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ABSTRACT: Background: Business ethics education must prepare learners to exercise professional competence while confronting conflicts 

involving profit, power, data, labor, social responsibility, and human dignity. Yet programs that privilege technical efficiency may leave 

graduates insufficiently prepared for ethical judgment. 

Purpose: This conceptual study clarifies the role of lecturers in transforming ethical knowledge into learners’ capacity to identify conflicts of 

interest, assess consequences, justify decisions, and accept responsibility in business life. 

Methods: The study uses a qualitative theoretical design combining conceptual analysis, critical interpretation, and theoretical synthesis. It 

examines educational and philosophical scholarship on ethics, money, power, norms, dialogue, professional responsibility, and business ethics 

education. 

Key findings: Lecturers function as organizers of the relationship among moral knowledge, learners, and business practice rather than merely 

as transmitters of rules. Dialogue, critique, and morally complex situations support the formation of reasoned judgment. The credibility of ethics 

education also depends on the lecturer’s professional integrity and on institutional limits that prevent grades, recognition, and academic 

standards from being treated as purchasable goods. 

Implications: Business ethics education should integrate ethically structured classroom dialogue, transparent and fair assessment, and case-

based reflection on stakeholders and consequences. Lecturer development and curriculum design should therefore treat ethical judgment, 

academic integrity, and responsibility as core professional competencies rather than supplementary content. 

KEYWORDS: Business ethics education; lecturers; ethical judgment; social responsibility; non-trading limits in education. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Business ethics education faces an urgent requirement: to train learners with professional competence without losing the ability to judge ethical 

issues. In the modern business environment, decisions about profitability, data, labor, advertising, finance, supply chain, and social responsibility 

increasingly have a direct impact on people's lives (Maire et al., 2026). A decision may be procedurally legitimate but still harm dignity, distort 

the facts, exploit customers' weaknesses, or shift risk onto workers and communities. When business education emphasizes only efficiency, 

competitive skills, and the ability to adapt to the market, learners are more likely to enter the profession as tool operators than as responsible 

subjects (Caro et al., 2026). This issue puts faculty at the center of business ethics education. Lecturers do not merely communicate ethical 

principles, much less make ethics an ornamental appendage to the training program (Biesta et al., 2026). The role of lecturers lies in organizing 

the relationship among moral knowledge, learners, and business life; helping learners identify conflicts of interest, analyze consequences, question 

the apparent rationality of decisions, and protect human dignity under the pressure of money, targets, reputation, and organizational power. The 

article clarifies this role as a condition for business ethics education to form judgment, social responsibility, and a humane professional culture 

(Hayik, 2026). 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Studies on business ethics education often focus on 3 main directions. The first step is to discuss the possibility of teaching ethics in a business 

training environment (Aristotle, 2014). The debate at this level centers on whether morality can be taught as a system of knowledge, a capacity for 

judgment, or merely as a result of life experience and personal qualities formed before the learner enters university (Plato, 1997). Recent approaches 

have moved beyond the "teachable or not" framing, shifting the focus to pedagogical conditions that help learners recognize conflicts of interest, 

assess consequences, and take responsibility for career decisions (Dewey, 2024). 

The second direction is to study methods of teaching business ethics (Kant, 2012). Many works focus on situational analysis, group 

discussion, experiential learning, decision-making simulation, role-playing, enterprise crisis analysis, reflective journaling, and ethical integration 

into management, finance, marketing, accounting, or human resources modules (Freire, 2018). These methods have the advantage of moving 

learners out of a state of passive reception, forcing them to confront a situation for which there are no available answers (Gadamer, 2013). The 
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focus of this research direction is to make ethics a practical competency in business decision-making, rather than merely memorizing principles 

(MacIntyre, 2007). 

The third direction analyzes the business training environment as a structure that shapes learners' moral sense (Foucault, 1995). Studies 

on the hidden curriculum, achievement pressures, career competition, the commercialization of education, learner-to-customer image, and school-

business relationships have expanded the scope of research beyond the classroom (Sandel, 2012). Business ethics education depends not only on 

the content of the course but also on how the school organizes assessments, validates competencies, uses tuition fees, builds reputation, and 

manages relations with the labor market (Nussbaum, 2010). 

