
 
 
 
 
 
 

THESIS APPROVAL 
 

GRADUATE  SCHOOL,  KASETSART  UNIVERSITY 
 

 

 
DEGREE 

 
 

   
FIELD  FACULTY 

 
 

TITLE: The Moral Reasoning of Business Undergraduate Students, 
 Kasetsart University, Thailand 
  
  

NAME: Ms. Phurisa  Saengkam 
 
 

THIS  THESIS  HAS  BEEN  ACCEPTED  BY
 

  THESIS  ADVISOR 

(  )  

 THESIS CO-ADVISOR

(  )  

 
GRADUATE COMMITTEE  
CHAIRMAN 

(  )  

 

APPROVED  BY  THE  GRADUATE  SCHOOL ON  

 
 DEAN 

( Associate Professor Gunjana  Theeragool, D.Agr. ) 
 

Master of Business Administration 

Business Administration Business Administration 

Assistant Professor Nirundon  Tapachai, Ph.D. 

Associate Professor Kanda  Paranakian, Ph.D. 

Assistant Professor Nirundon  Tapachai, Ph.D. 



THESIS 

 

THE MORAL REASONING OF BUSINESS UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS, 

KASETSART UNIVERSITY, THAILAND 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PHURISA  SAENGKAM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of 

the Requirements for the Degree of  

Master of Business Administration 

Graduate School, Kasetsart University 

2014 



 Phurisa  Saengkam  2014: The Moral Reasoning of Undergraduate Business 

Students, Kasetsart University, Thailand.  Master of Business 

Administration, Major Field: Business Administration, Faculty of Business 

Administration.  Thesis Advisor: Assistant Professor Nirundon  Tapachai, 

D.B.A.  157 pages. 
 
 

The objectives of this research were 1) to study the level of moral reasoning 

amongst undergraduate business students, Kasetsart University, Thailand and 2) to 

study the connection of moral reasoning to demographic characteristics (gender, 

education level, major field of study, GPA, religious affiliation, and household 

income).  

 

Population for this study was undergraduate business students from Kasetsart 

University, Thailand, comprising 5 business majors – finance, management, 

operations management, marketing, and accounting. A sample of 400 respondents 

was drawn by using convenient sampling method. Self-administered questionnaire 

was used as data collection method.  The data was analyzed by descriptive statistics 

including frequency, percentage, mean, and standard deviation. Hypothesis testing 

was tested by inferential statistics including t-test, F-test, and LSD at 0.05 significant 

levels. 

 

The results indicated that 48.5 percent of business students at Kasetsart 

University were in the middle level based on stage 4 of Kohlberg’s six moral stages: 

the stage of authority and social order maintaining orientation, following rules and 

laws of society in order to maintain the welfare of society, right or wrong are 

determined by the law. According to 10 business dilemmas, the respondents 

answered the question that involved employee, joint venture owner, government, 

supplier, manager and creditor. While 22.5 percent used moral reasoning stage 3, 

good boy, nice girl orientation, need to be a good person in other’s eyes, right and 

wrong are based on getting approval of others. Twenty-five point three percent used 

moral reasoning stage 5, social contract legalistic orientation, understand that laws, 

rules, and regulations were created for mutual benefit of all citizens, think about the 

human right and value of others. The rest of them (3.7 percent), used moral 

reasoning stage 1, obedience and punishment orientation that the first priority to 

consider for any action must be away from punishment, stage 2, self-interest 

orientation, moral reasoning was based on what gives you the greatest rewards, 

one’s action determined by a desire to gain and stage 6, universal ethical principle 

orientation, right and wrong were not determined by rules and laws but by individual 

reflection on what is proper behavior in answering the question. Gender was the only 

variable relating to moral reasoning on decision amongst students. Female students 

in this research had higher stage of moral reasoning than male students. 
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION 

  

A genius person is a person who has superb intellectual abilities, and 

creativity, evidenced by a high intelligence quotient (IQ). In contrast, having a high, 

emotional quotient (EQ) is not directly related to having a high IQ. A genius person 

can apply knowledge and manage to be a successful in his or her job. 

 

A good person is a person who has high EQ and moral quotation (MQ). A 

good person is not referred to as a smart person. A good person always helps other 

people, is not selfish, and is ready to do a good thing for society and other people’s 

happiness. 

 

As is commonly accepted, human capital is the most important and valuable 

asset for almost firm. If a genius person and a good person cannot be found in the 

same person, is a genius person or a good person most needed for driving future 

business? In a highly globalized world surrounded by competition, genius people can 

drive things forward while good people may not survive. However, considering a 

world void of good people also does not seem like the best choice either. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 

Struggling to survive in a world of increasing globalization has led to many 

problems in society, especially in the realm of morality. For example, according to the 

McDonald’s case in 1972, Ray Kroc, the company’s founder, made a USD $250,000 

donation to Richard Nixon’s re-election campaign, which many thought, effectively, 

was a payment to lobby Congress and the White House to pass new legislation that 

would allow employers to pay teenager employees 20% lower than minimum wage. 

In the case of Mattel, the world’s second largest toy company, management 

outsourced the manufacturing of products to China to cut costs. However, the toys 

were produced with a poor quality coating made from toxic lead paint, which 
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contained 180 times the legal limit of lead content. The dolls were hazardous for 

children (Knowledge@Wharton, 2007; Nayab, 2011). The Guardian pointed out that 

in 2002, the world’s largest food company, Nestlé, sued one of the world’s poorest 

countries, Ethiopia, for USD $6 million. The country’s ministers sold off a joint 

venture business they had with Nestlé (Bob, 2002), Ethiopian Livestock Development 

Company (Elidco), to a local firm for profit. Oxfam reported that this sum of money 

could have been used to feed a million Ethiopians for a month. Recently, a Swiss civil 

court found that Nestlé and the security company Securitas AG were guilty of spying 

on ATTAC, an NGO, at a meeting in Vaud Canton in 2003. ATTAC had been 

campaigning for the regulation of financial markets, debt cancellation for developing 

countries, and on fair trade issues (Frontline Defenders, 2013). The world has also 

observed poor business ethics from Wal-Mart that became a monopoly store in local 

markets by making suppliers dependent on them. Then, the corporation pressured its 

suppliers to sell goods below cost or at prices lower than they would get elsewhere; 

the company was also accused of forcing employees to work overtime without pay 

(Scheid, 2013).   

 

Many global businesses, including most of the major brands that the public 

use, can be seen not to think too highly of good business ethics (Crystal, 2003). 

Business cases have consistently shown bad business ethics from big companies to 

serve their selfish motives; these have been harmful to society. Bad business ethics 

sometimes can include activities that involve no violation of existing laws because 

sometimes laws can define what is a right or wrong action but cannot explain greed 

and other selfish actions. Consequently, moral reasoning in doing business should be 

a concern because the world needs not only scholars, but also people committed to 

moral business practices.  

 

No one was born with fully developed goodness or intelligence, and much of 

how a person is depends on the influence of the environment, society, and family. The 

education system is an important part in developing processes to build a good 

character inside. The education system has an influence on every level of children in 

different ways. The learning process needs to develop and proceed gradually, so that 
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children’s perceptions grow up step-by-step. However, every level of development or 

learning process needs to have the same goal as to develop a person to gain higher 

knowledge, intelligence and smarts, while also growing in ethic and morality. In other 

words, children need to develop by following the idea that “knowledge is a virtue.” If 

they know what the right thing to do is they will do right in ethics as well as 

knowledge.  

 

As we consider the phrase “Knowledge is a virtue,” it is important to 

understand that knowledge is defined as the fact of knowing. Familiarity, awareness, 

or understanding is gained through experience. To study and have virtue is defined as 

the moral excellence and righteousness. Having knowledge is also having the ability 

to know what is right and what is wrong. Virtue is something that is good or right. 

Having both knowledge and virtue will gain ability to identify what is right or wrong, 

and then society will be surrounded with a good atmosphere, unselfishness, and 

happiness. According to the King’s (1999) words:  

 

.  .  .The current education not only educate student to be a wise person but 

need to educate to be a good person at the same time. Our country will full of 

quality people comprised with smart and good. The power from wise and good 

people can drive the country; power from wise as a factor and strength in 

creativity and power from goodness as a supporting factor, lead the wise 

people in the right way to do, as the result of public interest for everyone.  .  . 

 

O'Connor (2013) stated that opportunities to practically apply ethical decision-

making models, global MBA programs had better prepare students for the challenges 

they will face in the business world. Obviously, after the crisis in Europe, there were 

many higher education institutes that raised moral development as the first priority in 

their students because they believed that there were many leaders who graduated from 

top MBA business schools who were involved in this crisis. Forbes in 2013 reported 

that the Aspen Institute and Yale School of Management created Giving Voice to 

Values, a business school curriculum that emphasized “ethical implementation,” 

focused on how to stand up for one’s values in the workplace. Business schools like 
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Stanford, Duke, INSEAD, MIT, and Harvard. also changed the curriculum to support 

moral thinking.  

 

Korn (2013) indicated that schools cannot calculate the moral well-being of 

their graduates the same way they can quantify financial success or technical acumen. 

Apart from the vision of the business school of Kasetsart University, students were 

expected to have full understanding of and knowledge in financial aspects, and to be 

able to prepare themselves both physically and mentally to be full of integrity, ethics, 

and honesty to encounter every change in today’s world. Whereas almost all of the 

courses are focused on business, there was no stand-alone ethics course in the 

program for the whole program, especially absent in the business ethics school. 

 

Not only do, law or medical students need high levels of moral reasoning in 

their career paths, but also business students. According to the references used in this 

research study, business is driving the world and the moral reasoning of people who 

are working in this field is important; these people can increase or decrease the value 

of the society they live and work in. As we know, business students are needed now, 

according to a report by the Graduate Management Admission Council (GMAC) in 

2011, which surveyed 216 companies nationwide. Of these companies, nearly 75 

percent of the companies plan to hire M.B.A. graduates in 2012, up from 58 percent 

in 2011. A separate survey conducted by the Aspen Institute, a think tank, showed 

that about 60 percent of new M.B.A. students viewed maximizing shareholder value 

as the primary responsibility of a company; that number rises to 69 percent by the 

time they reach the program's midpoint. However, there are not many research studies 

that have been completed among Thai business student bodies.  

 

In order to act ethically, an individual is expected to have a well-developed 

moral reasoning ability (Werhane, 1998; Falkenberg, 2004). One of the most famous 

moral theories is from Lawrence Kohlberg, who studied and developed the theory of 

cognitive moral development from Piaget’s concept.  Kohlberg was not interested in 

moral behavior but rather in the way moral decision making and moral reasoning take 

place (White, Crafford and Schepers, 2001). The initial belief of moral reasoning 
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refers to the reasoning that people use to decide to do or not do certain things. It 

shows the development of the moral and thinking processes of individuals. Every 

level of moral reasoning for each person depends on that person’s level of thinking 

and understanding. Kohlberg found that there are several levels of moral development 

stages; which are obedience and punishment orientation, self-interest orientation, 

good boy, nice girl orientation, authority and social order maintain orientation, social 

contract legalistic orientation and universal ethical principle orientation. Moral 

reasoning is expressed clearly and does not depend on the rules of a society. Moral 

reasoning from this theory does not evaluate the action, whether it is good or bad. 

Instead, it depends on reasoning. Although six stages are identified, only a few people 

reach the highest stage of moral development (Colby et al., 1983). People’s actions 

tend to show the reasons why people act like they do. 

 

Furthermore, Kohlberg’s theory has been successfully applied to studies of 

adults in business settings (Weber, 1988, 1990, 1996; Rest, 1986; Goolsby and Hunt, 

1992; Elm and Nichols, 1993; Jeffery, 1993; Shaub, 1994; Elm and Weber, 1994; 

Trevino and Nelson 1999; White, 1999; Weber and Wasieleski, 2001; Pennino, 2002; 

Helkama et al, 2003; Warming – Rasmussen and Windsor, 2003; Falkenberg, 2004). 

In order to understand the level of moral reasoning in business students at Kasetsart 

University, Kohlberg’s theory was applied to understand the moral decision-making 

process and the reasoning capacity of individuals in a variety of dilemma settings 

(Wimalasiri, 2004) to find the stage of moral reasoning in business students and use it 

as a guideline to improve, develop, and encourage business students to gain higher 

levels of morality.   

 

Objectives 

 

1. To study the moral reasoning of undergraduate business students at 

Kasetsart University 

 

2.  To compare the factors that relate to decision making in moral reasoning of 

undergraduate business students at Kasetsart University.  
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Expected Results 

 

1. To gain knowledge and understand the moral reasoning of undergraduate 

business students at Kasetsart University. 

 

2. To gain knowledge and understand the factors relating to decision making, 

on moral reasoning of undergraduate business students at Kasetsart University. 

 

3. The results of the study may be useful for business students to reconsider 

the moral reasoning levels of themselves. In turn, their employers can classify the 

moral reasoning levels of business students from Kasetsart University before they 

offer them jobs. Additionally, government organizations or education institutes can 

educate and emphasize the importance of moral reasoning in education for business 

students.   

 

Scope of the Study 

 

1. The respondents were undergraduate business students at Kasetsart 

University who were in their freshman, sophomore, junior, or senior year of study. 

Their majors included finance, management, operations management, marketing and 

accounting. The students came from either the Bangkhen or Kamphaengsaen campus 

of the university.  

 

2. The data were collected from March 20 – April 20 2013, using self-

administered questionnaire and e-survey. 

 

Operational Definitions 

 

There are several items used throughout this study, and these are as follows; 

 

Business ethics was defined as the behavior that a business adheres to in its 

daily dealings with the world. The ethics of a particular business can be diverse. They 

http://www.wisegeek.com/what-are-business-ethics.htm
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apply not only to how the business interacts with the world at large, but also to their 

one-on-one dealings with a single customer.  

 

Moral dilemma was defined as a complex situation in which guiding moral 

principles cannot determine which course of action is right or wrong. Ethical 

dilemmas are often cited in an attempt to refute an ethical system or moral code, as 

well as the worldview that encompasses or grows from it 

 

The moral development was defined as a theory that was developed by 

Lawrence Kohlberg from observation and testing the understanding of morality from 

infancy through adulthood. It is a process through which a child develops proper 

attitudes or behaviors towards the other people in the society, based on various things 

such as social and cultural norms, laws, and rules. 

 

The moral reasoning was defined as being the process in which an individual 

tries to determine the difference between what is right and what is wrong in a personal 

situation by using logic. It is composed of 6 stages, which are obedience and 

punishment orientation, self-interest orientation, good boy, nice girl orientation, 

authority and social order maintaining orientation, social contract legalistic 

orientation, and universal ethical principle orientation.  

 

Obedience and punishment orientation was defined as the earliest stage of 

moral development especially common in young children. However adults are also 

capable of expressing this type of reasoning. At this stage, children see rules as fixed 

and absolute. Obeying the rules is important because it is a means to avoid 

punishment. 

 

Self-interest orientation was defined as children’s accounts of individual 

points of view and how they judge actions based on how they serve individual needs. 

In the Heinz dilemma, children argued that the best course of action was the choice 

that best served Heinz needs. Reciprocity is possible at this point in moral 

development, but only if it serves one's own interests. 
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Good boy - nice girl orientation was defined as focusing on living up to 

social expectations and roles. There is an emphasis on conformity, being "nice," and 

consideration of how choices influence relationships. 

 

Authority and social order maintain orientation was defined as when 

people begin to consider society as a whole when making judgments. The focus is on 

maintaining law and order by following the rules, doing one’s duty and respecting 

authority. 

 

Social contract legalistic orientation was defined as when people begin to 

account for the differing values, opinions, and beliefs of other people. Rules of law 

are important for maintaining a society, but members of the society should agree upon 

these standards. 

 

Universal ethical principle orientation was defined as Kohlberg's final level 

of moral reasoning, based upon universal ethical principles and abstract reasoning. At 

this stage, people follow these internalized principles of justice, even if they conflict 

with laws and rules. 

 

 

 



CHAPTER II 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

  This chapter provided an overview of previous studies related to moral’s 

components and sequence of moral development. The appropriate data collecting 

method was explored and adapted from previous used instruments. And the 

groundwork of the conceptual framework and hypothesis in this study was 

conceptualized from relevant literature reviews to moral reasoning.   

 

The outline of this chapter is as follows;  

1. Theoretical of concepts 

2. Related research 

3. Conceptual framework 

4. Hypotheses 

 

Theoretical of Concepts 

 

Definitions 

  

Morality was defined as a principle and conception of right and wrong or good 

and bad behavior in a personal situation by using logic (Oxford dictionary, 2012). The 

European and American theorists viewed moral as logic of action just as logic is the 

morality of thought (Piaget, 1960) and defined morals that it was the responsibility for 

good and evil as criteria and standard of conduct behaving in a society, which an 

individual developed till it reach the morals in itself (Kohlberg, 1969 cited by Orrain 

Khamkom, 2005), and moral were developed from experiences and it was changeable 

if there are influences and new situational changes, comprising of 3 components; 

knowledge, conduct, and feeling (Brown, 1965). Moreover, Mark twain wrote morals 

are an acquirement, like music, like a foreign language, like piety, poker, paralysis, no 

man is born with them. 
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In Buddhism and Thais theorist (Phanus Hannakin, 1977) defined that morals 

are the right behavior affected to you, people around you and society, contributed to 

goodness, correctness, and flourish and it were the principle what human destined in 

this world and what should be behave. It was then divided into 3 principles, (1) 

knowing the world/ knowing the person/ knowing suffering; (2) knowing life/ 

knowing life suffering; and (3) detaching those suffering by allowing the mind 

perceiving the nullification of the suffering causes and then growing in morals and 

morally behaving in order to know (Rawee Phawilai, 1979). Kramol Tongtummachad 

(1986) defined the meaning of morals as a doctrine or standard that everyone should 

follow and adhere to, it similar to the morality in Phra Bhramagunabhorn (2004) view 

that it is the middle path or Machima patipata who has the character of the middle 

path lead to liberation or the highest goal of Buddhism.   

 

Moreover, morals were a similar meaning to ethic; ethics influenced by 

external standards or social system and morals influenced by culture or society, but 

they are personal principles created and upheld by the individuals themselves. While 

morals constitute a basic human marker of right behavior and conduct, ethics are more 

like a set of guidelines that define acceptable behavior and practices for a certain 

group of individuals or society (Borade, 2012).  

 

The Basic Element of Morality 

 

Morality was originated in many factors, in this part the basic element of 

morality was explored into 3 concepts from the views of psychologist, behavioral 

scientist and Buddhist that was developed and applied in previous researches as the 

following;  

 

1.  Psychologist Concepts  James R. Rest, student of the Kohlberg, is 

represented in this part, he viewed morality as both rooted in the individual human 

psyche and cooperative social organization, echoing social psychologists’ view 

behavior as the product of the person and the environment (Lewin, 1951). James Rest 

developed his model in ethical decision-making by asking “What must happen 
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psychologically in order for moral behavior to take place?” and he defined that in 

each situation people would perform at least four basic psychological processes, 

called the Four Component Model (FCM); 1) moral sensitivity, 2) Moral Judgment, 3) 

Moral Motivation, and 4) Moral Character as were described below; 

 

 1.1  Moral Sensitivity  or interpreting the situation is the ability to see an 

ethical dilemma exists, perceiving the relevant elements in each situation including 

being aware of how our actions will impact others, and how the mentioned people 

will react to the possible outcomes. Understanding how others might feel or react can 

alert us to the potential negative effects of our choices and makes it easier to predict 

the likely outcomes of various options (Johnson, 2006). For example from bad ethical 

business decision which lacking of moral imagination to consider the possible dangers 

in marketing; Nestlé Company, a successful firm from Europe try to sell infant 

formula for mother who cannot breast feeding in East Africa after successfully 

marketed in North America, Europe and Asia. Due to many East African mother 

cannot read the label directions, they used polluted water to mix it, as a result many 

babies died.  

 

 1.2  Moral Judgment  or judging which action is morally right or wrong 

is the ability to reason correctly about what should to be done in a specific situation. 

The decision maker need to judge or reason about the possible actions in the situation 

which is the most ethical after interpreted that there is an ethical problem exist. The 

further understanding for moral judgment was defined in theory development part; 

cognitive moral development from Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1990). For defective 

reasoning, Johnson (2006) indicated that there are 3 factors represent as the “dark 

side” personality to created moral stupidity in reasoning; 1) insecurities, 2) greed, and 

3) ego.  

 

 1.3  Moral Motivation  or prioritizing moral values over other personal 

values, after realizing a conclusion which action is the best solution in a situation, the 

motivation is important to follow the decision as Nucci and Narvaez (2008) defined 

that the process results in responsibility judgments that reflect the person’s moral 
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motivation. Rest (1986) defined moral motivation as pertaining to individuals’ value 

priorities, and more specifically, the importance they give to moral values in contrast 

to other values. Schwartz (1992) defines values as goals and motivations which serve 

as guiding principles in people’s lives.  

 

 1.4  Moral Character  is “having the strength of your convictions, having 

courage, persisting, overcoming distractions and obstacles, having implementing 

skills, and having ego strength” (Nucci and Narvaez, 2008). It was demonstrated the 

strength and skills to follow through on the intention to behave morally. Social skills 

combined with moral sensitivity, moral judgment, and moral motivation lead to moral 

character otherwise, moral behavior will fail. And character is associated with the 

quality of one’s life, especially in terms of moral and ethical decisions and actions. 

 

 2.  Behavioral Scientist Concepts  Duangduan Phanthmnawin (1981), Thai 

behavior scientist, she is lecturer in School of Social and Environmental Development 

and her work is very well-known about moral and Thai’s youth, explained that moral 

consists of 4 components as in behavior science’s aspect; 1) moral knowledge, 2) 

moral attitude, 3) moral reasoning, and 4) moral behavior; 

 

 2.1  Moral Knowledge  is perception about what the action that should 

be done or not, what is the social value in each society which one is proper to do. The 

level of moral knowledge was relied on age, education level, intellectual development 

of each person, rule of each society and especially on religion. Children can learn 

about moral knowledge since they were born, mostly between 2 year-old and 10 year-

old can perceive it more.  

   

 2.2  Moral Attitude  is personal’s sensation related to different moral 

behaviors or moral characteristics whether like or dislike it. The moral attitude of 

most people was relevant to the social value in each society but in some situation and 

some people can perceive in difference view from most people in social and moral 

attitude can changeable by time. And moral attitude have wider meaning than moral 
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knowledge because moral attitude mixed the knowledge and sensation together so that 

moral attitude can predict moral behavior accurately.  

 

 2.3  Moral Reasoning  is rationalizing of each person to act or not in the 

same situation depends on individual’s motivation. The reason whether to do or do not 

in any decision making, showed the motivation behind the action of each person. The 

result of studying in moral reasoning, realized that people who had the same level of 

moral reasoning, can do a similar action in the same situation. And vice versa people, 

who react as others, may have difference reasons in thinking process. Finally, the 

moral reasoning can be separated into many groups. As Piaget and Kohlberg’s work 

classified moral reasoning into 3 levels; Preconventional, Conventional, and 

Postconventional were according to the development of perception and emotion. And 

many theorists found that moral reasoning relate to personal behavior.  

 

 2.4  Moral Behavior  is behaving that admired by other people in the 

society or avoided to behave which break the rules or social values of society. There 

are many social actions reflect a good moral behaving admired in this society; getting 

merit, helping social etc. Apart from, moral component in Phanthmnawin’s aspect, 

moral behavior is the most important part, due to the fact that any action from this 

process effected to social and it was combined from the process of moral knowledge, 

moral attitude, and moral reasoning. And the action of corruption and dishonest etc. 

will not happen to people who had moral behavior.  

 

 3.  Buddhism Concepts  Buddhism’s aspect, moral can be separated into 2 

parts, first is a good behavior that everyone should follow and other part is connected 

to Buddhism’s doctrine, principle of conduct, truth, fairness, correctness, rule etc. 

Hence, moral for Buddhist is a doctrine to do a good thing. Buddhist, 

Prarachvoramuni (1980) classified the moral into 2 factors; inner morals, moral that 

related to sensation and attitude as a root bring about morals, and outer morals; morals 

were expressed as behavior; disciplines, carefulness etc.  
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Religion took part in moral’s action in Buddhism’s concept, there are many 

concept from Buddhism’s doctrine related to principle of morality such as five 

precepts, The Noble Eightfold Paths, The Four Noble Truths, The Four Immeasurable, 

Middle Way, etc. and the following Buddhism’s doctrine show the connection of 

moral practice in Buddhism’s way;  

 

 3.1  Five Precepts  constitute the basic Buddhist code of ethics. The 

precepts in both traditions are essentially identical and are commitments to abstain 

from harming living beings, stealing, sexual misconduct, lying and intoxication. 

Undertaking the five precepts is part of both lay Buddhist initiation and regular lay 

Buddhist devotional practices. 

 

 3.2  The Noble Eightfold Paths  is used to develop insight into the true 

nature of phenomena or reality and to eradicate greed, hatred, and delusion. It can 

separate into 3 main divisions; wisdom, ethical conduct, and mental discipline. 

 

Wisdom is preparatory role, provides the sense of direction with its 

conceptual understanding of reality (Bodhi, 1999). It is designed to awaken the 

faculty of penetrative understanding to see things as they really are. At a later stage, 

when the mind has been refined by training in moral discipline and concentration, and 

with the gradual arising of right knowledge, it will arrive at a superior right view and 

right intention (Bodhi, 1999).  

 

Ethical Conduct is used primarily to facilitate mental purification. For 

the mind to be unified in concentration, it is necessary to refrain from unwholesome 

deeds of body and speech to prevent the faculties of bodily action and speech from 

becoming tools of the defilements.  

 

Mental discipline is achieved through training in the higher 

consciousness, which brings the calm and collectedness needed to develop true 

wisdom by direct experience. Development in mental discipline is cutting through 
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delusion. Many schools of Buddhism encourage seekers to meditate to achieve clarity 

and focus of mind through right effort, right mindfulness, and right concentration. 

  

Theory of Moral Development 

 

 Theory of moral development has been developed by many of psychologists, 

sociologists and philosophers more than 200 hundred years ago. The groundwork of 

morals was started by Immanual Kant, then Jean Piaget studied moral development in 

children and Lawrence Kohlberg developed it by using Piaget’s theme as a main 

work. According to Kohlberg’s work, lead to the theory of the different moral 

development in gender, developed by Carol Gilligan, and domain theory by Elliot 

Turiel. Furthermore, there is a theory of moral reasoning tree was developed by Thai 

psychologist. The consequent and development of moral theories were defined as the 

following;  

 

1.  Foundation of Moral Development Theory  in 1785, Immanuel Kant 

released the book, the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, and offers 

categorization basic ethical obligations. His work started as beginning stages of the 

morality’s study. Kant suggested that moral philosophy should also characterize and 

explain the demands that morality makes on human psychology and forms of human 

social interaction and in his later work. The Critique of Practical Reason, said that 

highest good for humanity is complete moral virtue together with complete happiness, 

the former being the condition of our deserving the latter (Stanford, 2003).   

