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Abstract
Corruption continues to be a considerable challenge for internationally active
companies. In this article, we examine personal and socioenvironmental
antecedents of corrupt behavior in organizations. In particular, we aim
to illuminate the links between Machiavellianism, on-the-job experience
with corrupt behavior at work, neutralization, and the attitude of business
professionals toward corruption. The empirical analysis is based on the
responses of 169 professionals. At first, a positive relationship between
both Machiavellianism and on-the-job experience and the acceptance of
corruption appears in the model. However, an in-depth mediation analysis
shows that neutralization is the keystone linking both Machiavellianism and
on-the-job experience to the likelihood to condone corruption. Based on
these results, we offer avenues for further research and implications for
practitioners.
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Corruption has become an issue of increasing importance in the literatures
on economics (e.g., Mo, 2001; Svensson, 2003) and organizational behavior
(e.g., Dickel & Graeff, 2018; Joshi & McKendall, 2018; Schembera &
Scherer, 2017; Weber & Getz, 2004; Yu et al., 2018). Transparency
International (2019) notes that corruption continues to ravage societies
around the world. In the literature, corruption has been defined in several
ways, and it is frequently described as the abuse of entrusted power for
undue (private) gain (Hauser & Hogenacker, 2014). While some consider
corruption unethical across all cultures (e.g., Bardhan, 1997), others claim
that corruption is an unethical act only according to a Western definition and
that in certain circumstances, it might be associated with positive effects
(Dreher & Gassebner, 2013). Despite these differences in the interpretation
of corruption, its destructive consequences at economic, social, and political
levels are widely acknowledged (Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Frei & Muethel,
2017). Consequently, significant research has been conducted to determine
the causes of corruption at the country level. Such research has considered
colonial history (Treisman, 2000), lack of competition (Ades & Di Tella,
1999), degree of economic freedom (Graeff & Mehlkop, 2003), weak institutions (Leite & Weidmann, 1999), and low wages (van Rijckeghem &
Weder, 1997). In addition to research at the macro level, individual-level
research has also revealed some important findings. Paldam (2001), for
instance, argues that an individual’s beliefs can influence his or her attitude
toward corruption, and he demonstrates that religious affiliation can either
increase or decrease one’s attitude toward corruption. Investigating the role
of gender in corruption, Swamy et al. (2001) find that women behave in a
less corrupt manner than men do. Köbis et al. (2015) show that descriptive
social norms have a strong impact on the corrupt behavior of individuals.
Specifically, they find evidence that the subjective belief of an individual
regarding the frequency of corruption in a given situation highly correlates
with his or her own decision to engage in corruption.
Although the practical value of corruption research is apparent (Doh et al.,
2003), organizational studies have paid relatively little attention to this subject (Frei & Muethel, 2017; Habib & Zurawicki, 2002). In particular, empirical research focusing on the psychological and socioenvironmental
preconditions for corrupt behavior at work is still in its infancy (Köbis et al.,
2015; Lambsdorf, 1999; Spain et al., 2014). Thus, organizational scholars
need to more thoroughly scrutinize personality and situational factors as
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antecedents of corruption in organizations (Tonoyan et al., 2010;
Zyglidopoulos et al., 2017). In the present article, we intend to fill this gap in
the research literature. In doing so, we aim to enhance our knowledge of the
personal characteristics and situational factors that facilitate corruption at the
individual level. That is, we investigate the contributions of personal and
situational factors to individuals’ attitudes toward corruption. Specifically,
we focus on the links between Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970),
on-the-job experience with corrupt behavior at work (Ashforth & Fried,
1988), neutralization (Ashforth & Anand, 2003), and the propensity of business professionals to accept corrupt behavior.
First, we draw on personality trait theory, which suggests that individuals who hold a Machiavellian view of life are self-serving, untrustworthy,
and malevolent. Machiavellianism portrays interpersonal strategies as
being driven by lack of reciprocity (Gunnthorsdottir et al., 2002), emotional
blackmailing, and manipulation (Chen, 2010). Furthermore, the literature
indicates that individuals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits (hereafter also referred to as Machiavellians) engage in unethical (Rayburn &
Rayburn, 1996) and opportunistic behavior to maximize their profits in
advantageous situations (Birkás et al., 2015; Sakalaki et al., 2007).
Therefore, drawing on the literature on Machiavellianism, we assume that
the strategy of Machiavellians (“the end justifies the means”) combined
with their aspirations to power and money makes these individuals more
likely to condone corruption.
Second, we apply social learning theory, which states that both personal
characteristics and the environment influence the behavior of an individual
(Bandura, 1969). An individual is tempted to perform certain actions based
on environmental norms and peer modeling, especially if such acts are reinforced with reward consequences (N. E. Miller & Dollard, 1941). In an organization, socialization and on-the-job experience compels employees to act
automatically without constantly scrutinizing their actions (Ashforth & Fried,
1988; Beugré, 2010). Through on-the-job experience, business professionals
take note of and internalize behavioral patterns, which they apply in future
interactions in similar situations (Langer et al., 1978). Thus, once corrupt
behavior penetrates an organization, it gradually becomes normalized
through, for instance, the processes of habituation and desensitization
(Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Ashforth & Kreiner, 2002). Therefore, we suggest
that frequent on-the-job experiences with corrupt behavior at work make
business professionals more accepting of corruption.
Third, we use neutralization theory, which suggests that to be able to
engage in unethical or illegal activities, including corruption, individuals
need to rationalize their involvement in such practices (Anand et al., 2005; de
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Klerk, 2017). Otherwise, certain values, such as the moral obligation to obey
the prevailing laws and regulations, would prohibit them from engaging in
such activities (Sykes & Matza, 1957). Thus, individuals use neutralization
techniques as a cognitive strategy to ease feelings of remorse and to disregard
the guilt and social stigma associated with engaging in unethical or illegal
practices (Hauser, 2019a). Moreover, individuals use neutralization techniques to highlight the “positive” intentions underlying their unethical or illegal actions (Rabl & Kühlmann, 2009).
Note that individuals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits are described
as manipulative and callous (Christie & Geis, 1970; D. N. Jones & Paulhus,
2014). However, such individuals also try to maintain a positive social reputation (Bereczkei & Czibor, 2014; Bereczkei et al., 2010) and behave unethically
primarily when it seems safe and when they can avoid detection (Gunnthorsdottir
et al., 2002). This aspect differentiates Machiavellians from psychopaths. The
former act strategically, build alliances, and avoid manipulating family members. Until recently, however, research has often neglected this strategic-calculating orientation of Machiavellians (D. N. Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Building
on this aspect of Machiavellianism, we argue that individuals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits are more inclined toward cognitive strategies justifying or valuing corrupt practices because such strategies apparently allow
them to act with selfish intentions without damaging their positive social
reputations. Furthermore, individuals do not spontaneously develop neutralization techniques in a given situation. Individuals become aware of and
internalize such justifications by interacting with peers and then apply them
when it seems opportune and useful to do so (Copes & Cardwell, 2014).
Thus, we argue that through frequent on-the-job experience with corrupt
practices, business professionals take note of and internalize neutralization
techniques that they may use to justify or value corrupt behavior while maintaining their positive self-image and social reputation. Based on these considerations, we suggest that neutralization is the keystone linking both
Machiavellianism and on-the-job experience to the likelihood of condoning
corruption. The findings of our empirical analysis provide robust support for
our theoretical predictions concerning the link between Machiavellianism,
on-the-job experience, neutralization, and corruption.
The remainder of the article is organized as follows. The next section
outlines the relevant literature and develops hypotheses grounded in the
assumed links between Machiavellianism, on-the-job experience, neutralization, and the acceptance of corruption. The subsequent sections present
the empirical study discussing the data, the variables, the methodology, and
the results. The final section discusses the empirical findings and presents
concluding remarks.
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Literature Review and Hypotheses
Machiavellianism and the Acceptance of Corruption
Personality has been defined in a variety of ways in the literature. According
to Allport (1961), personality is the inner-personal dynamic organization of
physical and psychological systems that govern the specific patterns of thinking, feeling, and behaving in an individual. Extant research indicates that the
personalities of adults are generally stable over time and across various social
situations (Costa et al., 2019; Ferguson, 2010; Roberts & Caspi, 2001).
Personality traits change only after specific major life events such as a severe
trauma, which trigger, for example, changes in the brain (Brooks & McKinlay,
1983; Costa et al., 2019; Max et al., 2001). Thus, learning processes, such as
on-the-job experiences, are not sufficient to fundamentally alter an individual’s personality (Costa & McCrae, 1997; Dutton et al., 1994).
According to trait theory, personality affects human behavior. Personality
traits therefore reveal the behaviors to which an individual is predisposed in
various social situations (Tett & Burnett, 2003). Personality researchers have
identified and made an effort to measure a variety of personality traits
(Allport, 1961; McAdams & Pals, 2006). Machiavellianism is viewed as one
of the three components of the so-called Dark Triad of personality (Jakobwitz
& Egan, 2006), which comprises three interrelated personal characteristics:
Machiavellianism, subclinical narcissism, and subclinical psychopathy
(Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Smith et al., 2016). Although some scholars
argue that the three factors somehow overlap, they are still distinct constructs
(Furnham et al., 2013; D. N. Jones & Paulhus, 2011; O’Boyle et al., 2012).
Thus, in this article, we detach the construct of Machiavellianism from the
other two factors and separately explore its link to an individual’s likelihood
to condone corrupt behavior.
In his treatises The Prince and Discourses on Livy, Niccolò Machiavelli
presents his view of people as untrustworthy, self-serving, and malevolent
(Fehr et al., 1992). Based on Machiavelli’s general views and recommendations, Wilson et al. (1996) define Machiavellianism as “a strategy of social
conduct that involves manipulating others for personal gain, often against the
other’s self-interest” (p. 285). In general, Machiavellianism characterizes a person with ambiguous behavior in the social environment. The majority of relevant studies have revealed the twisted characteristics of Machiavellians.
Christie and Geis (1970) find that Machiavellianism is associated with guile,
deceit, and trickiness. Individuals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits are
determined and calculating (W. H. Jones et al., 1979); they are materialistic and
prestige-oriented (Effler, 1983) and have an acquisitive character (Sakalaki
et al., 2007). Gunnthorsdottir et al. (2002) demonstrate that in a trust-game
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setting in which both participants could profit, Machiavellians overwhelmingly chose to defect with maximal benefits for themselves rather than reciprocate trust.
In the extant literature, specific attention is dedicated to the relationship
between Machiavellianism and ethics (e.g., Mudrack & Mason, 2017).
Harrell and Hartnagel (1976) state that Machiavellians conform less to conventional norms and exploit situations in which the risk of sanction is small.
Further research on Machiavellianism confirms the link between
Machiavellian traits and the tendency toward immoral practices and fraudulent behavior. Individuals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits are
better liars (Geis & Moon, 1981), are more likely to cheat and steal (Cooper
& Peterson, 1980; Fehr et al., 1992), are more likely to have a narrow view
of corporate social responsibility (Mudrack, 2007), and are more likely to
misreport if they have the opportunity to do so (Murphy, 2012). In an experimental laboratory study, Hegarty and Sims (1978) explored Machiavellians’
unethical behavior while testing the possibility that they would pay kickbacks. In the role-play study, graduate students were supposed to choose to
either pay kickbacks to the agents or undertake the risk for losing the profit.
Apparently, students with higher levels of Machiavellian traits were less
inclined to lose money and favored unethical business behavior in this scenario. The findings of this study are in line with Rayburn and Rayburn
(1996), which shows that Machiavellians tend to be less ethically oriented
than individuals with lower levels of Machiavellian traits.
Machiavellians also exhibit unethical and corrupt behavior in the workplace (O’Boyle et al., 2012). Machiavellianism is a personality trait and is
thus unique to human beings (Kowalski, 2001), meaning that organizations
and other such entities cannot themselves be considered Machiavellian.
However, when individuals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits come
together in a work environment, their Machiavellian behavior can be observed
at the organizational level as a result of their conduct (Schneider, 1987;
Shultz, 1993). The investigation of Machiavellians’ attitude thus becomes
especially important for business ethics research due to the strong tendency
of Machiavellians to undermine their coworkers to achieve higher status and
hierarchical positions in their organizations (Castille et al., 2017).
Furthermore, literature suggests that there might be some selection effects
(Allemand et al., 2013); for example, business professionals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits might tend to work in companies with looser standards and fewer controls on corruption (Gable et al., 1992). This suggestion
is in line with the attraction–selection–attrition (ASA) theory, which states
that individuals are attracted to organizations they identify with, they are
selected because of the commonalities they share with those already at the
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organization, and consequently they remain at the organization due to the
close fit (Schneider, 1987; Schneider et al., 1995).
Machiavellians generally regard workplace behaviors of a dubious ethical nature to be acceptable (G. Nelson & Gilbertson, 1991). Further studies
show that Machiavellians implement emotional blackmail to manipulate
people to achieve their own goals (Chen, 2010), that they are less willing
to share knowledge (Liu, 2008), that they bear low empathy toward others
(Barnett & Thompson, 1985), and that they are less helpful (Wolfson,
1981). Finally, Bereczkei et al. (2013) suggest that Machiavellians may
have cognitive heuristics that enable them to make predictions about future
rewards in a fundamentally risky and unpredictable situation. Thus, the
extant literature suggests that Machiavellianism is also likely to be correlated with the tendency to condone corruption. Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1 (H1): Business professionals with higher levels of
Machiavellian traits are more likely to accept corrupt practices than are
those with low levels of Machiavellian traits.

