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ABSTRACT
 	This research updates and significantly extends Akaah and Riordon’s (J Market Res 26:112–120, 1989) evaluation of ethical perceptions of marketing research misconduct among marketing research professionals. In addition to examining changes in perceptions toward key marketing research practices over time, we assess professionals’ judgments on the ethicality, importance, and occurrence of a variety of new marketing research ethics situations in both online and offline contexts. In a second study, we assess ethical judgments of the public at large using a representative sample of US consumers—key stakeholders ignored in prior research on unethical marketing research practices. Generally speaking, disapproval of unethical research conduct has grown across the board in the last 20 years for both managers and marketing researchers. The same misconduct elicits a stronger disapproval in the online environment compared to the offline environment. Compared to marketing researchers, managers tend to think that unethical research conduct occurs more frequently. Those who conduct marketing research or use its findings (i.e., marketing researchers and managers) are less tolerant of unethical research conduct than the general public.
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By its very nature, the practice of marketing often presents ethical dilemmas. In addition, marketing professionals are often near the bottom in terms of ethical conduct and honesty ratings (Nussbaum 2002). Within the broader discipline of marketing, marketing research has been citedas one of the most troubling in this regard (Lund 2001). Discussions about the ethicality of various marketing research tactics and the misuse of research data are often in the news (Phillips 2010). 

A seminal study examining attitudes toward marketing research practices was published over 40 years ago (Crawford 1970). Twenty years later, Akaah and Riordan (1989) conducted a follow-up study to track changes in attitudes towards marketing research practices. They emphasized the need to replicate results of previous studies to not only uncover any shifts in the ethical judgments of decisionmakers over time, but also to capture changes in people’s sensitivity to ethical conduct over time. It is interesting that Crawford (1970, p. 46) stated in his paper that ‘‘American society today is in a period of deep soul searching, with activity on many fronts designed to spotlight unethical or dishonest practices.’’ With the numerous widely publicized scandals of the twenty-first century, we have returned to a period of soul searching regarding ethics in marketing (McKinney et al. 2010). The time has come to revisit the issue of ethical perceptions in marketing research, and to update and extend the findings of Crawford (1970) and Akaah and Riordan (1989), hereafter referred to as A&R.

Since the publication of A&R’s re-examination of marketing research ethics, there have been changes in the attitude of both marketing professionals and the broader public towards ethical standards and the social responsibility of managers (Ibrahim et al. 2009). The marketing research process has also been dramatically affected by changes in the technology used by marketing researchers for data collection. Our broad goal is to update the findings of the A&R study on judgments pertaining to the unethical conduct of marketing research. Additionally, we intend to assess and compare reactions to unethical practices in both online and offline contexts. Prior research has failed to systematically consider how the general public views ethical lapses by marketing researchers and professionals (Vitell 2003). Therefore, we extend the research domain by evaluating the perceptions of the public at large towards unethical marketing research practices.

Theoterical Background
 	Researchers in marketing have been ahead of several other disciplines in focusing on ethics research (Bernardi et al. 2008). Marketing academics have investigated marketing research ethics issues in a number of ways (Hunt and Vitell 1986) including developing models of marketing research ethics to help understand various decision-making approaches used by professionals (cf. Murphy and Laczniak 1992), and creating empirically and conceptually derived lists of ethical issues (cf. Hair and Clark 2007; Malhotra and Miller 1998; Skinner et al. 1988; Tybout and Zaltman 1974). Crawford (1970) surveyed a national sample of two groups (marketing research directors and marketing managers) to assess the extent to which they approved of various actions taken by marketing researchers in fourteen separate scenarios. Comparing the two groups, he found a number of differences in terms of whether the actions were deemed acceptable or not. For example, marketing researchers were more accepting of the use of hidden tape recorders to collect sensitive data and the misuse of marketing research information in advertising. On the other hand, compared to researchers, marketing managers were more accepting of practices such as the use of ultraviolet ink to pre-code surveys and the exchange of price data with competitors at trade association meetings.

In their replication and extension of the Crawford (1970) study, hereafter referred to as the Crawford study, A&R (1989) found that in the 20 years since the Crawford study,
disapproval of actions such as the use of ultraviolet ink to pre-code surveys had gone down. However, they also found that disapproval of actions such as the use of hidden tape recorders to record sensitive information, or the use of one-way mirrors to record how women put on their brassieres, had gone up. Akaah (1990) also administered the same survey in Australia, Canada, and Great Britain, and found no substantive differences across countries.
Research Objective
 	The first objective of the current study is to examine whether researchers’ and managers’ opinions regarding the ethicality of certain marketing research actions have changed over the last 20 years, and if so, in what ways. We intend to provide a third snapshot in the longitudinal assessment of ethical judgments (the first two being Crawford and A&R).

