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Abstract

The current study aims to provide insights into personal and situational in-
fluencing factors of ethical decision-making in the work context. Previous re-
search has indicated that individuals who are characterized by the so-called
Type A personality pattern show increased levels of morality when having to
decide on ethical issues. Among others, these people are marked by their great
sense of time urgency and their overall preference for speed. As fast decision-
making often plays a crucial role in businesses, the current study investigated
in how far time pressure affects ethical decision-making of Type As in com-
parison to others (Type Bs). Therefore, we conducted a vignette-based expe-
riment with a 2 x 2 between-subjects design. Participants were classified into
Type A versus B personalities and had to execute ethical decision-making ei-
ther with or without time constrains. Results reveal no significant differences
in Type As versus Type Bs ethical decision-making regarding four different
moral domains, namely moral awareness, moral judgement, moral intention,
and moral behavior. Results indicate numerically stricter moral judgement
and higher moral intentions of Type As (versus Bs), while failing to reach sta-
tistical significance. Additionally, our results revealed significant negative as-
sociations between time pressure and (only) one moral domain, namely mor-
al behavior, indicating more moral behavior within participants without time
pressure. These results are in accordance with several studies showing impaired
ethical decision-making in individuals that are put under time constraints.
Opverall, results reveal no significant interaction effects. Practical implications
of the results, as well as ideas for future research, are discussed.

Keywords

Ethical Decision-Making, Morality, Time Pressure, Type A Personality,

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2021.1210102  Oct. 29, 2021

1678 Psychology


https://www.scirp.org/journal/psych
https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2021.1210102
https://www.scirp.org/
https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2021.1210102
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

A.-K. Emser et al.

Moral Judgment, Personality, Unethical Behavior

1. Introduction

“The imperatives of day-to-day organizational performance are so compelling that
there is little time or inclination to divert attention to the moral content of orga-
nizational decision-making.” (Sims, 1992: p. 505).

What happens when no attention is diverted to ethical issues in organizational
contexts can be observed in Volkswagen’s emission scandal as well as more re-
cently in the scandal evolving around the German corporation of WireCard. Af-
ter the Philippine Banks BPI and BDO claimed that the WireCard documents
detailing €1.9bn in balances are counterfeit, the scandal began to unfold in June
2020 (McCrum, 2020). Subsequently, former CEO Markus Braun resigned and
was arrested shortly after (McCrum, 2020). Former CSO Jan Marsalek is still on
the run and presumably hiding in Russia (Zajonz, 2020). But not only the former
WireCard executives are suspected to have acted fraudulently or at least inaccu-
rately. Several federal and private corporations, including the Federal Financial
Supervisory Authority (BaFin) and the professional accounting services network
of Earnest & Young (EY) presumably failed to look closely enough and neglected
to inspect WireCard’s documents precisely (Storbeck, 2020; Zajonz, 2020). Con-
sequently, the share price as well as WireCard itself collapsed, and the resulting
financial damage is estimated to be at least €3.2bn (Zajonz, 2020). Additionally,
the reputation and credibility of WireCard and involved audit corporations are
called into question and severely damaged (Zajonz, 2020).

The WireCard scandal lines up with a bulk of ethical scandals observed over the
last decades (Brown & Trevifio, 2006; Knights & O’Leary, 2005). In the present
case, it becomes obvious that multiple executives of WireCard as well as em-
ployees of audit corporations acted unethically, thereby damaging investors, cor-
porations, and the credibility of all parties involved. Such scandals evoke the ques-
tions: Why is unethical behavior so common in big companies and what factors
endorse the occurrence of unethical behavior in individuals? Looking at the scien-
tific literature, it seems that numerous personal and situational factors affect the
ethical behavior of individuals in complex interactions (Brown & Trevifio, 2006;
Craft, 2013). For example, when being in a positive mood, people often judge
ethical issues more lenient compared to a judging while being in a negative mood
state (Valdesolo & DeSteno, 2006). On the other hand, people tend to make more
strict moral judgments with their eyes closed versus open, because it induces
them to mentally simulate events more extensively (Caruso & Gino, 2011). It is
imperative to further analyze multiple personal, contextual, and moderating in-
fluences to fully grasp ethical behavior (Brown & Treviiio, 2006).

In this line, the present research focuses on the effects of two factors, which

are particularly important in the occupational context. On the one hand, our re-
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search aims to shed light onto the impact of different types of personality on ethi-
cal behavior (Type A versus Type B personality, see Feinleib et al., 1978; Mat-
thews, 1982). On the other hand, our research tries to examine the contextual
factor of time restrains on ethical decision making. Research in this underrepre-
sented domain might improve the understanding of ethical decision-making and

could invigorate the prevention of prospective ethical scandals.

2. Theoretical Background

Unethical behavior in organizations is “embarrassingly commonplace.” (Sims,
1992: p. 507; see also Moore & Gino, 2015). According to Sims (1992) unethical
behavior is often expected by executives, and many organizations even reward
behavior violating ethical standards if it supports financial success. Too often,
profitability and ethicality are displayed as seeming contradictions, while both
should be combined in an ethical way of management (Jamnik, 2011; Moore &
Gino, 2015; Sims, 1992). Several studies underline the difficulties of controlling
unethical behavior. Many organizations employ a Code of Ethics as a measure to
limit unethical behavior “[...] and all too often that is that.” (Sims, 1992: p. 506).
Problems result from the apparent discrepancies between the Code of Ethics and
actual unethical behavior of the organization’s employees (Badaracco & Webb,
1995; Sims, 1992). When combining the high complexity of an individual’s ethi-
cal decision-making process with the suboptimal efforts of organizations to con-
tain unethical behavior, it becomes obvious that organizations should focus more
on the contextual and personal factors affecting their employees (Craft, 2013;
Sims, 1992).

According to Jones (1991) as well as Brown and Trevifio (2006), it is crucial
that individuals realize that they are moral agents, thereby acting in situations
where moral issues are at stake. As Jamnik (2011) stresses, most decisions faced
by employees are morally relevant. Following, a disregard of ethical orientation
will presumably elicit unethical behavior (Brown & Trevifio, 2006; Jamnik, 2011).
Typical values that are conflicting in moral dilemmas are on the one hand per-
sonal interests and companies’ profit, and the other hand personal morality and
social responsibility (Moore & Gino, 2015; Sims, 1992). It is therefore imperative
to identify factors that endorse or hinder the ethical orientation and execution of
ethical decisions in individuals. The present study therefore aims to further in-
vestigate such influences by examining the effects certain types of personality as
well as time restraints might have on the ethical decision-making process in the

workplace.

3. Ethical Decision-Making

Ethical decisions are present in everyone’s daily life. By implication, most of us
will act as moral agents in many day-to-day situations. In the occupational con-
text, one might have to decide to interrupt ongoing bullying in the work group

or must place decisions which are not beneficial to affiliated persons.
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Research has shown that these important ethical decisions are based on four
consecutive steps (Rest, 1986), namely moral awareness, judgement, intention,
and behavior. The related Four-Component model of Rest (1986) provides the
fundamental theoretical concept for many studies on ethical decision-making
(Craft, 2013; O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005), and corresponds to these four com-
ponents.

The first component, moral awareness, describes an individual’s ability to iden-
tify if the consequences of an action will be morally relevant and thereby affect-
ing others (Rest, 1986). An ethical decision-making process will not start with-
out the subject recognizing a situation as moral (Hunt & Vitell, 1986; Jones,
1991). Jones (1991) stresses that a moral agent who fails to recognize the moral
issue might therefore act unethically without realizing. In the process of moral
awareness, implicit cognitions and accompanying affective arousal are deeply
intertwined, leading to guf feelings and instant first impressions (Rest, 1986).

