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A trait-environment-statemodel of Unethical Business Decisions was developed and tested in two studies in a Pa-
cific Islands setting (i.e., Fiji and the Marshall Islands). In Study 1 (N = 212), we conceptualized and operational-
ized the environment using two situational variables named ‘Perceived Environmental Corruption’ (PEC) and
‘Perceived Environmental Normativeness’ (PEN). Both environmental variables were (respectively positively
and negatively) related to Unethical Business Decisions through the states Felt Lure, Perceived Risk, and (to a lesser
extent) Negative Affect. In Study 2 (N=235), we replicated these findings and additionally showed that HEXACO
Honesty-Humility was negatively related to Unethical Business Decisions through Felt Lure and Negative Affect.
Furthermore, an interaction between Honesty-Humility and Perceived Environmental Corruption on Felt Lure
was observed, indicating that the negative relation between Honesty-Humility and Felt Lure was stronger when
the environment was perceived to afford corruption than when it was not.
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1. Introduction

In order to survive and thrive, businesses make decisions on a daily
basis. Whereas most decisions are likely to be ethical in nature, at least
some of them violate explicit or implicit rules, norms, or laws. Research
on unethical decision making or behavior has generally focused on one
of three characteristics, i.e., personality (Caspi et al., 1994; Jones, Miller,
& Lynam, 2011; Miller & Lynam, 2001), the environment (Clarke, 1997;
Weisburd, Bernasco, & Bruinsma, 2008), or proximal cognitions and
emotions that operate in the moment of decision making, i.e., ‘states’
(Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001; Slovic, Finucane, Peters, &
MacGregor, 2002). Several studies have focused on the combination of
two of these three elements, such as the role of personality and states
(VanGelder &DeVries, 2012, 2014) or the role of personality and the en-
vironment (De Vries & Van Gelder, 2015; Wiltshire, Bourdage, & Lee,
2014; Zettler & Hilbig, 2010), but to our knowledge, no research so far
has addressed all three elements in conjunction.1 In the present research,
we integrate personality, environment, and states in one model. Below,
huvar.pathak@usp.ac.fj
_g@usp.ac.fj (G. Singh).
hich personality, the environ-
n of Counterproductive Work
ot been tested in its entirety.
we first explore what personality traits are likely to play a role in Uneth-
ical Business Decisions. Second, we conceptualize environmental forces
that may restrict or afford unethical behaviors and, third, we examine
different states that have been found to play a role in decision-making.

1.1. Personality and unethical behaviors

Until relatively recently, personality traits predictive of ethical versus
unethical behaviors were notably absent in standard broad-bandwidth
personality models, such as the Big Five (Goldberg, 1990) and the Five-
Factor Model (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1990). This changed with the ad-
vent of the HEXACO model (Ashton et al., 2004; Lee & Ashton, 2006),
which distinguishes between six cross-culturally replicable independent
personality traits that form its acronym, i.e., Honesty-humility, Emotion-
ality, eXtraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to
experience. Compared to the Big Five model, the HEXACO model has
three dimensions that are nearly isomorphic, i.e., Extraversion, Conscien-
tiousness, and Openness to Experience, two dimensions that are rota-
tional variants of Big Five Agreeableness (i.e., HEXACO Agreeableness)
and Big Five Emotional Stability (i.e., HEXACO Emotionality), and one di-
mension lacking representation in the Big Five model, i.e., Honesty-Hu-
mility (Ashton, Lee, & De Vries, 2014).

Honesty-Humility refers to individual differences in sincerity, fair-
ness, greed avoidance, and modesty. Of all personality traits available
in broad-bandwidth models, Honesty-Humility has been found to be
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the most important personality predictor of both behavioral reports of
unethical behaviors (e.g., De Vries, 2012; De Vries, De Vries, De Hoogh,
& Feij, 2009; De Vries & Van Kampen, 2010; Lee, Gizzarone, & Ashton,
2003; Lee, Ashton, & De Vries, 2005; Van Gelder & De Vries, 2012,
2014) and objective indicators of cheating (Hilbig, Moshagen, & Zettler,
2015; Hilbig & Zettler, 2015; Thielmann, Hilbig, Zettler, & Moshagen, in
press).

Ashton and Lee (2008) found that the HEXACOmodel outperformed
the FFM in the prediction of Unethical Business Decisions, even when
personality was measured using other-ratings. This was mainly due to
the addition of Honesty-Humility, which explainedmost of the variance
in Unethical Business Decisions. Consequently, the HEXACO model,
through its inclusion of Honesty-Humility, offers important advantages
in the prediction of (un-)ethical behaviors.

1.2. The environment and unethical behaviors

Apart from personality, reviews and meta-analyses have highlighted
the importance of contextual factors in the prediction of counterproduc-
tive or unethical work behaviors (e.g., Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012;
Lawrence & Robinson, 2007; Spector & Fox, 2002; Treviño, Weaver, &
Reynolds, 2006). Most theories on unethical, illegal counterproductive,
antisocial, or criminal behaviors refer to aspects of the environment
that reward, approve, or afford inappropriate (or appropriate) behaviors
and aspects of the context that punish, disapprove, or restrict inappropri-
ate (or appropriate) behaviors. Social learning theories of crime, for ex-
ample, posit that favorable and unfavorable attitudes towards deviant
or criminal behaviors are learned through interactions with relevant
others (Akers, Krohn, Lanza-Kaduce, & Radosevich, 1979; Matsueda,
1982; Sutherland, 1947). That is, relationships with others shape an
individual's attitudes through 1) the imitation of others' behaviors, 2)
the adoption of beliefs favorable to criminal or unethical conduct, and
3) the differential reinforcement of unethical behaviors (Akers et al.,
1979). Situational explanations of crime focus on the more immediate
and physical aspects of the environment in which criminal or unethical
acts can occur. Routine Activities Theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979;
Hollis-Peel, Reynald, Van Bavel, Elffers, & Welsh, 2011), for instance, ar-
gues that certain characteristics of a situation can prevent criminal be-
haviors. One example is the presence of ‘guardians;’ people or objects
that can, either directly or indirectly, disrupt the interaction between a
would-be offender and a potential target.

