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Abstract
Journalists have been shown to be highly capable of making good moral decisions, but they do not always act as ethically as studies show them to be able. Using the Reasoned Action Model, this study explores the gap between moral motivation and moral behavior and tests the proposition that different social norms can help predict how journalists behave across three ethical and three unethical behaviors (N=374). The study found that descriptive norms predicted ethical behaviors, and that injunctive norms predicted unethical behaviors. Descriptive norms also accounted for more variance in journalists’ ethical behavior (48%) than injunctive norms did on unethical behavior (28%). The findings advance the Four-Component Model in significantly improving moral behavior predictability, and offer a new way to assess journalists’ moral reasoning.
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	Research finds journalists are among the most capable of making good moral judgments compared with practitioners in a range of other professions (Coleman & Wilkins, 2009; Wilkins & Coleman, 2005). However, a gap exists between ethical “thinking” and “doing” – just as behavioral psychologists have long had trouble explaining the theoretical gap between behavioral intention and behavior, proponents of the Four-Component Model also have had difficulty bridging moral motivation and moral behavior. 
	Drawing on the Reasoned Action Model from behavioral psychology, this study proposes two social norms – injunctive and descriptive – as moderators that bridge the gap between moral intentions and moral behaviors. This study examines how the proposed theoretical model affects ethical behavior among U.S. journalists in three unethical and three ethical scenarios that are based in reality. Specifically, this study (1) investigates the gap between intention and behavior in the realm of journalism ethics, (2) proposes why and how injunctive and descriptive norms bridge that gap in different contexts, and (3) examines the proposed model with a large-scale survey of U.S. journalists across different industries. 
The Intention and Behavior Gap in Behavioral Psychology
	The Reasoned Action Model (RAM) is a comprehensive model for behavior prediction that combines the theory of reasoned action (TRA), theory of planned behavior (TPB), and social cognitive theory, which have often been used in health communication and other areas to understand and predict behavior (for an overview see Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). According to the RAM, behavior is best predicted by intention, which in turn is a function of three psychosocial determinants: attitudes, norms and self-efficacy. These three determinants are formed on the basis of specific beliefs pertaining to a given behavior. 
	Intention is defined as one’s readiness and willingness to engage in a behavior, and the theoretical assumption is that the more intention one has to carry out a behavior, the more likely one will be to perform the behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). A meta-analysis (Armitage & Conner, 2001) found that intention has been used to predict a diverse range of behaviors that include, but are not limited to, physical activity, smoking, use of public transportation, recycling, leisure activities, kidney donation, condom use, breast self-examination, blood donation, health screening, and playing video games. 
Variations of the RAM have been applied to study media use over the years (e.g., Babrow, 1989; Palmgreen & Rayburn, 1982), although such attempts are scattered and limited despite its theoretical promise for understanding and predicting media use (Hartmann, 2005). Most RAM studies focus on predicting intention or use (e.g., Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989; Jeffries & Atkins, 1996; Mathieson, 1991). Nonetheless, positive associations have been observed between intention and behavior in areas such as internet use (e.g., Peng, Zhu, Tong, & Jiang, 2012) or social networking site activities (e.g., Pelling & White, 2009).
Even though the intention-behavior association is contingent on the behavior in question, meta-analyses consistently find the average intention-behavior correlation to be somewhere between .44 -.62, which translates into 19% to 38% variances explained (Albarracin, Johnson, Fishbein, & Muellerleile, 2001; Armitage & Conner, 2001; Godin & Kok, 1996; Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2005; Hausenblas, Albert, & Mack, 1997; Sheeran & Orbell, 1998). Moreover, a super meta-analysis (Sheeran, 2002) on all the intention-behavior meta-analyses reports the overall correlation between the two constructs to be .53, or about 28% variance explained. In other words, people don’t always do what they intend to. In short, while intention is the best predictor of behavior under the RAM framework, the gap between intention and behavior remains substantial. In their overview, Fishbein and Azjen (2010) concluded that while people are not likely to do things that they have no intention of acting on, people do not always do things that they intend to do. Nonetheless, the unexplained variances between intention and behavior remain a mystery. In the next section, we will discuss a parallel gap observed in studies of moral behavior. 