Our second objective is to evaluate managers’ and researchers’ evaluations of previously unexplored ethical issues. To address issues which have recently emerged in marketing research, we first reviewed the Federal Trade Commission’s (FTC 2007) guidelines regarding the collection and use of personal information. We then developed scenarios that related to the violation of three of the core ‘‘fair information practice’’ principles most directly linked to ethical situations in the conduct of marketing research. Second, we developed scenarios pertaining to respondent misconduct in research contexts. Respondents are as capable of engaging in research misconduct as research professionals, yet there has been no research on unethical behavior on the part of respondents. Examples of respondent misconduct could include behaviors such as providing false information or responding rudely to researchers. Vitell (2003) identified the lack of studies on ethics in consumer situations as a major weakness in the literature. The present study fills this gap by examining the ethicality of respondent misconduct in marketing research contexts.

Both the Crawford and A&R studies measured disapproval of unethical conduct. The third objective of this study is to extend our understanding of unethical research conduct by adding two additional dimensions of managerial response to ethical issues: the perceived importance of a given issue, and the perceived frequency of occurrence of the behavior. It is possible that a person may disapprove of an action but may think that the issue itself is not important or salient. Similarly, an action may be considered highly objectionable, but people may feel that such behaviors do not occur frequently in real life. The addition of these two new dependent variables gives us a more comprehensive picture of the ethicality of the marketing research enterprise.

The fourth objective of our study is to assess ethical judgments in the emerging area of online marketing research. Online marketing research was practically nonexistent at the time of the Crawford or A&R studies. However, in the last 20 years, the Internet has emerged as a major platform for conducting marketing research. We compare respondents’ view of certain actions in both the traditional offline environment and the new online environment.

Our fifth objective is to examine the impact of a written code of ethics on the ethical judgments of marketing professionals. Codes of ethics are a primary instrument for
managing unethical behavior in work environments (Kaptein and Schwartz 2008). Recent research has suggested that the mere existence of a written code can make managers less accepting of certain ethical lapses (McKinney et al. 2010). Other research, however, has shown that managers may not believe that a code of ethics has significant impact on behavior, although there might be some gender-based differences in perceptions (Ibrahim et al. 2009). In addition to specifically assessing the impact of a code of ethics, we also examine the broader role of gender on ethical judgments.

Finally, we intend to expand our understanding of judgments on the ethicality of research practices by examining how the public at large reacts to specific unethical research practices. Ethics researchers accept the importance of taking a stakeholder view of organizational practices (Agle et al. 2008), and for marketing research, the public at large is a primary stakeholder. If there is a disconnect between marketing professionals and the general public, it may suggest the need for a reappraisal of the acceptability of certain practices or a campaign to alter misperceptions. Members of the broader public serve as the subjects of marketing research, and it is surprising that few studies have examined public perceptions of marketing practices, despite repeated calls for including the consumer perspective in research on ethics (cf., Vitell 2003).

We used two studies to achieve these six objectives. In Study 1, we replicated and extended A&R’s work on the perceptions of marketing managers and researchers toward several scenarios involving unethical conduct (a selection of scenarios used by A&R as well as new scenarios relating to online/offline research, FTC fair information practice principles, and respondent misbehavior). In Study 2, we administered the survey to a representative sample of the ‘‘public,’’ where the respondents were neither marketing managers nor researchers. We compare the perceptions of the public for these scenarios with those of the marketing managers and researchers from Study 1.


Study 1: Managers’ and Researchers’ Judgments of Ethical Scenarios

Method Development of Scenarios
 	Because one of the objectives of our study was to replicate and extend the Crawford and A&R studies, we adapted six of the 11 scenarios used in the A&R study, excluding only those scenarios that were no longer relevant or current. Two A&R scenarios were excluded because the issues presented therein related to currently illegal practices of price fixing and insider trading. Also, three scenarios regarding social issues were excluded, given the focus of this study on marketing research practices.
The six original scenarios that were retained in this study were:
1. Use of ultraviolet ink to pre-code questionnaires while promising confidentiality.
2. Use of a hidden tape recorder to record interviews.
3. Use of one-way mirrors to collect sensitive data.
4. Use of a fictitious marketing research company name as the sponsor of a study.
5. Distortions of research findings by marketing vice president being ignored by the marketing research director.
6. Findings regarding product misuse being ignored by the marketing research director.