In the second step, moral judgement, the individual evaluates the gathered
information regarding the moral issue and judges the rightness and fairness of a
solution (Rest, 1986). Following Rest (1986), the individual’s social experiences
elicit various concepts of cooperation which then operate like heuristics in guid-
ing the solving of problems. When judging a moral situation, individuals there-
fore need to prioritize different interests and consider the solution with the highest
subjective fairness (Rest, 1986). Jones (1991), in contrast, argues that moral rea-
soning is greatly dependent on the context. The author further proposed that
moral intensity, and thereby factors like social consensus or magnitude of con-
sequences, greatly influence the moral reasoning of individuals, making it issue-
dependent. Moral philosophy, which is also proposed as an important factor in
the ethical decision-making model by Hunt and Vitell (1986), integrates rea-
soned and nonreasoned processes with deontological and utilitarian judgement
(Gawronski & Beer, 2017). According to the teleological/utilitarian orientation,
an action is desirable if it causes overall well-being, while a decline of well-being
for all affected people results in an action that’s morally not acceptable (Gawronski
& Beer, 2017; Hunt & Vitell, 1986). In deontology instead, an action is only then
morally right if it is concordant with the appropriate moral norms (Gawronski &
Beer, 2017; Hunt & Vitell, 1986). The moral orientation carries high relevance in
ethical decision-making because decision-makers might employ differing ethical
orientations and nonetheless both judgements might be perceived as morally
appropriate. When examining studies, deontology and idealism were often posi-
tively associated with ethical decision-making, while utilitarianism and relativ-
ism were often negatively related (Craft, 2013; Musbah et al., 2016; O’Fallon &
Butterfield, 2005).

In the third step, moral intention, individuals indicate their preference about
what they are going to do. In moral intention, the moral values assessed in the
step of moral judgement might conflict with personal values like self-serving mo-

tives (Rest, 1986). Rest (1986) also mentions cognition and affect as contributing
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factors in the third component, showing that positive affect towards the goal or
positive mood greatly influence the preference. An individual’s moral intention
might therefore deviate from the moral judgement assessed in the second step.

Finally, during the fourth step, mora/ behavior, the individual must execute a
final action (Rest, 1986). Following Rest (1986), one must “[...] have sufficient
perseverance, ego strength and implementation skills to be able to follow
through on his/her intention [...]” (pp. 3-4).

It is important to note that the four components are distinct steps and high
moral orientation in one step does not axiomatically result in coincidence with
the other components (Rest, 1986). Factors like self-serving values and negative
affect might therefore lead to an unethical intention, even though the individu-
al’s moral judgement was ethical (Rest, 1986). Furthermore, moral behavior of-
ten demands high effort and individuals lacking for example perseverance,
might therefore fail to act morally (Rest, 1986). Jones (1991) adds that situations
where high moral issues are at stake will more likely elicit moral behavior.

Following, various studies provide further information regarding issue-depen-
dent variables. Sweeney & Costello (2009) supported the notion that the nature
of an ethical scenario influences the ethical decision-making process. As already
proposed by Jones (1991), a situation itself and its attending characteristics can
impact all four components of ethical decision-making through moral intensity.
Various studies supported the notion that moral intensity was significantly asso-
ciated with ethical awareness, judgement and intention, in occupational settings
as well as in general (May & Pauli, 2002; McMahon & Harvey, 2007; Musbah, et
al., 2016; Paolillo & Vitell, 2002; Shafer et al., 2001; Shawver et al., 2015; Singha-
pakdi et al., 1996; Sweeney & Costello, 2009).

Moreover, individual factors also affect ethical decision-making in the occu-
pational context. Whereas gender elicited mixed results, personality traits and
values seem to play an important role (Craft, 2013; O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005).
Factors like empathy (Brown et al., 2010) and moral emotions (Baker, 2017;
Jeong et al., 2020) showed positive associations with ethical decision-making. On
the other hand, factors like hedonic emotions (Jeong et al., 2020), machiavellian-
ism (Verbeke et al., 1996) and high ego-strength (Haines & Leonard, 2007) were
negatively associated. Observing underlying mental processes, especially implicit
attitudes significantly predicted important components of ethical decision-ma-
king, as well as the weighting of decision criteria (Marquardt, 2010; Marquardt
& Hoeger, 2009).

When making a moral decision, organizational environment and the perceived
expectation of supervisors also can significantly influence this process (Sims &
Keon, 1999). Interestingly, people have stronger feelings of discomfort when
their values are not conforming with informal policies, or experience a higher
intrapersonal role-conflict, when they are disagreeing with informal policies or
supervisor’s expectations (Sims & Keon, 2000). Hence, social pressure seems to

be strongly associated with decision-making as well (Sweeney & Costello, 2009).
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In conclusion, the ethical decision-making process is greatly influenced by
dispositional, situational, and organizational variables in various ways. The pre-
sent research aims to go further and sheds light on other dispositional and situa-
tional variable in the occupational context. On the one hand, the focus lies on
the dispositional factor personality and compares different types of personality
(Type A versus Type B) regarding ethical decision making in the work context.
On the other hand, the situational variable time, or more specifically time pres-

sure, is examined in its relation to ethical decision making.

4. Ethical Decision-Making under Time Pressure

Time pressure is arguably one of the most prominent challenges in modern eve-
ryday life as well as in the business world. Time pressure a forceful or even
threatening situation, influencing individuals or groups, and possibly causing
worry or fear (Roxburgh, 2004). Time pressure is often defined as a component
of stress (Moberg, 2000) and this thesis is further supported by the study of
Chamberlain and Zika (1990), in which time pressure was the most often men-
tioned daily stressor in most of the examined groups. Additionally, time pressure
is repeatedly associated with perceived feelings of being stressed in various stu-
dies (Ackerman & Gross, 2003; Chamberlain & Zika 1990; Moberg, 2000; Prem
et al., 2017; Zuzanek, 2004). In an investigation of the historical development of
time pressure, Zuzanek (2004) discovered that it is indeed a very contemporary
and serious challenge. In his study, he showed that paid and unpaid workload
increased in the decade from 1981-1998 and that time for personal needs, hob-
bies, and free time itself decreased. The causes for this development seem to be
rooted in social and structural trends, more precisely in the increasingly sped-
up, competitive and globalized (economic) world (Zuzanek, 2004). These in-
creasing demands lead to associations of time pressure and time deprivation
with physical health conditions, decreased mental health, the use of anti-depres-
sant drugs, depression, and decreased satisfaction with health and life (Ackerman
& Gross, 2003; Chamberlain & Zika, 1990; Roxburgh, 2004; Teuchmann et al,,
1999; Zuzanek, 2004).

In studies examining the propensity of students to plagiarize, time pressure
increased the propensity significantly (Koh et al,, 2011, 2018). A meta-Analysis
of Belle and Cantarelli (2017) found time pressure to be strongly related to un-
ethical behavior in several studies. In an organizational context, Andiappan and
Dufour (2016) observed that individuals take more self-serving choices when put
under time constraints.

Moreover, it is important to note that unethical behavior is based on a com-
plex ethical decision-making process, as shown above. Researchers have agreed
that different variables can influence the rather complex relationship between
time pressure and decision-making processes. Unfortunately, results regarding
the influence of time pressure on decision-making are not always consistent.

Many studies report detrimental effects of time pressure on decision-making,
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thereby increasing reaction times, decreasing effectiveness, and drastically in-
creasing error rates (Ahituv et al., 1998; Kocher & Sutter, 2006; Maule & Edland,
1997; Siitfeld et al., 2017; Zakay & Wooler, 1984). On the other hand, some stu-
dies also report no significant or even positive influences of time pressure on
several measures of decision-making (Ahituv et al., 1998; Maule & Edland, 1997,
2000; Moberg, 2000).

When making decisions under time pressure, individuals employ different
habitual or learned strategies to reach a high efficiency (Maule & Edland, 1997;
Maule et al., 2000). The most prominent micro-strategies observed by Maule &
Edland (1997) in decision-makers are acceleration (i.e., increased speed of in-
formation processing) and filtration (i.e., focusing on the most important cues).
If the decision-maker fails to focus on relevant cues this could lead to inefficient
decision-making and maybe also unethical behavior (Moberg, 2000). Nonethe-
less, quite a few studies discovered that individuals successfully employed acce-
leration and filtration strategies, meaning that under time-pressure, more rele-
vant cues were detected and sometimes even in a shorter period of time (Dror et
al., 1999; Kocher et al., 2006; Stenmark, et al., 2010).

