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Developing and testing a measure for the ethical 

culture of organizations:  

the corporate ethical virtues model*† 

 

 

 

Summary Based on four interlocking empirical studies, this paper initially validates 

and refines the Corporate Ethical Virtues Model which formulates 

normative criteria for the ethical culture of organizations. The findings of 

an exploratory factor analysis provide support for the existence of eight 

unidimensional subscales: clarity, congruency of supervisors, 

congruency of management, feasibility, supportability, transparency, 

discussability, and sanctionability. The findings of a confirmatory factor 

analysis show that the overall fit of the model is quite high. Evidence of 

convergent and discriminant validity is also found. The resulting 58-item 

self-reporting questionnaire is a useful tool that can be used in future 

research and by managers in assessing the ethical culture of their 

organization. 

 

                                                 
* Keywords: (1) Ethics; (2) Culture; (3) Virtues; (4) Construct Development; (5) Factor 

Analysis 
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Introduction 

 

In business ethics literature, the ethical organizational context as perceived by 

employees is represented primarily by two constructs: ethical climate and ethical culture 

(Treviño & Weaver, 2003). Ethical climate is usually defined as those aspects that 

determine what constitutes ethical conduct (Victor & Cullen, 1988). Ethical culture is 

usually defined as those aspects that stimulate ethical conduct (Treviño & Weaver, 

2003). 

 Whereas the construct of ethical climate has been developed meticulously and 

tested extensively by its originators (Victor & Cullen, 1987, 1988) and others (Arnaud 

& Schminke, 2007; Peterson, 2002; Weber, 1995; Wimbush, Shepard, & Markham, 

1997), the construct of ethical culture is, despite its significance (Hoffman, 1986; Key, 

1999; Paine, 1994; Treviño & Youngblood, 1990), still underdeveloped. Treviño, 

Butterfield and McCabe (1998) were the first to develop and test a construct of the 

ethical culture of organizations. They used fourteen items: six items for the sanctions 

for ethical and unethical conduct, three items for role modeling of top management, 

three items for the implementation of an ethics code, and one item for whether ethical 

behavior is the norm in the organization. Based on a study sample of 318 alumni of two 

private colleges, their exploratory factor analysis resulted in one factor for all fourteen 

items. Because they included a small set of items, they proposed that “future research 

should refine the ethical culture measure to make it more applicable” (1998: 263). 

As yet, no empirical study has been conducted in response to their call to refine 

the construct of an ethical organizational culture. This paper takes up the challenge. To 

this end, the Corporate Ethical Virtues Model (abbreviated as CEV Model) as 
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developed by Kaptein (1998, 1999) is used as this is the only existing model that 

comprises multiple normative dimensions for the ethical culture of organizations. The 

CEV Model comprises seven virtues which should be embedded in the culture of 

organizations and which represents the ethical quality of the organizational culture. This 

model, however, has not been tested empirically. In this paper, we will, in multiple 

interlocking empirical studies, conduct an exploratory factor analysis followed by a 

confirmatory factor analysis to test the CEV Model and to develop a self-reporting 

questionnaire for measuring the ethical culture of organizations.  

 The paper is structured as follows. First, the assumptions underlying and the 

dimensions comprising the CEV Model will be briefly discussed. This is followed by an 

account of the methodology of this study, followed by the results. The paper ends with 

an overview of the conclusions, suggestions for future research, limitations of this 

research, and general, much needed, applications in practice. 

 

The Corporate Ethical Virtues Model 

 

The CEV Model is grounded mainly in Solomon’s virtue-based theory of business 

ethics (1992a, 1992b, 1999, 2000, 2004). This theory holds that individual business 

people as well as business organizations should possess certain characteristics, i.e. 

virtues, in order to excel morally. Following Collier (1995), Kaptein (1998) posits that 

the virtuousness of a corporation can be determined by the extent to which the 

organizational culture stimulates employees to act ethically and prevents them from 

acting unethically. Corporate ethical virtues are the organizational conditions for ethical 

conduct; they reflect the capacity of an organization to stimulate ethical conduct of 

employees. To define these virtues, Kaptein conducted a qualitative analysis of 150 
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actual cases that included a variety of types of unethical employee conduct that was 

(partly) caused by the organizational culture. The outcome of his analysis and 

categorization of the organizational factors that contributed to the unethical conduct of 

employees was seven virtues. This set of generic and procedural oriented virtues is 

applicable to any business organization. In this respect, it differs from the construct of 

ethical climate, which because of its content orientation, is much more situational 

dependent (cf. Heugens, Kaptein, & Van Oosterhout, 2006) and, as for example 

operationalized by Victor and Cullen (1988), not generally applicable as normative 

model. For example, it is unclear whether a climate of independence, which is one of 

the five dimensions of ethical climate as found by Victor and Cullen (1988), is morally 

desirable or not.  

Below, each of the seven virtues will be discussed briefly. The first two virtues 

especially relate to the self-regulating capacity of the organization, the next two virtues 

to the self-providing capacity of the organization, and the last three virtues to the self-

correcting or self-cleansing capacity of the organization. 

The organizational virtue of clarity. The first organizational virtue is clarity of 

normative expectations regarding conduct of employees. These expectations should be 

concrete, comprehensive, and understandable. The business setting confronts employees 

with ethical issues that differ from those encountered in other social settings. For 

example, Crane and Matten (2007), DeGeorge (1999), Donaldson and Dunfee (1999), 

and Velasquez (2002), list many ethical issues which are specific and unique to the 

business setting. Consequently, general moral intuitions may not be sufficient for 

employees to distinguish between ethical and unethical conduct in the workplace. 

Kaptein (1998) posits that the more employees are left to their own discretion and moral 

intuition without a guiding organizational frame of reference, the higher the risk of 

unethical conduct. This corresponds with the findings of Bird and Waters (1989), 
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Jackson (2000), and Tyler and Blader (2005) who see vagueness and ambiguity of 

moral expectations as one of the main sources of unethical conduct within 

organizations. A further risk of vague or unclear normative expectations is that 

employees may hide behind their ignorance or deliberately keep themselves 

uninformed, which leaves much scope for excuses and rationalizations (Bovens, 1998). 

Therefore, the virtuous organization is clear about the ethical standards employees 

should uphold. 

The organizational virtue of congruency. Organizations may well stipulate clear 

normative expectations to guide employee conduct, but if management behavior, as an 

important source of normativity within organizations (Ciulla, 1998; Schein, 1985; 

Treviño, Hartman, & Brown, 2000), contradicts these expectations, employees are 

confronted with incongruent or inconsistent signals. However, if the behavior of 

management is consistent with the normative expectations of the organization, the 

message to employees to comply with these expectations is reinforced. Kaptein (1998) 

found many instances of unethical conduct by employees which were motivated by the 

example set by a supervisor, manager or board member engaging in unethical and 

prohibited conduct. This corresponds with the views of Hegarty and Sims (1978), 

Brown, Treviño and Harrison (2005), and Schminke, Ambrose and Neubaum (2005) 

who found that employees often emulate leaders’ behavior and look to leaders for clues 

to proper conduct. Therefore, a second virtue can be distinguished, namely the 

organizational virtue of congruency, which is an essential characteristic of organizations 

committed to preventing unethical conduct and promoting ethical conduct among their 

members. This second organizational virtue amounts to the moral requirement that 

managers should visibly act in accordance with normative expectations. 