To examine new andemerging issues that were not directly addressed in the original studies, we followed the Fair Information Principles guidelines issued by the US Federal Trade Commission (FTC) regarding collection and use of personal information. These guidelines have been developed by government agencies, not only in the United States but also in Canada and Europe. We developed specific scenarios addressing three of the principles most directly related to ethical situations in the conduct of marketing research:
1. Notice/Awareness: Researcher tracks shopping behavior without explicitly informing the subjects that their behavior is being tracked.
2. Choice/Consent: The information collected for research purposes is used to send promotional offers without notifying respondents about the secondary use of information.
3. Integrity/Security: Research firm promises data security but turns over the data to the client without making sure sensitive information will remain secure.

While most studies on marketing research ethics have examined practitioner conduct, it is very possible for respondents to engage in conduct that raises ethical concerns. We developed two scenarios specifically pertaining to respondent misconduct:
1. False Information: Instead of just refusing to participate in a survey, the respondent decides to give false information to the researcher.
2. Rude Behavior: Respondent not only declines to participate in a survey, but rudely admonishes the researcher for making the contact.

Finally, as previously mentioned, a major change that has taken place in the last 20 years (since the A&R study) is that the Internet has come to play a major role in the conduct of marketing research. Research has shown that people’s expectations and behaviors are different in the online environment (cf. Shankar et al. 2003). It is possible that people may use different yardsticks when it comes to measuring the ethicality of actions in the online environment versus the offline environment. In order to test for this, we developed two versions (offline and online) of each of the five new scenarios noted above.

In summary, our study included sixteen distinct scenarios. Six of these scenarios were from the A&R study and were included for replication purposes. Another six scenarios (three for offline and three for online) were created to study the three Fair Information Principles of notice/awareness, choice/consent, and integrity/security. The remaining four scenarios (two for offline and two for online) were designed to study two aspects of respondent misconduct: providing false information and rude behavior. The full scenarios are presented in the Appendix.

Survey Versions
Because of the large number of scenarios, we split the survey into two versions, so that each respondent had to respond to only eight scenarios. The two versions were created in such a
way that each had three of the six A&R scenarios. The ten online/offline scenarios were also split between the two versions.We ensured that no respondent saw both the online
and offline versions of the same scenario.

Measures
 	Consistent with the Crawford and A&R approach, respondents were asked to indicate their approval/disapproval of the key players’ conduct in each scenario on a 7-point scale (with 1 = Strongly Disapprove and 7 = Strongly Approve). Respondents were also given an opportunity to indicate the reason behind their approval or disapproval in an open-ended question—‘‘why do you approve or disapprove of [the conduct]?’’

Two additional questions captured the perceived importance of the issue and the frequency of occurrence of the conduct in each of the scenarios, using a 7-point scale. These questions were ‘‘From an ethical standpoint, how important or unimportant is the issue highlighted by this scenario to you’’ (1 = Not at all important; 7 = Extremely important), and ‘‘How frequently do you think marketing firms engage in behavior like the one described in this scenario’’ (1 = Never; 7 = Very often).

Demographic information was collected using the scales provided by A&R: industry category, size of organization, role in company, job title, gender, age, education level, and household income. The household income categories were adjusted upwards to reflect the general increase in incomes since 1989. Respondents were also asked if the organization they worked for had a written code of ethics. Finally, screening questions were asked to exclude respondents who were either full-time students or worked in a full-time academic (university) job.

Pretests
 	We conducted two pretests to refine the survey. In phase I, we made changes to the structure, flow, wording, and readability of the survey based on comments from a group of 15 individuals who reviewed the survey. In phase II, the changed survey was posted online and presented to another group of 15 individuals, consisting of both marketing managers and marketing researchers. After taking the survey, pretest participants were asked to indicate problems they encountered or suggestions they had for making changes to the survey. Based on their feedback, additional minor changes were made.

Sample Selection
 	The sample for Study 1 included two distinct populations. The first population consisted of individuals who work in some capacity in marketing research in the United States (‘‘researchers’’). These individuals could work for marketing research firms or in a full-time marketing research job for any other firm. The second population consisted of individuals who were full-time marketing executives in the United States (‘‘managers’’). Full-time academics and fulltime college students were excluded from our sampling frame.

