to lower productivity or even an exodus of employees hampering the rep-
utation of the organisation in the longer run.

Alternatively, the leader can play the role of a negotiator. A decision 
making process is often not an all-inclusive one, at least from the point of 
view of the leaders, where one would like to involve the subordinates to 
incorporate their views. Nonetheless, ignoring their views once they are 
raised may not be wise enough, particularly if the issues relate to any 
alleged violation of workplace ethics. Negotiating, however, might assume 
different forms. The leaders might let the subordinates know if the issues 
being raised by them have already been considered while framing the deci-
sion and whether the concerns overlooked thus far would receive due con-
sideration whenever appropriate. While such assurance might ease out the 
situation, incorporating suggestions is not always feasible and any unmet 
assurance is often enough to fuel discontent among the employees. The 
leaders might adopt an alternative strategy to discuss and convince the 
discontented employees about the potential desirability of the decision. It 
is easier for this strategy to succeed if the suggestions indeed do not con-
tain anything unethical or the unhappy mass maintains (but not rigidly) an 
obfuscated perception to take organisational ethics similar to individual 
morality. Hence, the appropriate line of preaching should uphold that the 
suggestions that are being lent are either not unethical, or even if they 
seem so from the point of view of individual morality, organisational ethics 
are never threatened.

The study now explores the individual responses when their subordi-
nates are sceptical about their suggestions on broader ethical ground. The 
question was attempted only by those who ever had any subordinate in 
their workplaces. They were to choose from the following set of options as 
their optimum response to the scepticism of their subordinates.
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Option-a: Assure your subordinate that such issues have been considered 
(and anything left out may be considered whenever appropri-
ate) and once the decision is implemented, the situation would 
be better than what s/he currently anticipate it to be.

Option-b: Discuss and convince him/her about the fact that the larger 
moral identity of an organisation may not always move in 
tandem with individual morality.

Option-c: Discuss with him/her about the potential adverse effects on 
the organisation, employee benefits and welfare in case the 
decision is not implemented.

Option-d: Ignore his/her opinion.
Option-e: Leave no room for discussion and persuade him/her to accept 

your suggestion.

The respondents choosing the first option would seek to assure their 
subordinates that all the ethical issues have been addressed (or may be 
fine-tuned if needed) and its implementation (even in its present form) is 
not going to make the situation ethically worse, as it is being anticipated 
by the discontented. This is a positive approach, which seeks or at least 
furnishes an aura, to include all concerned to make a decision making 
process ethical.

The respondents choosing the second option seek to point towards 
the problems in the perception of the employees. Any deviation from 
what one could perceive as morality, may not threaten broader organisa-
tional ethics.

The respondents choosing the third alternative is tactful enough to not 
to raise the ethical issues directly. Rather he tries to emphasise the poten-
tial losses to be encountered by not implementing the decision. This might 
mount up pressure on the discontented employees. The perceived inher-
ent potential of their scepticism to lead to long-run losses to their organ-
isation might push these employees into an uncomfortable position. 
Hence, following option-c may be strategically more effective than option-
 a, although it is comparatively negative in approach.

Respondents following option-d ignore the views of the subordinates 
while those opting for option-e force them to accept suggestions. These 
two approaches are negative and non-constructive or even detrimental for 
the long-run benefit of the concerned organisation.

Seventy per cent of the respondents have answered question-16 out of 
which only 17 respondents chose option-d and option-e. Hence, only a 
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negligible number of respondents tend to adopt a negative approach to 
force their subordinates to accept their views or simply ignore the sugges-
tions. These respondents have been excluded from the data set to consider 
only those who are interested in creating a positively vibrant and amicable 
work environment where the scepticism raised by one’s subordinates may 
be given due considerations and may be attempted to resolve. Hence, we 
reorganise the data set so that the respondents choose among the first 
three options (Fig. 3.23).

Thirty-nine of the respondents choose option-a. Hence, they find it 
more effective to assure their subordinates that issues they are sceptical 
about have been considered and anything left out may be considered 
whenever appropriate. Further assurance might come in the form that 
once the decision is implemented, the situation would be better than what 
the aggrieved persons currently anticipate it to be.

Options b and c are equally acceptable among the respondents. Thirty- 
one per cent of them prefer to adopt option-c. They feel it appropriate to 
discuss with the sceptical subordinates about the potential adverse effects 
on the organisation, employee benefits and welfare in case the decision is 
not implemented. As mentioned earlier, the strategy might put some pres-
sure, albeit indirectly, on the aggrieved employees who are in favour of 
turning down any suggestion extended by their leaders.

Thirty per cent of the respondents choose option-b and prefer to dis-
cuss with their aggrieved subordinates in an attempt to convince them 
about the fact that the larger moral identity of an organisation may not 
always move in tandem with individual morality. Hence, what might seem 
to be unethical from the individual point of view may not be necessarily so 
while placed in a broader context at the organisational level.

0.39
0.30 0.31

Fig. 3.23 Proportion of responses to options for question-16 (with 95% CI). 
(Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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In order to find out the factors that might shape the responses to ques-
tion- 16, the study estimates a suitable Multinomial Logit model. It 
 incorporates gender, age, length of service, sector of employment (public 
or private), type of organisation (corporate or academics) and income as 
explanatory variables. This group constitutes respondents who are either 
in any leading position or have been in such a position over some past 
years. Hence, the nature of service (whether executive or not) has not 
been included as an explanatory variable. The LR chi2(26) assumes the 
value of 158.32, which is significant at the one per cent level. While the 
Log likelihood is −186.96, the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.2975. These describe 
the model to be a good fit. The effect of different explanatory variables are 
analysed using the predicted margins and their contrasts and are shown in 
Tables 3.61 and 3.62.

The responses vary significantly across gender. Males have significantly 
higher chances to select option-a, while females are prone towards adopt-
ing option-b. Hence, females tend to emphasise more on the fact that it 
would be better to convince sceptical subordinates to concede that their 
perception of morality is actually different to what is ethical from the point 
of view of the organisation. The males, however, rely more on the strategy 
to assure their subordinates about the fact that their concerns are already 
addressed and if anything were left out, that would be addressed soon. 
Both of them, however, have significantly high and equal chances (of 31 
per cent) to select option-c. Hence, a significant number of respondents, 

Table 3.61 Responses to options for question-16 and the differential impact of 
gender, nature and types of organisations

Option-a Option-b Option-c

Predictive margins
Female 0.27∗ 0.42∗ 0.31∗

Male 0.48∗ 0.22∗ 0.31∗

Private sector 0.28∗ 0.43∗ 0.27∗

Public sector 0.49∗ 0.19∗ 0.32∗

Corporate sector 0.45∗ 0.26∗ 0.29∗

Academia 0.35∗ 0.32∗ 0.34∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female 0.21∗ −0.20∗ 0.00
Public sector vs. private sector 0.21∗ −0.24∗ 0.05
Academia vs. corporate −0.10∗∗ 0.06 0.05

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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irrespective of their gender, feel the necessity to open up a dialogue with 
aggrieved subordinates about the potential adverse effects of not imple-
menting the decision at different layers.

A comparison of opinion across sectors of employment reveals the pub-
lic sector employees to be more inclined to adopt option-a and less inter-
ested to choose option-b than do their counterparts in the corporate 
sector. Hence, they emphasise more on the effectiveness to make the scep-
tical subordinates assured about the all-inclusive nature of the decision 
concerned. The private sector employees, on the other hand, find it more 
important to make their subordinates aware of their possible misinterpre-
tation of the concept of organisational ethics that may not move in tandem 
with individual perception of morality. The public sector employees, rather 
than those who work in private sectors, are more inclined to draw one’s 
attention to the possible negativities that might follow from the non- 
implementation of the decision. This difference in attitude, however, is 
not significant across the two sectors of employment.

Unlike the academicians, corporate personnel are more inclined to 
uphold the all-inclusive, holistic nature of their decisions to the aggrieved 
subordinates. Although the academicians have greater chances to select 
options b and c, these differences are not significant.

The responses to question-16 are significantly affected by the age of the 
respondents and the length of their services (Table 3.62). The relatively 
junior, less experienced employees have greater tendencies to choose 
option-a, while the senior-most respondents prefer to opt for option-b. 
The middle-aged respondents in the second and third tenure groups tend 

Table 3.62 Responses to options for question-16 and the differential impact of 
age and tenure

Responses to question-16

Option-a Option-b Option-c

Age-group 1 0.58∗ 0.23∗ 0.19∗

Age-group 2 0.46∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.41∗

Age-group 3 0.33∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.53∗

Age-group 4 0.10∗∗ 0.69∗ 0.21∗

Tenure-group 1 0.41∗ 0.35∗ 0.23∗

Tenure-group 2 0.32∗ 0.16∗ 0.52∗

Tenure-group 3 0.16∗ 0.39∗ 0.45∗

Tenure-group 4 0.22∗ 0.65∗∗ 0.13∗

∗/∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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to show a stronger preference for option-c. Hence, the juniors are more 
enthusiastic to give their subordinates a flavour of the holistic nature of 
the decision that they have made. They feel that any strategy that seeks to 
address scepticism or affliction properly should endow the aggrieved per-
son with a feeling that their concerns are already taken into consideration. 
The junior employees (or leaders) hence are more accommodating and 
amicable in their approach. The senior-most leaders, however, tend to 
resolve the issue through their attempts to convince their subordinates by 
pointing towards their inability to distinguish between organisational eth-
ics and individual morality. Hence, the scepticism, as they emphasise, is 
foot-loose and emanates from sheer misconception on part of these 
employees. The middle-aged leaders who have served their organisations 
for quite a long period are tactful enough to not to raise the ethical issues 
directly. They emphasise on the potential losses associated with the non- 
implementation of the decision and tend to build up pressures, strategi-
cally but indirectly, on those whose scepticism might prevent the decision 
from being implemented.

3.3.18  Deviation from Workplace Ethics: Reasons to Justify

The next question that the study explores is the way an employee may justify 
his or her position on any deviation (how minute it may be) from ethical 
decisions that they have ever made in their workplaces. The questions raised 
earlier were meant to explore the hindrances and the forces operating in 
one’s workplace that individuals face and try to unshackle, if possible, in 
order to make an ethical decision or, more precisely, to avoid being unethi-
cal. It is, however, very difficult despite their most sincere attempts and most 
vigorous efforts (or, perhaps, even confrontation) to avoid being indulged 
in unethical decision making. Hence, if violation of ethics is a possibility, it 
may be of interest to explore how could the offender justify their position. 
Should the system be held responsible, in some way or the other, for induc-
ing people to take unethical decisions? Or there are some more factors that 
need exploration? The study in this stage incorporates violation of ethics as 
a possibility and asks an employee, who may have indulged in the same 
either willingly or otherwise, to make the rationale behind such behaviour 
explicit. It, however, keeps the door open for those who may declare them-
selves not to have ever been engaged in any unethical decision making. The 
respondents, hence, were given the following options when they were asked 
to report the possible reason behind their being unethical:

3 THE SYSTEM, INTRINSIC DILEMMA OR INHERENT EVIL: WHAT DRIVES US… 



214

Option-a: You did it because, given the circumstances and the nature of 
the problem, it seemed to be the optimum choice.

Option-b: You did it without realising the ethical implication of your 
action and when you realised, there was no way to revert it.

Option-c: You had to do it, as external pressure left no other option for 
you.

Option-d: Since your institution does not take such deviations seriously, 
it is natural (and common) to deviate whenever such devia-
tions are possible and profitable.

Option-e: You violate an ethical principle only when it is clearly neces-
sary to advance another true ethical principle, which, in your 
opinion, will produce the greatest balance of good in the 
long run.

Option-f: You have never deviated from ethical behaviour even in the 
slightest possible way.

Hence, the entire sample may be divided into two groups. Fifteen per 
cent choose option-f to declare themselves as the ones who have never 
deviated from ethical behaviour in the workplace in the slightest possible 
way. The remaining 85 per cent of employees, however, have conceded 
that they have violated workplace ethics sometimes in their tenure and 
have identified the factor that made them do so. Before we can begin to 
explore the factors behind such violation of workplace ethics, a compari-
son between the natures of and the choices made by the two groups might 
provide us with further insights (Table 3.63).

Eighty-four point seventy-five (84.75) per cent of females and 85.49 
per cent of males have conceded to have violated workplace ethics some-
times in their life. Moreover, the mass who have reported to have violated 
workplace ethics on some occasions have males and females in more or less 
the same proportion in it. The same is true for those who have declared 
not to have ever violated workplace ethics in any form. Hence, the choice 
to be ethical or the compulsion to be unethical in workplaces does not 
depend on the gender of an employee. The only thing that matters is that 
a majority of them concede to have been unethical at some point in their 
life. The fact is further established by the insignificant Pearson chi-squared 
test statistic.

Age and tenure, however, have significant influences on one’s choice or 
compulsion to violate workplace ethics. Relatively less-experienced 
employees at the low and lower-middle age groups are more inclined to 
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report themselves as to have never been unethical in their lifetime. With 
increasing maturity and experience, however, they tend to accept the fact 
that it is inevitable at some point in time to violate workplace ethics, how-
ever minute the violation may be. In fact, all the employees belonging to 
the high age group and fourth tenure group tend to agree that they have 
sometimes been unethical in their lifetime. Being in the corporate sector 
or in the private sector has a significant influence on how people report or 
confess about their violation of workplace ethics. While in both the sec-
tors, the majority admits that they have violated workplace ethics under 
certain circumstances, corporate personnel and private sector employees 
have a stronger tendency to report themselves as clinging to ethics than do 

Table 3.63 Have you ever been unethical?—the differences in responses

Sometimes 
been unethical

Never been 
unethical

Total Sometimes 
been unethical

Never been 
unethical

(Fig in %)

Gender
Female 84.75 15.25 100 47.62 49.09 Pearson 

chi2(1): 
0.04

Male 85.49 14.51 100 52.38 50.91
Total 100 100
Age
Age-group 1 77.36 22.64 100 26.03 43.64 Pearson 

chi2(3): 
25.05∗

Age-group 2 77.78 22.22 100 24.44 40
Age-group 3 88 12 100 20.95 16.36
Age-group 4 100 0 100 28.57 0
Total 100 100
Tenure
Tenure 1 73.42 26.58 100 36.83 76.36 Pearson 

chi2(3): 
33.14∗

Tenure 2 94 6 100 29.84 10.91
Tenure 3 87.93 12.07 100 16.19 12.73
Tenure 4 100 0 100 17.14 0

100 100
Corporate 
sector

79.39 20.61 100 41.59 61.82 Pearson 
chi2(1): 
7.76∗Academia 89.76 10.24 100 58.41 38.18

100 100
Private sector 80.86 19.14 100 53.65 72.73 Pearson 

chi2(1): 
6.93∗

Public sector 90.68 9.32 100 46.35 27.27
100 100

Non- executives 88 12 100 34.92 27.27 Pearson 
chi2(1): 
1.22

Executives 83.67 16.33 100 65.08 72.73
100 100

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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their counterparts in academics and public sectors. Given the nature of the 
questionnaire, this reporting may not reflect a social desirability bias but, 
rather, it could be a reflection of the attitude of their institutions towards 
violation of ethics by the employees. As is reflected in the responses to the 
first question of the questionnaire, the private sectors and corporates are 
mostly characterised by a presence of properly conveyed codes of conduct 
that are predominantly binding. Violations or even deviations are usually 
met with offence. While the employees being in any leading position have 
a greater tendency to report themselves as not having violated workplace 
ethics, the differences with those who are not in any leading position are 
not significantly different.

Apart from these factors, the probability of an individual being unethi-
cal may be hypothesised to depend on their intrinsic perception of moral-
ity and ethics. Having binding codes of conduct in the workplace might 
put restrictions on, or even control the behaviour of the employees, but 
their inherent perceptions and attitude towards workplace ethics may be 
crucial to explain their deviations (or even the possibilities of such devia-
tions) from ethical behaviour. It may thus be of interest to relate individ-
ual’s perception regarding morality and ethics to their reporting themselves 
as an occasional offender. In other words, responses to question numbers 
3 and 4 may be combined with the responses to question number 17.

To recapitulate, question number 3 sought to explore an individual’s 
perception of workplace ethics. As their choices, the respondents were to 
choose from the following four options, namely:

Option-a: These are strictly defined codes of conduct based on organ-
isational ethics that are to be maintained irrespective of what 
an individual feels.

Option-b: Small transgressions are inevitable and may be tolerated as 
long as these do not result in gross unethical behaviour or 
have adverse legal implications.

Option-c: Any deviation is acceptable provided it is rational and 
practicable.

Option-d: No rigidly defined code should exist, as decisions depend on 
the nature of the problem.

Question-4 intended the respondents to reveal their perceptions about 
the relationship between individual morality and the maintenance of 
workplace ethics. The question intended to explore whether and to what 
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extent the respondents believe the personality trait of possessing strong 
moral values to be necessary (and/or sufficient) to maintain workplace 
ethics. The respondents were given the following options to choose from:

Option-a: Possessing strong moral values is necessary and sufficient for 
maintaining workplace ethics.

Option-b: Possessing strong moral values is necessary but not sufficient, 
as values must be combined with a flexible and positive 
attitude.

Option-c: Possessing strong moral values is sufficient for maintaining 
workplace ethics.

Option-d: Possessing strong moral values is neither necessary nor suffi-
cient to maintain workplace ethics.