 

 Beyond Kant (1921), proposed that moral development is the process that 

occurs from humans’ interactions with the environment. Dewey believed that neither 

traditional moral norms nor traditional philosophical ethics were up to the task of 

coping with the problems raised by the dramatic transformations According to Dewey 

moral development and cognitive development are the primary goals of education 

(Goodwin, 2007).  
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2.  Piaget’s Stage of Cognitive Moral Development  Jean Piaget, the 

Swiss theorist, was the first psychologist to make a systematic study of cognitive 

moral development (Mcleod, 2009). The conceptual and analytical tools for assessing 

how people go about developing moral reasoning capacity are grounded in philosophy 

and cognitive developmental psychology (Elm and Nichols, 1993). In 1932, Jean 

Piaget laid the groundwork for cognitive moral development (CMD) theory in his 

seminal study of moral development in children (Trevino, 1992). Piaget believed both 

maturation and environment were essential to moral development, and he found a 

theory of cognitive child development, and his work became directly relevant to 

contemporary theories of moral development. In the early portions of his work, he 

focused specifically on the moral lives of children, studying the way children played 

games in order to learn more about children's beliefs about right and wrong (Piaget, 

1965). Piaget believed that observing children playing games and querying them 

about the rules provided a realistic “lab on life” for understanding how morality 

principles develop (Fleming, 2006). Piaget used 2 techniques to collect the data from 

children, firstly, a practical technique of feigned naively, he pretended to ignore the 

rule of games and asked the children to explain it to him to observe the different 

understanding related the different ages of the children.  

 

A second technique, relate to a short story or scenario that described some 

form of misbehavior by a child or by an adult, he interviewed children regarding acts 

such as stealing and lying. For example, the young child hears about one boy who 

broke 15 cups trying to help his mother and another boy who broke only one cup 

trying to steal cookies, the young child thinks that the first boy did worse. The child 

primary considers the amount of damage, whereas the older child is more likely to 

judge wrongness in terms of the motives underlying the act (Piaget, 1932) 

 

 From the children’s understanding of rules, Piaget indicated that there are 4 

stages from the child’s development of moral understanding of rules; sensorimotor, 

preoperational thought, concrete-operational, and formal-operational based on his 

observation can conclude that; 
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 2.1  Sensorimotor  in the first stage, sensorimotor, (children under 2 years), 

in this stage children begin to react to stimuli, move toward objects and begin early 

forms of communication. Children in this stage can talk only of motor rules and not of 

truly collective rules (Piaget, 1932) 

 

 2.2  Preoperational Thought  in the second stage, preoperational thought 

(about ages 2 to 7 years), in this stage children do not understand rules very well, or 

they make them up as they familiar with. Children at the preoperational stage seem to 

have “collective monologues” rather than true dialogs (Fleming, 2006)  

 

 2.3  Concrete-operational  in the third stage, concrete-operational (about 

ages 7-11 years) are middle two stages which children begin to think on their own, 

they learns and understands both cooperative and competitive behavior but the 

understanding of rules still difference.  

 

 2.4  Formal-operational  in the fourth stage, formal-operational (about 

ages 11 -12), children begin to think more abstractly and even hypothetically, 

cooperation is more earnest and the child comes to understand rules in a more 

legalistic fashion (Fleming, 2006). Further information was shown in the table 2.1 

below.  

 

Table 2.1  Stage of cognitive development 

 

Stage Characterized by 

Sensori-motor 

(birth – 2 years) 

- Differentiates self from objects  

- Recognizes self as agent of action and begins to act 

intentionally: e.g. pulls a string to set mobile in motion or shakes 

a rattle to make a noise  

- Achieves object permanence: realizes that things continue to 

exist even when no longer present to the sense  

-  
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Table 2.1  (Continued) 

-  

Stage Characterized by 

 

Pre-operational 

(2-7 years) 

- Learns to use language and to represent objects by images and 

words  

- Thinking is still egocentric: has difficulty taking the viewpoint 

of others. 

- Classifies objects by a single feature: e.g. groups together all the 

red blocks regardless of shape or all the square blocks regardless 

of color  

Concrete 

operational 

(7-11 years) 

- Can think logically about objects and events  

- Achieves conservation of number (age 6), mass (age 7), and 

weight (age 9)  

- Classifies objects according to several features and can order 

them in series along a single dimension such as size.  

Formal 

operational 

(11 years – up) 

- Can think logically about abstract propositions and test 

hypotheses systematically  

- Becomes concerned with the hypothetical, the future, and 

ideological problems  

Source: Atherton (2011) 

 

 From his findings, in terms of moral judgment, Piaget found that children 

younger than 10 or 11 years and older children consider moral dilemma in different 

ways. Crain (1985) defined that younger children regard rules as fixed and absolute 

while the older child’s view is more relativistic. It can divide into 2 difference stages; 

heteronomous stage and autonomous stage as follows.  

 

 Heteronomous Stage, Piaget concluded that children begin in a 

"heteronomous" stage of moral reasoning, according to Piaget’s work heteronomous 

morality (younger children) was defined as thinking of young children is 

characterized by egocentrism, a strict adherence to rules and duties, as well as 

obedience to authority. Young children concerned about the outcomes of actions 
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rather than the intentions of the person doing the act. Punishment expected to serve 

with acts of wrong-doing. They believed that rule cannot be changed because it was 

judge by adults or by god. And their relative social relationship is the important factor 

to moral thinking in young children.  

 

 Autonomous Stage, then developed into an "autonomous" stage of moral 

reasoning, autonomous morality (older children), this stage children’s morality was 

developed, ability to think was better, characterized by the ability to consider rules 

critically, and selectively apply these rules based on a goal of mutual respect and 

cooperation. They understand that rule can change if everyone agrees. Crain (1985) 

said rules are not sacred and absolute but are devised which humans use to get along 

cooperatively. What are right needs to be based on solutions that meet the 

requirements of fair reciprocity? Fairness is more compelling and more consistent 

behavior than heteronomous orientation. However, this stage depends on personal’s 

intellectual development and social experience.  

 

3.  Kohlberg’s Framework and Moral Reasoning  Kohlberg (1983), a 

professor in the Psychology Department at the University of Chicago and at the 

Graduate School of Education at Harvard University, defined that the strict Piagetian 

stages construction may need to be abandoned in the study of adult development. He 

studied moral judgment of children from Piaget’s work and focused more on moral 

development then researched children and young adults, specifically American boys 

aged 10 to 16.  

  

 Over 20 years, his theory of cognitive moral development (Kohlberg, 1969) 

emphasized the cognitive basis of moral judgment and its relationship to moral action 

by presenting children and young adults with hypothetical moral dilemmas and then 

asking them to judge what was right and wrong and to explain their justifications. For 

example, children were asked if Heinz had a right to steal the drug, if he was violating 

the druggist’s rights (W.C. Crain). Kohlberg was not concerned with whether the 

children decided that certain actions were right or wrong, but with their reasoning - at 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_Chicago
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Harvard_University
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how they arrived at their conclusions (Fleming, 2006). This showed that how people 

thought was related to what they did (Trevino, 1992). 

 

 Kohlberg's core sample was comprised of 72 boys, from both middle - and 

lower - class families in Chicago. They were ages 10, 13, and 16. The basic interview 

consists of a series of dilemmas such as the following; 

 

 Heinz Steals the Drug; 

 

. . . In Europe, a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. There 

was one drug that the doctors thought might save her. It was a form of radium 

that a druggist in the same town had recently discovered. The drug was 

expensive to make, but the druggist was charging ten times what the drug cost 

him to make. He paid $200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a small dose 

of the drug. The sick woman's husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to 

borrow the money, but he could only get together about $ 1,000 which is half 

of what it cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying and asked him to 

sell it cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said: "No, I discovered the 

drug and I'm going to make money from it." So Heinz got desperate and broke 

into the man's store to steal the drug-for his wife. Should the husband have 

done that? (Kohlberg, 1963). . . 

  

There were 5 hypotheses from Kohlberg’s theory;  

 

1. The structure of moral reasoning development was based on factor of ideas 

and moral development. 

 

2. The basic drive for morals was the common motivation for accepting 

ability, self-respect or knowing oneself rather than responding what was physically 

wanted and reducing anxieties or fears (Khamhom, 2005).  
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3. Principle approaches in developing moral was internationalized in any 

culture because moral could be with every society which consist of social contact, 

social interaction, role-plays and social conflict. 

 

4. The moral principles were formed from social experiences rather than 

absorbing different regulations from external source. The development of each stage 

was based on interaction between individual and others. 

 

5. The influenced environments effect to moral development could be 

general quality. It was common and the opportunity that children would be driven by 

cognition and by societies during their development span more than experience 

encountered with parents or from disciplinary training, punishment and rewarding. 

 

 3.1  Kohlberg’s Six Stages of Moral Development  Kohlberg decided to 

establish a new theory of moral development, reflecting many of the ideas presented 

in systemic moral philosophies, as well as the psychological and philosophical belief 

of John Dewey, Jean Piaget, and Immanuel Kant (Tapp and Kohlberg, 1971). 

Kohlberg’s six stages of moral development are grouped into three levels (Elm and 

Nichols, 1993) which is Pre Conventional, Conventional and Post Convention. The 

theory helps people understand behavior but not to predict the behavior as be shown 

in the table 2.2. 

 

Table 2.2  The Kohlberg’s six moral stages 

 

Level and stage What is right 
Reasons for 

doing right 

Social 

perspective 

Level 1 Pre-Conventional 

Stage 1 

Heteronomous  

Morality  

To avoid breaking 

rules backed by 

punishment, obedience 

for its own sake, and  

Avoidance of 

punishment, and the 

superior power of 

authorities 

Egocentric 

point of view.  
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Level and stage What is right 
Reasons for 

doing right 

Social 

perspective 

 avoiding physical 

damage to persons and 

property. 

  

Stage 2 

Individualism, 

Instrumental 

Purpose, and 

Exchange 

Following rules only 

when they serve one’s 

immediate interests or 

the acknowledged 

interests of others  

(a “fair” exchange of 

favors) 

To serve one’s own 

needs or interests in 

a world where you 

have to recognize 

that other people 

have their own 

interests, too. 

Concrete 

individualistic 

perspective 

Level 2 Conventional 

Stage 3 Mutual 

Interpersonal 

Expectations, 

Relationships, 

and Interpersonal 

Conformity 

Live up to what is 

expected by others 

(especially 

expectations of “close” 

others) 

The need to be a 

good person in your 

own eyes and those 

of others. Desire to 

maintain rules and 

authority, which 

support 

stereotypical good 

behavior.  

Perspective of 

the individual 

in relationship 

with other 

individuals. 

Stage 4 Social 

System and 

Conscience 

Follow rules and laws 

of society (social, 

legal, and religious 

systems) in order to 

maintain the welfare 

of society (common 

good) 

To keep the 

institution going as 

a whole, to avoid 

the breakdown of 

the system.  

Differentiates 

societal point 

of view from 

interpersonal 

agreement or 

motives. 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Level and stage What is right 
Reasons for 

doing right 

Social 

perspective 

Level 3 Post-Conventional 

Stage 5 Social 

Contract or 

Utility and 

Individual Rights 

Consider the 

relativism of personal 

views, but still 

emphasize rules and 

law.  

A sense of 

obligation to law 

due to one’s social 

contract to make 

and abide by laws 

for the welfare of 

all and for the 

protection of all 

people’s rights.  

Prior-to-society 

perspective 

Stage 6 Universal 

Ethical Principles 

Act in accordance with 

one’s self-chosen 

ethical principles of 

justice and right 

(perspective of 

individual recognizing 

the nature of morality) 

The belief as a 

rational person in 

the validity of 

universal moral 

principles, and a 

sense of personal 

commitment to 

them.  

Perspective of a 

moral point of 

view.  

Source: Kohlberg (1976)  

 

  Pre-Conventional Level, at the basic level of morality is the pre-

conventional level, where right and wrong are based on one’s notion of pleasure and 

pain – punishments, rewards, and exchange of favors. Morality defines “good” in 

terms of raw power and self-interest. This level was separated into 2 stages – 

Obedience and Punishment orientation, and Self-interest orientation. 
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  Stage 1: Obedience and punishment, Piaget’s heteronomy inspired 

Kohlberg to characterize stage 1 of his moral judgment. Right and wrong were 

determined by what helps one avoid punishment. Morality is under external control 

here, children follow the idea of what people said and this is the stage where one’s 

mommy and daddy thank him or her for doing right. Furthermore, right and wrong are 

determined by what will help children avoid bad circumstances.  

 

  To the Heinz dilemma, the child typically says that Heinz was wrong 

to steal the drug because it is against the law, or it is bad to steal, as if this were all 

there were to it. When asked to elaborate, the child usually responds in terms of the 

consequences involved, explaining that stealing is bad because you will get punished 

(Kohlberg, 1958). On the other hand, some children might say Heinz can steal it 

because he asked first and it is not like he stole something big; he will not get 

punished (Rest, 1973). Heinz should steal the drug, otherwise, he could get in trouble 

with his wife and family as to be shown in table 2.3. This stage concern what 

authorities permit and punish.  

 

  Stage 2: Self-interest orientation, right and wrong are about need, 

efficiency, and “you scratch my back, and I will scratch yours”. Moral reasoning is 

based on what gives you the greatest rewards, and one’s actions are determined by a 

desire to gain. Thus, morality is under external control.  If you good, mommy and 

daddy will give you cookies, so your behavior is the way to gain some source of 

reward. 

 

  To the Heinz story, subjects often say that Heinz was right to steal the 

drug because the druggist was unwilling to make a fair deal; he was trying to rip 

Heinz off, or they might say that he should steal for his wife because she might return 

the favor someday (Gibbs et al., 1983). Children in this stage may say Heinz might 

steal the drug because maybe they had children and he might need someone at home 

to look after them. But maybe he should not steal it because they might put him in 

prison for more years than he could stand (Kalsoom, 2012). A boy said that Heinz 
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might steal the drug if he wanted his wife to live, but that he does not have to if he 

wants to marry someone younger and better-looking (Kohlberg, 1963) 

  

It might have noticed that children at both stages 1 and 2 talk about 

punishment. However, they perceive it differently, at stage 1 punishment is tied up in 

the child's mind with wrongness; punishment proves that disobedience is wrong. The 

reason for doing right is avoidance of punishment and the superior power of 

authorities. At stage 2, in contrast, punishment is simply a risk that one naturally 

wants to avoid. Reason for doing right is serving one’s own need or interests in a 

world where you have to recognize that other people have their own interests, too. 

 

  Conventional Level, the second level of morality is the conventional 

level at which right and wrong is based on expectation of family, friends, and the rules 

of society. Morality recognizes the interest of others and the legitimacy of authority 

and law. This level was developed into 2 stages – good boy, nice girl orientation, and 

law and order orientation;  

 

  Stage 3: Good boy, nice girl orientation, or interpersonal conformity, 

right and wrong are based on getting the approval of others. Social conformity is 

important at this stage. Right and wrong are based on peer approval and by having 

someone else. Morality is still under external control, and people behave in such a 

way as to get the approval of others, especially an outside source. W.C. Crain, 1985, 

children in this stage believes that people should live up to the expectation of the 

family and community and behave in goods way. Good behavior means having good 

motives and interpersonal feelings such as love, empathy, trust, and concern for 

others. Motives and intentions also become important at this stage (Trevino, 1992).  

 

  To the Heinz story, it was typical argue that it was right to steal the 

drug because he was a good man for wanting to save her, and his intentions were 

good, that of saving the life of someone he loves. Even if Heinz does not love his 

wife, these subjects often say, he should steal the drug because I do not think any 

husband should sit back and watch his wife die (Gibbs et al., 1983, Kohlberg, 1958). 
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  Stage 4: Authority and social order maintain orientation, moral 

judgments consider the rules and laws of social, legal, or religious systems that are 

designed to promote the common good (Trevino, 1992). Right and wrong are 

determined by the law, which proclaims that these are the rules, and therefore, they 

are right. Morality here is still externally dependent because some rules are the 

ultimate authority. Right and wrong are based on what the law says. In Stage 4, 

subjects make moral decisions from the perspective of society as a whole, and they 

think from a full-fledged member-of-society perspective (Gibbs et al., 1983). 

 

  To the Heinz story, many subjects say they understand that Heinz's 

motives were good, but they cannot forgive the theft. What would happen if we all 

started breaking the laws whenever we felt we had a good reason? The result would 

be chaos; society could not function. In stage 4, subjects make moral decisions from 

the perspective of society as a whole, they think from a full-fledged member of 

society perspective (Gibbs et al., 1983). 

 

  According to the table 2.2, the different of these 2 stages is in stage 3 

social perspective of the individual in relationship with other individuals while in 

stage 4 it is differentiates social point of view from interpersonal agreement or 

motives. And reason for doing right in stage 3 is the need to be a good person in your 

own eyes and those of others. People desire to maintain rules and authority which 

supported stereotypical good behavior. The reason for doing right in stage 4 is 

keeping the institution going as a whole, and avoiding the breakdown of the system.  

 

  Post-Conventional Level, at the highest level of morality is the post-

conventional level, where individuals have gone beyond identification with others’ 

expectations, rules, and laws (Trevino, 1992). Morality emphasizes autonomous 

ethical thinking and ultimately focuses on principles of justice. The focus is on what 

is right for all, affected by adherence to universal ethics principles appealing to logical 

comprehensiveness, universality, and consistency. This level is divided into 2 stages – 

social contract legalistic orientation, and universal ethical principal orientation. 
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  Stage 5: Social contract legalistic orientation, at this stage, right and 

wrong are determined democratically. They are matters of personal values and 

opinion based on universal values and rights that any person would want to 

incorporate into a moral society. People begin to think about society in a very 

theoretical way, stepping back from their own society and considering the rights and 

values that a society ought to uphold (W.C. Crain, 1985). The validity of existing laws 

and social systems can be evaluated in the light of these human rights and values. J.S. 

Fleming (2005) said the understanding is that laws, rules, and regulations are created 

for the mutual benefit of all citizens. This can be done because even though laws and 

rules guarantee the rights of the individual and society, individual rights at times 

transcend laws and rules if the laws and rules seem destructive (Daniels, 1984). 

People try to determine logically what a society ought to be like (Gibbs et al., 1983). 

 

  To the Heinz story, people are making more of an independent effort to 

think out what any society ought to value. Money or any property has less value than 

any life so Heinz should save his wife or other life. People often reason, for example, 

that property has little meaning without life. They are trying to determine logically 

what a society ought to be like (Gibbs et al., 1983). 

 

  Stage 6: Universal ethical principal orientation, stage of a 

consideration of applying universal ethical principles in a consistent manner (Weber, 

2010), right and wrong determine behavior, and action is determined by universal 

truth. Right and wrong are not determined by rules and laws, but by individual 

reflection on what is proper behavior (Fleming, 2005). Right action is determined by 

one’s conscience in accordance with a set of universal principles or virtues regardless 

of the consequences. Some values and rights must be held regardless of what others 

think. Kohlberg believed that a few people can reach this stage but some people did; 

Mohandas Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr.  

 

  To the Heinz story, to do this in an impartial manner, people can 

assume a veil of ignorance (Rawls, 1971), acting as if they do not know which role 

they will eventually occupy. If the druggist did this, even he would recognize that life 
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must take priority over property; for he would not want to risk finding himself in the 

wife's shoes with property valued over life. Thus, they would all agree that the wife 

must be saved this would be the fair solution (Crain, 1985). As be shown the table 2.3. 

 

  At stages 5 and 6 people more concerned with principles and values for 

a good society. The reason for doing right in stage 5 is a sense of obligation to law due 

to one’s social contract to make and abide by laws for the welfare of all and for the 

protection of all people’s rights whereas in stage 6 the belief as a rational person in the 

validity of universal moral principles, and a sense of personal commitment to them.  

 

Table 2.3  Examples of some possible responses to Heinz’s dilemma 

 

Level Stage Responses 

I 1: Pro 
Heinz should steal the drug: He could get in trouble with his wife 

and family otherwise. 

I 1: Con Heinz should not steal the drug: He could go to prison 

I 2: Pro 
Heinz should steal the drug: He will be happy when his wife is 

cured she can again be there for him. 

I 2: Con 
Heinz should not steal the drug: the druggist deserves to be 

rewarded for his efforts in developing the drug. 

II 3: Pro 
Heinz should steal the drug: Heinz’s wife and family will 

recognize that he did the right thing by them. 

II 3: Con Heinz should not steal the drug: People will think him a thief. 

II 4: Pro 
Heinz should steal the drug: He must do what’s right for his wife, 

but he must also accept his punishment. 

II 4: Con 
Heinz should not steal the drug: Stealing is wrong, no matter the 

circumstance. 

III 5: Pro 
Heinz should steal the drug: His wife’s need out weights the 

druggist’s the law should be lenient with him, or even changed. 

III 5: Con 
Heinz should not steal the drug: Although druggist is unethical, 

he nonetheless is legally entitled to compensation. 

III 6: Pro 
Heinz should steal the drug: Saving his wife is morally a better 

choice than obeying the law because life itself is sacred. 

Source: Fleming (2006)  
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 Moreover, Kohlberg believed that children always go from stage 1 to stage 2 

to stage 3, they will not skip stages but not all children and reach the highest stages. 

Crain (1985) indicated that stage 1 and stage 2 are primarily found at the youngest 

age, whereas the higher stages become more prevalent as age increases. Obviously, 

Kohlberg concerned on age and moral development. Kohlberg also clarified that his 

stage sequence will be the same in different cultures; he and his colleague interviewed 

children and adults in many places including Mexico, Taiwan, Turkey, Israel, the 

Yucatan, Kenya, the Bahamas, and India. Kohlberg indicated that cultural factors do 

stimulate in thinking process but not directly effect to child’s moral thought. 

 

 3.2  Kohlberg’s Theory and Business Dilemma  Lawrence Kohlberg's 

theory on the development of morality has been widely influential in psychology, 

feminist studies and even in business ethics. Kohlberg's theories can help business 

owners and managers understand how their employees and other key stakeholders 

interact with the organization and its leadership at various stages of growth. Apart 

from, brief examples of some possible responses to Kohlberg’s “Heinz” dilemma for 

each stage in the table 2.3 Kohlberg’s moral reasoning theory can apply into the 

business context as the following;  

 

 Stage 1; businesspeople make a decision by trying to avoid 

punishment. It might say that the first priority to consider for any action in business 

context must be away from mistake and because mistake lead to punishment by 

customer, law or other stakeholders for example cancelling the order, get caught, be in 

jail, etc.   

 

 Stage 2; profit is very important in this stage, businesspeople will do 

bad or good thing up to what will they gain from each situations. In some cases can 

referred to other benefits not only income or money, such as long term relationship, 

remains customer, etc.  
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 Stage 3; in this stage, businesspeople think of others feeling first, 

especially from family, friend, relation or colleague and want to be a good person in 

others’ aspect. Every decision they made will not affect to their reputation.  

 

 Stage 4; right or wrong and should do or do not based on what law 

said. Businesspeople will make a decision under the rule of society and important to 

obey laws, dictums, and social conventions because of their importance in 

maintaining a functioning society, considered it as a duty to do so. For example 

businesspeople will try by all means to keep their company if it not ruins the law.  

 

 Stage 5; in this stage businesspeople will consider anything or any 

situation over themselves, over law and others’ respect. Otherwise, think logically and 

thinking of others’ right.  

 

 Stage 6; the most important thing in this stage based on universal 

principle, not only self-consideration or close friends’ view. The right thing to do may 

over the rule of law but not over ethic of each society. Some reaction may against to 

the law but it can save others’ life such as a manager choose to product stolen formula 

medicine because they think these kind of medicines can help mankind in the future, 

saving lives are always important than anything else.  

 

 Despite the fact that Kohlberg’s theory is widely used, there are many critics. 

As Gilligan (1982) and Snell (1996) said, this model is exclusively preoccupied at 

higher stages with justice-based ethical reasoning and excludes or underrates some 

equally important values such as warmth, love, and care.  

 

4.  Morality of Caring  Carol Gilligan, an American feminist, ethicist, 

and psychologist, received doctoral degree in Social Psychology from Harvard 

University and teaching at Harvard since 1967. She referred to Kohlberg’s conclusion 

that boys on average reached higher level of moral development than girls. Gilligan 

not agree with Kohlberg’s conclusion and claimed that Kohlberg’s work based on 

boys also studied mostly on boys. And Gilligan also claim that incomparable the 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Feminism
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ethicist
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Psychologist
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conception of moral understanding in boys and girls are differences so it was 

incomparable in the same standard.  

 

 Gilligan (1977) conducted extensive interviews 29 females about their 

impending decision on whether to abort their pregnancy including asking them how 

they were feeling on it. Gilligan (1977) said woman often expressed a perceived 

obligation to be caring and felt a responsibility to discern and alleviate the real and 

recognizable trouble of this world. The finding showed that women have different 

psychological tendencies compared with men. Agreed with J.S. Fleming, that perhaps 

the real truth is that some boys and men do embrace a morality of care and concern; 

and likewise, some woman and girls are more logical and less sociable in their 

worldviews.  It was defined that experiment of men and women are also not relevant 

to each other.  

 

 In Kohlberg’s mode holds to a hierarchy of moral reasoning based upon 

upholding ideals of “justice” and a sense of right and wrong. In contrast, Gilligan’s 

hierarchical model states that woman advance along a “care” based model that 

involves helping others while also meeting one’s own needs. Concluded that, in the 

male approach, morality is individuals have certain basic rights, and that you have to 

respect the rights of others, morality imposes restrictions on what you can do, whereas 

in the female approach, morality is that people have responsibilities towards others. 

So morality is an imperative to care for others, saying that male morality has a 

“justice orientation”, and that female morality has a “responsibility orientation”. 

  

Gilligan released a book “In a different Voice” in 1982. Gilligan concluded 

that woman’s experience and development are quite different from those of men, 

centering on attachment and intimacy rather than on separation and autonomy same as 

Kohlberg’s model (Norman, Murphy, Gilligan and Vasudev, 1982). Gilligan created a 

moral reasoning model for woman with 3 stages like Kohlberg as be shown in the 

table 2.4 Gilligan’s Stage of the Ethic of Care; Preconventional stage, Conventional 

stage and Postconventional stage. For Gilligan, the transitions between the stages are 

fueled by changes in the sense of self rather than in changes in cognitive capability 
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(St. Olaf College, 2013). And the model was developed from Freud, Kohlberg and 

Piaget.  

