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Abstract: There is an increasing trend in bribery practices among employees (corporate bribery),
especially from emerging economies, where developed countries, including the USA, have enormous
interests in various aspects of local and international trade. Therefore, this study aims to examine
the influence of organisations’ culture and outcome orientation, as well as the stability culture
dimensions of Organisation Culture Profile (OCP), in order to combat corporate bribery practices, as
an aspect of corporate sustainability practices, and their subsequent impact on both organisational
financial and non-financial performance. The study surveyed mid-to-top level managers of a total of
201 organisations from Bangladesh. The survey data were used to develop a structural equation model
(SEM) by utilising the AMOS (26th version) software, and thus tested the developed hypotheses on
the study variables. The findings provide evidence of the positive influence of the two dimensions
(outcome orientation and stability) of organisations’ culture in combating bribery practices within
organisations. The findings highlight the positive impact of combating bribery practices on both
organisations’ financial and non-financial performance. Our empirical findings contribute to the
existing limited bribery-related corporate sustainability literature, with the goal of achieving suitable
organisation culture in order to minimise unethical business practices, specifically bribery practices.
The findings provide practical implications for practitioners and policymakers due to the discovery
of the importance of having congenial corporate culture, in order to promote and enhance corporate
sustainability practices by reducing the likelihood of poor practices by employees, i.e., taking or
offering bribes to business partners.

Keywords: organisation culture; corporate sustainability; combating bribery; financial performance;
non-financial performance; emerging economy

1. Introduction

Organisations in the twenty-first century are under tremendous pressure from various
stakeholders to operate and run organisations in a sustainable manner so that the interests of
organisations’ stakeholders are preserved without harming the interests of future stakehold-
ers [1–3]. Although corporate sustainability is now being treated by many organisations,
especially those from developed countries, as a strategic priority, its practice, especially
from the ethical business practice perspective, is less likely to be observed by companies
in developing and underdeveloped countries. More specifically, there is an increasing
trend of unethical business practices, such as taking and/or offering bribes and small

Sustainability 2023, 15, 6557. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15086557 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

https://doi.org/10.3390/su15086557
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15086557
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6073-8670
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15086557
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su15086557?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2023, 15, 6557 2 of 16

felicitations for business operations by employees in developing and under-developed
countries, such as Bangladesh, SriLanka and Pakistan [4–7]. According to the 2022 Corrup-
tion Perceptions Index (CPI), more than two thirds of 180 countries across the globe failed
to prevent corruption, while Bangladesh has been ranked 147th out of the 180 countries [8].
More specifically, bribery is a common practice for businesses in Bangladesh, especially
in utilities, tax payments and external trades [9]. Similarly, according to the 2022 TRACE
Bribery Risk Matrix, which measures business bribery risk in 194 jurisdictions, Bangladesh
has been ranked 153rd out of 194 countries across the world, with a high-risk score of
64 [10]. Consequently, overall sustainable business practices seem poor across the world,
and in Bangladesh in particular. Although the existing sustainability literature has paid
relatively more attention to the different aspects of sustainability practices, such as the
environmental and economic aspects, less attention has been paid to the bribery aspect of
sustainable business practices. Specifically, there is a limited understanding of what factors
could minimise unethical business practices (bribery practices) and how they could do
so, and could thus promote sustainable practices. Given the multifarious consequences of
bribery practices, it is now important to identify and examine the factors preventing and
minimising bribery practices in the corporate environment. Therefore, this study aims to
examine the factor/s that may be useful in preventing bribery practices by employees in
developing countries, and thus shed light on the aforementioned research gap.

It is evident that organisational culture has a substantial impact on business operations,
practices, achieving business objectives and performance [11–13]. Organisational culture
evolves and is established within an organisation or any component of an organisation
over time, and guides and coordinates members’ behaviour and holds the organisation
together [6,14,15]. It shapes employees’ behaviour within the organisation in performing
their regular duties. Moreover, conducive organisational culture is directly linked to the
morale of employees, which may be a driving force to combat bribery practices within
organisations. Previous studies have examined the influence of organisational culture
on organisational practices and state its importance for the successful implementation of
a variety of organisational practices and changes [12,16]. However, how organisational
culture is associated with corporate sustainability practices has been paid little attention
in the sustainability literature [17]. Hence, this study addresses the research question:
“Does organisational culture influence corporate sustainability practices, such as combating
corporate bribery practices?”. Accordingly, this study aims to examine the influence of or-
ganisational culture (outcome orientation and stability culture dimensions of (O’Reilly et al.,
1991) [18] the Organisational Culture Profile (OCP) on combating bribery practices.