Theoretical gaps appear in the position of lecturers (Rancière, 1991). Many studies have addressed learning methods, programs, 

situations, and effectiveness, but have not fully clarified the role of the lecturer as a subject who organizes the relationship among moral knowledge, 

learners, and business life (Arendt, 2018). If lecturers are only seen as implementers of learning materials or facilitators of discussions, their 

ethical-pedagogical role will be narrowed (Levinas, 2011). The paper goes on to develop a theoretical framework that puts the lecturer at the center 

of the process of transforming ethical knowledge into the capacity for judgment, criticism, and professional responsibility (Habermas, 1990). This 

framework also extends the analysis to the non-buying limits of education, where academic truth, fair judgment, and the dignity of learners become 

conditions for the convincingness of business ethics education (Rawls, 2005). 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

The paper uses qualitative research methods oriented toward conceptual analysis, critical interpretation, and theoretical synthesis. The research 

examines the role of lecturers in business ethics education, focusing on the relationships among ethical knowledge, learners, the training 

environment, and business life (Martín, 2025). The focus of the method does not lie in measuring learners' moral attitudes with quantitative data, 

but in clarifying the theoretical structure that enables lecturers' pedagogical subjects to transform ethical knowledge into judgment, criticism, and 

professional responsibility. Analytical manipulation is implemented through pairs of relationships: knowledge and life, norms and situations, 

learners and markets, means and purposes, values and prices, education and commercialization (Pollak & Smith, 2026). Each relationship is 

examined through questions about the affected subject, protected interests, hidden vulnerabilities, and the conditions that enable learners to assume 

responsibilities in business activities. The research material consists of 2 groups (McDonnell, 2025). The first group comprises a set of theoretical 

documents on education, ethics, labor, money, power, norms, and realistic people that serve to build the conceptual foundation of the article. The 

second group is international studies on business ethics education, case studies, classroom dialogue, reflection, social responsibility, and the role 

of lecturers in business education (Alberts et al., 2025). The combination of these two groups of materials helps the article both have its own 

theoretical foundation and participate in dialogue with the journal's research fields (Coghlan et al., 2026). 

 

4. RESULTS / FINDINGS 

The results of the study are summarized into 3 points. First, lecturers in business ethics education serve as the subject organizing the relationship 

among ethical knowledge, learners, and business life (Little, 2026). This role goes beyond imparting principles, as ethics is only of educational 

value when it is transformed into the ability to identify conflicts of interest, analyze consequences, and defend human dignity in professional 

decisions. The next point, dialogue, critique, and moral situations are central modalities for the formation of judgment (Dunham, 2026). Learners 

need to be placed in situations that present conflicts among profit, responsibility, fairness, data, labor, and community, thereby learning to reason, 

self-examine, and take responsibility for their choices. Finally, business ethics education is only convincing when it itself retains the limit of non-

buying (Levi & Russell, 2025). Academic truth, fairness in assessment, the dignity of learners, and the responsibility of the teaching profession 

are conditions that prevent moral knowledge from being reduced to slogans (Davenport & Phillips, 2026). 

 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1. Lecturers as subjects organize the relationship between moral knowledge, learners, and business life 

In business ethics education, the lecturer cannot be understood as someone who communicates a system of rules for learners to memorize 

and apply mechanically. This understanding impoverishes the essence of moral education because norms are separated from concrete life 

relationships, in which business decisions are always associated with benefits, risks, power, responsibilities, and consequences for people. Business 

ethics does not start with the learner naming principles, but with the ability to identify situations in which people can be turned into vehicles for 

profit, targets, brands, data, organizational power, or competitive pressure (Heltai et al., 2026). The role of the lecturer lies in organizing the process 

by which moral knowledge enters the capacity of judgment, helping learners understand why a seemingly procedurally valid behavior can still 

hurt dignity, distort the truth, or impair social life. The relationship among lecturers, moral knowledge, and learners is transformational. Moral 

knowledge does not, by itself, become a responsibility simply by being present in the curriculum (Fletcher et al., 2026).  