Here, we focus on more general environmental circumstances that
may influence the decision of a potential perpetrator, rather than focus
on specific situational circumstances. In linewith social learning theories,
we will focus on whether the social environment is conducive to uneth-
ical behaviors or whether this environment is aversive to unethical be-
haviors. The general environment can be framed in terms of the
principal actors to which a person relates in his/her life, i.e., family and
friends, organizations, and society as awhole. That is, unethical behaviors
in organizations may be constrained or encouraged by the extent to
which family and friends maintain norms that approve or disapprove
of corruption, organizations have (in)formal norms and rules that stim-
ulate or restrict corruption, and society has norms that reward or punish
corruption (cf. Lundmark &Westelius, 2012). To the extent that a person
perceives environmental corruption to be present and environmental
norms with respect to ethical behaviors to be absent, we believe he or
she will be more likely to make unethical decisions.

1.3. States and unethical behaviors

A third important element in the explanation of unethical behaviors
is constituted by factors that operate at themoment of decisionmaking.
That is, traits ultimately influence decisions through states, i.e., proximal
cognitions and emotions that arise at the time a decision is made (Van
Gelder, 2013; Van Gelder, De Vries, & Van der Pligt, 2009). In the expla-
nation of criminal choice, Van Gelder and De Vries (2012, 2014)
distinguishbetween two such states, i.e. Perceived Risk andNegativeAf-
fect. Perceived risk is a state which refers to a cognitive calculus of costs
associated with making a criminal or unethical decision. It aligns with
deterrence theories of crime according to which would-be offenders
consider the severity and probability of a sanction prior to taking action
(e.g., Nagin & Pogarsky, 2001; Paternoster & Pogarsky, 2009). Negative
affect, in contrast, pertains to feelings of insecurity and fear that arise
at the moment a person is confronted with a potentially unethical—but
attractive—option. Feelings related to risk and criminal behavior tend to
be relatively insensitive to considerations of probability and appear to
influence risky decision making behavior independently. For example,
most people experience little fear driving a car, yet dread flying even
though acknowledging the fact that driving is much more hazardous
than flying (Loewenstein et al., 2001).

VanGelder andDe Vries (2012, 2014) showed that bothNegative Af-
fect and Perceived Risk are important predictors of criminal choice and
that these states (partly)mediate the negative relations betweenHones-
ty-Humility and criminal choice. Recently, Van Gelder and De Vries
(2016) introduced a third state variable, Felt Lure. Felt Lure reflects
somebody's desire at the moment an attractive option emerges. In con-
trast to Negative Affect, which constitutes a ‘push’-factor negatively re-
lated to unethical choice, Felt Lure can be considered a ‘pull’-factor, and
relates positively to unethical choice. Although push and pull factors
are opposing forces, they can operate at the samemoment. At the viscer-
al level, somebody may feel both temptation (i.e., lure) and fear (i.e.,
Negative Affect) when facing the choice between pursuing an
unethical—yet attractive—and an ethical—but less attractive—course of
action. Consequently, we believe that all three states, Negative Affect,
Perceived Risk, and Felt Lure will be related to Unethical Business Deci-
sions in important ways; Negative Affect and Perceived Risk will be neg-
atively related to Unethical Business Decisions whereas Felt Lure will be
positively related to it.
1.4. States as mediators

VanGelder and De Vries (2012, 2014) showed that traits act through
states on criminal choice. However, little is known about the effects of
the environment on states. Generally, it seems reasonable to assume
that the environment plays an important role in people's affect and cog-
nitions (Frijda, 1988; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). For example, people are
more likely to feel anger when the environment frustrates them (e.g.,
computer problems) and people aremore likely to feel fearwhen the en-
vironment is dangerous (e.g., when climbing mountains) (Lerner &
Keltner, 2001; Van Gelder, 2017). Similarly, with respect to unethical de-
cisions, peoplewho consider an unethical act can be expected to bemore
likely 1) to experience anxiety in an environment that socially and legal-
ly sanctions rule-violations, 2) to perceive risk in terms of getting caught
when clear compliance policies exist and are enforced, and 3) to experi-
ence lure when the outcomes of behaviors are likely to be rewarded by
significant others.

Thus, both personality and environment are likely to have an impact
on all three state variables, which in turn influence Unethical Business
Decisions. Apart from the separate effects of personality and environ-
ment, we will also investigate whether they interact in the explanation
of the state variables and/or Unethical Business Decisions. Evidence for
the interaction between Honesty-Humility and the environment in the
prediction of unethical behaviors is equivocal. For instance, Zettler and
Hilbig (2010) and Wiltshire et al. (2014) found an interaction between
Honesty-Humility and perceptions of organizational politics in the pre-
diction of Counterproductive Work Behaviors but De Vries and Van
Gelder (2015) did not find an interaction between Honesty-Humility
and Ethical Culture or Employee Surveillance in the prediction of work-
place delinquency.More research is therefore needed to establish poten-
tial interactions between Honesty-Humility and the environment in the
explanation of unethical behaviors.
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1.5. The present study

To investigate the relations between on the one hand personality, en-
vironment, and states, and Unethical Business Decisions on the other, we
conducted two studies in the South Pacific (mainly Fiji, but also theMar-
shall Islands). The South Pacific makes for a particularly relevant setting
for this kind of research for several reasons. First, because datamay show
whether models from WEIRD countries (Western, Educated, Industrial-
ized, Rich, and Democratic; Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010) also
hold in non-WEIRD countries. Second, because getting a grip on Unethi-
cal Business Decision is also probably more relevant in a country such as
Fiji than it is in theWest. That is, in 2005, Fiji occupied a 55th spot on the
Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI; http://www.nationsonline.org/
oneworld/corruption.htm; retrieved March 22nd, 2016), sharing its
place with countries such as Bulgaria and Colombia. Out of a ‘clean’
score of 10, Fiji scored a ‘4’ on the CPI, indicating, according to the
website, ‘serious levels of corruption’.

In the first study, conducted only in Fiji, we focused on the develop-
ment of our perceived environment instrument and explored relations
between the perceived environment, states, and Unethical Business De-
cisions. In the second study, conducted in both Fiji and the Marshall
Islands, we incorporated personality, and were thus able to test a full
mediation model of the relations between all variables.

