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ABSTRACT. Faculty across a wide range of academic

disciplines at 89 AASCB-accredited U.S. business

schools were surveyed regarding their perceptions of the

ethical nature of faculty behaviors related to under-

graduate course content, student evaluation, educational

environment, research issues, financial and material

transactions, and social and sexual relationships. We

analyzed responses based on whether instruction in the

academic discipline focused mainly on quantitative

topics or largely on qualitative issues. Faculty who

represented quantitative disciplines such as accounting

and finance (n = 383) were more likely to view

behaviors such as selling complimentary textbooks and

grading on a strict curve as more ethical than faculty

representing more qualitative disciplines such as man-

agement and marketing (n = 447). In contrast, faculty in

quantitative disciplines were more likely to view

behaviors such as showing controversial media and

bringing up sexual or racial charged matters as less

ethical than their counterparts. Whereas these differences

may be attributed to the respondents� academic back-

grounds, the large level of agreement on ethical

behaviors raises questions about the growing influence

of business disciplines that operate within more unified

research and teaching paradigms.
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academic misconduct, academic discipline, AACSB

Introduction

Studies of ethical behavior among faculty have

generally considered diverse faculty groups as a

whole or focused on specific disciplines. In some

cases, researchers have compared two or three dis-

ciplines but have not fully described what makes the

disciplines different and thus likely to have different

perceptions. Ethical and normative expectations

across academic fields have sometimes examined

faculty behavior toward students in light of the

strength of paradigm development – technical

certainty and consensus on theoretical orientation

(Pfeffer, 1993) – within the discipline (Braxton and

Hargens, 1996). The degree to which researchers in

a field were unified in their theoretical and meth-

odological approach to academic inquiry in terms of
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theory and method played a role in the degree to

which faculty in the sciences, social sciences, and

humanities viewed expected faculty behavior toward

students (Braxton and Bayer, 1999).

Our study extends this line of inquiry to faculty

views about ethical behavior to business faculty,

particularly contrasting professors in disciplines that

are traditionally quantitative with those who work in

more qualitative fields. Differences between the

orientation of quantitative and qualitative faculty

may be captured by considering the assumed moti-

vations of an employee who free rides on the work

of others or shirks on assigned responsibilities.

Economists and accountants would suggest that such

shirking results from pursuit of rational self-interest

and should be handled by providing financial

incentives to eliminate the problem or by increased

monitoring to control the employee�s behavior.

Those teaching more behavioral-based courses such

as management or marketing may be more likely to

bring in non-monetary considerations to explain the

employee�s actions, such as conformity to the norms

or culture of the workplace, and suggest modifying

the informal structure or working conditions to

address the problem.

In addition, some differences toward views of

ethical behavior may be noted across these fields

because quantitative disciplines (economics, finance,

and accounting) have stronger paradigm develop-

ment than more qualitative fields such as manage-

ment, marketing, and business communication.

More than a decade ago, Pfeffer (1993) argued that

the field of organizational studies – in contrast to

economics, finance, and accounting – was not well

developed paradigmatically in large part due to its

values of inclusiveness, representativeness, and the-

oretical and methodological diversity. These values

may play a role in the negative reaction of some

organizational researchers to the application of eco-

nomic theories to their field of study over the years.

Economic applications to organizational science

have been met with ferocious criticism that deteri-

orated to ‘‘one level above name calling�� (Barney,

1990, p. 383). Barney (1990) attributed these reac-

tions to differences between assumptions and

methods taken in organizational economics as well as

simple intergroup conflict that stemmed from neg-

ative attitudes that behavioralists held toward

economists, and vice versa.

The concern that economic applications such as

agency theory and transaction cost economics to

management studies are damaging, particularly in

terms of the ethical views of practitioners, continues

to the present: ‘‘Many of the worst excesses of recent

management practices have their roots in a set of

ideas that have emerged from business school aca-

demics over the last 30 years�� (Ghoshal, 2005,

p. 75). The author referred specifically to economic

theories adapted to management research and

teaching.

This conflict goes beyond the application of

economics to organization studies into specific fields.

