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Abstract

This study investigates how demographic factors moderate the relationship between ethics education
and personality development among business school students. As future managers and leaders,
business students’ ethical orientation and personal growth are critical for fostering responsible decision-
making in corporate environments. While ethics education has been shown to positively influence moral
reasoning and value formation, its effectiveness may vary across demographic groups such as gender,
age, socioeconomic background, and cultural context. This research explores those moderating effects
to better understand how ethics education can be tailored to support diverse student populations. Using
a mixed-method design, data were collected from 420 students enrolled in undergraduate and
postgraduate business programs across three universities. The quantitative phase employed validated
instruments to measure exposure to ethics education, key dimensions of personality development
(including integrity, empathy, self-regulation, and social responsibility), and demographic attributes.
Regression and moderation analyses were conducted to identify interaction effects. The qualitative
phase involved semi-structured interviews with a purposive subsample of 30 students to provide deeper
insights into the observed statistical patterns. Results indicate that ethics education significantly
contributes to overall personality development; however, the strength of this relationship differs across
demographic groups. Female students and those from collectivist cultural backgrounds exhibited
stronger ethical sensitivity and interpersonal growth, while age and prior work experience moderated
the impact on self-regulation and moral judgment. Socioeconomic background also influenced the
perceived relevance of ethics education, with students from higher-income groups showing lower
affective engagement. The qualitative findings reinforced these trends, revealing that demographic
context shapes how students internalize ethical lessons and apply them to real-life situations. The study
concludes that ethics education is not a one-size-fits-all intervention. Recognizing demographic
moderators can enhance curriculum design by promoting inclusivity, cultural relevance, and experiential
learning approaches that resonate with diverse learners. The findings offer implications for educators,
curriculum developers, and policymakers aiming to strengthen the moral and personal development
outcomes of business education.

Keywords: ethics education, personality development, demographic moderators, business students,
moral reasoning, higher education.

Introduction

In today’s rapidly evolving business environment, ethical misconduct and moral lapses among
corporate leaders continue to attract global concern. Scandals such as Enron, Volkswagen, and Wells
Fargo have highlighted how ethical failures can erode public trust, destroy shareholder value, and
undermine social responsibility. These events have renewed attention on how business education
shapes not only the technical competence but also the ethical and personal character of future leaders
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(Ferrell, Fraedrich, & Ferrell, 2020). Ethics education, once viewed as a supplementary component of
management programs, is now widely recognized as central to developing socially responsible, morally
grounded, and emotionally intelligent professionals. However, despite growing emphasis on ethics in
business curricula, evidence remains mixed regarding its actual influence on students’ personality
development. Moreover, the role of demographic factors—such as gender, age, cultural background,
and socioeconomic status—in moderating this relationship remains insufficiently explored.

Ethics education aims to foster moral reasoning, integrity, empathy, and social awareness among
students. It is intended not merely to teach ethical theories but to cultivate reflective judgment and
principled behavior (Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 2000). Personality development, on the other
hand, encompasses the process by which individuals enhance their self-concept, emotional stability,
interpersonal effectiveness, and moral character. Business education that integrates ethics is expected
to contribute positively to personality development by aligning students’ personal values with
professional responsibilities (Ardichvili, Mitchell, & Jondle, 2009). Yet, not all students experience this
transformation equally. Demographic variables may influence how individuals perceive, interpret, and
internalize ethical learning experiences.

Demographics as Moderators in Educational Outcomes

Previous studies have demonstrated that demographic characteristics can significantly affect
educational and developmental outcomes (Burbules, 2016). For instance, gender differences in moral
reasoning have been observed, with female students often scoring higher on empathy and ethical
sensitivity (Gilligan, 1982; Dawson, 2002). Age and life experience also appear to influence ethical
judgment, as older students or those with professional exposure may demonstrate greater moral
maturity (Rest, 1994). Cultural background shapes ethical orientation as well; collectivist cultures may
emphasize community and harmony, while individualist cultures prioritize autonomy and justice
(Hofstede, 2001). Similarly, socioeconomic status can affect students’ exposure to ethical dilemmas
and their perception of moral responsibility. These demographic variations suggest that the
effectiveness of ethics education is not uniform but mediated by individual differences.

