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ABSTRACT

The ethical scandals of 2001 and 2002 involving Enron, Arthur Andersen, Adelphia, WorldCom, and other businesses elevated public awareness of the corruption that sometimes occurs in the corporate world. This plethora of scandals justifiably prompts the asking of several questions about ethics in business: How effective are business organizations in dealing with the ethical issues they encounter? How much pressure to act unethically do employees of business organizations encounter? How satisfied or dissatisfied are employees with their employers’ handling of ethical issues? Does having a code of ethics make a difference in the incidence of ethical effectiveness, ethical pressures, and satisfaction with ethical practices? Have the levels of ethical effectiveness, ethical pressures, and satisfaction with ethical practices changed over time in relation to the incidence of ethical scandals, and if so, how have they changed? Using survey data collected annually from members the United States’ Institute of Management Accountants over the time frame of 1994 to 2006, this study seeks to provide some answers to these questions. 
INTRODUCTION

In late 2001, the collapse of Enron Corporation into an ethical abyss signaled the onset of the ethical failure of several large, well-known businesses, including but not limited to Arthur Andersen, Adelphia, and WorldCom. Enron’s collapse rapidly doomed Arthur Andersen, the accounting firm that audited Enron’s books. Soon to follow in the spring and summer of 2002 were huge ethical scandals at Adelphia Communications Corporation and WorldCom. Of course, American business does not have a monopoly on unethical business practices. Ethical scandals in Europe (e.g., Adecco and Parmalat) and Asia (e.g., Perwaja Steel) are cases in point. Although many other ethical scandals ( large and small ( occurred prior to, contemporaneous with, or subsequent to the Enron, Arthur Andersen, Adelphia, and WorldCom scandals, these four may represent a watershed event with respect to unethical business practices, particularly in the United States.

There has long been a tendency for some people to characterize American businesses and business executives as motivated solely by profit, self-interest, and unbridled greed. Whether an accurate perception or not, this negative image may have been intensified as a result of the ethical scandals of 2001 and 2002. These ethical scandals immediately undermined the public’s confidence in corporate America (Browning, 2002), and generated demands for change, perhaps the most notable of which was the rapid passage of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act. This demand for change begs the question of whether or not the ethical practices of businesses have improved subsequent to the scandals of 2001 and 2002? And by implication it also begs the question of just how bad or good the business ethics situation was prior to the scandals of 2001 and 2002?  
A UNIQUE OPPORTUNITY PRESENTED BY ONGOING SURVEY RESEARCH
The authors of this paper are in a unique position with respect to exploring how business ethics in America has changed over the past decade and a half, and to examine any such changes in relation to the years before the 2001-2002 scandals, the period of the scandals, and the years after the 2001-2002 scandals. We have assembled a database covering the years 1994 to 2006 that reflects the ethical practices of the employers of members of the Institute of Management Accountants (IMA). In a sense, our database captures the results of what might be called a “natural experiment” at the societal level. In short, we have collected 13 waves of data from 13 independent random samples of the same population. Meanwhile, a significant event ( the ethical scandals of 2001 and 2002 ( occurred during this13-year time period. In the context of a time series of data, the ethical failures can be viewed as a natural experimental treatment, or an intervention into the systematic order of a given phenomenon.

In prior work we have explored this “natural experiment” in terms of the ethical effectiveness of businesses and the pressures that their employees encounter to act unethically. One study, which compared average responses from 1994-2001 with average responses from 2002-2003, found that business organizations were perceived to be more effective in their ethical decisions and actions since the onset of the Enron/Arthur Andersen ethics debacles (McCuddy, Reichardt, & Schroeder, 2003). A second study that compared the 1994-2000 and 2002-2005 periods discovered that organizational, extra-organizational, and personal sources of pressure to pursue unethical courses of action declined between the two chronological time periods debacles (McCuddy, Reichardt, & Schroeder, 2006). Thus, there is some evidence that the ethical arena in American businesses has improved subsequent to the ethical debacles at the beginning of the 21st century.
The present study seeks to extend these two prior studies and to add in another explanatory element ( namely, whether or not business organizations have a code of ethics to help guide the decisions and actions of their employees. Common sense tells us that having an ethics code should be better than not having a code. With a code in place, at least some thought has been given by organizational members to the role of ethics in the business ( but hopefully it is more substantive that “just some thought.” However, an ethics code alone is insufficient for meaningfully impacting decisions and actions in an organization. Putting the guidelines of the code into practice in the daily life of the organization is substantially more important in terms of the organization’s success and reputation (McCuddy, Reichardt, & Schroeder, 2007).
The present study also extends the earlier studies by examining employees’ level of satisfaction with how their employer handles ethical issues. We would expect that having an ethics code would contribute to an elevated level of ethical satisfaction for employees (  especially if the values espoused by the ethics code are enacted in actual practice. On the other hand, the absence of an ethics code might create fertile conditions for employees being dissatisfied with their employers’ ethical practices. In addition, the occurrence of scandals ( even in other companies ( may sensitize employees to their own employer’s ethical practices, which in turn would likely impact the employees’ satisfaction with those practices.

Given the unique opportunity presented by the aforementioned natural experiment, we seek to provide answers to the following research questions:

· How effective are business organizations in dealing with the ethical issues they encounter? 
· How much pressure to act unethically do employees of business organizations encounter?
· How satisfied or dissatisfied are employees with their employers’ handling of ethical issues?
· Does having a code of ethics make a difference in the incidence of ethical effectiveness, ethical pressures, and satisfaction with ethical practices?
· Have the levels of ethical effectiveness, ethical pressures, and satisfaction with ethical practices changed over time in relation to the incidence of ethical scandals, and if so, how have they changed?
METHODOLOGY FOR ADDRESSING THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This study is based on data collected from 1994 through 2006 as part of the annual salary survey of members of the Institute of Management Accountants (IMA). In addition to the salary and compensation issues that constitute the majority of the annual IMA survey questions (with results being published annually in Strategic Finance and its predecessor, Management Accounting), the respondents were asked about the effectiveness with which their employers handled a variety of ethical issues, the pressures they encountered to act unethically, and their satisfaction with how their employers handled ethical issues.

Justification for the Sample

The sample population used in this study can be considered relevant to exploring the research questions for a number of reasons. First, IMA members are familiar with ethical codes of conduct. In order to join and continue membership in the IMA, members must agree to comply with the Statement of Ethical Professional Practice (and its predecessor, Standards of Ethical Conduct for Management Accountants) ( the IMA’s own code of ethics that has been in place for the entire IMA membership since 1983 and that was revised and given a new title in 2005. In addition, many of the members who responded to this survey hold professional certifications, meaning that they have a code of ethics with which they must comply as a condition of their certification (e.g., all CPAs must comply with the AICPA’s Code of Ethics; all IMA members holding the CMA and/or CFM must comply with the aforementioned Statement of Ethical Professional Practice). Furthermore, many of the respondents to this study are employed by organizations that have codes of conduct or ethics codes with which they are expected to comply.

Sampling Procedure

In November or December of each year, a questionnaire packet was mailed to a different random sample of IMA members. Each random sample was selected geographically to represent IMA members who were employed in the United States. The questionnaire packet included the survey, a return envelope, and a separate postcard to indicate return of the survey. A follow-up survey was sent a few weeks after the initial mailing to those who had not returned the reply postcard from the first mailing.

Table 1 identifies the number of usable questionnaires that were received, in each year of the 1994-2006 time frame, from IMA members who were employed by businesses. Respondents who were employed by academic institutions or governmental units have been excluded from the analyses reported in this paper because the focus is on the ethical practices in business in relation to the business scandals of 2001 and 2002.

Table 1: Total number of usable business responses in each survey year
[Insert Table 1 Here]

As shown in Table 1, the data can be divided into three periods (or time frames): pre-scandal (1994 to 2000), scandal (2001 and 2002), and post-scandal (2003-2006). This three-segment time frame represents one of the independent variables used in this paper. The Enron scandal began unfolding in 2001, with the company’s precipitous collapse occurring around the time the 2001 IMA data was collected in late 2001. Arthur Andersen’s demise and the Adelphia and WorldCom scandals unfolded rapidly in the winter of 2001/2002 and the spring and summer of 2002, which occurred a few months before the collection of the 2002 wave of data. Respondents in 2001 were looking back over the preceding year and the major scandals mentioned earlier in this paper began unfolding in late 2001; consequently, the 2001 data do not reflect the full impact of the scandals, which was not felt until 2002. However, by the end of 2002 when that year’s survey was administered, respondents were reflecting backwards on the entire scandal scenario but had probably begun making adjustments in their mental and emotional reactions to the scandals. Consequently, we believe that the 2001 and 2002 data years best capture the incidence of the scandals.
Measurement of Independent Variables
Table 2 identifies the independent variables used in this study. The right-hand column of Table 2 explains how each independent variable was measured.
Table 2: Summary of independent variables and levels of each variable
[Insert Table 2 Here]

Measurement of Dependent Variables

Ethical effectiveness

The respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of their employers with respect to performing seven different ethical decisions or actions, which were: 

· Communicating the organization’s ethical standards.

· Providing training in the organization’s ethical standards.

· Conducting daily operations in a manner consistent with the organization’s ethical standards.

· Gaining employee commitment to the organization’s ethical standards.

· Considering the organization’s ethical standards in making short-range decisions.

· Considering the organization’s ethical standards in making long-range decisions.

· Supporting and rewarding ethical actions in the organization.

Responses were based on a six-point scale that was designed using Bass, Cascio, and O’Connor’s (1974) method for approximating an interval level of measurement. The scale labels were: 1 = ineffective; 2 = effective to some degree; 3 = fairly effective; 4 = very effective; 5 = almost completely effective; and 6 = entirely effective. An ethical effectiveness index was created for each respondent by computing the arithmetic mean of his/her responses across the seven items. Higher values indicate greater ethical effectiveness. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, which measures the internal consistency reliability of a scale, was .952 for the ethical effectiveness index. This alpha coefficient is substantially above the recommended threshold level of .70 (Nunnally, 1978, p. 245), which reflects an exceptionally high level of reliability in the scale items.
Ethical pressures
The respondents were asked to indicate how often nine different potential sources pressured them to engage in unethical business practices to achieve objectives, obtain results, advance in their careers, keep their jobs, etc. Based on the logic presented in an earlier study (McCuddy, Reichardt, & Schroeder, 2006), the nine potential sources of pressure were grouped into three categories as follows:

· Organizational sources of pressure: My immediate supervisor/boss. Managers other than my immediate supervisor. My co-workers. People I supervise.

· Extra-organizational sources of pressure: Customers/clients. Vendors/suppliers. Governmental agencies.

· Personal sources of pressure: From myself. From my family.

Responses were based on a four-point scale with the following labels: 1 = this source never pressures me to act unethically; 2 = this source rarely pressures me to act unethically; 3 = this source occasionally pressures me to act unethically; and 4 = this source frequently pressures me to act unethically. These scales were also designed using the Bass, Cascio, and O’Connor’s (1974) method for approximating an interval level of measurement. An index was created for each ethical pressures category by computing the arithmetic mean of the items in that category. For each index, lower values indicated less pressure while higher values indicated greater pressure. Cronbach’s alpha was .758 for organizational sources of pressure for unethical decisions and actions, .774 for extra-organizational sources of pressure, and .715 for personal sources of pressure. These alpha coefficients compare favorably to the recommended threshold level of .70 (Nunnally, 1978, p. 245).
Satisfaction with employer’s ethics
Using a five-point Likert-type scale, the respondents were asked to indicate how satisfied they were with “The way my employer handles ethical issues.” The scale labels were as follows: 1 = very dissatisfied; 2 = more dissatisfied than satisfied; 3 = neither dissatisfied nor satisfied; 4= more satisfied than dissatisfied; and 5 = very satisfied.
ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

The data in study were analyzed primarily with the factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistical model. However, before analyzing the data with respect to the research questions, we used the Levene Test to assess the equality of variances across the treatment conditions of the factorial design. The results of this test, which are shown in Table 3, indicate rejection of the null hypothesis that the cell variances are statistically equivalent. Therefore, any post hoc probing of cell differences and main effect means should be conducted using a statistical test that assumes unequal cell variances. To this end, we have used the Tamhane T2 test for post hoc probing. 
Table 3: Results of Levene test for equality of variances across treatment conditions, listed according to dependent variables
[Insert Table 3 Here]
Table 4 presents the results of the factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) that was performed on each of the five dependent measures. In each analysis, the independent variables were time frame (pre-scandal period vs. scandal period vs. post-scandal period) and existence of an organizational code of ethics (employing organization does not have a code vs. employing organization has a code). A significant interaction effect was found for ethical effectiveness and extra-organizational sources of ethical pressures but not for organizational sources of ethical pressures, personal sources of ethical pressures, or personal satisfaction with the employing organization’s ethics. These two interaction effects will be explored more fully a bit later on, but first we will turn our attention to the main effect results shown in Table 4.  
Table 4: Factorial analysis of variance results
[Insert Table 4 Here]

A significant time frame main effect was discovered for all of the dependent measures except the extra-organizational sources of ethical pressure. Specifically, ethical effectiveness was significantly lower (p < .05) during the pre-scandal period (M = 3.239) than during the scandal period (M = 3.433), which in turn was significantly lower (p < .05) than in the post-scandal period (M = 3.561). With regard to organizational sources of pressure, significantly more (p < .01) pressure existed in the pre-scandal period (M = 1.346) than during either the scandal period (M = 1.316) or the post-scandal period (M = 1.295); and scandal and post-scandal periods did not differ significantly from each other. For personal sources, ethical pressures were significantly higher (p < .001) in the pre-scandal period (M = 1.170) than in the post-scandal period (M = 1.135); personal sources of pressure in the scandal period did not differ significantly from either the pre-scandal period or the post-scandal period. Finally, the time frame main effect for satisfaction with the employer’s ethics indicated the respondents were significantly less satisfied (p < .05) in the pre-scandal period (M = 3.661) than in the scandal period (M = 3.758) and, in turn, were significantly less satisfied (p < .05) than in the post-scandal period (M = 3.789).
An ethical codes main effect was found for each of the dependent variables except personal sources of ethical pressure (see Table 4). Companies that had an ethics code (M= 3.924) were perceived as being more ethically effective than companies without a code (M = 2.898). People employed by companies having an ethical code reported experiencing less organizational pressure (M = 1.304) and extra-organizational pressure (M = 1.314) than did people employed by companies not having an ethical code (M = 1.382 for organizational pressure and M = 1.337 for extra-organizational pressure). Those employed in companies with ethical codes also reported greater satisfaction with their employers’ handling of ethical issues (M =3.981) than did individuals employed in organizations not having an ethical code (M = 3.491).

Figure 1 shows a plot of the interaction effect that was discovered for the ethical effectiveness variable. In decomposing this interaction effect, we found that companies without an ethics code experienced a significant improvement (p < .05) in ethical effectiveness from the pre-scandal period (M = 2.745) to the scandal period (M = 2.938) but no statistically significant improvement from the scandal period to the post-scandal period (M = 3.011). However, companies with an ethics code were reported to have a significant improvement (p < .05) in ethical effectiveness both from the pre-scandal period (M = 3.733) to the scandal period (M = 3.929) and from the scandal period to the post-scandal period (M = 4.110). Moreover, the cell means for all three periods indicate greater ethical effectiveness in companies having an ethical code than in companies without an ethical code. This, of course, is consistent with the ethical codes main effect for this dependent variable.
Figure 1: Interaction effect for ethical effectiveness of the organization

[Insert Figure 1 Here]

Figure 2 portrays the interaction effect that we found for the extra-organizational pressures variable. Post hoc probing of this interaction effect reveals no significant differences in this source of pressure across the three time periods for companies without an ethics code (M = 1.336 for the pre-scandal period; M = 1.322 for the scandal period; M = 1.349 for the post-scandal period). Interestingly, in companies having an ethics code, extra-organizational ethical pressures in the scandal period (M = 1.312) were not significantly different from those same pressures in the pre-scandal period (M = 1.326) or the post-scandal period (M = 1.291), but these pressures were significantly less in the post-scandal period as compared to the pre-scandal period (p < .01). 

A final observation regarding the results of this study is needed. Given that the absolute magnitude of some of the significant differences is quite small, critics might argue ( and justifiably so ( that those significant differences essentially reflect an extraordinarily large sample size. Indeed, minute differences can become statistically significant when sample sizes are extremely large. However, our data has been remarkably stable across the years of the 1994-2006 time frame, and as such, any significant differences ( though small from a practical standpoint (  are interesting, even encouraging ( especially given the direction of those changes.
Figure 2: Interaction effect for extra-organizational sources of pressure
 [Insert Figure 2 Here] 
ANSWERS TO THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS

At the end of the second section of this paper, five research questions were posed. We now return to these questions, and interpret the data analysis results in light of them.
How Effective Are Business Organizations in Dealing with the Ethical Issues They Encounter? 
A significant time frame main effect, a significant ethical codes main effect, and a significant time frame X ethical codes interaction effect were discovered for the ethical effectiveness measure. The time frame main effect revealed a significant increase in ethical effectiveness from the pre-scandal period to the scandal period and again from the scandal period to the post-scandal period. The ethical codes main effect showed that companies having a code were perceived to be more ethically effective than companies without a code. The significant interaction effect demonstrated that companies without an ethics code experienced a significant improvement in ethical effectiveness from the pre-scandal period to the scandal period but that ethical effectiveness did not improve thereafter. However, companies with an ethics code continuously improved over time. Although business organizations varied in the extent to which they effectively dealt with ethical issues through their decisions and actions, those businesses that had a code of ethics to guide them were more ethically effective and pursued a course of continuous improvement in their ethics. Not having an ethics code was associated with less ethical effectiveness and more of a status quo mentality regarding improving the ethical effectiveness of business decisions and actions.
How Much Pressure to Act Unethically Do Employees of Business Organizations Encounter? 
A significant time frame main effect was found for both organizational sources and personal sources of ethical pressures. Organizational sources of ethical pressures declined from the pre-scandal period to the scandal period and then stabilized. Personal sources of pressure declined from the pre-scandal period to the post-scandal period; however, personal sources of pressure were already declining during the scandal period which rendered differences between pre-scandal and scandal periods and between scandal and post-scandal periods as insignificant. Apparently, the scandals of 2001 and 2002 had a positive impact in terms of reducing organizational pressures to behave unethically but not much further improvement has occurred subsequent to the scandals. One would hope that further improvement would have taken place in the post-scandal period. However, given the very low overall level of pressures reported by the respondents in the post-scandal period (M = 1.295 and M = 1.135 for organizational sources and personal sources, respectively), there is limited room for further improvement. 

A significant ethical codes main effect occurred for both the organizational sources and extra-organizational sources of ethical pressures. For both of these sources of pressure, respondents who were employed by companies having an ethical code reported experiencing less pressure than did those who were employed in companies not having an ethical code. When these results are considered in light of the absence of an ethical codes main effect for personal sources of pressure, we may conclude that a company’s ethical code positively impacts people’s work lives but not necessarily their personal lives ( even though the quality of their personal lives may be connected to their work lives. 
Among the three ethical pressures measures, the only significant time frame X ethical codes interaction effect was found for the extra-organizational sources. For companies without an ethics code, extra-organizational pressures did not change over time. However, for companies having an ethics code, extra-organizational pressures remained stable from the pre-scandal period to the scandal period and from the scandal period to the post-scandal period, but improved (i.e., declined) in the post-scandal period relative to the pre-scandal period.

Overall, the results for the three categories of ethical pressures demonstrate that IMA members report experiencing relatively little pressure to make unethical decisions and take unethical actions. Moreover, working in a company that has an ethics code reduces the level of pressure, either in terms of actually reducing pressures or enabling employees to better resist the pressures that exist, or perhaps both.

How Satisfied or Dissatisfied Are Employees with Their Employers’ Handling of Ethical Issues? 
With regard to the respondents’ level of satisfaction with the way their employers handled ethical issues, the time frame and ethical codes main effects were significant but the interaction effect was not significant. Respondents reported continuously increasing levels of ethical satisfaction across the three time periods. Perhaps the significant increase in ethical satisfaction during the scandal period reflects the respondents’ recognition of how much better many companies apparently were doing in handling ethical issues as compared to the Enrons, Arthur Andersens, Adelphias, and WorldComs of the business world. Or it might reflect rapid and meaningful corrective action in the wake of the ethical scandals, with such corrective action intended to distance companies from guilt by association.
The ethical codes main effect revealed that IMA members who were employed in companies with ethical codes were more satisfied with their employers’ handling of ethical issues than were IMA members who were employed in organizations not having an ethical code. Clearly, having an ethics code makes a substantive difference in how satisfied people are with their employers’ handling of ethical issues. A code does make a difference ( and given that having a code is also associated with greater ethical effectiveness, we could infer that doing a good job of implementing an ethics code also contributes to increased employees’ satisfaction with employers’ ethics.

Does Having a Code of Ethics Make a Difference in the Incidence of Ethical Effectiveness, Ethical Pressures, and Satisfaction with Ethical Practices? 
As discussed in response to each of the preceding three research questions, having an ethics code does make a favorable difference in terms of the magnitude of ethical effectiveness, the incidence of organizational and extra-organizational sources of pressure to act unethically, and the level of ethical satisfaction that people experience. 

Have the Levels of Ethical Effectiveness, Ethical Pressures, and Satisfaction with Ethical Practices Changed Over Time in Relation to the Incidence of Ethical Scandals, and If So, How Have They Changed?
Again in reference to the discussion of the first three research questions, the evidence reveals significant changes in the levels of ethical effectiveness, ethical pressures, and satisfaction with ethical practices over the 1994 to 2006 time frame covered in this study. Both ethical effectiveness and satisfaction with employers’ handling of ethical issues showed continuous improvement from the pre-scandal period to the scandal period to the post-scandal period. Organizational sources and personal sources of ethical pressures declined from the pre-scandal period to the post-scandal period. Additionally, extra-organizational sources of pressures declined slightly but significantly from the pre-scandal period to the post-scandal period in companies having an ethics code. Collectively, these results demonstrate improvements in the ethical climate of business organizations over the 1994 to 2006 period.

