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ABSTRACT

Boards of directors are integral to modern corponstand, consequently, receive much
attention from regulators, researchers and stallelml Although this domain is

receiving increased scrutiny, most studies haven bleased on relating various

dimensions of board structure and compositionrta financial performance. However,

such studies have failed to draw an unambiguouslgsion about the impact of board
structure and composition on firm performance. @ering the importance of board

dynamics on the effectiveness of the board, thidysexamines the characteristics of
members of boards of directors and determinesdhgibution that these characteristics
make to the effectiveness of boards of directorSlataysian Public Listed Companies
(PLCs). Furthermore, there is limited study in tl@sea from emerging-economy
countries with relatively less developed capital rkets. The underlying theme

throughout this study is that characteristics ofnmbers of boards of directors are
important components of board effectiveness.

Based on extensive literature, this study develaptheoretical framework and six
research questions. The characteristics of bodrdsextor members considered in this
study include demographic characteristics, perstgneharacteristics and values, and
competencies. Concerning the characteristics ett¥e boards, this study used a range
of boards of directors’ attributes including boaddes, structure, composition, board
membership and board dynamics. However, as thiy sttilised a qualitative approach,
board effectiveness was assessed by reference fmathicipants’ points of view of their
overall boards. In other words, what is being ass#sin this study is not the
relationship between board characteristics and fiimancial performance but rather the
participants perception of their boards.

Data in this study relied on two key sources: iptlanterviews and publicly available

data from 2007 annual reports of the top 100 Maal$ Cs. In-depth interviews were

conducted with 33 directors of the top 100 Malaysi®tL.Cs and 8 representatives of
Malaysian corporate governance organisations. Tweke chosen because of their
knowledge and experience in Malaysian corporategance.

The results of this study show that board membeeshographic characteristics (age,
tenure, multiple directorships), their personatibaracteristics and values (commitment,
integrity, open mindedness, relationships with mheand their competencies
(experience in corporate management, relevant ledyd and skills and relevant types
of educational qualifications), as well as goodwmeking with the government, are
integral components of the effectiveness of MakydPLC boards. In addition, four



components that have been found to be importanthiereffectiveness of Malaysian
PLC boards include competence and diverse backdsooh board members, a good
culture, clear roles and responsibilities, and wefined board structures. More
importantly, the results indicate that board mersbigr is the most important
component influencing board effectiveness for Msiay PLCs. Although the
relationship between board characteristics and fieriormance has not been addressed
directly, this study contributes to the understagdof the important characteristics of
board members and board effectiveness.

This thesis makes a number of contributions. Tkelte add to the knowledge base for
countries with developing economies. Further, ittabutes to theory by proposing an
integrated model of board effectiveness, which ples a basis for future hypothesis
testing and theory building to identify more cotend relationships between the
characteristics of boards of director members angh fperformance. Testing the

framework against firms’ financial performance pgdms an avenue for future research
that can contribute to closing the gap in the kmalge that exists concerning the
relationship between board members’ characteriatidsfirms’ financial performance.

In conclusion, the results from this thesis mayehasme implications for Malaysian
regulators and others concerned with the estabéshrof guidelines pertaining to the
selection of effective board members and effedtivards.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION *

1.1 Introduction

In dynamic business environments, the roles of bathent and emerging boards
of directors are under pressure as they seek toertakd challenging
responsibilities. Today, boards of directors angeeted to perform more than just
monitoring company performance (Finegold, BensoHe&ht, 2007). They need
to provide strategic advice and help manage a diuning a crisis (Daily, Dalton
& Canella, 2003). In ensuring that they perform #imve roles effectively, a
number of scholars have acknowledged the importasfceompetent board
members who can contribute intelligently towarde #gustainability of firms’
functions (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Carpenter & Wasal, 2001; Carter &
Lorsch, 2004; Leblanc & Gillies, 2005; Huse, 200Byrau & Van den Berghe,
2007a). Due to the importance of members of boafddirectors, it is vital to
identify the characteristics that make them effextiAs Coulson-Thomas (1992)
urged, for these reasons the attitudes and behavadulirectors are of more than
academic interest, with Leblanc (2003) pointing that their impacts are likely
to influence corporate morale and, in turn, overpkrformance. In addressing
this issue, the present study focuses on invesigate characteristics of
members of boards of directors and their effectgsnin achieving company
objectives within the top 100 Malaysian Public etCompanies (PLCs).

! Part of this chapter has been reworked into a erente paper and presented at the
Entrepreneurship and Management International Genée (EMIC), 5 to 7 December 2007,
Putra Palace Hotel, Kangar, Perlis, Malaysia, aunbliphed in the conference proceedings by
MEDEC and FBM, and Universiti Teknologi MARA, PexliMalaysia.



The present chapter provides an overview of theystovering seven sections as
follows:

1.2  The importance of boards of directors

1.3  Context of the study

1.4  Motivation for the study

1.5  Significance of the study

1.6 Operational definitions

1.7  Organisation of the thesis

1.8 Summary

1.2 The Importance of Boards of Directors

Company boards of directors are bodies entrustéd pawer to make economic
decisions affecting the well-being of investors’pital, employees security,
communities’ economic health, and executive powed @erquisites (Banks,
2004). Hence, boards of directors have the ultimattiernal authority within a
company (Renton, 1994).

The history of boards of directors came to the fforé of corporate life in the
mid-eighteenth-century in Britain, when the statettee crown created them to
ensure business stability (Tricker, 1984). Prothat time, the only way to do
business was as a sole trader or partnership. Witihg simple structure, when a
business became insolvent, the owner and familyg ladl liabilities (Tricker,
2003). When the concept of joint-stock limited gamies with separate legal
entities between the owner and the company (cakguaration of ownership and
control’) was introduced, the owner or shareholdesge able to elect a manager
of a firm (Garratt, 1997). The owners of such finwere no longer responsible for
managing their firm’s operations on a daily baBiather, daily operations were in
the hands of the firm’s team of professional marmagEaschler, 2004).



The progression from control by owners to contgohtanagers was first analysed
by Berle and Means (1932), leading to what has fbecknown as the ‘agency
theory’ (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Fama & Jenser83)9Agency theory argues
that the separation of ownership and control in emoctorporations has resulted
in a potential conflict of interests between theneve and their managers, in
which managers may seek to act in their self-ister@her than the interest of the
shareholders. Westphal and Stern (2007) addedithatany instances firm
managers could use their knowledge and manageq@riese to gain advantage
over the firm’s owner. Furthermore, Ezzamel and 3&at(2005) argued that with
growth in business size and complexity of operati@mareholders are not able to
monitor their firm’s managers. Abbas (1990) sugegshat one way to resolve
this problem is to align the interests of both shaftders and managers. To do
this, shareholders need to appoint boards of diret¢b represent them to oversee
the firm (Monks & Minow, 2001). Their appointmerstbased on the assumption
that each of the board members is fully accounttdsl¢heir actions on behalf of
the owner (Garratt, 1997).

In the literature, most definitions see boardsicéalors as groups of individuals
elected by shareholders of corporations to oversmapanies (Abbas, 1990;
Donaldson & Davis, 1994; Bainbridge, 2002, 2008dAlkah, 2004; Kemp, 2006)
and to ensure that the corporation is managed teféége (Young, Stedham &
Beekun, 2000). Due to the important role of boaofisdirectors in modern
corporations, legal requirements for incorporatigpically state that a board of
directors is set up to meet specific legal requeets when acting on behalf of
shareholders in the firm’s decision-making (Ezzaé&Vatson, 2005; Adams &
Ferriera, 2007). Board members, therefore, cartyatious legal obligations to
perform their fiduciary dutiésin the best interests of shareholders (Afterman,
1970; Andarajah, 2001; Sulaiman, 2001). Such dutielude hiring and firing of
the CEO and top management (Hermalin & Weisbac82p@roviding strategic
directions (Walt & Ingley, 2001; Kemp, 2006); argsassing resources (Hillman,

% Their duties are as trusted agents who represemelsbiders’ interests (Banks, 2004). The
directors as fiduciaries of the corporations pletigadhere to standards of conduct, which do not
deplete the assets or earnings of the companyqBeMeans, 1932).



Canella & Paetzold, 2000). In these ways, the Beadccess in discharging its
duties directly influences shareholder values (Alath 2004).

In the growth of reliance on boards of directors biong stability to large
businesses from the 1950s to the 1970s, boardgesftats were not seen as a
crucial part of the corporate governance processaulse, at that time, the board
was only part of a CEQO’s team (Banks, 2004). Earesearchers (e.g. Mace,
1971; Vance, 1983; Monks & Minow, 1991) claimedttlearlier boards were
passive, compliant and unproductive, and madee licthntribution to a firm’s
strategies. Banks (2004) argued that these begts often more for status than
overseeing the welfare of the business. Board mesndilso tended to be ‘yes
men’ (Stiles & Taylor, 2001), generally providingubber stamp’ approval of
virtually every matter requiring a decision (BankR804). In this situation, CEOs
played the dominant role in company decision-makiHgmilton, 2000). This
pattern remained relatively unchanged until an an@ss of corporate governance

began to develop in the 1970s.

In the years following the above developments, é®af directors have become
increasingly complex. Many scholars have arguetigludbalisation of economies
and rapid advances in information technology hanesgnted potent challenges
for boards (Conger, Lawler Ill & Finegold, 2001; dbary, 2002; Keil &
Nicholson, 2003; Carter & Lorsch, 2004). For exam@onger et al. (2001) and
Dalton and Dalton (2005) felt that globalisatiorshed to sharp increases in the
numbers and types of businesses. This has nowoledany boards facing
enormous challenges in dealing with their globabkibess and operating in
diverse governance and cultural situations (Gey@@2). For example, Arewa
(2005) stated that the new corporate culture was etlevant in shaping how
boards of directors confront the challenges thaardicular business environment
may pose. Although their links to a corporation nb@yremote, they still have to
protect the long-term competitiveness of their camp(Alfonso, Jikich & Banez,
2005).



In addition, rapid advances in information techggloand the Internet have
changed the business environment (O’Brien & Robart2009) and the roles of
boards. For example, the Internet has become arpaginess tool, which makes
the timeframe for decision-making shorter and fa@Milson & Lombardi, 2001).

As a result, Conger et al. (2001) urged that spaeedction is critical to the

effectiveness of the board. At the same time, asenctorporations use the
Internet to disseminate their financial informatidhe public is now able to
gather more information about corporate performaf¥ieo, Jones & Lymer,

2002). The ease of access to Internet stock tratiemg thus enabled more
individuals to become shareholders of corporat{@aschler, 2004). This has led
to many corporations having large and diverse tygfeshareholders. In effect,
company governance has become more complex tharbefae. In these ways,
information technology has changed the functiondadrds, creating situations
that have never been faced before. Banks (2004)edrghat if boards are
unaware of the impact of technology developmenpeesglly concerning the

technical aspects of business, they are unableu¢éoygor challenge company

management effectively.

Given such unprecedented change, many scholarst dbs¢ demands and
expectations are increasingly being placed on lsoafddirectors, especially in
assessing corporations dealing with massive tramsfitbons in a global economy
(Hillman, Keim & Luce, 2001; Ingley & Walt, 2003)These impacts were
discussed earlier by Garratt (1997) in his bddble Fish Rots from the HeaHe
urged that in the new business environment, baaes extend far beyond taking
care of shareholders’ interests. The board indteado be:

I. adriver of company business while keeping it unmtadent control;

ii. sufficiently knowledgeable about company activities
iii. sensitive to various pressures; and
iv. focused on the commercial needs of the companyewhking care of other

stakeholders including employees, business partmetsociety.

In consequence of this argument, Carpenter andpias(2001) maintained

that the persistent challenges faced by boardsirettdrs today are to bring



meaningful contributions to corporate strategy pedormance. Stiles and Taylor
(2001) argued that boards today are called on tms# strategic and tactical
initiatives to address emerging opportunities anallenges under circumstances
in which the ultimate outcomes of decisions argdir unpredictable. To face
these new challenges, boards will need to incladesiduals with requisite skills
of a world-class standard (Coulson-Thomas, 2008). éxample, in an earlier
study Moran and Riesenberger (1994) suggestedntlggdbal economics, leaders
should have a global mindset and diverse backgsouhldese include: having a
long-term orientation; facilitating organisationalhange; creating learning
systems, motivating employees to excellence; netyogi conflicts; managing
skilfully the foreign employment cycle; leading apdrticipating effectively in
multicultural teams, understanding their own valaad assumptions, accurately
profiling the culture of others, and demonstratkimpwledge of, and respect for,
other countries. Hence, it is becoming clear tluatrtds of director characteristics
of the past will no longer be adequate in todaywi@nment. Rather, the
emerging business environment now demands a newof $eadership skills that
require various leadership competencies and whriehrealigned towards the

future of the company (O'Brien & Robertson, 2009)

1.3 Context of the study

Malaysia is one of the most successful non-westetmtries to have achieved a
relatively smooth transition to modern economicvgioduring the last century
(The World Bank, 2005a). In terms of the global pefitiveness indéx
2006/2007, Malaysia was ranked (number) 26 of Sfhtees (World Economic
Forum, 2008). Since independence in 1957, Malaysia moved from an
agriculturally-based economy to a more diversitad export-oriented economy
that includes consumer products, electrical andtreleic goods and agricultural
products (Economic Planning Unit, 2006). As a resafl recent economic

% Global competitive index 2006/2007 — 1) Switzeda8) Finland, 3) Sweden, 4) Denmark, 5)
Singapore, 6) USA, 7) Japan, 8) Germany, 9) Nathdd, 10) UK, 11) Hong Kong, 12) Norway,

13) Taiwan and China, 14) Iceland, 15) Israel,Géhada, 17) Austria, 18) France, 19) Australia,
20) Belgium, 21) Ireland, 22) Luxembourg, 23) N&ealand, 24) Korea Rep, 25) Estonia and
26) Malaysia.



development, Malaysia has made significant progréssards achieving
advanced country status underpinned by strong eciengrowth (6.0% of Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) in 2006) and which is corapkr with that of other
developed countries such as Korea, Singapore andaifia/(International
Monetary Fund, 2007). This was to a great exteset tduthe rapid expansion of
the capital market of Malaysia. In 2008, the Malagscapital market turnover
reached a total capitalisation of Ringgit Malay&M) 877 billion (AUD 370
billion). This contributed 4.5 per cent of the |ér cent of the Malaysian GDP
(Economic Planning Unit, 2008).

The success of Malaysia’s economic developmenbias widely acknowledged
to have resulted from various government effortagdop, 2004), in which the
government has maintained macroeconomic stabihty growth by providing
prudent economic and fiscal policies relating &dé&, competition, regulations,
financial systems, capital markets, and technolagg innovation, (Economic
Planning Unit, 2007). For instance, in the Ninthldaia Plan the government
focused on strengthening existing economic sectamsl generating new
knowledge-intensive activities in information andnamunications technology,
biotechnology and the services sector. This plawides a blueprint of strategies
and programmes that are geared towards realisiagettonomic and social
objectives of the country. Part of this plan issteengthen corporate governance

in Malaysia.

In relation to corporate governance, unlike devetbgountries including the
USA, UK and Australia, Malaysia has been charasterby an insider system of
corporate governance with high levels of ownerslpcentration, crossholdings
and significant participation of owners in managetm@he World Bank, 1999;

2005a; Cleassens, Djankov & Lang, 2000; Khatriutler& Piesse, 2002). The
World Bank (2005a) reported that in more than bélMalaysian PLCs, the five

largest shareholders own 60 per cent or more ofpamy equity. The largest
shareholder groups among the top five shareholdeldalaysia are nominee
companies (45.6%), followed by non-financial compan(25.1%) and the

government (17.2%). The majority of nominee shadihgs are owned by



family enterprises (The World Bank, 2005a). Furthathin the top 20 per cent,
85 per cent of Malaysian PLCs have owner-manadgéisagsens, Djankov &

Lang, 2000). With this structure being widesprehd,major shareholders control
most companies’ decision-making, including the apimoent of board members
(Dogan & Smyth, 2001; Gomez, 2005; On Kit & Tan02p As a result, the

characteristics of board members of Malaysian Pih&& been found to be quite
diverse. Further reports of Malaysian corporate egoance and boards of

directors are presented in Chapter 3.

1.4 Motivation for the study

This study was conceived at a time when directac€ountability in Malaysia
was considered an important issue in the improvéroémMalaysian corporate
governance. For example, in 2000 the Malaysian @wod€orporate Governance
(MCCG) placed the responsibility for sound govew®ron the boards of
directors. Part 2 AA Il of the MCCG (2000, p.16pecifies that:

Non-executive directors should be persons of aalibredibility
and have the necessary skills and experience tog ban
independent judgement to bear on the issues ofegfraand
performance including key appointments and starsdafd¢onduct.

Here, MCCG recommended that Malaysian PLCs shoaNe kvell-balanced and
effective boards of directors that are both creddotd independent. Khoo (2003)
argues that as the code fails to specify good cheniatics of board members
(e.g. experience, qualifications and relevant cdempzes), the appointment of
the majority of Malaysian PLCs directors, particlyautside directors, has been
determined by top management self-interest (Tane&dfaya, 2007). It was
found that the appointment of the majority of nowm@utive independent
directors of Malaysian PLCs was based on persoaatact, either with the
chairman or with the CEO (PricewaterhouseCoopefSL&E, 2002). This has
led to about 85 per cent of board members in ChHogged companies in
Malaysia consisting of their family members (Kh@003). In contrast, the board

members of government-linked companies come fronerde backgrounds



including distinguished ex-civil servants, speaitsi and other knowledgeable

persons (Khazanah Nasional, 2006).

The importance of characteristics of members ofdmaf directors has been the
subject of an extensive body of research. A nunabescholars have identified
the importance of directors’ demographic backgreyundcluding age, tenure,
experience and gender, to the effectiveness obta@d and firm performance
(e.g. Hambrick & Manson, 1984; Wiersema & Bant&92; Westphal & Milton,

2000; Vafeas, 2003; Smith et al., 2006; CampbeM&ngues-Vera, 2008). In
addition, Carter and Lorsch (2004) claimed that mhaority of members of

boards of directors are incompetent, but offer pec#ic supporting evidence.
More recently, Levrau and Van den Berghe (2007lokéd more closely at
directors’ qualities and revealed that directorsergonalities, education,
occupational and functional backgrounds are importar the effectiveness of
boards. These findings imply that the charactegsof members of boards of

directors provide valuable insights into board and firm performance.

Although the characteristics of board members Hmen extensively studied in
developed countries, limited research has beenrtak@® on this topic in
Malaysia. Nevertheless, a study conducted by Haiffd Cooke (2002) revealed
that three board members’ characteristics (ethagkdrounds, composition and
multiple directorships) were significantly relatéal corporate social disclosure
among Malaysian PLCs. Specifically, PLCs boardsidated by Malay directors
significantly increased the levels of corporateiaodisclosure. However, no
study to date has examined the influence of boaembers’ personality

characteristics and competencies in Malaysia.

Based on the above-mentioned knowledge gap, thefihis study is to examine
the characteristics of members of boards of dirsciand to determine the
contribution that these characteristics make toetffiectiveness of the boards of
Malaysian PLCs. Hopefully, such an examination add to the growing body of
research in this area, particularly in providingdewmce from a developing capital-

market economy. Specifically, this study aims ttedaine:



I.  characteristics of effective directors in Malaysia;
ii. characteristics of effective chairm&rGEOs, and independent directors in
Malaysia;
iii.  characteristics of effective boards in Malaysiaj an
iv. whether the characteristics of board members @ngruent with board

effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs.

Given the significant developments in corporateegnance in Malaysia and the
potential for anomalies in the characteristics ehmbers of boards of directors in
the less developed capital market of Malaysia,dbwclusions drawn from this
study are supported by secondary data as well asnipirical evidence from

interviews with the directors of 41 of the top 1@@laysian PLCs.

1.5 Significance of the study

This study contributes to the emerging interestboards by examining the
characteristics of members of boards of directons @ the development of an
effective board. It is envisaged that this studyll wietermine the relevant
characteristics of Malaysian PLCs boards of dinegtdooth individually and

overall, in five ways.

First, as all boards are unique yet in some waie,atheir efficacy may vary

depending on a range of components. However, ierahing effective boards,
Leblanc (2003) and Roberts, McNulty and Stiles &0@rgued that board
members’ characteristics are more important thansthucture or composition of
the board. Similarly, Ricart, Rodriguez and Samcli2005) contended that
boards of corporations should comprise individuaith the requisite skills,

values and connections, which enable them to sustarporate business.
Following the above arguments, the results of $hisly should contribute to the
interests of both academics and business pradaisony developing an in-depth
understanding of the demographic backgrounds, pali$p characteristics and

values, and competencies of corporate leaders dimgjuindividual directors,

* Chairman include male or female or singular oral
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chairman, CEOs and independent directors. Theséiseme expected to further
inform corporate decision-makers in other contextsat have similar
characteristics to Malaysian firms.

A second contribution that stems from this studyo#rds of directors is its use
of a qualitative approach. In spite of the intemsgearch interest in boards of
directors in Malaysia, most studies have largellisetl a quantitative research
approach (e.g. Haniffa & Cooke, 2002; Abdullah, £20@006; Rahman &
Haniffa, 2005; Haniffa & Hudaib, 2006). Therefoie,qualitative study on the
characteristics of members of boards of directard/alaysian companies can
provide a different perspective and reduce the robsegap in research by
studying the characteristics of members of boarélsdicectors and board
effectiveness in Malaysia. This expands upon simwiark by Leblanc (2003) and
Levrau and Van den Berghe (2007b). In particulae, ppresent study adds to the
body of knowledge by demonstrating the value ofngsia qualitative

methodology in corporate governance research.

Third, much of the existing research on memberdadrds of directors has
focused on western countries’ corporations and g@arees (particularly the US,
the UK and Australia). As studies of members of ridsaof directors in the
Malaysian context are still limited, the presentdst contributes to the body of
knowledge in this area by taking another perspectiirough examining
Malaysian PLCs’ boards.

Fourth, this study addresses Malaysian public polgsues concerning the
characteristics of members of boards of directard bhoard effectiveness in
Malaysia. Therefore, this study should contributetoetter understanding of the
general and specific characteristics of boardgretctbrs in Malaysian PLCs, and
is particularly useful for assisting nomination auitiees choose the best criteria

when appointing their board members.

Finally, the results of this study should contribuinformation about the

characteristics of effective boards that can bed use Malaysian regulators in
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formulating corporate governance policies in MalaydJltimately, this study

may contribute to the overall enhancement of Maaysorporate governance.

1.6 Operational definitions

As there are certain terms for which there areouaridefinitions, this section
defines the key terms as they apply in this stithese comprise:

1.6.1 Characteristics

In this study, characteristics refer to three aspetboard members as follows:

I. Demographiccharacteristics
Demographic characteristics include age, gendémietgroup, tenure and
number of directorships (Hambrick & Manson, 1984hia & Pearce, 1989;
Westphal & Milton, 2000).

ii. Personality characteristics and values
Psychological characteristics and values includenmdment, integrity,
courage, confidence, ability to lead, being congsniuilders, and being
challengers (Hambrick & Manson, 1984; Coulson-Them®92; Milliken &
Martins, 1996; Leblanc, 2003; Yulk, 2006).

iii. Competencies
Competencies refer to individual capabilities oiliads to perform particular
roles (Boyatzis, 2008). These include knowledge akils, educational
gualifications and industry experience (Hambrickvi&nson, 1984; Coulson-
Thomas, 1992; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Forbes &INMden, 1999, Conger et
al., 2001).
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1.6.2 Members of boards of directors

In this study, members of boards of directors rédeany individuals who work
jointly with fellow directors on a board (Wallan&eZinkin, 2005). These include
chairmen, CEOs and independent directors who hdwe g$ame legal
responsibilities despite performing different fuoos (Rachagan, Pascoe & Joshi,
2002).

1.6.3 Board effectiveness

Due to the lack of one general academic definitiescribing board effectiveness,
in this study board performance refers to boareogffeness, since both terms
have been used interchangeably (Levrau & Van deghge 2007a). However, as
many exogenous factors influence board effectivena@s this study board
effectiveness has not been examined in terms ahdimal performance. Instead,
board effectiveness has been assessed by refeehosv participants perceive
their overall boards, particularly the internal ggctive of boards of directors
(board structure and composition, board processiagigidual directors); and
external aspects of boards of directors (legistaéind economic situation). Thus,
board effectiveness in this study will be deterrdibg the directors’ perception of

the optimum board level, not anything less (Leb]&u03).

1.6.4 Malaysian Public Listed Companies (PLCs)
Malaysian PLCs refer to the public listed companigistered in Malaysia and
listed on the first board of Bursa Malaysia Ber(drsa Malaysia, 2008b).

1.7 Organisation of the thesis

This thesis is organised into nine chapters aevid|

Chapter 1 (Introduction) covers the importance of boards of directors, the
context of the study, motivation for the study, néiigance of the study,
operational definitions and the organisation ofshely.
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Chapter 2 (Literature Review on boards of director$ includes board
effectiveness, the influence of the various bodtdbates on board effectiveness,
and characteristics of boards of directors’ membé€hss chapter also describes
the evidence from previous studies on the impodasfcthe boards of directors’
members. Five theories including upper echelon rihetrait theory, resource
dependency theory, agency theory, and human andl s@pital approach are
discussed in this chapter.

Chapter 3 (Corporate governance in Malaysiaprovides a brief history of the
Malaysian national and economic setting, the Newngmic Policy (NEP) and
corporate ownership control in Malaysia, concemradf ownership in Malaysia,
corporate governance development in Malaysia, thalajian corporate

governance framework and boards of directors inay&h.

Chapter 4 (Theoretical framework) provides justification for the framework of
this study to enable the development of six reseqguestions. These questions

are formulated to investigate issues relating éoabjectives of the study.

Chapter 5 (Research designjustifies the qualitative research design usedhis t
study. In addition, the research strategies and dallection process including
interview procedures and data analysis procesdiamissed. The last section

discusses the rigour of the study.

Chapter 6 (Results 1 — Characteristics of membersf doards of directors)

reports on the data collected from annual repartsiaterviews. Four categories
of characteristics of board members are reportecectdrs’ characteristics,
chairman’s characteristics, CEOs’ characteristicgl andependent directors’

characteristics.
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Chapter 7 (Results 2 — Characteristics of effectivdboards) reports on the

characteristics of effective boards in Malaysia.

Chapter 8 (Discussion)presents aliscussion of the study results in relation to
relevant theories and empirical studies, as wellt@sMalaysian corporate

governance scenarios.

Chapter 9 (Conclusion)concludes the study and discusses its contributoials
limitations. Suggestions are made to future re$emscengaging in the study of

boards of directors.

An overview of the study showing the inter-relasbips of the nine chapters is

shown in Figure 1.1 below.
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Figure 1.1: Organisation of the thesis
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1.8 Summary

This chapter has laid the foundation for the sthglyntroducing the importance
of boards of directors, the context of the study¢ arotivation for the study. This
chapter has also summarised the significance ofsthdy and the operational
definitions used. The following chapter providesrewiew of the literature

relevant to understanding the context of the study.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW ON BOARDS OF
DIRECTORS

2.1 Introduction

With the corporate failures of the last decadehbatademic and financial
practitioners have begun to recognise the impoetasfcboards of directors to
corporate governance. The roles of boards of @ireare challenging as they
seek to discharge a diversity of roles and respditgs in a dynamic business
environment. Boards are expected to perform a tyaoé functions including
monitoring of management to mitigate agency cogin(& & Jensen, 1983;
Johnson, Daily, & Ellastrad, 1996; Dallas, 2001;ri$a & Raviv, 2004),
providing and giving access to resources (Preffesadlancik, 1978; Hilman &
Dalziel, 2003) and providing strategic direction tlee firm (Tricker, 1984;
Conger & Lawler, 2001; Kemp, 2006). Carpenter anestfphal (2001) urged that
a board should be studied as a team of individwat®® combine their
competencies and capabilities and contribute tosvaxiecuting a company’s
governance. Given the increasing importance oirttliwidual members of boards
of directors, it is important to identify the cheteristics of board members that

make one more effective than another.

This chapter provides a review of theoretical angpieical studies on boards of
directors. It serves the purpose of demonstratindjvarsity of approaches to
studying boards of directors and the importancstodlying the characteristics of
such boards. This chapter is organised into thagts:

2.2  Board effectiveness

2.3 Characteristics of members of boards of dirscto

2.4 Summary
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2.2 Definition of organisational effectiveness

Organisational effectiveness is not a simple con@gp each organization is
different (Thibadeoux & Favila, 1996). The litereduobservations from earlier
studies on organisational effectiveness bring alseueral meaningful views by
scholars. Generally, organisational effectiven€3i)(is conceptualised in terms
of understanding an organisation as a “measureoofiimess” for taking part in

“society’s resources” (Armstrong, 1994; Federma@&0

Historically, organisational effectiveness has bdefined in relation to outcomes
or goals. For example, an earlier scholar (Pri€g8) measured effectiveness
based on the goal attainment approach. Within dproach, effectiveness was
evaluated from what the organisations were tryingdb, and he defined

effectiveness only if operative goals were cleaticulated. He also suggested
five variables (productivity, conformity, adaptivess and institutionalism) that
can be used to measure organisational effectiveddg®ugh this approach is
relevant until today, it was argued that in the Igapproach the casual
associations between certain predictor variabled effectiveness have never
been empirically demonstrated because organizatiefiactiveness relies on

more than one factor (Cameron, 1986). The abovenaegt shows that it is not
easy to determine organisational effectiveness doasetirely on goal

achievement.

Later, a number of scholars developed broader scopfe organisational
effectiveness. For example, based on a literat@eew of performance
measurement, Kanter and Brinkerhoff's (1981) mad#istinction among three
kinds of effectiveness as follows:
I. Task effectiveness or goal attainment, includingpoty results and
efficiency;
ii.  Appropriate organisational structure and procesduding organisational
characteristics, member satisfaction, absencerainsbetween subgroup;

and
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iii.  Environment adaptation, including flexibility in éhface of change,

longer-term adaptation and survival.

They concluded that effectiveness appeared togmditecal rather than a specific
concept as the new models of organisations had dneveay as a result of
environmental, economic and political changes. dreement, Federman (2006)
believes that such assessments can reflect theotred a complex environment
within which the organisation exists and interatitg; organisation can reconceive
its theories of action by balancing four primarympeting values — focus,

structure, outcomes, and orientation.

Despite these factors, Redshaw (2001) suggestsetteativeness can be better
evaluated if the components or entities are brakamn into ‘workable fields’.
According to Redshaw (2001), if the business prooedunctions that will bring
about improvements in the organisation are idexdjfithen the indicators for
success (as identified by managers) can be linkethé objectives for the
business functions. The broken down workable fieddggested by Redshaw
(2001) are increasing resourcefulness and improvingernal processes
(internally), and achieving goals and satisfyingrs (externally).

i. Internal indicators of organizational effectiven@sgplies that improving
internal processes based on hard data such ag lalsnaver, motivation
and teamwork brings better functioning of interqambcess, which is
associated with an organisation’s process.

ii. External component requires organisations to halearly defined
processes, goals and planning to be able to retiigie effectiveness.
According to Redshaw (2001), this means that arnarosgtion has
broadened its market base, increased productiomcitgp improved

production economy and increased its ability tgpoesl to changes.

The above reviews show that the terms 'effectiv&reesd "performance’ are used
interchangeably because their definition, measunénmand explanation are
virtually identical. Therefore, some of the indwa of effectiveness found in the

literature are; quality of services or product, égpe satisfaction, employee
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withdrawal (Lunthaus et al., 2000), growth indicaton terms of profit or rate of
return on investment (Steer, 1997). For examplerghnisational effectiveness is
defined in terms of its degree of financial achreeat, it is obvious that
achieving high financial performance becomes thénngateria for measuring
effectiveness (Armstrong, 1994). More importanityhas been argued that the
organisation is called effective when it succesgfalchieves its purpose and
objectives, while also meeting its responsibilitiests stakeholders including the
owners, shareholders, public authorities, the eygas, the customers, client and

the community (Lunthaus et al., 2000).

Because of the various measurements of organish@dfectiveness found in the
literature, it can be concluded that there is nwemsal measurement and model
of organisational effectiveness. The following smts provide evidence on the
various components that can be used to measuretiedfieess within the boards
of directors’ perspective.

2.3 Board effectiveness

2.3.1 Measuring board effectiveness

In the boardroom context, the issue of board dffeness has been one of the
most sought after yet elusive research subjectedine early development of
corporate governance. Particularly, board effeciss studies emerged as a
result of a number of corporate frauds, as wellrmsncrease in public awareness
about the importance of high standards of corpagaternance (Barton & Wong,
2006).

There is abundant research in the literature thkaménes board effectiveness.
Similar to organisational effectiveness, there asatsolute board effectiveness
measurement found in the literature. Early attemfiis measure board
effectiveness used quantitative measurements. Batedtiveness was measured
as the relationship between various characterisiicboards of directors (in
particular board composition and structure) andowar financial performance

measurements such as Return on Assets (ROA), Rewrizquity (ROE),
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Earnings Per Share (EPS) and Market Book Ratioi(irq For example, Zahra
and Pearce (1989), Yermack (1996), Dahya and Mc€lb(2003), Abdullah (2004),

Bozec (2005) have covered aspects such as boarposdmn, characteristics, and
their impact on firm performance. The literature ldentified board size, proportion
of independent directors, Chair-CEO separationgddaversity, board remuneration,

as the key factors that influence the effectiversédmards.

Through the numerous changes that have occurréteicorporate environment
during the last decade it was soon discovered fthahcial performance is no
longer the only criteria to be taken into accourtitew evaluating business
effectiveness. Instead it is argued that boardceWfeness is a broader construct
because it captures performance plus the plethéranternal performance
outcomes normally associated with more efficienteffective operations and
other external measures that relate to considesatioat are broader than those
simply associated with economic valuation (eithgrshareholders, managers or
customers), such as reputation (Thibadeoux & Favdl@©6). As a result,
beginning year 2000 many scholars (e.g. Walt & éggl2001; Leblac, 2003;
Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Sonnedfeld, 2002; HU&@05, 2007; Schmidt &
Brauer, 2006; Levrau & Van den Berghe, 2007b; Fiteg2009) proposed that
the overall component of the board including bobshaviour in respect to
strategic decision making, the teamwork of boaranimers and their interaction
with management were the most reliable indicatdrbaard effectiveness. For
example, from a qualitative research Leblanc (200Bcovered three main
components of an effective board as follows:

i. Board membership — includes the full panoply andbarm@ng of all

directors competencies and expertise
ii.  Board structure — includes board size, board cortippsand leadership
structure
iii. Board process — appropriate balance of directoh&\beur in order to

ensure effective interaction with fellow board mersand management

In agreement, based on an analysis of 131 Belggtadlcompanies, Berghe and

Levrau (2004) discovered eight elements of effectwards. These include: the
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right structure, the right people (including apprafe characteristics of the
chairman); the right culture; the right issues; tight information; the right
process; the right remuneration; and the righof@eithrough. The same authors
argued that although each element plays an impgaméanin board effectiveness,
some elements are more important than others. Mgertantly, they concluded
that a board needs to have the ‘right’ people wéio shape the right structure,
culture and process of the board.

Similar to organizational measurement, it can benckhaled that board
effectiveness is a broader construct. Thereforee thview of different
perspectives confirm the need to take an integrapguioach rather than a single
perspective to understand board effectiveness.ustify this conclusion, in the
following sections board effectiveness is discudsath two perspectives:

i. Internal perspective of boards of directors — aaf#tble elements
including factors associated with board structurd eomposition, board
process and individual directors; and

ii. External aspects of boards of directors — uncdatild elements

including external factors such as legislation acdnomic situations.

2.3.2 Determinants of board effectiveness — from internal
perspective of boards of directors

Internal perspectives of the board are the mostilporea in board effectiveness
research. Five internal aspects of boards of direatboard composition, board
structure, board process, board roles and boardbersmp) are the most popular

issues that have been widely researched.
Board composition and structure

In this section board effectiveness is revieweciwvithree perspectives; board

size, a mixture of inside and outside directorst dnality of roles.
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Board size.Board size refers to the number of directors gtton the board
(Levrau & Van den Berghe, 2007a). Board size lesnlfound to vary between
one country and another. For example, boards iod&yrin three countries (the
UK, Switzerland and Netherlands) tend to have dldmard size (fewer than ten
board members), while other countries (e.g. Belgitnance, Spain, Italy and
Germany) have a larger board size, i.e. betweeteém and nineteen members
(Heidrick & Struggles, 2007b). In Australia, boaside has an average of seven

members (Korn/Ferry International & Egan Associgbff7).

