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Abstract: Significant transformations in postmodern society 
determine the need to form a space of digital 
communications and the involvement of information and 
communication technologies. Such trends make significant 
demands on various categories of professionals, including 
managers in the field of tourism. The aim of this research is 
to study the psychological peculiarities of morality in the 
representatives of digital Generations Y and Z in the field of 
tourism. In accordance with the aim, we paid attention to 
the study of such components of moral regulation as ethics 
attitude, moral foundations, justice sensitivity and moral 
disengagement. The research involved 200 participants 
being represented by volunteers from five regions of 
Ukraine, including 100 respondents in the age of 25-30 who 
formed part of the Generation Y group; the other 100 
participants in the age of 18-23 formed the Generation Z 
group. The results show that millennials are more idealistic. 
The intercrossing of the factors of idealism and relativism 
allows us to characterize millennials as situationalists, and 
centennials as subjectivists. It is ascertained that millennials 
are characterised by such important moral foundations for 
judgments as “Faithfulness”, “Purity”, which is reflected in 
the greater importance of “Ethics of community”. At the 
same time, it was found that centennials place more 
emphasis on the moral foundations of care and justice, and 
as a result, they are more committed to the “Ethics of 
autonomy” and “Progressivism”. The research confirmed 
the uniqueness and specificity of the moral regulation of 
different digital generations of representatives of the 
tourism industry. 
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1. Introduction 

Today’s society has changed significantly; technological innovations 
have brought digital reality into the space of everyday life, which is a specific 
type of reality called virtual reality, digital space and the space of digital 
communications. In digital reality, the relationship between people and the 
world takes a different form, social relations assume a different speed, and 
the processes taking place in society are accelerating in their continuation. 
The digital space and the involvement of information and communication 
technologies give rise to a specifically new type of culture i. e. the so-called 
“digital” culture. Progressive systems of training specialists in various fields 
are gradually moving away from traditional forms of work, which can 
contribute to the digestion of a significant amount of information within the 
modern information space, and this is a crucial requirement for corporate 
staff formation and development under the conditions of postmodern 
society. 

Digital culture emerges in the digital space and has its own 
peculiarities: it is virtual, its information and communication processes are 
accelerated by times, the time of its information exchange is reduced to 
minutes. Digital culture implies the transition of a human being to a new 
level of understanding the world through digital technologies, methods of 
communication and universal information, which creates a duality of this 
phenomenon, which connects the human world and the world of 
technology. All this is becoming relevant in postmodern society. 

Digital culture has become an integral part of private life, various 
spheres of production and business in the leading countries of Europe and 
the world, in particular in the field of tourism. It is now difficult to imagine 
planning and carrying out of a journey, selection and booking of a hotel, etc. 
without the use of digital technologies, which, of course, provide both the 
comfort of receiving services in these areas of business and their efficiency. 
Digitization of these processes implies the need for a high level of digital 
literacy of tourism managers, which often becomes a kind of “age” filter in 
the selection of personnel for this professional group. In this sense, 
digitization gives preference to the younger generation. 

Wolfe, Phillips and Asperin, studying the experience of developed 
countries, rightly point out that the potential of employees in this 
professional field should enhance, productivity and job satisfaction should 
increase, which is positively correlated with customer loyalty and 
profitability, and negatively – with staff turnover in the face of growing 
competition and changing business environment in the field of tourism 
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(Wolfe, Phillips & Asperin, 2014). Business workers must have the necessary 
professional knowledge and digital skills, have sufficient life and professional 
experience, the increase of which usually forms the moral and value 
principles of professional activities and professional responsibility. 

In addition, morality and responsibility as a prerequisite for the 
protection of human rights and an important vector of tourism development 
are increasingly frequently a major focus of interest of scientists from 
around the world (Butcher, 2015; Caton, 2015; Cornelisse, 2020; Fennell & 
Malloy, 1999; Marnburg, 2006; Thomas, 2020). The scientists emphasize that 
these indicators help to improve skills in the ability to constructively resolve 
problems related to complaints, maximize positive impressions and 
satisfaction with the quality of customer services, as well as the ability to 
share such experiences with colleagues (Huang, Wu, & Zhang, 2019; Kim, & 
Qu, 2019). 

As Dimitriou (2017) points out, the problem of morality in the 
context of the huge and diverse tourism industry, which is constantly 
growing and facing the challenges of the modern world, is complex and 
multidimensional. At the same time, Macbeth (2005) stressed the need in his 
analysis of the methodological foundations of tourism business theory and 
practice to change the leading paradigm and adopt a new concept of ethics, 
which should be based on morality in the strategy of tourism business 
development and management. Maccannell (2012) is convinced that tourism 
is a special dimension of the moral sphere, which implies the need to comply 
with ethical requirements and responsibilities. According to Butcher (2015), 
modern tourism should become an important component of a moral 
strategy aimed at positive transformations of the individual and the world as 
a whole. 