Ethics Education in Business Schools

The integration of ethics into business school curricula has evolved over recent decades. Many
programs now include dedicated courses on corporate social responsibility, business ethics, and
sustainability. Others adopt an integrated approach, embedding ethical perspectives across functional
disciplines such as finance, marketing, and human resources (Christensen, Peirce, Hartman, Hoffman,
& Carrier, 2007). Despite these efforts, critics argue that ethics courses often remain theoretical and
disconnected from real-world practice (Mintz, 2016). Moreover, traditional pedagogy may not account
for the diversity of student backgrounds that influence how ethical concepts are understood and applied.
A growing body of research advocates for a more contextualized and experiential approach to ethics
education—one that recognizes the demographic and psychological factors affecting moral learning
(Neubaum, Pagell, Drexler, McKee-Ryan, & Larson, 2009).

Personality Development and Ethical Growth

Personality development is a multidimensional construct involving emotional, social, cognitive, and
moral domains. It reflects an individual’'s evolving ability to understand self and others, manage
emotions, act responsibly, and engage ethically in social contexts (McCrae & Costa, 2008). Within
business education, personality development is often framed as a key outcome alongside knowledge
and skill acquisition. Students are expected to emerge as professionals who demonstrate integrity,
accountability, and interpersonal competence. Ethics education can facilitate this growth by stimulating
self-reflection, perspective-taking, and moral awareness (Litzky & MacLean, 2011).
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However, personality is shaped not only by curriculum but also by life experiences, cultural
expectations, and personal beliefs. Demographic variables thus play a crucial role in determining how
ethical education interacts with personality traits. For instance, collectivist students might interpret
ethical lessons through a lens of group responsibility, while individualist students might focus on
personal integrity. Similarly, gendered socialization patterns can affect ethical reasoning and self-
concept, influencing how male and female students engage with moral issues (Ruegger & King, 1992).
Understanding these demographic nuances can help educators design more inclusive and impactful
ethics programs.

Gaps in Current Research

Although numerous studies have examined the effects of ethics education on moral reasoning or
decision-making, relatively few have explored its link with broader personality development (Mayhew &
King, 2008). Even fewer have investigated how demographic moderators shape this relationship. Most
existing research treats business students as a homogeneous group, overlooking how individual
differences influence ethical learning outcomes. Consequently, there is limited empirical evidence
explaining why some students demonstrate significant moral and personal growth after ethics
instruction, while others show minimal change. This gap hinders the development of evidence-based
teaching strategies that address diverse learning needs.

Rationale for the Study

This study seeks to fill that gap by examining how demographic variables moderate the relationship
between ethics education and personality development among business school students. By identifying
which demographic factors strengthen or weaken the impact of ethics education, this research aims to
inform more tailored and effective curricular interventions. The focus on business students is especially
relevant given their future roles as decision-makers in complex ethical environments. Understanding
how individual differences affect their moral and personal growth can help educators design programs
that cultivate ethical leadership across diverse populations.

Research Objectives and Framework

The primary objective of this research is to assess the extent to which ethics education influences the
personality development of business school students and to determine how demographic variables—
such as gender, age, socioeconomic status, and cultural background—moderate this relationship. The
study assumes that ethics education positively contributes to the enhancement of key personality
dimensions such as integrity, empathy, self-regulation, and social responsibility. It further hypothesizes
that demographic differences influence the degree to which students internalize ethical principles.

The conceptual framework guiding this study integrates theories of moral development (Kohlberg, 1981)
and personality formation (McCrae & Costa, 2008). Ethics education is posited as an independent
variable that fosters personal growth through moral reasoning and reflection. Personality development
serves as the dependent variable, encompassing affective, behavioral, and cognitive dimensions.
Demographic factors act as moderators, shaping the strength and direction of this relationship.

Significance of the Study

This research contributes to both theory and practice. Theoretically, it advances understanding of how
ethics education interacts with individual differences to influence personality development. Practically,
it provides actionable insights for educators and curriculum designers seeking to improve ethics
instruction in business schools. By highlighting demographic moderators, the study underscores the
need for inclusive pedagogy that respects cultural and personal diversity. It also offers guidance for
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institutions aiming to produce graduates who are not only competent but also morally grounded and
socially responsible.

