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Abstract
Effect of a Ubiquitous Moral Cue on Ethical Leadership, Moral Disengagement
and Goal Difficulty: Real World Outcomes of a Novel Behavioural Intervention
by Mobile Application Technology

Tan Boon Heon

Firms invest significant resources in their ethical infrastructure to influence the
ethical decision-making of employees. The advent of mobile technology has extended
the frontier of interventions that may discourage unethical behaviour, through the use
of ubiquitously-present mobile-based moral cues.

I conducted a prospective, randomized field experiment, to study how a
ubiquitous moral cue may positively enhance ethical decision-making. Sales
professionals working in a pharmaceutical firm in China were assigned randomly by
teams to either receive, or not, a mobile application from their firm’s compliance
department. Over six months, participants completed three cross-sectional surveys, and
were randomly monitored by an independent external third party for non-compliant
behaviour. The interactions of the mobile application with individual, team and firm
factors that influence ethical decision-making were studied using ANOVA and
regression methods to identify direct and indirect effects of the intervention.

The results showed that a ubiquitous moral cue strengthened the negative
relationship between ethical leadership and unethical behaviours. This result was
demonstrated both by team self-reported unethical behaviours as well as third-party

audit findings. Also, more third-party audit findings were found among participants



reporting high difficulty in achieving their goals in the control arm, but not among those
receiving a ubiquitous moral cue. Supplementary analyses also suggested that the
greater the perceived ubiquity of the application, the lower the team self-reported
unethical behavior, an outcome that supports the need to conduct further study of this
new concept. However, contrary to expectation, a ubiquitous moral cue strengthened
the effect of moral disengagement on team self-reported unethical behaviour.

This study answers the call for more empirical research on the effectiveness of
ethical and compliance infrastructure, and has immediate implications on the use of a

ubiquitous moral cue as a behavioural intervention in practice.
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Effect of a Ubiquitous Moral Cue on Ethical Leadership, Moral
Disengagement and Goal Difficulty: Real-world Outcomes of a Novel Behavioural

Intervention by Mobile Application Technology

Chapter 1: Unethical Behaviour: A Clear and Present Danger

Unethical behaviour impacts victims, the firm and its owners, and various
external stakeholders, and can cause consequential damage to corporate reputation
when uncovered. For example, in 2014, settlements by the financial industry hit a
record $56 billion (Arnold 2014). More recently, the US Department of Justice and
Environmental Protection Agency settled with Credit Suisse, Deutsche Bank, Takata
and Volkswagen for a collective $17.8bn (Masters 2017). The banks had been either
charged with misleading consumers about mortgage-backed securities or with
manipulation of foreign exchange markets, while Volkswagen was charged with
allegations of wrongdoing around vehicle emissions.

In addition to firm losses, unethical decision-making may lead to personal
liability, as had happened to several senior executives of Glaxo SmithKline in the
People’s Republic of China recently (Waldmeir 2014). Meanwhile, the prosecution of
Volkswagen executives is still going on (Masters 2017). Clearly, the problem of
unethical decision-making in firms is a clear and present danger to all concerned.

Faced with such substantial risks to a business, it is unsurprising that firms
devote significant resources to the management of ethical and compliant behaviour of

their employees. Many firms broadly follow the US Sentencing Guidelines (2016) in



implementing these measures, referred to as “ethical infrastructure” in the business

ethics literature (Trevifio 2006).

What complicates the work of the ethics and compliance officer is that
employees make decisions in a dynamic environment, influenced by irrational
emotions, biases, and situational factors including individual, team, and firm factors
(Trevifio 2006, Hayibor 2009). How can companies and their leaders ensure that
employees make ethical decisions in the face of such complexity? Not surprisingly,
practitioners in Chinese-speaking cultures use the saying “i&fm— N, BEm—3" -
meaning “evil will find a way around good” — to reflect how employees find loopholes

and gaps in a firm’s ethical infrastructure to commit non-compliant acts.

One such potential gap is insufficient exposure of employees to a firm’s ethical
infrastructure due to methodological or technological limitations (Murphy 1988,
Kaptein 2008, Trevino & Weaver 2001, Bowen 2004). Hence, industry practitioners
continue to take advantage of new technology to develop methods to combat unethical
behaviour. Indeed, technology now exists that enables firms to be continuously linked
to their employees by way of software applications on their mobile devices (Chiu 2007).
The ubiquity of mobile applications makes it possible for firms to extend their ethical
infrastructure into the hands of employees twenty-four hours a day. Hence, if the secret
to defeating unethical behaviour lies in the ability of the ethical infrastructure to be
everywhere at any time, technology may now finally be available to build the ultimate

weapon against undesirable decision-making in the form of a ubiquitous moral cue.

To test this hypothesis, I conducted a field experiment in China in the sales
operations of a mid-sized European pharmaceutical firm. Over a period of six months,
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employees were assigned randomly to an experimental arm that received a ubiquitous
moral cue in the form of a mobile application on their work tablet, or to a control arm
which did not. Longitudinal data were obtained through surveys conducted at baseline,
two months and six months, to measure personal, team, and firm factors that were
known antecedents of ethical decision-making, as well as a measure of unethical
behaviour. Non-compliant behaviour was also measured through audit checks on
employees’ activities conducted by a third party. Technology Acceptance measures
were included to further understand how well the mobile application was accepted, and

to explore the relatively novel concept of ubiquity.

The results demonstrated that a ubiquitous moral cue may play a role in
influencing ethical behaviour in three ways. First, it appears to enhance the impact of
ethical leadership of team leaders on the behaviour of team members. Specifically,
participants in the experimental arm reported less unethical behaviour in their teams
when ethical leadership was high, but not in the control arm. Secondly, it may neutralize
the negative effect of high goal difficulty. Participants reporting high difficulty in
achieving their goals were found to have more third-party audit reports of non-
compliance when compared to those reporting low goal difficulty in the Control arm,
but not in the Experimental arm. These outcomes support the use of a ubiquitous moral
cue in practice and emphasize the critical role played by ethical leadership and goal-

setting.

An unexpected third finding was that a ubiquitous moral cue moderated the
relationship between moral disengagement and team self-reported unethical behaviour

in a direction that was not expected. Among participants with high moral



disengagement scores at baseline, those in the experimental arm scored higher on team

self-reported unethical behaviour than those in the control arm after six months.

Chapter 2: Contributions to theory and practice

This study makes several contributions in the study of behavioral science,
ethical decision-making and technology acceptance. First, to my knowledge, this is the
first scientific effort to collect real-world time-series experimental data to study the
implementation of a novel ethical infrastructure program using mobile application
technology as a ubiquitous moral cue. For practitioners, this study demonstrates how a
real intervention can be tested and validated in a real-world environment in order to
measure its effectiveness, and demonstrate the return on a firm’s investment in such

infrastructure.

Second, the study provides real-world empirical evidence for relationships
hypothesized in existing theoretical models and non-experimental studies, and
discovers further insights into areas which have been limited by the methods used to
study them. It answers the call by scholars for more empirical studies to further our
understanding of ethical decision-making with greater evidence of causality and with
greater real-world relevance (e.g., Ford 1994, O’Fallon 2005, Craft 2013, Eden 2017).
For practitioners who are concerned about how they can realistically intervene in the
real world, this study isolates a specific intervention and demonstrates its usefulness
amidst a host of other factors that practitioners cannot realistically influence (such as

gender and other demographic factors).

Finally, the study contributes new findings on the impact of technology

acceptance on ethical decision-making. I introduce a new construct, Perceived Ubiquity,
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that integrates research in the fast-growing field of mobile application technologies

with business management applications in the decision-making sciences.

In the following sections, I will first describe a neurocognitive approach to the
study of ethical decision-making, reviewing the evidence in the extant literature that
suggests that ethical decision-making is influenced by multiple individual demographic,
personality, team and firm factors. I will then distil the factors I believe to be most
relevant to the implementation of a ubiquitous moral cue in the field, and hypothesize
their relationships with ethical behaviour. The field experiment is then described in
detail, including the setting, experimental manipulation, description and measurement
of the dependent and independent variables in the study, control variables and how they
were selected, and baseline demographics. Then, I present the results, assessing the
support for the hypotheses, and discussing the outcomes in the context of both the
theoretical contributions and the practical implications of my study. Finally, I discuss

the weaknesses and limitations of this study, and propose directions for future research.

Chapter 3: Theory & Hypotheses

Theoretical basis of behavioural change

Rationalist versus non-rationalist approaches. Researchers of ethical
decision-making tend to follow a rationalist or non-rationalist approach (van Dijke
2014). Scholars of the former school draw on the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen
1985) in an attempt to understand ethical versus unethical behaviour by studying how
decisions are made. This approach has its grounding in the expectancy-value model of
attitudes and the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975). According to

Ajzen (1985), people behave in a certain way based on the interaction of their attitudes



towards a behaviour, their perceived ability to control it, and subjective norms. Thus,
when faced with potential ethical implications, an individual will weigh all of its
associated attributes, such as rewards to the perpetrator, the actual damage done to

victims, social norms (approval, or apathy), and other factors.

A dimension of moral reasoning has been proposed as an evolution of this
approach, in part based on research that shows that ethical intention does not always
lead to ethical behaviour (Ajzen 1985, Weber 2002). Rest (1986) summarized this
approach as a four-step process: recognizing that there is a moral issue, making a moral
judgment, establishing moral intent, and then acting on that (i.e. moral behaviour).
Building further on this model, with the theoretical contributions of Trevifio (1986),
Ferrell & Gresham (1985), and Hunt and Vitell (1986), Jones (1991) proposed the
Issue-Contingent Model. Jones (1991) also contributed the theory of moral intensity to
explain how different factors may influence the degree of “ethical-ness” of an issue.
The higher the moral intensity perceived by a decision-maker, the more likely a
decision based on moral reasoning and motivated by commitment to morality would
be made. Different situational factors interact to influence moral intensity.

While the earlier approaches established a systematic approach to the study of
ethical decision-making, they did not always reflect the “real world” situation in which
decisions are made in rather complex and multifaceted environments. Thus, researchers
turned to the study of behavioural ethics in organizations (Treviiio 2006, van Dijke
2014), with Bandura’s pioneering (1986, 2002) work on social learning theory and

moral disengagement forming the basis for much subsequent research.



Bandura (1986, 2002) provided an explanation for the common observation that

people who are engaged in acts that are considered unethical do not consider them to

be unethical themselves. To provide an extreme example, in times of war, opposing

armies justify the otherwise unethical act of killing innocents in order to save other

innocents. In the context of a day-to-day situation, one might justify stealing in order

to feed one’s family. Hence, by appealing to other reasons or rationale, acts that could

be unethical in the eyes of others may appear to be morally correct to, or even

encouraged by, a perpetrator. In a series of laboratory experiments, Detert (2008)

showed that moral disengagement predicted unethical decision-making at the

individual level. Another similar concept, ethical fading, was studied and described by

Tenbrunsel & Messick (2004).

Individual

Cognitive, such as
Moral awareness
Moral judgment
Moral disengagement
Other cognitive biases
Affective
Identity-based

Contextual—-organizational, such as
Language
Reward/punishment
Ethical infrastructure
Ethical climate/culture
Leadership

Contextual--issue related, such as
Work-related/not work-related
Magnitude of consequences

Awareness

Judgment

Aspects of ethical behavior

Motivation/intention

Ethical/unethical behavior

Figure 1. Categories of influences on behavioural ethics outcomes (Trevifio, 2006)




The increased knowledge of the complexity of the ethical decision-making
process from this latter research led to Trevifio’s (2006) model (Figure 1), which
expands on that of Jones (1991). Trevifio’s model included such factors as influencers
and moderators in the ethical decision-making process. As described by Trevifio,
considerable complexity can be expected in how different factors interact with one
another, and with the interventions that firms implement in practice to influence

behaviour.

An explanation for the balance between the rationalist and non-rationalist
approaches was proposed by Reynolds (2006) in his neurocognitive model of ethical
decision-making. Reynolds argued that an individual has two decision-making
systems: the X-system which is reflexive and pattern-matching, and the C-system,
which is a higher-order conscious reasoning system. This model considers ethical
intentions and behaviours to be one and the same, and proposes several mechanisms
that lead to unethical behaviour: failure to match a situation with the right prototype,
failure to get enough information, failure to structure information that is vague and
ambiguous, and finally the saliency of X-system vs C-system judgment. New ethical
prototypes are formed when the X-system fails to recognize a situation, often with the
input of external inputs such as the norms of the social group to which the individual
belongs including the influence of ethical leadership and firm ethical climate.
Reynold’s model is supported by subsequent research by others showing the effect of
situational factors (Hayibor 2009, Ariely 2013) on ethical decision-making.

The definition of ethical decision-making in firms. An ethical decision is

defined as “a decision that is both legal and morally acceptable to the larger community”



(Jones 1991, p367). In this study, I define ethical decision-making as making choices
that are legally and morally acceptable according to the prevailing codes of conduct
adopted by multinational firms. It must be noted that one of the issues faced by
compliance officers in firms is that a person working for a company in a location with
ethical values that diverge from the firm’s ethical values is required to comply with,
and make decisions according to, the firm’s code of conduct regardless of his or her
own ethical system beliefs (Ho, 2010). In practice, while multinational firms recognize
that there are differences between the ethical values reflected in their codes of conduct
as compared to the cultures in which their affiliates operate, there is essentially no
question that mandatory compliance policies are to be implemented and adhered to

strictly.

The use of cues as a behavioural change tool

Role of the availability heuristic in ethical decision-making. The role of
affect and cognitive biases (Tversky & Kahneman 1974) has been well-studied in the
decision-making literature. More recently, Haidt (2001) showed that individuals are
most likely to react to a situation instinctively, based on moral values that are more or
less already ingrained in their psyche, while Hayibor (2009) showed that the
availability heuristic played a key role in influencing ethical decision-making. Hayibor
also proposed that the important role played by heuristics meant that ethical decision-
making in practice was significantly influenced by situational factors.

The availability heuristic lends itself to interesting laboratory experiments that
can neatly demonstrate its impact. For example, Ariely (2013) showed that the presence

of moralistic cues such as placing a code of conduct in plain sight reduces the instance



of unethical behaviour. Gunia (2012) demonstrated that priming subjects through
contemplation and conversation impacted subsequent ethical decision-making. In firms,
a similar rationale explains the repeated training on ethical infrastructure and the
strategic placement of moral cues such as screensavers and boilerplates on internal
communications. However, realistically it has not been possible in the past for firms to
place moral cues at each point of a decision involving moral implications. This is
particularly the case with sales personnel who are on the road or with customers most
of the time.

What if a moral cue can be presented each time field employees have to make
a decision, or at least at a far greater frequency during the ordinary course of the day’s
work? The advent of ubiquitous mobile applications has now presented such an
opportunity.

Prior research on cues. Research work on cues has tended to be laboratory-
based. For example, Gino (2011), Shu (2012), Ariely (2013), and Welsh (2014b) have
demonstrated how cues can be utilized to successfully change behaviour. In a series of
experiments on cheating, Ariely (2013) showed that effective ways to prevent cheating
included priming decision-makers with cues about ethical behavior.

I argue that a cue works by activating any of the considerations salient to the
specific decision-maker at the point in time when such a decision is needed (see Figure
1). For example, in a specific situation, a cue may remind a decision-maker of the
inherent morality of a situation. In another situation, the cue may remind the decision-

maker of the potential sanctions from being caught.
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Training is a form of infrequent cues. Warren (2014) showed that the effects of
training wore off after two years, necessitating repeat training. Awasthi (2008) found
that training had a short-term impact on ethical awareness, while Kaptein (2008) found
that a code of conduct was more effective when complemented by ethics training and
an ethics office.

The limitations associated with training may well be because the temporal
impact of that specific type of cue is limited to the aftermath of its exposure, whereas
employees are required to practice ethical behaviour, days, weeks or months after
training. Understanding this, firms seek to reinforce training with short training
vignettes in between formal, extensive training, and use cues and reminders to keep
lessons salient. Ideally, employees should be cued just before a decision needs to be
made, and since this could occur anytime throughout the workday, a cue that is
ubiquitous may be more effective than traditional cues that are temporally or physically
constrained.