	In examining predictors of behavioral intention, RAM suggests that the three psychosocial determinants (attitudes, norms and self-efficacy) are likely to have different effects on intention, depending on the behavior in question and the context in which the behavior is performed. Moreover, RAM proposes that the best way to heighten behavioral intention, which in turn promotes behavior change, is to focus on one of the three psychosocial determinants that carries the most weight in relation to the specific behavior in question. 
The Intention and Behavior Gap in Ethics Studies
	For centuries, philosophers have attempted to explore and understand ethics through different ontological lenses. For example, whereas justice is central to the ethics found in Aristotle’s work, Immanuel Kant’s categorical imperative defines that philosopher’s framework with the concept of moral duties. In addition to having important philosophical values, ethics is also essential in the real-world setting because it often provides basic guidelines for keeping peace and order in society (Rest, Bebeau, & Volker, 1986). Particularly in difficult times where demand outweighs supply (i.e., when there are people going hungry because of a low food supply), ethics offers guidelines for socially acceptable behaviors (i.e., “thou shall not steal”) that mutually benefit group members. 
In cognitive and psychological studies of ethics (i.e., Kohlberg, 1969; Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999), although the ultimate goal has always been to theorize moral behavior (Thoma, Rest, & Barnett, 1986), most studies have failed to predict moral behavior (Pittel & Mendelsohn, 1966; Rest et al., 1986; Thoma et al., 1986). The Four-Component Model is one of the few theoretical frameworks in ethics studies that has attempted to improve moral behavior prediction by going beyond moral reasoning and considering moral action.
Four-Component Model. In his attempt to enhance empirical understanding of ethical decision-making and behavior, James Rest developed the Four-Component Model and concluded that ethical behavior is the product of four psychological processes, which are presented in a logical sequence (Rest et al., 1986): (1) moral sensitivity – one’s identification and awareness of an ethical problem; (2) moral judgment – an individual’s consideration of all possible courses of action and deciding between what is right and what is wrong; (3) moral motivations – one’s prioritizing the need to carry out the right behavior; and (4) moral character – what it takes (i.e., personal courage and overcoming temptations) for one to actually carry out the right behavior (Rest et al., 1986; Rest & Narvaez, 1994; Thoma et al., 1986). 
The third and fourth components (motivations and character) of the Four-Component Model have been alternately conceptualized as moral intent and moral behavior (O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005). Moreover, similar to the gap observed between intention and behavior in behavioral psychology, Rest, Bebeau and Volker also suggest, “good intentions are often a long way from good deeds” (1986, p. 15). It is assumed that individual differences influence morality across all four psychological processes. For instance, those with different ages, genders, races, educations and socioeconomic backgrounds are likely to have different character traits that influence moral behavior (Johnson, 2006).
	Moral Development Theory. Among the four psychological processes in the Four-Component Model, moral reasoning has received the most scholarly attention over the years, and most such studies are heavily influenced by Lawrence Kohlberg’s theory of moral development (1969). Kohlberg’s work examines how individuals progress through a series of moral stages in a sequential order. The more developed one is, the more moral one becomes. Broadly speaking, Kohlberg proposes that individuals go through three basic stages: (1) Pre-conventional – individuals at this stage are predominantly driven by personal interests. Often times, their moral behaviors are guided by extrinsic motivations (i.e., because those with authority told them to do so, or because they want to avoid punishments). (2) Conventional – individuals at this stage are motivated by the desire to “be good” (rather than to avoid punishment), and they aim to maintain social norms. (3) Post-conventional – individuals at this stage are of the highest moral conscience. They are critical and independent thinkers who are committed to ethical values such as Kantian universality and justice. 
Through its examination of the relationship among different social norms, ethical behaviors and unethical behaviors, findings from this study may contribute to our understanding of the gap between moral intention and behaviors among journalists. Research suggests that moral development is strongly associated with age and education (Trevino, Weaver, & Reynolds, 2006). While Kohlberg’s moral development theory offers an overview of how individuals develop moral thinking, it has been criticized on theoretical grounds for being too vague and abstract, as well as on methodological grounds for its reliance on interviews, albeit the latter concern has been rectified by The Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Rest et al., 1999). 