In general, the ethics of tourism depends on the degree of 
development of moral norms of persons engaged in this business at both 
macro and micro levels. Defects in moral development and lack of ethical 
norms result in not only moral “distortion” of the tourism business (e. g., 
dark tourism), but also in the commitment of such illegal acts as corruption, 
human trafficking, child sex tourism, various forms of fraud, prostitution, 
flow of illegal migrants, etc. 

Under these circumstances, we should pay attention to young people 
who were born and formed in the era of information revolution and the 
active development of information and communication technologies. Young 
people who evolved during the period of widespread influence of 
information and communication technologies are often called the “digital 
generation”, whose worldview is formed on the border between the real and 
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virtual world. Scientists not only denominate the “digital generation” with 
different names, but also denote its heterogeneity. The new generation born 
in the era of information technology is called “Digital Generation” by 
Tapscott (1998), and “Homo sapiens digital” or “Digital natives” by 
Macbeth (2005). Those who were born in the last decades of the twentieth 
century are called “Millennials” or “Generation Y”, who were born on the 
threshold of the twenty-first century and later, and designate it as “Post 
Millennials” or “Generation Z” (Dolot, 2018; Tsilmak, Okhrimenko, I., 
Okhrimenko, S., Yusupov, & Hryshchenko, 2020). 

The problem of psychological peculiarities of the representatives of 
digital generations is actively considered in modern science and international 
practice; however, the views of the scientists are quite contradictory in this 
regard (Bondarenko, et al., 2020; Caton, 2015; Cornelisse, 2020; Marnburg, 
2006; Thomas, 2020). The researchers focus on both the positive and 
negative characteristics of the digital generation. This suggests that the idea 
of “difference” and “perfection” of the representatives of digital generation 
is confirmed not in all empirical studies, in particular, in terms of description 
of the psychological peculiarities and basic skills of young people born in the 
digital world (Bennett, Maton, & Kervin, 2008). In addition, the problem of 
negative psychological characteristics of the individual in view of moral 
defects is be not without interest. Numerous publications present the results 
of the research on morality as a factor that provokes cyber-bullying and 
cyber-aggression in adolescents of Generations Y and Z (Lo Cricchio, 
García-Poole, te Brinke, Bianchi, & Menesini, 2021; Perren, & Gutzwiller-
Helfenfinger, 2012; Runions, & Bak, 2015), which indicates concomitant 
changes in other components of moral regulation. At the same time, 
viewpoints in the scientific literature do not provide a detailed answer to the 
question of what happens to the moral regulation of the representatives of 
these generations as they are formed and developed. 

2. Literature Review 

The specificity of Generation Y, or as they are also called “millennial 
generation”, is determined by the growing influence of the Internet and the 
processes of globalization of the world. They grew and matured believing 
that everything was possible under their parental care. Millennials are 
optimistic, sociable, open to change, have high hopes for themselves and 
others, enterprising, realistic, have high expectations, they are team-oriented, 
appreciate peer opinion and are confident in making decisions, hoping to 
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change the world for the better (Wang, X., Yang, L., Yang, J., Wang, P., & 
Lei, 2017). 

Generation Z (post-millennials or “centennials”) is a shining 
example of people who emerged in times of great globalization and 
postmodernism. Their characteristic feature is that they have been experts in 
all modern technologies since early childhood. Generation Z, unlike 
millennials, tends to be more individualistic, less goal-oriented, more 
successful in multitasking, more globally oriented and more entrepreneurial, 
with higher expectations. They prefer the work they like, they are 
independent, expect appropriate rewards for their efforts, value individuality, 
trust and justice, they are ambitious, creative, proactive, have plans for the 
future, want to learn independently and are focused on autonomous work 
(Dolot, 2018). 

The representatives of digital generations are actually living in a new 
reality in which virtual platforms have become a “natural social landscape.” 
Their psychological peculiarities are largely mediated by the virtual 
environment developing the ability to work efficiently with information, 
which, however, carries the risk of changing previously accumulated socio-
psychological achievements, inevitably changing their specificity (Tapscott, 
1998). 

The researchers note the manifestations of clip-like thinking, 
fragmentary knowledge, superficial perception of information, instability of 
attention processes, reduced self-control, “intelligent surfing” instead of 
systematic intellectual work, distraction and low stability of attention in a 
multitasking situation, superficial style of information processing when 
receiving it through hypertext, rapid switching of attention, memory 
impairment, which increases the likelihood of impaired logical analysis, 
reflection and critical thinking, difficulties in providing answers, especially in 
tasks related to the Internet (Dong, Zhou, & Zhao, 2011). Describing digital 
generations, some scientists rightly point to declining empathy and social 
intelligence, the ability to understand the feelings and needs of others as key 
factors in building social relationships. The reasons for this are aggressive 
computer games, excess of emotionally charged information resulting in 
reduced sensitivity, digital multitasking, etc. (Konrath, O’Brien, & Hsing, 
2011). This indicates a decline in empathy among young people and 
highlights its sharp decline since 2000, often linked to the rise in violent 
crime. 