Delivering cues by ubiquitous mobile applications. Researchers have been
interested to understand how new technology is adopted, especially disruptive
technology with the advent of computing, mobile telephony, and the internet (see for
example, Robinson 2005, Marler 2006, Okazaki 2011). Today, another new
technological wave is sweeping the Earth — that of ubiquitous mobile technology, a
term I loosely use to describe handheld device-based systems that provide users
round-the-clock connectivity (Gurtner 2013). For the first time, cues may be provided

round-the-clock in a ubiquitous fashion via a mobile application.
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Studies on the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis 1989, Venkatesh 2003,
Robinson 2005) have indicated that the perception of usefulness and ease of use are
important antecedents of user acceptance. Kim (2013), showed that perceived
interactivity (developed by McMillan, 2002) had a significant impact on the
effectiveness of mobile applications. Okazaki’s (2011) comprehensive review showed
that mobile platforms have become an important technology in commercial
applications, and suggested that ubiquity is a key unique feature of the mobile channel
that is an important area for future theory development.

In addition to business applications (Okazaki 2011), studies have been
conducted on the use of mobile technology in other settings. Reviewing the use of
ubiquitous mobile technology in medical interventions, Lindheim (2015) found that
mobile technology was associated with better medical outcomes, working through
increased contact, alarms and reminders, real-time feedback (assessment and data-
collection), and through skills acquisition and utilization.

Hence, with mobile application technology, it is now possible to provide cues
for ethical behaviour in a ubiquitous manner that has heretofore not been possible. I
argue that the existence of a ubiquitous moral cue has a direct effect on the behaviour
of employees. Its very presence reminds employees of the need to make ethical

decisions, thus decreasing the incidence of unethical behaviour.
Hypothesis 1. A ubiquitous cue will directly reduce unethical behaviours.

Individual, team and firm factors that influence ethical behaviour
In the present section, I draw upon narrative and meta-analytic reviews

conducted previously by scholars in ethics research (see, for example, Ford &
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Richardson 1994, Loe 2000, O’Fallon & Butterfield 2005, Craft 2013, and Lehnert
2015) and my own review of relevant literatures to identify individual, team, and firm
factors that are likely to interact with a ubiquitous cue in influencing ethical behaviour,
and I propose hypotheses based on these relationships.

Kish-Gephart (2010) found that antecedents of ethical decision-making were
more correlated with actual ethical behaviour than ethical intention. In any given
situation where the time available for an individual to react is limited, individuals will
draw on their experience (that is, based on availability or recall heuristics) — matching
their known prototypes to the situation, and then behaving accordingly — resulting in a
reflexive judgment of the X-system proposed by Reynolds (2006). In other words,
unethical behaviour is not always something which people set out to do, but rather, is
affected by the multiple different factors acting within a given situation.

As might be expected in practice, a fundamental challenge of any ethical
infrastructure intervention is that it is usually a “one size fits all” solution that would
be perceived differently by each employee of a firm depending on his or her specific
circumstances (Weaver 1999). As a key objective of this study was to study practical
applications in the field, I have focused on factors which can be influenced or controlled
by a practitioner (e.g. ethical leadership, goal setting), or for which interventions can
be customized based on distinct stratification (e.g. moral disengagement, age, or
gender). A ubiquitous moral cue could be expected to interact with these relationships.

In Figure 2, I have summarized these interactions into two conceptual models.
In one, a ubiquitous moral cue modifies the effect of factors on unethical behaviour

(H3-5, 12-13), while in the other, factors modify the influence of a ubiquitous moral
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cue on unethical behaviour (H2, 6-11). The rationales for these relationships are further
detailed below. Specifically, I propose that, in the first model, when a factor tends to
influence an employee to make unethical decisions, a ubiquitous moral cue weakens
that relationship. And vice versa, where a factor tends to influence an employee to make
ethical decisions, a ubiquitous moral cue strengthens that relationship. In the second
model, factors that potentially influence a subject’s receptiveness of a ubiquitous moral
cue are expected to strengthen the effectiveness of the ubiquitous moral cue on ethical

decision making.

Ubiquitous Cue
(H1)
(H2,6-11)
Unethical
Behaviour
(H3-5, 12-13)
Individual, Team

and Firm Factors

Figure 2. Interactions of a ubiquitous moral cue with individual, team and firm factors on
unethical behavior. Annotations in parentheses () refer to hypotheses tested in this study.

Individual factors. Much research has focused on understanding how
individual factors influence ethical decision-making (Ford & Richardson 1994, Loe

2000, O’Fallon & Butterfield 2005, Craft 2013, Lehnert 2015). Individual factors
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include demographic factors, personality differences and other individual
characteristics.

Age and gender. Age (e.g. Valentine 2007, Forte 2004, Elango 2010) has been
correlated with ethical judgment. Valentine (2007) found that higher age and female
gender improved ethical decision-making, although Forte’s (2004) results show that
older employees appear to be “jaded” through experience and view their organizational
ethical climates more pessimistically. Studies on gender (e.g. Valentine 2007, Marques
and Azevedo-Pereira 2009, Nguyen 2008) suggest that women make more ethical
decisions. It stands to reason that because younger people and males are more likely to
behave unethically, a ubiquitous cue has a better likelihood of changing their behavior
relative to older people and females who are already more likely to behave ethically
and therefore there is less opportunity for behavioral change.

Hypothesis 2a. A ubiquitous moral cue will weaken the negative relationship
between higher age and unethical behaviours. The relationship between age and
unethical behaviour would be weaker in the experimental condition than in the control

condition.

Hypothesis 2b. A ubiquitous moral cue will weaken the negative relationship
between female gender and unethical behaviours. The relationship between gender and
unethical behaviour would be weaker in the experimental condition than in the control

condition.

Formalistic ethical pre-disposition. The ethical predispositions of people
determine how they approach ethical decision-making. Typically, these can be divided

into either a utilitarian approach, or a formalistic approach (Brady 1996, Pearsall 2011).
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Employees with a formalistic predisposition are more likely to consider an ethical
situation objectively and make judgements based on their rationalization in the absence
of considerations of the perspective of individuals (Brady 1996, Pearsall 2011,
Wiltermuth 2013). Similarly, Pearsall, found that people that have a formalistic
predisposition tend to make decisions which rely on conformity to patterns and rules,
and thus are more likely to be aligned to a firm’s code of conduct.

Hence, formalistic predisposition may strengthen the positive relationship
between a ubiquitous moral cue and ethical behaviour by drawing the attention of the
individual to the moral issue at hand.

Hypothesis 3. As formalistic predisposition increases, it will strengthen the
negative relationship between a ubiquitous moral cue and unethical behaviours. The
difference between the experimental arm and control arm would be greater among
participants with higher formalistic predisposition than those with lower formalistic

predisposition.

Goal orientation. Goal orientation (Button 1996) has been studied in the
context of performance (Colquitt 1998). Based on definitions provided by VandeWalle
(2001), a learning goal orientation “is a focus on developing one’s competence by
acquiring new skills, mastering new situations, and learning from experience” while a
proving goal orientation “is a focus on demonstrating one’s competence and the gaining
of favorable judgments from others.” A third goal orientation is avoiding goal
orientation, which is “a focus on avoiding negation of one’s competence and the

avoiding of negative judgments from others” (VandeWalle 2001, pp. 630).
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VandeWalle (2001) argued and showed that people with learning and proving
goal orientation responded favorably to feedback, but not those with avoiding goal
orientation, because of the differing mediation effects of effort, self-efficacy and goal-
setting in response to feedback on each of these predispositions. The ubiquitous moral
cue employed in this experiment behaves as a form of feedback in two ways. First, it
contains quizzes that allow subjects to test their knowledge of the firm’s code of
conduct, and second, it allows subjects to raise questions to compliance subject experts,
or to gather feedback from their team members. In this way, colleagues have access to
their feedback ubiquitously through the cue. Hence, I argue that learning and proving
goal orientations in employees would strengthen the effect of a ubiquitous moral cue
on them, whereas those with avoiding goal orientation will not benefit from the cue.

Hypothesis 4a. As learning goal orientation increases, it will strengthen the
negative relationship between a ubiquitous moral cue and unethical behaviours. The
difference between the experimental arm and control arm would be greater among
participants with higher learning goal orientation than those with lower learning goal

orientation.

Hypothesis 4b. As proving goal orientation increases, it will strengthen the
negative relationship between a ubiquitous moral cue and unethical behaviours. The
difference between the experimental arm and control arm would be greater among
participants with higher proving goal orientation than those with lower proving goal

orientation.

Mindfulness. Mindfulness refers to an individual’s awareness, both internally

and externally (Ruedy 2010). Ruedy found that individuals who exhibited high
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mindfulness tended to exhibit less unethical behaviour, although mindfulness did not
eliminate unethical behaviour entirely. Individuals who have high mindfulness may be
more likely to consider if a situation in which they find themselves in merits an ethical
or compliance consideration. Hence, it is expected a ubiquitous moral cue would be

more effective in mindful employees compared to employees who are not mindful.

Hypothesis 5. As mindfulness increases, it will strengthen the negative
relationship between a ubiquitous cue and unethical behaviours. The difference
between the experimental arm and control arm would be greater among participants
with higher mindfulness than those with lower mindfulness.

Moral Disengagement. Moral disengagement was defined by Bandura (1986)
as the suppression of self-regulatory mechanisms during the ethical decision-making
process. In a series of experiments, Detert (2008) showed that moral disengagement
was correlated with unethical behaviour and mediated the effect of other individual
factors on unethical behaviour. In individuals who are morally disengaged, one could
expect to witness a higher incidence of unethical behaviour, even if not deliberate. I
argue that the presence of a ubiquitous cue would reduce the positive correlation
between moral disengagement and unethical behaviour, by reminding individuals of
the morality of a situation.

Hypothesis 6. A ubiquitous moral cue will weaken the positive relationship
between moral disengagement and unethical behaviours. The relationship between
moral disengagement and unethical behaviour would be weaker in the experimental

condition than in the control condition.
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Other individual factors have been studied. For these factors, please refer to the
works by other researchers, including work experience (McCullough 2005, Valentine
2007, O’Fallon 2005), empathy, trait cynicism, and locus of control (Detert, 2008),
moral attentiveness (Reynolds 2008), and Big 5 personality traits like hedonism and
pragmatism (Watson 2009).

Team & firm factors. While individual factors may affect an employee’s
behaviour on their own, the reality of a real-world situation is that employees work
together in teams where teammates influence one another, and are led by leaders whose
behaviours directly impact theirs. They are also subjected daily to the influence of the
ethical and compliance infrastructure (Treviiio 2006) of their firm, and the latter’s
surveillance and monitoring processes.

Ethical infrastructure: the role of monitoring. A moral cue is part of the ethical
infrastructure of the firm. Trevifio (2006) found that various elements of ethical
infrastructure in firms exerted their effects on all four stages of the Rest model (Figure
1). Many studies have shown that individual elements of an ethical infrastructure would
not prevent unethical behaviour unless integrated with effective training, and
enforcement (Kaptein 2008, Trevifio & Weaver 2001). Treviio & Weaver found that
when firms failed to follow-through on their prescribed ethical program, employees
would perceive the lack of follow-through as organizational injustice and become
demotivated to adhere to the ethical program. In a similar vein, McKinney (2010) found
that employees of firms with a written code of conduct demonstrated better ethical
judgment, while other studies found that codes of conduct were not effective (e.g.

Yallop 2012, O’Leary & Stewart 2007, and Rottig 2011). Deshpande (2009) found that
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codes of ethics were not enough by themselves, and suggested that additional processes
needed to be in place as part of ethical decision-making. The effect of firm leadership
as part of this infrastructure is important, for example setting the right management
tone at the top (Sweeney 2010). Armstrong (2004) and Jackson (2013) found that when
management tolerated wrongdoing, there was an increase in subsequent ethical
violations and practices. A moral cue would serve to reinforce other, existing, elements

of the ethical infrastructure.

Firms implement checks and balances by various means, including monitoring
of employees’ activities, such as spot checks on activities or audits on expense reports.
When such monitoring is perceived as being effective — that is, one is not likely to get
away with wrong behaviour - employees are less likely to make unethical decisions
(Tenbrunsel 1999, Smith 2007). A ubiquitous moral cue may effectively strengthen
this effect as the cue itself could be perceived as a way for management to “keep track”
of employees, even though it, in fact, does not possess such an ability.

Hypothesis 7. A ubiquitous moral cue will strengthen the negative relationship
between workplace monitoring and unethical behaviours. The relationship between
workplace monitoring and unethical behaviour would be stronger in the experimental

condition than in the control condition.

Ethical leadership & injustice. The extant literature on ethical leadership has
shown that ethical leadership is linked with positive work outcomes such as
organizational citizenship behaviour, and ethical behaviour (see Schminke 2005). In
contrast, Armstrong (2004) and Jackson (2013) found that when management tolerated

wrongdoing, there was a perception of injustice, and an increase in subsequent ethical
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violations and practices. Abusive leadership (Hannah, 2013) also motivated unethical

behaviour among subordinates.

In a fast-paced sales organization, managers connect with their teams on a day-
to-day basis. They constantly remind their subordinates of their ethical obligations, and
model those behaviours themselves (Trevifio 1986, Brown 2005). Hence, the behavior
and expectations of immediate supervisory leadership will have a disproportionately
large effect as sales personnel receive daily communication, instruction and coaching
from sales managers. I argue that the intervention of an additional moral cue would
effectively strengthen the negative relationship between ethical leadership and
unethical behaviour as the cue behaves as a ubiquitous reminder of the participant’s

immediate supervisor.

Hypothesis 8. A ubiquitous moral cue will strengthen the negative relationship
between ethical leadership and unethical behaviours. The relationship between ethical
leadership and unethical behaviour would be stronger in the experimental condition

than in the control condition.

As described previously (Armstrong 2004, Jackson 2013), perceived injustice,
which, in the context of this study, is the observation that colleagues who break the
rules may get away with it, may influence colleagues to think that they can get away
with ethical breaches, unless they are reminded of its consequences. Hence, a
ubiquitous moral cue may attenuate the influence of perceived injustice on unethical

behaviours.

Hypothesis 9. A ubiquitous moral cue will weaken the positive relationship

between perceived injustice and unethical behaviours. The relationship between
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perceived injustice and unethical behaviour would be weaker in the experimental

condition than in the control condition.

Ethical Climate. Studies have shown that ethical climate is an important
antecedent to ethical intention or behaviour. Victor and Cullen (1988) argued that
ethical climate in a firm is important because of its basis in ethical moral reasoning and
impact on a firm’s rewards and sanctions systems that ultimately guide ethical
behaviour. In their study, they proposed that different kinds of ethical climate prevail
in firms based on their characteristics. Importantly, they found a strong link between
individual commitment to firms and an ethical climate based on principles and rules, a
description that describe firms in the controlled industries which are strictly governed
by international norms and mandatory rules.

Based on the foundational work of Victor & Cullen, others have investigated
specific influences of ethical climate on ethical behaviour in firms. For instance, Shafer
(2011) and Zhang (2009) found that ethical culture or climate had a positive effect on
ethical judgment and actual behaviour. In a study on human resource professionals,
Bartels (1998) found a correlation between ethical climate of a firm and the seriousness
of ethical violations, as well as between perception of ethical climate and a firm’s
success in responding to ethical issues. Barnett (2000) showed that ethical climate had
a strong moderating influence on ethical intent of marketing managers. Findings have
not always been consistent. DeConinck (1997) found no correlation between
perception of ethical climate and sales managers’ willingness to intervene in unethical

acts of their salespersons.
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Two of the empirically-derived climate types — Ethical Climate-Law and Code
(EC-Law) and Ethical Climate-Rules (EC-Rule), describe the kind of climate that the
ethical and compliance infrastructure of firms in controlled industries tend to foster.
Whereas EC-Law is focused on the strict adherence to societal legal rules and industry
professional norms, EC-Rule is about meeting the company’s expectations and
following its prescribed standards.