A Concluding Observation
Our evidence indicates that, in spite of the impact of the ethical scandals of 2001 and 2002, the ethical climate in business is improving ( at least from the perspective of the membership of the Institute of Management Accountants. Business organizations in general are becoming more ethically effective in the conduct of their affairs, employees are experiencing less pressure to behave unethically, and employees are more satisfied with their employers’ handling of ethical issues. This is especially true of those companies that have an ethics code to guide their operations. These results are encouraging in light of the negative public perception of business that naturally grows out of widely publicized corporate corruption. In short, being ethical does make a positive difference in business. Hopefully, this is a lesson that those who engage in corrupt business practices will eventually take to heart!  
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Table 1: Total number of usable business 
responses in each survey year
	Survey Year*
	Number of Respondents Employed in 

Business

	1994
	1,949

	1995
	1,960

	1996
	1,937

	1997
	1,807

	1998
	1,925

	1999
	1,782

	2000
	1,641

	2001
	1,604

	2002
	1,534

	2003
	1,542

	2004
	1,302

	2005
	1,555

	2006
	1,449

	All Years Combined
	          21,987


* Downward-diagonal-shaded cells indicate the pre-scandal period. Unshaded cells indicate the scandal period. Upward-diagonal-shaded cells indicate the post-scandal period.

Table 2: Summary of independent variables and levels of each variable
	Independent Variables
	Measurement of Independent Variables

	

	Time frame
	1 = pre-scandal years (1994 to 2000); 2 = scandal years (2001 to 2002); 3 = post-scandal years (2003 to 2006)

	Existence of organizational code of ethics
	0= don’t know; 1 = does not have ethics code; 2 = has ethics code. (The present study eliminates from the analyses all cases with a “don’t know” response for the ethical codes question.)


Table 3: Results of Levene test for equality of variances across treatment conditions, 
listed according to dependent variables
	Dependent Variables
	Levene 

Test (LT)
	df1 for LT 
	df2 for LT
	Signif.

of LT

	
	

	Ethical effectiveness of the organization
	  12.934
	5
	19,573
	.000

	Organizational sources of ethical pressure
	  29.467
	5
	19,439
	.000

	Organizational sources of ethical pressure
	    5.181
	5
	19,262
	.000

	Personal sources of ethical pressure
	  15.780
	5
	19,941
	.000

	Personal satisfaction with employers’ ethics
	141.023
	5
	20,211
	.000


Table 4: Factorial analysis of variance results
	Dependent Variable
	Source of Variation*
	F Value
	df1 for F
	df2 for F
	Signif.

of F

	
	

	Ethical effectiveness of the organization
	Time frame  (A)
	  124.114
	2
	19,573
	.000

	
	Existence of organizational code of ethics (B)
	2416.977
	1
	19,573
	.000

	
	A x B
	    3.673
	2
	19,573
	.025

	
	

	Organizational sources of ethical pressure
	Time frame (A)
	 14.709
	2
	19,439
	.000

	
	Existence of organizational code of ethics (B)
	  68.558
	1
	19,439
	.000

	
	A x B
	    0.261
	2
	19,439
	.771

	
	

	Extra-organizational sources of ethical pressure
	Time frame (A)
	    1.122
	2
	19,262
	.326

	
	Existence of organizational code of ethics (B)
	    7.939
	1
	19,262
	.005

	
	A x B
	    3.366
	2
	19,262
	.035

	
	

	Personal sources of ethical pressure
	Time frame (A)
	    9.872
	2
	19,941
	.000

	
	Existence of organizational code of ethics (B)
	    1.425
	1
	19,941
	.233

	
	A x B
	    0.328
	2
	19,941
	.720

	
	

	Personal satisfaction with employer’s ethics
	Time frame (A)
	  26.184
	2
	20,211
	.000

	
	Existence of organizational code of ethics (B)
	671.139
	1
	20,211
	.000

	
	A x B
	    1.080
	2
	20,211
	.340


Figure 1: Interaction effect for ethical effectiveness of the organization 
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Figure 2: Interaction effect for extra-organizational sources of pressure
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