On-the-Job Experience and the Acceptance of Corruption
In accordance with social learning theory, not only personality but also socioenvironmental factors influence the behavior of an individual (Bandura,
1971). In line with Ashforth and Fried (1988), in everyday work life, professionals perform much of their work automatically or mindlessly based on
routines learned through organizational socialization and on-the-job experience. According to Bandura (1969), four major principles drive this adapting
process: cognitive processes, reciprocal determinism, vicarious learning, and
differential reinforcement.
According to Bandura (2001), most external influences affect behavior
through cognitive processes rather than affecting the behavior directly.
Cognitive processes determine how information is stored, what meaning is
attributed to it, and how it will be used in the future. Thus, cognitive processes influence individuals’ judgment, decision making, and action.
In addition, Bandura (1978) defines reciprocal determinism as a basic
driver of intrapersonal development, interpersonal transactions, and the
interactive functioning of social systems. The author proposes that individuals are both designers and products of their social environment and
argues that personality is formed by how an individual interprets and
responds to specific situations in his or her environment. At the same time,
personality creates the situations to which an individual responds. Thus,
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although an individual is free to choose his or her behavior, environmental
norms and conditions may direct his or her actions in advance.
Simultaneously, the individual is shaping his or her environment because
his or her actions are leaving an impact on it. Influencing and being influenced by the environment creates a reciprocal interaction process (Bandura,
1971). Transferring the concept of reciprocal determinism to the issue of
corruption, an internationally active business professional might offer a
bribe to a public official because he or she expects that this is the way business is conducted in the particular country. Subsequently, public officials
in that country act only if they receive additional informal payments
because they know that the business professional is willing to make such
payments. Consequently, the business professional finds his or her assumption confirmed: one could not do business in that country without corruption and passes his or her experience on to his or her successor.
Furthermore, individuals adopt new behaviors through vicarious learning,
that is, by observing others (Bandura, 1977) or through the experiences of
others (Fox, 2003). Self-experience is not the only way individuals learn. In
fact, observational experience represents an important part of learning
(Groenendijk et al., 2013). In many cases, observers have an advantage over
participants in learning. As Rosenbaum and Hewitt (1966) indicate, vicarious
learning can be more efficient, especially when witnessing others committing
and being punished for errors, including immoral or illegal actions. As
described by Bandura (1965), behavioral patterns are largely acquired by
observing social models. Witnessing the reinforcement patterns of a model is
often highly influential on the extent to which similar patterns of social
behavior will later be exhibited by observers. Hence, monitoring the behavior
of others can establish the mind-set for further similar activities, that is, imitation (J. S. Nelson, 2017; Pinkham & Jaswal, 2011). Transferring the concept of vicarious learning to the issue of corruption, an internationally active
business professional might become cognizant of a salesperson offering kickback incentives to physicians in exchange for prescribing certain drugs.
Subsequently, the salesperson is disciplined and dismissed by the company.
Consequently, the business professional might shy away from engaging in
corrupt practices because he or she does not want to have his or her career
progression stymied.
The concept of differential reinforcement refers to the fact that an individual will be keener to adopt or refrain from adopting certain behavior patterns depending on the positive or negative reaction of the environment, for
instance, society or an organization. Lanzetta and Kanareff in sequential
studies in 1958, 1959, and 1960 find that positive reinforcement increases the
probability of repeating past behaviors and explain that an individual tends to
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duplicate a behavior if he or she is rewarded for it. When a particular behavior is unsupported with non-reward consequences, such acts are less likely to
be repeated (N. E. Miller & Dollard, 1941). Therefore, whether a behavior
will be repeated heavily depends on the differential reinforcement of that
behavior (Bandura, 1969); this should logically mean that if an individual
experiences that an unethical or illegal behavior is not consistently condemned and punished—or is even rewarded—there is a greater likelihood
that he or she will continue to engage in the behavior (J. S. Nelson, 2017).
Transferring the concept of differential reinforcement to the issue of corruption, an internationally active business professional might face intense pressure for not selling enough solely through clean business practices.
Subsequently, the business professional bribes a public official to win a public procurement contract, for which he or she receives a big bonus and is
promoted. Consequently, the business professional concludes that conducting business using corrupt means is an acknowledged practice and continues
to pay bribes to obtain contracts.
Furthermore, Ashforth and Kreiner (2002) argue that the two techniques
of habituation and desensitization help to reduce reactions to otherwise aversive stimuli. In habituation, repeated exposure to the same stimulus increasingly weakens the reaction to it. However, this effect is not based on sensory
adaptation or motor fatigue (Rankin et al., 2009). In desensitization, with
time, people become less sensitive to the process. That is, exposure to different stimuli that intensify aversion weakens reactions to the stimuli (Ashforth
& Kreiner, 2002). Thus, through habituation and desensitization, professionals can become accustomed to unethical and illegal behavior, including corruption, leading to the normalization of such behavior. Ashforth and Anand
(2003) describe normalization as a process by which corrupt practices are
anchored in an organization and argue that once corruption is normalized, it
is essentially taken for granted and may endure indefinitely. Business professionals’ corrupt acts could become so natural and routinized that they do not
realize the unethical and illegal behavior that they are perpetrating. While
business routines learned through organizational socialization and on-the-job
experience help to save cognitive capacity, legitimize business activities, and
facilitate decision making, these routines reduce the perceived need to question and reexamine the appropriateness of business practices or the outcomes
they produce (Ashforth & Fried, 1988; Beugré, 2010; J. S. Nelson, 2017).
Hence, existing routines and the mindlessness associated with them constrain
professionals from calling business practices into question. Thus, the existing
literature suggests that corresponding on-the-job experience is likely to be
correlated with the probability of condoning corruption. Hence, we propose
the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2 (H2): Business professionals who frequently experience
corrupt situations in their workplace are more likely to accept corrupt
practices than are those who do not experience such situations.