The inconsistent findings regarding decision-making effectiveness and use of
strategies can be explained by different personal and contextual variables, chang-
ing the influence of time pressure. According to Moberg (2000), scenarios high
in complexity and uncertainty will lead to negative performance, because under
time pressure less cognitive resources for complex rules or calculations are availa-
ble. The results of several studies support the notion that the high cognitive load
of decision-makers under time pressure influences the choice of strategies, pro-
cessing of information, and overall performance (Byrne et al., 2015; Maule &
Edland, 1997; Moberg, 2000; Orddfiez & Benson, 1997). Individual factors lead-
ing to impaired decision-making—in situations demanding a high cognitive load
because of time pressure—seem to be insufficient experience (Ahituv et al., 1998),
a low need-for-cognition (Verplanken, 1993), and high neuroticism (Byrne et al.,
2015). On the other hand, individual factors improving decision-making under
time pressure are positive cognitive appraisal (Prem et al., 2017), feelings of con-
trol (Kithnel et al., 2012; Teuchmann et al., 1999), and quality of forecasting the
consequences of the decision (Stenmark et al., 2010). Additionally, the influence
of time pressure often takes an inverted U-shape, whereby high and low pressure
lead significantly more to detrimental effects on measures of performance (Dror
et al., 1999; Moberg, 2000). Especially the influence of appraisals stresses the no-
tion that time pressure is a subjective experience and should optimally be de-
fined from the perspective of the affected person (Maule & Edland, 1997; Mo-
berg, 2000).

Consequently, we conclude that time pressure is a contextual variable influen-
cing ethical decision-making processes. This multiplex interaction again is strong-
ly affected by a set of personal and situational variables depending on the deci-

sion-maker and their circumstances.
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5. Type A Personality

So far, we underlined how important personal variables are in interaction with
ethical decision-making as well as time pressure. The expansive reviews of O’Fal-
lon and Butterfield (2005) and Craft (2013) stressed that personal variables were
the single most important factor influencing the ethical decision-making in the
examined studies. Furthermore, various studies supported the notion that per-
sonal variables such as neuroticism (Byrne et al., 2015), need-for-cognition (Ver-
planken, 1993), and coping styles (Prem et al., 2017) account for a great part of
variance when explaining performance under time pressure. In the present study
we will scrutinize the influence of such a personality variable, namely Zype A
personality.

The Type A behavior pattern emerged in the 1950’s as an epidemiological
construct, in relation with patients suffering from coronary heart disease (CHD)
(Feinleib et al., 1978; Matthews, 1982). Thus, the concept of coronary-prone be-
haviorwas developed (Jenkins et al., 1967). The characteristics were described as
“[...] intense striving for achievement, competitiveness, aggressiveness, pres-
sures for vocational activity, excessive sense of time urgency, impatience and
restlessness.” (Jenkins et al., 1967: pp. 377-378). The counterpart of Type As are
Type Bs who seem to lack these traits (Rosenman, 1978). Due to the increasing
importance and the high expenditure of measuring Type A with structured in-
terviews (SI), the Jenkins Activity Survey (JAS) was developed for faster progno-
sis in research and health programs (Jenkins et al., 1967). The assessment of
Type A personality with the SI and JAS lead to inconsistencies because the two
measures seem to capture different aspects of the construct (Harding & O’Looney,
1986; Matthews, 1982; Matthews et al., 1982). Hence, when examining Type A
personality, it is crucial to distinguish between results that stem from either the
SI or the JAS (Matthews, 1982; Thoresen & Powell, 1992).

Furthermore, some do treat Type-A as a global construct, while it needs to be
seen from a multidimensional point of view, as the subcomponents give more
accurate information about relations and their directions (Bluen et al., 1990; Burns
& Bluen, 1992; Hart, 1997; Matthews, 1982; Lee et al., 1993; Vera-Villarroel &
Sanchez, 2004). The combination of differing measurements and the complex
multidimensionality explain the inconsistent results regarding Type A personal-
ity. Additionally, it is important to note that several studies propose that Type A
is not a trait in its classical sense, but merely represents a set of behaviors and
cognitive strategies to rapidly and successfully cope with high demands (Ben-
Zur & Wardi, 1994; Glass, 1980).

Type A individuals seem to display the three characteristics of achievement-
striving, aggressiveness, and time urgency. In the present study the SJAS is em-
ployed, and therefore only achievement-striving and time urgency are measured
(Matthews, 1982). It is nonetheless important to elucidate all three components

to underline the high complexity of Type As.
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The achievement striving component of Type As is directly reflected in their
constant need to prove themselves, setting of difficult goals, ambition, and supe-
rior performance (Matthews, 1982; Rayburn & Rayburn, 1996). This notion is
underlined by positive correlations of achievement striving with college students’
performances (Barling & Charbonneau, 1992; Lee et al., 1993; Spence et al., 1987).
Beyond the results regarding students, achievement striving (AS) is also found as
a factor in work environment, e.g. as a predictor for sales performance of insur-
ance brokers (Bluen et al., 1990). Type A individuals typically want to reach their
goals in a very short time frame (Rayburn & Rayburn, 1996). Correspondingly,
the high competitiveness of Type A individuals seems to predict a faster reaction
time and fewer errors (Pérez-Garcia & Sanjudn, 1996). Another finding in terms
of work is high AS as a predictor of higher job satisfaction (Bluen et al., 1990;
Day & Jreige, 2002). High AS individuals are further linked to a stronger degree
of job control and thus appear to have fewer problems with job stressors (Day &
Jreige, 2002). Following, lower ambiguity or role conflict among AS individuals
is found (Day & Jreige, 2002). Competitiveness was also found as a significant
predictor of less fear of negative evaluation by others and thus less social avoid-
ance and distress was observed in male Type As (Vera-Villarroel & Sanchez,
2004). Moreover, the way of coping of Type As with higher AS is found to be
more problem-oriented, which might explain their good results regarding short-
term goals (Lee et al., 1993: p. 154). On the other hand, Type As seem to expe-
rience high stress due to their competitiveness, resulting in a higher stress in sit-
uations with strong interference (Chinaveh, 2014; Pérez-Garcia & Sanjudn,
1996). Generally, Type As seem to mostly ignore such internal information such
as feelings of fatigue in challenging situations (Glass, 1980; Pérez-Garcia & San-
judn, 1996).

The second component of Type A personality is aggressiveness and hostility
(Glass, 1977). The aggressiveness of Type As seems to be explained by interac-
tions of a high need for control, competitiveness, and the goal to keep a high
self-esteem (Rayburn & Rayburn, 1996). Many studies report that Type As exhi-
bited aggressiveness when their situational control was in danger (Krantz et al.,
1974; Rayburn & Rayburn, 1996; Strube & Werner, 1985). The lack of control is
perceived as a threat and Type As react with behavior such as defensive attribu-
tions, effort to gain control or refusal to relinquish control, even if others are
objectively superior (Glass, 1980; Pérez-Garcia & Sanjudn, 1996; Strube & Werner,
1985). Accordingly, they perceive factors like competition as an important cause
of conflict and are less likely to solve conflicts with accommodation (Baron, 1989).
Several studies stress the importance of contextual factors like uncontrollability
in Type A aggressiveness and it seems that Type As are not inherently more ag-
gressive (Carver, 1980; Glass, 1980; Krantz et al., 1974). The aggressiveness
seems to be further linked to the competitiveness of Type As. As lack of control
and dangers to their self-esteem are perceived as threats to their success and

goals, the competitiveness might therefore result in hostile behavior (Rayburn &
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Rayburn, 1996; Strube & Werner, 1985).

As mentioned by Rayburn and Rayburn (1996), Type As want to reach their
goals in the shortest period possible. This behavior is explained by the third fac-
tor, namely t/me urgency. Rayburn and Rayburn (1996) described Type As as
“chronic hurriers” (p. 1212) because they appear tense and energetic, constantly
competing with others and even themselves. Accordingly, they exhibit an acce-
lerated speed of behavior, speech, and level of activity, including activities like
eating or walking (Rosenman, 1978; Matthews, 1982). Rosenman (1978) further
describes Types A as “[...] excessively punctual and time-oriented” (p. 60). Their
high time urgency leads to superior performance under time pressure in many
studies, showing that Type As indeed successfully combine high performance
and speed (Ben-Zur & Wardi, 1994; Bermudez et al., 1990; Pérez-Garcia & San-
judn, 1996). As mentioned before, Type As ignore feelings like fatigue and show
extreme ambition and persistence to reach achievements as quickly as possible
(Matthews, 1982). This can lead to high impatience of Type As and poor per-
formance in tasks that need patience and slow work (Glass, 1980; Matthews,
1982).

