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Abstract

This article explores the multifaceted landscape of corporate governance
within the global context, delving into its evolution, theories, and practical
implications. Emphasizing its pivotal role in driving organizational perfor-
mance, fostering accountability, and promoting ethical conduct, the discus-
sion traverses diverse perspectives from finance, law, management, and eco-
nomics. The intricate interplay between agency theory and stakeholder theory
underscores the complexity of corporate governance practices across different
countries, shaped by legal, cultural, and structural nuances. Moreover, the in-
tertwined relationship between corporate governance and social responsibili-
ty elucidates businesses’ need to integrate social and environmental consider-
ations into their operations. Drawing on case studies such as the Enron scan-
dal, the article underscores the critical importance of effective governance
mechanisms in mitigating unethical behavior and averting corporate failures.
Furthermore, it underscores the indispensable role of auditors and accoun-
tants in upholding transparency and integrity, particularly within the finan-
cial services sector. Ultimately, the article calls for continued exploration and
dialogue to navigate corporate governance's dynamic and evolving nature,
fostering a culture of responsible business conduct and sustainable develop-
ment in a rapidly changing global landscape.
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1. Introduction

Corporate governance has evolved significantly over the centuries as a funda-
mental aspect of modern business practice (O’Kelley, 2013). From its origins in
the early forms of trade and commerce to its current status as a cornerstone of
global business ethics, corporate governance has continually adapted to meet the
changing needs and challenges of the business world. This paper explores cor-
porate governance as a phenomenon in global society, tracing its historical de-
velopment and highlighting its increasing importance in contemporary business
environments.

Corporate governance can be traced back to ancient civilizations, where early
forms of trade and commerce relied on informal agreements and trust between
merchants and traders (Bevir, 2012). However, the need for more formalized
governance structures became apparent during the rise of the modern corpora-
tion in the 19th century (Gilson, 2001). As businesses grew in size and complex-
ity, shareholders sought greater transparency and accountability from corporate
management, leading to the emergence of early governance principles and prac-
tices.

The late 20th and early 21st centuries witnessed significant milestones in the
evolution of corporate governance, driven in part by high-profile corporate
scandals and financial crises (Rebeiz, 2023). Events such as the collapse of
Enron, WorldCom, and Lehman Brothers highlighted the critical importance of
effective governance mechanisms in safeguarding the interests of shareholders,
employees, and other stakeholders. These crises prompted regulatory reforms
and increased scrutiny of corporate practices, leading to new governance frame-
works and standards to restore trust and integrity in the corporate sector.

In recent years, corporate governance has expanded beyond its traditional fo-
cus on financial performance and shareholder value to encompass broader con-
siderations such as corporate social responsibility (CSR), sustainability, and
stakeholder engagement (Coelho et al., 2023). Companies are expected to deliver
financial returns to shareholders and demonstrate ethical leadership, environ-
mental stewardship, and social responsibility.

Compelling statistical data and notable examples underscore the significance
of corporate governance on a global scale. According to a report by the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD, 1999), countries
with robust corporate governance frameworks tend to experience higher eco-
nomic growth and investor confidence (Lu & Batten, 2023). For instance, a study
conducted by McKinsey & Company found that companies with robust gover-
nance practices outperformed their peers in terms of profitability and share-
holder returns (Lorsch & Durante, 2013).

This paper will examine corporate governance’s theoretical foundations, prac-
tical implications, and global significance. By studying corporate governance’s
history and current challenges and opportunities, we can better understand how

it shapes business behavior and performance worldwide. This paper also ex-
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amines corporate governance in global society, examining critical theories that
shaped it and why it is now a hot topic. The paper will also demonstrate how
corporate governance theories apply differently in different countries, making it
a complex global issue. This paper will also examine corporate governance,
business ethics and corporate social responsibility. The paper will conclude by
discussing financial service corporate governance and auditors and accountants’

roles.

1.1. Research Objectives

The primary objective of this research is to provide a comprehensive under-
standing of corporate governance practices, their implications, and their evolu-
tion over time. Specifically, the research aims to explore the practical implica-
tions of corporate governance theories through an expanded literature review,
incorporating recent scholarly works and case studies. Additionally, it seeks to
conduct a comparative analysis of corporate governance practices in different
regions or countries to demonstrate the diversity of approaches and regulatory
frameworks. Furthermore, the research aims to investigate emerging trends and
challenges in corporate governance, such as the integration of environmental,
social, and governance (ESG) criteria in investment decision-making. It also in-
tends to illustrate the implementation of corporate governance principles in
various types of business organizations, including multinational corporations,
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), and non-profit organizations,
through case studies. Moreover, the research aims to examine the role of corpo-
rate governance mechanisms, such as board structures, executive compensation,
and risk management practices, in enhancing organizational performance and
sustainability. It seeks to deepen the discussion on the relationship between
corporate governance and ethics, exploring ethical dilemmas faced by corpora-
tions and the role of corporate culture and leadership in promoting ethical be-
havior. Finally, the research aims to provide insights into the tensions between
shareholder and stakeholder interests in corporate governance, as well as recent
developments in governance frameworks, such as the adoption of stakeholder
capitalism or shared value models. Overall, the research aims to contribute to
the existing body of knowledge on corporate governance by offering a nuanced
analysis of its various facets and implications for practitioners, policymakers,
and scholars in the field.

1.2. Methodology of Research

The methodology employed in this research encompasses several key approach-
es. Firstly, a comprehensive literature review will be conducted to gather recent
scholarly works, case studies, and statistical data on corporate governance. This
review will include a search of academic databases, scholarly journals, and rele-
vant publications to identify relevant sources. Additionally, a comparative analy-
sis of corporate governance practices in different regions or countries will be

undertaken, utilizing data on regulatory frameworks, board structures, and go-
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vernance mechanisms. Case studies will be selected from various types of busi-
ness organizations to illustrate the implementation of corporate governance
principles and explore their impact on organizational performance and sustai-
nability. Furthermore, an ethical analysis will delve into the ethical dilemmas
faced by corporations and examine the role of corporate culture and leadership
in promoting ethical behavior. Finally, a stakeholder analysis will provide in-
sights into the tensions between shareholder and stakeholder interests in corpo-
rate governance, as well as recent developments in governance frameworks. The
findings of this research will be reflected upon, offering implications for practi-
tioners, policymakers, and scholars in the field of corporate governance, along

with recommendations for future research directions.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Corporate Governance

Corporate governance theories have been subject to continuous evolution and
refinement, driven by many scholarly works and real-world case studies that
shed light on their practical implications. Recent scholarly literature offers valu-
able insights into applying corporate governance theories in diverse organiza-
tional contexts, guiding practitioners and policymakers alike.

The Enron scandal emphasizes that corporate minds must install a creatively
transformed corporate world. With the time frame of the post-Enron situation,
corporate governance has become a buzzword in the corporate world, and it has
redefined the agency problem to confront the issues of integrity, culpability,
transparency, and disclosure (Gill, 2008). Corporate governance is changing
from merely being trendy to a trustworthy framework accessible inside the or-
ganization (Rehman & Hashim, 2020). Corporate governance is essential in res-
toring the distrust that financial corruption and its effects bring to the stake-
holders (Fernando, 2009). Corporate governance committees were later formed
to combat financial fraud (Bhasin, 2013). The board of trustees draws up ethical
codes for corporate governance and then enforces those codes to establish.
However, economic irregularities are ongoing despite the codes binding to apply
(Bhasin, 2016). However, fraud and scams have not entirely disappeared. Re-
cently, the best corporate governance award-winning organization, Satyam
Computer Services Ltd, has been caught cheating (Sudhakar, 2009). Unbridled
corruption, weak regulatory authorities, and using corporate governance only as
a compliance checkbox played an essential role in corporate governance innova-
tion (Zhu, 2016; Vinita et al., 2008).

One of the keys to long-term development and success in light of the unparal-
leled competition and dynamism currently prevailing over the global business
situation, by all accounts, is the ability to strike a balance between the practices
of corporate governance from one perspective and a sustainable growth model
on the other (Horisch et al., 2017; Bhasa, 2004). Corporate governance has be-

come an integral part of myriad issues extending from business standards to ac-
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counting norms, from corporate social responsibility to supply chain manage-
ment, from a method for turning away potential financial disaster to a device for
guaranteeing large-scale/microeconomic solidness to a giver towards the im-
provement of the general political economy (Gardiner et al., 2003). Virtually all
elements of the interdisciplinary studies of law, economics, and finance have
now realized the all-encompassing impact of corporate governance (Guha et al.,
2019). Mallin (2007) also identifies the organizational system as a remarkably
new field in the world of endeavor but has expanded over the years and has been
influenced by a wide range of disciplines such as finance, accounting, law, man-
agement, economics, and organizational behavior.

It is challenging to define a distinct definition of corporate governance; how-
ever, each organization tries to explain it according to its concepts. Corporate
governance defines an organization’s policies, processes, and guidelines (Ne-
rantzidis & Tsamis, 2017). Shleifer and Vishny (1997) argue that corporate go-
vernance is a strategy through which corporations guarantee financiers a return
on their investment. It means that corporate governance is a process that is a list
of predefined guidelines that guide the actions of managers towards the best in-
terests of investors (Srivastava et al., 2018). The open concept of this important
work revolves around the problems of agencies, and it establishes that agency
risk is the sole cause of the issues related to governance. While this fact remains
true, in light of globalization and liberalization, and despite numerous corporate
scandals over the past two decades, companies are obliged to comply with all the
rules necessary to protect the benefits of investors and ensure the existence of
their businesses. Bonazzi and Islam (2007) describe the separation of ownership
and control between corporations as the survival issue of the company.

Cadbury (2000) is then called upon to balance corporate governance’s finan-
cial and social needs and personal and communal motives. Morrison et al.
(2007) give a progressively complete definition of corporate governance, recog-
nized by the OECD (1999). It defines corporate governance as the management
of a company, its board, its shareholders, and a set of entities, among other
stakeholders. Corporate governance immediately represents the size by which
the organization’s destinations are set and the ability to monitor the perfor-
mance and performances of those goals addressed. Flexible material incentives
are needed for boards and executives to pursue the goals that companies and in-
vestors are looking for, and these companies need to manage the necessary
agencies along this line, urging companies to use them more effectively.

Although corporate governance is an ongoing phenomenon, the theories of
the evolution of corporate governance formed from a very old and created from
various disciplines (Mallin, 2007) referenced previously. After focusing on the
theoretical approaches, agency theory is essential in advancing corporate gover-
nance. The corporate control mechanism also plays a significant role in ensuring
that managers work for stakeholders’ interests, and it has been a vital issue in
corporate governance and finance (Allen & Gale, 2001). Ongoing research in

agency theory seeks to create an appropriate framework for such corporate con-
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trol mechanisms. In a corporation, the shareholders are the owners or principals,
and managers are employees who work to protect the interests of principals.
Larcker et al. (2007) stated that corporate governance is the processes that in-
fluence management decisions when ownership and control are separated. This
definition underlines a method for managing agency problems. Agency theory is
used to understand the connection between the agent and the principal.

Nevertheless, the underlying theory, for example, the stakeholder theory, has a
profound impact on the organization’s development as the organization is quite
incapable of going further or cannot work in segregation. Accordingly, they have
to get or center concerning a broader stakeholder constituency. The Stakeholder
theory (Hill & Jones, 1992) focuses on the importance of the relationship be-
tween a company and its stakeholders. Relationships with different stakeholder
groups, such as patrons, the workforce, and the community, impact a firm’s
success, whether or not such stakeholder groups share ownership rights. Ensur-
ing these stakeholder relationships are addressed adequately and controlled is
essential. Long-term relationships are built on confidence, and confidence is
created and sustained through filling in the gaps. Mechanisms of corporate go-
vernance play a large part in this process. They build and maintain confidence
by ensuring that responsibilities are met or exceeded. Sarbanes - Oxley reforms,
for example, are efforts to repair public trust by enhancing governance mechan-
isms that assure various stakeholders of financial reporting obligations.