Neutralization and the Acceptance of Corruption
Based on the theory of differential association, Sutherland (1960) asserts
that unethical or illegal behavior also involves neutralizations favorable to
the violation of ethical or legal standards. Building on this key idea, one of
the first attempts to explain individuals’ tactics to overcome the moral
hurdles associated with unethical and illegal behavior, such as shame and
guilt, is described by Sykes and Matza’s (1957) neutralization theory.
According to the authors, individuals use cognitive defense mechanisms to
neutralize the negative emotions associated with their deviant behavior,
including corruption. Neutralization techniques are self-serving linguistic
devices; they allow individuals who view themselves as generally committed to the prevailing social norms and rules to engage in corrupt practices
without damaging their positive self-image or social reputation (Cromwell
& Thurman, 2003; Dorminey et al., 2012; McKercher et al., 2008).
Originally, Sykes and Matza (1957) distinguished the following techniques
of neutralization: (a) denial of responsibility, (b) denial of injury, (c) denial
of the victim, (d) condemnation of the condemners, and (e) appeal to
higher loyalties.
Since the pioneering work of Sykes and Matza (1957), neutralization
theory has been implemented with research topics concerning minor
delinquency, including free riding (Schwarz & Bayer, 1989), cheating
(Haines et al., 1986), and shoplifting (Agnew & Peters, 1986), and major
delinquency, including rape (Bohner et al., 1998) and homicide (Levi,
1981). Furthermore, empirical research has been conducted to measure
the link between neutralization and different types of white-collar
infringements, including digital piracy (Smallridge & Roberts, 2013),
workplace deviance (Hollinger, 1991), lying in negotiations (Aquino &
Becker, 2005), and snitching on peers (Pershing, 2003). The research on
engagement in unethical and illegal activities indicates the importance of
neutralization techniques for explaining and justifying deviant behavior.
Professionals involved in white-collar crime use different justifications to
rationalize their behavior because particular neutralization techniques
appear to be better adapted to certain unethical or illegal behaviors than
to others (Benson, 1985; Copes & Cardwell, 2014; McKercher et al.,
2008; Scott & Lyman, 1968). Consequently, over the years, researchers
have identified additional techniques for neutralization, including the
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metaphor of the ledger, denial of the necessity of the law, and the diffusion of guilt via a claim of normality (de Klerk, 2017; Maruna & Copes,
2005; Smallridge & Roberts, 2013). This study builds on the prevailing
neutralization techniques of corrupt behavior that have been identified by
the relevant literature (Hauser, 2019a).
Drawing on neutralization theory, Ashforth and Anand (2003) describe
neutralization as a process through which self-serving stories or myths are
developed to justify corruption. According to the authors, neutralization is an
important process favoring the normalization of corruption in organizations.
Rabl and Kühlmann (2009) suggest that neutralizations not only address a
denial of the negative implications of corrupt behavior, but also highlight the
“positive” intention underlying the corrupt action. Anand et al. (2005) argue
that in organizations where corruption has been supported by neutralization
techniques for some time, corruption can become embedded in the organizational structures and processes. Neutralization allows corrupt business professionals to believe that they are moral and ethical individuals, thereby
enabling them to continue engaging in corrupt practices without feeling
pangs of conscience. Hence, neutralization serves as a mental strategy that
allows business professionals to view their corrupt acts as acceptable business practices (de Klerk, 2017; Hauser, 2019a).
In a similar line of reasoning, psychological research shows that ethically
grounded people, that is, those who regard themselves as having superior
principals and attitudes and would not rationally undertake corrupt behavior,
have also been found to engage in unethical practices (Bazerman &
Tenbrunsel, 2012). The concept of ethical blind spots seeks to explain this
phenomenon. Antecedents of ethical blind spots include implicit biases, a
temporal lens, and a failure to recognize the unethical behavior of others
(Sezer et al., 2015). Managers can use such ethical blind spots to justify their
corrupt behavior.
Moreover, those who break the law use neutralization techniques to deny
their criminality and maintain a legitimate persona. Thus, the rationalization
of corrupt behavior neutralizes the guilt or shame of the violator, and consequently, the individual does not feel remorse for his or her corrupt acts.
Therefore, he or she is detached from moral boundaries while committing
corrupt acts (Moore, 2008). Thus, the extant literature indicates that neutralization is likely to be correlated with the likelihood to condone corruption.
Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Business professionals who neutralize corruption are
more likely to accept corrupt practices than are those who do not neutralize corruption.
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Machiavellianism, Neutralization, and the Acceptance of
Corruption
Building on a comprehensive review of Machiavellianism, Kessler et al.
(2010) point out that Machiavellians typically show harsh, manipulative, dishonest, and malevolent behaviors only when it is advantageous for achieving
a desired goal. In other words, Machiavellians are comfortable with engaging
in unethical or illegal behavior only as necessary and when it is in their best
interest to do so. The findings of Bereczkei et al. (2010) show that the number
of Machiavellians volunteering for charity work increases disproportionally
when the proposals are made publicly compared with when they are made
anonymously. This finding indicates that Machiavellians hide their selfishness and fake altruism when it seems socially advantageous to do so; nevertheless, they pursue their self-interest when they feel unobserved. Similarly,
Spitzer et al. (2007) report that Machiavellians made the highest profit by the
end of a social dilemma game involving two players. The reason for this
result is that Machiavellians adapted their strategy in accordance with the
rules of the game. In the phase of the game in which the counterparts were
unable to react, Machiavellians retained a higher portion of the money for
themselves. However, in the phase of the game in which the counterparts
were allowed to fine the other player if they judged he or she transferred too
little money to them, Machiavellians increased their amounts to avoid sanctioning. In line with this result, and based on their findings, Bereczkei and
Czibor (2014) conclude that Machiavellians seem to be more sensitive to
contextual factors, which may help them to be efficient in the exploitation of
others. In a social interaction, Machiavellians can show themselves as attractive people (Wilson et al., 1998). Indeed, individuals scoring higher on the
Machiavellian scale are generally well integrated into society and are perceived as likable (Gunnthorsdottir et al., 2002). Machiavellians endeavor to
keep their positive image and pretend to conform to social norms, although
they have an opportunistic standpoint toward conventional social norms
(Mudrack & Mason, 1995). For instance, Machiavellians are more likely to
cheat if given reasons in favor of cheating (Gunnthorsdottir et al., 2002).
Neutralization techniques are self-serving stories or myths that individuals
and groups create to justify deviant behavior (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999).
According to neutralization theory, neutralization techniques allow individuals to remain ostensibly committed to the prevailing social norms and rules
while engaging in deviant practices (de Klerk, 2017). Thus, the use of such
techniques helps deviant individuals maintain their positive social reputation
(Cromwell & Thurman, 2003; Dorminey et al., 2012; McKercher et al.,
2008). Hence, based on the extant literature, we assume that individuals with
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higher levels of Machiavellian traits are also more prone to using neutralization techniques to justify corrupt behavior. Consequently, these individuals
also become more likely to condone corrupt behavior. Based on these considerations regarding the strategic-calculating orientation of Machiavellians (D.
N. Jones & Paulhus, 2014), we suggest that neutralization is an important
keystone linking higher levels of Machiavellian traits to the probability of
condoning corruption. Accordingly, we propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4 (H4): The relationship between Machiavellianism and the
acceptance of corruption is positively mediated by neutralization.

On-the-Job Experience, Neutralization, and the Acceptance of
Corruption
Organization theorists argue that an individual’s behavior is influenced by the
organizational cognitive image he or she bears in mind (Dutton et al., 1994)
and that the organizational environment affects the behavior of the individuals working for the organization (Bandura, 1971). Individuals are tempted to
follow certain actions directed by organizational norms and conditions, especially if they are reinforced with reward consequences (N. E. Miller &
Dollard, 1941). In an organization, socialization and on-the-job experience
compels employees to act automatically without constantly reexamining their
actions (Ashforth & Fried, 1988; Beugré, 2010). Through on-the-job experience, business professionals take note of and internalize patterns, which they
apply in future interactions in similar situations (Langer et al., 1978).
Neutralization theory suggests that to be able to engage in unethical or
illegal activities, including corruption, individuals need to justify their
involvement in such practices (Anand et al., 2005; de Klerk, 2017). Otherwise,
certain values, such as the moral obligation to obey the prevailing laws and
regulations, would prohibit them from engaging in such activities (Sykes &
Matza, 1957). Thus, individuals use neutralization techniques as a cognitive
strategy to ease the feeling of remorse and to disregard the guilt and social
stigma associated with engaging in unethical or illegal practices. Moreover,
individuals use neutralization techniques to highlight the “positive” intention
underlying their unethical or illegal actions (Rabl & Kühlmann, 2009).
However, individuals do not spontaneously generate justifications in a given
situation; they learn these neutralization techniques by interacting with peers
and then apply the techniques when it seems opportune and useful to do so
(Copes & Cardwell, 2014). Thus, we postulate that through frequent on-thejob experience with corrupt practices, business professionals take note of and
internalize neutralization techniques that they may use to justify or value
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corrupt behavior while maintaining their positive self-image and social reputation. Therefore, we expect that neutralization is an important keystone linking on-the-job experience and the acceptance of corruption. Thus, we propose
the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 5 (H5): The relationship between on-the-job experience and
the acceptance of corruption is positively mediated by neutralization.

Data and Method
The Sample
To test our hypotheses, we collected data using an online survey that targeted
business professionals in Germany and Switzerland. We applied simple random sampling methods and the snowball sampling method. The former
approach involved the use of headhunters, international employers, and relocation companies as multipliers. For our analysis, we used 169 complete
responses. Before the data collection, which took place between June 2012
and February 2013, we ensured the suitability of our questionnaire by
employing well-tested scales. Moreover, we consulted independent experts
in survey design and methodology and carried out pretests on a reduced sample. Generally, we collected data regarding personal information about the
surveyed business professionals (e.g., education, professional career path,
stays abroad) and the companies for which the professionals work (e.g., location, industry classification).
According to Transparency International (2019), in Germany and
Switzerland, corruption is perceived to be a minor issue compared to most
other countries in the world. In the organization’s Corruption Perceptions
Index (CPI) for, 2018, Switzerland is ranked #3 and Germany is #11, with #1
being the least corrupt. We acknowledge that due to the comparatively lower
levels of corruption in the two main countries of our sample, there may be
some limitations to the generalizability of the study findings to countries with
higher levels of corruption. Nevertheless, when considering the extent of
these limitations, the following points should be considered: First, as discussed by Kaufmann et al. (2007), macro-level indices of corruption—such
as the CPI—refer specifically to the extent of corruption within the public
sector. Thus, these indicators neglect the particularities of the private sector.
Second, the CPI indicator refers to the overall perception of corruption in a
country, but not to real experience with corrupt behavior (Donchev & Ujhelyi,
2014). Thus, based on the CPI or any other country-level indicator alone, the
socioenvironmental factors influencing individuals to act unethically at work
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cannot be accurately determined. Both Germany and Switzerland are highly
export-oriented; therefore, professionals from German and Swiss companies
have a high degree of interaction in an international setting. The results of
Hauser and Kronthaler (2013), for example, indicate that more than one fifth
of internationally active Swiss companies make informal payments abroad,
highlighting that while the macro domestic environment may not present a
hospitable setting for corruption, a significant proportion of companies, and
subsequently their executives and employees, nevertheless engage in corrupt
acts when operating abroad. Third, the CPI score values for both Switzerland
(85 out of 100) and Germany (80 out of 100) indicate that even these countries are not completely free of corruption (Transparency International, 2019).
It can therefore be concluded that despite a macro environment that generally
does not facilitate corrupt behavior, certain individuals in this environment
nevertheless do engage in corruption at the workplace. Last but not least, to
mitigate country-specific effects on corrupt behavior, we included a number
of organizational and environmental control variables in our regression models to mitigate such influencing factors. For example, we control for anticorruption training, which, according to Hauser (2019a), is an effective
measure to curb antecedents of corrupt behavior at the organizational level in
firms, which are very sensitive to issues related to corruption.