Provided that the achievement of an organisation’s objectives is the key to its sustain-
ability practices, as well as the growing interests of different stakeholders in developing
insights into the impact of sustainability practices on organisational performance, it is
important to develop insights into what is the impact of corporate sustainability practices
on an organisation’s performance. Although researchers have examined the impact of cor-
porate sustainability practices on organisational performance [19], combating the bribery
aspect of sustainability has been paid little attention. Accordingly, this study aims to further
examine the impact of corporate sustainability, focusing on combating the bribery aspect
and how this has an effect on organisational financial and non-financial performance. It is
thus hoped to minimise the paucity of research on the antecedents of sustainability practices,
and the relationship between sustainability practices and organisational performance [20].

The findings of this empirical study contribute to the existing limited bribery-related
corporate sustainability literature, with the role of suitable corporate culture in minimising
unethical business practices: minimising bribery practices and the impact of such practices
on an organisation’s financial and non-financial performance. The findings of this study
contribute to the relevant literature in the following ways: first, it empirically exhibits
the influence of an organisation’s culture (outcome orientation and stability in particular)
to combat bribery practices, and thus promote corporate sustainability practices, and
thereby contribute to the limited literature in the field of interest. Second, this study
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provides empirical evidence of the impact of corporate sustainability practices on both
organisational financial and non-financial performance. Third, the findings of this study
provide policymakers with empirical insights into the antecedents of combating bribery
practices, which can be useful for promoting corporate sustainability practices and its
subsequent impact on the organisation’s financial and non-financial performance.

The remainder of this study is arranged as follows: Section 2 highlights the literature
review and hypotheses of the study. Section 3 discusses the method of the study, including
sample selection and data collection, variable measurements, and common method biases.
In Section 4, the empirical results are reported along with the robustness and endogeneity
check. Section 5 concludes the study.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development
2.1. Corporate Culture and Its Dimensions

Corporate culture refers to “the pattern of basic assumptions that a given group has
invented, discovered, or developed in learning to cope with its problems of external and
internal integration and that have worked well enough to be considered valid, and is
therefore to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think and feel in
relation to these problems” [21] (p. 3). Researchers from different disciplines reveal differ-
ent dimensions of corporate culture [3,14,22,23]. This study follows the way O’Reilly et al.,
1991 [18], define corporate culture’s dimensions. O’Reilly et al., 1991 [18], identify six
different cultural dimensions, such as respect for people, outcome orientation, team orien-
tation, innovation, attention to detail, and stability. The O’Reilly et al., 1991 [18], culture
dimensions are popular to researchers from various disciplines [16,21,24–26]. This study
focuses on two of the six dimensions of corporate culture, namely outcome orientation and
stability culture, in order to examine their association with the bribery aspect of corporate
sustainability practices. Outcome orientation culture refers to “the degree to which man-
agement focuses on results or outcomes rather than on the techniques, and the processes
used to achieve them” [27] (p. 513) [28]. Stability culture is defined as “the degree to which
organisational activities emphasise maintaining the status quo in contrast to growth” [27]
(p. 513) [28].

2.2. Corporate Sustainability and Its Dimensions

The term “corporate sustainability” is complex to define, and thus a congruent defi-
nition of corporate sustainability is lacking [18,29,30]. Based on a review of the corporate
sustainability literature, Montiel and Delgado-Ceballos, 2014 [31], define corporate sustain-
ability as a tri-dimensional construct, which includes economic, social, and environmental
aspects. This study follows one of the most recent definitions given by Valente, 2012 [32].
Valente, 2012, [32] (p. 586) defines corporate sustainability from the perspective of the
“sustain-centric” orientation of the firm, “which is described as a step toward a proac-
tive orientation to sustainability [ . . . ] to find ways to interconnect social, economic, and
ecological systems, using coordinated approaches that harness the collective cognitive
and operational capabilities of multiple local and global social, ecological, and economic
stakeholders operating as a unified network or system”.

