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Assessing the role of business faculty values and background in the recognition
of an ethical dilemma

Stuart Van Auken

Florida Gulf Coast University, Fort Myers, Florida, USA

ABSTRACT
The author sought to determine whether business faculty values and background can discriminate
between a yes or no response to the introduction of an ethically challenged product. The results
reveal that two competing views of the enterprise (stakeholder vs. stockholder) along with a faculty
member’s departmental membership do discriminate in the expected direction. The results suggest
that a faculty member’s values have the potential to create student confusion and require
additional inquiry concerning impediment removal.
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Standard nine of the accreditation standards of the Asso-
ciation to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business Inter-
national (AACSB, 2013) requires that students
demonstrate ethical understanding and reasoning. Not
all business faculty are equally comfortable or knowl-
edgeable about models of ethics (Frank, Ofobike, &
Gradisher, 2010), nor do they always perceive the pres-
ence of an ethical issue. Ethical sensitivity varies among
people (Sparks & Hunt, 1998) and could affect the suc-
cessful teaching of business ethics.

This study thus investigates the sensitivity of business
faculty to an ethical issue through a case that requires a
yes or no decision. It assesses alternative views of the
enterprise (i.e., stakeholder vs. shareholder) and the
degree of moral attentiveness (reflective and perceptual)
recognized. It further seeks to determine if faculty values
can discriminate between a yes or no dilemma and
whether discrimination varies by academic background
area.

Similar issues also pervade the business community.
Consider the recent decision of the Disney Corporation
to terminate 30–35 application designers, and to replace
them with lower priced skilled foreign workers (Motley
Fool, 2015). Obviously, this was not viewed as having
ethical overtones, nor was the requirement that some of
the displaced workers be required to train their replace-
ments in order to receive severance pay. As the image of
Disney has been carefully constructed to portray the hap-
piest place on Earth, one might wonder what the Disney
executives were thinking, especially when it had posted

all-time records for annual revenue and net profit (Mot-
ley Fool, 2015). Only after receiving considerable bad
press did Disney reverse itself. Thus, in this study I
sought to unfold such thinking by asking business faculty
to respond to a marketing scenario that likewise has the
potential to generate very bad press and social, as well as
economic, harm.

While studies have been conducted on business stu-
dents as to the relationships of gender, age, and under-
graduate major to ethical attitudes and behavior, no such
studies have involved faculty. Uniquely, the study of stu-
dents using meta-analysis reveals that the undergraduate
business major has been a nonfactor as an influencer
(Borkowski & Ugras, 1998). Yet faculty members may
evidence a conflict between the pursuit of self-interest
and a consideration of others. Thus, an interesting ques-
tion is whether faculty background is an influencer.
Indeed, there are business faculty who doubt the advis-
ability of requiring ethics coverage (Gautschi & Jones,
1998). Overall, the most important future issue facing
business ethics in academia is business ethics education
(Holland & Albrecht, 2013). This study thus operates
within this important realm by furthering insights into
ethical thinking by faculty.

Different perspectives of the enterprise

Despite efforts to educate students in ethical dilemma
recognition, little attention is brought to bear on a priori
faculty values concerning the enterprise. As it is, many
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AACSB-accredited programs require their faculty to
integrate ethics into their courses, as well as require stu-
dents to complete a course in business ethics. Such forc-
ing fails to address that there are faculty with different
views of the enterprise and, as a result, there is a potential
influence on students that may be superordinate, or
overriding, which in turn impedes ethical dilemma rec-
ognition. Consider that there are business faculty who
question whether businesses have responsibilities beyond
the lawful making of profits for their shareholders. They
hold that the firm’s objective is to maximize shareholder
wealth and they decry the use of resources for any pur-
pose that detracts from efficiency (Friedman, 1962).
Alternatively, there are business faculty who take the
view that in addition to a firm’s economic and legal
responsibilities, firms have ethical and discretionary
responsibilities to protect the welfare of a broad range of
entities with which they have mutual relationships (Car-
roll, 1979; Wurthmann, 2013). Compounding the issue
is the presence of a significant body of research that indi-
cates mixed, inconclusive, or negative relations between
a firm’s financial performance and outcomes that are
consistent with ethical behavior (Wurthmann, 2013).
For examples of such studies, see Aupperle, Carroll, and
Hatfield (1985), Laffer, Coors, and Winegarden (2005),
and McWilliams and Siegel (2000).

There are two general views of the enterprise: stock-
holder (Smith, 1776/1937) and stakeholder (Bowen,
1953), with the stockholder view remaining the domi-
nant perspective among many students and managers
(Wurthmann, 2013), yet the stakeholder view evidences
a top-down push from business administrators reflective
of ethics being an AACSB requirement. With the AACSB
mandate, would one expect all business faculty members
in AACSB accredited schools to embrace the standard?

The study

Study purpose

Given the stockholder and stakeholder competing
points of view of an enterprise, in this research I
used a case study to assess faculty response to an eth-
ical dilemma (i.e., proceed or not proceed). Following
this, I determined their points of view of the enter-
prise through the application of the Perception of the
Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility scale (PRE-
SOR) (Singhapakdi, Vitell, Rallapalli, & Kraft, 1996). I
also assessed their moral attentiveness in a reflective
and perceptual sense (Reynolds, 2008). Thus in the
study I determined if a faculty member’s point of
view of the enterprise, as well as his or her moral
attentiveness, can predict his or her response to the

ethical dilemma (i.e., a decision to proceed or not
proceed). Additionally, will this response be indepen-
dent of moral attentiveness? Finally, if there is dis-
crimination between a yes or no response to the
ethical dilemma, will there be different points of view
of the enterprise as a function of one’s academic
training and background? If so, this may result in an
overall mixed signaling to students.

Study design

The study uses a case where a yes response offers ethical
consequences. The vignette appears in the Appendix and
involves the introduction of a beer sold in oversized con-
tainers with a higher alcohol content. The beer is also
targeted to an inner-city segment with statistically
known higher rates of alcoholism. This vignette was pre-
sented to teaching faculty associated with a AACSB-
accredited business school at a presemester retreat. Fac-
ulty members were instructed to read the case and to
provide a yes or no recommendation. Following the case,
faculty responded to questioning through the adminis-
tration of the PRESOR scale, which contained five stock-
holder and seven stakeholder statements. These
statements were assessed through the use of a 9-point
Likert scale with the anchors ranging from 1 (totally dis-
agree) to 5 (totally agree). To address order bias, one half
of the respondents received an instrument that contained
stakeholder statements first, while the other half received
stakeholder statements last. Naturally, the same reversing
was applied to stockholder statements.

Following the PRESOR scale, faculty responded to a
moral attentiveness scale. This instrument had two sec-
tions: the first contained five statements addressing his
or her reflective moral attentiveness, while the second
contained seven statements assessing perceptual moral
attentiveness. All these statements were scored on a 7-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). As before, one half of the respondents
received the reflective statements first and the other half
received them last. Again, the same reversing was applied
to the perceptual statements.

Respondents were also given a five-item measure of
socially desirable response (Hays, Hayashi, & Stewart,
1989), which was scored on a 5-point rating-type scale
with the anchors ranging from 1 (definitely true) to 5
(definitely false). As the survey may have been viewed as
sensitive, faculty respondents were only asked to reveal
their academic department and to indicate whether they
were full-time or part-time.

The total time allotment for the administration of
the study was 15 minutes, which included a discus-
sion of the exercise after the completed questionnaires
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had been collected. The total faculty response pro-
duced forty-seven completions with one being dis-
carded for producing a perfect socially desirable
response score. The total usable instruments thus
came to 46.

Analytical approach

In total, 28 faculty members (60.9%) said no to the intro-
duction of the beer, while 18 faculty (39.1%) said yes.
These response sets were contrasted as to stockholder
and stakeholder points of view and as to their perceptual
and reflective moral attentiveness responses, as well as
differences in departmental membership.

Contrasts were assessed using individual variable
t-tests, followed by a multiple discriminant analysis
(MDA) application on average composites of high
loading factor-analysis produced PRESOR and
moral attentiveness variables. These principal com-
ponent based-factors served as the predictors for
the MDA.

The use of high-loading variables for interpretative
purposes is due to the smaller sample size of the faculty
group (n D 46). Basically, principal-components analysis
for small samples typically overfits the data, thus the rec-
ommendation of Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black
(1998) was followed (i.e., using a factor loading of .75
and higher to reveal statistically significant variables with
sample sizes of around 50).

Findings

Data analysis

Table 1 presents the results of the go versus no go deci-
sion using individual variable t-tests. Of the five stock-
holder variables, four were characterized by a statistically
significant difference, while five of eight stakeholder vari-
ables were likewise significantly different. The direction-
ality of the response met expectations with those
recommending the introduction indicating greater agree-
ment with stockholder values and lesser agreement with
stakeholder values when contrasted to those who

Table 1. A contrast of PRESOR results between faculty members as to a go or no go case decision involving an ethical issue.

Go (n D 18) No go (n D 28)

Variables M SD M SD t(44) p�

Stockholder view
To remain competitive in a global

environment, business firms will have
to disregard ethics and social
responsibility.

2.50 2.04 1.50 1.11 1.91 .07

If survival of a business enterprise is at
stake, then you must forget about
ethics and social responsibility.

2.94 2.26 1.64 1.13 2.27 .03

The most important concern for a firm is
making a profit even if it means
bending or breaking the rules.

2.94 2.13 1.61 1.37 2.60 .01

Efficiency is much more important to a
firm than whether or not a firm is
seen as ethical or social responsible.

5.13 2.16 2.39 1.75 4.58 .00

If stockholders are unhappy, nothing else
matters.

4.81 2.64 2.00 1.41 3.95 .00

Stakeholder view
Social responsibility and profitability can

be compatible.
7.78 1.52 8.14 1.32 ¡0.86 ns

Good ethics is often good business. 7.82 1.19 7.93 1.98 ¡0.20 ns
Being ethically and socially responsible is
the most important thing a firm can do.

4.39 2.64 6.54 2.33 ¡2.89 .01

A firm’s priority should be employee
morale.

4.28 2.30 5.82 1.94 ¡2.45 .02

The ethics and social responsibility of a
firm is essential to its profitability.

5.94 2.18 7.57 1.97 ¡2.62 .01

The overall effectiveness of a business
can be determined to a great extent
by the degree to which it is ethical
and socially responsible.

4.33 2.59 6.00 2.61 ¡2.12 .04

Business ethics and social responsibility
are critical to the survival of a
business enterprise.

5.67 2.41 6.92 2.53 ¡1.56 ns

Business has a social responsibility
beyond making a profit.

5.00 2.72 7.39 2.56 ¡3.02 .00

Note. Respondents used a 9-point Likert extent-of-agreement scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) and 9 (totally agree).�p � .10.
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perceived the ethical dilemma and produced a no go
response. The results suggest that those who advocated
the introduction of the beer (n D 18) were not using
stakeholder or ethical values as evidenced by a truncation
of scores around the stakeholder scale’s midpoint, while
those who did not advocate the introduction of the beer
scored on the positive side of the ethically oriented scale.

The analysis of the moral attentiveness variables
appear in Table 2. An assessment of this table reveals no
difference at the .05 level. Thus one’s perceptual and
reflective moral attentiveness had no impact on the deci-
sion. Basically, faculty members are homogenous with
respect to their moral attentiveness.

Multiple discriminant analysis

As prior indicated, a MDA was employed to deter-
mine the extent that MDA could predict beyond ran-
dom chance and to reveal the discriminant power of
the revealed variables. In this case, the use of a pro-
portional chance criterion (Morrison, 1969) revealed
that 52.4% of the faculty would be classified correctly
as either a go or no go by chance alone. The extent
that MDA can classify correctly beyond chance sug-
gests the efficacy of the data.

To address the issue of multicollinearity among the
predictors for the MDA, a varimax-rotated principal
components analysis was run on the PRESOR variables.
The procedure produced three factors and explained
68.2% of the variance in the data. The results are seen in
Table 3. Viewing factor 1, the glue that holds the vari-
ables together is the stakeholder model or a social
responsibility focus, while the variables in factor two
denote the stockholder model or an emphasis on
profit. Finally, factor three denotes a blending of the

two models. All of these models are consistent with
theory and have high face validity. In essence, they
replicate a priori expectations without overfitting the
analysis. The latter is again due to the use of loadings
equal to or greater than .75 for factor interpretive
purposes. Finally, each factor’s Cronbach alpha score
for the indicated variables is compatible with Nun-
nally’s (1978) .7 criterion.

The same principal components approach was also
run on the moral attentiveness data. The results are
presented in Table 4. In this case, two factors
explained 70.5% of the variance and essentially repro-
duced the perceptual and reflective aspects of moral
attentiveness. Factor 1 denotes the former and factor
two the latter. These results also match theory and
possess high face validity, as wells as high Cronbach’s
alpha values.

With the creation of the five factors from the two
principal-components analyses, the appropriate variables
within each factor were averaged, thus producing five
potential discriminators for the MDA. An assessment of
multicollinearity revealed a correlation of .33 between
the stakeholder model and reflections on moral atten-
tiveness and a correlation of .68 between the two moral
(i.e., perceptual and reflective) factors. These were the
two largest correlations and they do not require a drop-
ping of a variable.

Using the five averaged factors as predictors, two
tests were performed to see if the MDA analysis was
appropriate. The first test addressed the assumption
of the equality of the co-variance matrices between
the go and no go groupings. Box’s test of equality
revealed an approximate F value of 0.94 (15,
3985.01), p D .52. Thus the first hurdle was passed.
The second test determined if there was a statistically

Table 2. A contrast of moral attentiveness results between faculty members as to a go or no go case decision involving an ethical issue.

Go (n D 18) No go (n D 28)

Variables M SD M SD t(44) p�

Perceptual moral attentiveness
In a typical day, I face several ethical decisions. 4.61 1.91 4.60 1.79 0.00 ns
I often have to choose between doing what’s right and doing something that’s wrong. 4.28 2.11 4.04 1.73 0.43 ns
I regularly face decisions that have significant ethical implications. 3.94 2.13 4.61 1.64 ¡1.19 ns
My life has been filled with one moral predicament after another. 3.11 1.60 3.39 1.73 ¡0.56 ns
Many of the decisions that I make have ethical dimensions in them. 4.50 2.12 5.22 1.48 ¡1.26 ns
I rarely face ethical dilemmas. 3.33 2.17 2.89 1.66 0.73 ns
I frequently encounter ethical situations. 4.41 1.80 4.43 1.60 ¡0.33 ns

Reflective moral attentiveness
I regularly think about the ethical implications at my decisions. 4.83 1.76 5.75 1.69 ¡1.77 .08
I think about the morality of my actions almost every day. 4.83 2.09 5.48 1.72 ¡1.14 ns
I often find myself pondering about ethical issues. 4.33 2.05 5.29 1.61 ¡1.76 .09
I often reflect on the moral aspect of my decisions. 4.50 2.07 5.37 1.62 ¡1.58 ns
I like to think about ethics. 4.39 2.25 5.32 1.49 ¡1.55 ns

Note. Respondents used a 7-point Likert extent-of-agreement scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 9 (strongly agree).�p � .10.
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significant difference between both groups. In this
case Wilks’ lambda produced a chi-square value of
20.55 (5, N D 43), p D .00. Thus, the groups are signifi-
cantly different on the utilized variables.

Having established the appropriateness of the MDA,
the model produced the following centroid for the no go
group: –0.631, while the centroid for the go group was
1.065. Thus negative discriminant scores would tend to
classify respondents in the no go group, while positive
scores would tend to classify respondents in the go
grouping.

Table 5 presents a composite of MDA results and they
reveal that the stakeholder or social responsibility model
produced a standardized discriminant coefficient of –.60,
while the stockholder or profit model produced a value
of .75. Clearly, these two variables account for discrimi-
nation between the groups with higher respondent scores
on the stakeholder variable and lower scores on the
stockholder model serving to direct the classification to
the no go group.

A comparison of discriminant classifications with
actual group membership reveals all but eight respond-
ents being correctly classified for an 82.6% correct
assignment rate. This is substantially beyond the propor-
tional chance criterion of 52.4%. Since the discriminant

function was applied to the sample members upon which
it was developed, the percentage of correct assignment is
upwardly biased. To address this, each case was classified
by the function derived from all cases other than that
case. This assignment correctly classified 76.1% of all
respondents with eleven of them incorrectly classified.
Overall, the results suggest the use of stakeholder and
stockholder values in decision-making as evidenced by a
23.7% increase in correct assignment over random
chance.

Systematic differences in the response pattern

To help assess the presence of a pattern in the go versus
no go decision results, the study results were cross-classi-
fied by each faculty member’s academic department.
These results are presented in Table 6. They indicate dis-
proportional classifications over what would be expected
by chance. Members of the finance and economics
department have the highest proportion of the launch
the beer proponents (44.4%), with 80.0% of them favor-
ing the beer’s introduction. Alternatively, 100% of the
accounting faculty and 70.0% of the management faculty
gave a negative response to the dilemma. Clearly, there is
a pattern in the data.

Table 4. A principal-components analysis of faculty moral attentiveness results using a .75 and higher criterion for factor loadings.

Factor loadings for each of two factors

Moral attentiveness variables One Two

In a typical day, I face several ethical decisions. .89
I regularly face decisions that have significant ethical implications. .82
I frequently encounter ethical situations. .78
I often reflect on the moral aspects of my decisions. .88
I often find myself pondering about ethical issues. .83
I like to think about ethics. .81

Cronbach’s a .89 .90

Table 3. A principal-components analysis of faculty PRESOR results using a .75 and higher criterion for factor loadings.

Factor loadings for each of three factors

PRESOR variables One Two Three

The ethics and social responsibility of a firm is essential to its long-
term profitability.

.87

Being ethically and socially responsible is the most important thing a
firm can do.

.85

The overall effectiveness of a business can be determined to a great
extent by the degree to which it is ethical and socially responsible.

.78

Business has a social responsibility beyond making a profit. .76
If stockholders are unhappy, nothing else matters. .88
To remain competitive in a global environment, business firms will

have to disregard ethics and social responsibility.
.79

Social responsibility and profitability can be compatible. .82
Good ethics is often good business. .81

Cronbach’s a .86 .70 .73
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Discussion

The study of business faculty response to a mini-case,
involving the introduction of a higher alcoholic beer
to an inner-city segment indicates that different views
of the enterprise have discriminated between a go or
no go decision concerning the beer’s launch. Basically,
the stockholder position, despite a lower score trunca-
tion, equated with the introduction of the higher alco-
holic content beer, which resulted in additional profit
and the prevention of layoffs. Ultimately, the stake-
holder position was associated with the ethical conse-
quences of the launch (i.e., the selling of the beer to
an inner-city segment of the population with statisti-
cally higher rates of alcoholism) and a decision to not
introduce the beer.

While the prevention of layoffs may also suggest
ethical thinking, layoffs are largely perceived as a
product of business operations (i.e., growth means
hiring and decline means contraction or layoffs).
Even the Disney Corporation went through an over-
haul prior to its ill-fated decision when it eliminated
250 technical positions in theme parks, replacing
them with 320 new jobs with nary an outcry (Motley
Fool, 2015). The point being that the study’s discrimi-
nators shed light on business faculty thinking. If both
of the presented options are perceived as having
strong ethical overtones, there would be no discrimi-
nation between the yes or no decision in terms of
stockholder and shareholder values. Clearly, the case
results show a stark contrast between a profit-based
and ethical decision.

The efficacy of the case’s identification of an ethi-
cal dilemma is further supported by the statistically
revealed difference between the yes or no responses
based on a faculty member’s departmental back-
ground. Basically, finance and economics faculty were
revealed as being most predisposed to the stockholder
model, thus providing additional face validity.

The failure of the two moral attentiveness constructs
to discriminate between the yes and no decision also sug-
gests that general moral considerations are equally held
between the two decision groups. Thus, the decision to
go versus no go was made by alternative enterprise view-
point models, which in turn appear to be influenced by
one’s background and training.

Implications

Given the study’s findings, what are the implications for
the teaching of business ethics? As a dual or competing
values perspective exists, the presentation of the conflict
to students should be considered. To help develop a
weighting in favor of the stakeholder or ethical point of
view model, faculty may consider presenting to students
the financial viability of ethical decision-making. With
respect to this, Wurthmann (2013) noted that firms
whose actions are consistent with the stakeholder view
are at least as profitable and are often more so than
those who hold to the stockholder view (Margolis
& Walsh, 2003; Orlitzky, Schmidt, & Rynes, 2003).
Further, by acting in a socially responsible way, firms
may benefit by escaping more oppressive regulations
while generating more motivated employees. Wurth-
mann additionally noted the benefits of more loyal con-
sumers, improved reputation, and innovative products
and processes. All of these arguments may help to
develop the stakeholder, or ethical, point of view in stu-
dent decision making.

Conclusions

The study of business faculty values relating to alter-
native views of the enterprise (i.e., stakeholder versus

Table 6. An assessment of the relationship between faculty
departmental assignments and the results of a go or no go case
decision involving an ethical issue.

Departmental assignments

MAR MGMT ECO/FIN ACC CIS/OP MGMT Others

No go 1 7 2 8 6 3
Case results

Go 2 3 8 0 3 1

Note. x2(5, N D 44) D 13.98, p D .02.

Table 5. MDA results of faculty response to a go or no go decision based on PRESOR and moral attentiveness factors.

M

Factors No go Go Univariate F(1, 41) p Discriminant function Standardized function

PRESOR
Stakeholder 6.87 4.77 10.93 .00 ¡.30 ¡.60
Stockholder 1.78 3.75 17.57 .00 .50 .75
Stakeholder/stockholder 8.02 7.69 0.55 ns .03 .04

Moral attentiveness
Regularity of ethics 4.53 4.27 0.25 ns .14 .23
Reflections on ethics 5.28 4.35 3.09 .09 ¡.13 ¡.22
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stockholder) was assessed through their responses to a
case vignette that presented an ethical dilemma
involving the launching or not launching of an ethi-
cally challenged product. The results revealed that the
viewpoints discriminated in the expected direction.
That is, those who scored higher on the stockholder
model and lower on the stakeholder model tended to
go with the ethically challenged decision, with the
opposite prevailing for those making a more socially
responsible decision. Uniquely, a faculty member’s
background and training lend support for the deci-
sions that were made. For example, finance and eco-
nomics faculty were heavily supportive of the launch,
while accounting faculty were totally against it. Of
course, the nature of the stockholder model resonates
with finance faculty and ethical behavior with
accounting faculty.

The study thus suggests the prospect of confusion
among students as to the purpose of the enterprise. If
business faculty members are seeing ethical dilemmas
differently, as a function of backgrounds, the potential
for student uncertainty remains high. Uniquely, stu-
dent background has not been revealed as a predictor
of ethical behavior (Borkowski & Ugras, 1998). The
results from this study thus suggest that such an
observation may need to be revisited. Still a reconcili-
ation of competing models among students does not
guarantee ethical behavior. In fact, some reconcilia-
tions may detract.

This study, therefore, supports a new area of inquiry
concerning the teaching of ethics: faculty and their val-
ues. Clearly the AACSB mandate for the teaching of
ethics is not uniformly received by all faculty. Hopefully,
this research will help to start a conversation on faculty
impediments to the creation of ethical values and how
they may be overcome.

Limitations and future research

In this study I used a single case vignette describing a
hypothetical situation. As a result, other cases are
necessary to confirm these findings. Further, general
measures of different viewpoints of enterprises were
used along with general measures of moral attentive-
ness. Future researchers should thus consider using
additional metrics with greater specificity, especially
those relating to the case vignette in an effort to fur-
ther understand the values that were utilized by fac-
ulty in their decision making. For example, additional
insights into the stockholder model can be attained
by adding such statements as “the firm exists for the
shareholder” and “the purpose of the firm is to maxi-
mize shareholder wealth.” Finally, other enterprise

points of view could be included (e.g., marketing,
economics).
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Appendix—Mini case

You work for a major manufacturer of alcoholic bever-
ages. The market has been relatively flat for several years

and the company shares are declining. If the situation
doesn’t improve within six months, there will be 10%
layoffs across the board.

Market research has shown that there is an opportu-
nity to sell beer with higher alcohol content to an inner-
city segment of the population with statistically higher
rates of alcoholism. The beer would be sold in oversized
cans and bottles. The marketing research team believes
that the profit opportunity for this product would be
high because of high forecasted volume sales and mini-
mal advertising costs. There are plans to use geographi-
cally concentrated outdoor advertising near liquor stores
in economically depressed inner-city locations and no
national advertising. Profit estimates range from $75–
$125 million, which will eliminate the need for layoffs.

Should the firm introduce the beer? Yes____ No____

Note: This case has been adapted from the work of Beggs
(2011).
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