When considering the size of the board, there tim@de-off between advantages
and disadvantages. Some scholars view a small lagambre effective because it
is easy to coordinate and tends to be more coh@dvssain et al., 2001; Kiel &
Nicholson, 2003; Mallin, 2005). However, Conged amawler (2009) argued that
there is no magical or ideal size for a board d®dright size for a board should
be driven by how effectively the board can opesse team. Meanwhile, from
the resource dependency perspective, larger baamelsmportant to provide
resources that are valuable to the firm (Pfefféd72 Hillman et al., 2000;
Taschler, 2004). This relationship is grounded he tiew that board size is
related to a firm’s ability to access critical rastes and the external environment
(Dalton et al. 1999; Hillman et al., 2000; Hillma& Dalziel 2003). From an
agency perspective view, larger boards providecg¥fe monitoring by reducing
the domination of the CEO (Fama & Jensen, 1989yrisi& Raviv, 2004).
Despite the above advantages, Gabrielsson and kdir{2000) and Conger and
Lawler (2009) argued that larger boards could emésilegislative bodies rather
than as working groups. In addition, Daily and Dal{2004) assert that with a
larger board it is easier for an individual diredim hide metaphorically and pass
the responsibility for raising provocative quesi@and engaging in active debate
in board meetings to other directors. Conger andléra(2009) considered nine

to 13 members to be appropriate for corporatedsoar
The impact of board size on board and firm perforoeahas been a matter of

continuing debate. Some studies discovered a pestiationship between board

size and firm performance. For example, Pearce Zaitra (1991) found a
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significant positive link between board size antfedent measures of financial
performance, using data from Fortune 500 industr@ahpanies in the US. In
addition, Kiel and Nicholson (2003) examined th&atienships between board
demographics and corporate performance in 348 dftrAlia's largest publicly
listed companies and found that board size is ipebit correlated with firm

value. Likewise, Chen, Goa and Rui (2006) found th@ard size is positively
related to earnings per share among listed comganieChina. Furthermore,
Andres and Vallelado (2008) revealed that largearti® are more efficient in

monitoring and advising functions and create mailee for a firm.

In contrast, many researchers provide empiricaldeswie of a negative
relationship between board size and firm perforreanéermack (1996) for
instance, illustrates a negative relationship betweboard size and firm
performance in the US. Furthermore, Beiner et &004) analysed the
relationship between board size and the independenporate governance
mechanism of Swiss firms, and revealed a negataedosize effect. Meanwhile,
in Thailand, based on a study among life insuracm@mpanies, Connelly and
Limpaphayon (2004) revealed that board size dodshawe any relation to
performance. More recently, Van Ees et al. (2@@8jormed a similar study on
listed firms in the Netherlands and found that etreugh the system of control
mechanisms is different in the Netherlands compaoetheir US counterparts,
there is a negative relationship between board amkfirm performance in the
Netherlands, similar to the US. In addition, Deyda&hauhan (2009) revealed
that as board size increases, group dynamics, caoation gaps and

coordination costs increase.

These mixed results show that the relationship éetwboard size and firm
performance is inconclusive. Bhagat and Black (2QG08ued that one possible
explanation for the conflicting findings regarditige relationship between board
size and firm performance is the endogeneity of esdiactors in the firm

performance model. For example, board size its@y foe influenced by other
governance factors such as board structure andi beadership (Colley et al.
2005). For these reasons, Dalton et al. (2003)laded that there is no
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consensus about whether larger or smaller boarlbedter with respect to their
impact on firm performance, irrespective of theetygf performance indicators
used. Based on the above reviews, it can be cdedlthat the effect of board

size on board effectiveness remain inconclusive.

Internal directors. Internal directors called ‘executive directorse dull-time
employees of a company, and involved in day-to-@aypany operations (Keil &
Nicholson, 2003). Kesner (1988) stated that they gypically the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) and Chief Financial Offid€@FQO). For example, being
an executive director, the CEO is responsible e tunning of the company’s
daily activities, as well as setting and implemegtcompany strategy (Cadbury,
1992). Following this, Carver and Oliver (2002)iclad that the survival of any
company depends on the CEQ’s ability to adjustlduim response to a change
in direction or sudden marketplace shift. Sine@da directors are more involved
in company operations and can access more infasmaliomasic and Bottomley
(1993) argued that they are more committed to paiftg an oversight function
of the board. For example, in Canada, Bozec (2G06hd that the inside
directors who possessed superior information pexvichore effective evaluation
of the top managers. In addition, Markarian ando@&aetti (2007) found that
they are better positioned to assess the overallitguof the decision-making
process.

Because of the important roles of executive dimsgteome studies have shown
that the presence of such directors has a positigact on firm performance. For
example, Kiel and Nicholson (2003) examined thatmhship between board
demographics and corporate performance in 348 afrAlia’s largest publicly
listed companies and found a positive relationdigpween the proportion of
inside directors and firm performance. Likewisegyilhak and Bektas (2008)
found that a higher proportion of inside directosas related to a firm return on
assets. Although having inside directors has bemmd to lead to several
advantages for the board, most corporate governandes emphasised that

boards should comprise more outside directors. ,Tiwesproportion of executive
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directors was found to be much lower than non-ethesudirectors in most

countries>

External directors. External directors are known as ‘non-executiveaors’,
‘non-employee’ or ‘part time’ directors (Mace, 197From the agency theory
perspective, non-executive directors (NEDs) contabto effective governance
by exercising control over top managers’ decisiakimg because they can
provide independent assessments and checks anttcésléor the board (Mace,
1972; Fama & Jensen, 1983). The latter authorscatit® more non-executive
directors on the board can reduce the probabifitypj® management colluding to
expropriate shareholders’ wealth. In addition, NEiase valuable resources that
derive from their technical expertise and businesperience (Kesner, 1988;
Pettigrew & McNulty, 1999).

Despite these advantages of having more NEDs onbtiaed, prior studies
documented mixed results from analyses of the iogislip between the
proportion of NEDs and firm performance. In the UBahya and McConnell
(2003) revealed that outside directors have a ipesimpact on board decision-
making. Furthermore, in Korea, Choi et al. (20@)rfd a positive effect on firm
performance through having independent directorsthen company board. A
similar situation was found in Ghana where Abor Adigasi (2007) revealed that
the presence of outside independent directors ardsoenhanced corporate

competitiveness and provided new strategic outldokthe firms.

In contrast, Hermalin and Weisbach (2002) summarike evidence to conclude
that a higher proportion of NEDs is not associatétl superior firm performance
among US firms. Zong-Jun and Xiao-Lan (2006) res@ahat a larger proportion
of NEDs is negatively associated with the probapiif distress among firms in
China. Likewise, Abdullah (2006b) concluded froesearch into financially
distressed and non-distressed companies listed wsaBMalaysia that non-
executive independent directors are not associatdda financially distressed

® The proportion of executive directors in variousutiies are: two per cent in the UK and
Austria, seven per cent in Switzerland, five pemtda Sweden (Heidrick & Struggles, 2007b),
25.6 per cent in Australia (Korn/Ferry Internatib&sEgan Associates, 2007).
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status. Pettigrew and McNulty (1999) argued thatrtegative impact of NEDs on
firm performance was because they are not ableatify rdecisions made by
powerful board members as they lack company inftona

Conger and Lawler (2009) supposed that the NEDsdifp meet six to ten times
a year, which is just enough to perform their es8akfunctions. Siladi (2006)
also argued that they are only involved in the camnypbusiness ‘part-time’.
Being part-time employees, Conger and Lawler (20@3)d Nadler (2006)
concluded that it is difficult for them to developuch more than a rudimentary
understanding of the working of their companiesththese limitations, they are
heavily dependent on the goodwill of the managemespecially the CEO, to
obtain relevant and timely information about thenpany (Levrau & Van den
Berghe, 2007b). In association with this, Cartet harsch (2004) argued that as
an understanding of company business is criticah® effectiveness of board
decision-making, the lack of this knowledge is gatarly worrying. Markarian
and Parbonetti (2007) added that the lack of in&drom on the part of the
independent directors would possibly impede goocisttn-making processes.
Based on these arguments, this study concludesh#vaitg more non-executive
directors does not mean they enhance board efésess if they are unable to

contribute to the board.

Dual roles.Duality of roles refers to a situation where a fsSr€EO also serves
as chairman of the board of directors (AbdullalQ80 There are two competing
views found in the literature about the advantaged disadvantages of CEO
duality. One school of thought believes that thardas more effective by having
a separation between the roles of chairman and GE@lation to this, Fama and
Jensen (1983) and Finkelstein and Mooney (2003jeoonthat separation of
roles has enabled boards to perform their overdigitdtions effectively because
such boards are considered to be independent. efomtine, Schmid and
Zimmermann (2005) asserted that an independent ohight have important
contacts with banks and the government, which cawige valuable networking
for the company. However, Finkelstein and D'Av@i94) felt that CEO duality

is expected to establish strong and unambiguowetship because the chairman
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and CEO are both possibly playing the same rolesveZ and Oliver (2002)
added that the duality role can reduce baggageamdnunication layers. Hence,
some scholars assert that duality of roles lea@sremuction in costs for the firm,
particularly the cost of transferring critical imfoation between the CEO and the
chairman (Dahya & Travlos, 2000). These could bmesoeasons why the dual
role of chairman and CEO has become quite commdsSidirms. Indeed, it has
been reported that approximately 80 per cent ofomeprporations in the US
have such a dual role (Coombes & Wong, 2004). Everse is true in the UK,
where independent directors make up a high pergergathe boards of directors

for most of its major corporations (Heidrick & Sggles, 2007a).

Due to the disagreement about duality of roles, isogb studies in various
countries have failed to conclude which leaderstipcture is better than the
other. Some studies provide evidence of a posigiaionship between duality of
roles and firm performance. For instance, Josh@@7R found significant and
positive associations between capital structure@B0 duality among Ghanaian
films. In addition, in Malaysia, a higher perceggaof CEO duality has been
found to enable one person to make fast and tiohetysions (Haron, Ibrahim &
Muhamad, 2008). Likewise, Tin Yan and Shu Kam (3d08nd that the duality
role is more effective because one individual caer@se full control over the
firm and the person can provide a centralised fdougachieve organisational
goals. Meanwhile, in the US, Harjoto and Jo (2008nd a positive relationship
between CEO duality and firm values and performance

In contrast, in Australia Sharma (2004) revealeat thhen the chairman of the
board is also the CEO, the board’s monitoring reMeakened and the likelihood
of fraud increases. In addition, Rahman and Harf#005) and Abdullah (2004)
did not find any relationship between CEO dualitydathe performance of
Malaysian firms. Likewise, Schmid and Zimmerman@Q®2), from their study of

152 Swiss firms, revealed no evidence of a systienaad significant difference
in firm value between firms that combined the rolethose with a separate
chairman and CEO. Furthermore, in Egypt, Elsaye@D12 found that CEO

duality had no impact on corporate performance.rdfoee, overall, this review
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finds that the impact of dual roles on board amth fperformance is different
from one country to another. Both types of leader&tructure are associated

with similar effects on the firms.

Board process

The need to study board process is important bedsasrds are beginning to pay
more attention to how they actually work (Lebla@603) and to correct the

attitudes and behaviour of directors (Berghe & laenr2004). Following these

arguments, some studies (e.g. Leblanc, 2003; Befgbhevrau, 2004; Roberts et

al., 2005) concluded that actual board performale@ends on the membership of
the boards rather than on the structure or the ositipn of the board, which,

hitherto, were emphasised in most discussions coimgeboard effectiveness. In

addition, to enhance the accountability of the bp&oberts et al. (2005) and
Adams, Hermalin and Weisbach (2009) asserted theatdis of directors’ studies

need to open the ‘black box’ of actual board betnand. These arguments imply
that the area of board dynamics is becoming a nmoportant determinant of

board effectiveness. The following sections revikmee components of board
dynamics (including board behaviours, human camtad board culture) that

were found to be important components of boardceffeness.

Board behaviours.Drawing from these arguments, various studies fggted

the importance of studying board behaviours. Fangle, based on a theoretical
study, Forbes and Milliken (1999) concluded tha #ffectiveness of a board
depends on the socio-psychological processes delatgroup participation and
interaction. They defined two criteria that detered the effectiveness of the
board: board task performance and board cohesiseBesrd task performance
refers to a board’s ability to perform its roleegffively, especially during major
strategic events of the firm, while board cohesessnrefers to the degree to
which board members get on with each other andrerévated to stay on the
board (Forbes & Milliken, 1999). This attractions@lpromotes trust in each

director’s judgements and expertise, while higtels\of cohesiveness can lead to

30



a focus on interpersonal exchanges rather thannagéonal issues and the

dysfunctional outcome of a lack of critical enqu{forbes & Milliken, 1999).

Human capital. While many scholars acknowledged that human dajsitan
essential resource for a company (Glaeser et @b2;2Paldam, 2000), it is
difficult to define precisely. Sveiby (1997) defthbuman capital as the capacity
to act in a wide variety of situations to creategiille and intangible assets, which
comprise a major part of directors’ ‘tacit’ or ‘soknowledge. Meanwhile,
Becker (1993) asserted that human capital is awmichdal’s set of knowledge and
skills, which develops typically through investment education, training and
various experiences. Likewise, Baron and Armstr@97) see human capital as
the knowledge, skills, abilities and capacity pessé by people in organisations.
Based on the above review, human capital in theegorof this thesis can be
defined as the individual knowledge, skills and exxise needed to perform the

job of a director effectively.

The importance of directors’ human capital in flifig their governing function
has been noted and this topic has received griegitiah in corporate governance
literature (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004; Baron & Armstig, 2007). This is
reinforced in the work of Hillman and Dalziel (2008ho introduced a concept
called ‘board capital’. They explained that boaggital consists of both human
capital (experience, expertise and reputation) ratational capital (networking),
and argued that greater levels of board capitalontt enable boards to secure
more valuable resources, but also to be more efeeah monitoring company
performance. Further, Nicolson and Kiel (2004) sgd human capital
theoretically as knowledge, skills and abilitiespessed by directors that include;
functional, industry, board-specific and organmatspecific knowledge, skills
and abilities. They argued that boards can be reffeetive in carrying out their
roles when individual directors apply their knowged skills and abilities. This
can be explained because human capital deemsatseict be more critical in
analysing the different viewpoints of other direstqStewart, 1997), and in
engaging in strategic processes (Zahra & Pearc@9;10ffstein & Gnyawali,

2006). The greater the human-capital intensityhefttioard members, the greater
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percentage of high value added by the board tsticeess of company strategy
(Stewart, 1997). Research also supports the fatbibards high in human capital
are more inclined to provide the necessary aducea@unsel (Westphal, 1999),
as well as improve organisational legitimacy andoutation, and firm

performance (Brown, 2007).

Board culture. Many researchers have asserted that culture isj@ saurce of
efficiency in organisations and improves corponaeformance (e.g. Kotter &
Heskett, 1992; Nadler, 2006; Levrau & Van den Berg?007b; Hirota, Kubo &
Miyajima, 2008). Corporate culture, which is alsled organisational culture,
can be defined as a set of values, beliefs and sxofbehaviours shared by the
firm’s members that influence their preferences dmhaviours (Kotter &
Heskett, 1992). O’Reilly (1989) found that everinary people could create
successfully competitive companies if the orgamsahas clear values, puts
culture first and has consistent people-centredtiozes to express the values that
are maintained by senior management. Further,dd@@006) classified five core
values of effective board culture to comprise:

i. independence and integrity — where the board sepigissure to act as a
rubber stamp and conform to group thinking, demacasplete and
credible material, and looks beyond managemerihformation sources;

ii. openness — where the board shares opinions, tadesirp animated
discussions, and encourages debate;

lii.  accountability — this involves shared leadershig eesponsibility: where
all directors have an equal responsibility to shalgers;
iv.  action orientation — focus on priorities; and

v. mutual trust and respect — respect for expertisedarerse opinions.

Nadler (2006) then went on to argue that cultune ftave a goal-setting effect
when it specifies the goals of the firm and helpgplyees make daily decisions.
Meanwhile, in a boardroom context, Nicholson andlK2004) divided cultural
capital into two components: (1) board administaprocesses including formal
and informal board procedures; and (2) values itidividual directors bring to

the board including their work ethic and personaltivation. They argued that a
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balance in the different elements of board culteegdital can lead to a series of
board behaviours and organisational performancegrdbaeffectiveness and

director effectiveness.

Due to the importance of culture, a number of @sidiave reported that culture
influences firm performance in various forms. Frartheoretical analysis, Forbes
and Milliken (1999) concluded that a good corporatdture is essential in
building a cohesive board. Furthermore, Finketsteand Mooney (2003)
discovered that some cultural components, suctoadlict avoidance, teamwork,
strategic involvement and comprehensiveness, astatin determining effective
boards. Other studies have found that good cultogeem enhance the
communication flow and systems of control (Ginewsc& Vaitkunaite, 2006), as
well as cultivate the respect and high trust ambogrd members (Barton &
Wong, 2006). In addition, based on a qualitatinvedg of 147 directors of
Belgian listed companies, Levrau and Van den Ber@@®7b) revealed five
components of the culture of effective boards célews:
i. active involvement (board members’ involvement udhg their initiative
to learn and contribute to the board);
il. openness (an open culture that provides the pbtssit ability for board
members to express an opinion; and transparency);
iii. criticism (a critical attitude/behaviour of boareémbers);
iv. common values or goals (board members have a condapaominator);
and
v. atmosphere climate (other unwritten rules or stedglauch as humour, a
positive and constructive mindset, professionaliend passion for

excellence).

In spite of the increasing attention paid to cogperculture, Hirota et al. (2008)
argued that because culture has tacit, ambiguadisiambservable aspects, which
are difficult to measure, very few quantitative dsés have been conducted to
establish their importance. They then took up tihiallenge by examining the
importance of culture using a quantitative approdgased on their study of

Japanese firms, they discovered that corporateireuind the strength of that
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culture influences corporate policies affecting @yment, board and financial
structure. Although their study provided an altéirrea approach to measuring
corporate culture, the project relied on firms’ sms statements to ascertain
levels of culture, which may not reflect the trudtare of the firms. Hence, the
limitation of their study was that it only reporteghat was written in the
statements and, thus, was not sufficient to shgvositive impact of corporate

culture on firm performance.

Although board dynamics has become a popular iseu@assessing board
effectiveness, very few studies have actually oleserboards in action or
analysed how a board works. Daily et al. (2003)thieir review of decades of
research in corporate governance, highlight thatghoblem is due to difficulties

in acquiring access to the boards of directorstdymtential legal exposure.

Fortunately, a number of scholars have at leastotoe extent, assessed board
effectiveness via qualitative research (Pettigré@92; Pettigrew & McNulty,
1999; Leblanc, 2003; Roberts et al., 2005). Pettvgy(1992) was the first with a
study of boards’ composition to board processese&8an structured interviews,
he reported that large inferences had been made iinput variables such as
board composition to output variables such as bpartbrmance, with no direct
evidence of the processes and mechanisms thatpaebglink the inputs to the
outputs. Moreover, in the UK Pettigrew and McNUt®99) conducted in-depth
interviews with 20 board members and discoveretthieeffectiveness of boards

of directors very much relies on the attitudes laelaviour of board members.

Using a different qualitative research approachldmd (2003) explored the idea
that board effectiveness can be examined througkreational techniques. He,
for example, observed 21 boards’ committee meetingSanada. Based on his
observations, he suggested that the real valuaabf access is that it opens up a
rich data set on board effectiveness. He discoveéhede characteristics of
effective directors: (i) they acted and voted irelegently; (ii) they possessed
individual competencies that complemented and neatcithe strategic

environment of the company; and (iii) they possedear behaviour types — they
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were change agents, consensus builders, counselod challengers or
conductors. On a different track Roberts et &08), based their study on 40 in-
depth interviews with company directors, they asseésboard effectiveness
through an examination of the work and relationslapnon-executive directors.
It was concluded that actual board effectivenegsends on the behavioural
dynamics of the board rather than on the structutbe composition of the board
(emphasised in most discussions of board effeatisen

Based on the above review, it can be concluded ttmatfocus of a board
effectiveness study should not be entirely basedimancial indicators, since
other factors could also influence the dynamicstied board including the
attitudes and behaviour of directors, and the oaltaf the board. More
importantly, the current reality of corporate gawance research should reflect
how well a board performs on substantive busingsseis, not just based on the
matter of board structure and processes. Indeetk nualitative studies should

be carried out to develop a model or theory of dyiseboards.

Board roles
Some scholars have reviewed board effectivenes=rnms of the roles of boards
of directors (e.g. Conger & Lawler, 2001; Walt &glay, 2001; Epstein & Roy,
2004). For example, Conger and Lawler (2001) pregahat effective boards
have three dimensions: an ability to scan the enwent for opportunities and
threats; an ability to provide constructive feedband guidance to the CEO; and
an ability to extend their networks of contractsl gmovide external sources of
knowledge to enhance firm performance. Similarlpstein and Roy (2004)
explained that effective boards must achieve thoge objectives, which are to:
i.  provide superior strategic guidance to ensure tmpany’s growth and
prosperity;
ii. be accountable to all company stakeholders inctudshareholders,
employees, customers, suppliers, regulators andaimenunity; and

iii.  ensure that a highly qualified executive team isiaging the company.
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To perform their roles effectively, Carter and Lars(2004) maintained that
boards of directors should consider three factors:
I. board structure — its size, leadership and the dttews it requires to
accomplish its role;
ii.  board composition — the mix of experience, skilisl ather attributes of
its members; and
iii. board processes — how it gathers information, bukdowledge and

makes decisions.

They also argued that because the impact of tleeter§ vary from one board to
another, research on boards of directors has nibreglted in convergence
concerning specific roles of the boards. Furtheanthtey are not defined as an
integrated set of activities. In agreement, HU€9T2 recently classified the roles
of boards of directors into six categories (e.dhawsoural control, output control,
strategic control, advice and counsel, networkimg éobbying, and strategic
participation). However, the broader literaturebmards generally discusses three

roles: i.e. control, service and strategic roles.

Control role. The control role is one of the fundamental resgmhises of boards
of directors. Regarding the control role, boardslioéctors have a legal duty to
oversee companies’ operations and monitor top n@ameagt and protect
shareholder’s interests (Young et al., 2000; Badgar, 2002; Kemp, 2006). The
dominant theory underlying the control role is agentheory, which initially
became the prevailing school of thought in finaand economic research. This
theory was concerned with resolving the agencylprolihat may arise when the
interests of management differ from the interesthareholders (Berle & Means,
1932; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Fama & Jensen, 1983)sen and Meckling
(1976) stated that this problem is one of agensyscan which the pursuit of self-
interest increases costs to firms including the obstructuring contracts and the

cost of monitoring and controlling the behavioulagents.

From an academic perspective, control roles calsdsm as wide-ranging and

include the control of proxy mechanisms for thgrmtent of the management’s
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and shareholders’ interests (Zahra & Pearce, 1B88as, 2001; David, 2006),
removing managers who misused firm assets (BoZ#¥¥5)2 and monitoring the
formation and implementation of strategic decisiqdshnson, et al.,, 1996;
Belden, Fister & Knapp, 2005; Summanen & Lazar@@@8). To ensure that the
board can perform the above roles, literature basded on issues such as board
size, internal versus external directors, and #dmasation of CEO and chairman
positions (Dalton et al., 1998; Daily et al., 200Bpr example, Brown and Caylor
(2004), and Clarke (2006) suggested that to enthatethe board oversees the

management effectively, the board must be indepdrfden the management.

Service role.The service role of boards of directors primaritgnss from the
resource dependency theory and stewardship thandyentails providing advice
and counsel to the CEO and top management (Yangrannella, 2008). From
the resource dependency theory perspective, baafrdirectors are seen as
valuable resources that a firm needs to enhanc@dtiormance (Pfeffer &
Salancik, 1978; Johnson et al., 1996; Hillman et 2000; Brown, 2007). This
theory postulates organisations as being depermfetiteir external environment
and suggests that organisational effectivenesdtsesat only from the firm’s
ability to manage resources but also more impdstdrdam its capacity to secure
crucial resources from the environment (Pfeffer &aacik, 1978). Hence, the
key to organisational survival is the ability toqagde and maintain resources. In
this process, the corporate board and its inditidnambers are regarded as
boundary spanners securing important resourcestgims of knowledge,
networks, contacts etc.) in order to ensure firnvisal (Pfeffer & Salancik,
1978; Hillman et al., 2000; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003

Stewardship theory sees the boards of directoenamportant strategic device,
which suggests that the boards can serve the CEHOm@magement with their
expertise through their active involvement in stigid decision-making processes
(Carpenter & Westphal, 2001). Therefore, this thie@s opposed to agency
theory) holds that there is no conflict of interestween managers and owners of
any firm (Donaldson, 1990; Levrau & Van den BergB@07a). In contrast, in

stewardship theory, it is believed that by managersking towards the firm’s
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goals, their personal needs were also covered,tlams] their interests were
aligned with the owner of the firm (Donaldson & Dgv1991).

Strategic role Many scholars have argued that strategic decissaaghe most
important in terms of actions taken by the top nganaent of the firm, and have a
direct bearing on a firm’s survival (Mintzberg, Banghani & Theoret, 1976;
Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992; Langton & Robbins, 20MHence, Ruigrok, Peck
and Keller (2006)suggest thatthe strategic role of boards of directors is
important because it can shape the future of a fitarly researchers argued that
the board made little contribution to strategiceslbecause this role was
performed by the CEO (Mace, 1971; Vance, 1983; Mafkinow, 1991). The
boards were called ‘creatures of the CEO’ (Mace€/1)3hat are available for
rubber-stamping functions. However, some scholasg. (Andrews, 1981;
Tricker, 1984; Rosenstein, 1987; Rindova, 1999)gecsed that boards of
directors play active roles in a firms’ strategiésdrew (1981) and Rindova
(1999) went further and recommended that board$irettors should work with
management in devising strategic plans based anexgerience. Tricker (1984)
claimed that boards should establish a firm’s sgiatdirections, oversee a firm’s
strategies, assess and monitor performance, as agelbe involved in the
implementation of any strategies. To take actigdigipation in strategic roles,
Coulson-Thomas (1993) suggested that boards siptaycactive roles in looking
for business opportunities for a firm. Moreoverc@ding to Goodstein et al.
(1994), the strategic role is of particular impada in critical cases such as
periods of environmental turbulence or declines cmmpany performance,
because such events provide the opportunity toaieitstrategic change. In
addition, support for active roles in strategy cofr@m various principles of
corporate governance (e.g., ASX, 2003; MCCG, 2@mBeCD, 2004). A general
suggestion in these codes has been that the bdemadsensure strategic
guidance to the company. Based on the above reyithesstrategic roles of
boards of directors are receiving growing attentioncorporate governance

research.
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Although the literature acknowledged the importamderoles of boards of
directors, the roles of the board are often notl-defined and differ from one
company to another (Pearce & Zahra, 1991). Ide#ily,most effective board is
able to fulfil most of its roles effectively (Lella, 2003). However, in reality
many boards do not succeed in doing so for vaneasons. Leblanc and Gillies
(2005) argued that boards of directors often pessiested power to control
company management teams on behalf of shareholsliengover, the roles of
individual board members cannot be clearly sepdrbgxause all of them have
equal responsibility to the board (Kakabadse & Kakise, 2008). As there is a
lack of agreement concerning the roles of boardsliadctors, as well as the
limited ability of boards to monitor their firmshdre is always a gap between
what is expected of boards and what boards canxpected to accomplish
(Brennan, 2006).

To overcome this problem, Cascio (2004) assertatlaicompany should define
the roles of its boards of directors. To do so,ve€aand Oliver (2002) suggested
that each company should develop a written politya@ard roles, which can
serve as tools for the boards to convey their rolea consistent and enduring
manner, as well as assist in avoiding disputes dmtwthe board and the
management. The policy should also be flexibleegpond quickly to the needs of
the board, particularly when change has occurregtiermarket or business needs
(Moodie, 2001). One example is an outline for thaienan and CEOS’ roles
developed by Khazanah Nasional Berhad (2006) fdajsan GLCs (see Table
2.1).
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Table 2.1: An example of chairman’s &hCEQ’s roles

Chairman’s roles
* provide leadership
to the board

 chair shareholders’

Potentially shared

roles

» external relations,
including

CEOQO’s roles
 develop and implement
strategy reflecting long-

term objectives and

relationships with priorities established by
shareholders board

* senior leadership e assume full
development accountability to board
for all aspects of
company operation

« closely monitor operating
financial results in
accordance with plans

meetings

* Act as company’s
ambassador, both
within domestic
market and
internationally

Source: Khazanah Nasional (2006, p. 22)

Based on the above reviews, this thesis arguestfeative boards are composed
of the ‘right’ people, structure, processes anasplwhich enable a board to
perform its roles effectively for the achievemerfittioe company’s objectives.
However, because the impacts of boards’ charatterien firm performance
(e.g. strategic, management, financial and enviemtjn are complex and
interrelated, Bird, Buchanan, and Rogers (2004)eatghat board effectiveness
remains an elusive concept, as there is much noobe tkknown about the tasks

and roles that boards should play.

Board membership

The issue of who is represented on the board @ctlirs and how they are
selected has been central to many research agen@asventional wisdom
suggests that effective boards require individuadatiors with strong capabilities
(Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Gabrielsson & Winlund, @@ Huse, 2005, 2007). The
board’s collective experience, skills and insightien properly engaged, have
been believed to produce better decisions and allaempany to be run more
effectively (Nadler et al., 2006). Therefore, higérformance boards need to be
represented by the right mix of talent of indivitldaectors (Conger & Lawler,
2001).
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Boards of directors are commonly composed of a qrderance of leaders
(Nadler, 2004) who come from diverse backgroundsluding former CEOs or

company presidents. Leblanc and Gillies (2005)rdatesd that they are the most
crucial predictors of board process and performahrtmvever, Cascio (2004)
argued that this situation has often led to anogreblem, especially when
everyone is trying to control the board. For exEnm an earlier study, Pearce
and Zahra (1991) found that organisations with péweboards, especially

powerful CEOs, performed less well. To overcoms ttrioblem, Cascio (2004)
suggested that a company should have a clear ooléhé board. Despite this
finding, many studies have revealed that compdeadership of the chairman,
CEO and independent directors leads to high stdsdafr company governance
(e.g. Papadakis & Barwise, 2002; Kakabadse, Kalsba®l Barrat, 2006;

Kakabadse & Kakabadse, 2007). Because of the iapontoles of board

members in corporate governance, in the followiectisns three types of board
members are examined — the chairman, CEO and indepedirectors.

The chairman. The position of chairman is one of great powerlugrfice and
responsibility. Cadbury (1992) asserted that thairaan is responsible for
leading the board and ensuring that it acts irbest interests of shareholders and
the firm’s future growth. Despite the importanteaf the chairman to the firm,
the Australian Institute of Company Directors (ACIR006) argued that the
chairman does not have any executive power toitalependent decisions unless
authorised by the board or by the company’s cartgiit. Hence, the chairman is
just an instrument to ensure the smooth functiorohghe board (Bird et al.
2004). For example, the chairman was found to esexvnumber of roles,
including being a symbol of both internal and emé&r organisational
constituencies (Pointer & Orlifoff, 2002); chairingpoard meetings; and
overseeing the process of hiring, firing, evalugtamd compensating CEOs and
other top managers (Schmid & Zimmermann, 2005)adiition, Brown and
Caylor (2004) identified unique roles of the chamrsuch as being an achiever
of diversity, a consensus builder and solidaritynpoter. Due to such important
roles of the chairman, Carver and Oliver (2002)eveld that the effectiveness of

the board is largely dependent on the efficacyhefahairman.
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To enable the chairman to perform the above rofeectevely, Coombes and
Wong (2004) thought that the chairman should beesm® who has particular
characteristics including experience in industry) @mdependent mind, a
commitment to his or her job and the respect oéothrectors and management.
In addition, Bird et al. (2004) believed that thleatman should possess the
appropriate skills and values that can unite dimecinto an effective group. In
accordance with these arguments, prior studiesodesed that a successful
chairman possesses particular personal qualitiemr Fexample, a
PricewaterhouseCoopers and KLSE (2002) survey wdesed four essential
characteristics of Malaysian company chairman, uidiclg having industrial
knowledge and experience, a strong reputation, dgoesiness contacts and
management experience. Meanwhile, in the UK, basedhterviews with 215
directors, the Whitehead Mann Partnership (200&agaled ten characteristics of
an effective chairman including that the persorudto
i. have a good relationship with the CEO

ii. achieve openness and transparency at the board

lii. work continuously to improve board performance

iv. be a flexible person

V. possess an open leadership style

vi. not be the previous CEO

vii. have broad experience
viii. prepare for the role

ix. be personally accountable for board performance

X. be able to balance regulation and strategy

Similarly, seven personality characteristics ofuacessful chairman revealed by
Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2007) include:
i. the capacity to work through board tensions
ii. striving continually towards gaining a shared pectipe
lii. the capacity for independence to engage in andveegissputes and
minimise dysfunctional interactions

iv. asense of presence
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v. masterful maturity
vi. being able to see a meeting ahead
vii. good intra and interpersonal skills

Although these studies discovered some effectieeariteristics of the chairman,
the majority of the characteristics revealed ardated to personality
characteristics, attitudes and values. This implieat having particular

personality characteristics is the most importapeat of an effective chairman.

Chief Executive Officer (CEQ) The CEO is a full-time staff member of a
company who is responsible for the day-to-day mgrof the company (Sibin,
Levitas & Priem, 2005), and setting and implemantine company corporate
strategy. Many scholars have considered that CEfD=s are crucial in corporate
activities including making corporate strategic idens (Michel & Hambrick,
1992; Brouthers, Brouthers & Werner, 2000; Papaja®002); corporate
innovation (Bantel & Jackson, 1989); corporate @aniance (Zajac, 1990; Dow
& Raposo, 2005; Johnston, 2005; Jie, 2008); angacate structure (Miller &
Droge, 1986). As these studies have shown that ClE&Dacteristics influence
various aspects of a firm, Halikias and Panayottjpo(003) suggested that it
might be useful to examine further the influenceC&0O personality variables on
overall aspects of firm performance including thegmte of innovation,

organisational and economic performance.

As CEOs are widely honoured or condemned for at tiappens or does not
happen in their organisations, Conger and Read@4(20onsidered that CEOs
have to be more critical, proactive and need ts@ss hands-on leadership of the
company. In this regard, various studies have beeertaken to examine CEOS’
personal characteristics and their effects on asgéions. For example, using
data obtained from 79 technology firms in the U8 &eland, Flood et al. (2000)
found that CEO leadership style (and in particuthe transformational
leadership) had a substantial influence on bothseosus decision-making
processes and team effectiveness. However, inghaly of 128 CEOs of major
corporations in the US, Agle et al. (2006) discedethat CEOs’ charismatic

43



leadership was not associated with company perfocmaThey argued that a
charismatic CEO does not necessarily benefit fuimencial performance. Thus,
these studies show that the transformational |shgestyle of the CEOs is more

important than charismatic styles.

In addition, Conger and Ready (2004) revealed dh@EO who has a reasonable
understanding of company financial statements i @ monitor company
internal control systems effectively, while Mitch€004) discovered that a CEO
who has industry experience provides more valuaigas to solve company
problems. In addition to stronger skills and quedifions, the CEO was also
found to need other qualities such as creativéagnt driving ability, leadership,
team work and strong outside contacts (Korn/Femyerhational, 2003).
However, Kaplan, Klebanov and Sorensen (2007) arg¢jugt CEOs usually need
one or two years to acquire knowledge about therosgtion before they can
take major action to reshape their organisationi (2@05) added that more time
is needed to enable the CEOs to show their conimitsito substantial impacts on
their firms’ competitive positions in the marketdaimancial returns. Hence, they
need some backup from their boards and managementermonstrate their

leadership potential.

In his study of excellent performances of CEOs he US, Collins (2001)
discovered common traits of the CEOs he referrecado’Level 5 leaders:
compelling modesty, giving credit to others, shayinonwavering resolve,
competent diligence, being fanatically driven amilding strong teams. Despite
the work of Collins, in a well-known leadership dyuKaplan et al. (2007)
claimed that Collins’ research had the potentialéo-post sample bias because
he used a sample where the selection was basedpenia past performance.
They extended his work by identifying and analyslagger samples of CEO
candidates in the US. Based on structured intes/iewth 313 CEO candidates,
they discovered seven characteristics of an effe@EO. These were:

i. leadership (develop people, remove underperformemd, treat people

with respect, efficiency, networking, flexibilitynd adaptability);
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ii. personal (integrity, organisational planning, calonder pressure,
aggressive);

li.  intellectual (brainpower, analytical skills, strgie thinking, vision,
creativity and attention to detail);

iv. interpersonal (listening skills, open to criticismritten communication,
oral communication and teamwork);

v. technical (sales, marketing, manufacturing, finanheaman resource,
knowledge of industry); and

vi.  specific functional areas (achieve revenue tardefsgrade management

team, work with other executives, manage growthsatctrategy).

In a recent study of a sample of 242 new CEO appaints in the US, Jie (2008)
discovered that CEOs’ work experience in industag la positive impact on
firms’ stock market values. Despite extensive igsicbf CEOs’ characteristics,
none of the above-mentioned studies suggested dseimportant characteristics
of the CEO. Nevertheless, it was argued that th®’'€ characteristics need to be
matched with the company’s strategy, so that thepamy can use his or her

expertise (Korn/Ferry International, 2003).

