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The purpose of the study is to explore the responsibilities of 
directors in creating a good ethical culture in their organisation 
and examine whether good ethical practices are able to enhance 
a company’s performance. To achieve this purpose, face-to-face 
semi-structured interviews with directors as the respondents 
are employed as a data collection method. This study found 
that board ethical commitments are necessary elements for 
sustaining the good performance of a company. The planning 
and monitoring of these ethical practices are the responsibilities 
of the board of directors, which then will be executed by top 
management, led by the chief executive officer (CEO). To ensure 
effectiveness, the code of ethics should not merely be 
a statement of intent but must be institutionalised and 
embedded in the working environment of the company. Trust, 
regulatory compliance, and good reputation are among 
the benefits derived if a company has good ethical practices. 
The result provides evidence of the roles and duties of 
the directors in nurturing a good ethical culture, which can lead 
to the sustainable performance of the company. This study is 
original as it examines corporate ethical issues by using 
a qualitative approach and considers the contribution of ethical 
elements from the directors’ point of view, which is rare in 
business ethics literature. This study contributed by assisting 
the companies in formulating clear policies and guiding 
directors’ ethical behaviours in order to hold them accountable 
for decisions made in the company. This will ensure directors 
make responsible and appropriate decisions in discharging their 
duties as directors. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The failures and exposure of corporate malpractices 
by many high-profile international companies such 
as Enron, Parmalat, WorldCom, Tyco, Polly Peck, HIH 
Insurance, AIG, Lehman Brothers, and Barings Bank 
have triggered much interest in researchers and 
regulatory bodies on the work of company directors, 
arguably the front liners who are responsible for 
the success or failure of a company. Although many 
reforms were enacted in the last decade to prevent 
corporate collapses, such as the introduction of new 
laws and codes of corporate governance, how 
directors work, and whether there are specified 
internal guidelines that guide their decision-making, 
which affects the stakeholders of the company, 
the collapse of many large companies provides 
significant evidence that, without ethical leaders, 
corporate governance mechanisms and any type of 
control may malfunction (Salin et al., 2020).  

Enron, for example, was comprised of highly 
knowledgeable and competent directors, including 
a university professor from Stanford University, 
Harvard University alumni, and many respectable 
corporate individuals. This board was one of 
the best boards in the United States in 2000 
(National Association of Corporate Directors [NACD], 
2002). WorldCom also was run by well-known and 
prominent corporate leaders such as the chairman 
of an international rating corporation, the dean of 
law of a university, and several chief executives of 
other big corporations. Although run by 
a technically competent and highly experienced 
board, these companies still failed to sustain 
optimum performance (Schwartz et al., 2005). 

In Malaysia, the effort to enhance an ethical 
corporate environment also was seriously taken, 
particularly after the Asian financial crisis in 1997 
(Asmuni et al., 2015; Hamid et al., 2011). 
For example, the Securities Commission of Malaysia 
(2012) added a new principle, namely, a board 
ethical commitment in the revised Malaysian Code of 
Corporate Governance 2012 (MCCG) with 
the objective to guide and control the conduct of 
the board of directors of listed companies in 
Malaysia. Bursa Malaysia (Malaysian stock exchange 
administrator) also launched a comprehensive 
Corporate Governance Guide — Towards Boardroom 
Excellence in 2012 with the intention to support 
the board and management to raise the bar for 
corporate governance, facilitate boards to steer their 
companies toward achieving sustainable growth, and 
build a more vibrant and dynamic capital market 
distinguished by the quality of its corporate 
governance practices (Abdullah, 2012).  

However, although the regulatory authority 
placed much effort to improve the governance of the 
company, malpractices still occurred. Recent 
scandals, which involved Felda Global Ventures, 
1Malaysian Development Berhad (1MDB), Majlis 
Amanah Rakyat (MARA), Malaysian Pilgrimage Fund 
(Tabung Haji) and Islamic Economic Development 
Foundation (YAPEIM), demonstrate that poor ethical 
practices by a board of directors contribute to 
a company’s financial fraud (Manan et al., 2013). 
Earlier, Malaysia also was plagued with many 
corporate scandals that involved large companies 
such as Perwaja Steel, Bumiputra Bank, Maminco, 
Pan-Electric Industries, Malaysian Airline System, 

Port Klang Free Zone, Idris Hydraulic, Felda, 
Transmile and 1Malaysian Development Berhad 
(Salin et al., 2019). 

A survey of prior literature found that the issue 
of directors’ ethics did not receive considerable 
attention from scholars, which represents the gap of 
this study. Many prior studies on board of directors 
concentrated much on board committees (García-
Sánchez et al., 2023; Orazalin, 2020; Shahar et al., 
2020; Husnin et al., 2016), board responsibility (Salin 
et al., 2024b; García-Sánchez, 2020; Bebchuk & 
Weisbach, 2010), board independence (Arayakarnkul 
et al., 2022; Zaid et al., 2020; Balsmeier et al., 2017; 
García-Sánchez et al., 2015; Husnin et al., 2013; 
Hashim et al., 2014), and board remuneration 
(Rahayu et al., 2022; Lemma et al., 2020; Frydman & 
Jenter, 2010; Jaafar et al., 2019; Ahmad et al., 2016). 
Unfortunately, a lack of study has been found in 
the literature discussing the issues of ethics and 
morality by the corporate board of directors.  

These developments have motivated 
the current study to fill this gap by exploring and 
investigating the commitment of the directors in 
establishing a good ethical working environment in 
their company and the contribution of the board 
ethical commitment toward a company’s sustainable 
performance. In general, this research attempts to 
answer the following research questions: 

RQ1: What are the responsibilities of 
the directors in creating a good ethical culture in 
their company? 

RQ2: Do good ethical practices contribute to 
the good performance of the company? 

Specifically, the purposes of the study are, first, 
to explore the responsibilities of directors in 
creating a good ethical culture in their organisation 
and, second, to examine whether good ethical 
practices are able to enhance a company’s good 
performance. 

This study is relevant as it makes several 
contributions to the scholarly literature in this field 
conducted by other authors before, as well as for 
the practice. First, this study assists companies in 
formulating clear policies and guiding directors’ 
ethical behaviours in order to hold them accountable 
for decisions made in the company. This will ensure 
directors make responsible and appropriate 
decisions in discharging their duties as directors.  

Second, this study will highlight the relevant 
regulatory bodies to place greater emphasis on 
preventing fraud and malpractices via good ethical 
practices. The results from this research provide 
evidence to these agencies that they should focus on 
promoting the right ethical culture and ethical 
framework to companies to complement their 
corporate governance guidance, laws, and 
regulations.  

Finally, this study will extend the theoretical 
understanding of the boards’ ethical commitment 
and contribute to the relevant literature review on 
the importance of ethical commitment to influence 
the positive culture of the organization. Much of 
the ethics literature only focuses on explaining 
the ethical attributes and organizational 
performance without considering the contribution of 
ethical elements from the directors’ point of view. 
For example, studies by Choi and Jung (2008), Tyler 
et al. (2008), Pribble (1990), Pae and Choi (2011), 
Chun et al. (2013) and Gilley et al. (2010) only 
investigate the ethical commitment of the company 
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in general. Their study does not highlight who is 
actually directly responsible for the ethical 
commitment.  

In addition, many prior studies concentrated 
too much on the corporate governance mechanism 
to safeguard the investment of the shareholders and 
protect the interest of the other stakeholders. Thus, 
our study is original as it adds to the existing body 
of knowledge by examining the influence of ethics 
on corporate performance by using a qualitative 
approach. Many prior studies use quantitative 
methods in which the findings are very brief and not 
comprehensive. In contrast, our qualitative method, 
which uses semi-structured interviews to collect 
data, is able to explore the phenomenon under 
examination more thoroughly, significantly and 
directly from the source of the problem.  

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 is 
a review of the literature, followed by a discussion of 
the research methodology in Section 3. Section 4 
reveals the findings, while Section 5 entails the 
conclusion, limitations and suggestions for future 
research.  

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

2.1. Fraud and unethical practices: Malaysian 
scenario 
 
As with other countries, Malaysia has experienced 
many corporate scandals. Although much effort, 
especially from the regulators, has been made to 
stop these various scandals from occurring, they 
still continue. Cases that involved Perwaja Steel, 
Bumiputra Bank, Port Klang Free Zone, and 
1Malaysian Development Berhad have wasted 
billions of shareholders’ and taxpayers’ money. 