Digital space as a space for modern youth is filled with such 
antisocial behaviours as cyber-bullying, cyber-violence and cyber-aggression, 
which is becoming a social problem around the world (Bennett, Maton, & 
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Kervin, 2008). According to numerous studies, the underdevelopment of 
moral attitudes and low adherence to moral values, lack of moral judgments 
and moral self-concept, low level of moral motivation, alienation of moral 
responsibility, etc. are increasingly active among young people (Falla, 
Ortega-Ruiz, & Romera, 2021; Gini, 2006; Shahnawaz, Nasir, & Rehman, 
2020). It should be emphasized that the field of tourism is no exception, 
which is filled with the representatives of Generations Y and Z in modern 
conditions. In the light of the above, the question of the specificity of the 
components of moral regulation in the representatives of different digital 
generations in the field of tourism is becoming relevant, which necessitates a 
study on this issue. 

The aim of this research is to study the psychological peculiarities 
of morality in the representatives of digital Generations Y and Z in the field 
of tourism. 

3. Methodology 

The research used a sampling strategy based on the time 
categorization of the definition of digital generations (McMullen, 2012). 

At the same time, we assume that belonging to a generation is 
determined not only by the year of birth, but also on the basis of common 
values that have emerged on the basis of certain threats, challenges and 
achievements. In addition, the pattern of behaviour and the system of values 
of the individual are defined by historical events, forms of communication, 
environment, the degree of digitalization of life and its voluntariness or 
compulsion (as in the case of the COVID-19 pandemic). The sample 
consisted of 200 volunteers i. e. managers of the tourism business from 5 
regions of Ukraine (Kyiv, Kharkiv, Sumy, Khmelnytskyi and Lviv regions). 
One hundred respondents in the age of 25-30 were included in the group of 
Generation Y, another 100 participants in the age of 18-23 formed 
Generation Z group. Women accounted for 50 % of the respondents in 
each group. All subjects confirmed the active use of information technology 
for a wide range of virtual classes. 

The research was conducted from December 2020 to June 2021 by 
direct contact (“face to face”). All participants were informed about the 
main objectives of the research; attention was focused on non-disclosure of 
their personal data. 

The research used a number of methods: “Ethics Position 
Questionnaire” (EPQ), created by Forsyth (1980), adapted by Fedorov and 
Badiev (2018); “The Moral Foundations Questionnaire” (MFQ), developed 
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on the basis of Haidt's moral foundations theory (Graham et al., 2011), 
adapted by Sychev, Protasova, & Belousov (2018); “The Justice Sensitivity 
Inventory”, by Schmitt, Baumert, Gollwitzer, & Maes (2010), adapted by 
Adamyan, Nartova-Bochaver, & Shmitt (2018); the questionnaire “Moral 
Disengagement-24” (MD-24), developed by Moore, Detert, Baker, & Mayer 
(2012), adapted by Ledovaya, Tikhonov, Bogolyubova, & Kazennaya (2016). 

The Ethics Position Questionnaire (EPQ) is designed to measure idealism 
and relativism and consists of 20 items, 10 on each of the scales (Forsyth, 
1980). Idealism is defined as the degree to which an individual believes that 
“right” actions always result in the desired consequences. Individuals with a 
high level of idealism have moral judgments based on the consequences of 
their actions. What is good is moral, and what is bad is immoral. Herewith, 
the motives for the action are not taken into account; only the consequences 
are important for making moral judgment. In other words, idealists believe 
that doing the “right” things is good for everyone. People with a low level of 
idealism (pragmatism) are convinced that any action brings both benefits 
and harms, and any action is associated with side effects. Relativism is the 
individual’s attitude to the lack of clear moral principles. When evaluating 
others, people with a high level of relativism attach more importance to the 
circumstances than to violated moral foundations. Individuals with a low 
level of relativism, on the contrary, are convinced of the existence of 
absolute, unshakable moral norms, ethical precepts, moral imperatives. In 
the questionnaire, the subjects must rate the degree of agreement with each 
statement on a 9-point scale from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” 
(9). The sum of points scored by the respondent on each of the scales is 
calculated, which makes it possible to assign a person to one of four 
categories: absolutists, exeptionists, situationists, subjectivists. 

Absolutism. Individuals with a high level of idealism and a low level of 
relativism rely on universal moral principles in making moral judgments. 
Absolutists believe that adhering to strong ethical principles helps to achieve 
the best results. Having faced with an ethical dilemma, the absolutist makes 
decisions based on rules, without making exceptions, regardless of the 
context of the situation or the consequences. 

Exceptionism. Individuals with a low level of relativism and a low level 
of idealism rely on moral attitudes when making moral judgments, but 
recognize that “there are exceptions to all rules.” Within the framework of 
exclusivity, morality is assessed in terms of the greatest good for most 
people. If the consequences of a lie bring the most benefit compared to the 
truth, then from an ethical point of view a lie is better. 
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Situationism. Individuals with a high level of relativism and a high 
level of idealism in making moral judgments believe that each case should be 
considered individually. Moral judgment is not based on the assessment of 
an action as “good” or “bad”, but on the basis of its “contextual relevance”. 
Thus, ethics is determined by usefulness, based on the consequences of the 
action, without regard to motives and intentions. 