A ubiquitous moral cue is part of an infrastructure that emphasizes laws,
regulations, principles and rules. Like traditional communication methods such as the
occasional training or reminders, a ubiquitous cue is expected to emphasize and
enhance the effectiveness of existing rules and principles, except that it does so in a
continuous and unrelenting manner. It is expected that a ubiquitous cue would further
enhance the expected negative impact of ethical climate on unethical behaviour.

Hypothesis 10a. A ubiquitous moral cue will strengthen the negative
relationship between EC-Law and code and unethical behaviours. The relationship
between EC-Law and unethical behaviour would be stronger in the experimental

condition than in the control condition.

Hypothesis 10b. A ubiquitous moral cue will strengthen the negative
relationship between EC-Rule and unethical behaviours. The relationship between EC-
Rule and unethical behaviour would be stronger in the experimental condition than in

the control condition.

Goal setting and competition. Goal setting (see Locke & Latham, 2002) is
now widely accepted as an effective management tool. However, it is not without its

challenges, and investigators like Ordonez (2009) and Schweitzer (2004) have found

23



that unethical behaviour could be motivated by bad goal-setting. Schweitzer &
Gibson (2008), and Kouchaki (2015) showed that anxiety at work is an antecedent for
unethical behaviour, reasoning that individuals who feel anxious and threatened
looked to restore themselves to a safe state, which may then overcome other ethical
considerations. Welsh (2014a) conducted studies which showed that ratcheting up
business objectives in consecutive business cycles drained the self-regulatory
resources of individuals, and led to more unethical behaviour. In the real world, it is
not uncommon, especially in fast-growing emerging economies, for firms to set
unreasonable or challenging targets (from the Economist Corporate Network’s Asia
Regional Strategic Forecast meeting in Hong Kong, September 30, 2014). Such
target-setting is then cascaded down to the individual level salesperson. Goal setting

is also closely correlated with competition (Brown 1998).

In a fast-growing international emerging market where income mobility and
complex socio-economic conditions exist, excessive goal setting plus attractive sales-
based incentives may encourage employees to discount compliance considerations in
favor of personal financial gratification, or job security, leading to brinksmanship and
“willful blindness” to the firm’s code of conduct (Jackson 2013, Waldmeir 2014).
Within the pharmaceutical industry, for example, Glaxo SmithKline has started a trend
to move away from relying on salespersons’ goals based on commissions (Eye For
Pharma, 2017), in order to reduce the pressure to perform and the difficulty of achieving
their objectives. Thus, one could expect that when goal difficulty is higher, employees

are more likely to demonstrate unethical behaviour compared to those reporting lower
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goal difficulty. However, the presence of a ubiquitous moral cue would potentially

counteract the effect of high goal difficulty and hence weaken that relationship.

Hypothesis 11. A ubiquitous moral cue will weaken the positive relationship
between goal difficulty and unethical behaviours. The relationship between goal
difficulty and unethical behaviour would be weaker in the experimental condition than

in the control condition.

Other team factors have been studied in the context of decision-making. For
these please refer to the work of other researchers, such as research on team cohesion
(Thau 2015, Pitesa 2013, Pearsall 2011, Jackson 2013), team information sharing
(Bunderson and Sutcliffe 2012, p881, Lin 2012), and moral identification (Detert
2008, Reynolds 2010, May 2015, Pitesa 2013).

Technology acceptance and perceived ubiquity. For any form of cue to work,
it has to meet the objective of being exposed to the individual being influenced at the
right frequency. In the case of technology-based cues, the user’s acceptance of the
technology or the technology’s interactive capabilities are likely to determine the extent
to which the cue is effective. Past studies on technology acceptance help demonstrate
if a specific application or program has its intended effect of becoming part and parcel
of working life of subjects (Davis 1989, Venkatesh 2003, Robinson 2005). It may be
inferred that a ubiquitous cue will work better when user acceptance of the mobile

application is high.

Hypothesis 12. As User Technology Acceptance of the mobile application

intended as a cue increases, unethical behaviours will decrease.
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As pointed out by Okazaki (2011), acceptance of a specific type of technology
need not necessary equate with ubiquity. In order for a ubiquitous moral cue to work,
individuals should be exposed to it multiple times in a day. However, despite
findings pointing to its growing importance, and the need for further theory
development of the concept of ubiquity, the ubiquity construct itself has not been
well-explored or even defined. Up until now, there has been no focused way to study
ubiquity, nor any validated measure for this new construct (Okazaki 2011).

I propose a new construct, Perceived Ubiquity, as a new measure to quantify
the penetration of the app into the consciousness of users. Perceived ubiquity is
defined as the perception of how persistent a cue delivered through a mobile
application remains in the recallability of an individual. The proposed construct is
further described in the Methods section. I argue that when the ubiquity of the mobile
application is increased in the user’s perception, the effectiveness of the moral cue
increases as a result, leading to fewer unethical behaviours.

Hypothesis 13. As Perceived Ubiquity of the mobile application intended as a

cue increases, unethical behaviours will decrease.

Chapter 4: Methods
Much research in ethical decision-making has centered on laboratory-based
experiments (Tenbrunsel 1999, Schweitzer 2004, Ruedy 2010, Gino 2011, Pearsall
2011, Gunia 2012). A number of field-based studies have been based on case research
(Murphy 1988, Bowen 2004), or cross-sectional survey data (Skarlicki 1997, Weaver
1999, Schminke 2005, Marler 2006, Cole 2008, Detert 2008, Pitesa 2011, Trevino 2011,

Hannah 2013). Some studies use a combination of methods including laboratory

26



experiments and non-experimental field studies (Reynolds 2008, Kouchaki 2015, May
2015, Thau 2015).

Laboratory experiments offer many advantages such as the ability to precisely
control the manipulation, the ease of replicating studies under different circumstances,
and the ability to isolate variables that are not possible in the field (see for example,
Ariely 2013). However, they also suffer from not being “real-life,” taking place under
artificial conditions and completed in timelines that are not reflected in the workplace.
Understandably, researchers continue to call for further validation of their findings
through field experiments to overcome challenges of ecological validity and
generalizability (Craft 2013, Lehnert 2015, Eden 2017). Field experiments have in
particular found new relevance in an era of evidence-based management (Rousseau
2005).

A field experiment was conducted for this study for a number of reasons. First,
field experimentation is considered by some to be a “gold standard” in organizational
research methodology (Highhouse 2007, Eden 2017). In particular, it allows for the
testing of causal hypotheses, to validate the results of studies using other methodologies
that are unable to provide strong evidence of causality. Secondly, because it is
conducted in a “real-world” setting, it may help overcome challenges of ecological
validity and external validity by testing hypotheses in a sample of participants who are
employees facing real-life ethical dilemmas with real-life consequences. Thirdly, such
a study allows us to build knowhow on conducting “win-win” industry-academia

collaborative studies which provide realistic and relevant feedback to the participating
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firm on a topic critical to its operations, while deepening the body of scientific evidence
that contribute to academic theory.
Participants, design and measures

This study was conducted with sales personnel belonging to the sales division
in the affiliate of a multinational pharmaceutical firm operating in China. The chosen
firm, a European-based mid-sized pharmaceutical firm (“PharmaCorp”), had sales of
over €4 billion in 2016, and has been operating in China for a number of years. At the
beginning of the experiment, the sales function comprised 568 personnel (including 75
managers and 493 sales representatives) operating in 120 cities across three therapeutic
area divisions. PharmaCorp’s sales teams were designated by therapeutic franchise
and geography in a traditional hierarchical tree structure. Each team of one-to-six
colleagues reported to a single manager, and some managers were responsible for more
than one team. There were 106 teams in total. Fifty-six percent of the employees were
female. This was a relatively young sample, where 33% of employees were below 30
years of age, and 62% were between 30 and 39 years of age. Fifty-seven percent of
employees had worked for the firm for two years or fewer at the time of randomization.

Versus the number randomized, the number of participants completing the three
waves of surveys were 382 or 67% at Wave 1, 202 or 36% at Wave 2, and 128 or 23%
at Wave 3. Soon after randomization and before Wave 1, a major company restructuring
led to the departure of 127 colleagues from one of the 3 sales divisions. One participant
decided to opt out of the study after the completion of Wave 3. Excluding these 127
colleagues and the participant who dropped out, the final participation rate was 86% at

Wave 1, 46% at Wave 2, and 29% at Wave 3. The relatively poor survival of the test
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population reflected the difficulties in getting busy sales executives to complete
relatively long online surveys in the middle of their busy schedules.

Employees in the sales function are all subject to rigorous training in
PharmaCorp’s ethical and compliance code of practice. Such training includes periodic
online and classroom training. In addition, employees are reminded of the firm’s code
of practice through screensavers, the availability of the code in electronic as well as
handbook format, and through frequent contact with the firm’s Compliance department
colleagues. In line with established practice in the industry, “tone from the top” is a
priority, with the country Managing Director cascading messages of ethics and
compliance frequently down the chain of command to each individual.

To supplement the already robust ethical and compliance infrastructure,
PharmaCorp contracted with a vendor to develop a mobile application to support its
sales teams in ethical decision-making. The application includes resources that
colleagues can refer to easily, such as the firm’s code of practice, and processes for
running promotional activities, with interactive features allowing the firm to take
questions, host discussions and push messages. Importantly, the mobile application
served as a ubiquitous cue, residing as a distinct icon on the mobile device belonging
to each sales person. The characteristics of the application is described further in the
next section.

Manipulation: ubiquitous cue

The experimental design is presented in Figure 3. This study utilized a two-

group pretest-posttest stratified experimental design (Trochim & Donnelly 2008). To

ensure that all geographic and therapeutic areas were well represented in both arms of
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the experiment, the 106 teams were randomly assigned to either the experimental
condition or control condition by area as indicated in Figure 3. Even though all
personnel were initially assigned to either the experimental or control group groups,
participation in the study (i.e., completion of surveys and inclusion of other data in the
study) was voluntary and all participants provided informed consent. Confidentiality
of participation was assured, and participants were allowed to withdraw from the
experiment at any time. To protect the privacy of participants, all data were submitted
directly to a third party, who removed or encrypted all identifiers before providing the

data to the investigator for analysis.

-12 weeks -2 wéeks Gwéeks 2 morhths 6 moi‘nths |

| Group A: Experiment >
[ Group B: Control >

! All sales
remployees

Randomization

:< Collection of possible noncompliant behaviour through field monitoring >

Figure 3. Experimental Design

All sales teams in each of the three sales divisions were randomized into two
arms at the beginning of the experiment. To reduce possible bias in the data due to

geography and variability in practices between sales divisions, a stratified
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randomization approach was taken, with three strata as indicated in Figure 4 including
sales division and geography.

All participants in the experimental arm received the mobile application
intended to function as a ubiquitous cue. All members within the same team, including
managers and sales representatives, received the same manipulation. Instructions on
how to download the application were pushed to participants at the start of the study.

The control arm did not receive the option to download the mobile application.

[ Pharma Corp
(Sales)

Divklon Divizlon Dedslon
({Thempeutic Area) [Therapeutic Area) (Therapeutic Area)
1 2 3

Area Area Alea
1 2 3

Geography
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Figure 4. Stratified randomization design with two stratum

Mobile application as a ubiquitous cue. The mobile application
commissioned by PharmaCorp replicates the available online versions of
PharmaCorp’s code of conduct and other ethical and compliance-related rules,
procedures and processes, such as applications to organize promotional events, and
allows colleagues to start and participate in discussions. Quizzes were posted

occasionally to test the knowledge of colleagues. Like typical mobile applications
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residing on a mobile device, the mobile application had a logo (a black-and-white
cartoon panda on a green background) which was visually attractive and immediately
visible to colleagues whenever they looked at their mobile devices. Colleagues
accessed their mobile devices on a daily basis frequently in order to assess materials
for their daily work such as marketing and promotional materials, training material,
submit expense claims and applications for resources, and to report their day’s
activities to headquarters. In a given work day, each colleague is expected to access his
or her mobile device multiple times.

Figure 5 shows a number of screenshots of the ubiquitous cue during

development. Language options included both English and Simplified Chinese.

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 5. Screenshots of the Mobile Application. Information that may reveal the
identity of the firm have been masked. Index: (a) main interface with video of the business
leader (masked) with a compliance message; (b) search screen; (¢) catalog of company polices,
rules and regulations; (d) discussion boards; (e) pop quiz with wrong response, and (f) pop quiz

with correct response.
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The mobile application served as a passive resource and ubiquitous onscreen
cue as well as an interactive tool. Interactive features included “push” messages from
headquarters, a discussion board to ask questions to colleagues and in-house ethics and
compliance experts, as well as pop-quizzes. Push messages were about updates on
compliance policies and rules; only two such notices were sent over the course of the
experiment. To control for the possibility that mere communication from PharmaCorp,
and not compliance-specific messages were enough to influence behaviour, the Control
group received messages simultaneously from the firm as well on their mobile devices
about matters not related to compliance, whenever there were updates on the
application.

The application was not intended to be a main source of information about
compliance, as the firm’s code of conduct was frequently communicated through face-
to-face training and was also easily available in print and online electronic versions.
Employees would use the application only when they had very specific questions on a
matter they were not familiar with, and thus would not be expected to assess the
application regularly. On the other hand, the application served the function of a
ubiquitous cue as it was present each time the employee turned on his or her mobile

device multiple times during the course of the day.

Online surveys and third-party audits. Online surveys were administered at
baseline (Wave 1), two months post-intervention (Wave 2), and six months post-
intervention (Wave 3). Detailed items of all the scales used in this dissertation can be
found in the appendix, including response formats and anchors. A third party contracted

by PharmaCorp randomly sampled about 25% of planned field activities and audited
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them for compliance with the firm’s code of conduct (discussed in further detail below).
A total of 448, or 79% of the participants, were sampled at least once. Six months after
the mobile application was first rolled out, the last online survey was administered, and
the mobile application was rolled out to all participants in the control arm thereafter. A
final debriefing note was then sent to all participants with a final opportunity to
withdraw from the study, and to thank them for their participation.

Manipulation checks — technology measures

Kim (2013), showed that perceived interactivity had a significant impact on the
effectiveness of mobile applications. Hence, for participants in the experimental arm
who received the mobile application, Measure of Perceived Interactivity (MPI),
developed by McMillan (2002), was used to determine if the mobile application
achieved the desired effect it was designed to do.

The MPI scale (0=.89) comprised eight questions scored on a 1-7 Likert scale,
with 1 being “Strongly Disagree” and 7 being “Strongly Agree.” The questions
covered multiple aspects of interactivity one would expect of an App, such as “The
(App) enables 2-way communication,” “The (App) provides immediate answers to
questions,” and “It is easy to find my way around the (App).” MPI was measured at
Wave 2 to determine if the App had the desired effect on its subjects.

Ninety-two participants out of 99 in the Experimental Arm who completed most
of the survey questions responded with a highly positive response (Mean+SD =
5.55+1.04, Mode = 6), indicating a high level of awareness of the Mobile App and

acknowledgement of its interactivity with the subjects. The MPI questions were not

34



administered to participants in the Control Arm because such participants did not have
access to the app and therefore would not have been able to answer the questions.
Survey instrument

Three longitudinal surveys were conducted over the course of the experiment.
This included a baseline survey (Wave 1) two weeks before the start of the
experiment, and surveys after two months (Wave 2) and six months (Wave 3). The
wave 1 survey included demographic and personality or individual characteristic
questions including moral disengagement, mindfulness, ethical predisposition, and
goal orientation, as well as team and firm questions on ethical leadership at work,
goal difficulty, work monitoring and perceived injustice. Waves 2 and 3 excluded
demographic and personality or individual characteristic questions, while including
team self-reported unethical behavior, and technology acceptance and perceived
ubiquity measures. Some team and firm questions were also repeated in Waves 2 and
3 as they were possibly influenced by other extraneous changes in the environment.