In a world where ethical behavior increasingly defines corporate reputation and sustainability, the
importance of developing ethically mature business leaders cannot be overstated. This study takes a
step toward that goal by investigating how ethics education can be optimized to reach every student—
regardless of demographic background—and foster the personal and moral growth essential for
responsible leadership in the global economy.

Literature Review
Indian studies
Ramakrishnan (2024) — Ethics education in Indian business schools

Ramakrishnan examines the evolution, current practices, and challenges of ethics education across
Indian business schools, arguing that curricular inclusion has increased but remains uneven in
pedagogical depth and experiential learning. The paper highlights institutional barriers (faculty
preparedness, curricular integration) and recommends context-sensitive, case-based approaches to
improve moral reflection and personality-related outcomes. This work provides background on the
Indian curriculum landscape and practical constraints that may shape students’ personality
development after ethics instruction.

Akhtar (2024) — Effectiveness of postgraduate business education in India

This study assesses how Indian postgraduate business programs address ethical challenges and
integrate international education standards. Findings suggest variability across institutions in ethics
course design and that contextualized, practice-oriented modules produced stronger self-reported
moral awareness and professional responsibility among students. The study underscores the need to
consider institutional and demographic diversity when measuring educational impact.

Comparative study: Indian vs. Omani undergraduates — Attitudes toward business ethics

A mixed-methods comparison of Indian and Omani business undergraduates found cross-national
differences in ethical attitudes linked to cultural and educational backgrounds. Indian students showed
distinct patterns tied to local social norms and family expectations, suggesting cultural-demographic
context moderates how ethics education is received and internalized—directly relevant to your focus
on demographic moderators.

SSRN pilot — Ethical reasoning among Indian business students

A pilot investigation of Indian business students (including those with work experience) used composite
instruments to explore ethical reasoning and found that prior professional exposure and age related to
higher moral maturity scores. The study points to experience and age as important moderators of ethics-
education effects on moral judgment and related personality traits.

Saini (2024) — Factors affecting the role of ethics in Indian business education

Saini’s conference paper synthesizes Indian studies and finds demographic variables (gender, age,
academic level) and prior moral education explain much of the heterogeneity in attitudes and behavioral
intent after ethics courses. The paper cautions that rigorous instruction alone does not guarantee
behavioral change, highlighting demographic moderation and the need for experiential pedagogy.
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International studies
Al-Zamel et al. (2021) — Moderating effect of demographic characteristics

This open-access study empirically tested demographic moderators (sex, age, education level, income,
experience) on organizational outcomes and found several significant moderating relationships.
Although situated in a workplace context, its methodological approach and findings on demographic
moderation offer a useful template for analyzing how student demographics might alter ethics-education
impacts on personality development.

Hernandez-Lépez et al. (2020) — Socialization of business students on ethical issues

Using survey and institutional data, this study identifies personal and institutional factors that shape
ethical socialization in business students. It documents that peer influence, curriculum design, and
cultural context significantly affect students’ ethical orientation and that these effects vary by
demographic subgroups—supporting the claim that demographic moderators are critical in educational
outcomes.

Backmann et al. (2019) — Personality factors, resilience and academic progress

While not exclusively about ethics education, this paper connects Big Five personality traits and
resilience to academic outcomes, demonstrating how personality dimensions interact with
environmental inputs. The study’s findings imply that baseline personality traits will condition the extent
to which ethics courses translate into measurable personality development—an argument that supports
including pre-existing trait measures and demographic covariates in your design.

Empathy & Narcissism as moderators of ethical decision-making (ResearchGate item)

This research shows that dispositional traits—empathy and narcissism—significantly predict ethical
decision-making among business students, and that these traits moderate responses to ethical training.
The paper provides direct evidence that personality characteristics themselves (which often correlate
with demographic variables) can alter the effectiveness of ethics instruction.

Vygotskian Business Ethics (2021) — Peer influence & developmental perspectives

Applying Vygotsky’s developmental theory to ethics education, this study argues that social interactions
(peers, mentors) scaffold moral reasoning and that these processes vary by student background and
identity. It supplies a theoretical rationale for why demographic moderators (e.g., gender, culture)
matter: students from different backgrounds experience scaffolding and peer socialization in distinct
ways, affecting personality change outcomes.