 

 Preconventional Stage  in the Preconventional stage, it was focused on 

individual survival, woman only cares for themselves in order to ensure survival and 

described as the individual moving from selfish to responsible. Right and wrong are 

based on what is best for individual selfish. For example a woman may divorce her 

loving husband because she feels it is the right thing to do for her own happiness 

(Heather Renee Friederich, 2010). She has no thought for the welfare of those around 

her but simply must have her own needs met. 

 

 Conventional Stage  in the Conventional stage, or the goodness of self-

sacrifice, or ethics of care, the responsibility of caring for others and caring for self 

are faced, the individual finds a place within the given structure of society. Morality is 

based on trying to protect people who cannot help, more care for other people. 

Gilligan said this is shown in the role of mother and wife. Sometimes situation carried 

on to ignoring needs of self. Woman in this stage change their self-image and 

transition to ethical thinking. For woman, her mind is no longer focused on simply 

surviving or getting things for herself, but on caring for those in her circle of family 

and friends. 

 

  Postconventional Stage  in the Postconventional stage, or the responsibility 

for consequences of choice, taking responsibility of choices they made. In this stage, 

the woman finds truth in the understanding of herself and a realization of the 

consequences of her actions, women attempt to balance their own needs and others, 

especially if there happened to be a chance to involve someone getting hurt. In a 

Difference Voice, 1982 p.90, Gilligan said women learn to include self and other in 

the compass of care and at the same time, to accept responsibility for decisions. For 

example, a woman who loves her job may work part-time, in order to provide the love 

and attention her children need (Heather Renee Friederich, 2010). Instead of only 

thinking about what is good for others before acting, she also considers the effect that 
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action will have on herself. She strives to do things that are in the best interest of 

everyone, herself included. The upper details can concluded as in the table 2.4 below. 

 

Table 2.4  Gilligan’s stage of the ethic of care 

 

Gilligan's Stages of the Ethic of Care 

Approximate Age Range Stage Goal 

not listed Preconventional Goal is individual survival 

Transition is from selfishness to responsibility to others 

not listed Conventional Self-sacrifice is goodness 

Transition is from goodness to truth that she is a person too 

maybe never Postconventional 
Principle of nonviolence: 

do not hurt others or self 

Source: St. Stolaf Colleague (2013) 

 

5.  Domain Theory: Distinguishing Morality and Convention  Elliot Turiel is 

an American psychologist and Chancellor’s Professor at the Graduate School of 

Education at the University of California, Berkeley. Turiel interested in Adolescence 

Cognitive Development, Moral and Ethical Studies, and Social and Emotional 

Development. He teaches courses on human development and its relation to 

education. Turiel completed his PhD in Psychology from Yale University and was a 

student of Lawrence Kohlberg who had a strong influence on his work. 

 

 Elliot Turiel developed domain theory influenced by Kohlberg’s model 

which morality is viewed as a series of hierarchical stages, while moral domain theory 

proposes that moral reasoning is distinct from other forms of social knowledge, such 

as societal and psychological knowledge (Killen, 2008). Turiel’s research, suggested 

that social judgments are ordered, systematic, subtly discriminative, and related to 

behavior. His theory of the ways in which children generate social knowledge through 

their social experiences will be of interest to a wide range of researchers and students 
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in child development and education (Turiel, 1983). Nancy J. Cobb (2013), explained 

that social domain theory assumes that children actively construct ways of 

understanding their world, recognizes the contribution of cognitive development to 

moral understanding, and stresses the importance of peer interactions to moral 

development.  

 

 Moral domain theory has proposed that individuals acquire moral concepts 

about fairness, others’ welfare, and rights beginning in early childhood, and that this 

knowledge develops during childhood and adolescence. As opposed to Kohlberg’s 

stages of moral development, the Domain theory presented two issues about morality 

and social convention. It asserts that morality happens when a child stops doing bad 

things to others, such as hitting, punching, or pinching, so that others would not get 

hurt. However, social convention is when a child stops doing bad things because the 

rule says so. If there is no rule, he would not do the same thing and perceive hitting as 

fine and acceptable. Rudy Garns (2012) said for Turiel, moral rules are related to 

“justice, rights, and welfare pertaining to how people ought to relate to each other.” 

Turiel also distinguished between moral rules, ones we follow because they have 

effects on others, and conventions rules we follow because they make society run 

more smoothly. Turiel (1983) indicated that Children begin to draw the distinction as 

they try to make sense of different social encounters–they don't see all rules the same 

as Kohlberg and Piaget thought. Domain theory from Turiel’s model showed that 

morality and social convention are separate rather than the same entity.  

 

 Referred to an example from Murray (2008) of the distinction between 

morality and convention from an interview with 4 year-old girl whether is it wrong to 

hit someone if there is no punishment and whether the act was wrong if there was no 

rule about it.  

 

. . . Moral issue: Did you see what happened? Yes. They were playing and 

John hit him too hard. Is that something you are supposed to do or not 

supposed to do? Not so hard to hurt. Is there a rule about that? Yes. What is 

the rule? You're not to hit hard. What if there were no rules about hitting 
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hard, would it be all right to do then? No. Why not? He could get hurt and 

start to cry. . . 

 

 Conventional issue: Did you see what just happened? Yes. They were noisy. 

Is that something you are supposed to or not supposed to do? Not do. Is there a rule 

about that? Yes. We have to be quiet. What if there were no rules, would it be all right 

to do then? Yes. Why? Because there is no rule.  

 

6.  Moral Reasoning Tree  Duangduen Bhanthumnavin, the first Thai social 

psychologist and 30 years’ experience of research on psychological analysis of 

various types of behaviors. She created the theory of Psychological Theory of Moral 

and Work Behavior (Figure 2.1) or theory of moral tree (Duangduen Bhanthumnavin 

and Duchduen Bhanthumnavin, 2004).  

 

 The moral tree theory was developed from the ground work of Kohlberg’s 

moral development. This work tried to figure out the reasoning of Thai people to do 

the good thing and bad thing. This study was desired to collect the cause of moral 

behavior from more than 30 types of questionnaire circulated all around Thailand 

included Bangkok and provincial; in difference criteria of career such as students, 

government officers, teachers, businessmen, agriculturist, laborer, etc., ages between 6 

to 60 years old. As a result, it was found that there are 8 differences variable related to 

moral behavior. And Bhanthumnavin expressed moral tree model as a foundation of 

mind and component of moral behavior. It comprised 3 components; blossom and 

fruit, root, and trunk;  

 

 6.1  Blossom and Fruit  Blossom and fruit were defined as a good 

behavior of Thai people or good citizens who behalf of good behavior, rejected bad 

action and this is a good example for country development for example; 1) Behavior 

of responsibilities to oneself, family, duty and social, 2) Behavior in career’s work, 3) 

Behavior of self-development, country-development, and 4) Good behavior of being 

good person combined with ethical and morality. 
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Figure 2.1  Phychological theory of moral and work behavior 
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 6.2  Trunk  was defined as the strongest part of the moral tree and it was 

compared to mental character comprised of 5 parts as following; 1) Moral reasoning 

or a concern for others, common good and universal principles rather than self-

interest (Taweewal, 2005), 2) Future meditation and self-control, 3) Belief in power in 

themselves, 4) Need for achievement, and 5) Attitudes, virtues and values related to 

each behavior. 

 

 6.3  Root was defined as an experience of life which is significant to the 

tree, consisted of 3 important parts; 1) Intelligence, 2) Social experience, and 3) 

Psychological health.  All components are foundation of being a good person and they 

are all important. If a person lacks one of these factors, it is unlikely that they will 

develop to be good and able (Taweewal, 2005). All referred components useful to 

develop mankind to be a good and smart people so, it needed to be concerned.  

  

 According to the mentioned theory, contributed to 8 kinds of Thai’s good 

behavior (cited from Duangduen Bhanthumnavin, 1988); 1) Thinking of public 

benefits more than self-centered or relationship (high moral reasoning), 2) Capacity in 

long-term prediction and controllable yourself, 3) Belief on behalf of as you sows, so 

you reap, 4) Diligent and overcome difficulties to achieve the goal, 5) Satisfy and 

thinking of goodness, descry harmful of badness, 6) Intelligence, understanding and 

consider in abstract’s level, 7) High social-experience and be considerate, and 8) 

Good mental health, less nervous.  

 

 Theory of moral tree clarified the direction of moral development which 

related to other component such as intelligence, mental health, attitude, inspiration, 

self-confidence, etc. and the most importance is moral reasoning. And moral 

reasoning is an important mental character, effect to the decision making in doing 

good or bad things. 

 

 

 

 



38 
 

Measurement of Cognitive Moral Development 

 

 As mentioned earlier that theorist had studied about human’s moral more than 

a hundred-year ago, there are many measure instruments were developed to 

appropriated measurement in different theorist and in this part will refer to 2 most 

used related to the theory as in consequence; Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) and 

Def in i ng  Is s ues  Tes t  (D IT)  as  t he  f o l low ing;                               d 

 

 1.  Moral Judgment Interview  the Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) was 

developed by Kohlberg and his associates (Colby and Kohlberg, 1987) to measure the 

moral reasoning stage of children, and was first used in 1969. It consists of open-

ended questions and requires the researcher to present three to six moral dilemmas 

while conducting a face-to-face interview with the subject (Weber and McGiven, 

2010). This instrument is designed to elicit a subject’s own construction of moral 

reasoning through their moral frame of reference or assumptions of right and wrong 

and the way these beliefs and assumption are used to justify moral decisions (Crain, 

1985) The Association of American Colleges and Universities claims the following: 

 

. . .MJI is a structured interview measurement that provides an assessment of 

subjects’ development in Stages 1 through 5 of Kohlberg’s moral reasoning 

scheme. Utilizing an interview format, the MJI is a qualitative, production 

style instrument. Three parallel forms of the MJI are in use, and each has three 

hypothetical moral dilemmas with standardized probes for clarifying subjects’ 

reasoning. Among these is the oft-cited “Heinz Dilemma.” in this hypothetical 

situation, a man whose wife is dying of cancer must decide if he will steal a 

drug from a chemist who—simply because he wants to make money—is 

charging more than the man can pay. “Standard Issue Scoring” of the MJI 

involves categorizing subjects’ responses first by two standard issue categories 

for each dilemma (for the Heinz Dilemma, preservation of life or upholding 

the law), then by modal elements (upholding normative order), and value 

elements (egoistic consequences, utilitarian consequences, or fairness), and 

then by norms (life, property, truth, punishment, and so forth). A 
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comprehensive scoring manual is used to generate a global stage score on 

Kohlberg’s model for interviewees that can indicate mixed stage positioning in 

addition to pure stages. . . 

 

 There is a limitation to using MJI; Rest (1979) found that it was difficult to 

accurately link people’s verbal moral reasoning with the various-stage development 

criteria (Rudd, Mullane, and Stoll, 2010). Moreover, MJI used long-term interviewing 

to collect data from the samples, the sample of MJI questionnaire as be shown in the 

appendix A. For an insufficiency experiment, the interviewer cannot use this 

instrument (Muntavilak, 1997).  

 

 2.  Defining Issues Test  the Defining Issues Test (DIT) is a self-administered 

questionnaire. Developed by Rest (1979), this DIT is based on Kohlberg’s six stages 

and presents hypothetical ethical dilemmas that are similar to those developed by 

Kohlberg in his original MJI (1969). The DIT provides a useful contribution to the 

understanding of an individual’s moral reasoning abilities based on dilemmas derived 

from social issues (Dellaportas, J. Cooper and Leung, 2012). If compared to MJI, DIT 

is the most widely-used assessment technique for studying moral judgment (Gibbs 

and Widaman, 1982) because it is composed of multiple choice questions and can be 

completed within 30 - 45 minutes. The Association of American Colleges and 

Universities claims the following: 

 

. . .The Defining Issues Test (DIT) is a paper-and-pencil, recognition-type test 

based on Kohlberg’s model of moral reasoning. Perhaps the most common 

measure of moral development, the DIT has been used in well over 500 

studies. The basic premise of the DIT is to present enough information 

regarding a moral dilemma to activate subjects’ existing moral schemas, which 

in turn should guide subjects to respond consistently on the test, and thereby 

reveal their levels of moral reasoning. The DIT includes six moral dilemmas, 

including the Heinz Dilemma. The basic structure of the DIT is to present each 

moral dilemma and then ask subjects to indicate which of the two actions or 

resolutions to the dilemma they endorse. Next, the DIT presents twelve stage-
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prototypic statements for each dilemma and asks subjects to rank each 

statement—in terms of importance to their decision—on a five-item Likert 

scale. Finally, subjects rank the statement that is most important to their 

thinking, as well as second, third, and fourth in importance. Although several 

indices were developed to report scores, the most widely used is the “P” index, 

which measures the percentage of principled moral reasoning. Recently, the 

DIT was revised and reformulated into the DIT-2. The DIT-2 features more 

modern social dilemmas, including a father stealing food for his starving 

family, a newspaper reporter exposing a favored political candidate’s criminal 

background, a school board holding a contentious or dangerous meeting, a 

doctor giving an overdose of painkillers to a suffering patient, and college 

students demonstrating against U.S. foreign policy. The format is the same as 

the DIT; however, a new “N2” index has been developed and is considered to 

be more powerful than the traditional “P” index. . . 

 

The major difference between the DIT and Kohlberg’s MJI is that the DIT is a 

recognizably procedure, whereas Kohlberg’s methodology is a production procedure 

(Elm and Weber, 1994). The MJI is a production procedure because it utilizes in-depth 

interviews and requires expert judges that had to match the verbal statements given by 

the respondents to a scoring guide (Anonymous). The DIT has respondents read 

various ethical dilemmas and recognizes from a list of behavioral statements the 

desired action (Fraedrich, 1994). The DIT credits participants with more advanced 

thinking than does the Kohlberg test (Rest, 1986). Although the DIT is useful for 

measuring moral development in social settings, it might not adequately capture and 

individual’s moral judgment abilities in solving work-related problems (Weber, 1990; 

Trivino, 1992) 

 

Moreover, DIT consists of six dilemmas, as follows: (1) Should Heinz steal a 

drug from an inventor in town to save his wife who is dying and needs the drug? (2) 

Should a man who escaped from prison but has since been leading an exemplary life 

be reported to authorities? (3) Should a student newspaper be stopped by a Principal 

of a high school when the newspaper stirs controversy in the community? (4) Should 
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a doctor give an overdose of pain-killer to a suffering patient? (5) Should a minority 

member be hired for a job when the community is biased? (6) Should students take 

over an administration building in protest of the Vietnam war? The online 

questionnaire of DIT was shown in office for the study of ethical development, the 

University of Alabama as appendix B. 

 

The mentioned measurements above have been adapted for research designed 

for this study to understand the level of moral reasoning in business students; 

however, there was a limitation of time in order to consume and interpret data from 

MJI. Social dilemmas in DIT and DIT-2 were out of the scope of this research, which 

is reviewed below.  

 

Related Research 

 

The relevant factors affected to level of moral reasoning were explored to 

explain further details. The relationship between moral reasoning and gender, 

education level, major, GPA, religious affiliation, and household income were 

mentioned as follow;  

 

  Bar-Yam, Kohlberg, and Naame (1980) studied “Moral Reasoning of Students 

in Different Cultural, Social, and Educational Settings”. The objective of this study 

was to gain an understanding of the effects of different cultural and educational 

experiences on the moral development of children and youth. The sample group was 

about 115 adolescents representing different social classes, sexes, religious 

affiliations, and educational experience. The groups were urban middle-class and 

lower-class students; kibbutz born and Youth Aliyah (disadvantaged urban youth 

educated in the kibbutz); Moslem and Christian Arab students. Sex differences were 

studied separately to see whether here was a relationship between females' level of 

moral reasoning and their social status, educational expectations, and role-taking 

opportunities, which were clearly different in some of the cultural groups from which 

the samples were drawn. The sample was interviewed individually in Hebrew or 

Arabic language, Kohlberg’s moral dilemmas were used to determine levels of moral 
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reasoning, and the data analysis was done in terms of 6 moral stages. The Moral 

Maturity Score (MMS) was the sum of the percent usage of each stage weighted or 

multiplied by the ordinal value of that stage form 1 to 6, so the score may range from 

100 to 600 (stage 1-6). The results indicated (1) the level of moral reasoning of 

kibbutz- born youth was higher than that of the other groups studied. (2) Middle-class 

and Youth Aliyah samples showed a higher level of moral reasoning than lower-class 

samples. Youth Aliyah students, who were educated in the kibbutz and whose origin 

was urban lower class, had a level of moral reasoning almost a full stage higher than 

the comparable lower-class students. (3) the Christian and Moslem Arab middle-class 

samples showed similar levels of moral reasoning to the Turkish middle-class, the 

Oriental Jewish lower-class, and the American lower working-class samples. (4) 

Moslem girls showed a lower level of moral reasoning than either the Moslem boys or 

the Christian Arab girls under study. (5) No significant differences in level of moral 

reasoning were found between males and females in the kibbutz sample.  

 

 Snodgrass and Behling (1996) studied “Differences in Moral Reasoning 

between College and University Business Majors and Non-Business Majors”. The 

objective of this study was to investigate whether choosing business as a major is a 

self-selecting process such that entering business majors differ in moral reasoning 

from other students in other disciplines. The population for this study consisted of 

undergraduate lower division students enrolled in day classes in Arts and Humanities, 

Social Sciences, Natural Sciences, or Business at two private colleges and one state 

university. The totally amount of population in this research is 9,900 students, of 

which approximately 2,095 were business study. The study was conducted using a 

short form of Rest’s Defining Issues Test (DIT) through a series of responses related 

to scenarios of ethical dilemmas. The 321 total respondents can sum up that there is 

no statistically significant difference in the moral reasoning level of business and non-

business majors was found in the sample population. 

 

Muntavijak (1997) studied “Factors Affecting Moral Reasoning of Officers in 

Metropolitan Telephone Department in Telephone Organization of Thailand.” The 

objective of this study was to investigate the level of moral reasoning and the factors 
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affecting moral reasoning of officers in Metropolitan Telephone Department in 

Telephone Organization of Thailand. The samples were 244 officers. The data were 

collected by using questionnaires divided into 3 parts; personal data, environment, 

and using moral reasoning. the results were as follows, 1) the moral reasoning 

development of officers were at the fourth level, 2) personal factors; sex, age, 

education, salary, experience, status, relationship with boss and workplace did not 

affect the moral reasoning, 3) personal factor and environmental social had affected 

the moral reasoning at the level .01 of significance, and 4) personal factors and 

relationship with friends had affected the moral reasoning at the level .05 level of 

significance.  

 

 Loe and Weeks (2000) studied “An Experimental Investigation of Efforts to 

Improve Sales Students’ Moral Reasoning”. The objective of this study was to 

investigate the sales students' moral reasoning skills (Level of Cognitive Moral 

Development) can be improved through training or not. Furthermore, an examination 

of gender differences in moral reasoning is conducted. The Sample group included 

113 junior and senior students enrolled in professional selling classes at a midsize 

(approximately 13,000 students) from southwestern university, contained 60 male and 

53 female students. A pretest-treatment-posttest research design was implemented in 

this study. The results indicated that students' moral reasoning can be improved with 

classroom exercises. Evidence also suggests that females reasoned at higher levels of 

moral development than do males, though there appears to be no differential effect of 

ethics training on the moral reasoning skills between males and females. 

 

 Wimalasiri (2004) studied “Contrasts in Moral Reasoning Capacity: The 

Fijians and the Singaporeans”. The objective of this study was on the moral reasoning 

capacity of the two groups of subjects drawn from two different cultural 

environments; 1) whether business management students in Fiji and Singapore will 

exhibit the same degree of reasoning capacity in ethical dimensions of hypothetical 

situations, and 2) whether demographic variables such as ethnicity, gender, age, 

education, religion and religious orientation will influence the moral reasoning 

process of individuals in the two small island states. The samples for this study were 
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drawn from 2 universities in 2 locations; Fiji Islands and Singapore. 155 business 

management students at the Faculty of Business Administration, the National 

University of Singapore and 234 business management students in the Department of 

Management and Public Administration, the University of South Pacific. The sample 

was measure by Defining Issue Test (DIT) with Kohlberg’s story dilemmas; Heinz, 

Prisoner, Doctor, Webster and Newspaper. The results of the study indicated that;      

1) there is significantly different between the Fijian and Singaporean, Fijian has 

slightly weaker than Singaporean therefore it cannot sum up that one culture is more 

ethically right than another, 2) no significant relationship between religious 

commitment and moral reasoning standards, 3) significant positive correlative 

between the level of education both in Fiji and Singapore samples, 4) Singapore 

sample showed a significant difference between the different in age and moral 

judgment standards but Fijian did not, 5) no significant association between gender in 

both Fiji and Singapore samples. 

 

 Tubtimtong (2011) studied “The Moral Reasoning of Medical Students in 

Naresuan University”. The objective of this study was to study the moral reasoning of 

medical students in Naresuan University. The population for this study was conducted 

on 510 medical students, all 6 years, who regularly enrolled at Faculty of Medicine 

Naresuan University. Data was collected via Moral Reasoning Questionnaires, based 

on Kohlberg’s Moral Development theory. The result indicated that; 1) there was 43.8 

percent of the samples having moral reasoning stage 4 (Kohlberg’s authority and 

social order maintaining orientation) while 39.5 percent of them stage 3 of moral 

reasoning (Kohlberg’s interpersonal accord and conformity),   2) there was a 

significantly higher moral reasoning among the first year medical students when 

compared to those of other years, 3) higher moral reasoning level among pre-clinical 

students when compared to those of the clinical years and there was a significantly 

negative correlation between the year of studying and the moral reasoning, 4) in 

relation to grade point average (GPA), there is a significantly positive correlation 

between GPA and moral reasoning, and 5) there were no significant differences in 

moral reasoning level found in students in respecting to sex and family income rate. 
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Dependent Variables 

Based on level of moral 

reasoning.  

Stage 1: Avoid punishment. 

Stage 2: Serve one’s own 

needs or interests.  

Stage 3: Want to be a good 

person in other people’s eyes. 

Stage 4: Avoid breaking the 

rule and law.  

Stage 5: Think about society; 

individual rights and values. 

Stage 6: Apply from universal 

ethical principles.  

 

Independent Variables 

1. Gender  

2. Education level 

3. Major  

4. GPA 

5. Religious Affiliation  

6. Household income 

 

 Bhanthumnavin and Prachonpachanuk (1977) studied in  “Morality of Thai 

Youth”. The objective of this study was to investigate education level, gender, 

economic class and social class affected to morality of Thai youth. The samples were 

1,400 students; grade 6, 7, 9, 11 and sophomore students from Bangkok. The samples 

were different in economic and social class.  Data was collected via sample case 

studies based on crisis situations happened in Bangkok. The results indicated that 

there were no significantly different among gender, education level, economic class 

and social class explained that there was no moral’s level different. Teaching students 

with love and reason related to moral reasoning decision making of the samples. 

 

Conceptual Framework 

 

 Based on literature review, moral reasoning was related to gender, education 

level, major, GPA, religious affiliation, and household income. The conceptual 

framework illustrated the independent variable and dependent variables in this study 

as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2  Relationships between independent variables and dependent variables 
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Hypotheses 

 

 Based on conceptual framework, hypotheses can be stated as the following:  

 

 H1: Students with different gender have differences in the level of Moral 

Reasoning. 

 H2: Students with different education levels have differences in the level of 

Moral Reasoning. 

 H3: Students with different majors have differences in the level of Moral 

Reasoning. 

 H4: Students with different GPA have different in level of Moral Reasoning. 

 H5: Students with different religious affiliations have differences in the level 

of Moral Reasoning. 

 H6: Students with different levels of household income have differences in the 

level of Moral Reasoning. 



CHAPTER III 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 This chapter explained as the following;  

 

1. Source of data 

2. Population and sample size 

3. Research instrument and quality 

4. Instrument Testing 

5. Data processing and analysis 

 

Source of Data 

 

 Two sources of data can be identified: primary and secondary data collection.  

 

 The secondary data were based on books, journals, news and information 

resource on the internet.  

  

 The primary data were collected during 20 March – 20 April 2013. Of the 400 

questionnaires, 120 were obtained from an online survey. The data were collected by 

distributing the questionnaires to 280 student samples.  

 

Population and Sample Size 

 

Population 

 

There were 1,759 business undergraduate students who were studying in 

business field for their Bachelor’s degree in academic year 2012 clarified by their 

majors and years as shown in the table 3.1 below.  

 



48 
 

 
 

Table 3.1  The total number of bachelor’s degree students of business undergraduate  

 students, Kasetsart University, academic year 2012 

 

 

Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 

 Male Female total Male Female total Male Female total Male Female total 

Major in 

Finance 
24 44 68 12 61 73 10 60 70 16 83 99 

Major in 

Management 
23 64 87 29 58 87 31 60 91 40 59 99 

Major in 

Operation 

Management 

19 34 53 13 47 60 21 35 56 19 37 56 

Major in 

Marketing 
31 48 79 21 57 78 21 56 77 33 52 85 

Major in 

Accounting 
32 116 148 21 107 128 23 104 127 30 108 138 

Total 129 306 435 96 330 426 315 315 421 138 339 477 

Source:  Office of the Registrar, Kasetsart University (2013) 

 

 The sample size of this study was calculated based on Yamane’s formula 

(Yamane, 1967). 

n = 
2Ne1

N


 

 

 Where,  n = the number of sample size 

   N = the size of population 

   e = the error of 5 percentage points 

 

 After substituted in the formula as the following;   
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n =   
5x0.05)(1,759x0.01

1,759


 = 326 

  

The sample size was 326, however, the 400 questionnaires were distributed to 

ensure that appropriate number of questionnaire was returned. The sample size was 

shown in the table 3.2 below.  

 

Table 3.2  Sampling size  

 

Major Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 

Major in Finance 20 20 20 20 80 

Major in Management 20 20 20 20 80 

Major in Operation 

Management 
20 20 20 20 80 

Major in Marketing 20 20 20 20 80 

Major in Accounting 20 20 20 20 80 

Total 100 100 100 100 400 

 

In total, 419 respondents’ surveys were collected, composed of 120 

respondents from online surveys and 299 respondents from paper. Due to the fact that 

there were surveys with uncompleted data, a total of 400 undergraduate business 

students were used for analysis.  

