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ABSTRACT
Intentions to act unethically in the workplace are purported to 
be driven by a number of situational and individual factors. 
Across two seminal vignette experiments, Jones and Kavanagh 
reported inconsistent effect sizes for manager and peer influ
ence and locus of control, consistent significant effects for 
work quality and Machiavellianism, and consistent non- 
significant effects for gender. Using an innovative multi-site 
collaboration, the current Registered Report represents 
a direct replication of these experiments (N = 2218), and adds 
a longitudinal conceptual replication capturing self-reported 
unethical work behaviour (N = 1747). Both replications found 
a consistent small effect of having a more external locus of 
control and male identity, and a consistent moderate effect of 
machiavellianism, for increasing unethical intentions and 
behaviour. The situational factors, whilst consistent in direc
tion with that of the original study, varied more substantively 
in effect size. Our results highlight the value of multi-site 
collaborations and different replication types in developing 
conceptual, methodological, measurement and theoretical 
clarity to ensure future works can progress more rapidly to 
minimize the negative impacts of unethical workplace beha
viour and improve individual’s working lives. All materials, 
code and data for this project can be found here: osf.io/ 
d3arx.
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Introduction

From Governments to global businesses, unethical behaviour continues to repre
sent a substantive social issue. Such is the extent that the 16th United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goal focuses upon building accountable institutions and 
tackling corruption (United Nations, 2015). The academic study of ethical decision- 
making continues to expand and contribute towards these goals, however rela
tively little is yet conclusive in how to adapt recruitment or training systems for 
individuals, or change an organisations’ systems, structures or cultures, to minimise 
unethical workplace behaviour (Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crowe, 2008). Undermining 
our ability to make such developments is a consistent and robust body of evi
dence where the language is shared, findings are convergent, and evidence-quality 
is high. Inspired by such prevalent issues within the field, the current study reports 
both a direct and conceptual replication of Jones and Kavanagh (1996), studying 
the effects of individual and situational factors on unethical behaviour. Establishing 
the replicability of this cornerstone work represents an opportunity to re-evaluate 
the quality of evidence available and to establish new standards which may 
contribute to a more rigorous evidence base suitable for application.
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Unethical work behaviour

Unethical work behaviours are defined as the “scalable actions and behaviours that 
employees engage in that deceive or exploit other persons or provide oneself (or one’s 
organization or associates) with an unfair advantage in the service of some other end” 
(Wiernik & Ones, 2018, p. 37). There are a wide range of workplace behaviours which have 
been labelled as unethical, including that of lying, cheating and stealing (Treviño et al.,  
2006). Unethical behaviour can occur through or beyond conscious reasoning and can be 
enacted to benefit the self or others (Veetkazhi et al., 2020).

Unethical workplace behaviour is often contextualized within models of 
Counterproductive Work Behaviour, defined as the “scalable actions and behaviours 
employees engage in that detract from [legitimate] organizational goals or well-being 
and include behaviours that bring about undesirable consequences for the organization 
or its stakeholders” (Ones & Dilchert, 2013, p. 645). Indeed, the wider counterproductive 
work behaviour label is popularly adopted as interchangeable with unethical behaviour 
by academics and practitioners alike, for example, in the rapid evidence assessment of the 
evidence on unethical workplace behaviour produced by the CIPD (2019). Whilst it is 
possible for a behaviour to be correctly defined as both unethical and counterproductive 
(Fida et al., 2015), the definitions refer to different groups of diverse behaviours with only 
small overlap and so should not be used interchangeably (Wiernik & Ones, 2018). The 
problematic conflation of definitions in this field has also occurred with the terms 
deviance and illegal behaviour.

This issue of semantics is problematic. As different sub-fields have adopted distinct 
terms and language, understanding of different dimensions of the field have been siloed 
(Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). This has immediate consequences for the interpretation and 
integration of such works, where it is ambiguous as to the extent to which different works/ 
fields are referring to the same or different behaviours. As such, understanding of 
unethical workplace behaviour often suffers due to the jingle-jangle fallacy (Thorndike,  
1904): the erroneous assumptions that the two behaviours are similar because they share 
the same label (jingle) or are different because they hold different labels (jangle). 
Incremental development of understanding is therefore obfuscated, and attempts to 
synthesise works can lead to diverse conclusions. For example, many conclusions of the 
Kish-Gephart et al. (2010) meta-analysis of unethical behaviour were significantly different 
to that of previous reviews which adopted wider counterproductive-based definitions. 
When attempting to draw meaningful consensuses for informing practice, such issues 
with definitions and differential conclusions can undermine influence.

A lack of definitional and conceptual clarity can also have a number of consequences 
for research through measurement practices and theory. For example, a diverse range of 
measurement scales and approaches have been developed to capture (un)ethical judge
ments, decision-making and behaviour (e.g. Pan & Sparks, 2012) and many existing 
measures do not clearly conform to the definitions or theories adopted (Wiernik & 
Ones, 2018). There have been a number of results which have been directly contradictory 
to the central theories adopted (Pan & Sparks, 2012). For example, counter to theories 
applied from social psychology where intentions drive behaviour (e.g. Theory of Planned 
Behaviour; Ajzen, 1985), and Rest’s (1986) awareness to judgment to intention to beha
viour model of ethical decision-making, individual differences provide a consistently 
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stronger relationship to behaviour when compared to intentions (Kish-Gephart et al.,  
2010). As a consequence of the lack of coherence between definitions, theories, and 
measurement practices, “theories applied within this literature have guided our develop
ment of knowledge over time without careful integration, which is problematic for 
comparing results across contexts” (Mackey et al., 2021, p. 598).

The lack of clear conceptual/definitional focus within the field of unethical workplace 
behaviour, and subsequent inconsistencies in research practices, have had long-standing 
consequences for developing conceptual theory, establishing consensuses in findings, 
and synthesizing findings to inform practice. However, whilst the specific findings tend to 
vary, there has been a consensus in the area of study of greatest importance to practice 
within the field. To-date, the majority of the evidence relating to unethical workplace 
behaviours has centred around identifying “bad apples” and “bad barrels” - the individual 
and contextual antecedents to unethical action (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). Identifying and 
appreciating the extent of unique influence for each contributing factor is vital for 
informing change to minimize the prevalence of such problematic practices. However, 
there are many such models and studies considering different antecedents and dimen
sions of unethical practice and even within outcomes definitional/conceptual issues have 
led to inconsistent results. For example, in differentiating between unethical intentions 
and unethical actions (Rest, 1986).

In a review of literature between 1996 and 2003, O’Fallon and Butterfield (2005) 
identified 18 different individual factors explored within the extant literature, of which 
participant gender and value orientation were the most popularly studied. Similarly, 12 
organisational factors were identified, with code of ethics and ethical climate/culture as 
the most popularly studied. Many of the factors listed continue to receive sporadic 
attention, particularly the organizational factors, and findings typically represent signifi
cant variation in effect size estimates (Bellé & Cantarelli, 2017). The origin of much of this 
diverse body of work is that of Jones and Kavanagh (1996), a highly influential paper 
featuring two vignette-based studies, early in the development of this field.

Jones and Kavanagh (1996)

Jones and Kavanagh (1996) conducted two near-identical experiments to explore the role 
of situational factors (quality of work experience, manager influence, peer influence) and 
individual factors (locus of control, Machiavellianism and participant gender) upon 
unethical behavioural intentions. Experiment 1 featured 138 upper-level undergraduate 
management students, and Experiment 2 included 154 MBA students. After capturing the 
individual factors through questionnaires, Jones and Kavanagh provided their students 
with a vignette about an organization where there was scope for unethical behaviour (to 
inflate expense claims). Participants were randomly allocated to different vignettes where 
the quality of work (high versus low) and behaviours of peers and a manager (ethical or 
unethical), were manipulated (see specific wording below in Table 2). Unethical beha
vioural intentions were then captured by asking participants to indicate their intentions to 
inflate their expense reports in this situation. Participants reported their intentions before 
completing manipulation check items asking about their hypothetical workplace, and 
demographic questions.
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The results were concluded to be “relatively robust” (p. 520) across samples. Table 1 
demonstrates the unstandardized Beta values and correlation coefficients for each of the 
six predictor variables studied in reference to the unethical behavioural intentions out
come. The correlational results between Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 should be mostly 
comparable given the use of identical methods and measurement practices with only 
minor differences in sample (Experiment 2 had a slightly older sample with more work 
experience) and wording of manipulation checks (which were captured after the data 
which is presented below).

