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Abstract

This paper seeks to compare business versus non-business faculty perceptions regarding the ethical behavior of students, and identify faculty differences regarding formal training, comfort teaching ethics, and practices with regard to teaching ethics. Business faculty reported being formally trained and more comfortable teaching ethics while spending 50% less time covering ethics in their courses. Furthermore, business faculty were significantly less likely to witness unethical behavior in their classroom at a time when other studies have shown that students (especially business students) reported wide spread cheating. These results suggest that faculty might be approaching ethics superficially. Future research is suggested.
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Is Business Education Problematic? A Look at the Instructor

As educators, we are all too familiar with the emphasis that has been placed on improving ethics education especially in light of recent scandals. Furthermore, there is a growing feeling that cheating may be more of a problem in business schools than it is elsewhere (Bennis and O’Toole, 2005; Burke and Sadler-Smith, 2006; Julian and Ofori-Dankwa, 2006; Kanter, 2005; McCabe, Butterfield and Trevino, 2006; Samuelson, 2006). Consequently, business schools have been searching for ways to send students the message that ethics are important. The Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) has called for the inclusion of ethics in the general knowledge and skills section for undergraduates and in the management section for graduate students in its new standards (Swanson 2005, Shinn, 2006). Since 2010 specifics standards have been implemented but leaving the implementation to the individual schools.
Although only about 5 % of business school deans surveyed believe that dishonesty is a problem at their schools (Brown et al , 2010), an imperative to improve management education at both the undergraduate and graduate levels has emerged (Adams, Harris, and Carley 1998; Agarwal and Malloy 2002; Birnik and Billberry; 2008; Hatton 1996) especially in light of the controversial research conducted by McCabe, Butterfield and Trevino (2006) who found that graduate business students were most likely to cheat compared to their non-business peers. These findings compound earlier findings that showed that 75% of students’ self reported cheating during their academic career (McCabe & Trevino, 2003). Understanding the educational environment connected to such wide spread cheating among business students is pivotal especially since these students are more likely to become tomorrow’s business leaders. 

However, the debate is still ongoing on what part of ethics education should be changed, especially since little is known as to the origin or cause of such discrepancies. We are still trying to find the source of the systemic cheating that appears to be going among business and other graduates.  Of course, we want to seek to answer such source before any more of our graduates are at the center of scandals. A careful review of institutional culture including how ethics are integrated into the curriculum by comparing business versus non-business faculty appears to mark a good start into such inquiry.
This research highlights the possible differences between business and non-business faculty attitudes and ethical educational practices by comparing how ethics are integrated into the curriculum through classroom settings, what they perceive in the classroom, their reported comfort level associated with ethics training, and the pedagogic approaches used in the classrooms.
Culture of Cheating?

Callahan in his book, Cheating Culture (2004) advances that cheating is widespread and points to business ethics education as the source of the problem calling for a review of the culture of ethics in business programs, as well as an imperative to show leadership in the classroom. So is management education the root of the problem? Research supports the argument that business students are more likely to cheat than their counter parts (McCabe et al, 2006) yet over 40% of graduate students regardless of field of study admitted cheating lending support to Callahan’s cheating culture argument. However, a larger question that needs clarification in light of the finger pointing done at management education, is there a cultural difference between business and non-business education programs? 

The question of culture is often asked of the students enrolled in those programs but rarely of faculty teaching. Recent research by Floy et al (2013) indicated that business dean rated establishing a culture that reinforces personal integrity and honesty as the most important outcome for business schools. Beauvais and colleagues (2007) found no evidence that role modeling by business faculty had any effect on business students but still reported high levels of unethical behavior by students consistent with previous research. So if Callahan’s assertions are correct and business student’s unethical behaviors are “showcased” in the classroom, business faculty should be more likely to witness unethical behavior form their students compared to non-business faculty.

H1: Business Faculty are more likely to witness unethical behavior from their students compared to non-business faculty.

Pedagogical Differences Across Disciplines
What is the role of the instructor and instruction? Does overall curriculum integration make a difference? Do we teach differently across disciplines?  These questions are central the implementing any organizational program in academia especially in light of AACSB’s effort to standardize business ethics in business. Floy and colleagues (2013) asserts that faculty have a responsibility in dealing with collegiate cheating, while other profess that it should start with teacher enthusiasm (Crosz at al, 2015). 