In accounting, some leading researchers seek to

unify accounting research around capital markets

theory and discourage contributions that take alter-

native theoretical perspectives. Research that does

not focus on the dominant paradigm is not perceived

as having great value (Reiter, 1998). In marketing,

many traditional marketing researchers were dis-

turbed in the late 1960s when the field was broad-

ened beyond commercial marketing (the dominant

paradigm) into several new areas of study, including

a focus on social, education, health and cultural areas

and a desire to bring new theory and practice from

these domains back into commercial marketing

(Kotler, 2005). Traditionalists were concerned that

the broadening of the field would dilute the unifying

paradigm.

In this study, a random sample of faculty repre-

senting both quantitative and qualitative disciplines

provided opinions on ethical conduct in such cate-

gories as course content, student evaluation, educa-

tional environment, research issues, financial and

material transactions, as well as social and sexual

relationships between faculty, students, colleagues,

and staff. By contrasting quantitative and qualitative

disciplines on these ethical questions, we sought to

determine whether strength of paradigm develop-

ment played a role in the moral view of business

faculty regarding selected behaviors involving

undergraduate students.

A second element of this study asked faculty about

their familiarity with and use of Catholic social

teaching (CST), which sees businesses as venues in

which people can develop and realize their growth

potential. CST takes the view that, in the words of

the late Pope John Paul II, that ‘‘all work is ulti-

mately for the person; the person is not for work��
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(Kennedy, 2002, p. 55). We wanted to identify

differing views across disciplines regarding the use of

CST in teaching business ethics and the level of

importance of key CST principles.

Literature review

Ethics in the academic business disciplines

The premier accrediting agency in business, the

Association for the Advancement of Collegiate

Schools of Business (AACSB), has called for an

increased emphasis on ethics, but that has not

translated into widespread adoptions of codes of

ethics in business schools (McKay et al., 2007).

Recent years have brought increased attention to

ethics in business schools as they prepare future

business leaders, but many of these studies have been

discipline-specific. For example, Labande and Piette

(2000) examined ethical attitudes and perceptions of

unethical behavior among academic economists.

They examined behaviors in the areas of teaching,

personal conduct, publication practices, and use of

university resources. Typical of studies of academic

integrity among students (e.g., McCabe et al., 2001),

they found that the behaviors believed to be most

unacceptable were perceived to be the least frequent.

Their discussion, however, focused more on fre-

quency than severity of infractions, with the

exception of a discussion of sexual relationships with

students being improper. Of the behaviors investi-

gated, very few were considered severe ethical

infractions.

Ethical attitudes can be difficult to measure

directly, thus a line of research has approached the

question using head/heart characteristics identified

by Maccoby (1976). In studying 250 corporate

executives, Maccoby concluded that the traits

managers found most useful in business were those

involving intellectual stimulation, traits of the head,

whereas the less valued traits were qualities of the

heart, such as compassion and generosity (Maccoby,

1976, p. 175).

Later authors took Maccoby�s traits and suggested

the danger of an imbalance between heart and head

would be conducive to a lack of concern about

ethics. Kreitner and Reif (1980) found that man-

agement students, like the managers studied by

Maccoby, favored head traits. Stevens (1985), in

replicating the Kreitner and Reif study, found similar

results and concluded that business education needed

to address and develop heart traits as well, claiming

that, ‘‘these students would be better able to perceive

the ethical implications of relevant business deci-

sions�� (Stevens, 1985, p. 295). Patten (1990) found

that accountants valued more of the heart traits than

did managers, but there was still an imbalance toward

head traits, and thus accountants were not likely to be

more ethical to a significant degree.

Fernandes et al. (1995) were the first to test

Maccoby�s categorization of head versus heart as well

as to test whether an imbalance toward head traits

led to less ethical behavior. Their factor analysis

suggested that the original deductive dichotomy of

head and heart was not necessarily valid, as some

head and heart traits loaded together. Second, they

found no significant difference between head-

oriented and heart-oriented groups in their ethical

inclinations or in their responses to purchasing ethics

scenarios.

In considering differences between faculty in

quantitative fields and qualitative fields, there may be

some intuitive appeal to the head/heart traits.