KPMG Malaysia (2010) in its Fraud Survey 
Report 2009 provides several specific reasons or 
factors that allow fraud to take place in 
the organisation. The major factors that contribute 
to the fraud indicated by the respondents include 
poor internal control, collusion with external parties 
and unethical practices, which are consistent with 
the studies conducted by Mangala and Soni (2023), 
Alias et al. (2019), Karim et al. (2018), Omar et al. 
(2016), Rahim et al. (2017), and Zakaria et al. (2016). 
However, poor ethical practice is a major concern, as 
this factor shows an increasing trend, from only 17% 
in 2004 to 39% in 2008 (KPMG Malaysia, 2010). 
In its more recent Fraud, Bribery and Corruption 
Survey 2013, management override of internal 
controls and lack of controls over management by 
directors also are among the factors that allowed 
the fraud to take place (KPMG Malaysia, 2014). 

The same report also exposed the severity of 
the fraud and malpractices present in Malaysia. 
Eighty-nine percent of respondents felt that 
the quantum of fraud has increased, while 80% of 
respondents felt that the incidences of bribery and 
corruption have increased in the last three years. 
More shockingly, 71% of respondents believed that 
bribery and corruption are an inevitable cost of 
doing business, while 64% believed that business 
cannot be done in Malaysia without paying bribes 
(KPMG Malaysia, 2014). This is consistent with 
the fraud survey conducted by Ernst & Young (2016), 
which found that 40% of Malaysian respondents 
agree that bribery and corrupt practices happen 
widely in Malaysian businesses. 

The report released by the Transparency 
International (2017) also provided comparable 
results. Based on their survey, fewer respondents 
believe the government’s actions are effective in 
fighting corruption, while 41% opined that 
the Malaysian Anti-Corruption Commission is doing 
poorly at fighting corruption. The survey also 
revealed that the police and political parties were 
noted as having the highest bribery risk, and this 
would seriously undermine the quality and fairness 
of the law enforcement institution. 

 

2.2. Overview of board ethical commitment 
 

The corporate scandals that continuously occur can 
be due to several factors. Kuhn and Ashcraft (2003) 
advocated that poor organisational structures in 
which unlimited power is placed in the hands of 
a few people in an organisation lead them to carry 
out performance manipulations, coupled with undue 
importance given to short-term rather than long-
term results, particularly when a company is under 
pressure to meet shareholders’ expectations and to 
beat analyst forecasts. This worsens when there is 
no check and balance mechanism to monitor 
the poor morals and attitudes of key individuals 
with unethical values. This might occur when 
a person is violating the company’s guidelines, but 
inadequate monitoring results in no action being 
taken. Thus, others, particularly lower-level 
employees, will be encouraged to do the same. 

Thus, it is important for corporations and 
business professionals to incorporate ethics in 
the overall management and operation of the 
company. This is because having morally and 
ethically behaved workers in an organization will 
result in a greater impact on the organization itself 
(Nawawi & Salin, 2018; Khadijah et al., 2015). Rezaee 
(2008) described business ethics as the process of 
promoting moral principles and standards that 
guide business behaviour. In an organization, 
the ways employees behave ethically depend on 
several factors such as ethics sensitivity, ethics 
incentive, and ethical behaviour. Ethics sensitivity is 
a moral principle established via workplace factors, 
loyalty, peer pressure, and job security. 
The employees will have a good moral intensity if 
the working environment highly emphasises good 
conduct and integrity. For example, the existence of 
social control among colleagues leads to self-
regulation and share of common beliefs, values, and 
goals (Suhaimi et al., 2016). Ethics incentives 
comprise mechanisms for reward and punishment 
as a result of the employees’ conduct. For example, 
the organisation can reward staff that behaves 
ethically by giving tangible (bonus) or intangible 
(praise) awards. However, if they behave otherwise, 
disciplinary action should be taken. Ethical 
behaviour relates to the conduct of the company’s 
top management such as directors and executives. 
They need to set the appropriate ethical tone via 
actions and policies such as a firm commitment to 
ethical behaviour all the time (Salin et al., 2024a). 
For example, directors need to exercise zero 
tolerance to fraud and corruption in securing 
business contracts.  

One important issue in business ethics is 
unethical leadership. Unethical leadership is 
described by Brown and Mitchell (2010) as 
behaviours conducted and decisions made by 
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organisational leaders that are illegal and/or violate 
moral standards. Coupled with poor organisational 
structures in which only a few people have 
the power to make decisions, unethical leaders will 
carry out performance manipulations that will only 
benefit them. This is worsened when inadequate 
mechanisms are in place to monitor key individuals 
in the company with weak morals and unethical 
values (Fox, 2003; Kochan, 2002). There are many 
factors that may influence leaders to behave 
unethically such as organisational mistreatment 
(Tepper et al., 2006), lack of ethical culture or ethical 
climate (Treviño et al., 1998), and poor reward 
system to support ethical conduct (Ashkanasy 
et al., 2006). 

In contrast, ethical leadership, as defined by 
Brown et al. (2005), is through a leader who 
demonstrates normative appropriate conduct via 
personal action and interpersonal relationships. This 
leader also promotes good conduct to followers 
through two-way communication. This definition 
clarifies two important characteristics of the ethical 
leader. First, the leader himself/herself must be 
ethical and practice good conduct. Second, 
the leader must promote such behaviour and 
influence others to do the same. 

Prior empirical research suggests that 
an ethical leader is not only concerned about 
employees but also other stakeholders, such as 
customers, suppliers, owners of companies, 
the natural environment, and society (Frisch & 
Huppenbauer, 2014). On the other hand, Brown and 
Treviño (2006) suggest that agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, moral reasoning, and locus of 
control are some of the antecedents of ethical 
leadership. Other researchers also suggest other 
criteria such as moral identity (Mayer et al., 2012; 
Skubinn & Herzog, 2016), emotional stability 
(Kalshoven et al., 2011), moral emotions (Brown & 
Mitchell, 2010), and moral reasoning (Eisenbeiss, 2012). 

Based on this, a board’s ethical commitment 
can be described as the duty and responsibility of 
the board, including its obligation and effort toward 
the development and implementation of any kind 
of ethical activities, awareness, process, 
implementation, and compliance not only for 
the company but also for the directors. This study 
posits that the performance of the company, 
including ethical performance, is the responsibility 
of the directors, as they have the authority and 
resources in determining, guiding, and setting 
the company’s direction. 

 

2.3. Legitimacy theory 
 

This theory suggests that a company will actively 
seek ways to ensure its activities and existence are 
acceptable to the stakeholders, especially to 
the stakeholders whose actions and claims have 
potential effects on the company (Phillips, 2003). 
When the company’s values are congruent with 
the values of the society in which it operates, 
the company is said to have achieved its 
organisational legitimacy (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). 
For example, the company needs to fulfil 
the demand of the shareholders and lenders because 
of their direct investment and association with 
the company.  
 

Based on this argument, this study uses 
legitimacy theory to explain the association of board 
ethical commitment and corporate performance, 
because this theory suggests the existence of 
a social contract between a company and 
stakeholders, which represents society’s 
expectations of a company (Deegan & Unerman, 
2011). Suchman (1995) defined legitimacy as 
a generalised perception or assumption that 
the actions of an entity are desirable, proper or 
appropriate within some socially constructed system 
of norms, values, beliefs and definitions. In this 
circumstance, a critical factor of legitimacy is 
an organization’s performance in accordance with 
societal expectations (Rindova et al., 2005). Thus, 
a company is obliged to fulfil the “expected 
contract” by meeting the demands of society to 
ensure its own business survival. In the context of 
this study, companies need to comply and disclose 
information on ethical practices when it is required 
by the local corporate governance code and 
the public at large. Breaching this contract will 
threaten the survival of the company, i.e., resulting 
in a reduction of demand from its customers, 
removal of a director by the shareholders, and fines 
by the regulator. Due to this, a company will, for 
example, voluntarily disclose information on its 
activities if the company perceives that these 
activities are expected by society (Deegan, 2002; 
Nurhayati et al., 2016). 