All survey questions were originally in English. While the Ethical Climate
Questionnaire (ECQ) has been translated by others (e.g. Shafer 2011), it was not
possible to obtain Chinese translations of the other measures. For reasons of
expediency and consistency, PharmaCorp opted to engage a professional firm familiar
with the scientific translations based in Beijing, China, to translate the survey
questions, with minor parts supplemented by another firm based in Hong Kong. All
translations were vetted by the investigator and a PharmaCorp collaborator, both of
whom have bilingual fluency, to validate the accuracy of the translation. To provide a

deeper level of assurance, back translations in English were provided post-hoc by a
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third agency based in Hong Kong. Out of 168 scale questions, there were 18 meaning
errors (see Brislin 1970). Of these, 7 were not used in the final data set. The
remaining 11 were reviewed again and 10 were deemed to be equivalent despite the
meaning error, and only 1 was found to be unequivalent (“co-workers” translated
inaccurately into “working partner”.) However, as the only working partners in the
subject population were co-workers, this difference was deemed to be acceptable.
Dependent variables

Measures of unethical behaviour. Unethical behaviour can be measured in a
number of ways. In laboratory experiments, the use of well-developed tasks that are
validated to differentiate ethical from wunethical behaviour have been well-
demonstrated (see for example Ariely 2013, Ruedy 2010). However, in the less
controlled environment of the field, measurement of unethical behaviour is fraught with
various challenges, including the bias of individuals in the case of self-reported

behaviours, and statistical limitations in the case of random checks and audits.

Unethical behaviour has been measured using self-reported ethical behaviour
scales (e.g. McCabe 1996, Peterson 2002), response to ethical vignettes (e.g. Cleek
1998, Stohs 1999, Christie 2003, Fritzsche 2000, McKinney 2010), open-ended
interviews (e.g. Adams 2001, Ho 2010) and laboratory experiments (e.g. Ruedy 2010,
Beams 2003). In this experiment, unethical behaviour was measured by two different
methodologies — self-reports and independent third-party auditing.

Self-reports included reporting by participants of unethical behaviour they

observed within their teams. Independent third-party auditing identified instances
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where participants violated prescribed rules of behaviour when organizing field
promotional activities involving customers.

Team self-reported unethical behaviour. Team Self-reported unethical
behaviour (TSRUB) was measured by adapting a scale used by Peterson (2002) and
others. The basis for measuring team, rather than individual, self-reported unethical
behaviour, is that despite assuring anonymity, it is possible that participants will find
self-reporting of their own individual unethical behaviour to be uncomfortable, and are
more likely to provide unbiased reports of others’ behaviours in their teams. As such,
rather than reporting their own unethical behaviour, respondents were asked to what
extent they had witnessed within their team each of 10 possible misdemeanors at work.
These ranged from the seemingly trivial such as “taking longer than necessary to do a
job,” to more serious misbehaviors such as “using company resources for personal use”
or “padding an expense account”. Responses ranged from “Never” to “Always” on a
1-5 point Likert Scale. To determine if there was a causal effect of the experimental
condition, TSRUB was measured at three time-points: Wave 1(0=0.96), Wave
2(0=0.98) and Wave 3 (¢=0.97). The potential downsides of measuring self-reported
unethical behaviour at the team level rather than collecting individual reports on oneself

are discussed further below.

Non-compliant behaviour recorded by third-party field audit. PharmaCorp
contracted an independent firm operating in the area of corporate security to audit the
firm's sales activities for compliance with stated objectives. The auditors were given
access to the firm’s internal activity request system, from which about 25% of sales

activities were randomly selected to be audited. The modus operandi is as follows: the
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auditors announced to the selected activities’ organizers (sales representatives) their
intention to audit their activity on the day before, and show up at the activity the next
day with an audit checklist furnished by the firm. The auditors used the checklist to
check all aspects of the activity at risk of non-compliant behaviour against the approved

activity plan in the system. A copy of the checklist summary is included in the appendix.

Four kinds of sales activities were covered by this audit - group selling activities,
mini-salons, local symposia, and a fourth category for “others.” Group selling activities
were meetings between sales personnel and small groups of physicians where the only
expenses typically involved meals for the meeting attendees. Mini-salons were small
departmental meetings within an institution involving a paid speaker from another
department or institution. Local symposia were scientific meetings involving multiple
speakers and attendees from multiple institutions. Finally, there were one-off events
which may not fall into the above categories. For each activity, sales personnel have to
apply to the company for internal approval through PharmaCorp’s internal activity
request system. Detailed information including venue, speakers and speakers’ topics,
speaker fees, expected number of attendees, hospitality expenses and other information
are required in the request. Sales personnel have to execute each activity according to

the approved request, and any deviation from it is non-compliant behaviour.

The non-compliant behaviour detected during the audit, (including both ethical
and non-ethical violations) are classified as ‘major’ and ‘minor’ findings. Minor
findings are typically procedural lapses (such as changing a meeting venue without
updating the record in advance). Such findings do not generally constitute ethical

breaches. On the other hand, major findings represent serious breaches of procedure
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as well as violations of the code of practice such as providing gifts and conducting
unapproved activities. Over a nine-month period, beginning from three months before
the experimental manipulation, to six months post-intervention, a total of 170 major
findings and 418 minor findings were recorded. Since minor findings are typically non-
consequential and do not represent ethical breaches, only major findings were analyzed

for this experiment.

Major findings of the field audit were reported in three-monthly increments,
with the baseline value corresponding to the three months prior to the start of the
experiment (from March to June), and subsequent measures at the next three months
after the start of the experiment (from July to September), and the next three months
(from October to December, labeled as MJPos23M in the study). As each sales
personnel’s plans are planned in advance by at least a month, it was not expected that
outcomes in the first three months following the start of the experiment would
demonstrate any effect of the intervention since many would have been planned prior
to the intervention. As such, MJP0s23M — major findings in the three-month period

prior to the end of the experiment - was the dependent variable in this study.

Independent variables

Individual data. Individual data include demographic parameters like age and
gender, and the following personality traits and characteristics.

Ethical predisposition was measured with Brady’s (1996) Measure of Ethical
Viewpoints. Participants were asked their opinion about 13 characteristic traits and to
score them on a 1-7 Likert scale with responses ranging from “Very unimportant to me”

to “Very important to me.” Traits indicating a Formalistic disposition included

39



“Principled,” “Dependable,” “Trustworthy,” “Honest,” “Noted for integrity,” and
“Law-abiding.” Formalistic Predisposition (0=.92) was measured at Wave 1 and used
in all subsequent evaluations.

Goal Orientation was measured with 12 items from the scale of Button (1996).
The questions included eight items scoring participants on Learning Goal Orientation,
such as “the opportunity to extend the range of my abilities is important to me,” while
another four questions score participants on Proving Goal Orientation, such as “I feel
smart when I can do something better than most other people.” All questions were
scored on a 1-7 Likert Scale ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree.”
Both measures — Learning Goal orientation (a=.88) and Proving Goal Orientation
(a=.71), were measured at Wave 1 and used in subsequent evaluations.

Mindfulness was measured with the Mindfulness Attention Awareness Scale
(MAAS) developed by Brown & Ryan (2003). The scale measures a person’s
awareness of his or her situation and activities on a general basis. Participants are asked
to indicate their level of agreement about whether a number of statements describe
themselves accurately. The 20 questions include questions like “I find it difficult to stay
focused on what’s happening in the present,” and “I snack without being aware that
I’m eating.” Answers were scored on a 1-6 Likert scale ranging from “Almost never”
to “Almost always.” MAAS was measured at Wave 1 (0=.92) and used in subsequent
evaluations.

Moral Disengagement was measured using the 24-item scale adopted by Detert
(2008) from Bandura’s (1986) earlier work. Participants were asked to assess their level

of agreement or disagreement with statements around intrinsically moral issues in

40



different environments, such as “sharing test questions is just a way of helping your
friend”, “people cannot be blamed for misbehaving if their friends pressured them to
do it” and “some people deserve to be treated like animals.” Answers were scored on
a 1-5 Likert scale with 1 corresponding to “Strongly disagree” and 5 to “Strongly agree.”
Moral disengagement was measured at Wave 1 (¢=.96) and used in evaluations
subsequently.

Team & firm data. Team and firm measures asked participants to rate their
supervisors, organizations or working environment, rather than themselves.

Workplace Monitoring measured the extent to which employees perceived the
firm was keeping track of and evaluating their activities for conformity to the firm’s
desired practices. These questions were adapted from those by George & Zhou (2001).
They included six questions such as “It sometimes feels like PharmaCorp is always
looking over my shoulder,” and “My organization likes to see things done in a certain
way.” Answers were scored on a 1-5 Likert Scale, ranging from “Strongly disagree” to
“Strongly agree.” As the perception of monitoring could conceivably change over time
because of new measures, organizational changes or the introduction of new
infrastructure, Workplace Monitoring was measured at three time points: Wave 1
(0=.96), Wave 2 (0=.81) and Wave 3 (0=.82), with the outcomes at each respective
wave used in evaluating its relationship with the experimental condition and dependent
variables

Researchers have demonstrated the link between ethical leadership of
supervisors and ethical behaviour of their subordinates (see for e.g. Schminke 2005).

The existence of clear supervisor-sales representative team dyads in this sample
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allowed us to utilize Kalshoven’s (2011) Ethical Leadership at Work (ELW) scale to
measure employee perception of their immediate supervisors’ ethical leadership.
Participants were asked if they had observed practices of their supervisors related to
ethical leadership, for example, “clearly explains the firm’s ethical and compliance
requirements” or model ethical behaviours themselves, for example “sets an example
of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics.” The answers to the 10 questions
were scored on a 1-5 Likert Scale ranging from “Strongly agree” to “Strongly disagree”
and averaged to obtain the ELW score. As the behaviour of supervisors could
conceivably change over time because of externalities, ELW was measured at three
time points: Wave 1 (0=.97), Wave 2 (0=.97) and Wave 3 (.97), with the outcomes at
each respective wave used in evaluating its relationship with the experimental
condition and dependent variables.

Perceived Injustice comprised of just one question scored on a 1-5 Likert Scale,
ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” - “Employees may get away with
ethical misconduct because the firm is afraid to let them go for legal reasons (labor law
protection).” The was a question specifically designed to address a specific complaint
by field practitioners in the context of the Chinese pharmaceutical industry. Similarly,
as Perceived Injustice could conceivably change over time because of specific
incidences or externalities, it was measured at three time points: Wave 1, Wave 2 and
Wave 3, with the outcomes at each respective wave used in evaluating its relationship
with the experimental condition and dependent variables.

The classic Ethical Climate Questionnaire (“ECQ”) of Victor & Cullen (1988)

was used to measure the perception of ethical climate by individual sales personnel.
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Individual data can be aggregated into sales team, experimental arm and firm level
constructs. Twenty-six questions corresponding to five climate types were asked in the
study, although only EC-Law, and EC-Rule, were eventually analyzed in detail as these
climate types were the ones the firm idealized towards. Questions corresponding to EC-
Law (0=.83) included “in this company, people are expected to strictly follow legal or
professional standards,” and “in this company, the law or ethical code of their
profession is the major consideration.” Questions corresponding to EC-Rule (0=.73)
included “people in this company strictly obey the company policies,” and “successful
people in this company go by the book.” Answers were scored on a 1-5 Likert Scale,
ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree.” Ethical Climate was measured
at Wave 1.

Goal difficulty was a customized construct based on a combination of the
Competitive Psychological Climate scale (Brown 1998), and purpose-designed
questions that measured the perception of difficulty of achieving sales objectives and
competition by participants in the specific context of this experiment. Participants rated
seven statements on a 1-5 Likert Scale, ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly
agree.” The questions include 4 items from Brown’s scale on individual objectives,
such as “my manager frequently compares my results with those of other salespeople”
and “my coworkers frequently compared their results with mine,” and three further
customized questions specific to the context of the business environment studied. The
customized questions included “my work objectives are clearly defined,” “I
consistently meet my supervisor’s expectations,” and “I am given adequate resources

to achieve my objectives.” As the business environment and competition could
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conceivably change over time because of externalities, Goal difficulty was measured
at three time points: Wave 1 (0=.79), Wave 2 (0=.78) and Wave 3 (.78), with the
outcomes at each respective wave used in evaluating its relationship with the
experimental condition and dependent variables.

Technology Acceptance and Perceived Ubiquity. User acceptance of the
technology was measured using a modified Attitude Towards Technology Usage
measure developed by Kim (2014), while Perceived Ubiquity was a new construct
created for the specific purpose of this study. The three questions on technology
acceptance (Wave 2, 0=.93 &Wave 3, 0=.96) included “I am favorable toward using
the App,” “I like to use the App,” and “I am positive towards using the App.” The 3
questions measuring Perceived Ubiquity (Wave 2, 0=.81 and Wave 3, 0=.92), included
“Everyone who has it is using the App now,” “I use the App all the time,” and “The
App is indispensable for my daily work.” All questions were scored on a 1- 7 Likert
scale, with 1 being “Strongly Disagree” and 7 being “Strongly Agree.”

As the rate at which people adopt technology may differ from individual to
individual, it is conceivable that technology acceptance could be time-dependent.
Hence, Technology Acceptance was measured over two time points, Wave 2 (a=.93)
and Wave 3 (0=.96), and used in subsequent evaluations of its relationship with the
dependent variables. Similarly, the time to which a technology becomes ubiquitous
may differ from individual to individual, and therefore it is conceivable that
Perceived Ubiquity could be time-dependent. Hence, Perceived Ubiquity measured
over two time points, Wave 2 (0=.81) and Wave 3 (0=.92), and used in subsequent

evaluations of its relationship with the dependent variables.
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Controls

The results of this study were analyzed with and without controls. Following
randomization, there were no significant differences between the experimental and
control arms at baseline (see 7able 1) on our key variables of interest, thus rendering
controls based on potential baseline differences unnecessary. However, to ensure that
no other factors which have strong effects on unethical behaviour are in fact
distorting the results, linear regression analysis using OLS methodology was
conducted on each dependent variable at baseline to determine their relative
importance. In addition to variables in the hypothesized relationships, related
variables (e.g. all five types of ethical climate, personal innovativeness) were also
included in the regression. Results are presented in 7able 2 below for TSRUB, and

Table 3 for major audit findings.

Variable Experiment Control ANOVA
F-Value®®

Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Demographics & Individual Factors

Gender .54 57 .23
(.50) (.50)

Age Group 1.70 1.74 .49
(.53) (.57)

Mindfulness (MAAS) 2.54 2.52 .05
(.81) (.81)

Learning Goal Orientation 5.96 6.00 28

(LrnGO) (.66) (.61)

Proving Goal Orientation 5.46 5.30 2.51

(ProGo) (.90) (91

Formalistic Predisposition 6.42 6.44 A1

(Formal) (.68) (.49)

Moral Disengagement (MrlDis) 2.10 2.13 17
(.74) (.70)

Team & firm Factors

Goal Difficulty (GoaDif) 3.83 3.90 .99
(.50) (.63)

Workplace Monitoring (WeMon) 3.39 3.30 1.04
(.70) (.75)

Ethical Climate- Law & Code 4.30 4.30 .02

(EC-Law) (.53) (:48)
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Ethical Climate — Rule (EC-Rule) 4.17 4.19 A1

(.51) (:48)
Perceived Injustice (Just) 2.36 2.16 2.09
(1.21) (1.17)
Ethical Leadership at Work 4.22 4.21 .02
(ELW) (.62) (.76)
Dependent Variables
Team Self-reported Unethical 1.55 1.53 .08
Behaviour (TSRUB) (.74) (.71)
Major Audit Findings 3 months .01 .02 .34
pre-intervention (MJPre3M) (.12) (.17)

Gender: Female = 1, Age Group: “20-29” =1, “30-39”= 2, “above 40” = 3. There were no significant differences
between the Experimental and Control arms for any of the variables measured. The short notations used to
represent each variable throughout the experiment are included in parentheses () in the “Variable” column.