Parallels between the Two Modes of Behavioral Studies
In short, just as the RAM has been challenged by its low explanatory power in predicting a wide range of social behavior (Sheeran, 2002), the Four-Component Model has also been questioned by its inability to predict moral behaviors. In fact, despite its popularity in ethical studies, moral reasoning has been viewed as post-hoc rationalization that lacks theoretical development and thwarts behavioral predictions (Blasi, 1980), which poses a serious threat to the theoretical advancement of moral theories, particularly since the reason for the weak tie between moral intention and moral behavior remains largely unknown (Jones & Ryan, 1998). In the context of journalism, this suggests that just because journalists are capable of being more ethical (e.g., operating at a higher level of moral reasoning) does not mean they act more (or less) ethically in actual dilemmas for one reason or another. Of course, this process is not so simplistic; a host of other factors influence ethical action despite one’s moral development. For example, the ethical climate of the organization affects how problems are handled (Plaisance, 2015). This study will not examine all of these factors. Rather, the purpose of this study is to narrow the gap between ethical intention and ethical behavior, incorporating the RAM and the Four-Component Model, through social norms.
Bridging the Gap with Social Norms in Ethics
	Ethics, or morality, is ontologically normative. Morality arises from the tendency of humans to live in groups, and it characterizes a specific type of social value that provides guidelines for coexistence (e.g., we distribute finite resources and negotiate conflicts of interest) (Kitcher, 2006; Rest et al., 1986). In other words, while moral behaviors do occur under all kinds of situations and across different scenarios, most empirical examinations of moral behaviors focus on individual actions that arise “in the context of larger social prescriptions” (Trevino et al., 2006, p. 952). Given the normative nature of ethical behaviors, this study reasons that social norms are likely to have the most influence on moral intentions and moral behaviors, and thus focuses on the role of social norms in influencing behaviors. Knowledge gained from this study carries practical implications in that it will provide evidence of what influences ethical behavior in journalism and offer empirical-based recommendations on how to improve journalism practices from an intervention-based perspective.  
	Social norms in the RAM.  In the Reasoned Action Model framework, social norms are operationalized as people’s perceived social pressure to perform, or not perform, a specific behavior, and that such pressure comes in two forms: Injunctive norms (our perception of what other people, particularly those who are important to us, think we should, or ought to do with respect to the behavior in question) and descriptive norms (our perception of whether other people, particularly those who are important to us, are actually performing the behavior in question)[footnoteRef:2]. While both kinds of norms are conceptualized to influence intention and behavior, descriptive and injunctive norms do not always have the same behavioral impacts. In fact, depending on the behavior in question, descriptive and injunctive norms are likely to have either complimentary or contradictory effects[footnoteRef:3]. Thus, Fishbein and Azjen recommend that researchers include both injunctive and descriptive norms in pilot phases of behavioral research to better understand behavior-specific normative influences. Advancing the RAM in the context of journalism ethics, this study theorizes distinct roles that injunctive and descriptive norms play in influencing ethical and unethical journalistic behaviors. [2:  Parallels can be drawn between how the RAM measures descriptive norms and how moral judgment research sometimes operationalizes extrinsic motivations. However, while moral judgment research also accounts for intrinsic motivations, no such parallel exists in the RAM framework. Because of theoretical integration, this study focuses only on extrinsic motivations, the less influential of the motives. ]  [3:  For example, whereas most teenagers are likely to believe that their peers are having premarital sex with their partners (descriptive norms), they are likely to believe that their parents and teachers disapprove of premarital sex (injunctive norms). ] 

Injunctive versus descriptive norms. Whether we like to admit it or not, our behaviors are heavily influenced by others both in terms of what we think they do (descriptive norms) and what we think they want us to do (injunctive norms) (Borsari & Carey, 2003).  Despite its potency and omnipresence, the influence of social norms on individual behaviors is often under-detected (Cialdini, 2005; Nolan, Schultz, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius, 2008), and the distinction between injunctive and descriptive norms is not always made clear, even though they are conceptually and motivationally different (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990). For example, Cialdini et al. (2006) found that whereas messages with injunctive norms (e.g., “Do NOT remove petrified woods from the park) successfully decreased the number of people stealing petrified woods from the Arizona Petrified Forest National Park, messages with descriptive norms (e.g., “many past visitors have removed petrified woods from the park, changing the state of the Petrified Forest…”) actually had the tendency to encourage stealing because it implied that “everyone else is doing it.” A similar pattern is found when it comes to littering in public places (Cialdini et al., 1990). In other words, when it comes to discouraging undesirable behaviors, injunctive norms are more effective, whereas descriptive norms are more likely to backfire and encourage undesirable behavior.