 

3. RESEARCH METHOD 
 
This research employed face-to-face semi-structured 
interviews with directors in order to obtain richer 
information on the current practices of board ethical 
commitment in a company, which may not be found 
in other secondary resources such as annual reports, 
company websites, press releases, and other archival 
documents. This method is selected because 
the researcher is involved in the real environment, 
and this participation often reveals surprising 
findings, which are rare in academic literature 
(Parker, 2003). Furthermore, this method requires 
the researcher to get close to the subject, which is, 
in this context, the directors, in order to provide 
clearer empirical evidence and present a deeper 
understanding of the issues of interest, board ethical 
commitment, to the study (Ahrens, 2008). 
In addition, it is easier to get information by directly 
approaching the director, to determine his or her 
commitment to ethics implementation in 
the organisation. Two-way communication in 
the interview allows the researcher to obtain 
valuable feedback and views on these matters. 
Besides, the interviewer can adapt the questions as 
required during the interview itself, clarify if there is 
any doubt, and ensure the answer or response by 
the interviewee is correctly understood by 
the researcher. This can be done by repeating and 
paraphrasing the questions and answers. 

In this study, the same interviewer or 
researcher was responsible for conducting all 
the interviews, which ensured that the researcher 
was able to relate and critically analyse the findings 
from one interview into another and ensure 
the interviews were conducted consistently. 
Interviews were conducted in the year 2016 to 2017 
and in terms of time, it ranged from 45 to 



Corporate Board: Role, Duties and Composition / Volume 20, Issue 3, 2024 

 
12 

60 minutes. The interviews were conducted in 
English. The majority of the interviewees only 
permitted note-taking, which is not surprising when 
considering the sensitivity of the ethical issues 
under research.  

The interview process was conducted in seven 
stages, as suggested by Kvale (2007). 

Stage 1: Thematizing. The interview or 
investigation process was formulated while 
the conception of the themes (board ethical 
commitment) was clarified. 

Stage 2: Designing. The research design was 
planned; most important was the aim of the design, 
which was to ensure the intended output or results 
could be produced. In the context of this study, 
the aim of the interview was to explore the actual 
board’s ethical commitment practices in a company. 

Stage 3: Interviewing. At this stage, 
the research plan was implemented. The interviews 
were conducted based on the guide prepared earlier. 
A reflective approach was adopted, in which if new 
knowledge or information was discovered, the 
interview scope would be extended to elicit richer 
information. 

Stage 4: Transcribing. Here, the interview 
materials were prepared for comprehensive analysis. 
In this study, all the important points that were 
previously recorded were fully transcribed. If 
recording materials were not available or permitted, 
the complete reconstruction of field note-taking was 
arranged in order of the questions asked. 

Stage 5: Analyzing. The materials prepared in 
previous stages were analysed using appropriate 
analysis methods and techniques based on the 
purpose and aim of the study decided. 

Stage 6: Verifying. this study examined 
the validity, reliability, and generalisability of 
the findings from all the interviews. 

Stage 7: Reporting. the findings of interviews 
conducted in this study together with its technical 
process were written or communicated.  

In analysing the data, this study used discourse 
analysis. This method is used because this study 
focuses more on the content of the talk and its 
subject matter rather than the linguistic 
organisation (Edwards & Potter, 1992). The analysis 
also involved a thorough interrogation to highlight 
similarities, contradictions and exceptions which led 
to the identification of patterns in the data collected. 
Some counting will be employed as evidence that 
a point or response is shared by several 
respondents. The higher the number, the more 
credible and significant the findings. NVivo software 
was used to assist in data analysis. This software is 
used because it is easy to use, user-friendly and can 
easily integrated with other types of data. 

 

3.1. Sample selection 
 

Knowing that Malaysian directors are busy with 
many commitments and under time pressure, this 
study employed convenience sampling of 
the directors in its respondent selection. Limiting 
the scope or pool of potential respondents will 
potentially result in insufficient respondents 
necessary to generate meaningful qualitative data 
analysis. The potential respondents were first 
identified from the section of Directors’ Profile in 
the Annual Report of the company. The respondents 
were then contacted via the invitation letter sent to 
their company address. The invitation letter 

generally provided the purpose and the description 
of the research, an explanation of how 
the respondents were selected, information on some 
ethical issues, and the contact details of 
the researcher. The preliminary interview questions 
were attached together with the invitation letter. 
This gave time for the respondents to prepare their 
answers to obtain a clear picture of what 
the interview would involve.  

If the director agreed to be interviewed, 
the time and place of the interview were set based 
on the most convenient time for both interviewer 
and interviewee. In this study, all the interviews were 
conducted in the office of the interviewee during 
office hours. About 500 invitations were sent to 
500 directors of public listed companies throughout 
Malaysia. As a result, 10 respondents agreed to 
participate in this research. The number 
of respondents was considered sufficient because, 
for qualitative research, the purpose of data 
collection is to understand the particular situation 
by obtaining rich data and in-depth understanding. 
Thus, the issue of sampling number is less crucial as 
compared with that of quantitative analysis (Bryman 
& Bell, 2015). This also corresponds with 
the argument forwarded by Patton (1990), who 
suggested that there are no black-and-white rules for 
the determination of sample size in qualitative 
inquiries. Based on Morse (1994), the minimum 
sample size for qualitative research design to 
examine phenomenological issues is six. Thus, 
the number of interviewees in this study fulfils 
the requirement as recommended by the scholar.  

 

3.2. Demographic profile of the respondents 
 

Respondent profiles are shown in Table 1. To ensure 
anonymity, the names of the respondents and their 
companies were removed. The respondents were 
assigned identifier-based numbers, i.e., R1 indicates 
Respondent 1, R2 indicates Respondent 2, and so 
forth. Table 1 shows that the majority of 
respondents were more than 40 years old, with 
the oldest director being 82 years old. All of them 
had more than 15 years of working experience, with 
R9 having more than 45 years of working 
experience. However, three of the respondents had 
less than 10 years of experience as a director, while 
the rest (six respondents) had already been sitting 
on board directorships for a minimum of 10 years.  

In terms of the number of directorships, 
a majority sat only between one and two in 
the company’s board of directors. One director sat in 
10 directorships in non-public listed companies, 
while another had six directorships. Besides, three of 
the respondents held executive director positions in 
the company, while two were non-executive 
directors, and one was an independent 
non-executive director. Nevertheless, only one 
director held both executive and non-executive 
director positions in different public listed 
companies.  

As far as educational background is concerned, 
a majority of the respondents had post-graduate 
qualifications, with two directors holding a Doctor 
of Philosophy (PhD), four having Masters of Business 
Administration, two were Bachelor’s degree 
graduates, and one having accounting professional 
qualification. In terms of gender, only one 
respondent was a female, while the rest were males. 
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Table 1. Profile of the respondents 
 

Respondents Age 
Years of 
working 

experience 

Years of 
working as 
a director 

Company’s directorship 

Highest qualification Gender 
PLCs 

Non-
PLCs 

ED 
Non-
ED 

INED 

R1 45 24 4 1 - - - - 
Master of Business 

Administration 
Male 

R2 39 15 4 - 1 - - - 
Bachelor of Business 

Studies 
Male 

R3 63 40 27 1 3 4 - - 
Master of Business 

Administration 
Male 

R4 61 30 15 2 - 1 2 - 
Master of Business 

Administration 
Male 

R5 46 15 10 2 6 - 6 - 
Bachelor of 

Engineering / 
Bachelor of Laws 

Male 

R6 45 20 ND 13 - - - - 
Certified Public 

Accountant 
Male 

R7 ND 30 5 1 - 1 - - ND Male 

R8 56 32 11 1 - - 1 - Doctor of Philosophy Male 

R9 82 45 23 1 1 - - 1 
Doctor P of 
Philosophy 

Male 

R10 64 30 20 1 10 1 - - 
Master of Business 

Administration 
Female 

Note: PLCs — Public listed companies; Non-PLCs — Non-public listed companies; ED — Executive director; Non-ED — Non-executive 
director; INED — Independent non-executive director ND — Information is not provided. 