Table 1. Baseline Characteristics of the Experimental and Control Arms (wave 1 for survey
data; MJPre3M for third party audit data)

The analysis on TSRUB demonstrated that at baseline, three variables had
effect sizes that were more significant than that of other studied parameters (see Table
6), as a result of which they were included as controls to determine if the potential
effects of the experimental condition were still valid under the dominating influence
of those variables. All of these variables were hypothesized variables, including
Moral disengagement (B=.41, t=4.64, p=.00), Ethical Climate- Law (B=.35, t=2.22,
p=.03), and MAAS (B=.21, t=2.56, p=.03). The potential influence of these variables
on the dependent variables as well as the experimental condition were explained
above.

A fourth factor, Personal Innovativeness, achieved similar significance
(B=.16, t=2.17, p=.03). As correlation between Personal Innovativeness and unethical
behaviour is likely to be a result of its correlation with technology acceptance, it was
not included as a control measure.

The results for TSRUB with and without controls arrived at the same overall

conclusions. Hence, only results with controls are reported here.
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Variable B t p

Experimental Condition .06 .63 .53
Ethical Leadership at Work -.01 -.09 93
Ethical Climate- Caring -.07 -48 .63
Ethical Climate — Rules -34 -1.87 .06
Ethical Climate — Law 35 2.21 .03*
Ethical Climate — Instrument .07 .64 52
Ethical Climate — Independence -.10 -.96 34
Moral Disengagement 41 4.64 .00**
Workplace Monitoring .06 72 47
Utilitarian predisposition .08 .61 .54
Formalistic predisposition -.01 -.07 .94
Personal innovativeness .16 2.17 .03*
MAAS 21 2.56 01%
Learning Goal Orientation .14 1.29 .20
Proving Goal Orientation -12 -1.57 12
Avoiding Goal Orientation .07 .98 33
Goal Difficulty .01 .06 .96
Perceived Injustice -.03 -.46 .65
Gender -.11 -1.13 26
Age -.04 -.36 72

#p<01 *p<.05
Table 2. Results of linear regression of the effect of personal, team and firm factors on TSRUBs

at baseline (Wave 1).

For Major Audit Findings, linear regression analyses demonstrated that Age
had a significant effect on major audit findings at baseline (B=.04, t=2.17, p=.03), but
most other factors had very small effects in the overall model. Given the theoretical
findings that lower age is associated with higher unethical behaviour (Valentine 2007,
Forte 2004, Elango 2010), Age was included as a control in the subsequent analysis
of Major Audit Findings.

For Major Audit Findings, the addition of Age as a control factor resulted in
significant findings different from the analyses without controls and with the same
controls as TSRUB (both yielded no significant results). In this report, results of

analyses with Age as a control are reported.

Variable B t p
Experimental Condition .01 .30 7
Ethical Leadership at Work -.02 -1.18 24
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Ethical Climate- Caring -.00 -.09 .93

Ethical Climate — Rules A1 28 78
Ethical Climate — Law -.02 -.70 49
Ethical Climate — Instrument .00 A8 .86
Ethical Climate — Independence .01 -44 .66
Moral Disengagement -.02 -.80 42
Workplace Monitoring -.01 -.54 .59
Utilitarian predisposition .03 1.07 .29
Formalistic predisposition -.02 -.78 44
Personal innovativeness .00 17 .87
MAAS -.01 -40 .69
Learning Goal Orientation -.05 -1.91 .06
Proving Goal Orientation .02 1.31 .19
Avoiding Goal Orientation -.02 -1.41 .16
Goal Difficulty .02 .60 .55
Perceived Injustice -.01 -.50 .62
Gender .01 .55 .58
Age .05 2.17 .03*

** p<.01 *p<.05
Table 3. Results of linear regression of the effect of personal, team and firm factors on major

audit report findings at baseline (Wave 1).

Chapter 5: Results

All analyses in this study were conducted using IBM® SPSS® Statistics
(Version 23) and the SPSS® application PROCESS (Hayes 2012). For direct effects of
the experimental condition (Hypothesis 1), one-way ANOVA was conducted assessing
the differences between the experimental arm and control arm. Moderation analyses
(Model 1 within PROCESS) was used to test for moderation effects of the ubiquitous
moral cue on individual, team and firm factors, or conversely, the effect of contingent
factors on the effect of a ubiquitous moral cue, on unethical behaviour (Hypotheses 2-
11). Finally, linear regression analyses were conducted to assess the relationship
between technology acceptance or perceived ubiquity with unethical behaviour
(hypotheses 12-13) at both Wave 2 and Wave 3.

Table 4 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations between the

variables studied. Reliability (Cronbach’s a) of each scale variable are included in the
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control arm. For each of the measures, “W1” referred to outcomes of the Wave 1 of the
survey (also known as the baseline survey), while “W2” and “W3” referred to the Wave
2 and Wave 3, measured after two and six months respectively. This applied to all
survey questions including TSRUB.

As observed in Table 4, a ubiquitous moral cue was correlated with Workplace
Monitoring in Wave 3, as well as Major Audit Findings in the 3 months post-
intervention. TSRUB was highly correlated across a range of individual, team and firm
variables. Notable correlations with TSRUB at Wavel, Wave 2 and Wave 3
respectively included Mindfulness (r=.32%*, .31** .22%*) Moral Disengagement
(r=.50%*_41** 34%*) Workplace Monitoring (r=.16%%,.33**_ 29%*) ELW (r=-.34**,
-.18%, -.29**) and Perceived Injustice (r=.18**,.39%* 37** at corresponding waves).
On the other hand, field audit demonstrated strikingly few correlations with the
independent variables.

Direct effects

There were no direct differences between the two arms in TSRUB and
perceptions of ethical leadership following intervention (7able 3). The direct effect of
a ubiquitous moral cue on unethical behaviour did not reach significance. Overall,
support for hypothesis 1 was not found.

Workplace Monitoring was the only other measured variable in which a
statistically significant difference was demonstrated between the experimental and
control arms. After 6 months post-intervention, employees in the experimental arm felt
more monitored by the firm than those in the control arm (Mean=3.55 vs 3.18, p<.01),

even though the mobile application had no monitoring function, and all employees
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were subject to the same systems of monitoring, checks and balances. While there was
no correlation between Workplace Monitoring and TSRUB at this time-point, there
was a negative correlation between Workplace Monitoring and major audit findings in
the second 3 months after intervention (r = -.22, p<.05). However, there was no
interaction effect of the Experimental Condition with Workplace Monitoring on either

dependent variable.

Condition MIPos23M TSRUB TSRUB WEMonW2 WEMonW3
W2 W3
Experiment #cases 58
Mean (SD) 1.56 (.86) 1.54(.80) | 3.35(.80) 3.55(.57)
Control #cases 83
Mean (SD) 1.62 (.88) 1.40(.70) | 3.36(.74) 3.18(.74)
ANOVA F- 2.24 23 1.13 .01 9.20%*
Value®8
sig — EES p<01
*p<.05

Table 5. Selected number of Findings, Means and Standard Deviations and differences between
Conditions. MJPos3M = Major Audit Findings in the immediate 3 months post-intervention,
MJPos23M = Major Audit Findings in the second 3 months post-intervention, TSRUB = Team
Self-reported Unethical Behaviour, WEMon = Workplace Monitoring
Moderation effect of ubiquitous cue on individual and firm factors

Individual Factors. Tables 6 summarizes the results of moderation analyses
to test hypotheses 2 to 6. Where significant results were obtained, the effect sizes of
control factors are also shown in italics.

Age and gender. The effect of a ubiquitous moral cue on age in its relationship
with TSRUB was not significant at either Wave 2 (B=.23, p=.51) or Wave 3 (B=.11,
p=.76), nor with major audit findings in the second 3 months post-intervention

(B=-.016, p=.91). Similarly, the interaction between a ubiquitous moral cue and gender

on its effect on TSRUB was not significant at either Wave 2 (B=.15, p=.55) or Wave 3
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(B=-.35=6, p=.25), nor with major audit findings in the second 3 months post-

intervention (B=-.17, p=.28). Thus, hypotheses 2a and 2b were not supported.

Variable B SE t p
DV: Self-reported Unethical Behaviour TSRUBW2
Age .04 24 .14 .89
Ubiquitous Cue -24 .66 -.36 72
Age*Ubiquitous Cue (H2a) .16 .37 44 .66
Gender -.38 .19 -2.07 .04*
Ubiquitous Cue =12 .19 -.65 52
Gender*Ubiquitous Cue (H2b) 22 25 .87 .39
Ubiquitous Cue -1.68 1.55 -1.09 28
Formalistic Predisposition -.16 22 =72 47
Ubiquitous Cue*Formalistic 26 24 1.10 27
Predisposition(H3a)
Ubiquitous Cue .09 1.30 .07 94
Learning Goal Orientation -23 .19 -1.26 21
Ubiquitous Cue*Learning Goal Orientation -.02 21 -.09 93
(Hda)
Ubiquitous Cue .96 .87 1.11 27
Proving Goal Orientation .00 12 .01 99
Ubiquitous Cue*Proving Goal Orientation (H4b) =17 .16 -1.11 27
Ubiquitous Cue -.18 44 -42 .67
MAAS 13 12 1.09 28
Ubiquitous Cue*MAAS (HS) 07 .16 45 .65
Moral Disengagement 21 .14 1.55 12
Ubiquitous Cue -.38 38 -1.00 32
Moral Disengagement*Ubiquitous Cue (H6) 18 17 1.07 28
DV: Team Self-reported Unethical Behaviour TSRUBW3
Age 23 27 .84 40
Ubiquitous Cue .70 .69 1.01 32
Age*Ubiquitous Cue (H2a) -23 .38 -.59 .56
Gender .01 24 .04 97
Ubiquitous Cue 38 25 1.50 .14
Gender*Ubiquitous Cue (H2b) -44 33 -1.33 .19
Ubiquitous Cue -.13 241 -.05 .96
Formalistic Predisposition -.02 34 -.06 95
Ubiquitous Cue*Formalistic Predisposition .03 37 .09 92
(H3a)
Ubiquitous Cue 1.39 1.61 .86 39
Learning Goal Orientation 32 24 1.37 17
Ubiquitous Cue*Learning Goal Orientation =21 26 -.81 42
(H4a)
Ubiquitous Cue 1.24 1.05 1.18 24
Proving Goal Orientation 11 13 .81 42
Ubiquitous Cue*Proving Goal Orientation (H4b) =21 .19 -1.10 28
Ubiquitous Cue -31 .50 -.63 53
MAAS -.01 13 -.07 95
Ubiquitous Cue*MAAS (HS) 17 .19 .88 38
Moral Disengagement .10 17 .59 .56
Ubiquitous Cue -.86 47 -1.83 .07
Moral Disengagement*Ubiquitous Cue (H6) 47 ) 2.17 .03*
Ethical Climate — Law -.04 17 =22 .83
MAAS .06 A1 57 57
DV: Major Audit Findings 2"* 3 months post-intervention
Age (N=336) 12 .09 1.36 17
Ubiquitous Cue -.10 25 -39 .70
Age*Ubiquitous Cue (H2a) -.02 .14 -.11 91
Gender (N=235) 14 13 1.09 28
Ubiquitous Cue -.01 .14 -.04 28
Gender*Ubiquitous Cue (H2b) -.18 18 -.98 33
Ubiquitous Cue 81 1.13 72 47
Formalistic Predisposition (N=205) -.07 .14 =51 .61
Ubiquitous Cue*Formalistic Predisposition -.14 17 -.81 42
(H3a)
Ubiquitous Cue =77 91 -.85 40
Learning Goal Orientation (N=201) -17 11 -1.52 13




Ubiquitous Cue*Learning Goal Orientation 11 15 71 48

(Hda)

Ubiquitous Cue =75 .58 -1.29 .20
Proving Goal Orientation (N=201) -.13 .07 -1.72 .09
Ubiquitous Cue*Proving Goal Orientation (H4b) 12 11 1.10 27
Ubiquitous Cue -.56 33 -1.69 .09
Mindfulness (N=202) -.04 .08 -.54 .59
Ubiquitous Cue*Mindfulness (H5) 17 13 1.35 18
Moral Disengagement (N=193) .06 .10 .66 S1
Ubiquitous Cue -.08 31 -.28 78
Moral Disengagement*Ubiquitous Cue (H6) -.02 14 -.13 .90

Additional data for control variables in italics are shown for significant results

Bootstrap results for conditional effect of ubiquitous cue on the relationship between Moral disengagement and TSRUB at 6

months post-intervention, controlling for MAAS and EC-Law F(5,87)=3.41, >=.16, p=.01

Control Arm .10 17 .59 .56 -23 43
Experimental Arm .57 .16 3.48 .00* 24 .89

** p<.0l *p<.05

Table 6. Results of Moderation Analysis on the interaction between Individual Factors and a
ubiquitous cue.

Ethical Predisposition. Ethical predisposition of participants did not appear to
moderate the effect of a ubiquitous moral cue on unethical behaviour. The interaction
of Formalistic Predisposition with a ubiquitous moral cue on its effect on TSRUB was
not significant at either Wave 2 (B=.19, p=41) or Wave 3 (B=.00, p=1.00), nor with
major audit findings in the second 3 months post-intervention (B=-.07, p=.61). Thus,
hypotheses 3 was not supported.

Goal Orientation. Goal Orientation did not have a significant interaction with
a ubiquitous moral cue on its effect on unethical behaviour. The interaction of Learning
Goal Orientation with a ubiquitous moral cue on TSRUB did not reach significance at
either Wave 2 (B=.20, p=.33) or Wave 3 (B=-.23, p=.36), nor with major audit findings
in the second 3 months post-intervention (B=.14, p=.25). Likewise, the interaction of
Proving Goal Orientation with a ubiquitous moral cue on TSRUB did not reach

significance at either Wave 2 (B=-.21, p=.16) or Wave 3 (B=-.17, p=.33), nor with
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major audit findings in the second 3 months post-intervention (B=.04, p=.62). Thus,
hypotheses 4a and 4b were not supported.

Mindfulness. The interaction between MAAS and ubiquitous moral cue on
TSRUB was not significant at either Wave 2 (B=.20, p=.19) or Wave 3 (B=.26, p=.15),
nor with major audit findings in the second 3 months post-intervention (B=.13, p=.18).

There was no support for hypothesis 5.

TSRUB at different levels of Moral disengagement: Wave
3 (6 months post-intervention)
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Figure 6. Conditional effect of Moral Disengagement at Wave 3 (6 months post-intervention).
The effect of moral disengagement on TSRUB was significant in only in the experimental
arm (p<.01). There was an interaction effect between the experimental condition and moral
disengagement (p=.03).

Moral Disengagement. A ubiquitous cue significantly moderated the
relationship between Moral Disengagement and TSRUB at 6 months post-intervention
(F(5,87)=3.41, t*=.16, p=.01). A ubiquitous moral cue significantly strengthened the

effect of Moral Disengagement on TSRUB. To illustrate this visually, interactions are

plotted at one standard deviation above and below the means (Aiken & West, 1991) for
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moral disengagement in Figure 6. A test of simple slopes demonstrated that moral
disengagement significantly increased team self-reported unethical behaviour in the
experimental arm (B=.57, p=.00) but not in the control arm (B=.10, p=.56). These
outcome runs contrary to the hypothesized relationship, that is, a ubiquitous moral cue
strengthened, rather than weakened, the relationship between moral disengagement and
unethical behaviour.

Team & Firm Factors. 7able 7 summarizes the results of moderation analyses
to test hypotheses 7 to 11. Where significant results were obtained, the effect sizes of

control factors are also shown in italics.