Independent directors (ID).Most corporate governance codes or guidelines have
spelled out independence as complying with threeditons: (1) have no
relationships with company management, suppliersnajor shareholdefsy2)
have never been employed in an executive positidheocompany; and (3) are
not an adviser of the company (e.g. ASX, 2003; MCQQ00; OECD, 2004).
Likewise, Bosch (1993) described the requirememtsnidependence as not being
a substantial shareholder, and not being employemhy executive capacity by
the company within the last three years. Howewean earlier study in Australia,
Clifford and Evans (1997) found that 35 per centtlod ID in public-listed
companies were former employees, major sharehotatettgectors holding some
other form of contractual relationship with the amgsation such as providing

goods or services. In another study, Hooghiemstrd ¥an Manen (2004)

® In Malaysia the aggregate shareholding, directlindirectly, is not more than 15% of the shares
issued by the corporation (Practice Note. No. 6SKLListing Requirement, 2001)
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conducted telephone interviews and mail questioeado survey the opinions of
Dutch ID regarding their roles and limitations. ejffound that although ID are
expected to operate independently from managenmeptactice, they are unable
to do so because they rely on the management teiderahem with the

information necessary for decision-making, thugdieg to an independence
paradox (Hooghiemstra & Van Manen, 2004). Thus,théreor not a director is
truly independent is subjective, and it may beiclitft to determine the level of
independence of particular directors. This was edgearlier by Baysinger and

Butler (1985) who referred to ID as a ‘grey area’.

In accordance with the above argument, a numbezsafarchers have argued that
being independent is difficult to define in a peecilanguage (Seong, 2003;
Cortese & Bowrey, 2008). Robert et al. (2005) hedtkthat independence means
an independence of mind. From her qualitative stadjustralia, McCabe (2008)
revealed that independence is not just independehaurind. She discovered
being independent also includes independence ofwledige sources; and

independence of income.

As independent directors are perceived to be inuthkp®, some studies
confirmed that they were able to enhance firm perémce. In Australia, Sharma
(2004) found that a high percentage of independéesttors on the board had
reduced corporate fraud because the independezttalis were able to monitor
and control such fraud. Robert et al. (2005), heirt articles on creating
accountability in the boardroom, provided criticahalysis on how the
behavioural dynamics of the board are an impor@eterminant of board
effectiveness. They argued that the attitudes anduct of ID should contribute
to (such) positive and negative board dynamics. Ewample, if the ID
understands the business and asks brave quesi®orgposed to just asking the
obligatory questions, the respect for that positirmreases (Robert et al., 2005).
Indeed, Prasanna (2006) suggested that indepedidectors can bring credibility

and better governance and contribute to boardteféeess overall.
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Although independent directors have been a majancem in corporate
governance research, a vast majority of the stutlies look at independent
directors’ characteristics were found to be basadboards in the UK. For
example, based on their quantitative survey, Dulewind Gay (1997) presented
five essential characteristics of competent [Dudmg integrity, critical faculty,

perspective/helicopter ability, change orientatitstening and judgement.

Higgs (2003) discovered similar characteristics ifafependent ID in the UK,
including integrity and high ethical standards ligband willingness to challenge
and probe, sensitive listening, sound judgemert,strong interpersonal skills. A
year later, Pass (2004) conducted an empiricalysafi&0 listed companies in the
UK that analysed ID characteristics (age, gendasrgth of service, remuneration
and other directorships). He presented a compreleepsofile of hon-executive
directors within large UK companies and considetieel consistency of this
profile with the requirements and recommendationstained in legislative

reforms.

Considering individual characteristics are dynamibe Whitehead Mann

Partnership (2005b) conducted qualitative intergigav examine what makes an
exceptional ID. Based on 124 interviews with UKediors, the study concluded
that exceptional ID were individuals who: possesabith of experience; are team
players; are independent advisors; are committetl mepared; are articulate
communicators and are good listeners; have shards@nd good judgement; are
visionary; creative and passionate about busifmsij strong relationships and
act as ambassadors; are self-confident withouigbgogmatic; and enhance their
contribution through feedback. Although these stsdiiere based on UK boards,
the characteristics of the ID revealed were geheigbplicable to ID for the

entire world.
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2.3.3 Determinants of board effectiveness — from external
perspectives of boards of directors

Apart from internal aspects, elements, which ineludgulations, stakeholders,
business environments and government policies, hage influenced the

effectiveness of boards of directors (Pye & Petiigr2005). For example, the
meltdown of large corporations in various counthese led to the development
of corporate governance codes and guidelines. Tdrerethe existing codes of
corporate governance (e.g. Combined Code 2003 enUHK, ASX 2003 in

Australia, Malaysian Code on Corporate Governa68,/) generally lay down
guidelines for board effectiveness. In particutagy refer to board composition,
ownership structure, and the number of executiwe @on-executive directors,
board committees and board remuneration. By comglywvith these codes,
boards of directors are expected to increase #ifgctiveness and legitimacy in

the view of investors and capital suppliers (Schr&d@rauer, 2006).

For example, following the development of the CagitReport in 1992, Dahya,
McConnell and Travlos (2002) investigated the dffmt board effectiveness of
the UK Code of Best Practices and found that thhegmeéage of NEDs in the UK
had increased significantly. In the United Staté\oferica (USA), the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act enacted in 2002 imposed new regulatidreg thandated a range of
reforms in relation to US public companies. Follogithis, Alkhafaji (2007)

found that new reporting requirements imposed fey Sarbanes-Oxley Act had
encouraged boards of directors and managers oicpiuibhs in the US to become
more careful in preparing and reporting financrdbrmation. In Malaysia, since
the revamp of the Kuala Lumpur Stock Exchange (KLBiEting Requirements

in 2002, all Malaysian PLCs have been requiredpjpoat at least one financial

expert on their boards.

A further influence is designed by internationagjamisations, particularly the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develepi{OECD) to stimulate
the international governance environment. The OE®@D released the Principle
of Corporate Governance in 1999, with a new versin2004 that set out the
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requirement for boards to have responsibility fooviding support for their

organisations through functions of stewardship a@odhpliance, as well as
monitoring and reviewing governance practices (OEAD99, 2004). One

important feature of these codes has been theresgent of a board to be
independent because when a board is truly indepéricem management it is
able to act in the best interest of shareholdethont the potential for conflict

(Banks, 2004). Nevertheless, Arewa (2005) arguedl tthese developments do
not, and likely cannot, directly address many peoid that arise from the
business and corporate culture context. This iplsirnbecause each corporation
has discernible culture styles and practices tirat the foundation of a particular
behaviour (Banks, 2004). As a result, different pamies may respond

differently to such developments.

Although boards of directors now face significahtiéenges in coping with the
new codes of conduct, Hansel (2003a) believed tiratdevelopment of new
regulations has helped boards to perform theiredutHowever, some scholars
(e.g. Lawler Il et al., 2002; Finegold et al.,, ZQ)0concluded that as most
elements of these reforms are intended to protemteholders’ interests, such
reforms might be too narrow and disadvantage athportant stakeholders in the
business, including employees, customers and tHervdommunity. Moreover,
Bostrum (2003) argued that issues relating to gesernance practices are not
only compliant with legal requirements but, moreportantly, with the ethical
and cultural imperatives of a company. Therefdre,real action should be in the
boardroom itself — how the directors interact anevtthey gain knowledge and
reach suitable decisions are becoming increasingbprtant to the enhancement

of high standards of corporate governance.

In addition, as discussed in Chapter 1, businesisagisation has had an impact
on the effectiveness of the board, especially enrttes of the board (Conger et
al., 2001; Cadbury, 2002; Keil & Nicholson, 2003ar@r & Lorsch, 2004).

Globalisation in business has led many firms tadagperate in various countries
(Conger et al., 2001). This has led to many botadsg enormous challenges in

dealing with their global business because theyatpen diverse governances
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and cultural situations (Gevurtz, 2002). For exampk many firms are becoming
larger, Boone et al. (2007) found that board sizé the proportion of inside or
outside directors also increased. Then, based®sttdy of 145 public US firms
completing acquisitions, Paul (2008) documented itmdependent directors are
more likely to be added if the firm faces finanatainstraints. In another study,
Markarian and Parbonetti (2007) found that boaldsrchanged as a firm became
externally complex (increases in its business a@hphic segments). Because
of these challenges, Arewa (2005) advocated that réquires the continuing
effort of boards of directors to become more unideding of new corporate
governance events that focus on integrity, honasty the importance of good

business practices.

Based on the above reviews, the impact of exteasplects of the board,
particularly the development of codes of conduct best practices, as well as the
globalisation of economy have also influencedetiectiveness of boards.

2.3.4 Summary of determinants of board effectiveness

Each of the components reviewed give primacy tariqular view on the types
of characteristics of an effective board. Table &i@ws that for the internal
perspective, board effectiveness can be measurestnts of board composition,
structure, roles, culture, and membership. Atdsémme time boards can be called
effective if the board is able to adapt to the ¢jwagp external factors such as;
laws, regulations, economics and code on corpagat@rnance on the board.
However, because the results of previous studigs wmeonsistent, it is difficult
to determine which component is more important tk@@ others. Thus,
measurement of board effectiveness remains suwpgecitntil today. Table 2.2

presents a summary of the determinants of an eféelbbard discussed above.
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Table 2.2: Summary of determinants of board effectieness

Perspective Variables Scholars Outcomes (in relatioto board
effectiveness)

Internal Size (number of directors sit on therermack (1996), Bhagat and No consistent results. Board effectivenes

perspective | board) Black (2000), Hossain et al. not determined by larger or smaller boards.

(2001), Kiel and Nicholson
(2003), Andreas and Valledo
(2005)

NEDs (proposition of NEDs on th
board)

eKiel and Nicholson (2003), Bozeq
(2005), Abdullah (2006b),
Kaymack and Bektas (2008)

c Also no conclusive results. The most
important result is that being independent
the crucial characteristic of NEDs.

S

Duality roles (CEO holding
chairman position)

Finkelstein and Mooney (2003),
Abdullah (2004), Schmid and
Zimmermann (2005), Rahman ar
Haniffa (2005), Joshua (2007).

The impact of dual roles on board and firr
performance is different from one country
do another.

Board culture

Kotter and Heskett (1992), Forbe
and Milliken (1999), Nadler
(2006), Levrau & Van den Bergh
(2007b), Hirota, Kubo &
Miyajima (2008).

sSome components of culture that were
found to be important for board

peffectiveness include; board cohesivenes
teamwork, respect and trust, openness,
active involvement, conflict avoidance.
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Perspective Variables Scholars Outcomes (in relatns to board
effectiveness)
Internal Board roles Zahra and Pearce (1989), Coulsom®oards need to perform three types of role
perspective Thomas (1993), Dallas (2001), | (control, service and strategic). More
Conger and Lawler (2001), importantly, the board roles need to be
Epstein and Roy (2004), David | clearly defined from the CEO roles.
(2006), Brown (2007)
Board membership Forbes and Milliken (199), Lebla¢c Board membership is more important than
(Characteristics of board memberg2003), Huse (2005, 2007), Nadlethe structure and composition in
(chairman, CEO, NED and other | (2006), Levrau and Van den determining an effective board.
directors) Berghe (2007a)
External Code on corporate governance | Dahya et al. (2002); Bostrum Will influence the internal perspective of
perspective | Law and regulation (2003), Pye and Pettigrew (2005),boards of directors, in particular the

Economic and political

Arewa (2005), Alkhafaji (2007),
Paul (2008)

composition and structure of a board of
directors of a particular country.
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2.4 Characteristics of the Boards of directors
Membership

2.4.1 Introduction

Some researchers have argued that personalityotbastics of group members

(including board members) are strong predictorba#drd effectiveness because
individual board members bring their personalitygads and emotions to board
interactions (Leblanc & Gillies, 2005; Murphy & Mulre, 2007). Leblanc and

Gillies (2005) put it succinctly:

A board cannot work, that is, reach a good decjsimess there are
directors who, through credibility, leadership aimterpersonal and
communication skills, are occasionally able to pade other directors
and management of their points of view or of aipalar course of

action. At the same time, a board cannot work wnlgeere are
directors who can find common themes within dissgnviews and

bring about a consensus. (p.143)

Due to the importance of the characteristics ofrt®af directors, in recent years
institutional investors and stakeholders have jpresk firms increasingly to
appoint directors with diverse backgrounds in teraistheir expertise and
professionalism, to ensure that the board is ptiogdheir interests. Hence,
characteristics of members of boards of directord their effectiveness have
received major attention in corporate governanceaeh (e.g. Westphal &
Milton, 2000; Leblanc, 2003; Taschler, 2004; Hu2@07; Levrau & Van den
Berghe, 2007hb).

In the board effectiveness context, Coulson-Tho(i892) first highlighted the
importance of having competent directors. Basedaosurvey in the UK, he
revealed ten essential characteristics for a casmpedirector. Such a person
should possess:
i. personal qualities such as integrity, independeneisdom, authority,
judgement, leadership, courage, a positive outltaakt,and diplomacy;
ii. awareness of the business environment and of wdrdtitutes value to

customers;
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

a sense of accountability to stakeholders, and lingness to put a
responsibility to the company above self-interest;

a vision and a strategic perspective which shoaitrace the totality of the
company’s operation;

business acumen and sound commercial judgement;

knowledge (particular and about relevant legal &ndncial issues and
requirements);

understanding of the structure and operation of lward, effective
boardroom practice and boardroom matters such as sticcession,
assessment and remuneration of directors;

skills in areas of decision-making and teamworkaitoardroom context
such as: strategy determination, formulation, oigjag people, monitoring
performance;

experience of relevance to the particular corporatgext; and

ethical awareness and sensitivity to the attitdekvalues of others.

Based on his findings Coulson-Thomas developed aleim@f competent

directors, which showed the importance of eachatharistic of board members

(Figure 2.1). He also concluded that some chaiatitsy might appear sharper,

and more relevant than others. He argued that exmer, knowledge, skills and

sensitivity may be important, but ethical awareness1 save a company
(Coulson-Thomas, 1992).
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Sensitivity

Awareness
Experience financia

Judgemeant

Monitoring

Figure 2.1: The competent directors’ model
Source: Coulson-Thomas (1992, p.36)

Although Coulson-Thomas (1992) did not suggest Wiattributes should be the
most important characteristics of boards of dires;tdie raised the notion that
some characteristics are perhaps more importantttieaothers. For example, his
model shows that experience is a more importantracheristic than the

knowledge and skills of directors.

Research on characteristics of members of boardsexftors continued after this
work when the UK government commissioned a researgject conducted by a
team from Henley Management College under the tiinecof the Institute of
Directors in the UK. Following on from this, a sagw of 339 directors by
Dulewicz and Gay (1997) led to the discovery oftcempetencies that were rated
relevant for board members including: integritysténing skills, motivation of
others, persuasiveness, motivation, resilience,isdeness, determination,
sensitivity and energy. However, their study showet integrity was the most
important characteristic of board members. In aaldjt Dulewicz and Higgs
(2003) found that elements such as motivation, rpeesonal sensitivity,
intuitiveness and conscientiousness appear to hlevarg for determining

company mission visions and values.
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In realising the importance of board members’ ctiarastics to effective boards
and firm performance, many studies suggested beaboard should comprise a
mixture of directors with different personalitiesgducation, occupational and
functional backgrounds (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; §yghal & Milton, 2000;
Finkelstein & Mooney; 2003; Leblanc, 2003; Fairdnl Li, 2005; Levrau & Van
den Berghe, 2007b). The following sections reviemaracteristics of board

members from both theoretical and empirical perspex

2.4.2 Theories underlying the value of characterigts of members
of boards of directors

This section attempts to review the important cti@rastics of members of
boards of directors revealed through six theofié® six theoretical perspectives
are: upper echelon theory, trait and behaviourabmjpy resource dependency

theory, agency theory, human capital theory anctiegal capital theory.

Upper echelon theory

The upper echelon theory developed by Hambrick Madson (1984) is firmly
based on an assumption that the top management(Tédir) accounts for what
happens to an organisation (Goll & Rasheed, 20B@mbrick and Manson
(1984) argued that if we want to explain why orgations do the things they do,
or why they perform the way they do, we must sttidyy TMT’s characteristics.
The theory had been used extensively in TMT reéedcc investigate the
relationship between TMT characteristics and variouganisational outcomes
including job satisfaction, employee commitmentb jmvolvement and firm
financial performance (e.g. Fiegner, Nielsen, &s8is 1996; Taschler, 2004;
Theodossiou & White, 1998; Westphal & Milton, 200@/illiams, Fadil &
Armstrong, 2005). As board members are also datteoTMT, this theory has
been widely used in corporate governance rese@itbn research on these two

core groups of leaders has proceeded in parallhf@tick & Manson, 1984).
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Based on this theory (Figure 2.2), Hambrick and #4en(1984) suggested that
upper echelon characteristics (including both pelaiical characteristics such as
behaviours and values and observable charactsrigticduding age, gender,
educational level and number of directorships)uiaficed organisational strategic
choices or performance (Figure 2.2). Likewise, M&ena and Bantel (1992) and
Schnake, Fredenberger and Williams (2005) suggekttdTMT characteristics

are related to corporate strategy preferences. &uall Rasheed (2005) provided
further evidence by suggesting that demographicradteristics of TMT

influences organisational performance by affectimgdecision process.

l

The objective Upper echelon -
situation characteristics Strategic

(external and (psychological and === choices |==p Performance
internal) observable)

|

Figure 2.2: Upper echelons model
(Source: Hambrick & Manson, 1984, p. 198)

Drawing on Hambrick and Manson’s model, researcipiecally tested the
impact of characteristics of board members, mosnomeasured in terms of
demographic variables including tenure, years opeeence and multiple
directorships, and firm performance (e.g. WestpBalFredrickson, 2001;
Herrmann & Datta, 2002; Taschler, 2004; Williamsakt 2005). For example,
Herrmann and Datta (2002) examined relationshipsvdeEn 126 CEOS’
characteristics and choice of entry mode, and ®ré&ign market entry events.
Their results indicated that CEOs’ positions, tendunctional backgrounds and
international experience were important to enal#©€ to oversee the companies
effectively. In addition, utilising a sample of CEOf 81 manufacturing firms in a
small European country, Halikias and Panayotopo(2003) discovered that the

personality traits of the decision maker were eglab export involvement. They
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found that the effect of CEOs’ personality on expoerformance was much
stronger in small enterprises than in larger o@ther studies found that the
longer tenure of board members led them to beces®ihformed because they
were reluctant to accept new things in order tonmwa#m their status quo
(Westphal & Fredrickson, 2001; Taschler, 2004; BhanTanja & Utz, 2007).

These reviews show that the upper echelon theayiges some basis for the
importance of studying boards of director membebhsiracteristics, because firm

performance is a reflection of its top managers.

Trait and behavioural theory

Leadership style and behaviour, and their relevameeanagement development,
have received considerable attention by many schééag. Bass, 1990; Bass &
Avolio, 1994; Heracleous, 1999: Yulk, 2006). Leadhdp theory is also relevant
for explaining the contribution of important chaeacstics of board members to

the effectiveness of boards of directors.

Traits have traditionally referred to personalitytributes (Zacarro, 2007).
However, the literature often discusses both trand skills interchangeably.
Yulk (2006) defined traits as a variety of indivaluattributes including

personality, temperament, need and motives, as agefkills, as abilities to do
something in an effective manner. In recent tintpglities that differentiate
leaders from non-leaders are far ranging and ieclndt only personality

attributes but also motives, values, cognitiveiadd, social and problem-solving
skills and expertise (Zaccaro, 2007). Hence, leadsts can be defined as
relatively coherent and integrated patterns of ggeakcharacteristics, reflecting a
range of individual differences. These can fostanststent leadership
effectiveness across a variety of group and orgéoisal situations (Zaccaro,
2007). This approach is similar to the one adoed'ulk (2006), who defined

traits in terms of leader effectiveness and inatugersonality, motives, needs
and values in his definition. Thus, hundreds afttstudies failed to find any

common elements that could guarantee leadershgessi¢Asimanskien, 2004).
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Some traits that are consistently identified in bberature as being associated
with effective leaders include being intelligenssartive, risk takers, confident,
energetic, willing to take responsibility, willingp absorb stress and able to
influence others (Bass, 1990). In addition, Kirkmkt and Locke (1991)
described how leaders should have the desire th ieegrity and knowledge in
business. Similarly, Wiersema & Bantel (1992) sded that members of the
TMT must be individuals who are receptive to chaagd willing to take risks,
because they are involved in a dynamic businessament. In the same way,
Bueno, Antolin and Tubbs (2004) maintained thabglly literate leaders possess
four characteristics including personal, sociakibass and cultural literacy. This
review implies that there are many listings of katlip characteristics,
containing similar characteristics from one to &aeot Furthermore, Jokinen
(2005) argued that leadership characteristics ast tescribed as continuums
rather than dichotomies. Instead of specific charatics, the focus should be on
the extent of development of those characterigfiokinen, 2005). In this regard,
emphasis should be shifted from trying to defingpacific list of characteristics

to defining and measuring their ideal levels inidlal leaders.

Behavioural theory, unlike trait theory, focusesleaders’ behaviours. (See, for
example, Ohio State University study and UniversityMichigan study). Ohio

University’s study was the most extensive studyduseexamine the behaviour of
leaders. This study focused on the effects of ledmje style and performance,
and indicated the two major dimensions of leadelb€haviours to be

‘consideration’ and ‘initiation structure’. Thisusty suggested that to satisfy both
individual needs and organisational goals, leadwsd to have a balance of

consideration and initiation structure (Bass, 1990)

A University of Michigan study also explored leasldsehaviours, but focused on
the relationship between leaders’ behaviours, grqupcesses and group
performance (Yulk, 2006). This study categoriseddhypes of behaviour, which
differentiated between effective and ineffectivaders, including task-oriented
behaviour, relationship-oriented behaviour and ipgdtive leadership. This

study’s findings were similar to Ohio Universitysudy, since task-oriented
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behaviour aligns very closely with initiation sttue and relationship-oriented

behaviour.

Despite the interest in leadership studies, it In@sn argued that the trait and
behavioural theories have not produced adequatdedglip theory (Zaccaro,
2001, 2007). Zaccaro (2001) argued that effeckaglership derives from an
integrated set of cognitive abilities, social cajads and dispositional
tendencies, in which each set of traits have initeel one another. For example,
although leaders may have the cognitive ability dierive complex mental
representations of their operational environmemdwatolerance for ambiguity or
low need for achievement may mitigate the leadestsof such abilities to solve
organisational problems (Zaccaro, 2001). Likewiggh intelligence that can be
useful in problem construction and solution generawill be useless for leader
effectiveness if the leader does not have the baapacities to implement
generated solutions (Zaccaro, 2007). Similarlytskae-Vries and Florent-Treacy
(2002) in their qualitative study discovered thdfedive board members
required a combination of behaviours, cognitive gedsonality factors. While,
Carmeli (2006) revealed that intellectual abiliteesd human resources skills are
the important characteristics of board memberse@as these studies, it can be
concluded that combinations of traits and attribuiategrated in conceptually

meaningful ways, are more likely to predict dediedbadership characteristics.

Resource dependency theory

Resource dependency theory views firms as beingrdimt on their external
environment and suggests that a firm’s effectiverresults from their ability to
manage resources as well as, more importantly, fito@r capacity to secure
crucial resources from the environment (Pfeffer &afcik, 1978; Johnson et al.,
1996; Hillman et al., 2000; Brown, 2007). To do koard members are regarded
as ‘boundary spanners’ who secure important ressuiar firm survival (Pfeffer
& Salancik, 1978; Hillman et al., 2000; Hillman &alziel, 2003). In this regard,
resource dependency theory postulates that efeebidards should be composed

of members who possess functional or firm-spedifiowledge and skills, to
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maximise a board’s collective performance (Millik&nMartin, 1996; Forbes &
Milliken, 1999). Hence, various characteristicsbafard members (specifically
their knowledge and experience in business) wenaddo be important for the
effectiveness of the boards (Hansel, 2003b). Famgte, Huse (2007) asserts
that board members contribute to effective goveraaprimarily by using the
information and expertise that they possess torerghereativity and coherence in
the decision-making process.

Scholars have also used resource dependency tteenplain the composition
of boards of directors in terms of external repnésitves. For example, Pfeiffer
(1972) showed that the backgrounds of externalctlire were important to
manage an organisation’s need for capital and egulatory environment.
Carpenter and Westphal (2001), on the other harajjiged evidence that the
social context of external directors from outsiddpled businesses by providing
co-optative mechanisms that linked a firm with ésternal environment and
protected the firm against environment uncertaifitgieed, Hillman et al. (2000)
stated that having more outside directors on thardaocould reduce the
transactional costs associated with the firm’s mete linkage. Here, outside
directors who had legal expertise become a firdi@sers on all matters related
to legal issues. This reduced a firm’s uncertaretyarding legal issues, as well as
reducing transaction costs that the firm had to fmyhe regulatory agency
(Hillman et al., 2000). In addition, as the maijpf external directors of large
corporations were the top managers of other orgtarss, they had valuable
information and expertise to contribute to stratedgcision-making (Westphal &
Stern, 2007). However, because the resources oblasboard often alter with
changes in the business environment (Hillman €2@)0), a firm needs to choose
characteristics in board members that are relet@iieir business (Conger &
Lawler, 2001).
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Agency theory

Agency theory has been popular in explaining tHe od boards in mitigating
agency problems that arise with absentee ownerdgple & Means, 1932;
Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Fama & Jensen, 1983). kiignd Mcintyre (2007)
argued that the agency problem, in this contextthat the interests of
management may differ from the interests of a camisa shareholders.
Furthermore, many authors suggested that boardbre@ftors must assume an
effective oversight function to control managemdhaviour and promote
shareholders’ interests using internal and extemathanisms (Fama & Jensen,
1983; Dalton et al., 2003; Mallin, 2005). For exdmm@ board role is to be an
effective gatekeeper to minimise malfeasance, dedfing and other negative

behaviours of management (Murphy & Mcintyre, 2007).

To perform monitoring roles effectively, many reséers have argued that board
members (particularly external directors) shouldgaess particular backgrounds
(with particularly experience, expertise, knowledged skills) (Hillman &
Dalziel, 2003; Murphy & Mcintyre, 2007). In an aerlstudy, Mace (1972) found
that boards of directors’ experience can be appledsolve the specific
management problems of a company. The coherenageuicy theory, however,
depends upon the existence of mechanisms by whe&lbdards are able to use
their competence and the firm’s resources to aehite best returns for the
owners (Fama & Jensen, 1983). Based on these angsintiee role of the boards
in relation to agency theory is not just to contitwd firm but, more importantly,

the board members should use their expertise tsatlve firm’s management.

Human capital theory

Human capital theory is concerned with the addddevaf people and it is an
important element of the intangible assets of ajamisation (Debrauvais, 1962;
Becker, 1993; Baron & Armstrong, 2007). Reed andrié& (2005) wrote that
the importance of human capital has been applieddiacation in explaining

investment decisions in higher education and ordhetraining. The key
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assumption of human capital theory is that schgolmises earnings and

productivity, mainly by providing knowledge and l&k(Becker, 1993).

In a boardroom, human capital comprises a major gladirectors’ ‘tacit’ or

‘soft” knowledge including intuition, rules of thibrand unconscious values (Hitt
et al., 2001). This knowledge has helped directorbecome more critical in
analysing the different viewpoints of other direstqStewart, 1997). Hence,
directors can supply their knowledge along withirtrekills of mentoring and

counselling to engage in strategic processes (ZahPaarce, 1989; Offstein &
Gnyawali, 2006). Stewart (1997) emphasised thatgtieater the human-capital
intensity of the board members, the greater thegmeage of high value-added
activities performed by the board that contributedthe success of company

strategy.

The importance of directors’ human capital in fliig their governing function
has been noted and this topic has received coa$ideattention in corporate
governance literature (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; cNolson & Kiel, 2004; Baron
& Armstrong, 2007). For example, Nicolson and K{2004) proposed human
capital as knowledge, skills and abilities possésbg directors, including
functional, industry, board-specific and organisadil-specific knowledge, skills
and abilities. These authors argued that boardshare effective in carrying out
their roles when individual directors apply themokvledge, skills and abilities.
Since human capital is valuable in enhancing prodeccapabilities for
individuals and firms, it is not surprising to finbat it also contributes to new

venture success.

Social capital theory

Social capital theory focuses on board membersaor&tng (Nerdrum & Erikson,

2001; Glaeser, Laibson & Sacerdote, 2002). Yangand Cannella (2008)
defined social capital as interpersonal linkagesveen individuals, both inside
and outside the firm. They argued that the bewé¢fimternal social capital among

directors reduces the various economic costs adsdcwith communication and
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cooperation at the board level. The external samagital, which derives from a
person’s networking, can also play a significamé o director’s decision-making
(Yangmin & Cannella, 2008). Hence, Glaeser, et(2002) argued that social

capital is important to enable the person to irtienath others effectively.

In this regard, a number of scholars agued thatkoapital (at the individual as
well as the aggregate levels) promises cooperatioollaboration and
coordination, and thereby has a variety of orgdiisal outcomes such as
political participation and good governance (Pald@000; Claeser et al., 2002;
Kor & Sundaramuthy, 2008). For example, Kor anddawamuthy (2008) argued
that directors may have the ability to access mftdron and resource networks
through internal connections from their formal piosis or through external
networks from their hobbies or elite schools. HogrewVestphal and Milton
(2000) argued that these networks can create aganbjems because they tend
to be ‘old boys clubs’ and may not perform well monitoring the top
management of the company. Hence, having good Ispetavorks could also
create problems for the board if board membersiarable to balance their roles
(Kemp, 2006).

A few studies have examined the relationship betwaieectors’ social capital
and firm performance. Westphal and Milton (200Q)rfd that board members’
social capital influenced strategic decision-makargl directors’ effectiveness.
Specifically, Yangmin (2005) found that board sbcepital, particularly network
density, had a positive effect on firm performanoeasured by return on assets.
Using a longitudinal sample of high technology fri{or and Sundaramuthy
(2008) found that outside directors’ membershipnaritiple boards, industry-
specific managerial experience, and firm-specifounfding experience have
strong additive effects on firm growth. Furthermoexternal social capital of
outside directors was found to influence firm perfance (Nerdrum & Erikson,
2001). Thus, joining social networks in specifigamisations has been seen as a
common form of social capital investment that cogide significant return to
firm performance (Glaeser et al., 2002). The abmeees of work indicate that
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the social capital of the board members plays apormant role in effective

governance.

2.4.3 Types of members of boards of directors’ charactesitics
Based on previous studies, in this study the charatcs of board members are

classified into three categories, as follows:

i. Demographic characteristics observable attributes of board members
including age, gender, tenure, number of direcipssh{Pfeffer, 1983;
Hambrick & Manson, 1984; Zahra & Pearce, 1989; \Masit & Milton,
2000).

il. Personality characteristics and values psychological characteristics
including integrity, credibility, courage, confidemand others (Hambrick &
Manson, 1984; Coulson-Thomas, 1992; Milliken & Niast 1996; Yulk,
2006, Leblanc, 2003; Kakabadse & Kakabadse, 20@vrdu & Van den
Berghe, 2007D).

iii. Competencies — general, functional and specific wkedge, skills,
experience and educational qualification (Hambr&kManson, 1984;
Milliken & Martins, 1996; Forbes & Milliken, 1999 onger, et al., 2001).

Demographic characteristics

Demographic characteristics refer to observabtéates of individuals including
age, gender, tenure and ethnic backgrounds (P&®883). Forbes and Milliken
(1999) argued that each component of board membeéehographic
characteristics is likely to have multiple, compéed contrasting effects on board
performance. For example, boards with diverse backgls are more likely to
have more access to information, however, they @ig@rience communication
and coordination difficulties because their membeey be unable to accept the

expertise of others to solve the problems facethbyboard (Forbes & Milliken,
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1999). The following sections review various denagdric characteristics found

in the literature.

Age In some countries, legally, company directorsehannimum and maximum
age requirements. For example, the Malaysian Compaict 1965 stipulates
that the minimum age of Malaysian company directbrsuld be 18 years, while
the maximum age is 70 years. In support of thisd K©992) argued that, ideally,
directors should not be too young because senilividuals with several years of
experience will perform better than very young anexperienced candidates.
Meanwhile, Koufopoulus et al. (2007) argued thakeoldirectors may have less
physical and mental stamina, and, thus, they a®dble to grasp new ideas and
learn new behaviours. However, they are likely &wvéh greater psychological
commitment to the organisation (Koufopoulus et 2007). Furthermore, Ford
(1992) recommended that the relevant age of diredbe between 30 and 60

years.

The average directors’ age in various countries fwasd to be quite similar. In

Greece, the average age of a chairman is 59 yKargdpoulus et al., 2007). In

ten European countries (Portugal, Spain, Swedaly, [tGermany, the UK,

Belgium, Switzerland, France and the Netherlankds)average age of directors
was found to increase from 58 years in 2005 to &g/ in 2007 (Heidrick &

Struggles, 2007b). The highest average directoge avas found in the

Netherlands (62.9 years). In Australia, the average of directors is 57 years
while the age ranged from 30 to 85 years. In Newlatel a director's age is
between 59 and 61 years (Korn/Ferry InternationaE@gan Associates, 2007).
These findings imply that the average age of darscin most countries ranges
between 55 and 60 years, which is considered roty¢ming or too old (Ford,

1992).

Due to the importance of directors’ age, over tkarg many studies have been
undertaken to explore the relationship between ctbre’ age and firm
performance. For example, Hambrick and Manson (L@8#4cluded that older

executives are likely to minimise risky decisionsorder to secure their careers.
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Ford (1992) hypothesised that the higher the agepsrson, the more experience
the person can acquire. Thus, they can performwieth they engage in strategic
decision-making processes, which, in turn, imprdugs performance (Mitchell,
2004). In another study, Koufopoulus et al. (20@0)nd that the older the
chairman, the better the competitive position & finm. In addition, based on a
study of 117 leaders across Europe and Asia PafiBrien and Robertson
(2009) discovered that younger directors appearbé¢o lacking leadership
competencies associated with variables such asmsaifery, authenticity and
presence. By contrast, they found that older dirsctppear to be lacking in
leadership competencies associated with creatnagilience and glocalism. They
concluded that in an emerging global business enmient, leadership

competencies must be refined in practising leadgardless of their age.

Ethnic and genderdiversity. Many researchers found that increased board
diversity led to better boards and governance an dlounds that diversity
allowed boards of directors to tap into a broadéent pool (Pearce & Zahra,
1991, Carver, 2002; Walt & Ingley, 2003; FairfaX)0B8; Grosvold, Brammer &
Rayton, 2007). Walt and Ingley (2003) argued tretdoise society is now much
more multicultural, companies today face more c@xptconomies, which in
turn demands more talent, that is, sophisticateeihcl, studies of boards of
directors have acknowledged the importance of lgadiversity on boards to
provide the diverse perspectives that today’'s lassinrequires (Carpenter &
Westphal, 2001; Fairfax, 2006; Miller & del Carmeémana, 2009). For example,
Miller and Carmen Triana (2009) found a positivéatienship between board
racial diversityand both firm reputation and innovation of Fort&8® firms in
the US. In summary, in the boardroom, diversitypusported to ensure that a
board is composed of qualified individuals who eefla diversity of experience,
gender and ethnicity (Robinson, Gail & Dechant, Z9arver, 2002).

The importance of board diversity has been supgodbte different theoretical
perspectives. Agency theory supports representatioom diverse groups to
provide a balanced board so that no individual mug of individuals can

dominate board decision-making (Hampel, 1998). Tesource dependency
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theory view of board diversity provides linkagesetdernal resources, especially
providing a linkage to a nation’s business’ eldecess to capital, connections to
competitors or market, and industry intelligencelfRson, et al., 1997; Ingley &
Walt, 2003). From an economic perspective, Car2®02) and Carver et al.
(2003) argued that greater equality of represematnay derive indirectly from
the improvement of relationships with external itasibnal investors, equal
opportunity pressure groups and employment lawla¢gns. Hence, having a
board that is more representative of the wideredgainay bring direct benefits
through promotion and communication of sensitivity investors as well as
customer preferences, aspirations and concerns ehaéince relations with

customer stakeholders (Bilimoria & Wheeler, 2000).

Although diversity is not solely defined in termisage and ethnics, another focus
in literature is the representation of women orpooate boards. It has been found
that the representation of women on corporate Isoasdvery limited. For
example, in the US women directors in large comgmiomprised only 15 per
cent (Terjesen & Singh, 2008). In the UK, the petage of women on corporate
boards was 8.4 per cent (Heidrick and Strugglegesti2007), while in Australia,

it was 8.2 per cent (Korn/Ferry International &agAssociates, 2007). Despite
the low percentage of women on corporate boarey, lthd attracted the attention
of a number of researchers (e.g. Burke, 2000; €&imkins & Simpson, 2003;
Arfken et al., 2004; Singh & Vinnicombe, 2004).Uss examined included the
advantage of women on corporate boards (Burke, ;280@h & Vinnicombe,
2004; Huse & Solberg, 2006) and the influence ofmeo on firm performance
(Carter et al, 2003; Smith, Smith & Verner, 200&n@pbell & Manguez-Vera,
2008)

A range of factors can be identified from variotigdges on the advantages of
appointing women on boards. In a recent study, a@vliiind del Carmen Triana
(2009) found a positive relationship between bogehder diversity and

innovation of Fortune 500 firms in the US. Meanwhiin Canada, Burke’'s
(2000) study of the largest 350 companies found Ibihgger boards had more

women and that women who worked in a larger firmremgsually more visible
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and credible. In agreement, other studies foundwianen directors can create a
positive atmosphere in the boardroom by sharing thgeriences with the board
and by providing new skills and fresh ideas (SinghVinnicombe, 2003).
Furthermore, women directors were more determirfeh tmen in pursuing
answers to difficult questions (Huse & Solberg, @00As a result, they can
provide unique perspectives on board decision-ngalprocesses (Bilimoria,
2006). In addition, Jamali, Safieddine and DaoW0{), based on their study in a
Lebanese bank, concluded that the representatiorowfen on corporate boards
can reflect positively on the status of women atkwéliowever, because of the
low percentage of women on boards, they suggestedjbvernment intervention
Is needed to increase women'’s participation abttedroom level.