Across the analyses, quality of work experience and Machiavellianism were consistently 
associated with behavioural intention, whilst small non-significant gender differences 
were reported. The strength of these relationships was relatively similar across the two 
experiments and provide mostly consistent evidence to clarify their role in the study of 
unethical behaviour. In contrast, manager influence, peer influence and locus of control 
report seemingly different strengths of effect (difference in r > .1 between experiments). 
For example, manager influence was meaningfully larger, and peer influence and locus of 
control was smaller, when comparing Experiment 2 to Experiment 1 results. As such, the 
two studies represent somewhat mixed results, although broad support was claimed for 
the notion that individual and situational variables are both important determinants of 
unethical behavioural intention.

Existing understanding

The body of work presented by Jones and Kavanagh (1996) began the proliferation of 
studies with a disparate range of predictor variables and diverse conceptualisations of 
unethical behaviour. Whilst the general role of both individual and contextual factors as 
antecedents of unethical behaviour has been accepted, O’Fallon and Butterfield’s (2005) 
review identified many inconsistencies in conclusions drawn across studies about the 
same antecedents.

For example, when considering gender as perhaps one of the most commonly mea
sured individual factors, recent meta-analyses have concluded weak or small links, ran
ging from r = .07 (Mackey et al., 2021) to r = .17 (Pan & Sparks, 2012). Whilst initially 
encouraging, such meta-analytic estimates have obfuscated nuances within the results. 
For example, O’Fallon and Butterfield (2005) identified 23 studies with few or no differ
ences, and 16 studies where women were significantly more ethical than men. 
Furthermore, individual conclusions have often differed, sometimes concluding gender 

Table 1. Main effect sizes reported for experiment 1 and 2 (Jones & Kavanagh, 1996).
Experiment 1 Beta 
Values (p-value)*

Experiment 2 Beta 
Values (p-value)

Experiment 1 
Correlation Coefficient

Experiment 2 
Correlation Coefficient

Quality of Work .236 (<.001) .153 (<.05) .235 (<.01) .149 (<.05)
Manager Influence −1.371 (>.05) .246 (<.001) .066 (>.05) .242 (<.001)
Peer Influence −.007 (>.05) .147 (<.05) .247 (<.01) .120 (>.05)
Locus of Control .152 (<.05) −.028 (>.05) .211 (<.01) .070 (>.05)
Machiavellianism .181 (<.05) .265 (<.001) .216 (<.01) .239 (<.01)
Gender .049 (>.05) .097 (>.05) .033 (>.05) .122 (>.05)

*These values have been distorted from the original through the introduction of a manager *peer interaction, particularly 
with respect to peer influence which was originally statistically significant (p <.05).
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to “add nothing to understanding” (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010, p. 20) whereas others have 
reported meaningful differences in unethical behaviour (e.g. Gerlach et al., 2019; Pusch & 
Holtfreter, 2021). There is some evidence to suggest that controlling for social desirability 
diminishes this effect (Yang et al., 2017); however, no consensuses have yet been estab
lished and as such a confident estimate of the effect is absent.

Similar false consensuses have been established for Locus of Control, which represents 
the continuum of an individuals’ beliefs that outcomes are due to ability and effort 
(internal) or external factors like luck (external). Meta-analytic estimates range from r  
= .06 (Pan & Sparks, 2012) to r = .13 (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010) yet findings often reflect 
a range of non-significant effects, and positive correlations between external locus and 
unethical outcomes (O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005). Similarly, meta-analyses of 
Machiavellianism, a trait associated with manipulating others for personal gain (Christie 
& Geis, 1970), have reported associations from r = −.13 (Pan & Sparks, 2012) to r = −.27 
(Kish-Gephart et al., 2010), but there is evidence to suggest that the extent to which such 
traits are activated is relative to certain conditions, e.g. abusive supervision (Greenbaum 
et al., 2017), and thus highly variable.

Capturing the role of work quality and manager/peer influence has been slightly 
more complicated by the diverse number of terms which have been adopted to 
represent such factors. As such, the conclusions reached have been even more 
diverse. For example, Peng and Kim (2020) conclude ethical culture, represented 
by perceptions of rewards for ethical behaviour and senior management’s role 
modelling of ethical behaviour, to reflect “the strongest predictor of counterproduc
tive behavior” (p. 348), further supported by a meta-analysis in which it demon
strated incremental validity over a number of other leadership dimensions 
(T. W. H. Ng & Feldman, 2015). However, Pan and Sparks (2012) report the ethical 
environment, developed through manager and peer influence, to be weak and non- 
significant (r = .08). This becomes even more complex when considering recent 
research which suggests that such factors may interact, and that ethical employee 
behaviour may facilitate unethical behaviours from leaders (Ahmad et al., 2020). 
Finally, quality of work environment has been ill-defined and has also manifest in 
diverse conclusions. The most common conclusion suggests that job satisfaction is 
negatively related to unethical behaviour (r = .24, Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). The 
many ways in which work features can contribute to unethical behaviour have not 
yet been well identified and synthesised.

In sum, the very small and/or non-significant correlations reported by Jones and 
Kavanagh (1996) are typical of the literature where generally weak or null effects have 
been common across meta-analyses of all the themes captured. Whilst the meta-analyses 
reviewed appear to present coherent results, consistent with those produced by Jones & 
Kavanagh, we should not be fooled into thinking these have established reliable con
sensuses from rigorous bodies of evidence (Mackey et al., 2021). Whilst not comprehen
sive of all the work completed in the field, the literature reviewed represents a range of 
conflicting conclusions to such an extent that it has been deemed “plagued by incon
sistent findings” (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010, p. 17). There are a number of inconsistencies 
within papers (e.g. Jones & Kavanagh, 1996), across papers (e.g. Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; 
O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005), and contradictions with theories (Pan & Sparks, 2012), and 
these have been of direct consequences for the integration of understanding. Indeed, the 
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field has been deemed to have produced “an inadequate understanding of the precise 
magnitude of relationships within workplace deviance’s nomological network” (Mackey 
et al., 2021, p. 598).

Attempts to resolve inconsistencies in conclusions for many antecedents of unethical 
behaviour are limited, with the broad body of evidence presenting a clear lack of 
consensuses and significant heterogeneity in effect size estimates (Bellé & Cantarelli,  
2017; O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005; Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crowe, 2008). The wider field 
also has issues with establishing consensuses due to conceptual ambiguity and measure
ment (Wiernik & Ones, 2018), where “the enormous body of workplace deviance research 
has developed without the cohesion necessary for nuanced insight” (Mackey et al., 2021, 
p. 598). Much of the conclusions drawn have been based on dated literature with low 
rigor (Treviño et al., 2006) and low sample sizes (Bellé & Cantarelli, 2017). The combination 
of inconsistent terms and conclusions, diverse methodological practices, and lack of 
replication work is especially problematic and dramatically limits the cumulative progress 
possible from research in the field.

The need for replication

Whilst replications exhaust important resources (Isager et al., 2023), replications of the 
Jones and Kavanagh (1996) studies would be relatively brief, require an easily accessible 
population, and secure substantive attention and impact for the field. Based upon the 
wide issues surrounding consistencies in definitions, findings and evidence-quality high
lighted, and the nuances of this specific research, there are many reasons why replications 
of the Jones and Kavanagh (1996) experiments would be of great value.

First, the original manuscript postulated (but did not hypothesise) that individual and 
situational factors would interact to determine unethical behaviour. Whilst this is not an 
unreasonable expectation (Treviño et al., 2006), the study a) found little evidence of such 
an interaction effect beyond a single peer influence-manager influence interaction in 
Experiment 1, and b) the conclusions of simple main effects were problematic and 
inconsistent, likely due to low statistical power. The sample size of the two experiments 
reported were low (n = 138/154). The analyses had 80% power to detect correlations 
greater than r = .24 and .22, respectively, however across the two experiments only 3 of 
the 12 relationships between ethical intentions and the predictor variables of interest 
exceeded such a level, ranging from r = .033 to .247. Low power is an issue throughout the 
field, particularly for evaluations of antecedents from a combination of individual, team, 
and organizational levels simultaneously (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; O’Boyle et al., 2011). 
High-powered replications would therefore be of great value to determine more specific 
and robust estimates of effect sizes.