Although the only study to compare accountants to

managers (Patten, 1990) found little difference be-

tween the two, it appears unlikely this approach

would result in significant differences between

quantitative specialists and qualitative specialists in

their ethical perceptions, given the findings of

Fernandes et al. (1995).

Meyer and McMahon (2004) conducted a

narrower study, specifically focusing on the research

ethics of accounting academics. This study added a

dimension often missing in ethics research; in addi-

tion to asking about appropriateness and perceived

frequency of behaviors, they also asked about first-

hand knowledge of such behaviors. Generally

speaking, their results followed the typical pattern of

those behaviors deemed most inappropriate being

perceived as happening least frequently. Further-

more, the subjects generally had no firsthand

knowledge of the least acceptable behaviors or had

seen them only in isolated instances. Although there

were exceptions, even experienced journal editors

who had processed numerous article submissions

perceived no more frequent occurrence than did

novice researchers at the beginning of their careers.
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Finally, in areas where there was fewer consensus in

the ratings, the authors suggested there was uncer-

tainty and thus a need for more open discussion

within the field.

Robie and Kidwell (2003) considered ethical

relationships between business faculty and under-

graduate students, asking faculty members if they

perceived certain behaviors to be definitely ethical,

definitely unethical or somewhere in between.

Respondents identified only two behaviors as defi-

nitely unethical – giving lower grades to students

who oppose the faculty members� views, and

becoming sexually involved with a student who is

taking a class from the faculty member. Seven

behaviors were considered controversial as there was

a relatively wide variance in whether they were

considered ethical or unethical. These behaviors

included several related to sexual relationships with

other faculty, staff members and students who had

completed a course with the faculty member as well

as the selling of complimentary text books,

befriending an undergraduate student currently in a

class and maintaining a full-time consulting practice

outside of academic duties.

Paradigm development and faculty ethics

Strength of paradigm development within a disci-

pline is associated with various outcomes, including

a higher level of resource allocations from external

sources (grants) as well as internal sources (univer-

sity), greater connections between academic research

output and faculty pay, more departmental auton-

omy from university administrations, and less

subjectivity in terms of editorial board appointments

(Pfeffer, 1993).

Paradigm development in academic disciplines has

also been a consideration in examining the setting of

normative standards of faculty behavior in terms of

classroom conduct and interactions with students.

Generally speaking, disciplines of lower paradigmatic

development see a more complementary relationship

between teaching and research, have a higher affinity

for improvement of teaching practices, and receive

higher teaching evaluations (Braxton and Hargens,

1996).

In a study of attitudes toward faculty misconduct,

Braxton and Bayer (1999) surveyed faculty in two

more paradigmatically developed disciplines, biology

and mathematics, and two less developed disciplines,

history and psychology. They classified norms of

behavior as inviolable norms, those demanding the

most severe sanctions available, and admonitory

norms, those largely ignored or to be handled

informally. Biologists, who had the most paradigm

development in their field, expressed greater disdain

for a large set of misconduct behaviors, and a

stronger consensus on inviolable versus admonitory

norms. Specifically, they showed stronger disap-

proval for demeaning treatment of students and

colleagues, particularistic grading, disrespect for

student sensitivities, failure to disclose details of

course expectations to students, and uncoopera-

tiveness in department matters than did faculty

in history, psychology, and to some extent,

mathematics (Braxton and Bayer, 1999).

By contrast, Braxton and Bayer (1999) labeled

two inviolable norms as core norms, because they

were held as equally unacceptable by faculty in all

four disciplines. These were lack of attention to

planning (i.e., failure to order books on time, lack of

course syllabus on the first day) and moral turpitude

(sexual relationships with students, suggestive sexual

comments to students, and intoxication in class). Of

the seven factors identified in an analysis of 33

behaviors, only these two emerged as core norms

across disciplines.

Admonitory norms are those less severely viewed.

Again, Braxton and Bayer (1999) found disciplinary

differences, with biologists generally disapproving

more of the following behaviors: advisement negli-

gence, inadequate communication, inconvenience

avoidance, inadequate course design, instructional

narrowness, teaching secrecy, and undermining

colleagues. Finally, they noted a need for research in

applied disciplines, including those in business,

because in these fields it is important not only to gain

knowledge but also to apply it.

In another study of misconduct in various dis-

ciplines, Rupert and Holmes (1997) looked at

ethics or conduct codes of professional associations

for their focus on teaching. Just half addressed any

teaching responsibilities and 20% addressed stu-

dent–faculty relationships (sexual and financial).

Despite the findings discussed above, they found

that hard sciences, such as biology, almost uni-

formly neglect to address ethical conduct in
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teaching. Although their consideration of research

ethics was commendable, the codes largely ignored

a substantial component of the academic�s role –

that of teacher.

Catholic social teaching and business ethics

Catholic social teaching as applied to commerce

emphasizes that people can develop and grow in an

atmosphere that provides employees and employers

with a chance to address the needs of others, to use

their investigative skills and knowledge, and to feel

empowered (Calvez and Naughton, 2002, p. 12). In

various pronouncements over the years, church

leaders have called on entrepreneurs and employers

to establish such workplaces and not be driven only

by profits. The general principle that work is for the

individual, not the other way around, leads to the

following principles for employers and business

leaders (cf., Porth and McCall, 2001; Fleckenstein,

2002; Clark, 2002, 2004):

• Pay employees a livable and fair wage that

allows them to support their families above

the poverty line.

• Treat employees as equal partners in the

production process and allow them to share

a business�s profits.

• Provide employees with reasonable job secu-

rity and inform them when layoffs and plant

closings are being considered.

• Have more regard for the effects of a busi-

ness�s actions on the surrounding community

in making business decisions.

• Have higher regard for the employees� over-

all welfare in running the business.

• Provide employees with more involvement

and participation in the business�s decision-

making process, including the right to

engage in collective bargaining.

Instructors have suggested various ways for these

principles to be taught to business students. Exam-

ples include teaching ethics in a way that stresses

humanistic motivations suggested by CST and not

only economic rationales for business actions (Clark,

2004), teaching labor relations in a framework that

highlights employees� rights to organize to improve

wages and working conditions (Fleckenstein, 2002),

and teaching contract law in light of CST principles

of good faith and fair dealing (Pierucci, 1997).

In the first systematic attempt to gauge familiarity

with and relevance of CST principles to both Catholic

and non-Catholic business faculty in the classroom,

Kidwell and Kidwell (2006) found that whereas both

Catholic and non-Catholic faculty at accredited

business schools have similar moral views regarding

professional interactions with students, faculty with a

connection to Roman Catholicism are more likely to

be familiar with and to use CST. Yet, even at Catholic

institutions, a majority of faculty is not familiar with

CST. As noted, the current study examines responses

to these questions across academic disciplines.

Research questions

This study looks across business disciplines to con-

sider faculty views regarding the moral nature of a

variety of behaviors faced by professors in their

interactions with undergraduate students and col-

leagues. We were interested in whether faculty

whose disciplines have stronger paradigmatic devel-

opment (economics, finance, accounting) differed in

their views toward the morality of these behaviors

when compared to faculty in disciplines with less

paradigm agreement (management and marketing).

Disciplines with stronger paradigmatic development

were generally quantitative in nature whereas the

disciplines less well developed around a dominant

paradigm tend to be less quantitative in nature.

A review of the ethics literature as it relates to

paradigm development in business fields and previ-

ous research in business school ethics led us to pose

four research questions:

(1) To what extent are there significant differ-

ences in ethical views regarding specific fac-

ulty behaviors when faculty from quantitative

and qualitative disciplines are compared?

(2) Could any patterns related to business disci-

pline be detected when determining on

which behaviors the two types of faculty

differed in their ethical stance?

(3) To what might we attribute differences and

similarities of ethical views when moral

behaviors are examined by discipline?
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(4) Were there any differences between the two

general types of disciplines regarding the use

of Catholic social teaching as a means of

teaching business ethics? Were there any

differences between the views of quantita-

tive and qualitative faculty regarding applica-

tion of CST principles to the business

classroom?

Methodology

Sample and procedure

Participants in this study responded to an on-line

survey of 4,000 faculty members at 89 AACSB-

accredited schools regarding their views on a

variety of ethical behaviors. Two ethics surveys

conducted in different settings (Birch et al., 1999;

Tabachnick et al., 1991) were used to develop a list

of possible behaviors, and these behaviors were

adapted to focus on relationships between business

faculty and undergraduate students. Faculty mem-

bers were asked their views regarding the moral

appropriateness of various behaviors related to

teaching and interacting with undergraduate stu-

dents. Respondents were also asked about their

familiarity with Catholic social teaching. Respon-

dents who indicated familiarity with CST were

asked about their use of CST in business classes and

the relevance of CST principles to undergraduate

business education.

Faculty at AACSB-accredited schools in all 50

states and in schools of sizes ranging from under

5,000 to more than 20,000 undergraduate

enrollment were surveyed at random with their

participation in the online survey solicited by email.

The online survey had a 20% response rate

(n = 830). Participants who did not answer one or

more questions when submitting the survey received

a prompt directing them to respond to unanswered

question(s) before attempting to submit the survey

again. Thus, there are no missing data.

Measures

Respondents were first asked to evaluate 55 state-

ments about faculty behaviors involving professors

and undergraduate students in terms of their ethical

nature. Forty of the items were adapted from lists of

more than 100 statements from two previous studies

of ethical perceptions (Tabachnick et al., 1991;

Birch et al., 1999). All of these statements were

appropriate to use in an undergraduate business-

school context or were slightly modified to that

context. Fifteen other statements that related to

circumstances found in business schools were writ-

ten for the survey. The 55 statements can be ob-

tained from the authors. The response scale on the

behavioral statements ranged from 1 = definitely

unethical to 5 = definitely ethical.

After the 55 behavioral statements, respondents

were asked whether they were familiar, on a four-

point scale, with the principles of Catholic social

teaching as applied to business. Three items then

tapped the use of CST and whether it was desirable

to use CST principles in business classes at the

undergraduate level. These items were measured on

a four-point scale (1 = not at all; 2 = very little;

3 = somewhat; 4 = very much). Based on the

principles discussed earlier, seven items were used to

measure the relevance of Catholic social teaching

principles to undergraduate business courses. The

five-point response scale on these statements ranged

from 1 = not at all important to 5 = extremely

important. The specific items may be obtained from

the authors. Demographic information on respon-

dents� academic specialty, age, job status, race, sex,

discipline, religious preference and whether they

were employed at a Catholic or non-Catholic

institution was also obtained.

Analysis

Responses were analyzed using independent samples

t-tests, comparing means on each of the 55 behaviors

between quantitative and qualitative specialists. In

addition, Levene�s test for equal variances was used

to determine whether there was a difference in the

level of consensus within the groups. Factor analysis

was used to determine whether the norms described

in Braxton and Bayer (1999) were similar to those

among our sample, and composite scales developed

from the factors were compared between the two

groups. Finally, among those familiar with Catholic

social teaching, univariate ANOVA was used to
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analyze whether the degree of familiarity with CST

was related to its use in the classroom.

Results

Respondents were divided into two groups: Faculty

who focused on more quantitative areas of teaching

and research and faculty who focused on more

qualitative (non-quantitative) subject matter. Table I

shows the breakdown based on area of specialization

as reported by respondents. We grouped disciplines

and areas of specialization together based upon

whether the faculty member�s background was

focused generally in one of nine quantitative areas

(e.g., accounting, economics, finance, statistics, and

related fields) or in one of 12 qualitative areas (e.g.,

management, marketing, ethics, or related fields).

The groupings do not mean quantitative faculty

focus exclusively on numbers and qualitative faculty

do not use numbers in their courses or research. The

grouping is meant to indicate whether a faculty

member�s area of specialization is grounded in a field

predominantly concerned with quantitative issues or

qualitative issues. In addition, we grouped special-

izations together based upon whether they are

generally organized together into faculty depart-

ments.

Views on behaviors

Using an independent samples t-test, we found

statistically significant differences between the two

groups on only 7 of the 55 behaviors (see Table II).

Qualitative faculty members found the following

behaviors significantly more unethical than did those

who teach in more quantitative disciplines:

• Failure to acknowledge student participation

in research or publication of research

• Ignoring a colleague�s unethical behavior

• Selling complimentary textbooks

• Grading on a strict curve regardless of class

performance level

TABLE II

Behaviors resulting in significant quantitative/qualitative differences

Behavior Quantitative

mean (SD)

Qualitative

mean (SD)

Failure to acknowledge significant undergraduate student

participation in research or publication*

1.40 (.793) 1.28 (.658)

Ignoring a colleague’s unethical behavior* 2.16 (.966) 2.04 (.836)

Selling complimentary texts obtained from publishers to used book buyers** 2.67 (1.368) 2.38 (1.280)

Grading undergraduates on a strict curve regardless of class performance level* 3.12 (1.178) 2.95 (1.151)

Giving academic credit instead of salary for undergraduate student assistants* 2.76 (1.210) 2.94 (1.189)

Showing controversial media in undergraduates in class (e.g., union-organizing

activities of exotic dancers)*

3.08 (1.244) 3.26 (1.136)

Bringing up certain class-related topics that are sexually or racially charged** 3.26 (1.269) 3.54 (1.165)

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

TABLE I

Respondents by discipline/specialization

Quantitative specialties n Qualitative specialties n

Accounting 141 Marketing 120

Finance 103 OB/HRM 79

Economics 91 Information Systems 62

Decision Sciences 18 Strategy 43

Business Statistics 15 Supply Chain/OM 37

Taxation 8 Business Law 28

Insurance 3 International Business 28

Real Estate 2 Entrepreneurship 17

Actuarial Science 2 Bus. Communications 15

Ethics 13

Health Care Admin. 3

E-commerce 2
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Economics, finance, and accounting faculty found

the following behaviors significantly less ethical than

did management and marketing faculty:

• Giving academic credit instead of salary for

undergraduate assistants

• Showing controversial media in class

• Bringing up sexually or racially charged

topics

In addition, we conducted Levene�s test for equality

of variances as a measure of consensus with the two

groups. Although the consensus was similar in both

groups for the majority of behaviors, 11 (20%) of the

behaviors had unequal variances. In each of these

cases, the qualitative group had a higher degree of

consensus (lower standard deviation) than did the

quantitative group.

Finally, we conducted a factor analysis of the 55

behaviors. Using principal component analysis with

varimax rotation and Kaiser normalization, we

extracted 12 factors from the 55 behaviors. The

factors were identified as follows (statistical analysis

and individual question loadings are available from

the authors):

• Sexual relationships

• Inattentive planning

• Not observing boundaries between faculty

and students

• Lowered academic standards

• Excessive familiarity with students

• Authoritarian classroom

• Laziness in teaching

• Questionable grading

• Ignoring fiduciary responsibilities

• Belittling students

• Unresponsive grading

• Ignoring ethics and confidences

Composite scales were developed from the original

55 behaviors as they loaded onto the 12 factors, and

means on the scales were compared across groups.

Interestingly, only one of the factors resulted in a

significant difference between the two groups.

Ignoring ethics and confidences was considered

significantly less ethical among the qualitative group

than the quantitative group.

Views on Catholic social teaching

The findings indicated no significant differences

between quantitative and qualitative faculty in their

familiarity with Catholic social teaching. However,

using a chi-square test in a sub-sample of faculty who

were familiar with CST, the application of its prin-

ciples in the classroom was significantly different:

69% of quantitative people use CST not at all or very

little, whereas 60% of faculty teaching in qualitative

areas use it somewhat or very much.

We also surveyed faculty on the importance and

relevance of seven principles of CST in teaching

undergraduate business classes. Between the two

groups, we found several significant differences.

Quantitative faculty found six of the seven CST

elements listed to be less important or relevant than

did qualitative faculty. These behaviors were pay-

ment of a just wage, providing job security, treating

employees as equal partners in the business, giving

them voice in decision making, considering the

needs of the wider community, and considering the

employees� general welfare. The only CST element

that quantitative faculty deemed as important and

relevant as did qualitative faculty was allowing

employees to share in the profits of the business.

Discussion

Our premise in conducting this study was that those

faculty who focus largely on numbers would have

different ethical views than faculty whose emphasis is

less quantitative. On more than 85% of suggested

faculty behaviors, the business faculty respondents in

quantitative and qualitative disciplines agreed as to

whether the behavior in question was ethical or

unethical.

However, the seven behaviors on which faculty

moral views across disciplines were significantly

different represent some interesting patterns that

echoed the academic orientation of the respon-

dents. One behavior quantitative faculty found less

ethical involved providing credit rather than salary

for undergraduate assistants, perhaps reflecting a

view that financial incentives carry more weight.

The other two behaviors that quantitative faculty

found less ethical (showing controversial media in
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class and bringing up sexually or racially charged

topics) may be explained by the likelihood that

these techniques may not be considered relevant or

appropriate to the subject matter they cover in their

classes.

The behaviors that qualitative faculty found sig-

nificantly less ethical than quantitative faculty may

also reflect their disciplinary or teaching orientation.

Selling complimentary textbooks and grading on a

strict curve regardless of class performance level are

behaviors that may be viewed by qualitative faculty

as reflecting a lack of justice. Qualitative faculty may

have conflicting views toward the economics of

textbook sales by faculty (Robie et al., 2003), and

may see strict curve grading as an arbitrary penalty to

students who perform well. Failure to acknowledge

student participation in research or publication of

research and ignoring a colleague�s unethical

behavior may reflect the representativeness and

inclusiveness that result in disciplines with less well-

developed paradigms (cf., Pfeffer, 1993) as well as

the human element that is the focus of non-quan-

titative courses.

The results were surprising in that more differ-

ences across disciplines were not observed, particu-

larly in the factor analysis, which produced no

significant differences in 11 of 12 factors. One

question that can be raised relates to the point that

the theoretical perspectives of quantitative disciplines

(e.g., agency theory, transaction costs economics), in

taking hold throughout the business school

(Ghoshal, 2005), have tended to make the ethical

views of business faculty more uniform. This uni-

formity may also be reinforced through the influence

of the AACSB itself. Thus, a dominant (quantitative

assumptions-based) paradigm is emerging in AACSB

schools. Although this is an interesting proposition

for future research, we do not think there is enough

evidence here to support such a conclusion. In fact,

the finding that on 11 of the behaviors the qualita-

tive group had a greater degree of consensus than the

quantitative group seems contrary to previous

research findings that faculty in fields with higher

levels of paradigm development had strong consen-

sus regarding ethical norms of behavior (Braxton and

Bayer, 1999).

The results related to Catholic social teaching

seemed to reflect a more pronounced disciplinary

orientation: non-quantitative faculty were more

likely to use CST principles in their teaching than

quantitative faculty. Quantitative faculty found six of

the seven elements of CST (e.g., employee welfare,

employee voice, employee job security) to be less

important or relevant than qualitative faculty. The

only element that quantitative faculty found to be as

important as qualitative faculty reflected a bottom-

line focus (allowing employees to share in the profits

of the business).

Results of this study should be viewed in light of

the way that faculty were classified as quantitative or

qualitative by discipline. One limitation of the study

is that the results do not indicate what specific

subjects the responding faculty teach. For example, a

professor in marketing research or management

science may have a greater quantitative orientation

than an accounting professor who teaches auditing

or ethics. The categorization developed through

paradigm strength, topical orientation, and depart-

mental affiliation was finalized on consultation with

colleagues, but the results may still be somewhat

arguable.

Future research may attempt to address that lim-

itation as well as bring student perspectives into the

mix. A more systematic, theory-based study

regarding the ethical views of students across disci-

plines would be a fruitful topic for future research as

would an examination of the contrast between what

students and their professors consider to be ethical

faculty behaviors. Such research would assist in

examining the degree to which the introduction of

amoral theories that leave out human intentionality

and choice (Ghoshal, 2005) have impacted the

learning process and thus the ethics of business

practice.
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