Other studies empirically examined the relationshygtween women directors
and firm financial performance. For example, Caeteal. (2003) discovered that
significant positive relationships exist betweee fbroportion of women on a
board and firm value as measured by the Tobin Qal@a Census of Women
(2004), and Smith et al. (2006) found that a highresentation of women on
boards positively affects firm financial performanand shareholder value. In
addition, using panel data analysis, Campbell aatiduez-Vera (2008) revealed
that the percentage of women on boards had a yesitiect on firm value. They
concluded that investors in Spain did not pendirses that had increased their
female board membership because they had acknosdettgt greater gender
diversity may generate economic gains. The aboeeepdf work implies that

although the percentage of women on corporate boast found to be much
lower than men’s, women directors had made sigaitiaccontributions to firm

performance. Indeed, women should be given morerypty to join corporate

boards.

Tenure. Previous studies argued that it takes at leagtetho five years for
directors to gain adequate understanding of thew's operations (Korn/Ferry
International, 2003). Because of this, a study lbyniFerry International in 2007
revealed that 62 per cent of Asia-Pacific boardsuited directors who had more

than three years’ experience. Because of the impoetof directors’ tenure, some
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scholars (Pfeffer, 1983; Bantel & Jackson, 1989rbEs & Milliken, 1999)
argued that greater tenure can have both a positidea negative impact on firm
performance. For example, Pfeffer (1983) providedheaoretical basis for
expecting a direct effect of team tenure on peréoroe and concluded
performance will be highest when employees have bea position long enough
to learn local practices. Forbes and Miliken (1988¢led that greater tenure had
led to boards acquiring a high level of knowledge skills, and boards that are
more cohesive, because their members were familidr one another. Long-
tenured boards are also likely to experience lolseels of cognitive conflict
because in working together they are likely to hal@veloped a shared
understanding of the issues that face the firmi{&®& Milliken, 1999).

A number of studies into directors’ tenure wereniduo produce conflicting
results. Some studies have shown that longer teleagk to superior boards’
performance. For example, the longer tenure of doaembers in a particular
firm had exposed them to more company informatiod a complex business
environment (Vafeas, 2003; Schnake et al., 200%) tanboards exchanging
information more frequently (Rutherford & Buchhgl2007). Thus, they were
more capable of monitoring any firm misbehaviouchisake et al., 2005). In
addition, Dulewicz and Herbert (2004) revealedgmificant relationship between
the tenure of NEDs and firm performance. They cahet! that the value of long-
serving NEDs was crucial in positioning the compémpe more competitive. In
another study, Goll and Rasheed (2005) discovenatl increases in tenure
enabled board members to be together for longeiogserand, thus, evolve

interaction mechanisms for reducing group conflict.

Contrary to these studies, Katz (1974) found thetfgpmance appeared to
decrease for teams of long tenure. In additiongdortenure has been found to
lead to board members establishing close relatipasivith the CEO and,
consequently, a stronger motivation to accommodae CEO’s demands
(Geddes & Vinod, 1998). Forbes and Milliken (19@9yued that as directors’
loyalty shifts towards the CEO, they develop ‘grituipk’ and an unwillingness

to confront a CEO, especially when it can affeeirtipositions. Likewise, Vafeas
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(2003) found that directors with 20 or greater geair service were likely to be
affiliated with the CEOs, which led the latter seiving higher pay regardless of
their performance. In addition, Sarkar and SarRa0%) found that longer tenure
also led to directors becoming less open to a lemoadnge of information
sources, and more resistant to organisational @saig management because
they felt complacent in their jobs. Indeed, theyeviound to have difficulty in
detecting and reacting to a changing environmentli@ms et al., 2005). Based
on a study of 27 Turkish banks, Kaymak and Bekg£08) also found board
tenure to be associated negatively with performancevercome such problems,
Vafeas (2003) recommended that a company needwitcal director’s tenure to
encourage the board to be more independent. Itre@srted that the average
directors’ tenure in European countries has deeed®m five to six years in
2005 to two to three years in 2007 (Heidrick & $tles, 2007b).

Number of directorships.Many studies revealed several advantages oftdisec
serving on multiple boards. Ong, Wan and Ong (20@3aled that multiple
directorships exposed directors to various typedudiness environments. In
addition, more recently, Kor and Sundaramurthy 8d0und that multiple board
memberships provided opportunities for directorsatwess a wide variety of
ideas and knowledge. This is essential for effectigcision-making. In addition,
empirical evidence from several studies showshibatd members who served on
multiple boards are able to enhance organisaticefékctiveness (Ferris,
Jagannathan & Pritchard, 2003; Fich & Shivdasadn4?, as well as firm growth
and values (Ong et al., 2003; Keys & Li, 2005; @ark Sarkar, 2005). For
example, Ong et al. (2003) examined the structdireterlocking directorates
among 295 listed companies in Singapore and fobat market capitalisation,
board size, total assets, return on assets, retursales, profit before tax and
nature of the company (financial or non-financiafe significantly correlated

with board interlocking directorships.
However, some studies revealed that holding meltiptectorships led to several

problems for board members including becoming Esmmitted to their jobs

(Liu & Chyan, 2008) and overstretched to the pahere they may reduce their
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ability to contribute to decision-making (Heidriék Struggles, 2007a). This is
because directors who serve more boards are beliteviack the time needed to
prepare effectively for board meetings and thasehdirectors will be less likely
to attend scheduled meetings (Daily & Dalton, 2004) addition, Fich and
Shivdasani (2004) discovered that busy directors feart firm performance.
Specifically, they found that firms in which the joity of their outside directors
were busy (e.g. holding three or more directorghipsre associated with weak
corporate governance, lower market-to-book ratiwesaker profitability and
lower sensitivity of CEO turnover to firm perfornwa These findings imply that

there is a potential pitfall in board members hgvimultiple directorships.

To overcome such problems, several developing cesnfe.g. Malaysia, India,
Pakistan, and South Korea) have imposed regulatomts on multiple
directorships. In the US, although this issue hatsbeen mentioned specifically,
Heidrick & Struggles (2007a) reported that 54 pemtoof the US companies had
limits on the number of boards on which CEOs caweselable 2.3 shows limits

on directorial positions in several countries.

Table 2.3: Limits on directorial positions accordirg to country

Country Limits on directorial positions

India Yes Not more than 10 for managing director;
not more than 20 for others

Malaysia Yes 10 listed companies, 15 otherwise
China None
Pakistan Yes Maximum 10
Singapore | None
South Korea| Yes Maximum 2 for non-executive directors
Thailand None Except for bank directors; maximum 5
USA None
UK None

Source: Code and principles of corporate governdfgmpean

Corporate Governance Institutgtp://www.ecgi.org/codes/index.php

However, Kiel and Nicholson (2006) urged that ppbnd guidelines that seek to
limit multiple directorships ignore the rich tradmal and empirical support for
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resource dependency roles. They believed that tgpldiany directorships had
helped directors become resourceful for the firspeeially when they used their
external contacts and reputation to the advantdgbeofirm that they served
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Johnson et al., 1996linkan et al., 2000; Brown,
2007). Thus, an attempt to limit the number of ctiveships may reduce directors’
capabilities to engage in effective corporate goaece (Fich & Shivdasani,
2004). Nevertheless, Siladi (2006) argued thafimits were applied, more
potential candidates would need to be recruitedteaided. Furthermore, Garrat
(2005) commented that multiple directorships onbcwred in larger firms,
because larger firms may need more board membérss, Policy makers and
shareholders should not see multiple directorsaga threat. In fact, they can be

considered an asset to a company (Kiel & Nichol2006).

Personality characteristics and values

According to Hogan (2004) ‘personality charact&sst have two different
meanings. First, they refer to the impression a@emakes on another; and the
second emphasises the underlying, unseen struatargrocess inside a person
such as ego, self-confidence and other qualitiesyéid, 2004). Values refer to
what a person regards as important or worthwhild produce non-specific
feelings of good and evil, normal and abnormalpratl and irrational, which can
only be inferred from individual actions (Hofste@®01). These include a variety
of individual attributes such as sense of respadlitgibintegrity and ethics (Yulk,
2006; Levrau & Van den Berghe, 2007b). Tricker &eLE1997) argued that
personality characteristics and the values of iddials are interrelated. They turn
out to be important factors in governing organsaai effectiveness because they
send a tangible message about the company’'s mgktyhvalued leadership

behaviours.

Although personality characteristics and valueda@dérd members have not yet
been explored extensively in corporate governamnesearch, some studies
discovered that board members’ personality chatatitss and values were

important to a firm. For example, Sorros and Buttbley (1996) revealed six
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important directors’ characteristics that contrédzto firm performance. These
included being trustworthy, a team builder, a clmanmunicator, energetic, self-
confident and action-oriented. Another study fouhdt awareness, relational
skills, emotional intelligence and resilience, wesnong the important
characteristics of board members (Kets-de-Vries |&dnt-Treacy, 2002). In
addition, Leblanc (2003) suggested that in buildeftective boards directors
need to be a balance of challengers, consensuslesjil change-agents,
counsellors, conductors, and chairs. In a morentesteidy, Levrau and Van den
Berghe (2007b) found trust among board membersten@EO, as well as board
members’ preparation and participation in the baaooh, to be important for the
effectiveness of boards of directors.

Accordingly, three studies (Stiles& Taylor, 2002¢eténdre, 2004; Prasanna,
2006) discovered that directors’ commitment wasartgnt to enhancing firm
strategy and decision-making. Commitment refetoed willingness to persist in
a course of action and reluctance to change pldns.was often due to a sense of
obligation to stay the course (Buchannan, 1974yeddors’ commitment is
important because they need to spend more time avitbmpany as their roles
change from being simple to quite complex (Prasa@086). For example, the
Korn/Ferry International boards of directors’ survie 2008 revealed that on
average, a director in North America spends alrh6dtours a month working on
a board, including the time taken reviewing andppragng, attending meetings
and travelling. This shows that directors’ jobs de&ch great commitment. Wei
(2005) suggested that in exchange for director cbmemts, a company needs to
provide some incentive and, especially, fair conspéion. Hence, directors
should be receiving a sufficient level of compermsatin return for their

contributions.

In the context of board roles, Wei (2005) argueat gffective boards depend on
each individual director working with other boarcemmbers and executives to
promote the long-term objectives of their compani&oard members’

relationships are important because of the separati ownership and control,

which require each party to assist one anothertHerbenefit of the company
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(Zahra & Pearce, 1989; Johnson, et al., 1996).ekample, social ties between
other board members and chairman were found toetiad chairman to be more
familiar with a firm’s management and enhance th@ity of communication and
information exchange among them (Vafeas, 2003)addition, Ward (2003)
advocated that good relationships between the rolaairand the board members,
as well as the management, can build a sense dsparpose and direction for

a firm.

However, Blake (1999) suggested that integrity atidcal values were the most
important values of directors. This, in fact, wasnbnstrated in an earlier survey
of UK board members by Dulewicz and Higg (1997jetmity involves personal
behaviours that are consistent with espoused vandsshow that the person is
honest, ethical and trustworthy (Yulk, 2006). Likeg; a survey by Korn/Ferry
International (2003) found that ethics/transpardmmyesty were the most
important values of the CEO, followed by achievimggsults, focus on the
customer, teamwork, commitment, respect and otHarsnore detail, Francis
(2000) classified seven ethical principles that lthigct as a guide to ethical
behaviour:

I. dignity — respecting the interests of others

ii. equitability — being fair
iii. prudence — requiring individuals to exercise aredegof judgement and

making a situation better

Iv. honesty — truthfulness and avoidance of lying

V. openness — concerning what should be revealed
vi. goodwill — concern for others reflected in kindnassl tolerance

vii. avoidance of suffering.

In a company, the board sits at the top of a catednierarchy and acts in the best
interests of the company. Shwartz, Dunfee and K({2895) argued that whether
or not boards actively sought the responsibilitgyt served as role models for the
ethical tones of the company. Therefore, they neée¢deensure the high ethical
conduct of their companies (crucial for corporatsibess success). For example,

Francis and Armstrong (2003) considered that gadbida practice is an essential
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part of risk management including identifying pdiah problems, preventing
fraud and preservation of corporate reputatioraddition, Shwartz et al. (2005)
argued that ethical values and principles helpexvige moral justification for

laws that might lead to greater ethical compliandth the law. Hence, it was
argued that board members behaving ethically dorted to positive outcomes
for the entire organisation including its stakeleotd (Francis & Armstrong,

2003).

Although it was argued that directors’ attitudes dehaviours were important in
building effective boards (Leblanc, 2003; Huse, 200007; Levrau & Van den

Berghe, 2007b) very few studies were found in #mea. Perhaps one of the
reasons was because it is difficult to gain actedsoards to explore this issue
(Taschler, 2004; Levrau & Van den Berghe, 2007@n¢¢, the impact of boards
of directors’ attitudes and behaviours on firm perfance has not yet been

demonstrated conclusively.

Competencies

A specific job consists of a set of deliverablestpot and roles (Forbes &
Milliken, 1999; OECD, 2005), which requires a numbef individual
competencies. The term ‘competence’ originates filoenLatin verb ‘competere’
which means ‘to be suitable’ (Nordhaung, 1993)gémeral, competencies may
be defined as the ability to perform specified sa@erner, 1994). The term has
in more recent work-related versions been applieddéscribe underlying
characteristics of a person, which results in effit work performance (Garrat,
2005; Jokinen, 2005; Boyatzis, 2008). For exammejpetency has been defined
with terms describing certain personal traits, behas, skills, values, and
knowledge of directors (Jokinen, 2005; Garrat, 30G%lso includes experience
and qualifications (O’Higgins, 2002; Pass, 2004¢edfically, Boyatzis (2008)
defined competencies as capabilities or abilitlds. divided competencies into
three clusters that distinguished outstanding perdmce: expertise and
experience; knowledge; and basic cognitive compaten (skills) such as

analytical thinking skills. These definitions impthat competencies focus on
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what is expected of employees in the workplace taed ability to transfer and

apply knowledge and skills to their jobs.

Based on the above reviews, in this study compederitave been viewed as
those qualities that enable directors to perforrairttboard roles, including

experience, knowledge and skills, and educationalifications.

Knowledge and skills Knowledge and skills are a critical form of capithat
affect firms and individuals' productive capabddi (Forbes & Milliken, 1999).
Earlier scholars (such as Arrow, 1962) differemiibknowledge by using a notion
of public good, because knowledge is extensivegdusy individuals. According
to Nordhaung (1993), knowledge is specific infonmatabout a subject or a field,
while a skill is a specific ability to perform worklated tasks. He argued that
knowledge is a prerequisite for the possession kdfss Hence, in order to
accomplish a skill successfully, employees muselsme prior knowledge about
how to perform specific skills. Spender (1996) fdiat knowledge must be
defined precisely to ascertain which knowledge remsignificant and how it

leads to a firm’s competitive advantage.

In the board room context, Conger et al. (2001ptified knowledge and skills as

board members’ expertise and understanding ofinassues, which involve such

areas as business strategy, succession, finarateotegy, society, government

policy and firm operations. Pearce and Zahra (19&4ted that boards of directors

were able to use their knowledge and skills to adidie to the board in three

ways:

I. as a cooperative mechanism to external resourceshvallows a firm to
access more capital;

ii. as boundary spanners, by providing channels fameonicating information;
and

iii. enhancing organisational legitimacy through eqdate and reasonable

knowledge and experience.
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Previous literature has offered different clasatficns of the knowledge and skills

of board members. For example, Hambrick and Mand®84) categorised

knowledge and skills into three:

i. output function, comprising areas such as markesaggs, and research and
development;

ii. throughput function; technical areas such as praluc accounting, and
engineering; and

iii. peripheral function including law, finance and athe

Forbes and Milliken (1999) provided a simpler cifasstion: functional

knowledge and industry-specific knowledge. Funaloknowledge comprises

traditional areas of business knowledge such asuating, finance, legal, and

marketing; while industry-specific knowledge reféostechnical areas, such as

those related to company operations. Specificlyk (2006) classified skills

that are required for leaders into three taxonomies

I. technical skills — knowledge about methods, praocga®cedures and
techniques for conducting a specialized activity;

ii. interpersonal skills — knowledge about human behavand interpersonal
processes, including the ability to communicatartieand effectively; and

iii. conceptual skills — general analytical ability, i thinking, proficiency
concept formation and conceptualisation of compkdationships, creativity
in idea generation and problem solving and abibtanalyse events including
anticipating change and potential problems.

Although business knowledge is important to theviddial director, Conger and
Lawler (2001) argued that certain critical areashsas strategy formulation,
change management, employee relations and organisdévelopment were
often overlooked. These leave big gaps in boardreapertise because many

boards of directors define these issues as beygndethe board’s domain.
Previous studies provide some evidence that knaelechd skills are among the

important factors for the effectiveness of boardl dwm performance. For

example, some studies discovered that directors fincial expertise should
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provide a balance mechanism to control firm perfommoe (Vafeas, 2003; Radin,
2004). Particularly, a CEO who had a reasonablypehensive understanding of
financial statements was able to monitor compango@ating methods and
internal control systems (Conger & Ready, 2004).rédwer, having relevant
knowledge and skills helped board members play newgve roles in a
boardroom (Conger & Lawler, 2001) and provide ralgvinput into strategic
decision-making (Carmeli, 2006; McDonagh, 2006).r&amportantly, board
members’ expertise was found to be associated théin ability to forecast the
future of a company (Mangena & Pike, 2005). In &ddj since board members
individually have legal responsibilities towardgithcompany, they are expected
to have some legal knowledge of each country (After, 1970; Coulson-
Thomas, 1993; Andarajah, 2001; Sulaiman, 2001). &xample, Coulson-
Thomas argued that having legal knowledge enabtadtdomembers to have
more understanding of their responsibilities andéomore accountable to their
jobs. In the case of Malaysia, the importance eirtalegal knowledge has been
highlighted by the Company Commission of MalaySi€&M) (2004):

A company may have directors with the right expertiand

experience and who have sufficient time to perfaneir duties, but

if they are not aware of their statutory and comrtem duties and

the effect of a breach of such duties, it will dotthe company any
good. Ignorance of law or lack of understandingtled law may

invariably lead to a breach of such law by direstqr. 29).

Nevertheless, Sonnenfeld (2003) questioned thensegtithat higher levels of
financial expertise of board members would preemggovernance crisis. As he
pointed out, Enron had on its board internatioreliers, former financial market
regulators, current financial-service firm leadansl an accounting professor, and
yet such an impressive board did not prevent amawee crisis from occurring.
Likewise, Jeanjean and Stolowy (2008) revealedgative impact from having
board members with financial knowledge on a comfzagyowth opportunity,
and they also found that financial expertise isthetonly type of knowledge and
skills required by boards. They argued that boaethivers also need other types

of business knowledge and skills.
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In accordance with the above argument, Carter amgich (2004) emphasised the
importance of the intellectual ability of the boamkmbers. They argued that
having intellectual ability enabled board membeos understand complex
business, and demonstrated an awareness of a dimkedén role and ‘market’
opportunities for a company. The importance ofilngboard members who had
business skills was revealed by Katz (1974), whentified human and
conceptual skills as the most critical skills foe ttop management. Nevertheless,
Forbes and Milliken (1999) argued that interper$akdls or leadership skills, a
capacity to communicate well and an ability to waovkll with other board
members and company management teams are alsotamptoy enable board
members to participate actively in boardroom dismrss.

In accordance with this argument, Goleman (1998)020highlighted the
importance of human and social skills. These inelueffectiveness in leading
change and being a change catalyst; the abilitake charge and inspire others
with a compelling vision; visionary leadership; d®ping others; conflict
management; expertise in building and leading teaneamwork and
collaboration; communication and listening skilersuasiveness; the ability to
influence; and building bonds and finding commowugd with all kinds of
people. Similarly, Moran and Riesenberger (1994intamed that socially skilful
managers were able to: motivate employees to exumd negotiate conflicts; and
lead and participate effectively in multiculturalains. Social performance skills
include communication, persuasion, negotiation aahflict management.
Furthermore, according to Spreitzer et al. (198%grpersonal skills help leaders
to bring out the best in people. They also increhs& capability for cooperation
and team building; the ability to attract and depelalent; increase the capacity
to motivate and align people to one vision. Allstimeeds good oral and written
communication. This implies that social or integmaral skills are also important

to the effectiveness of boards of directors.
However, Conger and Lawler (2009) argued that bexai the complexity of

most business, it is impossible for any board mentbeunderstand all of the

issues that are likely to come before boards. Huggested that board members
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should possess knowledge and skills that are nele@acompany activities. To
do so, many boards have developed matrices thatifiylkey knowledge areas to
be represented on their boards and then map tigasestithe existing directors’
competencies. This is needed to determine thegthrerand weaknesses of the
current board, as well as used to identify the gepde filled through the
selection of new directors (Conger & Lawler, 2008)good example is the skill
matrix of balanced board members’ backgrounds megpoby Korn/Ferry

International (1998), as shown in Table 2.4 below.

Table 2.4: A sample of boards of directors’ skillsnatrix

Type of skill Director A Director B
Strategic Some — previously Some — particularly in
planning participated in strategic terms of high tech

planning during career

Organisational
design

Considerable — was part
of restructuring company

Minimal

icon

Change Minimal — always been Considerable — currently
management with stable organisation involved in such a
situation

Financial Minimal — experience Considerable — once

control had been in marketing served as Chief Financial

Officer (CFO)

Leadership Excellent — had built up | Strong — active in both
two companies and is corporate and community
well respected leadership

Teamwork Excellent — an industry Excellent — known for

developing a strong
management team

International

Some — spent time in
London early in career

Excellent — has managed
Asia/Pacific and
European operations

Source: Korn/Ferry International (1998, p. 6)

Due to the lack of consensus concerning what knigdeand skills are required
to be a good director, little attention has beeregito evaluating the impact of
directors’ knowledge and skills on firm performan{d&pstein & Roy, 2004).

Thus, the effect of directors’ knowledge and skiltsother corporate governance

areas has not been established. The above renvigisthat there are no definite
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knowledge or skills that are important for the effeeness of boards of directors.
Instead, boards of directors need to have a corbmaf various types of
knowledge and skills.

Experience Many authors have argued that experienced diecoe able to
interpret business situations effectively and dedh any business challenges
(Pearce & McMillan, 1983; Olffen & Boone, 1997).i$kargument is based on
different assumptions about the most importantofacin the strategic decisions,
competitive threats and opportunities that facena (Westphal, & Milton, 2000).
For example, if mergers and acquisitions are degra priority of a firm, board
members who have experience in business will bectfiely involved in board
discussions and decision-making related to thesiersa(Behan, 2006). Brian
(2002) explains that business experience doeset®ssarily mean experience in
the same type of business, or even in the samestiydsector. He added that
experience as a successful businessperson shaodbal considered as an
essential quality of directors as the person has$ rhare exposure to a real
business environment, risk and decision-makingtheamore, Stone and Tudor
(2005) indicated that the value of management éspes may depend upon the
guality of that experience. In this regard, sevéypes of experience have been
found to be important for individual directors, mding experience of dealing
with people in a company, company business and aadbmom environment
(Brian, 2002; Roberts et al., 2005).

Several empirical studies have provided supportferorganisational benefits of
individual work experience. For instance, Blake 99P found a positive
relationship between employee experience and firgtsirn on net assets. While
Westphal (1999) found that experienced directorseld@ ties with other
directors, executives and industry players mordyeakhis was explored further
by Kor and Sundaramurthy (2008) who found that ti@svorking helped board
members be more familiar with a firm’s managemend d&or dealing with
employees. In addition, Carpenter et al. (2000, 120@ound that US
multinationals with international assignment-expeded CEOs performed better

than those led by CEOs without such experiences,Titis believed that having
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industrial experience enhances the quality of compasion and information

exchange among directors and executives (Millikel&tins, 1996).

In contrast, Wiersema and Bantel (1992) found $trategic change is negatively
correlated with longer single-industry experiendeecause it relates to
commitment to the status quo. This can be expldieaduse experience affects a
firm’s ability to change strategically (Hambrick Bukutomi, 1991). In addition,
Jensen and Zajac (2004) did not find any supporéwglence that corporate
elites’ experience affects firm strategy, speclficdirm diversification and
acquisition activities. Daniel, Tanja and Utz (2pQtvealed that directors’
experience does not appear to improve the spee@m$ion-making, including

decisions relating to strategic direction.

Based on this review, Hansel (2003b) concluded itidustry experience is the
most important characteristic of board members.erdtore, she recommended
that the first consideration in identifying a pdiah candidate to fill a board

position that would be useful for any corporatismalevant business experience.

Educational qualifications. From a resource-dependency theory perspective,
qualified and skilful board members can be consders a strategic resource to
provide a strategic linkage to different exterredaurces (Ingley & Walt, 2001).
Westphal and Milton (2000) argued that higher etlanaqualifications of board
members provided them with greater intellectualitgbiinnovative ideas and
unique perspectives to analyse certain strategieess As a result, they could
extend their knowledge to consider various altéveatin addressing such issues
(Cox & Blake, 1991). This can be explained becadganal education
backgrounds reflect an individual’'s cognitive alyiland skills, which enable a
person to acquire good strategic and analyticalkthg skills (Wiersema &
Bantel, 1992; Hilmer, 1998). Hence, board membeth hgher education can
provide a rich pool of ideas from which to develpplicy initiatives, with
analytical depth and rigour, and which, in turnpicibute to good decision-
making (Westphal & Milton, 2000).
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Many studies have shown that board members’ eduadtgualifications provide
some advantages to a firm. Some studies have lithkedevel of educational
qualification with the capacity for information messing (Cox & Blake, 1991,
Haniffa & Cooke, 2002). For example, Cox and Bl#k891) revealed that the
presence of more qualified board members exterftetddard’s knowledge base,
stimulated board members to consider other altewsmtand enhanced a more
thoughtful processing of problems. As a resulgsth people can drive an
organisation to less exposure of risks and ardylike undertake changes in
corporate strategy (Westphal & Milton, 2000; Jen&efajac, 2004). In addition,
Haniffa and Cooke (2002) found positive relatiopshbetween general business
and accounting education of board members, andbdige of information. They
concluded that as board members had more undeirsgaoficompany financial
aspects, they became more accountable to theidolmdeed, Yermack’s study
(2006) found that among others, share-price reastave sensitive to directors’

accounting and finance qualifications.

However, due to the demands of the modern busiegsonment, Conger and
Lawler (2001) argued that the board members’ edueatqualifications required

by an organisation often changes significantly. Hastance, to overcome
financial fraud most corporate governance regutatichave outlined the
importance of having accounting qualifications amboard members.Kets-de-

Vries & Florent-Treacy (2002) asserted that in aatgic and competitive global
economy, corporate leaders need to possess vdrmisess qualifications such
as those associated with strategic management, rhuesaurces, international
business, and marketing. For example, CEOs in &we giobal corporations are
likely to have humanities or engineering degreed anMasters of Business
Administration (MBA) (Kets-de-Vries & Florent-Trepc 2002). These are
essential because global leaders must adapt teessdi business environment,

while at the same time meeting company expectatidriee best approach that a

’ Section 101 (e-1) of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, faaneple, requires that two members of US
public-listed companies’ boards shall be certifizctountants, to ensure the effectiveness of
monitoring the financial conduct of the company.

84



company can adopt is actively to seek out indivislueno possess qualifications

that fit with the strategic needs of the compangr(@er & Lawler, 2001).

2.5 Summary

In summary, a board of directors is a group of peafo have been appointed based
on the legal requirements to oversee a firm, angrtect the interests of the
shareholders. Therefore, the board is responsiblevierall firm performance. Due
to the importance of the role of the board to tbgoration, boards of directors have
been extensively studied in the last few decaddse literature suggests that boards
of directors play crucial roles in board effectiees and firm performance, however,
the relationship between boards of directors amd fierformance has been found to
be mixed. Thus, prior studies concluded that elffecboard governance does not
depend entirely on the structure and the compasitibthe board, but also on the
dynamics of the board including the characteristafs individual directors.
Furthermore, boards of directors’ demographics attaristics, personality
characteristics and values and competencies, wiapepy engaged, enable boards
to make better decisions and run their company neffectively and, in turn,
improve firm performance. This literature reviewvea the way to present a
theoretical framework for this study in ChapterB&fore this, Chapter 3 describes

corporate governance in Malaysia, where the staklgs place.
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CHAPTER 3

CORPORATE GOVERNANCE IN MALAYSIA

3.1 Introduction

Corporate governance is defined as the processtauntture employed to manage
company business and affairs, towards improvingingss prosperity and
corporate accountability (Cadbury, 1992; Monks &nblv, 2001; Kasipillai,
2005). In Malaysia, corporate governance is essleiatithe ability of the existing
economy to attract long-term foreign capital (Adibrahim & Othman, 2007).
The principal rationale for promoting good corpergbvernance is to sustain the
long-term viability of Malaysian corporations toropete in a global economic

climate.

This chapter provides a brief review of corporatvvegnance and boards of
directors in Malaysia. It is an attempt to identifie economic and political issues
that have shaped Malaysian corporate structureébaarts of directors. The areas
reviewed include:

3.2  The Malaysian national and economic setting

3.3 National Economic Policy

3.4  Liberalisation of equity holdings in capital rket

3.5 Brief history of Malaysian Public Listed Compesn

3.6 Ownership concentration in Malaysia

3.7  Corporate governance development in Malaysia

3.8 Malaysian corporate governance framework

3.9  The efficiency of boards of directors

3.10 Summary
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3.2 Malaysian national and economic setting

Malaysia was formed in 1963 with the merger of #t@es in Malaya, Sabah,
Sarawak and Singapore (Hooker, 2003). However, Usecéhis larger political
entity did not function smoothly, on 9 August 19&#ngapore exited from
Malaysia and became an independent country (Swe&;Ha007). Today
Malaysia is a multi-cultural society, with considBle divisions based on
ethnicity, religion and language. In 2008, Malaybed a population of about
27,882 million peoplé(Economic Planning Unit, 2008Rumiputerd accounted
for nearly 60 per cent of the total population]daled by Chinese 22.4 per cent,
Indian 6.7 per cent and the remaining eleven pat cemprising other ethnic
groups including non-Malaysian citizens. Each ethgroup maintains their
separate ethnic identities and has continued gragtitheir culture, behaviours
and economics. It has been argued that they aagvedy tolerant of each other
(Guan, 2000). This factor has stabilised the cquntr

Since pre-independence, each ethnic group hasdlayamportant role in the
development of the Malaysian economy (Guo-Sze, R0CGhinese people in
Malaysia, for example, have been in business sthee nineteenth-century,
particularly in tin mining, retail and wholesalade. At the time of independence
in 1957, Chinese business accounted for almoste30cent of the ownership
shares of limited companies (Economic Planning U2100). The businesses
were largely family-owned and controlled, in whi¢amily members were

involved in all major aspects of business operation

The development of both tHRumiputeraand the Indian business communities
were far behind the Chinese. Although Bumiputeracomprise the majority of
the population, in 1957 they accounted for less timee per cent of Malaysian
economic and corporate wealth (Economic Planning, 2000). Furthermore,

the corporate equity for the Indian community was lhehind theBumiputera

8 Bumiputera(16,630 million), Chinese (6,256 million), Indi&h,880 million), others including
non-Malaysian citizens (3,116 million) (Economi@/hing Unit, 2008).

° Literally “prince of the soil” in the Malay langge and consisting of Malays, native groups in
Sabah, Sarawak and Peninsular Malaysia (Lim, 2007).
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This issue has been continually debated, but nouwseraction has been taken by
the Government. Hence, a huge economic gap hasedpeetween the three
ethnic groups since the pre-independence perios. Mieans that separation of

ethnic groups in Malaysia has occurred in cultsogjety and economics.

To increaseBumiputeraequity in the stock market, the government hagrak
various measures, starting with the formation oé tRural and Industrial
Development Authority in 1957, followed by the irapientation of the New
Economic Policy (NEP) from 1970 to 1990. The NHRI ats impact on the
development of the Malaysian economy and corpaatéor will be discussed in
the following section. To date, the government pwm@s to push for reform in its
delivery system, with the view of making the coyrdn attractive place to invest

and conduct business.

In terms of economic development, Malaysia wasioaity a primary producer
of tin and rubber commodities. Upon the implemgotaof the industrialization
policy in the 1980s, Malaysia’s economy has movethfbeing agriculture-based
to a more diversified economy, especially in maotufang, automotive
production and information technology. For example2000 the manufacturing
sector became a leading sector of the countryriboiting about 33.4 per cent to
the national gross domestic product (GDP) (EcondP@nning Unit, 2000). In
2002, Malaysia was the world’'s fifth-largest exgortof semi-conductors
(Economic Planning Unit, 2006a). With an averagefieé to eight per cent
growth in GDP for the past five years, Malaysia dmee the second-fastest
growing economy in South East Asia (Economic Plagnunit, 2007). The
success of Malaysia’'s economic development has b#&renced by several
factors such as prudent monetary and fiscal paheypagement, supportive legal
and regulatory environment and a supportive physiofrastructure and
economic deregulation (Economic Planning Unit, 2008he government
continues to push for reform in its delivery systdm attract local and

international investors.
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3.3 New Economic Policy and corporate ownership

control
In 1971, the Malaysian government introduced thes Il®eonomic Policy (NEP).

The NEP had two main objectives: to reduce povartg inequality among
different sections of the Malaysian population, é&mdbolish inter and intra racial
concentrations of monopolistic economic power aseakd in various
professions and enterprises (Economic Planning, @8@2). In simple terms, the
NEP aimed to foster inter-ethnic economic parity anadicate poverty by 1990
through the restructuring of the economic activitly the corporate sectors.
Specifically, the government set a target that 80gent of corporate total assets
ownership should be owned by the Bumiputera andpdf cent by other
Malaysians (Second Malaysian Plan, 1971 - 1975¢. NBP was then integrated
into subsequent National Development Plans now knaw the Malaysia Plan.
These policies introduced government interventido the Malaysian economy.
As the EPU reported:

The government will participate more directly inetlestablishment
and operation of a wide range or productive entsepr.. . Such effort
by the government arises particularly from the awhsestablishing
new industrial activities in selected new growtbaas and of creating a
Malay*® commercial and industrial community (Economic Riag
Unit, 1971, p.81).

In the NEP, thd&umiputerawere given a greater stake in the economy inctudin

» preferred share allocation schemes, whereby albj#n companies listing
on the Kuala Lumpur Stock Exchange (KLSE) mustraditeleast 30 per cent
of their shares tBumiputera

« 20 per cent of loans offered by commercial banksewallocated to

Bumiputera

e 30 per cent of government tenders were reserveuoriputera

10160 (2) of Federal Constitution of Malaysia (then@oissioner of Law Revision, 2006) defined
Malay as a person who professes the religion @nislhabitually speaks the Malay language,
conforms to Malay custom and—

(a) was before Merdeka Day born in the Federation oBiimgapore or born of parents one of
whom was born in the Federation or in Singaporés on that day domiciled in the Federation or
in Singapore; or

(b) is the issue of such a person;
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To expedite the achievement of 30 per d@nmiputeraequity, the Government
established trust agencies, government corporatmas government-owned or
controlled companies (public and privadfelp acquire corporate shares on behalf
of the Bumiputera These agencies usually acquire about 20 to 5G¢er of a
company’s equity. ConsequentBumiputeraequity increased from 2.4 per cent
in 1970 to 19.3 per cent in 1990 and to its higlpestentage of 20.6 per cent in
1995. As a result of the economic crisis in 19998, 9heir share fell to 18.9 per
cent in 2004. Table 3.1 shows the percentage ofewshp of share capital of

limited companies in Malaysia from 1970 to 2004.

Table 3.1: Malaysian ownership of share capital dimited companies
1970 - 2004 (in percentages)

Ethnic groups 1970 1990 1995/ 2000 2004

Bumiputera 2.4 19.3 20.6 18.9 18.9
(individual & trust
agencies)
Chinese 27.2 45.5 40.4 38.9 39.0
Indian 1.1 1.0 1.5 15 1.2
Foreigner 63.4 32.7 277 313 32.5
Nominee 6.0 7.9 8.3 8.5 8.0
companies

Source: Ninth Malaysia Plan (Economic Planningtl.2007)

However, the government’s effort to incredemiputeraequity was not clear,
because the equity that was reported does not ®xely belong toBumiputera
(Guan, 2002).
‘trusteeship’ approach (Che Ahmad, Houghton & Yus?®06).

Instead, the equity belongs to theve@oment under the
Thus, the

percentage dBumiputeraequity remains under-represented.