Two main theories that have given this research paper unique concentration
are agency and stakeholder theories. However, it is essential to remember that
specific theories in space-time intervals are more applicable in certain countries

than in others.

2.2. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

In earlier studies, companies defined CSR as primarily developed in the USA in
the early ‘70s. Since then, CSR has gained massive attention and become a
buzzword in the global economy (Jamali, 2006). At the end of the decade, both
in the USA and Europe, legal and ethical components acquired impressive ac-
knowledgment over time. Since the importance of CSR is undeniable in the
global arena, its reporting has increased from 35% (1999) to 95% (2023) in the
financial report of the largest listed company, KPMG (2024). As a result, stake-
holders are very concerned about their companies’ responsibilities and holding
their transparency, followed by accountability, which ensures contributive res-
ponses toward society and the environment (Kolk, 2008; Ali et al., 2021).

CSR is defined as a company’s voluntary contribution towards society and the
environment and its responsibilities towards the stakeholders. According to
(WBCSD), CSR is the commitment of a business entity to contribute to sustain-
able economic development that focuses on community and society as well
(WBCSD, 2001). Most scholars have divided four CSR types, namely, economic,
legal, ethical, and discretionary (Philanthropy), into internal and external di-

mensions. Regarding the internal dimension, companies mainly focus on their
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responsibilities towards the different needs of the internal stakeholders (Jones et
al., 2005). On the other hand, the external dimension of CSR, which gets more
attention in the literature (Deakin & Hobbs, 2007), focuses on companies’ di-
verse roles as highly valued corporate citizens.

CSR is about the relationship between society and the companies where the
companies are accountable to the stakeholders regarding their contributions to
the community and the environment (Kolk, 2008; Klettner et al., 2014). In a
competitive setting, companies’ commitments towards employees’ beneficial ac-
tivities, fair treatment, non-racial discrimination, voluntary contributions to-
wards society, the implementation of green business, reduction of energy, less
emission of Carbon, etc., are counted as CSR activities (Mann et al., 2014; Tang
et al., 2015).

Numerous frameworks exist provided by different international organizations
that companies follow while practicing CSR. Most common structures pre-
scribed by the United Nations Global Compact (UNGC), OECD Guidelines for
Multinational Companies, Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI), and Internal Labor Organization (ILO) guidelines. Most scho-
lars argue the coexistence of two theories that motivate companies to disclose
information and maintain ethical commitments. Those are known as stakehold-
ers theory and legitimacy theory. Stakeholders’ theory, as the name suggests, fo-
cuses on identifying stakeholders, valuing potential stakeholders, and acting
responsibly towards them (Klettner et al., 2014; Ali et al., 2021). On the other
hand, legitimacy theory focuses on the legal components. That means it empha-
sizes a company’s activists who are deemed to be legitimate by the people (Gha-
zali, 2007; Akisik & Gal, 2011).

However, the companies must integrate new standards, control mechanisms,
and performance measurements that should be effectively applied to the organi-
zation (Jamali, 2006). Since this concept is dynamic and constantly changes its
pattern, new determinants and factors are added, thus making it more compli-
cated.

C. G. and CSR are complementary and interactive as they are the significant
catalysts contributing to the undertakings of a firm. Over time, numerous stu-
dies have been conducted portraying the positive relationship between CSR, firm
value, profitability, and the performance of an organization (Lin et al., 2009;
Lioui & Sharma, 2012; Lu et al., 2013). On the other hand, several studies suggest
that, instead, there is a positive relationship between C.G. and firm performance.
The ongoing research is searching for a correlation between C.G. and CSR.
Corporate Governance is positively correlated or interlinked with Corporate So-
cial Responsibility (Stuebs & Sun, 2015). That article also defines an organiza-
tion’s corporate social responsibilities as primarily led by good governance prac-
tices. Good governance or the practices of governance are nothing but the re-
sponsibilities of an organization towards its stakeholders (Jamali, 2008; Kendall,
1999). The stakeholders are associated with different and contemporary actions
and functions of an organization. The organization has to perform its duties and
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responsibilities to the stakeholders because they are deemed individuals who
work to attain the organizational objectives (Freeman, 1984). It is a quintessen-
tial point to remember that an organization relies on its stakeholders to reach
the optimal goal set by the policymakers. It is easier for the organization to serve
stakeholders’ interests with adequate governance. The impact of C.G. on CSR
will be fragile or risky if the corporate governance practices of an organization
are not adequately designed (Banks, 2004).

An organization’s corporate governance is not the discussion of a one-time
action. There are multinational and multifunctional activities of corporate go-
vernance, and they are agreeably associated with CSRD (Coffie et al., 2018).
Board size, board independence, board duality, board diversity, sustainable
committee, foreign ownership, and many more fall under the areas of focus of
an organization’s corporate governance. Not all of them function with similar
approaches or measure the CSR practices of an organization simultaneously.
They can vary with the changes in a country’s legislative framework. This study
identifies board size and CSR sub-committees as significant factors paving the
way for an organization to run its CSR practices. On the other side, research by
Mohamad Taha (2013) in Malaysia on publicly listed companies shows that of
all these significant factors, i.e., the board size, board independence, and owner-
ship concentration (managerial ownership), only the audit committee positive
and significantly correlate with an organization’s CSR practices. Another study
by Razek (2014) investigates the relationship between C.G. and CSR in Egyptian
companies. The study discusses that C.G. mechanisms influencing a company’s
CSR practices are board structure (multiple directorships), audit committee, in-
ternal audit quality, and ownership structure. Giannarakis (2014) states that
American organizations’ company size and board committees influence ex-
tended CSR practices. The study simultaneously presents correlations between
C.G. and CSR and CSR and profitability. In contrast, it also shows a contradic-
tory relationship between financial leverage and CRS practices.

Corporate governance is associated with financial performance and other di-
mensions like corporate social responsibilities or disclosures. The statement
from Stuebs and Sun (2015) and Walls et al. (2012) claim that there is a positive
correlation between environment and governance. However, the management
type may differ slightly from the dimensions mentioned above. It has been found
that concentrated ownership enhances environmental performance. Concen-
trated ownership helps to ensure control and supervisory power in governance
while minimizing cost structure and maximizing productivity. However, in his
study, Walls considers owners, managers, and board of directors influential fac-
tors in CSR. Shareholders or owners are positively but weakly related, whereas
the size of a board and its independence are sustainably associated with the en-
vironment and CRS. Muruviwa et al. (2020) consider that the areas of social re-
sponsibilities are extended when the CSR of an organization renders transparent
practices towards the community, the employees, the environment, the share-
holders, and other stakeholders. The study also claims that the triple bottom line
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of CSR can attain a sustainable value for society. ‘Economic’, ‘social’, and ‘envi-
ronmental” are the focusing determinants of the triple bottom line. To attain all
three of them, the ethical basement of an organization is mandatory. Four theo-
ries postulated by Garriga and Mele (2004) also help broaden organizational and
social values by practicing instrumentality, politics, and an organization’s inte-
grative and ethical ground. Instrumental theory helps to achieve economic value
or create wealth. The political theory aids in the gain of social power by main-
taining a relationship with society and its political arena. The integrative theory
prioritizes social demands, and the ethical theory solidifies the moral ground of
business and society.

To face all the uncertainties and the invisible hand of nature, businesses have
to be concerned, and the focus should be on social accountability and externali-
ties (Van den Berghe & Baelden, 2003). In that case, researchers suggest integra-
tive CSR and corporate governance as prerequisites for sustainable growth and
development. Previously, Van den Berghe et al. (2002) criticized the existing
corporate governance and recommended modern and alternative theories like
the knowledge-based view, resource-based view, network, and communication
view from the perspective of business to society. They also offered their opinions
on traditional principal-agent theory and urged them to revise it in the form of
the principal-agent relationship. Therefore, it is suggested by Riyanto and Tool-
sema (2007) that corporate governance helps reduce the principle-agent problem
as C.G. protects the optimum interests of shareholders. However, Brown and
Caylor (2009) claim that C.G. helps build a bridge of trust between the principals
and the agents, but their reasoning is quite different from Riyanto and Toolse-
ma’s. They state that good corporate governance helps to control any managerial
actions to a broader span, and it ultimately helps to maintain better coordination
between the employers and the employees. Eventually, Van den Berghe et al.
(2002) developed a framework for C.G. integrating CSR. The six aspects of the
Berghe model emphasize managing conflict, redefining the roles of board mem-
bers, involving independent directors, planning and estimating the long-term
values of the shareholders, and implementing effective monitoring through
available information. It also cited that governance is not the decisive scale of

measures to integrate CSR.

2.3. Pillars of Corporate Governance: Stakeholder Theory

Stakeholder theory opens up new horizons in the business world. In his famous
book Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach, this theory was first de-
scribed in detail by Edward Freeman, a professor at the University of Virginia.
He said that a company would not only look after the interests of its sharehold-
ers—that is, it must create an environment of trust for its stakeholders. Share-
holders are just a group of people among many stakeholders in a company. Ac-
cording to this theory, the stakeholder ecosystem is incorporated by those who
have invested in or affected the company, such as employees, competitors, buy-

ers, suppliers, regulatory bodies, financial institutions, media, local communi-

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

350 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

M. Z. Hossain et al.

ties, political action groups, environmentalists, and many more. Dr. Freeman
stated that a company’s stakeholders are “those groups without whose support
the organization would cease to exist”. Stakeholder theory says that if a company
misbehaves with its employees or has a detrimental effect on communities due
to its work, the organization will ultimately fail to achieve its goals.

Freeman’s Social-harmony approach is the typology of stakeholders that
stresses balancing expectations among different parties involved. In comparison
to the shareholder approach, which focuses on meeting shareholder needs (prof-
itability and return on equities), Freeman insists that the interests and desires of
all parties concerned must be balanced and not distinct from business ethics
(Enquist et al., 2006). Freeman’s theory suggests that the real success of an or-
ganization depends on the satisfaction of all its stakeholders, not only those who
might profit from its stock. All parties need to feel satisfied to upgrade the com-
pany’s health with growth and establish a balanced environment for sustainable
development.

Stakeholder theory emphasizes not only the accountability of the organization
but also the establishment of stakeholder rights, which is essential for the organ-
ization’s sustainability. An organization needs to meet multiple expectations
from its various stakeholder groups. However, conventional shareholder theories
only speak of meeting shareholders’ expectations because “stakeholder theories
highlight organizational accountability beyond general economic or financial ef-
fectiveness” (Guthrie et al., 2006). To ensure accountability according to the
stakeholder theory, the organization’s management will undertake activities
considered necessary by its stakeholders and produce reporting on information.
Thus, the term “accountability” is deeply related to this theory, and the literature
considers how a central organization delivers its accountability to its various
stakeholders (Smith, 2008). The disclosure principle of accounting would be a
tool for performing responsibility to stakeholders.

Stakeholder theory emphasizes transparency, which is linked to freedom.
Transparency is an interpersonal feature for organizational processes and an en-
vironmental state. Transparency provides various outcomes for building rela-
tionships. Likewise, trust-modifying action can be considered a social variable
that promotes accountability, concerted commitment, involvement, and obliga-
tion. Accountability is conceivable when the organization’s dynamic and opera-
tional procedures are transparent. A seamless environment ensures that internal
and external stakeholders clearly understand who and where their responsibili-
ties lie (Jahansoozi, 2006).