The proportions of respondents choosing options to question number 
17, given their choices for question numbers 3 and 4 are depicted in 
Table 3.64. The significant Pearson’s chi-squared statistic implies a strong 
relationship between the two types of responses. Fifty point forty-eight 
per cent of respondents who admit to their being unethical at some points 
in time of their tenure have chosen option-b to question number 3 earlier. 
Hence, the respondents who do not grudge tolerating small transgres-

Table 3.64 The perception of ethics and morality and the possibilities of being 
unethical in workplaces

Responses to Q3 Responses to Q4

Responses to 
Q17

Sometimes been 
unethical

Never been 
unethical

Sometimes been 
unethical

Never been 
unethical

Option-a 18.73 70.91 11.43 40.00
60.2 39.8 62.07 37.93

Option-b 50.48 18.18 78.73 50.91
94.08 5.92 89.86 10.14

Option-c 17.46 10.91 5.08 3.64
90.16 9.84 88.89 11.11

Option-d 13.33 0 4.76 5.45
100 0 83.33 16.67

Total 100 100 100 100
85.14 14.86 85.14 14.86

Pearson chi2(3) 67.38 (p = 0.00) 29.49 (p = 0.00)

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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sions from given codes of conduct provided these lead to no gross viola-
tion of ethics have greater fortitude to talk about their violation of ethics 
and its reasons. On the other hand, 71 per cent of those who claim not to 
have violated workplace ethics even in the slightest possible way are found 
to have chosen option-a to question number 3. Hence, they take codes of 
conduct to be strictly binding and based on organisational ethics that are 
to be maintained irrespective of what an individual feels. Nobody in this 
group chooses option-d to question-3, and, therefore, the members of the 
group do not believe in the desirability of having flexible codes of conduct 
to fit in with the situational demand.

Forty per cent of those who claim to have never violated workplace eth-
ics chose option-a to question number 4 while 11 per cent of the other 
group do so. On the other hand, while 79 per cent of those who confess 
select option-b to question number 4, the proportion falls to only 51 per 
cent for the group that has never broken the codes of conduct. Hence, 
those who believe in the desirability of having a combination of strong 
moral values with flexibility and positive attitude are actually found to have 
violated workplace ethics either under compulsion or as an optimum 
choice under escalation. The group that upholds the necessity and suffi-
ciency of possessing strong moral values for maintaining workplace ethics 
are indeed found to have not violated workplace ethics in any form during 
their tenure.

The study now proceeds further to explore the factors that people tend 
to pick out as shaping their decision to violate ethics in their workplaces. 
We exclude the respondents who have selected option-f to question num-
ber 17 and confine our analysis to those who have opted for any one of the 
first five factors. Figure  3.24 depicts and compares the proportion of 
respondents opting for different options.

Thirty-seven per cent choose option-e while 30 per cent choose option-
 a. Hence, 37 per cent claim to violate an already established ethical prin-
ciple only when they feel the outright necessity to advance another true 
ethical principle, which, in their opinion, will produce the greatest balance 
of good in the long run. Hence, for them, the violation is more construc-
tive in nature. The 30 per cent of the respondents who choose option-a 
tried to justify their position by emphasising that given the circumstances 
and the nature of the problem the violation seemed to be the optimum 
choice. They may not be as constructive as the first group in their endeav-
our to make the environment ethically better, but they are flexible and 
positive enough to read the demand of any situation: a virtue that is often 
treasured by organisations.

 G. CHAKRABARTI AND T. CHATTERJEA



219

Seventeen per cent of the employees, however, concede that they did it 
without realising the ethical implication of their action and when they 
realised there was no way to revert. Such actions on part of the employees 
may be detrimental to the reputation of the organisation, leading to adver-
sities in the longer run. Hence, the group with their inability to read the 
consequences would hardly be favoured by their employers.

Ten per cent of the respondents blame external pressures to have left no 
other option for them rather than being unethical. This group is allegedly 
victimised by the system and may constitute an aggrieved group and 
become potential threats or troublemakers for the employers. Diffident 
employees, however, may not protest much but the emotional setback 
might affect their productivity in the longer run.

The remaining five per cent is the true troublemaker to organisations. 
They concede that, as their institutions do not take deviations from ethical 
behaviour seriously, it is natural (and common) for them to violate work-
place ethics whenever such deviations are possible and profitable. The 
presence of such employees could warn us about the possible peril of being 
too flexible in dealing with ethical issues at the organisational level.

The age and experience of individuals are found to have a significant 
influence on one’s choice of option to question number 17 (Table 3.65). 
The senior-most employees (in age group 4 and tenure-group 4) choose 
options a and e, with their inclination being tilted towards option-e. Hence, 

Fig. 3.24 Proportions of respondents choosing option-a to option-e for ques-
tion- 17 (with 95% CI). (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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they are experienced and rational enough to violate workplace ethics mostly 
if they could explore alternatives that, when implemented, might improve 
the situation. Otherwise, they may go for a constrained optimisation where, 
given the situation, violation of ethics seems to be the only rational choice. 
Their perceptions about the implications of their actions are not obfuscated 
and their decisions are hardly influenced by any external pressure. Moreover, 
they do not misuse any flexibility offered by their organisations.

The less-experienced junior employees in the low age group and in the 
first two tenure groups figure out most prominently in choices for option-
 b and option-d. This group, therefore, finds it difficult to assess the impli-
cations of its choice of action in the longer run. Hence, when they violate 
ethics, it may be detrimental for their organisations. What is more prob-
lematic with this group is that they, as is conceded, take advantages of the 
flexibility of their institutions in dealing with deviations from ethical 
behaviour, and tend to violate workplace ethics whenever such deviations 
are possible and profitable.

The respondents in their middle ages (particularly in age groups 2 and 
3) are significantly influenced and shackled by the external pressure that 
often makes them violate workplace ethics.

The fact that respondents from different ages and tenures do not opt 
for all the options to Q17 restricts the inclusion of age and tenure as 
explanatory variables in a suitable Multinomial Logit model that could 
analyse the factors affecting such options. Hence, we incorporate gender, 
the sector of employment (public or private), type of organisation (corpo-
rate or academics), income and nature of service (administrative, execu-
tives or otherwise) as explanatory variables. The LR chi2(44) assumes the 

Table 3.65 Proportions of respondents to Q17 (options a to e) according to age 
and tenure

Age groups Tenure groups

Q17 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Option-a 0.21 0.30 0.24 0.25 0.40 0.31 0.10 0.19
Option-b 0.59 0.11 0.30 0.00 0.61 0.30 0.09 0
Option-c 0.06 0.42 0.52 0.00 0.18 0.61 0.21 0
Option-d 0.56 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.44 0 0
Option-e 0.16 0.18 0.09 0.57 0.25 0.18 0.26 0.31

Pearson chi2(12) = 143.93∗ Pearson chi2(12) = 77.81∗

∗Implies significance at one per cent level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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value of 171.65, which is significant at the one per cent level. While the 
Log likelihood is −361.49, the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.1919. These describe 
the model to be a good fit. The effect of different explanatory variables are 
analysed using the predicted margins and their contrasts (Table 3.66).

Irrespective of their gender, respondents select option-e with greater 
probabilities followed by option-a. Hence, people tend to violate work-
place ethics mostly if it could be replaced by a better alternative or if it 
comes as an obvious choice. Females, compared to their counterparts, 
have greater probabilities to select options a and b, while males have 
higher chances to select options c and d. Hence, males have greater 
chances to be influenced by external pressures and are more inclined to 
violate ethics if the system does not restrict them effectively to do so. The 
females, however, tend to violate ethics more in cases where situation 
leaves no other alternatives for them. They are, moreover, less proficient 
to gauge the longer-run effects of their being unethical. However, while 
males and females do differ in their justifications for being unethical, the 
differences are found not to be statistically significant.

The private sector employees are found to select options a, b and c over 
their counterparts in the public sector, while the public sector employees 
are selecting option-e with higher chances. Hence, compared to the public 

Table 3.66 Proportions of respondents to Q17 (options a to e) and the differ-
ential impact of gender, type of service and nature and types of organisation

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Option-e

Predictive margins
Female 0.32∗ 0.18∗ 0.09∗ 0.04∗ 0.37∗

Male 0.29∗ 0.16∗ 0.11∗ 0.07∗ 0.37∗

Private sector 0.32∗ 0.18∗ 0.11∗ 0.05∗ 0.33∗

Public sector 0.29∗ 0.14∗ 0.10∗ 0.05∗ 0.42∗

Corporate sector 0.16∗ 0.22∗ 0.08∗ 0.14∗ 0.39∗

Academia 0.41∗ 0.10∗ 0.13∗ 0.02∗ 0.34∗

Non-executive 0.22∗ 0.18∗ 0.07∗ 0.08∗ 0.45∗

Executive 0.34∗ 0.16∗ 0.13∗ 0.04∗ 0.32∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female −0.03 −0.02 0.02 0.03 0
Public sector vs. private sector −0.03 −0.04 −0.01 0.00 0.09∗∗

Academia vs. corporate 0.25∗ −0.12∗ 0.05∗∗∗ −0.12∗ −0.05∗∗∗

Executive vs. non-executive 0.12∗ −0.02 0.06∗∗∗ −0.04 −0.13∗∗

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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sector employees, private sector employees are slightly more influenced by 
external pressure and are less competent to gauge the impact of their strat-
egies. They, moreover, have greater tendencies to be unethical only when 
it seems strategically better given the situation. While such differences 
across the sectors do not remain statistically significant, the public sector 
employees choose option-e with significantly greater probabilities. Hence, 
the group that violates ethics in order to replace that by a better one is 
significantly stronger or larger in the public sector.

The differences in attitude between corporate personnel and academi-
cians, however, are significantly different on many counts. Given the options, 
corporate personnel have a stronger choice for option-e, followed by option-
b. Option-c is least chosen whereas options a and d are more or less equally 
preferred. Academicians, on the other hand, prefer option-a most followed 
by option-e. While option-d is the least preferred choice, options b and c are 
more or less equally weighted. Hence, while reporting the reasons for violat-
ing ethics, corporate personnel emphasise most on their concern for having 
an ethically better environment. In fact, they have significantly higher chances 
over the academicians to select this option as explaining their action. A rela-
tively smaller group of 22 per cent of employees in the corporate sector, 
however, concedes that any violation of ethics was due to their weak foresight 
to gauge the ethical implication of their actions. This explanation finds sig-
nificantly lower suitability among the academicians who instead emphasise 
most on explaining the violation of ethics in terms of demand of the situa-
tion. Moreover, as is evident by the contrasts of the margins, the academi-
cians find the system to be more dominating but they are less likely to take 
advantage of a relaxed system.

@@FROMHEREGiven the options, the people in leading positions 
choose options a and e (more or less with similar weightage) as being the 
most important factors that could explain their violation of workplace eth-
ics. However, the people who have never been in any such leading position 
tend to focus on the fifth option much more than the first one. In fact, 
compared to the non-executives, the executives tend to violate ethics more 
when they find the situation to demand so, but they are less interested in 
breaking the existing system in order to ensure an ethically better environ-
ment. The pressure on the executives to violate ethics, as is reported by 
them is significantly more than what it is on the non-executives. However, 
while the executives are less myopic with a limited shirking tendency (as is 
reflected by negative contrasts of margins for options b and d), the differ-
ences with the non-executives are not statistically significant.
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One of the important scenarios where people tend to violate workplace 
ethics or at least face an ethical dilemma is when the organisation passes 
through the phases of crisis or upgradation. Although organisational crises 
are defined variously in the literature, but Pearson and Clair provided a 
good general definition: An organizational crisis is a low- probability, high-
impact event that threatens the viability of the organization and is character-
ized by ambiguity of cause, effect, and means of resolution, as well as by a 
belief that decisions must be made swiftly (Pearson & Clair, 1998: p. 60). 
The urgency aspect of a crisis is not accepted by all in the field. Some argue 
that crisis issues can be ongoing (Ashmos, Duchon, & Bodensteiner, 
1997) or can be anticipated and planned for (Billings, Milburn, & 
Schaalman, 1980) and, therefore, should not be defined temporally. There 
is, however, widespread acknowledgement that under conditions of crisis, 
swift decisions are perceived to be a necessity (Billings et al., 1980; Dutton, 
1986; Greening & Johnson, 1997).

The literature suggests that the circumstances surrounding any ethical 
dilemma might be important to explain the nature and extent of such a 
dilemma. While the individual traits (Treviño, 1986) or social networks 
(Brass, Butterfield, & Skaggs, 1998) could explain the nature and persis-
tence of ethical dilemma partially, situational characteristics often shape 
one’s ethical decision making processes (Jones, 1991). While deciding 
whether to act ethically or otherwise in a given situation, individuals are 
perceived to assess every situation based on six factors, namely, the magni-
tude of consequences, probability of effect, concentration of effect, tem-
poral immediacy, proximity and social consensus. This is what Jones 
(1991) referred to as moral intensity. If the costs associated with being 
unethical, or the magnitude of consequences, are minimal, people are less 
likely to behave ethically. Moreover, if the probability of facing negative 
consequences (or the probability of effect) and the number of people 
affected by such consequences (concentration of effect) are lower, people 
might be tempted more frequently to commit an unethical act. The other 
factors that are identified to explain one’s deviations from ethical behav-
iour have been the time-gap between the actions and the consequences 
(the temporal immediacy), the closeness of the person with the possible 
victims (proximity) and the social consensus. Singhapakdi et al. (1996) and 
Reynolds (2006), however, pointed out that these six factors may better 
be clubbed into two, namely, perceived herm and social consensus.

The study now explores, in its final sections, the nature of the ethical 
dilemma that an individual faces when his or her organisation passes 
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through some critical phases or arrives at some crucial juncture. It consid-
ers, specifically, two such situations when an organisation plunges into 
crisis or upgrades itself. These are the two situations when modifying or 
even redefining plans of action may be desirable or inevitable. During the 
process, the concept of morality or ethics may have to be modified and 
that might put the decision-makers in an ethical dilemma. Questions-18 
to 20 seek to explore the nature of such a dilemma.

3.3.19  Deciding on the Optimum Course of Action During 
Periods of Crisis in an Organization

The respondents were asked, in question number 18, to reveal their opin-
ion about what could be the optimum decision in periods of crisis in an 
organisation. The respondents were to choose from the following 
four options:

Option-a: The optimum decision is any one that addresses the needs 
and concerns of all concerned.

Option-b: The optimum decision is finding out a solution given the 
existing codes of conduct.

Option-c: The optimum decision is to consider the relevant moral/
ethical values and to explore the best possible ways to inte-
grate those with actions.

Option-d: The optimum decision is the one that offers an immediate 
solution.

The first option tends to incorporate the perceived harm and social 
consensus by taking into account the needs and apprehension of all con-
cerned. The second option makes the optimum decision to be constrained 
by existing ethical standards and does not incorporate the possibility or 
desirability of modifying the existing norms even under the crisis. Hence, 
for those who choose option-b, ethics is something unbending and 
unchangeable. The third option inculcates flexibility so that while taking a 
decision, morality is not violated but may be modified to integrate those 
with action in an optimum way. The fourth option takes the optimum 
decision to be one that could immediately pull the organisation out of the 
crisis. Such action may or may not take into account or even bother about 
its ethical implications.
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Thirty-eight per cent of the respondents have chosen option-c so that 
they take the optimum decision in periods of crisis to be the one that takes 
ethical issues into consideration and seek to explore the best possible to 
integrate those with action. Although this may seem to be a desirable 
opinion, it does not turn out to be a majority decision in the sense that 
only 38 per cent of the respondents move in favour of it. Twenty-five per 
cent of the respondents choose option-b so that they find it optimum to 
frame their decisions within the given ethical standards. Twenty-three per 
cent seek to bother about perceived harm and social consensus by choos-
ing option-a, while only 14 per cent want the optimum decision to offer 
an immediate solution without further consideration (Fig. 3.25).

One point, however, may be noted before we move onto further analy-
ses. In response to question number 6, respondents were to rank the fac-
tors that they thought to bother them while taking a workplace-related 
decision on their own. The options to question number 6 were clubbed to 
form three categories as was mentioned earlier and is further reproduced in 
Table  3.67. The significant Person chi-squared statistic suggests a close 
interconnection between the responses to the two questions. This is a clear 
indication of the fact the reactions of a person to tackle a crisis may well be 
shaped by their mental makeup and attitude towards being unethical.

Those who consider the optimum decision in a crisis to be the one that 
could address the needs and apprehensions of all concerned are usually 
more bothered about the practicability and effectiveness of their decision 
and the possible reaction from the peer group or the system itself. One 

Fig. 3.25 Proportions of respondents choosing options for question-18 (with 
95% CI). (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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may easily find the reverse to be equally true. Those who emphasise the 
practicability of their probable decisions and their impact on peers are 
more likely to take into account the perceived harm and social consensus 
in dealing with a crisis.

Fifty-two per cent of the respondents, who choose option-b as their 
choice to question number 18, consider the moral or ethical issues associ-
ated with any decision to be of prime importance to influence their deci-
sion making processes. Forty-three per cent declare that they bother most 
about the practicability and effectiveness of any decision that they are 
about to take. The issue, however, is less crucial than what it is for those 
who choose option-a to Q18. The remaining five per cent bother about 
the reactions from their peers or the system itself. Hence, for those who 
seek a solution to any crisis within the given ethical standard, the morality 
or the ethical issues stand as of prime importance. The practicability issues 
are not as serious as they are in the case of those who emphasise perceived 
harm and social consensus. The peer effect is negligible. In fact, among 
the four groups that respond differently to Q18, the effect is least crucial 
for this group.