X A number of Malaysian Government trust agencies@avernment Linked Companies (GLCs)
such as Khazanah Nasional, the Ministry of Finaresmodalan National Berhad, Petrolium
National (Petronas), the Employees Provident FUusBF), Bank Negara, Kumpulan Wang
Pencen, Lembaga Tabung Haji, as well as the Stadadiic Development Corporation became
major equity shareholders, all of which were atitélnl toBumiputera(Gomez, 2004).
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Although the NEP was attempting to eliminate radaaintification of any class,
two arguments against the implementation of the MERe that it has resulted in
excessive political and business relationship Igidand uneven access to
opportunities (Gomez, 1993; Gomez & Jomo, 1997; sBh& Abadad, 1998;
Fraser, Zhang & Derasit, 2005), and that it ispranharily designed to be a policy
on class relations in Malaysia (Ghosh & Abadad,899As a result, at the
beginning of the NEP the Chinese business commudidynot support this
policy. Chinese entrepreneurs felt that the NEPparticular the Industrial Co-
ordination Act, was especially meant to seize tiggowth (Ghosh & Abadad,
1998). They were also in fear of losing their besses, especially when the
government moved into the banking, property andstantion sectors, in which
they had been prominent. However, although the €d&robjected to the NEP,
they put up with it in order to preserve peace stadbility in the country (Guan,
2000). Thus, during the implementation of the NEMjnese political leaders
urged the Chinese business community to restruetodereform their businesses
by consolidating their traditionally small familyusiness into large listed firms
(Guo-Sze, 2004).

As a result, Chinese equity ownership continueds® during the NEP decades.
It is believed that the success of Chinese busimeltlaysia has relied on many
factors, including their ability to adapt to theadlging business environment,
strong cooperation in protecting their economieiests (Gul & Tsui, 2004), and
their ability to maintain low rates of profit conmaid with high rates of turnover
to maximise their market share (Ghosh & Abadad8)99 hus, they were able to
accumulate savings for any contingencies and feir thusiness investment and

wealth.

In addition, it has been argued that the NEP becamcatalyst for the
development of a new breed Blumiputeracapitalists (Gomez, 1993, 2007,
Gomez & Jomo, 1997; Gul & Tsui, 2004; On Kit & T&@07). This was seen as
political patronage in whiclBumiputerareceived three kinds of overlapping
networking advantages from the Government, inclgd#tonomic, social and

personal, (Fraser, Zhang & Derasit, 2005).
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By the mid-1990s numerous Malaysian corporationsaxvby Bumiputerd?
were found to be linked to at least one powerfuitipan and exhibited strong
political loyalty (Gul & Tsui, 2004). They were alsfound to have ties to
powerful political agents and resulting accessusiriess and finance (On Kit &
Tan, 2007). The Heavy Industrial Corporation ofl&¥aia (listed as Hicom in
Bursa Malaysia), formerly headed by Tan Sri Yahyanad, is a good illustration
of this networking (Gomez & Jomo, 1997). When DrHdthir Mohamed was
Malaysian Prime Minister and Finance Minister in8@9 he helped Hicom
personally and financially. Other companies thab @cquired wealth through the
government’s equity redistribution exercise includaited Engineering (UEM),
Rashid Hussein Bank Berhad (RHB), and Malaysiatingrand System Berhad
(MAS) (Gomez, 1993).

Despite obtaining various projects from the Govesntn researchers have
provided some insights, which demonstrate that guditically-connected

companies in Malaysia were not performing well. Example, Johnson and
Milton (2003) and Fraser et al. (2005) revealeat tMalaysian firms that had
political patronage carried more debt. In additivom a study of 84 Malaysian
listed firms, Mohamed et al. (2007) discovered tpalitically-connected firms

had significantly negative performance as measurgdeturn on assets and
Tobin’s Q. Indeed, these conglomerates, were sivaffected by the 1997/1998
financial crisis, partly due to their high leverdgem both domestic and foreign

banks (Centre for Policy Initiatives, 2007).

Furthermore, it was argued that the NEP has lea desproportionate influence
by political people in the Malay-owned companiesngBam, 2003). These
political contacts have been especially involveadltaining government projects

and have contributed to the limited accountabaityl transparency among these

12 A number ofBumiputerasuch as Halim Saad (Renong), Tajuddin Ramli (Msitay Airlines),
Yahya Ahmad (Hicom) and Rashid Hussein (RHB Banlgrevalso privy to government
concessions (Centre for Policy Initiatives, 2007).
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companies (Gomez, 2004). Thus, corporate transparemd accountability

seems to be limited, partly due to political invertvent in economic development.

Based on the above arguments, it was reportedtisahess ventures in Malaysia
appear to be politically speculative rather tharoneenically rational and
productive (The World Bank, 1999). Therefore, cogte governance
development in Malaysia appears to be encouragesd KkKSien, 1992).
Furthermore, it was argued that the NEP also aleatmecessary impediments
for companies and investors (Guan, 2000). For elantipe 30 per cent preferred
share allocation schemes Bumiputerahas restricted the ability of companies to
raise capital and, therefore, deters investmerhéncountry (Centre for Policy
Initiatives, 2007). Thus, the aim of the NEP tormpoteBumiputerabusiness has
not been successful. It seems that the NEP, whiak seen as a catalyst for
economic development for ti&umiputera has not been realised. In turn, it has
led to weak corporate governance and economic deweint in Malaysia.

3.4 Liberalisation of equity holdings in capital maket

To overcome the above problems, as well as pathe@fcontinuous effort to
expand the economy and to encourage more foreigrctdnvestment into the
country, on 30 June 2009 the Malaysian Governmamb@nced the liberalisation
of equity holdings in the capital market. It is eéntded to enhance the
attractiveness of the local market for foreign jggrants and at the same time
provides a platform for greater competition and evidhoice of intermediation

services.

The Government also announced new comprehensivestiment guidelines
administered by the Foreign Investment Committd€)FOne important part of
the new FIC guideline is that all transactions be fcquisition of interests,
mergers and takeovers by local/foreign interestionger require approval of the
FIC (Economic Planning Unit, 2009). In the new gulide, the Government has
agreed to abolish the requirement to have a dd@gier cenBumiputeraequity

upon flotation as imposed by the Securities Comignss Instead, in theaew
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requirement 50 per cent of the 25 per cent pulgread to be issued should be
allocated toBumiputera investors that are recognised by the Ministry of
International Trade and Industry (Economic Planrihgt, 2009). Furthermore,
the deregulation of FIC rules is seen as a boldemaw the part of the new
administration to tweak and adapt the 40-year old@PNrequirements and
instruments. However, the spirit of NEP to restuoetsociety remains with the
counter-supporting measures, i.e. the 50 peantiputerafor public spread, as

well as the establishment of Ekuiti Nasional Bh#yigas).

Ekuinas is established to facilitate mergers andjuisdions involving
Bumiputeraowned companies and other local and foreign estitvith a ready
customer base. The principle of Ekuinas, therefiere make the cake bigger for
everyone, and to achieve genuine partnerships kettveBumiputeraand non-

Bumiputerain Malaysia.

It is hoped that this liberalization will create rmore conducive market
environment as well as one that is investor-frigngd that Malaysia can compete

at the international level.

3.5 Brief History of Malaysian Public Listed Companes
(PLCs)

The history of Malaysian PLCs can be traced frora tievelopment of the
Malaysian capital market in the 1870s (Securitien@ission of Malaysia,
2004). In earlier days, the share markets tradedeshin the plantation and
mining industry of British companies such as G@l&iCo Ltd, Fraser & Co. Ltd
(1873), Malakoff Plantation Co Ltd (1873), Inch P Ltd (1902) and Sime
Darby & Co Ltd (1910). These companies also lisgtedir shares on the London
Stock Exchange. On 23 June 1930, the Singapor&i8tiers’ Association, the
first formal organisation in the securities busggsMalaysia and Singapore, was
established. In 1938, the association was regibtesethe Malayan Stockbrokers
Association, however, it did not provide a platfdion trading of shares. Until the

independence of Malaysia in 1957, the associatiae® were published in the
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Straits Times Press, as a daily price quotatiortisecinvolving over 90
companies listed on the Kuala Lumpur Share Margetgrities Commission of
Malaysia, 2004). By then, there were 17 stockblogerating in Kuala Lumpur,

Singapore, Penang and Ipoh.

On 9 May 1960, the Malayan Stock Exchange was [s¢b water for the growth
of commodities trading in Malaysia. Following thecession of Singapore from
Malaysia in 1965, the exchange was renamed thek @gchange of Malaysia
and Singapore (SEMS). With the termination of coese interchangeability
between Malaysia and Singapore in 1973, the SEMSsgparated into two: the
Kuala Lumpur Stock Exchange Berhad (KLSEB) and $teck Exchange of
Singapore (SES). In December 1976, the Kuala Lur§pock Exchange (KLSE)
was incorporated as a company limited by guaramtetgke over the operations
of the KLSEB. However, Malaysian companies contehteebe listed on SES and
vice versa. In 1985, 183 of the 315 companiesdisin the SES were Malaysian
companies, which made up almost 60 per cent of SBES’s total market
capitalisation (Securities Commission of Malays804). In January 1990, the
KLSE became independent from the Singapore Stocghd&hge. Following
demutualisation, on 14 April 2004, the KLSE wasamed Bursa Malaysia
Berhad. The purpose was to enhance the Malaysiak skchange’s position in
response to global trends by making the Malaysitotks exchange more
customer-driven and market-oriented (Bursa Malay2@08d). On 18 March
2005, Bursa Malaysia Berhad was listed on the NBaiard of KLSE.

To date, the number of Malaysian PLCs have growidhafrom 285 in 1990 to
1,021 at the end of 2007 (see Table 3.2). At timestime, market capitalisation
of the KLSE rose from RM156 billion in 1989 to RM&3 billion in 2003
(Economic Planning Unit, 2006) and increased to KM4,471,052 billion in
2007 (Bursa Malaysia, 2008a). By 2004, the Malaysitack market had become
the largest stock market in the ASEAN region (Skiesr Commission of
Malaysia, 2004).
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Table 3.2: Growth of Malaysian listed firms from 190 to 2007

Year Main Board Second Mesdaq Total
Board Market
2007 648 245 130 1021
2006 649 250 128 1027
2005 644 269 98 1011
2004 622 278 63 963
2003 598 276 32 906
2002 562 294 12 868
2001 520 292 812
2000 498 297 795
1999 474 283 757
1998 454 282 736
1997 444 264 708
1996 413 208 621
1995 369 160 529
1994 347 131 478
1993 329 84 413
1992 317 52 369
1991 292 32 324
1990 271 14 285

Source: Bursa Malaysia (2007a)

3.6 Concentration of ownership in Malaysia

It was argued that the business ownership strudtuendogenous to the firm
(Banks, 2004). In the case of Malaysia, many studand that Malaysian
companies have a high concentration of ownerstp Vorld Bank, 1999;
Claessens, Djankov & Lang, 2000; Claessens & Fa02;2Abdul Samad, 2002;
Cheung & Chan, 2004; Guo-Sze, 2004). This meansirorestor (institutional,
individual or company) holds 20 per cent of thetodlfing votes, and no other

shareholder has control of at least ten per cetiteo¥otes through a control chain
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that does not overlap with at least ten per certhefcontrolling shareholder (La
Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes & Shleifer, 1999).

In an early study, the World Bank (1998b) found thiathe cut-off of 50 per cent

of Kuala Lumpur Stock Exchange (KLSE) companied®98; 67.2 per cent of

the companies’ shares were in the families’ hdi®¥.4 per cent had only one
dominant shareholder; 13.4 per cent were state-ated; and 85 per cent of the
public listed companies had owner-managers in wthehCEO, the chairman or
vice-chairman position had been filled by membédrghe controlling family or a

nominee. Similarly, in a later survey, Cleassera.g2000) discovered that more
than two-thirds of Malaysian firms were controllega single shareholder, and in
60 per cent of firms, the top management was mrblabethe family of the

controlling shareholders. In another study of 73aldysian listed companies,
Abdul Samad (2002) revealed that 71.4 per cenhedd companies were under
majority ownership and controlled by the five lasgshareholders. In a more
recent study, On Kit and Tan (2007) discovered thataverage shareholdings
owned by the largest shareholder of the top 15(aahn companies was 43 per

cent.

Similarly, in this study it was found that the mtyp of the top 100 Malaysian

PLCs had one dominant shareholder, whether indatiduan agency. The largest
shareholders in this study owned between 6.85 @er @nd 99.16 per cent of a
company’s issued capital. The lowest percentaggb¥) of the issued capital
was owned by Goldman Sachs International, while lighest percentage
(99.16%) of the issued capital was owned by Ex8tdp Investment Limited on

behalf of Tan Sri William Cheng, the chairman/CEDParkson Berhad. The

average issued capital found in this study wasGBe$ cent.

More than 50 per cent of the top 100 Malaysian Pli@se one dominant

shareholder, who owns more than 30 per cent ofstheed capital of a company

13 Refers to “family-owned companies” meaning priviitgited companies where the person has

an interest or interests in voting shares of thapmmies, the aggregate of the nominal amounts of
which is not less than 20 per cent of the nomimadbants of all the voting shares in the company

(Section 6A of the Companies Act 1965, 2007).
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(see Table 3.3). This result implies that owngrstoncentration continues to

exist in Malaysia.

Table 3.3: Range of percentage of shares owned laydest
shareholders of top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Range of percentage of shares Frequency Percentage
Less than 10 per cent 2 2
11 to 20 per cent 15 15
21 to 30 per cent 16 16
31 to 40 per cent 20 20
41 to 50 per cent 17 17
51 to 60 per cent 15 15

61 to 70 per cent
71 to 80 per cent
81 to 90 per cent
more than 91 per cent 1 1
Total 100 100

Note: Data drawn from 2007 annual reports of tipelt®d0 Malaysian
PLCs, available at: http://www.bursamalaysia.com

Concerning types of shareholders, in this studyhlbbe government and the
Chinesé’ (individual or their proxies) were found to be theo dominant
shareholders of the top 100 Malaysian PLCs. Fomgia, based on an analysis
of the top 20 companies’ shareholders in this stisiye Table 3.4), the
government, via its agencies (e.g. Khazanah Naki@sahad, Employees
Provident Fund (EPF) and Amanah Raya Nomineejjasnajor shareholder of
nine companies (Sime Darby, Maybank, Tenaga Nakidredekom Malaysia,
Bumiputera Commence Holdings, MISC, Petronas Gass Expressway and
RHB Capital).

%n this study the Chinese include Malaysian Chénmssinessmen, who are Malaysian citizens.
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Table 3.4: Three largest shareholders of top 20 cqranies

Largest shareholders

Compan Market
Rank nar?qe y capitalisation
(RM 000) 1 2 3
1 Sime Darby 71,509,598 Amanah Raya EPF (14.70%) | Permodalan Nasional
Nominee (32.45%) Berhad (7.8%)
2 101 47,008,792| Progressive Holdingy EPF (8.44%) JP Morgan Chase Bank
Corporation Sdn. Bhd (39.27%) USA (3.49%)
3 Maybank 44,822,123| Amanah Raya EPF (8.33%) Permodalan Nasional
Nominee (40.97%) Berhad (7.77%)
4 Tenaga 41,594,001| Khazanah Nasional | EPF Provident | Amanah Raya Nominee
Nasional Berhad (37.77%) Fund (9.90%) (7.82%)
5 Public Bank 38,807,805| Tan Sri The Hong EPF (9.78%) Consiledated Holdings
Piow (24.11%) Berhad (7.32%)
6 Telekom 38,525,878| Khazanah Nasional | EPF (8.75%) Amanah Raya Nominee
Malaysia Berhad (37.14%) (7.23%)
7 Commerce 37,115,997| Khazanah Nasional | EPF (9.32%) JP Morgan Chase Bank
Holding Berhad (22.07%) USA (4.92%)
8 MISC 37,435,711| Khazanah Nasional | EPF (9.90%) Amanah Raya Nominee
Berhad (37.77%) (7.82%)
9 Genting 29,258,091 Kien Huat Reality Golden Hope Harbor International
Sdn. Bhd (32.22%) | Limited (3.80%) | Fund (3.75%)
10 Resorts 22,719,758| Genting Berhad Harbor JP Morgan Chase Bank
World (48.37%) International USA (1.75%)
Fund (1.80%)
11 Petronas Gas 21,172,431| Petroleum Nasional | Kumpulan EPF (9.90%)
Berhad Berhad (70.73%) Wang Persaraarn
(14.83%)
12 Digi Com 18,700,000| Telenor Asia Pte Ltd | Haikal Pasti EPF (5.77%)
(50.80%) Sdn. Bhd
(7.70%)
13 KL Kepong 18,574,582| Batu Kawan Berhad | EPF (7.71%) FELDA (4.40%)
(45.75%)
14 PLUS 17,400,000 UEM Group Berhad| Khazanah EPF (7.71%)
Expressway (40.21%) Nasional Berhad
(15.02%)
15 YTL Power 14,475,707| YTL Corporation Tenaga Nasiona] Khazanah Nasional
Berhad (81.90%) Berhad (5.78%) | Berhad (4.18%)
16 MMC 14,159,522| CIMB Group Amanah Raya | Seaport (Johore) Sdn.
Corporation Nominee (Terminal | Nominee Bhd (9.98%)
Johore Sdn. Bhd) (17.51%)
(17.21%)
17 YTL 13,103,712| Yeoh Tiong & Sons | EPF (9.47%) Deutsche Bank
Corporation Holdings Sdn. Bhd Singapore (3.57%)
(47.04)
18 PBB Group 13,040,499| Kuok Brother Sdn. Kerry Group Kerry Holdings Limited
Bhd (41.94%) Limits (7.74%) | (7.74%)
19 RHB Capital 12,597,827| EPF (81.55%) GMO Emerging | Amanah Raya Nomineg
Berhad Market Fund (1.47%)
(2.45%)
20 British 11,778,113| British American Amanah Raya | EPF (4.02%)
American Tobacco Holdings Nominee
Tobacco (M) (M) 50.0%) (8.47%)

Note: Data drawn from 2007 annual reports of top Walaysian PLCs, available at:
http://www.bursamalaysia.com
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Chinese shareholders (individual or their proxigsje the major shareholders of
eight companies (IOl Corporation, Public Bank, Gemt Resort World, KL
Kepong, YTL Corporation, YTL Power and PBB Berhadply two companies,
Digi Com Berhad, and British American Tobacco (MgrBad (BAT), were
owned by foreign shareholders. These results italiteat the government and
the Chinese (individual or their proxies) are theo tmajor shareholders of
Malaysian PLCs, but their ownerships are restrictetbcal companies. Further
information about the three largest shareholderh®ftop 100 Malaysian PLCs

included in this study is exhibited in Appendix A.

These results indicate that concentration of ownprss a common feature in
Malaysia. They also reflect that investors’ pditfe of the Malaysian firms are
not diversified (Guo-Sze, 2004). This implies thia¢ dispersion of ownership
that has arisen in developed countries does noly dpfly to the Malaysian
setting. As the World Bank (1999) concluded:

The concentration of shareholders in Malaysia iegpthat there is
no market for corporate control. Thus, there igelibr no role for
hostile takeover to play a disciplinary role onidess that are not
working towards the maximization of shareholderalues. (The
World Bank, 1999, p.8)

Shleifer and Vishny (1997) claimed that concentratf ownership is relatively
higher in less developed countries. This pattemtrdoutes to poor corporate
governance such as weak legal systems, poor lawcamdption (Claessens &
Fan, 2002), lack of uniform accounting standardsgd goor disclosure of
information (Cheung & Chan, 2004). Therefore, rgdashareholder in Malaysia
can enforce direct interest in a company, relying relatively simple legal

interventions. As Thillainathan (1999) argued:

There are many public listed companies in Malayarad
elsewhere in Asia that are family-dominated. Thecemtration
of shareholders in public companies has been atédb to
weakness in shareholders’ rights or the poor eafoemt of
these rights (p. 14).
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For example, the large shareholders may use tlusitipns to extract private

benefits including paying themselves special dintte (La Porta et al., 1999;
Claessens & Fan, 2002), committing the company thsadvantaged business
relationship with other companies over which thayécontrol (Singham, 2003),
and appointing directors who have similar outlod&sprotect their interests

(Gomez, 2005; On Kit & Tan, 2007). For instancsfwady by Tan and Sendjaya
(2007) found that about 30 per cent of non-exeeutiependent directors of the
largest listed firms in Malaysia were appointedotiyh their existing network

with the CEO and the largest shareholders. Thexefors unlikely that they can

provide an adequate degree of monitoring becawesefdel obligated to comply

with the demand of the shareholders (Cheung & Chad4).

However, empirical studies on the concentratiomwhership in Malaysia were
inconclusive. Two studies, by Dogan and Smyth (20@hd Chan (2004),
revealed that concentration of ownership in Makaysad no link to the firms’
financial performance. Haniffa and Hudaib (2006pwkver, revealed that
concentration of ownership had resulted in higm@éad accounting systems.
Gomez (2005) claimed that the main reason wasthigatlominant shareholders
(who were also the owners) were trying to generdweir future wealth.
Nevertheless, On Kit and Tan (2007) revealed tlatcentration of ownership
structure among Malaysian firms had not been dilutiespite the rapid growth of
the Malaysian economy. It was implied that the iotpaf ownership
concentration on firm performance in Malaysia iclaar. Perhaps one of the
reasons is because the contribution of concentratovnership on the
performance of Malaysian firms is still poorly umskt®od (Guo-Sze, 2004),
rather, it is only recognised as an alternativéhéodispersed ownership structure.
Thus, it is arguable whether problems attributethéoconcentration of ownership

influence Malaysian corporate governance.
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3.6.1 The Government-Linked companies

A number of scholars have commented that the Meaygovernment is the
main controller of the development of Malaysianporations (Gomez & Jomo,
1997; Thillanaithan, 1999; Singham, 2003; GomeZ)420 This is particularly
evident in privatised entities through the governtdanked companies (GLCs).
Malaysia is the second country in the world, agargapore, to have the highest
number of government-controlled listed companietad€sens et al., 1999).
However, unlike other companies that focus on m#ing profit, the
government or state-owned firms also had to givesideration to their
performance outcome, which reflects perceived pubbod (Ingley & Walt,
2003).

In Malaysia, GLCs are defined as companies whezeMhlaysian government
has the main controlling stake (Khazanah Nasio2@05). A controlling stake

refers to the government's control not just over lercentage of ownership, but
also in the appointment of board members and semomragement, and/or making
major decisions (e.g. contract awards, strategstrueturing and financing, and
acquisitions and divestments) (Khazanah Nasiof@@I6R

There are three types of Malaysian GLCs. The fygsé is where the government
of Malaysia exercises control directly through Kéwaah Nasional Berhad, the
National Pension Fund and Bank Negara Malaysia.SBoend type is when the
companies are controlled by the government indyretttrough other federal
government-linked agencies such as PermodalaniNatizerhad, the Employees
Provident Fund, and Tabung Haji. The third typeststs of companies that are
controlled by the government through state agencies

In 2007, the Malaysian government oversaw 39 liggdCs that accounted for

about 36 per cent of the total market capitalisatid the KLSE (Khazanah
Nasional Berhad, 2007). A review of the top 10 Malan listed companies on 31
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December 2007, based on market capitalisationcateld that the government

controlled six of these compani®s.

Table 3.5: Malaysian Top 10 Listed Companies

Rank Company Market Major
Industry capitalisation shareholders
(RM 000)

1 Sime Darby Berhad Trading & 71,509,598 Government
services

2 101 Corporation Berhag Plantation 47,008,692 Rregive

Holdings Sdn. Bhd

3 Maybank Berhad Finance 44,822,123 Government

4 Tenaga Nasional Trading & 41,594,001
services Government

5 Public Bank Berhad Finance 38,806,80% Individual

6 Telekom Malaysia Trading & 38,525,868 Government
services

7 Bumiputera Commerce Finance 37,115,996 Government

Asset Holdings Berhad

8 MISC Berhad Trading & 36,435,711 Government
services

9 Genting Berhad Trading & 29,258,091 Kien Huat Reality
services Sdn. Bhd

10 Resorts World Berhad Trading & 22,619,658 Genting Berhad
services

Note: Data drawn from 2007 annual report of respeatompanies,
available at http://www.bursamalaysia.com.my

In terms of financial performance, Ab Razak, Ahnaex Aliahmed (2008) found

that of 210 firms listed on Bursa Malaysia, the GL@erformance in terms of

market capitalisation and accounting performanceevibetter than the non-GLCs.
As the government is a major shareholder of the §&LliChas made a very high
commitment to enhancing the performance of the GIL€s recent development,
the government introduced various mechanisms tarerthat the GLCs have high
financial performance. For example, the governmuesm$ taken great pains to
nominate candidates to be appointed as board mendwe members of top

management of the GLCs. Often this process is aiggly observed and executed
through proper channels (Khazanah Nasional, 200&).government believes that

> Through a number of trust agencies such as Khazatasional, the Ministry of Finance,
Permodalan National Berhad, Petrolium National r@ets), the Employees Provident Fund
(EPF), Bank Negara, Kumpulan Wang Pencen and Leanbagung Haji.
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any improvement in the effectiveness or performaotdahe GLCs will bring

benefits not only to the government, but also towlealth of the nation.

3.7 Corporate governance development in Malaysia

Malaysian corporate governance development carrdmed from prior to the
Asian financial crisis in 1997/1998. In Malaysihetcrisis first began with a fall
in the Malaysian ringgit's value and continued togin the stock prices of listed
firms. Between July 1997 and January 1998, the Y&a ringgit depreciated
almost 50 per cent, from around RM2.5 to the lovpesit of RM4.88 against the
US dollar. The composite index of KLSE droppeda@dtri/2 per cent from 1,271
points in February 1997 to 262 points in August89Bank Negara Malaysia,
1999). This resulted in many bankruptcies and frardistress for many listed
firms on the KLSE (Mohamed et al., 2007).

A number of factors have been associated with itten€ial crisis in Asia. One
school of thought attributed the crisis to poorpowate governance, including
weak domestic policy, ineffective boards of direstaveak internal control, poor
audits, lack of inadequate disclosure and legabreement characteristics in
corporate governance (Claessens & Djankov, 199%0oNi2002; Liew, 2006).

As the World Bank (1998a) argued:

Corporate governance (in East Asian countries)haracterized by
ineffective boards of directors, weak internal coht unreliable
financial reports, lack of adequate disclosure, é&mtorcement to
ensure compliance and poor audits. These probleenevadenced by
unreported losses and understated liabilities §gp 68).

The Asian financial crisis also exposed a numbepawir corporate governance
practices in Malaysia including absence of independirectors lack of impatrtial
audit committees and independent auditors in oearge and disciplining
corporate misbehaviour (Liew, 2006), lack of treargmcy, financial disclosure
and accountability (Mitton, 2002), and poor legaitpction of minority investors

against expropriation by corporate insiders (Claess& Djankov, 1999).
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Furthermore, significant dominance and participated major shareholders in
company management in Malaysia have allowed sontieeaf to act in their own
interests, leading to corporate misbehaviour (Kh2@03). This has adversely
affected the performance of Malaysian PLCs, leading number of Malaysian
companies having higher leverage and a higher ptiopoof short-term debts
(Claessens, Djankov & Xu, 2000), and financial réts$ (Abdullah, 2006b). In
effect, a number of corporate collapses occurreth 1 Perwaja Steel, Berhad,
Renong Berhad and KFC Holding Berhad, due partlyhto lack of effective
corporate governance mechanisms (Haniffa & Hud2i®6). This implies that

poor corporate governance also contributed toittan€ial crisis in Malaysia.

However, the financial crisis has provided addedmmotum to corporate
governance reforms in Malaysia. For example, Madayeeds to improve its
standard of corporate governance for the growtlbapital markets (Kasipillai,
2005). A study by Teng, Seetharaman and Ching (2@@aled that 78 per cent
of institutional investors in Malaysia are in favaf the improvement of existing
rules and regulations to enhance corporate goveenan Malaysia further; in
particular, to act in the interests of sharehold€nsl & Tsui, 2004). In addition,
based on interviews with Malaysian corporate ptiacters, Liew (2006)
concluded that Malaysian companies and the countgeneral, had strived to
reform corporate governance in response to negatitscity and criticism from
the international community in the aftermath of 1897/1998 Asian crisis. This
was addressed by former Malaysian Primer Minigdatp’ Seri Abdullah Ahmad

Badawi during a corporate directors’ banquet:

The widespread practice of good values would aleatribute to
strengthen Malaysian branding in a global markatw® all know, the
enhancement of the Malaysian brand cannot be amthiby financial
expenditure alone but by continuously displayinguaus values in our
conduct of social and business activities (Abdyl205)°

'8 Full speech is available at http://www.mid.org.my/
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It was argued that awareness of corporate goveenenbalaysia only became
stronger following the 1997/1998 financial crisi®\bflullah, 2006). The
significant impact of the crisis on the nation hfsced the Malaysian
government, together with various authorities suash the Central Bank of
Malaysia (BNM), the Securities Commission (SC) aBdrsa Malaysia, to
introduce a number of reforms. These include cleckiorporate abuse by
controlling shareholders in relation to relatedtydransactions, taking steps to
achieve greater transparency of ownership, anddaotting measures to enhance
and raise standards of disclosure and protecttorediHence, On Kit and Tan
(2007) claimed that Malaysia is the forerunner @valoping and promoting a
comprehensive corporate governance system in casopawith its neighbouring

countries.

On 24 March 1998, the Malaysian government tookagomstep by establishing
the Finance Committee on Corporate Governance (FCT& FCCG focused
on three principal areas, namely:

i. the creation and development of the Malaysian Code Corporate
Governance (MCCG), which identifies a framework bmst practices in
corporate governance (Brief information on MCCG piovided in the
following section of this chapter);

ii. the reform of laws and regulations and rules whik aim of enhancing the
regulatory framework for all public listed compasiieand

lii. the training and education of directors and futlirectors.

Since then, the development of Malaysian corpogateernance has progressed
steadily and on an ongoing basis. Table 3.6 pesv@ chronological account of
corporate governance initiatives in Malaysia affter financial crisis of 1997/1998.

The success of Malaysian corporate governancemsfavas reflected in a survey
conducted by PricewaterhouseCoopers and the Kuamapur Stock Exchange
(KLSE) in 2002. The survey concluded that Malays@orporate governance
standards have improved since the issue of the M@CZBOO0. In a recent survey,

the Malaysian corporate governance score was #&f.8gnt, which is higher than
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several other Asian countrfésind comparable to other developed countries ssich a

Singapore, Hong Kong and Australia (McGee, 2008).

Table 3.6: Chronological account of corporate goverance initiatives
in Malaysia

Year Initiatives

1997 Establishment of the Financial Reporting Act 1997
Establishment of the Malaysian Accounting Stand&uksrd (MASB)

1998 Establishment of the National Economic Action CAau(dEAC)

KLSE & PricewaterhouseCoopers first joint survey oarporate
governance in Malaysia

Establishment of High Level Finance Committee onrpOmte
Governance

Establishment of Malaysian Institute of Corporate/&nance
Amendments to Securities Act 1983 to enhance SGmow

1999
Amendments to Companies Act 1965 to mandate cong®iawith
Approval Accounting Standards. Section 166A

Establishment of capital market master plan

2000
Directors required to make statutory declaratiogarding compliance
with approval accounting standards, Section 169(15)

Issue of the Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance
Establishment of Minority Shareholders Watchdogu@ro

2001
Revamp of KLSE Listing Requirement (1993)

Education and training of directors pursuant to AuMalaysia’s
Listing Requirements

Establishment of Financial sector master plan.

2005
Guidelines on corporate governance for licensetitutions issued by
Bank Negara Malaysia

2007
Amendments of Malaysian Code on Corporate Govemanc
2007
Amendments of Companies Act 1965. Sec 167A, Act dtfine board
of directors of a listed company or a subsidiarystreet-up a system of
internal control to ensure that the company doésuiber from any loss.

Source: Securities Commission (2007), Malaysiatitinte of Corporate
Governance (2007), Bursa Malaysia (2007b)

' The score was out of 100 per cent. Other countsiestes were: India 83.6 per cent, Korea 76.4
per cent, Pakistan 75.5 per cent, Thailand 72.7cpst, Philippines 64.5 per cent, Indonesia 60
per cent and Vietnam 50.1 per cent (McGee, 2008).
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Despite these achievements, Liew (2006) arguedthigapromotion of corporate
governance reform in Malaysia has not been progidinlutions or targeting
specific local problems in the country. A studytbé top 50 Malaysian public
companies conducted by Standard and Poor (2004yvsshtbat only five
companies have better disclosure of their overalp@rate governance practices
since the standards were introduced. In additio®,Asian Development Bank
(2004) reported that after five years of the praorotof Malaysian corporate
governance, there is not much improvement in MadaysForeign Direct
Investment (FDI}® These findings could be due to two reasons: (1lajééan
PLCs are still lagging behind in complying with thecommendation of best
practices (Minority Shareholders Watchdog Group YM® & University of
Nottingham, 2006) or (2) they are still at an eatigge in appreciating corporate
governance (Arif et al., 2007). Some companieseasafly family-owned firms,
face certain challenges such as a readiness td #uopest-practice culture, and
regard the push for corporate governance as atttarélaeir entrepreneurial drive
and spirit (PricewaterhouseCoopers & KLSE, 2002¢védtheless, Arif et al.
(2007) asserted that Malaysian firms have justexfaio put extra effort into their
corporate governance and this trend is expectecbmbinue in the foreseeable
future. It implies that the implementation of t@porate governance system that

was used as a solution to the Malaysian financisiscwas not fully achieved.

3.8 Malaysian corporate governance framework
3.8.1 Introduction

The Malaysian corporate governance framework isnged on a broad-based
approach (Figure 3.1), which takes into accountftimelamental considerations
that are needed for effective governance. Thedadac professional and ethical
management; planning; standards and best practérespndments to laws and
guidelines; development of a code of conduct; imm@eting awareness
programmes; and enforcement (Securities CommisHidfalaysia, 2004). At the

foundation of the framework is the professional attical management of

'8 1n 1997, Malaysian FDI as a percentage of grossestimproduct (GDP) was more than 30 per
cent, and it decreased over the year after thésaisd was just seven per cent in 2003 (Asian
Development Bank (ADB), 2004).
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companies. This issue is very important becauss the first line of defence
against corporate misconduct (Anwar & Tang, 2008)addition, there are also
rules and regulations enforced by relevant regnfad@encies to ensure a high

standard of corporate governance in Malaysia.

Mandatory

Building up
enforcemem—————, —» Enhancing awareness and

Enforcement shareholders activism

Exchange Listing
Rules

Amendments to laws€————
and guidelines

Rules &
regulations

Capital market
master plan ~€—— Planning, standards & MASB, FRF & Code
best practice

Ethics and . )
compliance with G:Ir?:gteon:lér?troper
the law Professional & ethical
managemel
Voluntary

Figure 3.1: Holistic approach of the Malaysian corprate governance
framework
Source: Securities Commission of Malaysia (2004,73)

The Malaysian corporate governance framework igveérfrom a report on

corporate governance compiled by the FCCG. Thedvamnk can be divided into

internal and external perspectives (see Figure 3[Bg internal perspective often
relies on the effectiveness of the board of dinectas the primary internal

mechanism to protect the firm (Kulasingham, 200R)e board is to provide

reasonable assurance of the company regardingcthevament of objectives in

various forms including the effectiveness and @dficy of operations, reliability

of financial reporting, safeguarding of assets, anthpliance with applicable

laws and regulations (Thomas, 2002). The extereedgective on the other hand
relies on various bodies, regulations and standards
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Internal External

Board of |« » Regulatory Bursa Malaysia,
directors [ authorities SC, etc
| Ly Shareholders,
l stakeholders
Management < » External auditors
v /

Internal audit

Figure 3.2: Principal players in corporate governawe of Malaysia
Source: Kulasingham (2002, p.6)

3.8.2 Boards of directors in Malaysia

The history of boards of directors in Malaysia ¢entraced as far back as 1965
when Malaysia introduced its own Companies Act. Maaysian Companies
Act covers issues involving corporate structurescldisure requirements, the
duties and responsibilities of the board of dirextand officers, including
auditors and company secretaries, as well as thertneg and compliance
requirements. In relation to the role and respulies of the board, the MCCG
has identified that the main duty of the boardsliodéctors of Malaysian PLCs is
to maintain a sound system of internal controlss@deguard shareholders’
investments and the company’s performance.

The recommendation in the MCCG is aimed at imprgynard composition and
increasing the efficiency and accountability of teards to ensure that decision-
making is independent. Hence, it is recommendatl ahcompany has a well-
balanced and effective board of directors. The nitésn of a well-balanced
board, however, is arguable. Some authors haveedewvell-balanced board as
referring to the characteristics of individual bdbamembers, including their
functional backgrounds and knowledge and skillsri§es & Milliken, 1999;
Berghe & Levrau, 2007b). On the other hand, thébQey Report (1992) defined
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a balanced board as a combination of executivectdirg with their intimate
knowledge of business, and independent directors eam bring broader views
to the company. Boards of directors’ issues in Msilwill be discussed further

in section 3.9.

3.8.3 Malaysian corporate governance regulatory bads

Several government agencies under the administraticthree ministries act as

corporate governance regulators in Malaysia. Tloeyprise:

I. Ministry of Trade and Consumer Affairs, which owss the Companies
Commission of Malaysia (CCM); the CCM is resporesifdr the administration
of the Companies Act 1965.

ii. Ministry of Finance, which oversees the Securittssnmission (SC) and the
Central Bank of Malaysia (BNM). The SC is respolesiior the administration
of the Securities Commission Act 1993, Futures $tiguAct 1995 and Security
Industry Act 1983, while the BNM is responsible fitre administration of
Banking and Financial Institutions Act 1989.

iii. Ministry of Trade and Industry (MITI), which is qesnsible for the Industrial
Co-ordination Act (ICA) 1975. It gives approval fthre issuance of securities

by manufacturing companies.