The organizational virtue of feasibility. The third virtue in the CEV Model refers 

to the extent to which the organization creates conditions which enable employees to 
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comply with normative expectations. If employees have little or no scope to realize their 

tasks and responsibilities, the risk of unethical conduct increases. More specifically, 

Kaptein (1998) found that unethical conduct occurred when employees lacked adequate 

or sufficient time, budgets, equipment, information, and authority to fulfill their 

responsibilities. For example, in keeping with the findings of Treviño (1986), people 

under great time pressure are less inclined to pay attention to the legitimate expectations 

and interests of others than those who have sufficient time at their disposal. Schweitzer, 

Ordóñez and Douma (2004) also convincingly show in their empirical study that 

excessively high targets stimulate unethical behavior. The third organizational virtue 

Kaptein therefore discerned is the requirement that employees’ responsibilities are 

feasible.  

The organizational virtue of supportability. The fourth organizational antecedent 

to (un)ethical conduct within organizations is the extent to which the organization 

creates support among employees to meet normative expectations. Following the views 

of Blanchard and Peale (1988), Boye and Jones (1997), Greenberg (1997), Hollinger 

and Clark (1983), and Skarlicki, Folger and Tesluk (1999), Kaptein (1998) also found 

that demotivated and dissatisfied staff is more likely to behave unethically. Employees 

who feel that they are not taken seriously or are not treated fairly might try to balance 

the scales of justice by deliberately causing damage to the organization. Mistrust and a 

hostile work environment makes it difficult, if not impossible, to comply with the 

ethical standards of the organization. Tyler and Blader (2005) empirically found that 

when employees are encouraged to identify with the values of their organization, they 

are intrinsically motivated to comply with the ethical standards of the organization. 

According to the CEV model, the organizational virtue of supportability represents the 

extent to which organizations support ethical conduct of employees. Supportability 

refers to the relative strength of an individual’s identification with, involvement in and 
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commitment to the normative expectations of the organization and the extent to which 

the organization stimulates this. 

The organizational virtue of transparency. The fifth virtue in the CEV Model 

refers to transparency or visibility in the organization. Employees can only be held 

responsible if they know, or could have known, the consequences of their actions 

(Bovens, 1998). Employees who are hardly aware of the nature or seriousness of the 

consequences of their conduct are deprived of the opportunity to account for, modify or 

alter their conduct. This can lead to a situation where employees only focus on the 

action without regard for its consequences (Bovens, 1998). In organizations with a high 

level of visibility or transparency, employees will succeed in modifying or correcting 

their behavior or that of their co-workers, supervisors, or subordinates (Kaptein, 1998). 

Conversely, low visibility or transparency diminishes the control environment, which 

widens the scope for unethical conduct. Many studies emphasize the importance of 

transparency not only for its potential to expose unethical conduct but also for acting as 

a deterrent due to the perceived probability of getting caught (Cressey, 1953; Hollinger 

& Clark, 1982, 1983; McCabe, Treviño, & Butterfield, 1996). Some scholars (Zey-

Ferrell & Ferrell, 1982) have indicated that peers, peer perceptions, and frequent contact 

with peer groups strongly influence ethical decision-making and behavior thanks to the 

feedback, overview, disclosure and the diminished room for misinterpretation and 

dishonesty that accompanies it. The organizational virtue of transparency is defined as 

the degree to which employee conduct and its consequences are perceptible to those 

who can act upon it, i.e. colleagues, supervisor, subordinates and the employee(s) 

concerned. In the CEV Model, transparency is broken down into a horizontal and 

vertical component. The vertical component refers to the extent to which managers are 

able to observe unethical conduct and its consequences of employees (top-down) and 

vice versa (bottom-up). The horizontal component refers to the extent to which 
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employees are able to observe unethical conduct and its consequences among 

themselves. 

The organizational virtue of discussability. Another factor that characterizes the 

virtuousness of an organization concerns the opportunity employees have to raise and 

discuss ethical issues. Kaptein (1998) identified many examples of unethical conduct by 

employees which were partly caused by an organizational culture with a low level of 

discussability or debatability. In such a closed culture, criticism is neither encouraged 

nor accepted. People figuratively close their ears and eyes to what they do not want to 

hear or see. Such a situation is often characterized by “negative information blockage” 

(Bishop, 1991) and a tendency to “kill the messenger” (Kirrane, 1990), “screen bad 

news” (Bovens, 1998) or “pay lip service” (Cooke, 1991). The opportunity to learn 

from others’ (near) mistakes, transgressions and dilemmas is lost if employees are not 

given adequate scope to exchange, analyze and discuss their experiences. Bird and 

Waters (1989) also posit that the persistent avoidance of moral talk reinforces an amoral 

organizational culture. If moral issues are not openly spoken about, they go unnoticed 

and unacknowledged, which leads to higher moral stress and a decline of the moral 

authority of normative expectations. In an organization with a high degree of 

discussability, lack of clarity on certain normative expectations, moral dilemmas and 

unethical behavior (through peer reporting or whistle-blowing) can be discussed. 

Whistle-blowing is defined by Near and Miceli (1985: 4) as “the disclosure by 

organizational members (former or current) of illegal, immoral, or illegitimate practices 

under the control of their employers to persons within the organization that may be able 

to effect action.” Peer reporting is a kind of upward control (Graham, 1986) or a form of 

lateral control (Treviño & Victor, 1992). If employees are expected to report perceived 

transgressions, their work environment should be experienced as a secure place where 

moral issues can be raised without fear of being victimized. 
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The organizational virtue of sanctionability. The seventh and final 

organizational virtue in the CEV Model is labeled as sanctionability. Kaptein (1998) 

found a range of examples of unethical conduct that were preceded by similar forms of 

unethical conduct that were tolerated or even encouraged, in turn creating the perception 

among perpetrators that their conduct would go unpunished or that it would even be 

appreciated by management. The absence of the enforcement of sanctions undermines 

the effectiveness of norms. Sanctions are an important behavioral stimulus and a 

relevant source of normativity (Falkenberg & Herrenans, 1995). According to Cressey 

(1953) and Sutherland (1940; 1983), employees will steer clear of misbehavior if they 

expect it to be punished and if the severity of punishment outweighs the potential 

reward. When managers reward employees for unethical behavior or fail to punish them 

for engaging in such behavior, they send a clear message that unethical behavior is 

acceptable or desirable (Ball, Treviño, & Sims, 1994). Sanctions are imposed not just 

for the sake of the perpetrator and victim, but also for the benefit of onlookers. As 

Treviño, Weaver, Gibson and Toffler (1999: 139) state: “…discipline for rule violators 

serves an important symbolic role in organizations – it reinforces standards, upholds the 

value of conformity to shared norms and maintains the perception that the organization 

is a just place where wrongdoers are held accountable for their actions.” Furthermore, 

Kaptein also analyzed examples in which the failure to reward ethical conduct led to 

unethical conduct. A lack of recognition for ethical conduct diminishes the willingness 

of employees to act ethically. This empirical finding corresponds with Román and 

Munuera’s (2005) finding that the more ethical conduct is rewarded the fewer violations 

people commit. Therefore, the seventh organizational virtue, the organizational virtue of 

sanctionability, refers to the likelihood of employees being punished for behaving 

unethically and rewarded for behaving ethically. 
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Methods and results of four empirical studies 

 

To date, the CEV Model has not been tested to determine whether these seven virtues 

are unique dimensions or whether there is just one unilateral factor for the ethical 

culture as found by Treviño, Butterfield and McCabe (1998). In this section, the 

methods and results of four interlocking empirical studies are presented to validate the 

model and to develop a self-reporting questionnaire. 