Variable B SE t D

DV: Team Self-reported Unethical Behaviour W2

Workplace Monitoring W2 26 13 1.96 .05*
Ubiquitous Cue 29 61 48 .63
Workplace Monitoring W2*Ubiquitous Cue -.09 18 -.50 .62
H7

iithi)cal Leadership at Work W2 .05 18 25 .80
Ubiquitous Cue 1.10 1.00 1.10 27
Ethical Leadership at Work*Ubiquitous Cue =25 23 -1.10 27
HB)

i’erceived Injustice .16 .08 1.98 .05*
Ubiquitous Cue 13 27 49 .63
Perceived Injustice*Ubiquitous Cue (H9) -.05 .10 -45 .65
Ethical Climate- Rule -.19 27 =70 .49
Ubiquitous Cue -1.10 1.13 -.98 33
Ethical Climate- Rule*Ubiquitous Cue (H10) 26 26 .99 33
Ethical Climate- Law -.17 21 -.83 41
Ubiquitous Cue .60 1.13 53 .60
Ethical Climate- Rule*Ubiquitous Cue (H10) -.14 26 -.53 .60
Goal Difficulty W2 12 .20 .62 53
Ubiquitous Cue 1.23 1.04 1.18 24
Goal Difficulty* Ubiquitous Cue (H11) -.30 26 -1.18 24
DV: Team Self-reported Unethical Behaviour W3

Workplace Monitoring W3 31 .16 1.88 .06
Ubiquitous Cue 22 .88 24 .81
Workplace Monitoring W3*Ubiquitous Cue -.05 25 =22 .83
H7

;thi)cal Leadership at Work W3 -.10 22 -45 .66
Ubiquitous Cue 2.95 1.40 2.11 .04*
Ethical Leadership at Work*Ubiquitous Cue -.63 31 -2.03 .05%*
(H8)
MAAS .07 11 .65 .52
Moral disengagement 28 ,12 2,23 ,03
Ethical Climate — Law 18 .18 1.03 31
Perceived Injustice .30 11 2.70 .01*
Ubiquitous Cue 45 35 1.28 21
Perceived Injustice*Ubiquitous Cue (H9) -.16 14 -1.22 23
Ethical Climate- Rule 15 .34 43 .67
Ubiquitous Cue 34 1.45 24 .81
Ethical Climate- Rule*Ubiquitous Cue (H10) -.06 34 43 .67
Ethical Climate- Law 13 28 47 .64
Ubiquitous Cue 91 1.52 .60 55
Ethical Climate- Law*Ubiquitous Cue (H10) -.19 35 -.53 .59




Goal Difficulty W3 13 21 .62 54

Ubiquitous Cue 1.25 1.36 92 36
Goal Difficulty* Ubiquitous Cue (H11) =28 33 -.86 39
DV: Major Audit Findings 2"! 3 months post-intervention

Workplace Monitoring W2 (N=123) .09 13 72 47
Ubiquitous Cue 88 .66 1.34 18
Workplace Monitoring * Ubiquitous Cue (H7) 11 13 .82 41
Ethical Leadership at Work W2 (N=123) 43 17 2.48 .01*
Ubiquitous Cue 3.56 98 3.64 .00**
Ethical Leadership at Work*Ubiquitous Cue -.86 22 -3.83 .00**
(H3)

Age .02 13 .14 .89
Perceived Injustice W2 (N=123) 13 .08 1.59 11
Ubiquitous Cue 11 .30 .36 72
Perceived Injustice*Ubiquitous Cue (H9) =11 11 -1.02 31
Ethical Climate- Rules (N=193) -01 .15 -.03 97
Ubiquitous Cue .39 .86 45 .65
Ethical Climate- Rules*Ubiquitous Cue (H10) =12 21 -.60 55
Ethical Climate- Law (N=193) .00 .14 .00 1.00
Ubiquitous Cue .62 .86 73 47
Ethical Climate- Law*Ubiquitous Cue (H10) -17 20 -.87 38
Goal Difficulty W2 (N=123) 47 21 2.23 03*
Ubiquitous Cue 2.65 1.08 2.45 .02%*
Goal Difficulty*Ubiquitous Cue (H11) =71 7] -2.61 01*
Age .04 13 .28 .78

Additional data for control variables in italics are shown for significant results

Boot Boot SE t p LL 95% UL 95%
Effect size CI CI

Bootstrap results for conditional effect of ubiquitous cue on the relationship between Ethical leadership at Work and TSRUB
at 6 months post-intervention, controlled for MAAS, Mrl Dis, and EC-Law F(6,86)=3.73, 1*=.21, p=.00

Control Arm -.10 22 -45 .66 -.54 34
Experimental Arm -73 24 -3.08 .00** -1.20 -.26
Bootstrap results for conditional effect of ubiquitous cue on the relationship between Ethical leadership at Work and Major
Audit Findings in the second 3 months post-intervention, controlled for MAAS, Mrl Dis, EC-law F(6,131)=1.58, ’=0.07,

p=-16
Control Arm 21 .19 1.10 27 -.17 .58
Experimental Arm -.36 17 -2.19 .03* -.69 -.03

Bootstrap results for conditional effect of ubiquitous cue on the relationship between ELW and Major Audit Findings in the
second 3 months post-intervention, with age as a control F(4,118)=4.38, >=.13, p=.00)

Control Arm 43 17 2.48 .01* .09 77
Experimental Arm -43 .14 3.05 .00** =72 -.15
Bootstrap results for conditional effect of ubiquitous cue on the relationship between Goal Difficulty and Major Audit Findings
in the second 3 months post-intervention, with age as a control F(4,118)=2.26, 1>=.07, p=.07

Control Arm A7 21 2.23 .03* .05 .89
Experimental Arm -24 17 -1.42 .16 -.56 .09

** p<.0l *p<.05

Table 7. Results of moderation analysis on firm and team factors

Workplace Monitoring. A ubiquitous cue did not have a significant interaction
with Workplace Monitoring in its influence on unethical behaviour at either Wave 2
(B=-.01, p=.97) or Wave 3 (B=-.14, p=.54) nor with major audit findings in the second
3 months post-intervention (B=-.05, p=.78). Hence, there was no support for hypothesis

7.

57



Ethical Leadership at Work. A ubiquitous cue significantly moderated the
relationship between ELW and TSRUB at 6 months post-intervention (F(5,87)=5.59,
p=.00, r’=.31). Interactions are plotted at one standard deviation above and below the
means for ethical leadership at work in Figure 7. Tests of simple slope showed that at
six-months post-intervention, ethical leadership at work significantly decreased team
self-reported unethical behaviour in the experimental arm (B=-.73, p=.00) but not in
the control arm (B=-.10, p=.66). While a similar trend was observed at 2 months post-
intervention, this interaction did not reach significance (overall model: F(6,131)=6.33,

p=.00, 1’=.22; interaction effect: t=-1.10, p=.27).

Team Self-reported Unethical behaviour at different
levels of Ethical Leadership at Work: Wave 3 (6 months
post-intervention)
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Figure 7. Conditional effect of ELW at Wave 3 (six months post-intervention). The effect of
ELW on TSRUB was significant in only in the experimental arm (p=.04). There was an
interaction effect between the experimental condition and ELW (p=.03).
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Major Audit Findings at different levels of Ethical
Leadership at Work in the second 3-months post-
intervention
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Figure 8. Conditional effect of a ubiquitous cue on the relationship between ELW and Major
Audit Findings in the second 3-months post-intervention. The effect was significant in both the
experimental (p=.01) and control arms (p=.00). There was an interaction effect between the
experimental condition and ELW (p=.00).

A ubiquitous cue significantly moderated the relationship between ELW and
major audit findings in the second three months post-intervention (F(4,118)=4.38,
1?=.13, p=.00). Figure 8 illustrates this relationship. In the control arm, ELW was
positively correlated with unethical behaviour, that is, at low levels of ELW,
participants also had lower major audit findings (B= .43, p=.01). On the other hand,
in the experimental arm, ELW was inversely correlated with unethical behaviour, that
is, at low levels of ELW, participants had Ahigher major audit findings (B=-.43, p=.01).
The unusual finding in the Control arm is likely to be due to other factors in work in
the environment beyond the ubiquitous cue as ELW should theoretically be negatively
correlated with unethical behaviour, that the relationship was reversed in the
experimental arm demonstrates that a ubiquitous cue enhances the effect of ethical

leadership on unethical behaviour. Thus, hypothesis 8 was supported.
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Perceived Injustice. Perceived injustice, like workplace monitoring, was
correlated with TSRUB (both p<.05) however there was no significant interaction
effect of a ubiquitous cue on that relationship at either Wave 2 (B=-.03, p=.77) or
Wave 3 (B=-.14, p=.28) nor with major audit findings in the second three months
post-intervention (B=-0.17, p=.13). Hence, there was no support for hypothesis 9.

Ethical Climate. There was no significant interaction effect of a ubiquitous
cue on the effect of EC-Rule on TSRUB at either Wave 2 (B=.21, p=.45) or Wave 3
(B=.02, p=.96) nor with major audit findings in the second three months post-
intervention (B=-.02, p=.92). Similarly, there was no significant interaction effect of a
ubiquitous cue on the effect of EC-Law on TSRUB at either Wave 2 (B=.14, p=.60)
or Wave 3 (B=-.19, p=.59), nor with major audit findings in the second three months
post-intervention (B=.01, p=.96). Hence, there was no support for hypothesis 10.

Goal Difficulty. The interaction between goal difficulty and ubiquitous moral
cue on TSRUB was not significant at either Wave 2 (B=-.39 p=.13) or Wave 3 (B=-.14,
p=.65). However, goal difficulty moderated the relationship between a ubiquitous cue
and major audit findings in the second three months post-intervention. While the
overall model approached significance (F(4,118)=2.26, r>=.07, p=.07), the interaction
effect was significant (B=-.71, t=-2.61, p=.01), and the conditional effect in the control

was significant compared to the experimental arm. Figure 9 illustrates this relationship.
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Major Audit Findings at different levels of Goal
Difficulty in the second 3-months post-intervention
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Figure 9. Conditional effect of experimental condition on the relationship between goal
difficulty and Major Audit Findings in the second 3-months post-intervention. The outcome
for control arm was significant (p=.03), but not for the experimental arm (p=.16)

More unethical behaviour was reported in the control arm when goal difficulty
was high (p=.03). However, for the experimental arm, unethical behaviour was not
significantly different among participants reporting low, medium or high goal difficulty.
Thus, there was partial support for hypothesis 11.

Effect of technology acceptance and perceived ubiquity

Both Technology Acceptance and Perceived Ubiquity were not correlated with
any of the dependent variables at Wave 2 or Wave 3, suggesting that the effect of
acceptance of the cue was or its ubiquity is likely to be minimal on subsequent unethical
behaviour. Linear regressions on the dependent variables with Technology Acceptance,

Perceive Ubiquity and the Control Variables confirmed this for TSRUB.
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For TSRUB at Wave 2, the overall model was statistically significant
(F(5,66)=5.00, p<.01) and was largely driven by Moral Disengagement (B=.39, p<.01)
whereas Technology Acceptance (B=.13, p=.57) and Perceived Ubiquity (B=-.08,
p=.69) had non-significant effects. At Wave 3, the overall model was statistically
significant (F(5,36)=2.96, p=.03) but was again driven by Moral Disengagement
(B=.57, p<.01) and not Technology Acceptance (B=-.01, p=.98), or Perceived Ubiquity
(B=.12, p=.72).

In the case of Major Audit Findings in the second 3-months post-intervention,
there was no direct correlation between Perceived Ubiquity and the audit findings.
However, when other factors such as Moral Disengagement, and Ethical Climate-Law,
were included in the model, the importance of Perceived Ubiquity as a predictor
increased (B=-.36, p=.04), even though the overall model was statistically not
significant. The effect of Technology Acceptance was also not significant (B=.29,
p=.13). The results indicate that hypothesis 12 is not supported, while hypothesis 13
had relatively weak support.

Chapter 6: Discussion

When firms introduce ethical infrastructure comprising of multiple components,
it can be expected that the components will interact with one another, and with personal,
firm and environmental factors that are salient to the employees who have to make
decisions on a daily basis (Trevifio 2006, Hayibor 2009). This field experimental study
was designed specifically to isolate one such intervention — a ubiquitous moral cue —
to study its effects holding all other factors unchanged. However, as the measured

incidence rate of unethical behaviour across both arms was relatively low, an
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intervention designed to modify this behaviour would not be expected to have a large
effect from a statistical perspective. Hence, the lack of results reaching significance in
this study was not surprising.

The experiment did not detect any direct effects of the ubiquitous moral cue on
behaviour. It is possible that the effect size of a moral cue is too small to be detected
by the experimental method due to the larger effect sizes of other factors in the field,
including mindfulness, moral disengagement, ethical climate and age. In addition,
considering the relatively low base rate of unethical behaviors (the vast majority of
behaviors are in fact ethical), there is relatively little unethical behavior to be changed
and therefore it is unsurprising that no direct effect was observed. The only indication
that a ubiquitous cue may have an important effect on reducing unethical behaviour
was seen in the analyses of the impact of Perceived Ubiquity on Major Audit Findings
in the second 3-months post-intervention, where among many factors, Perceived
Ubiquity had a significant effect size suggesting it reduced unethical behaviour.
However, the number of remaining samples and degrees of freedom in the analyses of
the data make this at best an intriguing possibility.

Other investigators have shown that “tone from the top” is an indispensable
component of any compliance infrastructure, and the wrong tone has led to disastrous
results (Premeaux 2004, Jackson 2013). One of the most salient features of a
pharmaceutical sales representative’s work day is his or her daily interaction with the
sales supervisor, a person partly responsible for resource allocation, target setting, and
who can certainly make his or her life a comfortable or uncomfortable one. Ethical

leadership — which measures the extent to which leaders demonstrate strong ethics in
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their own behaviour, and communicate to their subordinates the importance of being
ethical (Kalshoven 2011) — is correlated with better outcomes at work such as job
satisfaction and various measures of organizational citizenship behaviour and
dysfunctional workplace behaviour (Brown 2010).

In this study, the effect of ethical leadership at work on unethical behaviour was
found to be significantly influenced by a ubiquitous moral cue for both dependent
variables: self-reported ethical behaviour, as well as major audit findings. In the
presence of a ubiquitous cue, employees appeared to be more sensitive to the ethical
leadership of their immediate supervisors: team self-reported unethical behaviour was
low when ethical leadership was high. On the other hand, in the control arm, no such
relationship was found. The findings for major audit findings demonstrated a similar
effect. In the experimental arm, participants reporting higher ethical leadership at work
also had fewer major audit findings, whereas participants reporting lower ethical
leadership at work had more major audit findings. Curiously, in the control arm, the
reverse was found, which suggested that other environmental factors could have been
in play which completely negated the otherwise inverse relationship between ethical
leadership at work and unethical behaviour. One possible environmental factor that
might account for this is the divestment of part of the business just before the
experiment, which resulted in the departure of a quarter of the team, and might have
decreased employee morale and eroded trust in management. This also highlights one
of the strengths of a controlled experiment, which is able to control for such

environmental factors that both arms are otherwise equally exposed to.
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Another effect found was that of goal difficulty on major audit findings. It has
long been suspected by practitioners that when employees are under pressure to
perform, they tend to “push the envelope” in their ethical decision-making, an outcome
that has also been borne out in scientific research (Ordofiez, 2009). In this study, it was
found that high goal difficulty was more strongly correlated with reports of major audit
findings among participants in the control arm, and conversely, goal difficulty was
more weakly correlated with fewer reports of major audit findings in the experimental
arm. This result supports the finding of other investigators (Treviiio 2006, Hayibor
2009, Ariely 2013) (albeit from correlational and/or laboratory studies) that
circumstantial factors in the environment have an important effect on the ethical
decision-making process, and suggests for the first time that a ubiquitous cue may play
a role in negating that effect to some extent.