Second, this work has been highly influential for the development of the field. Jones 
and Kavanagh (1996) have been cited over 500 times before 2020, were more recently 
reprinted in a book of the most influential research in business ethics (Michalos & Poff,  
2012), and have featured in a number of reviews and meta-analyses on the ethical 
decision-making literature (e.g. Treviño et al., 2006). This popularity goes well beyond 
the 100 citations Makel et al. (2012) proposed as an expected threshold for replication 
attention. Furthermore, the ratio of citations to sample size, and many similar derivations 
of Isager’s et al. (2023) evaluation of replication priority through uncertainty of original 
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results and potential replication value, suggests that replication of the Jones and 
Kavanagh (1996) work should be high priority. The substantive number of citations is 
reflective of the central role this paper has had upon the development of the field, 
inspiring consideration of a wide range of situational and individual factors to predict 
unethical workplace behaviour.

Third, there have been no published replication works of the central project and 
relatively minimal studies of the same effects of interest. Whilst there have been 
a number of projects exploring various individual and situational factors to unethical 
decision-making, they infrequently provide converging conclusions. There are inconsis
tencies in findings between the two experiments reported by Jones and Kavanagh (1996), 
and with those reported in the extant literature. This is likely due to a lack of consistent 
definitions, criteria, and subsequent measurement practices, and replication attention. 
The results therefore represent a limited set of conclusions which lesser any potential 
impact. Here, a replication would be a high-value development to determine much more 
confident effect size estimates before driving developments through further conceptual 
replications to explore other factors, interactions between them, and draw wider claims of 
the generalizability of findings for practice.

Replications can be situated on a continuum based upon the extent to which the effect is 
examined in a similar way, ranging from exact to very far (LeBel et al., 2017). Hüffmeier et al. 
(2016) highlights the need for closer replications where there are low levels of subsequent 
evaluations and inconsistencies in results, whereby more conceptual replications have 
greater value for understanding generalizability and relevance for real-world application. 
The low levels of definitional clarity, replication efforts, and consistency in findings, yet high 
impact upon the development upon the field, would suggest that a close replication would 
be of great value to provide more robust estimates of the effects proposed.

There are also a number of factors surrounding this particular research which 
suggest that a conceptual replication would also be fruitful. For example, it might 
be reasonable to expect that answering questions on locus of control, 
Machiavellianism, and social desirability immediately before being presented with 
an ethically dubious scenario may have influenced participant’s responding to the 
questions on unethical behavioural intentions (i.e. question order bias). Similarly, 
the use of hypothetical vignettes has been heavily criticised in favour of methods 
which may provide evidence more applicable for practice e.g. capturing real-world 
behavioural outcomes (Lonati et al., 2018). There are also concerns about the 
specific vignette adopted, in that the differences between conditions sometimes 
vary beyond the central factor of interest. For example, the prospected punishment 
is different between the unethical (fraud being noticed by payroll) and ethical 
(requiring more verification of expenses) peer influence conditions.

Furthermore, individual differences provide a consistently stronger relationship 
to behaviour than intentions (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). This is possibly because 
unethical behaviours are a result of more impulsive decision-making rather than 
calculated responses (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). The widespread use of vignettes 
and scenarios (Weber, 1992; Weber & Gillespie, 1998), although useful, may in 
some cases inadvertently prompt deliberation that takes participants out of the 
realm of these more realistic and impulsive types of decision-making. A conceptual 
replication adopting a self-report measure of real-world unethical workplace 
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behaviours could provide valuable insight into the extent to which different (and 
suboptimal) measurement approaches to unethical behaviour may be contributing 
to the inconsistencies in findings reported across the field.

The current study

Upon evaluation, the field provides little corroboration and mostly sporadic evidence, 
indicative of the need for greater replication attention. As such, a high-powered very close 
and conceptual replication of Jones and Kavanagh (1996) are proposed. The proposed 
replication studies are sufficiently powered to provide a confident estimate of each effect 
with high power and relatively low resource cost, and there is great potential impact from 
building a more confident evidence base. Such works aim to resolve inconsistencies in the 
presence and size of effects and provide a clearer basis for the study of main and 
interaction effects in the individual and situational predictors of intended and enacted 
unethical workplace behaviour.

Method (study 1 & 2)

All materials, ethics documentation, mock and (anonymised) raw data, meta-data and 
summary data, processing code, and analysis code is published on the Open Science 
Framework (osf.io/d3arx).

Recruitment of data-collection teams

Data was collected through 37 research groups. Recruitment of such groups was 
initiated in two ways. First, all Course Directors of Occupational and Applied 
Psychology courses running in the UK were emailed to encourage staff-student 
dyads to sign-up to collect data as part of their dissertation. Second, to maximise 
the likelihood that data collection targets were met, the lead author also made use of 
collaborative networks through social media and existing frameworks (e.g. Twitter) to 
identify data collection groups for Study 2.

Through all communications, interested parties were directed to the main OSF page for 
the project, which provided an overview of the project and timeframes, and details of how 
to sign up. Each data collection group had to include at least one student of any level 
(including undergraduate, postgraduate or doctorate), collect data in English, and to 
obtain ethical approval to conduct the study from their IRB unless their institution did 
not require approval, or the work could be covered by pre-existing approval. Based upon 
their resources, access to populations, and research interest, research groups could 
volunteer to collect data for either or both studies. All data collection teams had their 
contributions explicitly recognised through authorship of the final Stage 2 manuscript 
and details of each group can be found on the OSF project page.

Sample size

The original study featured two experiments with sample sizes of 138 and 154. A power 
analysis based upon the smallest effect size of interest (regression beta value) reported 
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was not feasible due to the incomprehensive reporting of unstandardized statistics. 
Instead, a power analysis was conducted based upon the smallest correlation observed 
between the unethical behavioural intention outcome and the three predictor variables 
with the greatest inconsistencies (manager influence, peer influence and locus of control, 
as reported above). The smallest correlation was with manager influence in Experiment 1 
and was reported as r = .066. This was considered an acceptable smallest effect size of 
interest given that it also fell below all meta-analytic estimates of the relationships of 
interest as reviewed above (e.g. Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; Mackey et al., 2021).

Using a power calculation in R, as reported in the power analysis code document on 
the OSF project page, the number of participants required to observe this effect with 80% 
power and alpha of .05 is 1799. To account for the expected ~10% of careless responses 
(Meade & Craig, 2012), the current work aimed to collect data from a minimum of 2000 
participants per study.

Whilst the use of multiple data collection groups can minimise issues relating to 
researcher degrees of freedom with respect to data stopping, the following stopping 
rules were applied. First, each data collection dyad were asked to collect completed 
responses from a minimum of 100, but no more than 250, participants (pre-exclusion 
for inattentive responding). Each data collection group was sent a weekly or fort
nightly update email noting participant numbers pre- and post-exclusion. Second, 
data collection for each study was to completely end either on the 1st of 
August 2023, or when each group committed to data collection exceeded their 
minimum targets (more than 100 completions) with the total number of valid 
responses exceeding 2500), whichever came first. Data from all participants who 
completed the study, regardless of data-collection group, were analysed and made 
publicly available on the OSF.

Materials

The studies only ran in English and all data was collected online to maximise the like
lihood that participants would more accurately report their unethical intentions or 
behaviours (Gnambs & Kaspar, 2015). Qualtrics links were set up for data collection groups 
based upon a central template to minimize the likelihood of inconsistencies. Only the 
ethical documentation before and after the study content differed between data collec
tion sites.

Data management

For each study, data from all data-collection groups were collated and analysed as a single 
dataset to minimize type 1 errors.

Analyses mostly replicated the same structure provided in the original studies and 
were conducted through R and R Studio as prepared in the preregistered analysis scripts. 
The packages apaTables (Stanley & Spence, 2018), dplyr (Wickham et al., 2020), ggcorrplot 
(Kassambara, 2019), Hmisc (Harrell, 2021), lme4 (Bates et al., 2015), plyr (Wickham, 2011), 
psych (Revelle, 2021), pwr (Champely, 2020) and userfriendlyscience (Peters, 2018) were 
used.
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Criteria for replication

Each of the effects associated with the six independent variables are considered repli
cated in the context of the LeBel et al. (2019) replication criteria. The results were 
considered “consistent” where confidence intervals overlapped with the main effects 
previously reported in each of the original two experiments (for the direct replication) 
or the direct replication (for the conceptual replication). Similarly, where the confidence 
intervals did not overlap with 0, a signal was considered “detected.”