Measurement Issues and Descriptive Statistics
As discussed in the previous section, the mediation model consists of the
following set of variables: the outcome variable (corruption), the independent variables (Machiavellianism, experience), and the mediating variable
(neutralization).
Dependent variable
Corruption. Drawing on Truex (2011) and Becker et al. (2013), this variable was measured by self-estimated evaluations of four case studies that
described the corrupt behavior of individual actors. That is, the respondents
were asked to read four short case studies (for details, see the appendix)
incorporated into the questionnaire. Then, the participants were asked to
indicate how they personally assessed the behavior of the individual actors
in these case studies on a scale from 1 (totally unacceptable) to 7 (completely acceptable). The respondents’ scores on the total of nine items (one
to assess the behavior of all nine actors mentioned in the four case studies)
were aggregated, and the average score was used in the analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .73 for the accepting corrupt behavior variable,
which exceeded the recommended minimum of .70 and indicated very good
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reliability (Hair et al., 2010). The average value for accepting corruption was
3.27 with a standard deviation of 1.01.
Independent variables
Machiavellianism. Research on Machiavellianism generally emerged
following the seminal work of Christie and Geis (1970), who designed a
scale of normative statements to measure an individual’s tendency toward
Machiavellian behavior. The questions were based on items chosen to reflect
Machiavelli’s general views and recommendations. Over the years, this
scale has been revised and adjusted (B. K. Miller et al., 2015; Rauthmann,
2012). To comprehensively capture the varied aspects of this construct, we
drew on a short scale based on Cloetta (2014) and Henning and Six (2014),
who developed, tested, and validated a measure to capture Machiavellianism. In sum, the respondents were asked whether they strongly disagreed,
disagreed, slightly disagreed, were indifferent, slightly agreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed (7-point scale) with the following statements: “Care for the
self comes first”; “In order to implement a good idea, it does not matter what
means are used”; “One should show one’s true intentions only if this is useful
to one”; “Someone who lets himself be exploited for the purposes of others
without realizing it deserves no pity”; “A far-reaching goal can be achieved
only if one sometimes pushes the limits outside of what is permitted”; “One
can break a promise if it’s beneficial to oneself”; “One should choose one’s
acquaintances from the point of view of whether they can be of use”; and
“Principally, it is better to keep your true intentions to yourself.” Again,
the respondents’ scores on these eight items were summed, and the average
score was used in the analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .81 for
Machiavellianism, which also clearly exceeded the recommended minimum
of .70 and indicated very good reliability. The average Machiavellianism
value was 2.40 with a standard deviation of 1.07.
Experience. To comprehensively capture the varied aspects of experience
with corrupt behavior, we asked the respondents “When you think about your
own professional activity, which of the following situations have you never,
rarely, sometimes, frequently or always experienced in your firm in the context of (a) tendering and award of contracts (six situations/items), (b) dealing with business partners (five situations/items) and (c) dealing with public
institutions (four situations/items)?” In the same fashion as described above,
the respondents’ scores on the total of these 15 (5-point scale) items were
summed, and the average score was used in the analysis. The Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient was .84 for the experience with corruption index, which
again clearly exceeded the recommended minimum and indicates very good
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reliability. The average experience-with-corruption value was 1.21 with a
standard deviation of .29.
Moderating variable
Neutralization. To capture the varied aspects of neutralization of corrupt behavior, the respondents were asked whether they strongly disagreed,
disagreed, slightly disagreed, were indifferent, slightly agreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed with the following six statements based on Smallridge and
Roberts (2013) and Hauser (2019a): “Making informal under-the-table payments or gifts in business operations is justified if (a) this serves a good cause,
(b) this safeguards jobs, (c) this does not harm anyone, (d) competitors are
doing the same, (e) this conforms to the cultural conventions of the respective country, and (f) one is able to circumvent bureaucratic obstacles by doing
so.” Again, the respondents’ scores on these six (7-point scale) items were
summed, and the average score was used in the analysis. The Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient was .88, and the average neutralization value was 2.35 with
a standard deviation of 1.49.
Control variables. In our regression models, we include several control variables that might affect employees’ likelihood to condone corrupt behavior,
Machiavellianism, experience, or neutralization. Drawing on Hauser (2019a),
these variables include factors at the individual level and factors related to the
organization with which the individual is associated. The former category
includes sociodemographic attributes such as professional qualification,
occupational status, organizational level, working experience, and international experience as well as prior participation in training on corruption
avoidance. The latter category included organization-specific attributes such
as business sector and location of the organization’s headquarters.
We include these control variables because studies have shown that professionals in top management positions as well as professionals with a higher
degree of international business experience may be more susceptible to corrupt business practices (Zahra et al., 2005). We also control for possible influences from the amount of work experience (Ashforth & Fried, 1988) and
level of professional qualification (Hauser, 2019a). Furthermore, we include
occupational status because this variable captures different aspects of the
typical working conditions of individuals. Typically, entrepreneurs have a
wider range of work tasks than paid employees do (May, 1997). To control
for possible industry-specific factors, a dummy variable for the manufacturing industry is also included (Hauser & Kronthaler, 2013). Moreover, to control for possible institutional differences between countries, such as in formal
legislation as well as in social norms and values, we added the country of the
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organization’s head office to our models (Hauser & Hogenacker, 2014).
Finally yet importantly, we control for anti-corruption training as this variable was shown to have a strong effect on the neutralization of corrupt behavior (Hauser, 2019a).
Table 1 presents a comprehensive overview of the definition for each variable included in the analysis. The descriptive statistics for all the variables in
our analysis and the corresponding Bravais–Pearson pairwise correlations are
provided in Table 2.

Estimation Strategy
The most common method for testing hypotheses about mediation is the
causal steps strategy (Baron & Kenny, 1986). This simple mediation model
investigates the paths a, b, c, and c′—as shown in Figure 1—by using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression.
The variable M acts as a mediator in the model if the direct effect of X to
Y substantially decreases considering M. According to this approach, paths a,
b, and c should be statistically significant. However, c′ must be smaller than
c if mediation exists, and c′ should become insignificant (e.g., MacKinnon
et al., 2000; Shrout & Bolger, 2002).
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), simple mediation can be established by executing four steps. First, the explanatory variables (Machiavellia
nism/experience) must be correlated with the outcome (corruption). Second,
the explanatory variables (Machiavellianism/experience) must be correlated
with the mediator (neutralization). Third, the mediator (neutralization) has to
affect the outcome variable (corruption). Fourth, to test that the mediator
(neutralization) fully mediates the X-Y relationship, the effect of X on Y controlling for M (path c′) should be zero (i.e., c′ is smaller than c and insignificant). In the case of partial mediation, c′ is also smaller than c but still
significant. Note that the effects in both steps 3 and 4 are estimated in the
same equation.

Mediation Results
All the results of the regression analysis can be found in Table 3. In Models 1
to 3, we test the mediation hypotheses of neutralization as a mediator between
Machiavellianism and corruption as well as between on-the-job experience
and corruption. As shown in Model 1, individuals with higher levels of
Machiavellian traits are also more likely to accept corrupt behavior (β =
.166; p < .05) without considering neutralization. Moreover, as the results of
Model 3 show, neutralization techniques are more frequent among business
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Industry
Country

Professional
qualification1−3
Occupational status
Organizational
level1−5
Working experience
International
experience
Training

Neutralization

Experience

Machiavellianism

Corruption

Variable

Question

Constructed mean scale of nine items
(Cronbach’s alpha = .73) [min = 1, max = 7]
Constructed mean scale of eight items
(Cronbach’s alpha = .81) [min = 1, max = 7]
Constructed mean scale of 15 items (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.84) [min = 1, max = 5]
Constructed mean scale of six items
(Cronbach’s alpha = .88) (min = 1, max = 7]
N = 3 dummy variables for the highest
professional qualification achieved
Dummy variable for occupational status
N = 5 dummy variables for the position in
company hierarchy
Working experience [min = 1, max = 47]
Dummy variable for work-related international
experience
Dummy variable for prior participation in
training on corruption avoidance
Dummy variable for branch of industry
Dummy variable for country where
headquarters is based

Table 1. Variable Overview.

1 = manufacturing sector; 0 = other [reference category]
1 = Germany; 0 = other [reference category]

1 = yes; 0 = no [reference category]

7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (totally unacceptable) to 7
(completely acceptable)
7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree)
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never experienced) to 5
(always experienced)
7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree)
Bachelor/master degree; PhD/habilitation; other [reference
category]
1 = self-employed; 0 = dependent employed [reference category]
Assistant position; specialist position; lower management; middle
management; top management [reference category]
In years
1 = yes; 0 = no [reference category]

Scale
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M

SD

2

3

4

1.000
.196 1.000
.180
.165 1.000
.392
.326 .203 1.000
.032 −.027
.038 −.033
−.006
.097
.048
.158
.053
.068
.111
.021
.045
.082
.130 −.003
−.049
.012
.023 −.158
−.003 −.055
.028 −.063
−.184 −.070 −.134
.006
−.131 −.060 −.064 −.219

1

1.000
−.010
.072
−.102
.176
.170
−.015
.166

5

1.000
.500
.284
−.090
−.191
−.142
−.126

6

8

9

10

11

12

1.000
.512 1.000
−.091 −.052 1.000
−.000
.098
.072 1.000
−.501 −.400 .036 −.007 1.000
−.129
.108
.145
.167 .152 1.000

7

Note. Professional qualification—1 = bachelor/master degree, 0 = other; organizational level—1 = top management, 0 = other.
Italicized values are significant at p ≤ .05.