 
Study 1: Item generation 

 

Methods 

The overall aim of the research was to construct a scale so that (a) the items were simple 

(i.e. reflecting a single construct), and relatively neutral in wording; and (b) it was fairly 

brief, thus reducing the potential respondent burden (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Lee, 

2003; Tourangeau, Rips, & Rasinksi, 2000). Existing theory and empirical research 

(Ethics Resource Center, 2003; Kaptein & Van Dalen, 2000; Treviño & Weaver, 2003) 

was drawn upon to generate a set of 96 items for the questionnaire. The initial set of 

items was revised on the basis of feedback from 10 academic experts in business ethics, 

organizational behavior and the development of questionnaires; 50 practitioners 

(managers, employees and ethics officers from 10 different organizations); and 15 

management consultants in the field of international business ethics and integrity.1 All 

items were rated for clarity using a six point scale ranging from “1=Very Unclear” to 

“6=Very Clear”. Participants also had to provide their interpretation of every question 

as well as suggestions for improvement. The questionnaire was then pre-tested using a 

convenience sample of 24 business students, and 621 managers and employees. All 
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items were followed by a six-point Likert-type response scale ranging from “1=Strongly 

Disagree” to “6=Strongly Agree”.  

 

Results  

Based on an analysis of the results of this pilot, 23 items were eliminated on the basis of 

item complexity, low levels of variance, and high levels of skewedness and kurtosis. 

The remaining 72 items were used to compile the questionnaire that was used in the 

second study. Most questions pertain to the direct working environment of the 

respondents rather than the organization as a whole. This direct working environment 

was defined as the team, group or department one functions in. By limiting the scope, 

the validity of the answers might be enhanced as respondents have the most concrete 

experiences within their team. Furthermore, it makes it possible to compare sub-units 

within one organization. 

Clarity. The clarity of organizational norms consisted of 11 items. Nine 

questions were related to whether the organization makes it sufficiently clear to the 

respondents how they should conduct themselves with respect to (a) colleagues, (b) 

authorizations, (c) company equipment, (d) working hours, (e) money and other 

financial assets, (f) sideline activities, (g) confidential information, (h) actions toward 

external persons and organizations, and (i) the natural environment. Two additional 

questions were formulated in more general terms regarding the clarity of 

communication regarding (j) the manner in which employees should conduct 

themselves and (k) the applicable values and norms. 

Congruency. The organization’s consistency was measured by means of ten 

items reflecting the respondent’s perception of the extent to which board, (senior) 

management and their supervisor set a good example in terms of ethics. 
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Feasibility. The feasibility dimension refers to the extent to which employees 

are enabled to act ethically. It was measured by means of seven items regarding the 

extent to which respondents have enough time, means and information at their disposal 

to act ethical responsibly (three items) and whether they are put under pressure to act 

irresponsibly and to contravene ethical standards (four items). 

Supportability. The virtue of supportability consisted of nine items. The items 

concerned the extent to which respondents experience trust and respect in their working 

environment and the extent to which employees identify and endorse the values, norms 

and rules of the organization. 

Transparency. The transparency of the working environment included ten items. 

The items concerned the extent to which respondents’ actions are visible to themselves 

and their colleagues and managers. The list also included items regarding the extent to 

which unethical conduct of one’s supervisor becomes visible as well as the extent to 

which respondents receive feedback on the criticism they give on the behavior of others. 

Discussability. The virtue of discussability refers to the extent to which ethical 

issues can be openly discussed in the organization. It was measured with reference to 

thirteen items related to the scope for discussion of ethical dilemmas and unethical 

conduct with colleagues, supervisor or someone else in the organization. 

Sanctionability. The organizational virtue of sanctionability contained twelve 

items regarding the punishment of unethical conduct and reward and recognition of 

ethical conduct. 

 

 

Study 2: Exploratory factor analysis 

 

Methods 
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Factor analysis is a statistical technique used to identify a relatively small number of 

factors that can be used to represent relationships among sets of many interrelated 

variables. Its primary objective is data reduction and summarization with a minimum 

loss of information (Babbie, 1992; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black 1995; Kim & 

Mueller, 1978). This research was the first empirical validation study of the seven 

proposed ethical virtues thus warranting a careful investigation of its properties. To this 

end, the items of Study 1 were subjected to an exploratory factor analysis. Whereas 

Treviño, Butterfield, and McCabe (1998) performed a principal component analysis 

with varimax rotation, Fabrigar et al. (1999) note that principal component analysis 

should not be used as a substitute for exploratory factor analysis. As recommend by 

Fabrigar et al. (1999), in this study, a principal axis factoring with an oblique rotation 

(direct) oblimin was used, allowing for correlations among factors. The reduced-scale 

items were then included in a confirmatory factor analysis in Study 3. 

The sample for the exploratory study was drawn from a Dutch organization with 

382 employees. All employees received a cover letter and a questionnaire in Dutch 

measuring their perception of the 72 items of the ethical culture of their organization.2 

Respondents were provided with franked envelops to return the questionnaires to the 

author. Completion of the survey was completely voluntary and anonymous. 242 

completed surveys were returned which amounted to a response rate of 63.5%. The 

majority of the sample members were male (55%). The average position tenure was 11 

years (SD = 7.0), with a mean age of 39 years. The overall quality of the data in terms 

of completeness was adequate. The respondents answered the majority of the items: all 

72 items had a missing data rate below 5%.  
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Results 

The exploratory factor analysis revealed 8 factors with eigenvalues greater than one. 

Based on parallel analysis relative to random data eigenvalues (Montanelli & 

Humphreys, 1976; Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999), a steep break in 

the eigenvalues plot between the eighth and ninth factor (eigenvalues of 1.42 and 0.97) 

also indicated an eight-factor solution. Within these factors, individual items were 

retained if their loading was greater than 0.4. Items were eliminated if an item’s loading 

was 0.30 or greater for more than one factor. In total, 58 items were extracted. 

The initial eigenvalues of these factors are 23.50, 4.68, 3.43, 2.56, 2.01, 1.75, 

1.59, and 1.42. The variance accounted for by these factors is respectively 39.84, 7.93, 

5.81, 4.33, 3.40, 2.97, 2.69, and 2.41 for a proportion of 69.38 of the total variance. 

Table 1 shows the 8 extracted factors after conducting the varimax rotation, including 

items, factor loadings, personal eigenvalues and explained variances. The 8 factors 

correspond with the 7 corporate ethical virtues as identified by Kaptein with only one 

exception. The virtue of congruency falls into two distinctive categories: role modeling 

of management and role modeling of supervisors. Supervisors are defined as the direct 

manager of the respondents, management is defined as all managerial levels higher than 

the supervisor. 