2. Study 1

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Sample and procedure
Research assistants and masters' students (who were trained for this

project) approachedworking adults from their network to fill out a pen-
and-paper survey. In total, 212 participants (48.1% women) responded
to their call. Mean respondent age was 35.5 (SD = 8.4) and highest
attained educational level varied from primary school (1.4%), secondary
school (15.1%), undergraduate level (54.2%), to postgraduate level
(18.9%), with 10.4% other education or no answer. Most of the respon-
dents were Fijian (67.5%); a minority was Indo-Fijian (26.4%) or had an-
other ethnic origin (6.1%). The religious affiliation of the respondents
was either Christian (70.8%), Hindu (25.0%), or Muslim (4.2%). Of the re-
spondents, 72.6%worked in the service sector, 6.1% in the tourism sector,
6.1% in the manufacturing sector, 5.7% in the agriculture sector, and the
rest (9.5%) in other sectors. Furthermore, 21.7% had actually owned a
business at some point during their working life, 24.5% had worked out
plans to own a business, and 37.3% liked the idea of owning a business,
whereas 17.5% was not interested in owning a business.

2.1.2. Instruments

2.1.2.1. Perceived Environmental Corruption and normativeness scales. Be-
cause to our knowledge no instrument was available to measure vari-
ables akin to environmental corruption/normativeness, we constructed
a new instrument for this study. Two of the authors developed items to
reflect Perceived Environmental Corruption and normativeness in
three separate domains: society, business, and among family and friends.
Each of the six categories contained eight items which—after discussion
of content and face validity—were adjusted to optimally reflect the un-
derlying constructs. All of the 48 items thus constructed were used in
Study 1. The instruction to these items read: “Below youwill find a num-
ber of statements on societal and organizational circumstances and opin-
ions of others. Please read the statements and indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each statement, using the following
answering categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral
(neither agree, nor disagree), 4 = agree, and 5= strongly agree.” To ar-
rive at the final scales, we first conducted a parallel analysis (using Prin-
cipal Components) and Velicer's MAP test (O'Connor, 2000; Velicer,
1976) to extract the optimal number of components. The two analyses
resulted in respectively five (parallel analysis) and three (MAP test)
components. When scrutinizing the Principal Components, two of
them stood out very clearly, i.e., a component that pertained to Perceived
Environmental Normativeness (i.e., containing items restricting,
disapproving, or punishing unethical behaviors or affording, approving,
or rewarding ethical behaviors) and a component that pertained to Per-
ceived Environmental Corruption (i.e., containing items referringmainly
to affording, approving, or rewarding unethical behaviors). Relative to
these two factors, the third was a small and narrow factor, containing
only a few high loadings mainly due to tautological items. Based on
these findings, we decided to construct two scales that each contained
12 items; four items for each for the different targeted environments (so-
ciety, business, family/friends). We selected items based on factor load-
ing (at least N0.30) and adequate distribution of content (i.e., to
prevent bloated specifics). In Study 1, the final Perceived Environmental
Corruption (PEC) scale had an alpha reliability of 0.77, the final Perceived
Environmental Normativeness (PEN) scale had an alpha reliability of
0.71, and the correlation between the two scales was −0.29 (p b 0.01).
The items are reported online in the Supplement (Table S1).

2.1.2.2. Ethical culture. Apart from the Perceived Environmental Corrup-
tion/normativeness scales, we measured Ethical Culture of the company
the respondents worked in as another environmental variable. Incorpo-
rating Ethical Culture in our design allowed us to test whether the new
PEN/PEC environmental variables had construct validity. To capture Eth-
ical Culture, we used the ethical organizational culture scale (henceforth
called ‘Ethical Culture’) of Kaptein (2008). The original scale contains 58
items, divided among eight facets, Clarity, Congruency of Supervisors,
Congruency of Management, Feasibility, Supportability, Transparency,
Discussability, and Sanctionability. Because except for Feasibility, all
facets of Ethical Culture have been found to correlate very highly
among each other (e.g., N0.60 in De Vries & Van Gelder, 2015), we decid-
ed to select the highest loading item from each facet from De Vries and
Van Gelder (2015). To make the questions suitable not only to em-
ployees, but also to supervisors and business owners, we transformed
most questions, including those referring to ‘my supervisor’ or ‘senior
management,’ to refer to ‘my organization’ or ‘in my organization.’ The
eight Ethical Culture items we used (with the corresponding number
from Kaptein, 2008) were: “My organization makes it sufficiently clear
how one should deal with external persons and organizations responsi-
bly” (1.8); “Inmy organization, people are honest and reliable” (2.6); “In
my organization, people communicate the importance of ethics and in-
tegrity clearly and convincingly” (3.3); “In my work, I am sometimes
put under pressure to break the rules” (4.6—reverse coded); “In my im-
mediate working environment, everyone takes the existing norms and
standards seriously” (5.5); “In my immediate working environment, ad-
equate checks are carried out to detect violations and unethical conduct”
(6.6); “In my immediate working environment, there is ample opportu-
nity for discussing moral dilemmas” (7.7); “In my immediate working
environment, ethical conduct is valued highly” (8.2). The alpha reliability
of Ethical Culture was 0.70.

2.1.2.3. Scenarios. Actual unethical, illegal, or criminal acts are hard to re-
liablymeasure and thuswe followed a procedure adopted by Van Gelder
and De Vries (2012, 2014), who used short vignettes to elicit Unethical
Business Decisions. We constructed four short vignettes that described
‘workplace dilemmas’ in which respondents were asked to imagine
that they owned their own company and were presented with a situa-
tion in which they could commit an illegal business act or transaction.
An example of one of the vignettes was: “Imagine that you own a com-
pany and that you face the following dilemma. You are approached by
one of your suppliers with an offer. For your next order you can get a
50% discount if you agree to do this ‘under the table.’ That is, the
discounted goods are not registered and possibly illegal.” All four vi-
gnettes are described online in the Supplement (Table S2).
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2.1.2.4. States. Following each of the four vignettes, we measured three
state-like variables, i.e., Felt Lure, Perceived Risk, and Negative Affect.
Felt Lure (Van Gelder & De Vries, 2016) was measured using two items
after each vignette: “Would this situation make you feel tempted” and
“Would you feel eagerness in this situation,”which were also answered
on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (verymuch) response scale. The alpha reliability of
the eight Felt Lure items (2 items × 4 vignettes) was 0.90. To measure
Perceived Risk, we adopted the punishment probability times punish-
ment severity composite, used by Van Gelder and De Vries (2012,
2014). Items were adapted to fit the vignettes. Punishment probability
items for the vignette noted above were “How big do you think is the
chance that somebody finds out if you buy the unregistered goods?”
and “How likely do you think it is that somebody finds out if you buy
the unregistered goods?”, which were answered on a 1 (very small) to
7 (very big) and a 1 (highly unlikely) to 7 (highly likely) scale respective-
ly. Punishment severity was measured using the following two items:
“How serious do you think are the possible consequences if somebody
finds out?” and “How troubling do you think are the possible negative
consequences if somebody finds out?”, which were answered respec-
tively on a 1 (not serious at all) to 7 (very serious) and a 1 (not troubling
at all) to 7 (highly troubling) scale. We multiplied the first punishment
probability with the first punishment severity item, and the second pun-
ishment probability with the second punishment severity item to obtain
eight items (two for each vignette). For each item the scores could range
from one to 49. The item scoreswere averaged to obtain a Perceived Risk
scale, which had an alpha reliability of 0.77. Finally, from Van Gelder and
De Vries (2012, 2014) we selected two items representing Negative Af-
fect, i.e., “Would this situation make you feel insecure” and “Would you
be worried in this situation,” which could be answered on a 1 (not at
all) to 7 (very much) response scale.2 The alpha reliability of the eight
Negative Affect items was 0.89.
2.1.2.5. Unethical Business Decisions. Following each of the four vignettes
and after the items that pertained to the three states, we measured Un-
ethical Business Decisions using two items, which for the above vignette
read: “How likely it is that you accept the offer?”, which was answered
on a 1 (highly unlikely) to 7 (highly likely) scale, and “Can you give a per-
centage estimate of the probability that you accept the offer?”, which
was answered by giving a percentage between zero and 100. The second
itemwas converted to a 1- to 7-point scale using the following formula:
(6∗percentage score / 100) + 1. The alpha reliability of the resulting
eight item scale was 0.83.
2.1.3. Analyses Study 1
To model the relations between the Perceived Environmental Cor-