	On the other hand, when it comes to promoting desirable behaviors such as recycling, messages with descriptive norms have been found to be more effective than messages with injunctive norms. For example, Schultz (1999) found that receiving descriptive normative information about the amount of recycling done by an average neighborhood family encourages curbside recycling, and the same is true when it comes to conserving energy (Nolan et al., 2008) and reusing hotel towels (Goldstein, Cialdini, & Griskevicius, 2008). Taken together, these findings suggest that descriptive norms are more useful in encouraging positive behavior, whereas injunctive norms are more effective in discouraging negative behavior. This study aims to examine whether and how such findings in behavioral psychology apply to ethics.  
Focusing on the role social norms play in narrowing the gap between moral intention and behavior, and incorporating the abovementioned research findings on injunctive and descriptive norms from behavioral psychology, this study hypothesizes: 
H1: Injunctive norms significantly and positively predict unethical journalistic behaviors. 
H2: Descriptive norms significantly and positively predict ethical journalistic behaviors.
While the literature suggests different behavioral impacts between injunctive and descriptive norms, it is not known whether injunctive or descriptive norms are better predictors of journalistic behaviors.  Particularly given journalists’ special social functions and responsibilities, a better understanding of factors that discourage unethical behavior and encourage ethical behavior in journalism is assumed to lead to better quality journalism that informs and educates the public.  Moreover, a review does not find studies that compare the strengths of injunctive and descriptive norms. To better understand the behavioral influences of these two social norms in the context of ethical journalistic behaviors, the following research question is asked:
RQ1: Which relationship is stronger – injunctive norms’ influence on unethical behaviors or descriptive norms’ influence on ethical behaviors? 


Method

	This study randomly surveyed a stratified sample of American journalists at 33 leading news outlets comprising a variety of media in March 2013. We started by selecting the top 20 newspapers by circulation (Audit Bureau of Circulations, 2012); the three major broadcast networks; the three major cable news networks (based on Nielsen TV Ratings Data, reported by Bibel, 2013); and seven stand-alone news websites based on size of reporting staffs. These news websites are not part of a larger periodical or broadcast outlet. They were selected from media listing service Cision’s database of all English-language news websites in the U.S. based on the size of their reporting staffs rather than web traffic metrics. News aggregators such as Google News and The Drudge Report attract more traffic than some of the news websites chosen, but they employ few, if any, journalists (Olmstead, Mitchell, & Rosenstiel, 2011). For this reason, only news websites with reporting staffs of more than 10 people were chosen for this study. To account for the fact that the newspapers and television outlets chosen also have a web presence, journalists from the entire staff (including any online-only staffers) were included in the sample. (See Table 1 for all 33 news outlets included in this study’s sample.) This study focused on a sample of journalists working at large media outlets because they are seen as leaders in the industry. This leadership comes from prominence, but also from “editorial capital” (Schultz, 2007), the idea that those with more experience or in hierarchical positions exert more influence on their peers. Because the sample uses only journalists at large media outlets, findings from this study should not be generalized to U.S. journalists at large.  However, because the sample was drawn randomly, generalizations can be made to other journalists at these large news outlets.
[Insert Table 1 about here]
	Contact information for all reporters and editors at these news outlets was culled from a database of media contacts curated by Cision, which has maintained media lists in the U.S. for more than 75 years. The company collects and maintains contact information for journalists worldwide through direct contact by phone, mail and email as well as online searches. The database contained contact information for 4,470 journalists working at the selected news outlets, 75% of whom were randomly selected and sent an invitation to participate. Three separate email reminders were sent over the course of three weeks, and those who participated in the survey were eligible to enter a drawing for a free iPad mini.  Nevertheless, many journalists (more than 3,000) still ignored the email invitations without ever responding or clicking on the survey link (non-contact refusals). Some of those who responded and declined to participate wrote that it is against company policy to participate in surveys (especially journalists at larger organizations, including The Wall Street Journal and CNN). Given that our sample targeted major media organizations, this policy stance may account for the large number of non-contact refusals. Of those who were sent an invitation, 554 participants at least logged onto the survey, and about 40 others emailed to say they did not wish to participate. From these contacted participants, 374 completed and partial surveys were returned. 