In conclusion, Type A personality is a multiplex construct of distinctive cog-
nitive and behavioral patterns, greatly dependent on the measurement used to

assess it.

6. Interaction of Type A Personality, Time Pressure, and
Ethical Decision-Making

The study of Rayburn and Rayburn (1996) was one of the few studies to di-
rectly examine the relationship between Type-A personality and ethical deci-
sion-making. Indeed, the authors found evidence supporting their hypothesis, as
Type Bs were more likely to agree to unethical statements like “If a friend of
mine has a computer software program that I want, it’s OK for me to copy and
use it” (Rayburn & Rayburn, 1996: p. 1216). Following Rayburn and Rayburn
(1996), the current study tries to contribute further research to this topic. The
main reason for the scarcity of results lies in the aforementioned problems with
inconsistencies resulting from the differing measurements of Type A personali-
ty. Nevertheless, we propose that research on Type A personality can be profita-
ble.

The results of several studies indicate, albeit indirectly, that Type A personali-
ty could indeed elicit higher morality and ethical standards in decision-making.
Type As always strive to maintain their self-esteem while setting high standards
of performance (Grimm & Yarnold, 1984; Pérez-Garcia & Sanjudn, 1996; Strube &
Werner, 1985). It is therefore proposed that Type As display a high self-esteem
regarding their own competency and act with the highest possible performance.
Furthermore, many studies prove that Type As focus on the most relevant cues
when making decisions (Ben-Zur & Wardi, 1994; Bermudez et al., 1990; Ray-
burn & Rayburn, 1996). The perception of relevant cues is crucial in the ethical

decision-making process, especially regarding moral awareness and judgement
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(Jones, 1991). The combination of high-performance standards, protection of
self-esteem and perception of task-relevant cues leads—in line with Rayburn and
Rayburn (1996)—to the proposal that Type As will show a heightened prefe-
rence for morality in all components of Rest’s (1986) model of ethical decision-
making. Thus, we hypothesize:

1) Under standard conditions, Type A individuals will be more ethical
than Type B individuals regarding their moral awareness, moral judgement,
moral intention and to their moral behavior.

Moreover, many studies prove that Type As show high performance in tasks
that need immediate action and when put under time pressure (Ben-Zur &
Wardi, 1994; Matthews, 1982; Pérez-Garcia & Sanjudn, 1996). The study of Ben-
Zur and Wardi (1994) as well as Pérez-Garcia and Sanjudn (1996) underlined
that Type As can uphold their high level of performance while under time con-
straints, while Type Bs showed decreased performance. As Ben-Zur and Wardi
(1994) put it, Type As “[...] take decisions rapidly but also wisely [...]” (p. 331).
It is therefore proposed that Type As will maintain high preference for morality
on all four components, while Type Bs ethical decision-making will be affected
negatively by time pressure. Following, we hypothesize:

2) Under time pressure, Type B individuals, but not Type A individuals,
will be less ethical regarding their moral awareness, moral judgement, moral

intention and to their moral behavior.

7. Present Study

The aim of the present study was to take up and advance the investigation on
Type A personality, ethical decision-making, and especially ethical decision-
making under time pressure. Specifically, the ethical orientation of Type As, and
the differences of ethical decision-making between Type As and Type Bs under
time pressure were examined. Consequently, personality type and time pressure
emerged as independent variables and influence the dependent variable of ethi-

cal decision-making.

8. Method

We conducted an experiment with a 2 x 2 between-subject design to explore the
relationship between different types of personality (Type A versus B) and time
pressure (No Time Pressure and Time Pressure) on the ethical decision-making
process. For this reason, this study intended to explore differences between Type
As and Type Bs in regard to their ethical decision-making, while putting ap-

proximately half of the subjects under time pressure.

9. Participants

The sample consists of N = 168 subjects (111 women, 56 men and one person
who did not specify) with a mean age of M = 22.98 years (SD = 3.9). We chose to

recruit subjects with a comparable educational background, namely German-
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speaking students, to avoid unwanted effects on ethical decision-making. To pro-
vide high generalizability, our sample consists of students from over 20 different
study programs, including psychology, accounting, medicine, jurisprudence, en-
gineering, education, and from universities all over Germany. N = 91 (54.2%)
subjects studied a form of psychology. Most participating students were native
German speakers to ensure that the material, being presented in German, was

thoroughly understood.

10. Materials

We conducted the experiment as an online survey. Therefore, in the current study

all material was presented digitally and in German language.

11. Student Jenkins Activity Survey (SJAS)

The SJAS was employed in the present study to identify Type A and Type B per-
sonalities, especially in student samples. The original Jenkins Activity Survey
(JAS) was developed by Jenkins et al. in 1967, while aiming to economize the
examination of the relationship between the coronary-prone behavior pattern,
also called Type A behavior pattern, and coronary heart disease (CHD). Its goal
was to develop “[...] a rapid objective measurement technique [...]” superseding
the uneconomic structured interviews previously used to differentiate between
Type A and Type B personalities (Jenkins et al., 1967: p. 2). A number of studies
report agreements between the interview and the JAS between 63% and 73%
(Jenkins et al., 1967, 1971; Matthews et al., 1982). The original JAS was a self-
administered paper-and-pencil questionnaire, consisting of 54 items and a unit
scoring system was used to discriminate between Type As and Type Bs (Jenkins
et al., 1967). Zyzanski and Jenkins (1970) then discovered the three underlying
factors of Hard Driving, Job Involvement, and Speed and Impatience, showing
that Type A personality is better represented as a collection of dissimilar traits.

Krantz et al. (1974) were the first to modify the JAS to fit a college-student
population. The modified version of the JAS was dubbed Student Version of the
JAS by Glass in 1977 and consists of 21 items. Regarding the scoring, a unit
weighting procedure is used to discriminate between Type As and Type Bs (Glass,
1977). The superiority of a unit-weighting procedure was supported by a study
of Jenkins et al. (1971). Responses representing Type A personality are scored
with 1, while Type B responses are scored with 0 points, leading to a maximum
score of 21 (Glass, 1977). The items typically include two to four answer options,
of which one or two represent Type A responses (Glass, 1977), e.g., for the ques-
tion “Do you ever set deadlines or quotas in courses or other things?” possible
answers were “yes” (Type A) and “no” (Type B).

Following, a median-split is executed, whereby subjects scoring below the me-
dian are classified as Type Bs and subjects scoring above the median are classi-
fied as Type As (Glass, 1977).

Regarding the psychometric criteria of the SJAS, reliability was most often
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examined. Yarnold et al. (1986) first reported moderate internal consistencies
ranging from a = .40 to a = .72, depending on sex and ethnicity, and high retest
reliabilities of .70 to .96, depending on the period of retesting. In accordance
with these criteria, Bishop et al. (1989) also reported moderate internal consis-
tencies, namely a Cronbach’s alpha of .64 and high test-retest reliabilities, rang-
ing from .67 to .74.

Matthews (1982) states that the measurement of Type A yields many prob-
lems and that the most common measures all assess differing aspects of the
broad spectrum of Type A personality. Therefore, it is important to stress what
the JAS and SJAS do not measure sufficiently: hostility, aggressiveness and clini-
cally relevant factors related to CHD (Matthews, 1982). According to Matthews
(1982), Type As classified by the JAS “[...] sense time passing rapidly, work
quickly, persist in the face of fatigue or the possibility of failure, and ignore dis-
tractions that can interfere with a good performance.” (p. 304). In the current
study we try to examine the relation between Type A personality and time pres-
sure, and by that the SJAS is the most fitting measurement of Type A personality
(Matthews, 1982). Moreover, the SJAS is the most popular method to assess
Type A personality in student samples (Bishop et al., 1989, Bryant & Yarnold,
1995).

Regarding the present study, we translated the SJAS in German and one item
was altered. From the original item “Do you maintain a regular study schedule
during vacations such as Thanksgiving, Christmas, and Easter?” (Glass, 1977: pp.
178-179), the holiday of Thanksgiving was excluded because it is not celebrated
in Germany and therefore irrelevant for a German sample. In the present study,
Cronbach’s alpha for the SJAS was a = .62, indicating a questionable internal
consistency of the scale. All results regarding personality type must be inter-
preted with caution. The internal consistencies of the subcomponents of Hard-
Driving/Competitive (a = .58) and Speed/Impatience (a = .37) did not allow

further analysis of these components.