Learners also cannot form their own ethical competence just by attending a module on business ethics. That transformation needs a 

pedagogical subject who knows how to connect concepts with situations, situations with the structure of interests, and the structure of interests 

with consequences for people. Lecturers organize the relationship between knowledge, learners, and life through the knowledge they study, with 

a disciplined, professional personality, a sense of responsibility for their words, and awareness of the consequences of education (Roberts, 2026). 

In business ethics education, this requirement becomes direct, as concepts such as fairness, honesty, social responsibility, transparency, integrity, 

or dignity can all become slogans if not examined in specific business relationships. Lecturers shape learners' capacity for moral judgment by 

moving them beyond the two polar extremes. One extreme is imperative ethics, where learners are taught only what is permissible, what is 

forbidden, what is praised, and what is sanctioned, as education needs to "extend beyond the transmission of knowledge toward processes of 

becoming and acting" (Sejdiu & Ramadani, 2026, p. 13). The other extreme is relativistic ethics, where interests, context, competing goals, or 

personal choices justify every decision.  
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Business ethics education must place learners in a more difficult analytical area: recognizing the legitimate limits of benefits; 

distinguishing between value and price; distinguishing between efficiency and harm; distinguishing between formal compliance and substantive 

responsibility. When a business optimizes costs by shifting risk to workers, customers, or the community, the ethical question does not stop at 

whether the behavior has violated the regulation (Natsir et al., 2024). The core question is directed at the beneficiaries; the consequences and the 

relationships are concealed, and people are reduced to just tools for business goals. Norms have educational power only when learners understand 

the moral causes of limitation. A student who only hears that it is not plagiarism may fear sanctions; when plagiarism is understood as the 

appropriation of intellectual labor, the disruption of academic truth, and the rendering of knowledge unverifiable, the norm becomes a sense of 

responsibility (Hertogh, 2024). In business education, reporting fraud, false advertising, data exploitation, discrimination in recruitment, or 

manipulation of consumer demand, even if there is a risk of being detected.  

Such behaviors are wrong because they disrupt the conditions for trust in common life, usurp others' ability to make choices, and turn 

the market into an environment for organizing falsehoods. Lecturers must make learners see that depth, because professional ethics cannot be 

sustainable by relying solely on the fear of sanctions (Jansen, 2026). Business education is often under pressure to meet operational capacity 

requirements: better sales, more efficient management, stronger customer persuasion, faster resource optimization, and more sustainable market 

share expansion. These competencies have professional value, but they become dangerous when they are separated from the question of purpose 

and effect. A learner can be very good at market analysis, reading consumer data, designing brand strategies, managing human resources, and 

optimizing finances, but still lacks the moral competence to limit one's actions to one's body, time, privacy, etc truth and dignity of others; 

Professional competencies should be associated with "encouraging personal growth, and improving decision-making processes" (Eidenmüller et 

al., 2025, p. 68).  

Business ethics education must protect the distinction between adaptive skills training and responsible competency education. Lecturers 

must bring learners back to the position of professional subjects, not allowing them to see themselves as a functional unit of the enterprise or as a 

tool to realize the market's goals. Faculty power in the business ethics classroom needs to be organized as transformational power, not possessive 

power (Patterson-Craven, 2026). Lecturers hold knowledge, methods, grades, comments, and academic opportunities. This asymmetry is the actual 

condition of education. The problem does not lie in the negation of pedagogical power, but in the way it helps learners become less dependent on 

the teacher. True teachers do not own learners and do not use knowledge, authority, experience, or titles to usurp learners' will (Istace & Van 

Assche, 2026). The purpose of the instructor is to help learners learn to ask themselves questions, read independently, self-verify, self-correct, and 

take responsibility for themselves.  

In a business ethics class, the instructor does not impose an ethical conclusion as a final verdict. Learners need to analyze the benefits, 

evidence, arguments, criticisms, and consequences, and then take responsibility for their judgment (Figueroa, 2026). The learner's moral 

competence cannot be measured by the mere repetition of the lecturer's viewpoint. This capacity manifests as the ability to ask accurate questions, 

detect contradictions, identify affected subjects, distinguish facts from justifications, recognize hidden benefits, evaluate the consequences of 

choices, and defend arguments against criticism. A valuable business ethics class does not create easy consensus. However, it forces learners to 

face difficulties in business life, in the spirit of education based on intrinsic motivation "rather than fear-based enforcement alone" (Badreddine et 

al., 2026, p. 17 of 21). Profit is necessary for the survival of the business, but it does not have the right to become the sole standard for defining 

value.  