 

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 

4.1. Responsibility to create ethical culture of the 
company 
 
The first issue of this study is the responsible 
person(s) or parties to establish good and positive 
ethical environments and practices in the company. 
Seven respondents (R2, R3, R4, R5, R8, R9, and R10) 
suggested the board of directors was the responsible 
entity to ensure good ethical conduct was followed 
and observed by all the officers and employees in 
the company. R10, for example, concurred: 

“They (board of directors) need to walk the talk, 
and provide a top-down approach of leadership by 
example. Then, the downline will properly execute 
the instruction from the top management” (R10, 
personal communication, January 2016). 

This shows that, as the top decision-maker of 
the organisation, the board of directors had a huge 
responsibility in ensuring good ethical practices 
were cultivated in the company. This is in agreement 
with Schwartz et al. (2005), who posited that 
directors set the tone for the company and are 
expected to responsibly navigate the company 
toward better ethical conduct and, hence, 
the company performance. In fact, Bursa Malaysia 
(2012) also suggested that ethical leadership begins 
with the board of directors. Other than that, Brown 
et al. (2005), too, advocated that an ethical leader 
must demonstrate normative behaviour via personal 
action and promote good conduct to his/her 
followers. This is consistent with the opinion given 
by R9: 

“Board of directors. They need to monitor 
closely the management” (R9, personal 
communication, January 2016). 

The answer given by R9 implies that 
the responsibility to maintain moral conduct did not 
stop at directors only but extended to ensure that 
management also behaves the same. Arguably, it is 
no use for directors only to behave in a good 
manner; they must also remain aware of 
the behaviours and actions of the management, 
particularly if an executive abuses power to enrich 
him or herself. The inability of the directors to 

oversee and govern a company generally and 
management particularly can be considered 
a fiduciary failure that may lead to a company’s 
collapse. Enron’s board of directors, for example, 
witnessed numerous questionable practices such as 
high-risk accounting investments and practices, 
unfair dealing due to inappropriate conflicts of 
interest, extensive inadequate disclosure of substantial 
off-the-books liabilities, and disproportionate executive 
compensation via excessive annual bonuses and 
irrational performance unit plans. Unfortunately, 
the board chose to maintain silence (Brooks & Dunn, 
2017) which contributed to the immoral and 
unethical culture of the company (Nawawi & 
Salin, 2019). 

This is inconsistent with the general rules of 
thumb of a director’s fiduciary duties, as stated in 
most corporate laws, in which to act in good faith, 
with reasonable care and in the best interest of the 
company and its shareholders. In the Malaysian 
context, the MCCG clearly states that one 
of the responsibilities of the board is to oversee 
the conduct of the company business by monitoring 
the performance of the management to determine 
whether the business is being properly managed. 
The board must ensure measures are in place with 
which management’s performance can be assessed. 

The next important person to be held 
responsible concerning the ethical conduct of 
the company is the top manager (R4, R5, R9, and 
R10); more specifically, the chief executive officer or 
chief executive officer (CEO) (R1, R6, and R8). 
In essence, the CEO provides a role to support 
the implementation, as well as to lead his/her team 
of management to execute any ethical code and 
guidelines outlined by the board of directors. This 
also is one of the reasons why separation of power 
between the chairman and CEO of a company helps 
to alleviate too much concentrated power and 
authority in a single person. R8 depicted: 

“Board of directors creates the rules and 
guidelines, while monitoring its implementation 
should be done by the chief executive officer” (R8, 
personal communication, January 2016). 

Harrison (2017) claimed that business ethics 
help managers make decisions based on sound and 
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moral principles. Many empirical researchers show 
the important role played by the CEO in executing 
the strategies established by the board of directors. 
Hence, CEO compensation needs to be aligned with 
corporate performance (Ntim et al., 2015; Lo & Wu, 
2016); thus, the actions taken by the CEO would not 
deviate from the corporate and ethical objectives set 
by the company. 

While it is clear that the board of directors is 
the most important entity in establishing good 
ethical culture in the company, the next question is 
the avenue and means of the board of directors to 
develop and establish a good ethical culture in the 
company. Five respondents (R2, R3, R4, R5, and R8) 
agreed that directors need to institutionalise ethical 
values in the daily working culture and atmosphere 
of the company. R2 suggested how the board could 
establish good ethical culture: 

“By institutionalising the core values, we 
incorporate them into our policies, systems, processes, 
and procedures” (R2, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

It means that ethics and moral values should be 
established as a convention and become the norm in 
the company’s culture; accepted, used, and practiced 
by the people in the company. This can be done by 
establishing a practical, comprehensive, and 
multifaceted framework for ethical decision-making. 
There are many ethical theories and philosophies, 
e.g., utilitarianism, consequentialism, deontological, 
virtue ethics, etc., which can be used as sources of 
guidance. Apart from that, various universal moral 
standards such as trustworthiness, respect, 
responsibility, fairness, caring, and citizenship can 
be applied during the code of ethics development, 
i.e., code content, code creation, code 
implementation and code administration (Schwartz, 
2002). In addition, an easy tool for ethical reasoning 
and ethical decision-making such as a stakeholder 
impact analysis is valuable to assist a company and 
its employees in solving an ethical dilemma. These 
tools take into account any potential impact 
(financial and non-financial) on the various 
stakeholders of the company when making 
decisions.  

The other approach to how ethics could be 
institutionalised in a company is by creating a code 
of ethics and conduct. This is one of the internal 
mechanisms that can be taken by the company for 
preventing, detecting, and reporting criminal 
conduct (Austin, 1994). Many prior studies showed 
that a business code of ethics effectively influences 
positive behaviour in organisations (Valentine & 
Barnett, 2003; von der Embse et al., 2004). However, 
its establishment would become insufficient without 
proper enforcement and implementation. 
R3 explained: 

“Code of ethics and good conduct must be 
drawn up, well-publicised, and enforced fairly” (R3, 
personal communication, January 2016). 

R4 also provided a similar opinion: 
“To establish a code of ethics, emphasis, 

implementation, and enforcement are vital to all 
levels of employment” (R4, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

Baker et al. (2006) and Somers (2001) 
recommended that proper implementation of codes 
of ethics will positively influence job satisfaction 
and organisational commitment and, hence, 

improved productivity. This situation will contribute 
to better corporate performance (Donker et al., 2008; 
Chun et al., 2013). The code of ethics can be 
properly implemented when there is sufficient 
training, support, and reinforcement. For example, 
the company must ensure employees not only 
receive and have a copy of the company’s code of 
ethics but also properly comprehend the code. 
The employees also need to declare they understand 
the code and pledge to comply with it, thus no 
excuses for any incompliance in the future. 
In addition, support channels such as an ethics 
hotline, FAQs (frequently asked questions), and 
mandatory annual training should be put into 
practice. Any code violation will be subject to 
disciplinary action, while a severe code breach such 
as fraud, corruption, and deception will be referred 
to a higher external authority such as the police or 
anti-corruption agency.  

Next, in terms of the type of directors, two 
respondents, R8 and R10, explicitly expressed 
the role of executive directors in this issue. R10, for 
example, described: 

“An executive director is the most important 
person who makes decision(s) daily. They deal with 
day-to-day practices to ensure ethics is implemented” 
(R10, personal communication, January 2016). 

R8 confirmed this statement: 
“Executive directors are responsible to execute 

and implement the ethical policies” (R8, personal 
communication, January 2016). 

This indicates that the responsibility to embed 
ethics in the culture and environment of 
the company lies mainly on the shoulders of 
the executive directors, based on their position that 
is directly involved in the operation and a huge 
amount of time spent in the company. They are also 
responsible for managing the lower level of 
management and employees, developing and 
executing the business plans, corporate objectives, 
performance targets, and long-term goals of 
the business. In addition, they also have substantial 
authority to manage and conduct the company on 
behalf of the shareholders (Pass, 2004). Based on 
this, the executive director is the most suitable 
person in the company to carry out this role and 
responsibility. 