12. Vignette

The expansive review on ethical literature of O’Fallon and Butterfield (2005)
proved the common use of ethical scenarios in examination of ethical decision-
making, showing that 55% of the examined studies used a scenario approach. A
row of studies explain the adequacy of vignette use by underlining that it enables
the observation of judgement and behavior that cannot be observed under real
conditions for ethical reasons (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Alleyne et al., 2018; La-
tan et al., 2019). Especially unethical behavior is hard to assess or observe in ex-
perimental settings and ethical reasons do not allow for manipulation to elicit
unethical behavior (Alleyne et al., 2018; Latan et al., 2019). Several studies sup-
port the improved quality of examination by using a scenario approach (O’Fallon
& Butterfield, 2005; Singhapakdi et al., 1996). Furthermore, it is surmised that
vignettes combine the strengths of classical experiments and survey methodolo-

gy to increase the internal and external validity at the same time (Aguinis &
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Bradley, 2014; Atzmiiller & Steiner, 2010). Based on the thorough analysis of
scenarios and following the recommendations of Aguinis and Bradley (2014), we
chose to use the scenario “Donations for Profit” by Eric Knox (Buchholtz &
Carol, 2012: p. 21). We modified the scenario to match the examined sample and
study design. Originally, the scenario was addressed to managers, therefore not
being adequate for a student sample. To enable sufficient immersion and relata-
bility, we reformulated the vignette to address students and not professionals.
The importance of immersion is supported by the guide of Aguinis and Bradley
(2014). Furthermore, Ferris and colleagues (1997) stressed that the respondent
needs to feel as if he or she is actually in that situation, thereby increasing the va-
lidity of the vignette. To avoid uncontrolled contextual influences and to in-
crease the economy of the study, we chose to only use one scenario in this study.
According to Aguinis and Bradley (2014), when using only one scenario and a
between-subject design (both is the case in the present study), it is important to
provide extensive information and context to ensure that realistic judgements of
the participants are reflected correctly. Again, closely following the recommen-
dation, we modified the vignette and added further background information to
ensure sufficient contextual information. In conclusion, we complied with the
most pertinent recommendations of scientific literature regarding the experi-
mental vignette methodology and therefore provided sufficient psychometric
criteria.

In the vignette, the reader is asked to put oneself in the position of a student
who works at a golf club. In the weeks to come, a golf tournament for children is
scheduled. With much effort, the reader collected 3000€ of local shopkeepers,
who donated the money to buy awards for the participating children. Unexpec-
tedly, the manager of the golf club asks to use only half of the money to buy
awards for the children, whereas the other half should be entered as profit of the
golf club. The manager emphasizes the poor economic situation of the club and
that the money is needed urgently.

After reading the vignette, participants were asked to answer questions re-
garding different ethical aspects in regard to the vignette, which are described

below.

13. Questionnaire on Ethical Decision-Making

We created our questionnaire based on the four components of Rest’s (1986)
model of ethical decision-making, thereby using the most prevalent model for
ethical decision-making. The items measure the different components of the

model: Moral awareness, moral judgment, moral intention and moral behavior.

13.1. Moral Awareness

Based on Singhapakdi et al. (1996), we posed a single item to ensure that the
presented scenario is indeed perceived as a moral dilemma by our participants.
Only then can it be assured that an ethical decision-making process will start
(Hunt & Vitell, 1986; Jones, 1991).
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The item reads “The depicted situation displays an ethical problem.” (p. 16)
and is rated on a 7-point Likert scale of agreement ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree. By that, it is ensured that the assessed scenario is
perceived as a moral issue, setting off the ethical decision-making process (Jones,
1991).

13.2. Moral Judgement

The second component of Rest’s (1986) model, namely moral judgement, was
assessed by following Marquardt’s (2010) recommendation on using a four-item
scale containing two utilitarian and two deontological items. For each ethical
orientation, one item targeted the ethical option, while the second item targeted
the unethical option. First, the utilitarian items read “Taking all consequences
into account, spending 3000€ on the purchase of prizes| entering 1500€ as profit
is in the best interests of those individuals involved”. Second, the deontological
items read “By spending 3000€ on the purchase of prizes/ entering 1500€ as prof-
it, you incorporate your obligations to others”. The italicized parts indicate the
ethical and unethical option. In accordance with moral awareness, all items were
again rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree. To calculate a mean of moral judgement, items 2 and 4 must
therefore be calculated with reversed polarity. In the present study, reliability of
the four-item scale was a = .54, and therefore questionable. After further exami-
nation, the fourth item was excluded from further analysis, leading to an ac-
ceptable internal consistency of a = .77. Reasons and implications will be dis-

cussed.

13.3. Moral Intention

When assessing the third component, moral intention, we again adopted the
proposal of Marquardt (2010). The examination of moral intention therefore
consisted of one bipolar item asking the participants to express their inclination
for one of two behavioral options (“What do you tend to do?”). Again, a 7-point
Likert scale was used, ranging from 1 = Grant 1500€ as profit to 7 = Purchase
prizes for 3000€. The assessment of moral intention is in accordance with Rest
(1986) and Jones (1991) and important to show possible discrepancies with the

final decision.

13.4. Moral Behavior

For the fourth component, moral behavior, we again adopted the study of Mar-
quardt (2010) as a model. Following, in the present study one nominal item was
posed, and participants needed to choose either the ethical or the unethical op-
tion (“For which option do you decide?”). The options read “Grant 1500€ as
profit” and “Purchase prizes for 3000€”. Correspondingly, the participants acted

as moral agents and had to execute a decision (Jones, 1991; Rest, 1986).
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13.5. Design and Procedure

The combination of a dichotomous personality Type (Type A or B) and a di-
chotomous time condition (No Time Pressure and Time Pressure) elicited a 2 X
2 between-subject design. In the current study, a random assignation was not
possible due to the usage of an online survey. Because inter alia student groups
consisting of only psychology students were used, the assignation to time condi-
tion lacked proper randomization. Limitations will be discussed.

On the first page of the survey, the privacy policy in accordance with Euro-
pean law was displayed and all participants confirmed consent to the anony-
mized use of their data for statistical analysis. The second page included the as-
sessment of age, sex, and study program. In the next step, the SJAS was assessed,
and participants needed to complete all 21 items. Depending on the version of
the survey, the next page either displayed the vignette without time pressure or
the vignette and the questionnaire on ethical decision-making were presented
under time pressure. In the time pressure condition, a headline read that the
participants had 4 minutes to read the vignette and complete the questionnaire
and they were further told that they should hurry. No time restrictions existed
for the other group.

14. Results
14.1. Manipulation Checks

We ran several manipulation checks to examine whether the demographic va-
riables of sex, study program, and age as well as the participants’ personality
were independent of the conditions of Time Pressure and No Time Pressure.
The results of the chi-square test for personality type (i.e., Type A or Type B)
yielded no significant influences of personality type on time condition (x*(1, N=
168) = .177, p= .67, ¢ = .03). Moreover, the chi-square test of sex on time condi-
tion (x*(2, N=168) = 4.604, p = .10, ¢ = .17) and the binary logistic regression
of age on time condition (B = .08, p = .15) showed no significant influences of
sex and age on the allocation to time condition. Surprisingly, the chi-square test
of study program (coded as 1 = psychology student and 2 = not psychology stu-
dent) on time condition revealed significant influences of study program on the
allocation to time condition (x*(1, N = 168) = 9.364, p = .002, ¢ = .24). There-
fore, significantly more psychology students were allocated to the No Time
Pressure condition. The implications of this manipulation will be discussed.

The next step involved checking if the vignette was recognized as a moral is-
sue. According to Jones (1991), the recognition of a moral issue is crucial for
triggering the ethical decision-making process. Following Singhapakdi et al.
(1996), we posed a direct item asking the participant if the scenario represents a
moral issue. The mean response of M = 6.32 (SD = 1.12) on a 7-point Likert
scale was significantly higher than the scale’s neutral level of 4 (/(167) = 26.791,
P <.001). Consequently, we concluded that the vignette was indeed perceived as

a moral issue, setting off the participants’ ethical decision-making process and
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confirming the participants’ moral awareness.

14.2. Descriptive Statistics, Distributions, and Intercorrelation
of Variables

Analysis of Means and Standard Deviations showed that subjects scored on a
range from 0 to 15 on the SJAS (M = 8.14, $D = 3.14). Subsequently, we con-
ducted a median-split to assign participants to the categories of Type A and
Type B personality, thereby following the method recommended by Glass
(1977). Participants, who scored 8 or less on the SJAS were classified as individ-
uals with Type B personality, whereas subjects who scored 9 or more on the
SJAS were classified as individuals with Type A personality. Following this clas-
sification, our sample included 76 subjects with Type A personality and 92 sub-
jects with Type B personality. Frequency distribution of the SJAS scores can be
seen in Figure 1.

Following, mean, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of the ethical va-
riables were analyzed. Participants’ moral judgement scores indicated that most
participants appraised the spending of money on prizes as the morally appropri-
ate choice (M= 5.65, SD = 1.18). As noted earlier, the fourth item was excluded
from further analysis of overall moral judgement due to low internal consisten-
cy. Nevertheless we compared the scales for all utilitarian judgement (A4 = 5.35,
SD = 1.46) and deontological judgement (M = 4.98, SD = 1.19) and revealed a
significant difference between the two means (#167) = 3.045, p = .003, d = .24).
The item expressing a utilitarian ethic produced significantly higher moral judge-
ment than the one formulated in a deontological ethic. Again, because of the low
internal consistency of the deontological scale, results must be interpreted with
great caution. In accordance with moral awareness and judgement, the means
for moral intention also stressed the preference for the moral choice (M = 5.47,
SD = 1.56). Shapiro-Wilk-tests of normality for the three variables were signifi-
cant, and hence, all three variables are not normally distributed. Results dis-
tributions were leptokurtic and negatively skewed, giving emphasis to the overall
preference for ethical decisions. Regarding moral behavior, 78.6%, in other words

132 out of 166 subjects, chose the moral option. The overall strong preference
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Figure 1. Frequency distributions of participants’ scores on the SJAS.
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for the moral option observed in moral awareness, judgement and intention is
therefore not incontestably reflected in the moral behavior itself.

In the following step, intercorrelations between personality, time condition
and the ethical decision-making variables were investigated. Results yielded no
significant correlations of personality with any of the other examined variables.
In general, having Type A personality showed small positive correlations with
moral judgement, intention and behavior, without reaching significance. The
manipulation of the time condition resulted in small, negative correlations of
time pressure with moral judgement and intention, whilst failing to reach signi-
ficance as well.

Interestingly, the negative correlation of time pressure with moral behavior is
significant, indicating that time pressure is associated with unethical behavior
(r = —.16). The intercorrelations of moral awareness, judgement, intention, and
behavior showed strong overall correlations for the variables. The results re-
vealed small significant correlations of moral awareness with the three moral
judgement scales, intention, as well as behavior. The intercorrelations between
moral judgement, intention and behavior revealed medium to high significant
correlations between the three steps of the ethical decision-making process (see
Table 1).

14.3. Effects on Ethical Decision-Making

In the next step, ANOVAs, regression analyses and a loglinear analysis were
conducted to explore the interaction between demographics, subject’s personal-
ity type and the components of the ethical decision-making process. Because of
the questionable reliability of the measures used to assess personality type and
the absence of normal distribution in all ethical components, most results must

be interpreted with caution.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and inter-correlations of variables.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1) Personality Type - - -

2) Time Pressure - - .03 -

3) Moral Awareness  6.32 1.12 .00 -.03 -

4) Moral Judgement ~ 5.65 1.18 .08 —-12  27* -

5) Judgement
e 535 146 .09 —.07  24* . .
Utilitarian

6) Judgement

. 498 1.19 .05 42%% .18* - ) bl -
Deontological
7) Moral Intention 547 156 .11  —.09 257  80** 78%*  35%*
8) Moral Behavior - - 07 -.16* .16* 62%F 61 260 70%* -

Note: Values regarding moral awareness, intent and the three judgment variables depend on a score range
of min = 1 and max = 7, whereby higher values indicate higher levels of morality. Personality type (Type B = 1,
Type A = 2) and moral behavior (immoral option = 1, moral option = 2) were scored on a dichotomous
scale and therefore do not allow for the calculation of a mean value. Time pressure was coded with No Time
Pressure = 1 and Time Pressure = 2. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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ANOVAs on the influences of sex, and study program, and a binary logistic
regression on the influences of age on the ethical components yielded no signif-
icant results. However, effects of age on moral judgement (B = .04, (166) =
1.911, p = .06) and intention (B = .06, {166) = 1.829, p = .07) were marginally
significant, indicating a weak association between age and ethical decision-
making. Age explained only 2% of the collective variance in moral judgement
and intention.

Further, the interactions between personality type, time pressure and the four
components of ethical decision-making were examined in the subsequent step.

Moral awareness. The results of the first ANOVA of effects on moral aware-
ness can be seen in Table 2. Results yielded no significant main effects of perso-
nality type or time pressure and furthermore the interaction yielded no signifi-
cant effects either (all /5 < .2). Homogeneity of variances was confirmed by a
non-significant Levene-Test, /(3,164) = .112, p = .95.

To further analyze the direction of the interactions, we employed Post-Hoc
tests according to Gabriel. When comparing the moral awareness of Type Bs (M =
6.35, SD = 1.25) and Type As (M = 6.37, SD = 1.15) without time pressure. Un-
surprisingly, results indicated no difference between the two groups, (-0.2, 95%-
CI [-.67, .63]), p> .999. Correspondingly, the difference between Type Bs (M =
6.3, SD = .96) and Type As (M = 6.26, SD = 1.13) under time pressure produced
no significant difference, (.04, 95%-CI [-.63, .71]), p > .999. When comparing
the difference of time conditions within personality type, we found a small, non-
significant effect for Type As, (.11, 95%-CI [-.59, .80]), p > .999, indicating a
weak association between time pressure and impaired moral awareness for Type
As. Time condition resulted in no significant effect on the moral awareness of
Type Bs, (.04, 95%-CI [-.59, .67]), p > .999.

Moral judgement. Subsequently, moral judgement was examined. Again, ho-
mogeneity of variances was confirmed by a non-significant Levene-test, /3,164)
= .657, p = .58. Akin to moral awareness, an ANOVA yielded no significant main
effects of personality type or time pressure and no significant effect of the inte-
raction between both factors on moral judgement.

Post-Hoc-tests according to Gabriel showed that under no time pressure, Type
Bs (M = 5.72, D = 1.05) exhibited a non-significant (slightly lower) moral
judgement than Type As (M = 5.87, SD = 1.12). The effect-size was small and
failed to reach significance, (-.15, 95%-CI [-.82, .53]), p> .999. When put under

Table 2. ANOVA of effects on moral awareness.

df F P 77;,"3,
Corrected Model 3 .07 .98 .001
Type A/B 1 .003 .96 <.001
Time Pressure 1 .18 .67 .001
Type A/B*Time Pressure 1 .03 .86 <.001
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time constraints, Type As showed reduced (but non-significant) moral judgement,
(—.24, 95%-CI [-.95, .48]), p = .94. In accordance to that, the same effect was
observed for Type Bs, who exhibited reduced moral judgement when put under
time constraints, (—.33, 95%-CI [-.98, .33]), p = .71. Lastly, the moral judge-
ments of Type As and Type Bs under time pressure were compared and resulted
in lower moral judgement of Type Bs, (—.24, 95%-CI [-.93, .46]), p = .93. Hence,
Type As displayed non-significantly higher moral judgement scores than Type
Bs and a non-significant reduction of moral judgement under time pressure was
reported for both personality types.

Moral intention. In accordance with the ethical decision-making process, mor-
al intention was examined in the subsequent step. Again, the homogeneity of va-
riances was confirmed by a non-significant Levene-test, F3,164) = .876, p = .46.
Analogous to the ANOVAs on moral awareness and judgement, the ANOVA of
effects on moral intention yielded neither significant main effects, nor a signifi-
cant interaction of personality type and time pressure.