Using AAPOR’s Response Rate 2 calculation, which accounts for partial responses, the response rate was 10.3% and the cooperation rate was 63% (AAPOR, 2011). Partial responses were included in the analysis because results were analyzed on a per-issue basis. Those who responded to one ethical scenario but not another could therefore be included in the analysis and also this response calculation. Email and online surveys in particular are subject to low response rates (Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000), but recent work suggests that nonresponse error is less of a threat to validity than other forms of error (Curtin, Presser, & Singer, 2000; Keeter, Miller, Kohut, Groves, & Presser, 2000). Furthermore, nonresponse error is not closely related to response rate, especially when studying specialized populations (Groves, 2006; Groves & Peytcheva, 2008). These factors together with the high cooperation rate give us confidence in the results. 
Elicitation Study
In the early stages of study design, RAM studies necessitate that researchers accurately identify accessible and salient beliefs toward the behavior in question among the target population in what is called an “elicitation study,” because all behaviors differ on the following four elements, and change in any one of the four elements constitutes a change in the behavior in question: the target at which the action is directed, the action performed, the context in which the action is performed, and the time at which the action is performed (Fishbein & Azjen, 2010).  
Adopting this methodological framework, this study conducted an elicitation study among a random sample of about 45 U.S. journalists using the same method described above to ascertain their perceived ethical orientation of a range of journalistic behaviors. The purpose is to identify significantly unethical and ethical behaviors from the point of view of our target population for empirical examination. From an initial 15 scenarios written by the researchers, all former journalists, six behaviors that achieved statistically significant differences from a series of paired T-tests – three unethical and three ethical – were chosen for the study. Table 2 summarizes the findings. 
[Insert Table 2 about here]
Survey Questions

	To examine the ways in which injunctive and descriptive norms influence these six ethical and unethical journalistic behaviors, for each behavior, respondents were (1) asked to think back to the last time they were in a particular situation (e.g., when you were assigned to do a story on an organization or club that you or someone in your family belongs to) and indicate what they did (e.g., whether they did the story or not) (self-reported behavior). All behaviors are dummy coded where 1 denotes “yes” and 0 denotes “no” (See Table 2).[footnoteRef:4] [4: Journalism behaviors are not indexed because they are not repetition factors. For example, while adjusting image quality, separating analysis and commentary from news reporting and reporting diverse perspectives in a story are all “ethical behaviors,” each of these three behaviors is qualitatively distinct and represents a different dimension of ethical behaviors.] 

Injunctive norms were measured with a matrix question asking, to the best of their knowledge, about how much their (a) editor or news director, (b) colleagues at the same institution, (c) colleagues at other institutions within the same industry, (d) colleagues in other news industries (e.g., for print journalists it would be about broadcast journalists) approve of the behavior. This matrix question is based on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 “strongly disapprove” to 7 “strongly approve.” A summative index of all injunctive norms variables was created. Using Cronbach’s alpha, we found that the injunctive norms index satisfies conventional reliability test standard of >.70 (See Table 2).
Descriptive norms were measured with another matrix question asking how often they think their (a) editor or news director, (b) colleagues at the same institution, (c) colleagues at other institutions within the same industry, (d) colleagues in other news industries carry out the behavior in question (descriptive norms) based on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 “never” to 7 “very often.” A summative index of all descriptive norms variables across the fix scenarios was created. Using Cronbach’s alpha, we found that the descriptive norms index satisfies conventional reliability test standard of >.70 (See Table 2).