Researchers highlight various dimensions of corporate sustainability [33] practices.
To address the aforementioned three constructs of corporate sustainability, Szekely and
Knirsch, 2005 [13], list its 10 different dimensions, namely economic growth, shareholder
value, prestige, corporate reputation, customer relationships, product quality, ethical busi-
ness practices, sustainable job creation, value creation for all stakeholders, and attention to
the need for the underserved stakeholders. Though this study agrees on the need to sustain
all these different dimensions, it seems overwhelming for us to measure firms’ corporate
sustainability in respect to all dimensions [14]. Thus, our study pays attention to the ethical
business practice dimension of corporate sustainability, i.e., the bribery aspect of corporate
sustainability.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 6557 4 of 16

2.3. Corporate Bribery

Corporate sustainability practices are affected by numerous negative phenomena
that interrupt the corporate sustainability performance and exacerbate the possibility of
ensuring commitment to social good and firm reputation, which result in various drawbacks
for the wider community [34]. However, the commitment to the social good may be useful
for constraining corporate employees’ greed. One of the challenges that the modern
business environment experiences is corporate bribery.

Veselovská et al., 2020, [21] (p. 1972) define corporate bribery as “being symbiotic
with broken ethical principles and criminal activities. Both present serious issues on their
own; however, they represent a critical problem for organisations and their employees”.
A recent World Bank report published that USD 1 trillion annually accounts for 5% of the
GDP, funded as bribery by individuals and firms [34,35]. Therefore, the risk of corporate
bribery in the corporate sector is a critical issue that must be challenged. The CSR literature
suggests that corporations that participate in corporate sustainability activities are less
inclined to be involved in corporate corruption [36,37]. Thus, corporations must fight
against bribery to ensure sustainable social and economic development [3]. When a firm
engages in high-level CSR activities, it is expected to be ethically responsible and less likely
to be involved in corruption risk, such as bribery [34]. Although the governments of many
emerging countries, including Bangladesh, have undertaken several initiatives to enhance
transparency and integrity in business operations, bribery issues, specifically with public
services, are still continuing [38]. Corporate bribery practices by public service organisa-
tions impede their performances, damage the organisations’ reputation and boost up the
costs of transactions [3]. According to Abdullah et al., 2018 [39], there is an association
between the quality of governance practices, such as employee attitude towards corporate
ethics, and integrity is likely to reduce a firm’s exposure to corporate bribery risk.

2.4. Association between Outcome-Orientated Organisation Culture and Combating the Bribery
Aspect of Corporate Sustainability

Employees from outcome-oriented organisations pay attention to the results of ac-
tions and achievements [40], and expect rewards for their actions, efforts, and behaviour
accordingly. Similarly, researchers posit that employees emphasize the different aspects
and outcomes in their pursuit of corporate sustainability [41]. Accordingly, it is expected
that employees are less likely to be involved in unfair business practices, such as taking
bribes, and thus promote corporate sustainability if they are being treated fairly on the
basis of their own individual performance. Researchers also highlight the importance of
the existence of outcome orientation culture to promote corporate sustainability [16,41,42].
Hence, we assume that the existence of outcome-orientated culture in organisations will
drive employees to abstain from taking and offering bribes from/to different stakeholders.
Therefore, we hypothesise that:

H1: There is a significantassociation between outcome orientation andcombating the bribery aspect
of corporate sustainability.

2.5. Association between Organisation Stability Culture and Combating the Bribery Aspect of
Corporate Sustainability

Employees in organisations where stability culture is being practiced value stabil-
ity [43]. Such stability includes the stability/security of employment, and financial and
leadership stability, being calm and low-conflict [25,43]. It is logical to assume that the
existence of stability culture will promote employees not to involve in taking/offering ille-
gal financial benefits in exchange for rendering and/or receiving services. This is because
financial or job security reduces the risk of facing financial hardship in the future, which
leads employees not to be reckless to generate illegal money for future safety. Accordingly,
we assume that the existence of stability culture reduces the likelihood of participating
in bribery practices, and thus enhances corporate sustainability practices. Therefore, we
hypothesize that:
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H2: There is a significantassociation between stability culture andcombating the bribery aspect of
corporate sustainability.

2.6. Association between Combating the Bribery Aspect of Corporate Sustainability and
Organisational Financial and Non-Financial Performance

The existing literature on corporate sustainability examines the association between
corporate sustainability and the organisation’s financial performance, and finds the positive
association between them in terms of return on equity (ROE), Tobin’s Q, the return on assets
(ROA), market share, gross profit margin, firm value, and stock returns [7,12,17,19,20,38,44,45].
For instance, Bhuiyan et al., 2020 [12], found that corporate sustainability practices, with
respect to minimising illegal business activities, are positively associated with organisations’
financial performance. Furthermore, a review of the literature highlights a positive association
between corporate sustainability practices and an organisation’s non-financial performance in
terms of corporate reputation, innovation and differentiation [46,47], customer satisfaction [48],
and employee commitment [49]. For instance, Bhuiyan et al., 2020 [12], found that corporate
sustainability practices relating to the minimising illegal business activities are positively
associated with the non-financial performance, such as product quality and customer retention
rate. Accordingly, it is expected that combating bribery-related corporate sustainability
practices might result in both higher financial and non-financial performance. Therefore, we
hypothesize that:

H3: Combating the bribery aspect of corporate sustainability has a significant association with
organisational financial performance.

H4: Combating the bribery aspect of corporate sustainability has a significant association with
organisational non-financial performance.

A conceptual model of the study, along with the hypotheses developed above, has
been demonstrated in Figure 1 below.
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3. Method
3.1. Sampling and Data Collection

This quantitative research surveyed a total of 460 organisations across various indus-
tries in Bangladesh identified in the Dun & Bradstreet dataset [50]. The list of organisations
for the survey was prepared using the Dun & Bradstreet Hoovers database [6] on the basis
of the organisations operating in Bangladesh, having more than or equal to fifty full-time
employees, which resulted in a total of 460 organisations. A mail survey was administered
to one middle- or higher-level executive from each of the 460 organisations. To administer
the survey, this study followed (Dillman, 2011) [51] a tailored design method, and thus
the sent survey instruments consisted of a cover letter, questionnaire, and self-addressed
return envelope to the sampled organisations. Responses from a total of 201 organisa-
tions were received, which account for a response rate of 43.7%. Responses were received
mostly from manufacturing organisations (140 organisations, which accounts for 69.65%),
followed by service-oriented organisations (57 organisations, which account for 28.36%)
(see Table 1). The majority of the organisations (176 organisations, or 87.6%) were domestic,
while 25 organisations (12.43%) were multinational.
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Table 1. A summary of response rates and respondents, and their organisation’s demographic statistics.

Panel A: Respondents’ organisation profile (n = 201)

Industry type No. of organisations Percentage
Manufacturing 140 69.65

Service 57 28.36
Both 4 1.99
Total 201 100.00

Panel B: Respondents’ demographic statistics (n = 201)

Designation No. of employees Percentage
22.89
6.47

43.28
9.95
7.96
9.45

Percentage
54.20
33.83
7.50
4.50

Percentage
97.50
2.50

100.00

Director/Chief Executive Officer 46
Chief Financial Officer 13

General Manager or similar titles 87
Senior Executive 20

Other 16
Details not disclosed 19

Service tenure at the current position (in yrs.) No. of respondents
1–5 109
6–10 68

11–15 15
Above 15 9
Gender No. of respondents

Male 196
Female 5

Total 201

3.2. Measurements
3.2.1. Corporate Culture

Outcome orientation and stability culture dimensions were measured with seven
and three items, respectively, adapted from (O’Reilly et al., 1991) [18] the Organisational
Culture Profile (see Appendix A). The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted
with ten items under two culture dimensions. The CFA results indicate a poor model fit
to the dataset (CMIN/DF = 3.57; GFI = 0.888; AGFI = 0.818; CFI = 0.882; RMSEA = 0.113;
SRMR = 0.066). After re-specifications of the model by connecting error terms based on
modification indices, we found a final model with an acceptable level of the goodness of fit
indices(the recommended threshold scores for the assessment of good SEM model fit to the
data set are CMIN/DF < 5.0; GFI > 0.90; AGFI > 0.80; CFI > 0.90 [52]): CMIN/DF = 2.180;
GFI = 0.936; AGFI = 0.887; CFI = 0.951; RMSEA = 0.077; SRMR = 0.048. The Cronbach alpha
reliability scores (α) of the seven-item outcome orientation and three-item stability culture
measures are 0.824 and 0.745, and thus exceeded the minimum cut-off of 0.70 [47].

3.2.2. Combating the Bribery Aspect of Corporate Sustainability

A six-item construct based on the OECD (2011) [6] seven principles relating to the combat-
ing bribery was used to measure the extent to which combating the bribery aspect of corporate
sustainability was being practiced within the sampled organisations (see Appendix A). The
respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which each item explained the current
organisational practices on a five-point Likert scale, with the anchors of 1 ‘Not at all’ and
5 ‘To a great extent’. In order to validate this measure, we conducted CFA. The initial model
CFA results (CMIN/DF = 2.331; GFI = 0.967; AGFI = 0.924; CFI = 0.977; RMSEA = 0.082;
SRMR = 0.030) indicate a good model fit to the dataset. The Cronbach alpha score (α = 0.866)
of the six-item measure exceeded the minimum cut-off of 0.70.

3.2.3. Organisation Performance

“Organisation performance” was measured from the perspective of both financial and
non-financial aspects. A three-item construct for each of the financial and non-financial
performance was adapted from Kaynak and Kara, 2004 [53]. The results of the initial
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model CFA (CMIN/DF = 3.446; GFI = 0.956; AGFI = 0.886; CFI = 0.963; RMSEA = 0.111;
SRMR = 0.037) indicated a poor model fit to the dataset. Re-specification of the model was
then taken after deleting one item: “we have a lower employee turnover rate than our
competitors” from the non-financial performance measure because its factor loading score
(0.38) was less than the acceptable limit of 4.0 to be considered for the CFA analysis. The
revised CFA model with the five items under both measures provided a good model fit
to the dataset: CMIN/DF = 5.791; GFI = 0.957; AGFI = 0.841; CFI = 0.962; RMSEA = 0.155;
SRMR = 0.031. The Cronbach alpha reliability scores (α) of the 3-item financial perfor-
mance measure and the two-item non-financial performance measure were 0.892 and 0.71,
respectively, and hence met the minimum cut-off score of 0.70.

3.3. Convergent and Discriminant Validity

In addition to the content validity of the measures of this study tested by the CFA, we
tested the convergent and discriminant validity of the measures. The convergent validity of
the measures was tested with respect to their path coefficients, standard errors (S.E.), and
t-values [54]. The estimated factor loadings of all the measures are more than twice their
respective S.E., and their t-values (t > 2) are significant at the level of 0.01 (see Appendix A
for all measures), and composite reliability scores of all measures are more than 0.90, thereby
supporting their convergent validity of the measures. The discriminant validity of the
measures was tested by comparing the measures’ (Cronbach’s, 1951) [55] alpha reliability
scores with their correlations, with the other scales of the study. The scales’ reliability scores
are higher than their correlations with other scales (see Table 2), and thus provide evidence
of the presence of the discriminant validity of the measures.

Table 2. Inter-construct correlation, descriptive statistics, and Cronbach alphas and composite
reliability scores.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5

Inter-correlations
1. Outcome orientation 1

2. Stability 0.690 ** 1
3. Combating the bribery aspect of

corporate sustainability 0.507 ** 0.491 ** 1

4. Financial performance −0.005 −0.035 0.173 * 1
5. Non-financial performance 0.155 * 0.077 0.308 ** 0.545 * 1

Descriptive statistics
Mean 4.102 4.121 4.097 3.430 3.626

Standard deviation 0.548 0.641 0.664 0.809 0.731
Theoretical range 1–5 1–5 1–5 1–5 1–5

Minimum 2.140 2.00 2.17 1.00 2.00
Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

Cronbach alpha 0.824 0.745 0.866 0.892 0.710
Composite reliability 0.950 0.916 0.971 0.979 0.917

n = 201. ** and * correlation is significant at the 0.01 and 0.05 levels (2-tailed).

3.4. Common Method Bias Test

As suggested by Podsakoff et al., 2003 [50], this study followed numerous pre-survey
techniques to minimise the likelihood of common method bias problems, including an
extensive review of the literature to come up with established and validated scales to
measure the variables of this study, drafting a questionnaire with a simple and easy
language with the necessary clarification that helps minimise ambiguity, and mentioning
that the respondent’s identity will be kept confidential. This entire process indicates that
social desirability bias is less likely of an issue in this study [32].

In addition, this study employed a post-survey technique to check common method
bias issues, if any were present. In this regard, we conducted Harman’s (1967) one (single)-
factor test [40]. The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (varimax rotation) was resulted in
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four factors having eigenvalues of more than 1, and explained 61.02% of the total variance
of 100%. While no factor (31.58% maximum) was explained by more than or equal to 50%
of the total variance, thereby indicating that a common method bias is less likely an issue
in this study.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Structural Equation Model

We developed structural equation modelling (SEM) by utilising the AMOS software,
as suggested by Hair et al., 2010 [52]. We conducted CFA models first and then the SEM.
We first developed a base model. The base model results are reported under “Model A” in
Table 3. The base model’s goodness-of-fit indices indicated a poor model fit to the data set:
CMIN/DF = 2.874; GFI = 0.819; AGFI = 0.772; CFI = 0.807.

Table 3. Summary of SEM results.

Description of Paths Model A Model B

Path Coefficient
(Initial Model) p-Value (Sig.) Path Coefficient

(Revised Model) p-Value (Sig.)

Outcome orientation→ Combating the bribery
aspect of corporate sustainability 0.496 0.000 *** 0.490 0.000 ***

Outcome orientation→ Financial performance −0.228 0.024 ** −0.205 0.039 **
Outcome orientation→ Non-financial performance −0.106 0.318 0.023 0.822

Stability→ Combating the bribery aspect of
corporate sustainability 0.229 0.004 *** 0.224 0.003 ***

Stability→ Financial performance −0.040 0.623 −0.006 0.945
Stability→ Non-Financial performance −0.007 0.936 −0.050 0.571

Combating the bribery aspect of corporate
sustainability→ Financial performance 0.355 0.000 *** 0.262 0.007 ***

Combating the bribery aspect of corporate
sustainability→ Non-financial performance 0.456 0.000 *** 0.307 0.004 ***

Goodness of Fit Indices

CMIN/DF = 2.874
CFI = 0.807
GFI = 0.819

AGFI = 0.772

CMIN/DF = 2.467
CFI = 0.853
GFI = 0.874

AGFI = 0.803

Note: p-values having *** and ** indicate statistically significant at 0.01 and 0.05 levels, respectively (2-tailed).

The initial model was revised by connecting error terms based on the highest possible
modification indices recommended by Anderson and Gerbing, 1988 [54], and resulted in a
good model fit to the dataset: (CMIN/DF = 2.467; GFI = 0.874; AGFI = 0.803; CFI = 0.953)
(see Figure 2 and Model B in Table 3).
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4.1.1. Association between Outcome-Orientated Corporate Culture and the Bribery
Combating Aspect of Corporate Sustainability

The SEM results reported in Figure 2 and Table 3 (Model B) reveal that the outcome-
oriented culture is significantly and positively associated with the bribery combating aspect
of corporate sustainability (β = 0.490; p = 0.000). Hence, hypothesis H1 is supported. The
findings indicate that the culture of promoting competitiveness among employees, respond-
ing to their high expectations of performance, as well as providing them rewards based on
their individual performance may refrain them to take bribes from and/or offer bribes to
business partners. Hence, organisations that want to combat bribery practices, and thus
promote corporate sustainability practices, are suggested to pay attention to develop an
outcome-oriented culture by developing a culture of respecting employees’ high expec-
tations of performance, providing them rewards based on performance, and motivating
them to be action-oriented. Our findings are in line with what other researchers discourse
about the role of organisational outcome orientation culture on corporate sustainability
practices [41,42]. Researchers [48,56] argue that the existence of outcome orientation culture
is likely to promote employee sustainability practices. Our empirical findings contribute
to the existing sustainability literature, with insights into the role of suitable organisation
culture towards enhancing sustainability practices.

4.1.2. Association between Organisation Stability Culture and the Bribery Combating
Aspect of Corporate Sustainability

The SEM results reported in Figure 2 and Table 3 (Model B) highlighted that organisa-
tional stability culture is significantly and positively associated with the bribery combating
aspect of corporate sustainability (β = 0.224; p = 0.003). Hence, hypothesis H2 is supported.
Furthermore, the associations between the stability culture and organisational financial
(β = −0.006; p = 0.945) and non-financial performance (β = −0.050; p = 0.571) are statisti-
cally insignificant. The findings indicate that organisational stability culture has a positive
influence on combating bribery practices in organisations. More specifically, if organisa-
tions provide employment security, bribery and small facilitation payment seems to be
less likely to occur in organisations. This is because job security may lead employees not
to be worried too much about the future, and thus there may have less tendency to make
money illegally and abruptly by using organisational identity. Accordingly, organisations
are advised to build a stability culture by providing employees with job security, and
thus enhance corporate sustainability practices by reducing illegal and unethical practices,
including taking and offering bribes. These findings contribute to the very limited corpo-
rate sustainability literature with the role of stability culture towards promoting corporate
sustainability practices. Thus, the findings could be useful for organisational decision
makers and policymakers, to devise suitable polices to combat bribery practices.

4.1.3. Association between the Bribery Combating Aspect of Corporate Sustainability and
Organisational Financial and Non-Financial Performance

As reported in Figure 2 and Table 3 (Model B) and summarised in Table 4 Panel
B, the bribery combating aspect of corporate sustainability practices is significantly and
positively associated with financial performance (β = 0.262; p = 0.007) and non-financial
performance (β = 0.307; p = 0.004). Hence, both hypotheses H3 and H4, are supported. The
findings indicate that the bribery combating aspect of corporate sustainability practices
drives organisations towards achieving their short-term financial goals, such as profit, sales,
and ROI goals, as well as long-term strategic (non-financial goals) goals, such as the goal
of ensuring high-quality product and service offering and the goal of achieving a higher
customer retention rate than competitors. These findings conform with what previous
studies found (see [2,8–10,41,52]). For example, Bhuiyan et al., 2020 [12], found a positive
association of corporate sustainability practices (minimising the illegal activities aspect of
sustainability practices) with organisations’ financial performance. While others [46,47,57]
found a positive association between corporate sustainability practices and organisation
non-financial performance, such as reputation, innovation and differentiation, customer
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satisfaction, and employee commitment. Therefore, the findings of the study may be useful
for attracting the attention of policymakers and organisational decision makers in order to
minimise the likelihood of bribery practices, and thus enhance organisational performance.

Table 4. Summary of SEM results with control the organisation size (number of employees) as the
control variable.

Description of Paths Path Coefficient
(Revised Model) p-Value (Sig.)

Outcome orientation→ Combating the bribery aspect of corporate sustainability 0.504 0.000 ***
Outcome orientation→ Financial performance −0.221 0.025 **

Outcome orientation→ Non-financial performance 0.012 0.902
Stability→ Combating the bribery aspect of corporate sustainability 0.200 0.007 ***

Stability→ Financial performance 0.006 0.946
Stability→ Non-Financial performance −0.050 0.560

Combating the bribery aspect of corporate sustainability→ Financial performance 0.265 0.006 ***
Combating the bribery aspect of corporate sustainability→ Non-financial performance 0.307 0.004 ***

Organisation size→ Financial performance 0.060 0.408
Organisation size→ Non-financial performance 0.102 0.189

Goodness of Fit Indices

CMIN/DF = 2.347
CFI = 0.852
GFI = 0.874

AGFI = 0.803

Note: p-values having *** and ** indicate statistical significance at 0.01 and 0.05 levels, respectively (2-tailed).

4.2. Robustness and Endogeneity Check of the Base SEM Results

This study revised the base SEM model by including organisation size (in terms of the
number of full-time employees) in the model as a control variable to check the robustness
of the results of the base SEM model, as reported in Table 3 (Model B). The results of the
new model (see Table 4 and Figure 3) indicate that the organisation size does not exhibit a
significant association with any of the performance indicators: financial and non-financial
performance. The new SEM model also provided results similar to what we found from
the base SEM model reported in Table 3 (Model B), thus indicating the robustness of the
findings of the base SEM model. Accordingly, we can conclude that endogeneity is less
likely to occur in our study (Table 3, Model B).
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5. Concluding Remarks

This study aimed at examining the influence of corporate culture on combating bribery
practices, an aspect of corporate sustainability, and its subsequent impact on organisational
performance. This survey-based quantitative study was based on the responses from a total
of 201 mid-to-high level managers employed in Bangladeshi organisations. The survey
data were analysed for SEM by employing the AMOS software. The findings highlight the
importance of corporate culture: outcome orientation and stability cultures on combating
bribery practices within organisations. The findings also provide evidence of positive
associations between the combating bribery aspect of corporate sustainability practices and
organisational financial and non-financial performance.

The evidence of corporate-level bribery practices provides interesting findings relat-
ing to its practical implications and the ability of the corporations to enhance their CSR
engagement. This paper offers several policy implications. The regulators from emerging
countries may move to mandatory CSR disclosure and investment from voluntary CSR
practices by corporations. Given the social responsibility motivation of CSR, this study
opens an arena of CSR as a medium of anti-corporate bribery behaviour. This study has
an impact on substantial policy implications for emerging markets, such as encouraging
corporations, stakeholders, ethical consumers, socially sensible investors, creditors and
regulatory bodies to reciprocally cooperate for the benefits of CSR commitments, as a tool
to restrict the risk of corporate-level bribery. The positive impact of CSR commitments may
support resolving agency conflict between corporations, shareholders and society [37].

Similar to the other survey-based studies, this study is under the general limitation
of survey-based research [58]. First, the determination of the causal relationships among
variables is hard and treated as a common issue in the survey-based study [31]. Hence,
future quantitative studies based on archival and/or panel data (longitudinal data) may
improve generalisability of the findings within the field of this study [31,59,60]. Second,
the study collected data from a respondent from each of the sampled organisations, which
may raise the issue of representation of the company to which the respondent belongs.
Accordingly, future studies based on the responses from multiple respondents from the
same organisation may improve the accuracy of the findings of the study.

6. Implications

The findings of this empirical study contribute theoretically to the existing limited
corporate sustainability literature, with insights into the role of suitable organisation culture,
such as outcome orientation and stability culture on minimising bribery practices within
the corporate environment. The findings also contribute theoretically to the corporate
sustainability literature, with insights into the impact of sustainability practices towards
enhancing the organisation financial and non-financial performance.

The findings of this study provide corporate practitioners and policymakers with prac-
tical implications of the importance of having a congenial corporate culture to promote
and enhance corporate sustainability practices by reducing the likelihood of employees’ ill
practices, such as taking or offering bribes from/to organisations’ business partners. This
proposal of combating firm-level corporate bribery represents a comprehensive and innova-
tive approach to the risk mitigation of the bribery impact on both financial and non-financial
performance. Therefore, regulators and organisational policy implementors can create force
on organisations to engage in high-level socially responsible activities to prohibit bribery
and corruption. The understanding of such engagement is commendable and leads a clear
path for other economies and corporations to move forward in corporate sustainability,
and implement outcome orientation and stability within corporate culture towards limiting
corporate-level bribery through sustainable and accountable business practices.
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Appendix A Questionnaire Items and CFA Statistics

The items retained after confirmatory factor analysis are shown below. The parameter 1 (one) was assigned as fixed on one item of each
construct/scale in AMOS, which had the highest unstandardised estimate, and hence no t-value, as well as the value of S. E. is shown in the model.

Constructs and Items Factor Loading t-Value S.E. Cronbach Alpha

1. Organisational Culture
1.1 Outcome Orientation 0.824
Being competitive 0.561 *** n/a n/a
Being achievement-oriented 0.575 *** 6.294 0.165
Having high expectations for performance 0.500 *** 6.576 0.117
Being result-oriented 0.681 *** 7.053 0.161
Being analytical 0.656 *** 6.902 0.177
Being action-oriented 0.534 *** 5.997 0.162
Being rule-oriented 0.751 *** 7.474 0.178
1.2 Stability 0.745
Security of employment 0.545 ** n/a n/a
Stability 0.708 *** 9.267 0.143
Predictability 0.688 *** 6.957 0.199
Goodness of Fit: CMIN/DF = 2.180; GFI = 0.936; AGFI = 0.887; CFI = 0.951; RMSEA = 0.077; SRMR = 0.048
2. Combating Bribery Aspect of Corporate Sustainability
Our company: 0.866
-does not offer, give or accept undue financial, non-monetary or other advantage to/from public officials or the
employees of business partners.

0.666 *** n/a n/a

-has developed/adopted adequate internal controls, ethics and compliance programs or measures for preventing
and detecting bribery.

0.807 *** 9.631 0.124

-prohibits or discourages the use of small facilitation payments. 0.735 *** 8.947 0.106
-accurately records small facilitation payments, if occurred, in books and financial records. 0.786 *** 9.441 0.101
-takes adequate measures to minimise the likelihood of bribery. 0.748 *** 9.080 0.123
-promotes employee awareness of and compliance with company policies and management control mechanisms
against bribery.

0.611 *** 7.642 0.120

Goodness of Fit: CMIN/DF = 2.331; GFI = 0.967; AGFI = 0.924; CFI = 0.977; RMSEA = 0.082; SRMR = 0.030
3. Organisational Performance
3.1 Financial performance 0.892
Profit goals have been achieved. 0.851 *** n/a n/a
Sales goals have been achieved. 0.853 *** 14.345 0.070
Return on investment (ROI) goals have been achieved. 0.865 *** 14.583 0.073
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Constructs and Items Factor Loading t-Value S.E. Cronbach Alpha

3.2 Non-financial performance 0.710
Our products/services are of a higher quality than those of our competitors. 0.635 *** n/a n/a
We have a higher customer retention rate than our competitors. 0.866 *** 6.632 0.204
Goodness of Fit: CMIN/DF = 5.791; GFI = 0.957; AGFI = 0.841; CFI = 0.962; RMSEA = 0.155; SRMR = 0.031

Note: *** and ** indicate statistical significance at 0.01 and 0.05 levels, respectively (2-tailed)
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