Subjectivism. Individuals with a high level of relativism and a low level 
of idealism, like situationists, consider moral principles to be relative, so 
making moral judgments they do not always rely on them. But unlike 
situationists, they do not rely on consequences in their judgments because 
they do not believe in the “common good.” And since the common good is 
unattainable, the individuals must be guided solely by their own interests. 
Thus, moral judgments are made about the extent to which a person’s 
actions are in his or her own best interests. In the version of the 
questionnaire developed by Fedorov and Badiev (2018), on the 
recommendation of Forsythe, the 9-point scale of answers was replaced by a 
5-point one. The practice of using the English version of the EPQ has 
shown that the 5-point Likert scale has sufficient sensitivity. 

The Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) was proposed by 
J. Graham and colleagues in 2011 to diagnose moral foundations (Graham 
et al., 2011). The questionnaire consists of two parts of 15 tasks, forming 
five scales. The first part includes the question to the respondent in the 
instructions of the following type: “When you decide what is right and what 
is wrong, what do the following considerations mean to you?” and various 
evaluation options are offered. Participants rate each of the 15 options on a 
six-point scale from “Absolutely not important” (0) to “Extremely 
important” (5), thus indicating their suitability for a moral assessment of an 
event or action. In the second part, the respondents agree to some extent 
with statements (on a six-point scale from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly 
agree”) that embody a certain moral value. The moral basis was primarily 
“care” (in particular, the prohibition of harm) and “justice”. Three other 
moral foundations were also determined that go beyond the protection of 
the interests of the individual and are related to the attitude of the individual 
to his group: loyalty to the group, respect for authority and purity. These 
moral foundations are called mandatory because they help unite the group 
around its values and the leader. 

The Justice Sensitivity Inventory, proposed by Schmitt and colleagues, is 
based on sensitivity to justice as a personality trait that includes a strong 
individual willingness to accept cases of injustice and the strength of 
cognitive, emotional and behavioural responses to injustice (Baumert, & 
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Schmitt, 2016; Schmitt, Baumert, Gollwitzer, & Maes, 2010). The 
questionnaire contains 40 points and four scales, ten points for each of the 
positions in the situation of violation of injustice, and statements with the 
same numbers have almost the same wording, differing only in the specifics 
of the viewpoint. The respondents are asked to refer to their experience in 
situations of injustice and to assess the extent to which their responses to 
these situations correspond to those described in the questionnaire, on a six-
point scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The concept of 
“sensitivity to justice” describes not just the content of ideas or motives that 
are relevant in the face of injustice, but the actual degree of perception of 
injustice as a stable characteristic of the individual (Adamyan, Nartova-
Bochaver, & Shmitt, 2018). 

The questionnaire “Moral Disengagement-24” (MD-24) was developed by 
Moore, Detert, Baker, & Mayer (2012) based on Bandura’s ideas about the 
content and structure of the phenomenon of moral disengagement. Bandura 
(1986) points out that there are mechanisms that determine the selective 
actualization of the subject at different stages of self-regulation of certain 
moral prohibitions, which allows you to apply or not apply these moral 
prohibitions to yourself. Bandura classifies eight mechanisms of alienation of 
moral responsibility into four groups (loci): the behavioural locus, the 
personality locus of the actor, the locus of reformulating the consequences 
of behaviour and the locus of distorting the image of the victim. 

The behavioural locus operates through three mechanisms: 
1. Moral justification: The application of this mechanism is based on 

the use of justifications of a moral, social or economic nature in order to 
justify the morality of one’s own actions. 

2. Euphemistic labelling: The use of specially selected expressions can 
significantly change the attitude to violence. For example, the phrases “exact 
hit” or “collateral damage” can reduce the negative nature of the actions 
they label. 

3. Advantage comparison: Comparing one’s own actions with those that 
are much more reprehensible can reduce one’s perception of their 
harmfulness. 

The personality locus of the actor involves shifting or deliberately 
blurring the guilt of the person responsible for the destructive behaviour. It 
includes two mechanisms: 

1. Shifting of responsibility occurs when the actor explains the 
reasons for his actions under the influence of a more authoritative person 
and minimizes his own activity. For example, a hired executioner may say 
that he carried out orders “from above”. 
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2. Dissemination of responsibility is a common technique of 
distribution of guilt, which takes place, for example, among concentration 
camp officials or prison guards, who present their actions as “just elements 
of a huge system.” 

The locus that allows you to reformulate the consequences of 
behaviour includes a mechanism for distorting or ignoring the consequences 
of harmful behaviour (ignoring or distorting the consequences). For 
example, a person who has committed an immoral action may deny that 
someone was seriously injured, or may argue that the damage was even 
beneficial because it was able to “harden” the victim. 

The locus that distorts the image of the victim includes two 
mechanisms: 

1. Dehumanization. When using this mechanism, the victim is mentally 
or verbally equated with a representative of the lower stage of evolution, an 
animal or even an insect, devoid of emotions and its own meanings, the 
ability to feel pain and so on. 

2. Attribution of guilt. In using this mechanism, the perpetrator 
describes himself as a “victim” of the real victim, pointing to “provocation.” 

The version of the questionnaire we used contains 24 items (3 
statements for each mechanism of moral disengagement). The subjects are 
asked to express their degree of agreement or disagreement with them on a 
seven-point Likert scale from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). 

The research was carried out in accordance with the requirements of 
the Code of Ethics of O. M. Beketov National University of Urban 
Economy (protocol No. 8 of April 29, 2020). Informed consent was 
obtained from all individuals who participated in this research and they 
could opt out at any time. 

4. Results 

Ethics Attitude. Table 1 shows the results of the study of the ethics 
attitudes in the representatives of digital Generations Y and Z in the field of 
tourism. 

Table 1. The indicators of ethics attitude in groups of Generations Y and Z 
(Mean ± SD) 

The scales Generation Y Generation Z p 

Idealism 38.12 ± 1.14 26.25 ± 1.47 ˂ 0.001 
Relativism 36.08 ± 0.98 34.96 ± 2.03 - 

Legend: Mean – arithmetical average; SD – standard deviation; р – the significance of the difference 
between the indicators of groups of Generations Y and Z due to the Student’s t-criterion  
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It was found that in the group of Generation Y the indicator on the 
scale “Idealism” (38.12 ± 1.14) significantly exceeds the indicator on this 

scale in the group of Generation Z (26.25 ± 1.47), p ˂ 0.001. Regarding the 
scale of “Relativism”, the groups of Generations Y and Z do not show 
significant differences in indicators. 

Differences between participants. The group of Generation Y 
shows greater confidence that “right” actions always lead to the desired 
consequences. They have a great tendency to make moral judgments 
according to the consequences of actions, which implies the morality of 
what is good and the immorality of what is harmful; herewith, the motives 
of a particular action are not taken into account, only the consequences of 
moral judgment are important. Generation Z test groups are more 
pragmatic, which is reflected in their beliefs about both the benefits and 
harms of any action, and any action is associated with side effects. Hence, it 
can be argued that to make a moral judgment about the action according to 
its consequences is impossible for this category of participants, because a 
person, making a choice, chooses the easiest way. The intercrossing of 
factors of idealism and relativism allows to expand the characteristics of 
ethical attitudes in the groups of Generations Y and Z. High levels of 
relativism and high levels of idealism define the group of Generation Y as 
situationists who, expressing their own moral judgments, believe that each 
case should be considered individually. Moral judgment in this case is not 
based on the assessment of the action as “good” or “bad”, but on the basis 
of its “contextual relevance”. Thus, ethics is determined by usefulness, based 
on the consequences of the action, without regard to motives and intentions. 
High levels of relativism and low levels of idealism define Generation Z 
group as subjectivists. They, like situationists, believe that moral principles 
are quite relative, and therefore should not be taken into account when 
making moral judgments. However, these actors, unlike situationists, do not 
rely on consequences in their judgments, but are guided solely by their own 
interests. Thus, subjectivists make moral judgments in accordance with the 
assessment of how a person’s actions are in his own interests. 

 
Moral Foundations. Table 2 shows the results of the study of moral 

foundations in the groups of Generations Y and Z in the field of tourism. 
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Table 2. The indicators of moral foundations in the groups of Generations Y and 
Z (Mean ± SD) 

The scales Generation Y Generation Z p 

Care 3.20 ± 0.51 3.58 ± 0.46 ˂ 0.01 
Fairness 3.14 ± 0.47 3.56 ± 0.48 ˂ 0.01 
Loyalty 3.23 ± 0.43 2.81 ± 0.39 ˂ 0.01 
Respect 2.97 ± 0.49 2.77 ± 0.38 - 
Purity 3.08 ± 0.54 2.18 ± 0.55 ˂ 0.01 

Ethics of autonomy 3.17 ± 0.49 3.57 ± 0.47 ˂ 0.01 
Ethics of community 3.09 ± 0.49 2.59 ± 0.66 ˂ 0.01 

Progressivism 0.08 ± 0.01 0.98 ± 0.20 ˂ 0.01 
Legend: Mean – arithmetical average; SD – standard deviation; р – the significance of the difference 
between the indicators of groups of Generations Y and Z due to the Student’s t-criterion  

 
The results of the research show that on the scales of “Care” and 

“Fairness” the group of Generation Z (3.58 ± 0.46 and 3.56 ± 0.48) differs 
from the group of Generation Y (3.20 ± 0.51 and 3.14 ± 0.47) by much 

higher indicators (p ˂ 0.01). The indicators in the group of Generation Y on 
the scales of “Loyalty” (3.23 ± 0.43) and “Purity” (3.08 ± 0.54) significantly 
exceed the indicator on these scales in the group of Generation Z 

(2.81 ± 0.39 and 2.18 ± 0.55) (p ˂ 0.01). The differences between the groups 
did not reach the level of significance according to the scale of “Respect”. 
The obtained differences are reflected in significantly higher indicators on 
the scales of “Ethics of autonomy” and “Progressivism” in the group of 
Generation Z (3.57 ± 0.47 and 0.98 ± 0.20) compared to the group of 

Generation Y (3.17 ± 0.49 and 0.08 ± 0.01) (p ˂ 0.01). In turn, the group of 
Generation Y shows significantly higher results on the scale of “Ethics of 

community” (3.09 ± 0.49 and 2.59 ± 0.66; p ˂ 0.01). 
Differences between participants. The group of Generation Z 

considers moral foundations for value judgments such as care, the 
prohibition of harm, compassion, the detection of injustice and the 
preservation of justice to be more important. More important for this group 
are the individualized moral foundations, united by the scale of “Ethics of 
autonomy”, as well as the prevalence of moral foundations that characterize 
the communities of the West. Generation Y gives more importance to 
loyalty to the group, combined with intolerance of traitors, as well as socio-
cultural symbols, norms and prohibitions related to various spheres of life, 
which reflects the greater importance of social ethics. Community ethics and 
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greater devotion are traditional conservative moral foundations of value 
judgments. 

 
Justice sensitivity. Table 3 shows the results of the study of 

sensitivity to justice in the groups of Generations Y and Z. 

 
Table 3. The indicators of justice sensitivity in the groups of Generations Y and Z 

(Mean ± SD) 

 
The scales Generation Y Generation Z p 

Victim sensitivity 28.26 ± 1.32 31.74 ± 1.53 ˂ 0.05 
Observer sensitivity 29.61 ± 0.97 26.18 ± 1.09 ˂ 0.01 

Beneficiary 
sensitivity 

24.02 ± 1.22 23.97 ± 0.88 - 

Perpetrator 
sensitivity 

25.13 ± 0.93 24.85 ± 1.11 - 

Legend: Mean – arithmetical average; SD – standard deviation; р – the significance of the difference 
between the indicators of groups of Generations Y and Z due to the Student’s t-criterion  

 
The indicator in the group of Generation Y according to the scale of 

“Observer sensitivity” (29.61 ± 0.97) is significantly higher than in the group 

of Generation Z (26.18 ± 1.09; p ˂ 0.01). The group of Generation Z, 
compared to the group of Generation Y, shows a significantly higher 
indicator on the scale of “Victim sensitivity” (31.74 ± 1.53 and 28.26 ± 1.32; 

p ˂ 0.05). Sensitivity to justice from the point of view of the beneficiary and 
the perpetrator does not reveal significant differences between the groups of 
different digital generations. 

Differences between participants. In both groups of Generations 
Y and Z, the sensitivity to justice from the point of view of the victim and 
the sensitivity to justice from the point of view of the observer was found to 
be the most pronounced. Less pronounced are prosocial types of sensitivity 
to justice, namely the sensitivity of the beneficiaries and the sensitivity of 
perpetrators. Generation Z has a more pronounced experience of being a 
victim of injustice, which results in feelings of anger. The group of 
generation Y is more likely to be an observer of injustice to others, which 
can lead to moral outrage. To a lesser extent, the subjects of both groups 
tend to feel guilty and ashamed of taking advantage of the injustice being in 
the role of a beneficiary when the circumstances are in favour of the subject 
but against the attitude of the others. Our data coincide with the results 
obtained by the authors of the adaptation of the Justice Sensitivity Inventory 
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method, which showed that the sensitivity to justice from the victim’s 
attitude decreases as the number of respondents increases (Adamyan, 
Nartova-Bochaver, & Shmitt, 2018). Sensitivity from the point of view of 
the perpetrator of social norms increases with age, but this pattern was not 
confirmed in our research. 

 
Moral disengagement. Table 4 shows the results of the study of 

moral disengagement in the groups of Generations Y and Z. 

 
Table 4. The indicators of moral disengagement in the groups of Generations Y 

and Z (Mean ± SD) 

 
The scales Y generation  Z generation  p 

Moral Justification 13.88 ± 1.62 14.54 ± 1.27 - 
Euphemistic labelling 13.47 ± 1.37 14.63 ± 1.42 - 

Advantageous comparison 10.09 ± 0.44 12.76 ± 0.73 ˂ 0.05 
Displacement of 

responsibility 
9.15 ± 0.84 11.69 ± 0.66 ˂ 0.05 

Diffusion of responsibility 12.17 ± 1.43 13.38 ± 1.19 - 
Disregard or distortion 

consequences 
16.21 ± 1.25 13.03 ± 1.11 ˂ 0.01 

Dehumanization 13.22 ± 1.13 16.75 ± 0.76 ˂ 0.01 
Attribution of blame 14.08 ± 0.86 16.68 ± 1.03 ˂ 0.05 

Legend: Mean – arithmetical average; SD – standard deviation; р – the significance of the difference 
between the indicators of groups of Generations Y and Z due to the Student’s t-criterion  

 
It was found that no significantly higher indicators on the scale of 

“Advantageous comparison” were recorded among the components of the 
behavioural locus of moral disengagement in the group of Generation Z, in 
contrast to the group of Generation Y (12.76 ± 0.73 and 10.09 ± 0.44; 

p ˂ 0.05). Significantly higher indicators were set on the scale of 
“Displacement of responsibility” also in the group of Generation Z among 
the components of the personal locus of moral disengagement (11.69 ± 0.66 

and 9.15 ± 0.84; p ˂ 0.05). In addition, in the locus of distortion of the 
victim’s image, significantly higher indicators were recorded in the group of 
Generation Z on the scales of “Dehumanization” (16.75 ± 0.76) and 
“Attribution of blame” (16.68 ± 1.03), compared with the group of 

Generation Y (13.22 ± 1.13 and 14.08 ± 0.86; p ˂ 0.01; p ˂ 0.05). Regarding 
the locus of reformulation of behavioural consequences, it was found that 
the indicator on the scale of “Disregard or distortion consequences” in the 
group of Generation Y significantly exceeds the indicator on this scale in the 
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group of Generation Z (16.21 ± 1.25) (13.03 ± 1.11; p ˂ 0.01). According to 
the scales of “Moral Justification”, “Euphemistic labelling” (behavioural 
locus of moral disengagement) and “Diffusion of responsibility” (personal 
locus of moral disengagement) the different digital generations do not differ 
significantly. 

Differences between participants. Generation Z is more 
convinced that unethical actions can be useful or altruistic in nature, 
preventing greater human suffering. These actors are more likely to find 
explanations for their behaviour in the social environment of tourism on the 
part of powerful or more authoritative individuals, which allows such a 
subject to minimize his / her own initiative in committing unethical actions. 
Generation Z is also characterized by a more pronounced focus on the 
perception of objects of their unethical behaviour as having lost positive 
human qualities, which allows them to go beyond the subjective dimension 
of humanity and the correctness of service delivery. In addition, this group is 
more prone to unethical actions in order to point to a “provocative” 
situation in which, due to circumstances beyond their control, these actors 
have been forced to behave in a certain way in response to the 
“provocation” of the transmitter of unethical behaviour. 

5. Limits and Discussion 

According to Caton (2015), the study of the problem of morality in 
general, and in the field of tourism in particular, is a complex research task 
that requires an integrated approach using scientific developments presented 
in various fields of science, which, in our opinion, should include not only 
the achievements of scientists and practitioners in a purely professional field 
of this problems, but also the contribution of psychologists to its solution. 
McMullen (2012) points out to the growing attention of modern scientists to 
morality in the field of tourism and notes that it is the interdisciplinary 
approach that unlocks the potential and outlines ways for new research in 
this field, which, according to Thomas (2020), will enrich research to 
improve practical training of managers in the field of tourism. Fennell and 
Malloy (1999) empirically found significant differences in the content and 
stability of the ethical attitudes of managers of different types of tourism 
using a multidimensional ethical scale. A study of the perceptions of 
students i. e. future tourism managers about moral difficulties in professional 
activities, conducted by Marnburg (2006), showed that, at first glance, 
respondents are able to critically and maturely assess possible professional 
problems of moral content. At the same time, when moral dilemmas arise, 
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they are sceptical of managerial decisions, are short-sighted about the 
consequences of unethical decisions, and critical of organizational 
requirements for ethical values that should govern professional activities. 
Marnburg draws attention to the need for support of students and beginners 
by leaders, which allows to productively analyse their ethical views and moral 
dilemmas, develop an understanding of ethical issues, professional values 
and norms, and the ability to make moral decisions (Marnburg, 2006). 
Consensus is expressed by Caton (2015) and Thomas (2020), who propose 
to introduce a system of moral development as an important component of 
the practice of training tourism managers. 

In support of these viewpoints, our research revealed the standpoint 
according to which the moral judgments of millennials in the field of 
tourism services are based on the consequences of actions in terms of their 
“contextual relevance”, and a measure of its ethics is the usefulness of the 
action. They are more likely to play the prosocial role of witnessing injustice 
to others, which is a source of moral outrage, and are more committed to 
the traditional principles to perceive moral judgment, such as loyalty to a 
particular group and the importance of social norms. Justification of their 
unethical behaviour towards clients, in particular, is provided by the 
mechanism of ignoring the consequences, which allows to subjectively 
reduce the degree of unethical behaviour and minimize its consequences in 
their perception. 

According to the centennials, moral assessment of actions seems 
impossible, because any action causes harm, and moral principles are relative 
and can not be the basis for moral judgment, which they form in accordance 
with their own interests. At the same time, the individual moral foundations 
that reflect the ethics of autonomy (care, prohibition of harm, compassion, 
detection of injustice and preservation of justice) inherent in Western culture 
are quite significant. Sensitivity to justice is realized in this group through the 
experience of being the object of injustice, which generates feelings of anger. 
Justification of one’s own unethical behaviour is due to its rethinking as 
useful, altruistic, preventing the intensification of human suffering. They 
tend to minimize the degree of their initiative in the implementation of 
unethical behaviour, referring to the social influence of powerful or 
authoritative individuals in this field of services. 