[Insert Table 3 about here]
Control Variables.  Because demographic variables have been shown to influence moral behavior and social norms, as discussed in the literature review, the following five demographic variables were entered into logistic regression analyses: Age, gender, race/ethnicity, education and income using the standard measures. 	Comment by Author: Since your lit review emphasizes moral reasoning as a factor, briefly explain why this is not among your measures. [PLP]	Comment by Author: Explanation: This study is looking at the third and fourth steps in the 4-step moral component model - motivations(intentions) and character (behavior), hence moral reasoning is not included in the study. If we were to use the second step (moral reasoning) as a covariate, we should logically also use the first step as a covariate, moral sensitivity. Unfortunately, it is unwieldy to measure both of these things just for covariates; measuring moral reasoning alone requires participants to reason about 4 to 6 different ethical dilemmas via the DIT, and that alone takes at least 20 minutes. It's not practical to conduct such a lengthy survey on busy professional journalists. 
	Statistical Analysis. To test the proposed hypotheses and answer the research questions, because of the dichotomous nature of the dependent variables (whether the respondent did “1” or did not “0” do the behavior), the data will be analyzed via logistic regression using SPSS.

Results
This study surveys U.S. journalists across different news media. 17.9% of the respondents are between age 18-34, 51.8% between age 35-54, and 30.4% are 55 or older. More than half (60.5%) of the respondents are men. Ninety percent of the respondents are White, followed by 3.0% Asian, 2.7% African American, 0.3% American Indian, Alaskan Native or Pacific Islander, and 4.4% “Other.” Such gender and racial distributions echo findings from a recent large-scale survey of U.S. journalists[footnoteRef:5] (Willnat & Weaver, 2014). A majority (88.7%) of the respondents make more than $50,000 a year. About 4% of the respondents do not have a college degree, 67.2% of the respondents have a college degree, and 28.8% of the respondents have more advanced degrees (e.g., M.A., J.D. or Ph.D.). These journalists are older and make more money than U.S. journalists on average (Weaver 2007), but this may be expected given the sample’s focus on industry leaders. When it comes to journalistic work, 46.2% of the respondents work primarily with text in print, less than 1% (.3%) work primarily with photos, 3.3% work primarily with videos, 11.7% work primarily with text online, and 37.5% are evenly split between two or more media. In terms of their unethical and ethical behaviors, the respondents report having done significantly fewer unethical (M= .64, SD =.65) than ethical behaviors asked about in this study (M= 2.29, SD=.60); t(75) = -16.21, p< .001). [5:  The survey found that women journalists account for one-third, and minority journalists account for 8.5%, of all journalists working for the U.S. news media.] 

Specifically, when asked about their most recent experience, 20.6% of the respondents had done a story on an organization or club that they or someone in their family belongs to; 49.3% of the respondents used a press release or video release without any editing or rewriting; 3.3% of the respondents edited elements of a photograph or video post-production (e.g., made the sky bluer or gloomier, made the moon brighter, got rid of acne, erased an unsightly object from the frame, etc.); 42.3% adjusted image quality in a photograph or video (e.g., technical features such as brightness, contrast, sharpness, or saturation); 87% separated analysis and commentary from news reporting; and 95.2% reported diverse perspectives in a story. 
H1 hypothesizes that injunctive norms – what significant others think journalists should do – significantly and positively predict unethical journalistic behaviors, and it is supported by two of the three unethical behaviors examined in this study. Specifically, those who scored higher on the injunctive norms index are more likely to do a story on an organization or club that they or someone in their family belong to (OR=1.34, p<.001), and edit elements of a photograph or video post-production. (OR=1.35, p<.001). Conversely, the extent to which the respondents use press releases or video releases without any editing or rewriting is not influenced by injunctive norms (see Table 3). 
H2 hypothesizes that descriptive norms – what journalists think significant others are actually doing – significantly and positively predict ethical journalistic behaviors, and it is supported by all three ethical behaviors examined in this study (See Table 3). Specifically, those who scored higher on the descriptive norms index are more likely to adjust image quality in a photograph or video (OR=1.43, p<.001), separate analysis and commentary from news reporting (OR = 1.12, p<.0.001) and report diverse perspectives in a story (OR=1.56, p<.01). 
	RQ1 asks whether the relationship between injunctive norms and unethical behaviors is stronger than the relationship between descriptive norms and ethical behaviors. Comparing the Nagelkerke R2 between models in H1 and H2, descriptive norms have a stronger impact on ethical behavior than injunctive norms do on unethical journalistic behaviors. Specifically, descriptive norms on average account for about 48% of the variance in ethical journalistic behaviors, injunctive norms on average account for about 28% of the variance in unethical journalistic behaviors. 
Discussion
	The gap between intention and behavior is evident in behavioral psychology – while intention is the best predictor of behavior, people don’t always do what they intend to do, and this is true across a wide array of mediated and non-mediated behaviors.  The same is true in ethics. Despite people’s best intentions to act morally, it is hard to predict moral behavior from moral reasoning (Pittel & Mendelsohn, 1966; Thoma, Rest, & Barnett, 1986) in that there remains a gap between thinking morally and acting morally (Rest, Bebeau, & Volker, 1986).
	While previous studies have attempted to predict various aspects of journalism ethics, most variances explained are relatively low. For example, Coleman and Wilkins (2004)’s model predicting moral development with three demographic variables (gender, age and education) and five motivations factors (internal and external motivations, religion, law, competition) explains about 10% of the variance, and their more comprehensive model that includes three additional news work variables (autonomy, investigative, civic journalism) only explain about 15% of the variance. Voakes’ (1997) study using Shoemaker and Reese’s hierarchy model, with three demographic variables (age, gender and education) and seven categories of social influences (individual, small group, organization, competition, occupation, law, extramedia), explains 13% of the variance when it comes to journalists’ perception of their own behavioral influence. White and Singletary (1993), using four factors that result from 31 internal work motivations, predict on average 13% of the variance. 
In contrast, using five demographic variables (age, gender, race, education and income) and the two social norms variables, this study on average accounts for about 38% of the variances in journalistic behavior. The ability to use the least amount of variables to predict the most variance speaks to this study’s theoretical contribution in predicting ethical behavior in journalism. Moreover, whereas most meta-analyses found that intention, the best predictor of behavior under the RAM framework, on average accounts for between 19% and 38% of the variance in behavior,[footnoteRef:6] the fact that descriptive norms account for about two-thirds (66%) of the variance in adjusting image quality in a photograph or video – and with an average of 48% variances explained across all three ethical journalistic behaviors – is notable.  [6:  As aforementioned, most meta-analyses under the RAM framework found the correlation, which is the square root of variances explained (R2), between intention and behavior to be between .44-.62 (Albarracin, Johnson, Fishbein, & Muellerleile, 2001; Armitage & Conner, 2001; Godin & Kok, 1996; Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2005; Hausenblas, Albert, & Mack, 1997; Sheeran & Orbell, 1998).] 

This study found that if these journalists believed that others would approve of an unethical behavior (injunctive norms), they were more likely to act unethically, as this was true for two of the three unethical journalism behaviors examined in this study except for the use of press or video releases without any editing or rewriting. Conversely, if these journalists believed that everyone else is acting ethically (descriptive norms), they were more likely to act ethically, and this is also true across all three ethical journalism behaviors (e.g., adjust image quality, separate analysis and commentary, and report diverse perspectives). 
However, in comparing the strength of influence of injunctive and descriptive norms on unethical and ethical behaviors, findings from this study suggest that while journalists do largely act in accordance with perceived professional climate, the effect of social norms is weaker on unethical behaviors. In the context of the Moral Development Theory, this may suggest that journalists operate at the post-conventional stage because their decision-making is more influenced by ethical conscience (i.e., not doing what is wrong) than social norms (i.e., peer expectation) when it comes to professionally undesirable behaviors. Also, advancing the Four-Component Model, findings from this study suggest that social norms extend the moral judgment of journalists (Wilkins & Coleman, 2005) to moral behavior. 
Overall, this study suggests that whether the journalists act unethically or ethically is significantly influenced by social norms. However, it also suggests that the effect of social norms in closing the gap between intention and behavior may be a double-edged sword – just as individual journalists may be more prone to act more ethically if they perceive ethical behavior is the (descriptive) norm in the field, they are also more prone to act unethically if they perceive that unethical behavior is “approved of” (injunctive norms) in the field. This suggests at least two reasonable courses of actions, both related to the ethical workplace climate (Plaisance, 2015), which is the general understanding of how ethical dilemmas should be handled within specific corporations. Newsroom leaders must regularly recognize and share with their staff instances in which employees (or other colleagues) have acted ethically. This will reinforce descriptive ethical norms. Newsroom leaders also must frequently state, in no uncertain terms, what is against the rules. This will reinforce injunctive norms regarding unethical practices. Just like individuals have their own sets of ethics, so do corporations, or in this case, news organizations. Individuals do not act unilaterally within organizations; there are a host of factors that exert considerable influence despite an individual’s level of moral development.