ruption and normativeness predictors, the mediating states, and the Un-
ethical Business Decisions criterion, we employed the AMOS 21.0
structural equation modeling software (Arbuckle, 2011). Because there
were somemissing data in the background, predictor, mediator, and cri-
terion variables, and because it was impossible to perform a bootstrap
procedure in AMOS to obtain the indirect effect parameters, we first im-
puted the missing values using the Expectation-Maximization (EM) al-
gorithm (Dempster, Laird, & Rubin, 1977). The EM algorithm was
chosen because a) there were relatively few missing values (0.38% of
the responses), b) Little's (1988) MCAR test was nonsignificant
(χ2(1421) = 1468.44, p = 0.19), and c) because more advanced
methods, such as theMultiple-Imputation (IM) or Full InformationMax-
imum Likelihood (FIML) methods were unable to handle the number of
parameters in our data. The results using the imputed data were highly
2 Note that these two items refer mainly to state anxiety, which is only a subset from a
broader ‘Negative Affect’ construct. As a broad construct, Negative Affect typically not only
refers to anxiety and fear, but also to anger, guilt, and shame.
similar to those using the original data. All subsequent analyses were
performed using the imputed data.3
2.2. Study 1 results

The correlations between the variables (obtained after imputation)
are reported in Table 1. Unethical Business Decisions was most strongly
positively related to Felt Lure and Perceived Environmental Corruption,
and negatively to Perceived Risk. Genderwas significantly related to Per-
ceived Risk,withmen (Mm=27.19; SDm=10.83) perceiving somewhat
less risk than women (Mw = 32.02; SDw = 13.44; t(210) = 2.89, p b

0.01), and age and work years were significantly related to Felt Lure
(both r's = −0.14; p = 0.05), with older respondents (with more
work years) feeling less lure than younger respondents. Education and
business ownership were significantly (respectively negatively (r =
−0.18; pb 0.01) andpositively (r=0.16; p=0.02)) related toUnethical
Business Decisions. Support for the construct validity of the Perceived
Environmental Corruption/normativeness scales came from the correla-
tions of the two scales with Ethical Culture. In line with expectations,
both Perceived Environmental Normativeness and Perceived Environ-
mental Corruption were respectively very strongly (r = 0.66; p b 0.01)
andmoderately (r=−0.38; p b 0.01) related to Ethical Culture. Further-
more, interestingly, Ethical Culture was not significantly related to Un-
ethical Business Decisions (r = −0.12; p = 0.09), which might
indicate that especially family and societal—and to a lesser degree
organizational—affordances of morality and immorality drive Unethical
Business Decisions.

We conducted an exploratory structural model to test whether the
three state variables mediated the relations between Perceived Envi-
ronmental Corruption and Normativeness on the one hand, and Uneth-
ical Business Decisions on the other hand. Note that—apart from a
general idea about the mediating effects of the states—we did not
have any explicit hypotheses with respect to which perceived environ-
ment variables were related towhich states. Study 2wasmeant as a fol-
low-up (and extension) to test the effects observed in Study 1. Using
AMOS 21.0 structural equation modeling software (Arbuckle, 2011),
we entered Perceived Environmental Corruption and Normativeness
as independent manifest exogenous variables, the three states (Nega-
tive Affect, Felt Lure, and Perceived Risk) as mediating manifest endog-
enous variables, and Unethical Business Decisions as the dependent
manifest endogenous variable. Furthermore, we entered gender, age,
educational level, work years, organizational maturity, business owner-
ship, and Ethical Culture as control variables, i.e., as covariates of the
manifest exogenous variables and as predictors of all endogenous vari-
ables. Themodel thus contained 13manifest variables. Because thiswas
an exploratory model, we removed several paths from the main part of
the model that were theoretically less meaningful, such as the path be-
tween Perceived Environmental Corruption andNegative Affect and be-
tween Perceived Environmental Normativeness and Felt Lure, and
which were found to be non-significant in the model. The exploratory
model, of which the main part with six manifest variables—i.e., without
the sevenmanifest control variables—is displayed in Fig. 1, had a goodfit
(χ2(4)= 1.76, p=0.78; CFI= 1.00; SRMR=0.01; RMSEA=0.00 [90%
CI = 0.00, 0.07; p-close = 0.90]). Note, however, although we decided
to keep them in the model, two of the paths did not reach traditional
significance levels, i.e., Perceived Environmental Corruption was unre-
lated to Perceived Risk (γ = −0.05; p = 0.479) and Negative Affect
was unrelated to Unethical Business Decisions (β = −0.10; p =
0.11). The full model with all path coefficients, including those of the
control variables, is shown in the Supplement (Table S3).
3 Before imputing the responses to educational level, we coded as much as possible re-
sponses on an open questionwhich asked to specifywhich ‘other’ highest educational lev-
el respondents had achieved if they did not tick one of the four pre-specified options.