This implies that there is no single regulatory ydidat has full power of overall
corporate governance in Malaysia. Nevertheless, fegulatory bodies that have
played significant roles as enforcers for good ocafe governance include the
Securities Commission (SC), Bursa Malaysia (forgpn&riown as the KLSE), the
Company Commission of Malaysia (CCM) and the CénBank of Malaysia
(BNM). The main functions of these regulatory bedae summarised in Table
3.7.
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Table 3.7: Malaysian corporate governance regulaty bodies
and institutions
Regulatory bodies Main function

CCM Is responsible for the administration and ecganent

of the following legislation:

» Companies Act 1965 (Act 125);

* Registration of Businesses Act 1956 (Act 197)

e Trust Companies Act 1949 (Act 100);

* Kootu Funds (Prohibition) Act 1971 (Act 28);

* Any subsidiary legislation made under the Acts
specified above such as Companies Regulations
1966 and registration of Businesses Rules 1957.

* Administer of CLRC.

SC Main regulator of the securities and capitalkegr

Ensure enforcement of securities and future laws
Licence, regulate and supervise market
institutions and licensed intermediaries
Encourage and promote the development of the
capital market

Bursa Front-line monitoring of the compliance of
Malaysia public-listed companies including their reporting
requirements, market trading activity, public
complaints and other matters related to listing
requirements including compliance with the
Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance

BNM Regulate and supervise financial institutionsow
are exempt dealers under the Securities
Investment Act (SIA)

Note: CCM (Company Commission of Malaysia), SC (8#ies Commission),
BNM (Bank Negara Malaysia,)

Despite having a well-established regulatory framdwan Asian Development
Bank study (1998) criticised many omissions anglabes in the legislation in
Malaysia. Further, the World Bank (2005a) reportit one of the key
weaknesses in Malaysian corporate governance dewvelat was the overlapping
authority and ambiguous accountability of the ratudy institutions. The
overlapping roles occur because there has never degystematic and coherent
revision of the overlaps, conflict and duplicatioof roles (Companies
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Commission of Malaysia, 2004). This has led to kmeas in its enforcement in

the Malaysian corporate governance regulatory sygkhoo, 2003).

Furthermore, the World Bank (2005a) argued thatenohthese agencies has
absolute power to regulate all matters pertainmgdrporate governance. The
CCM, although it is the ultimate agency to reguliiee Companies Act 1965, has
no authority to institute civil actions on behatfshareholders who have suffered
loss or damage as a result of a company’s violat{@hillainathan, 1999). Thus,
the CCM has been perceived to be ineffective irgadrding the victims of such
violations (Yeoh & Fariza, 2006). On the other hasidce the SC reports to the
Ministry of Finance, the close ties between thed@@ the Ministry of Finance
raises the question of whether the SC is a trutlependent regulatory body
consistent with international good practices (therM/ Bank, 2005a). As a
consequence, the insolvency procedures are, inrgersdow, ineffective and
costly (Singham, 2003). Perhaps this is becausereht ministries, which carry
out different functions and regulate different adtave controlled Malaysian

corporate governance.

To enhance regulatory and enforcement activitieslataysia, on 17 December
2003, the CCM initiated the establishment of a Ooae Law Reform
Committee (CLRC) to undertake a review of Malayslagislation, statutory
policies and standards, in order to maintain antheoe the viability of doing
business in Malaysia. The CLRC has undertaken iatitohpproach in reviewing
the various Malaysian company laws to facilitatee tburrent environment
(especially the impact of new technologies). Theews also covered the current
enforcement and investigatory powers of the reguyaauthorities, in relation to
the appropriate mix of legal and self-regulatoryesuto secure compliance

(Companies Commission of Malaysia, 2004).
In short, although there are some weaknesses inctingorate governance

regulatory framework in Malaysia, various initisgs/ have been undertaken to

improve such weaknesses.
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3.8.4 Development of corporate governance instituins and
associations

In addition to the establishment of the regulatibeynework, the establishment of

the Malaysian Institute on Corporate Governance Q@i and the Minority

Shareholder Watchdog Group (MSWG) has also strength the Malaysian

corporate governance system. The MICG, establishedarch 1998, is a non-

profit public company limited by guarantee. MICQisain objective is to raise

public awareness and practice of good governanddailaysia. Hence, MICG is

dedicated to facilitating business and corporateeld@ment throughout the

country through the improvement of corporate beattres (Abdul Hadi et al.,

2005). Its activities include:

* conducting regular seminars and talks on corpagaternance issues jointly
with various professional bodies and industry geoup

* conducting education public seminars, especiallyrfeestors

» providing assistance for various regulatory agemdie developing training
programmes for directors of PLCs

* networking with international organisations such tag Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), theltVBank, the Asian
Development Bank and other corporate governandgutisns

« developing a multi-disciplinary institute for serej research and education in

corporate governance

The MSWG on the other hand, formed in August 2@®@n independent body that
initiates shareholders’ activism to ensure shadsrsl equality and value
maximisation. Here, the MSWG’s main role is to paitminority shareholders’
interests in Malaysian PLCs. It also conducts cafg monitoring and provides

professional proxy services for Malaysian publioypanies.

The MSWG was set up with an annual funding (of RM3000 each) from five
government-linked investment agencies: Lembaga Agblaji, the Social Security
Organisation, the Employees Provident Fund, PerzddNasional Berhad and

Lembaga Tabung Angkatan Tentera. These agenciedsaréhe major institutional
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investors in the Malaysian capital market. Henbe, MSWG is not perceived as
being independent, as the majority of its directars representatives of the

founding members.

3.8.5 Development of codes of conduct and industry best
practices

Apart from statutory development, Malaysian corp@igovernance development
has also been supported by the development of afdmmduct and industry best
practice. The two important non-legislative regolias are the development of the
Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance (MCCG) ir0020and the
establishment of the KLSE Listing Requirements983.

The MCCG, which was formally established in Mardd0@, is considered the
landmark in Malaysian corporate governance refdtntodified the principles
and best practices of good governance and descrdggonal corporate
governance structures.The MCCG was largely derived from the
recommendations of the Cadbury Report (1992) aadddgmpel Report (1998) in
the UK. It represents a milestone in governmentustiy collaboration, because
the MCCG is itself a product of an industry-led Wiog group set up under the
auspices of the FCCG.

The need for a code also results from economicefand the need to reinvent
the corporate enterprise to efficiently meet emmggglobal competition. The
world’s economies are tending towards market oaiggort. In market oriented
economies, companies are less protected by traditand prescriptive legal rules
and regulations. Henc®CCG set out principles and best practices assatiat
with structures and processes that companies mayirugheir operations to
achieve a high corporate governance standard. M8&outlined 13 principles
of conduct including board effectiveness, directoesmuneration, accountability
and auditing, and shareholder protection, togetiwéh 33 best corporate
governance practices to assist Malaysian compami@ssigning their approaches
to corporate governance (see Appendix B for degtaWd the same time,
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companies are allowed to establish their own cafgolgovernance system,

however, they must ensure that they comply withMI@&CG principles.

In 2007, the MCCG was revised. The revised versepresents the continued
collaborative efforts between the government ane ithdustry such as the
Securities Commission (SC), the Companies ComnmssioMalaysia, Bursa
Malaysia Berhad, Bank Negara Malaysia, the Bar Cibuthe Federation of
Public Listed Companies, the Malaysian InstituteCaoirporate Governance, the
Minority Shareholders Watchdog Group, the Malaysftounting Standards
Board, the Malaysian Institute of Accountants, thmlaysian Institute of
Certified Public Accountants, the Institute of Imi& Auditors Malaysia, the
Malaysian Institute of Chartered Secretaries andofntants and the Malaysian

Investment Banking Association.

The key amendments to MCCG aim to strengthen baairdérectors and audit
committees, and to ensure that boards of direco the audit committees
discharge their roles and responsibilities effedtiv(Securities Commission,
2007). The amendments spell out the eligibilityesra for the appointment of
directors and the role of the nominating committ®®a. audit committees, the
amendments clarify the eligibility criteria for agptment as an audit committee
member, the composition of audit committees, tieguency of meetings and the
need for continuous training. In addition, interreldit functions are now
required in all PLCs and the reporting line foreimal auditors clarified. For ease
of reference, elaborations of the amendments (axedprovided in Part 2 of the
Code.

Nevertheless, it has been argued that as the MCQGG derived from

recommendations made in the UK, the principlesimedl in the MCCG may not
necessarily be applicable to Malaysian corporateeg@nce because the
Malaysian business environment is different fromttbf the UK (Haniffa &

Hudaib, 2006). For example, as the majority of Msian PLCs have a
concentration of ownership and cross-holdings afslownership (Thillainathan,
1999), corporate control has not actively beerugriced by the market (OECD,
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2004) compared with UK companies. Therefore, thegaich of codes of corporate
governance found in the UK may not necessarily pglieable to Malaysian

corporate governance.

To ensure that all Malaysian PLCs provide suffitidisclosure for investors, and
others to assess companies’ performance and goesnaractices, they are
required to provide a narrative statement (MCCGP®O Indeed, some
companies have published compliance checklists heir tannual reports.
Unfortunately, it was argued that this became gustatter of ticking boxes and so
became meaningless (Berry, 2007). Neverthelesseethyears after the
introduction of MCCG, it has been found that thecktprice performance of
440 firms listed on KLSE had increased by an awerafjabout 4.8 per cent
(Abdul Wahab, How & Verhoeven, 2007). It seems d¢fae, that the

implementation of MCCG has had a positive impact Malaysian PLCs’

performance.

The KLSE Listing Requirements, which was developed993, is another kind
of major watchdog that oversees public listed camgsain Malaysia. The Listing
Requirements specifically address key issues imfugdubstantial and related
party transactions, board composition, the role famdtion of audit committees,
directors’ rights, training, and disclosures, itatien to the state of controls and
compliance with the MCCG. In January 2001, the ELSsting Requirements
underwent a comprehensive revamp, and the newovel@came known as the
KLSE Revamped Listing Requirements. This exeraias partly to implement
major recommendations of the FCCG’s report. It @i raise the standard of
conduct of directors and company officers of pubfited companies and to
promote the development of effective internal gaaece and compliance (the
World Bank, 2005b).

Para 15 of the new KLSE Listing Requirements rexpuall Malaysian PLCs to
disclose their compliance with the MCCG in theinaal reports. All Malaysian
PLCs must ensure that they place the following statements in their annual

reports:
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I. a narrative statement of how the listed issuerdpgdied the principles set out
in Part 1 of the Malaysian Code on Corporate Gaueee to their particular
circumstances; and

ii. a statement on the extent of compliance with thst Beactices in Corporate
Governance, set out in Part 2 of the Malaysian Code Corporate
Governance “which statement shall specifically tdgrand give reasons for
any areas of non-compliance with Part 2 and therradtives to the Best

Practices adopted by the listed issuer, if any”.

The new Listing Requirements aim to regulate MalysPLCs to be more
transparent and accountable for their actions tm gavestors’ confidence.
Indirectly, it is also envisaged that these effort#l in turn encourage the

country’s economic growth as well as the inflowfarfeign direct investment.

3.9 The Efficiency of Boards of directors

A key to effective boards is to ensure that theppe@ppointed to the board
leverage their experience to contribute in meaningiays to the company
(Nadler et al., 2004). This includes the propariid executive and non-executive
directors, the functional areas and technical skidpresented on the boards, as
well as age, gender and ethics (Forbes & MillikE®99). This section discusses
four issues concerning Malaysian boards of dirsctdirector appointment; board
composition; board structure and process; and ctarstics of members of
boards of directors, as these have been found W@ Isame influence on
Malaysian corporate governance.

3.9.1 Appointment of Malaysian PLCs’ directors

The appointment of directors has been mandatoMalaysia since the formation
of the Companies Act in 1965. Section 122(1) of@lmenpanies Act stipulates the
requirement that any two company directors of exampany incorporated in
Malaysia, whether a public, private or foreign ca@myp, must have a principal or
only place of residence within Malaysia. The minimaumber, however, can be

increased subject to company decision, but thistnmgs expressed in the
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provision of the company articles of associatidnin the case of a public-listed
company, section 126 of the Companies Act statas ttie appointment of a
director is through a vote by a show of hands duangeneral meeting. The
motion for approving nomination or the appointmehthe director must be made

separately (Sulaiman, 2001).

A director is any individual who is required to éa#tecisions or is accustomed to
deciding jointly with the fellow directors on theodrd (Wallance & Zinkin,
2005). The term direct8t includes executive director, non-executive directo
chief executive director, de facto director an@rmate or substitute director (all
of whom have the same legal responsibility desm&rforming different
functions, Companies Act, 1965). Thus, irrespect¥ whether a person is a
private or listed company director, he or she nknstw that he or she is subject
to various Malaysian business laws (Companies AG5) Indeed, legally, all
directors are equally responsible for board actam decisions.

In the case of Malaysian PLCs, the appointmenheif tdirector is also subject to
the KLSE Listing Requirements. In addition, thees&bn of directors of listed

financial institutions in Malaysia is also subjgot the Banking and Financial
Institution Act, as well as the guidelines of caigge governance for the
development of financial institutions. For instandke CEO of a financial

institution must be a person of high calibre, appiaie experience, impeccable
integrity, and familiar with the requirements ofgudations, current issues and

policies that affect the development of financiastitutions in Malaysia (see

¥ Article 66 of the Companies Act 1965 gives the poteethe company at its general meeting to
increase or reduce the number of directors. Theepaveludes the power to appoint new directors
(Malaysian Companies Act 1965, 2007)

%0 An executive director/chief executive directorigull-time employee of the company, usually
at the senior management level and is also invoineatie day-to-day operation of the company
(Keil & Nicholson, 2003). A non-executive direct® known as a ‘non-management’, ‘non-
employee’, or ‘part-time’ director (Mace, 1972) athe person is not employed under a service
contract with the company (Seong, 2003).

An alternate or substitute director is normally @ipped for a specified period of time when the
original director is unable or may be unable tofgen his or her duties (Sulaiman, 2001). A de
facto director is a person who does not have theamsibilities of a legal appointed director under
the Companies Act 1965, but whose instructionscatomarily followed by the directors of a
company (Sulaiman, 2001).
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section C(a) of the Guideline on Corporate Govetadtandard for development

of financial institutions, Bank Negara MalaysiaQ3).

In this regard, before accepting a position asctiwe it is advisable for a person
Malaysia, 2003). If necessary, the individual skdoabtain the opinion of legal
counsel (Ford, 1992). By having a clear understandif the director’'s legal
duties, the person may gain a clear impressionhait\we or she should do on the
company’s board. For example, seven questionsstiwaild be considered by an
individual director before accepting such appoimnitaenclude:
I. What is the current financial condition of the canp?
ii. Do my own values and business ethics match thoskeeo€ompany or will
they conflict?
iii. Are the other directors able to get along well atilterations concerning the
company?
iv. What are the company’s practices relating to thenpmnsation of board
members?
v. Is the board concerned with proper compliance requents?
vi. Does the board allow free and unfettered partiompadt board meetings?

vii. Has the company secretary a respectable positithntiae board?
(Source: Chartered Secretaries Malaysia (20037 {&).

Apart from agé€’ the Malaysian Companies Act 1965 does not spemify
requirement or professional background of individdiaectors. Nonetheless, a
person can be disqualified from being appointetiading office as a director if
the person: is an undischarged bankrupt; has be®nated of crimes involving
dishonesty; has been convicted of insider tradamgi does not comply with any

requirements set down in the company’s articlesas$ociation (Malaysian

21 section 122(2) of the Companies Act - A directorsinioe a natural person of full age, which
implies the person is not less than 18 years ofamgenot more than 70 years old. Nevertheless, a
director of a public company reaching the age o€sgy (70) years old shall vacate his position
and be subject to re-election by the shareholdera general meeting with a three-quarter
majority vote.
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Companies Act 1965). For example, the Ayer Molekaor named Ismail bin
Ahmad received a public reprimand because he didiedare he was a bankrupt
and yet he was holding a director’s position. Isweported that:

Bursa Malaysia Securities Berhad has found a fodirector of the
Ayer Molek Rubber Company Berhad, Ismail bin Ahmtxpe in
breach of the Listing Requirements. He was a batkru2002 and
continued to be the managing director and a merobdéne audit
committee of the company until 23 May 2007. He hasn fined
RM100, 000. (Bursa Malaysia, 2008c)

The MCCG recommended that the directors’ selegi@tess, in particular the
selection of non-executive directors of MalaysidrCB, should be formal and
transparent through a nomination committee. ThebGadReport (1992) stated
that to be transparent, a nomination committee lshbave a majority of non-
executive directors. At present, the majority oal&ysian PLCs have outlined
procedures in the appointment of their directorsthe corporate governance
statements of their annual reports. For exampMMB Berhad described the
process of directors’ appointments, beginning vaissessing the knowledge and
skills of the candidates, then, identifying the dJagtween the company and
suitable candidates, and finally appointing thedidates at the annual general

meeting (see Figure 3.3).

Reviewing of board-
wide skills, knowledge, Identification of gaps
experience and and additional needs
perspective

\ 4

}

Appointment by the Identification of suitable
board and re-election at candidates and
Annual General Meeting evaluation by
nomination committee

A

Figure 3.3: Director selection process in AMMB Behnad
Source: AMMB Holding Berhad, 2007,p. 37)
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Before the establishment of the MCCG in 2000, dxllyper cent of Malaysian
PLCs were found to have well-structured processessélecting non-executive
directors (PricewaterhouseCoopers & KLSE, 1998)weleer, the situation was
prolonged after the introduction of the MCCG in QO0OFor example, the
PricewaterhouseCoopers and KLSE survey in 2002afteglethatthe majority of
non-executive independent directors of Malaysia€®were appointed based on
nominations from the board members, the chairmarther CEO. A similar
situation had been discovered by Tan and Send@@7]). This implies that the
appointment of non-executive independent directorsMalaysia is not truly
independent. This situation has been confirmed Hgy Yice President of the
Malaysian Institute of Directors (MID):

Many talented people who can contribute to comarae directors are
not picked. The selection is done from a limitedugr (Kanagaratnam,
2007)

This has led to a lack of diversity within some Maian PLCs’ boards,
especially in terms of ethnic groups. This issult mé discussed in the following

sections.

3.9.2 Composition of boards of directors

Four components of board composition: size, gendare and non-executive
independent directors, are reviewed, as they haweessignificant impact on
Malaysian PLCs’ boards.

Board size. In Malaysia, there is no specific guideline thatcammends the
required size of Malaysian PLCs’ boards. The MCG( recommended that the
board should not be too big or too small. Inste¢hd,size should be determined
based on the company’s requirement, and the rahgstablished laws of the
corporation. Financial institutions in Malaysia,wever, are required to have a
minimum of seven directors on their boards (Bank&ta Malaysia, 2005). This
requirement has been issued in order to ensuradeauate numbers of directors

represent the interests of the various stakeholofetisese institutions, as well as
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to avoid the same independent director sitting be various committees
established by the board (Bank Negara Malaysia5R00

Two different surveys, by PricewaterhouseCooperd KhSE in 2002, and

MSWG and University of Nottingham in 2006, foundattithe average size of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards was eight. Nonetheless, \é&a PLCs were also
recommended to review the size of their boards alhnto correspond with

changes in company circumstances (Haniffa & Hud2096) as well as types of
corporation, relationships with customers and thm®lustry requirements

(Chartered Secretaries Malaysia, 2003). It is edeommended that the optimum
number of board members should be determined bytide board to ensure
that there are enough members to discharge regjldies and perform the

various functions of the board (MCCG, 2000).

Gender diversityln Malaysia, women account for about half of thaldjysian

population. The participation of women in the Mal@y workforce has increased
significantly, from 37 per cent in 1970 to 45.7 pmnt in 2005 (Economic
Planning Unit, 2007). However, the majority of wameere clustered in the
lower and middle-income category jobs such as adérstaff, service and
production workers, and operators (Koshal, Guptdaaoghal, 1998). Moreover, in
2005 women comprised only 5.4 per cent of Malayssenior officers and

managers (Economic Planning Unit, 2007). This #gimplies that Malaysian
women have less opportunity to rise to the top rgameent positions of the

country.

There are two possible reasons for the low pergentaf women in top
management positions in Malaysia. First, Koshalle{1998) revealed that most
Malaysian male managers felt uncomfortable haviogren as their boss because
they perceived that women do not exhibit interactieadership styles in a
dynamic environment. Furthermore, Ismail and lbral{2008) discovered that
Malaysian women choose to be more committed to faeily than their career
and, therefore, would rather give less attentioth&r career development. As a

consequence, the percentage of women in top marmagepositions, especially
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in the corporate sector, remains low, although nsostpanies have opened their

doors to women for entry to those positions.

Despite extensive studies on gender diversity herotountries, it has not been
explored extensively in Malaysia. One possible saasould be that the low
percentage of women on Malaysian PLCs’ boards m#waisroles are too small
to make a noticeable contribution to corporate ggarince. Nevertheless, the
issue of promoting women to higher managerial posstin Malaysia remains a

sensitive issue.

Ethnic diversity. Ethnic diversity has been found to influence Maiays
economics and corporate governance (Haniffa & Cp@k®2). According to
Cheong (1990) corporate ownerships in Malaysiabeanlearly identified among
three ethnic groups: the Chinese; the Malawmiputerasand foreigners. The
plausible explanation might be due to the ownersbipcentration of Malaysian
PLCs. As reported in an earlier section, the mhareholders in Malaysia are the
government and Chinese families. As the main sluddels, both the government
and Chinese families were found to have more pdaeontrol the appointment
of directors (On Kit & Tan, 2007). As a consequeredeout 85 per cent of the
members of boards of directors of family-owned cames in Malaysia were
family members (Khoo, 2003), while Malay direct@se mostly found in the
GLCs (Guo-Sze, 2004). Certainly, the two ethnic ugo have dominated
Malaysian PLCs’ boards.

The domination of Chinese directors on MalaysianC®Lboards can be
explained because the Chinese work on the bagiergbnal contact (Ghosh &
Abadad, 1998). They tend to appoint directors wlaweha similar outlook
(Gomez, 2005). Consequently, most Chinese companiddalaysia strive to
maintain top-level positions for their family memgeespecially the positions of
chairman and CEO, (Singham, 2003). Some examptdsd@ Tan Sri Vincent
Tan, Tan Sri Robert Kuok and Former Tan Sri Lim Gaing, who appointed
their son, daughter, brothers or sisters as thectdirs of the company. In the

event that no immediate family members can taker akre business, many
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Chinese firms seek their friends or members ofrtb@mmunity to manage their

family business (Singham, 2003).

Bumiputera particularly Malay directors, have been founddpresent about 38
per cent of Malaysian directoiBumiputeradirectors on Malaysian PLCs’ boards
increased subsequent to the implementation of e (Barlas et al., 2005). As a
consequence, many PLCs’ boards have appoiBtediputeradirectors to their
boards. However, it has been found thatBheniputerahave better chances to be
directors or the chairman of GLCs, rather than €&enfirms (Salleh, Steward &
Stuard, 2005).

Apart from the Chinese anBumiputera other ethnic groups do not seem to
constitute a significant percentage on Malaysia€#®lboards. The Indians, for
example, although the third largest population ial&sia, comprise a very low
percentage on Malaysian PLCs’ boards. Although he tase of foreign-
controlled companies the boards have not been fdantde tied directly to
ethnicity (Salleh et al., 2005) they are relataxzsely to the nature of business and

company policy.

Although the percentage Bumiputeraon Malaysian PLCs boards of directors is
quite high, the majority of them were retired goweent servants, formerly
holding high positions in various government agescit was argued that they
served only as functional directors to facilitatealing with the Government,

especially to help the firms bypass bureaucratidape (Gul & Tsui, 2004).

Despite such a situation, prior studies provide es@vidence that ethnic groups
have no effect on the performance of Malaysian RlaSsmeasured by earnings
management (Rahman & Mohamed Ali, 2006). In addijtithe ethnic
backgrounds of the founders of Malaysian compamni&se not found to
significantly influence the business entities of ttountry, even though ethnic
iIssues dominate the cultural, social and economudr@nment in Malaysia
(Bhaskaran & Sukumaran, 2007). A possible reasothas Malaysians have

experienced modernisation and compete in a glotaiamy (Arif et al., 2007).
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Hence, the need for survival in a competitive emvinent has led ethnic groups
in Malaysia to adopt the same business values awd équal responsibilities to
position their companies (Zabid & Jo, 2003). Thawe it is difficult to

distinguish Malaysian PLCs’ performance based banietgroups.

Non-executive independent directorén Malaysia, before the Asian financial
crisis in 1997/1998, the importance of independ#irectors had not received
much attention. Neither had the Malaysian Comparies prescribed the

requirement for non-executive independent direaborshe board. In contrast, the
MCCG and KLSE Listing Requirements emphasized thportance of having

non-executive independent directors on the boahg WICCG stated that one-
third of the boards of directors of Malaysian PL&®uld be independent and
external representatives. Similarly, beginning 3anW2001, the KLSE Listing

Requirements outline that every listed company addyisia must appoint at least
two independent directors, or have one-third ofirtimards as independent
directors, whichever is the higher. Generally, peledent directors in Malaysia

are expected to perform six roles whereby theyare

I. act as chairman of the respective committees;
ii. evaluate and monitor the decision-making process;
iii. provide an objective and positive contribution;
iv. provide an assertive and influencing presenceh®icompany’s interest;
v. to provide independent views and judgements rejdbrconflict issues; and
vi. carry out functions specifically required by the 8& Listing Requirements.

(Source: Chartered Secretaries Malaysia, 2003)

Two years subsequent to the establishment of th€®lConly 85 per cent of
Malaysian PLCs had been found to meet the MCCG'suirement

(PricewaterhouseCoopers & Kuala Lumpur Stock Exgkar2002). However,
three surveys, carried out by Salleh et al. (208bgullah (2006a) and MSWG
and Nottingham University (2007b), revealed thatvdlaysian PLCs have met
the MCCG and the KLSE Listing Requirements to havéeast 30 per cent of

independent directors on their boards. These fgxlimepresent a slight
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improvement from the PricewaterhouseCoopers andEK&svey in 2002. This
implies that all Malaysian PLCs have fulfilled tK&SE Listing Requirements,
as well as taking seriously the advantages of lgamiore independent directors

on their boards.

Notwithstanding the above, the reality is that sexpectations had not been truly
embraced by companies. It was argued that it ificdif to reconcile how

independent directors can be independent, as tleestid accountable to specific
shareholders (The World Bank 2005a). FurthermareMalaysia, due to high

ownership concentration, the controlling sharehad®ve the ultimate power to
appoint the independent directors. As the majasityndependent directors of
Malaysian PLCs were appointed because of persamihcts and satisfaction to
the shareholders (Tan & Sendjaya, 2007), the inudg@ directors are not truly
independent. It is, indeed, questionable whetheftaj4gan PLCs’ boards are

generally independent from the shareholders.

In accordance with the above arguments, severdiestun Malaysia present
contradictory evidence suggesting the advantageésimadvantages of having a
high percentage of non-executive directors on Imadl study by Abdullah
(2002) involving the KLSE main board listed-compamshowed that Malaysian
listed companies’ boards that were dominated byexactutive independents had
positive relationships with the presence of largarsholders, while negatively
related to directors’ shareholding and CEO dualltyis evidence suggests that
the impact of independent directors is random. Mdugle, other studies found
that a higher percentage of non-executive direchad led to better auditing
systems (Salleh et al., 2005), higher quality afcltisure (Haniffa & Cooke,
2002), and improved financial reporting timelinéddullah, 2006a). However,
other studies found that non-executive directordadaysia had not influenced
the performance of Malaysian firms (Haniffa & Huoai2006; Rahman &
Mohamed Ali, 2006). It was argued that in mostadeping countries, including
Malaysia, independent directors were not selecteskdb on their expertise and
experience but more often for political reasondeitimate business activities

and for contacts and contracts (Haniffa & Hudail®0&). Due to lack of
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expertise, lack of required skills and knowledge aoimpany affairs, such
directors would not be able to perform their roleffectively (Rahman &
Mohamed Ali, 2006). This implies that the perfomoa of Malaysian PLCs does

not entirely depend on the presence of non-exeesitim the boards.

3.9.3 Board structure and process

This section reviews three components of boarct&tre and process in Malaysia:

duality of roles; board committees; and board reenation.

Duality of roles. Duality of roles occurs when one person holds katthir and
CEO positions. The MCCG recommended separation obdésr between the
chairman of the board and the CEO. The reasonhiiséparation is to ensure a
balance of power and authority, such that no imtligl has complete power over
decision-making. Abdullah (2004) argued that wheathb monitoring and
implementing roles are vested in a single perdom,nionitoring roles of a board
will be severely impaired, and this could affectatmb incentives to ensure that

management is pursuing value-increasing activities.

Despite the fact that the duality of roles is unowon in Malaysia, three studies
carried out by the World Bank (1998), Pricewatedeftioopers and KLSE
(2002), and Rahman and Haniffa (2005), discoveted hearly a quarter of
Malaysian PLCs held dual roles. Duality of rolesrevéound to be common
among the firms controlled by one dominant sham#grl(Abdullah, 2004;
Haniffa & Hudaib, 2006; Salleh et al., 2005). Toa@uld be explained by the fact
that the majority of Malaysian PLCs are owned by @lominant shareholder
(which is usually the founder of the company). Tgerson usually holds both
positions to protect his or her interests in thenpany. This can also lead to
improvement in a firm’s performance, as he or sbaally strives for better
performance, especially to protect his or her ggefHaniffa & Hudaib, 2006).
Hence, from the perspective of the controlling ehatder, efficiency in
monitoring management could be enhanced throughrncha-CEO duality

because one less communication layer is neededff&tl&Cooke, 2002). It may
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also allow the person to shape the destiny of th fvith minimal board

interference (Dahya & Travlos, 2000).

Empirical evidence on the impact of role duality ~arious corporate
performance measures in Malaysia has yielded cbinflj results. Some studies
show that duality of roles has no impact on thdgoerance of Malaysian firms
(Alan, 2004; Rahman & Haniffa, 2005; Abdullah, 20@0806a). Another study
found that firms that had duality of roles were petforming as well as their
counterparts with separate board leadership (Rah&aHaniffa, 2005). In
addition, firms dominated by a single person lefinancial reports being issued
much later than those with separation of roles (Alath, 2006a). This could be
because centralisation of power resulting fromdhairman-CEO duality, could
be detrimental to board effectiveness since theespenson would manage and
dominate board decisions (Haniffa & Cooke, 200@ege findings imply that the
MCCG’s recommendations of separation of roles ef¢hairman and CEO are

significant for all Malaysian PLCs.

Board committeesTwo advantages of having board committees, as foutioe

literature, include: allowing directors to conceér on specific issues in much
more detail than the entire board could manage l¢Zoét al., 2005); and
providing a mechanism for more effective use ofecliors’ expertise and

experience in carrying out a board’s activities{Ban, 1996).

In Malaysia, Article 89 of the Companies Act 196&mits boards to delegate any
of their power to committees. In addition, Bursaldysia mandated all Malaysian
PLCs to form audit committees. The establishmenttiér board committees is left
to the prerogative of individual companies, and nba&ysubject to any terms or
regulations that the boards may determine (Se@®mrnCompanies Act, 1965). For
example, larger public companies are recommendethdiode nomination and

remuneration committees to handle all matters p@n to the nomination of

directors, compensation and remuneration of dirscto
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In addition to these recommendations, the BNM &ifga that all financial
institutions in Malaysia should form additional carttees that specifically relate to
the nature of financial business (Bank Negara Ma#gy2005). Some of the
committees recommended include a risk managememndtee, a credit committee
and an asset-liability committee. As the audit cotte® plays a significant role in
corporate governance, especially in providing ackbeand balance system of the
company (Kasipillai, 2005), this committee will beviewed in the following

section.

Audit committee. An essential function of an audit committee is ¢giew the

financial affairs of the company, specifically, wing balance sheets and profit
and loss accounts, and related party transact®asu¢ities Commission, 2007).
In particular, the audit committee plays an impottaole to ensure the

transparency of the financial reporting processiBdegara Malaysia, 2003).

Audit committees in Malaysia emerged in the midd®98ollowing the huge
losses incurred by Bank Bumiputera Finance Limi@MF) (MSWG &
Nottingham University, 2006). The committee wastfimnade mandatory for the
banking sector under the auspices of Bank Negarayeia. Effective from 1
August 1994, the KLSE mandated all listed compaime®lalaysia to establish
audit committees. Four years afterwards, the PatesniouseCoopers and KLSE
(1998) survey found that only 78 per cent of thenpanies responding to the
survey had established their audit committees. ifiqmies that at this early stage,

some listed companies in Malaysia had not fulfilleid requirement.

Following the financial crisis in 1997/1998, a giog number of Malaysian
PLCs had established their audit committees to mg#atheir corporate
governance system. In 2005, 92.5 per cent of the2@® Malaysian PLCs were
found to have formed their audit committees (MSW@&Ltingham University,
2006). While section 344A of the KLSE Listing Remuments specifies that an
audit committee should comprise at least three neesalfthe majority of whom
should be independent) and the chairman shouldh lied@pendent non-executive

director, it is common practice among Malaysian PLG have either their
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managing director or financial director among thairdit committee members
(Abdullah, 2006a). For example, it was found tHap@r cent of audit committees
of the top 200 Malaysian PLCs had included exeeutlirectors as their audit
committee members, and that these companies belolmga single group by
virtue of having a holding company or controllingaseholders (MSWG &

Nottingham University, 2006). The possible explaratfor this is because the
vast majority of Malaysian PLCs are owner-managjeel/membership of an audit
committee appears to be meaningless because theitteen members are the
same people as the owners (Lee & Md. Ali, 2008).Abdslullah (2004) argues,
therefore, Malaysian PLCs formed their audit conees only to satisfy the
KLSE Listing Requirements rather than to enhan&sr tborporate governance

standards. This might have hindered the effectiseiné¢ the audit committees.

To enhance the effectiveness of the audit committddalaysia, in 2008 Bursa
Malaysia announced some amendments to the ListeguiRrRments on audit
committees. The key amendment now prohibits exeeudirectors from being

part of the audit committee to enhance the indepecel of the audit committee
(Bursa Malaysia, 2008a). The amendment has beee oagise the standard of
corporate governance for listed companies in Maayghis should improve the

Malaysian capital markets’ integrity and boost istee confidence further.

Board meetings. Blake (1999) argued that there is no magic nuniberthe

frequency of board meetings. However, Vafeas (198@nd that the annual
average for board meetings in US companies was Butmalso found a negative
correlation between the number of board meetingsprformance. This could
be explained because meetings that are more freqoeid lead to the board
being more involved in company operations, whicluldomake management
staff, especially the CEO, feel micromanaged bylbard (Ford, 1992). Thus,
the board should not be called for a meeting untbese is something of

substance for the board members to do or discuss.
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In Malaysia, although the MCCG recommended thatoard should meet
regularly, it does not stipulate the frequency oaifdd meetings in a year. The
KLSE Listing Requirements, however, stipulates thaery board of a listed
company should conduct at least four meetingsyaaa. Specifically, the boards
of financial institutions are required to conductetings at least once in three
months (Bank Negara Malaysia, 2005). This coincieeth the release of
guarterly reports. In addition, all Malaysian PL&® required to disclose the
number of board meetings in a year, and detail attendance of individual
directors in their annual reports. Paragraph 7.9 tlee KLSE Listing
Requirements stipulate that a director is autoratiyidisqualified if he or she is
absent from more than 50 per cent of the boarding=eheld in a year. Based on
the above argument, although no specific numbebpoafrd meetings has been
emphasised in Malaysia, companies, and particufargncial institutions must
ensure that they have fulfilled the minimum numbkboard meetings stipulated
by the BNM and the KLSE Listing Requirements.

Board remuneration.The structure and level of board remuneration less lihe
subject of public debate, especially when a compsaifigcing financial problems
while at the same time a director’s allowance easing. For example, it was
reported that the CEOs of Malaysian GLCs were wogihuge (100 %) salary
increases despite rises in fuel, energy and esugltod prices (The Star, 2008,
June 18). Although the public has criticized such incremente Khazanah
Nasional CEO, Tan Sri Azman Mokhtar, argued thaghér pay was

commensurate with retaining competent directors:

Malaysian talent is in demand from the Middle E&3tina, Asean
and also the US. There is a very serious braimdssiue that we
should be aware of. So do not begrudge our CEOSs thad
managements.

If you see them making money, you should celelvatzuse they
have created a lot of value for the companies.nhetassure you
that there has been careful calculation on this.

(Source: the Star, 2008, June 18).
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Despite the importance of board remuneration, rexifip recommendation on
board remuneration is found in Malaysia. The MCC@& E£xample, only
prescribes four general recommendations on boandmeration:

I. in determining the level of remuneration, the bo&d delegated to the
nomination committee) should take into account frevailing pay and
employment conditions within the industry;

ii. the board should link executive directors’ pay twporate and individual
performance;

iii. each company should establish a formal and traespaemuneration policy
for individual directors; and

Iv. the details of the remunerations of individual dioes should be reported in

an annual report.