 

4.2. Importance of ethics to sustain 
the performance of a company 

 
The other issue raised during the interviews was 
the importance of ethics in sustaining the good 
performance of a company. Prior study shows that 
corporate value and ethics positively correlated with 
firm performance (Kumarasinghe et al., 2021; 
Donker et al., 2008). In this study, the most 
important reason given by the respondents on how 
ethics are able to sustain the performance of 
the company is trust from various stakeholders. Five 
respondents (R3, R4, R5, R9, and R10) highlighted 
this factor:  

“Maintain reputation […] positive engagement 
with stakeholders” (R3, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

“When customers perceive that a company is 
exhibiting important ethical business practices, a high 
level of trust can develop between the business and 
the people it seeks to serve. A relationship of trust 
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between you and the customers is part of the factors 
to determine the company’s performance” (R4, 
personal communication, January 2016). 

“Without confidence in the board’s ethics, there 
cannot be confidence in the company” (R5, personal 
communication, January 2016). 

“[Ethics is] important especially for the long 
term to get trust and public investment in 
the company” (R9, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

“Ethics is important in long term to gain trust 
from people” (R10, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

In this context, trust from customers has been 
noted as important because trust develops loyalty 
among customers and, in turn, establishes business 
bonding between the customers and the company 
(Luo & Bhattacharya, 2006). This relationship is 
a critical element in maintaining successful sales 
(Swan et al., 1999) and has been identified as a key 
driver for value creation (Walter & Ritter, 2003), 
hence, generating revenue for the company. 
In contrast, low ethical consumerism and product 
responsibility such as poor emphasis on customer 
value, safety, quality, information, advertisement, 
and warranty may cost the support from 
the customers (Buchholtz & Carroll, 2012; Brooks & 
Dunn, 2017). This argument was supported by R10, 
who claimed that ethics in business were associated 
with assurance of product deliverables as expected 
by the customers. R10 even suggested that trust was 
far more essential than product brand because, 
without trust, a brand cannot be established: 

“Branding itself is insufficient to get money. 
Product must perform as specified to gain trust from 
customer” (R10, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

The other important stakeholder, where trust 
has to be maintained, is the supplier. Trust gained 
from suppliers is crucial because it enforces higher 
levels of cooperative behaviours and flexibility in 
coordinating activities (Johnston et al., 2004). It is 
a trend nowadays that corporations are moving from 
adversarial supplier relationships to a more intimate 
partnership model. This is because the company and 
its suppliers are mutually dependent on each other. 
Suppliers rely on a company to receive orders to 
ensure they exist in business, while a company relies 
on the supplier to provide it with the required 
product and services to carry out a smooth 
operation. Thus, the supplier also has some level of 
ethical rights that need to be respected by 
the company such as a decent and clear contract, 
a fair deal, and a reasonable level of treatment or 
loyalty (Crane & Matten, 2016).  

R10 gave an example that, in the construction 
industry, where R10’s company operates, prompt 
payment to suppliers is crucial to ensure that 
construction materials and equipment are delivered 
on time with the right quality and sufficient 
quantity. Delayed payment not only jeopardises 
the construction schedule, but it generates hesitancy 
among those who wish to continue dealing with 
the organisation. According to R10: 

“Ethics is important in the long term to gain 
trust from people. If organisations do not deliver as 
promised, people [suppliers] will not have confidence 
in the company” (R10, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

Another respondent, R9, viewed trust from the 
perspective of financing. He opined that: 

“[Ethics is] important, especially for the long 
term to gain trust and public investment in 
the company” (R9, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

Apparently, shareholders occupy the highest 
position and become the central importance in 
the corporations. As shareholders who own 
the company’s shares, they also become an owners 
and have a big stake in how well the company 
performs. Moreover, it is no secret that public 
financing, such as shareholding, has been found to 
be the lowest cost of financing as compared with 
loan financing, which carries higher interest costs 
and premiums (Mazumdar & Sengupta, 2005). Thus, 
via public financing, the interest saving and lower 
leverage on the capital structure of the company will 
indirectly contribute to a better profit margin and, 
hence, the monetary performance of the company. 
Due to this, a company needs to carefully manage 
the interests of its shareholders to ensure all their 
rights are properly fulfilled.  

The other important reason why ethics is 
important is that it ensures regulatory compliance 
(R1 and R3) and safeguards the company’s 
reputation (R2 and R3). Ethics is generally practicing 
good deeds that are above and beyond rules and 
regulations. If a company ensures that good ethical 
behaviour is practised by its employees, indirectly, 
the company also could make certain that all codes 
of law are adhered to by the employees. Lawrence 
and Weber (2011) posit that a company’s culture and 
ethical climate tend to shape the attitudes and 
actions of the employees, resulting in high ethical 
behaviour. This can be done by implementing 
a comprehensive and multifaceted ethics program, 
which promotes ethical behaviour at work and 
discourages unethical actions and illegal acts by 
employees that may result in serious financial 
losses. Treviño et al. (1999) found that effective 
ethics management results in a reduction of illegal 
behaviour in the organisation. Furthermore, R1 and 
R3 asserted that: 

“Ethics represents integrity. Integrity ensures 
compliance and transparency” (R1, personal 
communication, January 2016). 

“[Ethics is important for …] regulatory 
compliance” (R3, personal communication, 
January 2016). 

Reputation is the other factor, as a good ethical 
company is always associated with good and 
respectable corporate esteem value (Roberts & 
Dowling, 2002). A firm’s reputation is a valuable 
intangible asset, as it influences a company’s 
relationship with its stakeholders (Mahon, 2002). 
Good reputation encourages repeat purchasers by 
customers and retains human capital to spur 
productivity and, hence, increase profitability 
(Lawrence & Weber, 2011). Prior corporate scandals, 
e.g., Enron and its auditors, Arthur Andersen, 
demonstrate the importance of reputation for 
the corporate entity because, with a negative 
reputation, the investor and the public will typically 
disconnect any business and nonbusiness 
relationships with a company. Consequently, 
a company would fail to generate revenue and, after 
that, go into liquidation. R2 acknowledged that: 

 



Corporate Board: Role, Duties and Composition / Volume 20, Issue 3, 2024 

 
16 

“Ethics is one of our important core values 
where we believe unethical behaviour may damage 
our reputation and profits could fall as a result” (R2, 
personal communication, January 2016). 

The findings from this interview show that 
trust, regulatory compliance, and good reputation 
explain why directors are committed to 
implementing good ethical practices in their 
organisations and, hence, contribute to 
the sustainable performance of the company.  

 

5. CONCLUSION 
 
The purpose of the study is to help one understand 
a director’s responsibility in creating a good ethical 
culture in his or her organisation and to examine 
whether good ethical practices are able to enhance 
a company’s performance. The analysis of 
the qualitative data found that directors appreciate 
a board’s ethical commitment as an important 
element in sustaining the good performance of 
a  ompany. The planning and monitoring of these 
ethical practices are the responsibility of the board 
of directors, which then will be executed by the top 
management, led by the CEO. To ensure 
effectiveness, the code of ethics should not merely 
be a statement of intent but must be 
institutionalised and embedded into the company’s 
working environment. If properly implemented, 
good ethical practices can be a powerful mechanism 
in which to sustain performance. Trust, regulatory 
compliance, and good reputation are among the 
benefits derived if a company engages in good 
ethical practices. 

This study offers several implications. First, 
this study confirms the legitimacy theory, which 
suggests that a company generally and directors 
specifically will actively seek ways to ensure its 
activities and existences are acceptable to 
the community. Second, the policymakers and 
regulatory authorities need to enhance their efforts 
in promoting good ethical practices to public listed 
companies. More explanations also are needed in 
order to provide a positive impact of good ethical 
practices such as through reputation, attractiveness 
to foreign investors, and favourable image in 

the eyes of shareholders and the public that help 
a company to survive in business. Finally, 
practitioners such as directors and top management 
need to provide a good leadership example to 
the employees of the company. This can be done 
via the establishment of a code of ethics for 
the directors, along with a code that binds not only 
the employees but any entities that have business 
transactions with the company. The code also needs 
to be properly enforced with good promotion and 
explanation, is easily available to everybody, and is 
supported with transparent mechanisms for 
disciplinary action for those who do not comply with 
the code or violate ethical practices.  

This study only is able to conduct a limited 
number of interviews due to the tight schedule of 
the respondents (directors) and their reluctance to 
participate in the study. Limitations associated with 
interviews such as response and non-response bias 
also apply to this study. The sensitive nature of 
the subject matter of the study could lead to 
response and nonresponse bias, although steps have 
been taken to ensure questions are objectively 
phrased. 