In this study, a ubiquitous moral cue demonstrated a conditional effect on moral
disengagement. However, the effect was contrary to the hypothesized expectation. As
shown by previous investigators (Jones1991, Bandura 2002, Detert 2008), moral
disengagement is an important antecedent of unethical behaviour. Under “normal”
circumstances, one would expect people with high moral disengagement to commit
more unethical acts. In this experiment, I found that participants with high moral
disengagement, and under constant reminders about the firm’s ethical and compliance
infrastructure through a ubiquitous moral cue, reported more unethical behaviour in
their teams, suggesting that a ubiquitous cue, contrary to the intended effect of negating
the effects of moral disengagement, may actually have accentuated its effects instead.

On the other hand, the opposite effect was observed with participants with low moral

65



disengagement — a ubiquitous cue reinforced the low propensity for unethical
behaviour.

As others have determined, increased monitoring or sanctioning may have
undesired effects, if colleagues feel that there is too much of'it, or if the lack of follow-
through demotivates them (Kaptein 2008, Treviio & Weaver 2001). Hence,
conceivably, colleagues in the experimental am who were already morally disengaged
may have felt cynical towards the Mobile App, and its presence instead of reminding
them to stay compliant may have only served to remind them of their disenchantment.

No statistically significant effects of the ubiquitous cue were found with other
known antecedents such as monitoring, gender, age, and with other personal
characteristics like goal orientation or ethical predisposition. It is likely that this reflects
the challenges of conducting a field to experiment with its limitations such as
organizational changes, turnover and participant withdrawal. In particular, the
departure of participants over time, as well as the significant amount of “noise” in the
environment, rendered the effect size of many situational factors relatively small and
limited the degrees of freedom, hence reducing the power of some of the statistical
outcomes. However, as noted in the literature review, contradictory or non-conclusive
findings have also been reported by others.

Additionally, there were important correlations between several independent
and dependent factors apart from the ubiquitous moral cue, indicating the potential
importance of some of these factors, including possible interactions between them.

Factors such as ethical leadership, ethical climate, mindfulness and workplace
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monitoring appear to affect behaviour independent of the ubiquitous cue and are the
subjects of further analyses.

In summary, a ubiquitous cue did not appear to have significant effects on its
own, but appeared to influence ethical leadership positively, while attenuating the
negative effects of high goal difficulty.

Limitations and Future Research

As with any study, this experiment suffered from certain limitations. Firstly, due
to the limited intervention in the manipulation itself, not all participants in the
experimental arm necessarily downloaded the mobile application as instructed or on
time, thus potentially affecting the effectiveness of the manipulation. Although this may
have led to underestimation of the effect size of the ubiquitous cue in the studied
relationships (as might have been achieved if, for example, ALL employees in the
experimental arm downloaded the mobile application), it reflects a real-world situation
where an intervention may not always be perfectly executed.

Secondly, the possibility of demand effects cannot be ruled out, since
participants from the experimental and control groups do come together for various
purposes such as training as well as social engagements. During such time, participants
from the control arm could be made aware of the existence of the Mobile App on the
devices of their colleagues. However, the effects is expected to be minimal as
instructions to download the Mobile App was sent only to the experimental arm, and
hence it is very unlikely for participants in the control arm to download the Mobile App.

Thirdly, all scales used in this experiment were translated into Simplified

Chinese by professional translators and verified by two native Chinese speakers.
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However, these scales have not been previously validated in a Chinese population.
Thus, the use of these scales in this study population may not be entirely appropriate,
and only those that were found to have strong scale reliability were included in the final
analyses.

Also, reflecting the difficulty of carrying out a real-world experiment in a real
firm having changing priorities and business challenges, the implementation of the
project did not go according to plan all the time, with potential implications on the
outcomes of this study. For example, due to the voluntary nature of the study and the
competition for time with busy salespeople constantly on the road, the self-
administered surveys were collected over a period of two weeks and therefore do not
accurately reflect a cross-section at a point in time. Finally, field monitoring was
collected by a third-party subject to their own business priorities and project timelines.
The extent of field monitoring was initially inconsistent around the start of the
experiment but stabilized subsequently.

Finally, one important limitation is the inherent difficulty in defining and
measuring non-ethical behaviour objectively and accurately. As noted in the methods
section, instead of measuring self-reported individual unethical behaviour, I measured
each individual’s report of his or her team’s unethical behaviour. Focusing on the team
unit of analysis was appropriate for team factors such as ethical leadership, and firm
factors such as goal setting, since entire teams were assigned to the study arms and
hence the reported behaviours would be applicable to the team variable being reported.
However, in the case of personal factors like moral disengagement, it is possible that

reporting team unethical behaviours do not accurately reflect the relationship between
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the variable and individual’s own behaviour. Thus, more appropriate ways to detect
unethical behaviours would improve the robustness of this study.

Also, while having a third party conduct random audits on activities
significantly reduces bias due to self-reporting by the firm, the size of the sample (about
25% of all activities) versus the limited number of findings, as well as possible bias by
different auditors, reduces the reliability of the results.

The analyses of the data in this research are not yet complete. Two other lines
of analysis remain to be subsequently reviewed. Firstly, while the ubiquitous moral cue
was the subject of this study, there were also other direct and indirect relationships
between the situational factors and dependent variables. For example, the linear
regression analysis indicated that moral disengagement, ethical climate—law, and
mindfulness had a stronger effect on team self-reported unethical behaviour than ethical
leadership. Studying these relationships further may yield important insights into how
the compliance infrastructure works, and suggest topics for further research.

Secondly, I have limited the analyses reported here to individual level results,
that is, the effect of a ubiquitous moral cue on individuals and its relationships with
individual traits and perceived team and firm factors by the individual. Further
analyses of the data at the level of the sales team may yield other insights, including
results related to supervisor-subordinate dyads, as well as comparisons across
longitudinal time points. The latter may yield, for example, valuable outcomes such as
when is the onset of a ubiquitous mobile cue’s effectiveness, or if there are any

desensitization effects over time.
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This study demonstrated that a ubiquitous cue was most effective in
strengthening the positive effect of strong ethical leadership, and negating the negative
impact of high goal difficulty. It is possible that other salient situational factors like
monitoring would demonstrate significant interactions with a ubiquitous cue under
more favorable experimental conditions. Alternative designs such a field experiment
with a larger and more stable population or laboratory experiments designed
specifically to test these factors may be helpful in studying these relationships.
Implications for Practice

Unethical acts are morally repulsive and harmful to the victims of the acts. The
subsequent erosion of trust by a firm’s customers and stakeholders, and ensuing
financial damage through loss of business and lawsuits, make it an imperative for any
firm to avoid unethical behaviour by its employees. Good ethical infrastructure is
increasingly seen as prerequisites for good business performance. As exhorted by
Rousseau (2006, p256), “Evidence-based management... derives principles from
research evidence and translates them into practices that solve organizational problems.”
My study has shown that the use of a ubiquitous moral cue in the field is effective in
influencing behaviour, providing empirical data that practitioners can use as evidence

to continue implementing such measures.

Past research has contributed to a rich treasure trove of knowledge and
understanding in how ethical decisions are made. This experiment provided direct
evidence that a ubiquitous moral cue enhanced the positive influence of ethical
leadership on behaviours, and negated the negative influence of goal difficulty, thus

validating the importance and usefulness of such an intervention. However, the positive
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relationship between moral disengagement and unethical behaviours was also
strengthened. This highlights the needs for implementation of such an intervention to
go hand-in-hand with other measures to avoid a backlash as a result of its effect on
moral disengagement. To practitioners of ethics and compliance, the results of this
study provide validation for the usefulness of deploying such an intervention, while

flagging a potential downside.

Furthermore, the results highlighted the importance of such situational factors
as ethical leadership itself; without developing leaders who model ethical behaviour
and lead their teams effectively to do the same, a ubiquitous cue by itself would not be
very effective and a waste of invested resources. Also, despite having been
demonstrated to have an impact on ethical behaviour in other studies, this study did not
demonstrate any effect of the ubiquitous moral cue on the effects of demographic
personal factors such as age, gender, mindfulness or ethical predisposition, on unethical
behaviour. This could be due to study limitations, but may also reflect workplace
realities where other factors in themselves have significantly larger effect sizes on
unethical behaviour as compared to the ubiquitous moral cue. This challenges the need
to customize such an intervention for different employees based on demographics and

personality, something which is not realistic to do in practice in many cases.

Finally, practitioners can draw on this study to design and implement new
ethical infrastructure in the field in future. As they continue to experiment with other
interventions, such as changing the sales incentive plan structures, or introducing more

interactive applications, practitioners can consider testing those interventions using a
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similar experimental design during the pilot phase to determine the effectiveness before

rolling out fully.

Chapter 7: Conclusion

The ethical and compliance infrastructure of firms serve to influence employees
to recognize ethical issues and to make the right decisions when they do. Cues and
reminders are important elements of this infrastructure. This study has demonstrated
the utility of a ubiquitous moral cue in reducing unethical behaviour by influencing
ethical leadership at work and goal difficulty. Furthermore, when the ubiquitous cue is
based on mobile application technology, the perceived ubiquity of the mobile
application was correlated with better outcomes. A possible negative outcome —
strengthening the influence of moral disengagement on unethical behaviour — points to
the possible downside of additional interventions in the absence of a holistic approach.
The study also demonstrates that it is possible to conduct a field experiment to study
the effect of a single intervention, lending support to the call for evidence-based
management to be employed in practice. Future studies determining the effect of other
innovations in the ethical and compliance infrastructure of firms would add more

insights into this growing empirical literature.
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Appendix A

Detailed items of scales used in this dissertation

Ethical Predisposition (Measure of Ethical Viewpoints, from Brady 1996).

The following are individual traits that you may find in yourself or others. For each

question please answer on a scale of 1-7, from 1 (Very Unimportant to me) to 7 (Very

Important to me) the extent to which these traits are important to you.

Very Not
unimportant | important to
to me me

1 2

Of little
importance
to me

3

Neither
important or
unimportant

to me
4

Moderately
important to
me

5

Important to
me

Very
Important to
me

7

Innovative"
Principled®
Resourceful*
dependable’
Effective"
trustworthy®
Influential"
honest!
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results-oriented"
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. productive"
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. noted for integrity®
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. a winner"
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. law-abiding®

Superscripts indicate measured trait: = Utilitarian, '=formal
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Goal Orientation (Goal Orientation Scale, from Button 1996). This section

reviews your attitude towards learning and achievement at work. For each question

please answer on a scale of 1-7, from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)

Strongly
disagree

1 2

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat
3

Undecided

4

Agree
Somewhat
5

Agree

6

Strongly
Agree
7

Nk

When I fail to complete a difficult task, I plan to try harder the next time I
work on it.

The opportunity to extend the range of my abilities is important to me.

I feel smart when I can do something better than most other people.

I try hard to improve on my past performance.
I prefer to do things that I can do well rather than things that I do poorly.
The things I enjoy the most are the things I do the best.
When I have difficulty solving a problem, I enjoy trying different approaches
to see which one will work.
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10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

The opinions others have about how well I can do certain things are important
to me.

I prefer to work on tasks that force me to learn new things.

The opportunity to do challenging work is important to me.

I do my best when I’'m working on a fairly difficult task.

I feel smart when I do something without making any mistakes.

I’m happiest at work when I perform tasks on which I know that I won’t make
any errors.

I like to be fairly confident that I can successfully perform a task before I
attempt it

I like to work on tasks that I have done well on in the past.

The opportunity to learn new things is important to me
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Mindfulness (Mindfulness Attention Awareness Scale, from Brown & Ryan

2003). The following questions provide further information about yourself. For each

question please answer on a scale of 1-6, from 1 (Almost never) to 6 (Almost

always). Please be as candid as possible, remembering that all data provided is

anonymous.
Almost Very rarely | Seldom Occasionally Frequently Almost
Never Always
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. I could be experiencing some emotion and not be conscious of it until

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

some time later.

I break or spill things because of carelessness, not paying attention, or
thinking of something else.

I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the present.

I tend to walk quickly to get where I’'m going without paying attention to
what [ experience along the way.

I tend not to notice feelings of physical tension or discomfort until they
really grab my attention.

I forget a person’s name almost as soon as I’ve been told it for the first
time.

It seems I am ““running on automatic’’ without much awareness of what
I’'m doing.

I rush through activities without being really attentive to them.

I get so focused on the goal I want to achieve that I lose touch with what I
am doing right now to get there.

I do jobs or tasks automatically, without being aware of what I’m doing.
I find myself listening to someone with one ear, doing something else at
the same time.

I go to places on “automatic pilot” and then wonder why I went there.

I find myself preoccupied with the future or the past.

I find myself doing things without paying attention.

I snack without being aware that I’m eating.
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14, AR B CHEFH R R AR EE .

15, e F /IR A BRI B AR AR .

A S AN AN i b A e

Moral disengagement (Moral disengagement scale, from Detert 2008). The
following questions ask about how often your thoughts about different type of issues.
Remember there is no “right” or “wrong” answer. Please be as candid as possible and
remember that all responses are anonymous. For each question please answer on a

scale of 1-5, from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)

Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly
disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.

22.

23.
24.

It is alright to fight to protect your friends

It’s ok to steal to take care of your family’s needs

It’s ok to attack someone who threatens your family’s honor

Sharing test questions is just a way of helping your friends

Talking about people behind their backs is just part of the game

Looking at a friend’s homework without permission is just “borrowing it.
If someone is pressured into doing something, they shouldn’t be blamed
for it

Damaging some property is no big deal when you consider that others are
beating up people

Stealing some money is not too serious compared to those who steal a lot
of money

A member of a group or team should not be blamed for the trouble the
team caused

Compared to other illegal things people do, taking some things from a
store without paying for them is not very serious

If people are living under bad conditions, they cannot be blamed for
behaving aggressively.

People cannot be blamed for misbehaving if their friends pressured them
to do it.

If a group decides together to do something harmful,it is unfair to blame
any one member of the group for it.

It is ok to treat badly someone who behaved like a “worm.”

People don’t mind being teased because it shows interest in them.
Teasing someone does not really hurt them

Insults don’t really hurt anyone.

If someone leaves something lying around, it’s their own fault if it gets
stolen

People who are mistreated have usually done things to deserve it

You can’t blame a person who plays only a small part in the harm caused
by a group

People are not at fault for misbehaving at work if their managers mistreat
them.

Some people deserve to be treated like animals.

Someone who is obnoxious does not deserve to be treated like a human
being
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Workplace Monitoring, Ethical leadership, Goals difficulty, Injustice. In

the next section, we would like to know about your supervisor and working
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environment. Please be as candid as possible and remember that all responses are
anonymous. Results will be aggregated for research purposes and no individual,
supervisor or sales representative, will ever be identified. For each question please

answer on a scale of 1-5, from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)

Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly
disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5

Workplace Monitoring (Close Monitoring Scale, from George & Zhou 2001)

It sometimes feels like my company is always looking over my shoulder.
I am careful not to do things that my company might disapprove of.

My company keeps pretty close tabs on me.

It is clear to me that to get ahead in my company, I need to do exactly
what I am told.

My organization likes to see things done in a certain way.

My work is constantly being evaluated

A I RE A TR AR AR
/NI, A A F AT AN [ A S

WA TR B .