 

Research Instrument and Quality 

 

 The research instrument of this study was a questionnaire, adapted from the 

Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) developed by Kohlberg and his associated and the 

Defining Issues Test (DIT) developed by Rest as referred in the Chapter II. And the 

questionnaire was developed from the theory of Kohlberg’s stage of moral reasoning 

through a series of responses related to scenarios of ethical dilemma. Six stages from 
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Kohlberg’s theory can identified into 6 reasoning to answer the questions; reasoning 

that trying to avoided punishment be in stage 1, reasoning that trying to served theirs 

own needs or interests be in stage 2, reasoning that trying to be a good person in other 

people’s eyes be in stage 3, reasoning that trying to avoid breaking the rule and law be 

in stage 4, reasoning that trying to think about society; individual rights and values be 

in stage 5 and reasoning that trying to applied from universal ethical principles to 

answer be in stage 6. The questionnaire was divided into 2 parts as follow; 

 

Part 1: Student’s Socio-demographic Characteristics 

  

 This part comprised 6 questions (question 1-6) used to collect students’ 

demographic information, which included gender, education level, major, GPA, 

religious affiliation, and household income. All responses in this part were measured 

with a nominal scale. 

 

Part 2: Students’ Level of Moral Reasoning towards Business Dilemmas. 

 

There were 10 ethical business dilemmas that were designed to create tension 

in decision-making related to 10 stakeholders, which were employees, owners, 

managers, suppliers, government officers, customers, communities, investors, trade 

unions, and creditors. All ten stakeholders were representative player of each business 

function in different roles which were real play in current business world. The main 

point of this part was not about the precise right or wrong answer but reasons why 

people do particular actions. All ten scenarios were developed from observation and 

searching several types of problems arose from situations which can affect by the 

actions of the business to stakeholders as shown in the table 3.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 



51 
 

 
 

Table 3.3  Examples of a company’s stakeholders  

 

Stakeholders Related to 

Employees 
Expectation of compensation, promotion, responsibility to 

company and job security. 

Owners Have interest of the success of his/her business. 

Investors Expectation of a financial return. 

Government 
Taxation, VAT, legislation, low unemployment, truthful 

reporting. 

Suppliers 
Providers of products and services used in the end product for 

the customer, equitable business opportunities. 

Customers Value, quality, customer care, ethical products. 

Community 
Jobs, involvement, environmental protection, shares, truthful 

communication. 

Managers Have interest in profit from company to his/herself. 

Trade unions Quality, staff protection, jobs. 

Creditors Credit score, new contracts, liquidity. 

Source:  Wikipedia (2012) 

 

Besides, studied from books, public thesis, news, documents, journals and any 

ideas that related to ethical business dilemma and 10 stakeholders were mentioned 

above.  Each dilemma was developed as a different situation, based on true stories, 

and all situations were understandable for students in bachelor degree programs. Ten 

business dilemmas were referred below; 
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 A Scholar Employee’s Responsibility to Company 

 

 First dilemma, Somchay, a business man works as employee in small 

company which gave him a master degree scholar and lay company’s hope on him so 

much. After graduated, he need to make a decision between works at the former 

company or move to friend’s company that offer him higher position, money and 

other welfares in urgent situation. This dilemma was adapted from previous research, 

Thanthip Muntavijak in 1997. 

 

 Taking Advantage from Other Joint Venture Owner    

  

 Second dilemma, Somjit, the owner venture business company with Japanese 

company long time ago, after fighting and closing down the business, there is a good 

opportunity to make a profit from the product they used to sell. So, Somjit need to 

make a decision between sell the same product without new invention under her own 

brand name or let the opportunity away. This dilemma was adapted from the working 

experience.  

 

 Stolen Drug Formula from Rival Investors 

 

 Third dilemma, Somnuek, manager of a famous pharmaceutical company who 

takes care about producing and sells drugs to patient, need to choose between buy 

secret ingredients of new anti-cancer drug from chemists who working in rival 

company or not. Both decisions will make a profit in somehow to patient because this 

drug will be released to the market soon but the manager in opposite company will be 

damaged and lost budget for this drugs a lot.  

 

 Business and Government  

 

 Forth dilemma, Somrak, the owner of big construction business which loss 

profit for many projects, while his company is going to close, one officer from 

government make a proposal to give him under the table money then Somrak will take 
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the project which surely make a profit for company and other projects from 

government. Somrak need to decide between breaking the rules or remain the 

company. This dilemma was applied from one of DIT tests. 

  

 Treat to Suppliers in Crisis Situation.  

 

 Fifth dilemma, Somprathana, the owner of big garment industry, her products 

was produced by Thai supplier for a long time. Due to the increasing of wages in 

Thailand, she needs to decide either import low cost products from China to reduce 

the cost like other owner do or use the service from Thai supplier to keep the 

relationship and profit between themselves. This dilemma was applied from the 

current situation happening in Thai and other countries. 

 

 Selling Beef to Vegetarian’s Customers 

   

 Sixth dilemma, Somjai, the owner of fast food restaurant in India, running the 

business with high competition and rule of religion. For survival she plan to add beef 

favoring to French Fries to attract testing without telling the customers. This dilemma 

was applied from the New York Times, for Hindus and Vegetarians, Surprise in 

McDonald’s Fries, 2001. 

 

 Harmful Chemical Product to Community 

 

 Seventh dilemma, Somkid, researcher and owner of exported orchid company, 

later she knew that her company is using harmful chemical in producing special 

orchid. She need to decide to stop using the harmful chemical or not while this orchid 

make a lot of profit and now she need money to save her son from sickness. 

 

 Fake Financial Crisis Company in CEO’s Aspect 

 

 Eighth dilemma, Enron is American energy, commodities, and Services 

Company, expanded to be number one world’s major company. This mislead business 
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plan made a high risk and financial crisis. There is more than nine-thousand million 

dollar debt, CEOs planned accounting fraud to gain money from investors. There are 

two optional between support this action or denied it. This dilemma was applied from 

article “Energy trading: the ship that sank quietly”, the Economist, 2002.  

 

 Effect from Staff Protection from Trade Union  

 

 Ninth dilemma, Somying, the owner of cleaner company, one position in her 

company, Skyscraper Windows Cleaner, is in danger during the working time. 

Manager in the company asking for a huge of budget for staff protection equipment 

but now company is on money crisis. Somying need to make a decision between staff 

safety and company survival. 

    

 Loan a Huge of Money from Government Bank 

    

 Tenth dilemma, Somjet received a family resort business as a legacy from 

ancestor, after years passed by, a mistake from management show up with a large 

number of debts. As the owner of business Somjet need to figure the way out to solve 

this problem and remain family business and hundreds of workers’ life. He plans to 

loan huge money from government bank with a low value asset and helping from 

friend who is working in the bank, and he will pay for his friend as a brokerage later. 

His plan may solve his problem but will be against the law and make a risk for 

friends. This dilemma was adapted from the situation in Thai government.  

 

For the answering, there were 2 opposite choices to select, followed by 7 

reasons. Reasons 1 – 6 were derived from 6 stages of Kohlberg’s Theory, and the last 

one was an open-ended answer as shown in the appendix. The respondents could 

write their own reasons in case the provided reasons could not identify the correct 

reason. The questionnaire’s format was used in previous research, including Jiraphan 

Phitak (1981), Anocha Jangjing (1986), Siriphen Phaibulphol (1997), Thanthip 

Muntavilak (1997), Naowarat Chalermsri (2000), Orrain Khamkom (2005), and 

Duanduen and Penkhae (1977).  
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Instrument Testing 

 

Validity 

 

 After designing and develop the questionnaire based on the literature review 

about moral reasoning, the content validity of the questionnaire was examined by the 

advisor. Some questionnaires were rewritten to avoid unclear and some question were 

rewritten to the appropriate context. After approval by the advisor, the questionnaire 

was launched for a reliability test. 

 

Reliability  

 

 After the questionnaire was approved for its content validity, a test was 

conducted with 30 students who were studying in bachelor degree programs in the 

faculty of arts and sciences, majoring in management and marketing at Kasetsart 

University, Kamphaengsaen Campus. The questionnaires were collected, and the data 

were processed for reliability with the SPSS program for Windows. The Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient obtained for empathy for moral reasoning was 0.78.  

 

Data Collection 

 

After the pretest was completed and the questionnaire was developed, the 400 

questionnaires were distributed during 20 March – 20 April 2013 by self-

administrative survey. The paper surveys were distributed to collect the data directly 

by random from business undergraduate students at Kasetsart University in public 

area; center point, reading zone, activity zone and by asking permission from lecturer 

in class. And the online surveys were distributed to students through an e-survey, 

hosted as a Google shared document. The questionnaires were posted on 

www.facebook.com as well because it is a huge community for all students in 

Kasetsart University, and it was easy for students to perceive the survey quickly. 

Additionally, all different levels of students use this social network, and Facebook 

provided a convenient way for everyone to share the link.  

http://www.facebook.com/groups/mendelu
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Moreover, the link to the questionnaires was published on the Kasetsart 

University, Faculty of Business and Economics website and at student clubs within 

the university, including the Thai Classical Music Club, Christian Club, Muslim Club, 

and Astronomy Club. 

 

 After one month all 400 questionnaires were submitted, all data were stored 

into the database and ready to be exported in an MS Excel format for the analysis 

process. 

 

Data Analysis 

 

 The data were processed and analyzed using SPSS program.  

 

 According to the questionnaire design, part two of the questionnaire was 

spitted into ten dilemmas. In each dilemma have two opposite answers and six reasons 

plus one open-end reason as a represent six stages from Kohlberg’s moral reasoning 

theory.  

As described in Kohlberg Theory, students who reasoned in the frame of 

moral reasoning stage 1 received 1 mark, a reply in stage 2 received 2 marks, and so 

on. Therefore, in each dilemma, each student received at least 1 mark and no more 

than 6. The total number of dilemmas was 10, so one student could possible attain a 

score of 10 - 60 (Muntavijak, 1997; Khamkomm, 2005; Tubtimtong, 2011). However, 

for the open-ended answers, these were interpreted and scores referred to the closest 

answer in each stage as shown before. Referring back to Rest (1981) and Trevino 

(1992), the stages were also hierarchical integrations, meaning that people 

comprehended reasoning at all stages below their own, but not more than one stage 

above their own. As a result, dividing the scores into moral reasoning stages, the 

scores were rounded accordingly (Muntavijak, 1997). Therefore, the average was 

calculated by using the following steps; the score between 10.0 – 15.0 marks was in 

stage 1: Obedience and punishment, the score between 15.1 – 25.0 marks was in stage 

2: Self-interest orientation, the score between 25.1 – 35.0 marks was in stage 3: Good 

boy, nice girl orientation, the score between 35.1 – 45.0 marks was in stage 4: 
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Authority and social order maintain orientation, the score between 45.1 – 55.0 marks 

was in stage 5: Social contract legalistic orientation and the score between 55.1 – 60.0 

marks was in stage 6: Universal ethical principal orientation. 

 

Statistics Used for the Data Analysis 

 

 Descriptive and inferential statistics were used for data analysis.  

 

1.  Descriptive Statistics  

 

     Frequency, percentage, mean, and standard deviation were used in 

descriptive analysis. 

   

                 1.1  Frequency was distributes the number of people that answer each 

question and normally convert it into percentage. 

  

                 1.2  Percentage was used to be a displayed of describe data for example 

percentage of people in different education level, age ranges, etc.  

 

                 1.3  Mean      or average is probably the most commonly used method of 

describing central tendency. In This chapter it was used to compute the mean by 

adding up all the values and divide by the number of values. For example, the mean or 

average GPA moral reasoning’s stage is determined by summing all the scores and 

dividing by the number of students taking the questionnaire. 

 

                 1.4  Standard deviation (S.D.) a standard deviation is a quantitative index 

of a distribution’s spread or variability. In order word, it is another measure of 

dispersion, which is most commonly used and can be calculated as the square root of 

the variance (Sekaran, 1992: 256). In this research standard deviation was the tool for 

the calculation of coefficient of variation.  
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2.  Inferential Statistics 

 

     Inferential statistics (t-test and f-test) were used to test the hypotheses. 

Students’ level of moral reasoning towards business dilemmas that observed 

difference between groups was a dependable one or one that might have happened by 

chance in this study. 

 

       2.1  T-test was used to test hypothesis stating when the mean scores on 

some variables will be significantly different for two independent. This study 

establishes significant level at 0.05. 

 

                 2.2  F-test or One-way ANOVA were used to test hypothesis stating when 

the mean scores on some variables will be significantly different for more than two 

independents. This study establish significant level at 0.05  

 



CHAPTER IV 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

 This chapter shown the results of this study which collected from 400 

undergraduate business students, Kasetsart University, Thailand and analyzed by 

SPSS software program. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and 

inferential. The results were presented as follows; 

 

1.  Student’s Socio - demographic characteristics 

2. Moral reasoning’s level of business undergraduate students  

3.  Hypothesis testing 

4.  Discussion 

  

Student’s Socio - Demographic Characteristics 

 

 The student’s demographic information was classified by gender, education 

level, major, GPA, religious affiliation, and household income. And all responses 

were measured with a nominal scale, the results was showed in frequency and 

percentage as in table 4.1.  

 

Table 4.1 showed student’s socio demographic characteristics. Of the 400 

respondents; 59 percent were females and the rest (41 percent) were males. One 

fourth of the students were freshmen, 25 percent were sophomores, 25 percent were 

juniors and 25 percent were seniors. One fifth of the students were majoring in 

Finance, 20 percent were majoring in Management, 20 percent were majoring in 

Operation management, 20 percent were majoring in Marketing and 20 percent were 

majoring in Accounting. Thirty-six percent were GPAs between 2.00 – 2.50,             

23 percent were GPAs between 2.51 – 3.00, 21 percent were GPAs between 3.00 – 

3.50 and 20 percent were GPAs between 3.51 – 4.00. The amount of respondent 

classified by level of religious affiliation indicated that most respondents were  
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Table 4.1  Student’s socio demographic characteristics  

(n=400) 

Socio Characteristics Percentage (no.) 

Gender  

Male 40.7 (163) 

Female 59.3 (237) 

Education level  

Freshman 25 (100) 

Sophomore 25 (100) 

Junior 25 (100) 

Senior 25 (100) 

Major  

Finance 20 (80) 

Management 20 (80) 

Operation management 20 (80) 

Marketing 20 (80) 

Accounting 20 (80) 

GPA  

2.00 – 2.50 36 (144) 

2.51 – 3.00 21 (84) 

3.01 – 3.50 23.2 (93) 

3.51 – 4.00 19.8 (79) 

Religious Affiliation  

Buddhist 83.5 (334) 

Christian 10 (40) 

Muslim 6.5 (26) 

Household Income  

Below 30,000 baht 21.7 (87) 

30,001 – 50,000 baht 32 (128) 

50,001 – 70,000 baht 19.5 (78) 

70,001 – 90,000 baht 6.3 (25) 

More than 90,001 baht 20.5 (82) 
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Buddhist students (84 percent) and just a small amount from Christian students (10 

percent) and Muslim students (6 percent). Around one fifth of the students were 

household incomes;  below 30,000 baht, 50,001 – 70,000 baht and more than 90,001 

bath, 32 percent were household incomes between 30,001 – 50,000 baht and the rest 

(6 percent) were household income between 70,001 – 90,000 baht.  

 

Moral Reasoning’s Level of Business Undergraduate Students 

  

According to the Kohlberg’s theory, the moral reasoning in person can be 

measured and divided into 6 stages; 1) Obedience and punishment orientation, 2) 

Self-interest orientation, 3) Good boy, nice girl orientation, 4) Authority and social 

order maintain orientation, 5) Social contract legalistic orientation, and 6) Universal 

ethical principle orientation. 10 business ethical dilemmas from the questionnaire 

were created to measure the moral reasoning from faculty of Business Administration 

students, Kasetsart University, Thailand. 

 

Ten Business Ethical Dilemmas Divided into 6 Stages  

 

The Student’s demographic information from 400 respondents was defined 

formerly, the further information below was collected from 10 business ethical 

dilemmas from the questionnaire and classified into 6 stages as the results was shown 

in the table 4.2 
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Table 4.2  The moral reasoning’s level classified by business ethical dilemmas  

 

Business Ethical Dilemma 

Moral reasoning’s level 

x  S.D. Stage 

1 

Stage 

2 

Stage 

3 

Stage 

4 

Stage 

5 

Stage 

6 

1. A scholar employee’s 

responsibility to company’s 

dilemma. 

 

6 

 1.5% 

72 

18% 

35 

8.8% 

101 

25.% 

140 

35% 

46 

11.5% 

4.09 1.32 

For the first dilemma, a scholar officer was offered higher salary and social welfare 

to work with another company, what would you decide whether change the job or 

not, why? The result showed that 140 respondents (35 percent) were in stage 5, 

Social contract legalistic orientation. The most reason was used in deciding this 

question; they had rights to use their knowledge and skill in the way they wanted, on 

the other hand the company which paid for scholarship also had rights to use the 

scholar officer.  

2. Taking advantage from other 

joint venture owner’s dilemma. 

 

40 

10% 

32 

8% 

30 

7.5% 

121 

30.3% 

107 

26.7% 

70 

17.5% 

4.08 1.50 

For the second dilemma, the owner of joint venture company need to decide whether 

sell a brand new absorber using the same technique and chemical from Japanese 

company, past joint venture company or not, why? The result showed that 121 

respondents (30.3 percent) were in stage 4, Authority and social order maintain 

orientation. The most reason was used in deciding this question; the respondents will 

use the same technique and chemical because they thought this action not illegal, the 

company was closed or the respondents will not sell their new absorber using the 

same technique because they thought royalty to workplace is one of the officer’s 

duties. 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Business Ethical Dilemma 

Moral reasoning’s level 

x  S.D. Stage 

1 

Stage 

2 

Stage 

3 

Stage 

4 

Stage 

5 

Stage 

6 

3. Stolen drug formula from rival 

inventors’ dilemma.  

 

24 

6% 

60 

15% 

27 

6.7% 

80 

20% 

91 

22.8% 

118 

29.5% 

4.27 1.59 

For the third dilemma, a chemical from rival company is selling the first invented 

cancer medical formula to manager in pharmaceutical company. Suppose as the 

manager, the respondents need to decide whether buy the formula to gain high profit 

or not, why? The result showed that 118 respondents (29.5 percent) were in stage 6, 

Universal ethical principal orientation (the highest stage). The most reason was used 

in deciding this question; buying the formula because they thought any company can 

do this for the highest benefit for patient otherwise, not buy it because they thought 

it is not the right thing to do, lack of morality and act as a thief. 

4. Business and government’s 

dilemma 

 

59 

14.7% 

49 

12.2% 

25 

6.2% 

117 

29.3% 

67 

16.8% 

83 

20.8% 

3.83 1.69 

For the fourth dilemma, an owner of biggest land and house business going to pay 

for government officer to get profit from government’s project. The respondents 

need to decide whether give money to the officer or pay nothing, why? The result 

showed that 117 respondents (29.3 percent) were in stage 4, Authority and social 

order maintain orientation. The most reason was used in deciding this question; 

giving money or not was effect to the law, it will be illegal action.  
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

        

Business Ethical Dilemma 

Moral reasoning’s level 

x  S.D. Stage 

1 

Stage 

2 

Stage 

3 

Stage 

4 

Stage 

5 

Stage 

6 

5. Treating suppliers in crisis 

situation’s dilemma. 

 

27 

6.7% 

93 

23.3% 

33 

8.2% 

131 

32.8% 

77 

19.3% 

39 

9.7% 

3.64 1.44 

For the fifth dilemma, owner of big garment business would like to buy products 

from Chinese supplier in the meantime domestic supplier will closed down their 

business, the respondents need to decide whether import products from China or 

order it from old supplier, why? The result showed that 131 respondents (32.8 

percent) were in stage 4, Authority and social order maintain orientation. The most 

reason was used in deciding this question; they will import Chinese product because 

there is no regulation act about doing this or order products from old partner because 

this is the duty, Thais should help Thais, to protect our economic.  

6. Selling beef to vegetarian’s 

customers’ dilemma. 

 

15 

3.7% 

35 

8.7% 

50 

12.5% 

86 

21.5% 

131 

32.8% 

83 

20.8% 

4.33 1.36 

For the sixth dilemma, one owner of fast food restaurant decide to sell French fries 

with beef favor ingredient and disclose to vegetarian’s customer, the respondent 

need to decide whether sell it and gain high income to save company or reveal the 

beef favor ingredient in French fried to customer, why? The result showed that 131 

respondents (32.8 percent) were in stage 5, Social contract legalistic orientation. The 

most reason was used in deciding this question; sell it without telling the truth 

because they thought everyone have right not to reveal the ingredient or reveal the 

ingredient because the customers have right to know the ingredient of what they eat. 

7. A harmful chemical product to 

community’s dilemma.  

 

30 

7.5% 

71 

17.8% 

24 

6% 

75 

18.8% 

141 

35.2% 

59 

14.7 

4.01  1.54 

For the seventh dilemma, a researcher and owner of orchid company found out that 

harmful chemical using to produce special orchids in the company, the respondent 

need to decide whether stop selling this product or selling it to gain high profit to  
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Business Ethical Dilemma 

Moral reasoning’s level 

x  S.D. Stage 

1 

Stage 

2 

Stage 

3 

Stage 

4 

Stage 

5 

Stage 

6 

save someone’s life in your family, why? The result showed that 141 respondents 

(35.2 percent) were in stage 5, Social contract legalistic orientation. The most reason 

was used in deciding this question; selling the harmful product because they must save 

a person they loved first on the other hands, stop selling it because they thought they 

cannot violate other people’s life, everyone has a right to be alive. 

8. A fake financial crisis company 

in CEO’s aspect dilemma.  

 

45 

11.2% 

42 

10.5% 

58 

14.5% 

124 

31% 

80 

20% 

51 

12.8% 

3.76 1.49 

For the eighth dilemma, CEOs planned to make a fake accounting to gain money 

from investors during crisis, the respondent need to decide whether support this 

solution or deny it, why? The result showed that 124 respondents (31 percent) were 

in stage 4, Authority and social order maintain orientation. The most reason was 

used in deciding this question; supporting this action, it not illegal action in their 

eyes or deny supporting this solution because they do not want to break the law. 

9. Staff protection equipment and 

decreasing risk in cleaner’s life’s 

dilemma.  

 

27 

6.7% 

51 

12.8% 

29 

7.2% 

39 

9.7% 

173 

43.3% 

81 

20.3% 

4.31 1.53 

For the ninth dilemma, an owner of cleaning company concern a huge budget for 

staff protection’s equipment to decrease risk in officer’s life, the respondent need to 

decide as the owner to approve the budget or save money to save the money during 

money crisis in company. The result showed that 173 respondents were in stage 5, 

Social contract legalistic orientation. The reason was used in deciding this question; 

approved to purchase the equipment because they thought every officer have right to 

protect the life in contrast, disallowed to purchase the equipment and save money to 

protect company because it was not their responsibility, the officer need to take care 

themselves. 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Business Ethical Dilemma 

Moral reasoning’s level 

x  S.D. Stage 

1 

Stage 

2 

Stage 

3 

Stage 

4 

Stage 

5 

Stage 

6 

10. Loaning a huge of money from 

government bank.  

 

24 

6% 

67 

16.7% 

31 

7.7% 

139 

34.8% 

76 

19% 

63 

15.8% 

3.91 1.45 

For the tenth dilemma, mistake in bad management show up with a large number of 

debts, the owner of this firm plan to loan a huge money from government bank to 

save company by using 16,000 square meters which value less than 10 million baht 

to loan 100 million baht with helping from friend in the bank, the respondents need 

to decide whether loan the money or not, why? The result showed that 139 

respondents were in stage 4, Social contract legalistic orientation. The most reason 

was used in deciding this question; they will loan the money because they have to, 

even they knew it breaking the law or will not and find another solution because 

they do not want to break the law and supporting corruption. 

 

  The 6 stages were selected from 400 respondents in different proportion. 

From 10 dilemmas, the most selected answers were in stage 4 and stage 5 while the 

least selected answers were in stage 1, 2, and 3. The stage 5 in dilemma 9 was 

selected the most from 173 respondents and the stage 1 in dilemma 1 was selected the 

least only from 6 respondents, however the given answer in every stage since stage 1 

to stage 6 were choose by respondents. Furthermore, the average score of each 

dilemma were in 3.64 – 4.33; the lowest score were in dilemma 5 and the highest 

score were in dilemma 6.  

  

 Moreover, there are additional answers from the respondents wrote down in 

the blank some answer are below;  

  

 A male freshman student from department of marketing suggested in 1) A 

Scholar Employee’s Responsibility to Company case that he will not change the job 

because “the company appreciated me and they will offer the further opportunity in 
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the future too.” – This answer was classified into the stage 2 because the respondent 

interested in benefit to oneself more than anything else.  

  

 A female sophomore student from department of marketing suggested in 3) 

Stolen Drug Formula from Rival Inventors case that he will buy the formula from this 

chemist because if she will not buy from this chemist, it will be sold to another 

company.” – This answer was classified into the stage 5 because the respondent 

considers it as a normal thing in business, the reason to do like this is others will do.  

 

 A female freshman student from department of marketing suggested in 5) 

Treat to Suppliers in Crisis Situation case that “she will buy a similar quality product 

that cheaper from China but will not take advantage from customers.” – This answer 

was classified into the stage 6, even the respondent import product from China but she 

thinking about the quality and price for customer.  

 

 A male senior student from department of accounting suggested in 8) Fake 

Financial Crisis Company in CEO’s aspect case that he will support to make a fake 

accounting to gain money from investors because he said “it need to think about the 

result of the problem not only the image of the company but also the effect to mass 

workers.” This answer was classified into the stage 5, the respondent reasoned under 

the right of workers.  

 

 A female freshman student from department of accounting suggested in 5) 

Treat to Suppliers in Crisis Situation case that “she will give money to the officer 

because she need to do it to safe the company even she knew that illegal to the law.” 

This answer was classified into the stage 5, the respondent think that she has right to 

do it to safe her company.  

 

Moral Reasoning Stage Compared to Kohlberg’s Theory  

 

From 10 business dilemmas in questionnaire and 6 stages of Kohlberg’s 

theory, four-hundred respondents were classified by methodology and instrument that 
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mention in chapter 3, each respondent can be classified which stage they belonged to 

by average marks from 10 answers. As shown in table 4.3 that 48.5 percent of 400 

respondents were in stage 4, the authority and social order maintaining orientation. 

There were only 0.5% or 2 respondents and 0.8% or 3 respondents of the sample who 

had Kohlberg’s moral reasoning stage 1 and stage 6 respectively. Moreover, there 

were 10 respondents or 2.5% of the sample who had Kohlberg’s moral reasoning 

stage 2, there were 90 respondents or 22.5% of the sample who had Kohlberg’s moral 

reasoning stage 3, and there were 101 respondents or 25.3% of the sample who had 

Kohlberg’s moral reasoning stage 5. 