Study 1 – Direct Replication

Procedure & design

An online experimental design was adopted. Participants were asked to complete the 
experimental vignette study of Jones and Kavanagh (1996) as originally designed. After 
providing consent, participants first completed questionnaires capturing locus of control, 
Machiavellianism and social desirability. Participants were then randomly allocated to one 
of eight manipulated vignettes and asked to report their intention to inflate an expense 
request. These vignettes purportedly differed in three ways: whether they reported a low 
or high-quality work experience, ethical or unethical peer influence, and ethical or 
unethical manager influence (see Table 2). Participants were then asked to complete 
manipulation check questions and note their demographic details before being 
debriefed.

Participants were randomly allocated into one of the eight different possible combina
tions of conditions using the randomizer function in Qualtrics. Evenly presented elements 
were adopted to prevent unequally weighted groups. As demographic questions were 
presented at the end of the study to prevent influence upon the data, it was not possible 
to allocate proportional numbers of all gender identities to each group.

Materials

Locus of Control, Machiavellianism, and Social Desirability – Concurrent with the 
original study, ten items of the Rotter (1966), Christie and Geis (1970) and Crowne 
and Marlowe (1960) scales (respectively) were adopted using a 5-point likert scale 
response. The 10 items adopted from each of the original scales were provided 
upon request by personal communication with one of the original authors. Internal 
reliability estimates, as assessed by Cronbach’s Alpha, were originally reported in 
Experiment 1 as .76, .72 and .56, respectively, and were unreported for 
Experiment 2.

The vignettes used and the various conditions are reported in Table 2.
Unethical Behavioural Intention was captured by four items assessed through a 5-point 

likert scale. Again, the specific wording of items was specified by personal communication 
with the original author upon request. Internal reliability was originally estimated through 
Cronbach’s Alpha (α = .87).
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Three manipulation check items were included and assessed through three response 
options each, in accordance with the original experiment and as specified by personal 
communication with the original author.

A range of demographic questions were included to describe the sample and 
support secondary analyses and generalizability statements. Gender, age, ethnicity, 
employment status, months of full-time work experience, industry in which they 
had the majority of their work experience, academic field of study, and year of 
study was captured.

Participants

Data was collected through 26 research groups across the UK and represented 
a total sample size expected to be between 2000 and 2500. The original study 
used students in their a) final year of an undergraduate management course (experi
ment 1) and b) MBA evening students (experiment 2). To balance the demands of 
sample size with the need for a comparable population, and as research with 
students tend to report slightly larger effect sizes on research in ethical judgements 
to that of the general public (Pan & Sparks, 2012), the current study recruited only 

Table 2. Vignettes and study conditions.
Irving Brockbank International is a fast-paced, reputable advertising firm in the Northeast. You have been with the firm 
as an accounts executive for about six months. Among other responsibilities, you consult with smaller advertising 
agencies promoting local area businesses. This requires that you periodically visit your clients, and you typically travel 
about once a month.

High Quality Work Experience: 
Since working for the firm, you have been given a nice 
office, a competitive salary and good benefits. The 
company values you as an employee, and your 
immediate supervisor has been very appreciative of 
your efforts. In general, you have been very satisfied 
with the quality of your employment in the firm.

Low Quality Work Experience: 
Since working for the firm, you’ve discovered that your 
salary is below industry average, the benefits are not 
very good, and your “office” is a tiny cubicle you share 
with 2 other people. The company doesn’t seem to 
value you as an employee, and your immediate 
supervisor has not been very appreciative of your 
efforts. In general, you have not been very satisfied with 
the quality of your employment in the firm.

After coming back from a trip, you show your expense report to one of your friends in the office who basically does the 
same job you do. After looking at your expense report, he:

Ethical Peer Influence: 
raises his eyebrows, and says “you need to be very 
careful in reporting your expenses. For instance, I see 
you spent £30.00 for the cab fare from the airport. That 
could look very suspicious to payroll. I know that some 
people in the company do inflate their trip report 
expenses, but most people are pretty accurate. If we 
aren’t, payroll will start requiring even more verification 
of expenses. Plus, company travel funds will get 
depleted, and it’ll be harder to justify a trip.”

Unethical Peer Influence: 
laughs and says, “You actually put down what you 
really spent!” He then says to you, “Let me tell you, 
most of us add a few pounds here and there – its sort of 
a private perk.” He then proceeds to show you which 
expenses you could increase (for example taxi fares, 
meals and tips) and why (for example, a receipt is not 
required). He also tells you by how much you could 
increase expenses, without it being noticed by payroll 
as excessive.

Ethical Managerial Influence: 
Later, you happen to see the expense report of your 
boss from when he did the same trip about a month 
ago. You notice that his expenses are reported as much 
less than you reported. For example, you went ahead 
and put down estimates of meals of about 
£40.00 per day. Your boss reported that he spent about 
£15.00 per day. Obviously, the boss is very meticulous 
and accurate in reporting trip expenses.

Unethical Managerial Influence: 
Later, you happen to see the expense report of your 
boss from when he did the same trip about a month 
ago. You notice his expenses are reported as much 
greater than you know it really cost, from having just 
taken the same trip. For example, you stayed in the 
same hotel as he did and it cost you £7.00 cab fare 
between the hotel and airport. He reported that it cost 
£20.00 each way. You notice other expenses as well 
that are most likely inflated.

12 T. R. EVANS ET AL.



UK-based management- and psychology-based students from any year of their 
undergraduate or postgraduate study. Recruitment was predominantly through uni
versity research participation schemes (e.g. SONA) and targeted messages through 
virtual learning environments (e.g. Moodle). Specific details on the methods each 
data collection group adopted are available on the meta-data documents on the OSF 
project page.

Exclusion

Our study was attempted by 4477 participants. First, we considered participants who did 
not finish the survey (N = 275) as withdrawn. All questions forced a response to ensure no 
missing data. We then removed all data for which the study meta-data flagged pilot or 
spam data by Qualtrics (N = 1168). The final sample pre-exclusions therefore included 
complete data from 3034 participants.

In the original studies, manipulation checks were analysed but did not form the basis of 
exclusion. As such, to capture inattentive engagement, in line with good practices (i.e. 
Meade & Craig, 2012), participants were excluded if they respond “No – do not use my 
data” to the following: “We want to ensure that all data we analyse is meaningful and 
accurately reflects engagement with the study content. In your honest opinion, should we 
use your data in our analyses of this study? Your response to this will have no impact or 
consequences to you so please do be honest.” We excluded 816 participants on this basis, 
resulting in a final sample of 2218.

Analysis plan

First, three Pearson’s Chi-squared tests were conducted to explore the efficacy of the 
respective experimental manipulations on quality of work experience, peer influence and 
manager influence. Second, descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) and 
omega coefficients were presented within a correlation matrix.

Third, to test the primary hypotheses, a multiple regression was conducted. The 
categorical independent variables (quality of work experience, peer influence, managerial 
influence and gender) were dummy coded before being regressed upon behavioural 
intention alongside Machiavellianism and locus of control total scores. The original manu
script inconsistently reported a manager-peer influence interaction so to minimize the 
likelihood of type 1 errors and prevent postulation of effects that were not originally 
hypothesized, interaction effects were not studied.

Finally, in addition to replicating the same set of analyses provided for the original 
experiments, analyses were conducted to acknowledge the multi-site nature of data 
collection. First, the current study visualised the consistency of relationship strength 
across data collection groups by creating a heatmap-inspired correlation table. Second, 
a linear mixed-effects regression model was conducted, using data collection group 
number as a random effect and quality of work experience, peer influence, managerial 
influence, gender, Machiavellianism, and locus of control as fixed effects.
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Deviations from preregistration

● In the Stage 1 Registered Report we did not explicitly note that data collected during 
the period of piloting by the data collection teams, or indeed spam completions, 
would be excluded. We applied this additional exclusion criterion to the direct 
replication because each data collection team piloted their own survey links multiple 
times (which was considered good to role-model best practice) and due to practical 
concerns surrounding data quality (e.g. some data collection teams recruited parti
cipants through social media and raised concerns, verified by the meta-data and 
Qualtrics system, that bots were completing the survey to secure the financial 
compensation).

● The configuration of data collection groups sometimes deviated from the agreed 
protocol due to practicality. As such, dyads were sometimes triads or tetrads, and the 
minimum sample required from each group was not always met.