While this study’s consistent findings across five out of six different journalistic behaviors boost our confidence in the observed patterns, cross-sectional surveys such as this rely on self-reports, limiting their causal claims. Moreover, whereas this study’s survey of real journalists in the U.S. adds to the external validity of its claims, the strength of its internal validity can only be verified via experiments. For this reason, future studies are encouraged to examine the scope of this study using experimental designs. 
As discussed earlier, parallels can be drawn between how the RAM measures descriptive norms and how moral judgment research operationalizes extrinsic motivations. Moral judgment research documents that intrinsic motivations are the stronger predictor of moral reasoning when compared to extrinsic motivations (Wilkins & Coleman, 2005); however, in adopting the RAM framework to examine ethical behaviors, this study only looked at extrinsic motivations when measuring descriptive norms. This constraint may explain the relatively low variances found in predicting ethical behaviors, as we only examined the less influential of the motives. Future studies are encouraged to expand the RAM framework to include intrinsic motivations in their examination of moral behavior.
Conclusion
Because of their special role in democratic societies, journalists have a professional obligation to deliver news information to the public responsibly and ethically. Despite their notable moral compass (Coleman & Wilkins, 2009; Wilkins & Coleman, 2005), journalists don’t always act on their abilities. Ways to encourage them to do so should be discovered and put into practice in newsrooms. This study offers clear and strong evidence of the role that different social norms (descriptive and injunctive) play in predicting a range of unethical and ethical behaviors in journalism, narrowing the gap between thinking and acting morally. Whereas most studies to date are unable to adequately predict moral behavior, the model proposed in this study accounts for 28% of the variance in unethical journalistic behavior and 48% of the variance in ethical journalistic behavior. This is a significant advancement to moral theories that have been criticized for lack of behavioral predictability, and is suggestive of the potential benefit in including social norms in future moral theory developments. For example, social norms may help moral development theories account for not only moral reasoning but also moral behavior. 
This study also contributes to the theoretical advancement of the Reasoned Action Model (RAM). While the RAM is unable to parse out distinctive roles that different social norms play in predicting behavior,[footnoteRef:7] this study finds that injunctive norms are more effective in promoting undesirable behaviors, whereas descriptive norms are better at encouraging desirable behaviors. Future studies are encouraged to examine whether this pattern holds true across different social behaviors outside of the context of journalism ethics.  [7:  The Reasoned Action Model states there are two types of social norms (injunctive and descriptive), but does not theorize whether and how these two types of social norms predict different social behaviors (see Fishbein & Azjen, 2010).] 

Findings from this study suggest the importance of collective consciousness in promoting ethical behaviors among individual journalists. Specifically, they suggest newsroom supervisors can promote ethical behavior among their staff by making them aware of social norms – that is, by communicating more effectively about ethics. Given the significant influence of social norms on ethical journalism behaviors, perhaps integrating ethics codes into news routines would have a positive impact on ethical decision-making. These findings suggest that it is important to give journalists more opportunities to observe ethical behavior among those around them. This could be accomplished through newsroom leaders’ recognizing ethical choices in the newsroom. By publically communicating within their newsrooms when someone on staff acts ethically, supervisors build up and reinforce descriptive norms. This could be accomplished through newsletters, emails or a system of awards. Communication is also a central factor in establishing injunctive norms. Ethical codes should not be relegated to a handbook given to new hires and forgotten thereafter; rather, supervisors could reference them regularly when communicating with their staff and ask that newsroom members review the code regularly (e.g. monthly). These measures could ensure that journalists see others acting ethically and clearly understand what behaviors are approved of, the two factors this study shows exert significant influence on ethical behavior among journalists.  	Comment by Author: Is an apostrophe needed here? Original sentence: “through newsroom leaders’ recognition of ethical choices in the newsroom”
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