For future research, it is suggested that 
a higher number of respondents for the interviews 
can be recruited and not limited only to directors 
but also include a top management team such as 
CEO, chief financial officer, and chief compliance 
officer. In addition, middle and lower level of 
management also can be included. A higher number 
of respondents, and from different positions, can 
provide the study with richer information and views 
from more diverse and wider perspectives. 
The number of questions or issues discussed also 
can be raised, so that more issues on ethics can be 
analysed. For example, the questions can be 
contextualized from the perspectives of historical, 
social, political, and cultural of Malaysia that unique 
and comprise different races and religions. Besides, 
other methods of data collection (e.g., survey) can be 
employed to directly collect data from the company. 
This is useful, particularly for the information on 
the ethical practices that cannot be extracted from 
the public domain such as the annual report and 
website of the company.  

 

REFERENCES 
 
Abdullah, M. D. (2012). Foreword. In Corporate governance guide: Towards boardroom excellence. Bursa Malaysia. 
Ahmad, N. M. N. N., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2016). The relationship between human capital and directors’ 

remuneration of Malaysian public listed companies. International Journal of Business and Society, 17(2), 
347–364. https://doi.org/10.33736/ijbs.529.2016 

Ahrens, T. (2008). Overcoming the subjective-objective divide in interpretive management accounting research. 
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(2–3), 292–297. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.03.002 

Alias, N. F., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2019). Internal auditor’s compliance to code of ethics: Empirical findings 
from Malaysian Government-linked companies. Journal of Financial Crime, 26(1), 179–194. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-07-2017-0066 

Arayakarnkul, P., Chatjuthamard, P., Lhaopadchan, S., & Treepongkaruna, S. (2022). Corporate governance, board 
connections and remuneration. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 29(4), 
795–808. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2234 

Ashkanasy, N. M., Windsor, C. A., & Treviño, L. K. (2006). Bad apples in bad barrels revisited: Cognitive moral 
development, just world beliefs, rewards, and ethical decision-making. Business Ethics Quarterly, 16(4), 
449−473. https://doi.org/10.5840/beq200616447 

Asmuni, A. I. H., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2015). Ownership structure and auditor’s ethnicity of Malaysian 
public listed companies. Pertanika Journal of Social Science and Humanities, 23(3), 603–622. 
http://www.pertanika.upm.edu.my/resources/files/Pertanika%20PAPERS/JSSH%20Vol.%2023%20(3)%20Sep.
%202015/04%20JSSH%200962-2013.pdf 

Austin, N. K. (1994). The new corporate watch dogs. Working Woman, 19(1), 19–20. 

https://doi.org/10.33736/ijbs.529.2016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-07-2017-0066
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2234
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq200616447
http://www.pertanika.upm.edu.my/resources/files/Pertanika%20PAPERS/JSSH%20Vol.%2023%20(3)%20Sep.%202015/04%20JSSH%200962-2013.pdf
http://www.pertanika.upm.edu.my/resources/files/Pertanika%20PAPERS/JSSH%20Vol.%2023%20(3)%20Sep.%202015/04%20JSSH%200962-2013.pdf


Corporate Board: Role, Duties and Composition / Volume 20, Issue 3, 2024 

 
17 

Baker, T. L., Hunt, T. G., & Andrews, M. C. (2006). Promoting ethical behavior and organizational citizenship 
behaviors: The influence of corporate ethical values. Journal of Business Research, 59(7), 849–857. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.02.004 

Balsmeier, B., Fleming, L., & Manso, G. (2017). Independent boards and innovation. Journal of Financial Economics, 
123(3), 536–557. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2016.12.005 

Bebchuk, L. A., & Weisbach, M. S. (2010). The state of corporate governance research. The Review of Financial 
Studies, 23(3), 939–961. https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhp121 

Brooks, L. J., & Dunn, P. (2017). Business and professional ethics for directors, executives and accountants (8th ed.). 
Cengage Learning.  

Brown, M. E., & Mitchell, M. S. (2010). Ethical and unethical leadership: Exploring new avenues for future research. 
Business Ethics Quarterly, 20(4), 583–616. https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201020439 

Brown, M. E., & Treviño, L. K. (2006). Ethical leadership: A review and future directions. The Leadership Quarterly, 
17(6), 595–616. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.10.004 

Brown, M. E., Treviño, L. K., & Harrison, D. A. (2005). Ethical leadership: A social learning perspective for construct 
development and testing. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 97(2), 117–134. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.03.002 

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2015). Business research methods (4th ed.). Oxford University Press. 
Buchholtz, A. K., & Carroll, A. B. (2012). Business & society: Ethics & stakeholder management. South-Western 

Cengage Learning. 
Bursa Malaysia. (2012). Corporate governance guide: Towards boardroom excellence. 
Choi, T. H., & Jung, J. (2008). Ethical commitment, financial performance, and valuation: An empirical investigation 

of Korean companies. Journal of Business Ethics, 81(2), 447–463. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-
9506-1 

Chun, J. S., Shin, Y., Choi, J. N., & Kim, M. S. (2013). How does corporate ethics contribute to firm financial 
performance? The mediating role of collective organizational commitment and organizational citizenship 
behaviour. Journal of Management, 39(4), 853–877. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311419662 

Crane, A., & Matten, D. (2016). Business ethics: Managing corporate citizenship and sustainability in the age of 
globalization. Oxford University Press. 

Deegan, C. (2002). Introduction: The legitimising effect of social and environmental disclosures — A theoretical 
foundation. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 15(3), 282–311. https://doi.org/10.1108
/09513570210435852 

Deegan, C., & Unerman, J. (2011). Financial accounting theory (2nd ed.). McGraw Hill. 
Donker, H., Poff, D., & Zahir, S. (2008). Corporate values, codes of ethics, and firm performance: A look at 

the Canadian context. Journal of Business Ethics, 82(3), 527–537. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-
9579-x 

Dowling, J., & Pfeffer, J. (1975). Organizational legitimacy: Social values and organizational behaviour. Pacific 
Sociological Review, 18(1), 122–136. https://doi.org/10.2307/1388226 

Edwards, D., & Potter, J. (1992). Discursive psychology. SAGE Publications. 
Eisenbeiss, S. A. (2012). Re-thinking ethical leadership: An interdisciplinary integrative approach. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 23(5), 791–808. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.001 
Ernst & Young. (2016). EY’s 14th global fraud survey. https://eyfinancialservicesthoughtgallery.ie/launch-eys-14th-

global-fraud-survey/  
Fox, L. (2003). Enron: The rise and fall. John Wiley and Sons. 
Frisch, C., & Huppenbauer, M. (2014). New insights into ethical leadership: A qualitative investigation of 

the experiences of executive ethical leaders. Journal of Business Ethics, 123(1), 23–43. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1797-9 

Frydman, C., & Jenter, D. (2010). CEO compensation. Annual Review of Financial Economics, 2(1), 75–102. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-financial-120209-133958 

García-Sánchez, I.-M. (2020). The moderating role of board monitoring power in the relationship between 
environmental conditions and corporate social responsibility. Business Ethics, the Environment & 
Responsibility, 29(1), 114–129. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12242 

García-Sánchez, I.-M., Aceituno, J. V. F., & Domínguez, L. R. (2015). The ethical commitment of independent directors 
in different contexts of investor protection. BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 18(2), 81–94. 
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1016/j.brq.2014.07.001 

García-Sánchez, I.-M., Raimo, N., Amor-Esteban, V., & Vitolla, F. (2023). Board committees and non-financial 
information assurance services. Journal of Management and Governance, 27(1), 1–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-021-09613-6 

Gilley, K. M., Robertson, C. J., & Mazur, T. C. (2010). The bottom-line benefits of ethics code commitment. Business 
Horizons, 53(1), 31–37. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0007681309001190 

Hamid, A. A., Haniff, M. N., Osman, M. R., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2011). The comparison of the characteristics of 
the Anglo-Saxon governance model and the Islamic governance of IFIs. Malaysian Accounting Review, 10(2), 
1–12. https://typeset.io/pdf/the-comparison-of-the-characteristics-of-the-anglo-saxon-vhtkqur1ck.pdf 

Harrison, M. R. (2017). An introduction to business and management ethics. Bloomsbury Academic. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-230-80225-4  