Study 2 – Conceptual Replication

Procedure & design

A longitudinal online questionnaire design was adopted, adopting self-reported unethical 
workplace behaviour as the outcome. At time 1, participants completed demographic 
questions, followed by a battery of questionnaires on specific psychological constructs 
representing the themes originally studied. At time 2, between 7 and 28 days following 
initial participation, participants declared their use of unethical workplace behaviours 
from the last 12 months. At both time points, participants were asked to confirm whether 
their data was meaningful using the same engagement question as used in Study 1 
(Meade & Craig, 2012).

Materials

A range of demographic questions were included to describe the sample and support 
secondary analyses and generalizability statements. Gender, age, ethnicity, student status, 
months of full-time work experience, and industry in which they had the majority of their 
work experience were captured.

Locus of Control was captured through the Work Locus of Control Scale 
(Spector, 1988) which has 16 items on a 6-point likert and was deemed most 
suitable as a widely adopted and context-specific measure of locus of control 
(T. W. Ng et al., 2006).

Machiavellianism was presented through the Mach IV (Christie & Geis, 1970). There 
were twenty items responded to on a 7-point likert, some of which were altered from the 
original to refer to “people” rather than “men” (Miller et al., 2019). Due to the concerns 
surrounding factor structure, the full 20-item scale was adopted and used to create a total 
score, allowing the opportunity for subsequent secondary analyses to consider alternative 
structures (e.g. Rauthmann, 2013).

Social Desirability was measured through the Balanced Inventory of Desirable 
Responding Short Form (Hart et al., 2015). This 16-item scale differentiates between self- 
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deceptive enhancement and impression management, and using a 7-point likert pro
duces data with good psychometric properties, unlike many short forms of alternative 
measures (Barger, 2002).

Quality of Work Experience was considered through the lens of job satisfaction. 
This was captured through the Job in General scale (Ironson et al., 1989), chosen 
due the applicability to any job type and preferable psychometric properties of the 
data it produces compared to alternative short job satisfaction measures (Van 
Saane et al., 2003). Eighteen adjectives to describe a participants work e.g. plea
sant and enjoyable, were rated and scored according to original instructions: No 
(0),? (1) or Yes (3).

Manager Influence was assessed using the 10-item Ethical Leadership 
Questionnaire (Brown et al., 2005). Participants rated their manager on a 7-point 
likert ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” This scale is the most 
widely adopted assessment of this construct, with other measures often consid
ered to be dominated by items which fall outside the scope of ethical leadership 
specifically (Wiernik & Ones, 2018).

Peer Influence was captured through five questions exploring participants’ observa
tions or knowledge of peers’ unethical workplace behaviours. The questions represent the 
Unethical Behaviour Toward Employees subscale developed by Kaptein (2008), chosen 
due to its applicability to a wide variety of workplaces and industries, and clear differ
entiation in focus from the outcome measurement. Participants responded on a 7-point 
likert ranging from “Never” to “(Almost) always.”

Unethical Workplace Behaviours were captured at time 2 through participants’ declara
tions of use of 17 unethical behaviours as developed by Newstrom and Ruch (1975) and 
commonly attributed to Akaah (1992). These items were deemed the most relevant due to 
their applicability to remote and face-to-face work, and a critical review of the field which 
declared the items to be “the most conceptually clear and comprehensive measure of 
employee unethical behaviours” (Wiernik & Ones, 2018, p. 42). Responses were captured 
through a 7-point likert scale with only anchors of “Never” and “Frequently,” in-line with 
practices which maximise self-reporting of unethical work behaviours (Wouters et al., 2014).

Participants

Data was collected through 17 research groups and represented a total sample size 
expected to be between 2000 and 2500. To facilitate wider claims of generalizability, 
the current study used an opportunity sampling technique to recruit UK and US partici
pants who were employed at the time of data collection. Recruitment was through 
a variety of strategies including the use of university research participation schemes 
(e.g. SONA) and targeted messages through virtual learning environments (e.g. 
Moodle), social media, and collaborative research networks. Specific details on the meth
ods each data collection group adopted are available on the meta-data documents on the 
OSF project page.
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Exclusion

First, we considered participants who did not finish the first survey as withdrawn. All 
questions forced a response to ensure no missing data. Following the check for inatten
tive engagement, 2791 participants were invited to complete the second survey. Of these, 
1044 did not complete or were withdrawn for inattentive engagement, leaving a final 
sample of 1747.

Analysis plan

First, descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) and omega coefficients were 
presented alongside a correlation matrix. Second, as before, a multiple regression was 
conducted to predict unethical workplace behaviours from the time 1 measures. To 
further acknowledge the role of differences between data collection sites, a heatmap- 
inspired correlation table, and a linear mixed effects regression model with a “data 
collection group” random effect, were again reported.

Deviations from preregistration

● The two deviations reported for the direct replication were also followed for this 
conceptual replication.

● Based upon difficulties with data collection, a 1-month extension to data collection 
and stage 2 submission was agreed with the Editor. The editor agreed to use of 
Prolific.ac to collect a significant portion of data for the conceptual replication, 
instead of extending the project timeline a further year. As such, data collection 
continued until the end of September 2023 rather than August 2023. Data was 
slightly below the minimum expected sample size (1747/1799) but this was consid
ered acceptable given the size of deviation and agreed timeframes of the project.

● One team (25) had an unintentional error whereby their quality of work experience 
assessment allowed participants to pick more than one response per question. To 
manage this, as participants could score either No (0),? (1) or Yes (3), all conflicting 
scores were recoded as “1” to acknowledge a mixed response. This influenced the 
scores of 10 participants in total.

Analyses

Direct replication

All analyses represent the preregistered analysis plans as originally intended, with a final 
sample of 2218. This included 1454 who identified as female, 711 individuals who 
identified as male, one who identified as non-binary, 42 who preferred not to identify 
and 10 who did not provide gender information. Ages ranged from 18 to 71 (M = 25.6, 
SD = 8.19). A large proportion of the sample identified as white (N = 1348) or Asian/Asian 
British (N = 544). However, our sample also included individuals identifying as Black, 
African, Caribbean or Black British (N = 152), Mixed/Multiple Ethnicities (N = 101), and 
Other Ethnic Groups (N = 63). Of those who reported their student status, the sample 
was predominantly first year (N = 650), only/final year (N = 530), or second year (N = 449) 
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students. Of the 2192 who responded, 1215 were currently employed, and this group held 
an average of 35 months of work experience (SD = 90).

First, three Pearson’s Chi-squared tests were conducted to determine whether partici
pants allocated to the different manipulated vignette conditions responded differently to 
the manipulation check items. For quality of work experience (X2 (2, N = 2218) = 586.84, 
p < .001), peer influence (X2 (2, N = 2218) = 283.18, p < .001) and manager influence (X2 (2, 
N = 2218) = 742.89, p < .001), significant differences in responses between groups in the 
associated manipulation checks are congruent with, and provide initial evidence for, 
a successful manipulation of these factors. Appendix A shows bar plots for each manip
ulation check question against its respective condition.

Table 3. Direct replication: means, standard deviations, and correlations (* = p < .05; **= p < .01).
Variable M SD Omega 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Quality of Work Environment 0.49 0.50
2. Manager Influence 0.50 0.50 −.01
3. Peer Influence 0.51 0.50 .01 −.01
4. Locus of Control 28.42 4.90 .72 −.01 .01 .04
5. Machiavellianism 26.20 4.93 .74 .01 .01 .03 .33**
6. Gender 0.67 0.47 .00 −.01 −.02 −.01 −.12**
7. Social Desirability 30.51 4.31 .50 −.02 −.06* .01 −.25** −.39** −.01
8. Unethical Behavioural Intentions 9.93 3.86 .90 −.05* .07** .06* .14** .29** −.15** −.20**

Figure 1. Heatmap inspired visualization of correlations to unethical behavioural intentions across 
data collection groups.

Table 4. Direct replication regression results using unethical behavioural intentions as the criterion.

Predictor b

b 
95% CI 
[LL, UL] beta

beta 
95% CI 
[LL, UL] sr2

sr2 

95% CI 
[LL, UL] r Fit

(Intercept) 3.87** [2.74, 4.99]
Quality of Work Experience −0.40* [−0.71, −0.09] −0.05 [−0.09, −0.01] .00 [−.00, .01] −.05*
Manager Influence 0.53** [0.23, 0.84] 0.07 [0.03, 0.11] .00 [−.00, .01] .07**
Peer Influence 0.34* [0.04, 0.65] 0.04 [0.00, 0.08] .00 [−.00, .01] .06*
Locus of Control 0.04* [0.01, 0.07] 0.05 [0.01, 0.09] .00 [−.00, .01] .14**
Machiavellianism 0.20** [0.17, 0.24] 0.26 [0.22, 0.30] .06 [.04, .08] .29**
Gender −1.00** [−1.33, −0.67] −0.12 [−0.16, −0.08] .01 [.01, .02] −.15**

R2 = .112** 
95% CI[.0913]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents 
unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial 
correlation squared. r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of 
a confidence interval, respectively. 

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Second, descriptive statistics are presented (Table 3) within a correlation matrix. Please 
note, from this point, participants who did not report a male or female identity were 
removed. Statistically significant (p < .05) relationships were found between the unethical 
behavioural intentions outcome and all predictors. The extent to which the strength of 
relationships vary across data collection groups can be found in Figure 1. Furthermore, 
internal reliability estimates were highly congruent with that of the original study, 
including a low value for social desirability.

Third, a multiple regression was conducted and reported in full below in Table 4. 
Signals were detected for all variables as no confidence intervals overlapped with 0, 
however the proportion of variance in unethical intentions explained was small (11%). 
Findings were generally mixed when compared to the original study. Machiavellianism (as 
expected) and gender (unexpectedly) were the two strongest predictors, whilst the 
contribution of variance explained by quality of work experience and locus of control 
was much more modest than originally reported. A linear mixed-effects regression model, 
to recognise potential inconsistencies in results across data collection groups, had very 
small variance (1.07) and standard deviation (1.03) estimates around the random intercept 
of data collection team, and the model provided largely unaltered estimates except for 
gender which was weaker (see Appendix B).

Conceptual replication

All analyses represent the preregistered analysis plans as originally intended, with a final 
sample of 1747. This includes 1001 females, 738 males, and eight individuals who 
identified with neither label. The sample was predominantly from the UK (N = 1692), non- 
students (N = 1493) with a mean age of 36.9 (SD = 11.7). Of the UK sample, most identified 
as White (N = 1303), although the sample also included individuals identifying as Asian/ 
Asian British (N = 146), Black, African, Caribbean or Black British (N = 118), Mixed/Multiple 
Ethnicities (N = 73), and Other Ethnic Groups (N = 52). For the US-based participants 
(N = 55), 12 identified as Hispanic, Latino or of Spanish origin. US participants were most 
commonly identified as White (N = 33), but the sample also included individuals identify
ing with Other groups (N = 8), Asian (N = 4), two or more races (N = 4), Black or African 
American (N = 2) and American Indian or Alaska Native (N = 1). All participants were 
employed, with a mean 172 months of work experience (SD = 255). Data from the 8 
individuals not identifying with a male or female identity were removed before analyses.

Descriptive statistics for all variables are presented below (Table 5) within a correlation 
matrix. As to be expected from the sample size, statistically significant (p < .05) 

Table 5. Conceptual replication: means, standard deviations, and correlations (* = p < .05; **= p < .01).
Variable M SD Omega 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Quality of Work Experience 38.98 12.75 .94
2. Manager Influence 49.07 12.49 .95 .54**
3. Peer Influence 9.21 5.89 .88 −.31** −.40**
4. Locus of Control 48.41 10.41 .89 −.38** −.32** .17**
5. Machiavellianism 75.54 11.29 .81 −.31** −.30** .23** .46**
6. Gender 0.58 0.49 .05* .01 .02 −.05* −.14**
7. Social Desirability 62.49 12.63 .85 .17** .17** −.13** −.24** −.44** −.06*
8. Unethical Workplace Behaviour 31.68 12.37 .92 −.14** −.19** .30** .13** .30** −.15** −.32**
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relationships were found between the unethical behaviour outcome and all predictors. 
The extent to which the strength of relationships varies across data collection groups can 
be found in Figure 2. Furthermore, internal reliability estimates were generally high and 
similar to previous reports of such properties.

Third, a multiple regression was conducted and reported in full below in Table 6. 
A signal was not detected for quality of work experience, manager influence and locus 
of control, as confidence intervals overlapped with 0, however the proportion of 
variance in unethical intentions explained was slightly larger than the direct replication 
(16%). Again, mixed results were observed. Peer influence and gender (unexpectedly) 
and machiavellianism (as expected) predicted modest proportions of variance in 
unethical behaviour. A linear mixed-effects regression model, to recognise potential 
inconsistencies in results across data collection groups, had small variance (2.38) and 
standard deviation (1.54) estimates around the random intercept of data collection 
team, providing very minor and insignificant deviations from these estimates (see 
Appendix B).

Figure 2. Heatmap inspired visualization of correlations to unethical behaviour across data collection 
groups (excluding one team who collected 2 participants).

Table 6. Conceptual replication: regression results using unethical behaviour as the criterion.

Predictor b

b 
95% CI 
[LL, UL] beta

beta 
95% CI 
[LL, UL] sr2

sr2 

95% CI 
[LL, UL] r Fit

(Intercept) 11.50** [5.72, 17.28]
Quality of Work Experience 0.02 [−0.03, 0.08] 0.03 [−0.03, 0.08] .00 [−.00, .00] −.14**
Manager Influence −0.04 [−0.09, 0.02] −0.04 [−0.09, 0.02] .00 [−.00, .00] −.19**
Peer Influence 0.51** [0.41, 0.61] 0.24 [0.20, 0.29] .05 [.03, .07] .30**
Locus of Control −0.03 [−0.09, 0.03] −0.03 [−0.08, 0.02] .00 [−.00, .00] .13**
Machiavellianism 0.26** [0.20, 0.32] 0.24 [0.19, 0.29] .04 [.02, .06] .30**
Gender −3.07** [−4.17, −1.98] −0.12 [−0.17, −0.08] .01 [.00, .03] −.15**

R2 = .163** 
95% CI[.1319]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents 
unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial 
correlation squared. r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of 
a confidence interval, respectively. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Discussion

Across two high-power replications, this study explored the role of individual and 
situational factors on unethical behavioral intentions in the workplace. Our findings 
represent a mixed picture of effects, as might have been expected from the lack of 
consensus in the extant literature (Mackey et al., 2021). Across the replications we 
find a consistent small effect of having a more external locus of control and male 
identity, and a consistent moderate effect of machiavellianism, for increasing 
unethical intentions and behaviour. The situational factors, whilst consistent in 
direction with that of the original study, varied more substantively in effect size. 
As interpreted below, our results point to the need for more attention on con
ceptual, methodological, measurement and theoretical clarity to ensure future 
works can progress more directly to achieve the purpose of research in this 
domain – to minimize the negative impacts of unethical workplace behaviour 
and improve individual’s working lives.

Individual effects

Our study found that lower quality of work experience was associated with greater 
unethical behaviour in the workplace. The size of this effect was especially modest 
when observed in the context of unethical intentions. Quality of work was defined as 
Job Satisfaction by Jones and Kavanagh (1996) and in both our current replications. There 
are differences in components of satisfaction covered, however. For example, the original 
vignette adopted contains dimensions of work environment (nice office/tiny cubicle), 
salary (competitive/below industry average), company/supervisor appreciation and gen
eral perceptions. The conceptual replication covered a more general affective evaluation 
of satisfaction, and in other studies, quality of work experience has been conceptualised 
completely differently, e.g. as an organizational environment. Askew et al. (2015) state 
that organizational environment is the most important antecedent of unethical behavior, 
though in their study it seems to reflect the “ethical climate, culture, and codes of conduct 
established within an organization.” These factors seem to all be important antecedents 
to unethical behaviour as outlined by Kish-Gephart et al. (2010), but job satisfaction was 
characterised as an individual characteristic in their study (rather than a situational 
characteristic), while organizational environment qualities fell under organizational envir
onment characteristics. Differentiating between objective workplace characteristics and 
subsequent perceptions of agreeableness will offer greater insights into how the indivi
dual and the environment interact to drive unethical intentions.