Table 1
Correlations, alpha reliabilities (italicized on diagonal), and descriptives of variables in Study 1 (N = 212).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.

1. Gender (0 = F, 1 = M) –
2. Age 0.08 –
3. Education (1 = Low, 4 = High) −0.05 0.07 –
4. Work years 0.03 0.65 0.06 –
5. Organizational maturitya −0.01 0.11 0.21 0.20 –
6. Business ownershipb −0.07 0.05 −0.04 0.00 −0.05 –
7. Ethical Culture −0.09 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.06 −0.06 0.70
8. PEC −0.07 −0.09 −0.13 −0.02 −0.10 0.10 −0.38 0.77
9. PEN −0.03 0.07 −0.04 0.01 0.08 −0.12 0.66 −0.29 0.71
10. Felt Lure −0.02 −0.14 −0.03 −0.14 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.19 0.05 0.90
11. Perceived Risk −0.20 0.01 0.05 0.08 0.09 −0.09 0.28 −0.15 0.35 0.06 0.77
12. Negative Affect −0.05 0.02 0.03 0.09 0.13 −0.08 0.05 −0.05 0.23 0.42 0.36 0.89
13. Unethical Bus. Decisions 0.09 −0.04 −0.18 −0.02 0.00 0.16 −0.12 0.43 −0.15 0.52 −0.20 0.06 0.83

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.

M 0.52 35.54 3.03 9.64 4.33 1.04 3.74 2.71 3.95 4.07 29.52 5.18 3.04
SD 0.50 8.36 0.65 7.81 0.86 0.63 0.53 0.58 0.43 1.57 12.36 1.42 1.30

Notes: at |r| N 0.13; p b 0.05; at |r| N 0.16; p b 0.01; PEC = Perceived Environmental Corruption; PEN = Perceived Environmental Normativeness.
a Organizational maturity was scored on a 1 (start-up) to 5 (long standing company) scale.
b Business ownership: 0 = no/not interested; 1 = plans or interest in ownership; 2 = past or present ownership.
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In conjunction, the 13 variables explained 47% of the variance in Un-
ethical Business Decisions. We tested for mediation using a bootstrap
procedure in AMOS with 5000 samples and a 95% bias-corrected Confi-
dence Interval (CI). The standardized parameters of the indirect effects
indicated that both Perceived Environmental Normativeness and Per-
ceived Environmental Corruption had significant standardized indirect
relations with Unethical Business Decisions (respectively γ = −0.07;
CI = −0.03, −0.14 and γ = 0.14; CI = 0.08, 0.21). The standardized
total effect of Perceived Environmental Corruption onUnethical Business
Decisions was 0.44 (CI = 0.29, 0.56).

2.3. Study 1 conclusion and discussion

In Study 1, we constructed a questionnaire that measures Perceived
Environmental Corruption (PEC) and Perceived Environmental Norma-
tiveness (PEN). Both variables were found to be sufficiently reliable and
both were unrelated to age and gender. Support for the scales' construct
validity was provided by demonstrating that bothwere related to Ethical
Culture, i.e., PEC was negatively related to Ethical Culture, whereas PEN
Fig. 1. Study 1 (N=212) relations of Perceived Environmental Corruption andNormativenessw
p=0.78; CFI= 1.00; SRMR=0.01; RMSEA=0.00 [90% CI= 0.00, 0.07; p-close=0.90]. Notes
from the graph (see text); all paths except |γ/β| b 0.12 were significant at p b 0.05.
was positively related to Ethical Culture. In contrast to Ethical Culture,
which was unrelated to Unethical Business Decisions, especially PEC
was a strong positive correlate of Unethical Business Decisions. Both
PEC and PENwere found to have an indirect effect on Unethical Business
Decisions through the state variables; PEN through Negative Affect and
Perceived Risk, and PEC mainly through Felt Lure. The results thus point
to the importance of the perceived environment in predicting unethical
behaviors. However, it is unclear if—and to what extent—personality
and environment codetermine and/or interact in the predictionofUneth-
ical Business Decisions. This question is addressed in Study 2.

3. Study 2

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Sample and procedure
As part of an assignment, research assistants and masters' students

from Fiji and the Marshall Islands approached working adults from
their network to fill out a pen-and-paper survey. In total, 235
ith Unethical Business Decisionsmediated by three state variables;Modelfit: χ2(4)=1.76,
: for visibility, the seven control variables, whichwere present in themodel, were removed



4 But please note thatwhen correcting the probability level using the Bonferroni correc-
tion procedure for experimenter-wise error, the significance level drops to 0.05/8 =
0.00625 and the interaction would not be considered significant. However, such a correc-
tion would also significantly decrease the statistical power to find interactions, which are
notoriously hard to establish in field studies (e.g., McClelland & Judd, 1993). Thus, more
thanwith direct effectfindings, additional research needs to be conducted in order to gen-
eralize and accurately interpret these interaction results.
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participants (34.9%women), of whom170 (72.3%) resided in Fiji and 65
(27.7%) resided in the Marshall Islands, participated in the survey. The
mean age of the respondents was 38.7 years (SD = 10.6) and highest
attained educational level varied from primary school (1.7%), secondary
school (16.6%), undergraduate level (44.3%), to postgraduate level
(23.4%), with 14.1% reporting “other education” or no answer. An al-
most equal number of the Fiji residents were native Fijians (47.6%)
and Indo-Fijian (44.7%); the remaining respondents (7.6%) had another
ethnic origin. The religious affiliation of the respondents was either
Christian (57.9%), Hindu (33.2%), Muslim (4.7%), or other (4.3%). Of
the respondents, 56.2% worked in the service sector, 17.4% in whole-
sale/retail, 6.4% in agriculture, 5.1% in the manufacturing sector, and
the rest (14.9%) in other sectors. The majority of respondents (55.3%)
had owned a business during their working life, 13.2% had worked out
plans to own a business, 22.1% liked the idea, and the remaining respon-
dents either were not interested (6.0%) or did not answer the question
(3.4%).

3.1.2. Instruments

3.1.2.1. Personality. Personality was measured using the short HEXACO-
PI-R (Ashton & Lee, 2008; Lee & Ashton, 2006), which contains 96 items
that pertain to six personality dimensions (16 itemsper dimension), i.e.,
Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Consci-
entiousness, and Openness to Experience. All items were rated on a 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale and the alpha reliabilities
of the six domain scales ranged between 0.65 and 0.74 (see Table 2).

3.1.2.2. PEC and PEN. The Perceived Environmental Corruption (PEC)
scale and the Perceived Environmental Normativeness (PEN) scale
were measured each with 12 items derived from Study 1 (Supplement,
Table S1). To check whether the structural properties of the items in
both studieswere similar to each other, aMulti-Group Confirmatory Fac-
tor Analysis (MG-CFA) with two correlated latent variables was per-
formed. A model with equal unstandardized measurement weights
(e.g., item loadings on the two factors) was the most optimal model
and all item loadings were significant (see Supplement, Tables S4 and
S5). Based on the MG-CFA, we concluded that the two-factor model
held up reasonably in both samples and thus we continued with the
two separate scales as in Study 1. PEC had an alpha reliability of 0.71
and PEN had an alpha reliability of 0.65. The two scales correlated at
−0.31 (p b 0.01).

3.1.2.3. Other variables. Ethical Culture was measured using the same
eight items as in Study 1 and its alpha reliability was 0.65. We used the
same four vignettes as in Study 1 to elicit Unethical Business Decisions
(see Supplement, Table S2) and following each of the four vignettes,
we used the same items to measure the three state-like variables, i.e.,
Negative Affect, Felt Lure, and Perceived Risk. The alpha reliabilities of
the three scales were 0.90 (Felt Lure), 0.90 (Perceived Risk), and 89
(Negative Affect). Furthermore, the same items were used to measure
Unethical Business Decisions. The alpha reliability of this scale was 0.83.

3.1.3. Analyses Study 2
The same analyses as in Study 1 were conducted in Study 2. Half of a

percent (0.51%) of the responses on the paper-and-pencil questionnaire
were missing. Although Little's (1988) MCAR test was significant
(χ2(12255) = 12,593.66, p = 0.02), because relatively few responses
weremissing and because the results of the imputed datawere very sim-
ilar to those with the original data, we decided to again impute themiss-
ing data using the EM algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) in order to
obtain indirect effect parameters. All descriptive, correlational, and struc-
tural equation analyseswere conducted using the imputed data (see also
footnote 3).
3.2. Study 2 results

The correlations and descriptive statistics of the Study 2 variables
can be found in Table 2. As in Study 1, Unethical Business Decisions
wasmost strongly positively related to Felt Lure and Perceived Environ-
mental Corruption, and negatively to Perceived Risk. Additionally, Un-
ethical Business Decisions was negatively related to Honesty-Humility.
All background variables were unrelated to Unethical Business Deci-
sions. Construct validity of the Perceived Environmental Normativeness
(PEN) and Perceived Environmental Corruption (PEC) scales was again
confirmed by the relatively strong relations (respectively r = 0.47, p b

0.01 and r = −0.46, p b 0.01) with Ethical Culture. Similar to Study 1,
whereas PEN and PEC were significantly (respectively negatively and
positively) related to Unethical Business Decisions, Ethical Culture was
not significantly related to it.

Subsequently, we tested whether the main personality and environ-
mental variables in our model, i.e., Honesty-Humility (HH), PEN, and
PEC, interacted in the prediction of the three states and Unethical Busi-
ness Decisions using moderated multiple regression. To do so, for each
of the three states and Unethical Business Decisions, we first entered
the background variables age, gender, education, number of work
years, organizational maturity, and business ownership and subsequent-
ly the predictors Honesty-Humility, Ethical Culture, PEN, and PEC, and
last of all—separately—the two interaction terms (e.g., HH × PEN and
HH × PEC) that were obtained by multiplying the standardized predic-
tors. Thus, the total number of analyses was eight: i.e., four dependent
variables times separate analyses for the two interaction terms.

Only one of the eight interaction effects was significant. Honesty-Hu-
mility interactedwith PEC in the prediction of Felt Lure (β=−0.13, p=
0.04).4 The interaction,which is plotted in Fig. 2, shows that at high levels
of Perceived Environmental Corruption, the negative relation between
Honesty-Humility and Felt Lure was stronger than at low levels of Per-
ceived Environmental Corruption. In other words, high levels of Felt
Lureweremost likely for people low inHonesty-Humilitywhoperceived
the environment to afford corruption.

In a next step, we used the model obtained in Study 1 together with
Honesty-Humility to test whether the three state variablesmediated the
relations between personality and perceived environment in the predic-
tion of Unethical Business Decisions. Although Conscientiousness, Open-
ness to Experience, and Extraversion were also negatively related to
Unethical Business Decisions, we focused only on Honesty-Humility,
the theoretically most meaningful—and strongest—predictor of Unethi-
cal Business Decisions.We ran the samemodel as in Study 1with the ad-
dition of Honesty-Humility, which we hypothesized to be related to all
three states and Unethical Business Decisions, and the interaction of
Honesty-Humility and PEC, which had been shown to affect Felt Lure.
As in Study 1, the final model also contained seven control variables:
gender, age, education, work years, organizational maturity, business
ownership, and Ethical Culture. The model, which is exhibited without
control variables in Fig. 3, had the following model fit: χ2(10) = 7.91, p
= 0.64; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = 0.02; RMSEA = 0.00 [90% CI = 0.00,
0.06; p-close = 0.91]. Although, in contrast to the model in Study 1,
PEC was significantly related to Perceived Risk (γ = −0.18; p b 0.01),
it only had a marginally significant relation with Felt Lure (γ = 0.13; p
= 0.06). Furthermore, Honesty-Humility was unrelated to Perceived
Risk (γ=0.06; p=0.36). In contrast to Study 1, Negative Affect was sig-
nificantly related to Unethical Business Decisions (β = −0.11; p =
0.03). The full model of Study 2 is shown in Table S6 of the Supplement.



Table 2
Correlations, alpha reliabilities (italicized on diagonal), and descriptives of variables in Study 2 (N = 235).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19.

1. Gender (0 = F, 1 = M) –
2. Age 0.00 –
3. Education (1 = low, 4 = high) −0.01 −0.16 –
4. Work years 0.02 0.44 −0.21 –
5. Organizational maturitya −0.09 0.03 0.13 0.14 –
6. Business ownershipb 0.16 0.19 −0.05 0.20 −0.19 –
7. Ethical Culture 0.08 −0.03 −0.01 −0.04 0.03 −0.09 0.65
8. Honesty-Humility −0.22 0.12 −0.18 0.05 −0.06 −0.07 0.06 0.65
9. Emotionality −0.33 0.14 −0.12 0.00 0.08 −0.09 −0.01 −0.01 0.67
10. Extraversion 0.02 0.03 −0.09 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.23 0.06 0.04 0.68
11. Agreeableness −0.07 0.04 −0.03 0.01 −0.02 −0.02 0.12 0.32 −0.01 0.17 0.74
12. Conscientiousness 0.03 0.05 0.00 −0.01 0.10 0.06 0.14 0.14 −0.22 0.34 0.06 0.68
13. Openness to Exp. 0.05 0.03 0.08 −0.01 0.11 −0.05 0.07 0.05 −0.10 0.13 −0.02 0.23 0.65
14. PEC 0.00 0.03 −0.01 0.02 −0.02 0.24 −0.46 −0.31 −0.04 −0.23 −0.14 −0.15 0.02 0.71
15. PEN −0.01 0.02 0.02 −0.06 0.04 −0.05 0.47 0.07 0.12 0.26 0.15 0.21 0.09 −0.31 0.65
16. Felt Lure −0.03 −0.14 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.00 −0.08 −0.29 0.10 −0.18 −0.04 −0.22 −0.17 0.20 −0.13 0.90
17. Perceived Risk −0.10 0.01 0.06 −0.03 −0.04 −0.12 0.20 0.15 −0.01 0.05 0.09 0.14 0.14 −0.29 0.36 −0.11 0.90
18. Negative Affect −0.09 0.03 −0.12 −0.06 0.02 −0.02 0.02 0.17 0.22 0.03 0.12 0.04 0.17 −0.08 0.25 0.18 0.29 0.89
19. Uneth. Bus. Decisions −0.03 −0.02 0.03 0.08 0.10 0.11 −0.11 −0.38 0.11 −0.13 −0.06 −0.21 −0.19 0.37 −0.22 0.58 −0.36 −0.11 0.83

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19.

M 0.65 39.00 3.08 8.75 3.83 1.52 3.61 3.66 3.21 3.50 3.12 3.67 3.36 2.68 3.86 3.04 28.34 4.96 2.26
SD 0.48 10.81 0.74 8.53 1.27 0.68 0.49 0.54 0.41 0.42 0.46 0.44 0.42 0.53 0.42 1.57 11.90 1.59 1.21

Notes: at |r| N 0.12; p b 0.05; at |r| N 0.16; p b 0.01; PEN = Perceived Environmental Normativeness; PEC = Perceived Environmental Corruption.
a Organizational maturity was scored on a 1 (start-up) to 5 (long standing company) scale.
b Business ownership: 0 = no/not interested; 1 = plans or interest in ownership; 2 = past or present ownership.
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Fig. 2. Interaction between Perceived Environmental Corruption (PEC) and Honesty-
Humility in the prediction of Felt Lure (Study 2, N = 235). Lines are drawn at 1 SD
below and above the mean of the two predictors.
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All variables together explained 50% of the variance inUnethical Busi-
ness Decisions. To test for indirect effects, we used a bootstrap procedure
in AMOS with 5000 samples and a 95% bias-corrected Confidence Inter-
val (CI). The standardized parameters of the indirect effects indicated
that Honesty-Humility, PEN, and PEC had significant standardized indi-
rect relations with Unethical Business Decisions (respectively γ =
−0.15 (CI = −0.06, −0.24); γ = −0.10 (CI = −0.06, −0.17) and γ
= 0.10 (CI = 0.02, 0.19)). However, the standardized indirect effect of
the interaction betweenHonesty-Humility and Perceived Environmental
Corruption (HH × PEC) was not significant (γ = −0.06; CI = −0.14,
0.01). The standardized total effects of Honesty-Humility, PEN, and PEC
on Unethical Business Decisions were respectively −0.32 (CI = −0.18,
−0.44), −0.10 (CI = −0.06, −0.17), and 0.27 (CI = 0.14, 0.40).
3.3. Study 2 conclusion and discussion

The results of Study 2 overlap with those of Study 1 with respect to
the environmental and state variables. In addition, and in line with pre-
dictions, we found that the negative relations between HEXACO
Fig. 3. Study 2 (N = 235) relations of Honesty-Humility (HH), Perceived Environmental Corru
with Unethical Business Decisions mediated by three state variables; Model fit: χ2(10) = 7.91,
Notes: for visibility, the seven control variables, whichwere present in themodel, were remove
were significant at p b 0.05.
Honesty-Humility and Unethical Business Decisions were partly mediat-
ed by Felt Lure and Negative Affect. Only marginal support for interac-
tions between personality and environment in the prediction of states
was found however. Honesty-Humility and Perceived Environmental
Corruption interacted in the prediction of Felt Lure, with a stronger neg-
ative relation between Honesty-Humility and Unethical Business Deci-
sions when Perceived Environmental Corruption was high.

The results suggest that people who are honest and humble are less
likely to make Unethical Business Decisions because they feel less al-
lured by the rewards these decisions offer and because they experience
more Negative Affect in unethical situations. People who perceive the
general environment to afford corrupt behaviors are more likely to
feel allured and perceive less risk in unethical business situations. Basi-
cally, this finding seems to indicate that an environment supportive of
corruption minimizes perceived risks and increases the attractiveness
(lure) of unethical decisions. People who perceive the general environ-
ment as normative and unsupportive of unethical behaviors are more
likely to feel Negative Affect and perceive more risk when faced with
potential unethical decisions, resulting in a lower likelihood tomakeun-
ethical decisions.

Onemight question whether the environmental variables are actual
environmental conditions or that they are ‘brought about,’ i.e., uniquely
selected, evoked, or (just) perceived by the respondents. Although this
question cannot be directly answered by our studies, the fact that the
environmental variables had an independent effect on the states and
Unethical Business Decisionsmight indicate that some variance in envi-
ronmental perceptions is not covered by personality. Interestingly,
therewas hardly any relation betweenHonesty-Humility and Perceived
Environmental Normativeness, whereas therewaswith Perceived Envi-
ronmental Corruption. Consequently, the (perceived) environment var-
iables do seem to offer an important additional explanatory value
regarding Unethical Business Decisions.
4. General discussion and conclusions

Research has often focused on either people's personality, their envi-
ronment, or the states they are in to explain unethical behaviors, but
ption (PEC), their interaction (HH × PEC), Perceived Environmental Normativeness (PEN)
p=0.64; CFI = 1.00; SRMR= 0.02; RMSEA= 0.00 [90% CI= 0.00, 0.06; p-close= 0.91].
d from the graph (see text); all paths except |γ/β| b 0.11 and the path from PEC to Felt Lure
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rarely have these factors been investigated together in a single
encompassingmodel. This was the goal of the present study. The results
suggest that personality, (perceived) environment, and states are all im-
portant in the explanation of unethical behaviors and that the effects of
personality and environment aremediated—to a large extent—by states.