Corruption
3.27 1.01
Machiavellianism
2.40 1.07
Experience
1.21 0.29
Neutralization
2.35 1.49
Professional qualification 0.76 0.43
Occupational status
0.24 0.43
Organizational level
0.53 0.5
Working experience
21.6 11.52
International experience 0.75 0.44
Industry
0.34 0.47
Country
0.43 0.50
Training
0.22 0.42

Variable

Table 2. Correlation Matrix (N = 169).
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Figure 1. Simple mediation.

professionals with higher levels of Machiavellian traits (β = .297; p < .05).
Finally, and in line with Baron and Kenny (1986), the original contribution of
our Machiavellianism variable is reduced and insignificant (β = .059; n.s.)
when incorporating neutralization simultaneously (Model 2), which indicates
that neutralization has a mediating effect on the acceptance of corrupt behavior. Thus, these results confirm our mediation hypothesis H4.
Moreover, the same effect is at work with regard to on-the-job experience; that is, business professionals who frequently experience corrupt situations in their workplace are more likely to accept corrupt practices than are
those who do not experience such situations (Model 1, β = .160; p < .05).
Furthermore, as the results of Model 3 show, neutralization is more frequent among business professionals who frequently experience corrupt
situations in their workplace than among their counterparts who do not
experience such situations (Model 3, β = .156; p < .05). When adding
neutralization to the regression equation, the on-the-job experience variable
is reduced and insignificant (Model 2, β = .102; n.s.). These results confirm our mediation hypothesis H5.
To analyze in more detail whether and how neutralization has a mediating
effect on the acceptance of corruption, we also used the path analysis part of
the structural equation model (known as the structural component).
Specifically, we calculated a recursive path model, that is, the effects moving
in a single direction—without any feedback loops. The exogenous variables
are Machiavellianism and on-the-job experience; the endogenous outcome
variable is acceptance of corruption; and the endogenous mediator variable is
neutralization. Figure 2 displays the results.
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Table 3. Mediation Regression Results.
(1)

(2)

(3)

Variable

Corruption

Corruption

Neutralization

Machiavellianism (mean scale)
Experience (mean scale)
Neutralization (mean scale)

.166** (.075)
.160** (.237)

.059 (.065)
.102 (.239)
.371*** (.055)

.297** (.130)
.156** (.391)

.074 (.210)
.034 (.269)
–.036 (.190)

.054 (.202)
.054 (.244)
–.086 (.190)

.055 (.266)
–.056 (.413)
.135 (.289)

–.028 (.275)
.073 (.283)
.100 (.287)
.066 (.380)
.029 (.009)
–.050 (.176)
–.105 (.203)
.023 (.177)
–.178* (.197)
1.72*
.112
169

–.047 (.260)
.029 (.249)
.089 (.272)
.052 (.343)
.035 (.009)
.002 (.163)
–.031 (.194)
.019 (.165)
–.198** (.185)
2.66***
.219
169

.051 (.322)
.116 (.455)
.030 (.353)
.036 (.515)
–.015 (.013)
–.141* (.263)
–.197*** (.247)
.009 (.228)
.056 (.287)
2.96***
.221
169

Controls
Professional qualification
Bachelor/master degree
PhD/habilitation
Occupational status
Organizational level
Middle management
Lower management
Specialist position
Assistant position
Working experience
International experience
Training
Industry
Country
F
R2
Observations

Note. Standardized regression coefficients displayed; robust standard errors in brackets. We
conducted several robustness checks to verify the results from our preferred specification
(e.g., we included country of origin of the respondents as a control variable). The main
results remain robust. The results of the robustness checks are available on request from the
authors.
*Indicate significance at the 10% level. **Indicate significance at the 5% level. ***Indicate
significance at the 1% level.

The results are similar to those of the Baron and Kenny (1986) mediation
model. The coefficients (standardized path coefficients) for Machiavellianism
and on-the-job experience are statistically significant, as is the coefficient for
neutralization. However, the direct effects are not significant, meaning that
the effect of Machiavellian traits and on-the-job experience on corruption is
fully mediated by neutralization techniques. Thus, in sum, our empirical
analysis finds proof for our hypotheses H3 to H5, but not for H1 and H2. In
other words, we find empirical evidence that the relationship between
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Figure 2. Recursive path model.

n.s.Indicate not significant; **Indicate significance at the 5% level; ***Indicate significance at the
1% level.

Machiavellianism and corruption as well as that between experience and corruption is fully mediated by neutralization.

Discussion and Conclusion
By scrutinizing the personal and socioenvironmental antecedents of corrupt
behavior in organizations, this study makes several significant theoretical and
managerial contributions to the extant literature. In particular, in this article,
we use individual-level data to empirically analyze the links between
Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970), on-the-job experience (Ashforth
& Fried, 1988), neutralization (Ashforth & Anand, 2003), and the inclination
of business professionals to accept corrupt behavior.

Theoretical Contributions
At first, we find a positive relationship between Machiavellianism and the
likelihood of condoning corruption. This preliminary finding is in line with
previous literature stating that Machiavellians are self-serving, untrustworthy,
and malevolent (Christie & Geis, 1970). However, more recent research indicates that Machiavellians also try to maintain a positive social reputation
(Bereczkei et al., 2010) and behave unethically primarily when it seems safe
to do so and when they can avoid detection (Gunnthorsdottir et al., 2002).
This aspect differentiates Machiavellians from psychopaths. Whereas the
latter act impulsively, forsake family and friends, and do not care much about
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their reputation, the former act strategically, build alliances, and avoid manipulating family members (D. N. Jones & Paulhus, 2014; Smith et al., 2016).
Furthermore, Machiavellians are more sensitive to situational factors and use
behavioral tactics to sustain their reputations (Bereczkei & Czibor, 2014; D.
N. Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Until recently, research has often neglected this
strategic-calculating orientation of Machiavellians (D. N. Jones & Paulhus,
2014). In line with this aspect of Machiavellianism, our results show that
Machiavellians are more prone to use cognitive strategies justifying or valuing corrupt practices because such strategies ostensibly allow them to act
with selfish intentions without damaging their positive social reputation.
Furthermore, when including a person’s ability to rationalize corruption as a
mediator in our model, the positive and statistically significant coefficient
indicates that business professionals who neutralize corrupt behavior are
more prone to accept corrupt activities than are business professionals who
do not neutralize such behavior. This finding supports the existing literature
stating that neutralization techniques support professionals in rationalizing
criminality (Benson, 1985) and justifying corruption (Ashforth & Anand,
2003; de Klerk, 2017). Thus, our findings show that neutralization is an
important antecedent of corrupt behavior. At the same time, our results indicate that the direct link between Machiavellianism and corruption becomes
statistically insignificant when including neutralization as a mediator. Thus,
our findings are consistent with the results of several former studies, which
show that situational factors influence Machiavellians’ behavior (Bereczkei
& Czibor, 2014; Czibor & Bereczkei, 2012; Spitzer et al., 2007). Our results
thereby provide a valuable contribution to the recent and ongoing scholarly
discussion on the strategic-calculating orientation of Machiavellians. We provide evidence that neutralization is a supporting factor that facilitates the
acceptance of corruption by Machiavellians. Machiavellians are rational and
materialistic people (Christie & Geis, 1970), but, at the same time, they care
about their reputation and standing in society (Gunnthorsdottir et al., 2002).
Thus, by using neutralization techniques, Machiavellians can reach their selfish goals by engaging in corrupt practices and simultaneously maintain their
social image. That is, we argue that individuals who have a “the end justifies
the means” character and thus rationalize their deviant behavior are highly
accepting of corruption. This finding supports prior research that suggests
that Machiavellians seem to be particularly sensitive to situational factors
that allow them to exploit a situation for their own self-serving purposes
(Bereczkei & Czibor, 2014).
Another noteworthy contribution is that, in a first look, business professionals who frequently experience corrupt situations in their workplace are
more likely to accept corrupt practices than those who do not experience such
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situations. This initial finding is in line with Bandura’s (1971) social learning
theory, which states that the environment influences the behavior of an individual. Cognitive processes, reciprocal determinism, vicarious learning, differential reinforcement, habituation, and desensitization help to reduce
reactions to otherwise aversive stimuli (Ashforth & Kreiner, 2002), and professionals become involved in corruption following the behavior of others.
However, when including a person’s ability to justify corruption as a mediator in the model, the direct link between on-the-job experience and corruption
becomes statistically insignificant. Thus, our results indicate that social
learning processes lead to the learning and internalization of neutralization
techniques, which allows professionals to remain within their moral comfort
zone and maintain a positive self-image while engaging in corrupt business
practices (de Klerk, 2017; Hauser, 2019a). The individual remains essentially
committed to the prevailing social norms and rules while engaging in corruption without experiencing the negative emotions that would otherwise be
associated with such behavior (Cromwell & Thurman, 2003; Dorminey et al.,
2012; McKercher et al., 2008).
Taken together, the findings of this article make a significant contribution
to the extant literature on the probability of business professionals to condone
corruption by simultaneously scrutinizing different antecedents of unethical
or illegal business practices. Our findings confirm and extend the existing
literature indicating that both individual and situational factors are important
antecedents of corrupt behavior (Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). We find that neutralization is the keystone linking both Machiavellianism and on-the-job
experience to the likelihood of condoning corrupt behavior. While previous
studies mostly aimed to identify the neutralization techniques used to justify
or value corrupt behavior (Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Rabl & Kühlmann,
2009), we empirically show that neutralization has a strong mediating effect
on the process of becoming involved in corrupt business practices. This result
is also consistent with the emerging literature on ethical blind spots, which
emphasizes that ethically grounded, good people might engage in unethical
behavior even if they would not rationally do bad things (Bazerman &
Tenbrunsel, 2012; Sezer et al., 2015).

Managerial Implications
The present research also has important practical implications for business
practitioners and companies aiming to prevent corrupt practices in international business transactions. First, companies need to be careful if they hire
and promote professionals with a Machiavellian, “the end justifies the
means,” character because if these individuals are able to justify supposedly
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corrupt business practices, they seem to be more accepting of such practices.
However, Machiavellians are not simply at the mercy of their personality and
thus inherently corrupt. Instead, Machiavellians act in a strategically calculating manner; if they see an opportunity to reach their goals by engaging in
corrupt practices and are given reasons in favor of it, they will do so. At the
same time, Machiavellians can be discouraged from engaging in corruption if
prevailing justifications are disabled. Recent research indicates that anti-corruption training is an effective measure for disabling prevailing neutralization techniques and provides guidelines on how such training can be made
more effective in terms of promoting behavioral change (Hauser, 2019a,
2019b). Second, it is essential to closely monitor professionals who work in
a corruption-related environment. If professionals are repeatedly confronted
with corrupt behavior in their environment, they are more likely to neutralize
that corruption as a normal part of conducting business and may believe that
they need to engage in it to do business. This process is very dangerous for
the integrity of the company; once corruption is accepted and practiced in the
organization, it will penetrate into the organizational culture and become contagious for other employees.

Limitations and Future Research
As with all research, the findings of this study are accompanied by some
caveats. First, the usual limitations of cross-sectional research designs
apply to this study. Second, in this study, we used survey data to provide
information on business professionals’ likelihood to condone corruption.
Although it is challenging to gather survey data on corrupt acts that have
been committed, further research could attempt to address this issue. Third,
we empirically analyzed the acceptance of corruption among individual
professionals. Future research could address whether the probability of
condoning corrupt business practices increases when professionals are in a
network and how a professional’s centrality in the organizational network
influences his or her decision making and behavior in corruption-related
situations (Bon et al., 2017). Furthermore, business professionals with
higher levels of Machiavellian traits might tend to work in organizations
with looser standards and fewer controls to fight corruption. Our data seem
to indicate that this might be the case as we see that Machiavellianism and
on-the-job experience correlate. Building on, for example, ASA theory
(Schneider, 1987; Schneider et al., 1995), future research could address this
possible selection effect. Fourth, the data used in this article were collected
from respondents from Central Europe, namely, Germany and Switzerland.
It is important to acknowledge that there might be clear differences between
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countries where corruption is seen to be prominent and those where it is
deemed to be minimal. Given that the present study investigates antecedents of business malpractice at the individual level in countries where the
macro environment generally does not facilitate corrupt behavior, the possibility to generalize the results to professionals working in countries with
a higher level of corruption is unclear, and so could be considered a limitation. Nevertheless, we are confident that this research is relevant and can be
generalized to other countries where the level of corruption is also perceived to be low. Further research should investigate whether the study
implications have a wider geographic scope, including in emerging countries such as Armenia that were part of the former Soviet Union. In these
countries, on-the-job experience with corruption remains high, and professionals in the older generation largely still rationalize and justify their own
corrupt behavior because it is reflected in society and continues to be
regarded as the way business is conducted in these countries. It could be
expected that the overall effects on corruption in a sample of individuals
from these countries would be stronger, as individuals will have fewer consequences to fear if they are caught. The mediation effect via neutralization
might therefore be weaker, because individuals in such an organizational
environment might have to justify their corrupt behavior less frequently or
strongly. Thus, it could be assumed that in countries where corruption is
perceived to be higher, partial mediation is more likely to occur—so that
the direct effects might remain.
Although these limitations indicate prudence, we are confident that our
findings contribute in a meaningful way to the ongoing discussion regarding
the antecedents of corrupt behavior in organizations. The results suggest that
both personal characteristics and situational factors are important antecedents
of corruption in organizations. Thus, organizations that want to prevent and
tackle corruption among their executives and employees need to keep in
mind and address both personal characteristics and situational factors.
Particularly, organizations need to disable prevailing justifications of corrupt
practices.

Appendix
Case Studies on Corruption
Case 1: “An entrepreneur wants to build an additional warehouse on his
property. To be able to start construction in the current financial year, the
entrepreneur asks the responsible public official to process the building
application as quickly as possible. Because the desired date is kept, the
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entrepreneur thanks the public official for the helpful treatment with a
bottle of wine with a value of approx. EUR 30, which the public official
accepts gratefully.”
Case 2: “A container with spoilable goods worth EUR 100,000 is stuck at
customs abroad. The responsible customs officer informs the company
that the necessary customs documents are not in order. However, this issue
could be resolved quickly and non-bureaucratically by a concealed payment of EUR 250 to the customs officer personally. As a further delay in
customs clearance could result in the total loss of the goods, the company
decides to accept the customs officer’s request.”
Case 3: “An entrepreneur wants to become internationally active and
therefore contacts an independent sales representative abroad who is
active in the local foreign market for various companies. To celebrate the
signature of the commission contract, the entrepreneur invites his new
sales representative to an international football match in the VIP lounge.”
Case 4: “A company takes part in a public tender abroad. To influence the
award decision in its favor, the company commissions a local intermediary to send a watch worth EUR 8,000 to a high-ranking foreign public
official. The public official will then ensure that the company receives the
contract worth approximately EUR 5 million.”

Acknowledgments
The authors are grateful to colleagues at the University of Applied Sciences of the
Grisons and the University of Siegen for their contribution and input into the development of the underlying research project. Furthermore, the article benefited from helpful suggestions and comments on earlier versions by participants of the sixth
Sustainability, Ethics and Entrepreneurship (SEE) Research Conference, associate
editor David Wasieleski, and anonymous reviewers.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article: This work was supported by the Swiss
Commission for Technology and Innovation (CTI) (grant number 12621.2 PFES-ES).

ORCID iD
Christian Hauser

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6349-1391

Hauser et al.

29

References
Ades, A., & Di Tella, R. (1999). Rents, competition, and corruption. American
Economic Review, 89(4), 982–993. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.89.4.982
Agnew, R., & Peters, A. R. (1986). The techniques of neutralization: An analysis
of predisposing and situational factors. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 13(1),
81–97. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854886013001005
Allemand, M., Steiger, A. E., & Hill, P. L. (2013). Stability of personality traits in
adulthood: Mechanisms and implications. GeroPsych, 26(1), 5–13. https://doi.
org/10.1024/1662-9647/a000080
Allport, G. W. (1961). Pattern and growth in personality. Holt Rinehart & Winston.
Anand, V., Ashforth, B. E., & Joshi, M. (2005). Business as usual: The acceptance and
perpetuation of corruption in organizations. Academy of Management Executives,
19(4), 9–23. https://doi.org/10.5465/AME.2004.13837437
Aquino, K., & Becker, T. E. (2005). Lying in negotiations: How individual and
situational factors influence the use of neutralization strategies. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 26(6), 661–679. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.332
Ashforth, B. E., & Anand, V. (2003). The normalization of corruption in organisations. Research in Organizational Behavior, 25, 1–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0191-3085(03)25001-2
Ashforth, B. E., & Fried, Y. (1988). The mindlessness of organizational behaviors.
Human Relations, 41(4), 305–329. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872678804100403
Ashforth, B. E., & Kreiner, G. E. (1999). “How can you do it?” Dirty work and
the challenge of constructing a positive identity. The Academy of Management
Review, 24(3), 413–434. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.2202129
Ashforth, B. E., & Kreiner, G. E. (2002). Normalizing emotion in organizations.
Human Resource Management Review, 12(2), 215–235. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S1053-4822(02)00047-5
Bandura, A. (1965). Influence of models’ reinforcement contingencies on the acquisition of imitative responses. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1(6),
589–595. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022070
Bandura, A. (1969). Social-learning theory of identificatory processes. In D. A.
Goslin (Ed.), Handbook of socialisation theory and research (pp. 217–262).
Rand McNally.
Bandura, A. (1971). Social learning theory. General Learning Press.
Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Prentice-Hall series in social learning
theory. Prentice Hall.
Bandura, A. (1978). The self system in reciprocal determinism. American Psychologist,
33(4), 344–358. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.33.4.344
Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review
of Psychology, 52, 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
Bardhan, P. (1997). Corruption and development: A review of issues. Journal of
Economic Literature, 35(3), 1320–1346. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2729979
Barnett, M. A., & Thompson, S. (1985). The role of perspective taking and empathy
in children’s Machiavellianism, prosocial behavior, and motive for helping. The

30

Business & Society 00(0)

Journal of Genetic Psychology, 146(3), 295–305. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221
325.1985.9914459
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction
in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173–1182.
Bazerman, M. H., & Tenbrunsel, A. E. (2012). Blind spots: Why we fail to do what’s
right and what to do about it. Princeton University Press.
Becker, K., Hauser, C., & Kronthaler, F. (2013). Fostering management education to deter corruption: What do students know about corruption and its legal
consequences? Crime, Law and Social Change, 60(2), 227–240. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10611-013-9448-8
Benson, M. L. (1985). Denying the guilty mind: Accounting involvement in a
white-collar crime. Criminology, 23(4), 583–607. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1745-9125.1985.tb00365.x
Bereczkei, T., Birkás, B., & Kerekes, Z. (2010). The presence of others, prosocial traits, Machiavellianism. Social Psychology, 41(4), 238–245. https://doi.
org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000032
Bereczkei, T., & Czibor, A. (2014). Personality and situational factors differently
influence high Mach and low Mach persons’ decisions in a social dilemma game.
Personality and Individual Differences, 64, 168–173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2014.02.035
Bereczkei, T., Deak, A., Papp, P., Perlaki, G., & Orsi, G. (2013). Neural correlates of
Machiavellian strategies in a social dilemma task. Brain and Cognition, 82(1),
108–116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2013.02.012
Beugré, C. D. (2010). Resistance to socialization into organizational corruption: A
model of deontic justice. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25(3), 533–541.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9176-3
Birkás, B., Csathó, Á., Gács, B., & Bereczkei, T. (2015). Nothing ventured nothing gained: Strong associations between reward sensitivity and two measures of
Machiavellianism. Personality and Individual Differences, 74, 112–115. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.09.046
Bohner, G., Reinhard, M.-A., Rutz, S., Sturm, S., Kerschbaum, B., & Effler, D. (1998).
Rape myths as neutralizing cognitions: Evidence for a causal impact of antivictim attitudes on men’s self-reported likelihood of raping. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 28(2), 257–268. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)10990992(199803/04)28:2<257::AID-EJSP871>3.0.CO;2-1
Bon, A. C., Volkema, R. J., & da Silva, J. F. (2017). Ethical decision-making:
The role of self-monitoring, future orientation, and social networks. BAR—
Brazilian Administration Review, 14(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1590/18077692bar2017160091
Brooks, D. N., & McKinlay, W. (1983). Personality and behavioural change after
severe blunt head injury—A relative’s view. Journal of Neurology, Neurosurgery,
and Psychiatry, 46(4), 336–344. https://doi.org/10.1136/jnnp.46.4.336

Hauser et al.

31

Castille, C. M., Kuyumcu, D., & Bennett, R. J. (2017). Prevailing to the peers’
detriment: Organizational constraints motivate Machiavellians to undermine
their peers. Personality and Individual Differences, 104, 29–36. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.07.026
Chen, S.-Y. (2010). Relations of Machiavellianism with emotional blackmail orientation of salespeople. Procedia—Social and Behavioral Sciences, 5, 294–298.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.07.091
Christie, R., & Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in Machiavellianism. Academic Press.
http://books.google.com/books?id=zC23AAAAIAAJ
Cloetta, B. (2014). Machiavellismus-Konservatismus [Machiavellianism-Conservatism]
Zusammenstellung sozialwissenschaftlicher Items und Skalen. https://doi.org/
10.6102/zis82.
Cooper, S., & Peterson, C. (1980). Machiavellianism and spontaneous cheating in
competition. Journal of Research in Personality, 14(1), 70–75. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0092-6566(80)90041-0
Copes, H., & Cardwell, S. M. (2014). Accounts theory. In J. M. Miller (Ed.), Wiley
series of encyclopedias in criminology and criminal justice. The encyclopedia of
theoretical criminology (pp. 1–4). Wiley.
Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1997). Longitudinal stability of adult personality.
In R. Hogan, J. A. Johnson, & S. Briggs (Eds.), Handbook of personality psychology (pp. 269–290). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0121346454/50012-3
Costa, P. T., Jr., McCrae, R. R., & Löckenhoff, C. E. (2019). Personality across the
life span. Annual Review of Psychology, 70(1), 423–448. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-psych-010418-103244
Cromwell, P., & Thurman, Q. (2003). The devil made me do it: Use of neutralizations by shoplifters. Deviant Behavior, 24(6), 535–550. https://doi.
org/10.1080/713840271
Czibor, A., & Bereczkei, T. (2012). Machiavellian people’s success results from monitoring their partners. Personality and Individual Differences, 53(3), 202–206.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.03.005
de Klerk, J. J. (2017). “The devil made me do it!” An inquiry into the unconscious
“devils within” of rationalized corruption. Journal of Management Inquiry,
26(3), 254–269. https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492617692101
Dickel, P., & Graeff, P. (2018). Entrepreneurs’ propensity for corruption: A vignettebased factorial survey. Journal of Business Research, 89, 77–86. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.03.036
Doh, J. P., Rodriguez, P., Uhlenbruck, K., Collins, J., & Eden, L. (2003). Coping
with corruption in foreign markets. Academy of Management Perspectives, 17(3),
114–127. https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2003.10954775
Donchev, D., & Ujhelyi, G. (2014). What do corruption indices measure? Economics
& Politics, 26(2), 309–331. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecpo.12037
Dorminey, J., Fleming, S. A., Kranacher, M.-J., & Riley, R. A. (2012). The evolution of fraud theory. Issues in Accounting Education, 27(2), 555–579. https://doi.
org/10.2308/iace-50131

32

Business & Society 00(0)

Dreher, A., & Gassebner, M. (2013). Greasing the wheels? The impact of regulations and corruption on firm entry. Public Choice, 155(3–4), 413–432. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11127-011-9871-2
Dutton, J. E., Dukerich, J. M., & Harquail, C. V. (1994). Organizational images
and member identification. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39(2), 239–263.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393235
Effler, M. (1983). Konservatismus, Machiavellismus: Validitäts- und Reliabilitätsunter
suchungen [Conservatism, Machiavellianism: validity and reliability studies].
Zeitschrift für Differentielle und Diagnostische Psy-chologie, 4(1), 79–85.
Fehr, B., Samson, D., & Paulhus, D. L. (1992). The construct of Machiavellianism:
Twenty years later. In C. D. Spielberger & J. N. Butcher (Eds.), Advances in personality assessment (Vol. 9, pp. 77–116). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Ferguson, C. J. (2010). A meta-analysis of normal and disordered personality across
the life span. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(4), 659–667.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018770
Fox, F. F. (2003). Reducing intercultural friction through fiction: Virtual cultural
learning. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 27(1), 99–123. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(02)00064-0
Frei, C., & Muethel, M. (2017). Antecedents and consequences of MNE Bribery: A
multilevel review. Journal of Management Inquiry, 26(4), 418–432. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1056492617704305
Furnham, A., Richards, S. C., & Paulhus, D. L. (2013). The dark triad of personality:
A 10 year review. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 7(3), 199–216.
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12018
Gable, M., Hollon, C., & Dangello, F. (1992). Managerial structuring of work as
a moderator of the Machiavellianism and job performance relationship. The
Journal of Psychology, 126(3), 317–325. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.199
2.10543366
Geis, F. L., & Moon, T. H. (1981). Machiavellianism and deception. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 41(4), 766–775. https://doi.org/10.1037/00223514.41.4.766
Graeff, P., & Mehlkop, G. (2003). The impact of economic freedom on corruption: Different patterns for rich and poor countries. European Journal
of Political Economy, 19(3), 605–620. https://doi.org/10.1016/S01762680(03)00015-6
Groenendijk, T., Janssen, T., Rijlaarsdam, G., & van den Bergh, H. (2013). Learning
to be creative. The effects of observational learning on students’ design products and processes. Learning and Instruction, 28, 35–47. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.learninstruc.2013.05.001
Gunnthorsdottir, A., McCabe, K., & Smith, V. (2002). Using the Machiavellianism
instrument to predict trustworthiness in a bargaining game. Journal of
Economic Psychology, 23(1), 49–66. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(01)
00067-8

Hauser et al.

33

Habib, M., & Zurawicki, L. (2002). Corruption and foreign direct investment. Journal
of International Business Studies, 33(2), 291–307. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8491017
Haines, V. J., Diekhoff, G. M., LaBeff, E. E., & Clark, R. E. (1986). College cheating: Immaturity, lack of commitment, and the neutralizing attitude. Research in
Higher Education, 25(4), 342–354. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00992130
Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data
analysis (7th ed.). Pearson Prentice Hall.
Harrell, A. W., & Hartnagel, T. (1976). The impact of Machiavellianism and the trustfulness of the victim on laboratory theft. Sociometry, 39(2), 157–165. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2786216
Hauser, C. (2019a). Fighting against corruption: Does Anti-corruption training
make any difference? Journal of Business Ethics, 159(1), 281–299. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10551-018-3808-3
Hauser, C. (2019b). From preaching to behavioral change: Fostering ethics and compliance learning in the workplace. Journal of Business Ethics. Advance online
publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04364-9
Hauser, C., & Hogenacker, J. (2014). Do firms proactively take measures to prevent corruption in their international operations? European Management Review,
11(3–4), 223–237. https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12035
Hauser, C., & Kronthaler, F. (2013). Neue Märkte, neue Risiken: Empirische Evidenz
zum Korruptionsrisiko für den international aktiven Mittelstand [New markets,
new risks: Empirical evidence regarding the corruption risk of SMEs operating abroad]. Zeitschrift für Betriebswirtschaft, 83(Suppl. 4), 37–60. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-658-04092-5_3
Hegarty, H. W., & Sims, H. P. (1978). Some determinants of unethical decision behavior: An experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63(4), 451–457. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.63.4.451
Henning, J., & Six, B. (2014). Konstruktion einer Machiavellismus-Skala
(Machiavellianism). Zusammenstellung sozialwissenschaftlicher Items und
Skalen, 8, 185–198. https://doi.org/10.6102/zis126
Hollinger, R. C. (1991). Neutralizing in the workplace: An empirical analysis of property theft and production deviance. Deviant Behavior, 12(2), 169–202. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01639625.1991.9967872
Jakobwitz, S., & Egan, V. (2006). The dark triad and normal personality traits.
Personality and Individual Differences, 40(2), 331–339. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2005.07.006
Jones, D. N., & Paulhus, D. L. (2011). The role of impulsivity in the Dark Triad of
personality. Personality and Individual Differences, 51(5), 679–682. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.04.011
Jones, D. N., & Paulhus, D. L. (2014). Introducing the short Dark Triad (SD3): A
brief measure of dark personality traits. Assessment, 21(1), 28–41. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1073191113514105

34

Business & Society 00(0)

Jones, W. H., Nickel, T. W., & Schmidt, A. (1979). Machiavellianism and self-disclosure. The Journal of Psychology, 102(1), 33–41. https://doi.org/10.1080/002
23980.1979.9915092
Joshi, M., & McKendall, M. (2018). Responses to the discovery of unethical acts:
An organizational identity and reputation perspective. Business & Society, 57(4),
706–741. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650315623953
Kanareff, V. T., & Lanzetta, J. T. (1958). The acquisition of imitative and opposition responses under two conditions of instruction-induced set. Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 56(6), 516–528. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047009
Kanareff, V. T., & Lanzetta, J. T. (1960). Effects of task definition and probability of reinforcement upon the acquisition and extinction of imitative
responses. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 60(6), 340–348. https://doi.
org/10.1037/h0046161
Kaufmann, D., Kraay, A., & Mastruzzi, M. (2007). Measuring corruption: Myths and
realities (Africa Region Findings & Good Practice Info Briefs, No. 273). World
Bank.
Kessler, S. R., Bandelli, A. C., Spector, P. E., Borman, W. C., Nelson, C. E., &
Penney, L. M. (2010). Re-examining Machiavelli: A three-dimensional model of
Machiavellianism in the workplace. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40(8),
1868–1896. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00643.x
Kish-Gephart, J. J., Harrison, D. A., & Treviño, L. K. (2010). Bad apples, bad cases,
and bad barrels: Meta-analytic evidence about sources of unethical decisions
at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(1), 1–31. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0017103
Köbis, N. C., van Prooijen, J.-W., Righetti, F., & Van Lange Paul, A. M. (2015).
“Who doesn’t?” The impact of descriptive norms on corruption. PLOS ONE,
10(6), Article e0131830. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0131830
Kowalski, R. M. (2001). Behaving badly: Aversive behaviors in interpersonal relationships. American Psychological Association.
Lambsdorf, J. G. (1999). Corruption in empirical research—A review [Transparency
International working paper]. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Johann_
Lambsdorff/publication/220011287_Corruption_in_Empirical_Research_A_
Review/links/00b4952722c1744928000000.pdf
Langer, E. J., Blank, A., & Chanowitz, B. (1978). The mindlessness of ostensibly
thoughtful action: The role of “placebic” information in interpersonal interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36(6), 635–642. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.6.635
Lanzetta, J. T., & Kanareff, V. T. (1959). The effects of a monetary reward on
the acquisition of an imitative response. The Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 59(1), 120–127. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0041421
Leite, C., & Weidmann, J. (1999). Does mother nature corrupt? Natural resources,
corruption, and economic growth (IMF Working Papers No. 99/85). https://
www.imf.org/~/media/Websites/IMF/imported-full-text-pdf/external/pubs/ft/
wp/1999/_wp9985.ashx

Hauser et al.

35

Levi, K. (1981). Becoming a hit man: Neutralization in a very deviant career.
Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 10(1), 47–63. https://doi.org/10.
1177/089124168101000103
Liu, C. C. (2008). The relationship between Machiavellianism and knowledge sharing willingness. Journal of Business and Psychology, 22(3), 233–240. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10869-008-9065-1
MacKinnon, D. P., Krull, J. L., & Lockwood, C. M. (2000). Equivalence of the mediation, confounding and suppression effect. Prevention Science, 1(4), 173–181.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026595011371
Maruna, S., & Copes, H. (2005). What have we learned from five decades of
neutralization research? Crime and Justice, 32, 221–320. https://doi.org/10.
1086/655355
Max, J. E., Robertson, B. A., & Lansing, A. E. (2001). The phenomenology of personality change due to traumatic brain injury in children and adolescents. Journal
of Neuropsychiatry and Clinical Neurosciences, 13(2), 161–170. https://doi.
org/10.1176/jnp.13.2.161
May, K. E. (1997). Work in the 21st century: Understanding the needs of small businesses. Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 35(1), 94–97.
McAdams, D. P., & Pals, J. L. (2006). A new Big Five: Fundamental principles for an
integrative science of personality. The American Psychologist, 61(3), 204–217.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.61.3.204
McKercher, B., Weber, K., & Du Cros, H. (2008). Rationalising inappropriate behaviour at contested sites. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 16(4), 369–385. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09669580802154165
Miller, B. K., Smart, D. L., & Rechner, P. L. (2015). Confirmatory factor analysis of
the Machiavellian Personality Scale. Personality and Individual Differences, 82,
120–124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.03.022
Miller, N. E., & Dollard, J. (1941). Social learning and imitation. The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, 220(1), 267–268. https://doi.
org/10.1177/000271624222000196
Mo, P. H. (2001). Corruption and economic growth. Journal of Comparative
Economics, 29(1), 66–79. https://doi.org/10.1006/jcec.2000.1703
Moore, C. (2008). Moral disengagement in processes of organizational corruption.
Journal of Business Ethics, 80(1), 129–139. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-0079447-8
Mudrack, P. E. (2007). Individual personality factors that affect normative beliefs
about the rightness of corporate social responsibility. Business & Society, 46(1),
33–62. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650306290312
Mudrack, P. E., & Mason, E. S. (1995). More on the acceptability of workplace
behaviors of a dubious ethical nature. Psychological Reports, 76(2), 639–648.
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1995.76.2.639
Mudrack, P. E., & Mason, E. S. (2017). Moral reasoning and its connections with
Machiavellianism and authoritarianism. Business & Society, 58, 779–812. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0007650316681556

36

Business & Society 00(0)

Murphy, P. R. (2012). Attitude, Machiavellianism and the rationalization of misreporting. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 37(4), 242–259. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.aos.2012.04.002
Nelson, G., & Gilbertson, D. (1991). Machiavellianism revisited. Journal of Business
Ethics, 10(8), 633–639. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00382884
Nelson, J. S. (2017). The corruption norm. Journal of Management Inquiry, 26(3),
280–286. https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492616675415
O’Boyle, E. H., Jr., Forsyth, D. R., Banks, G. C., & McDaniel, M. A. (2012). A
meta-analysis of the Dark Triad and work behavior: A social exchange perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(3), 557–579. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0025679
Paldam, M. (2001). Corruption and religion adding to the economic model. Kyklos,
54(2–3), 383–413. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6435.00160
Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The Dark Triad of personality: Narcissism,
Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Journal of Research in Personality, 36(6),
556–563. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
Pershing, J. L. (2003). To snitch or not to snitch? Applying the concept of neutralization techniques to the enforcement of occupational misconduct. Sociological
Perspectives, 46(2), 149–178. https://doi.org/10.1525/sop.2003.46.2.149
Pinkham, A. M., & Jaswal, V. K. (2011). Watch and learn? Infants privilege efficiency over pedagogy during imitative learning. Infancy, 16(5), 535–544. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7078.2010.00059.x
Rabl, T., & Kühlmann, T. M. (2009). Why or why not? Rationalizing corruption in
organizations. Cross Cultural Management: An International Journal, 16(3),
268–286. https://doi.org/10.1108/13527600910977355
Rankin, C. H., Abrams, T., Barry, R. J., Bhatnagar, S., Clayton, D. F., Colombo, J., . . .
Thompson, R. F. (2009). Habituation revisited: An updated and revised description of the behavioral characteristics of habituation. Neurobiology of Learning
and Memory, 92(2), 135–138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nlm.2008.09.012
Rauthmann, J. F. (2012). The Dark Triad and interpersonal perception: Similarities
and differences in the social consequences of narcissism, Machiavellianism,
and psychopathy. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 3(4), 487–496.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611427608
Rayburn, J. M., & Rayburn, L. G. (1996). Relationship between Machiavellianism
and Type A personality and ethical-orientation. Journal of Business Ethics,
15(11), 1209–1219. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00412819
Roberts, B. W., & Caspi, A. (2001). Personality development and the person-situation
debate: It’s déjà vu all over again. Psychological Inquiry, 12(2), 104–109. https://
doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1202_04
Rosenbaum, M. E., & Hewitt, O. J. (1966). The effect of electric shock on learning by performers and observers. Psychonomic Science, 5(2), 81–82. https://doi.
org/10.3758/BF03328290
Sakalaki, M., Richardson, C., & Thépaut, Y. (2007). Machiavellianism and economic
opportunism. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37(6), 1181–1190. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00208.x

Hauser et al.

37

Schembera, S., & Scherer, A. G. (2017). Organizational strategies in the context of legitimacy loss: Radical versus gradual responses to disclosed corruption. Strategic Organization, 15(3), 301–337. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1476127016685237
Schneider, B. (1987). The people make the place. Personnel Psychology, 40(3), 437–
453. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x
Schneider, B., Goldstein, H. W., & Smith, D. B. (1995). The ASA framework: An update.
Personnel Psychology, 48(4), 747–773. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.
tb01780.x
Schwarz, N., & Bayer, A. (1989). Variationen der Fragenreihenfolge als Instrument
der Kausalitätsprüfung: eine Untersuchung zur Neutralisationstheorie devianten
Verhaltens [Variations in the question sequence as an instrument of causality
testing: a study on the neutrality theory of deviant behavior]. http://nbn-resolving.
de/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-67061
Scott, M. B., & Lyman, S. M. (1968). Accounts. American Sociological Review,
33(1), 46–62. https://doi.org/10.2307/2092239
Sezer, O., Gino, F., & Bazerman, M. H. (2015). Ethical blind spots: Explaining unintentional unethical behavior. Current Opinion in Psychology, 6, 77–81. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.03.030
Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental
studies: New procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7(4),
422–445.
Shultz, C. J. (1993). Situational and dispositional predictors of performance: A
test of the hypothesized Machiavellianism structure interaction among sales
persons. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 23(6), 478–498. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1993.tb01099.x
Smallridge, J. L., & Roberts, J. R. (2013). Crime specific neutralizations: An empirical examination of four types of digital piracy. International Journal of Cyber
Criminology, 7(2), 125–140.
Smith, M. B., Wallace, J. C., & Jordan, P. (2016). When the dark ones become darker:
How promotion focus moderates the effects of the dark triad on supervisor performance ratings. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37(2), 236–254. https://
doi.org/10.1002/job.2038
Spain, S. M., Harms, P., & LeBreton, J. M. (2014). The dark side of personality at
work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(Suppl. 1), S41–S60. https://doi.
org/10.1002/job.1894
Spitzer, M., Fischbacher, U., Herrnberger, B., Grön, G., & Fehr, E. (2007). The neural signature of social norm compliance. Neuron, 56(1), 185–196. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.neuron.2007.09.011
Sutherland, E. H. (1960). Principles of criminology (6th ed.). Lippincott. http://worldcatlibraries.org/wcpa/oclc/264423
Svensson, J. (2003). Who must pay bribes and how much? Evidence from a crosssection of firms. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 118(1), 207–234.

38

Business & Society 00(0)

Swamy, A., Knack, S., Lee, Y., & Azfar, O. (2001). Gender and corruption. Journal
of Development Economics, 64(1), 25–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/S03043878(00)00123-1
Sykes, G. M., & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of
delinquency. American Sociological Review, 22(6), 664–670. https://doi.org/
10.2307/2089195
Tett, R. P., & Burnett, D. D. (2003). A personality trait-based interactionist model
of job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(3), 500–517. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.500
Tonoyan, V., Strohmeyer, R., Habib, M., & Perlitz, M. (2010). Corruption and entrepreneurship: How formal and informal institutions shape small firm behavior in
transition and mature market economies. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
34(5), 803–830. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00394.x
Transparency International. (2019). Corruption Perceptions Index 2018.
Treisman, D. (2000). The causes of corruption: A cross-national study. Journal of Public
Economics, 76(3), 399–457. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(99)00092-4
Truex, R. (2011). Corruption, attitudes, and education: Survey evidence from
Nepal. World Development, 39(7), 1133–1142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2010.11.003
van Rijckeghem, C., & Weder, B. (1997). Corruption and the rate of temptation:
Do low wages in the civil service cause corruption? International Monetary
Fund.
Weber, J., & Getz, K. (2004). Buy bribes or bye-bye bribes: The future status of
bribery in international commerce. Business Ethics Quarterly, 14(04), 695–711.
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq200414441
Wilson, D. S., Near, D., & Miller, R. R. (1998). Individual differences in
Machiavellianism as a mix of cooperative and exploitative strategies. Evolution
and Human Behavior, 19(3), 203–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(98)
00011-7
Wilson, D. S., Near, D., & Miller, R. R. (1996). Machiavellianism: A synthesis of
the evolutionary and psychological literatures. Psychological Bulletin, 119(2),
285–299. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.2.285
Wolfson, S. L. (1981). Effects of Machiavellianism and communication on helping
behaviour during an emergency. British Journal of Social Psychology, 20(3),
189–195. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1981.tb00531.x
Yu, K.-H., Kang, S.-D., & Rhodes, C. (2018). The partial organization of networked corruption. Business & Society. Advance online publication. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0007650318775024
Zahra, S. A., Priem, R. L., & Rasheed, A. A. (2005). The antecedents and consequences of top management fraud. Journal of Management, 31(6), 803–828.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279598
Zyglidopoulos, S., Hirsch, P., Martin de Holan, P., & Phillips, N. (2017).
Expanding research on corporate corruption, management, and organizations.
Journal of Management Inquiry, 26(3), 247–253. https://doi.org/10.1177/105
6492617706648

Hauser et al.

39

Author Biographies
Christian Hauser is professor of Business Economics and International Management
at the University of Applied Sciences of the Grisons, Switzerland, and fellow at the
Digital Society Initiative of the University of Zurich, Switzerland. He is a member of
the topical platform Ethics of the Swiss Academy of Engineering Sciences (SATW),
member of the United Nations Principles for Responsible Management Education
(PRME) Working Group on Anti-Corruption, and head of the first PRME Business
Integrity Action Center in Europe. His research interests include international entrepreneurship, SME (small and medium-sized enterprise) and private sector development, corporate responsibility, and business integrity.
Aram Simonyan is an associate professor in the field of economics at the International
Scientific Educational Center of the National Academy of Sciences of Armenia. He is
affiliated with the University of Kiel, Germany, for his second PhD degree, in sociology. His main research focuses on investigating anti-corruption strategies, bribery,
and developing economies from a socioeconomic perspective. He was a Weiser
Professional Fellow and a Fulbright Visiting Scholar at the University of Michigan,
USA. The article was initiated when he was a Catholic Academic Exchange Service
(KAAD) scholar at the University of Siegen, Germany.
Arndt Werner holds a chair for SME Management and Entrepreneurship at the
University of Siegen. His current research focus is on corporate social responsibility
(CSR) in family firms, mechanisms of the academic innovation transfer, entrepreneurial well-being, and corruptive behavior in SMEs.