Over the years, there has been significant effort to integrate ethics education into the curriculum (Lopez, Rechner, and Olson-Buchanan 2005; Park 1998; Rozensher, Gergenson, and Everett 1994; Spain, Engle, and Thompson 2005).  Furthermore, Sims and Brinkmann (2003, 69) emphasize that ethics should not be taught in a “vacuum”, but rather should serve as a means to integrate the variety of courses across curricula. However, existing research has failed to document the effectiveness of ethics education integration as a whole. Little research has been conducted on the type of educational strategies used by educators and how faculty perception of ethics might affect how it is integrated in the classroom. Furthermore, no attention has been placed on comparing the practices of business and non-business faculty.
Research has found (Desplaces et al, 2007) that the intensity of ethics education, including the amount of discussion and participation by students, has had a positive effect on the ethical sensitivity of students. Specifically, they found that faculty and student discussion of ethics in business courses was significantly and positively relate to moral competence among students.  In light of the evidence that ethics education can be effective and that although approximately 70 % of the top business schools have some form of an ethics requirement (Litzky and MacLean, 2011), the controversy surrounding business ethics education still rages on today. Partly because the effectiveness of business ethics instruction continues to be questioned (Lampe & Engleman-Lampe, 2012). 
Derek Bok (1988) highlights not only the difficulty to teach professional ethics but the poor preparation of instructors. He advances that most faculty actually teach themselves the subject altogether. Although most research has focused on the impact of teaching on moral reasoning or the effectiveness of the instruction on students, current research continues to ignore the manpower perspective of ethical training (McDonald, & Donleavy, 1995). Furthermore, research fails to compare business to non-business instruction practices. 

It is expected that due to the sensitivity and constant shortcomings associated with business ethics and importance that business deans put on creating an ethical culture (Floyd et al, 2013) that business faculty, their schools and formal educational institutions would work to better prepare their faculty to teach such content over non business disciplines. Because ethics is often synonym with business education, it can be expected that business faculty would have received more formal training compared to their non-business counterparts: 

H2: Business Faculty are more likely to have received formal training on ethics compared to non-business faculty.

AACSB’s emphasis on now well established ethical standards and evidence of their successful implementation (Heller & Heller, 2011) would infer that business faculty could be disproportionally expose to the ethics education such a topic at staff meetings, conference preparations or workshops. Therefore:

H3: Business Faculty are more likely to have attended sessions with other faculty or professional in their fields to discuss how ethics applies to their field of studies compared to non-business faculty.

Floyd and colleagues (2013) have put forth that business ethics should become more important, and that more time should be invested in ethics education. Although such debate is not new, there is currently no research comparing the comfort of business versus non-business faculty discussing ethics. The focus by ACCSB training opportunities and sensitivity on the topic should mean that business faculty should be more comfortable discussing ethics.

H4: Business Faculty are more comfortable discussing ethics in class compared to non-business faculty.

Heightened ethical sensitivity and associated comfort should also translate into significantly higher classroom occurrences of discussions on ethics. We put forth that this would yield a higher number of business courses covering ethics, that more business course would allot time discussing ethics, which in turns would lead to higher contact hours compared to non-business courses.

H5a: Business faculty are more likely to have ethics as a topic in their class compared to non-business faculty.

H5b: Business faculty are more likely to have designed class time to discuss ethics in their class compared to non-business faculty. 

H5a: Business faculty are more likely to have higher amount of contact hours where ethics was discussed in class. 

METHOD

Sample and Procedure

A confidential survey was conducted of faculty at an institution in the North East using a web-based instrument in accordance with the institution’s IRB. Of the 139 faculty who participated in the study), 34 of them were business and 100 were non-business faculty.  

Measures

The web based questionnaire included questions related to teaching practices, attitudes towards ethics, and the perceived overall ethical culture at the institution were send to faculty at the end of the semester. The questionnaire had three major sections beside demographic data.  