From an ethical point of view, the stakeholder theory argues that all stakehol-
dersdeserve the same rights and should be treated impartially by an organization
regardless of their powers (Deegan, 2009). From this perspective, an organiza-
tion is considered a “balance of power” that meets the expectations of all stake-
holders, rendering equal attention. According to Gray et al. (2009), an organiza-
tion is more accountable to all its stakeholders than its more powerful or finan-

cial stakeholders. However, the focal point in that ethical aspect displays that it is
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challenging for managers to create an unbiased environment for all stakeholders
by considering their different motos or interests. However, an organization must

be able to balance the conflicting interests of internal and external stakeholders.

2.4. CSR Disclosures: Four-Fold Pyramid & Triple Bottom Line
(TBL) Contribution

CSR theory has been re-conceptualized and implemented in developed countries
(Carroll, 1999). One of the most used and generally described approaches in re-
search is Caroll’s four-fold conceptualization theory, also known as Caroll’s py-
ramid theory (Crane & Matten, 2004; Jamali, 2014). This theory proposes weight
to four functions, namely philanthropic, ethical, legal, and economic responsi-
bilities. To move up, each feature needs to be fulfilled in the hierarchy. Although
Carroll (2016) later illustrates that the system is unified and integrated so that a
firm can fulfil all these responsibilities simultaneously (Figure 1). He also em-
phasizes that a firm does not need to maintain the four-fold order and stresses

the need for ethical responsibilities in each fold.

Philanthropic
responsibilities,

Ethical
responsibilities |What is right and
fair, avoid harm

Obey the law
Law is society's codification
of right and wrong

Legal
responsibilities

Be profitable
The foundation upon
which all others rest

Economic
responsibilities

Figure 1. Carroll’s four-fold pyramid.

It illustrated that society requires economic and legal responsibilities, whereas
ethical and philanthropic responsibilities are expected and desired. Here, in the
pyramid, financial obligations focus on earning a profit, which is the core target
of any business. Legal responsibilities involve law and obeying the law of the
company’s sector. Ethical responsibilities emphasize being rational and just with
everything.

On top of the pyramid lie philanthropic responsibilities, defined as discretio-
nary and entail thousands of practices. This implies that, as a corporate citizen, a
company needs to help the society in which it operates and should be concerned
about its welfare. Philanthropic responsibilities help achieve educational, health,
and arts goals. Since these responsibilities involve contributing different re-
sources, they help boost community relations. Corporate Philanthropic respon-
sibilities focus on the communal well-being of the society, which can be any

form of donation, charity, monetary grants, etc.
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The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) theory helps organizations focus on environ-
mental and social concerns and economics. Making a profit is the precondition
for an organization to operate. Still, firms can only sustain and develop in the
competitive world with the complementary roles of society and the environ-
ment. The ongoing research focuses on broadening its area of CSR by amalga-
mating Carroll’s four-fold theory with Elkington’s TBL theory (Figure 2) since
the dimensions of CSR can be attained by economic, social, and environmental
factors -the three aspects of the Triple Bottom Line (Elkington, 1998; Jamali,
2006).

>
Qm
Philanthropic

Environmental

Economic

Economic

Figure 2. Extended CSR Practices by Combining TBL and
Carroll’s Four-fold Pyramid.

The survival pillar of TBL is ‘economic’, which is similar to Carroll’s funda-
mental forces and extends to the level of ‘legal’ (von Schnurbein et al., 2016).
The economic aspect is a significant force for a firm to sustain, and it is also a
way to extend its functions. The environmental dimension stretches from ‘eco-
nomic’, then to ‘legal’, and eventually to ‘ethical’. Firms should be submissive to
the law and practices of the environment for equitable CSR practices. And then,
the atmosphere becomes congruent with the ethical level. An organization pro-
pels its functions to enhance stakeholder interests and preserve a conducive en-
vironment. The third pillar is ‘social’, which combines ‘economic’ and ‘envi-
ronmental’. Social behavior addresses both legal and ethical dimensions. All
three aspects of TBL help an organization reach its preplanned destination,
leading to philanthropic activities. A firm can optimize its corporate social re-
sponsibilities by maintaining and following philanthropic activities in society in-

stead of concentrating on its profit expansion inhumanly.

2.5. Complementary Roles of C. G. & CSR: Legitimacy Theory

The legitimacy theory posits complementary behavior between corporate go-
vernance and corporate social responsibilities. In this portion, the research at-
tempts to find the interlink between C.G. and CSR from both ends equally
(Figure 3). On the authority of Garas and ElMassah (2018), the framework of
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legitimacy theory helps delineate the interlink between board independence,
ownership concentration, management of ownership, audit committee, dualities
of CEO and chairman (CG), and a firm’s CSR disclosures. Internal and external
C.G. practices are essential pillars of maintaining CSR. On the other hand, CSR
will only help maximize stakeholders’ interests with a meaningful weave reach-
ing out to C.G. Because stakeholders are potentials, an organization should al-
ways treat them with the best possible feedback. It is complementary, and not
substitute, to maintain a social contract for an organization to exist and sustain
for a longer term. Concern for the environment and social disclosures is a broad
scope of legitimacy theory (Campbell et al., 2003). Except for the environment,

corporate social responsibilities and governance are half accomplished.

Complementary?
Legitimacy
Theory

CG D (NI S > CSR

Figure 3. Inter-link between corporate governance and corporate social responsibility.

Corporate governance and social responsibilities are complementary tools for
a firm’s conformance and performance behavior (Bhimani & Soonawalla, 2005).
The conformance action postulates corporate financial reporting and corporate
governance. Conversely, performance behavior measures corporate social re-
sponsibilities and stakeholder value creation. Their consolidated relationship
contains only C. G. and CSR and their inter-affective and reciprocal actions. The
legitimacy theory articulates conformance and performance actions to C. G. and
CSR. Organizational legitimacy is a kind of power derived from the fair practices
of corporate governance (Stanfield & Carroll, 2004). Moreover, the powers of an
organization help gain public confidence and extend social responsibilities. This
kind of energy will also help an organization cope with the environmental shifts

and ensure sustainable development for itself and the stakeholders (Figure 4).

i v
> Stakeholder Theory Carroll’sTheory
>
Economic
Accountability Social
Transparency C Legal
c Ethics s Ethical
G Balance of Power Environmental
R Philanthropic
K
> TBL Theory
Complementary:
A|. _________ Legitimacy Theory f
Figure 4. Theoretical contribution to this research.
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Separating corporate governance from corporate social responsibility (CSR) is
very difficult. This is because companies have started developing a good sense of
corporate social responsibility by paying attention to their core values, enabling
them to create a good, lasting relationship with their customers (Enquist, John-
son, & Skalén, 2006). Drawing from the works of Freeman (1984), Enquist et al.
(2006) and Jahansoozi (2006) stresses the social harmony strategy, which advo-
cates that it is impossible to disconnect business from ethics and that it is neces-
sary to take all stakeholders into account; they continue by saying that CSR is
seen as a sound investment and according to sound investment theory, the stock
market reacts to firms’ actions, and socially responsible behaviors will be re-
warded by the market.

A comparative analysis of corporate governance practices across different re-
gions or countries reveals a spectrum of approaches and regulatory frameworks.
For instance, while countries like the United States and the United Kingdom
emphasize shareholder primacy and market-based governance systems (Mallin,
2007), civil law countries like France and Germany prioritize stakeholder inter-
ests and have more codified legal frameworks (Mallin, 2007). Additionally,
emerging economies such as China and India may have distinct governance
structures influenced by cultural and institutional factors (Aguilera & Jackson,
2010). These differences underscore the complexity of global corporate gover-
nance and highlight the need for context-specific approaches tailored to local
conditions (Jackson & Apostolakou, 2010). Moreover, international initiatives
such as the OECD Principles of Corporate Governance aim to promote conver-
gence and harmonization of governance standards across countries, facilitating
cross-border investment and enhancing corporate transparency and accounta-
bility (OECD, 2004). Overall, the comparative analysis underscores the diversity
of corporate governance practices worldwide and the importance of under-

standing regional nuances in designing effective governance mechanisms.

3. Corporate Governance in Different Business
Organizations

3.1. Exemplifying Corporate Governance: Case Studies across
Diverse Business Entities

Corporate governance principles are implemented across various business enti-
ties, including multinational corporations (MNCs), small and medium-sized en-
terprises (SMEs), and nonprofit organizations. These entities face unique gover-
nance challenges and adopt diverse governance structures tailored to their needs
and circumstances.

Multinational corporations operate in multiple countries and often face com-
plex governance issues related to cultural differences, regulatory requirements,
and stakeholder expectations (Rottig, 2016). A notable example is the gover-
nance practices of Alphabet Inc., Google’s parent company. Alphabet has a
dual-class share structure, giving its founders, Larry Page and Sergey Brin, sig-

nificant voting control and raising concerns about shareholder rights and board
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independence. However, Alphabet has also established governance mechanisms
such as an independent board of directors and regular shareholder meetings to
promote transparency and accountability.

Small and medium-sized enterprises are vital in driving economic growth and
innovation, yet they often need more resources and expertise to implement so-
phisticated governance structures (Herr & Nettekoven, 2018). However, there
are examples of SMEs that prioritize governance best practices to enhance their
competitiveness and sustainability. For instance, Denmark-based Novo Nordisk,
a pharmaceutical company specializing in diabetes care, has implemented robust
governance mechanisms despite its SME status. Novo Nordisk has a diverse
board of directors with expertise in healthcare, finance, and corporate gover-
nance, ensuring effective oversight and strategic guidance.

Nonprofit organizations operate with a mission-driven focus and rely on go-
vernance structures to uphold their values, promote transparency, and maintain
donor trust (Tschirhart & Bielefeld, 2012). One notable example is the Bill & Me-
linda Gates Foundation, one of the largest philanthropic organizations globally.
The foundation has a board of trustees composed of leaders from various sectors,
including business, academia, and public service. The board oversees the founda-
tion’s strategic direction, grant-making activities, and financial stewardship, en-
suring alignment with its mission to improve global health and reduce poverty.

In addition to these examples, numerous case studies illustrate how corporate
governance principles are applied across different business entities. For instance,
the governance fajlures at Lehman Brothers during the 2008 financial crisis un-
derscored the importance of risk management and board oversight in financial
institutions (McConnell, 2013). Conversely, the success of companies like John-
son & Johnson in navigating crises such as product recalls highlights the role of
ethical leadership and stakeholder engagement in preserving corporate reputa-
tion and trust.

Effective corporate governance is essential for all business entities, regardless
of their size or sector. Organizations can enhance their resilience, performance,
and long-term value creation by adopting governance best practices and aligning
their operations with principles of transparency, accountability, and integrity
(Hossain et al., 2016).

3.2. Unveiling Governance Dynamics: Catalysts for Organizational
Performance and Sustainability

Corporate governance is pivotal in enhancing organizational performance and
sustainability by providing a framework for effective decision-making, accoun-
tability, and ethical conduct within companies. Corporate governance practices
can improve financial performance, risk management, and long-term value crea-
tion for shareholders and stakeholders. The role of corporate governance me-
chanisms, such as board structures, executive compensation, and risk manage-
ment practices, in enhancing organizational performance and sustainability:

Board structures are integral to corporate governance, offering oversight,
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strategic direction, and accountability to shareholders and stakeholders. A di-
verse and independent board of directors enhances decision-making by bringing
expertise, perspectives, and insights to the table, ultimately leading to more fa-
vorable outcomes (Darko et al., 2016). Furthermore, establishing influential
board committees, including audit, compensation, and nominating committees,
ensures that critical governance functions are adequately addressed, allowing
board members to concentrate on their respective areas of expertise (Bekiris,
2013). Through promoting transparency, accountability, and ethical conduct,
these board structures foster trust with investors, customers, employees, and
other stakeholders, thereby bolstering organizational reputation and sustainabil-
ity (Khan et al., 2021).