Competition can spur innovation, but it loses legitimacy when it turns workers into expendable expenses, customers into targets to be 

manipulated, personal data into fuel for exploitation, or communities into recipients of the pollution portion of growth. The role of the lecturer 

also lies in keeping moral knowledge from being separated from life (Bartling et al., 2026). The concept is born of life, returns to the explanation 

of life, is tested by life's consequences, and then opens up other possibilities for life. An ethical module cannot only present normative doctrines 

in the history of thought. These theories need to be situated within the contexts of recruitment, payroll, firing, advertising, data governance, supply 

chain, consumption, finance, the work environment, and responsibility for the vulnerable (Mertz & Richland, 2025). When theory meets real-

world situations, learners realize ethics is not an external decoration of business. Ethics is the internal structure of business decisions, as every 

business choice reorganizes human relations through product, money, contracts, data, labor, and power.  

Lecturers in business ethics education serve as responsible intermediaries between knowledge and life, between norms and situations, 

between organizational power and human dignity, and between learners' professional goals and the social consequences of that profession (Bowers 

et al., 2024). Lecturers cannot live moral lives on behalf of learners, nor can they guarantee that every learner will act correctly after graduation. 

Pedagogical work can provide a foundation so that learners do not enter the business world with moral blindness. When learners know how to 

question the purpose of work, know how to see the people behind the targets, know how to distinguish professional success from the possession 

of others, business ethics education achieves the basic function: turning moral knowledge into judgment and responsibility in professional life,  in 

line with "student-centered, active-learning strategies" (Maginnis, 2025, p. 55). 

5.2. Dialogue, criticism, and moral situations as a mode of forming judgment capacity 

The role of organizing the relationship among moral knowledge, learners, and business life is fully realized only when the classroom 

moves from the receptive space to the judgment space. Business ethics education cannot achieve its goal through one-sided explanation, because 

business life does not present people with completed moral propositions. Business decisions often emerge in the context of overlapping interests, 

incomplete information, time pressure, dispersed responsibilities, and consequences obscured by governance language (Basarati, 2026). Learners 

need to be trained in conflict situations in which they must ask questions, defend their arguments, adjust their perspectives, and take responsibility 

for the consequences of their choices. Dialogue, criticism, and moral situations constitute a pedagogical mode that helps moral knowledge move 

from an abstract conceptual state to a verifiable capacity for action. Dialogue in business ethics education is not a free exchange of ideas in the 

simple sense (Garcia-Dominguez & Beaumont, 2026).  

Dialogue is an academic structure that requires learners to make personal judgments based on evidence, concepts, others' experiences, 

and the social consequences of decisions. An opinion is only valid when it can explain the situation, identify the affected subject, and answer the 
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question of responsibility. The dialogue classroom does not eliminate the lecturer's role, nor does it make all perspectives equal (Budairi, 2026). 

Lecturers keep conceptual discipline, check the accuracy of facts, ask learners to distinguish arguments from feelings, and distinguish benefits 

from ethical reasons. Thanks to this structure, learners learn to speak responsibly, listen critically, and modify judgments when the argument is no 

longer solid. Criticism plays a role in moving dialogue beyond permissive consensus (Elton-Chalcraft et al., 2026). In many ethics classes, learners 

can quickly agree to beautiful values such as honesty, fairness, integrity, respect, and social responsibility. Such consent has not proven moral 

capacity.  

Moral competence begins to manifest itself when learners have to deal with situations where values collide: defending jobs or disclosing 

financial truths; keeping customers confidential or preventing harm to the community; optimizing profits or maintaining safe working conditions; 

using data to personalize services or protecting privacy, through "inclusive and deliberative processes" (Sanders et al., 2024, p. 259). Criticism 

reveals the weaknesses of the initial choice, forcing the learner to recognize the limitations of moral intuition and the fragility of familiar answers. 