The first set of questions addressed the extent of ethics coverage that occurred in their respective courses that semester.  Faculty were provided a list of courses assigned to them in that particular semester. The first question asked faculty if they covered ethics in each of their courses that semester. Responses options included: I had an ethics topic and discussed ethics in class; I discussed ethics but had no topic on the syllabus; or I had no coverage of ethics. The second question asked if the course was specifically designed to allow time to discuss the ethical implications of course topics with a yes or no option for answer. And if so, faculty were asked to report the estimated number of contact/class hours used to discuss ethics in those courses. 

The next section asked about ethics training and comfort teaching it. More specifically, training received in ethics in preparation to teach ethical topics and comfort level in teaching ethics.  Specifically, respondents used a five-point scale (-2 = strongly disagree to 2 strongly agree) to indicate the extent to which they agreed that they were properly trained to teach ethics in their courses and the extent to which they agreed that they felt comfortable discussing ethics in the classroom. Faculty were also asked to report having attended any training in the last 12 months with regards to how ethics applied in their respective field (Yes or No).

The final question inquired about the witnessing of unethical behavior or actions in any of their respective classrooms that semester.

Results

To examine Hypotheses 1, we computed frequencies and percentages of the number of business and non-business faculty who indicated that they had witnessed unethical behavior among their students (see Table 1) along with a chi-square analysis. The chi-square analysis indicated a significant difference between business and non-business faculty (X =8.924, df=1, p<0.01). Further analysis of the frequencies and percentage shows that the Non-business faculty perceived in almost 73% of the time that students participated in unethical behavior compared to near 45% for business faculty. These results indicate no support for Hypothesis 1.

--------------------------------------------------------

Table 1 about here

--------------------------------------------------------

With regards to Hypothesis 2, we conduct a means analysis comparing business to non-business faculty. Table 2 presents the results of the t-test and the means across the groups. Business faculty members felt that they had been better trained to discuss ethics in the courses they taught (mean of 1.0) compared to their non-business colleagues (mean of 0.39) t-test significance difference p<.05, lending support for Hypothesis 2.  

--------------------------------------------------------

Table 2 about here

--------------------------------------------------------

Hypothesis 3 sought to measure any difference in the continual education or professional development effort by each faculty on the topic of ethics education.  Table 1 shows that majority of the faculty regardless of whether they were business or non-business faculty were more likely not have attended any sessions (55.8% and 69% respectively) with no significance measured across the two groups. This results indicate that there is no support for Hypothesis 3. 

We conducted a means analysis in our attempt to measure any group difference regarding their comfort discussing ethics (Hypothesis 4). We found that business faculty were significantly more comfortable (mean of 1.41 versus 1.01 compared to non-business faculty) with a t-test significance of p<0.01 lending support for Hypothesis 4.

Finally, when seeking to test the difference on the coverage of ethics, class time assigned by design, and actual contact hours used to cover ethics in the field taught in a particular semester (Hypotheses 5a, 5b, & 5c), we found notable differences (Tables 1 & 2). First business faculty were significantly more likely (p<0.01) to have a topics of ethics in the course syllabus compared to non-business faculty in support of Hypothesis 5a (mean of 1.22 compared to .78). Furthermore, a group variance analysis showed business faculty were significantly more likely to provide (by) class time to discuss ethics (X =12.63, df=1, p<0.001) supporting Hypothesis 5b. Although marginally significant, non-business faculty appears to offer more contact hours on the topic of ethics as it relates to their respective fields then business faculty (margin over 2 to 1, see table 2). This later significance was contrary to hypothesis 5c.
Discussion & Future Research
Most ethics education research has been focused on the individual learning in particular programs with the bulk of it focused on the effectiveness of business programs in the context of ethics. This research seeks to expose the possible differences between business and non-business faculty attitudes and ethical educational practices by comparing how ethics are integrated into the curriculum through classroom settings, what they perceive in the classroom, their reported comfort level associated with ethics training, and the pedagogic approaches used in the classrooms. 