ARG I, AERA T EIAGRT), P A2 WA 0 SA
1o

M2 7] B RS LA € 177 SR o

M AR R AW DAL

Sl e

AN D

hall O

o

Ethical Leadership (Ethical Leadership at Work Scale, from Kalshoven 2011)
My supervisor:

1. Clearly explains the firm’s ethical and compliance requirements

2. Ensures that all employees in the team follow the firm’s ethical and
compliance requirements

3. Clarifies the likely consequences of possible unethical behavior by myself and
my colleagues.

4. Stimulates the discussion of compliance issues among the team
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Compliments employees who behave according to compliance guidelines
Listens to what employees have to say

Conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner

Makes fair and balanced decisions

Can be trusted

10. Sets an example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics

A e A

W EE:

1. VEANMRRE T A ) T8 F5 A A A 2R

2. WROREIA A I BT A R T S A =) () A A0 A sk
3. B TR E CAIRIFE A TEEAT IR R E R

4, EEINTE B BA A A R R R

5. BT AFREE RN R T,

6. WrHUZR TAIRE R E L

7. DB 7 2R A/t AN N AR T

8. il A IEMA T e

9. fHIHEH

10. 7ETEFE T I LAIERA R 77 LSRN, o i 7 20
Perceived Injustice (Custom scale)

1. Employees may get away with ethical misconduct because the firm is
afraid to let them go for legal reasons (labor law protection)

1. RO TR (578 R4P77%), ARIABOITER A L. Frbl i
LAl e i BB AN I AT Y B IRST,
Ethical Climate (Ethical Climate Questionnaire, from Victor & Cullen 1988).
The following questions ask about your opinion about the ethical environment at
work. Please be as candid as possible and remember that all responses are
anonymous. For each question please answer on a scale of 1-5, from 1 (Strongly

Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)

Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly
disagree Agree
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1. What is best for everyone in the company is the major consideration here.

2. Everyone is expected to stick by company rules and procedures.

3. In this company, people are expected to strictly follow legal or professional
standards

4. In this company, people look out for each other's good.

5. In this company, people are guided by their own personal ethics.

6. The most important concern in this company is each person's own sense of right
and wrong.

7. The most efficient way is always the right way in this company.

8. In this company, people protect their own interests above all else.

9. In this company, each person is expected above all to work efficiently.

10. People here are concerned with the company's interests — to the exclusion of
all else.

11. People in this company strictly obey the company policies.

12. In this company, the law or ethical code of their profession is the major
consideration.

13. Itis very important to follow the company's rules and procedures here.

14. The major responsibility of people in this company is to control costs.

15. People are expected to comply with the law and professional standards over
and above other considerations.

16. In this company, it is expected that you will always do what is right for the
customers and public.

17. In this company, the first consideration is whether a decision violates any law.

18. Successful people in this company go by the book.

19. Each person in this company decides for themselves what is right and wrong.

20. Our major concern is always what is best for the other person.

21. The most important concern is the good of all the people in the company as a
whole.

22. In this company, people are mostly out for themselves.

23. There is no room for one's own personal morals or ethics in this company.

24. Work is considered substandard only when it hurts the company's interests.

25. In this company, people are expected to follow their own personal and moral
beliefs.

26. People are expected to do anything to further the company's interests,
regardless of the consequences
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Goals difficulty (Competitive Psychological Climate Scale from Brown 1998, and

58 Z BOx AR AN E 7] & AR B
1 2 3 4 5
ER/ASIESS =& 40P =N § B/ i p/ S e VAR NI TF= P =3 a1 0P

O WA RIS 23 ] RO AR /5 o

I w] S B AT R 0 Sy i R AT L HE U
s alF, AATE 2 B O AT

BEAE Y, AATH) B Z IR TR ] A
s, A#E B S NEERRHES] 3.
NS P& 3PS S NISE= gihp £ | YR

b ) A P PR B e B T iR A R IR T i
senaE]d, AT B SR R m Tl
DR JCH IR AR 53 AR 3ot AT

/A AR AP At PR /i 7] 8
- oy ] AR AR S 8 W BUR

Bem] v, AT AR SR RE B T U2 25 8 1
Beovw] i, ESF O m] R AR Al

TR NANAE 2 I AT S5 R A AT M D A

Wb~ ) B A AR 2R MO 2 R A AR IR ) S 1
/AL RN RRIPNE A HIGE IS

C WA, BEANEE SRR,

FATTRVE 1 B R AR 252 BRI HAt N e F

C WeRFET, EHRHRERE — TE 2 S AR TR
- BRI R A F T 5 SRR B

C BERFEF, BANATE SRS B 5 sOE T AR R A
- RAEARFAN N TR 2 EN, % TSP E.

BB TR AT 2 AR E SR AFEREF .

- wEBE AT A A R AR B T A A 2 R
- WAFEN, KEMAKARENTHD

customized questions).
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My work objectives are clearly defined

My manager frequently compares my results with those of other salespeople.
I consistently meet my supervisor’s expectations

I am given adequate resources to achieve my objectives

The amount of recognition you get in our firm depends on how your sales
rank compared to other salespeople

Our biggest competitor’s compliance infrastructure is as effective as ours
Thinking about the vendors I have worked with (e.g. distributors, logistics,
event organizers), their compliance infrastructure is as effective as ours

FENHERE T, AT 7SR EE M TS, g ZH2E

TR EEREE, HTHEH SR RERGHE i, AARR

AR AN EFESREHGEREK. XTI, EH 15 #1710, 1R
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Team Self-reported unethical behaviour (Self-reported unethical behaviour

scale, from Peterson 2002). Please consider the following activities. To what extent

have you witnessed each activity in your sales team* during the last 4 weeks in the

context of work? Please be as candid as possible and remember that all responses are

anonymous. For each question please answer on a scale of 1-5, from 1 (never) to 5

(always)
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Never Rarely
| 2

Sometimes
3

Very Often
4

Always

*reporting to the same supervisor as you are

. Lying to conceal an error

Padding an expense account

Taking longer than necessary to do a job
. Claiming credit for someone else’s work

10. Falsifying customer call reports

1.
2
3. Doing personal business on company time
4. Using company resources for personal use
5.
6
7
8
9.

Passing blame for errors to an innocent co-worker

TBIEHIE IR R 4 AN TS, REWE,
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. Giving gifts/favors in exchange for preferential treatment
. Divulging confidential information about a fellow employee
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Measure of Perceived Interactivity, Technology acceptance and Perceived
ubiquity. You have been chosen to work with the Compliance Smartphone App
(“CSA”). We would like to get your feedback on the usage of this technology and
how it influences your daily work. For each question please answer on a scale of 1-7,

from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)

Strongly Disagree | Disagree Undecided Agree Agree Strongly
disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1B TAERER &M S FH App (“CSA”). FAIA BEIRAG N} I
FARAE A E SR E N, I E T e B HE TG ERREN. 3T T4
AR, EH 1-7 #7789, 1 KRB, 7 RRNAER .,

AR | AFEE | EAAREE | AE | EARE [ & AR B [
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Measure of Perceived Interactivity (from McMillan 2002)

The App enables 2-way communication

The App provides immediate answers to questions
The App operates at high speed

The App enables use at any time, any place

The App does not keep my attention

It is easy to find my way around the App

The App is interactive

S AR U i adl

The App enables conversation
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Technology Acceptance (Attitude towards App Usage, from Kim 2014)

—_—

. I am favorable towards using the App

[\

. I like to use the App
. I am positive towards using the App

W

—_

- BRI A% B N
- FE AL LA B N H
- BRI A% B N

W N

Perceived Ubiquity (Customized)

1. Everyone who has it is using the App now
. Tuse the App all the time
3. The App is indispensable for my daily work

(=N 2 2201) RS DN TR e i O
2. W—EAEMM RN H]
3. UEM NN XS T3 HH AR Aw] b
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Appendix B

Third Party Audit Report Template

On-site Monitoring Checklist

BT E

Part I: Basic information
verification:

HA(E Bt

ARC code
Y i

Date of Monitor

K H

Activity City
B A

Monitor Name

(RPN

Activity Type
HEhRA

ARC Amount
ARC &7

Event Organizer/Owner

TENHRE /R

Applicant Name
SRR PN

UCB MICE vendor name (or
n/a)
M)

Line manager (of Owner)

HE&ZM (53T AKD

Start date(Per ARC)
ARC FFEaEHA

Actual start date
SEBRFF 46 H

End date(Per ARC)
ARC Z55R HEA

Actual end date
SEFRgs R H

Start time(Per ARC)
ARC FHEHRTA]

Actual start time
SEBRE 4R I [A]

End time(Per ARC)
ARC Z5ZRATIE]

Actual end time
SE &5 SR [

ARC meeting location (Per
ARC)

ARC AR

Actual meeting location
SRR U A

ARC meal location (Per ARC)
ARC Pt

Actual meal location/Take away
food supplier

S BR FH A 5 /A SR BT
EAS
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Take away food (Yes/No)
AR (/)

Actual meal location (detailed
information, e.g. address,
branch, private room)

ik, r0E, B

Kb R (PRS2, st

Reasonable
Difference(Yes/No)

ARC 5SEPRA—F2 A Al
sz (/T

Event
date
s H
#

Event Time

TSI 1]

Event
Location

TGl A

Other comments:
Explanation from meeting
organizer for the difference:
HoAth s

S 3 X = R

e

Part Il: Result 28 —#4r: &5

#

Monitor attend the event
(Without limitation or with
limitation)
EREBSINGES CH
PR 1) = G PR i D

Meeting postponed or cancelled

S UWHEIR BT

Uncooperative

WAL E RS

i. Speaker - Unapproved speaker and

Chairman used (Yes/No)?

i P& - HREHZKIVEE M EFE

W (R/E) ?

Name of speaker in ARC Actual name of speaker
ARC Hif 4 SEBREE 44
Name of chairman in ARC Actual name of chairman
ARC " JHEE4 SE bR 3 44

Speaker - Actual No. of speakers
(including chairman) is less than in

ARC (Yes/No)?

P - LhREE (FEF) At

ARC T AH/b? (R/HED ?
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No of case sharing speakers
(Per ARC)

ARC FEFIDEHEHZ

Actual No. of case sharing
speaker

KRR 7> 2 R

No of other speakers (Per
ARC)
ARC H At i Ko

Actual No. of other speaker

SRR HAB S R

No of chairman (Per ARC)
ARC W E R

Actual No. of chairman
SEFRE AR

Explanation from meeting
organizer for the
difference/other comment:
YL X 72 R (R AR/ He At

=~
=

ii. Participants - Differences between

ARC plan

ii. 2 5%-ARC AN B5 LA —2

Meeting/ event-ARC No. of
participants( Non UCB staff)

ARC 2 /iEFNAZL(HCP)

Meeting / event Actual No. of
participants(Non UCB staff)
SLBRZ N2 85 3 N EL(HCP)

Meeting/ event-ARC No. of
UCB staff
ARC £=/i&5h UCB A%

Meeting/ event-Actual No. of
UCB staff

KPS N2 W/ SN KL

Meeting/ event-No. on sign-

in sheet(Non UCB staff)

BRI R W TENNEL
(HCP)

Meal-Actual No. of
participants(Non UCB staff)
SEERS AN (Hep)

Meeting organizer attended
the meeting/event (Yes/No)
SWHRE T T W/
)

Meal-Actual No. of
participants( UCB staff)
SERRZ N4 uCB A%

Explanation from meeting
organizer for the
difference/other comment:
SV R 2 S 1 R/
HAoth = W

iii. Materials - Unapproved material

used ? (Yes/No)iii. SZFrAF FH B4 B A

gHE% (Z/F)

LPSRC Code in ARC
ARC ' LPSRC #whid

Actual LPSRC Code
SEBR LPSRC 2wl
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MS-Code in ARC
ARC ' MS-Code

Actual topic of Mini-salon

RRARVD J 15

Actual materials without code
(Yes/No)
SERRAM RIS G2/

Materials -Actual No. of materials
more than ARC in ARC? (Yes/No)

PEL-SERRA R S E L ARC HiEHIZ?

(Z/H)

ARC No. of materials

ARC fEFIFTHIEVERE

Explanation from meeting
organizer for the difference:

SWRRENERIIER

Actual No. of materials

SEBRE PR R B

iv. Duration - Actual meeting duration

is 50% shorter than ARC duration

iv. 2 18] -SEFR 2 B B] BE ARC 2>

50%

Speaker 1 speech duration in
ARC (minutes)

N PEE ARC HE PRI
[ %

Actual speaker 1 speech duration
(Minutes)

5 —Ar i SEPRE P R (G
i)

Name of Speaker 1

FfrtEmA
Speaker 2 speech duration in Actual speaker 2 speech duration
ARC (minutes) (Minutes)

HALPEE ARC HIEPER
6] (38D

5 AL SEPRE N R (7
B

Name of Speaker 2

SR VA% g

Speaker 3 speech duration in
ARC (minutes)

= PEE ARC HE R
] (8D

Actual speaker 3 speech duration
(Minutes)

5 =Ar ik SEpRiE BN ] (G
B

Name of Speaker 3

I VA% g

Chairman speech duration in
ARC (minutes)

FJE ARC T PE [A] (73
B

Actual chairman speech duration
(Minutes)
FJE SERRE Y A (34D
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Name of chairman

F A

UCB employee speech
duration in ARC (minutes)
ARC ' UCB fi Ty (i)
]

Actual UCB employee speech and
discussion duration (minutes)

SEFRA UCB B TIEE (%

Discussion duration in ARC
(minutes)ARC H1 & i 1B i)
] (o)

ARC event duration
(minutes)
ARC 2= IE] (7%

Explanation from meeting
organizer for the difference:

SWERENERIIER

Actual discussion duration
(minutes)2WITICHTE] (5

)

Actual event duration (Minutes)

PRV E] (73810

v. Cost - Total meal cost over ARC
amount

v. HH-BE D HE ARC EE R

ARC Total Meal Cost (RMB)
ARC BE#GIT (ARM)

ARC Total Meeting Venue

Rental (RMB)

ARC 2137 Hh LR 2 &t
(AR

Use company credit card pay
the expenses (Yes/No)
FHARMGEHH R G2/

)

Actual - Total Meal Cost(RMB)
SEpREFR AT (ANRTD

Actual - Total Meeting Venue
Rental (RMB)
LR 5T oAt (N
EMIER)

Comments:
B

vi. Compliance issue

vi. & # i

P ——
(G\i(lztss/ﬁ;/)en to clients Is sightseeing arranged? (Yes/No)
RS MR A2 A ZHM G 2

Others or explanation :

FAB G DL B 2 e -

104




vii. Meal Observed

vii. 2 B MEHE

Yes/No
/5

If No, Reason why does not
monitored

s, BEHIE R

viii. Additional information (Yes/No)HAth{5 B (Z/T)

Meeting happened with
minor issue

SVORAR NG R

The actual meeting is inconsistent with ARC
with minor issue, e.g., inconsistent meeting
location.

LFRHAT S ARC HIEEHEA—F (HA
HPEE AN o flhn. FE AR
5, {HRERT ARC Hidf

Meeting postponed or
cancelled

S UHEIR BRI

The meeting organizer informed GT that
the meeting is postponed or cancelled but
did not update in ARC.
SWAHLE &R R SO B IR B E
XBOH, (HARHEHT ARC Hids

Uncooperative

SWHLEAELE

Couldn't access owner in ARC

SWHRANAEE TR AR ER

Couldn't access line manager of the owner,
line manager failed to assist during Per
ARC/unable to access to the owner either

BELIEARS WTRENEKX, BA
BN RITIEE A R/ARBEERBEISINAELR
A

Event organizer stated the event is already
completed, but did not updated in ARC
PRk kAT AESS, &R WA RIS
C&RATZ T 1 (BRI H ARC Hdf

Event organizer provided the wrong
information (time, location) which resulted
in GT unable to attend the meeting.
SWAHF N R G B2 Tt A0
A TG s ok TR A

After receiving the monitoring call/sms, the
meeting organizer did not follow up any
further meeting changes with GT

R W AN AR BB E S, 2
AR (it ia), Mg AR , HR
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ER PNV St 2 QY N AP RES 5
s

Other situation that active or passive
noncooperation

HoAth T BB A G AE L

Comments:
B

No allow to enter the meeting room/place

Limitations 3 3 5
s ASFEVE AN A E N 237 AT b/ 4 1 Ao
R ST
No photos (attendees, sign-in list,cost
breakdown), or photo were provided by
meeting organizers.
o5 RAVHIE (B5%. SFE. B

Other situations:

D)

lll. Other comments

. HAE R

Formula driven cells

B ARKEITTH

Fill in according to ARC | Fill in the actual data

data

IR SE PR SR BT L

7 ARC TERIHE | 5
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