Therefore, board remuneration in Malaysia has Weend to vary from one

company to another. For example, in 2006 the gapoard remuneration in
Malaysia was between RM50, 000 and RM73.15 milji@n annum (MSWG &

Nottingham University, 2007a). For individual ditexs, it was reported that the
majority of GLCs’ board remuneration was lower thancompanies owned by
Chinese shareholders. For instance, it was rapdhat the CEO of Tenaga
Nasional (one of the GLCs), Datuk Seri Che Khalibhid Noh’s paycheque is
not very big. His emolument for the financial ye2008 was only RM1.17
million. However, YTL Corp Bhd’'s managing directofan Sri Francis Yeoh,
whose company sells electricity to Tenaga, took éidrRiM4.8 million for the

financial year 2008 (Fong, 2009).

To overcome the above discrepancies, it has beggested that Malaysian PLCs
should determine their board remuneration basetivonconditions: (1) director
commitment, legal liability and business climatei@, 2002); and (2) current
remuneration market (the World Bank, 2005b). Foaregle, a director who
devotes sufficient time to board activities and dastrates complete competence
in his or her role should receive higher remunerathan the others. However, a
survey by MSWG and University of Nottingham in 20@¥ealed that only 34.5
per cent of the top 200 Malaysian PLCs surveyect lrnsidered the prevailing
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market pay in determining directors’ remuneratiémother 54 per cent of the
companies asserted that they have linked individiir@ctors’ remuneration to
his/her performance, as well as company performafius implies that the level
of board remuneration in Malaysia has not beery fddtermined by the current

individual or company performance.

Although the MCCG requires all Malaysian PLCs tosctlise directors’
remuneration in their annual reports, it has beamd that some companies only
report board remuneration as a total figure. Thiugs hard to determine the
actual amount paid to individual directors. As diogs’ remuneration is
important to retain and attract good people, ittiealse transparent, not just fulfil
what is required by the MCCG.

3.9.4 Restriction of multiple directorships

Multiple directorships refer to the situation whelieectors sit on more than one
board (Haniffa & Hudaib, 2006). In developed coig# such as the US, the UK
and Australia, where companies are much biggeriza and, with complex

activities cutting across nations, directors’ taskay be at a very high and
complex level and so holding three directorshipsildomake a director

overcommitted (Abu Hassan & Hossain, 2007). By xastt in emerging

economies like Malaysia, where companies are muuohller and simpler,

directors may find it possible to sit on severalafds. Thus, multiple

directorships are a common phenomenon, particularhong non-executive
directors in Malaysia (Haniffa & Cooke, 2002).

Before the introduction of the MCCG in 2000, thergamtage of multiple
directorships in Malaysia was found to have incedasom 5 per cent in 1999 to
11 per cent in 2000 (Haniffa & Hudaib, 2006). Thausible explanation could be
that during this period no restriction on having ltiple directorships was
enforced in Malaysia. Thus, directors could sit amy number of boards.
However, in 2002, the KLSE Listing Requirementstrieed the number of

directorships of Malaysian directors as follows:
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Paragraph 15.07: Restriction on directorships

A director or an applicant or a listed issuer muast hold more than 25
directorships in companies, of which:

i. the number of directorships in listed issues ghathot more than 10; and

ii. the number of directorships in companies other tis&@d issuers shall be not

more than 15.

(Source: Bursa Malaysia, 2002).

The restriction has been enforced to ensure thatctdrs are able to devote
sufficient attention and time to the companies urttleir charge and discharge
their fiduciary duties effectively (the World BankQ05a). This requirement is in

fact the first in the South East Asian region.

Despite extensive research on multiple directosship other countries, few

empirical studies have looked specifically at tlssamiation between corporate
performance and multiple directorships in Malay3ihis is possibly attributable

to difficulty in accessing the data (Haniffa & Hulola2006). Furthermore, since
many Malaysian PLCs have a cross-ownership streicturs quite common for

Malaysian PLCs’ directors to sit on more than onartd under the same holding
companies to protect the interests of the owneiagfam, 2003). Hence,

although the issue of multiple directorships hat bbecome a major concern in
Malaysia it has vital implications for the struatuand effective functioning of

corporate boards (Hermalin & Weisbach, 2009).

3.9.5 Characteristics of members of boards of diréars

It was argued that effective board governance dépen the professionalism of
individual directors (Reilly, 2003). In Malaysiaha Securities Commission
(2004) stressed that board members, particulariependent non-executive
directors, should be appointed based on their reglitredibility, relevant skills
and experience to deal with important board issAesording to Kanagaratnam

(2007), Malaysian PLCs need to continually enhahegr skill sets in order to
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transform the companies they lead into excelletities in a rapidly globalised

environment:

........ boards which comprises mainly accountants avdyérs,

more technical expertise, marketing, strategic rgament and

operations management skills are needed to pravidetter mix

among the directors to ensure the long-term coiyinaf a

company (Kanagaratnam, 2007, p.2)
Beginning in 2002, Para 15.10 of the KLSE ListinggRirements stipulated that
at least one member of the audit committee musd Qaalified accountant or a
person deemed to possess accounting expéftisiewise, the MCCG and
guidelines for audit committees for financial ihgtions in Malaysia have
recommended that all members of an audit commiteauld be financially
literate. Preferably, one of the committee memistrsuld be a member of a
recognised Malaysian professional accounting bd8gecifically, the BNM
recommended that the members of audit committeefinahcial institutions
should be able to make and demonstrate sound juglgeabjectively, have an
independent attitude, management experience anguatde knowledge of the
financial industry. Possessing such qualities, thleguld be able to discharge
their audit function effectively (Securities Comsian, 2007).

In 1998, only 20 per cent of Malaysian PLCs’ boawdsre found to have
appointed financial experts among their audit cott@es’ members
(PricewaterhouseCoopers & KLSE, 1998). Howevas ffad not been an issue
as the requirement to appoint a financial expegudit committees only became
effective in 2002. Nonetheless, in 2005, 7.5 mart of Malaysian PLCs, which
belonged to a single group by virtue of having emewn holding company, still
did not comply with this requirement (MSWG & Notimam University, 2006).

?2(1)  must be a members of the Malaysian Institute ofolatants (MIA) or

(i)  if he or she is not a member of MIA, nibsve at least 3 years’ working experience and
must pass the examination specified by the Malafs@ountants Act 1967, or he or she
must be a member of one of the associations afumtants specified by the Malaysia
Accountants Act 1967

(i) fulfil such other requirements as presedbby the Bursa Malaysia such as; (a) a

degree/master/PhD in accounting or finance andeastl3 years’ post-qualification
experience in accounting or finance; or (b) at tleAs/ears’ experience being chief
financial officer of a corporation.
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This would certainly raise the question of how the®mpanies could avoid

complying with the KLSE Listing Requirements.

Although the characteristics of members of boardisdioectors remain an
important issue in the corporate governance lieeat associated research
evidence has been found to be limited in Malay#$fhat constitutes a suitable
person, in terms of his or her background, knowdedsills, and personality and
behaviour, to become an effective director of adylslan PLC has not been
studied extensively. The question that needs tans&vered is: to what extent are
Malaysian companies concerned about directors’ drackds and
professionalism? Here, this study questions to wktgnt effective boards should
encompass individuals with appropriate personal kdpaeinds and

professionalism?

3.10 Summary

This chapter has discussed corporate governancelogpevent and boards of
directors in Malaysia. First, it provided an ovewi of Malaysian economics
including the NEP. Many scholars have criticiseel NEP as a welfare fund for
Malay political networking businessmen. Hence,Ni&° has been regarded as an
obstacle to economic and corporate governance ajgwent in Malaysia.

The second issue was that high ownership concemtrdetermines the unique
nature of managing, operating and running a businBsevious studies show that
associated deficiencies have had some impact oentir@ corporate governance
system in Malaysia. Due to the problem of a highcemtration of ownership,

Malaysian PLCs have been considered to be lackitgansparency.

Third, Malaysian corporate governance developmer# been discussed. The
Malaysian corporate governance framework has besmreloped based on a
holistic approach involving internal and externatgpectives of a company. The
internal perspective relies on the boards of dinescas the main actors to protect
the company. The external perspective relies olwaraspects, particularly rules

and regulations administered by various regulabmgies, codes of conduct and
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best practices, and corporate governance institsitio Despite having well-

structured corporate governance legislation, théaésan regulatory system has
been criticised due to the overlapping roles ofréulatory bodies, in particular
the SC, CCM and Bursa Malaysia. Thus, enforcemerh fthese bodies was

rather weak.

Finally, Malaysian boards of directors were disedss he analysis demonstrated
that there was some superficial convergence anergiwce between boards of
directors in Malaysia and other developed countrespecially in the UK and
Australia. Convergence included separation ofrties of the chairman and the
CEO, smaller size of boards of directors, estabiestt of board committees, and
the requirement for the appointment of independaettors to a board. Although
Malaysian corporate governance standards have wre@rsince the introduction
of the MCCG in 2000, it does not focus specificadly the characteristics of
board members. Thus, what constitutes as beingtieecharacteristics of board
members in Malaysia has not yet been explored. veduate this issue further,
Chapters 6 and 7 (results of this study) and Ghapt(discussion) focus on the
characteristics of boards of directors’ memberslawatd effectiveness within the
context of the top 100 Malaysian PLCs, drawing ompiical evidence from

annual reports and interviews.
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CHAPTER 4

THEORETICAL FRAMEW ORK

4.1 Introduction

The present chapter presents a conceptual framedwotkis study. Specifically,

it discusses the linkage between the characteistic boards of directors’

members (chairman, CEO, and independent direcamidYooard effectiveness. In

order to examine the characteristics of membersoafds of directors, and the

contribution that these characteristics make to effectiveness of boards of

Malaysian PLCs (see Chapter 1), this study examines

i. demographic characteristics of board members inofudender, race, age,
tenure and multiple directorships;

ii. personality characteristics and values of board begsincluding integrity,
leadership traits, commitment, open mindednesgs@atonships with others;

iii. board members’ competencies, comprising three caemgs, including
knowledge and skills, industry experience, and atiagal qualifications; and

iv. characteristics of effective boards including bostrdicture and process, board

roles, board composition, board memberships andrgovent policy.

Chapter 1 discussed many exogenous factors infingniooard effectiveness.
Following Leblanc (2003) and Levrau and Van DendBer(2007), in this study
board effectiveness has been assessed by refaxehosy participants perceive
their overall boards. In justifying the above issua review of relevant literature
related to characteristics of boards of directomiers and board effectiveness is

presented in the following section.
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4.2 Characteristics of members of boards of directs

In this section, a review of relevant literatures Heeen undertaken in order to
determine the characteristics of members of boafrd&ectors as the basis for the

conceptual framework and the research propositiothis study.

4.2.1 Demographic characteristics

In assessing the importance of the demographiacteistics of board members,
many researchers have empirically tested the impdcdifferent types of

demographic characteristics of top management téam3) including company

directors. This has yielded mixed results. Forngxa, Hambrick and Manson
(1984) found that older executives are likely tooidv risky decisions in

consideration of financial securities, whereas ygpdimectors are more willing to
be involved in strategic changes (Wiersema & Barit@92). Additionally, older

directors have been found to be inflexible and dawgnt in their jobs (Wiersema
& Bantel, 1992), and more resistant to change @agkSarkar, 2005). However,
older top management, including directors, werentbto be more experienced
(Ford, 1992), and, thus, could help their compaoybe more competitive
(Kaufopoulus et al., 2007). Based on the arguménis recommended that
companies should appoint directors who are betv@®eand 60 years old (Ford,
1992).

Many studies have documented the impact of boandhbmees’ tenure, however,
the results have been inconclusive. Some studiesdf a positive impact from
longer tenure in board members, leading them touis=gmore company
information (Vafeas, 2003), be more effective innibaring the manipulation of
financial reports and more able to oversee themndi activities effectively
(Schnake et al., 2005). In addition, as longer ieheads them to know each other
well, this can reduce group conflict (Goll & Rastie@005). However, some
studies have reported that longer tenure can l@adtdrs to be affiliated with
their CEOs, which leads to higher CEOs’ compengmategardless of company
performance (Vafeas, 2003; Schnake et al., 200%yetVer, longer tenure has

been found to lead to directors’ resistance to ghabecause they become

140



complacent in their jobs (Sarkar & Sarkar, 2009)ede findings show that the

impact of tenure on firm performance is inconsisten

A number of other studies have examined the impagender diversity (women
directors) on corporate boards. Advantages of ey women directors were
found in several studies, indicating that femaleators can contribute positively
to the board (Singh & Vinnicombe, 2003), througtroducing new skills and
fresh ideas (Arfken et al., 2004). They also appeare determined than men in
pursuing answers to difficult questions (Huse & W&oy, 2006), which can
provide unique perspectives on organisational detishaking (Bilimoria, 2006).
With these advantages, the representation of watirentors on corporate boards
can assist in improving the financial performandetheir firms (Carter et al.,
2003; Catalyst, 2004; Campbell et al., 2008).

Apart from gender diversity, several studies halews that holding multiple
directorships can lead to advantages through iseteacompany business
networking (Ferris et al., 2003: Fich & Shivdas&t04). This can also provide a
wider variety of ideas and knowledge for the conyédng et al., 2003; Kor &
Sundaramuthy, 2008) and enhance firm values (Key, 005; Sarkar & Sarkar,
2005). Despite these advantages, holding too maagtdrships has been found to
lead to board members becoming ineffective andbiesy (Fich & Shivdasani,
2004; Liu & Chyan, 2008). For example, Fich andv8asani (2004) found that
firms in which the majority of board members héicee or more directorships had
weaker corporate governance, lower market-to-bo@itios and weaker

profitability.

These findings imply that the demographic chargties of board members can
have both negative and positive impacts on firmfgerance. Given the

importance of demographic characteristics of boaambers, this study expects
that the various demographic characteristics ofrd@aembers discussed in the
literature are also important determinants of ttfiecéveness of Malaysian PLCs’

boards. This conclusion leads to the following aesle question:
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Question 1:
What demographic characteristics are considered b@ important for the
effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards, and why @éhey important?

4.2.2 Personality characteristics and values

Although the personality characteristics and valoiesoard members have not yet

been studied extensively, prior studies providees@wvidence that board members’

personality characteristics and values are impoftanthe effectiveness of boards.

For example, of the ten characteristics of compederctors revealed by Coulson-

Thomas (1992), five were found to relate to perBtnaharacteristics and values,

including:

I. personal qualities such as integrity, independengesdom, authority,
judgement, leadership, courage, a positive outltaak,and diplomacy;

ii. awareness of the business environment and of whastitutes value to
customers;

iii. a sense of accountability to stakeholders and dingiless to put
responsibility to the company above self-interest;

Iv. possessing a vision and a strategic perspectiveshwdhould embrace the
totality of the company’s operation; and

v. ethical awareness and sensitivity to the attitudebsvalues of others.

Other studies have revealed that board membersides and behaviours which
have influenced firm performance include being hagiievers and possessing;
high motivation, high determination (Sorros & Buaclsky, 1996), awareness,
relational skills, emotional intelligence and resice (Coulson-Thomas, 1993;
Kets-de-Vries & Florent-Treacy 2002). They shouldoashow commitment
(Stiles & Taylor, 2002; Letendre, 2004; Prasanr@)6)} and preparedness for
boardroom discussions (Levrau & Van den Berghe/7BROMost importantly, it
has also been argued that integrity and ethicalegahre crucial values in board
members (Ford, 1992; Epstein & Roy, 2004), becausé values contribute to
positive outcomes within the entire organisatiooluding for its stakeholders
(Francis & Armstrong, 2003).
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Although all board members need to possess theeabbaracteristics, some
studies have found that the chairman, CEOs andpam¥ent directors need to
have other particular characteristics. For examylajtehead Mann Partnership
(2005a) found that effective chairmen possess ¢hewiing ten characteristics:
working well with the CEO, openness and transparecammitment, flexibility,
open leadership style, preparedness, and accolitytabi board performance.
CEOs need flexibility, integrity, vision, attentido detail, openness and to be
calm to criticism (Kaplan et al., 2007). Furthermoan effective independent
director was found to be someone who has integr#typriented to change
(Dulewicz & Gay, 1997; Higgs, 2003), committed, gpaeed, open-minded,
passionate and visionary (Whitehead Mann Partngrs®00b). In addition,
McCabe (2008) revealed that independent directoeednto have both

independence of knowledge and independence of iacom

The above reviews imply that there are no absgbatesonality characteristics
required among any particular categories of boaembers. Although each
member needs to have their own characteristics,esara found to be more
important. These include: commitment, integrity, enpnindedness, and
possessing the ability to form good relationshig$he present study anticipates
that various personality characteristics and vabfdsoard members identified in
the literature are also important determinants eomng the effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ board members.

Question2:
What personality characteristics and values are satered to be important for the
effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards, and why @éhey important?

4.2.3 Competencies

Competencies can be measured by reference to befamtars including
experience, qualifications (O’Higgins, 2002; Pa&804), knowledge and skills
(Milliken & Martin, 1996). Researchers have argudtht effective board

members need to possess two types of knowledge shiis: functional
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knowledge including about finance, accounting, legatters, marketing and the
economy (Hambrick & Manson, 1984; Forbes & Millikel®99), and business
skills including technical skills, interpersonal ilk and conceptual skills
(Hambrick & Manson, 1984; Yulk, 2006).

Prior studies provide some evidence of board meshkaowledge and skills that
influence the effectiveness of boards. For exampbard members with strong
financial backgrounds were found to be able to pi®wvhe internal control

system mechanisms necessary to control firm pedoo®a (Conger & Ready,
2004; Ingley & Walt, 2008). In addition, board mesnd who had human and
conceptual skills (Katz, 1974), communication sk{lForbes & Milliken, 1999),

decision-making skills (Carmeli, 2006), technickills and strategic marketing
skills (Jeanjean & Stolowy, 2008) understood compasiness situations more
easily. These skills helped them play more actolesr in board discussions
(Conger & Lawler, 2001) and provided relevant injmib strategic decision-
making (Carmeli, 2006; McDonagh, 2006).

In addition, effective board members also need dgspss various types of
experience including dealing with people and exper in business and
boardroom environments (Brian, 2002; Stone & Tud®05; Roberts et al.,
2005). Furthermore, many studies examining the mapce of a director's

experience to the board yielded mixed results. Wedt (1999) found that

experienced directors develop ties more easily witier directors, executives
and industry players. This networking helps boaeinibers be more familiar with
their firm’s management enabling them to deal weithployees more effectively
(Kor & Sundaramurthy, 2006). This, in turn, enhancthe quality of

communication and information exchange among directand executives
(Milliken & Martin, 1996). However, some studiesidiot find any advantages in
having experienced directors concerning respontbnghanges in the strategic
decisions of the board (Wiersema & Bantel, 1998sda & Zajac, 2004; Daniel
et al., 2007). The reason could be that experiedaedtors are more resistant to
change in order to maintain their positions (Wiarae& Bantel, 1992), thus, they

are not willing to pursue strategic changes (Sa&aarkar, 2005).
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On a different track, Hilmer (1998) argued thathgigeducational qualifications
provided board members with more intellectual resesito analyse certain issues
because they can apply their knowledge when consglalternatives in response
to various issues (Cox & Blake, 1991). In accor@amnath this argument,
Westphal and Milton (2000) found that board memlveith higher educational
qualifications are more willing to undergo corperahange. They can minimise
any firm risk because they are able to offer unigerspectives on strategic issues
(Jensen & Zajac, 2004). Specifically, having a bass and accounting education
enables board members to be more accountable mrbtdaeds because they have
a greater understanding of their firm’s performagdaniffa & Cooke, 2002).
However, as Conger and Lawler (2001) have arguedgtalifications of board

members need to be relevant to the company’s gicateeds.

In summary, these reviews provide some evidence tthde effective, board
members need to possess competencies that aranel&y their company’s

activities. This conclusion lead to research qoess:

Question 3:
What competencies are considered to be important foe effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards, and why are they important?

4.3 Board effectiveness

4.3.1 Internal perspectives of boards of directors

Previous research has examined internal perspsctivdoard effectiveness as
relationships between characteristics of the bésim, composition, independent
directors and leadership structure) and a varidtyfimancial performance
indicators (market-to-book value, return on asaatsreturn on equity). However,
the results of these studies have been inconclses for example, Dalton et al.,
1999; Hossain et al., 2001; Hermalin & WeisbaclQ3®MDalton & Daily, 2005;
David & Ong, 2005; Imen, 2007; Harjoto & Hoje, 2008 common aspect of
these studies is that they utilised inputs/outpetspectives using secondary data,
relying chiefly on company performance data obtaifrem annual reports. For
example, some studies found that the presence da&pendent non-executive
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directors (NEDs) on the board led to the enhancémiehoard decision-making
(Dahya & McConnell, 2003), corporate competitivenesd strategic outlook
(Abor & Adjasi, 2007) and firm financial performanqChoi et al., 2007).
However, other studies found that the presenceEid$Nwas not associated with
superior firm performance (Hermalin & Weisbach, 20dong-Jun & Xiao-Lan,
2006; Abdullah, 2006). It was argued that the tsswiere inconclusive because
NEDs are unable to verify decisions made by powdrbard members as they
lack company information (Bosch, 1992; PettigrewM&Nulty, 1999; Siladi,
2006). According to Markarian and Parbonetti, (200Ws problem of lack of

information impedes good decision-making.

In addition, many studies have explored the refatip of the size of the board
and firm performance, but yielded mixed resultg.(&iel & Nicholson, 2003;
Beiner et al., 2004; Chen & Koa, 2004; Dey & Chayh2009). Bhagat and
Black (2002) argued that the mixed results are arpt by the endogeneity of
some factors in the board effectiveness modelekample, board size itself may
be influenced by other governance factors such aasdbstructure and board
leadership (Colley et al., 2005). Inconclusive hesswere also found in studies of
the dual role of chairman/CEO. Some studies redetliat such duality of roles
led to a positive impact on board and firm perfonc® (e.g. Joshua, 2007;
Harjoto & Hoje, 2008; Haron et al., 2008, Tin YanSau Kam, 2008), whereas
other studies did not find any advantage in hawiugl roles on the board
(Abdullah, 2004; Sharma, 2004; Schmid & Zimmerm&01Q5).

The above reviews show that despite extensive etudf board effectiveness
using structural dimensions, the results have lggererally inconclusive. Daily
and Dalton (2003) argued that results were incantubecause most board
effectiveness studies rely on a ‘black box’, nosetving what actually happens in
the boardroom. Following this argument, Levrau afah den Berghe (2007a)
concluded that complex regression equations migit succeed in resolving
board effectiveness issues because of too many oftt@ributory factors to
corporate financial performance. These include dboativersity, board

competence and board behavioural factors. Imen7(28@ded that the ambiguity
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in current research evidence can, to some exterdaftbbuted to the ignorance of
a wide range of interconnected structural (e.gemdity and competence) and
behavioural factors (e.g. trust, attitude, nornmg] aonduct) that also influence
board effectiveness. Likewise, Adams et al. (2089jgest that as governance
structures arise endogenously, studies of aspdws @ppear to be poor

governance structure need to ask ‘why’ rather tiduat'?

To overcome such arguments a number of scholare haghlighted the
importance of studying board dynamics and behayiespecially when boards
are increasingly under legal scrutiny and held antable for their actions in the
public arena (e.g. Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Lebla003; Nicholson & Kiel,
2004; Pye & Pettigrew, 2005; Robert, et al., 2008yrau & Van den Berghe,
2007Db). For example, Pye and Pettigrew (2005) argloat the need for the study
of board dynamics continues and is to be encouragmukcially observation of
how the board actually works.

Other studies have found that board effectivenesgsenids on its behavioural
dynamics. For example, Forbes and Milliken (199%9natuded that the
effectiveness of boards depends on socio-psycladbgrocesses related to group
participation, interactions and board cohesionnkéistein and Mooney (2003)
discovered that conflict avoidance, teamwork, egit involvement and
comprehensiveness are critical determinants ofdboanesion and effectiveness.
In fulfilling task performance, Payne et al. (2008gntified five attributes of
high-performing boards — knowledge, information,wpo, incentives and
opportunity/time — and argued that these attribypiesnote board effectiveness
and, in turn, influence corporate financial perfarmoe. Although none of these
studies suggest general characteristics of boarthrdics, in a study of 40
corporate governance codes Ingley and Walt (20@8)claded that further
research on board dynamics should try to bringttegeall elements that have an

impact on board effectiveness.
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Because the impacts of boards’ characteristicsronderformance (e.g. strategic,
management, financial and environment) are comafekinterrelated, this study

proposes the following question:

Question 4:

What internal aspects of boards of directors arensaered to be important for
the effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards, andyndre they important?

Despite board effectiveness being determined bipwaifactors, Leblanc (2003),
Berghe and Levrau (2004) and Roberts et al. (286B¢luded that a balance in
board membership is the most crucial factor deteimgiboard effectiveness. This
iIs because board structure fails to take into ctamation the competencies of
individual directors (Leblanc, 2003). This was mbie an earlier study by Forbes
and Milliken (1999) who concluded that effectiveabds depend on group
participation, interaction and cohesion. In addifisome scholars have argued
that effective boards also rely on human capitaluiding experience, expertise,
reputation, networking and values (Hillman & Dalzi2003; Nicholson & Kiel,
2004). Nicholson and Kiel (2004) argued that aabe¢ of different elements of
board intellectual capital could lead to a seridsboard behaviours and
organisational performances. Hillman et al. (200@\cluded that directors who
had business expertise were able to provide stcadelyice and act as an external
communication channel. Hence, to obtain the whattuge of effective boards,
Wei (2005) suggested that a board effectivenesdyssinould focus on the
characteristics of the board members rather thaotber aspects of the board.
This leads to the following question:

Question 5:

Is board membership the most important aspect ieficing the effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards?
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4.3.2 External perspectives of boards of directors

Apart from internal aspects of boards of directorarious external aspects
including regulation, stakeholders, business emwvirents and investor relations
also appear to have a significant bearing on tHecefeness of boards of
directors (Pye & Pettigrew, 2005). Accordinglywids acknowledged that various
characteristics of boards of directors have changiade the development of
codes of corporate governance, as well as the nemgorate governance
regulations. For example, in the UK, Dahya and Muo@dl (2003) revealed that
the proportion of NEDs had been increased afterGhdbury Report in 1992.
Especially, independent directors were more likelyoe added if a firm faced
financial constraints (Paul, 2008). In the US, Beat al. (2007) found that the
proportion of independent directors had increasedesthe development of the
code of corporate governance. In addition, Alkhaf2p07) found that the new
reporting requirements imposed by the SarbanesyORlet had encouraged
boards to be more careful when preparing and rieygotiheir company financial
information. Likewise, in Malaysia, the effectivesseof Malaysian PLCs’ boards
was largely influenced by the establishment of MC@&000 and the KLSE
Listing Requirements in 2002. Two significant inofsof these corporate best
practices were that high percentages of MalaysiaBsPappointed independent
directors to their boards, and that the role ofiroh@n and CEOs had been
separated (PricewaterhouseCoopers & KLSE, 2002; KASW Nottingham
University, 2006, 2007). Due to the importantuefhce of external aspects of the

board, this study proposes the following question:

Question 6:

What external aspects of boards of directors arensidered to be important for
the effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards, andyndre they important?
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4.4 Towards a theoretical framework

Based on the above review, this study exploresouarcharacteristics of boards
of director members and board effectiveness of f&dam PLCs. The resulting
theoretical framework is shown in Figure 4.1. Thanfework explores three
characteristics of members of boards of directongluding: demographic

characteristics; personality characteristics arldesa and competencies.

Figure 4.1 also includes four other known composeot effective boards
including board composition, board structure, boanés and board dynamics.
These characteristics cover the broad spectrum tmattributes to the
effectiveness of boards. In addition, this studytasexplore various external
aspects (corporate governance rules, regulation) #tat are important

determinants of the effectiveness of Malaysian PlbGards.
In this study, the six research questions develapetiis chapter and resulting

theoretical framework (Figure 4.1) have been exanhim the context of the top
100 Malaysian PLCs.
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Figure 4.1: Theoretical framework of the study

4.5 Summary

This chapter has presented the arguments usededsatiis for developing six

research questions (section 4.2 and 4.3) and aetiead framework that can be
used to examine the characteristics of memberoaifds of directors and board
effectiveness in Malaysian PLCs. Following the @t of the conceptual

framework in this chapter, the next chapter focuseshe research methodology

that has been used in this study.
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CHAPTER 5

RESEARCH DESIGN

5.1 Introduction

Chapter 1 provided the framework of the researdblpm. Chapter 2 reviewed
the literature concerning boards of directors tovite an understanding the
importance of the characteristics of members ofrdoaf directors and their
effectiveness. Following this, Chapter 4 provided theoretical framework of
this study. This framework enables an interpreéind comprehensive analysis of
the characteristics of members of boards of direcemd board effectiveness

within the context of Malaysian PLCs.

This chapter discusses the research methodology tasexplain the research
approach, and methods of data collection and asalysed to investigate the
research issues. This chapter comprises seves) parollows:

5.2  Research paradigm

5.3  Justification of qualitative research design

5.4  Source of data

5.5 Interview procedures

5.6 Data analysis

5.7 Rigour of the study

5.8 Summary

The model used for the research design and methgylolf this study is shown in

figure 5.1 below.
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5.2 Research paradigm

All research is guided by a set of beliefs andifgsl or paradigms about the
world and how it should be understood and studi2zehngin & Lincoln, 2003).
Three research paradigms that have been extensisetyin qualitative research,
include constructivism, critical theory and reali¢8chwandt, 1994; Lincoln &
Guba, 2003; Neuman, 2003; Flick et al., 2004). mmary of these paradigms is
shown in Table 5.1

Table 5.1: Summary of research paradigms

Paradigm Descriptions

Constructivism « Postulates reality apprehended through the peorepti
of individuals;

» researcher usually interacts with the subject being
studied; and

» popular in qualitative research.

Critical theory | «  Theory argues that social reality has multiple taye
and

* the researchers conduct research to critique and
transform social relations.

Realism * Assumes that there is an external reality that aay
probably and partially be apprehended; and

* uses methodologies that are qualitative, including
interviews and case studies.

Developed from Schwandt (1994), Lincoln and Gul&08), Neuman (2003),
Flick (2004).

Historically, a positivism paradigm has underpiniieel techniques used by most
corporate governance researchers. Based on thisagh, the understanding of
board members’ characteristics can be quantifieebldnc (2003), however,

criticised this approach because it could only mtean outside view of boards,
not what boards actually do. Hence, this paradig®s not allow a mechanism

for drawing out any subtleties that may exist withoards of directors.
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In this study, constructivism has been considehednmost appropriate paradigm
to incorporate multiple views and practices withoard members’ characteristics
and board effectiveness. Given that boards of tlirecissues are dynamic
phenomena, what directors perceive of their boaethbers’ characteristics and
board effectiveness may shape the effectivenetisedboard and the corporation
(Berghe & Levrau, 2004). Therefore, the best waynderstand the board is to
ask board members what they perceive about thamdspand then decide which
variations of theory can explain such situationshlanc, 2003). In its simplest
expression, the researcher has interacted withicjpanits in this study to

determine with precision how characteristics of theard members have
contributed to the effectiveness of the board &edcorporation.

5.3 Justification of qualitative research design

There is a wide variety of approaches to assesaicespects of people or groups
of people including boards of directors. For thetpdecade, boards of directors
have been extensively studied. However, the vagorithaof the studies have
relied upon quantitative data gathering technigadiser than qualitative. Many
studies have examined whether characteristics afdsoof directors are directly
linked to financial performance or parameters ddibess success (e.g. Dalton et
al., 1999; Bhagat & Black, 2002; Dalton et al., 208elkhir, 2004; Abdullah,
2006; Dey & Chauhan, 2009). A recurring patternhmitthese studies is the
importance of understanding and analysing variowards of directors’
characteristics (size, composition and structusediravers of value within a firm.
Offstein and Gnyawali (2006) claimed that acaderegearchers used financial
analysis because it provides a true analytical staleding of firms’ performance
and the data is often applicable to all organisatian any industry sector.
However, these types of studies have been criticise focussing too much on
financial data with no consideration given to issubat are not so easily
identifiable, such as the impact of boardroom dyieanon the effectiveness of
the board (Kakabadse, Kakabadse & Kaouzmin, 206klanc & Gillies, 2005).

Furthermore, they have not described how a boatdatg works (Leblanc,
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2003). Thus, financial analysis may neglect thewviddality, complexity and

variety in organisations (Offstein & Gnyawali, 2006

Some scholars have overcome the limitations of tpasine research, however,
by adopting qualitative techniques (Pettigrew & Mity, 1999; Leblanc, 2003;
Roberts et al., 2005; Levrau & Van den Berghe, B)OLZeblanc (2003,) and
Levrau and Van den Berghe (2007b) concluded thalitgtive research into the
nature of boards of directors can contribute vadridindings to a new research
agenda for corporate governance and provide arbetigerstanding of how a
board works. For example, Leblanc (2003) used Ipattsonal interviews and
observation to explore key characteristics of bioiividual directors and the
board. These support the addition of qualitatiseaech as a counter-balance to
the traditional quantitative research undertakemaards of directors. Therefore,
to address the issue in this study within the cdntd Malaysian PLCs, a
gualitative research approach has been chosen.

5.3.1 Value of qualitative research

This study employs a qualitative approach, spelfica phenomenological
approach, exploring various perspectives of effectmembers of boards of
directors and board effectiveness. This researkdstalace in a natural setting,
which is an essential characteristic of qualitatesearch (Marshall & Rossman,
2006). The phenomenological qualitative approaa$ lheen chosen because it
offers techniques that are well-suited to undeditansocial and human problems
and is based on building a framework formed witlrdgathat is conducted in a
natural setting (Creswell, 1998). Moreover, thipraach gives more attention to
understanding board members’ characteristics amardb@ffectiveness in a
holistic and meaningful way (Yin, 2003). This cae achieved using various
qualitative approaches including in-depth intengewobservations and case
studies, commonly referred to as critical, natstadj] hermeneutic, interpretive,

participatory or hymnological.
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Most qualitative experts view this approach asrrefg to any kind of research
that produces findings, not necessarily in termsstitistical procedures or
guantification. Using a range of approaches, catalé research allows the
sharing of understandings and perceptions of others exploration of how
people give meaning to their daily lives, (Pattd@02; Flick, Karfoff & Steinke,

2004; Silverman, 2005; Berg, 2007). This is camurethe following guidelines
from Denzin and Lincoln (1998):

Qualitative research is multi method in focus, inm an

interpretive, naturalistic approach to its subjecatter. This
means that qualitative researchers study thingthemr natural
setting, attempting to make sense of, or intergleénomena in
terms of the meanings people bring to them (p. 3).

In conjunction with Leblanc’s (2003) and Robertsakts (2005) suggestions, a
qualitative approach is the best method to studyrdm of directors because it
allows a social construction of reality. In thisidy, reality is viewed as socially
embedded and existing within the mind of MalaysirCs’ directors (Grbich,
2007). Therefore, the main data collection has lwea gathering data from
participants who recount anecdotes and descrihat®gibs that have greatly
influenced their perceptions of boards of directorhis is viewed within a
constructive paradigm, in which the reality of tblearacteristics of boards of
director members and board effectiveness are tegliéy be constructed through

social interaction within the language of the maptnts (Grbich, 2007).

The key concern in this qualitative research isitderstand the situation called
the ‘emic’ or ‘insider perspective of participan{®erriam, 1998). This has
allowed me to get a better understanding of boafddirectors’ characteristics
and board effectiveness, and draws attention t@tbeess, meaning of patterns
and structure of these issues. Moreover, thisagmbr has been considered more
appropriate in a rapidly changing environment iniockhnew problems are
emerging (Flick et al.,, 2004). Since no similardstihas been undertaken in a

Malaysian context, this study is exploratory. Hehe, researcher is gathering new
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ideas on the effective characteristics of membé&lsards of directors and board

effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs (Yin, 2003).

5.3.2 Qualitative philosophical assumptions

Four qualitative research philosophical assumptidaseloped by Guba and
Lincoln (1994), Creswell (1998, 2007), Strauss &wrbin (1998), Merriam

(1998) and Denzin and Lincoln (2003) that applytims study are: (1) an
ontological assumption of the nature of reality; 42 epistemological assumption
of the relationship of the researcher to the subjeging studied; (3) an
axiological assumption of the role of values oriethn the study; and (4) a

methodological assumption of the process of theareh itself.

In this study, the ontological assumption concéms nature of reality’ of boards
of directors in a Malaysian context. Here, multipdalities were found in four
different sources of data: (1) the chairman; (2 @EO; (3) the independent
directors; and (4) the representatives of Malays@nrporate governance
institutions and policy-making organisations. Thegseups of individuals view
the characteristics of boards of director memblersugh multiple constructs of

reality.

The epistemological assumption is that researchotsvalue free, and so the
knowledge of the researcher will affect the redealr this study, the researcher
and participants create understanding throughdotem. The procedures are set
in ‘the nature of the companies’ without any actdl control by the researcher.
Concerning ethical issues, the axiological assuwmptnd the interview questions
only cover publicly available issues concerning rbers of boards of directors’

characteristics, while avoiding confidential topics

In relation to the methodological assumption, irs tetudy two data-gathering
methods, including information gathered from intews and document analyses,
have been utilised. These have led to new inteapoeis of boards of directors’

characteristics and board effectiveness.
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5.4 Source of data

In order to fully understand the characteristicdoards of directors’ members,
and board effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs, thigystelies on two sources of
data: personal interviews and document analysgu(Ei5.2).