The first surprising result was that business faculty were less likely to report unethical behaviors in their classroom. This is especially surprising when research has found that well over 65% of business students reported cheating (Bernardi, Metzger, Bruno, Hookkamp, Reyes, & Barnaby; 2004) and when business students have shown to significantly be more likely to cheat than non-business students (McCabe, Butterfield and Trevino, 2006). Although AACSB has made significant efforts by establishing standards and deans appear aware that ethics are important, these results could be indicative of a lack of awareness or worse some complaisance by business faculty. In the light of the scandals, this can suggest that most faculty is aware of shortcomings in general, but that might be that they should act on the awareness and change their programs for the better.
To this point, this research did lend support that business faculty are significantly more likely to be trained on the topic, are more comfort teaching ethics, design their courses and plan to cover ethics but yet do not appear to spend sufficient time discussing ethics in their classroom. The noted significance could be indicative of a compliance approach (I am trained, I have ethics part of the syllabus, I covered ethics) versus a meaningful approach to teaching ethics. Although comfortable teaching the topic, this could signal a superficial coverage of ethical issues which was raised by Baetz & Sharp (2004) further fulling the argument that ethics should be taught by a philosopher. 

Future research should focus on measuring the perceived importance that business ethics play in their field and the link that it could have on faculty awareness of what happens in the classroom and the development of pedagogy to combat any cheating. Special attention should be given to the capabilities of the faculty teaching ethics, the formal required courses that all business students take and their capability with non-business faculty. Finally, it might be important to learn to work with other disciplines and encourage team teaching efforts that could lead in preparing our students to better deal with the many issues of ethics that face their academic and future careers. The likelihood of a philosopher teaching business courses might not be well received in business education but recognizing how they can add value might be what could help curve our persisting trend.

Research Limitations

The data was convenient and reflected a limited sample (one university in the north east). A more comprehensive comparison group including multi region and multi university should be solicited to understand the perceived and notable differences between business and non-business faculty. Further research should try to assess faculty’s ability to make moral judgments and how those could prepare them to teach the topic. A large sample group could also help further our understanding of gender bias when teaching the topic.
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	Table 1: Results for Group Variance Analysis, Testing Hypotheses 1, 3 & 5b
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Hypothesis Number
	Hypothesis Variable
	Business
	Non-Business
	Chi-Square
	 

	H1
	Witnesses unethical behavior from students
	
	

	
	
	Percent Yes
	44.10%
	72.40%
	8.924
	**

	
	
	Frequency Yes
	15
	71
	
	

	
	
	Percent No
	55.90%
	27.60%
	
	

	
	
	Frequency No
	19
	27
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3
	Attended sessions about ethics in their field
	
	

	
	
	Percent Yes
	41.20%
	31.00%
	1.178
	

	
	
	Frequency Yes
	14
	31
	
	

	
	
	Percent No
	58.80%
	69.00%
	
	

	
	
	Frequency No
	20
	69
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H5b
	Class Time Design
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	Percent Yes
	53.70%
	30.00%
	12.63
	***

	
	 
	Frequency Yes
	36
	66
	
	

	
	 
	Percent No
	46.30%
	70.00%
	
	

	
	 
	Frequency No
	31
	154
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	*=p<.05, **=p<.01 ***=p<.001
	
	
	
	


	Table 2: Results of Means Analysis, Testing Hypotheses 2, 4, 5a and 5c
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Hypothesis Number
	Hypothesis Variable
	Business
	Non-Business
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2
	Properly trained
	
	
	

	
	
	N
	34
	99
	

	
	
	Mean
	1.00
	0.38
	

	
	
	(s.d.)
	0.985
	1.167
	

	
	
	t-test
	
	2.759
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	

	H4
	Comfortable discussing ethics
	
	

	
	
	N
	34
	100
	

	
	
	Mean
	1.41
	1.01
	

	
	
	(s.d.)
	0.609
	0.904
	

	
	
	t-test
	
	2.908
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	

	H5a
	Courses covered ethics
	
	
	

	
	
	N
	72
	235
	

	
	
	Mean
	1.22
	0.78
	

	
	
	(s.d.)
	0.655
	0.685
	

	
	
	t-test
	
	4.807
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	

	H5c
	Amount of Contact Hours
	
	
	

	
	
	N
	36
	66
	

	
	
	Mean
	2.13
	4.39
	

	
	
	(s.d.)
	1.94
	7.375
	

	
	
	t-test
	
	-2.344
	*

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	*=p<.05, **=p<.01 ***=p<.001
	
	
	