 

Table 4.3  The moral reasoning stages of the respondents 

 

Stage of  

moral reasoning 
Average marks 

Total  

n = 400 (%) 

stage 1 1.00 – 1.50 2 (0.5%) 

stage 2 1.51 – 2.50 10 (2.5%) 

stage 3 2.51 – 3.50 90 (22.5%) 

stage 4 3.51 – 4.50 194 (48.5%) 

stage 5 4.51 – 5.50 101 (25.3%) 

stage 6 5.51 – 6.00 3 (0.8%) 

 

Hypothesis Testing 

 

The independent variables included gender, education level, major, GPA, 

religious affiliation, and household income were analyzed by inferential statistics; T-

test, F-test to test the hypotheses. And the significance level of the mean difference 

was determined at 0.05. In case the significance level is higher than or equal to 0.05 

(Sig. ≥ 0.05), as the result of no difference of independent variable affected by 

dependent variable (accept Ho) on the other hands, in case the significance level is 

lower than 0.05 (Sig. < 0.05), as the result of means difference of independent 

variable affected by dependent variable (reject Ho). 
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Hypothesis 1: 

 

Ho: Students with different gender were no different in their levels of Moral 

Reasoning. 

Ha: Students with different gender were different in their levels of Moral Reasoning. 

 

Table 4.4  Moral reasoning’s level evaluated by gender 

 

Sex of Sample n Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
t 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Male 163 3.8098 .79778 -3.488 .001 

Female 237 4.0928 .79713 -3.487 .001 

 

 Table 4.4 indicated that male and female faculty of Business Administration 

students, Kasetsart University, Thailand have significant differences in the levels of 

moral reasoning. T-test was applied to investigate the differences. As a result, female 

students had higher moral reasoning mean marks than males. However, the difference 

was not that great, as shown by a mean score (  ) from males of 3.80 and females of 

4.09.  

 

Hypothesis 2: 

 

Ho: Students with different education level were no different in their levels of Moral 

Reasoning. 

Ha: Students with different education level were different in their levels of Moral 

Reasoning. 
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Table 4.5  Moral reasoning’s level classified by education level 

 

Education level 

of Sample 
n Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
F Sig. 

Freshman 100 3.9600 .80302 .614 .606 

Sophomore 100 4.0500 .82112   

Junior 100 3.9000 .78496   

Senior 100 4.0000 .82878   

Total 400 3.9775 .80847   

  

Table 4.5 indicated that freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors did not 

show any significant relationship between education level/year and moral reasoning 

level. The results form a significance value of all 6 reasons higher than 0.05 (p-

value>0.05) and the F-test method was applied to investigate the differences. There 

are similar results following to the evaluation by a mean score (  ) from freshmen of 

3.96, sophomores of 4.05, juniors of 3.90, and seniors of 4.00. Moreover, the LSD 

(least significant difference) method was applied to investigate which pair of 

education level different has significance mean difference, the table 4.6 shown that 

there is no any pair of education level different has significance mean difference. 

 

Table 4.6  The test of mean difference among student with different educational level 

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

Academic Year  

(I) 

Academic Year  

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 Freshman Sophomore -.09000 .432 

Junior .06000 .601 

Senior -.04000 .727 

Sophomore Freshman .09000 .432 

Junior .15000 .191 

Senior .05000 .663 
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Table 4.6  (Continued) 

 

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

Academic Year  

(I) 

Academic Year  

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 Junior Freshman -.06000 .601 

Sophomore -.15000 .191 

Senior -.10000 .383 

Senior Freshman .04000 .727 

Sophomore -.05000 .663 

Junior .10000 .383 

 

Hypothesis 3: 

 

Ho: Students with different education level were no different in their levels of Moral 

Reasoning. 

Ha: Students with different majors were different in their level of Moral Reasoning. 

 

Table 4.7  Moral reasoning’s level classified by major  

 

Major  n Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
F Sig. 

Finance 80 3.9125 .67868 .585 .674 

Management 80 4.0625 .81666   

Operations 

management 
80 4.0000 .67505   

Marketing 80 3.9000 .89443   

Accounting 80 4.0125 .94793   

Total 400 3.9775 .80847   

 

 Table 4.7 indicated that business students majoring in finance, management, 

operations management, marketing and accounting did not show any significant 

relationship between major and moral reasoning level. The results formed a 



72 
 

significance value of all 6 reasons higher than 0.05 (p-value>0.05) and the F-test 

method was applied to investigate the differences. There are similar results following 

to the evaluation by a mean score (  ) from business students majoring in finance of 

3.91, management of 4.06, operations management of 4.00, marketing of 3.90 and 

accounting of 4.01. Moreover, the LSD (least significant difference) method was 

applied to investigate which pair of major different has significance mean difference, 

the table 4.8 shown that there is no any pair of major different has significance mean 

difference. 

 

Table 4.8  The test of mean difference among student with different majors 

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

Department 

(I) 

Department 

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 Finance Management -.15000 .242 

Operations 

management 

-.08750 .495 

Marketing .01250 .922 

Accounting -.10000 .435 

Management Finance .15000 .242 

Operations 

management 

.06250 .626 

Marketing .16250 .205 

Accounting .05000 .697 

Operations 

management 

Finance .08750 .495 

Management -.06250 .626 

Marketing .10000 .435 

Accounting -.01250 .922 

Marketing Finance -.01250 .922 

Management -.16250 .205 

Operations 

management 

-.10000 .435 

Accounting -.11250 .380 
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Table 4.8  (Continued) 

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

Department 

(I) 

Department 

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 Accounting Finance .10000 .435 

Management -.05000 .697 

Operations 

management 

.01250 .922 

Marketing .11250 .380 

 

Hypothesis 4: 

 

Ho: Students with different GPAs were no different in their level of Moral 

Reasoning. 

Ha: Students with different GPAs were different in their level of Moral Reasoning.  

 

Table 4.9  Moral reasoning’s level evaluated by GPA  

 

GPA different n Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
F Sig. 

2.00-2.50 144 3.8611 .77198 1.828 .141 

2.51-3.00 84 4.1071 .82166   

3.01-3.50 93 4.0108 .75893   

3.50 - 4.00 79 4.0127 .89863   

Total 400 3.9775 .80847   

 

 Table 4.9 indicated that students with different levels of GPA between 2.00 – 

2.50 and 3.51 – 4.00 did not show any significant relationship between GPA and 

moral reasoning level. The results formed a significance value of all 6 reasons higher 

than 0.05 (p-value>0.05) and the F-test method was applied to investigate the 

differences. The LSD (least significant difference) method was applied to investigate 
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which pair of GPA levels had a significant mean difference as to be shown in the table 

4.10. The results examined a group of undergraduate business students whose GPA 

level was 2.00 - 2.50 and 2.51 – 3.00 (p=0.027). Level 1 was the minimum level of 

the sample that had GPA levels between 2.00 – 2.50, and level 5 was the maximum, 

while level 2 was the minimum level of the sample that had GPA levels between 2.51 

– 3.00, and level 5 was the maximum. The difference between means was 3.86 and 

4.10. Otherwise, the results of this study did not show any significance between GPA 

levels higher than 3.00. 

 

Table 4.10  The test of mean difference among student with different GPA 

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

GPA 

(I) 

GPA 

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 2.00-2.50 2.51-3.00 -.24603
*
 .027 

3.01-3.50 -.14964 .164 

3.50 - 4.00 -.15155 .180 

2.51-3.00 2.00-2.50 .24603
*
 .027 

3.01-3.50 .09639 .427 

3.50 - 4.00 .09448 .455 

3.01-3.50 2.00-2.50 .14964 .164 

2.51-3.00 -.09639 .427 

3.50 - 4.00 -.00191 .988 

3.50 - 4.00 2.00-2.50 .15155 .180 

2.51-3.00 -.09448 .455 

3.01-3.50 .00191 .988 
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Hypothesis 5: 

 

Ho: Students with different religious affiliations were no different in their levels of 

Moral Reasoning.  

Ha: Students with different religious affiliations were different in their levels of Moral 

Reasoning.  

 

Table 4.11  Moral reasoning’s level classified by religious affiliation 

 

Religious 

Affiliation 

different 

n Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
F Sig. 

Buddhist 334 4.0060 .78650 1.345 .262 

Christian 40 3.8000 .99228   

Muslim 26 3.8846 .76561   

Total 400 3.9775 .80847   

 

The results indicated that business students who were Buddhist, Christian, and 

Muslim did not show any significant relationship between religion and moral 

reasoning level. The results formed a significance value of all 6 reasons higher than 

0.05 (p-value>0.05) and the F-test method was applied to investigate the differences. 

There are similar results following to the evaluation by a mean score (  ) from 

religious affiliation in Buddhist of 4.00, Christian of 3.80, and Muslim of 3.88. 

Moreover, the LSD (least significant difference) method was applied to investigate 

which pair of religious affiliation has significance mean difference, the table 4.12 

shown that there is no any pair of religious affiliation has significance mean 

difference. 
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Table 4.12  The test of mean difference among student with different religious 

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

Religions 

Affiliation 

(I) 

Religions 

Affiliation 

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 

Buddhist Christian .20599 .128 

Muslim .12137 .461 

Christian Buddhist -.20599 .128 

Muslim -.08462 .678 

Muslim Buddhist -.12137 .461 

Christian .08462 .678 

 

Hypothesis 6: 

 

Ho: Students with different household income were no different in the level of Moral 

Reasoning.  

Ha: Students with different household income were different in the level of Moral 

Reasoning. 

 

Table 4.13  Moral reasoning’s level classified by household income 

 

Household 

Income 
n Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
F Sig. 

below 30,000  87 3.9195 .81009 1.014 .400 

30,001 - 50,000 128 3.8984 .83090   

50,001 - 70,000 78 4.0128 .82955   

70,001 - 90,000 25 4.1200 .72572   

more than 90,001 82 4.0854 .77302   

Total 400 3.9775 .80847   

  

As in table 4.13, the results indicated that business students with levels of 

income below 30,000 baht and over 90,000 baht per month did not show any 
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significant relationship between level of family income and moral reasoning level. 

The results formed a significance value of all 6 reasons higher than 0.05 (p-

value>0.05) and the F-test method was applied to investigate the differences. There 

are similar results following to the evaluation by a mean score (  ) from business 

students with levels of income below 30,000 baht of 3.91, levels of income between 

30,001 - 50,000 baht of 3.89, levels of income between 50,001 - 70,000 baht of 4.01, 

levels of income between 70,001 - 90,000 baht of 4.12, and levels of income more 

than 90,001 baht of 4.08. Moreover, the LSD (least significant difference) method 

was applied to investigate which pair of household income has significance mean 

difference, the table 4.14 shown that there is no any pair of household in 

 

Table 4.14  The test of mean difference among student with different household  

  income  

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

Family's income 

(I) 

Family's income 

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 

below 30,000 30,001 - 50,000 .02110 .851 

50,001 - 70,000 -.09328 .460 

70,001 - 90,000 -.20046 .275 

more than 90,001 -.16583 .183 

30,001 - 50,000 below 30,000  -.02110 .851 

50,001 - 70,000 -.11438 .325 

70,001 - 90,000 -.22156 .211 

more than 90,001 -.18693 .103 

 

50,001 - 70,000 below 30,000 .09328 .460 

30,001 - 50,000 .11438 .325 

70,001 - 90,000 -.10718 .564 

more than 90,001 -.07255 .571 
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Table 4.14  (Continued) 

 

Moral Reasoning 

Different 

Family's income 

(I) 

Family's income 

(J) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Sig. 

 

70,001 - 90,000 below 30,000 .20046 .275 

30,001 - 50,000 .22156 .211 

50,001 - 70,000 .10718 .564 

more than 90,001 .03463 .851 

more than 90,001 below 30,000 .16583 .183 

30,001 - 50,000 .18693 .103 

50,001 - 70,000 .07255 .571 

70,001 - 90,000 -.03463 .851 

 

Table 4.15  Factors relating to reasoning for decision making based on the given             

  dilemma 

 

Factors 

Related to reason for 

decision making based 

on the given dilemma 

Not related to reason for 

decision making based 

on the given dilemma 

Remark 

Gender  - * 

Education Level -   

Major -   

GPA -   

Religious 

Affiliation 
-   

Household 

income 
-   

* the significant at 0.05 level 

  

Table 4.19 shows that gender the only variable that was related to the 

reasoning for decision making based on the given dilemma. The other variables did 

not relate to the reasoning for decision making based on the given dilemma were 

education level, major, GPA, religious affiliation and household income. 
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Discussion 

 

The undergraduate business students at Kasetsart University, Thailand in this 

research were in the moderate level (stage 4) of Kohlberg’s moral reasoning scale. 

Similar to Thanthip Muntavijak’s work (1997), “Factors Affecting Moral Reasoning 

of Officers in Metropolitan Telephone Department in Telephone Organization of 

Thailand” that the moral reasoning developments of officers were at the fourth level. 

Referred Namtip Tubtimtong’s work (2011), “The Moral Reasoning of Medical 

Students in Naresuan University” that there was 43.8 percents of the samples having 

moral reasoning stage 4. And Orrain Khamkom’s work (2005), studied “Moral 

Reasoning of Juvenile Delinquents in the Observation and Protection of 

Ubonratchathani Province, the results of the research shown that 56.7% of the 

population had a high level of moral reasoning, the average moral reasoning was 4.77 

or stage 4 based on Kohlberg’s theory.  The results of previous researches of moral 

reasoning’s level of medical students, law students and business students showed that 

respondents had moderate level of moral reasoning decision apart from Kohlberg’s 

ground work same as the result of this research. Moreover, not many students can 

reach the highest level and lowest level too.  

 

According to the hypotheses testing there was only students with different 

gender had differences in the level of moral reasoning. It showed that female 

undergraduate business students from Kasetsart University had higher level of moral 

reasoning towards doing business. Conflict to Miriam Bar-Yam, Lawrence Kohlberg 

and Algiris Naame’s work (1980), “Moral Reasoning of Students in Different 

Cultural, Social, and Educational Settings” and Jayantha S. Wimalasiri’s work (2004), 

“Contrasts in Moral Reasoning Capacity: The Fijians and the Singaporeans” that no 

significant differences in level of moral reasoning were found between males and 

females in the sample.  

 

The GPAs different among business students in this research were indicated 

that higher or lower GPAs not related to moral reasoning decision making, however 

there were small significant different between students who had GPA levels from 2.00 
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– 2.50 had a lower moral reasoning level than students who had higher GPAs, in the 

range of 2.51 – 3.00. Furthermore, there were many previous research studies 

showing the relationship between GPA and moral reasoning including Dollinger & 

LaMartina, 1998; Hendel, 1991; Johnson, Insley, Motwani and Zbib, 1993; and You 

and Penny, 2011. Tumtimtong’s work (2011) reported that the findings showed high 

GPA medical students possessed high moral reasoning levels.  

 

The students with different education level, major, religious affiliation and 

household income have no differences in the level of moral reasoning. However, 

previous research showed the relationship between education level and moral 

reasoning (Rest, 1983; Arlow, 1991; Trevino, 1992; Brower and Shrader, 2000; Ryan, 

2001), and higher education levels were positively related to higher moral reasoning 

levels.  

According to the differences in religion did not change moral thinking as in 

Bar-yan, Kohlberg and Naame’s work in 1980. Regarding to the results, student who 

had different religion does not mean they had different moral’s thinking. Teaching 

moral reasoning into different religion’s student should not be different, the student 

can perceived in the same understanding.  

 

The result was consistent with Schwepker and Ingram in 1996 and Fin, 

Chonko, and Hunt in 1988 that the level of monthly household income does not affect 

moral reasoning level in undergraduate business students. It indicated that money 

cannot change the way to think to gain higher or lower level of moral thinking in this 

research. Money is resource of daily attention however it not the main factor to make 

a high or low level of morality, same as the rich businessmen could cross the line and 

make a bad decision in doing business. Moreover, student with different major had no 

different in moral reasoning level, similar to James Snodgrass and Robert Behling’s 

work (1996), “Differences in Moral Reasoning between College and University 

Business Majors and Non-Business Majors” that no statistically significant difference 

in the moral reasoning level of business and non-business majors was found in the 

sample population.  



 

CHAPTER V 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

  

Conclusions 

 

 The objectives of this research were to study the level of moral reasoning 

amongst business students, Kasetsart University, Thailand and to compare the 

demographic characteristics (gender, education level, major in university, GPA, 

religious affiliation, and household income) that relating to decision making in moral 

reasoning of undergraduate business students at Kasetsart University.  

 

Moral reasoning Level  

 

 The results showed that 48.5 percent of the respondents had moral reasoning 

in the middle stage (conventional level) based on Kohlberg’s moral reasoning, the 

stage of authority, and the social order maintaining orientation. Firstly, the 

respondents in this research study agreed that right or wrong was based on what the 

law says as well as the rule of society, making it important to obey laws and social 

conventions. Secondly, twenty-five percent were in stage 5 (post-conventional level), 

the stage of social contract legalistic orientation stage. This stage involves 

respondents thinking logically and thinking about others’ rights more than what the 

laws or rules said. Thirdly, twenty-two percent of respondents were in stage 3 

(conventional level), described as good boy, nice girl orientation. They wanted to be 

good in others’ eyes. In this case, the approval of society was very important. Only 

0.5 percent of the undergraduate business students from Kasetsart University, were in 

the lowest stage (pre-conventional level), which is the level of obedience and 

punishment orientation. Furthermore, 0.8 percent of the respondents can reach the 

highest stage of moral reasoning according to Kohlberg’s theory, the stage of 

universal ethical principal orientation.  
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 Even the level of moral reasoning of most respondents was not in the highest 

level; however, the results were satisfactory. Compared to the investigation of 

Tubtimtong’s work (2011), which examined a moral reasoning level of medical 

students in Naresuan University, the results showed that the medical students also had 

moral reasoning stage 4. The investigation of Khamkom’s work (2005), which 

examined the moral reasoning of juvenile delinquents in the observation and 

protection of Ubon Ratchathani Province, indicated that half of the juveniles had the 

level of moral reasoning at stage 4 based on Kohlberg’s theory. Moreover, in the 

Muntavijak’s work (1988), officers in Metropolitan Telephone Department at the in 

Telephone Organization of Thailand had moral reasoning in stage 4 too.  

 

Hypothesis testing 

 

 Six hypotheses were tested, and the following were the results: 

 

H1: Students with different gender have differences in their level of moral 

Reasoning - gender was the only variable relating to decisions on reasoning. Female 

students had a slightly higher level of moral reasoning than male students.  

 

 H2: Students with different education levels have differences in their level of 

moral reasoning - there were no statistically significant differences.  

 

 H3: Students with different majors have differences in their level of moral 

reasoning: there were no statistically significant differences. 

 

 H4: Students with different GPAs have different levels of moral reasoning - 

there was a small difference between the group of students who had GPAs between 

2.00 – 2.50 and 2.51 – 3.00 but there were no statistically significant differences.  

 

 H5: Students with different religious affiliations have differences in their level 

of moral reasoning - there were no statistically significant differences. 
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 H6: Students with different levels of household income have differences in 

their level of moral reasoning - there were no statistically significant differences. 

 

 Therefore, it can be concluded that education level, major field, GPA, 

religious affiliation, and household income had no effect on moral reasoning of the 

participants in this study.  

 

Limitations and Recommendations from the Study 

 

The samples of undergraduate business students from Kasetsart University 

formed an exploratory conclusion. The results of this study can be applied only to 

undergraduate business students at Kasetsart University. 

 

Recommendation for Business Schools and Government Organization 

 

 The results of this study could be applicable to promote the moral reasoning of 

undergraduate business students. The recommendation was that more ethics courses 

should be added in order to develop moral thinking in higher education. This is in line 

with similar results that have indicated that the education from university does not 

help to develop moral reasoning in students. However, the reality should be that the 

higher someone’s education level, the higher stage of moral reasoning that person 

should have. Due to the fact that students in their senior year of university are going 

to be involved in business in the near future, they should be provided special ethics 

training to be good in business too. The high GPA students were also expected to get 

better jobs than the lower GPA students; therefore, they should gain a higher moral 

thinking in order to use their knowledge in the right way. Moral reasoning should be 

supported by the government and initiated in the early stages of education. Then they 

will be able to analyze and predict the outcome of negative activities from non-moral 

reasoning. The government should add ethics and moral examples in every level of 

children’s learning so that it can classify and record the development of moral 

reasoning. From this point the government can then develop it into higher level.  
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Recommendation for Parents  

  

Education is not the only factor that affected the level of moral reasoning 

among children, and the first learning process must be started from home. Parents 

should be a good model for children to follow as they encourage them to do good 

things under the environment and social experience. Parents should have an open-

mind approach to teach children under the changes of society and culture. Moreover, 

Parents should guide the thinking process of good moral reasoning to children and let 

them predict the results of future action. 

 

Recommendation for Children 

 

According to the results, children or students can compare their moral 

reasoning level as a standard and develop themselves to gain a higher level of moral 

reasoning. Children should be aware that results from a low level of moral reasoning 

lead to bad behavior and activities. Not only business students, medical students or 

law students need a high level of moral reasoning; students of all disciplines need it.  

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 

Prior to this research study, there were not many studies about students’ moral 

reasoning in Thailand. However, this study did not cover all aspects of this topic. 

According to this, several recommendations are made. Future studies should 1) focus 

on law and medical students since they also need high ethical thinking in their future 

career, 2) the future research should study other business schools, 3) further research 

should include other factors such as occupational classifications of the family, work 

experience, background of the domicile, emotional state before answering the 

questionnaire in the conceptual framework. Finally, further research should expand on 

the research criteria of this original study, as this study only examined undergraduate 

business school students. 
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Sample of Moral Judgment Interview 

 

Dilemma I 

 

In Europe, a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. There was 

one drug that the doctors thought might save her. It was a form of radium that a 

druggist in the same town had recently discovered. The drug was expensive to make, 

but the druggist was charging ten times what the drug Cost him to make. He paid 

$400 for the radium and charged $4,000 for a small dose of the drug. The sick 

woman's husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money and tried 

every legal means, but he could only get together about $2,000, which is half of what 

it cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and asked him to sell it cheaper or 

let him pay later. But the druggist said, "No, I discovered the drug and I'm going to 

make money from it." So, having tried every legal means, Heinz gets desperate and 

considers breaking into the man's store to steal the drug for his wife.  

 1. Should Heinz steal the drug? 

  1a. Why or why not?  

   2. [The following question is designed to elicit the subject's moral type and 

should be considered optional.] Is it actually right or wrong for him to steal the drug?  

     2a. [The following question is designed to elicit the subject's moral 

type and should be considered optional.] Why is it right or wrong?  

 3. Does Heinz have a duty or obligation to steal the drug? 

  3a. Why or why not? 

 4. If Heinz doesn't love his wife, should he steal the drug for her? (If subject 

favors not stealing ask: Does it make a difference in what Heinz should do whether or 

not he loves his wife?)  

  4a. Why or why not?  

 5. Suppose the person dying is not his wife but, a stranger. Should Heinz steal 

the drug for the stranger?   

  5a. Why or why not?  

 6. (If subject favors stealing the drug for a stranger) Suppose it's a pet animal 

he loves. Should Heinz steal to save the pet animal?  
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  6a. Why or why not?  .  

 7. Is it important for people to do everything they can to save another's life?  

  7a. Why or why not?  

 8. It is 'against the law morally wrong?  

  8a. Why or why not?   

 9. In general, should people try to do everything they can to obey the law?  

  9a. Why or why not?    

  9b. How does this apply to what Heinz should do?  

 10.  [The following question is designed to elicit the subject's orientation and 

should be considered optional.] In thinking back over the dilemma, what would you 

say is the most responsible thing for Heinz to do? '  

  10a. Why?  

 

Dilemma II 

 

Heinz did break into the store. He stole the drug and gave it to his wife. In the 

newspapers the next day there was an account of the robbery. Mr. Brown, a police 

officer who knew Heinz read the account. He remembered seeing Heinz running away 

from the store and realized that it was Heinz who stole the drug. Mr. Brown wonders 

whether he should report that it was Heinz who stole the drug.   

 1. Should Officer Brown report Heinz for stealing?  

  1 a. Why or why not? 

  2. Suppose Officer Brown was a close friend of Heinz, should he then report 

him?  

  2a. Why or why not?  

 Continuation: Officer Brown did report Heinz. Heinz was arrested and brought 

to court. A jury was selected. The jury's job is to find whether a person is innocent or 

guilty of committing a crime. The jury finds Heinz gui1ty. It is up to the judge to 

determine the sentence.  

 3. Should the judge give Heinz some sentence, or should. he suspend the 

sentence and let Heinz go free?  

      3a. Why is that best?  
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 4. Thinking in terms of society, should people who break the law be punished?  

     4a. Why or why not?  

      4b. How does this apply to how the judge should decide?  

 5. Heinz was doing what his conscience told him when he stole the drug. 

Should a lawbreaker be punished if he is acting out of conscience?  

     5a. Why or why not?  

    6. [The following question is designed to elicit the subject's orientation and 

should be considered optional.] Thinking back over the dilemma, what would you say 

is the most responsible thing for the judge to do?  

    6a. Why?  

 

Questions 7-12 are design I'd to elicit the subject's theory of ethics and should 

be considered optional. They should not be scored for moral stage; 

     

7. What does the word conscience mean to you, anyhow? If you were Heinz, 

how would your conscience enter into the decision?  

    8. Heinz has to make a moral decision. Should a moral decision be based on 

one's feelings, or on one's thinking and reasoning about right and wrong?  

    9   Is Heinz's problem a moral problem? Why or why not?  

     9a. In general, what makes something a moral problem or what does 

the word morality mean to you?  

 10. If Heinz is going to decide what to do by thinking about what's really right, 

there must be some answer, some right solution. Is there really some correct solution 

to moral problems like Heinz’s, or when people disagree, is everybody’s opinion 

equally right?  Why? 

 11. How do you know when you've come up with a good moral decision? Is 

there a way of thinking or a method by which one can reach a good or adequate 

decision?  

 12. Most people believe that thinking and reasoning in science can lead to a 

correct answer. Is the same thing true in moral decisions or are they different?  
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Dilemma III 

 

Joe is a fourteen-year-old boy who wanted to go to camp very much. His 

father promised him he could go if he saved up the money for it himself. So Joe 

worked hard at his paper route and saved up the forty dollars it cost to go to camp, 

and a little more besides. But just before camp was going to start, his father changed 

his mind. Some of his friends decided to go on a special fishing trip, and Joe's father 

was short of the money it would cost. So he told Joe to give him the money he had 

saved from the paper route. Joe didn't want to give up going to camp so he thinks of 

refusing to give his father the money.  