 

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

Insert Table 1 about here 

 ------------------------------------ 
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Study 3: Confirmatory factor analysis 

 

Methods 

The remaining items from Study 2 were subjected to a confirmatory factor analysis. The 

sample for the confirmatory study was composed from another organization in the 

Netherlands. All 725 employees were mailed a cover letter, a questionnaire in Dutch 

and a franked envelop. Completion of the survey was completely voluntary and 

anonymous. 312 completed surveys were returned which amounts to a response rate of 

43%. The average position tenure was 8.1 years (SD = 5.99) and 49% was male. The 

overall quality of the data in terms of completeness was adequate: all 58 items had a 

missing data rate below 5%.  

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess the goodness-of-fit of the 

latent structure underlying the ethical culture indicators. Structural equation modeling 

was used for parameter estimation and for model testing. The hypothetical model has 

been estimated by least squares using the CALIS procedure of SAS. Several fit 

measures were used. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI), as developed by Jöreskog and 

Sörbom (1985; 1993), indicates how well the observed covariance matrix of the 

analyzed items is reproduced by the estimated covariance matrix. Values larger than 0.9 

are required for good-fitting models. As the GFI is sensitive to the number of estimated 

parameters, alternatives have been proposed such as the Adjusted GFI (AGFI) and the 

parsimonious GFI (PGFI) by James, Mulaik and Brett (1982), which correct the GFI by 

taking into account the number of parameters estimated and degrees of freedom. Other 

measures of fit, which are used by Hu and Bentler (1999) and Maiti and Mukherjee 

(1990), are the root of the mean of the squared residuals (differences between the 

observed and estimated correlations; RMSR), and the root mean square error of 

approximation (a measure of the discrepancy per degree of freedom; RMSEA), which 
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should have values no larger than 0.06. Bentler’s (1990) comparative fit index (CFI), 

which relates the (lack of) fit of the estimated model to that of a null model (the same 

model, but with covariances set equal to zero), is sometimes preferred to indicate 

goodness-of-fit (cf. Medsker, Williams, & Holahan, 1994). The proposed index, which 

Bentler termed delta statistic (б), should have a recommended value of at least 0.90 to 

have confidence in the model fit. The chi-square statistic (χ2) and its associated p-value 

are used to evaluate the assumption that the reproduced correlation matrix perfectly 

matches the observed correlation matrix. The χ2 statistic formally tests the null and 

alternative hypotheses where the null hypothesis refers to a hypothesized model that fits 

the data and the alternative hypothesis refers to some other model that fits the data. A 

significant χ2 statistic indicates a misfit between the model and the sample data. An 

insignificant χ2 statistic indicates that the model and the sample data are consistent. It is 

well known that the χ2 statistic is highly sensitive to the sample size (Anderson and 

Gerbing, 1984). For a large sample size, a small difference between the sample 

covariance matrix and the estimated covariance matrix will produce a statistically 

significant χ2 statistic, thereby rejecting the model. In the present study, more emphasis 

was therefore put on the previously discussed fit measures. 

The discriminant and convergent validity of the eight ethical culture dimensions 

was further analyzed by a second-order confirmatory factor analysis in which each of 

the dimensions was assumed to originate from an encompassing construct of the ethical 

organizational culture (see, for example, Gerbing, Hamilton, and Freeman (1994); 

Jarvis, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff (2003); Spreitzer (1995); Spreitzer, Kizilos, and 

Nason (1997)). The objective of this analysis was to establish whether the eight 

dimensions can indeed be interpreted as distinct dimensions of the ethical organizational 

culture (discriminant validity) and whether the relation between the overall ethical 
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organizational culture and each of the separate dimensions is positive as it should be 

according to the model assumptions (convergent validity). 

 

Results 

All factor loadings were highly significant, and fit indicators denoted a high degree of 

fit. Table 2 provides the results. 

Clarity. Clarity is measured by means of 10 items. Its internal consistency (α) is 

0.93 and the goodness-of-fit of the underlying model is good (χ2=75.00, DF=9, 

GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, PGFI=0.77, RMSR=0.05, RMSEA=0.00, and CFI=0.95).  

Congruency of supervisors. The congruency of supervisors, measured by means 

of 6 items, has an internal consistency of 0.95. The goodness-of-fit of the underlying 

model is good (χ2=181.68, DF=9, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, PGFI=0.60, RMSR=0.04, 

RMSEA=0.00, and CFI=0.89). 

Congruency of management. The internal consistency (α) of the 4-item factor 

congruency of management is 0.95 and the goodness-of-fit of the underlying model is 

also good (χ2=4.73, DF=2, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, PGFI=0.33, RMSR=0.01, 

RMSEA=0.00, and CFI=0.99). 

Feasibility. Feasibility is measured by means of 6 items. The internal 

consistency (α) of this factor is 0.96. The goodness-of-fit is also good (χ2=59.76, DF=9, 

GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, PGFI=0.60, RMSR=0.02, RMSEA=0.00, and CFI=0.97). 

Supportability. The internal consistency (α) of this 6-item indicator for 

supportability amounts to 0.95, while the goodness-of-fit indicators suggest a good 

performance of the measurement model (χ2=28.19, DF=9, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, 

PGFI=0.60, RMSR=0.01, RMSEA=0.00, and CFI=0.99). 
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Transparency. The internal consistency (α) of the resulting 7-item scale of 

transparency is 0.93. The goodness-of-fit of the model is again good (χ2=92.71, DF=14, 

GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, PGFI=0.66, RMSR=0.04, RMSEA=0.00, and CFI=0.94). 

Discussability. The factor of discussability is measured by means of 10 items. 

The internal consistency (α)  is 0.94 and the goodness-of-fit of the measurement model 

is again good (χ2=282.65, DF=35, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, PGFI=0.77 RMSR=0.04, 

RMSEA=0.01, and CFI=0.92). 

Sanctionability. The internal consistency (α) of the 9-item factor of 

sanctionability is 0.94 and the goodness-of-fit of the underlying model is good 

(χ2=202.97, DF=27, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.98, PGFI=0.75, RMSR=0.04, RMSEA=0.00, 

and CFI=0.94). 

 

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

Insert Table 2 about here 

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

 

The results of the second-order confirmatory factor analysis are summarized in Figure 

1. The overall fit of the model is good (GFI=0.98, AGFI=0.98, PGFI=0.94, 

RMSR=0.06, RMSEA=0.01, and CFI=0.93). All observed items load positively and 

significantly on the postulated dimensions (discriminant validity), while in turn these 

dimensions load positively on the overall ethical organizational culture (convergent 

validity). Thus, the CFA-results provide support for the assumed CEV Model. 
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----------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

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

 

Study 4: Multivariate analyses of variance 

 

Methods 

To address the question of whether organizations have identifiable ethical 

organizational cultures, multivariate analyses of variance were conducted on a sample 

of employees from three other companies in the Netherlands: an electronics retail store, 

a security company, and a waterworks. In all three companies, completion of the survey 

was completely voluntary and anonymous. Because the official language of all three 

companies was Dutch, the questionnaires were also in Dutch. The response rates of 

usable questionnaires were respectively 65% (N=57), 52% (N=66), and 51% (N=112), 

for a total of 235 questionnaires. The mean percentage of men and years of working at 

the organization were respectively 69% and 5.8 (SD = 5.4), 62% and 6.5 (SD. = 7.5), 

and 75% and 6.7 (SD = 7.5). The James, Demaree, and Wolf (1993) within-group 

agreement index (Rwg) was used to assess whether the aggregation of data justified 

higher levels of analysis. 