Whilst not the strongest predictor of unethicality, as was originally argued by Peng and 
Kim (2020), our results provide further evidence for the influence of leadership and 
seniors’ role-modeling upon employee behaviour (Michell et al., 2022; T. W. H. Ng & 
Feldman, 2015). Unethicality of management was a significant predictor of unethical 
intention and behaviour, although most strongly for the latter. These results suggest 
that unethical behaviour may represent more impulsive decision-making (Kish-Gephart 
et al., 2010) and/or employees may more readily copy the actions of senior colleagues 
(Kaptein, 2011), but perhaps the underlying cognitive processes (i.e. intent) may be less 
readily manipulated by others’ actions. Combined with other small effects (e.g. Pan & 
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Sparks, 2012) and recent interactions (e.g. Ahmad et al., 2020), a more structured and 
detailed evaluation of the different levels of power and influence across individuals, teams 
and structures likely represents a fruitful avenue of future exploration.

The significant main effect of peer influence is an example of social influence in 
organisational settings, and is in line with Izraeli (1988) who suggested that employees 
who witness unethical behaviour by their colleagues are more likely to engage in 
unethical behaviour themselves. As with manager influence, the influence of peers was 
more modest in influencing intentions than behaviours. Likewise, the original study by 
Jones and Kavanagh (1996) found a significant effect of peer influence in Experiment 1 
but the effect was then “masked by the significant interaction between peer and manage
rial influence” (p. 520) in Experiment 2. As such, these results provide further encourage
ment of consideration of more social factors of the workplace and thus may also benefit 
from a more structured analysis of influence.

As identified in earlier studies, including Jones and Kavanagh (1996), an external 
locus of control is associated with unethicality – believing outcomes are out of their 
control leads people to engage in unethical behavior as they do not feel as much 
responsibility or control for their actions. The Jones and Kavanagh (1996) study was 
inconsistent in its findings with regard to individual variables, as only experiment one 
found a main effect of locus of control. However, here, we found main effects of 
almost identical size in both direct and conceptual replications. Previous research by 
Trevino (1986) and Valentine et al. (2019) suggest that situational influences (e.g. the 
presence of an ethics code) can have an impact in reducing the externality of an 
individuals’ locus of control. Greater recognition of this interaction between situational 
and personal factors is a priority. Furthermore, the debate around whether locus of 
control is a unique construct or part of a larger construct related to self-evaluation 
(Galvin et al., 2018) remains contentious (Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge et al., 2002). Clear 
contextualisation of work locus of control should be considered, as associated vari
ables like self-efficacy are likely to influence unethical behaviors in combination with 
locus of control and subsequently influence the size or direction of effects (Valentine 
et al., 2019).

In line with previous research (Collins & Schmidt, 1993; Jones & Kavanagh, 1996), our 
replications are consistent in arguing that machiavellianism represents a strong predictor 
of unethical workplace behaviour. It is unsurprising that if individuals are more likely to 
engage in manipulative and self-serving behaviours across social and interpersonal con
texts, they are also more likely to engage in unethical workplace behaviour. This work 
provokes an important question as to whether machiavellianism is relevant for all the 
different kinds of unethical behaviour that can be observed and we encourage future 
researchers to reflect upon this beyond pro-self unethical behaviours. Furthermore, these 
findings should be interpreted in context of the strength of correlations (r = .39 and .44) 
observed between machiavellianism and social desirability, which may be indicative of 
participant bias and/or self-deceptive enhancement.

Finally, the results of the two replications were highly convergent in suggesting a very 
modest role of gender, similar in size of effect to that of previous reviews (Pan & Sparks,  
2012). Concurrent with much of the extant literature that identifies differences, individuals 
identifying as males report slightly greater unethical workplace behaviours and intentions 
compared to those identifying as women. Estimates for individuals who wished to identify 
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with neither label were much less certain due to the small sample sizes and were there
fore not analysed due to the risk of drawing misleading and imprecise conclusions. It 
would be of significant value to examine effect sizes in larger samples of individuals 
identifying with other gender identities, and to explore which dimensions of gender drive 
this effect.

Evidence synthesis

There are a number of important observations when examining the profile of the 
results as a whole (see Table 7). For example, across our replications, we found 
converging evidence on the strength of the relationship between unethical inten
tions and locus of control, machiavellianism and gender. This convergence is high 
(~.01 difference in correlation coefficient) and on one hand might be considered 
unsurprising given the similarity in measurement strategies of these variables 
between the two replication types (i.e. similar or identical questionnaires). On the 
other hand, this result might still be considered surprising by the differences in 
outcomes measured: the direct replication captured hypothetical intentions to inflate 
expense reports and the conceptual replication captured a range of real-world 
unethical behaviours.

There are meaningful differences in estimates of effect size between the direct and 
conceptual replication where measurement strategies changed from manipulated vign
ette to questionnaire. For these three variables (quality of work, manager influence and 
peer influence), all the relationships were stronger for the questionnaire-based concep
tual replication capturing real-world actions. This set of results may be indicative of the 
influence of measurement effects upon effect size, and looks to represent a fruitful avenue 
for both understanding previous inconsistencies and future priorities.

Based upon our results, individual factors seem to more consistently play a role in 
influencing unethical behavioral intentions specifically, but the proportion of variance 

Table 7. Comparison of correlations across all studies (some directions have been reversed for 
consistency/clarity).

Present Study
Jones and Kavanagh 

(1996) LeBel et al. (2019) Criteria

Direct Replication 
(N = 2218)

Conceptual 
Replication 
(N = 1747)

Experiment 
1 

(N = 138)

Experiment 
2 

(N = 154)
Signal 

Detected? Consistent?

Quality of Work −.05 
(−.09, −.01)

−.14 
(−.18, −.09)

−.24 −.15 Yes Conceptual with 
Exp 2 only.

Manager 
Unethicality

.07 
(.03, .11)

.19 
(.14, .23)

.07 .24 Yes Direct with Exp 1 
only.

Peer Unethicality .06 
(.01, .10)

.30 
(.26, .34)

.25 .12 Yes No.

External Locus of 
Control

.14 
(.10, .18)

.13 
(.09, .18)

.21 .07 Yes No.

Machiavellianism .29 
(.25, .33)

.30 
(.26, .35)

.22 .24 Yes No.

Gender (Male=1, 
Female=0)

.15 
(.11, .19)

.15 
(.10, .20)

.03 .12 Yes Both replications 
with Exp 2 only.
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explained is low and main effects were small in size. This difference in effects sizes 
between individual and situational factors was not observed for the conceptual/ques
tionnaire-based replication. As such, results may indicate that existing works using vign
ette-based methodologies or experimentally manipulated variables are likely to under- 
estimate relationship sizes for real-world interpretation, however it is unclear whether this 
effect is limited to just contextual or situational factors.

Finally, given the closeness of methods and samples between the direct replication 
and the original experiments (Jones & Kavanagh, 1996), we expected the estimates of 
effects from the direct replication to be closer to the original than those established by the 
conceptual replication. For the situational factors where effect sizes did not closely 
converge between replication types, estimates from the conceptual replication were 
closer to the effect sizes originally reported than the direct replication. This could be 
indicative of a number of explanations, including changes in working conditions, prac
tices and standards over the last two decades (e.g. introduction of the Bribery Act 2010 in 
the UK), inflated original estimates based upon small sample sizes, a lessened influence of 
manipulation in a sample of (mostly) psychology students who are experienced with such 
methods, or the greater similarity in type of sample (more work-experienced).

Project limitations and future research

Our replications captured both intentions (direct replication) and behaviours (conceptual 
replication), with a clear profile of similarities and differences between results. Concerns 
have long been raised surrounding the measurement of behavioural intentions being 
conflated with actual behaviour (Trevino & Victor, 1992). Studies consistently reveal 
a discrepancy between an individual’s intentions and their behaviour, with this applying 
vice versa also (Lawler, 1970). As such, differentiating intentions from behaviour may 
provide crucial in interpreting the extant literature due to the inconsistencies in results 
and measurement approaches. Furthermore, there are other factors to consider such as the 
role of intention strength (which is characterised by features such as intention stability) in 
negotiating the unethical intention-unethical behavior gap. For example, if intention 
strength is poor despite the presence of unethical intentions, the unethical behavior 
might not be carried out. Conner and Norman (2022) suggest that “moderators of the 
intention-behavior relationship may be mediated through intention stability (and perhaps 
other features of intention strength).” Such concepts may help further unpick the relation
ship between unethical behavioural intentions and behaviours and to determine the extent 
to which the two distinct bodies of evidence on these outcomes can be consistently united.