 1. Should Joe refuse to give his father the money?  

  la. Why or why not?  

[Questions 2 and 3 are designed to elicit the subject's oral type and should be 

considered optional:]  

 2. Does the father have the right to tell Joe to give him the money?  

  2a. Why or why not?  

 3. Does giving the money have anything to do with being a good son?  

  3a. Why or why not?  

 4. Is the fact that Joe earned the money himself important in this situation?  

   4a. Why or why not?  

 5. The father promised Joe he could go to camp if he earned the money. Is the 

fact that 'the father promised the most important thing in the situation?  

  5a. Why or why not?  

 6. In general, why should a promise be kept? Is it important to keep a promise 

to someone you don't know well and probably won't see again? 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Appendix B 

Sample of Defining Issues Test 
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Sample of Defining Issues Test 

 

Cancer—(Story #4) 

 

Mrs. Bennett is 62 years old, and in the last phases of colon cancer. She is in 

terrible pain and asks the doctor to give her more pain -killer medicine. The doctor 

has given her the maximum safe dose already and is reluctant to increase the dosage 

because it would probably hasten her death. In a clear and rational mental state, Mrs. 

Bennett says that she realizes this, but wants to end her suffering even if it means 

ending her life. Should the doctor give her an increased dosage? 

Do you favor the action of giving more medicine? (Mark one.) 

___ Should give Mrs. Bennett an increased dosage to make her die 

___ Can’t decide 

___ Should not give her an increased dosage 

 

G
R

E
A

T
 

M
U
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L
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N
O

 Rate the following 12 issues in terms of importance  

(1-5) 

     1. Isn’t the doctor obligated by the same laws as 

everybody else if giving an overdose would be the 

same as killing her? 

     2. Wouldn’t society be better off without so many 

laws about what doctors can and cannot do? 

     3. If Mrs. Bennett dies, would the doctor be legally 

responsible for malpractice? 

     4. Does the family of Mrs. Bennett agree that she 

should get more painkiller medicine? 

     5. Is the painkiller medicine an active heliotropic 

drug? 

     6. Does the state have the right to force continued 

existence on those who don’t want to live? 
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     7. Is helping to end another’s life ever a responsible 

act of cooperation? 

     8. Would the doctor show more sympathy for Mrs. 

Bennett by giving the medicine or not? 

     9. Wouldn’t the doctor feel guilty from giving Mrs. 

Bennett so much drug that she died? 

     10. Should only God decide when a person’s life 

should end? 

     11. Shouldn’t society protect everyone against 

being killed? 

     12. Where should society draw the line between 

protecting life and allowing someone to die if the 

person wants to? 

 

From the list above, select the four most important: 

___ Most important item ___ Second most important 

___ Third most important ___ Fourth most important 

 

Source: Bruce M. Sabin (2006) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C 

Questionnaire in English 
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Questionnaire 

 

Title: The Moral Reasoning of Faculty of Business Administration 

Students, Kasetsart University, Thailand. 

 

The questionnaire would like to measure students’ level of moral reasoning 

towards business dilemmas from business student in Kasetsart University. This 

questionnaire is a part from Thesis of Master’s degree of Kasetsart International MBA 

(KIMBA) 

 

The questionnaire contains 2 parts; 16 items below:   

Part 1: Student’s demographic information  

Part 2: Students’ level of moral reasoning towards business dilemmas  

 

Part 1: Student’s demographic information  

Direction: Please mark “” in the correct answer. 

1. Gender        (  ) Male          (  ) Female 

2. Studying in   (  ) Freshman     (  ) Sophomore     (  ) Junior     (  ) Senior 

3. Majoring (  ) Department of Finance  (  ) Department of Management 

(  ) Department of Operations Management  

(  ) Department of Marketing   (  ) Department of Accounting  

4. Total GPA (  ) 2.00 – 2.50   (  ) 2.51 – 3.00   (  ) 3.01 – 3.50   (  ) 3.51 – 4.00  

5. Religions     (  ) Buddhist       (  ) Christian       (  ) Islamic       (  ) Other................ 

6. Family’s income per month 

(  ) less than  30,000 baht   (  ) 30,000 – 50,000 baht 

(  ) 50,001 – 70,000 baht  (  ) 70,001 – 90,000 baht 

(  ) more than 90,000 baht 

 

 

 

 



110 
  

 

Part 2: Students’ level of moral reasoning towards business dilemmas  

Direction 

1. Please read the whole dilemma and try to reach the main point before make a 

decision between do or do not in each dilemma, and thinking of the reason 

why you do that. After that choose only one out of 6 reasons and mark “” in 

(   ). 

2. In case, the mentioned reason not corresponds to yours, please write your 

answer down in the blank.  

3. There is no right or wrong answers in this questionnaire, your reasoning in 

each dilemma are the main point.  

 

Sample Dilemma  Somchay is a committee in the Thai Chamber of Commerce and 

board of trade Thailand which is importance role to drive nation economic. The 

election of president’s position is also important and influences to the Chamber, effect 

to country. The people with abilities, experiences, responsibilities and trustable are 

needed. In 2013, Dr. Mathee, brother of Somchay’s wife, is one of the competitors for 

president’s position. Dr. Mathee is a big partner in Somchay’s company and ever 

helped Somchay in business. However, Somchay knew that Dr. Mathee had 

insufficient ability to work for this position if compare to the others. If you were 

Somchay, you need to decide whether vote for Dr. Mathee or vote for more suitable 

person and why? 

 

 Vote for Dr. Mathee to be president 

because you….. 

 Afraid that Dr. Mathee will 

withdraw his stocks. 

 Will be easier to work in the 

Chamber.   

 Want to be admired from his wife 

and Dr. Mathee. 

 Do it as a function of family, 

helping each other. 

 Vote for more suitable person to be 

president because you ….. 

 Afraid that other officers in the 

Chamber will backbite. 

 Afraid that if Dr. Mathee got in 

trouble, will effect to his 

reputation. 

 Want to be unbiased person in 

colleague’s aspect. 
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 Think everyone have equality to 

choose whoever you want. 

 Think it as a matter of chance for 

inexperience person to prove 

himself. 

 Other……………………………….  

 

 

 

 

 

 Want to select the best person is 

one of the duty for working in the 

Chamber.  

 Everyone have equal power and 

right to choose the best person over 

private relationship. 

 Think this position is very 

important role not only for the 

chamber but also the country, so 

choosing the right person to the 

right position is appropriate and 

fair for everyone. 

 Other……………………………

 

Dilemma 1  Somphong graduated bachelor degree as an exclusive marketing at 

Sunshine Asia company, a brand new tour agency company. He is a meticulous and 

thorough person with hard-working, high responsibility and progression in work.   

After 3 years passed, Somphong got only one limited scholarship from the company 

to study a master degree in United State, with high expectation from company. 

Somphong was expected to develop the company after graduated. However, just 1 

year of payback, Somphong’s best friends from United State who is the owner of 

company, has open first branch of his company in Thailand, he need high ability and 

trustable person to work for his company and this position is very important and 

needed urgently. Somphong was invited to work for friend’s company, with higher 

position, 3 times of higher salary, car and house were offered to persuade him. If you 

were Somphong, what would you decide whether change the job or not and why? 

 Change the job because you… 

 Afraid that this friend will angry 

and cut of the relations.  

 Think that higher education people 

should gain precious 

compensations. 

 Not change the job because you… 

 Afraid that old colleges and old 

boss will angry and cut of the 

relations.  
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 Will gain higher social position and 

admired from wife, family and 

friends. 

 Need to take care and make 

family’s member well-being, as a 

head of the family’s duty. 

 Think everyone has rights to use 

his/her knowledge and skill in the 

way they want to develop their 

work. 

 Think it does not violate to morality 

and not a bad thing. 

 Other……………………………… 

 Will gain stability in work and good 

welfare from the original working 

place. 

 Do not want to make old colleges 

and old bosses disappointed. 

 Think royal to workplace is one of 

the officer’s duties. 

 Think Sunshine Asia Company has 

paid for scholarship, so it has rights 

in the knowledge too.  

 Think it is something that we should 

not do, it is against to ethical. 

 Other……………………………… 

 

Dilemma 2  Somjit, the owner of joint venture company, imported and produced 

absorber, branded Puredry which cooperated with Japanese company more than 15 

years. Somjit was pioneer in Thai market but all products were created by Japanese 

company. One day, the relationship break down because of benefit, the company was 

closed. After that, there were flooded in Thailand, absorbers are needed, therefore it is 

a good opportunity to make a profit from Puredry, Somjit had the idea about 

producing absorber in his own brand but use the same technique and chemical as 

Puredry but the brand and appearance outside was changed because do not want to 

waste money in R&D. If you were Somjit, what would you do whether sell a brand 

new absorber using the same technique and chemical as Puredry or not, and why? 

 Sell a brand new absorber using the 

same technique and chemical as 

Puredry because you… 

 Think no one can implicate, the 

company was closed. 

 Will gain high profit from this 

product.  

 Will not sell a brand new absorber 

using the same technique and 

chemical as Puredry because you… 

 Afraid to be punished and paid 

compensation to Japanese 

company later. 
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 Think no need to thinking about 

the joint venture company, do not 

have any relationship to each other. 

 Think this is not illegal action, the 

company was closed. 

 Think everyone have rights to do, 

no one hurt from this action and 

not violate to anybody’s rights, 

Japanese company backed to Japan 

already 

 Think this is the right decision, 

helping other people who want to 

use this product to solve their 

problem after flooded.   

 Other……………………………... 

 Think duplicating the product will 

destroyed reputation and reliability 

from old customers. 

 Do not want to be a bad person in 

Japanese’s eyes even the business 

is over but we are friends. 

 Think it illegal to the law and 

break patent right of Japanese 

company. 

 Respect to Japanese’s right who 

was the creator and owner of 

technology 

 Think it is not the right thing to do, 

lack of morality in doing business 

 Other……………………………... 

 

Dilemma 3  Somnuek, a manager of famous pharmaceutical company who takes care 

about producing and sells drugs to patient for Biofarm chemical company. The 

company is producing medical and health - care product at the top of Thailand more 

than 30 years ago, as we know, some type of medicals were  sold in very high price 

and required in the market especially uninvent medicine for some diseases like AIDs, 

Cancer etc. Once day, there is a chemist from rival company bought the first invented 

cancer medical formula sell to Somnuek before it was registered, produced, and sold 

in the market. Then Somnuek’s company can produce and sell for the first company 

and gain a huge of money. If you were Somnuek, what would you like to do whether 

buy the formula from this chemist or not and why?  

 Buy the formula from this chemist 

because you… 

 Think no one can implicate him, if 

no one spread this thing out loud.  

 Will gain huge profit and 

compensation for the company. 

 Will not buy the formula from this 

chemist because you… 

 Afraid to get arrested and be 

punished 
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 Will receive admiration from 

colleagues, boss and owner of 

company. 

 Think that searching benefit for 

company is duty for officer. 

 Think it is regulation in business 

everyone can do for the highest 

benefit for company. 

 Think that any company can do this 

for the highest benefit for patient. 

 Other………………………………. 

 

 

 Afraid that you will waste money 

because cannot trust the chemist 

100%. 

 Will be bad person in colleague’s 

aspect and this will be the weak 

point in working. 

 Think it is illegal as buying stolen 

goods. 

 Think that cannot break the 

inventor’s right in this medicine. 

 Think it is not the right thing to do, 

lack of morality, and act like a thief. 

 Other……………………………….  

 

Dilemma 4  Somrak, an owner of biggest land and house business in Thailand. 

Formerly turnover rate of his company was in crisis; deficit, debts, almost bankrupt 

and the company almost closed in case next project lose money again. Currently, 

Somrak’s company take part in Government project’s auction, this project has value 

more than 1,000 million thousand baht and it is needed for many companies. Due to 

the price of equipment was decreased, there will be a huge of profit from this project. 

In this auction, there is one government officer offer the project for Somrak, exchange 

with 10 million baht. Moreover, he promise to win other projects from government 

too. If you were Somrak, what would you like to do whether give money to the officer 

or pay nothing, and why? 

 Give money to the officer because 

you…  

 Will get that job and no one know, 

just between the officer and you. 

 Think it is kind of big profit. 

 Think that, other people; follower, 

family will happy and proud of as a 

genius person.  

 Pay nothing to office because you… 

 Afraid to get caught and punishment 

because of illegal to the criminal 

law.  

 Afraid to abridge for next auction. 

 Want to be a good person in 

families’ eyes included follower. 

 Think it is illegal to law. 
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 Think it is not illegal action. 

 Think it is not break other people 

right and no one get hurt from this 

action. 

 Think this is not the wrong thing to 

do, it kind of normal thing in the 

society. If we not pay, other people 

will do it anyway.  

 Other………………………………. 

 Think this is not the right thing to 

do, society will be worse than 

before. 

 Other……………………………..... 

 

 

   

 

 

Dilemma 5  Somprathana, the owner of biggest garment business in Thailand, every 

products were ordered from Thai suppliers for a long time, further than 20 years 

without any contract. But due to the increasing of wages in Thailand, the higher cost 

of goods and labor cost are increased. There are many garment business owners order 

products from China, even if made in China products are lower quality, but it is 

cheaper and save cost, and with this price will not make any effect to consumers too. 

On the other hands, many Thai suppliers have to closed down because cannot 

compete Chinese’s company. If you were Somprathana, what would you like to do 

whether import products from China or order goods from Thai’s partner as before, 

and why?  

 Import products from China because 

you…   

 Will not break to the contract so no 

one can blame and punish.   

 Want to keep level of profits.  

 Do not have to concern about Thai 

supplier, all suppliers want money 

from you.  

 Think that there is no regulation act 

about doing this.  

 

 Order goods from Thai’s partner like 

before because you…   

 Afraid it may cause to your 

reputation and decrease your 

reliability from Thai’s suppliers. 

 Want to keep the reliability and 

future’s benefits.  

 Want to keep the relationship 

between you and Thai’s suppliers.  

 Think that this is one of duty; Thais 

should help Thais, to protect our 

economic. 
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 Think that, in business point of 

view, everyone have right to protect 

their own benefit.  

 Think this is not break the moral, 

there are many people doing this.  

 Other……………………………… 

 Think that friends should not leave 

friends, do not want to destroy 

friendship. 

 Think this is the right thing to do, it 

is moral in business.  

 Other………………………………

 

Dilemma 6  Somjai, the owner of fast food restaurant in New Deli, India, running the 

business with high competition and under the rule of religion. Moreover there is 

limitation in eating beef. Business has to gain high income enough to survive. The 

best seller menu is French fries, to be more delicious, Somjai has the idea adding 

some ingredient that has beef favor in French fries same as famous restaurant used. 

By the way, the label only is shown “made from 100% natural material”. If you were 

Somjai, what would you like to do, whether sell French fries with beef favor 

ingredient and disclose the customers or sell French fries with beef favor ingredient 

and reveal to the customers and why? 

 Sell French fries with beef favor 

ingredient without telling it to the 

customers because you… 

 Did not do anything wrong, and no 

one can take it as a guilty to you.  

 Can gain the higher income. 

 Want to be admired by closed 

people or subordinators due to you 

can make more profit.  

 Think this is not illegal. 

 Think everyone have right not to 

reveal the ingredient.  

 Think it is not break the moral, it is 

business 

 Other…………………………… 

 

 Sell French fries with beef favor 

ingredient and reveal to the customers 

because you…  

 Do not want to be punished later.  

 Afraid that you have to pay for 

compensation if someone sue you. 

 Afraid that subordinators will 

disappointed because you cheat on 

customers 

 Think it is contrary to their religion.  

 Think that India’s customers have 

right to know the ingredient of what 

they eat.  

 Think disclosing is not different 

from untruthfulness. So that 

contrary to morality.  
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 Other…………………………… 

 

Dilemma 7  Somkid, a researcher and owner of an exported orchid company, later 

found that his company was using harmful chemicals to produce special orchids. This 

chemical can cause illness to employees and communities around her company. Even 

if the use of this chemical is illegal, it must be used to produce the specific type of 

orchid, Somkid sells. She needs to decide whether to stop using the harmful chemical 

or not. Currently, sales of this orchid create a lot of profit, and Somkid needs the 

money to save his son from a serious sickness. What would you do if you were 

Somkid? What is the reason why you would make this decision? 

 

 Continue selling this orchid because 

you 

 Afraid that customers will cancel 

all orders. 

 Get money to save your son from 

sickness. 

 Received respect from family in 

your efforts to save family’s 

member. 

 Are the head of the family and 

receive a duty to take care of the 

lives and welfare of the family. 

 Must decide to save a person you 

love.  

 Believe that saving a life is the 

most important thing now. 

 Other……………………………  

 

 Stop selling this orchid because you 

 Can be punished, and according to 

the law, selling harmful products is 

illegal. 

 Can lose income if the customers 

know that this orchid is harmful to 

others. 

 Do not want to be a selfish person 

in the eyes of family members and 

subordinates. 

 Are members of society and have a 

duty to follow the law. 

 Cannot violate others people’s life, 

everyone has a right to be alive. 

 Make other people’s life in danger, 

this is a bad moral action. 

 Other…………………………… 

Dilemma 8  Enron is American energy, commodities, and services company. 

Expanding into the world’s major company is company’s goal. This mislead business 

plan made a high risk and financial crisis. There is more than nine-thousand million 



118 
  

 

dollar debt, lead to lacking of liquidity. After the crisis, CEOs planned to make a fake 

accounting to gain money from investors by moving all debt to subsidiary firm. 

Therefore there is no debt, no effect to stock and CEOs will gain bonus too. If you 

were one of CEOS what would you like to do whether support this solution or deny it 

and why?  

 Support this solution because you… 

 Think no investor know the trust, no 

one can implicate. 

 Will gain bonus and another profit.  

 Will not make investors 

disappointed.  

 Think this is not illegal action.  

 Have choice to protect the 

company.  

 Do not think this is conflict to 

morals in doing business, you have 

to do to survival.  

 Other…………………………… 

 

 

 

 Deny supporting this solution because 

you…  

 Afraid that you will be punished, 

fake accounting is illegal. 

 Will make you lack of reliability 

from investors, if they know this 

later.  

 Afraid that investor will be 

disappointed on you and you team. 

 Do not want to break the law.  

 Think that investors have their right 

to know the truth. 

 Think that contrary to morality, do 

not want to lie to investor. 

 Other…………………………… 

Dilemma 9  Somying, the owner of cleaning company. One position in her company, 

Skyscraper Windows Cleaner, is in danger during the working time. Managers asked 

for a huge budget for staff protection’s equipment to decrease risk in cleaner’s life.  

While equipments are all high price and this year company having a money crisis, it 

may close down later. If you were Somying, what would you like to do whether 

approve to purchase staff protection equipment for officer or disallow to purchase 

staff protection equipment and why? 

 Approve to purchase staff protection 

equipment for officer because you… 

 Afraid guilty and punishment if 

officer injured or die.  

 

 Disallow to purchase staff protection 

equipment because you…  
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 Do not think it will punished, law 

always have loophole. 

 Afraid that you have to pay for 

extra money. 

 Want to get admired from 

subordinators. 

 Do not want to violate to labor’s 

law. 

 Think that every officer have right 

to protect their working’s life.  

 Think this is moral in doing 

business and human life is precious 

more than money. 

 Other…………………………… 

 

 

 Want to keep company and yourself 

survive. 

 Do not have to thinking about 

officers, company’s profit is the 

main goal for now on.  

 Do not think that you break the law, 

otherwise if there is any rule about 

this, you willing break the law and 

pay for fine. 

 Think it is not your respond, officer 

need to take care themselves.  

 Think it is not contrary to law and 

you do it for most people in 

company.  

 Other……………………………

Dilemma 10  Somjet received a family resort business as a legacy from ancestors, 

after years passed by, mistakes from management show up with a large number of 

debts. As the owner of business, Somjet need to figure the way out to solve this 

problem and remain family business and hundreds of workers’ life. He plans to loan 

huge money from government bank with a low value asset, easier to loan and not 

complicated like private bank. Comprised of helping from friend who has high 

position and work in the bank for long time, and he will pay for his friend as a 

brokerage later. He plan to use 16,000 square meters which value less than 10 million 

baht to loan 100 million baht from the bank. He will pay 7% of loan money to his 

friend but his friend has to break the law for him and will also damage government 

and budget for over pay. If you were Somjet, what would you like to do whether use 

16,000 square meters to loan 100 million and pay 7% for friend or will not use 16,000 

square meters to loan and find another solution and why? 

 

http://dict.longdo.com/search/loophole
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 Use 16,000 square meters to loan 100 

million and pay 7% for friend because 

you… 

 Will not be punished, it is not break 

to the law and there is no paper in 

paying money for friend too. 

 Will gain money to save your 

business.  

 Will gain admiration from 

subordinate and family that you can 

keep business.  

 Have to do it even you knew that 

you breaking the law.  

 Will not make anyone hurt from 

you action, it is government’s bank. 

 Want to save officer’s family, do 

not want them to be jobless.  

 Other…………………………… 

 Will not use 16,000 square meters to 

loan and find another solution 

because you… 

 Afraid to get caught and punished in 

case pay money to officer.  

 Think if you get caught, you may 

lose benefit and waste your time in 

process.  

 Do not want to make family 

disappointed and be in the black 

list.  

 Do not want to break the law and 

supporting corruption.  

 Do not want to violate to other 

people’s right, bank gain money 

from everyone’s tax. 

 Think this is a bad business ethics, 

taking advantage from bank. 

 Other……………………………

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D 

Questionnaire in Thai 
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แบบสอบถาม 

เรื่อง เหตผุลทางจรยิธรรมของนิสติบรหิารธุรกจิ มหาวิทยาลยัเกษตรศาสตร ์

 

แบบสอบถามน้ีเป็นการสอบถามเพื่อทราบถึงระดบัการใชเ้หตุผลทางจริยธรรมในการตดัสนิใจของ

นิสติบรหิารธุรกจิ ภายใตส้ภาวะล  าบากทีเ่กดิขึ้นจากการประกอบธุรกจิในการท างาน เป็นตน้ จดัท าขึ้นเป็นส่วน

หน่ึงของการท าวิทยานิพนธ ์(Thesis) ของนิสิตปริญญาโท ตามหลกัสูตรปริญญาบริหารธุรกิจมหาบณัฑิต

นานาชาต ิมหาวทิยาลยัเกษตรศาสตร ์(Kasetsart International MBA-KIMBA) 

แบบสอบถามมีทัง้หมด 2 สว่น จ านวน 16 ขอ้  

ส่วนที ่1 : ขอ้มลูส่วนตวัของผูต้อบแบบสอบถาม 

ส่วนที ่2 : การใชเ้หตผุลในการตดัสนิใจภายใตส้ภาวะล  าบากทีเ่กดิขึ้นในจากการประกอบธุรกจิ 

 

สว่นที่ 1 : ขอ้มลูสว่นตวัของผูต้อบแบบสอบถาม 

ค ำแนะน ำ โปรดใส่เครือ่งหมำย “” ในช่องทีต่รงกบัขอ้มลูส่วนตวัของท่ำน 

1. เพศ         (  ) ชาย          (  ) หญงิ 

2. ก าลงัศึกษาอยู่ในระดบั     (  ) ช ัน้ปีที ่1     (  ) ช ัน้ปีที ่2     (  ) ช ัน้ปีที ่3     (  ) ช ัน้ปีที ่4 

3. สาขา  (  ) ภาควชิาการเงนิ   (  ) ภาควชิาการจดัการ 

(  ) ภาควชิาการจดัการผลติ  (  ) ภาควชิาการตลาด 

(  ) ภาควชิาบญัชี 

4. เกรดเฉลีย่สะสมลา่สุด (  ) 2.00 – 2.50   (  ) 2.51 – 3.00   (  ) 3.01 – 3.50   (  ) 3.51 – 4.00  

5. ศาสนา    (  ) พทุธ       (  ) ครสิต ์      (  ) อสิลาม       (  ) อื่นๆ.................. 
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6. รายไดข้องครอบครวัต่อเดอืน 

(  ) นอ้ยกว่า  30,000 บาท   (  ) 30,000 – 50,000 บาท 

(  ) 50,001 – 70,000 บาท  (  ) 70,001 – 90,000 บาท 

(  ) มากกว่า 90,000 บาท 

 

สว่นที่ 2 : การใชเ้หตผุลในการตดัสนิใจภายใตส้ภาวะล าบากที่เกดิข้ึนในจากการประกอบธุรกจิ 

ค ำแนะน ำ  

1. ขอใหท่้ำนอ่ำนเน้ือเรือ่งและจบัใจควำมแลว้ใหท่้ำนตดัสินใจเลือกหรือไม่เลอืกกระท ำเพียงอย่ำงใด

อย่ำงหน่ึงพรอ้มคิดถงึเหตุผลในกำรตดัสนิใจ โดยเลอืกตอบเหตุผลในตวัเลอืก 1 ใน 6 โดยใส่

เครือ่งหมำย “” หนำ้ตวัเลอืกนัน้ 

2. ถำ้ไมม่ตีวัเลอืกใดตรงกบัเหตผุลของท่ำน ขอใหท่้ำนเขยีนเหตผุลพอสงัเขปในช่องว่ำงทีเ่วน้ไวใ้ห ้

3. แบบสอบถำมน้ีไมม่คี ำตอบทีต่ำยตวัและไมม่กีำรตดัสนิว่ำถูกหรือผดิ สำระส ำคญัของแบบสอบถำมน้ี 

คือ ตอ้งกำรทรำบเหตผุลของท่ำนเท่ำนัน้ 

 

กรณีตวัอย่าง สมชายเป็นหน่ึงในคณะกรรมการของสภาหอการคา้แห่งประเทศไทย ซึ่งมบีทบาทส าคญัในการ

ขบัเคลือ่นเศรษฐกิจ ในการเลอืกคณะกรรมการเขา้มาท างานแต่ละคร ัง้จึงเป็นเรื่องส าคญัและมอีิทธิพลต่อการ

ท างานของสภาหอการคา้ รวมถึงส่งผลกระทบต่อประเทศอย่างยิ่ง จ าเป็นตอ้งเลือกบุคลากรที่มีความรู ้

ความสามารถ ประสบการณ ์มคีวามรบัผดิชอบและเชื่อถอืได ้และในการเลือกประธานคณะกรรมการของสภา

หอการคา้ประจ าปี 2556 น้ี ดร.เมธี หน่ึงในผูไ้ดร้บัเกียรติเลอืกตัง้เป็นประธานเป็นพี่ชายของภรรยาสมชาย 