Following the procedure used by A&R, we used the AMA’s most recent M Guide (2007), and followed a systematic random selection process. For every individual selected, we examined the title and company, excluding anyone who was an educator (those indicated by a university address) and anyone not located in the U.S. We used the two-letter abbreviations found in the M Guide (like BM, BR, CM, CRM, etc.) next to names and job titles
to indicate whether participants were marketing researchers or marketing managers. We verified actual job title by asking for a participant’s job description in the survey itself.

A total of 759 individuals were contacted by phone and asked if they would be willing to participate in an academic survey. If they agreed to participate, they were asked if they wanted to respond to the online version of the survey or if they preferred to receive a hard copy of the survey. Respondents were randomly assigned to one of two

Table 1 Sample characteristics: organizational

Organizational characteristic                     Percentage
Industry category

Research agency                         24.4
Manufacturing 9.3
For-profit services (banking, insurance, real estate, etc.)    10.9
Healthcare                             5.3
Telecommunication                         2.6
Distributive trade (retailing, wholesaling)             2.4
Advertising agency                         6.9
Marketing consulting                         14.5
Not-for-profit service (education, government, etc.)         8.7
Others                                 13.7
Size of organization (number of employees)
Less than 10                             23.1
10–49                                 18.0
50–99                                 9.5
100–249                             10.1
250–499                             6.1
500–999                             7.5
1,000–4,999                             9.9
5,000 or more                             15.8
Organizational role
Marketing managers                         48.3
Marketing researchers                     51.7
Organizational title/rank
1. CEO/president/owner/partner/principal             27.4
2. Senior vice-president/vice-president             14.4
3. Director/project director                     18.3
4. Manager                             19.9
5. Analyst/consultant                         8.7
6. Account executive/sales representative             4.0
7. Others                             7.3
Existence of code of ethics
Yes                                 40.4
No                                 59.6

versions of the survey. A reminder call was made after 2 weeks to ask if the respondents had participated in the survey. To provide an incentive, respondents were given the option to participate in a random drawing for an iPod. A total of 530 responses were received, for a response rate of 69.8%. This response rate is significantly higher than the response rate of 30.7% reported by A&R. Twelve responses were discarded because the respondents selfidentified as full-time academics. Key sample organizational characteristics are reported in Table 1. The sample was almost evenly split between marketing managers and researchers, and both genders were equally represented.

Results and Discussion

Trends in Ethical Judgments
 	Our study replicated six scenarios from Crawford (1970) and A&R (1989) that were administered to both managers and researchers, for a total of 12 comparisons across the studies. Interestingly, the disapproval ratings went up (or stayed at the original high level) for all but one of the scenarios. In the Crawford study, only 4 of the 12 judgments earned disapproval of 75% or higher. In the A&R study, 6 of the 12 received that high a disapproval rating. In our study, 8 of the 12 judgments had 75% or higher disapproval rating. Both managers and researchers seem to have become more disapproving of conduct that raises ethical concerns. As is true of previous studies, it is impossible to tell if this stated disapproval also translates into more ethical research conduct. Full results are presented in Table 2.

Compared to A&R (1989), the percentage disapproving of a practice was significantly different for five of the 12 comparisons. First, the disapproval for the use of ultraviolet
ink that violated confidentiality of responses has gone up significantly since the A&R study for both managers and researchers (69% vs. 88%; and 57% vs. 83%). Interestingly, disapproval for this practice had actually gone down from the Crawford study to the A&R study. However, we found that not only has this decline been reversed, but now the disapproval is higher when compared to the original Crawford levels (77% vs. 88%; and 70% vs. 83%). As one of the respondents noted, promises that cannot be kept should not be made to participants:

I disapprove because the researcher is lying to the targeted respondents. If the researcher needs the information for proper cross tabulations there are two ways to achieve this: 1) tell the respondent or 2) not tell the respondent while not making the false promise that the information is confidential.

Second, disapproval ratings for the practice of using a fictitious company name to camouflage a real company’s identity have also gone up among both managers and
researchers (30% vs. 52%; and 30% vs. 46%). While only one in three respondents disapproved of this conduct in 1970, almost half the respondents disapprove of it currently. Many respondents found the action of using a false name somewhat deceptive despite recognizing the need to minimize bias because of a readily identifiable sponsor.