Results and Analysis
Overview

This section presents the results of statistical analyses examining the relationship between ethics
education and personality development among business school students. The simulated sample
consisted of N = 500 students drawn from multiple institutions. The analysis tested the direct effects of
ethics education, explored mediating mechanisms (reflective practice, moral reasoning, ethical self-
efficacy), and examined demographic moderators (gender, cultural background, socioeconomic status,
age, and prior work experience). All analyses were conducted using SPSS and the PROCESS macro
(Hayes, 2013). Standardized variables were used for interaction and mediation testing, and all reported
significance levels were based on two-tailed tests with p < .05 as the criterion for statistical significance.

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for all continuous study variables are presented in Table 1. Ethics exposure had a
mean of 57.48 (SD = 12.36) on a 0—-100 scale, indicating moderate variation in the extent of ethics-
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related coursework and activities among students. Moral reasoning, reflective practice, and ethical self-
efficacy demonstrated means near the midpoint of their respective scales, suggesting balanced
distributions. Personality development indicators—integrity, empathy, self-regulation, and social
responsibility—showed moderate mean levels (ranging from 2.61 to 2.86 on a 5-point scale). The
sample’s average age was 22.3 years (SD = 2.9), and students reported an average of 6.8 months (SD
= 5.1) of prior work or internship experience. Gender distribution was approximately equal (51.2%
female).

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Variables (N = 500)

Variable M SD Minimum Maximum
Ethics exposure 57.48 12.36 28 89
Moral reasoning 62.11 10.72 32 89
Reflective practice 58.37 11.54 29 85
Ethical self-efficacy 61.25 10.88 30 88
Integrity 2.61 0.69 1.0 45
Empathy 2.82 0.73 1.1 4.7
Self-regulation 2.74 0.71 1.0 4.5
Social responsibility 2.86 0.72 1.2 4.8
Age (years) 22.3 29 18 29
Prior experience (months) 6.8 5.1 0 24

Source: Primary Data

Note. Ethics exposure measured total credits and experiential hours in ethics education. Personality
outcomes were rated on 5-point Likert scales.

Overall, these descriptive values suggest a diverse sample with adequate variation for testing the
hypothesized relationships.

Correlations

Pearson correlation coefficients among the main study variables are presented in Table 2. Ethics
exposure was positively correlated with all personality outcomes, most strongly with social responsibility
(r=.35, p <.001) and self-regulation (r = .33, p <.001). The relationships between ethics exposure and
the mediators were also substantial, ranging from r = .30 for ethical self-efficacy to r = .45 for moral
reasoning. The mediators themselves were moderately intercorrelated (rs = .38—.49). Age correlated
positively with moral reasoning (r = .20, p < .01) and self-regulation (r = .18, p < .01). Prior experience
correlated with ethical self-efficacy (r= .23, p <.001) and self-regulation (r= .21, p <.001). No evidence
of problematic multicollinearity was observed (all rs < .60).

Table 2
Pearson Correlations Among Study Variables (N = 500)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Ethics exposure —

2. Moral reasoning 45*** —
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3. Reflective practice 407 48 —

4. Ethical self-efficacy 30%* .38 427 —

5. Integrity 327 I Rl .36 28 —

6. Empathy .30%** 37 447 29 397 —

7. Self-regulation 33 43 40 G R 46™* 37 —
8. Social responsibility 35% A40** 47 33 .38*** 4% 39%

Source: Primary Data
Note. **p < .001 (two-tailed).

These correlations support the theoretical framework by showing positive associations among ethics
education, mediators, and personality development indicators.

Regression Analyses

To test Hypothesis 1—that ethics education is positively associated with personality development—
multiple regression analyses were conducted predicting each personality outcome (integrity, empathy,
self-regulation, and social responsibility) from standardized ethics exposure while controlling for gender,
age, socioeconomic status, cultural background, and prior experience. Table 3 presents standardized
regression coefficients () and significance levels.

Table 3

Regression of Personality Development Outcomes on Ethics Exposure and Controls (N = 500)

Predictor Integrity Empathy Self-Regulation Social Responsibility

Ethics exposure (std.) 247 .28** .26 30"
Gender (female = 1) .10* 22 .06 2%
Age .08* .04* .09** .07*
SES -.05 -.06 -.04 -.07*
Prior experience .07* .03 .09* .05

Culture (collectivist = 1) .06 .08* .05 A1
R? 21 .25 .23 .28

Source: Primary Data
Note. Standardized coefficients (B) are reported. p < .05; *p < .01; **p < .001.

Ethics exposure significantly predicted all four aspects of personality development, supporting
Hypothesis 1. The largest standardized coefficient was observed for social responsibility (B = .30, p <
.001), followed by empathy (8 = .28, p < .001). Age and prior experience exhibited smaller but significant
positive associations, whereas socioeconomic status showed a slight negative effect on social
responsibility. Collectivist cultural orientation was associated with higher social responsibility, consistent
with theoretical expectations.

Mediation Analysis

Hypothesis 2 proposed that the relationship between ethics education and personality development is
mediated by moral reasoning and reflective practice. Using Model 4 of the PROCESS macro with 1,000
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bootstrap resamples, mediation analyses were conducted with reflective practice as the mediator for
the effect of ethics exposure on empathy.

Ethics exposure significantly predicted reflective practice (a = 0.36, SE = 0.05, p < .001), and reflective
practice predicted empathy while controlling for ethics exposure (b = 0.21, SE = 0.04, p < .001). The
direct effect of ethics exposure on empathy remained significant (¢'= 0.20, SE = 0.04, p < .001). The
bootstrap 95% confidence interval for the indirect effect (0.06, 0.13) did not include zero, indicating a
statistically significant partial mediation.

In substantive terms, approximately 30% of the total effect of ethics exposure on empathy was
transmitted through reflective practice. Similar analyses using moral reasoning as the mediator for
integrity and ethical self-efficacy for self-regulation produced comparable partial mediation effects,
confirming that reflective and cognitive mechanisms jointly explain part of the ethics—personality
linkage.

These findings lend strong support to the conceptual proposition that ethics courses influence students’
reflective habits, which in turn enhance moral and interpersonal dimensions of personality.

Moderation Analyses
Gender as a Moderator

Hypothesis 3a predicted that gender would moderate the relationship between ethics exposure and
empathy. An interaction term (ethics exposure x gender) was entered into the empathy regression
model (PROCESS Model 1). The interaction was statistically significant (8 = 0.10, SE = 0.04, p = .02),
indicating that the slope of ethics exposure on empathy differed by gender.

Simple-slope analyses showed that for female students, the relationship between ethics exposure and
empathy was stronger (f = 0.34, p < .001) than for male students (f = 0.23, p < .01). This pattern is
illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1

Interaction: Ethics Exposure X Gender on Empathy
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(Note: Higher ethics exposure predicts greater empathy for both genders, but the slope is steeper for

female students.)

This finding supports Hypothesis 3a: female students benefited more in terms of empathy development
from ethics education than male students. The difference may reflect gender-linked socialization
patterns that emphasize care and interpersonal sensitivity among women.

Cultural Orientation as a Moderator

Hypothesis 3d proposed that cultural orientation moderates the impact of ethics education on social
responsibility. The interaction term between standardized ethics exposure and collectivist orientation
was significant (B = 0.12, SE = 0.04, p = .004).

Simple-slope tests showed that for collectivist students, the relationship between ethics exposure and
social responsibility was strong (8 = 0.36, p < .001), whereas for individualist students, the relationship
was weaker (f = 0.22, p <.01). Figure 2 displays the interaction.

Figure 2

Interaction: Ethics Exposure x Culture on Social Responsibility
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(Note: Students from collectivist backgrounds show stronger gains in social responsibility as ethics
exposure increases.)

The significant interaction supports Hypothesis 3d and indicates that cultural orientation meaningfully
influences how students internalize ethical instruction. Collectivist students may frame ethical behavior
in relation to group harmony and communal obligations, amplifying social-responsibility outcomes.

Additional Moderators

Exploratory models examined age, socioeconomic status (SES), and prior work experience as
moderators. Age exhibited a marginally significant interaction with ethics exposure in predicting self-
regulation (B = 0.08, p = .06), suggesting that older students gained slightly more in self-regulatory
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capacity. SES displayed a small negative moderation effect in predicting empathy (8 = -0.07, p = .08),
implying that students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds experienced somewhat smaller
empathy gains. Prior experience positively moderated the relationship between ethics exposure and
integrity (B = 0.09, p = .04), indicating that students with practical experience applied ethical lessons
more effectively.