Hashim, M. F., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2014). Determinants of strategic information disclosure — Malaysian 
evidence. International Journal of Business and Society, 15(3), 547–572. 
https://www.ijbs.unimas.my/repository/pdf/Vol15-no3-paper10.pdf 

Husnin, A. I., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2013). Corporate governance structure and its relationship with audit 
fee — Evidence from Malaysian public listed companies. Asian Social Science, 9(15), 305–317. 
https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v9n15p305 

Husnin, A. I., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2016). Corporate governance and auditor quality — Malaysian evidence. 
Asian Review of Accounting, 24(2), 202–230. https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-11-2013-0072 

Jaafar, M. Y., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2019). Factors influencing directors’ remuneration disclosure in 
Malaysian PLCs. Pertanika Journal of Social Science and Humanities, 27(2), 1049–1071. 
http://www.pertanika.upm.edu.my/resources/files/Pertanika%20PAPERS/JSSH%20Vol.%2027%20(2)%20Jun.
%202019/22%20JSSH-1860-2016.pdf 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2016.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhp121
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201020439
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9506-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9506-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311419662
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570210435852
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570210435852
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9579-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9579-x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1388226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.001
https://eyfinancialservicesthoughtgallery.ie/launch-eys-14th-global-fraud-survey/
https://eyfinancialservicesthoughtgallery.ie/launch-eys-14th-global-fraud-survey/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1797-9
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-financial-120209-133958
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12242
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1016/j.brq.2014.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-021-09613-6
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0007681309001190
https://typeset.io/pdf/the-comparison-of-the-characteristics-of-the-anglo-saxon-vhtkqur1ck.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-230-80225-4
https://www.ijbs.unimas.my/repository/pdf/Vol15-no3-paper10.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v9n15p305
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-11-2013-0072
http://www.pertanika.upm.edu.my/resources/files/Pertanika%20PAPERS/JSSH%20Vol.%2027%20(2)%20Jun.%202019/22%20JSSH-1860-2016.pdf
http://www.pertanika.upm.edu.my/resources/files/Pertanika%20PAPERS/JSSH%20Vol.%2027%20(2)%20Jun.%202019/22%20JSSH-1860-2016.pdf


Corporate Board: Role, Duties and Composition / Volume 20, Issue 3, 2024 

 
18 

Johnston, D. A., McCutcheon, D. M., Stuart, F. I., & Kerwood, H. (2004). Effects of supplier trust on performance of 
cooperative supplier relationships. Journal of Operations Management, 22(1), 23–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2003.12.001 

Kalshoven, K., Den Hartog, D. N., & De Hoogh, A. H. B. (2011). Ethical leader behavior and big five factors of 
personality. Journal of Business Ethics, 100(2), 349–366. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0685-9 

Karim, N. A., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P (2018). Inventory management effectiveness of a manufacturing company 
— Malaysian evidence. International Journal of Law and Management, 60(5), 1163–1178. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2017-0094 

Khadijah, A. M. S., Kamaludin, N., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2015). Islamic work ethics (IWE) practice among employees of 
banking sectors. Middle-East Journal of Scientific Research, 23(5), 924–931. 
https://idosi.org/mejsr/mejsr23(5)15/22.pdf 

Kochan, T. A. (2002). Addressing the crisis in confidence in corporations: Root causes, victims, and strategies for 
reform. The Academy of Management Executive, 16(3), 139–141. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2002.8540394 

KPMG Malaysia. (2010). Fraud survey report 2009. 
KPMG Malaysia. (2014). KPMG Malaysia fraud, bribery and corruption survey 2013. 

https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2016/03/fraud-survey-report.pdf 
Kuhn, T., & Ashcraft, K. L. (2003). Corporate scandal and the theory of the firm: Formulating the contributions of 

organizational communication studies. Management Communication Quarterly, 17(1), 20–57. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318903253421 

Kumarasinghe, S., Peiris, I. K., & Everett, A. M. (2021). Ethics disclosure as strategy: A longitudinal case study. 
Meditari Accountancy Research, 29(2), 294–323. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-01-2020-0669 

Kvale, S. (2007). Doing interviews (Qualitative research kit). SAGE Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849208963 
Lawrence, A. T., & Weber, J. (2011). Business and society: Stakeholders, ethics, public policy (13th ed.). McGraw-Hill 

Irwin. 
Lemma, T. T., Mlilo, M., & Gwatidzo, T. (2020). Board remuneration, directors’ ownership and corporate 

performance: The South African evidence. International Review of Applied Economics, 34(4), 491–511. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2020.1773654 

Lo, K., & Wu, S. S. (2016). Private information in executive compensation: The information role vs. the monitoring 
role of the board. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 24(1), 5–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12122 

Luo, X., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2006). Corporate social responsibility, customer satisfaction, and market value. 
Journal of Marketing, 70(4), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.70.4.001 

Mahon, J. F. (2002). Corporate reputation: Research agenda using strategy and stakeholder literature. Business & 
Society, 41(4), 415–445. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650302238776  

Manan, S. K. A., Kamaludin, N., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2013). Islamic work ethics and organizational commitment: 
Evidence from employees of banking institutions in Malaysia. Pertanika Journal of Social Science and 
Humanities, 21(4), 1471–1489. https://cutturl.com/I2Ykvz4 

Mangala, D., & Soni, L. (2023). A systematic literature review on frauds in banking sector. Journal of Financial Crime, 
30(1), 285–301. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-12-2021-0263 

Mayer, D. M., Aquino, K., Greenbaum, R. L., & Kuenzi, M. (2012). Who displays ethical leadership, and why does it 
matter? An examination of antecedents and consequences of ethical leadership. Academy of Management 
Journal, 55(1), 151–171. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.0276 

Mazumdar, S. C., & Sengupta, P. (2005). Disclosure and the loan spread on private debt. Financial Analysts Journal, 
61(3), 83–95. https://doi.org/10.2469/faj.v61.n3.2731 

Morse, J. M. (1994). Designing funded qualitative research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of 
qualitative research (pp. 220–235). SAGE Publications. 

National Association of Corporate Directors (NACD). (2002, January 31). The rise and fall of Enron: Principles for 
director focus. https://www.boardoptions.com/nacd.pdf  

Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2018). Whistle blowing intentions — Evidence from Malaysian PLC. International 
Journal of Law and Management, 60(5), 1111–1125. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2017-0096 

Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2019). To whistle or not to whistle? Determinants and consequences. Journal of 
Financial Crime, 26(1), 260–276. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-10-2017-0090 

Ntim, C. G., Lindop, S., Osei, K. A., & Thomas, D. A. (2015). Executive compensation, corporate governance and 
corporate performance: A simultaneous equation approach. Managerial and Decision Economics, 36(2), 67–96. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.2653 

Nurhayati, R., Taylor, G., Rusmin, R., Tower, G., & Chatterjee, B. (2016). Factors determining social and 
environmental reporting by Indian textile and apparel firms: A test of legitimacy theory. Social 
Responsibility Journal, 12(1), 167–189. https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-06-2013-0074 

Omar, M., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2016). The causes, impact and prevention of employee fraud: A case study 
of an automotive company. Journal of Financial Crime, 23(4), 1012–1027. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-04-
2015-0020 

Orazalin, N. (2020). Do board sustainability committees contribute to corporate environmental and social 
performance? The mediating role of corporate social responsibility strategy. Business Strategy and 
the Environment, 29(1), 140–153. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2354 

Pae, J., & Choi, T. H. (2011). Corporate governance, commitment to business ethics, and firm valuation: Evidence 
from the Korean stock market. Journal of Business Ethics, 100(2), 323–348. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0682-z 

Parker, L. D. (2003). Qualitative research in accounting and management: The emerging agenda. Journal of 
Accounting and Finance, 2, 15–39. 