 

Results 

Table 3 shows the results for the Rwg. Only the Rwg for congruency of management is 

below the minimum level of 0.7. The average Rwg score of 0.65 is caused by a very 

low Rwg of 0.41 at the Electronics Retail Store, whereas for the two other companies 

the Rwg for congruency of management is above 0.7. Additional interviews with 

respondents of the Electronics Retail Store showed that the store’s employees had no 
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contact with the board and senior management of their company as top management is 

located in another city, creating very diverging and vague views on the function of 

management as role model. 

 

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

Insert Table 3 about here 

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

 

Table 4 depicts the results of the multivariate analysis of variance by company. 

The results indicate a significant overall difference between the three companies on the 

dimensions of their ethical organizational culture (F=6.68, p<.001). The Electronics 

Retail Store shows, with an average score of 4.6, the best ethical culture. Except for the 

virtue of sanctionability, respondents are more positive about the presence of the 

corporate ethical virtues in their organization than in the two other companies. The 

virtue of sanctionability is valued most highly by the respondents of Waterworks. Five 

virtues are more positively evaluated in Waterworks than in the Security Company. The 

Security Company scores slightly better than Waterworks on the virtues of clarity and 

congruency of management. 

Univariate analyses of variance revealed significant differences on four 

dimensions; i.e. clarity, congruency of management, supportability, and transparency. 

The greatest contrasts were between supportability (0.7 between the Electronics Retail 

Store and the Security Company) and transparency (also 0.7 between the Electronics 

Retail Store and the Security Company). The data show that these four ethical virtues 

are sufficiently strong and identifiably different to produce significant discrimination 

among the companies. Three other dimensions, i.e. feasibility, discussability and 
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sanctionability, are almost significant, with alphas between 0.07 and 0.05. Congruency 

of supervisors is clearly non-discriminant. 

 

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

Insert Table 4 about here 

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

 

Discussion  

 

The Corporate Ethical Virtues Model as developed by Kaptein (1998, 1999), formulates 

normative criteria for the ethical culture of organizations. This paper has taken the first 

steps towards validating and refining the model. An exploratory factor analysis 

provided support for the existence of eight unidimensional corporate ethical virtues: 

clarity, congruency of supervisors, congruency of management, feasibility, 

supportability, transparency, discussability, and sanctionability. Item reliabilities ranged 

between 0.93 and 0.96 and tests produced strong evidence supporting the convergent 

and discriminant validity of the structure of the ethical organizational culture. A 

confirmatory factor analysis indicated that items loaded only onto their respective latent 

variables, thus demonstrating the unidimensionality of each corporate ethical virtue. 

Multivariate analyses of variance between three companies revealed significant or 

almost significant differences on all the eight virtues except for the virtue of congruency 

of supervisors. 
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Implications for future research 

 

The development of valid and reliable measures is essential for improving business 

ethics theory and research. In their preliminary research, Treviño, Butterfield and 

McCabe (1998) found one factor of fourteen items for the ethical organizational culture. 

They also recommended follow-up research to validate their findings and look for the 

possibilities to refine their construct. This paper took up this challenge. The eight 

subscales that have been distinguished and the resulting 58-item self-reporting 

questionnaire allow us to measure and understand the ethical culture of organizations 

better, thus opening at least three promising directions for future research. 

A first direction relates to measuring and comparing the ethical culture of 

organizations. Many studies have been conducted to compare the culture of different 

organizations (cf. Hofstede et al., 1990). The questionnaire developed in this study can 

be used to examine the extent to which the ethical culture of organizations differs. Such 

future research could also reveal to what extent the eight ethical virtues differ by 

function, hierarchical level, sector, and nation, which can help us to achieve a better 

understanding of the multifaceted construct of ethical organizational culture. 

A second direction for future research relates to analyzing the impact of the 

different dimension of the ethical culture on different types of ethical and unethical 

conduct. Ethical culture in this paper has been defined as the perceived conditions in the 

organizational context that stimulate employees to behave ethically. The developed and 

tested questionnaire can be used to assess the impact of ethical culture on ethical and 

unethical conduct and to find out to what extent the different virtues have a different 

impact on different types of conduct (cf. Peterson, 2002). For example, low feasibility 

may have a greater impact on the frequency of fraud than on the number of employees 

that engage in conflicting sideline activities. Or the virtue of discussability may have a 
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greater impact on the occurrence of that type of misconduct that is more difficult to 

define clearly in advance (such as intrapersonal misbehavior as intimidation, harassment 

and bullying) than misconduct that can be formulated in clear prohibitions (such as 

when business equipment may be used for private purposes). The results of this study 

show that the role model function of managers and supervisors are two different 

dimensions. This implies that in order to understand and use the role of management in 

an organization, these two dimensions should be taken into account since each may 

have a different impact on the scale of unethical conduct of employees.  

A third fruitful direction for future research is related to studying the 

effectiveness of ethics measures, such as a written code of ethics (Stevens et al., 2005), 

ethics training programs (Delaney & Sockell, 1992), and ethics helplines or 

whistleblower schemes (Near & Miceli, 1995). It is not only the question to what extent 

ethical cultures differ, what the relationships are between the constitutive virtues of the 

ethical organizational culture and the impact of these virtues on ethical and unethical 

conduct, but also how different measures can have a different impact on the different 

virtues. For example, a code of ethics may be more effective in increasing clarity than in 

increasing achievability, because a code clarifies what ethical conduct is expected and 

does not necessarily provide employees with the means to realize their responsibilities. 

And ethics helplines probably mainly affect the virtue of discussability as they provide a 

structure for reporting violations and sharing ethical dilemmas (cf. Near & Miceli, 

1995). 

 

Limitations of this research 

 

Although this study makes several contributions, it also has several limitations. Four 

limitations will be discussed here. 
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A first limitation relates to the number of samples used in the paper as well as 

the language in which the survey was conducted. While Study 1 was conducted using 

participants from different countries and continents, all three other studies were 

conducted in the Netherlands. While much attention has been paid to carefully translate 

the questionnaire into Dutch, the possibility of measurement nonequivalence across 

languages and national cultures has to be acknowledged. Further testing in other 

countries and continents is needed to further assess the robustness of the eight 

dimensions of the ethical organizational culture as found in this research project. 

A second limitation relates to the limited research into the convergent and 

discriminant validity of the new construct of the ethical organizational culture that has 

been developed in this paper. In this study the developed multidimensional measure for 

ethical culture was not correlated with measures used in the same field of research, such 

as Treviño, Butterfield and McCabe’s (1998) first and only one-dimensional measure of 

ethical culture. Neither has there been an assessment of the relationship with measures 

of unrelated constructs or closely related constructs, such as ethical climate (Victor and 

Cullen, 1988) and organizational cultural in general (such as Hofstede’s (1980) five 

dimensional model). Treviño, Butterfield and McCabe (1998) found that ethical climate 

had a higher variance in explaining unethical conduct than ethical culture. However, as 

their conception of ethical culture is one-dimensional, a more elaborate assessment of 

ethical culture could generate different results. More research is therefore required to 

support the convergent and discriminant validity of the measure developed in this paper. 

A third limitation concerns some less significant findings in this paper. Study 4 

showed significant differences between three companies on only four corporate ethical 

virtues (i.e. an alpha lower than 0.05). Although three other virtues had an alpha not 

higher than 0.07, these results are not convincing. Perhaps a more diverse group of 

participating companies would have led to significant results. Future research into 
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companies in, for example, different countries is therefore needed. Because the within-

group agreement index (Rwg) of the virtue of congruency of management was not 

significant at one company in Study 4, it is also necessary to find out what precludes or 

facilitates aggregating the data for higher levels of analysis. For now, additional 

interviews showed that a lack of familiarity with board and management resulted in 

very different and vague perceptions of their function as role model among respondents. 

A fourth limitation of this paper is that in operationalizing the ethical culture of 

an organization, only the model of Kaptein (1998) has been used. Although the research 

of Kaptein shows no indications of incompleteness, the question still remains whether 

this model contains all relevant dimensions of the ethical culture of an organization. For 

example, Murphy (1999), Nash (1990), Shanahan and Hyman (2003), Solomon (1999), 

and Spears (1998) propose different sets of virtues, although these sets are substantive 

(i.e. more climate related) and organization specific instead of procedural and generic. 

Although it falls beyond the scope of this article to establish the comprehensiveness of 

this model, the questionnaire can be used in future research to ascertain the extent to 

which this model explains the total impact of the organizational culture on unethical and 

ethical conduct. By simultaneously also measuring other antecedents for ethical and 

unethical conduct, such as factors outside the organization (Baucus & Near, 1991) and 

personal characteristics of employees (Treviño & Youngblood, 1990), the comparative 

impact of the ethical organizational culture on the ethical and unethical conduct of 

employees can be determined. 

 

Practical implications 

 

The partly validated CEV Model and the accompanying questionnaire can be used by 

practitioners to examine and measure the ethical quality of the working environment. 



  Measure ethical culture  

 27

Due to new regulations in the field of corporate governance, such as the US Sarbanes-

Oxley Act, companies listed on the stock exchange are required to monitor their control 

environment. The ethical culture of the organization forms part of this environment 

(Green, 2004). The CEV Model provides a framework to examine the ethical culture of 

organizations; the resulting questionnaire is an instrument to measure it among 

managers and employees. On the basis of the results of such an internal assessment, 

management can determine the extent to which they are in control, understand the 

causes and antecedents of unethical conduct within the organization and decide where 

additional measures are required. If the response per organizational unit is sufficient, 

comparisons can be made and even more tailored actions can be taken. By measuring 

the perceived ethics of organizations in a valid and sophisticated manner, ethics can be 

managed more effectively. 
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Table 1. Pattern matrix of rotated factor loadings from the exploratory factor analysis of all ethical organizational culture items (N=242) 

 Corporate ethical virtue constructs 

 1. Clarity 
2. Congruency 
of supervisors 

3. Congruency 
of 

management 4. Feasibility 5. Supportability

6. 
Transpare

ncy 7. Discussability 8. Sanctionability 
1.1. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should conduct myself appropriately toward others within the 
organization  

.60 .13 -.13 -.018 .01 -.14 .05 .03 

1.2. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should obtain proper authorizations .68 .06 -.03 .07 -.07 -.01 -.05 -.12 

1.3. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should use company equipment responsibly .69 .06 -.04 .10 .13 -.17 -.05 .04 

1.4. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should use my working hours responsibly .67 .07 .08 -.01 .07 .08 .21 .03 

1.5. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should handle money and other financial assets responsibly .70 .01 .08 -.01 -.07 .12 -.01 -.12 

1.6. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should deal with conflicts of interests and sideline activities 
responsibly 

.69 -.07 -.09 .13 -.03 .01 -.01 .01 

1.7. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should deal with confidential information responsibly .74 -.02 -.09 .03 -.09 .06 .12 .01 

1.8. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should deal with external persons and organizations responsibly .72 .09 -.12 -.07 -.03 -.14 -.13 -.03 

1.9. The organization makes it sufficiently clear to me how I 
should deal with environmental issues in a responsible way .56 -.01 -.11 -.05 .01 -.11 -.12 -.13 

1.10. In my immediate working environment, it is sufficiently 
clear how we are expected to conduct ourselves in a responsible 
way 

.54 .11 -.24 -.02 .01 -.21 -.05 -.04 

         
2.1. My supervisor sets a good example in terms of ethical 
behavior .06 .81 -.02 .05 -.01 .02 .03 .02 

2.2. My supervisor communicates the importance of ethics and 
integrity clearly and convincingly .20 .65 -.05 .06 -.07 -.05 .10 .09 

2.3. My supervisor would never authorize unethical or illegal 
conduct to meet business goals .10 .65 -.03 -.07 -.18 .03 .05 -.11 

2.4. My supervisor does as he says -.04 .89 .01 .11 .03 -.03 -.02 .01 
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2.5. My supervisor fulfills his responsibilities .04 .83 -.06 .05 .04 -.02 .02 -.02 
2.6. My supervisor is honest and reliable -.07 .80 .02 .02 -.04 -.04 .07 -.11 
         
3.1. The conduct of the Board and (senior) management reflects 
a shared set of norms and values .03 .06 -.83 -.03 -.04 .02 .11 .02 

3.2. The Board and (senior) management sets a good example in 
terms of ethical behavior .02 -.02 -.92 .03 -.04 .01 .06 .05 

3.3. The Board and (senior) management communicates the 
importance of ethics and integrity clearly and convincingly .08 -.05 -.83 .07 .03 -.06 -.02 -.07 

3.4. The Board and (senior) management would never authorize 
unethical or illegal conduct to meet business goals .03 .07 -.74 .02 -.07 .08 .01 -.12 

         
4.1. In my immediate working environment, I am sometimes 
asked to do things that conflict with my consciencea .14 -.01 -.19 .43 -.09 -.05 .07 -.04 

4.2. In order to be successful in my organization, I sometimes 
have to sacrifice my personal norms and valuesa .04 .17 .10 .47 -.19 -.02 .21 .02 

4.3. I have insufficient time at my disposal to carry out my tasks 
responsiblya -.02 .03 -.06 .89 -.04 .02 -.01 .04 

4.4. I have insufficient information at my disposal to carry out 
my tasks responsiblya .08 .20 .04 .47 -.15 -.02 .06 -.18 

4.5. I have inadequate resources at my disposal to carry out my 
tasks responsiblya .10 .05 -.03 .65 -.01 -.03 .12 -.08 

4.6. In my job, I am sometimes put under pressure to break the 
rulesa -.06 .06 -.01 .63 -.09 -.10 .06 -.01 

         
5.1. In my immediate working environment, everyone is totally 
committed to the (stipulated) norms and values of the 
organization .26 .11 .27 .20 .51 .17 .24 .15 
5.2. In my immediate working environment, an atmosphere of 
mutual trust prevails .14 .29 -.02 .32 .53 .12 .40 .09 
5.3. In my immediate working environment, everyone has the 
best interests of the organization at heart .11 .18 .14 .21 .80 .13 .24 .07 
5.4. In my immediate working environment, a mutual 
relationship of trust prevails between employees and 
management .20 .31 .06 .28 .53 .14 .31 .29 
5.5. In my immediate working environment, everyone takes the 
existing norms and standards seriously .22 .19 .13 .16 .67 .17 .34 .20 
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5.6. In my immediate working environment, everyone treats one 
another with respect .01 .18 .09 .23 .66 .22 .30 .21 
         
6.1. If a colleague does something which is not permitted, my 
manager will find out about it .04 -.03 .05 .01 .02 -.83 .10 .08 

6.2. If a colleague does something which is not permitted, I or 
another colleague will find out about it -.03 -.07 -.05 -.03 -.03 -.62 -.06 -.06 

6.3. If my manager does something which is not permitted, 
someone in the organization will find out about it -.04 .03 -.05 -.02 -.00 -.66 .08 -.01 

6.4. If I criticize other people’s behavior, I will receive feedback 
on any action taken as a result of my criticism -.01 .15 -.06 -.04 -.07 -.53 .15 -.14 

6.5. In my immediate working environment, there is adequate 
awareness of potential violations and incidents in the 
organization 

.05 .08 -.02 -.09 .08 -.54 .11 -.02 

6.6. In my immediate working environment, adequate checks are 
carried out to detect violations and unethical conduct .13 .11 -.02 .01 .19 -.54 -.01 -.11 

6.7. Management is aware of the type of incidents and unethical 
conduct that occur in my immediate working environment .10 .11 .10 -.05 .14 -.59 .09 -.02 

         
7.1. In my immediate working environment, reports of unethical 
conduct are handled with caution .17 .28 .17 .13 .18 .19 .69 .16 
7.2. In my immediate working environment, I have the 
opportunity to express my opinion .06 .25 -.04 .24 .13 .08 .71 .17 
7.3. In my immediate working environment, there is adequate 
scope to discuss unethical conduct .10 .15 .15 .14 .19 .18 .83 .17 
7.4. In my immediate working environment, reports of unethical 
conduct are taken seriously .13 .18 .15 .11 .22 .27 .78 .17 
7.5. In my immediate working environment, there is adequate 
scope to discuss personal moral dilemmas .12 .25 .07 .22 .16 .19 .76 .27 
7.6. In my immediate working environment, there is adequate 
scope to report unethical conduct .13 .21 .13 .18 .11 .14 .82 .19 
7.7. In my immediate working environment, there is ample 
opportunity for discussing moral dilemmas .10 .22 .10 .21 .02 .22 .76 .27 
7.8. If someone is called to account for his/her conduct, it is 
done in a respectful manner .14 .27 .09 .04 .23 .17 .67 .25 
7.9. In my immediate working environment, there is adequate 
scope to correct unethical conduct .12 .08 .14 .09 .24 .19 .72 .23 
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7.10. If reported unethical conduct in my immediate working 
environment does not receive adequate attention, there is 
sufficient opportunity to raise the matter elsewhere in the 
organization .13 .12 .30 .13 .15 .26 .64 .28 
         
8.1. In my immediate working environment, people are 
accountable for their actions .26 -.04 .03 -.07 -.04 -.03 .15 -.41 

8.2. In my immediate working environment, ethical conduct is 
valued highly .14 .18 -.01 -.09 .07 .08 .01 -.49 

8.3. In my immediate working environment, only people with 
integrity are considered for promotion -.02 -.01 -.21 -.01 .05 -.18 .11 -.47 

8.4. If necessary, my manager will be disciplined if s/he behaves 
unethically -.05 .10 -.09 .01 .07 -.25 -.03 -.46 

8.5. The people that are successful in my immediate working 
environment stick to the norms and standards of the organization .04 .17 -.02 -.06 .01 -.16 .17 -.49 

8.6. In my immediate working environment, ethical conduct is 
rewarded .11 .01 -.12 -.05 .04 -.10 .04 -.45 

8.7. In my immediate working environment, employees will be 
disciplined if they behave unethically -.02 .14 -.16 .11 .12 -.07 -.11 -.65 

8.8. If I reported unethical conduct to management, I believe 
those involved would be disciplined fairly regardless of their 
position 

-.01 .05 -.04 -.07 .04 .05 .17 -.67 

8.9. In my immediate working environment, employees who 
conduct themselves with integrity stand a greater chance to 
receive a positive performance appraisal than employees who 
conduct themselves without integrity 

.03 -.01 .01 -.02 .03 -.03 .19 -.66 

Personal eigenvalues 6.64 4.64 3.62 4.98 3.45 4.65 8.23 4.74 
Explained variance 11.25 7.86 6.14 8.44 5.84 7.87 13.95 8.03 
Cumulative explained variance 11.25 19.11 25.25 33.69 39.53 47.40 61.35 69.38 
Statistics that load >. 40 are in bold. ªItem was reserve-scored.  
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Table 2. Results of confirmatory analysis of corporate ethical virtue constructs (N=312) 

 

 Number 

of items 

Cronbach

’s  

alpha 

GFI AGFI PGFI RMSR RMSEA CFI χ2 Df Sig. 

Clarity  10 .93 .99 .99 .77 .05 .00 .95 75.00 35 .00 

Congruency of supervisors 6 .95 .99 .99 .60 .04 .00 .89 181.68 9 .00 

Congruency of management 4 .95 .99 .99 .33 .01 .00 .99 4.73 2 .00 

Feasibility  6 .96 .99 .99 .60 .02 .00 .97 59.76 9 .00 

Supportability  6 .95 .99 .99 .60 .01 .00 .99 28.19 9 .00 

Transparency  7 .93 .99 .99 .66 .04 .00 .94 92.71 14 .00 

Discussability  10 .94 .99 .99 .77 .04 .01 .92 282.65 35 .00 

Sanctionability  9 .94 .99 .99 .75 .04 .00 .94 202.97 27 .00 

 

Number of items is the number of items after scale analysis. Cronbach’s alpha refers to the raw (non-weighted) scale reliability. GFI is the Goodness-of-Fit Index. AGFI is the 

Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index. PGFI is James. Mulaik and Brett’s (1982) Parsimonious GFI. RMSR refers to the Root Mean Square Residual. RMSEA refers to the Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation. CFI is Bentler’s (1989) Comparative Fit Index. χ2 is the observed chi-square statistic for a test of the assumed factor model; DF is its 

degrees of freedom and Sig. is the associated significance level. 
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Figure 1. Results of the second-order confirmatory factor analysis (N=312) 

 