As in previous studies (Ashton & Lee, 2008; Van Gelder & De Vries,
2012, 2014), the results again affirm the importance of Honesty-Humil-
ity. As in the studies by Van Gelder and De Vries (2012, 2014), Honesty-
Humility was both directly and indirectly—through two of the three
states—related to Unethical Business Decisions. The direct effect of Hon-
esty-Humility may be interpreted in terms of habits or basic behavioral
tendencies—independent of emotions and cognitions—that directly
shape behavior. In Study 2, a little over half of the effect (53.8%; i.e., di-
rect effect/total effect = −0.171/−0.318) of Honesty-Humility on Un-
ethical Business Decisionswas direct, whereas a little under half (46.2%)
was indirect, through Felt Lure (mainly) and Negative Affect. Thus, peo-
plewho are honest and humble are less likely to feel lure andmore like-
ly to feel Negative Affect at the moment they face an attractive—but
unethical—proposition, and are consequently less likely to make an un-
ethical decisions.

In the introduction, we argued that environment can be conceptual-
ized in terms of the affordances and restrictions vis-à-vis (un)ethical be-
haviors. In Study 1, we operationalized environment in terms of
perceived societal, organizational, and kin (family/friends) corruption
and normativeness. Results of this study revealed two—largely
independent—environmental factors that seem to align well with two
learning factors (Gray, 1975; Thorndike, 1932), i.e., reward and punish-
ment, which are also reflected in criminological social learning theories
(e.g., Akers et al., 1979; Sutherland, 1947). That is, environmental cor-
ruption may act as a reward for unethical behaviors, whereas norma-
tiveness may act as a punishment. Construct validity of the two factors
was provided by showing that both related significantly to the per-
ceived Ethical Culture of the respondents' organization. In both studies,
Perceived Environmental Corruption was positively related to Felt Lure
and negatively related (although not significantly in Study 1) to Per-
ceived Risk, whereas Perceived Environmental Normativeness was pos-
itively related to both Perceived Risk and Negative Affect. That is,
environmental corruption seems to constitute an appetitive environ-
ment that activates unethical behaviors through higher levels of lure
and lower levels of Perceived Risk, whereas environmental normative-
ness seems to constitute an aversive environment that inhibits unethi-
cal behaviors through higher levels of both Negative Affect and
Perceived Risk. Note that in both studies Perceived Environmental Cor-
ruption also had a direct effect on Unethical Business Decisions. This
finding aligns with operant conditioning perspectives that some behav-
ior may be under direct control of positive reinforcement mechanisms
(Domjan, 2014; Thorndike, 1932). Interestingly, the effects of Perceived
Environmental Corruption and Normativeness on Unethical Business
Decisions were stronger than the effect of Ethical Culture on Unethical
Business Decisions. Practically, this may signify that (perceptions of) so-
cietal and family rewards and punishments of (un-)ethical behaviors
are more important forces driving these behaviors in organizations
than (perceptions of) the organizational Ethical Culture itself.

Onemight argue that (perceptions of) the environment is highly de-
pendent on personality, i.e., that people select, evoke, manipulate, or
perceive environments based on their personality (Buss, 1987; De
Vries, Tybur, Pollet, & Van Vugt, 2016). Based on the observed correla-
tions in Study 2, there were indeed some relations between personality
and perceived environment, most strongly between Honesty-Humility
and Perceived Environmental Corruption (r = −0.31). However, the
results of the structural equationmodels also suggest that the perceived
environment has an independent effect on people's experienced states
and, subsequently, their behavior, even when entered together with
personality. Furthermore, Study 2 provided some tentative evidence
for the interaction between Honesty-Humility and Perceived Environ-
mental Corruption in the prediction of Felt Lure. That is, the negative
relation between Honesty-Humility and Felt Lure appeared to be stron-
ger when the environment was perceived to be corrupt than when it
was not.

States have been shown to be important predictors of criminal choice
(Van Gelder & De Vries, 2012, 2014), which was again confirmed in this
research. In both studies, the most important state predictor was Felt
Lure, a variable that has only recently been introduced as an additional
important state variable (Van Gelder & De Vries, 2016). The importance
of Felt Lure is exemplified by the central role it plays in the indirect ef-
fects of Honesty-Humility, Perceived Environmental Corruption, and
the interaction between these two variables. Thus, in the case of Uneth-
ical Business Decisions, appetitive affect (e.g., Felt Lure)may play a stron-
ger role than inhibiting affect (e.g., Negative Affect) or cognitions (e.g.,
Perceived Risk).

A potential limitation of both studies is that all variables were obtain-
ed cross-sectionally, possibly inviting common method bias. According
to Conway and Lance (2010), however, cross-sectional studies can be de-
fensible when the variables concern private events, when there is suffi-
cient evidence of the variables' construct validity, and when there is a
lack of overlap in the items of the predictors and criteria. First of all, for
the state variables and Unethical Business Decisions, it would have
been impossible to obtain this data from another source; that is, for
these variables, self-reports were most appropriate. Second, there is a
lot of construct validity of the HEXACO self-report variables (Ashton et
al., 2014) and the relations—in both studies—between PEC and PEN on
the one hand and Ethical Culture on the other hand, support the con-
struct validity of both perceived environment variables. Third, different
methods were used to measure the predictors and criteria; i.e., state-
ments for the personality and perceived environment and scenarios for
the state and criteria variables. Although it would have been better if
the predictor and criteria variables would have been temporally separat-
ed, a) practically thiswas difficult to accomplish in this non-WEIRD sam-
ple, and b) there is evidence to suggest that personality is relatively
stable (Specht, Egloff, & Schmukle, 2011), and thus separation in time
is not likely to have a strong effect on the results.

To conclude, this research offers a first test of an integrated trait-en-
vironment-state model of unethical business decision-making. In doing
so, we have shown that both personality and perceived environment
matter in the explanation of states—mainly Felt Lure, but also Perceived
Risk and Negative Affect—and, partly directly and partly indirectly, Un-
ethical Business Decisions. Further research needs to be conducted to
find out whether Honesty-Humility and perceptions of the environment
in terms of corruption and normativeness are able to predict actual Un-
ethical Business Decisions in organizations.
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