Executive compensation practices are crucial for aligning the interests of ex-
ecutives with those of shareholders and stakeholders, thereby incentivizing per-
formance and value creation (Ali et al., 2021). Oversight of these practices falls
within the purview of compensation committees, typically comprised of inde-
pendent directors, who are tasked with designing and monitoring executive
compensation packages to ensure fairness, competitiveness, and alignment with
company performance. Performance-based compensation tools such as stock
options, restricted stock units, and performance bonuses motivate executives to
achieve strategic objectives, foster innovation, and bolster shareholder value
(Sarhan & Al-Najjar, 2023). However, guarding against the pitfalls of excessive
compensation and poorly structured incentives is imperative, as it can encourage
short-term decision-making and risk-taking behavior and, ultimately, diminish
shareholder value. Robust governance mechanisms in this realm are paramount
to mitigate these risks and uphold the integrity of executive compensation prac-
tices (Wang et al., 2021).

Effective risk management practices are indispensable for identifying, assess-
ing, mitigating, and monitoring risks that could impact organizational perfor-
mance and sustainability (Alabdullah et al., 2022). Oversight of risk management
falls squarely within the purview of the board of directors, collaborating closely
with senior management to establish a robust risk management framework and
culture that seamlessly integrates risk considerations into strategic deci-
sion-making processes. Complementing this effort are specialized risk commit-
tees comprised of directors with expertise in risk management, finance, and in-
dustry-specific knowledge, providing invaluable oversight and guidance on en-
terprise-wide risk management initiatives (Malik et al., 2020). By proactively
addressing risks associated with market volatility, regulatory compliance, cyber-
security threats, environmental sustainability challenges, and reputational harm,
organizations can fortify their resilience, safeguard stakeholder interests, and
sustain long-term value-creation endeavors (Li et al., 2021).

Corporate governance mechanisms such as board structures, executive com-
pensation, and risk management practices are critical in enhancing organiza-
tional performance and sustainability. By fostering transparency, accountability,

integrity, and risk awareness, these mechanisms build stakeholder trust, drive
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strategic decision-making, and safeguard the interests of shareholders and so-
ciety. Moreover, organizations prioritizing effective governance practices are
better positioned to adapt to changing market dynamics, mitigate emerging
risks, and capitalize on opportunities for innovation and growth in the global

business landscape.

4. Corporate Governance and Ethics

4.1. Exploring the Ethical Nexus: Unraveling Corporate
Governance’s Role in Ethical Decision-Making

Embark on a journey to explore the intricate relationship between corporate go-
vernance and ethics by delving deeper into corporations’ ethical dilemmas in
their decision-making processes.

One common ethical dilemma in corporate governance arises from conflicts
of interest, where individuals or entities have competing loyalties or interests
that may compromise their judgment or decision-making (Taquette et al., 2022).
For example, board directors or executives may have personal or financial ties to
suppliers, customers, or competitors, leading to potential biases in procurement
decisions or strategic partnerships. Effective governance mechanisms, such as
disclosure requirements, conflict of interest policies, and independent oversight,
help mitigate these conflicts and uphold the integrity and impartiality of deci-
sion-making processes.

Whistleblower Protection: Another ethical dilemma involves protecting whis-
tleblowers that raise concerns about unethical or illegal organizational behavior.
Whistleblowers may face retaliation, ostracism, or career repercussions for
speaking out against wrongdoing, creating a dilemma between loyalty to the or-
ganization and ethical obligations to disclose misconduct (Heacock & McGee,
1987). Robust governance frameworks, including whistleblower protection poli-
cies, anonymous reporting channels, and independent investigation procedures,
foster a culture of transparency, accountability, and ethical conduct.

Ethical dilemmas often arise in the context of corporate social responsibility
(CSR), where companies balance financial objectives with obligations to society,
the environment, and future generations (Carroll & Brown, 2018). For instance,
corporations may face dilemmas related to environmental sustainability, labor
practices, human rights, or community engagement, where short-term profit
motives conflict with long-term societal interests. Robust governance mechan-
isms, such as CSR committees, stakeholder engagement processes, and sustaina-
bility reporting frameworks, help organizations navigate these dilemmas and in-
tegrate ethical considerations into business strategies and operations.

In today’s digital age, ethical dilemmas related to data privacy and cybersecur-
ity have become increasingly prevalent as companies collect, store, and use vast
amounts of personal and sensitive information. Corporations must balance the
need for data-driven insights and innovation with ethical obligations to protect
consumer privacy, prevent data breaches, and safeguard against cyber threats

(Dhirani et al., 2023). Governance mechanisms such as data governance frame-
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works, cybersecurity protocols, and compliance with privacy regulations (e.g.,
GDPR, CCPA) are essential for addressing these dilemmas and upholding
stakeholder trust and confidence.

Corporate Culture and Tone at the Top: Ethical dilemmas often stem from
corporate culture and the Tone set by senior leadership, where ethical standards
and values are communicated and reinforced throughout the organization.
Leaders prioritizing ethical conduct, integrity, and accountability set a positive
example for employees and create a culture where ethical dilemmas are openly
discussed, addressed, and resolved. Governance mechanisms, such as ethics
training programs, codes of conduct, and ethical leadership assessments, are
critical for embedding ethical values into organizational norms and behaviors
(Thomas et al., 2004).

Ethical dilemmas are inherent in corporate governance and require vigilant
attention from boards, executives, and stakeholders to ensure that decisions
align with ethical principles, societal expectations, and long-term sustainability.
By fostering a culture of integrity, transparency, and accountability, organiza-
tions can navigate these dilemmas responsibly and uphold trust and confidence
among stakeholders. Effective governance mechanisms are crucial in identifying,
addressing, mitigating ethical risks and promoting ethical behavior throughout

the organization’s operations and social interactions.

4.2. Fostering Ethical Excellence: The Crucial Role of Corporate
Culture and Leadership

The role of corporate culture and leadership in promoting ethical behavior and
integrity within organizations is paramount. Here are some insights into how

corporate culture and leadership contribute to fostering an ethical environment:

4.2.1. Setting the Tone at the Top

Leadership sets the Tone for ethical behavior within an organization (Thoms,
2008). When leaders demonstrate a commitment to integrity, transparency, and
ethical conduct, it sends a powerful message to employees that ethical behavior
is valued and expected (Nyukorong, 2014). Leaders should lead by example, ad-
hering to ethical standards and holding others accountable for their actions. This

creates a culture where ethical behavior is the norm rather than the exception.

4.2.2. Establishing Clear Values and Standards

Corporate culture is shaped by the values, beliefs, and norms that guide organi-
zational behavior (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). Leaders play a crucial role in
articulating and reinforcing these values, ensuring they align with ethical prin-
ciples and organizational goals (Ertosun & Adiguzel, 2018). By establishing clear
ethical standards and expectations, leaders provide employees with a framework
for decision-making and behavior, fostering a culture of integrity and accounta-
bility.

4.2.3. Encouraging Open Communication and Transparency

A culture of openness and transparency promotes ethical behavior by encourag-
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ing employees to speak up about ethical concerns and dilemmas without fear of
retaliation or retribution (Farooqi et al., 2017). Leaders should create channels
for open communication, such as anonymous reporting systems, whistleblower
protections, and regular town hall meetings, where employees feel comfortable

raising ethical issues and discussing potential solutions (Malik & Nawaz, 2018).

4.2.4. Providing Ethical Leadership Training and Development

Ethical leadership is a skill that can be cultivated and developed. Leaders should
invest in training and development programs that help managers and employees
understand ethical principles, recognize ethical dilemmas, and develop ethical
decision-making skills (Sharma et al., 2019). By providing ongoing education
and support, leaders empower employees to make ethical choices in their
day-to-day work and navigate complex ethical situations with integrity and con-
fidence (Sekerka, 2009).

4.2.5. Rewarding and Recognizing Ethical Behavior

Incentivizing ethical behavior reinforces organizational importance. Leaders
should recognize and reward employees who demonstrate integrity, honesty,
and ethical leadership through formal recognition programs, performance eval-
uations, or career advancement opportunities (Thoms, 2008). By celebrating
ethical successes and acknowledging the contributions of ethical leaders, organ-
izations reinforce their commitment to ethical conduct and inspire others to
follow suit (Caldwell et al., 2008).

4.2.6. Aligning Incentives with Ethical Goals

Corporate governance mechanisms, such as executive compensation structures
and performance metrics, should be aligned with ethical goals and values (Hong
et al.,, 2016). Leaders should ensure that incentives reward long-term value crea-
tion, ethical behavior, and positive societal contributions (Arjoon, 2005). By in-
tegrating ethical considerations into incentive structures, organizations reinforce
the importance of ethical conduct and discourage behaviors that prioritize
short-term gains over long-term sustainability.

Corporate culture and leadership are central to promoting ethical behavior
and integrity. By setting the Tone at the top, establishing clear values and stan-
dards, encouraging open communication and transparency, providing ethical
leadership training and development, rewarding and recognizing ethical beha-
vior, and aligning incentives with ethical goals, leaders create an environment
where ethics are woven into the fabric of organizational culture and guide deci-

sion-making at all levels.
5. Shareholder and Stakeholder Views of Corporate
Governance

5.1. Navigating the Interplay: Balancing Shareholder and
Stakeholder Interests in Corporate Governance

The tensions between shareholder and stakeholder interests in corporate gover-
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nance reflect competing priorities and objectives arising from different stake-
holder groups’ diverse needs and expectations (Rossouw, 2008; Karpoff, 2021).
As company owners, shareholders typically prioritize financial returns and value
maximization. At the same time, stakeholders, including employees, customers,
suppliers, communities, and society, may have broader interests related to social,
environmental, and ethical considerations. Balancing these interests requires a
nuanced approach acknowledging the importance of shareholder value creation
and stakeholder engagement (Mrabure & Abhulimhen, 2020; Vinten, 2001).

5.1.1. Shareholder Primacy vs. Stakeholder Theory

Traditional corporate governance models have often emphasized shareholder
importance, where the corporation’s primary goal is to maximize shareholder
wealth. This perspective is grounded in the agency theory, which posits that
managers should act in the best interests of shareholders to align incentives and
mitigate agency conflicts (Stoelhorst & Vishwanathan, 2024). However, stake-
holder theory challenges the notion of shareholder primacy by asserting that
corporations have broader responsibilities to all stakeholders affected by their
actions. According to stakeholder theory, businesses should consider the inter-
ests of employees, customers, suppliers, communities, the environment, and
shareholders when making decisions (Ronnegard & Smith, 2018). The tension
between these two perspectives reflects differing views on the corporation’s
purpose and the relative importance of shareholder returns versus stakeholder

welfare.

5.1.2. Long-Term vs. Short-Term Orientation

Shareholders often have a short-term orientation, focusing on quarterly profits
and stock price performance. This can pressure management to prioritize
short-term financial gains at the expense of long-term sustainability, innovation,
and stakeholder relationships (Millon, 2012). In contrast, stakeholders may ad-
vocate for a longer-term perspective that considers the impact of business deci-
sions on the environment, society, and future generations (Sternad & Kennelly,
2017). They may prioritize sustainable business practices, ethical conduct, and
corporate social responsibility initiatives that contribute to long-term value crea-

tion and stakeholder well-being.

5.1.3. Strategic Decision-Making

Corporate governance mechanisms, such as board composition, executive com-
pensation, and risk management practices, are crucial in mediating the tensions
between shareholder and stakeholder interests. Boards with diverse expertise
and independent oversight can provide strategic guidance that considers the
needs of both shareholders and stakeholders. Executive compensation structures
that link performance incentives to long-term value creation, sustainability
goals, and stakeholder engagement metrics can align management incentives
with broader stakeholder interests (Rindova, 1999). Risk management practices

that assess and mitigate environmental, social, and governance (ESG) risks help
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organizations anticipate and address stakeholder concerns while safeguarding
shareholder value (Spitz et al., 2022).

5.1.4. Importance of Dialogue and Engagement

Addressing the tensions between shareholder and stakeholder interests requires
ongoing dialogue, collaboration, and engagement with all stakeholders. Compa-
nies that actively seek input from employees, customers, communities, and ad-
vocacy groups can better understand and address their concerns. Transparent
communication, stakeholder consultations, and meaningful partnerships can
build trust, enhance reputation, and create shared value for shareholders and
stakeholders (Payne & Calton, 2004).

Navigating the tensions between shareholder and stakeholder interests in
corporate governance requires a balanced and inclusive approach that recogniz-
es the interconnectedness of financial performance, social responsibility, and
long-term sustainability. By adopting governance practices that consider the
concerns of all stakeholders, companies can create value for shareholders while
also contributing to the well-being of society and the environment. Achieving a
harmonious balance between shareholder and stakeholder interests is essential
for building resilient, responsible, and sustainable businesses in today’s inter-

connected world.

5.2. Shaping the Future: Corporate Governance and the Pursuit of
Sustainable Value Creation for All Stakeholders

There has been a notable shift in corporate governance frameworks in recent
years towards models emphasizing stakeholder capitalism or shared value crea-
tion. These models prioritize creating long-term sustainable value for all stake-
holders, including shareholders, employees, customers, suppliers, communities,
and the environment. Several developments reflect this evolving approach to

corporate governance:

5.2.1. Stakeholder Capitalism

Stakeholder capitalism advocates for a broader view of corporate purpose
beyond solely maximizing shareholder wealth. It emphasizes the importance of
considering the interests of all stakeholders affected by business activities. In
August 2019, the Business Roundtable, an association of chief executive officers
from leading U.S. companies, issued a statement redefining the purpose of a
corporation to promote “an economy that serves all Americans”. (Business
Roundtable, 2019). The statement emphasized companies’ commitment to deli-
vering value to customers, investing in employees, dealing fairly with suppliers,
supporting communities, and generating long-term value for shareholders. This
shift towards stakeholder capitalism reflects a growing recognition among busi-
nesses and investors that sustainable value creation requires a holistic approach
that balances the needs of multiple stakeholders and considers environmental,

social, and governance (ESG) factors.

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

362 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

M. Z. Hossain et al.

5.2.2. Integrated Reporting

Integrated reporting is a framework that encourages companies to disclose in-
formation about their financial performance and their environmental, social,
and governance (ESG) impacts. It provides a comprehensive view of a compa-
ny’s value creation process and alignment with stakeholder interests. The Inter-
national Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) has developed a framework for
integrated reporting that helps companies communicate their strategy, gover-
nance, performance, and prospects in a way that reflects the interconnections
between financial and non-financial factors (Cheng et al., 2014a). Integrated re-
porting promotes transparency, accountability, and dialogue between companies
and stakeholders, fostering a more holistic understanding of value creation and

long-term sustainability.

5.2.3. Shared Value Creation

Shared value creation involves identifying business opportunities that simulta-
neously create economic value for the company and social value for society. It
seeks to align business interests with societal needs, addressing social and envi-
ronmental challenges through innovative business solutions. Companies adopt-
ing a shared value approach recognize that sustainable business success depends
on addressing societal challenges like poverty, inequality, climate change, and
resource scarcity (Schoneveld, 2020). Leading companies integrate shared value
principles into their business strategies, product development, supply chain man-
agement, and community engagement efforts. By creating shared value, compa-
nies can enhance their competitiveness, reputation, and resilience while contri-

buting to positive social and environmental outcomes.

5.2.4. ESG Integration

Environmental, social, and governance (ESG) integration has become increa-
singly important in corporate governance frameworks as investors and stake-
holders demand greater transparency and accountability on ESG issues. ESG in-
tegration involves incorporating ESG factors into investment decisions, risk as-
sessments, and business strategies to enhance long-term financial performance
and mitigate risks (Gary, 2019). Many companies are adopting ESG reporting
standards, such as those developed by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) or
the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), to disclose relevant ESG
information to investors and stakeholders. By addressing ESG issues proactively,
companies can enhance their reputation, attract responsible investors, and build
trust with stakeholders, ultimately contributing to long-term sustainable value
creation.

Recent developments in corporate governance frameworks reflect a growing
recognition of the importance of creating long-term sustainable value for all
stakeholders. Models such as stakeholder capitalism, shared value creation, inte-
grated reporting, and ESG integration reshape how companies approach gover-
nance, strategy, and performance measurement. By embracing these frameworks,

companies can strengthen their competitiveness, resilience, and social impact
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while contributing to a more sustainable and inclusive global economy.

6. Reflective Analysis

6.1. Reflective Insights: Implications for Practitioners,
Policymakers, and Scholars in Corporate Governance

The findings on recent developments in corporate governance frameworks have
significant implications for practitioners, policymakers, and scholars in the field.

For practitioners, including corporate executives, board members, and senior
management, the findings underscore the importance of adopting a more holis-
tic approach to corporate governance that considers the interests of all stake-
holders (Jones & Felps, 2013; Freeman et al., 2010). Prioritizing stakeholder en-
gagement, transparency, and accountability in decision-making processes is es-
sential to build trust, enhance reputation, and create long-term sustainable value
(Harrison & Wicks, 2013; Suchman, 1995). Embracing stakeholder capitalism,
shared value creation, and integrated reporting models can help practitioners
align business strategies with societal needs, mitigate risks, and capitalize on
emerging opportunities in a rapidly changing global landscape (Porter & Kra-
mer, 2011; Eccles & Krzus, 2010).

Policymakers are critical in shaping the regulatory environment and estab-
lishing governance frameworks incentivizing responsible corporate behavior
(Davis, 2009; Hart & Zingales, 2017). The findings suggest that policymakers
should consider updating corporate governance regulations to reflect evolving
best practices, including greater emphasis on stakeholder engagement, ESG in-
tegration, and transparency (Hermalin & Weisbach, 2012; Roe, 2003). Policy-
makers may also explore initiatives to promote stakeholder capitalism, shared
value creation, and integrated reporting through incentives, guidelines, and
standards that encourage companies to adopt more sustainable and inclusive
business practices (Dyck et al., 2019; Schouten & Bitzer, 2015).

For scholars in corporate governance, the findings provide fertile ground
for further research and exploration (Harrison & Bosse, 2013; O’Sullivan &
O’Dwyer, 2015). Scholars can delve deeper into the mechanisms through which
stakeholder capitalism, shared value creation, and integrated reporting impact
corporate performance, stakeholder relations, and societal outcomes (Freeman
et al., 2010; Porter & Kramer, 2018). Research may focus on identifying best
practices, assessing the effectiveness of governance reforms, and evaluating the
implications of different governance models on organizational behavior, per-
formance, and sustainability (Aguilera et al., 2008; Cheng et al., 2014b). Interdis-
ciplinary research collaborations can enrich the understanding of corporate go-
vernance by integrating insights from fields such as economics, sociology, psy-
chology, environmental science, and ethics (Aguinis et al., 2011; Donaldson &
Preston, 1995).

The implications of recent developments in corporate governance frameworks

underscore the need for collaborative efforts among practitioners, policymakers,
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and scholars to promote responsible business practices, enhance regulatory
frameworks, and advance knowledge in the field. By embracing holistic ap-
proaches to governance that prioritize stakeholder interests, sustainability, and
societal impact, stakeholders can contribute to building resilient, ethical, and

sustainable organizations that create value for all.

6.2. Charting the Path Forward: Recommendations for Advancing
Corporate Governance and Responsible Business Conduct

To advance the field of corporate governance and promote responsible business
conduct, future research should focus on several key areas. Firstly, there is a
need for longitudinal studies that track the implementation and effectiveness of
corporate governance reforms over time, particularly in different regions and
industries. This longitudinal approach can provide valuable insights into the
long-term impact of governance practices on organizational behavior, perfor-
mance, and sustainability. Additionally, researchers should explore the role of
emerging technologies, such as blockchain and artificial intelligence, in enhanc-
ing transparency, accountability, and stakeholder engagement within corporate
governance frameworks.

Practical initiatives aimed at improving corporate governance practices should
prioritize stakeholder engagement and collaboration. Companies can establish
stakeholder advisory boards or committees to provide input on governance
matters and ensure diverse perspectives are considered in decision-making
processes. Furthermore, organizations should invest in comprehensive training
and development programs for board members, executives, and employees to
enhance their understanding of ethical principles, regulatory requirements, and
best practices in corporate governance.

Moreover, policymakers play a crucial role in shaping the regulatory land-
scape and incentivizing responsible corporate behavior. Future initiatives should
focus on updating governance regulations to address emerging issues such as
environmental sustainability, social responsibility, and stakeholder rights. Poli-
cymakers should also explore the potential for international collaboration and
harmonization of governance standards to ensure consistency and effectiveness
across global markets.

Overall, future research and practical initiatives should aim to foster a culture
of transparency, accountability, and integrity within organizations, thereby pro-
moting responsible business conduct and enhancing societal trust in corporate

governance systems.

7. Conclusion

7.1. Driving Organizational Excellence: The Crucial Role of
Corporate Governance

The article provides a comprehensive overview of corporate governance as a

critical phenomenon in global society, highlighting its importance as a driver of
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organizational performance, accountability, and ethical conduct. Key insights
and arguments presented in the article include:

Definition and Development: Corporate governance is the system by which
business corporations are directed and controlled. It encompasses the relation-
ships between management, the board of directors, shareholders, and other
stakeholders. Corporate governance has evolved and been influenced by theories
from various disciplines, such as finance, law, management, and economics.

Theories of Corporate Governance: The article discusses two prominent
theories of corporate governance: agency theory and stakeholder theory. Agency
theory emphasizes maximizing shareholder wealth, which is prevalent in coun-
tries with publicly owned corporations. Stakeholder theory, on the other hand,
advocates for a broader view of governance that considers the interests of all
stakeholders affected by business activities.

Global Perspectives: Corporate governance practices vary across countries
due to legal, cultural, and structural differences. While some countries prioritize
shareholder interests, others emphasize stakeholder engagement and employee
rights. The article highlights the importance of understanding these differences
and adapting governance frameworks accordingly.

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): Corporate governance is closely
linked to CSR, as companies increasingly recognize the importance of integrat-
ing social and environmental considerations into their business practices. CSR is
a sound investment that can improve financial performance and shareholder
value.

Case Studies and Examples: The article provides case studies and examples,
such as the Enron scandal, to illustrate the consequences of unethical business
behavior and the importance of effective corporate governance in preventing
corporate failures.

Role of Auditors and Accountants: The article emphasizes the role of audi-
tors and accountants in corporate governance, particularly in the financial ser-
vices sector. Auditors play a critical role in ensuring the accuracy and transpa-
rency of financial reporting, thereby enhancing accountability and trust in the
financial system.

The article underscores the significance of corporate governance as a funda-
mental aspect of business management, with implications for organizational
performance, accountability, and ethical conduct. By adopting governance prac-
tices prioritizing stakeholder interests, transparency, and integrity, companies
can enhance their competitiveness, reputation, and long-term sustainability in

an increasingly complex and interconnected global economy.

7.2. Embracing the Journey: Unraveling the Dynamics of
Corporate Governance in a Changing World

In conclusion, corporate governance’s dynamic and evolving nature in the global
context presents challenges and opportunities for businesses, policymakers,

scholars, and practitioners alike. As we navigate an increasingly interconnected
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and complex landscape, we must recognize the critical role of corporate gover-
nance in driving organizational performance, fostering accountability, and pro-
moting ethical conduct.

To thrive in this ever-changing environment, we must embrace a mindset of
continuous learning, innovation, and collaboration. By exploring new research
avenues, implementing best practices, and engaging in meaningful dialogue with
stakeholders, we can shape the future of corporate governance in ways that
promote responsible business conduct and sustainable development.

Let us seize this opportunity to explore the intricacies of corporate governance
further, challenge existing norms, and catalyze positive change. Together, we can
build a corporate governance framework that not only delivers value to share-
holders but also enhances society’s well-being, fosters environmental steward-

ship, and upholds the highest standards of integrity and ethics.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest regarding the publication of this pa-

per.

References

Aguilera, R. V., & Jackson, G. (2010). Comparative and International Corporate Gover-
nance. The Academy of Management Annals, 4, 485-556.
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2010.495525

Aguilera, R. V., Filatotchev, I., Gospel, H., & Jackson, G. (2008). An Organizational Ap-
proach to Comparative Corporate Governance: Costs, Contingencies, and Comple-
mentarities. Organization Science, 19, 475-492. https://doi.org/10.1287/0rsc.1070.0322

Aguinis, H., Boyd, B. K., Pierce, C. A., & Short, J. C. (2011). Walking New Avenues in
Management Research Methods and Theories: Bridging Micro and Macro Domains.
Journal of Management, 37, 395-403. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310382456

Akisik, O., & Gal, G. (2011). Sustainability in Businesses, Corporate Social Responsibility,
and Accounting Standards: An Empirical Study. International Journal of Accounting &
Information Management, 19, 304-324. https://doi.org/10.1108/18347641111169287

Alabdullah, T. T. Y., Ahmed, E. R., & Kanaan-Jebna, A. (2022). Corporate Governance
System and Firm Financial Performance. Acta Scientific Computer Sciences, 4, 79-103.

Ali, T., Hussain, S., & Waheed, A. (2021). Executive Remuneration, Corporate Governance
and Corporate Performance: Evidence from China. Economic Research-Ekonomska
IstraZivanja, 34, 3092-3118. https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2020.1867214

Allen, F., & Gale, D. (2001). Comparing Financial Systems. MIT Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/14.2.577

Arjoon, S. (2005). Corporate Governance: An Ethical Perspective. Journal of Business
Ethics, 61,343-352. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-7888-5

Banks, E. (2004). The Insider’s View on Corporate Governance. Palgrave Macmillan.

Bekiris, F. V. (2013). Ownership Structure and Board Structure: Are Corporate Gover-
nance Mechanisms Interrelated? Corporate Governance: The International Journal of
Business in Society, 13, 352-364. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-02-2011-0013

Bevir, M. (2012). Governance: A Concise Introduction. OUP.
https://doi.org/10.1093/actrade/9780199606412.001.0001

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

367 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2010.495525
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0322
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310382456
https://doi.org/10.1108/18347641111169287
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2020.1867214
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/14.2.577
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-7888-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-02-2011-0013
https://doi.org/10.1093/actrade/9780199606412.001.0001

M. Z. Hossain et al.

Bhasa, M. P. (2004). Global Corporate Governance: Debates and Challenges. Corporate
Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 4, 5-17.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700410534930

Bhasin, M. L. (2013). Corporate Governance and Forensic Accountant: An Exploratory
Study. Journal of Accounting—Business & Management, 20, 11-23.

Bhasin, M. L. (2016). Contribution of Forensic Accounting to Corporate Governance: An
Exploratory Study of an Asian Country. International Business Management, 10, 479-492.

Bhimani, A., & Soonawalla, K. (2005). From Conformance to Performance: The Corpo-
rate Responsibilities Continuum. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 24, 165-174.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2005.03.001

Bonazzi, L., & Islam, S. M. (2007). Agency Theory and Corporate Governance: A Study of
the Effectiveness of Board in Their Monitoring of the CEO. Journal of Modelling in
Management, 2,7-23. https://doi.org/10.1108/17465660710733022

Brown, L., & Caylor, M. L. (2009). Corporate Governance and Firm Operating Perfor-
mance. Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 32,129-144.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-007-0082-3

Business Roundtable (2019). Business Roundtable Redefines the Purpose of a Corpora-
tion to Promote an Economy That Serves All Americans.
https://www.businessroundtable.org/business-roundtable-redefines-the-purpose-of-a-c

orporation-to-promote-an-economy-that-serves-all-americans

Cadbury, S. A. (2000). The Corporate Governance Agenda. Corporate Governance: An
International Review, 8, 7-15. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00175

Caldwell, C., Hayes, L. A., Bernal, P., & Karri, R. (2008). Ethical Stewardship-Implications
for Leadership and Trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 78, 153-164.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9320-1

Campbell, D., Craven, B., & Shrives, P. (2003). Voluntary Social Reporting in Three FTSE
Sectors: A Comment on Perception and Legitimacy. Accounting, Auditing & Ac-
countability Journal, 16, 558-581. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570310492308

Carroll, A. (1999). Corporate Social Responsibility. Business & Society, 38, 268-295.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000765039903800303

Carroll, A. B. (2016). Carroll’'s Pyramid of CSR: Taking Another Look. International
Journal of Corporate Social Responsibility, 1, Article No. 3.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40991-016-0004-6

Carroll, A. B., & Brown, J. A. (2018). Corporate Social Responsibility: A Review of Cur-
rent Concepts, Research, and Issues. In J. Weber, & D. Wasieleski (Eds.), Corporate
Social Responsibility (pp. 39-68). Emerald Group Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2514-175920180000002002

Cheng, B., Ioannou, I, & Serafeim, G. (2014a). Corporate Social Responsibility and
Access to Finance. Strategic Management Journal, 35,1-23.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2131

Cheng, M., Green, W., Conradie, P., Konishi, N., & Romi, A. (2014b). The International
Integrated Reporting Framework: Key Issues and Future Research Opportunities.
Journal of International Financial Management & Accounting, 25,90-119.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jifm.12015

Coelho, R, Jayantilal, S., & Ferreira, J. J. (2023). The Impact of Social Responsibility on
Corporate Financial Performance: A Systematic Literature Review. Corporate Social
Responsibility and Environmental Management, 30, 1535-1560.
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2446

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

368 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700410534930
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2005.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/17465660710733022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-007-0082-3
https://www.businessroundtable.org/business-roundtable-redefines-the-purpose-of-a-corporation-to-promote-an-economy-that-serves-all-americans
https://www.businessroundtable.org/business-roundtable-redefines-the-purpose-of-a-corporation-to-promote-an-economy-that-serves-all-americans
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00175
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9320-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570310492308
https://doi.org/10.1177/000765039903800303
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40991-016-0004-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2514-175920180000002002
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2131
https://doi.org/10.1111/jifm.12015
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2446

M. Z. Hossain et al.

Coffie, W., Aboagye-Otchere, F., & Musah, A. (2018). Corporate Social Responsibility
Disclosures (CSRD), Corporate Governance, and the Degree of Multinational Activi-
ties. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 8, 106-123.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2017-0004

Crane, A., & Matten, D. (2004). Business Ethics: A European Perspective: Managing
Corporate Citizenship and Sustainability in the Age of Globalization. Oxford Universi-
ty Press.

Darko, J., Aribi, Z. A., & Uzonwanne, G. C. (2016). Corporate Governance: The Impact of
Director and Board Structure, Ownership Structure and Corporate Control on the
Performance of Listed Companies on the Ghana Stock Exchange. Corporate Gover-
nance, 16,259-277. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-11-2014-0133

Davis, G. F. (2009). The Rise and Fall of Finance and the End of the Society of Organiza-
tions. Academ y of. Management Perspectives, 23, 27-44.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2009.43479262

Deakin, S., & Hobbs, R. (2007). False Dawn for CSR: Shifts in Regulatory Policy and the
Response of the Corporate and Financial Sectors in Britain. Corporate Governance: An
International Review, 15, 68-76. https://doi.org/10.1111/.1467-8683.2007.00543.x

Deegan, C. (2009). Financial Accounting Theory. McGraw Hill.

Dhirani, L. L., Mukhtiar, N., Chowdhry, B. S., & Newe, T. (2023). Ethical Dilemmas and
Privacy Issues in Emerging Technologies: A Review. Sensors, 23, Article No. 1151.
https://doi.org/10.3390/s23031151

Donaldson, T., & Preston, L. E. (1995). The Stakeholder Theory of the Corporation:
Concepts, Evidence, and Implications. Academy of Management Review, 20, 65-91.
https://doi.org/10.2307/258887

Dyck, A, Lins, K. V., Roth, L., & Wagner, H. F. (2019). Do Institutional Investors Drive
Corporate Social Responsibility? International Evidence. Journal of Financial Econom-
ics, 131, 693-714. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2018.08.013

Eccles, R. G., & Krzus, M. P. (2010). One Report: Integrated Reporting for a Sustainable
Strategy. John Wiley & Sons.
Elkington, J. (1998). Partnerships from Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of

21st-Century Business. Environmental QualjtyManagemem‘, 8,37-51.
https://doi.org/10.1002/tqem.3310080106

Enquist, B. M., Johnson, M., & Skalén, P. (2006). Adoption of Corporate Social Responsi-
bility Incorporating a Stakeholder Perspective. Qualitative Research in Accounting and
Management, 3, 188-207. https://doi.org/10.1108/11766090610705399

Ertosun, O. G., & Adiguzel, Z. (2018). Leadership, Personal Values and Organizational
Culture. In H. Dincer, U. Hacioglu, & S. Yiiksel (Eds.), Strategic Design and Innovative
Thinking in Business Operations: The Role of Business Culture and Risk Management
(pp. 51-74). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77622-4_3

Faroogqi, S., Abid, G., & Ahmed, A. (2017). How Bad It Is to Be Good: Impact of Organi-
zational Ethical Culture on Whistleblowing (the Ethical Partners). Arab Economic and
Business Journal, 12, 69-80. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.2ebj.2017.06.001

Fernando, A. (2009). Corporate Governance: Principles, Policies, and Practices. Pearson.
Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Pitman.

Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A. C., Parmar, B. L., & de Colle, S. (2010). Stake-
holder Theory: The State of the Art. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511815768

Garas, S., & ElMassah, S. (2018). Corporate Governance and Corporate Social Responsi-

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

369 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2017-0004
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-11-2014-0133
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2009.43479262
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.00543.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/s23031151
https://doi.org/10.2307/258887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2018.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1002/tqem.3310080106
https://doi.org/10.1108/11766090610705399
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77622-4_3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aebj.2017.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511815768

M. Z. Hossain et al.

bility Disclosures. Critical Perspectives on International Business, 14, 2-26.
https://doi.org/10.1108/cpoib-10-2016-0042

Gardiner, L., Rubbens, C., & Bonfiglioli, E. (2003). Research: Big Business, Big Responsi-
bilities. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 3,
67-77. https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700310483451

Garriga, E., & Melé, D. (2004). Corporate Social Responsibility Theories: Mapping the
Territory. Journal of Business Ethics, 53, 51-71.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039399.90587.34

Gary, S. N. (2019). Best Interests in the Long Term: Fiduciary Duties and ESG Integra-
tion. University of Colorado Law Review, 90, 731-802.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3149856

Ghazali, N. A. (2007). Ownership Structure and Corporate Social Responsibility Disclo-
sure: Some Malaysian Evidence. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of
Business in Society, 7, 251-266. https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710756535

Giannarakis, G. (2014). Corporate Governance and Characteristic Financial Effects on the
Extent of Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure. Social Responsibility Journal, 10,
569-590. https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-02-2013-0008

Gill, A. (2008). Corporate Governance as Social Responsibility: A Research Agenda.
Berkley Journal of International Law, 26, 453-478.

Gilson, R. J. (2001). Globalizing Corporate Governance: Convergence of Form or Func-
tion. The American Journal of Comparative Law;, 49, 329-358.
https://doi.org/10.2307/840814

Gray, R., Owen, D., & Adams, C. (2009). Some Theories for Social Accounting? A Review
Essay and a Tentative Pedagogic Categorisation of Theorisations around Social Ac-
counting. In Sustainability, Environmental Performance and Disclosures (Vol. 4, pp.
1-54). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-3598(2010)0000004005

Guha, S. K., Samanta, N., Majumdar, A., Singh, M., & Bharadwaj, A. (2019). Evolution of
Corporate Governance in India and Its Impact on the Growth of the Financial Market:

An Empirical Analysis (1995-2014). Corporate Governance: The International Journal
of Business in Society, 19, 945-984. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2018-0255

Guthrie, J., Petty, R., & Ricceri, F. (2006). The Voluntary Reporting of Intellectual Capital:
Comparing Evidence from Hong Kong SAR and Australia. Journal of Intellectual Cap-
ital, 7,254-271. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930610661890

Harrison, J. S., & Bosse, D. A. (2013). How Much Is Too Much? The Limits to Generous
Treatment of Stakeholders. Business Horizons, 56, 313-322.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2013.01.014

Harrison, J. S., & Wicks, A. C. (2013). Stakeholder Theory, Value, and Firm Performance.
Business Ethics Quarterly, 23, 97-124. https://doi.org/10.5840/beq20132314

Hart, O., & Zingales, L. (2017). Companies Should Maximize Shareholder Welfare Not
Market Value. ECGI-Finance Working Paper 521.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3004794

Heacock, M. V., & McGee, G. W. (1987). Whistleblowing: An Ethical Issue in Organiza-
tional and Human Behavior. Business & Professional Ethics Journal, 6, 35-46.
https://doi.org/10.5840/bpej19876429

Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, M. S. (2012). Information Disclosure and Corporate Go-
vernance. The Journal of Finance, 67,195-233.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2011.01710.x

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

370 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.1108/cpoib-10-2016-0042
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700310483451
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039399.90587.34
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3149856
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710756535
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-02-2013-0008
https://doi.org/10.2307/840814
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-3598(2010)0000004005
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2018-0255
https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930610661890
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2013.01.014
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq20132314
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3004794
https://doi.org/10.5840/bpej19876429
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2011.01710.x

M. Z. Hossain et al.

Herr, H., & Nettekoven, Z. M. (2018). The Role of Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises
in Development: What Can Be Learned from the German Experience? Global Labour
University Working Paper No. 53.

Hill, C. W., & Jones, T. (1992). Stakeholder-Agency Theory. Journal of Management Stu-
dies, 29, 131-154. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x

Hong, B., Li, Z., & Minor, D. (2016). Corporate Governance and Executive Compensation
for Corporate Social Responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 136, 199-213.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2962-0

Horisch, J., Burritt, R. L., Christ, K. L., & Schaltegger, S. (2017). Legal Systems, Interna-
tionalization, and Corporate Sustainability. An Empirical Analysis of the Influence of
National and International Authorities. Corporate Governance: The International
Journal of Business in Society, 17, 861-875. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-08-2016-0169

Hossain, M. Z., Enam, F., & Hasan, M. R. (2016). The Role of Corporate Governance and
Corporate Social Responsibility Practices in Organizational Excellence: The Case of
Grameen Bank. Open Journal of Business and Management, 5, 119-130.
https://doi.org/10.4236/0jbm.2017.51011

Jackson, G., & Apostolakou, A. (2010). Corporate Social Responsibility in Western Eu-
rope: An Institutional Mirror or Substitute? Journal of Business Ethics, 94, 371-394.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0269-8

Jahansoozi, J. (2006). Organization-Stakeholder Relationships: Exploring Trust and
Transparency. Journal ofManagementDeve]opmem‘, 25,942-955.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621710610708577

Jamali, D. (2006). Insight into Triple Bottom-Line Integration from a Learning Organiza-
tion Perspective. Business Process Management Journal, 12, 809-821.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150610710945

Jamali, D. (2008). A Stakeholder Approach to Corporate Social Responsibility: Fresh In-
sights into Theory vs. Practice. Journal of Business Ethics, 82, 213-231.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9572-4

Jamali, D. (2014). CSR in Developing Countries through an Institutional Lens, Corporate
Social Responsibility, and Sustainability: Emerging Trends in Developing Economies
(Critical Studies on Corporate Responsibility, Governance, and Sustainability). Eme-
rald Group Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1108/52043-905920140000008005

Jones, P., Comfort, D., & Hillier, D. (2005). Corporate Social Responsibility and the
UX’.s Top Ten Retailers. International Journal of Retail and Distribution Manage-
ment, 33, 882-892. https://doi.org/10.1108/09590550510634611

Jones, T. M., & Felps, W. (2013). Stakeholder Happiness Enhancement: A Neo-Utilitarian
Objective for the Modern Corporation. Business Ethics Quarterly, 23, 349-379.
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201323325

Karpoff, J. M. (2021). On a Stakeholder Model of Corporate Governance. Financial Man-
agement, 50, 321-343. https://doi.org/10.1111/fima.12344

Kendall, N. (1999). Good Corporate Governance. Accountants Digest, Issue 40. The ICA
in England and Wales.

Khan, M. T., Al-Jabri, Q. M., & Saif, N. (2021). Dynamic Relationship between Corporate
Board Structure and Firm Performance: Evidence from Malaysia. International Journal
of Finance & Economics, 26, 644-661. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.1808

Klettner, A., Clarke, T., & Boersma, M. (2014). The Governance of Corporate Sustainabil-
ity: Empirical Insights into the Development, Leadership, and Implementation of Re-

sponsible Business Strategy. Journal of Business Ethics, 122, 145-165.
https://doi.org/10.1007/510551-013-1750-y

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

371 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2962-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-08-2016-0169
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2017.51011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0269-8
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621710610708577
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150610710945
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9572-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2043-905920140000008005
https://doi.org/10.1108/09590550510634611
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201323325
https://doi.org/10.1111/fima.12344
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.1808
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1750-y

M. Z. Hossain et al.

Kolk, A. (2008). Sustainability, Accountability, and Corporate Governance: Exploring
Multinationals’ Reporting Practices. Business Strategy and the Environment, 17, 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.511

KPMG (2024). KPMG International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2023.
KPMG International Cooperative.

Larcker, D., Richardson, S., & Tuna, I. (2007). Corporate Governance, Accounting
Outcomes, and Organizational Performance. The Accounting Review, 82, 963-1008.
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2007.82.4.963

Li, Z., Crook, J., Andreeva, G., & Tang, Y. (2021). Predicting the Risk of Financial Dis-
tress Using Corporate Governance Measures. Pacific-Basin Finance Journal, 68, Article
ID: 101334. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pacfin.2020.101334

Lin, C. H,, Yang, H. L., & Liou, D. Y. (2009). The Impact of Corporate Social Responsibil-
ity on Financial Performance: Evidence from Business in Taiwan Region. Technology
in Society, 31, 56-63. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2008.10.004

Linnenluecke, M. K., & Griffiths, A. (2010). Corporate Sustainability and Organizational
Culture. Journal of World Business, 45, 357-366.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2009.08.006

Lioui, A., & Sharma, Z. (2012). Environmental Corporate Social Responsibility and Fi-
nancial Performance: Disentangling Direct and Indirect Effects. Ecological Economics,
78, 100-111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.04.004

Lorsch, J. W., & Durante, K. (2013). McKinsey & Company. Harvard Business Review
Press (China Case Studies).

Lu, J., & Batten, J. (2023). The Implementation of OECD Corporate Governance Prin-
ciples in Post-Crisis Asia. In Australasian Perspectives on Corporate Citizenship (pp.
47-62). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351288729-6

Lu, W., Wang, W., & Lee, H. (2013). The Relationship between Corporate Social Respon-
sibility and Corporate Performance: Evidence from the U.S. Semiconductor Industry.
International Journal of Production Research, 51, 5683-5695.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2013.776186

Malik, M. F., Zaman, M., & Buckby, S. (2020). Enterprise Risk Management and Firm
Performance: Role of the Risk Committee. Journal of Contemporary Accounting &
Economics, 16, Article ID: 100178. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2019.100178

Malik, M. S., & Nawaz, M. K. (2018). The Role of Ethical Leadership in Whistleblowing
Intention among Bank Employees: Mediating Role of Psychological Safety. Review of
Integrative Business and Economics Research, 7, 238-252.

Mallin, C. (2007). Corporate Governance. Oxford University Press.

Mann, M., Byun, S. E., Kim, H., & Hoggle, K. (2014). Assessment of Leading Apparel
Specialty Retailers’ CSR Practices as Communicated on Corporate Websites: Problems
and Opportunities. Journal of Business Ethics, 122, 599-622.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1766-3

McConnell, P. J. (2013). Improving Risk Governance—A Proposal on Board Deci-
sion-Making. Journal of Risk and Governance, 2, 173-200.

Millon, D. (2012). Shareholder Social Responsibility. Seattle University Law Review, 36,
911-940.

Mohamad Taha, M. (2013). The Relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility
Disclosure and Corporate Governance Characteristics in Malaysian Public Listed
Companies. SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2276763

Morrison, H., Linda, J., & Paton, C. (2007). Corporate Governance in the Financial Ser-

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

372 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.511
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2007.82.4.963
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pacfin.2020.101334
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2008.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2009.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.04.004
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351288729-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2013.776186
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2019.100178
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1766-3
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2276763

M. Z. Hossain et al.

vices Sector. Corporate Governance, 7, 623-634.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710827202

Mrabure, K. O., & Abhulimhen-Iyoha, A. (2020). Corporate Governance and Protection
of Stakeholders Rights and Interests. Beijing Law Review, 11, 292-308.
https://doi.org/10.4236/blr.2020.111020

Muruviwa, A. T., Akpan, W., & Nekhwevha, F. H. (2020). Debating Stakeholder Reci-
procity: Understanding the Stakeholders’ Duties in Corporate Social Responsibility in a
Zim-Babwean Mining Town. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 22,
1787-1809. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-018-0263-3

Nerantzidis, M., & Tsamis, A. (2017). Going back to Go forward: On Studying the De-
terminants of Corporate Governance Disclosure. Corporate Governance: The Interna-
tional Journal of Business in Society, 17, 365-402.
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2016-0145

Nyukorong, R. (2014). Fostering Ethical Leadership in Organizations. European Journal
of Business and Management, 6, 56-63.

O’Kelley, C. R. (2013). The Evolution of the Modern Corporation: Corporate Governance
Reform in Context. University of Illlinois Law Review, 2013, 1001-1050.

O’Sullivan, N., & O’Dwyer, B. (2015). The Structuration of Issue-Based Fields: Social Ac-
countability, Social Movements and the Equator Principles Issue-Based Field. Ac-
counting, Organizations and Society, 43, 33-55.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.205.2015.03.008

OECD (1999). OECD Principles of Corporate Governance.

OECD (2004). The OECD Principles of Corporate Governance. Contaduria y Admini-
stracion, 216, 183-194. https://doi.org/10.22201/fca.24488410e.2005.562

Payne, S. L., & Calton, J. M. (2004). Exploring Research Potentials and Applications for
Multi-Stakeholder Learning Dialogues. Journal of Business Ethics, 55,71-78.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-1570-1

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2011). Creating Shared Value. Harvard Business Review,
89,62-77.

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2018). Creating Shared Value: How to Reinvent Capital-
ism—And Unleash a Wave of Innovation and Growth. In Managing Sustainable Busi-
ness: An Executive Education Case and Textbook (pp. 323-346). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-1144-7_16

Razek, M. A. (2014). The Association between Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure
and Corporate Governance. A Survey of Egypt. Research Journal of Finance and Ac-
counting, 5,93-98.

Rebeiz, K. S. (2023). The Evolutionary Journey of the American Corporation and Its Go-
vernance over Two Centuries. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of
Business in Society, 24, 743-763. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-06-2023-0249

Rehman, A., & Hashim, F. (2020). Is Corporate Governance Maturity Measurable?
Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 20, 601-619.
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2019-0220

Rindova, V. P. (1999). What Corporate Boards Have to Do with Strategy: A Cognitive
Perspective. Journal of Management Studies, 36, 953-975.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00165

Riyanto, Y., & Toolseman, L. (2007). Corporate Social Responsibility in a Corporate Go-
vernance Framework. Working Paper, National University of Singapore.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.987962

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

373 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710827202
https://doi.org/10.4236/blr.2020.111020
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-018-0263-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2016-0145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2015.03.008
https://doi.org/10.22201/fca.24488410e.2005.562
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-1570-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-1144-7_16
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-06-2023-0249
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2019-0220
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00165
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.987962

M. Z. Hossain et al.

Roe, M. J. (2003). Political Determinants of Corporate Governance: Political Context,
Corporate Impact. Oxford University Press.

Ronnegard, D., & Smith, N. C. (2018). Shareholder Primacy vs. Stakeholder Theory: The
Law as Constraint and Potential Enabler of Stakeholder Concerns. SSRN Electronic
Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3165992

Rossouw, G. J. (2008). Balancing Corporate and Social Interests: Corporate Governance
Theory and Practice. African Journal of Business Ethics, 3, 28-37.
https://doi.org/10.15249/3-1-72

Rottig, D. (2016). Institutions and Emerging Markets: Effects and Implications for Mul-
tinational Corporations. International Journal of Emerging Markets, 11, 2-17.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJoEM-12-2015-0248

Sarhan, A. A., & Al-Najjar, B. (2023). The Influence of Corporate Governance and
Shareholding Structure on Corporate Social Responsibility: The Key Role of Executive

Compensation. International Journal of Finance & Economics, 28, 4532-4556.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.2663

Schoneveld, G. C. (2020). Sustainable Business Models for Inclusive Growth: Towards a
Conceptual Foundation of Inclusive Business. Journal of Cleaner Production, 277, Ar-
ticle ID: 124062. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124062

Schouten, G., & Bitzer, V. (2015). The Emergence of Southern Standards in Agricultural
Value Chains: A New Trend in Sustainability Governance? Ecological Economics, 120,
175-184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.10.017

Sekerka, L. E. (2009). Organizational Ethics Education and Training: A Review of Best
Practices and Their Application. International Journal of Training and Development,
13,77-95. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2419.2009.00319.x

Sharma, A., Agrawal, R., & Khandelwal, U. (2019). Developing Ethical Leadership for
Business Organizations: A Conceptual Model of Its Antecedents and Consequences.
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 40, 712-734.
https://doi.org/10.1108/LOD]J-10-2018-0367

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (1997). A Survey of Corporate Governance. Journal of
Finance, 52, 737-783. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1997.tb04820.x

Smith, A. E. (2008). Bounded Volition: The Interaction of Social Determinism & Choice.
Doctoral Dissertation, State University of New York.

Spitz, K., Trudinger, J., & Orr, M. (2022). Environmental Social Governance: Managing
Risk and Expectations. CRC Press. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003134008

Srivastava, V., Das, N., & Pattanayak, J. K. (2018). Corporate Governance: Mapping the
Change. International Journal of Law and Management, 60, 19-33.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-11-2016-0100

Stanfield, J., & Carroll, M. (2004). Governance and the Legitimacy of Corporate Power: A
Path for Convergence of Heterodox Economics? Journal of Economic Issues, 38,
363-370. https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2004.11506695

Sternad, D., & Kennelly, J. J. (2017). The Sustainable Executive: Antecedents of Mana-
gerial Long-Term Orientation. Journal of Global Responsibility, 8, 179-195.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JGR-04-2017-0026

Stoelhorst, J. W., & Vishwanathan, P. (2024). Beyond Primacy: A Stakeholder Theory of
Corporate Governance. Academy ofManagement Review, 49, 107-134.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2020.0268

Stuebs, M., & Sun, L. (2015). Corporate Governance and Social Responsibility. /nterna-
tional Journal of Law and Management, 57, 38-52.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2014-0034

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

374 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3165992
https://doi.org/10.15249/3-1-72
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJoEM-12-2015-0248
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.2663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.10.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2419.2009.00319.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2018-0367
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1997.tb04820.x
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003134008
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-11-2016-0100
https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2004.11506695
https://doi.org/10.1108/JGR-04-2017-0026
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2020.0268
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-04-2014-0034

M. Z. Hossain et al.

Suchman, M. C. (1995). Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches.
Academy of Management Review, 20, 571-610. https://doi.org/10.2307/258788

Sudhakar, V. B. (2009). Little Black Book of Billionaire Secrets. Forbes.
https://www.forbes.com/2009/01/07/satyam-raju-governance-oped-cx_sb_0107balacha
ndran

Tang, L., Gallagher, C. C., & Bie, B. (2015). Corporate Social Responsibility Communica-
tion through Corporate Websites: A Comparison of Leading Corporations in the United
States and China. International Journal of Business Communication, 52, 205-227.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488414525443

Taquette, S. R., & Borges da Matta Souza, L. M. (2022). Ethical Dilemmas in Qualitative
Research: A Critical Literature Review. International Journal of Qualitative Methods,
21, 15 p. https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069221078731

Thomas, T., Schermerhorn]r, J. R., & Dienhart, J. W. (2004). Strategic Leadership of Eth-
ical Behavior in Business. Academy of Management Perspectives, 18, 56-66.
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2004.13837425

Thoms, J. C. (2008). Ethical Integrity in Leadership and Organizational Moral Culture.
Leadership, 4, 419-442. https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715008095189

Tschirhart, M., & Bielefeld, W. (2012). Managing Nonprofit Organizations. John Wiley &
Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119051626

Van den Berghe, L. A. A, & Baelden, T. (2003). Rebuilding Trust: A Challenge for Cor-
porate Governance and Audit. In L. Paape, et al. (Eds.), Internal/Operational Auditing:
Bijdragen aan Governance & Control (pp. 291-307). NIVRA.

Van den Berghe, L. A. A,, Levrau, A., & Van der Elst, C. (2002). Corporate Governance in
a Globalising World: Convergence or Divergence? A European Perspective. Kluwer
Academic Publishers. https://doi.org/10.1007/b109153

Vinita, R., Joe, U. C., & Lee, C. (2008). Corporate Governance Characteristics of Growth
Companies: An Empirical Study. Indian Journal of Corporate Governance, 4, 21-33.

Vinten, G. (2001). Shareholder versus Stakeholder—Is There a Governance Dilemma?
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 9, 36-47.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00224

Von Schnurbein, G., Seele, P., & Lock, I. (2016). Exclusive Corporate Philanthropy: Re-
thinking the Nexus of CSR and Corporate Philanthropy. Social Responsibility Journal,
12,280-294. https://doi.org/10.1108/SR]-10-2014-0149

Walls, J., Berrone, P., & Phan, P. (2012). Corporate Governance and Environmental Per-
formance: Is There Really a Link? Strategic Management Journal, 33, 885-913.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.1952

Wang, C., Zhang, S., Ullah, S., Ullah, R., & Ullah, F. (2021). Executive Compensation and
Corporate Performance of Energy Companies around the World. Energy Strategy Re-
views, 38, Article ID: 100749. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2021.100749

WBCSD (World et al. for Sustainable Development) (2001). The Business Case for Sus-
tainable Development: Making a Difference toward the Johannesburg Summit 2002
and Beyond. WBCSD.

Zhu, P. (2016). Digitizing Boardroom, the Multifaceted Aspects of Digital Ready Boards.
Book Bay.

DOI: 10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017

375 Journal of Financial Risk Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/jfrm.2024.132017
https://doi.org/10.2307/258788
https://www.forbes.com/2009/01/07/satyam-raju-governance-oped-cx_sb_0107balachandran
https://www.forbes.com/2009/01/07/satyam-raju-governance-oped-cx_sb_0107balachandran
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488414525443
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069221078731
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2004.13837425
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715008095189
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119051626
https://doi.org/10.1007/b109153
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00224
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-10-2014-0149
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.1952
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2021.100749

	Corporate Governance as a Global Phenomenon: Evolution, Theoretical Foundations, and Practical Implications
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. Introduction
	1.1. Research Objectives
	1.2. Methodology of Research

	2. Literature Review
	2.1. Corporate Governance
	2.2. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
	2.3. Pillars of Corporate Governance: Stakeholder Theory
	2.4. CSR Disclosures: Four-Fold Pyramid & Triple Bottom Line (TBL) Contribution
	2.5. Complementary Roles of C. G. & CSR: Legitimacy Theory

	3. Corporate Governance in Different Business Organizations
	3.1. Exemplifying Corporate Governance: Case Studies across Diverse Business Entities
	3.2. Unveiling Governance Dynamics: Catalysts for Organizational Performance and Sustainability

	4. Corporate Governance and Ethics
	4.1. Exploring the Ethical Nexus: Unraveling Corporate Governance’s Role in Ethical Decision-Making
	4.2. Fostering Ethical Excellence: The Crucial Role of Corporate Culture and Leadership
	4.2.1. Setting the Tone at the Top
	4.2.2. Establishing Clear Values and Standards
	4.2.3. Encouraging Open Communication and Transparency
	4.2.4. Providing Ethical Leadership Training and Development
	4.2.5. Rewarding and Recognizing Ethical Behavior
	4.2.6. Aligning Incentives with Ethical Goals


	5. Shareholder and Stakeholder Views of Corporate Governance
	5.1. Navigating the Interplay: Balancing Shareholder and Stakeholder Interests in Corporate Governance
	5.1.1. Shareholder Primacy vs. Stakeholder Theory
	5.1.2. Long-Term vs. Short-Term Orientation
	5.1.3. Strategic Decision-Making
	5.1.4. Importance of Dialogue and Engagement

	5.2. Shaping the Future: Corporate Governance and the Pursuit of Sustainable Value Creation for All Stakeholders
	5.2.1. Stakeholder Capitalism
	5.2.2. Integrated Reporting
	5.2.3. Shared Value Creation
	5.2.4. ESG Integration


	6. Reflective Analysis
	6.1. Reflective Insights: Implications for Practitioners, Policymakers, and Scholars in Corporate Governance
	6.2. Charting the Path Forward: Recommendations for Advancing Corporate Governance and Responsible Business Conduct

	7. Conclusion
	7.1. Driving Organizational Excellence: The Crucial Role of Corporate Governance
	7.2. Embracing the Journey: Unraveling the Dynamics of Corporate Governance in a Changing World

	Conflicts of Interest
	References