Post-Hoc-tests according to Gabriel again revealed a non-significant slightly
lower moral intention of Type Bs (M = 5.51, SD = 1.37) compared to Type As
(M =5.71, SD = 1.51) when under no time pressure, (-.2, 95%-CI [-1.09, .69]),
P > .999. When put under time pressure, Type As exhibited a slightly lower
moral intention, (—.11, 95%-CI [-1.06, .85]), p > .999. The effect of time pressure
on moral intention of Type Bs was larger, (-.42, 95%-CI [-1.28, .45]), p = .36.
Hence, when put under time pressure, the moral intention of Type Bs was de-
creased. Finally, when comparing both personality types under time pressure,
the decreased moral intention of Type Bs was directly reflected, (-.51, 95%-CI
[-1.43, .41]), p = .59. Consequently, Type As again exhibited a non-significantly
higher moral intention than Type Bs, and the difference was expanded when put
under time pressure. It is important to note that the standard deviations, espe-
cially for moral intention, but also for moral awareness and judgement, were ra-
ther large and therefore all results must again be interpreted with caution.

Moral behavior. In a final step, moral behavior was examined. Due to a di-
chotomous answer format (Purchase prize for 1500$ versus Purchase prize for
3000%), we executed a loglinear analysis to examine the influences of personality
type and time pressure on moral behavior. Results are depicted in Figure 2. The
three-way loglinear analysis yielded a final model that retained the time-pres-
sure*moral-behavior interaction as the model with the greatest plausibility. The
likelihood ratio of this model was x*(4) = 2.922, p= .57, and it therefore represents
an acceptable fit to the observed data. The interaction of time-pressure*moral-
behavior was significant, x*(1) = 4.544, p = .03. This significant interaction indi-
cates that the frequency of moral behavior was different between the two time
conditions, indicating more moral behavior (Purchase prize for 3000$) within
participants without time pressure. The models of personality* time-pressure*mo-
ral-behavior and personality*moral-behavior were rejected. The odds of taking

the immoral option were 2.26 times higher under time pressure.
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Purchase Prizes for 1500€ Purchase Prizes for 3000€

Figure 2. Frequency of moral behavior.

15. Discussion

The present study aimed to advance the investigation of the interaction between
Type A personality, time pressure and four components of ethical decision-ma-
king (Rest, 1986). Regarding personality type, the results showed no significant
correlations with any of the other examined variables. Closer examination indi-
cated a higher preference of Type As in comparison to Type Bs regarding moral
orientation. The correlation analyses and ANOV As failed to produce significant
associations between personality type and ethical decision-making, and therefore
all hypotheses had to be rejected. Following results revealed a significant nega-
tive association between time pressure and moral behavior. Generally, the pro-
pensity of students to take the immoral option was rather high in the present
study. The present study indicates possible differences between Type As and Bs
and further advances the research regarding time pressure and ethical deci-
sion-making. Additionally, the high frequency of immoral decisions stresses the
notion that unethical behavior is quite common and needs to be prevented. The
psychometric criteria of the measures employed to assess personality and ethical
decision-making revealed questionable internal consistencies. All results and

implications will be discussed hereinafter.

16. Discussion of Empirical Findings

Firstly, following the four-component model of Rest (1986), results regarding
moral awareness will be scrutinized. Analysis of the intercorrelations revealed no
significant associations between moral awareness and personality type or time
condition. Post-Hoc tests according to Gabriel supported the notion that moral
awareness scores did not differ for Type As or Type Bs, and that time pressure
had no significant effect on moral awareness. We assume that the moral issue of
the scenario used to assess ethical decision-making was rather obvious, thereby
resulting in high salience. Due to the high salience of the moral issue, the pro-
pensity of participants to perceive the scenario as moral was extraordinarily
high. Additionally, the vignette produced a ceiling effect in the present study,
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therefore potentially diminishing differences between personality type and time
condition. Accordingly, the results do not confirm our hypotheses. Nevertheless,
the results stand in line with Jones (1991) who argued that high salience of ethi-
cal cues in a situation will lead to moral intensity of the situation, thereby further
leading to frequent recognition of the situation as moral.

Regarding the other ethical components, moral awareness showed significant
but weak correlations with judgement, intention, and behavior. These correla-
tions support Rest’s (1986) model, showing that the four components of ethical
decision-making are related, however distinct steps. The rather small correlation
between awareness and the three following components are further in line with
the results of Chan and Leung (2006), showing that awareness does not neces-
sarily predict moral reasoning sufficiently.

In the next step, the results regarding moral judgement and intention will be
examined. Again, the intercorrelation analysis failed to produce significant asso-
ciations of moral judgement with personality type or time condition. These re-
sults were further supported by an ANOVA and following Post-Hoc tests. Type
As showed impaired moral judgement under time pressure, and this effect was
even bigger for Type Bs, but both effects failed to reach significance. Further-
more, results indicate a non-significant trend that Type As exhibited higher de-
grees of moral judgement than Type Bs under no time pressure as well as under
time pressure. Again, it is important to note that due to large standard devia-
tions and low internal consistencies, both effects failed to reach significance.
Accordingly, the results do not confirm our hypotheses. Nevertheless, these re-
sults indicate that Type As might indeed elicit slightly higher moral reasoning.
The results for moral judgement and intention displayed high resemblance. Again,
intercorrelations, as well as the ANOVA and Post-Hoc tests, failed to evoke any
significant findings regarding differences in moral intention. In accordance with
moral judgement, Type As exhibited higher moral intention than Type Bs. Being
under time pressure resulted only in slight differences of moral intention in Type
As while the differences for Type B were larger. The comparison of both perso-
nalities under time pressure underlined the impaired moral intention of Type Bs
under time pressure. Again, all results failed to reach significance. Accordingly,
the results do not confirm our hypotheses. Results of higher moral judgement
and intention of Type As would be in line with the investigation of Rayburn and
Rayburn (1996), showing that Type As tend to be more ethically oriented. On
the other hand, factors like self-serving interests could also explain the non-sig-
nificant difference between Type As and Bs. As Rest (1986) stressed, self-serving
interests of individuals can contradict their ethical reasoning. It is therefore
possible to assume that Type As identified themselves as part of the Golf Club,
and therefore strived to achieve high performance in their job, diminishing the
difference to Type Bs. We suppose that the questionable psychometric criteria of
our measurements lead to impaired significance of the results. Due to the high

standard deviations and the absence of significant findings, we refrain from fur-

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2021.1210102

1699 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2021.1210102

A.-K. Emser et al.

ther interpreting the effects. Implications will be discussed. Again, in accordance
with the model of Rest (1986), judgement showed moderate correlations with
the components of intention and behavior. The study of Musbah et al. (2016)
further examined the function of moral judgement and showed that moral judge-
ment and moral intention are indeed associated, and that the relationship be-
tween moral awareness and intention is strongly mediated by moral judgement.

In a final step, the fourth component of ethical decision-making, namely mor-
al behavior, was scrutinized. A three-way loglinear analysis was executed and
revealed a significant association between time pressure and unethical behavior.
This negative association is supported by the significant negative correlation of
time pressure and moral behavior in the analysis of intercorrelations. The models
of personality*time-pressure*moral-behavior, and personality*moral-behavior
failed to reach significance and were therefore rejected. Accordingly, the results
do not confirm our hypotheses. The negative association between time pressure
and moral behavior stands in line with a great number of studies, showing that
time pressure indeed elicits unethical behavior (Andiappan & Dufour, 2016; Belle
& Cantarelli, 2017; Koh et al., 2011, 2018). Nevertheless, it is of high importance
to not assume that time pressure axiomatically impairs ethical decision-making.
Investigations of Dror et al. (1999) as well as Moberg (2000) showed that time
pressure effects decision-making in the shape of an inverted U. These results are
in correspondence with the differing results in the studies we examined regard-
ing decision-making under time pressure, showing that moderate time pressure
can lead to improved performance. Moberg (2000) adds that factors like accessi-
bility of ethical standards, salience of alternatives and cognitive effort are crucial
to explain interactions between time pressure and ethical decision-making.