The specificity of Generation Z (post-millennials) is currently not 
studied in detail in comparison with Generation Y (centennials), but, 
according to some researchers, the new environment in which they develop, 
determines their new characteristics (Bennett, Maton, & Kervin, 2008; 
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Prontenko, et al., 2019; Tsilmak, Okhrimenko, Barko, Protsenko, & 
Gerashchenko, 2020; Zhamardiy, et al., 2019). 

At the same time, Dolot (2018) notes that representatives of 
Generation Y in the field of tourism are quite dependent on the media; they 
are interested in cultural content, accept the values of their parents, such as 
social activities, want to achieve their goals as soon as possible and often 
want to fulfil their desires. For Generation Z, which can also be called 
“online generation”, social networks are the main platform for 
communication. 

At the same time, scientists emphasize the parasocial nature of 
virtual relationships and empirically show that users change their perceptions 
of themselves and others to match the pseudo-reality of the game, social 
network, and edit their online persona to create positive experiences and 
develop desired relationships in different areas (McMullen, 2012). As 
Baumert and Schmitt (2016) point out, as virtual time increases, face-to-face 
communication and cognitive structures that control human contact and 
weaken social interaction in service delivery decrease. 

An important difference between virtual communication and face-
to-face communication in the field of service provision (including tourism) is 
that communicators in the digital space can be removed from those affected 
by their communication. This protects them from direct observation of the 
results of virtual interaction and largely determines the situation when moral 
foundations and principles give way to personal interests and pragmatism, 
ignorance of moral issues and conflicting trends in taking on moral 
responsibility. 

6. Conclusions 

The specifics of the tourism business often determines the degree of 
development of moral norms in its representatives, which is reflected at both 
the macro and micro levels. The emergence of defects in moral development 
in this field often leads not only to moral “distortion” of tourist services (so-
called dark tourism), but also to the commitment of criminal acts such as 
corruption, human trafficking, child sex tourism, various forms of fraud, 
prostitution, flow of illegal migrants, etc. 

The specificity of the studied components of moral regulation shows 
not only its qualitative differences in the representatives of groups Y and Z, 
but also reflects the lack of harmony of moral regulation in the subjects of 
different generations in the field of tourism, which is accompanied by some 
inconsistencies. 
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The results show that moral regulation works uniquely in the 
representatives of digital Generations Y and Z in the tourism business. The 
research from the ethical point of view has shown that millennials are more 
idealistic. The intercrossing of factors of idealism and relativism allows to 
characterize millennials as situationalists, and centennials as subjectivists. 

The research of the moral foundations of the individual revealed 
their peculiarities in the representatives of different digital generations in the 
field of tourism. For representatives of Generation Z (millennials), the moral 
basis for further judgments, such as “Loyalty”, “Purity”, is important, which 
is reflected in the importance of “Ethics of community”. The representatives 
of Generation Y (centennials), on the other hand, pay more attention to the 
moral foundations of “Care” and “Fairness” and, as a result, are more 
committed to “Ethics of autonomy” and “Progressivism”.  

The research results also show that millennials are more likely to 
subjectively neutralize their own unethical actions through ignorance or 
distortion. At the same time, centennials are more characterized by 
favourable comparisons, displacement of responsibility, dehumanization and 
attribution of guilt, which indicates a more active mechanisms of moral 
disengagement. 

We assume that the results of our research reflect not only the 
peculiarities of personal development in the degree of his / her inclusion in 
the digital environment of tourism, but also the impact of modern realities 
of European and world society, characterized by social transformations in 
various spheres of social activity. 

This research presents the advantages and limitations of moral 
dimensions in the tourism business. One of the strengths is that the research 
confirmed the uniqueness of the moral regulation of these digital 
generations in the psychological dimension. The results revealed significant 
differences in ethical attitudes, sensitivity to justice and such a negative pole 
of morality as moral disengagement, which were characteristic of 
Generations Y and Z. This primarily distinguishes our conclusions from 
most studies on this issue. 

Our research among managers in the field of tourism showed that 
the region is not a determinant of the success and competitiveness of staff in 
this field. The representatives of both digital generations must have the 
necessary knowledge and skills, have sufficient life and professional 
experience, the growth of which forms personal moral and value principles 
and orientations. As for the system of moral attitudes, the moral basis for 
further professional judgments is a more important factor of formation and 
development for the representatives of Generation Z (millennials). They are 
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more flexible and balanced in professional and personal contacts. 
Generation Y (centennials), on the other hand, is quite caring about clients 
and prone to manifestations of emotionality and empathy. These indicators 
demonstrate the need for organized psychological support for professionals 
in the field of tourism at different stages of their training, especially in the 
context of the formation and development of their morality. This, in our 
opinion, is a defining requirement for the formation of staff of service 
provision organizations under the conditions of a postmodern society. 

The results of our research are implemented in the educational 
process of O. M. Beketov National University of Urban Economy for the 
training of future professionals in the field of tourism. 

We did not consider other components of moral regulation, such as 
moral identity, prosocial motivation, empathy, and so on in the process of 
the scientific research. These components outline the prospects for further 
research that will provide a better understanding of the psychological 
dimensions of morality in representatives of different digital generations of 
the tourism business. 
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