เคยช่วยเหลอืสมชายในการสรา้งธุรกิจและเป็นหน่ึงในหุน้ส่วนคนส าคญัของบริษทั แต่สมชายรูด้ีว่า ดร.เมธีมี
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ประสบการณใ์นการท างานไม่เพยีงพอ อีกท ัง้มผูีล้งสมคัรท่านอีกที่มคีวามสามารถมากกว่า ถา้ท่านเป็นสมชาย

ท่านจะตดัสนิใจอย่างไร เพราะเหตใุด 

 ลงคะแนนใหด้ร.เมธเีป็นประธาน เพราะ  

 กลวัว่าดร.เมธีจะลงโทษโดยการถอนหุน้ออก

จากบรษิทัตน 

 เราสามารถท างานในสภาไดง้า่ยขึ้น  

 ตอ้งการเป็นทีช่ื่นชมของภรรยาและดร.เมธ ี

 เป็นหนา้ที่ของคนในครอบครวั ที่ตอ้งคอย

ช่วยเหลอืซึง่กนัและกนั 

 ทกุคนมสีทิธิ์เท่าเทยีมกนัในการตดัสนิใจเลอืก 

 มอ ง ว่ า เ ป็ น เ รื่ อ ง ข อ ง โ อ ก า ส คนที่ ไ ม่ มี

ประสบการณไ์ดพ้สูิจนต์วัเอง 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

 

 

 

 

 ไมล่งคะแนนใหด้ร.เมธเีป็นประธาน เพราะ  

 กลวัคนในองคก์รจะครหานินทาว่าเขา้ขา้งคน

รูจ้กั 

 อาจกระทบชื่อเสยีงเราได ้หากดร.เมธมีปีญัหา

ในการท างาน 

 อยากใหเ้พือ่นๆ ในองคก์รมองว่าเราเป็นคน

เทีย่งตรง 

 มหีนา้ทีใ่นการหาคนที่เหมาะสมทีสุ่ดเขา้มาเป็น

ประธาน 

 ทกุคนควรใชอ้  านาจและสทิธิ์ทีม่เีลอืกคนทีม่ี

ความสามารถ มากกว่าเลอืกเพราะรูจ้กักนั 

 ต าแหน่งประธานน้ีมีความส าคัญไม่เพียงแต่

ระดบัองคก์รแต่เป็นระดบัประเทศ ดงันัน้จึง

ควรเลือกคนที่มีคุณสมบตัิเหมาะสมที่ สุด 

ยุตธิรรมทีสุ่ด 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

กรณี 1 สมพงศเ์ขา้ท างานในต าแหน่งเจา้หนา้ที่บริหารดา้นการตลาดตัง้แต่เรียนจบใหม่ๆ ใหก้บับริษทั ซนั

ชายน ์เอเชียจ ากดั บริษทัเปิดใหม่เกี่ยวกบัดา้นการท่องเที่ยว สมพงศเ์ป็นคนขยนั ฉลาด รอบคอบ มคีวาม
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รบัผดิชอบและมคีวามกา้วหนา้ทางการท างานสูง หลงัจากที่ท  างานมาได ้3 ปี สมพงศไ์ดร้บัทุนจากบริษทัซึ่งมี

อยู่อย่างจ ากดัเป็นทนุแรกและทนุเดยีวเพือ่ไปศึกษาต่อระดบัปรญิญาโทที่ประเทศอเมริกา บริษทัคาดหวงัอย่าง

สูงทีส่มพงศจ์ะกลบัมาเป็นก าลงัส  าคญัในการพฒันาบรษิทั  หลงัจากกลบัมาท างานใชทุ้นไดเ้พยีงปีเดียว เพื่อน

สนิทมากที่สุดคนหน่ึงของสมพงศท์ี่เคยเรียนดว้ยกนัที่อเมริกา มาเปิดสาขาของบริษทัที่ประเทศไทย ตอ้งการ

คนทีม่คีวามสามารถและไวใ้จได ้ต าแหน่งน้ีเป็นต าแหน่งที่ส  าคญัและตอ้งการอย่างเร่งด่วน เพื่อนของสมพงศ์

จึงมาชวนเขาใหไ้ปท างานดว้ย โดยเสนอต าแหน่งที่สูงกว่า เงินเดือนที่มากกว่าถึง 3 เท่า พรอ้มรถประจ า

ต าแหน่งและบา้นพกั ถา้ท่านเป็นสมพงศท่์านจะตดัสนิใจและใหเ้หตผุลอย่างไร  

 เปลีย่นงานใหม ่เพราะ 

 กลวัเพือ่นทีม่าชวนจะโกรธและเลกิคบ 

 คิดว่าเราเรียนมาสูงควรไดร้บัผลตอบแทนที่

คุม้ค่า 

 มีหนา้มีตาทางสงัคมเพิ่มมากขึ้ นท าใหค้น

ใกลช้ิด เช่น ภรรยา ครอบครวั เพื่อนต่างชื่น

ชม 

 ดว้ยหนา้ที่ของหวัหนา้ครอบครวั ตอ้งดูแลให ้

คนในครอบครวัอยู่ดมีสุีข 

 เ ป็ น สิ ท ธิ ที่ ทุ ก ค น มี ใ น ก า ร ใ ช ้ค ว า ม รู ้

ความสามารถของตวัเราพฒันางานใหด้ขีึ้น 

 ไม่ไดเ้ป็นการละเมดิศีลธรรมและไม่ไดเ้ป็นสิ่ง

ทีเ่ลวรา้ย 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

 

 ไมเ่ปลีย่นงานใหม ่เพราะ 

 กลวัเพื่อนร่วมงานและหวัหนา้จะโกรธและเลกิ

คบ 

 ที่ท  างานเดิมมคีวามม ัน่คงและสวสัดิการดีอยู่

แลว้ 

 จะสรา้งความผิดหวงัใหก้บัเจา้นายและเพื่อน

ร่วมงานเดมิ 

 เป็นเสมอืนหนา้ทีท่ีต่อ้งจงรกัภกัดีต่อองคก์ร 

 บรษิทั ซนัชายน ์เอเชียจ ากดัมสีทิธิ์ในความรูท้ี่

เราไดม้าเพราะเป็นผูอ้อกทนุ 

 ถอืว่าเป็นสิง่ไมค่วรท า ผดิจรยิธรรม 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 
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กรณี 2 สมจิตตเ์ป็นเจา้ของบริษทัร่วมทุนกบับริษทัจากญี่ปุ่ น น าเขา้และผลติสารดูดความชื้นภายใตแ้บรนด ์

PureDry มาเป็นเวลา 15 ปี โดยสมจติตเ์ป็นผูบุ้กเบกิตลาดในไทยแต่ใชส้นิคา้ที่คิดคน้ขึ้นโดยบริษทัจากญี่ปุ่ น 

วนัหน่ึงเกดิทะเลาะกนัเรื่องแบง่ผลประโยชนส์มจิตตไ์ม่พอใจอย่างมากจึงยกเลกิการเป็นหุน้ส่วนทางธุรกิจและ

บริษทัไดปิ้ดตวัลง ภายหลงัเกิดเหตุการณ์น า้ท่วม สารดูดความชื้นเป็นที่ตอ้งการของตลาดอย่างมาก สมจิตต์

เห็นว่าเป็นโอกาสดีทางธุรกิจที่จะไดก้ าไรอย่างงาม จึงมคีวามคิดที่จะผลติสารดูดความชื้นแบรนดข์องตวัเอง 

โดยใชสู้ตรเดมิแต่เปลีย่นแบรนดส์นิคา้ เพราะไม่ตอ้งการลงทุนในงานวจิยั ถา้ท่านเป็นสมจิตตท่์านจะท าเช่นน้ี

หรอืไม ่เพราะเหตใุด 

 ท า เพราะ 

 ไม่มีใครจะมาเอาผิดเราได ้เพราะบริษทัร่วม

ทนุปิดกจิการไปแลว้ 

 ท าใหธุ้รกจิไดก้ าไรมาก 

 เราไม่ตอ้งค านึงถึงผูร่้วมทุน เน่ืองจากไม่ได ้

เป็นพนัธมติรกนัแลว้ 

 ไม่เห็นว่าเป็นการกระท าที่ผิดต่อกฎหมาย 

เพราะว่าไดเ้ลกิกจิการไปแลว้ 

 เป็นสทิธิ์ที่ทุกคนท าได ้ไม่มใีครเดือดรอ้นและ

ไม่ไดล้ะเมดิสทิธิ์ใคร บริษทัญี่ปุ่ นเองก็กลบัไป

ประเทศแลว้ 

 เป็นสิ่งที่ถูกตอ้ง ไดช่้วยผูท้ี่เดือดรอ้น ช่วย

ผูบ้รโิภคใหไ้ดใ้ชส้นิคา้ทีต่อ้งการ 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 ไมท่  า เพราะ  

 กลวัถูกลงโทษโดยการเสียค่าชดเชย หาก

บรษิทัจากญี่ปุ่นมาฟ้องรอ้งภายหลงั 

 กลวัเสียงชื่อเสียงและกลวัผูค้า้ไม่เชื่อถือจาก

ลูกคา้ที่เคยซื้อสินคา้ เพราะลอกเลยีนสินคา้

ของบรษิทัร่วมทนุ 

 ท าใหบ้ริษทัญี่ปุ่ นที่เคยร่วมทุนมองเราไม่ดี 

แมว้่าจะเลิกท าธุรกิจดว้ยกนัแต่ก็ยงัเป็นมิตร

กนัอยู่ 

 ผดิกฎหมาย ละเมดิสทิธบิตัรทางความคิดของ

บรษิทัญี่ปุ่น  

 ควรเคารพสิทธิ์ของบริษทัญี่ปุ่ น ซึ่งเป็นคน

คิดคน้และเป็นเจา้ของเทคโนโลย ี
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 เป็นสิ่งที่ไม่ถูกตอ้ง ขาดจริยธรรมในการท า

ธุรกจิ 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

กรณี 3 สมนึกเป็นผูจ้ดัการดูแลเรื่องการผลติของบริษทั ไบโอฟารม์ เคมคีลัส ์จ ากดั ซึ่งเป็นผูผ้ลติยาและ

ผลติภณัฑเ์พื่อสุขภาพชัน้น า มชีื่อเสยีงมากว่า 30 ปี ท ัง้น้ีอย่างที่ทราบกนัดี ยาบางชนิดสามารถขายไดร้าคาดี

และเป็นที่ตอ้งการสูง โดยเฉพาะยาที่ยงัไม่มีใครสามารถคิดคน้ขึ้นมาเพื่อรกัษาโรคบางชนิด เช่น โรคเอดส ์

โรคมะเร็ง เป็นตน้ วนัหน่ึงมนีกัเคมทีี่ท  างานใหก้บับริษทัคู่แข่ง ลกัลอบน าสูตรยารกัษามะเร็งที่คิดคน้ไดเ้ป็นที่

แรก และยาน้ีก าลงัจะถูกน าไปขึ้นทะเบยีนเพื่อมาผลติและขายออกสู่ตลาด มาขายใหก้บัสมนึกเพื่อที่จะน าไป

ผลติและจดลขิสทิธิ์ท  ารายไดจ้  านวนมหาศาลก่อนใคร ถา้ท่านเป็นสมนึกท่านจะซื้อสูตรยารกัษามะเร็งจากนกั

เคมท่ีานน้ีหรอืไม ่เพราะเหตใุด  

 ซื้อ เพราะ  

 ไม่คิดว่าจะมใีครมาเอาผิดได ้เพราะเราไม่พูด

และนกัเคมทีี่เอาสูตรยามาขายก็ไม่มทีางบอก

ใครอยู่แลว้ 

 เราไดผ้ลตอบแทนคุม้ค่าและสรา้งก าไรให ้

บรษิทั 

 ไดร้บัยกย่องจากเพื่อนร่วมงาน หวัหนา้และ

เจา้ของบรษิทั 

 เป็นหนา้ทีท่ีต่อ้งแสวงหาประโยชนใ์หก้บับรษิทั 

 

 ไมซ่ื้อ เพราะ  

 กลวัถกูจบัไดแ้ละถกูลงโทษ 

 เราอาจตอ้งเสียเงินเองโดยเปล่าประโยชน์

เพราะไมส่ามารถเชื่อนกัเคมไีด ้100% 

 เพื่อนร่วมงานที่รูเ้รื่องจะมองเราว่าเป็นคนไม่ดี

และมปีมดอ้ยในการท างานต่อๆไป 

 เป็นเรื่องผิดกฎหมาย เหมือนการรบัซื้อของ

โจร 

 เป็นสทิธขิองเจา้ของยาทีเ่ราไมค่วรละเมดิ 
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 เป็นกฎเกณฑท์างธุรกิจที่ทุกคนท าได ้เป็นขอ้

ไดเ้ปรียบที่สามารถท าเพื่อประโยชนสู์งสุดของ

บรษิทั 

 บรษิทัสามารถท าประโยชนใ์หผู้ท้ี่ตอ้งการใชย้า 

อยู่ด ี

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 ม ัน เ ป็ น สิ่ ง ไ ม่ ส มค ว รท า  ผิ ด ศี ล ธ ร ร ม

เปรยีบเสมอืนเป็นการขโมยของๆผูอ้ื่น 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ............................................. 

 

 

 

 

กรณี 4 สมรกัษเ์ป็นเจา้ของธุรกจิก่อสรา้งชื่อดงัในเมอืงไทย ผลประกอบการของบริษทัติดลบมาหลายโครงการ

ก่อนหนา้น้ี อีกท ัง้มหีน้ีเป็นจ านวนมาก บริษทัอาจตอ้งปิดกิจการลงหากขาดทุนอีก คร ัง้น้ีบริษทัของสมรกัษไ์ด ้

เป็นหน่ึงในผูเ้ขา้ร่วมประมลูสรา้งทางด่วน งบประมาณไม่ต า่กว่า 1,000 ลา้นบาท โครงการน้ีเป็นที่ตอ้งการของ

หลายบริษทั เพราะเน่ืองจากราคาวสัดุอุปกรณ์ก่อสรา้งปรบัตวัลดลงท าใหไ้ดก้ าไรเป็นจ านวนมาก ในการ

ประมูลงานครัง้น้ีมีเจา้หนา้ที่ของรฐัยื่นขอ้เสนอใหก้บัสมรกัษโ์ดยการติดสินบนเป็นจ านวน 10 ลา้นบาท

เพื่อที่จะไดง้าน และสญัญาว่านอกจากงานน้ีแลว้ จะช่วยใหไ้ดง้านประมูลอื่นๆอีก ถา้ท่านเป็นสมรกัษจ์ะ

ตดัสนิใจอย่างไร เพราะเหตใุด 

 ใหเ้งนิแก่เจา้หนา้ทีข่องรฐั เพราะ 

 เราไดง้านและคิดว่าไมม่ใีครรูห้รอืเอาผดิเราได ้

 ไดผ้ลประโยชนท์ีคุ่ม้ค่า 

 คนใกลช้ิดเช่น ลูกนอ้ง ครอบครวัภูมใิจในตวั

เรา เหน็ว่าเราเป็นคนเก่ง 

 ไมค่ิดว่าเป็นเรื่องผดิกฎหมาย 

 

 ไมใ่หเ้งนิแก่เจา้หนา้ทีข่องรฐั เพราะ 

 กลวัถูกจบัไดเ้น่ืองจากท าผิดกฎหมายอาญา

และกลวัโดนลงโทษ ทางกฎหมาย 

 กลวัถกูตดัสทิธิ์ในการประมลูงานคร ัง้ต่อไป 

 ตอ้งการเป็นคนดใีนสายตาครอบครวั ลูกนอ้ง 

 ถอืเป็นการท าผดิกฎหมาย 
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 ไมไ่ดไ้ปละเมดิสทิธิ์ของใครและไม่ไดท้  าใหใ้คร

เดอืดรอ้น 

 ไมไ่ดเ้ป็นสิ่งผดิ เป็นเรื่องปกติ สุดทา้ยก็ตอ้งมี

บรษิทัอื่นจ่ายเงนิใหอ้ยู่ดี 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 เป็นการละเมิดสิทธิ์ ของบริษทัอื่นถือว่าไม่

ยุตธิรรมต่อคนอื่น 

 เป็นสิ่งที่ไม่สมควรท าเพราะจะท าใหส้งัคมแย่

กว่าเดมิ 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ ..............................................

 

กรณี 5 สมปรารถนาเป็นเจา้ของกิจการเสื้อผา้รายใหญ่ที่สุดในไทย โดยสินคา้ทุกชิ้นส ัง่ผลิตจากผูผ้ลิตใน

ประเทศที่รูจ้กักนัมาเป็นเวลากว่า 20 ปี โดยไม่ไดม้กีารท าสญัญาผูกพนักนัแต่อย่างใด เน่ืองจากนโยบาย

ค่าแรงข ัน้ต า่ 300 บาท ท าใหต้น้ทุนของสินคา้และแรงงานสูงขึ้นอย่างมาก ส่งผลต่อตน้ทุนการผลติสินคา้

เพิ่มขึ้น เจา้ของธุรกิจจ านวนมากจึงหนัไปพึ่งผูผ้ลติสนิคา้จากจีน แมว้่าคุณภาพสนิคา้จากจีนจะดอ้ยกว่า แต่

ราคาถูกกว่ากนัมาก นอกจากจะสามารถรกัษาระดบัตน้ทุนการผลิตใหค้งเดิมแลว้  ราคายงัไม่กระทบต่อ

ผูบ้ริโภค แต่เป็นผลท าใหผู้ผ้ลติไทยหลายบริษทัตอ้งปิดกิจการลงเน่ืองจากไม่สามารถสูก้บัราคาสนิคา้ของจีน

ได ้ถา้ท่านเป็นสมปรารถนา ท่านจะเลอืกวธิไีหน เพราะเหตใุด  

 น าเขา้สนิคา้จากผูผ้ลติจนี เพราะ  

 ไม่ไดอ้ยู่ใตเ้งื่อนไขสญัญาใดๆ จึงถือว่าไม่ผิด

ต่อกฎหมาย ไมม่บีทลงโทษ 

 เพือ่รกัษาผลก าไร 

 ไม่จ  าเป็นตอ้งเกรงใจผูผ้ลติจากไทย เพราะ

ผูผ้ลิตไทยก็แสวงหาผลประโยชน์จากเรา

เช่นกนั 

 ไมไ่ดม้กีฎหมายบญัญตัไิวว้่าหา้มท า 

 ใชส้นิคา้ผูผ้ลติไทย เพราะ  

 กลวัตวัเองเสยีชื่อเสยีงและลดความน่าเชื่อจาก

ผูผ้ลติไทย 

 เพื่อรกัษาความน่าเชื่อถือและผลประโยชนใ์น

อนาคต 

 ตอ้งการรกัษาน า้ใจผูผ้ลติไทยที่เคยรูจ้กักนัมา

นาน 
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 ใ น ก า ร ท า ธุ ร กิ จ ทุ ก ค น มี สิ ท ธิ์ พิ ท ั ก ษ์

ผลประโยชนข์องตนเอง 

 ไม่ไดเ้ป็นเรื่องผิดศีลธรรม ผูป้ระกอบการ

หลายๆคนกท็ าเช่นน้ี 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

 ในฐานะที่ เ ป็นคนไทยจึง เ ป็นหนา้ที่ที่ตอ้ง

ช่วยเหลอืผูผ้ลติไทยดว้ยกนัเพื่อช่วยเศรษฐกิจ

ของประเทศ 

 เปรียบเสมอืนเป็นพนัธทางจิตใจ ที่เพื่อนตอ้ง

ไมท่ิ้งกนั ไมท่  าลายความสมัพนัธซ์ึง่กนัและกนั 

 เป็นสิ่งที่ดีที่ควรท า เป็นจริยธรรมในการท า

ธุรกจิ 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

กรณี 6 สมใจเป็นเจา้ของธุรกิจรา้นอาหารจากไทย ไปเปิดกจิการรา้นอาหารฟาสตฟ์ู้ ดในกรุงนิวเดล ี ประเทศ

อนิเดยี อย่างทีท่ราบกนัอนิเดยีเป็นตลาดใหญ่ ธุรกจิรา้นอาหารในอนิเดยีมกีารแขง่ขนัสูง สมใจจงึต ัง้ยอดขาย

ไวสู้งมากเพือ่ความอยู่รอดของกิจการ แต่มขีอ้จ ากดัเรื่องการทานเน้ือววัเพราะเป็นขอ้หา้มทางศาสนา อาหารที่

ขายดทีี่สุดจงึเป็นเฟรนชฟ์รายด ์ สมใจจงึมคีวามคิดทีว่่าจะใส่ผงปรุงรสทีม่สี่วนผสมของเน้ือววัเพือ่เพิม่รสชาติ

ใหเ้ฟรนชฟ์รายด ์ ซึง่เป็นสูตรเดยีวกบัรา้นอาหารฟาสตฟ์ู้ ดทีม่ชีื่อเสยีงใชก้นั โดยระบุแต่เพยีงว่าส่วนผสม

ของเฟรนชฟ์รายดท์ ามาจากวตัถดุบิจากธรรมชาต ิ 100% ถา้ท่านเป็นสมใจท่านจะตดัสนิใจท าอย่างไร เพราะ

เหตุใด 

 ขายเฟรนชฟ์รายดใ์ส่ผงปรุงรสที่มสี่วนผสมของ

เน้ือววัโดยไมเ่ปิดเผยสูตรทีแ่ทจ้รงิ เพราะ  

 ไมไ่ดท้  าผดิอะไร ไมม่ใีครมาเอาโทษเราได ้

 ท าใหเ้รามยีอดขายเกนิกว่าที่ต ัง้ไวไ้ด ้

 

 ขายเฟรนชฟ์รายดใ์ส่ผงปรุงรสที่มสี่วนผสมของ

เน้ือววั พรอ้มท ัง้เปิดเผยสูตรทีแ่ทจ้รงิ เพราะ  

 กลวัถกูลงโทษภายหลงั 

 ตอ้งการเป็นทีช่ื่นชมของคนใกลช้ิด ลูกนอ้งที่มี

ความคิดทีด่ใีนการท าก าไร 
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 ไมไ่ดท้  าผดิกฎหมาย  

 เป็นสทิธิ์ทีข่องบรษิทัทีไ่ม่ตอ้งเปิดเผยสูตร  

 ไมไ่ดผ้ดิจรยิธรรม เป็นเรื่องของธุรกจิ 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

 

 

 

 

 เกรงว่าเราจะตอ้งเสียค่าชดใช ้หากมีการ

ฟ้องรอ้งเกดิขึ้นภายหลงั 

 เกรงว่าลูกนอ้งจะผิดหวงัในตวัเรา เพราะเรา

หลอกลวงผูบ้รโิภค 

 ขดัต่อหลกัศาสนาของคนอนิเดยี 

 ลูกคา้อนิเดยีมสีทิธิ์ทีจ่ะรูส้่วนผสมของอาหารที่

บรโิภค 

 การตัง้ใจปกปิดถือว่าเป็นการโกหกซึ่งเป็นการ

ผดิต่อศีลธรรม  

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

กรณี 7 สมคิดเป็นนกัวจิยัและเจา้ของกจิการกลว้ยไมส้่งออก สมคิดมารูท้หีลงัว่าสารเคมทีี่น ามาใชใ้นการวจิยั

กลว้ยไมช้นิดหน่ึงเป็นอนัตรายต่อสุขภาพของพนกังานและชุมชนในระยะยาวซึ่งถือว่าเป็นการกระท าผิดต่อ

กฎหมาย แต่เน่ืองจากสารเคมีดงักล่าวจ าเป็นตอ้งใชใ้นการเพาะพนัธุก์ลว้ยไมช้นิดพิเศษน้ีเพื่อคุณภาพของ

สนิคา้ ประกอบกบัตอนน้ีสมคิดเดือนรอ้นเรื่องเงนิ ลูกชายป่วยเป็นโรครา้ยแรงตอ้งการ เงนิค่ารกัษาพยาบาล

เป็นจ านวนมาก ถา้ท่านเป็นสมคิดท่านเลอืกท าอย่างไร ดว้ยเหตผุลใด 

 ขายกลว้ยไมช้นิดน้ีต่อไป เพราะ  

 เกรงว่าลูกคา้จะงดส ัง่สนิคา้  

 ท าใหเ้รามเีงนิไปรกัษาลูก 

 ไดร้บัการชื่นชมจากลูกและภรรยา 

 

 ไมข่ายกลว้ยไมช้นิดน้ีอกี เพราะ 

 ท าผดิกฎหมาย กลวัโดนลงโทษ 

 เราอาจจะขาดรายได ้ลูกคา้จะไม่ซื้อสินคา้

ชนิดอื่น ถา้รูว้่ากลว้ยไมช้นิดน้ีเป็นอนัตราย

ต่อสงัคม 
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 เป็นหนา้ที่ของหวัหนา้ครอบครวัที่ตอ้งดูแล

ชวีติและสวสัดกิารของคนในครอบครวัใหด้ี 

 ทกุคนมสีทิธิ์ทีจ่ะเลอืกรกัษาชวีติคนที่เรารกั 

 เป็นสิง่ทีค่วรท า เน่ืองจากการช่วยชวีติคนเป็น

สิง่ส  าคญัทีสุ่ด 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

 

 

 ไมต่อ้งการใหลู้กนอ้งและครอบครวัมองว่าเรา

เป็นคนเหน็แก่ตวั 

 หน่ึงในหนา้ที่พลเมืองที่ดีคือไม่ท  าผิดต่อ

กฎหมาย 

 ทุกคนรกัชีวิตของตวัเอง เราไม่ควรละเมิด

สทิธิ์ของคนอื่น แมว้่าจะไดเ้งนิมาแต่ไม่ใช่สิ่ง

ทีถ่กู 

 เป็นการท าผิดศีลธรรมอย่างรา้ยแรง ที่ท  าให ้

ผูอ้ื่นอยู่ในอนัตราย 

 อื่นๆ (ระบุ)..............................................

 

กรณี 8 Enron เป็นบริษทักา๊ซธรรมชาติและไฟฟ้าขนาดใหญ่ของอเมริกา บริษทัไดม้กีารกระจายธุรกิจ โดยมี

ความมุง่ม ัน่เพือ่ทีจ่ะเป็นบรษิทัอนัดบั 1 ของโลก แต่จากรูปแบบการท าธุรกิจดงักล่าวมคีวามเสี่ยงสูงและท าให ้

บรษิทัเป็นหน้ีไมต่ า่กว่า 9,000 ลา้นเหรยีญดอลลารแ์ละน าไปสู่ปญัหาการเกิดสภาพคล่อง Enron จึงแกป้ญัหา

ดว้ยการตัง้บริษทัลูกเพื่อยกัยา้ยหน้ีเสียและตกแต่งบญัชีจึงท าใหบ้ริษทัไม่ขาดทุน หุน้ไม่ตกและท าใหค้ณะ

บริหารไดโ้บนสั ถา้ท่านเป็นหน่ึงในคณะผูบ้ริหารระดบัสูงซึ่งเป็นผูต้ดัสินใจหลกัของบริษทั Enron ท่านจะ

ตดัสนิใจอย่างไร เพราะเหตใุด 

 สนบัสนุนการตกแต่งบญัชซีึง่ไม่ถกูตอ้ง เพราะ 

 ผูถ้อืหุน้ไมรู่ค้วามจรงิและไมส่ามารถเอาผดิได ้

 ท าใหต้วัเรายงัไดโ้บนสัและผลประโยชน์ตอบ

แทน 

 คดัคา้นการตกแต่งบญัช ีเพราะ  

 กลวัว่ าทีมบริหารจะไดร้ ับโทษเพราะการ

ตกแต่งบญัชีมนัผดิกฎหมายและท าใหเ้ราตอ้ง

ร่วมรบัโทษ 
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 ไมท่  าผูถ้อืหุน้ผดิหวงัในตวัของคณะผูบ้ริหาร 

 ไมค่ิดว่าเป็นการท าผดิกฎหมาย  

 มีสิทธิ์ เลือกที่จะปกป้องผลประโยชน์ของ

บรษิทัก่อน  

 ไม่คิดว่าผิดต่อหลกัจริยธรรมในการท าธุรกิจ 

ตกแต่งบญัชเีพือ่ความอยู่รอดของบริษทั 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

 

 

 กลวัขาดความน่าเชื่อถือจากผูถ้ือหุน้ ถา้รูก้าร

กระท าดงักลา่วภายหลงั 

 กลวัผูถ้อืหุน้จะผดิหวงัในตวัคณะผูบ้ริหารถา้รู ้

มกีารบรหิารงานอย่างไมซ่ือ่สตัย ์ 

 ไม่อยากท าสิ่งที่ผดิกฎหมายเพราะการตกแต่ง

บญัชเีป็นสิง่ทีผ่ดิในทางกฎหมาย 

 ผูถ้ือหุน้เป็นผูส้ิทธิ์ที่จะรูส้ถานะที่แทจ้ริงของ

บรษิทั 

 เห็นว่าเป็นการผิดต่อหลกัศีลธรรม เป็นการ

โกหกหลอกลวงผูถ้อืหุน้ 

  อื่นๆ (ระบุ)..............................................

 

กรณี 9 สมหญิงเป็นเจา้ของบริษทัท าความสะอาด ในบริษทัมตี าแหน่งพนกังานเช็ดกระจกบนตึกสูงที่มคีวาม

เสีย่งในการท างานสูงมาก ทางฝ่ายหวัหนา้ช่างจึงเสนอของบประมาณในการซื้ออุปกรณ์เพื่อป้องกนัชีวติและลด

ความเสีย่งใหก้บัพนกังาน แต่เน่ืองจากอปุกรณแ์ต่ละชดุมรีาคาแพงมาก บรษิทัเองปีน้ีรายไดไ้ม่ไดต้ามเป้าที่วาง

เอาไว ้ยอดตกอย่างมาก บริษทัอาจถึงข ัน้ปิดกิจการได ้ หากท่านเป็นสมหญิง ท่านจะพจิารณาเรื่องน้ีอย่างไร 

เพราะเหตใุด 

 อนุมตัใิหซ้ื้ออุปกรณ ์เพราะ 

 กลวัว่าตวัเองมคีวามผดิและถูกลงโทษ หากมี

พนกังานไดร้บัอนัตรายหรอืเสยีชวีติ 

 

 ไมอ่นุมตัิใหซ้ื้ออปุกรณ์ เพราะ  

 ไมค่ิดว่าจะถูกลงโทษ คิดว่ากฎหมายมช่ีองโว่

เสมอ 

 เพือ่ใหต้วัเราและบริษทัอยู่รอด 
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 เกรงว่าเราจะตอ้งเสยีค่าใชจ่้ายเพิม่ หาก

พนกังานประสบอบุตัเิหตุ 

 ไดร้บัความชื่นชมจากลูกนอ้ง 

 เกรงว่าจะละเมดิกฎหมายแรงงาน 

 พนกังานมสีทิธิ์ทีจ่ะไดร้บัความคุม้ครองชวีติ

ระหว่างการท างาน 

 ถอืว่ามจีรยิธรรมในการท าธุรกจิ ชวีติพนกังาน

มคีวามส าคญัมากกว่าเงนิ 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 คิดว่าไมจ่  าเป็นตอ้งสนใจว่าลูกนอ้งคิดอย่างไร 

มุง่ผลประโยชนข์องบรษิทัเป็นใหญ่ 

 ไมไ่ดค้ิดว่าเป็นการละเมดิกฎหมาย แต่ถา้มี

กฎหมายก าหนดไว ้กย็อมละเมดิและยอมถกู

ปรบั 

 ไมไ่ดเ้ป็นความรบัผดิชอบที่ตอ้งมาดูแล 

พนกังานตอ้งระมดัระวงัตวัเอง 

 ไมไ่ดผ้ดิต่อศีลธรรมและท าเพือ่ประโยชนข์อง

คนส่วนใหญ่ 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

กรณี 10 สมเจตนไ์ดร้บัมรดกเป็นกิจการรีสอรท์ของตระกูล แต่เน่ืองจากการวางแผนที่ผดิพลาดกิจการ

ขาดทุนติดต่อกนัท าใหเ้ป็นหน้ีจ านวนมาก เพื่อรกัษากิจการของตระกูลและพนกังานกว่ารอ้ยชีวิต สมเจตน์

วางแผนกูเ้งนิจากธนาคารของรฐัซึ่งกูง้่าย ข ัน้ตอนไม่ยุ่งยากเหมอืนธนาคารเอกชน อีกท ัง้เพื่อนของสมเจตต์

เป็นเจา้หนา้ทีธ่นาคาร สมเจตนต์ ัง้ใจเอาทีด่นิจ านวน 10 ไร่เขา้กู ้โดยรูด้วี่าที่ดินดงักล่าวมมีลูค่าไม่เกิน 10 ลา้น 

แต่ใหต้ีราคาเป็นจ านวนเงนิ 100 ลา้นบาท โดยสญัญาว่าจะใหเ้งนิปากถุงหรือค่าธรรมเนียมในการกูเ้งนิแก่

เพือ่นเป็นเงนิ 7% ของเงนิกูท้ีจ่ะได ้แต่อย่างไรก็ตามอาจจะท าใหเ้พื่อนซึ่งเป็นคนเก่าคนแก่ของธนาคารตอ้งท า

ผดิกฎหมายไปดว้ย อีกท ัง้ท  าใหธ้นาคารรฐัเสยีหาย ตอ้งจ่ายเงนิเกินความเป็นจริงและกระทบต่องบประมาณ 

ถา้ท่านเป็นสมเจตน ์ท่านจะตดัสนิใจอย่างไร เพราะเหตใุด 
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 เอาที่ดินเขา้กูเ้งนิจากธนาคารรฐัและจ่ายเงนิ 7% 

เพราะ 

 ไม่โดนลงโทษตามกฎหมาย เพราะไม่ไดท้  า

สญัญาผูกพนัเป็นลายลกัษณ์อกัษรว่าใหใ้หเ้งนิ

แกเพือ่น 

 ท าใหเ้รามเีงนิไปบรหิารกจิการ 

 ไดร้บัการยกย่องจากลูกนอ้งและคนในตระกูล

ทีท่  าใหส้ามารถเปิดกจิการต่อไปได ้

 รูว้่าท าผิดต่อกฎหมาย แต่ตอ้งท าและยอม

ชดใชค่้าเสยีหายต่อธนาคาร 

 ไม่ไดท้  าใหผู้ใ้ดผูห้น่ึงเดือดรอ้น เพราะเป็น

ธนาคารรฐั 

 มีคุณธรรมที่ จ ะ ช่ วย เหลือพนักงานและ

ครอบครวัไมใ่หต้กงาน 

 อื่นๆ (ระบ)ุ.............................................. 

 

 ไมเ่อาทีด่นิเขา้กูเ้งนิ หาทางออกดว้ยวธิอีื่น เพราะ 

 กลวัถูกจบัไดแ้ละถูกลงโทษฐานใหส้ินบนเจา้

พนกังาน 

 ถา้ถูกจบัไดจ้ะท าใหเ้ราเสียประโยชน์ เกิด

ความยุ่งยากในการว่าคดคีวาม 

 ไมต่อ้งการใหค้นในครอบครวัผดิหวงัและมชีื่อ

อยู่ในบญัชดี าของธนาคาร 

 ไม่อยากท าผิด ต่อกฎหมายถือ เ ป็นกา ร

สนบัสนุนการคอรปัช ัน่  

 เป็นการละเมิดสิทธิคนอื่น เน่ืองจากธนาคาร

รฐัน าเงนิมาจากภาษขีองประชาชน 

 เป็นเรื่องผดิศีลธรรมในการท าธุรกิจ เป็นการ

เอาเปรียบธนาคารเน่ืองจากไปเบยีดเบยีนเงนิ

ของธนาคาร 

 อื่นๆ (ระบุ)..............................................

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E 

Statistics Testing 
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Statistics Testing 

 

Frequency Table 

 

Sex of Sample 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid male 163 40.8 40.8 40.8 

female 237 59.3 59.3 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Academic Year 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Freshman 100 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Sophomore 100 25.0 25.0 50.0 

Junior 100 25.0 25.0 75.0 

Senior 100 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Department 

  

Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Finance 80 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Management 80 20.0 20.0 40.0 

Operations 

management 

80 20.0 20.0 60.0 

Marketing 80 20.0 20.0 80.0 

Accounting 80 20.0 20.0 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  
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GPA 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 2.00-2.50 144 36.0 36.0 36.0 

2.51-3.00 84 21.0 21.0 57.0 

3.01-3.50 93 23.3 23.3 80.3 

3.50 - 4.00 79 19.8 19.8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Religions of Sample 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Buddhist 334 83.5 83.5 83.5 

Christian 40 10.0 10.0 93.5 

Muslim 26 6.5 6.5 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Family's income  

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid below 30,000 baht 87 21.8 21.8 21.8 

30,001 - 50,000 128 32.0 32.0 53.8 

50,001 - 70,000 78 19.5 19.5 73.3 

70,001 - 90,000 25 6.3 6.3 79.5 

more than 90,001 82 20.5 20.5 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  
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Employers 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 6 1.5 1.5 1.5 

stage 2 72 18.0 18.0 19.5 

stage 3 35 8.8 8.8 28.3 

stage 4 101 25.3 25.3 53.5 

stage 5 140 35.0 35.0 88.5 

stage 6 46 11.5 11.5 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Owners 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 40 10.0 10.0 10.0 

stage 2 32 8.0 8.0 18.0 

stage 3 30 7.5 7.5 25.5 

stage 4 121 30.3 30.3 55.8 

stage 5 107 26.8 26.8 82.5 

stage 6 70 17.5 17.5 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Managers 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 24 6.0 6.0 6.0 

stage 2 60 15.0 15.0 21.0 

stage 3 27 6.8 6.8 27.8 

stage 4 80 20.0 20.0 47.8 

stage 5 91 22.8 22.8 70.5 

stage 6 118 29.5 29.5 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  
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Government 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 59 14.8 14.8 14.8 

stage 2 49 12.3 12.3 27.0 

stage 3 25 6.3 6.3 33.3 

stage 4 117 29.3 29.3 62.5 

stage 5 67 16.8 16.8 79.3 

stage 6 83 20.8 20.8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Suppliers 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 27 6.8 6.8 6.8 

stage 2 93 23.3 23.3 30.0 

stage 3 33 8.3 8.3 38.3 

stage 4 131 32.8 32.8 71.0 

stage 5 77 19.3 19.3 90.3 

stage 6 39 9.8 9.8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Customers 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 15 3.8 3.8 3.8 

stage 2 35 8.8 8.8 12.5 

stage 3 50 12.5 12.5 25.0 

stage 4 86 21.5 21.5 46.5 

stage 5 131 32.8 32.8 79.3 

stage 6 83 20.8 20.8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  
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Communities  

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 30 7.5 7.5 7.5 

stage 2 71 17.8 17.8 25.3 

stage 3 24 6.0 6.0 31.3 

stage 4 75 18.8 18.8 50.0 

stage 5 141 35.3 35.3 85.3 

stage 6 59 14.8 14.8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Investors 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 45 11.3 11.3 11.3 

stage 2 42 10.5 10.5 21.8 

stage 3 58 14.5 14.5 36.3 

stage 4 124 31.0 31.0 67.3 

stage 5 80 20.0 20.0 87.3 

stage 6 51 12.8 12.8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

Trade Unions 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 27 6.8 6.8 6.8 

stage 2 51 12.8 12.8 19.5 

stage 3 29 7.3 7.3 26.8 

stage 4 39 9.8 9.8 36.5 

stage 5 173 43.3 43.3 79.8 

stage 6 81 20.3 20.3 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  
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Creditors 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 24 6.0 6.0 6.0 

stage 2 67 16.8 16.8 22.8 

stage 3 31 7.8 7.8 30.5 

stage 4 139 34.8 34.8 65.3 

stage 5 76 19.0 19.0 84.3 

stage 6 63 15.8 15.8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

marks 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.10 1 .3 .3 .3 

1.50 1 .3 .3 .5 

2.00 2 .5 .5 1.0 

2.10 2 .5 .5 1.5 

2.30 2 .5 .5 2.0 

2.40 2 .5 .5 2.5 

2.50 3 .8 .8 3.3 

2.60 7 1.8 1.8 5.0 

2.70 5 1.3 1.3 6.3 

2.80 2 .5 .5 6.8 

2.90 11 2.8 2.8 9.5 

3.00 6 1.5 1.5 11.0 

3.10 9 2.3 2.3 13.3 

3.20 7 1.8 1.8 15.0 

3.30 13 3.3 3.3 18.3 

3.40 17 4.3 4.3 22.5 

3.50 13 3.3 3.3 25.8 
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marks 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 3.60 26 6.5 6.5 32.3 

3.70 19 4.8 4.8 37.0 

3.80 10 2.5 2.5 39.5 

3.90 13 3.3 3.3 42.8 

4.00 17 4.3 4.3 47.0 

4.10 16 4.0 4.0 51.0 

4.20 18 4.5 4.5 55.5 

4.30 28 7.0 7.0 62.5 

4.40 21 5.3 5.3 67.8 

4.50 22 5.5 5.5 73.3 

4.60 19 4.8 4.8 78.0 

4.70 19 4.8 4.8 82.8 

4.80 20 5.0 5.0 87.8 

4.90 10 2.5 2.5 90.3 

5.00 12 3.0 3.0 93.3 

5.10 9 2.3 2.3 95.5 

5.20 8 2.0 2.0 97.5 

5.30 3 .8 .8 98.3 

5.40 3 .8 .8 99.0 

5.50 1 .3 .3 99.3 

5.70 2 .5 .5 99.8 

6.00 1 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  
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Stage 

 

 

 

 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid stage 1 2 .5 .5 .5 

stage 2 10 2.5 2.5 3.0 

stage 3 90 22.5 22.5 25.5 

stage 4 194 48.5 48.5 74.0 

stage 5 101 25.3 25.3 99.3 

stage 6 3 .8 .8 100.0 

Total 400 100.0 100.0  

 

Means 

 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

 Included Excluded Total 

 N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Stage  * Sex of 

Sample 

400 100.0% 0 .0% 400 100.0% 

Report 

Stage 

Sex of 

Sample Mean N Std. Deviation 

male 3.8098 163 .79778 

female 4.0928 237 .79713 

Total 3.9775 400 .80847 
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ANOVA Table 

   Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Stage * Sex of 

Sample 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 7.735 1 7.735 12.166 .001 

Within Groups 253.062 398 .636   

Total 260.798 399    

 

Measures of Association 

 Eta Eta Squared 

Stage * Sex of Sample .172 .030 

 

T-Test 

 

Group Statistics 

 Sex of 

Sample N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Stage male 163 3.8098 .79778 .06249 

female 237 4.0928 .79713 .05178 

 

Independent Samples Test 

  
Levene's 

Test for 

Equality 

of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

  

 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

  

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differ

ence 

Std. 

Error 

Differ

ence Lower Upper 

Stage Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.922 .337 -3.488 398 .001 -.28301 .08114 -.44253 -.12349 



146 
 

Independent Samples Test 

  
Levene's 

Test for 

Equality 

of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

  

 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

  

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differ

ence 

Std. 

Error 

Differ

ence Lower Upper 

Stage Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.922 .337 -3.488 398 .001 -.28301 .08114 -.44253 -.12349 

 Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-3.487 348.17

0 

.001 -.28301 .08115 -.44262 -.12340 

 

Oneway 

 

Descriptives 

Stage 

 

N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

 Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Freshman 100 3.9600 .80302 .08030 3.8007 4.1193 1.00 6.00 

Sophomore 100 4.0500 .82112 .08211 3.8871 4.2129 2.00 6.00 

Junior 100 3.9000 .78496 .07850 3.7442 4.0558 1.00 5.00 

Senior 100 4.0000 .82878 .08288 3.8356 4.1644 2.00 6.00 

Total 400 3.9775 .80847 .04042 3.8980 4.0570 1.00 6.00 
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ANOVA 

Stage 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.207 3 .402 .614 .606 

Within Groups 259.590 396 .656   

Total 260.797 399    

 

Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Stage 

LSD 

(I) 

Academic 

Year 

(J) 

Academic 

Year 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Freshman Sophomore -.09000 .11450 .432 -.3151 .1351 

Junior .06000 .11450 .601 -.1651 .2851 

Senior -.04000 .11450 .727 -.2651 .1851 

Sophomore Freshman .09000 .11450 .432 -.1351 .3151 

Junior .15000 .11450 .191 -.0751 .3751 

Senior .05000 .11450 .663 -.1751 .2751 

Junior Freshman -.06000 .11450 .601 -.2851 .1651 

Sophomore -.15000 .11450 .191 -.3751 .0751 

Senior -.10000 .11450 .383 -.3251 .1251 

Senior Freshman .04000 .11450 .727 -.1851 .2651 

Sophomore -.05000 .11450 .663 -.2751 .1751 

Junior .10000 .11450 .383 -.1251 .3251 
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Oneway 

 

Descriptives 

Stage 

 

N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

 Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Finance 80 3.9125 .67868 .07588 3.7615 4.0635 3.00 5.00 

Management 80 4.0625 .81666 .09131 3.8808 4.2442 2.00 5.00 

Operations 

management 

80 4.0000 .67505 .07547 3.8498 4.1502 3.00 5.00 

Marketing 80 3.9000 .89443 .10000 3.7010 4.0990 1.00 5.00 

Accounting 80 4.0125 .94793 .10598 3.8015 4.2235 1.00 6.00 

Total 400 3.9775 .80847 .04042 3.8980 4.0570 1.00 6.00 

 

ANOVA 

Stage 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.535 4 .384 .585 .674 

Within Groups 259.263 395 .656   

Total 260.798 399    
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Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Stage 

LSD 

(I) Department (J) Department 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Finance Management -.15000 .12810 .242 -.4018 .1018 

Operations 

management 

-.08750 .12810 .495 -.3393 .1643 

Marketing .01250 .12810 .922 -.2393 .2643 

Accounting -.10000 .12810 .435 -.3518 .1518 

Management Finance .15000 .12810 .242 -.1018 .4018 

Operations 

management 

.06250 .12810 .626 -.1893 .3143 

Marketing .16250 .12810 .205 -.0893 .4143 

Accounting .05000 .12810 .697 -.2018 .3018 

Operations 

management 

Finance .08750 .12810 .495 -.1643 .3393 

Management -.06250 .12810 .626 -.3143 .1893 

Marketing .10000 .12810 .435 -.1518 .3518 

Accounting -.01250 .12810 .922 -.2643 .2393 

Marketing Finance -.01250 .12810 .922 -.2643 .2393 

Management -.16250 .12810 .205 -.4143 .0893 

Operations 

management 

-.10000 .12810 .435 -.3518 .1518 

Accounting -.11250 .12810 .380 -.3643 .1393 

Accounting Finance .10000 .12810 .435 -.1518 .3518 

Management -.05000 .12810 .697 -.3018 .2018 

Operations 

management 

.01250 .12810 .922 -.2393 .2643 

Marketing .11250 .12810 .380 -.1393 .3643 
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Oneway 

 

Descriptives 

Stage 

 

N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

 Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

2.00-

2.50 

144 3.8611 .77198 .06433 3.7339 3.9883 1.00 5.00 

2.51-

3.00 

84 4.1071 .82166 .08965 3.9288 4.2855 2.00 6.00 

3.01-

3.50 

93 4.0108 .75893 .07870 3.8545 4.1671 2.00 5.00 

3.50 - 

4.00 

79 4.0127 .89863 .10110 3.8114 4.2139 1.00 6.00 

Total 400 3.9775 .80847 .04042 3.8980 4.0570 1.00 6.00 

 

ANOVA 

Stage 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3.563 3 1.188 1.828 .141 

Within Groups 257.235 396 .650   

Total 260.798 399    
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Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Stage 

LSD 

(I) GPA (J) GPA 

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

2.00-2.50 2.51-3.00 -.24603
*
 .11065 .027 -.4636 -.0285 

3.01-3.50 -.14964 .10722 .164 -.3604 .0611 

3.50 - 4.00 -.15155 .11284 .180 -.3734 .0703 

2.51-3.00 2.00-2.50 .24603
*
 .11065 .027 .0285 .4636 

3.01-3.50 .09639 .12132 .427 -.1421 .3349 

3.50 - 4.00 .09448 .12632 .455 -.1538 .3428 

3.01-3.50 2.00-2.50 .14964 .10722 .164 -.0611 .3604 

2.51-3.00 -.09639 .12132 .427 -.3349 .1421 

3.50 - 4.00 -.00191 .12332 .988 -.2443 .2405 

3.50 - 4.00 2.00-2.50 .15155 .11284 .180 -.0703 .3734 

2.51-3.00 -.09448 .12632 .455 -.3428 .1538 

3.01-3.50 .00191 .12332 .988 -.2405 .2443 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

Oneway 

 

Descriptives 

Stage 

 

N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

 Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Buddhist 334 4.0060 .78650 .04304 3.9213 4.0906 1.00 6.00 

Christian 40 3.8000 .99228 .15689 3.4827 4.1173 1.00 6.00 

Muslim 26 3.8846 .76561 .15015 3.5754 4.1939 2.00 5.00 

Total 400 3.9775 .80847 .04042 3.8980 4.0570 1.00 6.00 
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ANOVA 

Stage 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.756 2 .878 1.345 .262 

Within Groups 259.042 397 .652   

Total 260.798 399    

 

Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Stage 

LSD 

(I) 

Religions 

of 

Sample 

(J) 

Religions 

of 

Sample 

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Buddhist Christian .20599 .13515 .128 -.0597 .4717 

Muslim .12137 .16447 .461 -.2020 .4447 

Christian Buddhist -.20599 .13515 .128 -.4717 .0597 

Muslim -.08462 .20349 .678 -.4847 .3154 

Muslim Buddhist -.12137 .16447 .461 -.4447 .2020 

Christian .08462 .20349 .678 -.3154 .4847 
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Oneway 

 

Descriptives 

Stage 

 

N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

 Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

below 

30,000 bht 

87 3.9195 .81009 .08685 3.7469 4.0922 1.00 5.00 

30,001 - 

50,000 

128 3.8984 .83090 .07344 3.7531 4.0438 2.00 5.00 

50,001 - 

70,000 

78 4.0128 .82955 .09393 3.8258 4.1999 2.00 6.00 

70,001 - 

90,000 

25 4.1200 .72572 .14514 3.8204 4.4196 2.00 5.00 

more than 

90,001 

82 4.0854 .77302 .08537 3.9155 4.2552 1.00 5.00 

Total 400 3.9775 .80847 .04042 3.8980 4.0570 1.00 6.00 

 

ANOVA 

Stage 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 2.651 4 .663 1.014 .400 

Within Groups 258.146 395 .654   

Total 260.798 399    
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Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Stage 

LSD 

(I) Family's 

income  

(J) Family's 

income  

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

below 30,000 

bht 

30,001 - 

50,000 

.02110 .11233 .851 -.1997 .2419 

50,001 - 

70,000 

-.09328 .12606 .460 -.3411 .1545 

70,001 - 

90,000 

-.20046 .18345 .275 -.5611 .1602 

more than 

90,001 

-.16583 .12443 .183 -.4104 .0788 

30,001 - 

50,000 

below 30,000 

bht 

-.02110 .11233 .851 -.2419 .1997 

50,001 - 

70,000 

-.11438 .11612 .325 -.3427 .1139 

70,001 - 

90,000 

-.22156 .17677 .211 -.5691 .1260 

more than 

90,001 

-.18693 .11435 .103 -.4117 .0379 

50,001 - 

70,000 

below 30,000 

bht 

.09328 .12606 .460 -.1545 .3411 

30,001 - 

50,000 

.11438 .11612 .325 -.1139 .3427 

70,001 - 

90,000 

-.10718 .18580 .564 -.4725 .2581 

more than 

90,001 

-.07255 .12786 .571 -.3239 .1788 

70,001 - 

90,000 

below 30,000 

bht 

.20046 .18345 .275 -.1602 .5611 
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Multiple Comparisons 

Stage 

LSD 

(I) Family's 

income  

(J) Family's 

income  

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 30,001 - 

50,000 

.22156 .17677 .211 -.1260 .5691 

50,001 - 

70,000 

.10718 .18580 .564 -.2581 .4725 

more than 

90,001 

.03463 .18469 .851 -.3285 .3977 

more than 

90,001 

below 30,000 

bht 

.16583 .12443 .183 -.0788 .4104 

30,001 - 

50,000 

.18693 .11435 .103 -.0379 .4117 

50,001 - 

70,000 

.07255 .12786 .571 -.1788 .3239 

70,001 - 

90,000 

-.03463 .18469 .851 -.3977 .3285 

 

T-Test 

 

Group Statistics 

 Sex of 

Sample N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Stage male 163 3.8098 .79778 .06249 

female 237 4.0928 .79713 .05178 
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Independent Samples Test 

  

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality 

of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

  

 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of 

the 

Difference 

  

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

Stage Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.922 .337 -3.48 398 .001 -.28301 .08114 -.4425 -.1234 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-3.48 348.170 .001 -.28301 .08115 -.4426 -.1234 
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