Those who tend to consider the ethical or moral issues and integrate 
them in the best possible way with any action to avoid a crisis are, by 
nature, more inclined to consider the ethical content of any action. This 
group tends to emphasise the practicability issues but less seriously than 

Table 3.67 Association between responses to question-6 and question-18

Responses to Q6 %

Whether ethics/
morality issues 
are breached

Practicability  
and effectiveness  

of the decision

Reaction from 
the peer group  

or system

Responses 
to Q18

Option-a 11.90 66.67 21.43 100
7.25 31.64 32.73

Option-b 52.13 42.55 5.32 100
35.51 22.60 9.09

Option-c 51.41 35.92 12.68 100
52.90 28.81 32.73

Option-d 12.00 60.00 28.00 100
4.35 16.95 25.45

100 100 100
Pearson chi2(6) = 63.2220, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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the groups that opt for either option-a or option-b to Q18. This group, 
by nature, has a tendency to bother about the reactions of its peers or of 
the system itself following any decision taken by them. Such concerns are 
stronger than what it is for those who do not want to upset any existing 
ethical standard while designing strategies in crisis. They, however, are less 
bothered about peer effects than those who emphasise the need to con-
sider perceived harm and social consensus.

Respondents who seek to follow a strategy that gives immediate solu-
tion in a crisis remain, by nature, less worried about the ethical content of 
their decision. The fact that they look for an immediate solution without 
much concern about the ethical implications, however, does not imply 
that the decisions are hasty and qualitatively inferior. Unlike those who 
emphasise the ethical content of their decisions and the need to integrate 
those with action, this group of respondents are more concerned about 
the practicability and effectiveness of their decisions along with the reac-
tions of their peer group.

Hence, to summarise, while designing strategies to trounce crises, the 
respondents who want to address the needs and apprehensions of all stake-
holders, or those who seek an immediate solution do not by nature, bother 
about the ethical or moral content of the decisions to be undertaken. They 
are rather more concerned about the social consensus and practicability 
issues. On the other hand, those who usually emphasise the moral and 
ethical implications of their actions would continue to do so while design-
ing strategies to combat crises. The other issues seem to be less cru-
cial for them.

Further insights may be gathered by relating responses to Q18 to 
responses to question number 3, where the respondents were asked to 
reveal their perception about the nature of workplace ethics and the devia-
tion from it (Table 3.68). The statistically significant value of Pearson’s 
chi-squared statistic reveals some interconnection between the two groups 
of responses. Given the options to Q3, the respondents who choose 
option-a to Q18 have the greatest probability to choose option-b and, 
then, option-d. Hence, a large proportion of those who seek to address 
the needs and concerns of all the stakeholders during a crisis consider 
small transgressions from workplace ethics to be inevitable, and they stand 
ready to tolerate such deviations if these do not result in gross unethical 
behaviour or have adverse legal implications. Twenty-four per cent of 
them, however, believe that no rigidly defined code should exist, as deci-
sions should depend on the nature of the problem. The individuals who 

3 THE SYSTEM, INTRINSIC DILEMMA OR INHERENT EVIL: WHAT DRIVES US… 



228

Table 3.68 Association between responses to question-3 and question-18

Responses to Q18

Optimum 
decision 
should 

address the 
needs and 
concerns 

of all 
concerned

Optimum 
decision is 

finding out 
a solution 
given the 
existing 
codes of 
conduct

Optimum decision 
is to consider the 
moral/ethical 
values and to 

explore the best 
possible ways to 
integrate those 
with actions

Optimum 
decision is 

the one that 
offers an 

immediate 
solution

Responses 
to Q3

Workplace ethics are 
strictly defined codes 
of conduct based on 
organisational ethics 
that are to be 
maintained 
irrespective of what 
an individual feels

14.29 40.43 29.58 12

Small transgressions 
from workplace 
ethics are inevitable 
and those may be 
tolerated as long as 
they do not result in 
gross unethical 
behaviour or have 
adverse legal 
implications

44.05 38.3 52.11 44

Any deviation is 
acceptable, provided 
it is rational and 
practicable

17.86 21.28 4.23 40

No rigidly defined 
code should exist, as 
decisions depend on 
the nature of the 
problem

23.81 0 14.08 4

100 100 100 100
Pearson chi2(6) = 75.17, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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seek an immediate solution may, however, be grouped into two broad 
categories as far as their attitude towards and perception of workplace eth-
ics are concerned. While 44 per cent of them stand ready to tolerate minor 
deviation and consider them inevitable, 40 per cent is willing to tolerate 
every deviation, provided it is rational and practicable. Further, only 12 
per cent of them take workplace ethics to be strictly binding and unalter-
able. This, however, does not mean that those who seek an immediate 
solution in a crisis take hasty or irrational decisions. They are significantly 
concerned about the practicability issues, and only four per cent of them 
remain in favour of having no strictly defined codes of conduct.

The tendency to perceive workplace ethics to be strictly binding and 
irreversible is strongest among the group that seeks to design optimum 
policy in a crisis in the periphery of existing codes of conduct. The inclina-
tion towards maintaining ethics is further manifested in the tendency of 
38 per cent respondents to stand ready to tolerate deviations, provided 
these do not result in a gross violation of ethical behaviour. While none in 
this group takes workplace ethics to be situational, 21 per cent accept 
deviation, provided it is rational and practicable.

The group that seeks to design strategies in crisis by integrating moral 
issues with action tends to be sceptical about accepting every deviation 
from ethics even if it seems to be rational. Moreover, only 14 per cent of 
them stand ready to accept ethics to be situational. Rather, in 52 per cent 
cases, they tend to deviate only minutely, where such deviations do not 
lead to a gross violation of ethics or have adverse legal implications, and 30 
per cent of them take codes of conducts to be strictly binding.

Hence, it is the attitude towards and the perception of the workplace 
ethics of individuals that have a significant bearing on the way they design 
strategies during the periods of crisis.

The other factors that might affect one’s responses to question-18 may 
be the age and gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation 
(whether public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or 
academics) in which the respondent is absorbed, the length of their service 
and whether (s)/he enjoys any leading position in his or her organisation. 
A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and the marginal effects 
and contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of options in 
detail. The LR chi2(24) assumes the value of 125.57, which is significant 
at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −426.62, the Pseudo 
R2 stands at 0.1283. These describe the model to be a good fit.
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Respondents from the low age group and the first two tenure groups 
have greater chances to be included in the group that chooses option-d or 
is interested in designing a strategy that offers an immediate solution to 
overcome crises. The experienced employees, however, are more in favour 
of option-a or option-c. Hence, they tend to incorporate the needs and 
apprehension of others and ethical issues in their strategies (Table 3.69).

Impacts of other factors are described in Table  3.70. While females 
have higher probabilities to choose option-d and males prefer the three 

Table 3.69 Responses to question-18 and the differential impact of age and tenure

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Low age (23–30 years) 0.32∗ 0.31∗ 0.20∗ 0.40∗

Lower-middle age (31–40 years) 0.10∗ 0.26∗ 0.37∗ 0.28∗

Upper-middle age (41–50 years) 0.29∗ 0.17∗ 0.18∗ 0.20∗

High age (>50 years) 0.29∗ 0.26∗ 0.25∗ 0.12∗

Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Tenure-group 1 (<10 years) 0.38∗ 0.46∗ 0.42∗ 0.48∗

Tenure-group 2 (10–19 years) 0.26∗ 0.22∗ 0.29∗ 0.32∗

Tenure-group 3 (20–29 years) 0.07∗ 0.32∗ 0.08∗ 0.20∗

Tenure-group 4 (>30 years) 0.29∗ 0.00 0.21∗ 0.00
Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Source: Authors’ own calculation

Table 3.70 Responses to question-18 and the differential impact of gender, type 
of service and nature and types of organisations

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Predictive margins
Female 0.22∗ 0.25∗ 0.36∗ 0.16∗

Male 0.23∗ 0.26∗ 0.40∗ 0.14∗

Private sector 0.25∗ 0.28∗ 0.38∗ 0.09∗

Public sector 0.20∗ 0.21∗ 0.38∗ 0.21∗

Corporate sector 0.13∗ 0.31∗ 0.40∗ 0.16∗

Academia 0.33∗ 0.19∗ 0.36∗ 0.12∗

Non-executive 0.20∗ 0.43∗ 0.29∗ 0.08∗

Executive 0.23∗ 0.17∗ 0.42∗ 0.19∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female 0.01 0.01 0.04 −0.02
Public sector vs. private sector −0.05 −0.07∗∗∗ 0.00 0.11∗

Academia vs. corporate 0.20∗ −0.12∗ −0.04 −0.04
Executive vs. non-executive 0.03 −0.26∗ 0.14∗ 0.09∗

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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other options more, the differences are not statistically significant. The 
ranking of the options, however, remains the same irrespective of gender. 
Males, as well as females, prefer option-c most, followed by the options b, 
a and d in descending order of preference.

Private and public sector employees, too, follow the same ranking. 
The private sector employees, however, are significantly more inclined, 
compared to their counterparts in the public sector, to provide a solu-
tion within the existing set of codes of conduct. The public sector 
employees, on the other hand, tend to seek an immediate solution with 
a stronger urge. They, however, choose option-c with equal probability. 
Hence, while both groups feel the urge to integrate moral issues with 
action, they feel the urge equally. The private sector employees tend to 
consider perceived harm and social consensus more seriously than do the 
public sector employees, but the difference in attitude has never been 
statistically significant.

The corporate sector employees like option-c most, with further prefer-
ences for options b, d and a in descending order. The academicians, how-
ever, have a similar liking for option-c but prefer the remaining options in 
a different order. In fact, academicians care about the needs and apprehen-
sions of all stakeholders significantly strongly than do the corporate per-
sonnel while designing strategies in crises. The latter, on the other hand, 
is more inclined to design strategies within the existing domain of work-
place ethics. Although the corporate personnel have greater chances over 
the academicians to select option-c and option-d, the differences are not 
statistically significant.

A significant difference in attitude is perceptible depending on whether 
a person enjoys any leading position in his/her organisation or not. The 
non-executives choose option-b with the highest probability and have 
preferences for other options, namely, option c, a and d in descending 
order. The executives, however, prefer option-c most, with further prefer-
ences for options a, d and b in descending order. In fact, executives have 
significantly greater chances, over non-executives, to select options c and 
d. Specifically, the executives look for an immediate solution in nine per 
cent more cases, while they seek to integrate moral issues with actions in 
14 per cent more cases. The employees who are not in any leading posi-
tion have much greater chances (almost 26 per cent) to design a strategy 
within the existing codes of conduct than do the executives. While the 
executives are more inclined to incorporate the desires and apprehensions 
of all the stakeholders in their strategies, the difference with the non- 
executives is not statistically significant.
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The next consideration that may be related to the issue is an exploration 
of the factors that might restrict employees while they take decisions to 
pull their organisation out of the crises. The factors might assume varying 
dimensions. Critical situations often raise the necessity to take quick (but 
not hasty) but effective decisions. This often puts the concerned employ-
ees in a time pressure that they might find difficult to deal with. A major 
dilemma might arise out of the fact that each crisis may be unique in 
nature or might have very little similarities among them to allow compari-
son. In such situations, employees would not find it easy to take any deci-
sion based on experiences, nor could they justify their position by drawing 
out examples from the past. The lack of supporting data often restrains the 
effectiveness and promptness of their decision. A crisis often demands 
immediate intervention that might cross the territorial boundaries of eth-
ics. The apprehension that their urge for an immediate solution might 
have an adverse ethical implication in the longer run often constrains the 
decisions taken by the employees. The other factor that might affect deci-
sion making during a crisis is possible pressure or interference from the 
authority or peers. Such a factor often makes an employee adopt short- 
term measures, some of which may often be in conflict with individual 
perception of morality.

3.3.20  Encumbrances in the Process of Adopting an Optimum 
Decision During Phases of Crisis

While exploring the possible factor behind one’s dilemma to take deci-
sions to pull out his/her organisation of crisis, the study lends the follow-
ing four options to the respondents to choose from:

Option-a: Time pressure—the compulsion to take an instant but effec-
tive decision.

Option-b: Given the varying nature of crises, there is often a lack of sup-
porting data or information to help you take a decision or to 
justify your position.

Option-c: Your apprehension that your pursuit for an immediate solu-
tion might have adverse ethical implications in the long run.

Option-d: The interfering leader/supervisor/authority or peers 
often persuade you to take short-term measures that often 
breach morality, which you otherwise would have taken 
into consideration.
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Thirty-two per cent of the respondents feel that the nature of the crises 
that they face varies so much that there is not enough supporting data or 
evidences that might help them take effective decisions or justify their 
positions. Thirty-one per cent, however, put the blame on the time pres-
sure that is often associated with the process of decision making in a crisis. 
They often find it difficult to identify an instantaneous but effective 
 solution to tackle crises. Twenty-two per cent of the respondents identify 
the interfering attitude of their supervisors, team leaders, peers or the 
authority as the major disturbing factor. They claim to have been per-
suaded by their authority or peers to take short-term measures that often 
breach morality, which the respondents would otherwise have taken into 
consideration. The remaining 15 per cent, however, worries about the 
long-run ethical implications of their decisions to tackle a crisis (Fig. 3.26).

The factors that might affect one’s responses to question-19 may be the 
age and gender of the respondents, the nature of their organisation 
(whether public or private), the type of the sector (whether corporate or 
academic) in which the respondent is absorbed, the length of their service 
and whether (s)/he enjoys any leading position in his or her organisation. 
A suitable Multinomial Logit model is estimated, and marginal effects and 
contrasts of margins are reported to analyse such choices of options in 
detail. The LR chi2(24) assumes the value of 235.59, which is significant 
at the one per cent level. While the Log likelihood is −381.30, the Pseudo 
R2 stands at 0.2360. These describe the model to be a good fit. The pre-
dictive margins and the contrasts of margins are reported in Table 3.71.
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Fig. 3.26 Proportions of respondents choosing options for question-19 (with 
95% CI). (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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Forty-one per cent of female respondents choose option-b, while 28 
per cent choose option-a. Eighteen per cent choose option-c, and option-
 d remains the choice of only 13 per cent of the female respondents. Hence, 
given the options, females generally isolate the lack of sufficient informa-
tion to have badly affected their ability to take effective decisions. While a 
good number of female employees admit to have succumbed to time pres-
sure, only a small group of them admit to have faced pressure from the 
peer group or the system itself. Only 18 per cent of them, however, face 
ethical blindness on their own. The males, on the other hand, choose 

Table 3.71 Responses to question-19 and the differential impact of gender, type 
of service and nature and types of organisations

Options to Q-19

a b c d

Predictive margins
Female 0.28∗ 0.41∗ 0.13∗ 0.18∗

Male 0.32∗ 0.25∗ 0.18∗ 0.26∗

Private sector 0.22∗ 0.44∗ 0.10∗ 0.24∗

Public sector 0.36∗ 0.20∗ 0.29∗ 0.15∗

Corporate sector 0.35∗ 0.25∗ 0.24∗ 0.16∗

Academia 0.26∗ 0.38∗ 0.10∗ 0.28∗

Non-executive 0.26∗ 0.33∗ 0.15∗ 0.27∗

Executive 0.34∗ 0.31∗ 0.16∗ 0.20∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female 0.03 −0.16∗ 0.05 0.08∗∗

Public sector vs. private sector 0.14∗ −0.20∗ 0.19∗ −0.09∗∗

Academia vs. corporate −0.09∗ 0.13∗ −0.10∗ 0.12∗

Executive vs. non-executive 0.12∗ −0.02 0.01 −0.07∗∗

Combined effects
(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Public vs. private)

0.01 −0.02 −0.002 0.01

(Executive vs. non-executive) over 
(Academics vs. corporate)

−0.001 0.002 −0.01 0.01

(Executive vs. non-executive) over  
(Male vs. female)

0.001 0.003 0.004 −0.01

(Male vs. female) over (Executive vs. 
non-executive)

0.03∗∗∗ −0.05∗∗ 0.02 0.004

(Male vs. female) over (Academics vs. 
corporate)

0.02 −0.02 −0.02 0.02

(Male vs. female) over (Public vs. private) 0.04∗∗ 0.004 0.01 −0.04∗∗

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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option-a in 32 per cent cases. Hence, the time pressure matters most to 
them. Options b and d are more or less equally important so that 26 per 
cent of the males accuse peer pressure and the pressure from the system to 
have constrained their ability to take long-term ethical decisions under 
crisis. Twenty-five per cent of them find the lack of sufficient information 
to be the most challenging factor affecting their decision. Only 18 per 
cent, however, are constrained by their own ethical dilemma. The con-
trasts of margin, however, show significant gender differences in only two 
cases. While males, in contrast to females, are more perturbed by time 
pressures and suffer more from an ethical dilemma in a crisis, the attitudi-
nal differences are not statistically significant. Males, however, are signifi-
cantly more pressurised by their peers but females are relatively more 
perturbed by the lack of sufficient information that might help them to 
take an appropriate decision.

Private sector employees choose option-b most, while public sector 
employees prefer option-a. The private sector employees are more or less 
equally disturbed by the time and peer pressures, with the latter being 
slightly more important. They are, however, least bothered about the ethi-
cal dilemma that they face. The public sector employees, on the other 
hand, find the time pressure to be most important among the four factors. 
Their own ethical dilemma, too, bothers them significantly. While a lack of 
sufficient information about past incidents constrains their actions in 20 
per cent cases, they are relatively less pressurised by their peers and/or 
authority to take up short-term measures to avoid crises. The attitudinal 
differences between the two groups of employees are, however, statisti-
cally significant.

A significant difference in attitude is further noted between the acade-
micians and the corporate personnel. Given the four options, time pres-
sure bothers the corporate personnel most while the lack of sufficient 
information about how past problems were encountered remains a con-
cern for the academicians. Corporate personnel take options b and c 
equally seriously but are least affected by peer pressure or the pressure 
from the system. The academicians face significant interference from their 
peers and the system so they are often forced to adopt short-term mea-
sures devoid of any ethical considerations. Time pressure is equally 
restraining for them but they are usually not much perturbed by their 
intrinsic ethical dilemma. The significant differences in the attitude of the 
two groups are further revealed in the significant contrast of margins.
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The respondents in the leading position are more affected by the 
requirement to take timely and effective decisions in a crisis. The non- 
executives, however, encounter significant pressure from their peers and 
the authority while taking decisions in crises. The fact that the nature of 
the crises differs and any information about past crises does not help much 
in tackling present issues remains a botheration for the two groups and 
that affects them more or less equally. The two groups, however, are least 
constrained by their inherent ethical dilemma.

Combined effects reveal additional observations. The fact that males are 
relatively more constrained by the time pressure tends to magnify among 
the public sector employees and among the executives. Further, the stron-
ger peer pressure on males tends to escalate in public sector enterprises. 
The females might worry more about the lack of supporting information, 
but they do so less intensively while being in any leading position.

Ages and tenures too, have a significant bearing on the opinions 
revealed by the respondents (Table 3.72).

The combined effects of age and tenure would give us better insights to 
comment on the differences in opinion at different levels of maturity and 
experience. The least-experienced and junior-most employees belonging to 
the first age group and the first tenure group take decisions under signifi-

Table 3.72 Responses to question-19 and the differential impact of age and tenure

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Age-group 1 0.15∗ 0.18∗ 0.08∗∗ 0.59∗

Age-group 2 0.29∗ 0.22∗ 0.22∗ 0.27∗

Age-group 3 0.39∗ 0.10∗∗ 0.21∗ 0.30∗

Age-group 4 0.30∗ 0.66∗ 0.02 0.02
Tenure-group 1 0.46∗ 0.19∗ 0.24∗∗ 0.11∗∗

Tenure-group 2 0.11∗∗ 0.57∗ 0.05 0.27∗

Tenure-group 3 0.29∗ 0.25∗ 0.00 0.46∗

Tenure-group 4 0.06∗∗∗ 0.13∗ 0.05 0.76∗

Tenure-group 1/age-group 1 0.31∗ 0.16∗ 0.20∗ 0.33∗

Tenure-group 1/age-group 2 0.44∗ 0.10∗ 0.42∗ 0.04
Tenure-group 2/age-group 2 0.13∗ 0.40∗ 0.09∗∗ 0.38∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 3 0.25∗ 0.33∗ 0.13∗ 0.29∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 3 0.51∗ 0.06∗∗∗ 0.01 0.43∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 4 0.29∗ 0.69∗ 0.01 0.01
Tenure-group 4/age-group 4 0.25∗ 0.67∗ 0.02 0.06

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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cant pressure from their peers and/or the authority. They are equally con-
strained by time pressure. They, however, are less likely to get disturbed by 
their intrinsic ethical dilemma while taking decisions under crisis. The fact 
that they cannot obtain relevant information about past events to help 
them take decisions under crises does not bother them much. This is more 
prominent for the lower-middle-aged people who belong to the first tenure 
group. This group is most concerned about the possible long- run ethical 
implications of their decisions. They are significantly constrained by the 
time pressure but not by any pressure from peers and/or the authority.

The second tenure group consists of lower as well as upper-middle- 
aged employees. The absence of any precedent that might help them take, 
or justify their decisions, bothers them significantly. They usually take 
decisions under significant pressure from their peers or the system itself. 
While the time pressure remains, they are usually less hesitant about the 
possible ethical implications of their decisions.

The section of the upper-middle aged employees who belong to the 
third tenure group, however, are constrained by either time pressure or 
interference from their peers or the authority. Such interference declines 
to a bare minimum for the group of senior employees who have served 
their organisations for more than 20 years. While time pressure bothers 
them a lot, the absence of past evidence to rely on is much more serious 
an issue for them.

3.3.21  Optimum Decisions During Phases of Organisational 
Upgradation

The second critical situation often encountered by the employees is one 
when an organisation reaches a crucial juncture where upgradation is inev-
itable and desirable. The situation may be similar to one of crisis in the 
sense that modifications or redefining of plans of action may be essential 
or unavoidable. During the process, the concept of morality or ethics may 
have to be modified and that might put the decision-makers in an ethical 
dilemma. The issues that might affect one’s decision or plans of action 
during these phases of transition (in the form of upgradation) might take 
several dimensions.

The planners may prioritise and concentrate on the issues of upgrada-
tion first. A modified set of conduct may be defined and introduced later 
if the upgraded environment requires so. Some, however, may not be 
comfortable with such sequential strategies. They, hence, may insist on 
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decisions related to such a process of upgradation (or any desirable transi-
tion) to be framed within the existing set of ethical standards because, 
perhaps, ethics cannot be modified or redefined. A more rational group, 
however, may be in favour of framing decisions in the context of situa-
tional ethics. Hence, they do not intend the process of upgradation (or 
any favourable transition) to bypass ethics or to put it as a sideshow, but 
bending ethics is not a vice to them if the situation demands so. A more 
radical group of planners may, however, be located who seek to set the 
upgradation issues free from ethical consideration.

Hence, while exploring the individual opinions about the nature of the 
decisions that might be taken when an organisation passes through phases 
of upgradation (or any other favourable transition), the study offered a set 
of four options to them as follows:

Option-a: The related decision/s should consider the upgradation 
aspect only; the codes of conduct may be defined later.

Option-b: The related decision/s should be framed in the context of 
the existing codes of conduct.

Option-c: The related decision/s has/have nothing to do with ethics.
Option-d: The related decision/s should be framed in the context of 

situational ethics only.

Only four per cent of the respondents believe that the decisions to be 
taken during the process of upgradation have nothing to do with ethics. 
Seven per cent keeps faith on a sequential process where upgradations 
should be emphasised first and codes of conduct may be modified later, if 
necessary. Fifty-five per cent of the respondents opine that the related 
decisions should be framed in the context of existing codes of conduct. 
Upgradation should not modify the existing codes of conduct. The 
remaining 35 per cent, however, are in favour of modifying ethical codes 
if the situation so demands (Fig. 3.27).

Given the skewed choice of the options, it is difficult to apply the 
Multinomial Logit model in this case. Running a Multinomial Logit esti-
mation results in an insignificant LR Chi-squared thereby pointing towards 
the inefficacy of the model to explain the behaviour of the respondents. 
We, therefore, base our analysis for this section on simple descriptive sta-
tistics (Table 3.73).

The study analyses the majority opinion and, hence, considers the 
responses for option-b and option-d only. The males, the private sector 
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Fig. 3.27 Proportions of respondents choosing options for question-20 (with 
95% CI). (Source: Authors’ own calculation)

Table 3.73 Responses to question-20 and the differential impact of age, tenure, 
gender, type of service and nature and types of organisations

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d

Gender
Female 0.50 0.48 0.62 0.45 Pearson chi2(3): 1.36
Male 0.50 0.52 0.38 0.55
Total 1 1 1 1
Age
Age-group 1 0.31 0.23 0.38 0.31 Pearson chi2(9): 0.310
Age-group 2 0.15 0.22 0.15 0.30
Age-group 3 0.19 0.27 0.31 0.23
Age-group 4 0.35 0.28 0.15 0.16
Total 1 1 1 1
Tenure
Tenure 1 0.31 0.17 0.38 0.45 Pearson chi2(3): 0.75
Tenure 2 0.31 0.15 0.31 0.29
Tenure 3 0.19 0.25 0.15 0.16
Tenure 4 0.19 0.43 0.15 0.09
Total 1 1 1 1

Corporate sector 0.42 0.45 0.31 0.46 Pearson chi2(1): 0.76
Academia 0.58 0.55 0.69 0.54
Total 1 1 1 1

Private sector 0.46 0.56 0.46 0.61 Pearson chi2(1): 0.78
Public sector 0.54 0.44 0.54 0.39
Total 1 1 1 1

Non-executives 0.39 0.36 0.23 0.34 Pearson chi2(1): 0.81
Executives 0.61 0.64 0.77 0.66
Total 1 1 1 1

Source: Authors’ own calculation



240

employees, the academicians and the employees in any leading positions 
prefer option-b and option-d more than their respective counterparts do. 
However, while males prefer option-b more than the females do, they do 
so relatively strongly for option-d. The same is true for corporate person-
nel. While the group of respondents who chose options b and d have more 
private sector employees among them, the bias towards the private sector 
is stronger in the group that chooses option-d. Hence, given the options 
and the behaviour of their respective counterparts, the males and the pri-
vate sector employees are relatively more inclined to frame decisions in the 
context of situational ethics. The same, however, cannot be inferred about 
the executives and the corporate personnel.

The group that chooses option-b has relatively junior and less experi-
enced employees in smaller proportion. They, however, figure more 
prominently in the other group that chooses option-d. Hence, people at 
their lower ages and with lesser experience do not mind bending ethics if 
the situation demands so during the process of any upgradation. Hence, 
while they are not too radical to give up ethics for upgradation, they do 
not find it rational to cling to any set pattern of ethics either. Ethics, for 
them, is more vibrant and mostly situational. The senior, experienced 
employees, however, emphasise the irreversible nature of ethics and high-
light the necessity to maintain the existing codes of conduct particularly 
during the process of upgradation or in any other phase of desirable 
transition.

As is further evident from Table 3.74, the individual perceptions about 
morality and ethics are much responsible for framing such opinion, as it 
was the case when the respondents were asked to reveal their opinion 
about decision making in crisis. The responses to question-3 may be 
matched with the responses to question-20 to bring out the association. 
The Pearson Chi-squared statistic is significant at the one per cent level 
making such associations to be significant.

Forty-two per cent of the respondents in the group that prefers to make 
decisions during upgradation in the context of situational ethics (or choose 
option-d in response to question-20) take small transgressions from work-
place ethics to be inevitable and do not resist as long as these do not result 
in gross unethical behaviour. Thirty-two per cent of this group, however, 
stands ready to accept any deviation provided it is rational and practicable. 
Fifteen per cent of them have a strong opinion against having any rigidly 
defined codes of conduct. The differences in their attitude with those who 
chose option-b to question-20 may easily be perceptible. This group has 
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Table 3.74 Individual perception about morality or ethics and decisions taken 
during organisational upgradation

Responses to Q20

Decision/s 
during 

upgradation 
should 

consider the 
upgradation 

aspect only; the 
COC may be 
defined later

Decision/s 
during 

upgradation 
should be 
framed in 

the context of 
existing codes 

of conduct

Decision/s 
during 

upgradation 
has/have 

nothing to 
do with 
ethics

Decision/s 
during 

upgradation 
should be 
framed in 
the context 

of 
situational 
ethics only

Responses 
to Q3

Workplace ethics are 
strictly defined codes 
of conduct based on 
organisational ethics 
that are to be 
maintained 
irrespective of what 
an individual feels

0.07 0.26 0.15 0.11

Small transgressions 
from workplace 
ethics are inevitable 
and those may be 
tolerated as long as 
these do not result 
in gross unethical 
behaviour or have 
adverse legal 
implications

0.42 0.47 0.62 0.42

Any deviation is 
acceptable provided 
it is rational and 
practicable

0.38 0.15 0.23 0.32

No rigidly defined 
code should exist as 
decisions depend on 
the nature of the 
problem

0.11 0.12 0 0.15

1 100 100 100
Pearson chi2(9) = 17.74, Pr = 0.000

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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relatively more people in it who take organisational ethics to be strictly 
binding and irreversible and who stand ready to accept small transgres-
sions from workplace ethics if these do not result in gross violation of eth-
ics. They, however, are not ready to accept every deviation and hardly 
believe the ethics to be situational.

In its final section of analysis, the study seeks to explore the strategies 
that an employee would find optimum to adopt and the constraints that 
one would be facing while taking such decisions. This ethical dilemma is 
not, unlike the previous cases, specific to any situation such as the phases 
of transition or crises that an organisation often passes through. The 
dilemma might arise at any phase of the life of the organisation. Moreover, 
it is different from the cases of ethical issues, which we discussed earlier, 
when the system or the peer group forces one to do something that the 
person concerned perceives as unethical. The study treats the concept of 
ethical dilemma, as it would be presented in this section, as an ethical 
paradox that involves a decision making problem to choose between two 
possible moral imperatives, neither of which is unambiguously acceptable 
(nor, refutable). Hence, as we discussed earlier, it is not a choice between 
being ethical and violating ethics where people could unequivocally rank 
the strategies, may be in a subjective fashion, in terms of moral imperative. 
Rather, it is a choice between two (perhaps) equally ethical strategies where 
adopting one would surely lead to the violation of the other. The inability 
to rank the available alternatives makes it a paradox.

3.3.22  Ethical Dilemma and the Optimum Choice of Action

Ethical dilemma may be solved in many different ways. The study using the 
theories available in the context of moral philosophy isolates a few of them.

A possible solution may be traced in the theory of Utilitarianism 
(Bentham, 1748–1832; Mill, 1806–1873) that emphasises on the selec-
tion of a strategy that produces the greatest good for the greatest number. 
Utilitarianism believes that something is morally good to the extent that it 
produces a greater balance of pleasure over pain for the largest number of 
people involved in it. Bentham contends pleasure to be the ultimate stan-
dard of morality as “the greatest happiness of all those whose interest is in 
question … [is] the right and proper, and only right and proper and uni-
versally desirable, end of human action.” Hence, Utilitarianism is a conse-
quentialist theory (or a result-oriented approach) where actions are 
assessed based on their consequences on the stakeholders. Rather than 
making moral judgements, Utilitarianism assesses actions or strategies 
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solely on the basis of their potential to generate maximum utility (or good) 
for the maximum number of stakeholders. It judges neither the good (or 
strategy) nor the people who benefit from it. Thus, in Utilitarianism, 
actions do not have any intrinsic ethical character but acquire their moral 
status from the consequence that flow from them. Actions that produce 
more benefit than harm are right. The idea is often adopted by the business 
leaders while taking decisions in situations like expansion, closing, hiring 
and layoffs where the presence of an ethical dilemma may well be a possi-
bility. If strategies cannot be ranked in terms of morality, it is better to 
make a utilitarian determination to judge strategies in terms of the conse-
quences. The decision making however, is not that easy. A mere cost- 
benefit analysis, however, should not be taken as a proper utilitarian 
calculus until and unless it takes into account all possible externalities and 
all possible effects on the stakeholders.

Utilitarianism, however, is not free from criticism. It appears to defend 
actions, which may be intuitively wrong. Any wretched pleasure from any 
ill-will is considered good, and, as argued by Bentham, “… before any bad 
consequences arrive, it is good as any other that is not more intense…”. In 
his essay Utilitarianism, Mill argued that not all pleasures should be 
treated as equal. Pleasure does not depend on quantity alone, and it is 
necessary to distinguish between high-quality and low-quality pleasures. 
One must concede, as Mill argued, that a small amount of high-quality 
pleasure is likely to outweigh a larger amount of low-quality pleasure. 
Hence, a small amount of high-quality pleasure that comes with substan-
tial amounts of unhappiness should be considered more pleasure than a 
greater amount of purer but lower-quality pleasure. Hence, as long as an 
action or strategy produces enough high-quality pleasure, it can be theo-
retically defended. The theory finds its relevance in the business world 
specifically when a particular course of action is anticipated to threaten the 
sense of pleasure of a particular group. A discriminating strategy, in this 
context, however, may not be treated as unethical (and, may be justified) 
if it discriminates against low-quality pleasure.

The act-oriented or the deontological approach lies at the other extreme 
of thought that bases itself on the idea that actions do have intrinsic moral 
value. A deontological thinker hails some actions to be inherently malicious 
and condemns those as indefensible, no matter how much pleasure comes 
from it. If evicting people from their land is intrinsically wrong, there is no 
way to justify it even when a dam constructed on the freed land produces 
more good (even to those who have been evicted) than harm. The most 
representative thinker of this approach, Immanuel Kant (1724–1804) intro-
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duced the fundamental moral law (or the categorical imperative) to deter-
mine the ethical character of an action independent of its consequences. An 
ethical (or good) action, as Kant contended, must not simply conform to a 
moral law but be performed for the sake of a moral law. The intrinsic good-
ness should be based on reasons, rationality and a sense of duty. This makes 
ethics essentially a rational enterprise and, hence, ethical principles should 
have the same character as is possessed by logic and mathematics, namely, 
internal consistency and universal validity. Thus, adopting a strategy may be 
justified if it is the right thing to do, and not simply because it has positive 
consequences. A deontological approach, however, is uncompromising in 
nature and, hence, may be less effective in approaching the issues of an ethi-
cal dilemma.

The other theory that may be extended to explore solutions to an ethi-
cal dilemma is the common good approach. The approach takes all indi-
viduals as part of a large community. A healthy and stable functioning 
community is the prerequisite for the welfare of all individuals, including 
the most vulnerable section of the society. Hence, the desirability of any 
action should be assessed by its potential to erode or upgrade some aspects 
of this common good. Benefitting society is, thus, equivalent to benefit for 
all who are parts of it.

The fairness or justice approach owes its origin to the views of Greek 
philosopher Aristotle who maintained that the “equals should be treated 
equally and unequals unequally”. The fairness or justice approach treats 
everyone in a similar way without introducing any distortion or discrimi-
nation. Any favouritism hence is to be condemned.

Using these lines of approach, the study offers five options to the 
respondents who reveal their opinion about the best possible strategy to 
be taken during an ethical dilemma. Specifically, they were to choose from 
the following set of options:

Option-a: Choose the strategy that produces the greatest good for the 
greatest number.

Option-b: A strategy that protects the interest of a group over others may 
not be unethical if there is justification for discriminating.

Option-c: Whatever be the goal, an ethical decision is the one that leads 
to benefit for all.

Option-d: An ethical decision is the one that maximises the benefit of 
the community.

Option-e: An ethical decision is the one that leads one to act according 
to his/her sense of morality.
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As is evident from Fig.  3.28, the respondents are expressing widely 
varying opinions so no majority opinion may be formed. Twenty-seven 
per cent of the respondents prefer option-a or prefer to choose a strategy 
that would produce the greatest good for the greatest number. Twenty- 
four per cent choose option-c so that they want to adopt the fairness or 
justice approach where the decisions would lead to benefits for all. Twenty- 
two per cent of the respondents opt for option-d so that they believe in 
the common good approach. The two other options are relatively less 
preferred. Fifteen per cent of the respondents believe an ethical decision to 
be based on morality, while 11 per cent chooses option-b and prefers to 
choose a strategy that would protect the interest of a group over others if 
there were justification for discriminating.

As in the earlier cases, the study considers the age and gender of the 
respondents, the nature of their organisation (whether public or private), 
the type of the sector (whether corporate or academics) in which the 
respondent is absorbed, the length of their service and whether (s)/he 
enjoys any leading position in his or her organisation as factors affecting 
responses to question-21. A suitable Multinomial Logit model is esti-
mated, and marginal effects and contrasts of margins are reported to anal-
yse such choices of options in detail. The LR chi2(56) assumes the value of 
284.80, which is significant at the one per cent level. While the Log likeli-
hood is −436.12, the Pseudo R2 stands at 0.2461. These describe the 
model to be a good fit. The predictive margins and contrasts of margins 
are reported in Table 3.75.

Fig. 3.28 Proportions of respondents choosing options for question-21 (with 
95% CI). (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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Given the options, the females have equal preferences for options a, c 
and e. Hence, female respondents are willing to produce the greatest good 
for the greatest number, impart fairness or incorporate morality with eth-
ics with equal chances. Only 16 per cent of them believe in a ncommon 
good approach. They, however, do not support discriminating against any 
group even if there were a basis for doing so. The preferences revealed by 
males, on the other hand, differ. Options a, d and c may be described as 
their three most favoured choices in order of preferences. While produc-
ing the greatest good for the greatest number is the most preferred choice, 
the common good and the fairness approaches remain equally important. 
While 12 per cent of them support justifiable discrimination, only eight 
per cent of the males wish to emphasise the moral content of ethical issues. 
The differences in opinion across gender may be further analysed using 
the contrast of margins. While males prefer the first two options more 
extensively than the females do, the differences are not significant. Hence, 
although males tend to emphasise more on producing the greatest good 
for the greatest number or on justifiable discrimination under an ethical 
dilemma, the differences may not be taken much seriously. The significant 
difference lies in the fact that males tend to emphasise more on common 
good while females are more interested to depend on their sense of moral-
ity under an ethical dilemma.

Table 3.75 Responses to question-21 and the differential impact of gender, type 
of service and nature and types of organisations

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Option-e

Predictive margins
Female 0.24∗ 0.09∗ 0.24∗ 0.16∗ 0.24∗

Male 0.29∗ 0.12∗ 0.24∗ 0.27∗ 0.08∗

Private sector 0.24∗ 0.12∗ 0.22∗ 0.27∗ 0.15∗

Public sector 0.32∗ 0.10∗ 0.28∗ 0.13∗ 0.16∗

Corporate sector 0.22∗ 0.17∗ 0.22∗ 0.18∗ 0.22∗

Academia 0.30∗ 0.05∗ 0.24∗ 0.27∗ 0.13∗

Non-executive 0.25∗ 0.12∗ 0.23∗ 0.23∗ 0.16∗

Executive 0.28∗ 0.10∗ 0.25∗ 0.22∗ 0.15∗

Contrast of margin
Male vs. female 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.09∗∗ −0.16∗

Public sector vs. private sector 0.08∗∗ −0.02 0.06 −0.14∗ 0.01
Academia vs. corporate 0.08∗∗ −0.12∗ 0.02 0.09∗∗ −0.09∗∗

Executive vs. non-executive 0.03 −0.02 0.02 −0.01 −0.01

∗/∗∗/∗∗∗Implies significance at the 1%/5%/10% level

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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The private sector employees, given the options, reveal the common 
good approach to be the most favoured one followed by the ability of any 
decision to produce the greatest good for the greatest number. They pre-
fer the fairness approach as the third alternative but have relatively weaker 
preferences to place emphasis on morality issues or on justifiable discrimi-
nation. The public sector employees, on the other hand, have relatively 
greater preferences for the Utilitarianism approach and fairness approach. 
Morality issues, the common good approach or justifiable discrimination 
does not matter much for them. This difference in opinion is revealed in 
its starkest form for the first and third options. The public sector employ-
ees have significantly greater chances to intend to ensure the greatest good 
for the greatest number, while private sector employees have significantly 
greater chances to emphasise maintaining the common good approach.

The corporate personnel choose options a, c and e with equal chances and 
options b and d with equal vigour. Academicians, however, choose option-a 
with higher chances. While options c and d are more or less equally desirable, 
they have a strong disinterest in option-b. The differences in option may be 
better grasped by looking at the contrasts of the margin. The academicians 
are interested to ensure the greatest good for the greatest number and to 
ensure the common good with more vigour than do corporate personnel. 
The corporate personnel, on the hand, are more interested to take decisions 
on the basis of morality and to go for discrimination if it could be justified.

The differences in opinion, however, may hardly be noted between the 
executives and the non-executives.

The age and length of service of the respondents have some influences 
on their opinion about decision making under an ethical dilemma 
(Table 3.76). The combined effect of age and tenure might give us better 
insight. Utilitarianism finds the greatest support among the junior-most, 
least experienced employees. Although the employees in the lower-middle 

Table 3.76 Responses to question-21 and the differential impact of age and tenure

Option-a Option-b Option-c Option-d Option-e

Tenure-group 1/age-group 1 0.47∗ 0.05∗∗ 0.12∗ 0.18∗ 0.08∗

Tenure-group 1/age-group 2 0.14∗ 0.09∗∗ 0.48∗ 0.21∗ 0.09∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 2 0.09∗∗ 0.20∗ 0.36∗ 0.27∗ 0.08∗

Tenure-group 2/age-group 3 0.25∗ 0.23∗ 0.25∗ 0.11∗ 0.16∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 3 0.25∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.27∗ 0.09∗∗ 0.27∗

Tenure-group 3/age-group 4 0.25∗ 0.16∗ 0.28∗ 0.06 0.27∗

Tenure-group 4/age-group 4 0.22∗ 0.01 0.31∗ 0.01 0.46∗

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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age group in the first and second tenure groups remain sceptical, the inter-
est for creating the greatest good for the greatest number comes back with 
maturity and experience. The senior-most employees, however, lose inter-
est in it to some extent.

The middle-aged employees in the second tenure group do not mind to 
discriminate among groups if there is any reason to do so. The strategy, 
however, is less favoured by the less-experienced junior employees. The ten-
dency loses its strength as people move on to the third group of tenure. The 
senior and most-experienced employees condemn any form of discrimina-
tion among stakeholders even if there is a ground to do so. The morality 
issues too gain significance at higher levels of maturity and experiences.

The fairness and common good approaches are actually more popular 
among the respondents in the lower-middle ages. They, instead of consid-
ering the greatest good for the greatest number, seek to embrace an all- 
inclusive approach. This, however, finds little support among the 
junior-most employees whose lack of experience might make them 
 sceptical about the feasibility of taking a decision that might help all the 
stakeholders or the community. The relatively senior employees do not 
believe in pursuing the common good approach but intend to take initia-
tives to ensure fairness or justice for all in situations of ethical dilemmas.

3.3.23  Ethical Dilemma and the Factors Constraining 
Optimum Choice of Action

To explore the factors that might actually constrain one’s decision making 
processes in the presence of an ethical dilemma, the respondents were to 
choose from the following options:

Option-a: You, on your own, find it difficult to choose the appropriate 
action.

Option-b: Given the situation, you are certain about the choice of the 
action but not about the reactions from the relevant cohort.

Option-c: Your course of action is often influenced if not restricted by 
your authority/group-leader/significant peers.

Option-d: Nothing as such.

The options include individual predicament, peer-group effects, resis-
tance or interference from the system and the reaction of any relevant 
cohort. The options include an extreme possibility that no constraint is 
actually hindering the decision making process of the individual.
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As depicted in Fig. 3.29, thirty-six per cent of the respondents choose 
option-b and hence opine that, given a situation, it is not a problem for 
them to identify the appropriate choice of action. What actually bothers 
them more is the reaction from the relevant cohort that they find difficult to 
predict. This relevant cohort might include the peers, the groups that would 
be affected, the social groups and the media. Since the presence of ethical 
dilemma involves a choice between two rights and the choice of one leads to 
transgression from some other ethical standard, the choice of a particular 
action might invoke serious repercussion from the relevant cohort. Such 
repercussion, if left unaddressed, might threaten the  reputation of the 
organisation concerned. However, until and unless action is on its way, it 
may be difficult to predict the repercussions.

Twenty-nine per cent of respondents choose option-c and hence reveal 
their course of action to be significantly influenced, if not restricted, by 
their authority or group leaders or significant peers. Such direct interfer-
ence often restrains them to take a course of action that they might not 
find to be optimum.

Options d and a are almost equally preferred by the respondents. 
Seventeen per cent of them tend to put the blame on themselves, particu-
larly on their inability to choose the most appropriate course of action dur-
ing an ethical dilemma. Eighteen per cent of the respondents, however, find 
no such significant factor that could affect their decision making process.

The group of respondents who do not face any such constraint is consti-
tuted mainly of the males. The private sector employees and the academi-
cians find the constraints to be the least binding for them. The executives, 

0.17

0.36
0.29

0.18

Fig. 3.29 Proportions of respondents choosing options for question 22 (with 
95% CI). (Source: Authors’ own calculation)
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the corporate personnel and the public sector employees have relatively 
lower chances to admit the absence of any such constraint that might affect 
their decision making processes under an ethical dilemma. Likewise, the 
senior employees, particularly who have served their organisations for more 
than 20 years and are of more than 40 years of age have a strong tendency 
to be sceptical about having a flexible workplace environment that imposes 
no impediment to their decision making processes under an ethical 
dilemma. The relatively less-experienced, junior employees, however, find 
the workplace environment to be free enough (Table 3.77).

Table 3.78 shows the choices of the different groups that find their 
workplace environment to be restrictive in some sense or other so as to 
affect their decision making processes under an ethical dilemma. The esti-
mation of a Multinomial Logit model gives an insignificant long run chi- 
squared and returns a low value of pseudo R-squared. Hence, the study 
analyses the choices of different groups of respondents on the basis of 
simple proportions and Pearson’s Chi-squared test statistic.

Given the choices, the executives, the private sector employees and the 
corporate personnel have lower chances to select option-a. It is also true 
for those who are not in any leading position in the public sector or in 
academia. Such chances do not vary much across sectors, types of organ-
isations and nature of service. Hence, irrespective of their nature of service 
and the types of organisation or the sector to which they belong, people 
tend to put less blame on themselves for not being able to take effective 
decisions under an ethical dilemma.

There are, however, certain differences. The executives and the private 
sector employees reveal more or less similar chances to select options b 
and c, but the non-executives and the public sector employees have much 
higher chances to choose option-b over option-c. Hence, the interference 

Table 3.77 Composition of the group of employees that faces no hindrance in 
making choices under an ethical dilemma

Males 0.53 Females 0.47
Public sector 0.44 Private sector 0.56
Corporate personnel 0.43 Academicians 0.57
Executives 0.32 Non-executives 0.68
Age group 1 0.31 Tenure-group 1 0.46
Age group 2 0.31 Tenure-group 2 0.35
Age group 3 0.24 Tenure-group 3 0.09
Age group 4 0.14 Tenure-group 4 0.10

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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from the system does not bother the non-executives and the public-sector 
employees much but, rather, it is the scepticism about the reactions from 
the relevant cohort following their decisions. In fact, their scepticism is 
much stronger than that of their respective counterparts among executives 
and in the private sector. The executives and the private sector employees, 
on the other hand, find the problems of interfering authority or adverse 

Table 3.78 Composition of the group of employees who faces significant hin-
drance in making choices under an ethical dilemma

Executives Non-executives Private sector Public sector

Option-a 34.92 65.08 52.38 47.62
21.36 20.6 19.3 22.9

Option-b 30.08 69.92 52.63 47.37
38.83 46.73 40.94 48.09

Option-c 38.68 61.32 64.15 35.85
39.81 32.66 39.77 29.01

Pearson chi2(2) 1.97 3.77

Females Males Corporate sector Academics
Option-a 39.68 60.32 44.44 55.56

17.24 24.2 20.59 21.08
Option-b 49.62 50.38 37.59 62.41

45.52 42.68 36.76 50
Option-c 50.94 49.06 54.72 45.28

37.24 33.12 42.65 28.92
Pearson chi2(2) 2.25 6.99∗∗

Age group 1 Age group 2 Age group 3 Age group 4
Option-a 30.16 17.46 25.4 26.98

22.35 14.1 27.12 21.25
Option-b 24.06 27.82 16.54 31.58

37.65 47.44 37.29 52.5
Option-c 32.08 28.3 19.81 19.81

40 38.46 35.59 26.25
Pearson chi2(6) 8.41

Tenure 1 Tenure 2 Tenure 3 Tenure 4
Option-a 41.27 26.98 12.7 19.05

20.47 22.37 15.38 25.53
Option-b 39.1 24.06 19.55 17.29

40.94 42.11 50 48.94
Option-c 46.23 25.47 16.98 11.32

38.58 35.53 34.62 25.53
Pearson chi2(6) 4.02

Source: Authors’ own calculation
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reaction from the relevant cohort to be equally disturbing. They, however, 
face relatively greater pressure and interference from their authority or 
significant peers than what is experienced by their counterparts among the 
non-executives and in the public sector organisations.

Given the choices, the corporate personnel take the problem of inter-
fering authority to be much serious an issue than the possible adverse reac-
tion of the relevant cohort following their decisions. The concerns are 
exactly the reverse among academicians. In fact, a comparison of opinions 
across the two groups would show the corporate personnel to remain 
more disturbed by their interfering authority and the academicians to 
remain more perturbed by their inability to gauge the impact of their deci-
sions on the relevant cohort.

While people, irrespective of their gender, tend to put minimal blame 
on themselves for their inability to take effective decisions under an ethical 
dilemma, females have a stronger tendency to defend themselves. They 
claim to have faced relatively greater pressure and interference from their 
authority than do males. Moreover, they remain more sceptical about the 
possibility to predict the reactions from the relevant cohort. Hence, the 
peer pressure and the interference from the system seem to be stronger for 
females, rather than for males, as they take decisions under an ethi-
cal dilemma.

People, irrespective of their maturity and experience, have relatively less 
inclined to hold themselves responsible for not being able to take effective 
decisions under an ethical dilemma. Despite this general trait, the junior 
employees tend to show greater courage to put the blame of a failure to 
take an effective decision on themselves. The senior employees, however, 
are more prone to defend themselves. The relatively junior employees find 
their authority to be much interfering, while the senior employees remain 
more certain about the possible course of action but worry about the pos-
sible adverse effect on relevant cohorts. Hence, the junior group of 
employees tend to possess an interesting trait. They have a relatively 
greater tendency to report to not to have faced any significant constraint 
in their process of decision making under ethical dilemma. However, those 
who face the constraints tend to blame the interfering authority, but they 
possess the moral fibre, perhaps more than their seniors do, to hold them-
selves responsible wherever appropriate.

The study thus reveals significant findings that may be helpful in under-
standing the nature and dimension of the problem of ethical decision 
making in workplaces in the context of India. The results would have 
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significant implications for researchers as well as for organisations as those 
might help in (or at least could provide clues on) solving the issues of 
moral hazard and, to some extent, the problem of adverse selection in 
workplaces. The results may be pertaining to India, but the implications 
may be relevant for any other country that operates in a similar type of 
business environment. The implications thus require further analyses and 
that is where we move to next.
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CHAPTER 4

The Epilogue: Does the So-Called 
Lucifer Effect Exist?

There can be no compromise when it comes to ethics in the life of an 
organisation and no easy avenue to its success exists which could avoid the 
ethical route. Ethics are presumed to be the immune system of every 
organisation. Yet the incidents of violation of workplace ethics by the 
employees are quite common with far-reaching effects on the long-term 
productivity of the organisation. Following an ethical path often does not 
come naturally and the dishonesty of even the honest people often per-
plexes the observers of the economy. Sermonising on morality and ethics 
appears easy but its manifestation in workplaces is often crumbled and 
shackled by factors that go beyond one’s capacity to control or resist. The 
present study has been an attempt to delve deeper into such issues and has 
devoted itself to explore whether employees, constrained by circum-
stances, could choose right over easy to restrain any breach of integrity. 
The circumstances, in a broader sense of the term, include hostility or sup-
pression of the system as well as one’s own dilemma, ethical blindness and 
the lack of ethical intentions or integrity. The problems in the process of 
ethical decision making thus assume an assortment of intriguing 
dimensions.

The organisations belonging to a wide range of sectors are mostly 
endowed with strong ethical infrastructures that are properly conveyed in 
varying ways to their employees. Only a minor group of respondents, par-
ticularly from the public academic institutions, are unsure about the pres-
ence of the same in their institutions. While the proportion of respondents 
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confirming the presence of such strong ethical infrastructure in their 
organisations is as high as seventy per cent, sixty per cent of them (forty- 
two per cent of total) confirm the codes to be strictly binding on the 
employees. The private sectors and the corporate firms are stronger on 
ethical infrastructure, while following convention or predominant work 
culture is the rule, particularly in the absence of properly conveyed codes 
of conduct, in public sector and in academia. Twenty-eight per cent of the 
employees find their organisations to be less coercive even in the presence 
of strong ethical infrastructure. In the absence of any proper ethical infra-
structure, employees are principally guided by the predominant work cul-
ture and conventions in their organisations. Only a few organisations 
(roughly three per cent of total) allow their employees to apply their own 
value judgements even in the absence of properly conveyed codes of con-
duct. The situation fits with the description of an organisation as was lent 
by Weaver, Treviño, and Cochran (1999) where organisational values are 
internalised and passed on to the new generation of employees such that 
ethical behaviour may be ensured with little or no deliberate intimidation. 
This, however, might lead to unethical or even destructive leadership 
(Treviño, Weaver, Gibson, & Toffler, 1999) breeding unethical practices 
among employees. Such instances are not sparse in the context of the study.

The individual notion of workplace ethics and the perception of indi-
vidual morality and ethics are significant determinants of one’s unethical 
behaviour in workplaces. Interestingly, the presence of ethical infrastruc-
ture or the ethical climate is found to shape or affect the individuals’ per-
ception about the possibility of deviating from workplace ethics. Employees 
of organisations that are endowed with strong ethical infrastructure mostly 
believe in impersonal and non-violable nature of workplace ethics. 
Deviations usually do not come naturally to them. A small group, how-
ever, remains, that probably being frustrated by the strong and imposing 
ethical climate feel the need to have a relaxed environment of situational 
or contextual ethics. A more relaxed ethical climate where the properly 
conveyed ethical codes are not binding makes the employees more flexible 
in attitude. They stand ready to accept deviations from the given codes 
provided those are rational, are practicable and do not bear legal implica-
tions. Frustration, however, remains. A minority group in such organisa-
tions feel the necessity for the ethical codes to be strictly binding and 
impersonal. Organisations with weak ethical infrastructure and relaxed 
ethical climate, on the other hand, make their employees to believe in 
desirability of pursuing policies of situational ethics. A good number of 
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people tend to stand ready to accept deviations from the so-called (and 
not properly defined) ethicality whenever such deviations seem to be ratio-
nal and practicable for them. An urge for having stronger ethical climate 
remains, but only among minority. The fact that the ethical climate could 
affect one’s (un)ethical behaviour in the workplace, thus, may be conjec-
tured in the context of the study provided the tendency to concede devia-
tions from ethical codes could actually transmit into unethical behaviour.

The impact of ethical climate is further felt in shaping one’s consider-
ation while taking decisions in workplaces on their own. The possible ethi-
cal and moral implications, or the practicability and effectiveness of one’s 
decision, gain utmost significance in organisations with stronger ethical 
infrastructure and stringent ethical climate. The reactions from peers or 
the system as such do not put any constraint on the individual decision 
making processes. In a relaxed ethical climate where the deviations from 
ethical codes are not met with serious offence, the decision makers are 
usually bothered by the practicability and effectiveness of their decisions. 
The reactions from the system or the peers seem to be binding for the 
employees who are free to apply their own value judgement in the absence 
of properly conveyed codes of conduct. They put minimal emphasis on the 
feasibility issues and on the moral and ethical implications of decisions.

The perception of the nature of workplace ethics and any tendency to 
take it tantamount with the concept of individual morality may often raise 
confusion and moral dilemma, particularly if the requirement in work-
places could not be justified by individual morality. Only a quarter of the 
respondents believe in the impersonal, non-violable and irreversible nature 
of ethical codes in workplaces, which may not always be explained within 
a narrow domain of self-interest. The most perceptible trend among the 
employees has been to modify their actions to base those on moral as well 
as rational values. While a large group (constituting forty-six per cent of 
the total) tends to tolerate minute deviation from workplace ethics as long 
as these do not have any adverse legal implications; others do not believe 
in irreversible nature of ethical codes in workplaces and tend to justify 
modifications solely by their rationality and practicability. Such attitudes 
are quite in line with the objectivist theory (Rand, 1957, 1964, 1990) 
where any breach of integrity may be explained as gross violation of gener-
ally acceptable moral or rational principles. A marginal group, however, 
believes in uniqueness of each situation that requires framing of codes of 
conduct to meet the specific situational demands. Hence, rationality for 
them lies in making ethical codes to be situational rather than rigidly 
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organisational. Moreover, most of the employees believe that possession 
of strong moral values is necessary, but not sufficient, to maintain work-
place ethics. The moral fibre must be supported by a flexible and positive 
attitude. This very nature of ethical climate and individual perception 
about morality and ethics might help us to grasp the problem of ethical 
decision making in Indian context.

While being asked to report the factors that one perceives to be most 
significant for resulting in unethical behaviour in workplaces, employees 
tend to accuse individual traits (or lack of morality) for faltering ethics. 
Personal life and obligations outside the organisation, however, remain a 
relatively unimportant factor. The work environment seems to have sig-
nificant influence on ethical decision making. However, it is the compul-
sion of following peers and unconditional loyalty to organisational culture 
that seems to be more binding on ethical decision making, rather than the 
predominance of performance-based compensation or appraisal schemes, 
which have no emphasis on collective issues. This perhaps gives one the 
first clue about the possible reasons for moral hazard in terms of violation 
of workplace ethics to emerge. Taking the clue to be a conclusion, how-
ever, would mellow down the true dimension of the problem. While this 
has been a general view, significant differences of opinion remain across 
gender, age, experience and nature and type of organisations and the jobs.

While females, in general, tend to blame workplace-related factors more 
than the males do, the younger females find the follow-thy-peer effect to 
be more binding on unethical behaviour. The males, particularly at 
younger ages, condemn one’s lack of morality quite strongly to account 
for such behaviour. A more matured employee, however, realises the non- 
triviality of personal problems and obligations as a factor generating 
unethical behaviour in workplaces. Hence, the incidence that the males 
are being unethical is a manifestation of their intrinsic lack of morality; the 
females find it to be essentially a forced phenomenon. The problem is 
likely to acquire more serious dimension in an ethical climate where organ-
isational norms are internalised and disseminated through peers. The 
graveness of the issue may further be identified by the fact that women are 
more inclined to believe that possessing moral values is necessary but not 
sufficient to ensure ethical behaviour in workplaces. They in fact stand 
ready to accept deviations from ethicality provided such deviations are 
rational, practicable and do not lead to gross violation of generally accepted 
notion of morality. Even with such a flexible bent of mind, they identify 
the workplace-related factors, particularly the peer effect to be the prime 

 G. CHAKRABARTI AND T. CHATTERJEA



261

reason behind instigating unethical behaviour in workplaces. This perhaps 
signals towards the excessive pressure of the system towards the female, 
particularly towards the younger group, that forces them to bend ethics 
beyond the level that they could justify. The senior female employees find 
the appraisal system or the compensation schemes to be too incoherent to 
ensure ethical behaviour in workplaces. The males, on the other hand, 
particularly at lower ages, believe in the non-violable nature of organisa-
tional ethics and, hence, violation of ethics is essentially a lack of individual 
morality. The system usually is not perceived to put any significant pres-
sure on them. While such views are questioned at matured ages, the basic 
findings do not alter much. The detrimental effects of follow-thy-peer 
policy or of the presence of incoherent appraisal schemes are most signifi-
cantly found in the private sector and in corporates. People, however, 
complain less about such incoherence as they move to enjoy leading posi-
tions in their workplaces.

The incidence of unethical decision making is often related to the deci-
sion making power of the individuals. Individuals with decision making 
power might be able to resist any attempt to compel them to take unethi-
cal decisions. The reverse may also be true. A person with significant deci-
sion making power might be influential enough to bend ethicality. 
Although a large number of respondents in the survey feel to be trusted 
by their colleagues, supervisors or leaders and are allowed to take decisions 
to influence their team’s work effectively, some bitter feeling of being left 
out, particularly among the female employees, is still persistent. A sizable 
proportion of the respondents at relatively lower ages and at lower levels 
of income find their employers to solicit their suggestion only when mass 
approval is required. This is particularly true for the female employees who 
are approached when mass approval is sought, or, even if they are 
approached, their suggestions are hardly put into effective use. Leadership 
is usually associated with stronger decision making power, particularly at 
relatively higher ages and experiences. Discrimination, however, persists as 
the male respondents in leading positions outnumber their female coun-
terparts in private sectors and in corporates and they enjoy greater decision 
making power too.

While decision making power might provide one with the capacity to 
resist being unethical, what matters else is his or her willingness to avoid 
being unethical while taking decisions on their own. Employees, in gen-
eral, have higher chances (of roughly forty-eight per cent) to consider the 
practicability and effectiveness of their decisions as the prime  consideration 
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behind decision making. The ethical or moral issues usually are not taken 
as the most important factors. Significant discrepancies, however, exist 
across age, gender and nature of jobs. Since the female respondents are 
more willing to tolerate small transgressions from organisational ethics 
provided those do not result in gross violation of morality, they remain 
more concerned, across all age groups, about the moral and ethical impli-
cations of their actions. This does not contradict their previous opinion 
that the workplace-related factors force one most significantly to be 
involved into unethical actions. They try to make their decisions ethically 
correct and, hence, gross deviation from it should be attributed not to 
individual incapability, but to external factors. Males, on the other hand, 
are more bothered about the reactions of their peers or of the system as a 
whole. They further have a slightly higher tendency to take into account 
the practicability and effectiveness of their decisions. While the gender 
composition of the employee group is vital, the age composition is no less 
important. Relatively younger and less experienced employees take the 
reactions of the system and their peers more seriously. The importance of 
the factor, however, decreases with age and experience. While morality 
and ethical issues gain increased significance at relatively higher ages, fea-
sibility issues remain the most important consideration during the middle 
ages. While the problem of unethical leadership is one of the major issues 
in many organisations, the employees who are (or have ever been) in any 
leading positions in our study significantly bother about the moral and 
ethical implications of their decisions and they do so more in corporates 
than in academics. The feasibility of one’s decisions or the consequential 
reactions from the system and the peers seem to be of relevance so long as 
an employee does not move to a leading position. The moral or ethical 
implications as well as the feasibility of decisions are important for the 
corporates, while the peer effect is more important for the academicians. 
The ethical climate plays, as discussed earlier, a significant role in shaping 
such considerations. However, the fact that the employees in general treat 
the practicability and effectiveness of decisions to be of prime consider-
ation behind their decision making might raise some doubt about the 
general intention of the employees to implement ethically correct deci-
sions. Depending too much on practicability issues, without much con-
cern about ethicality, might give rise to ethical blind spots.

The effect of ethical climate on individual decision making is most 
effectively grasped by analysing the constraints on it. While some decisions 
taken at the organisational levels are communicated to the common 
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employees in anticipation of unconditional compliance, the process of 
making such decisions often excludes them. The situation breeds discon-
tent among the employees who are left out of the process, particularly if 
they find the decisions to be inconsistent with their individual perception 
of morality. Slightly more than the half of the sample group feel the 
urgency to voice their opinion against such decisions, although within 
reason and context. While this might indicate the presence of distinctive 
trend of intolerance towards immorality, the possibility, however, remains 
that the individuals confuse individual perception of morality with organ-
isational ethics. The ability to reason and to identify the context hence may 
not be easy. In fact, only sixteen per cent of the employees could differen-
tiate between individual morality and the larger organisational morality. 
Given this perceived distinction and the implicit faith in the goodness of 
their organisations to not deviate from organisational morality, they stand 
ready to cooperate. This, however, might breed unconditional compliance 
with unethical decisions if the employees are not well communicated 
about the nature of the ethical codes in their organisations. Hence, realisa-
tion of the fact that individual perception of morality might not be rele-
vant for the organisations is not enough. The presence of proper ethical 
infrastructure to disseminate the ideas of organisational ethics and form-
ing notions of deviations from it are thus necessary. Fourteen per cent of 
the employees agree to cooperate if they find long-run benefits to be 
accruing from such short-term deviation from what they perceive as 
morality. Five per cent of the respondents prefer to stay neutral until and 
unless the impact of their organisation being immoral falls on them. Five 
per cent of the employees, however, find no point in protesting, as they 
anticipate vigorous support in favour of the decision from some quarter. 
Hence, they choose to be neutral. The remaining nine per cent is too vul-
nerable to protest and remain cautious in reacting. They fear the reactions 
to fall on their career. The responses, however, modify across age, gender, 
experience, nature of service and types of organisation.

Following the announcement of an immoral decision by their organisa-
tion, females prefer to stay neutral until their interests are at stake, or they 
stay indifferent anticipating the presence of a stronger pressure group dif-
ficult to deal with. In fact, they tend to raise their voices less often and are 
more cautious than the males in reacting, as they fear such reactions to fall 
on their career. They, however, are less prone to justify means by ends. 
Thus, while the females do not justify any deviation, however short-term 
it may be, in light of the unforeseen long-term benefits to be accrued from 
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it, they may not always be able to protest against such violation. As has 
been discussed earlier, the notion of morality is stronger among females 
and they are flexible enough to tolerate small transgressions from work-
place ethics and to incorporate flexibility in such decision. Still the impact 
of system or peers has been quite stringent on them to affect and mould 
their behaviour. Males, on the other hand, are quite rigid about the non- 
violable nature of workplace ethics and any deviation from it is treated 
essentially as moral flaw on part of the individual. Hence, they react more 
if they apprehend deviation from what they define as morality. They, how-
ever, have a tendency to justify means by ends. This perhaps originates 
from their anticipation about the rationality of the decision makers to con-
sider the ultimate effects of any decision. Males, as noted earlier, consider 
the rationality and practicability issues most seriously while taking deci-
sions on their own. This bent of mind might induce them to perceive 
rationality of any decision makers at the organisational level. Those who 
protest, however, protest irrespective of whether they are in any leading 
position or not. The employees in leading position, particularly the males, 
choose not to remain neutral when the organisation announces any such 
immoral decision. Moreover, the leaders, particularly the females, remain 
hesitant to justify immoral means by its ends. However, being in leader-
ship does not provide females enough power to raise their voices to pro-
test against what they consider immoral.

The problem of induced unethical decision making assumes significant 
dimension across sectors. Being in private sector, and specifically in corpo-
rates, magnifies the tendency (specifically of the males) to assume that 
organisational decisions would not bend organisational ethics and, even if 
it does, the ends would justify the means. The public sector organisations 
offer better opportunity for its employees to protest but more so to the 
males. The academic institutions, however, are more democratic in the 
sense that while providing an environment to protest, no further gender 
discrimination is imparted.

The power to protest against perceived immorality varies with age and 
experience. Relatively less-experienced and younger employees support 
even immoral decisions at their organisation in anticipation of some long- 
run benefits that these are going to generate. Maturity makes people too 
sceptical to justify short-term immorality based on unforeseen long-term 
benefit. Senior and experienced employees, moreover, are matured enough 
to recognise the concept of morality, as is perceived by them, to possibly 
differ from what could be described as organisational morality. Hence, 
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compared to their younger colleagues, they are more inclined to respect 
the seemingly immoral decisions at the organisational level anticipating 
those to align with the larger moral identity of the organisation. While 
employees deem it essential to raise voices against perceived immorality, 
any urge to protest intensifies as they get older and gain experience. Such 
impulsion, however, mellows down significantly once the respondents 
serve their organisation for more than thirty years. In fact, it is more likely 
for the respondents in the upper-middle-age group who have served their 
organisations for twenty to twenty-nine years to raise their voices more 
vigorously against any perceived immorality on part of their organisations.

Immorality and unethical behaviour would often stem from the rigidity 
of the system in conceding that an ethically better code of conduct might 
be framed than what is being currently followed. A more flexible system 
would incorporate, or at least consider, the views of individual employees 
who might identify the potential ethical flaws in the system and could sug-
gest improvements. Such flexibility is essential to boost up employees’ 
intention to participate and to assure employees about the potential integ-
rity of the system in its willingness to modify itself when the existing beliefs 
about the ethicality or morality seem to have lost relevance or practicabil-
ity. The organisations seem to be quite flexible and are found to show 
integrity at least in fifty-one per cent cases provided the employees could 
convince the authorities about the long-term benefits of accepting their 
suggestions and the system finds no harm in accepting those. The system 
remains inflexible with varying dimension to the others that constitute 
almost thirty-six per cent of the sample. Only a handful of them find the 
system to be non-judgemental and perfectly flexible to appreciate and 
accommodate individual suggestion. A good number of the employees 
find the system to be too rigid and this is typical for the Indian public sec-
tor. The rigidity of the sector is further manifested in the difficulties that 
its employees face in persuading the system to accept any change even 
when the potential viability of the move cannot be denied. The Indian 
academic institutions are relatively more flexible than the corporates to 
accept any suggested modification given its practicability and long-term 
potential. Leadership entitles one, particularly the senior, male employees, 
to enjoy flexibility from the system. More interestingly, they find so in the 
public sector. Employees, particularly the females, who are not in any sig-
nificant leading position, find the system to be always sceptical and rigid 
about any modification that they suggest. The system, in general, shows 
greater rigidity towards the females and the situation worsens if they do 
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not enjoy any leading position. Such discriminatory rigidities towards the 
females remain even for the most experienced and senior group of employ-
ees. This rigidity towards the females in accepting their suggestions to 
modify the existing codes of conduct has perhaps made the female employ-
ees to prefer to remain neutral (or even hesitant to protest) when the 
organisation announces a decision that they cannot agree with on moral 
grounds. One interesting feature of the Indian organisations lies in their 
flexible attitude towards the middle-aged employees, with moderate to 
high levels of experience. The junior employees feel the rigidity of the 
system towards them more frequently, while a group of senior-most 
employees who are either on the verge of their retirement or are engaged 
in some full-time job after retirement complain about the same.

Further discrimination exists when the employees find it difficult to 
resist, when the system persuades them to be part of actions that they 
might envisage as unethical or potentially immoral. Only a small propor-
tion of employees tend to refrain from protesting when they are persuaded 
to be engaged in behaviour that could violate workplace ethics. Hence, 
the urge to protest or resist magnifies when the individuals are dragged 
into something unethical rather than when their organisations announce 
some decisions that they perceive as immoral. A good proportion of 
employees even stand ready to leave their jobs when they have to do some-
thing unethical under pressure. In fact, the females appear to be less timid 
and significantly more radical than the males. This reinforces our previous 
finding that females usually stay neutral or refrain from protesting until 
and unless their interests are at stake.

The responses, however, are modified when the system persuades the 
employees to do something that the individuals take as potential threat to 
their perception of morality. Thirty-eight per cent of the respondents 
deem it crucial to protest against any attempt by the system to make them 
involved into activities that they usually condemn as immoral. This imparts 
a bias in the system. This group of employees muddles up their own ideas 
or perceptions of morality with workplace ethics. They are too rigid to 
consider the true nature of such deviations and fail to identify the possible 
channels of obvious divergence between individual morality and work-
place ethics. This group often finds its protests to be futile and develops a 
sense of scepticism about the intention of the system to ensure ethical or 
moral environment. The fact that continued scepticism could affect pro-
ductivity in longer run has already been established in the study. This 
point should, however, be treated with caution. Systems are usually taken 
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to be, and in reality may be, insensitive to what an individual takes as 
moral. Such insensitivity, however, may not always be irrational, particu-
larly if it is in line with the long-run objective of the organisation devel-
oped within the framework of its notion of ethics. The issue might assume 
a serious dimension only if the deviation from individual notion of moral-
ity is a potential threat on organisational ethics. The presence of a proper 
ethical infrastructure in an organisation might help the employees realise 
the true nature of workplace ethics and the possible sources of conflict 
with their perceptions of morality. In fact, the study finds such employees, 
who could not stand any deviation from their notion of morality, to belong 
to the organisations where the codes of conduct are not binding, or are 
not properly conveyed. There are, however, employees who are flexible 
enough to cooperate with the system as long as their actions do not violate 
the organisational ethics. This group does not mix up individual morality 
with organisational ethics and is rational enough to put organisational eth-
ics before the individual apprehensions, at least in the workplaces. Sixteen 
per cent of the respondents find it optimal to cooperate as long as it is 
beneficial for the system. This group perhaps is most loyal to the system in 
its readiness to give up individual fascination about morality (or even eth-
ics) for the sake of the benefit of the organisation. The remaining nineteen 
per cent of the respondents do not mind compromising with individual 
values to avoid confrontation with the system. Such tendencies do vary 
across the sectors and the nature of the organisations. While the public 
sector employees have significantly greater chances to protest, those in the 
private sectors appear to be more loyal to the system. The corporate per-
sonnel tend to cooperate as long as organisational ethics are not violated. 
Unconditional loyalty is more common to them than to the academicians 
who do not hesitate to protest. Compromising with individual values to 
avoid confrontation with the system does not come naturally to the acade-
micians. Some cooperation may be expected only in cases where maintain-
ing individual values can come with a sacrifice of organisational ethics.

The urge to compromise or to protest varies significantly with gender 
and with experience and maturity. The unconditional loyalty that leads to 
any compromise with individual morality or organisational ethics for the 
benefit of the system seems to loosen up with age and experience. Such 
maturity helps one to realise that extending cooperation by sacrificing 
individual morality should be condemned beyond a point where organisa-
tional ethics are violated. The vigour to protest, however, is strongest 
among the (upper) middle-aged employees with work experience of 
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twenty to twenty-nine years. Scepticism, however, overshadows the verve 
at higher ages. Experience perhaps spawns cynicism about the efficacy of 
their protest to release pressure on them. While age and greater experience 
make the respondents too rigid to offer unconditional loyalty, the responses 
are sharper for the females. They tend to put increasingly greater emphasis 
on maintaining organisational ethics as they mature and gain experience. 
The urge to protest among the females seems to be quite intense, but only 
at early years of service. The males, on the contrary, protest less during the 
earlier years of their careers and the tendency strengthens over time. 
Hence, any protest against the system comes essentially from the male 
employees and the females tend to cooperate more until the organisational 
ethics are thwarted. The fact that the females lose their urge to protest 
over time might be a consequence of the self-revealed verity that they 
enjoy, even while in any leading positions, relatively poor decision making 
power in their organisations. The tendency to compromise seems to be 
stronger for the executives particularly at lower age and experience. 
Enjoying leading position in an organisation thus does not help one to 
gain enough power to protest against the tendency of the system to induce 
them to do something that they would condemn as immoral or unethical.

The study thus has noted significant incidence of pressure of the system 
on its employees as far as the ethical decision making is concerned. Not all 
the members feel their participation in the decision making process to be 
significant and effective. The female employees particularly bear grudges 
against the system for not incorporating them effectively in the decision 
making processes. The systems usually show greater rigidity towards the 
females and the situation worsens if they do not enjoy any leading posi-
tion. Maturity and seniority often do not help. The junior employees are 
commonly pushed to disadvantageous positions and the seniors are often 
sceptical about the intentions of the system. The problem of induced 
unethical decision making assumes significant dimension across sectors. 
The private sectors and the corporate personnel are expected to show 
unconditional loyalty and the system is more demanding from its execu-
tives. The fact that individuals are often dragged or pushed into situations 
where their actions tend to violate their notion of morality or even the 
organisational ethics bears significant implications. Such pressure or com-
pulsion might lead to significant exodus of discontented employees or 
such discontent might be manifested in counterproductive behaviour par-
ticularly if the employees lack significant power to protest but could not 
leave the organisation immediately for some obvious reasons. Quantification 
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of such counterproductive behaviour is difficult from self-reported ques-
tionnaire as that is used by the study. It hence seeks to fathom the extent 
of discontent that such compulsion might generate among the employees. 
The employees are clearly divided into two groups. The first group, while 
being dragged into situations of breached morality, would wish for the 
success of their decisions in anticipation that the flairs of success would 
cover up the adverse implications and salvage them from being victimised. 
A majority (almost fifty-six per cent) of respondents, however, are more 
concerned about the morality issues that they have breached, albeit unwill-
ingly, in the process of taking the decision. They have a stronger feeling 
that the success of an unethical (or immoral) decision would breed further 
immorality, while the failure can prevent being unethical naturally. Given 
the rent-seeking behaviour of the organisations, a decision is discarded, 
hardly if it breaches morality, but irrefutably if it fails to generate profit. 
This group adopts a sincere stand to address the issues of immorality or 
breach of ethics. This is more so as they ignore the possibility that, during 
the process when a decision fails, their reputation as decision makers or 
executives might be at stake. Majority of this group is constituted of 
females, the executives, the private sector employees and the senior 
employees. These groups, as pointed out earlier, believe in the necessity to 
have intrinsic flexibility in morality but unfortunately is pressurised most 
by the system. Development of such discontent among the employees that 
would make them to wish for a failure of any decision taken by their 
organisation is ultimately detrimental for the organisation. Such frustra-
tion ultimately manifests in lack of emotional bondage of the employees 
with their organisations: a condition that leads to lower productivity if the 
discontented employees could not find other routes to escape.

The frustration and the emotional dissociation mounts further when 
some unethical decisions are taken by ignoring the suggestions or objec-
tions of the employees. The junior employees are seriously perturbed 
when a decision, which they would have otherwise turned down on ethical 
ground, succeeds. The seniors, however, are more concerned about the 
possible threat of such unethical behaviour on the reputation of their 
organisation and the consequential threats on their career. The failure 
seems to perturb them much, as the situation, as they feel, could have 
been improved had they been not snubbed. The female employees are 
usually enveloped into a sense of despair when their suggestions are 
ignored (as is usually the case) and the decision fails. Such desolation often 
makes them, more strongly than the males, to dissociate themselves 
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 emotionally from the process and to become indifferent about the success 
or failure of it. The system thus once again is proven insensitive to the 
female employees. The possible threat on the reputation of their organisa-
tions for being unethical and its consequential impact on their career (or 
even reputation) keep the corporate personnel and the private sector 
employees more bothered than do their counterparts in academia and in 
public sectors. The same is true for those who are, or have been, in any 
leading position. Being ignored brings agony to a large section of them 
and makes them emotionally dissociated from the success and failure of 
any decision of the organisation. Hence, being illogically unethical might 
impart additional costs on the organisations in the form of losing emo-
tional and moral support from their executives and senior employees.

While the oppression or at least the interference of the system is evi-
dent, the attitudes and intentions of the employees are quite significant 
in spawning unethical behaviour in workplaces. While the responsibility 
of ensuring an ethical environment should fall on every member of the 
organisation, significant positive intentions to restrict unethical prac-
tices in workplaces might be lacking, or ethical blindness might assume 
a serious dimension to demonstrate hostility towards those who ques-
tion the ethical content of one’s decision. The issues of responding 
appropriately to the unethical behaviour of fellow members are delicate 
yet non-trivial. Raising tantrums, thrashing the offenders or reporting 
against them might help in reducing the trend but only at a cost of 
spreading negative vibes. A form of ethical blindness might generate 
out of the strong fellow feeling that would protect the offenders, but 
would put the commitment and integrity of the employee on trial. 
Shirking on ethical issues by showing reluctance to react to curb unethi-
cal practices or to cite such incidents to justify their own unethical 
actions would bear significant implications for the ethical environment 
of the organisation. The implications might appropriate more serious 
dimension if the unethical practices of colleagues are treated differently 
than those of the subordinates.

Only a negligible proportion of the respondents in our study found the 
presence of unethical practices by their colleagues to open up avenues for 
them to be unethical in future, or to generate scopes for gossip in work-
places. The incidents to shield the offenders or to overlook the offense are 
minimal too. Significant differences in response bring about a unique trait 
of the employees’ attitude. The experienced group of seniors considers the 
act of being ethical to be a responsibility rather than an individual choice 
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and, hence, finds it more important to confront the offender than to 
 shelter them. Ultimate rationality and responsibility, however, are traits of 
middle-aged employees who seek to explore the motive behind such incli-
nations of their colleagues, rather than confronting them. The juniors, on 
the other hand, are more constrained in their ability to confront the 
offenders for obvious reasons and, hence, find it relatively more effective 
to report to the authority. While some of them, particularly the relatively 
senior ones, are matured enough to seek motivation behind unethical 
practices, some of them are inclined not to take violation of ethics seri-
ously. Hence, while the younger employees are usually oppressed by the 
system, their innate ability to combat unethical practices in the system is 
limited. A significant heterogeneity is noted in the behaviour of the female 
employees. While a group tends to confront the offender, others may be 
less complaining or might ignore deviations from ethical behaviour as 
being individual choices. Moreover, a group exists to explore the motiva-
tion behind such unethical practices. Males, on the other hand, are more 
consistent in their behaviour. They, as a group, have limited chances to 
shield the offenders or let the matter go. However, they find it more 
appropriate to report to the relevant authority rather than confronting the 
offender or playing the role of a charismatic leader. The private sector 
employees and the academicians usually show greater commitment and 
rationality to explore the motive behind the actions of their colleagues 
rather than confronting them. Confrontation, reporting and abusing are 
much common in public sector organisations. The employees in leading 
position are more inclined to explore the motives behind being unethical 
rather than raising tantrums or complaints. They do not protect their 
offending colleagues but seek to resolve the issues in ways that are more 
effective.

One important aspect that the study highlights is the differences in 
attitude that one demonstrates while dealing with unethical colleagues 
and subordinates. While a group finds it desirable to feel the pulse of the 
offending subordinates, it has never been a majority choice. A good num-
ber of them take such violation to be essentially a moral flaw and are 
inclined to take such violations as signs of lacking integrity that deserves 
immediate and concrete action. Equally strong, however, has been the 
consensus that such ethically inconsistent behaviour on part of employees 
is a product of a flawed system that fails to monitor its parts. A relatively 
smaller number of respondents, however, hold themselves responsible for 
failing to motivate their subordinates to fit into the ethical infrastructure. 
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While women are in a little disarray in dealing with their unethical 
 colleagues, they usually stand by their subordinates by opening up dia-
logues with the offenders before they could be punished. When the female 
workers, who enjoy leading position in their organisations, find it neces-
sary to pass the blame on someone, they put it on the system. This is per-
haps a reflection of the already established consensus that the system is 
unduly rigid or even insensitive to its female employees. The innate grudge 
about the system perhaps has made the females disinclined to associate 
lack of morality in action to lack of moral fibre. Rather, according to them, 
the system forces one to breach morality and any penal action, hence, 
should be preceded by a sincere effort to explore the motivation behind 
such actions. The males, who are usually not so rigidly treated by the sys-
tem, however, tend to put little blame on the system and take such lack of 
morality in action as a moral flaw that deserves penal action. While the 
private sector employees are keen to open up dialogue with their offend-
ing colleagues, they are inclined to demand penal action in dealing with 
unethical subordinates. The public sector employees tend to blame the 
system—a trait that once again may be said to have developed by working 
in a rigid system. The academicians, on the other hand, are sceptical about 
the intentions of the leaders.

The study isolates further interesting traits in employee behaviour. 
Those who confront an offending colleague openly have greater chances 
to open up dialogues with their offending subordinates, rather than 
demanding penal action against them. However, those who complain 
against the colleagues leave little room for discussion with their faulting 
subordinates. Those who shield their colleagues tend to put blame on the 
system for making employees unethical. Hence, it is the intrinsic rigidity 
or flexibility and the moral fibre which matter most. Those who believe in 
the irreversible and binding nature of the codes of workplace ethics are 
typically in favour of demanding penal actions against those (colleagues or 
subordinates) who falter on workplace ethics. However, those who stand 
ready to accept small transgressions from workplace ethics provided these 
do not result in gross violation of ethics are more flexible and rational in 
their approaches to deal with issues of faltering ethics in workplaces. 
Ensuring and maintaining an ethical environment thus is a joint responsi-
bility of the organisation and the employees who are parts of it. The hin-
drances in demonstrating ethically consistent behaviour and in resisting 
the lack of it among one’s fellow members might come from an ethically 
flawed system. However, the moral fibre is equally important to 
ensure those.
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The intolerance towards suggestions, particularly towards the criticism 
or scepticism about the ethical content of one’s decision, is likely to affect 
the ethical environment of an organisation. The ethical environment 
develops not only by ensuring behaviour that is perceived to be ethically 
consistent by the decision maker by seeking approval of fellow members 
too. Some of the fellow members may be sceptical about the ethical con-
tent of one’s decision, but a blatant refusal to incorporate suggestions or 
to adopt modification might do nothing but to add negative vibes to the 
workplace environment. The situation might worsen if the responses to 
scepticism differ depending on whether the contender is a colleague or a 
subordinate. The most effective solution to avoid such scepticism would 
lie not in the following the path of least resistance, but in one’s ability to 
convince or to assure others about the ethical consistency of the decision. 
The study finds situations where the employees’ reactions to the scepti-
cism towards the ethical consistency of their decisions are indeed sharp. 
While only few of them seek to vote out any minority opposition, a good 
number of individuals seek to incorporate such suggestions in the decision 
making process subject to their practicability and acceptability to the other 
team members or any relevant group. Such skilled negotiation actually 
follows a seemingly all-inclusive approach that does not compromise on 
rationality. The problem, however, lies in the fact that the system includes 
respondents who invite suggestions but accommodate those only if it 
seems appropriate to them. Workplace environments are often character-
ised by the presence of power relation, and an aura of apparent flexibility 
is not sufficient to wipe out the discontent among the employees whose 
suggestions are ignored. The tendency is well documented in the private, 
corporate sectors. A parallel presence of an implicitly coercive environ-
ment may also be documented, particularly in the public sectors, where 
the discussions are kept open but the proposer strives to convince the 
discontented colleagues about the relevance and inevitability of the deci-
sion. The bias assumes different dimensions across gender, age and tenure. 
The female employees tend to incorporate suggestions more often than do 
the males, if the suggestions could satisfy them; while the males are more 
apt to convince their contending colleagues about the appropriateness of 
their decisions. The juniors, irrespective of their gender, stand ready to 
invite suggestions from their colleagues and incorporate those given the 
practicability and acceptability to other team members. The seniors, how-
ever, incorporate suggestions only if that appears convincing to them. 
Hence, the composition of the workforce is extremely important to ensure 
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a truly democratic ethical environment. The democratic environment is 
thwarted further if the scepticism raised by one’s subordinates is not given 
due considerations and initiative to resolve. As the study reveals, the work-
place environment is not that coercive to force one’s contending subordi-
nates to accept his or her views or simply to ignore the suggestions. 
Problems, however, remain. A good number of individuals are assured by 
their leaders that the issues they are sceptical about have been considered 
and anything left out may be considered whenever appropriate. Further 
assurance might come in the form that once the decision is implemented, 
the situation would be better than what they currently anticipate it to be. 
The approach might seem to be democratic but the validity of the asser-
tions cannot be checked until and unless the decisions are implemented. 
Such uncertainty about the actual end-result is never resolved and the 
initial scepticism is replaced (or supplemented) by another. Workplace 
environments are often pseudo-democratic where the leaders discuss with 
the sceptical subordinates about the potential adverse effects on organisa-
tion, employee benefits and welfare in case the decision is not imple-
mented. The strategy, however, is often designed to put pressure, albeit 
indirectly, on the aggrieved employees who are in favour of turning down 
any suggestion extended by their leaders. The leaders often adopt an alter-
native strategy to convince the discontented employees about how the 
individual morality might diverge from the organisational ethics. The 
strategy might succeed if the unhappy mass maintains an obfuscated per-
ception about the notions, but the democracy and the assurance to ensure 
an all-inclusive approach remain a veil.

The most alarming trend documented by the study is perhaps the con-
fession of eighty-five per cent of the respondents that they have violated 
workplace ethics at least once in their lifetime. While the junior and the 
less-experienced employees are inclined to deny being unethical, maturity 
and experience make them realise that such violation is inevitable at some 
point in time. The corporate personnel and the private sector employees 
have a stronger tendency to report themselves as being clinging to ethics 
than do their counterparts in academics and in public sectors. While the 
responses do not vary across gender, they are strongly related to the indi-
vidual perception of morality and ethics. Those who agree to tolerate small 
transgressions from given ethical codes provided no gross violation of eth-
ics is encountered have courage to talk about their violation of ethics and 
to disclose its reasons. The respondents, who take codes of conduct to be 
strictly binding and based on organisational ethics, usually claim to have 
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adhered to workplace ethics without faltering. Moreover, those who 
believe in the desirability of having a combination of strong moral values 
with flexibility and positive attitude are actually found to have violated 
workplace ethics either under compulsion or as an optimum choice under 
escalation. The group that upholds the necessity and sufficiency of pos-
sessing strong moral values for maintaining workplace ethics are indeed 
found to have not violated workplace ethics in any form during their tenure.

Only thirty-seven per cent of the respondents claimed to have violated 
an already established ethical principle only when they felt the outright 
necessity to advance another true ethical principle, which, in their opinion, 
would be producing the greatest balance of good in the end. Not all viola-
tions, however, are that constructive in nature. A good number of employ-
ees sought to justify their position by emphasising that given the 
circumstances and the nature of the problem the violation seemed to be 
the optimum choice. The endeavour might not be truly constructive but 
was directed to make the environment ethically better by adopting flexible 
strategies to fit into the demand of any situation. The alarming trait of 
ethical blindness characterises at least seventeen per cent of the employees 
who concede that they did it without realising the ethical implications of 
their action and, when they realised, there was no way to revert. A rela-
tively smaller group (of ten per cent) are allegedly victimised by the system 
and are forced to violate ethical codes. An aggrieved group might be 
formed under pressure that could be a potential source of trouble for the 
employers. Active protests may be oppressed, but the emotional setback 
might affect the productivity in the longer run. The real troublemaker to 
the organisations is perhaps the group that takes advantage of the reluc-
tance of their organisations to ensure strong ethical infrastructure and 
tends to violate workplace ethics whenever such deviations are possible 
and profitable. The presence of such employees could warn us about the 
possible threats of being too flexible in dealing with ethical issues at the 
organisational level. The composition of employee force is once again cru-
cial. The seniors are experienced and rational enough to violate workplace 
ethics mostly if the alternatives could really improve the situation. 
Otherwise, they go for a constrained optimisation where, given the situa-
tion, violation of ethics seems to be the only rational choice. Perceptions 
about the implications of their actions are not obfuscated and their deci-
sions are hardly influenced by any external pressure. Moreover, they do 
not misuse any flexibility offered by their organisations. Ethical blindness 
and shirking are most common among the junior employees and the 
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 pressure of the system is indeed paining for the middle-aged employees. 
Although the private sector employees and the corporate personnel violate 
ethics for practical purposes, they suffer from ethical blindness and are 
often victimised by the system. While the executives are less myopic with 
limited tendency to shirk, they work under external pressure and usually 
violate ethics to meet the demand of the situation rather than to make the 
environment an ethically better one.

The problem of ethical decision making is often not an external one; 
rather, it is intrinsic to one’s mind thereby building up an ethical dilemma. 
The choice between ethical and unethical is often clear-cut and the only 
problem lies in the constraints that make one to choose the unethical over 
the ethical. An ethical dilemma essentially centres on a choice between 
two or more ethical issues, which cannot be ranked unequivocally in terms 
of their ethical content. While none of those may be discarded, acceptance 
of one would lead to transgression from another ethical dimension. The 
dilemma takes its starkest form in periods of crisis or transitions in the life 
of an organisation. The study brings about the nature and forms of such 
dilemma that arises during some crucial periods of company life and 
explores the factors affecting those.

A good number of respondents feel that the optimum decision in crises 
must consider the relevant ethical issues and should explore the best pos-
sible ways to integrate those with action. While the action is desirable, it has 
never been a majority choice. In fact, the responses vary over the choice of 
optimum action and there is no majority view. This perhaps points towards 
the nature of ethical dilemma that restricts people to arrive at any consen-
sus. Roughly twenty-five per cent of respondents are concerned about the 
perceived harm and social consensus related to the action. Another quarter 
of employees opines in favour of framing decisions within the given ethical 
standards. While this group prefers to maintain the status quo, a relatively 
smaller group emphasises on the desirability of situational ethics so that the 
optimum decision in crises should be the one that offers immediate solu-
tion without further consideration. The choices, as the study reveals, are 
significantly influenced by the individual perception of morality and ethics. 
Individuals with an inherent flexibility and positivity usually adopt policies 
that would consider the needs and concerns of all the stakeholders during 
a crisis. A quarter of the respondents who seek to adopt such policies, how-
ever, maintain that no rigidly defined code should exist in workplaces, as 
decisions should depend on the nature of the problem. One might be 
apprehensive of the fact that a group seeks to adopt policies to offer imme-
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diate solution in crises. This, however, is not a point of concern, as those 
who seek immediate solution in crisis do not usually take hasty or irrational 
decisions. They are, by nature, significantly concerned about the ethical 
implications of their actions and the rationality and practicability issues 
associated with those. In fact, only four per cent of them remain in favour 
of having no strictly defined codes of conduct in workplaces. The tendency 
to perceive workplace ethics to be strictly binding and irreversible is stron-
gest among the group that seeks to design optimum policy in crisis in the 
periphery of existing codes of conduct. Hence, the way one intends to 
solve the ethical dilemma is essentially dependent on the way he or she 
looks at the notions of morality, ethics and the flexibility associated with 
those. Further dimension may be added to the aspect if one could recall 
that there are certain factors which individuals think to have bothered them 
most while taking a workplace-related decision on their own. To recapitu-
late, the factors have been the practicability and the effectiveness of deci-
sions, the moral or ethical content of these, and the reaction of the peer 
group or the system to those. Those who bother about the practicability of 
their decision and its impact on the peers are more likely to take into 
account the perceived harm and social consensus in dealing with a crisis. 
Those who consider the ethical or moral issues and integrate them in the 
best possible way with any action to avoid crisis are by nature more inclined 
to consider the ethical content of their actions. The practicability issues are 
not that important, but the peer effects are. For obvious reasons the ethical 
issues, and not the peer effects, are important for those who seek to find a 
solution to crisis in existing codes of conduct. The respondents, who follow 
a strategy to get immediate solution in a crisis, remain by nature less wor-
ried about the ethical content of their decision. This once again does not 
imply that the decisions are hasty and/or qualitatively inferior. This group, 
by nature, are sincerely concerned about the practicability and effectiveness 
of their decisions along with the reactions of the peer group. The way one 
intends to solve ethical issues is, however, not significantly dependent on 
the age, experience and gender of the respondent.

The nature of decision, however, changes when the organisations pass 
through transition phases that require upgradation at any level. The situa-
tion is often similar to that of crisis in the sense that modifications or redefin-
ing of plans of action may be essential or unavoidable. During the process, 
the concept of morality or ethics may have to be modified and that might 
put the decision makers in an ethical dilemma. The intended way to solve 
the dilemma, however, is quite different in the sense that majority (almost 
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fifty-five per cent) of respondents believe that the related decisions should 
be framed in the context of the existing codes of conduct only. No upgrada-
tion should modify the existing codes of conduct. Only thirty-five per cent 
of the employees stand ready to allow modification in ethical codes under 
unavoidable circumstances. These distinguish the employees’ perception 
about a transitory phase from that of an organisational crisis. Upgradation is 
usually not taken as an issue that could redefine the ethical codes perhaps 
because it does not put the interest of a broader group at stake. Further, in 
the absence of any dire and justifiable need to redefine the ethical codes, any 
such attempt might spawn reaction from relevant cohort.

The way one intends to solve an ethical dilemma is, however, different 
from the ways he or she actually does. Factors in the form of time pressure, 
ethical blindness, external interference or lack of experience of the deci-
sion maker often restrict the way in which decisions are actually taken. 
There is, however, no majority view to isolate the most constraining or the 
binding factor. The necessity to take instantaneous and effective decision 
in crises, and the lack of supporting data about the nature of the varying 
types of crises, are usually isolated as the two major factors that constrain 
one’s decision. The interference from the system and the persuasion from 
the authority or the peers often pressurise the employees to take short- 
term measures that often breach morality, which the respondents would 
otherwise have taken into consideration. A relatively small group of indi-
viduals suffer from ethical blindness. Hence, the problems in solving an 
ethical dilemma are essentially related to individual constraints. The inter-
ference of the system exists but at a moderate level.

A more general analysis of the employees’ perception of the notion of 
ethical dilemma may be useful to identify the validity and practicability of 
the theories of ethics in lives of organisations in the twenty-first century. The 
theories of Utilitarianism and the Deontological Ethics are often revoked in 
the literature to explain the issues of ethical dilemma and in identifying any 
solution to those. The common good approach or the fairness or justice 
approaches are equally important in this context. The respondents of the 
study were given a choice among different options whereby they reveal their 
opinion about the best possible strategy to be taken in times of ethical 
dilemma. Each of these strategies pertains to a particular theory of ethics 
and the intention of the study is to judge the relevance of these classical 
theories in the present context. No explicit conclusion, however, follows. 
The responses vary widely so that no majority opinion may be formed. 
Twenty-seven per cent of the respondents prefer to choose a strategy that 
would produce greatest good for greatest number in times of ethical 
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dilemma. Twenty-four per cent wish to adopt the fairness or justice approach 
where the decisions would lead to benefits for all. Twenty-two per cent of 
the respondents believe in the common good approach. The three classical 
theories are thus equally relevant even in today’s world and no definite con-
clusion in favour of any one may be made. A smaller group that constitutes 
fifteen per cent of the respondents seeks to base decisions on individual 
morality. The strategy does not find much acceptability among respondents 
because a wide number of respondents in our study does not confuse 
between individual morality and organisational ethics. Hence, even during 
the times of ethical dilemma they usually do not want to resort to their 
individual notions of morality. This sense of rationality is indeed appreciable. 
Implementation of any decision taken by an individual or an organisation 
hence would not be constrained by subjective notion of individual morality. 
The employees are rational enough to incorporate other considerations 
rather than their own perceptions in solving ethical dilemma. In some way 
or other, the objectivist theory finds relevance where integrity does not 
imply sticking to one’s own belief but rather the ability to modify one’s 
belief as soon as it is called for. One interesting feature of such responses is 
that the majority of the respondents (almost eighty-nine per cent) do not 
prefer to choose a strategy that would protect the interest of a group over 
others, even if there were justifications for discriminating. While this might 
point towards the non-discriminating, benevolent attitude of majority of 
our respondents, some discomforting issues remain. What if, for example, 
construction of a factory or a dam evacuates the illicit dwellers on those 
lands? Similar considerations would arise if acceptance of any socially viable 
project leads to short-term losses to a particular group. Given the attitude 
of the respondents, such incidents are likely to generate discontent among 
the employees of the organisation.

The factors constraining an individual’s willingness to solve an ethical 
dilemma may once again be constrained by individual incapability, inter-
ference from the system or the reaction from the relevant cohort. In the 
absence of any majority view about such constraining factors, respondents 
are usually most bothered about the reaction from the relevant cohort that 
they find difficult to predict even when there is no dilemma in identifying 
the appropriate action. Since ethical dilemma involves a choice between 
two rights and the choice of one leads to transgression from some other 
ethical standard, choice of a particular action might leave some relevant 
cohort discontented. Such discontent, if left unaddressed, might threaten 
the reputation of the organisation. The second serious constraint on deci-
sion making is direct interference from the authority or the system. 
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Seventeen per cent of the respondents blame on their individual incapabil-
ity and, most significantly, eighteen per cent of the respondents find no 
significant factor to have affected their decision making processes. The 
latter group has more representatives from males, the private sector 
employees, the academicians, the non-executives and the relatively junior 
employees. The peer pressure and the interference from the system seem 
to be stronger for the females. Interfering authority continued to remain 
a hassle for the corporate personnel, while the peer pressure bothers the 
academicians and the public sector employees most.

The study set off with an objective to delve into the issues, nature and 
causes of problems of ethical decision making in workplaces. The respon-
dents, although of Indian citizenship, are spread over different countries 
of the world including India and are absorbed in organisations most of 
which have spread their business in global arena. The problem of ethical 
decision making in this context cannot be treated as an issue of adverse 
selection, where one party in transaction is better informed, and has hid-
den information about the quality. Hence, the employers may not be able 
to distinguish between low-quality and high-quality employees and might 
end up with hiring low-quality personnel who may be engaged in unethi-
cal practices due to sheer lack of awareness and inability to deal with moral 
issues judiciously. However, the respondents in the study have significantly 
higher levels of education. All of them possess a post-graduate degree in 
the relevant field and a good number of them possess doctoral and post- 
doctoral research degrees. The choice of the respondents is indeed purpo-
sive and does not reflect any selection bias. The relevant literature accepts 
the level of higher education as an effective signal to solve the problem of 
adverse selection. Hence, the respondents are indeed unlikely to be 
engaged in unethical practices due to any lack of cognitive skills. One may 
therefore be tempted to treat any ethically inconsistent behaviour as a 
problem of moral hazard where the employees might have hidden action 
in the form of unethical practices that would eventually affect the produc-
tivity at the organisational level. The issue is, however, more complicated 
than what it appears to be. Such unethical practices might result from the 
deficiency of intrinsic moral fibre that enables one to distinguish between 
morality and the lack of it. Moral awareness may not necessarily be related 
to cognitive skills and, unless the emotional intelligence of an incumbent 
is tested during the hiring process, a problem of adverse selection is likely 
to crop up. The unethical practices in workplaces would then be an obvi-
ous and direct outcome of such adverse selection. The issue assumes fur-
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ther intricate dimension if the employees who are otherwise strong on the 
senses of morality are constrained by the system to be engaged in ethically 
inconsistent behaviour. Intentional shirking may, however, be treated as a 
case of moral hazard. The study has explored the nature of individual per-
ceptions of morality and ethics and has found a good number of respon-
dents to possess strong and stable moral fibre. The incidents of violation 
of workplace ethics have assumed varying dimension and have resulted 
from various factors. The time pressure, the ethical blindness, the indi-
vidual dilemma and the intrinsic lack of morality have come to play signifi-
cant roles along with the interference from and the pressure of the system, 
the reactions from the peers and relevant cohort, the ethical climate and 
the ethical infrastructure. The decision making power differs significantly 
with differences in the power of respondents to resist the attempt of the 
system to compel them to be unethical. The peers have often been hostile 
and the colleagues and subordinates have shown sheer scepticism about 
the ethical content of one’s decision. A power relationship occasionally 
exists and significant rigidity or insensitiveness on the part of the system is 
documented towards certain groups including the females. An oppressive 
system is sometimes characterised by unethical leadership. Hence being 
unethical is not always a choice; rather, it often becomes a compulsion 
where ethical people make unethical choices. Given the facts, a necessity is 
felt to ensure an ethically better workplace environment equipped with 
suitable ethical infrastructure. Such provision is important because dis-
criminations, rigidities, reluctance to address one’s scepticism about the 
ethical content of the decisions taken by an organisation or the duress to 
engage people in some unethical decision making process usually escalates 
frustration and results in emotional dissociation among employees, with 
far-reaching effects on organisational productivities. Moreover, the impact 
of an ethical climate in shaping individual perception of ethics is already 
documented. The study has found respondents, even with a strong moral 
awareness, to confess about their incapability to resolve ethical dilemma 
and to suffer from ethical blindness. Provision of proper ethical infrastruc-
ture including ethics training might resolve such issues. Any such endeav-
our, however, has to ensure that at the end of the day, being ethical remains 
the obvious and natural choice rather than a compulsion or a means to 
gain profit and acquire reputation. Ethics needs to be carefully sown into 
the fabric of any organisation because “integrity is doing the right thing, 
even if nobody is watching”.1

1 Anon.
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