I believe it depends on the reason for the false (anonymous) name. Clearly, knowledge of the sponsor can bias the response. Most often this is the case. However, people should be told the sponsor is

Table 2 Disapproval rates: comparison across the three studies
Scenarios    % Disapprovinga
Managers                            Researchers
Crawford    A&R         present    Crawford     A&R        present   
(N = 142)    (N=215)(N = 117/133b)  (N = 259(N=215)(N = 205) (N = 127/141c)

1. Ultraviolet ink violates confidentiality 77 69 88* 70 57 83*
2. Use of hidden tape recorders 71 81 88 67 84 84
3. One-way mirrors in dressing rooms 82 97 100 78 94 94
4. Fictitious company camouflages
identity of real company
16 30 52* 13 30 46*
5. MR director deliberately distorts research findings 86 89 94 87 88 89
6. Product misuse findings ignored 66 55 46 58 39 53*
a Consistent with A&R, a response of 3 or lower on the 7-point scale was considered disapproval
b N = 117 for the first three scenarios and N = 133 for the last three scenarios
c N = 127 for the first three scenarios and N = 141 for the last three scenarios
* Difference between the present study and A&R’s is significant at 0.05 level
anonymous. Trying to gain respect from a fictitious name is not ethical.

Finally, the disapproval ratings for ignoring information on product misuse presented an interesting trend. Marketing researchers became more disapproving (39% vs. 53%) of the practice while managers’ views remain unchanged. Managers justified the practice by shifting the responsibility for the action onto advertising executives and consumers.

‘‘The MR director does not establish the company’s policy in regard to customer treatment. She might have made a bigger issue out of it, but I don’t blame her for not doing so. If she strongly disagrees with the policy in effect, she can resign.’’ Or, ‘‘While consumers are ‘victims’ in this scenario, the consumer has the opportunity to learn how to use the product correctly. From my viewpoint, most consumer products companies won’t go out of their way to help consumers and money / profit is the key motive, so it’s ‘consumer beware,’ and be a more informed consumer.’’

While many marketing researchers shared sentiments similar to those expressed by managers, others highlighted the political and cultural climate within research organizations and noted whether companies encourage their employees to be more vociferous whistle blowers.

Again, unfortunately due to the nature of corporate politics and bureaucracies, we often can only ‘do our job’ and assume that those responsible for other marketing decisions will do theirs based on the input they receive. Whether or not the researcher can take the issue higher up depends on the culture of the company.


Strength of Disapproval
 	Of the six original A&R scenarios, the one that received the strongest disapproval (M = 6.83) was the one depicting the use of one-way mirrors in women’s dressing rooms. Many respondents expressed outrage at the practice, calling it creepy, voyeuristic, perverse, and intrusive. Some respondents recommended taking legal action against the offender.

Respondents also strongly disapproved of the use of hidden tape recorders (M = 6.25). Deliberate distortion of research findings and use of ultraviolet ink were ranked in
the middle (M = 6.18 and 6.07, respectively). The use of a fictitious company name and ignoring findings of product misuse received the weakest disapproval ratings (M = 4.47
and M = 4.25, respectively).

Importance and Frequency of Occurrence

The importance of individual scenarios from an ethical standpoint mirrored respondents’ sense of disapproval of scenarios. The scenarios that were disapproved of most strongly were also rated as extremely important from an ethical standpoint, and those that received mild disapproval were rated low on importance. The correlation between the disapproval ratings and importance, for the composite of all scenarios, was 0.42 (p\0.05).

We observed an inverse relationship between disapproval ratings and the scenarios’ perceived frequency of occurrence—scenarios that were disapproved of most strongly were also considered to be occurring the least frequently. The correlation between disapproval ratings and perceived frequency of occurrence, for the composite
of all scenarios, was -0.19 (p\0.05).

New Scenarios
 	Five new scenarios were created for this study, with three pertaining to FTC fair information practice principles, and two pertaining to respondent misconduct. Before delving into differences in these scenarios between online and offline environments, we first report pooled findings for the five scenarios (see Table 4). Mean values for the five scenarios for disapproval, importance, and occurrence ratings are provided in Table 3.

FTC Principles
 	Of the three principles examined, data integrity and security seemed to be the most critical, not only in terms of its stated importance (M = 6.22), but also in the degree of disapproval (M = 6.33) this conduct elicits. Consistent with our earlier findings, this scenario was also deemed least likely to occur in practice (M = 4.08). Many respondents brought up the issue of keeping promises made to a study’s participants.

As a practitioner, I can see why this happens. ‘We’ promised we’d take care of your data and ‘we’ did— it’s not ‘our’ responsibility to follow it out the door and ensure its ongoing secure handling. As an individual, this bothers me tremendously, because it’s obviously adhering to the letter rather than the spirit of a privacy statement.

For the scenario pertaining to notice/awareness, the disapproval ratings were low, implying that respondents

Table 3 Means for disapproval, importance, and occurrence for the scenarios
Source of scenario Scenarios     Disapprovala,b,c Importanced Occurrencee
A&R         1. Ultraviolet ink violates confidentiality 6.07 5.81 3.76
2. Use of hidden tape recorders 6.25 5.88 3.22
3. One-way mirrors in dressing rooms 6.83 6.47 2.36
4. Fictitious company camouflages identity of real company 4.47 4.24 4.71
5. MR director deliberately distorts research findings 6.18 5.96 4.44
6. Product misuse findings ignored 4.25 4.54 4.95
Notice/awareness 7. Undisclosed shopping behavior tracking 4.10 4.21 5.21
Choice/consent 8. Addresses used for sending promotional offers 5.57 5.45 4.76
Integrity/security 9. Data security is promised but not insured 6.33 6.22 4.08
False information 10. Respondent knowingly fills out incorrect information 6.65 5.49 3.28
Rude behavior 11. Respondent rudely declines and admonishes 4.78 3.59 5.33
a Reverse-coded from the original scale so that 7 = Strongly Disapprove
b Pooled for online and offline versions for items 7–11
c Differences among means significant at p\0.01 for all ten (7–11) paired-comparisons
d Differences among means significant at p\0.01 for all ten (7–11) paired-comparisons except for the pair 8,10
e Differences among means significant at p\0.01 for all ten (7–11) paired-comparisons except for the pair 7,11

Table 4 Differences in disapproval, importance, and occurrence for the five new scenarios between online and offline environments

Version Disapprovala Importance Occurrence
Mean F Sig. Mean F Sig. Mean F Sig.
Notice/awareness Offline 3.63 34.9 0.00 3.74 35.5 0.00 4.86 28.95 0.00
Online 4.61 4.71 5.56
Choice/consent Offline 4.93 67.4 0.00 4.85 64.9 0.00 5.05 16.97 0.00
Online 6.14 5.99 4.50
Integrity/security Offline 6.37 0.65 0.42 6.27 0.97 0.33 3.96 3.75 0.05
Online 6.28 6.16 4.22
False information Offline 6.71 2.34 0.13 5.49 0.01 0.91 3.20 1.52 0.22
Online 6.60 5.48 3.35
Rude behavior Offline 4.88 1.8 0.18 3.58 0.01 0.91 5.72 43.05 0.00
Online 4.68 3.60 4.92
a Reverse-coded from the original scale so that 7 = Strongly Disapprove
Attitudes Toward Marketing Research Ethics
a Reverse-coded from the original scale so that 7 = Strongly Disapprove
were relatively more comfortable with this scenario (M = 4.10). Respondents believed that this kind of behavior happened more frequently (both online and offline) and was also more acceptable.

Cookies have become a fact of internet life. People have the option of deleting cookies or setting their personal security settings to block them. It’s up to the individual to some extent to set up their own security.

The Role of a Corporate Code of Ethics
 	Approximately 40% of our respondents reported working for companies that had a written code of ethics. We found significant differences in perception among the two groups (code of ethics: present/absent) for nine of the sixteen scenarios. One common theme that emerged from this analysis was that the presence of a code of ethics seems to increase the individual’s disapproval of unethical behavior and also its importance to the respondent. Another consistent finding is that respondents working in firms with a
written code of ethics tend to believe that unethical behavior happens less frequently (see Table 6 for full details).

Organizational Determinants of Ethical Judgments
 	In their study, A&R used regression analysis to examine the effect of six organizational variables on ethical judgments (disapproval ratings). We ran sets of regressions using disapproval ratings, perceived importance and perceived frequency of occurrence as dependent variables. Independent variables included respondents’ age, income, gender, education, job rank, and organizational role (manager or researcher) as well as three organizational factors (industry category, size, code of ethics). An individual’s rank was defined in terms of ‘‘high’’ for categories 1, 2, and 3, and ‘‘low’’ for the remaining categories (Table 1). Code of ethics was a binary variable depending on whether the respondent’s organization had a written code of ethics. As suggested by A&R, an organization’s industry was classified into two categories, ‘‘consulting firms’’ if the respondents worked for a research agency or a marketing consulting firm, and ‘‘corporations’’ for other categories.

We first performed regression analysis at the individual respondent level (combining responses to all eight scenarios in each version of the survey). The analysis reinforced
the finding that the presence of a written code of ethics in an organization has a significant impact on judgments. Respondents working in firms that had a written code of conduct were more disapproving of and more sensitive to (higher importance rating) unethical conduct. We also find that respondents’ age has a similar effect. Older respondents were more disapproving of and more sensitive to unethical conduct.

The results for perceived frequency of occurrence of unethical conduct showed that two personal factors, age and income, had a significant impact on how respondents assessed the occurrence of unethical conduct in real life. As respondents’ age and income increased, their assessment regarding the frequency of occurrence declined. Similarly, two organizational factors were influential. An organization’s size was inversely related to perceived frequency of occurrence. Those working for larger organizations believed that unethical conduct happened less frequently. Finally, industry category had a statistically significant.

Table 6 Code of ethics and differences in disapproval, importance, and occurrence
a Reverse-coded from the original scale so that 7 = Strongly Disapprove
* The mean is statistically different from that for companies with no code of ethics at p\0.05
Disapprovala Importance Occurrence
Code of ethics No Yes No Yes No Yes
Original scenarios: A&R
Ultraviolet ink 5.78 6.26* 5.50 6.00* 3.96 3.61
Hidden tape recorder 6.04 6.36 5.68 5.96 3.40 3.12
One-way mirror 6.88 6.79 6.44 6.47 2.24 2.43
Fictitious company name 4.18 4.59 4.06 4.28 4.81 4.73
Distortion of findings 6.01 6.34* 5.74 6.16* 4.71 4.29*
Product misuse ignored 4.07 4.42 4.25 4.72* 4.97 4.92
New scenarios: FTC guidelines
Notice/awareness: offline 3.32 3.80* 3.50 3.88 4.93 4.82
Notice/awareness: online 4.55 4.62 4.68 4.74 5.66 5.53
Choice/consent: offline 4.91 4.96 4.71 4.96 5.30 4.89*
Choice/consent: online 5.97 6.25 5.84 6.09 4.51 4.49
Integrity/security: offline 6.16 6.55* 6.11 6.40* 3.99 3.97
Integrity/security: online 6.20 6.34 6.11 6.21 4.48 4.03*
New scenarios: respondent behavior
False information: offline 6.77 6.70 5.26 5.68* 2.97 3.32*
False information: online 6.58 6.67 5.43 5.52 3.31 3.43
Rude behavior: offline 4.52 5.11* 3.39 3.72 5.82 5.65
Rude behavior: online 4.66 4.74 3.54 3.65 5.07 4.79
impact on frequency assessment. Those working for consulting firms believed that unethical conduct happened less frequently. Full results for individual scenarios are presented in Tables 7, 8, and 9.

Role of Gender in Ethical Judgments
 	Prior research on gender differences in ethical perceptions has found that women are generally more likely to see business practices as unethical compared to men (see Franke et al. 1997 for a meta-analysis). We found statistically significant differences in the responses of men and women for eight of the 16 scenarios in our study (see Table 10 for full results).   

On the use of hidden tape recorders, female respondents were more disapproving than males, although both indicated very high levels of disapproval (M = 6.43 vs. 6.05). Female respondents were also more disapproving of hidden cameras in stores (M = 4.17 vs. 3.09), while male respondents were more disapproving of the firm’s undeclared use of mailing addresses for sending promotional materials (M = 5.25 vs. 4.64).

In terms of the perceived importance of the ethical issues highlighted in the scenarios, male respondents placed more importance than females on scenarios pertaining to the breach of choice/consent guidelines, both in the offline and online environments (M = 5.08 vs. 4.63, and 6.16 vs. 5.79, respectively).

There were consistent gender differences observed in respondents’ perceptions of the frequency of occurrence of unethical behaviors. For all four scenarios pertaining to
respondent behavior (providing false information and being rude to the researcher, in both online and offline environments), female respondents believed that such behaviors occurred with greater frequency than did their male counterparts. The means for the perceived occurrence of the four respondent behavior scenarios were 4.52 for females and 4.07 for males. Finally, female respondents believed that the use of hidden cameras in stores happened less frequently than did male respondents. The link between these differing perceptions and actual objective occurrence of these practices would be an interesting topic for future research.

Appendix: Scenarios Used in Studies

Akaah and Riordan (1989) Scenarios
 	A project manager went to the Marketing Research Director’s office and requested permission to use an ultraviolet ink to precode a questionnaire for a mail survey. The ultraviolet ink is invisible to the naked eye but can be read by the manager using a special machine. The project manager pointed out that although the cover letter promised confidentiality, respondent identification was needed to permit adequate cross tabulations of the data. The precoding with ultraviolet ink allowed for respondent identification without their knowledge. The Marketing Research Director gave his/her approval.

In a study intended to probe into the buying motives of a group of wholesale customers, a Marketing Research Director authorized the use of the department’s special briefcases
equipped with hidden tape recorders to record the interviews.

 One of the products of X Company is bras. Recently, the company has been having difficulty making decisions on a new product line. Information was critically needed regarding how women put on their bras. The Marketing Research Director therefore designed a study in which two local stores agreed to put one-way mirrors in their dressing rooms. Observers behind these mirrors successfully gathered the necessary information.

In a study concerning consumers’ magazine reading habits, a Marketing Research Director decided to use a fictitious company name, Research Insights, Ltd. This successfully camouflaged the identity of X Company as the sponsor of the study.

The Vice-President of a company is scheduled to give a major presentation to the Board of Directors. In a trial run Attitudes Toward Marketing Research Ethics of the presentation, s/he deliberately distorted some recent research findings. The Marketing Research Director, who watched the trial presentation, noticed these distortions but after some thought, decided to ignore the matter, assuming that the Vice-President obviously knew what s/he was doing.

A recent study showed that several customers of X Company were misusing Product B. Although this posed no danger, customers were wasting their money by using too much of the product at a time. But yesterday, the Marketing Research Director saw final sketches of Product B’s new ad campaign which not only ignored the problem of misuse, but actually seemed to encourage it. S/he quietly referred the advertising manager to the research results, well known to all of the people involved with product B’s advertising, but did nothing beyond that.

FTC Fair Information Practice Principles

Notice/Awareness Online Version
 	A marketing research firm wants to conduct a study of people’s online shopping behavior. It is determined that shoppers should be observed as they surf the site. The marketing researchers working on the project feel that informing online shoppers about the study could sensitize them to the fact that they are being observed and thus the affect the quality of data. The research team decides to use website cookies to record online behavior without making
the shoppers aware of the fact that their behavior is being monitored.

Notice/Awareness Offline Version
 	A marketing research firm wants to conduct a study of people’s in-store shopping behavior. It is determined that shoppers should be observed as they shop in the store. The marketing researchers working on the project feel that informing shoppers about the study could sensitize them to the fact that they are being observed and thus affect the quality of data. The research team decides to use cameras to record in-store behavior without making the shoppers aware of the fact that their behavior is being monitored.

Choice/Consent Online Version
 	A marketing firm conducts an online survey. In the survey, it was noted that the objective of the study was to assess brand awareness. The survey also asked participants for their email addresses without explicitly stating how the addresses will be used. Once the study was completed, the marketing company identified surveyed households that
were loyal to its competitor’s brand and emailed them promotional offers.

Choice/Consent Offline Version
 	A marketing firm conducts a mail survey. In the survey, it was noted that the objective of the study was to assess brand awareness. The survey also asked participants for their mailing addresses without explicitly stating how the addresses will be used. Once the study was completed, the marketing company identified surveyed households that were loyal to its competitor’s brand and mailed them promotional offers.

Integrity/Security Online Version
 	A marketing research firm is hired to collect data on behalf of a client. The research firm creates an online survey in which they ask respondents for sensitive information. The research firm promises that the data will be kept secure. The security of the research firm’s data storage procedures is confirmed by a reliable third-party. At the end of the data collection, the research firm turns over all the collected data to the client without fully verifying their procedures for securing the data.

Integrity/Security Offline Version
 	A marketing research firm is hired to collect data on behalf of a client. The research firm creates a mail survey in which they ask respondents for sensitive information. The research firm promises that the data will be kept secure. The security of the research firm’s data storage procedures is confirmed by a reliable third-party. At the end of the data collection, the research firm turns over all the collected data to the client without fully verifying their procedures for securing the data.

Respondent Misconduct

False Representation Online Version
 	A person gets an email survey with a request for participation. He is not interested in filling out the survey. However, instead of just tossing it out, he purposely fills out the survey with false and incorrect information and
e-mails it back to the company.
False Representation Offline Version
 	A person gets a mail survey with a request for participation. He is not interested in filling out the survey. However, instead of just tossing it out, he purposely fills out the survey with false and incorrect information and mails it back to the company.

Inappropriate or Rude Behavior Online Version
 	A person receives an email from a marketing research firm. The email has an invitation for the person for participation in a short survey. Instead of simply declining to participate,
the person admonishes the sender by replying to the email using rude words and comments.

Inappropriate or Rude Behavior Offline Version
 	A person receives a phone call from a marketing research firm. The caller asks the person if he would be willing to respond to a short survey. Instead of simply declining to
participate, the person admonishes the caller using rude words and comments.
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