Clar03
Clar04
Clar05
Clar06
Clar07
Clar08

Clarity

λ13=0.72
λ14=0.71
λ15=0.72
λ16=0.73
λ17=0.81
λ18=0.81

ζ1ε13

ε14

ε15

ε16

ε17

ε18

Clar09 λ19=0.82ε19

Clar02 λ12=0.75ε12

Clar01 λ11=0.81ε11

Clar10 λ110=0.78ε110

CoS01
CoS02
CoS03
CoS04
CoS05
CoS06

Consistency
supervisors

λ21=0.91
λ22=0.93
λ23=0.89
λ24=0.83
λ25=0.86
λ26

ζ2ε21

ε22

ε23

ε24

ε25

ε =0.82

CoB01
CoB02
CoB03
CoB04

λ31=0.93
λ32=0.89
λ33=0.92
λ34

ζ3

ε31

ε32

ε33

ε

Consistency
management

=0.88

26

34

Fea01
Fea02
Fea03
Fea04
Fea05
Fra06

Feasability

λ41=0.93
λ42=0.87
λ43=0.77
λ44=0.89
λ45=0.89
λ46

ζ4ε41

ε42

ε43

ε44

ε45

ε46 =0.93

Sup01
Sup02
Sup03
Sup04
Sup05
Sup06

Supportability

λ51=0.84
λ52=0.84
λ53=0.87
λ54=0.92
λ55=0.84
λ56 =0.89

ζ5

ε51

ε52

ε53

ε54

ε55

ε56

Tra01
Tra02
Tra03

Tra05
Tra06
Tra07

Transparency

λ61=0.78
λ62=0.69
λ63=0.75

λ64=0.93
λ65=0.85
λ66 =0.85

ζ6

ε61

ε62

ε63

ε65

ε66

ε67

Tra04λ64=0.80 ε64

Dis01
Dis02
Dis03
Dis04
Dis05
Dis06
Dis07
Dis08
Dis09
Dis10

Discussability

λ73=0.63

λ74=0.83

λ76=0.86
λ77=0.84
λ78 =0.86

ζ7

λ75=0.84

ε71

ε72

ε73

ε74

ε75

ε76

ε77

ε78

ε79

ε710

λ =0.75
λ =0.87
71

71

λ79 =0.72
λ710=0.72

San01
San02
San03
San04
San05
San06
San07
San08
San09

Sanctionability

λ83=0.82
λ84=0.77

λ86=0.86
λ87=0.87
λ88 =0.86

ζ8

λ85=0.84

81

ε82

ε83

ε84

ε85

ε86

ε87

ε88

ε89

λ =0.6281

81

λ89 =0.86

ε=0.69λ

Ethical 
organizational

culture

γ2=1.22

γ3=0.67

γ4=1.16

γ5=1.25

γ6=1.09

γ7=0.39

γ7=0.89

γ7=1.16

Clar03
Clar04
Clar05
Clar06
Clar07
Clar08

Clarity

λ13=0.72
λ14=0.71
λ15=0.72
λ16=0.73
λ17=0.81
λ18=0.81

ζ1ε13

ε14

ε15

ε16

ε17

ε18

Clar09 λ19=0.82ε19

Clar02 λ12=0.75ε12

Clar01 λ11=0.81ε11

Clar10 λ110=0.78ε110

CoS01
CoS02
CoS03
CoS04
CoS05
CoS06

Consistency
supervisors

λ21=0.91
λ22=0.93
λ23=0.89
λ24=0.83
λ25=0.86
λ26

ζ2ε21

ε22

ε23

ε24

ε25

ε =0.82

CoB01
CoB02
CoB03
CoB04

λ31=0.93
λ32=0.89
λ33=0.92
λ34

ζ3

ε31

ε32

ε33

ε

Consistency
management

=0.88

26

34

Fea01
Fea02
Fea03
Fea04
Fea05
Fra06

Feasability

λ41=0.93
λ42=0.87
λ43=0.77
λ44=0.89
λ45=0.89
λ46

ζ4ε41

ε42

ε43

ε44

ε45

ε46 =0.93

Sup01
Sup02
Sup03
Sup04
Sup05
Sup06

Supportability

λ51=0.84
λ52=0.84
λ53=0.87
λ54=0.92
λ55=0.84
λ56 =0.89

ζ5

ε51

ε52

ε53

ε54

ε55

ε56

Tra01
Tra02
Tra03

Tra05
Tra06
Tra07

Transparency

λ61=0.78
λ62=0.69
λ63=0.75

λ64=0.93
λ65=0.85
λ66 =0.85

ζ6

ε61

ε62

ε63

ε65

ε66

ε67

Tra04λ64=0.80 ε64

Dis01
Dis02
Dis03
Dis04
Dis05
Dis06
Dis07
Dis08
Dis09
Dis10

Discussability

λ73=0.63

λ74=0.83

λ76=0.86
λ77=0.84
λ78 =0.86

ζ7

λ75=0.84

ε71

ε72

ε73

ε74

ε75

ε76

ε77

ε78

ε79

ε710

λ =0.75
λ =0.87
71

71

λ79 =0.72
λ710=0.72

San01
San02
San03
San04
San05
San06
San07
San08
San09

Sanctionability

λ83=0.82
λ84=0.77

λ86=0.86
λ87=0.87
λ88 =0.86

ζ8

λ85=0.84

81

ε82

ε83

ε84

ε85

ε86

ε87

ε88

ε89

λ =0.6281

81

λ89 =0.86

ε=0.69λ

Ethical 
organizational

culture

γ2=1.22

γ3=0.67

γ4=1.16

γ5=1.25

γ6=1.09

γ7=0.39

γ7=0.89

γ7=1.16



  Measure ethical culture  

 43

Table 3. Within-group consistency analysis for three companies (N=235) 

 Rwg 

Corporate ethical virtue 

constructs 

Minimum Maximum Average 

Clarity .75 .88 .83 

Congruency of supervisors .73 .80 .78 

Congruency of management .41 .77 .65 

Feasibility .87 .93 .89 

Supportability .77 .87 .83 

Transparency .78 .83 .79 

Discussability .78 .88 .82 

Sanctionability .74 .86 .82 
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Table 4. Results of MANOVA by company (N=235) 

Company effect Wilks’ Lambda = 8.10 F = 6.68             P < .001 

 
Univariate results 

Variable F P < 

Clarity 6.51 .01 

Congruency of supervisors 1.09 .34 

Congruency of management 5.70 .01 

Feasibility 2.71 .07 

Supportability 13.77 .00 

Transparency 7.10 .01 

Discussability 2.82 .06 

Sanctionability 3.00 .05 

 

 Means 

Company 

Clarity 

Congruency 

of supervisors 

Congruency 

of Feasibility Supportability Transparency Discussability Sanctionability 

Average 

Score 
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management 

Electronics Retail Store  5.0 4.9 4.7 3.7 4.8 4.4 4.8 4.3 4.6 

Security Company 4.6 4.7 4.1 3.4 4.1 3.7 4.5 4.3 4.2 

Waterworks 4.4 4.6 4.5 3.4 4.6 4.1 4.8 4.6 4.4 

 

                                                 
1 Of the ten academic experts, eight were Dutch. Of the ten companies, five were European, three were American, one was African and one was Australian. All 15 management 
consultants were working for KPMG in the field of ethics, compliance and integrity: five were European, four were American, three were African, two were Australian and one 
was Asian. 
2 Following the suggestions of Harkness and Schoua (1998), the questionnaire was translated to Dutch by the author who grew up in the Netherlands. Two bilingual colleagues 
also independently translated the questionnaire into Dutch after which the three versions were discussed in order to produce a consensual version. Blind to the original 
questionnaire, a professional translator translated the Dutch questionnaire back into English. The author and the translator compared the back-translated text for inconsistencies 
with the original version in order to finalize the Dutch version. A version of the Dutch survey is available upon request from the author. 
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