The absence of differences in moral behavior between Type As and Type Bs
might again be explained by self-serving choices. As the study of Andiappan and
Dufour (2016) revealed, individuals take more self-serving choices when put
under time constraints. The investigation of Strube et al. (1985) further revealed
that Type As stick to their strong belief in own competences, even when the sit-
uation is unclear. We can therefore only assume that factors like a self-serving
orientation of Type As as well as their strong belief in own competences, even
against contextual information, might diminish the differences between Type As
and Type Bs. Nonetheless, we must stress that no proficient interpretation is
possible based on the psychometric criteria of the present study.

Following our results, our hypotheses have to be rejected. The results indicate
no significant and explicit differences between Type A and B individuals regarding
their moral awareness, moral judgement, moral intention and to their moral be-
havior, regardless of existing time-pressure (versus not). Nevertheless, results in-

dicate relationships between time-pressure and moral behavior.

17. Strength and Implications

The present study presents several theoretical and practical implications. In the
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recent decades, there has been a significant decline in research regarding Type A
personality. Rayburn and Rayburn (1996) were the last to examine the relation-
ship between Type A personality and ethical behavior. Furthermore, Ben-Zur
and Wardi (1994) conducted the last expansive study to investigate the relation-
ship between Type A personality and decision-making under time pressure.

Regarding the methodology, the examination of ethical decision-making was
in line with Rest’s (1986) model. Furthermore, the design of the vignette was
closely oriented to the best practice recommendations of Aguinis and Bradley
(2014), and therefore, produced sufficient psychometric criteria. Nonetheless,
the vignette resulted in limitations that will be discussed in the next part.

With respect to the models of ethical decision-making of Rest (1986) and Jones
(1991), the present study further supports the relationship between the four com-
ponents. The low correlations of moral awareness with moral judgement, inten-
tion, and behavior thereby stand in line with their idea that the steps are con-
ceptually distinct. We suppose that factors like self-serving motives, affect, moral
intensity, and schemes of justice might influence the four steps, thereby explaining
discrepancies between them (Jones, 1991; Rest, 1986). It would therefore be of
high interest to include the measure of such factors in future studies examining
ethical decision-making.

The present study failed to produce significant effects of personality, while in-
dicating a preference of Type As for moral judgement and intention. Several
studies support the superior performance of Type As (e.g., Ben-Zur & Wardi,
1994; Bermudez et al., 1990; Pérez-Garcia & Sanjudn, 1996). In modern day-to-
day life, most individuals deal with numerous ethical decisions and high time
pressure daily. Future studies should therefore strive to further examine the role
of Type A personality in this complex interaction. Implications on how to ex-
amine the role of Type A personality better will be elucidated in the limitations.

The results regarding the propensity to act unethically further underline the
high relevance proposed in our introduction. In the current study, 36 out of 166
participants, in other words 21.7%, chose the immoral option. The high propen-
sity to act unethically therefore clearly supports the claim of Sims (1992) that
“Unfortunately, unethical (organizational) practices are embarrassingly common-
place” (p. 507). One reason for the high frequency of immoral behavior might be
explained by the study of Selart and Johansen (2010) who showed that the ab-
sence of rewards is highly associated with unethical behavior. In the vignette that
we employed, the immoral behavior will not be noticed and therefore an indi-
vidual has no clear incentives to act morally. In accordance with the model of
moral intensity of Jones (1991), magnitude of consequences and social consen-
sus were rather low in the employed scenario and therefore immoral behavior
might be exhibited more frequently. Our results stress the notion that unethical
behavior is rather common and needs to be prevented. A number of studies
show that trainings regarding ethical and emotional education can lead to higher

frequency of ethical reasoning and behavior (Chan & Leung, 2006; Jeong et al.,
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2020). Furthermore, several studies support this notion by proving associations
between education and factors like recognition of moral issues or ethical rea-
soning (O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005; Sweeney & Costello, 2009). If organiza-
tions want to curtail their employees’ propensity to reason and act unethically, it
is therefore advisable to focus on education and trainings regarding these topics.
Future studies should further examine the relationship between type of training
or education and ethical decision-making to develop proficient models of train-

ing.

18. Limitations

First, our method of acquiring participants lead to manipulation effects between
study program and time condition. In the present study, psychology students
were significantly more often assigned to the condition without time pressure.
Therefore, the absence of proper randomization might have produced effects
that we are not aware of. Results regarding study program and time condition
must therefore be interpreted with this manipulation in mind. The study of Chan
and Leung (2006) indeed showed that the study program might affect factors
such as ethicality of students.

As already mentioned, the vignette we employed might have been too obvious
and therefore lead to ceiling effects in the moral awareness of the participants.
Future studies should therefore employ vignettes which are more complex and
lead to a better distinction between subjects.

Finally, the present assessment of Type A personality must be reviewed criti-
cally. The SJAS revealed questionable internal consistencies of a = .62 in the
present study. The internal consistencies of the subcomponents of Hard-Dri-
ving/Competitive (a = .58) and Speed/Impatience (a = .37) were even lower and
did not allow for further analysis. Following, we had to assess Type A personality
as a global construct, against the recommendations of the pertinent scientific li-
terature (Matthews, 1982). The low correlations with the other examined va-
riables are therefore not surprising and can be explained by the questionable
psychometric criteria of the SJAS. The problems of assessing Type A personality
stand in line with many studies, showing that no clear construct and measure-
ment for Type A personality have been developed (Matthews, 1982). As Mat-
thews (1982) put it: “This psychometric imprecision renders interpretation of
findings somewhat ambiguous” (p. 315). The absence of clear behavioral cha-
racteristics of Type A across the different measures lead to problems in inter-
pretation, making it unclear if parts of the variance are caused by the construct
itself or not (Matthews, 1982). Further following Matthews (1982), it becomes
obvious that the methodology employed in the current study is suboptimal to
assess Type A personality. According to her, situations that elicit clear differenc-
es between Type As and Bs “[...] (a) are moderately competitive; (b) are uncon-
trollable; (c) require endurance; (d) require slow, careful work; and (e) use a
broad focus of attention.” (Matthews, 1982: p. 317). We suppose that the em-
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ployed vignette fails to sufficiently cover all aforementioned situational charac-
teristics. Furthermore, the more recent studies of Bryant and Yarnold (2014a,
2014b, 2014c) and Yarnold (2014) underline, how research regarding Type A
personality can be optimized. In their studies, Bryant and Yarnold only used ex-
treme Type As and Bs of big samples and employed tools of statistical analysis
developed by themselves. The dubious psychometric criteria of the present study
lead to the conclusion that our methodology is outdated and relied on legacy
methods, making interpretation perilous by not covering the data sufficiently.
The combination of questionable psychometric criteria and insufficient situa-
tional characteristics of the vignette lead us to underline our notion that our re-
sults regarding Type A personality cannot be interpreted proficiently. Future
studies should therefore strive to clearly define the assessment of Type A perso-
nality, produce higher reliabilities and follow the recommendations of Matthews
(1982) as well as the example of Bryant and Yarnold (2014a, 2014b, 2014c) to

provide clear distinctions between Type As and Bs.

19. Conclusion

The current study aims to provide insights into personal and situational influen-
cing factors of ethical decision-making in the work context. Therefore, we com-
pared Type A versus Type B personalities regarding different ethical issues either
under time restraints or without. Results reveal no significant differences in Type
As versus Type Bs ethical decision-making in four different moral domains, namely
moral awareness, moral judgement, moral intention, and moral behavior. Our
hypothesis that Type A personalities could elicit higher morality and ethical
standards in decision-making must therefore be rejected. The differentiation of
the two types of personality (A versus B) in ethical decisions might need to be re-
thought. Also, innovative methods of measuring the two types might need to be
determined. Future research should continue these thoughts and consider both
issues in more depth. Our study could be used as a start-off point for new re-
search in the field of Type A versus B personality, a research area that has not
been paid a lot of attention to in the last years.

Interestingly, our results revealed significant negative associations between time
pressure and (only) one moral domain, namely moral behavior, indicating more
moral behavior within participants without time pressure. This is consistent with
our hypothesis and previous findings. Additionally, this result adds to the exist-
ing literature by extending knowledge about the special domain of moral beha-
vior under time pressure in the occupational context.

In conclusion, our results demonstrate interesting points in the area of ethical
decision making under time pressure, whereas no connection to examined dif-
ferences in personality occurred. Future research should continue to shed light
on different personal as well as situational factors related to ethical decision mak-

ing, time pressure and different types of personality.
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