The moral situation is the environment in which contradictions are concretized. A situation with pedagogical value is not a story that illustrates a 

pre-known lesson (Kovalova et al., 2026). The situation must involve a conflict between business objectives and people's living conditions, between 

short-term interests and long-term responsibilities, between legitimacy and legitimacy, and between the organization's right to make decisions and 

the right of those affected to be respected.  

When the situation is structured as a contradiction, the learner cannot respond by repeating the principle. They must identify who is 

involved, who is absent from the decision-making process, who has a voice, who is silenced, what data is used, what data is discarded, what 

benefits are named, what hurts are hidden (Govind & Davies, 2025). In business ethics education, the situation should not be reduced to an exercise 

in choosing the right answer. Business life rarely operates as a closed panel. One decision can mitigate one form of harm but create another; a 

policy that may be financially sound but undermines trust; a strategy that may be legitimate in the short term but destroys the organization's ethical 

foundation (Hahn, 2025). The situational method needs to force learners to build arguments, compare options, identify unexpected consequences, 

assess the possibility of reimbursement, and determine responsibility after making a decision.  

The focus is not on finding the perfect answer but on developing the capacity for grounded judgment, recognizing limits, and taking 

responsibility for those affected. Dialogue and critique need to be placed in relation to the truth (Pilkington, 2026). The classroom can become a 

space for reproducing falsehoods as learners learn to say things deemed moral to get good grades, impress lecturers, or avoid the risk of argument. 

Business ethics education must be against that performance ethic. Learners should be asked to substantiate their judgment with facts, analyze 

benefits through the lens of power structures, and evaluate consequences in terms of specific human lives in order to "counteract power 

asymmetries" (Buckley-Zistel et al., 2026, p. 11). An argument for social responsibility is empty if it fails to answer the questions of responsibility 

to whom, in what relationships, with what resources, and under what checks and balances. A statement of integrity is less convincing when not 

tested by pressures related to salary, promotions, contracts, competition, and organizational norms.  

Criticism in the classroom must also protect learners from two opposing threats: submission to authority and relativization of 

responsibility (Galbraith & Flatley, 2026). Obedience to authority causes learners to accept the conclusions of lecturers, textbooks, or corporate 

standards without self-examination. Relativizing responsibilities makes every choice a matter of personal preference, context, or strategy. Both 

undermine moral education (Hirschl & Hudson, 2024). Learners need to be placed in the process of proof, where personal judgment is challenged 

by back-to-back questions, suffering damages, conflicting facts, and long-term consequences. The instructor may retain the right to coordinate, 

but that right must pave the way for the learner's capacity for self-examination. The ethical dimension of business education also needs to be 

incorporated into new structures of professional life, including data, algorithms, digital platforms, automation, global supply chains, and flexible 

labor (Majrashi, 2025).  

These structures make responsibility more difficult to see. An algorithmic pricing decision can create discrimination without public 

disparagement. An automated recruitment system can screen candidates using seemingly neutral criteria (Rajendra & Thuraisingam, 2026). A 

personalized marketing campaign can exploit a customer's psychological weaknesses while still being seen as optimizing the experience. Learners 

must realize that modern business ethics does not stop at the direct relationship between sellers and buyers. Ethics has gone into system design, 

data selection, forecasting models, incentive mechanisms, and accountability, including the need to "reduce the deleterious impact of AI bias" (Jao 

& Chuah, 2026, p. 9). The academic assessment in this section should be consistent with the development of judgment capacity. The conceptual 

memory test only measures the ability to reproduce. Ethical competence should be assessed through argumentative profiles, situational analysis, 

cross-critique, reflection diaries, group reports, and the ability to adjust perspectives in response to new evidence (Baird et al., 2026).  