Pass, C. (2004). Corporate governance and the role of non-executive directors in large UK companies: An empirical 
study. Corporate Governance, 4(2), 52–63. https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700410534976 

Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative research & evaluation methods (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2003.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0685-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2017-0094
https://idosi.org/mejsr/mejsr23(5)15/22.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2002.8540394
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2016/03/fraud-survey-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318903253421
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-01-2020-0669
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849208963
https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2020.1773654
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12122
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.70.4.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650302238776
https://cutturl.com/I2Ykvz4
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-12-2021-0263
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.0276
https://doi.org/10.2469/faj.v61.n3.2731
https://www.boardoptions.com/nacd.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2017-0096
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-10-2017-0090
https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.2653
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-06-2013-0074
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-04-2015-0020
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-04-2015-0020
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2354
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0682-z
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700410534976


Corporate Board: Role, Duties and Composition / Volume 20, Issue 3, 2024 

 
19 

Phillips, R. (2003). Stakeholder legitimacy. Business Ethics Quarterly, 13(1), 25–41. https://doi.org/10.5840
/beq20031312 

Pribble, P. T. (1990). Making an ethical commitment: A rhetorical case study of organizational socialization. 
Communication Quarterly, 38(3), 255–267. https://doi.org/10.1080/01463379009369762 

Rahayu, N. K., Harymawan, I., Nasih, M., & Nowland, J. (2022). Director pay slice, the remuneration committee, and 
firm financial performance. Cogent Economics & Finance, 10(1), Article 2087291. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2022.2087291 

Rahim, S. A. A., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2017). Internal control weaknesses in a cooperative body: Malaysian 
experience. International Journal Management Practice, 10(2), 131–151. https://doi.org/10.1504
/IJMP.2017.083082 

Rezaee, Z. (2008). Corporate governance and ethics. John Wiley & Son. 
Rindova, V. P., Williamson, I. O., Petkova, A. P., & Sever, J. M. (2005). Being good or being known: An empirical 

examination of the dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of organizational reputation. Academy of 
Management Journal, 48(6), 1033–1049. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.19573108 

Roberts, P. W., & Dowling, G. R. (2002). Corporate reputation and sustained superior financial performance. Strategic 
Management Journal, 23(12), 1077–1093. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.274 

Salin, A. S. A. P., Ismail, Z., & Smith, M. (2024a). Board commitment, continuous education program and firm 
performance: A law and governance context.  Corporate Law & Governance Review, 6(2), 107–115. 
https://doi.org/10.22495/clgrv6i2p10 

Salin, A. S. A. P., Ismail, Z., & Smith, M. (2024b). Board responsibility and corporate performance. Corporate Board: 
Role, Duties and Composition, 20(1), 23–32. https://doi.org/10.22495/cbv20i1art2 

Salin, A. S. A. P., Ismail, Z., Smith, M., & Nawawi, A. (2019). The influence of a board’s ethical commitment on 
corporate governance in enhancing a company’s corporate performance. Journal of Financial Crime, 26(2), 
496–518. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-04-2018-0035 

Salin, A. S. A. P., Manan, S. K. A., & Kamaluddin, N. (2020). Ethical framework for directors — Learning from 
the Prophet. International Journal of Law and Management, 62(2), 171–191. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2018-0075 

Schwartz, M. S. (2002). A code of ethics for corporate code of ethics. Journal of Business Ethics, 41(1–2), 27–43. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021393904930 

Schwartz, M. S., Dunfee, T. W., & Kline, M. J. (2005). Tone at the top: An ethics code for directors? Journal of Business 
Ethics, 58(1–3), 79–100. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-1390-y 

Securities Commission of Malaysia. (2012). Malaysian code on corporate governance 2012. 
https://www.ecgi.global/sites/default/files/codes/documents/malaysian_cg_code_mar2012_en.pdf  

Shahar, N. A., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2020). Shari’a corporate governance disclosure of Malaysian IFIs. 
Journal of Islamic Accounting and Business Research, 11(4), 845–868. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIABR-05-
2016-0057 

Skubinn, R., & Herzog, L. (2016). Internalized moral identity in ethical leadership. Journal of Business Ethics, 133(2), 
249–260. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2369-3 

Somers, M. J. (2001). Ethical codes of conduct and organizational context: A study of the relationship between codes 
of conduct, employee behaviour and organisational values. Journal of Business Ethics, 30(2), 185–195. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006457810654 

Suchman, M. C. (1995). Managing legitimacy: Strategies and institutional approaches. Academy of Management 
Review, 20(3), 571–610. https://doi.org/10.2307/258788 

Suhaimi, N. S. A., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2016). Impact of enterprise resource planning on management 
control system and accountants’ role. International Journal of Economics and Management, 10(1), 93–108. 
https://cutturl.com/nQSW6ZG 

Swan, J. E., Bowers, M. R., & Richardson, L. D. (1999). Customer trust in the salesperson: An integrative review and 
meta-analysis of the empirical literature. Journal of Business Research, 44(2), 93–107. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(97)00244-0 

Tepper, B. J., Duffy, M. K., Henle, C. A., & Lambert, L. S. (2006). Procedural injustice, victim precipitation, and abusive 
supervision. Personnel Psychology, 59(1), 101–123. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2006.00725.x 

Transparency International. (2017). Global corruption barometer — Asia Pacific. 
https://www.transparency.org/en/gcb/asia-pacific/asia-pacific-2017 

Treviño, L. K., Butterfield, K. D., & McCabe, D. L. (1998). The ethical context in organizations: Influences on employee 
attitudes and behaviours. Business Ethics Quarterly, 8(3), 447−476. https://doi.org/10.2307/3857431  

Treviño, L. K., Weaver, G. R., Gibson, D. G., & Toffler, B. L. (1999). Managing ethics and legal compliance: What works 
and what hurts. California Management Review, 41(2), 131–151. https://doi.org/10.2307/41165990 

Tyler, T., Dienhart, J., & Thomas, T. (2008). The ethical commitment to compliance: Building value-based cultures. 
California Management Review, 50(2), 31–51. https://doi.org/10.2307/41166434 

Valentine, S., & Barnett, T. (2003). Ethics code awareness, perceived ethical values, and organizational commitment. 
Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 23(4), 359–367. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40471934 

von der Embse, T. J., Desai, M. S., & Desai, S. (2004). How well are corporate ethics codes and policies applied in 
the trenches? Key factors and conditions. Information Management & Computer Security, 12(2), 146–153. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09685220410530780 

Walter, A., & Ritter, T. (2003). The influence of adaptations, trust, and commitment on value-creating functions of 
customer relationships. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 18(4–5), 353–365. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/08858620310480250 

Zaid, M. A. A., Abuhijleh, S. T. F., & Pucheta‐Martínez, M. C. (2020). Ownership structure, stakeholder engagement, 
and corporate social responsibility policies: The moderating effect of board independence. Corporate 
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 27(3), 1344–1360. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1888 

Zakaria, K. M., Nawawi, A., & Salin, A. S. A. P. (2016). Internal controls and fraud — Empirical evidence from oil and 
gas company. Journal of Financial Crime, 23(4), 1154–1168. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-04-2016-0021  

 
 

https://doi.org/10.5840/beq20031312
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq20031312
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463379009369762
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2022.2087291
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMP.2017.083082
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMP.2017.083082
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.19573108
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.274
https://doi.org/10.22495/clgrv6i2p10
https://doi.org/10.22495/cbv20i1art2
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-04-2018-0035
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2018-0075
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021393904930
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-1390-y
https://www.ecgi.global/sites/default/files/codes/documents/malaysian_cg_code_mar2012_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIABR-05-2016-0057
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIABR-05-2016-0057
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2369-3
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006457810654
https://doi.org/10.2307/258788
https://cutturl.com/nQSW6ZG
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(97)00244-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2006.00725.x
https://www.transparency.org/en/gcb/asia-pacific/asia-pacific-2017
https://doi.org/10.2307/3857431
https://doi.org/10.2307/41165990
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166434
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40471934
https://doi.org/10.1108/09685220410530780
https://doi.org/10.1108/08858620310480250
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1888
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-04-2016-0021

	BOARD ETHICAL COMMITMENT AND CORPORATE PERFORMANCE: A QUALITATIVE PERSPECTIVE
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. LITERATURE REVIEW
	2.1. Fraud and unethical practices: Malaysian scenario
	2.2. Overview of board ethical commitment
	2.3. Legitimacy theory

	3. RESEARCH METHOD
	3.1. Sample selection
	3.2. Demographic profile of the respondents

	4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
	4.1. Responsibility to create ethical culture of the company
	4.2. Importance of ethics to sustain the performance of a company

	5. CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES


