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Corporate governance is a primary concern for both investors and managers. Within the corporate
governance literature there is a new stream of research that has to do with the use of the Internet for
investor relations (IR). However, this research has focused primarily on descriptive studies. The main
objective in this paper is to conduct an extensive literature review into a series of related factors
affecting the use of the internet for investor relations. In addition, some valuable propositions are
developed which can be tested in future studies.
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INTRODUCTION
As a research topic, corporate governance has received
great attention, especially after the financial disasters
exemplified by companies like Enron and Tyco
International. Case in point, Schleifer and Vishny (1997)
provide an extensive survey of corporate governance.
Within the corporate governance literature, agency costs
and problems associated with it are often considered a
major concern (Fama, 1980). The agency costs refer to
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the money that investors have to incur in assuring that
managers properly use their money. Investors and
managers sign contracts that specify how their funds will
be used and some control rights are established which
lead investors to make decisions in cases not fully
foreseen by the contract (Grossman and Hart, 1986).
The problem is that when there are too many investors,
some are not well informed to exercise these control
rights (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997). Ethical leadership and
integrity play a critical role in corporate governance
(Sullivan 2009). Carroll (2003) states that the current
environment of fraud and corruption have their roots on
the greed and dishonesty of many senior executives,
auditors and accountants. Corruption and lack of ethical
leadership cost organizations to reduced competition,
efficiency, innovation, investments, and employment,
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misallocating scarce resources, and lack of efficient
administration and policies (Sullivan 2009). It has been
argued that the responsibility of leaders is to provide
ethical leadership (Lewis, 2002). However, past
experience demonstrates that ethical leadership has
become a challenge in today’s world (Fulmer, 2004). In
the same token, Alewine (1998) argues that in order to
improve shareholder value, there is a need to
exert strong and credible leadership as well as to
communicate
steadily with shareholders and the
investment community. The
preceding literature
implies that ethical leaders must be willing to strongly
communicate and inform investors about the use of their
funds. This critical set of relationships between the firm
and its shareholders can be better managed by using a
tool known as Investor Relations (IR) (Hamid, 2005).
According to Marston and Straker (2001), investor
relations are the communication of information relating to
the firm to the financial community. Equally important,
the increasing use of the Internet has made this medium
ideal for investor relations’ purposes. In fact, there is an
abundance of financial and accounting research
regarding financial disclosure over the Internet. For
instance, Wertheim (2000) mentions that financial
disclosure on the Internet can help individual investors to
access the companies’ information. He also suggests
that going beyond the minimum amount of required
disclosure can generate considerable benefits for
companies’ stocks. Moreover, Chang et al.(2008) found
that firms with higher disclosure quality through their
investor relations activities have higher analyst following,
more active trading and more institutional shareholders.
In addition, according to Mahoney and Wessendorf
(1996), the Internet makes it easier to retrieve the
information by all interested groups to make well
informed and timely investment decisions. This attribute,
according to Pearce (1998), may reduce the information
advantages of institutional investors and information
intermediaries. To date, most of the available research
has focused primarily on describing how firms in different
countries use the Internet for financial reporting (Hamid,
2005; Gowthorpe and Amat, 1999).
The need for this financial information is the focus of this
paper. There is still very limited rigorous research which
links the use of the Internet for investor relations with
some important non-technological factors that may affect
it like culture, ethical leadership, and corporate
governance. Thus, the purpose and contribution of this
paper is to conduct an extensive literature review that
assesses the relationships among culture, ethical
leadership, corporate governance, the use of the Internet
for investor relations and agency costs. In addition,
some valuable propositions are developed which can be
tested in future research.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Tyco International, Enron, WorldCom, and most recently
the Madoff´s case are examples of financial scandals,
which have, encouraged research initiatives on
corporate governance and investor protection issues.
One of these streams of research has to do with investor
relations. According to Lev (1992), the continuous share
of information on the firm’s activities may help to
minimize investing uncertainty. Thus, investor relations
can be seen as a critical variable that can restore and
build shareholders’ confidence (Gruner, 2002) and a tool
to improve organization's performance in the stock
market, shareholder value, corporate reputation (Gibbins
et al,. 1990; Hoffman, Tutic, and Wies, 2011), investor
loyalty (Helm 2007; Hoffman et al. 2011) and mutually
beneficial long-term relationship (Tuominen, 1997;
Dolphin, 2004) through effectively and transparently
communicating financial and marketing information, and
securities law compliance among the company and
direct, indirect, current and potential partners (Marston
1996; Dolphin, 2004; Laskin, 2009; NIRI, 2011; Hoffman
et al., 2011). In fact, Allen (2002) argues that in the PostEnron era, investor relations vaults to the top of the
corporate agenda and suggests that proactive firms
have the chance to distinguish themselves and create a
competitive advantage.
Within the investor relations’ literature, there is a
relatively new area, which has focused on the use of the
Internet for financial disclosure. Before the Internet era,
banks and the buy-side analysts were two major ways
for shareholders to get information about the
organization (Claire, 2003). The literature shows that the
recognition and importance of Internet as a medium for
financial disclosure or financial reporting by
organizations has been growing (Wildstrom, 1997;
Claire, 2003). Internet allows originations to have better
investor relations by providing more transparent,
interactive, ubiquitous, and inclusive information flow
between the company and the other partners in the
investor community at the international level (Claire,
2003; Brønn, 2004; Capriotti and Moreno, 2007). For
example, Lymer (1997) and Deller (1997) studied the
use of the Internet for corporate reporting and for
investor relations. These studies used only firms from a
single country. In a similar study by Gowthorpe and
Amat (1999), the authors found that firms in Spain still
lag behind when compared with firms from other
countries in communicating with investors electronically.
In another study by Weber et al.(1999), it has been
reported that the use of the Internet for investor relations
in the U.S. is more common than in the U.K. and
Germany. In addition, Marston (2003) found that the
majority of the leading firms in Japan have an English

Eli et al, 013

website with full annual reports available. As cited by
Claire (2003), based on the study of Deller et al. (1999),
investor relationship through web sites in US companies
is more common and more comprehensive than UK and
German companies. Also, Pirchegger and Wagenhofer
(1999) found that the quality of Austrian websites
increased with firm size. A more recent work by Hamid
(2005) suggests that Malaysian companies are not
utilizing the full potential of the Internet for investor
relations’ purposes. Similarly, Khadaroo (2005) showed
that firms in Singapore are making better use of the
Internet for investor relations than Malaysian firms.
However, all of these preceding studies are primarily
descriptive. In contrast, more investigative research has
found substantial variation in the quality of the financial
reporting practices over the Internet (Ashbaugh et al.,
1999). Also, Fisher et al. (2004) suggest that there is
significant concern for the auditing profession in relation
to the presentation, context and content of the audit
report in a web-based environment. Internet has usually
been seen as a medium through which investors or
interested parties can get financial and marketing
information about the organizations (Hassink, Bollen,
and Steggink, 2007). However, there are some
drawbacks of using the Internet for as such a medium.
Two highly common reasons include the standardization
of data and asymmetric information. Generally, the
Internet sites are in one-way asymmetrical structure.
Organizations usually "push" information to the investors
(Gowthorpe, 2004; Hassink et al., 2007). On the other
hand, two-way symmetrical communication, which
allows investors to "pull" any information they require
(Gowthorpe, 2004; Hassink et al., 2007) is proven to
improve the long-term relationship between the company
and investors (Bishop, 2004; Hassink et al., 2007).
Organizations recognizing this fact tend to use the
Internet for communicating with their investors more
effectively. The fact that organizations have the
discretion on what to disclose on their web sites create
the problem of standardization (Von Westarp et al. 1999;
Khadaroo, 2005). Von Westarp et al. (1999) state that
organizations need to be cautious regarding the
"content, presentation, authenticity and integrity of the
data supplied" (p.1). Finally, Xiao and Jones (2002) have
predicted how the use of the Internet for financial
reporting will change in the future.
Thus, except for these few studies, the literature in this
area is dominated by descriptive studies that show an
increased use of Internet for financial disclosure.
However, there is a lack of rigorous research which links
the use of the Internet for investor relations with some
factors that may affect it, such as culture, ethical
leadership, corporate governance, and agency costs.
These attributes are captured in the following supporting
literature.

CULTURE AND ETHICAL LEADERSHIP
The concept of culture has been studied by several
scholars and usually examined under two categories:
organizational and national culture. Deshpande and
Webster (1989) and Desphande et al. (1993) define
organizational culture as "the pattern of shared values
and beliefs that help individuals understand
organizational functioning and thus provide them with
the norms for behavior in the organization" (p.4).
Organizational culture is related to organizational values
(Flamholtz, 2005) regarding "treatment of customers,
standards of performance, innovation, etc." (Flamholtz,
2001, p.269). On the other hand, Schein (1985)
identifies culture as the combination of behaviors, beliefs
and values, and underlying assumptions. While
behaviors, and beliefs and values can be impacted by
corporate culture to some degree, underlying
assumptions, which refers to "ways of perceiving,
thinking, and evaluating the world, self, and others"
(Schneider 1988, p.233) can be affected mainly by the
national culture (Laurent 1986; Schneider 1988).
National culture has deep impacts on subconsciousness; therefore, it is more natural and related
with human relationships (Hofstede, 1980; Schein, 1985;
Laurent 1983; Schneider 1988). Schneider (1988) states
that national culture is one of the main determinants of
the perception of timeliness, hierarchy, groups, attitudes
towards uncertainty and change, active or passive
oriented behaviors, perceptions of truth, etc. In this
study, we will examine the relationship between ethical
behavior and culture from the underlying assumptions
perception; therefore national culture rather than
corporate culture will be our focus. The term "culture" will
refer to national culture for the rest of the paper.
Previous literature has been recognized that culture
has a strong impact on leadership behavior and practice.
In this sense, Yukl (2006) states that:
“Cultural values and traditions can influence the
attitudes and behavior of managers in a number of
different ways. The values are likely to be internalized by
managers who grow up in a particular culture, and these
values will influence their attitudes and behavior in ways
that may not be conscious” (p. 431).
In addition, cross-cultural research has found
similarities and differences among countries regarding
how managers lead, behave and act (Hofstede, 2001;
Trompenaars, 1993). Moreover, House et al. (2004) led
the Globe Study of 62 Nations and found support for the
influence of culture on leadership. Also, according to the
Owens’ (1983) model of business ethics, the managers
and their decisions are affected by their ethical beliefs
and codes. Finally, Wines and Napier (1992) theorize
that culture may affect both ethics and attitudes, and
ultimately behavior.
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Within the literature that relates culture with ethical or
unethical behavior, there is an important amount of work,
which focuses on the relationship between culture and
corruption. The majority of available studies use
Hofstede’s (1980) research to measure culture (Getz
and Volkema, 2001; Husted, 1999). Thus, even though
many researchers complain about the validity of
Hofstede’s findings, it is the study that has been the
most frequently applied. In fact, according to Husted
(1999), a review of Hofstede’s work found that these
cultural dimensions had been mostly confirmed and
validated in several extensions and replications of their
study. Moreover, consensus finds that Hofstede’s
dimensions are a valid measure regarding culture.
To operationalize unethical behavior, we need a proxy
that has been used previously, and which reflects how
self-interest-seeking managers abuse of their privileged
position to act unethically and opportunistic. For this
purpose, the concept of corruption can be useful.
Even though some definitions of corruption are
restricted to situations where one of the parties is a
public official (LaPalombara, 1994), others allow for
corrupt practices among private parties as in the case of
commercial bribery (Coase, 1979). Moreover, Macrae
(1982) uses a definition which involves the use or abuse
of a privileged responsibility for private ends. Thus, in all
cases, this paper will use corruption as a proxy for
unethical behavior. With this parameter established, an
examination of the literature is necessary in order to
develop the first set of propositions. According to Gets
and Volkema (2001), countries that score high in power
distance and uncertainty avoidance may have higher
levels of corruption. Davis and Ruhe (2003) found that
power distance, collectivism and masculinity explain a
significant portion of variance in perceived corruption.
Robertson and Watson (2004) found that higher levels of
corruption were associated with uncertainty avoidance
and masculinity. Moreover, Sanyal (2005) found that
high power distance and high masculinity in a country
are associated with high levels of bribe taking. Likewise
and according to Husted (1999), uncertainty avoidance,
masculinity and power distance have a high correlation
with corruption.
All these findings have a theoretical rationale. For
example, according to Hofstede (1997, p. 28), power
distance refers to “the extent to which the less powerful
members of institutions and organizations within a
country expect and accept that power is distributed
unequally”. Moreover, Husted (1999, p. 343) argues that
in countries that score high in power distance there is a
strong “dependence of subordinates on their superiors in
the form of paternalism.” Husted (1999) also explained
that in this paternalistic system, decisions are not made
on the basis of merit or performance, but on the base of
subordinate loyalty to superiors. Thus, in these cultures,
if a superior is behaving unethically, the loyalty of his or
her subordinates may serve as a protection to uncover
these practices.

The individualism-collectivism dimension refers to the
extent a person’s decision-making is affected by
personal or group goals. Regarding this cultural
dimension, Getz and Volkema (2001) stated that, “in
collectivistic cultures there may be a network of friends
and family and an orientation toward creating lasting
relationships that would facilitate abnormal or illegal
transaction. Thus, public officials may be inclined to
accept bribes in exchange for favors to members of their
own social group” (p. 16). It is then expected that
collectivistic cultures will facilitate unethical practices.
According to Davis and Ruhe (2003), “Uncertainty
avoidance refers to the extent to which people in a
society feel threatened by ambiguous situations by
providing greater certainty and predictability” (p. 278). In
addition, they argue that societies that score high in
uncertainty avoidance have beliefs and norms such as
the belief that “experts and authorities are usually
correct” (p. 278), and that “conflict should be avoided” (p.
278). Hence, these societies have a high level of
anxiety, job stress and resistance to change; in these
societies structured order is preferred. Such bureaucratic
structures may encourage managers and officials to
behave unethically (Davis and Ruhe, 2003). Finally,
Rashid (1981) argues that bribery reduces uncertainty in
the contracting of utility services in egalitarian least
developed countries (LDC’s).
Masculinity is a cultural dimension that refers to values
such as assertiveness, materialism and lack of concern
for others (Davis and Ruhe, 2003). In societies that
score high in this dimension, it is very important to
achieve success and money. Accordingly, Weaver
(2001) suggests that in masculine cultures, there is a
high probability of potential corruption situations.
Thus, as a result of these findings, one concludes that
the following cultural dimensions are correlated with
unethical behavior: high power distance, high uncertainty
avoidance, high masculinity and low individualism.
Ethical leadership and corporate governance
Investor trust is a critical factor that managers should
build and maintain in order to receive enough investment
for their current and future projects (Goczol and
Scoubeau, 2003). According to Johnston (2003), leaders
should restore principles, ethics and values to rebuild
trust. In addition, Sullivan (2009) states that trust require
transparency, accountability, fairness, and responsibility.
To do so, leaders should promote ethical practices in
organizations (Yukl, 2006; p. 424). Unfortunately, some
powerful leaders use their authority to advance their own
careers and economic gain at the expense of
organization members and investors. To be ethical, the
leader must intend no harm and respect the rights of all
affected parties (Gini, 1998). Consequently, leaders
should and must set clear standards and guidelines for
dealing with ethical issues. For example, leaders should
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design and implement an ethical code of organizational
conduct. In this sense, Yukl (2006) states that “ethical
leaders do not foster distrust or play favorites to gain
more power or achieve personal objectives” (p. 437). On
the contrary, ethical leaders should set the foundation,
commit to institutionalize an ethic program, and lead by
example in order to build and disseminate an ethical
culture in the organization (Sullivan, 2009). The current
business environment of lack of corporate responsibility
is not only about failures of legal compliance, but more
important are about failures to do the right and ethical
thing (Arjoon, 2005).
According to Francis et al. (1996), ethical behavior has
important economic and non-economic advantages. The
authors mention that ethics give leadership to corporate
governance and ultimately may bring financial and
reputational benefits to firms. In addition, Verschoor
(2006) suggests that the ethics of the leaders play a
meaningful role in the way business gets done.
Moreover, McCarthy and Puffer (2002), Haniffa and
Cooke (2002) and Licht et al.(2001) found that corporate
governance practices reflect the country’s traditions,
values and culture. Mintz (2005) and Buck and Shahrim
(2005) argue that corporate governance systems
develop as a result of cultural underpinnings. According
to Sullivan (2009), “Corporate governance is increasingly
emerging not only as a tool that increases efficiency,
improves access to capital, and ensures sustainability —
it is also emerging as an effective anti-corruption
tool“(p.2). Finally, Dorroh (2003) argues that the lack of
ethics and integrity will slowly harm the whole enterprise.
Sullivan (2009) by citing Sir Adrian Cadbury from the
World Bank report states that "corporate governance is
concerned with holding the balance between economic
and social goals and between individual and communal
goals...the aim is to align as nearly as possible the
interests of individuals, corporations and society" (p.10).
Corporate governance deals with ways in which
investors assure themselves of getting a return on their
investment and on how investors control managers
(Schleifer and Vishny, 1997). Because investors
themselves are often too small (figuratively) and poorly
informed to exercise their control rights. Schleifer and
Vishny (1997) suggest that integrity based corporate
governance mechanisms should defend investors’
interests. In addition, according to Watson (2003),
effective ethical corporate governance particularly
assures shareholders that management will make good
decisions and prioritizes ownership’s fiduciary interests.
Overall, leadership affects organizational forms and
practices (House et al, 2001; Verschoor, 2006; Yukl,
2006). Given these implications, ethical leaders may
help promote and operationalize sound corporate
governance practices.

Corporate governance and the use of the internet for
investor relations
According to Yukl (2006), one of the criterions to
evaluate ethical leadership is the communication of all
relevant information about firm operations. Yukl (2006)
argues that the ethical leader “makes a complete and
timely disclosure of information about events, problems,
and actions” (p. 422). Hernandez and Conejo (2003)
argue that there is a global effort to support investor
confidence; and that the best way to achieve it is by
supplying
accurate
financial
information
and
transparency in business and corporate practices.
Hernandez and Conejo (2003), also assert that this
emphasis on transparency and business ethics is known
as corporate governance. Finally, Eng and Mak (2003),
Chau and Gray (2010) and Wang et al. (2008) found that
corporate governance affect voluntary disclosure.
When investors offer their money to finance firms, they
normally obtain property rights (La Porta et al., 2000; p.
6). Conversely, minority investors, as stated previously,
are often too small and poorly informed to exercise these
control rights (Schleifer and Vishny, 1997; p. 741).
These considerations and arguments imply that one way
by which good corporate governance can defend
investors is through information sharing. This effort
supports corporate governance, as one of the main
goals of effective investor relations. According to
Marston (1996), an investor relations effort is to provide
complete information to investors such that they can
make informed decisions. In fact, Lev (1992) argues that
voluntary information disclosure has considerable
potential for changing stakeholders’ perceptions of the
company and minimizing negative impacts on share
prices. Alewine (1998) supports Lev’s argument by
asserting that improved investor confidence and
shareholder
value
occurs
through
consistent
communication with shareholders and the investment
community.
Communication is the key element between company
and
its
stakeholders
in
investor
relations.
Communication needs to be effective and be built based
on detailed work and a robust strategy. Uusi-Rauva and
Nurkka (2010) outlines the strategies for effective
communication as: a) Morsing and Schultz (2006)
categorization of information, which refers to giving oneway information to other partners; response, which
refers to a two-way asymmetric communication where
company gives or pushes information to influence the
other partners; and involvement, which refers to a twoway symmetric communication in which both parties are
involved and companies adapts to the needs of their
investors; b) Morsing et al. (2008) stating the importance
of employees; and c) Nielsen and Thomsen (2009)
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approach stating that the communication should be build
based on the business strategy of the organization and
the needs of stakeholders.
Effective and two-way symmetrical communication is
essential for a long-term mutual beneficial relationship
that is the mile stone of investor relations (Grunig and
Grunig, 1992; Hoffman et al., 2011; Waters and
Lemanski, 2011). Internet can be used as a medium to
eliminate the asymmetrical communication and providing
more efficient information sharing as part of investor
relations (Gowthorpe, 2000, 2004; Capriotti and Moreno,
2007). Internet can serve various purposes (Capriotti
and Moreno, 2007) such as serving as an advertising
medium, a way to improve relationship with customers
and suppliers (Stuart and Jones, 2004), as "uncertaintyreducing information sources" (Sullivan, 1999, p.194 as
cited by Capriotti and Moreno, 2007), as a medium for
establishing strategic and flexible (both one-way and
two-way) communication with other parties (Clark, 2000;
Fjeld, and Molesworth, 2006; Capriotti and Moreno,
2007), reducing cost of traditional disclosure and
investor relations, and accessing much wider audiences
and potential investor (Khadaroo, 2005) even to
international targets (Heldenbergh and Scoubeau,
2005). Meanwhile, Internet can be used as a medium to
disclose more variety of information, therefore to
complement the annual reports, which is considered
as the most important tool that companies use for
communicating with their stakeholders (Striukova et al.,
2008; Guthrie et al., 2008; Orens et al., 2009; Branco et
al., 2011). For example, Branco et al. (2011) states that
companies in Portuguese give more importance to
disclose information through Internet than annual
reports.
In addition, Chiang (2005) argues that firms should
prioritize the improvement of information sharing to
attract investment. Therefore, according to Gruner
(2002), investor relations can be seen as a key factor to
restore investors’ confidence. In fact, Chang et al.(2006)
argue that disclosure via a successful investor relations
policy enables companies to attract institutional
investors, enhance market exposure, increase analyst
coverage,
reduce
information
asymmetry
and
experience smaller shocks.
As mentioned earlier, Internet can be used for different
purposes and one of the critical variables that determine
these differences in usage is the culture (Mooij and
Hofstede, 2002). Studies on Hofstede's culture
dimensions have been used extensively to reveal the
relationship between culture and technology including
Internet. Even if we have only represented the indirect
link between culture and Internet, there is several
researchers mention both direct and indirect impact of
culture on Internet and its use. For example, people in
high power distance cultures tend to be less innovative,
less eager to initiate and present original thinking /ideas,

less open to changes, less initiative to discuss or accept
new ideas and technologies (Herbig and Miller, 1991;
Gong, Li, and Stump, 2007) and more open to follow
directions and centralized control (Hofstede, 1997; De
Mooij and Hofstede, 2002). Therefore, adoption and
acceptance of Internet as well as general technology will
face more problems in cultures with high power distance
(De Mooij and Hofstede, 2002; La Ferle, Edwards, and
Yutaka, 2002; Hermeking, 2006; Gong et al., 2007).
Characteristics of low uncertainty avoidance cultures
such as openness to try new things, innovativeness, and
high tolerance to risk makes access and adoption of new
technologies and Internet easier and smoother in these
types of cultures (La Ferle et al., 2002; Hermeking,
2006; Gong et al., 2007). Internet will be more common
and accepted in the cultures of high individualism, in
which people feel more comfortable and free to try new
things, because of the democratic nature of the Internet
(La Ferle et al., 2002; De Mooij, 2004; Hermeking, 2006;
Gong et al., 2007). Finally, although the hypotheses and
findings did not match in several studies, the literature
states that in more masculine cultures, the adoption of
Internet will be much less than the feminine cultures (De
Mooij and Hofstede, 2002; Gong et al., 2007). In more
masculine cultures, people will work for getting
recognition and spend less time on leisure activities or
even in education (De Mooij and Hofstede, 2002).
However in feminine cultures, people will be more willing
to spend time for enjoying their lives and spend time on
Internet for personal reasons. In addition, the democratic
and less centralized structure of Internet will be accepted
by feminine cultures easier than masculine cultures (De
Mooij, 2004; Hermeking, 2006).
In summary, investor relations (IR) are a critical part of
corporate governance (Hamid, 2005). In this regard, the
increasing use of the Internet for global communication
has extended the role of this medium to become an
instrument for investor related communication (Gruner,
2002). This trend implies that the Internet can be
considered as a medium not only to increase
communication among shareholders and the firm, but
also as a tool that may enhance corporate governance
practices.
In fact, Kelton and Yang (2008) found that corporate
governance mechanisms influence a firm’s Internet
disclosure behavior. Byard and Weintrop (2006), and
Dimitropoulos and Asteriou (2010) have shown that the
quality of financial information is associated with the
quality of corporate governance.
These extensive literature review lead us to conclude
that factors such as culture, ethical leadership and
corporate governance will affect, individually or
combined, the use of the Internet for investor relations, a
development which support the following proposition:
P1: Culture, ethical leadership and corporate
governance may affect the use of the Internet for
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investor relations
Use of the internet for investor relations and agency
costs
According to Jensen and Meckling (1976), “an agency
relationship is defined as a contract under which one or
more persons (the principal) engage another person (the
agent) to perform some service on their behalf which
involves delegating some decision making authority to
the agent.” (p. 308). The agency contract will normally
specify what the manager will do with the investors’
money, and how the returns will be divided between the
manager and the investors. However, even though the
intention is to offer a very detailed and complete
contract, most future contingencies are almost
impossible to foresee (Schleifer and Vishny, 1997; p.
741). Because of these contingencies in designing the
contract, both the principal and the agent have to
allocate residual control rights (Schleifer and Vishny,
1997; p. 741).
Agency costs arise because some investors, especially
small investors, are too poorly informed even to exercise
their own control rights. As a result, managers end up
with significant control rights (discretion) over how to use
the investors’ money. This increase of discretion on the
managers’ side may favor managerial opportunism
(Schleifer and Vishny, 1997; p. 743). Such behavior can
be manifested in the form of fund misallocation or
expropriation.
Equally
important,
managerial
opportunism is in fact an agency problem, which may
reduce the amount of money that the principal is willing
to put in the firm (Grossman and Hart, 1986).
The resultant loss of confidence on the investors’ side
is a critical issue that managers face all the time.
Therefore, managers should find ways to increase
investors’ confidence. In this sense, Lev (1992) argues
that ongoing information sharing with shareholders
minimizes uncertainty among them. Also, Gruner (2002)
suggests that investor relations’ activities are an
essential factor in restoring investors’ confidence.
Moreover, agency theory implies that the role of
accounting information gathering and sharing is to
supervise managerial behavior to reduce agency costs
(Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Eisenhardt (1989)
supports this view and proposes that, “when the principal
has information to verify agent behavior, the agent is
more likely to behave in the interests of the principal” (p.
60). In addition, Eisenhardt (1989) argues that in the
case of unobservable behavior, the investors can
discover the managers’ behavior by investing in
information systems such as reporting procedures.
According to Kuperman (2001), the Internet has a
significant impact on IR practices and can substantially
change how a firm communicates with investors. The
increasing use of the Internet for investor relations can

help contain agency costs by reducing the information
asymmetry that exists between investors and managers
(Chang et al. 2006; Chang et al. 2008). Investors can
benefit from Internet in order to access to timely and
accurate information about the company. Unlike in
traditional communication channels, investor relations
can be accomplished through two-way symmetrical
communication
over
Internet.
Symmetrical
communication over Internet is different from traditional
asymmetric communication in the following ways
(Hassink et al., 2007): a) symmetric communication
begins with the request of information to the company by
the investor; b) symmetric communication is ideally
timely and this timeliness is measured with the response
time to the request of information; c) the report, which is
prepared as a response to the investors is based on
unique preferences or questions of the investors rather
than a fixed-structure report such as generic annual
reports. An embedded feedback loop can also improve
the efficiency of two-way communication (Grunig and
Grunig, 1992; Waters and Lemanski, 2011). This type of
symmetric communication with stakeholders help
companies to have better understanding of what the
investors really want and need as well as establishing
more stable long-term relationships (Hassink et al.,
2007). Case in point, Deller et al.(1999) argue that the
Internet will help to reduce the information asymmetry
advantages normally enjoyed by institutional investors.
Furthermore, Gunther and Otterbein (1996; 394, as cited
by Deller et al. 1999) state, “from a principal-agent
theoretical viewpoint, investor relations activities may
lead to a reduction of agency costs by reducing
information asymmetry between principals and agents”
(p. 352). Moreover, Gowthorpe (2004) mentions,
“Internet reporting offers the potential to eliminate at
least some elements of asymmetry” (p. 285). Finally,
Cormier et al. (2010) found that this voluntary disclosure
reduces information asymmetry between managers and
investors. In addition, the benefits of using Internet and a
detailed web site have been well recognized in
academia, studies reveal that in some cases
organizations are not able to fully benefit from the
Internet. According to Hassink et al. (2007) it may be too
early to expect every stakeholder take full benefit of
Internet because of the difficulty in breaking the current
long-lasting structure of traditional reporting, being
companies afraid of losing the dominant role in
communicating with stakeholders, and privacy concerns.
Deciding how to communicate with stakeholders and
how much information to post on web site is a difficult
task and is part of strategic decision and these decisions
should be based on the decision of “how involved they
want external stakeholders to be with organizational
actions and decisions” (Waters and Lemanski, 2011,
p.163 by citing Kent et al. (2003)). These assertions and
observations support the following proposition:
P2: The use of the Internet for investor relations may
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affect agency costs
Implications, limitations and future research
This literature review is a preliminary attempt to link the
use of the Internet for investor relations to some other
key influential non-technological variables. These same
moderators may also impact the use of this technology
for financial disclosure purposes. Consequently, the
scope of this paper does not include a comprehensive
review of the key factors that may facilitate or impede
the use of the Internet for investor relations. For
example, it is a logical assumption that culture may also
influence the usage of the Internet technology.
Additionally, this paper does not intend to be all inclusive
of the critical factors that may affect ethical leadership,
corporate governance or agency costs.
Despite these limitations, this literature review is a
good starting point to expand upon this stream of
research. And to address the preceding limitations,
future research should further expand the scope of this
review. Besides, additional work needs to be done to
operationalize the proposed constructs as well as to
develop instruments for empirical testing. Furthermore,
more emphasis should be placed on definition and
explication of the main non-technological determinants
of the use of the Internet for investor relations (IR).
Similarly, another interesting area of research may be to
empirically test if the financial disclosure over the
Internet is being accurate, complete and updated.
The practical implications are conjectures until the
research propositions are tested. However, the proposed
relationships are both logical and supported by existing
theory. Therefore, several research and practical
implications can be drawn from this study. For
managers, this review provides a useful guide for
decision-making. For instance, investors can use it as
one of their financial allocation decision tools, especially
if these investors prefer to put their money in foreign
markets. For governments, the review may also be a
useful tool that serves as a reference to enforce the laws
that protect investor’s interests. Finally, for a board of
directors of any company that invests abroad and wishes
to hire foreign executives, this study may give some
insights about necessary ethical conduct, and most
importantly, to predict if the individuals are willing to
share financial information with the public.
This paper contributes to research progress by giving
an initial step for building theory on a stream that has
been dominated by descriptive studies. The previous
lack of rigorous work has impeded progress in this
research field. Therefore, this extensive review will serve
as a building block to further develop relevant literature
and theory.

CONCLUSION
The objective of this study is to conduct an exploratory
literature review, which helps identify some of the nontechnological factors that may affect the use of the
Internet for investor relations (IR). More specifically, the
focus is on how culture, ethical leadership and corporate
governance affect the use of the Internet for investor
relations (IR), as well as on how this variable impact
agency costs. Hence, the theoretical rationale and
companion propositions, give some insights on these
questions.
It has been argued that information sharing between
the firm and its shareholders may contribute to increase
shareholder value (Alewine, 1998). However, the recent
ethical and financial scandals have caused an
environment that demands the use of practices that help
increase investor’s trust (Corbett, 2004). As a result,
there has been a call for reform in corporate
governance, focused on increasing ethical practices that
delivers benefits to each organizational stakeholder
(Watson, 2003).
Gruner (2002) argues that investor relation activities
are critical to increase investor’s trust and confidence.
This assertion implies that corporate governance
reforms should promote the use of investor relations in
order to reduce investor’s uncertainty. Lev (1992) argues
that ongoing information to shareholders minimizes
uncertainty among them. Thus, investor relations should
focus on information sharing and financial disclosure.
According to Gruner (2002), the increasing use of the
Internet for global communication has extended the role
of this medium to become an instrument for investor
related communication.
As shown in this study, the Internet can be a useful
tool to help firms enhance its financial information
sharing as well as to improve shareholder’s confidence.
In this regard, some factors like culture, ethical
leadership and corporate governance play a critical role
to use this medium as an investor’s communication tool.
Moreover, if firms decide to act unethically and not
share information with shareholders, this may cause
several consequences. According to Dorroh (2003), this
lack of ethics and integrity will slowly harm the whole
enterprise. As Grossman and Hart (1986) mention, the
firm will be harmed because investors will reduce the
amount of money they are willing to put on it due to
agency problems. These agency problems may
ultimately increase agency costs because shareholders
will be forced to increase the investment to monitor
managers’ behavior (Eisenhardt, 1989).
The main contribution of this paper is that it presents
an extensive literature review which allows assessing
the cost effectiveness of investor relations: specifically,
for costs related to agency problems.
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Most of the literature that deals with the use of the
Internet for investor relations (IR) is mainly descriptive.
This lack of rigorous studies may impede the
development of this stream of research. Hence, to help
develop this research area, this study provides some
interesting building blocks that may serve as a guide for
future research.
REFERENCES
Alewine B (1998). Four ways to improve shareholder value: Improving
financial performance, communicating, leadership, and change, Vital
Speeches of the Day. 64(6): 189–192.
Allen C (2002). Building mountains in a flat landscape: investor
relations in the post-Enron era, Corporate Communications: An
International Journal. 7(4):206-211.
Arjoon S (2005). Corporate Governance: An Ethical Perspective.
Journal of Business Ethics, (61): 343-352.
Ashbaugh H, Johnstone K, Warfield T (1999). Corporate reporting on
the Internet, Accounting Horizons. 13(3):241-257.
Bishop B (2004). Theory and Practice Converge: A Proposed Set of
Corporate Communications Principles, Corporate Communications:
An Int J.11(3): 214-231.
Branco MC, Delgado C, Souga C, Sa M (2011). Intellectual Capital
Disclosure Media in Portugal. Corporate Communications: An
International J. 16(1):38-52.
Brennan N, Kelly S (2000). Use of the Internet by Irish companies for
investor relations purposes, Accountancy Ireland, August. 23-35.
Brønn P (2004). Corporate Governance: Is Your Communication
Hurting You?, Journal of Communication Management. 9(2):106-7.
Buck T, Shahrim A (2005). The translation of corporate governance
changes across national cultures: The case of Germany. Journal of
International Business Studies, 36: 42-61.
Byard D, Li Y, Weintrop J (2006). Corporate governance and the
quality of financial analysts’ information. Journal of Accounting and
Public Policy. 25 (5):609-625.
Capriotti P, Moreno A (2007). Communicating Corporate Responsibility
through Corporate Web Sites in Spain. Corporate Communications:
An International J.12(3): 221-237.
Carroll A (2003). Business ethics in the current environment of fraud
and corruption, Vital Speeches of the Day. 69(17):529.
Chang M, Wee M, Watson I, D’Anna G (2006). Do Investor Relations
affect Information Asymmetry? Evidence from Australia. Working
Paper, Available at SSRN: http://ssm,com/abstract=947191.
Chang M, D’Anna G, Watson I, Wee M (2008). Does Disclosure
Quality via Investor Relations affect Information Asymmetry?.
Australian Journal of Management. 33(2): 375-390.
Chau G, Gray S (2010). Family ownership, board independence and
voluntary disclosure: Evidence from Hong Kong, Journal of
International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation.19 (2): 93-109.
Chiang H (2005). Analyst’s financial forecast accuracy and information
transparency, Journal of American Academy of Business,
Cambridge. 7(2):164-167.
Claire M (2003). Financial Reporting on the Internet by Leading
Japanese Companies. Corporate Communications. 8(1):23-34.
Clark A (2000). They’re Talking about You: Some Thoughts about
Managing Online Commentary Affecting Corporate Reputation, J
Communication Management. 5(3):262-76.
Coase R (1979). Payola in radio and television broadcasting, Journal
of Law and Economics, 22: 269-328.
Corbett A (2004). Excellence in Canada: Healthy Organizations –
Achieve results by acting Responsibly, Journal of Business Ethics.
55(2):125-133.
Cormier D, Ledoux M, Magnan M, Aerts W (2010). Corporate
governance and information asymmetry between managers and
investors, Corporate Governance. 10(5):574-589.
Davis J, Ruhe J (2003). Perceptions of country corruption:
Antecedents and Outcomes, Journal of Business Ethics. 43 (4):275288.

Deller D, Stubenrath M, Weber C (1999). A survey on the use of the
Internet for investor relations in the USA, UK and Germany, The
European Accounting Review. 8(2): 351-364.
de Mooij, MK (2004). Consumer Behavior and Culture: Consequences
for Global Marketing and Advertising. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
de Mooij M, Hofstede G (2002). Convergence and Divergence in
Consumer Behavior: Implications for International Retailing. Journal
of Retailing. 78:.61–69.
Deshpandé R, Webster FE Jr. (1989). Organizational Culture and
Marketing: Defining the Research Agenda, Journal of Marketing.
53:3-15.
Deshpandé R, Farley JU, Webster FE Jr (1993). Corporate Culture,
Customer Orientation, and Innovativeness in Japanese Firms: A
Quadrad Analysis, Journal of Marketing. 57(1):23-37.
Dimitropoulos P, Asteriou D (2010). The effect of board composition
on the informativeness and quality of annual earnings: Empirical
evidence from Greece, Research in International Business and
Finance. 24 (2):190-205.
Dolphin R (2004). The Strategic Role of Investor Relations. Corporate
Communications: An International J. 9(1):25-42.
Dorroh J (2003). Profiting from trust, Business Mexico, September 1,
41.
Eng L and Mak Y (2003). Corporate Governance and voluntary
disclosure, Journal of Accounting and Public Policy. 22(4):325-345.
Eisenhardt K (1989). Agency Theory: An Assessment and Review,
Academy of Managerial Review. 14 (1):57-74.
Fama E (1980). Agency problems and the theory of the firm, J. Political
Economy, 88, pp. 288–307.
Fisher R, Oyelere P, Laswad F (2004). Corporate reporting on the
Internet: Audit issues and content analysis of practices, Managerial
Auditing Journal. 19(3):412-439.
Fjeld K, Molesworth M (2006). PR Practitioners’ Experiences of, and
Attitudes Towards, the Internet’s Contribution to External Crisis
Communication. Corporate Communications: An International J.
11(4):391-405.
Francis R, Elliot R (1996). Corporate governance and ethics: An
update, The Practicing Manager, 42.
Fulmer R (2004). The challenge of Ethical Leadership, Organizational
Dynamics. 33(3):307–317.
Getz K, Volkema R (2001). Culture, perceived corruption, and
economics, Business and Society 40(1):7-30.
Gibbins M, Richardson A, Waterhouse J (1990). The Management of
Corporate Financial Disclosure: Opportunism, Ritualism, Policies
and Processes, J Acct. Research, 28:121-43.
Gini A (1998). Moral leadership and business ethics. In J.B. Ciulla
(Ed), Ethics, the heart of leadership. Westport, CT: Greenwood
Publishing.
Goczol J, Scoubeau C (2003). Corporate Communication and Strategy
in the Field of Projects. Corporate Communications: An International
Journal. 8(1):60-66.
Gong W, Li ZG, Stump RL (2007). Global Internet Use and Access:
Cultural Considerations. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and
Logistics. 19(1):57-74.
Gowthorpe C (2004). Asymmetrical dialogue? Corporate financial
reporting via the Internet, Corporate Communications. 9(4):283-293.
Gowthorpe C (2000). Corporate Reporting on the Internet: Developing
Opportunities for Research. The Journal of Applied Accounting
Research. 5(8):2-28.
Gowthorpe C, Amat O (1999). External reporting of accounting and
financial information via the Internet in Spain, The European
Accounting Review. 8(2):365-371.
Grossman S, Hart O (1986). The costs and benefits of ownership: a
Theory of vertical and lateral integration, J Political Economy.
94:691–719.
Gruner R (2002). Corporate disclosure: the key to restoring investor
confidence, Strategic Investor Relations. 2(2):12-15.
Grunig JE, Grunig LA (1992). Models of Pub. Relations and Comm., in
Grunig, J.E. (Ed.), Excellence in Public Relations and
Communication Management, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Hillsdale, NJ. 285-326.
Guthrie J, Ward L, Cuganesan S (2008). Intellectual Capital Reporting
Media in an Australian Industry, International Journal of Learning and

020. Glo. Adv. Res. J. Manag. Bus. Stud.

Intellectual Capital. 5(1):48-62.
Hamid FZ (2005). Malaysian companies’ use of the Internet for
investor relations, Corporate Governance. 5(1):5-14.
Haniffa R, Cooke T (2002). Culture, Corporate Governance and
Disclosure in Malaysian Corporations, Abacus. 38(3):317-349.
Hassink H, Bollen L, Stegging M (2007). Symmetrical versus
Asymmetrical Company-Investor Communications via the Internet.
Corporate Communications: An International J. 12(2)145-160.
Heldenbergh
A, Scoubeau C (2005). The Role of Financial
Communication in Public Share Issues: An Analysis of the Belgian
Experience. Corporate Communications: An International J.
10(3):189-200.
Flamholtz E (2001). Corporate Culture and the Bottom Line, European
Management J. 19(3)268–275.
Flamholtz E (2005). Conceptualizing and Measuring the Economic
Value of Human Capital of the Third Kind Corporate Culture, Journal
of Human Resource Costing & Accounting. 9(2):78-93.
Helm S (2007). The Role of Corporate Reputation in Determining
Investor Satisfaction and Loyalty, Corporate Reputation Review.
10(1):22-37.
Herbig PA, Miller JC (1991). The Effect of Culture upon
Innovativeness: A Comparison of United States and Japan Sourcing
Capabilities, Journal of International Consumer Marketing, 3(3):7-53.
Hermeking M (2006). Culture and Internet Consumption: Contributions
from Cross-Cultural Marketing and Advertising Research. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication. 11:192-216.
Hernandez P, Conejo J (2003). Mexico takes on corporate governance
challenge, International Financial Review Law, London, pg. 1.
Hoffman AOI, Tutic A, Wies S (2011). The Role of Educational
Diversity in Investor Relations. Corporate Communications: An
International J. 16(4):311-327.
Hofstede G (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values,
behaviors, institutions, and organizations across nations. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.
Hofstede G (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differences
in work-related values. London: Sage.
Hofstede G (1997). Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind.
New York, NY: Mc Graw Hill.
House R, Hanges P, Javidan M, Dorfman P, Gupta V (2004).
Leadership, culture, and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62
societies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
House R, Javidan M, Dorfman P (2001). Project GLOBE: An
Introduction, Applied Psychology: An International Review.
50(4):489-505.
Husted, B. (1999). Wealth, Culture, and Corruption, Journal of
International Business Studies. 30:(2):339-360.
Jensen M, Meckling W (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial
behavior, agency costs and ownership structure, Journal of
Financial Economics. 3:305-360.
Johnston D (2003). Building trust, Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development. The OECD Observer no. 240/241:3.
Kelton A,Yang Y (2008). The impact of corporate governance on
Internet
financial reporting, Journal of Accounting and Public Policy. 27(1):6287.
Kent ML, Taylor M, White WJ (2003). The Relationship between Web
Site Design and Organizational Responsiveness to Stakeholders,
Public Relations Review. 29:63-77.
Khadaroo M (2005). Business reporting on the Internet in Malaysia and
Singapore: A comparative study, Corporate Communications.
10(1):58-68.
Kuperman J (2001). The impact of the Internet on the investor relations
activities of firms, Journal of Communication Management. 5(2):
147-159.
Laurent A (1983). The Cultural Diversity of Western Conceptions of
Management, International Studies of management and
Organizations, Vol.13, Iss.1-2, p. 75-96.
Laurent A. (1986). The Cross-Cultural Puzzle of International Human
Resource Management, Human Resource Management. Vol.25,
Iss.1, p. 91-102.

La Ferle C, Edwards SM, Yutaka M (2002). Internet Diffusion in Japan:
Cultural Considerations. Journal of Advertising Research, Vol.42,
Iss.2, pp.65–79.
La Palombara J (1994). Structural and institutional aspects of
corruption, Social Research, 61(2): 325-350.
LaPorta R, Lopez-de-Silanes F, Shleifer A, Vishny R (2000). Investor
protection and corporate governance, Journal of Financial Economics.
58:3-27.
Laskin A (2009), “A descriptive account of the investor relations
profession”, Journal of Business Communication. 46(2):208.
Lev B (1992). Information disclosure strategy, California Management
Review, summer, pp. 9–32.
Lewis K (2002). The responsibility of the CEO: Providing ethical and
moral leadership, Vital Speeches of the Day. 69(1): 6-9.
Licht A, Goldschmidt C,Schwartz S (2001). Culture, Law, and Finance:
Cultural Dimensions of Corporate Governance Laws, Working
Paper, available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=267190 or
doi.10.2139/ssrn.267190.
Lymer A (1997). The use of Internet in company reporting: a survey
and commentary on the use of the WWW in corporate reporting in
UK, paper presented at the 1997 BAA National Conference,
Birmingham, 21-25 March.
Macrae J (1982). Underdevelopment and the economics of corruption:
A game theory approach, World Dev. 10(8):677-687.
Mahoney W, Wessendorf C (1996). How to get investors online,
Financial Executive, 12: 41–43.
Marston, C. (2003). Financial reporting on the Internet by leading
Japanese firms, Corporate Communications: An International
Journal, vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 477-488.
Marston C, Straker M (2001). Investor Relations: a European survey,
Corporate Communications: An International J. 6(2):82-93.
Marston C (1996). The organization of investor relations function by
large UK-quoted companies, Omega: International Journal of
Management Science. 24(4):477-488.
McCarthy D, Puffer S (2002). Corporate Governance in Russia:
towards a European, US, or Russian Model?, European
Management J. 20(6): 630-640.
Mintz S (2005). Corporate Governance in an International Context:
legal systems, financing patterns and cultural variables, Corporate
Governance: An International Review. 13(5):582-597.
Morsing M, Schultz M (2006). Corporate Social Responsibility
Communication:
Stakeholder
Information,
Response
and
Involvement Strategies, Business Ethics: A European Review.
15(4):323-38.
Morsing M, Schultz M, Nielsen KU (2008). The “Catch 22” of
Communicating CSR: Findings from a Danish Study. Journal of
Marketing Communications. 14(2): 97-111.
Nielsen AE, Thomsen C (2009). Investigating CSR Communication in
SMEs: A Case Study among Danish Middle Managers, Business
Ethics: A European Review. 18(1):83-93.
NIRI (2011), National Investor Relations Institute, available at:
www.niri.org/FunctionalMenu/About.aspx (accessed on December
27th, 2011).
Orens R, Aerts W, Lybaert N (2009). Intellectual Capital Disclosure,
Cost of Finance and Firm Value, Management Decision.
47(10):1536-1554.
Owens J (1983). Business Ethics in the College Classroom, J
Business Education (April). 258-262.
Pirchegger B, Wagenhofer A (1999). Financial information on the
Internet: a survey of the homepages of Austrian companies,
European Accounting Review. 8(2):383-395.
Robertson C, Watson A (2004). Corruption and Change: The impact of
foreign direct investment, Strategic Management J. 25(4):385+
Sanyal R (2005). Determinants of Bribery in International Business:
The Cultural and Economic Factors, Journal of Business Ethics.
59(1):139-145.
Schein EH (1985). Organizational Culture and Leadership. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Schneider SC (1988). National vs. Corporate Culture: Implications for
Human Resource Management, Human Resource Management.

Eli et al, 021

27(2):231-246.
Shleifer A, Vishny R (1997). A Survey of Corporate Governance, J.
Finance. LII (2): 737–783.
Striukova L, Unerman J, Guthrie J (2008). Corporate Reporting of
Intellectual Capital: Evidence from UK Companies, British
Accounting Review. 40(4):297-313.
Stuart H, Jones C (2004). Corporate Branding in Marketspace,
Corporate Reputation Review. 7(1):84-98.
Sullivan J (1999). What are the Functions of Corporate Home Pages?,
Journal of World Business. 34(2),:193-210.
Sullivan JD (2009). The Moral Compass of Companies: Business
Ethics and Corporate Governance as Anti-Corruption Tools. Global
Corporate Governance Forum, Focus 7.
Tuominen P (1997). Investor Relations: A Nordic School Approach.
Corporate Communications: An International J. 2(1):46-55.
Uusi-Rauva C, Nurkka J (2010). Effective Internal EnvironmentRelated Communication: An Employee Perspective. Corporate
Communications: An International J. 15(3):299-314.
Vershoor C (2003). Strong ethics is a critical quality of leadership,
Strategic Finance. 87(7):19-20.
von Westarp F, Stubenrath M, Ordelheide D, Buzmann P, Konig W
(1999). Internet-Based Corporate Reporting - Filling the
Standardization Gap. Proceedings of the 32nd Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences, Maui, HI, January.
Wang K, Sewon O, Claiborne M (2008). Determinants and
consequences of voluntary disclosure in an emerging market:
Evidence from China, Journal of International Accounting, Auditing
and Taxation. 17(1):14-30.

Waters RD, Lemanski JL (2011). Revisiting Strategic Communication’s
Past to Understand the Present: Examining the Direction and Nature
of Communication on Fortune 500 and Philanthropy 400 Web Sites.
Corporate Communications: An International J. 16(2):150-169.
Watson G (2003). Corporate Governance: Quality at the Top, Quality
Congress. ASQ’s … Annual Quality Congress Proceedings. 57:123137.
Weaver G (2001). Ethics Programs in Global Business: Culture’s Role
in Managing Ethics, Journal of Business Ethics. 30:3-15.
Wertheim R (2000). Disclosure in Internet times, Executive Speeches,
April. 1: 18– 22.
Wildstrom, S.H. (1997). Surfing for Annual Reports. Business Week.
14 April.
Wines W, Napier N (1992). Toward and understanding of cross-cultural
ethics: A Tentative Model, Journal of Business Ethics. 11(11):831841.
Xiao Z, Jones M, Lymer A (2002). Immediate trends in Internet
reporting, The European Accounting Review. 11(2):245-272.
Yukl G (2006). Leadership in organizations, 6th edition, Pearson
Prentice Hall.