A mature moral learner is not one who always gives the right answer from the start. However, one who detects flaws in his judgment, 

accepts responsibility for consequences that are not yet fully seen, and knows how to extend his or her concern from personal interests to those 

affected. This assessment approach helps the class avoid making ethics a sub-component of the program and instead places it at the core of 

professional competencies for business learners. Dialogue, critique, and moral situations create a form of learning in which learners are not only 

exposed to moral knowledge but also have to practice judgment under the pressure of contradictions (Fox et al., 2026). Through this process, 

business ethics education moves from teaching what should be done to training the ability to recognize what is happening, call the right vulnerable, 

analyze the benefits, justify, and choose responsibly. This foundation opens up the deeper problem of business education: morality cannot stand 

in the classroom if education itself is bought and sold, if grades, diplomas, satisfaction, and reputation replace the truth of knowledge. The limit 

of non-purchase in education becomes a condition for protecting the moral role of lecturers and the moral competence of learners (Bourassa, 2026). 

5.3. Limitation of non-purchase and sale of education and responsibility of the teaching profession in business education 

Dialogue, criticism, and moral situations can form judgment only when the educational environment retains the authenticity of 

knowledge. A class can talk a lot about integrity, fairness, and social responsibility. However, those values lose weight if grades are exchanged 

for relationships, diplomas are bought with money, output standards are presented in the language of promotion, learners are treated as absolute 

customers, and lecturers are turned into comedic service providers in the market heart. Business ethics education faces this contradiction from 

within: how can business ethics be taught in an educational environment so dominated by business logic that knowledge, judgment, reputation, 
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and academic belief are all at risk of becoming commodities (Bsheer, 2025)? The non-sale limit of education does not negate the need for tuition, 

salaries, facilities, technology, university administration, or financial resources. Education needs material conditions to survive; lecturers need to 

be paid well; learners need learning infrastructure; The school needs resources to research and operate. The problem lies in the order of purpose 

(2026).  

Money can nurture education when it is aligned with the mission of protecting knowledge, developing learners, and maintaining 

academic equity. Money corrupts education when it becomes the right to buy recognition, the right to evade academic requirements, the right to 

put pressure on grades, the right to turn lecturers into servants of satisfaction, and the right to turn diplomas into consumer certificates. In business 

ethics education, this limit has special significance (Stulz, 2025). Business learners enter areas where money, profits, contracts, competition, 

brands, and data have a strong organizational power over behavior. If the training has implicitly taught that everything can be negotiated with 

money, including academic truth, then the learner will bring that implicit lesson to business. A subject of integrity cannot be convincing when 

learners witness cheating being tolerated to preserve the school's image (Yang et al., 2026). A lecture on social responsibility becomes hollow if 

learners see disadvantaged people excluded from learning opportunities because they cannot afford it. At the same time, the language of promotion 

remains framed in terms of liberation and service.  

Business ethics education starts with the consistency between what is taught and how education is organized. The score is one of the 

areas most strongly challenged regarding the no-sell limit (Huikku et al., 2026). Grades are not psychological rewards, nor are they tools to retain 

learners. A grade is a responsible confirmation of the level of competence attained. When grades are relaxed to avoid complaints, raised to protect 

graduation rates, adjusted to beautify assessment data, academic equity is broken; then, education no longer "builds an educational policy on the 

principles of trust in the teacher and academic freedom" (Kuzmina & Avdieieva, 2025, p. 26). An honest learner is placed on a par with a false 

learner; the person who really tries is hurt; society receives certifications that do not reflect their competence.  

In business ethics education, this bias has broader consequences beyond the classroom, as learners are empowered to participate in career 

decisions that affect labor, finance, data, customers, and communities. The diploma also needs to be placed within the limits of not buying and 

selling (Lin-Januszewski, 2026). A diploma is valuable when it recognizes a real learning process, a proven competency, and a confirmed social 

responsibility. When diplomas become products for sale, education loses its function of opening people up and transforms into a certification 

market. Learners are no longer led toward intellectual maturity but are encouraged to optimize their path to earning a degree at the lowest cognitive 

cost (Healey, 2026). The school no longer questions what the learners have or what abilities they have, but rather whether the training product is 

attractive to the market. Lecturers in that situation are dragged into professional conflicts: protecting academic standards can be considered 

difficult; Compromising on permissiveness betrays the responsibility of education. Professional responsibility in business ethics education is 

assessed by the ability to keep the boundary between supporting learners and following learners (Ren & Li, 2026).  

Support is intended to help learners understand requirements, have the learning conditions, receive fair feedback, correct mistakes, and 

develop competencies. The following are ways to lower the requirements to maintain satisfaction, avoid conflict, and turn evaluation into emotional 

service. Learners need to be respected as subjects, not flattered as customers who are always right (Botha et al., 2025). True respect requires 

instructors to be truthful about their competence, to point out shortcomings, to defend evaluation standards, and to provide opportunities for 

correction. An education that is afraid of dissatisfied learners will find it difficult to create responsible subjects in a high-pressure business 

environment. Lecturers must also protect themselves from professional alienation (Diehl, 2026). When a school operates based on satisfaction 

metrics, enrollment numbers, pass rates, rankings, and market reputation, faculty are more likely to be pushed into the role of producing positive 

experiences than protecting knowledge. Lectures can become easily consumable content; criticism can be softened; reading, writing, and proof 

requirements may be reduced; Ethics can be presented as a communication skill or as a reputational risk management tool.  

The responsibility of the teaching profession requires lecturers to counteract this reduction with academic competence, fairness in 

assessment, courage to speak the truth, and awareness of the social consequences of each training certification; Recognition of education must 

therefore be "an institutional and political process that redistributes authority, not just resources" (Mendes dos Santos et al., 2026, p. 19 of 23). 

The limit on non-purchase also relates to access to education. When business ethics education is only available to those who can afford it, ethical 

knowledge is locked in a privilege. When learners are burdened with excessive student debt, their career freedom after graduation is constrained 

by the pressure to repay (Carroll & Amideo, 2024). When lecturers are underpaid, overworked, or dependent on precarious contracts, the 

responsibility of the teaching profession is also undermined by the material conditions of the workers. Protecting ethical standards in business 

education requires considering the full spectrum of relationships: learners, lecturers, schools, the labor market, financial mechanisms, and societal 

expectations. A moral appeal lacks weight if it does not touch on the conditions that make morality difficult to implement (Jones et al., 2025).  

Business ethics education must teach learners to understand the limits of the market by having the school set limits before the market. 

Not all values can be converted into prices. Academic truth, fairness in assessment, learner dignity, academic freedom, professional responsibility, 

and the social credibility of a diploma are values that are not to be treated as ordinary goods (Wang et al., 2026). Once these values are sold, 

education will no longer have a sufficient foundation to discuss business ethics. Lecturers play the role of protecting that border in each lecture, 

each comment, each grade, each learning request, and each time rejecting permissiveness. Business ethics education cannot be built on ethical 

teachings that are separate from the educational structure (Rosenkranz & Lavizzari, 2026). Lecturers organize the relationship between knowledge, 

learners, and life; dialogue, criticism, and judgment training situations. The limit of not buying and selling protects the conditions for the whole 

process to remain honest. When education retains the truth of knowledge, the learner has the basis to enter the business with the capacity to 

distinguish means and purposes, benefits and dignity, success and responsibility. The role of the lecturer reaches ethical depth not only by teaching 

learners to speak ethically correctly, but also by helping them form in an environment where truth, fairness, and responsibility are still truly valued 

(Dopelt, 2026). 
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6. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

The article affirms the central role of lecturers in business ethics education. The value of this role lies not in communicating an existing set of 

rules, but in the ability to organize the process of transforming moral knowledge into the capacity to judge, criticize, and take responsibility in 

professional life. As business decisions become increasingly tied to data, profits, labor, consumption, the environment, and organizational power, 

business ethics education needs to help learners recognize the people behind norms, contracts, prices, and efficiency. The article's meaning lies in 

placing lecturers at the center of a theoretical framework that connects moral knowledge, pedagogy, and non-trading limits in education. Business 

ethics are only persuasive when classes, assessments, diplomas, and educational relations uphold academic truth, fairness, and learners' dignity. 

 

7. LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The limitation of the article is that it is mainly presented at a theoretical level and has not been verified by empirical data from classrooms, training 

programs, or learners' experiences. Further studies can investigate the practice of teaching business ethics, compare pedagogical models across 

training institutions, and evaluate the impact of dialogue, critique, and ethical situations on learners' capacity for judgment. 
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