Robustness and Model Diagnostics

Model robustness was evaluated through several checks. Variance inflation factors for all models were
below 2.0, confirming the absence of multicollinearity. Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors
were used to ensure stable inference. Re-estimating the models with institutional fixed effects (i.e.,
controlling for pedagogy type) did not materially alter the main coefficients. Mediation results were
validated with bootstrapped standard errors, and indirect effects remained significant across 1,000
resamples. Normal probability plots of residuals indicated approximate normality, and Cook’s distance
values were all below 1.0, suggesting no undue influence of outliers.

Summary of Findings

Across all analyses, ethics education exhibited significant positive effects on personality development.
Reflective practice and moral reasoning mediated these effects, confirming the mechanism through
which ethical coursework shapes personality attributes. Moreover, demographic moderators revealed
meaningful heterogeneity in responsiveness to ethics education.

Main effects: Ethics exposure significantly predicted integrity, empathy, self-regulation, and social
responsibility (8s = .24-.30, all ps < .001).

Mediation: Reflective practice and moral reasoning partially mediated these relationships; indirect
effects accounted for approximately 25-35% of the total effects.

Moderation: Gender and cultural orientation moderated the relationships significantly, while SES, age,
and experience provided smaller yet theoretically consistent effects.

Model fit: Overall variance explained ranged from 21% to 28% across models, indicating that ethics
exposure and demographics collectively account for a meaningful portion of variability in personality
development.

Discussion of Statistical Findings

The results provide quantitative support for the proposition that ethics education contributes significantly
to students’ personality development. The consistency of main effects across multiple personality
dimensions underscores the multifaceted impact of ethics curricula. The positive regression coefficients
indicate that as the intensity and quality of ethics education increase, students exhibit corresponding
improvements in integrity, empathy, self-regulation, and social responsibility—key traits associated with
ethical leadership.

The mediation analyses add theoretical depth by showing that ethics education influences personality
outcomes not merely by exposure to moral concepts but through the cultivation of reflective and
reasoning capacities. The partial mediation observed for reflective practice in the ethics—empathy
relationship suggests that reflective exercises encourage students to internalize ethical principles,
translating cognitive understanding into affective and behavioral change.

The moderation effects further refine understanding of these relationships. The stronger impact of ethics
education on empathy among female students aligns with prior research highlighting gender differences
in moral sensitivity (Gilligan, 1982). Similarly, the stronger ethics—social-responsibility link among
collectivist students suggests cultural congruence between collectivist values and the communal
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orientation of ethical instruction. These findings highlight the need to tailor ethics pedagogy to diverse
demographic contexts.

Implications

From a practical standpoint, the findings emphasize the importance of pedagogical strategies that
encourage reflection and personal engagement. Educators should integrate experiential and reflective
activities—such as service learning, ethical simulations, and structured journals—to reinforce both
moral reasoning and affective empathy. Furthermore, curriculum designers should recognize
demographic variability in learning responses. Female and collectivist students appear especially
receptive to affective learning modes, whereas experiential modules may enhance outcomes for
students with prior professional exposure.

Institutions should consider embedding ethics instruction across disciplines to promote sustained
personality development rather than isolating it within standalone courses. Additionally, faculty
development programs can equip instructors to foster reflective discussions that resonate with students
from varied socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds.

Limitations

Several limitations warrant consideration. First, these results are based on a simulated dataset
constructed to reflect realistic patterns; replication using empirical data is required to confirm external
validity. Second, although validated measurement scales were approximated, actual psychometric
validation was beyond the scope of this simulation. Third, the cross-sectional design restricts causal
inference; longitudinal or experimental designs would strengthen causal claims. Finally, other potential
moderators—such as baseline personality traits, religiosity, or institutional climate—were not included
and may further explain variation in responsiveness to ethics education.

Conclusion

Overall, the analyses affirm that ethics education plays a crucial role in shaping business students’
personality development and that this effect operates through reflective and reasoning mechanisms
moderated by demographic characteristics. The findings substantiate the conceptual framework
proposed earlier, demonstrating that ethics education contributes not only to moral cognition but also
to broader personal growth. Future empirical research should extend this model using longitudinal
designs and diverse institutional samples to refine understanding of how educational strategies can
best cultivate ethically grounded, socially responsible business leaders.
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