There are increasingly nuanced discussions surrounding the replication crisis which 
highlight the role of theory, and often the lack of robust theory, as a core contributor to 
failed replications or inconsistencies across bodies of evidence (Oberauer & 
Lewandowsky, 2019). As such, we encourage future works to engage more with theore
tical frameworks (for example, the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1985)), and 
believe this is particularly valuable in the context of differentiating between intentions 
and behaviours. This may provide a more structured approach to elucidate as to why 
some of the effects differed between the two outcome conceptualisations, and why 
individual predictors may be more consistent than situational/contextual factors.
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Although the conceptual replication aimed to capture real-world unethical behaviour 
and the measures were implemented to resolve some of the well-established concerns 
surrounding use of hypothetical vignettes, questionnaires are still problematic for repre
senting real-life scenarios and thus further limit the generalisability of the findings. The 
current study may have used the most theoretically aligned tool (Wiernik & Ones, 2018), but 
these are over two decades old and are unlikely to represent the full range of unethical 
behaviours evidenced in modern society. This does, however, represent wider issues in the 
field surrounding the measurement of real-world unethical behaviors, and raises the ques
tion of what the most accurate and ecologically valid method to measure them would be. 
Furthermore, we captured no qualitative data to assess timing, pertinence, reasoning, or 
other behaviours and/or experiences. Qualitative data may be particularly critical in resol
ving inconsistencies by encouraging a richer contextual outlook on how perceptions and 
intentions for ethical behaviours in the workplace are formed and influenced.

Defining, identifying and measuring unethical workplace behaviours has been proble
matic in academic and real-world practice with inconsistencies in the use of measure
ments, tools, and theories (Wiernik & Ones, 2018). Reinterpreting the existing literature 
with a consistent perspective on the defining features of ethical behaviour in a workplace 
context would provide a clearer foundation for the study of their potential impacts upon 
employees. Currently, all studies, including the current work, fail to make clear statements 
about the extent to which their findings can apply only to a specific given behaviour 
considered unethical, or rather a collection of behaviours (Treviño et al., 2006). Little 
attention or focus has been placed upon identifying where and why different behaviours 
may have different antecedents and consequences, and a clearer position on these factors 
may contribute to a more progressive and impactful body of work capable of informing 
action.

Given the methods used to collect data, caution should be exercised when attempting 
to generalise the current findings. The sample size was large and recruiting participants 
from universities was advantageous, providing flexibility and access to a large pool of 
participants. However, for the direct replication, for example, participants were predomi
nantly undergraduate students (first year (N = 650), only/final year (N = 530) and second 
year (N = 449)) who are often entry-level workers in the workplace. Indeed, only 55% of 
the sample were employed, and they had an average of >3 years work experience. 
Importantly, applying these hypothetical responses to a vignette should be a far distance 
from claims about how these effects may work in practice. Furthermore, females repre
sented a larger proportion of the sample. For example, the total number of female 
participants (N = 1454) from the direct replication population was double the total of 
male participants (N = 711). Similar concerns could be raised about the representation of 
ethnicity groups and age. As the samples predominantly originated in the UK, it seems 
likely that the participants may be quite homogenous, and it raises the question of cross- 
cultural validity of our findings (Henrich et al., 2010). Indeed, the direct replication 
revealed that the majority who reported their ethnicity identified as white (N = 1348) or 
Asian/Asian British (N = 544). Indeed, the participants from the conceptual experiment 
were predominantly from the UK (N = 1692) and identified as White (N = 1303). As such, 
the several sample qualities discussed suggest generalisability may be somewhat limited.

The exploration of the antecedents and consequences of unethical workplace 
behaviour has been diverse and inconsistent. There are relatively few examples of 
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clear replications, and little consistent examination of the extant literature to deter
mine whether inconsistencies are due to different theories, designs, definitions, or 
measurement approaches. This diverse evidence base is likely indicative of the wider 
emphasis in our research quality upon novelty. Given the extent of inconsistencies 
identified, we encourage researchers to engage in less aimless hypothesis testing 
(Scheel et al., 2020) and accept the need for more meta-work to establish clearer 
foundations and address bigger questions. Placing more value, and investing more 
time, in building coherent, theory-informed, bodies of evidence is likely to be a critical 
factor for increasing influence upon practice. Only after this will it be possible to study 
the complex interactions, for example, between individual factors and situational/ 
contextual factors. To provide just one example, we might expect contract types to 
have an especially complex association with unethical behaviour, reflecting interac
tions between various personal factors like financial and job insecurity (Jiang et al.,  
2022), and environmental factors like opportunities for unethicality and career pro
gression. The original Jones and Kavanagh (1996) work considered some post-hoc 
interactions, but the extant literature is lacking in a structured and consistent account 
of how the various individual and contextual factors may interact. We suggest that 
following a more descriptive mapping through meta-work, future research should 
prioritise recognising the complex interplay and interactions between individuals’ 
cognitions, behavioural intention/attitudes/perceptions and the behaviours 
themselves.

Applications

Findings from this study predominantly emphasise the individual factors driving unethical 
workplace behaviour. Primarily, this reinforces the need for rigorous recruitment to 
positions (e.g. considering negative personality traits like machiavellianism when select
ing individuals for influential or high-risk roles) and maximising person-job fit. However, 
acknowledging Trait Activation Theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) whereby certain contexts 
may more easily cue certain traits, it is important not to dismiss the role of the context, or 
indeed the accountability of the employer in providing a healthy workplace. The results of 
the current research, in context of the existing literature, suggest that more incisive 
developments will be made only with a much more nuanced coverage of interactions 
between the individuals and structures.

By providing further insight into the factors that define and promote unethical beha
viours in the workplace, this research aims to support employees and managers alike. For 
example, findings from this study could be directed towards use in amending employee 
well-being programmes or workplace support interventions to better address the under
lying needs behind pro-self unethical behaviour. We hope that the valuable datasets 
produced can support further insights into the dynamics of unethical workplace beha
viour, and that the quantity of data collected supports the estimation of more consistent 
and rigorous effect size estimates as the number of reviews and meta-analyses in this 
important domain continues to grow. Furthermore, in discussing the limitations of our 
project, and the broader field at length, we hope to give researchers reason to pause and 
reflect upon definitions, theories, measurement approaches, and other such factors in the 
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hope that it helps build a more rigorous and impactful body of evidence from which 
policy and practice can be informed.

On a broader level, this work also demonstrates the under-utilized potential of offering 
meaningful research opportunities for students, having engaged 37 student-led teams to 
collect high-quality data from nearly 4000 participants, predominantly over a single 
academic year. There are many structured programmes which support this type of 
learning (e.g. CREP; Wagge et al., 2019) and the current study evidences what is possible 
with a Stage 1 Registered Report and a modest local network. The open scholarship 
practices like preregistration evidenced throughout this project embody the critical skills 
most universities purport to promote (e.g. scientific literacy and confidence; Pownall, 
Azevedo, et al., 2023). Despite anecdotal evidence of this value from the students con
tributing to this project, there is limited evidence evaluating to what extent open 
practices like preregistration contribute to student outcomes (Pownall, Pennington, 
et al., 2023). As such, we encourage ambitious researchers to follow us in leading rich 
and meaningful research experiences for students, working together to harness and 
nurture their skills and passions. Furthermore, we also encourage researchers to go 
further in embedding evaluation of the impact upon their students’ personal and profes
sional development.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Bar plots showing the frequency of responses for each manipulation check

Figure A1. Bar plot for the manipulation check question 1 against the quality of work environment 
conditions.
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Figure A2. Bar plot for the manipulation check question 2 against the peer influence conditions.

32 T. R. EVANS ET AL.



Appendix B

Revised Effect Estimates, including Data Collection Team as Random Effect

Direct Replication Conceptual Replication

Predictor b

b 
95% CI 
[LL, UL] b

b 
95% CI 
[LL, UL]

(Intercept) 2.25 [3.07, 5.44] 11.44 [5.60, 17.34]
Quality of Work Experience −0.41 [−0.70, −0.11] 0.03 [−0.02, 0.08]
Manager influence 0.52 [0.23, 0.82] −0.04 [−0.09, 0.01]
Peer Influence 0.35 [0.05, 0.64] 0.51 [0.41, 0.61]
Locus of Control 0.04 [0.00, 0.07] −0.02 [−0.09, 0.04]
Machiavellianism 0.18 [0.15, 0.22] 0.26 [0.20, 0.31]
Gender −0.61 [−0.95, −0.27] −3.14 [−4.23, −2.04]

Figure A3. Bar plot for the manipulation check question 3 against the manager influence conditions.
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