Based on Figure 5.2, the two sources of data wersopal interviews with 41
participants and data from 2007 annual reportheftop 100 Malaysian PLCs. It
is important to provide one means of strengthertimg validity of the data
(Patton, 2002). Here, the data was captured fremeral sources to try to
corroborate the same phenomenon as well as toaserde rigour of the study
(Yin, 2003).

Data collection

Personal interviews —

41 participants 2007 annual reports of

the top 100 Malaysian

. PLCs
l |
Results Results
e matrices » frequencies
 participants’ responses * percentage
e participants’ statements e statement

Overall results
.| Characteristics of boards o

't directors and effective boards

Figure 5.2: Source of data (for identifying effectre
characteristics of Malaysian PLCs’ boards)
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5.4.1 Personal Interviews

Personal interviews are recognised as the mostlaogata collection technique
in qualitative research (Punch, 1998; Patton, 2@iRerman, 2006). Patton
(2002) classified personal interviews as comprisiigee types: informal
conversation interviews; guided interviews; and nggtadised open-ended
interviews. The informal conversation interviewoisly considered appropriate if
the researcher wants to explore an issue and gare nmsight, such as
understanding the behaviour of people (Punch, 1998 guided interview
enables the researcher to interview across a numwibdifferent people, in a
systematic and comprehensive way, by delimitingadtvance the issues to be
explored (Patton, 2002). The standard open-endedviaw can utilise a set of
arranged questions, to allow the researcher tdreskame questions throughout
the study, while allowing the participants of thaudy freedom to explain
different aspects of the issues (Patton, 2002; M#x®005; Saunders, Thornhill
& Lewis, 2007).

This study utilised standardised open-ended irgarsias the main data collection
method. Here, the participants were asked aboumibs important components
of effective boards and individual directors. Tlaowed the researcher to
capture a broad spectrum of views in relation tartde of directors of Malaysian
PLCs. The interview schedule (see Appendix C) waseloped based on
extensive literature related to boards of direcinsl corporate governance. It

covers five main topics with some subsections ksvis:

I. participants’ backgrounds including their experiermnd how they became a
company director;

ii. general characteristics of board members that asenéial for effective
boards;

iii. characteristics of the chairman/CEO/independesetctbrs;
Iv. characteristics of effective boards of directors] a

V. general opinions on Malaysian corporate governaoneaarios.
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Prior to fieldwork, ethics approval was obtainednir the Victoria University

Ethics Committee to ensure that the rights, lilesrand safety of the participants
would be preserved. In addition, an informationethtbat explained the purpose
of the study and ethical rules was prepared. This atached to the letters sent to

each participant (see Appendix D).

5.4.2. Documentary data collection

Based on the ideas of Cresswell (2007), variousiments have been used to
capture broader information concerning the charestiies of members of boards
of directors and board effectiveness in Malaysia@$ Here, documents such as
the 2007 annual reports of the top 100 Malaysia@$?Imedia releases, speeches,
handbooks, company manuals, codes of conduct, Malay_ompanies Acts and
regulations, corporate governance guidelines, tepammnd seminar papers were
collected. Following Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) rewuoendation, these
documents have been used for five reasons: (1)adheyeadily available at low
cost; (2) they are a stable source of informat{@h;they appear in the original,
(4) they are legally unassailable, representingasercases or records; and (5)
they are not interactive as are human participaiterefore, in this study
documents were treated as social facts that proddat in their own right, and
provided information about the identified membefsboards of directors and

board effectiveness.

Documents were obtained from two sources in thHewiahg ways:

i. Frequent online information searches available frgarious Malaysian
organisation homepages such as the Bursa Malaysshsik®, various
company websites, the Malaysian Securities Comonsand others.

ii. Collection of printed documents from five resou@entres in Kuala Lumpur
including the Bursa Malaysia Library, Central Baok Malaysia Library,
Malaysian Institute of Corporate Governance (MI@@ni library, Malaysian
Securities Commission (SC) Library and Malaysiastitote of Chartered
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Secretaries and Administration (MAISCA); this wasdartaken between

December 2007 and March 2008, concurrent with ogagrgut the interviews.

Table 5.2 summarises the types of documents sdlaat their sources.

Table 5.2: Document collection and sources

Document/data Source

Annual reports for 2007 | Bursa Malaysia and company websites
of the top 100 Malaysian

PLCs

Reports and company | Publicly available information from various

practices resource centres in Kuala Lumpur and various
related websites

Malaysian corporate Publicly available information from various

governance reports, rulesresource centres in Kuala Lumpur and various

and regulations related websites

Comments from Malaysian agencies’ websites, companies’

regulators and experts, | websites, Bursa Malaysia website, Bank Negara
and media coverage of | website, Malaysian corporate governance
Malaysian corporate institutions’ websites

governance

5.5 Interview procedures
This study adopted steps in the interview proceslivased on Creswell (1998).

Following the selection of a company, the partioisato be studied were

approached in order to arrange an interview sesag®shown in figure 5.3.
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a) Selection of samples
b) Selection of interviewee

c) Gaining access and buildin
rapport

d) Interview session

Figure 5.3: Interview procedures
(Adapted from Cresswell, 1998)

5.5.1 Selection of samples

Creswell (1998) argued that the first step in theerview process is to find
companies and participants to study. It is necgsgargain access and build
rapport so that participants will provide qualiigtd. As the aim of this study is to
explore and determine the effective characterissicemembers of the boards of
directors and effective characteristics of the saonly the top 100 Malaysian
PLCs, based on the FTSE Bursa Malaysia IAté&ursa Malaysia, 2007b) were
chosen. The companies selected for analysis sntlieisis are among the biggest
companies in Malaysia; they are also recognisabterms of their performance.
The selection of sample used in this thesis is laimio other corporate
governance studies (i.e., Abdullah, 2004; LevraWfadh den Berghe, 2007b; Van
Ees et al., 2008).

Table 5.3 shows descriptions of the top 100 Ma&y$LCs based on industry
sector and market capitalisation. From an indus#gtor perspective, the top 100

23 The FTSE Bursa Malaysia Index is a comprehensingeaaf real-time indices, which cover all
eligible companies listed on the Bursa MalaysiarvBoard introduced to Bursa Malaysia's
investors in 2006. The indices are to measur@én®rmance of the major capital segments of
the Malaysian market. Further information is avaldaon
http://www.ftse.com/Indices/FTSE_Bursa Malaysia eindSeries/index.jspr
http://www.klse.com.my/website/bm/market_informatiodex components.html
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Malaysian PLCs included in the study have beensiflad into nine groups.
Thirty-two companies were classified as the trading services industry, fifteen
companies were involved in the finance industryelt® companies were
involved in the industrial product industry, tenngeanies were from the
plantation industry, nine companies were involvedtie consumer product
industry, eight companies were involved in the prop industry, seven
companies were from the construction industry, fteenpanies were from the
infrastructure and project cost industry, and oohe company was from the
technology industry. This distribution shows thaie ttrading and services
industry was the largest industry in Malaysia, daled by finance, industrial

product and plantation.

Table 5.3: Description of top 100 Malaysian PLCs ksed on
industry sector and market capitalisation

No. Industry sector Number of Market
company capitalisation
(RM 000)
1 Trading & services 32 372,755,933
2 Finance 15 189,719,190
3 Industrial product 12 52, 526, 340
4 Plantation 10 92, 878, 112
5 Consumer product 9 50, 922, 046
6 Property 9 25,458,155
7 Construction 7 43,652,645
8 Infrastructure project 5 38,940,324
9 Technology 1 1,951,925
Total 100 868,804,670

Note: Data drawn from Bursa Malaysia (2008b)

The total market capitalisation of the top 100 Malan PLCs in this study was
almost RM9 billion (US 2.7 billion). About 65 permt of the total market
capitalisation was contributed by trading and sesj and the finance industry.

This implies that both industries were the leadimdustries in this study. A
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detailed ranking, industry sector and market cépéion of the top 100
Malaysian PLCs is exhibited in Appendix E of thisdy.

5.5.2 Selection of interviewees

The second step in the interview process was tossha sample of participants
who were most suited to the study. Cresswell (1388pested sixteen sampling
strategies for qualitative sampling decisions (#¢@endix F). However, this

study adopts only two types of sampling strategyrppsive and snowball

sampling (Creswell, 1998). Purposive sampling wagpleyed to enable the

researcher to determine the main issues accordipgrticipants who could offer

an extensive understanding of the topics (Bablié2p

In addition, the snowball technique was employgéds hecessary because some
participants were busy (Marshall & Rossman, 200&] difficult to approach
directly (Punch, 1998). Snowballing was based anitireas of Saunders et al.
(2007); three steps were employed, whereby:

I. The researcher contacted one CEO and one chairniian had personal
contact with the researcher, to conduct interviews.

ii. Upon completion of the interviews, participants &v@sked to suggest other
participants for the study; based on their suggesti another three
participants were interviewed; the chairman suggksivo participants, while

the CEO suggested one.

ii. All participants were asked to suggest further pié participants for this
study, however, none of the given names agreeck tmterviewed. Finally,

the researcher decided not to pursue the snowpadchnique any further.

As the top 100 Malaysian PLCs were chosen basdddleoRTSE Bursa Malaysia
100 Index(Bursa Malaysia, 2007b), the main participants were top 100
Malaysian PLCs’ board members. However, this groopsisted of only three
categories of board members: chairman, CEOs anepeérdient directors. In
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addition, various representatives of Malaysian omafe governance institutions
were also included as study participants, as thegrewinvolved in the

development of Malaysian corporate governance. sNal and Rossman (2006)
considered individuals from such groups ‘elite’ &ese they are influential,
prominent and well-informed, and usually hold higpesitions in the company.
Hence, they are very familiar with the legal stawes of their company, which
enables them to share company policies and planfMagshall & Rossman,

2006). As they have in-depth knowledge of the sttbjihey can provide rich

information for the study (Babbie, 2002).

In this study the participants’ names, designatiadsiresses and contact numbers
were obtained from Bursa Malaysia. Information dbparticipants representing
the various Malaysian corporate governance ingiitst was gained from the
relevant websites. Using an Excel spreadsheetpé#ngcipants’ profiles were
checked to avoid redundancies resulting from migltidirectorships so that
participants were only representing one companys phocess was completed

between August and September 2007.

Concerning sample size in qualitative researchcammsensus was found in the
literature (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Merriam, 19@8eswell, 2007). According
to Creswell (2007), sampling decisions in quaN&tiesearch should not be based
on large or small numbers of participants, but loe $cope and the depth of the
study. As Huberman and Miles (1994) pointed out:

Qualitative researchers usually work with small pke®s of people,
nested in their context and studied in-depth....... m@das in
gualitative studies are usually not wholly pre-sfied, but can
evolve once fieldwork begins (p 27).

In the literature, sample size in qualitative reskaanged from a minimum of
four (Holloway, 1997), to a maximum of 40 to 100&aiputtong & Ezzy, 2005).
More importantly, according to Patton (2002) thengke size ought to be judged
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within the context and purpose of the study, ansukhbe realistic considering

the availability of resources and, in particulae tesearcher’s available time.

In this study, the sample size was determined hy dviteria: (1) the point at
which the data was sufficient to reflect the dimens of the study; and (2) it
covered the range of participants deemed necedsarthe study. These two
factors can contribute to the meaningfulness ofrdeearch outcomes (Patton,
2002). With these considerations in mind, a tofadld interviews were carried
out with 10 chairmen, 12 CEOs, 11 independent tire@and 8 representatives of

Malaysian corporate governance organisations (abeb.4).

Table 5.4: Category of participants interviewed

Category of participants Number
Chairman 10
CEOs 12
Independent directors 11
Representatives of Malaysian corporate 8
governance organisations
Total 41

Based on suggestions of qualitative experts (edlotay, 1997; Patton, 2002;
Liamputtong & Ezzy, 2005; and Creswell, 2007), #ieparticipants in this study
were sufficient to provide the rich information essal for rigorous qualitative

research.
Participants’ descriptions

To preserve the anonymity of the participants, oalysummary of their

backgrounds is presented in Table 5.5.
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Participants were aged between 39 and 76 yearl, anitaverage age of 55.83
years. The independent directors’ and chairmanés agere found to be slightly
higher than those of the CEOs and the represeesattt Malaysian corporate
governance organisations. This implies that botle #hairman and the
independent directors in this study are the semdividuals in the Malaysian

corporate sector.

The majority of the participants were men and oty participants were
women; both representing Malaysian corporate garer@ organisations. A
lower percentage of women participants in this gtoeflects the scarcity of
female representation on the Malaysian PLCs’ boards

In terms of experience in corporate managementchla@men were found to be
the most experienced group of participants in stugly with an average of 17.8
years’ service. The independent directors, CEOsemesentatives of Malaysian
corporate governance organisations also had aasuladtlength of service in
corporate management of between 9 and 11 yearsseTtesults imply that all

participants in this study were experienced indiaid.

In relation to ethnic groups, the majority of pegants in this study were
Malay?* Only five were Chinese directors and four Indidmo reasons were
identified for the low number of Chinese and Indzarticipants in this study.
First, it was difficult to persuade Chinese direstto participate in this study.
Although 60 letters were sent to Chinese directiies majority of them were not
interested in participating, as they were too bosynot willing to disclose
information about their companies. In the caséndfan directors, the number
was low due to a low percentage of Indian directgpearing in the top 100

Malaysian PLCs boards. In terms of educationakdpamind, the majority had

24 Article 160 (2) of Federal Constitution of Malay<i2006) defined Malay as a person who
professes the religion of Islam, habitually spetiikksMalay language, conforms to Malay custom
and:

(a) was before Merdeka Day born in the Federation oBimgapore or born of parents one of
whom was born in the Federation or in Singaporejsoon that day domiciled in the
Federation or in Singapore; or

(b) is the issue of such a person;
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financial or accounting qualifications. In fact, thle twelve CEOs in this study,
nine were professional accountants. In additionnynparticipants possessed

economic, engineering or law qualifications.

Table 5.5: Participants’ demographic characteristic

Demographic Participants
characteristics Chairman CEO Independent | Others
(N=10) (N=12) director (N=8)
(N=11)
1. Age (years)
Mean 61 47 62 54
Minimum 53 39 44 42
Maximum 69 55 76 64
2. Gender
Male 10 12 11 6
Female 0 0 0 2

3. Experience in corporate
management (years)
Mean 17.8 9.2 10.9 11.3
Minimum 12.0 6 6 4
Maximum 37.0 16 16 20

4. Ethnic group
Malay
Chinese
Indian

or ©
= N ©
N =
PR o

5. Types of educational
gualification
Accountancy
Engineering
Economy
Business studies
Law
Agriculture
Defence study
Art (social science)
Public administration
Science

OORRRPRRFRPOWNPRE
O0OO0OO0OORFrROON®©
PR WROOORNN
COO0O0OO0OWRN ' N

Note: Data drawn from the interviews with 41 papants in this study
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Based on the participants’ demographic characiesisall participants in this
study were considered highly experienced in the ay®an corporate

environment and competent individuals.

5.5.3 Gaining access and building rapport

The third step of the interview process was to gaioess to the company and
establish rapport with its directors. In this stpprticipants were contacted both
formally and informally. First, between Novembei0Z0and February 2008; 230
letters (see Appendix D) were sent to directorsheftop 100 Malaysian PLCs
and various corporate governance institutions inayka. In these letters, the
background of the study and its academic purpose wephasised. Prior to
requesting an interview, follow-up phone calls wenade to gain potential
‘interviewees’ verbal consent to participate andyaimte suitable times for
interviews. This resulted in 30 agreements, wh&ch satisfactory response for a

qualitative study.

5.5.4 Interview sessions

The interviews for this study were conducted betwgeDecember 2007 and 28
March 2008, and took place at the participantsce#f located at four cities in the
Klang Valley: Kuala Lumpur, Petaling Jaya, Shah mland Putra Jaya (the
capital city of Malaysia). Each interview lastedpegpximately 40 to 90 minutes.
Interview responses to each question on the ienschedule were recorded.
Due to the confidential agreement between the qyaaints and the researcher,
participants’ names were not disclosed. In addjta@l participants were given
opportunities to withdraw from the interview at ariyne. Fortunately no

participant took up this option, and all particggtwillingly.
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5.6 Data analysis

Data analysis was approached as an iterative atedpietive process while
collecting data from interviews such that it invedv creating, testing and
modifying analytic categories (Saunders et al.,7200he purpose of qualitative
data analysis is to search for meaning in relatmrthe research purpose or

questions (Stephens, 2009).

However, because there are no general rules of aaddysis in qualitative

research, Patton (2002) advocated that qualitadia analysis needs to be
creative and rigorous and that it requires intdllel discipline and a great deal of
hard work. Miles and Huberman (1994) warned of haokic problem in

gualitative research due to the use of words thae multiple meanings. Hence,
the researcher has paid particular care in asonertathe exact meaning at all
times. For example, Stephens (2009) describeddht analysis in qualitative
research has to be concerned with three importgects: relationship between
theory; meaning in relation to data generated; medning in relation to setting
and context. Therefore, Grbich (2007) suggestetl data analysis has to be
undertaken based on research needs. She also wmahgleat qualitative data

analysis could be conducted at two different paimtsme:

I. Preliminary data analysis which is an on-going pescundertaken every time
the data is collected. The advantage of prelinyirdata analysis is that it
enables the researcher to make earlier corredtoadapt into a new research
condition (Miles & Huberman, 1994). However, thisyralso consume more
time as the research scope has to be aligned hathdw findings and applies
if the researcher has sufficient time (Grbich, 2007

ii. Thematic analysis is conducted prior to completainthe data collection
(Grbich, 2007). This analysis is more applicalledualitative research that

uses a systematic and predetermined framework ¢&raD07).
5.6.1 Data from Annual reports

The first activity was to analyse the data captdrech the annual reports 2007 of

the top 100 Malaysian PLCs. Here, four types o datre analysed:
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i. The top 100 Malaysian PLCs' companies’ backgrouimdtuding their
category of business classified by Bursa Malaysiheir market
capitalisation and their ownership structures.

ii. The composition and structure of the boards ofotiins.

iii. Demographic profiles of the individual directorscluding age, gender,
race, educational qualification, multiple directops and years of
experience.

iv. Demographic profiles of the chairman, CEOs ampendent directors.

Microsoft Excel was used to create databases otahel00 Malaysian PLCs’

backgrounds, board members’ characteristics andhtb\x®ard characteristics.

5.6.2 Data from interview

Based on Grbich (2007), data from the interviews \&aalysed after the data
collection was completed. Following this, the dats organised and interpreted
into three concurrent flows of activity based onlddiand Huberman’s model
(1994): data reduction; data display; and conctusitawing/verification (Figure
5.4).

Data
collection

Conclusions:
Drawing / verifying

Data
Reduction

Figure 5.4: Components of data analysis: interacte model
Source: Miles and Huberman (1994, p.12)
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The initial stage (data display) required ‘readihg data’ (Stephens, 2009) to
construct the profiles of the overall findings, asll as to find relationships

between them. In this process, the first stage twvasanalysis of data from the
interviews. This included notes on statements fthenparticipants, which were
recorded at the time of interviews. Timéerview data was not fully transcribed.
Instead, only relevant statements were cited fraahividual participants. The data
was processed using Excel Spreadsheet for ideatidic of the thematic

framework (coding) data analysis techniques sugdeby Miles & Huberman,

(1994).

The second activity, data reduction, included thecgss of deleting, focusing,
simplifying, abstracting and transforming data thppeared in written-up field

notes and transcriptions (Miles & Huberman, 199%he purpose of this process
was to allow the data to be understandable mowilyeand to draw the various

themes and patterns of the study together (Ber@y)20In this process a coding
list was developed, based upon the literature @ kibards of directors (as
indentified in Chapter two and five), and completeenwith the themes that
emerged during data analysis, such as variousrpstbecurring in characteristics
of boards of directors’ members (such as persgnatharacteristics,

competencies and others) and board effectiveness\gerships, structure, roles,
behaviours and others). All relevant statementsewgouped and placed in a
table with categories identified in the literatwrging the block and file approach
(Grbich, 2007). An example of the process datahisws in Table 5.6 and

Appendix G. By viewing narrative extracts on theesgplsheet further meanings

of data and phrases were discovered.
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Table 5.6: An example of data displays for block ashfile approach.

Participants

Director personal characteristics

Knowledge & Skils

Board effectiveness

Chairman The most important characteristics amegh | Business knowledge, especially international The board members must be a mixture of diversedraakds that
that particularly add value to the company, fobusiness, business negotiation. Legal know| are relevant to the company activities. The chairmast be a good
example, good working with the government Financial knowledge. leader who is able to smooth the functioning oftibard,
to secure the job and good networking. determining the board-meeting schedule. Overtimel@vaot want a

. . board where only the chairman speaks or contrel®ther board

To pe hongst, itis easier for me to become irAnmyﬁcm thinking because PLC business | members. Today yes-man board is over. The board mave
ordinary director than the chairman because - . - ; o :
th ! activities are quite complex. Technical skills members who are very objective with clear roles and

e chairman needs to have all good . K busi responsibilities
characteristics. You have to be open minde j,(JUSt to know company core business). ’
highly experienced, calm, good
communication skills and many other traits. (It
is not an easy job.

CEO Must be somebody who can work with other There no specific skills. General directors | The members of the board comprises competent ohatié with
people, experienced, especially in regards tp should have good communication skills — | complementary skills, diverse backgrounds thatelevant to the
PLC business, not too old or too young listening and speaking skills. These skills ajecompany. One of the examples | can say is my bioecduse we
because younger directors tend not to be part and parcel of every board meeting. have multi disciplinary people; we have accountdatsyers,
patient, while old directors are not always rigskGood listening skills will enable them to engineers, It is expert. This blend makes our baagdod board.
takers and not ambitious. Therefore, there haanderstand the issue in a clear picture, while
to be a balance of ages. speaking skills enable them to respond

clearly to the issue if they want to.
Independent The person must be professional in terms of To me there are three types of knowledge; | The board that has a mixture of people. The mixtdiggeople
Directors experience, knowledge and skills. The persoknowledge about the industry, the business| ensures that when there is a need to look at sssue o solve a

must also be the kind of person who is very
well off himself.

and the company. If you blend them
together, you will become good directors.

problem, you have a director that is expert in fraaticular area,
who can provide the ideas for a solution for thabfem. This is
called having the right of people. Other thing, gbwoards are
always clear in what they are doing, with a clede and
responsibility and know their job very well, andt t@mo much
reliance on the management to perform their job.
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Following this, a data display was created to pieva simpler and more flexible
picture of issues emerging from interviews (Grb2d0Q7; McCabe, 2008). In this
study, the data was displayed in three forms; distcknatrices (Miles &

Huberman, 1994), histogram (frequency of responard)conceptual mapping
(Grbich, 2007). First, the data from the block vedlecated to categories and
subcategories based on the theoretical framewotkned in Chapter 4. The
characteristics that related to similar themes, ewesntered as ‘main
characteristics’ and ‘sub-characteristics’. Theskearacteristics were then
displayed as a conceptual mapping (see Figure BIb. process was done to

enable a full understanding of the study.

Characteristics of members
of boards of directors’

Demographic Personality characteristics Competencies
characteristics and values
Ethnic, Other Experience Educational
qualifications
Gende
] v Commitment Others Knowledge
Multiple and skills

directorships
Open-mindedness  Integrity

Figure 5.5: Conceptual mapping of members of boalof directors’
characteristics

(Adapted from Grbich, 2007; McCabe, 2008)

Upon completion, the next step was to construct tinelings based on

presentation matrices (Miles & Huberman, 1994)onirtthe matrices presented,
the researcher reviewed patterns of characterisfid®oard members and board
effectiveness. These patterns then contributednidenstanding the responses

given by participants. This was drawn up mainlyiscover the most important
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characteristics of each issue. An example of tabpltesentation of matrices is

shown in Table 5.7 and Appendix H.

Table 5.7: An example of presentation matrices inhis study -
(Personality and values of effective directors - Trechairmen’s points of

view)
No Characteristics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [ 10
Experience in business and
1 corporate management v v v v v v | v
Possess relevant
2 qualification v v v
Possess relevant knowledge
3 and skills v v v v v |V v
4 open minded v v
Good networking with the
5 government v
6 Positive thinking
Good relationship with the
management and other
7 board members v v v
Ambitious, motivation,
8 energetic v
9 Committed & hardworking v v
10 Integrity v
11 humble
12 Honest, sincere,

The final activity involved drawing conclusions ffinothe study. | call it the
phenomena-context. This process involved matchimajyais to the outcomes.
The basis for this process is through using thergesn of the characteristics of
board members and the effectiveness criteria. Basdte theoretical framework
in Chapter 4 the responses that related to sirtliimes were classified as four
characteristics: (1) right memberships; (2) righltwre; (3) clear roles; and (4)
right structure and procedures. Based on LevrauVan den Berghe (2007a) a
basic form of counting during the analysis process also used. The most
frequently mentioned were ranked according to tiial humber of interviewees
who spontaneously mentioned that component as bemgprtant to the
effectiveness of the board. This was done so thastdied conclusion could be
drawn from this study.
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5.7 Rigor of the study

Challenges to rigor in qualitative inquiry interiegly paralleled the blossoming
of statistical packages and the development of ctimg systems in quantitative
research. Simultaneously, lacking the certaintyhafd numbers and p values,
qualitative inquiry expressed a crisis of confiderfimm both inside and outside
the field. Rather than explicating hawgor was attained in qualitative inquiry, a
number of leading qualitative researchers arguatrtiability and validity were
terms pertaining to the quantitative paradigm aedewot pertinent to qualitative
inquiry (Altheide & Johnson, 1998; Leininger, 1998pme suggested adopting
new criteria for determining reliability and valigj thus, ensuring rigor in
gualitative inquiry (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Leiningel994; Rubin & Rubin,
1995).

In this regardLincoln and Guba (1985) substituted reliability aralidity with
the parallel concept of "trustworthiness", contagnifour aspects: credibility,
transferability, dependability, and confirmabilityVithin these were specific
methodological strategies for demonstrating qualgarigor, such as the audit
trail, member checks when coding, categorizing,confirming results with
participants, peer debriefing, negative case arslgructural corroboration, and
referential material adequacy (Guba & Lincoln, 198982; Lincoln & Guba,
1985;). In this study, four elements of trustwantgs — credibility, transferability,
dependability and comfirmability — as identified bipcoln and Guba (1985), and
Denzin and Lincoln (2000), were applied.

First is credibility of the studyCredibility corresponds to internal validity in
qualitative research (Guba & Lincoln, 1982). Thedibility criterion involves
establishing that the results of qualitative resieare credible or believable from
the perspective of the participant in the resedrehwhether the question reflects
the reality of the study or not (Punch, 1998). his tstudy, discussion with the
principal and co-supervisors was undertaken relyularensure that the findings
are believable/plausible.
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Second is transferability. Transferability meanat ttihe results of this study can
be transferred to other contexts or settings (Um& Guba, 2003). In this study
transferability was obtained using two proceducesnprehensive literature of the
research context; and feedback from corporate gawee experts. Here, the
scope of the study was determined based on exeetisgrature. Prior to the
interview sessions, discussion with the CEOs ofMi&CG and the MSWG had
already been done. The discussion provided an eshant to the interview
questions. Therefore, the processes and outcom#sso$tudy can possibly be

adopted by other researchers in new settings.

Third is dependability. Dependability, emphasides meed for the researcher to
account for the ever-changing context within whitle research occurs. The
researcher is responsible for describing the cleatigg occur in the setting and
how these changes affected the way the researppevached the study (Punch,
1998). In this study, the researcher constructatbws research questions to
identify the effective characteristics of membefgshe boards of directors and
their boards. In addition, using the standard ogpmted interview questions
suggested by Patton (2002), the researcher obta@ledant results throughout
the study.

Finally is conformability. Conformabilityefers to whether the results of the
research can be confirmed or corroborated by otffeusich, 1998; Denzin &
Lincoln, 2000). This concept means that the resaft the study are not an
outcome of the biases and subjectivity of the ne$ea. There are a number of
strategies for enhancing conformability. The resear can document the
procedures for checking and rechecking the dataugirout the study. Another
researcher can take a "devil's advocate" role vasipect to the results, and this
process can be documented (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000je researcher can
actively search for and describe anggative instanceshat contradict prior
observations. In addition, after the study, one canduct adata auditthat
examines the data collection and analysis procedamd makes judgments about
the potential for bias or distortion (Patton, 2002)
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Subsequently, in this study, two sources of dataterviews and data for 41
participants, and data from 2007 annual reportheftop 100 Malaysian PLCs —
were used to obtain broad and specific charadesistf board members and
effective boards (Merriam, 1998). Furthermore, thgolvement of various

groups of participants including chairman, CEOgjejmendent directors and
representatives of Malaysian corporate governamgangsations, strengthened
the conformability of this study. In addition, tlibree stages of audit trails
proposed by Lincoln and Guba (2000), including dassembling, initiating,

process and reaching agreements, were implementeddata was analysed in
detailed processes based on the framework and id¢keestablished in the
literature review. This enabled the researcherndousds and draw conclusions for
the findings of the study.

5.8 Summary

This chapter provided an account of the rationale the choice of research
methodology in this study. It began with justificet of the qualitative approach
to find meanings constructed by individual part&ips in this study. Thus,
research design and methods used to collect angsarthe data were shown to
be appropriate to the study. The data-gatherindnoakst including interviews and
document analyses were also outlined. Then, tie aaalysis processes were
discussed, involving a series of steps based omesviind Huberman’'s model
(1994). Finally, rigour was justified by showingwdhis study provided different
methods for assessing members of boards of digatbaracteristics and board

effectiveness. The following chapter reports tinelifngs of the study.
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CHAPTER 6
RESULTS 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF MEMBERS OF
BOARDS OF DIRECTORS®

6.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to report the fiestults from this study of the
characteristics of members of boards of directérth® top 100 Malaysian PLCs
including directors, chairmen, CEOs and independ@meictors. Interviews with
41 participants, together with data from the ye@®72annual reports of the top
100 Malaysian PLCs are central to this chaptere Sthucture of this chapter is as
follows:

6.2 Presentation of research results

6.3 Directors’ characteristics

6.4 Chairman’s characteristics

6.5 CEOs’ characteristics

6.6 Independent directors’ characteristics

6.10 Summary

6.2 Presentation of research results

Based on data obtained from the year 2007 annymirtee of the top 100
Malaysian PLCs and interviews with 41 participanite results of the study are
divided into two chapters. This chapter reportstlom characteristics of board
members including directors, chairman, CEOs anepeddent directors (ID).

Chapter 7 reports on the characteristics of effecboards. Chapters 8 and 9

% part of this chapter was reworked into a confezepaper and presented at the Ninth
International Business Research Conference, 26 tédember 2008, Novotel Hotel, Melbourne,
Australia, and published in the conference procegdiy World Business Institute, Australia,
ISBN: 978-0-9804557-0-3.
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provide discussion and the conclusion of the stldhese chapters are illustrated

in Figure 6.1.

Research questions
— What are the effective characteristics o
Malaysian PLCs’ board members and effective
boards?

l
l l

Chapter 6 Chapter 7
Characteristics of boards Characteristics of effective
of directos members boards
:(

L Discussion ] <

l

Conclusions and
suggestions

Figure 6.1: Overview of the research results

In this chapter, the characteristics of memberbazrds of directors are presented.
Based on the theoretical framework in Chapter é,dhmaracteristics disclosed were
classified into three groups: (1) demographic ottersstics; (2) personality

characteristics and values; and (3) competenciesieMer, being a qualitative study,
characteristics were not limited to the identifietharacteristics. Other new
characteristics were also included. Figure 6.2 shitnve four groups of characteristics

identified in this study.
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Demographic
characteristics

Personality
characteristics and

values »| Effective board

members

Competencies

Other
characteristics

A 4

Effective boards

Figure 6.2: Four groups of characteristics of memérs of boards

of directors

As this study aims to determine the pattern of ati@ristics, only the important
points mentioned by the participants were recolmethe researcher. Hence, only
relevant participants’ quotes were recorded fulysupport the evidence for
characteristics and the theoretical framework a$ study. These quotes are

presented intalics.

In the first section, overall characteristics ofedtors are reported, followed by

the characteristics of chairmen, CEOs and indep@rdieectors.
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6.3 Directors’ characteristics

To be effective, many studies have documented libatds of directors should
comprise a mixture of directors with different pmralities, education, occupation
and functional backgrounds (Forbes & Milliken, 199%estphal & Milton, 2000;

Leblanc, 2003; Levrau & Van den Berghe, 2007b)thils regard, the following

sections report on four groups of characteristizg tvere found to be important
for the effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs in thisdgtuThese characteristics
include: demographic characteristics; personalityaracteristics and values;

competencies, and networking with the government.

6.3.1 Demographic characteristics

Demographic characteristics refer to the observattebutes of individuals
(Pfeffer, 1983) and each aspect of demographicackenistics has been argued to
have complex effects on board performance (ForbadilBken, 1999). In the
case of Malaysia, one participant argued that kexddalaysia is a multicultural
country, the characteristics of Malaysian PLCs tsare quite diverse. This was

specifically mentioned by one participant of thisdy:

...because Malaysia is multiracial country; the composs of the
boards are quite diverse. | don’t think such conmjp@s occurs in other
developed countries’ boards (Chairman).

This study discovered that the majority of MalapsRLCs’ directors in this study
had varied backgrounds in terms of their ages, gendnure, ethnic groups and

number of directors’ positions.

In this section, directors’ demographic charactiessare summarised to avoid
redundancy due to multiple directorships. A dethiprofile of the top 100
Malaysian PLCs’ directors is provided in AppendixTihese backgrounds are

reported in the following sections.

Gender.In Malaysia, although women account for 45 per adnthe Malaysian

workforce (Economic Planning Unit, 2007), in thisidy very few women held
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positions in the top 100 Malaysian PLCs’ boardsenée, board members in this
study appeared to consist of male directors. Tiidysfound that only six per cent
of Malaysian PLCs’ directors were women (see T&ll¢.

Table 6.1: Directors’ gender

Gender Frequency Percentage
Male 634 94%
Female 40 6%
Total 674 100%

Of these few the majority of women were Malay, &imel other substantial group
were Chinese. However, none of these were comphaymen and only three
women were CEOs (Plus Expressway Berhad, Publick Bé@rhad and TA

Enterprise Berhad). In addition, the majority bém were retired government

officers and or were NEDs (refer to Table 6.2).

Table 6.2: Composition of women
directors of top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Characteristics Frequency Percentage
Ethnic group
Malay 24 60
Chinese 14 35
Indian 2 5
Position
CEO 3 8
Executive director 5 13
NEDs (independent) 9 23
NEDs 23 58
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Despite the low percentage of women directors foumdthis study, some
participants believed that women could add grelievan terms of the qualities
that they can bring to the board, particularlyegard to boardroom discussions. It

was pointed out that:

Women bring a different orientation to debate arstassion, which | think
is very useful for the board (Chairman).

Having women on the board as opposed to all mala|ly changes the
dynamics of the board (CEO).

Ethnic group. Many studies have documented that a higher reptasen of a
broader community on boards of directors providexarexpertise and experience
to boards of directors (Carver, 2002; Walt & Ingl2@03). However, in the case of
Malaysia, this study found that Malay and Chineseeators dominated the

composition of Malaysian PLCs’ boards.

This is shown in Table 6.3, with 48 per cent and pkt cent, respectively.
However, the majority of Malay directors occupiedaage number of GLCs’

boards (e.g. Sime Darby Berhad, Tenaga NasionahaBlerTelekom Malaysia

Berhad, and Maybank Berhad) In contrast, Chinesiirs dominated companies
that were owned by Chinese shareholders (e.g. &ohd&i, Genting Berhad, Public
Bank Berhad, Berjaya Corporation Berhad, and Homgnlg Finance Berhad).

The percentages of other ethnic groups on MalayBlaDs’ boards were found to
be very low. For example, Indians, although thedthiargest population in
Malaysia, represented only four per cent of theltofp Malaysian PLCs’ directors.
In fact, the proportion was lower than the composibf foreign directors (7%). In
the case of foreign directors, the majority of thewere directors of foreign
companies such as Digi Com Berhad, British Ameridamacco (M) Berhad
(BAT), Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad and Shell mieff Company Malaysia
Berhad.
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Table 6.3: Directors’ ethnic group

Ethnic group Frequency Percentage
Malay 323 48
Chinese 275 41
Indian 27 4
Foreigner 49 7
Total 674 100

Tenure.Directors’ tenure in a particular company rangeuafrfronly one month to a
maximum of 43 years. The average director’s tefir@ny particular company in
this study was 7.69 years. However, a large péagenof them (60.1%) had less
than six years tenure within a particular compasee(Table 6.4).

Table 6.4: Directors’ tenure

Tenure Frequency Percentage
Less than 3 years 172 255
3to 6 years 233 34.6
7 to 9 years 71 10.5
10 to 13 years 76 11.3
14 to 16 years 29 4.3
17 to 20 years 32 4.7
21 to 23 years 24 3.6
24 10 26 years 11 1.6
More than 26 years 26 3.9
Total 674 100

Mean = 7.69 years
Min = 0.1 years
Max = 43 years
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In addition, almost four percent (26) of them haadhtheir positions within a
particular company for more than 26 years. As showTable 6.5, the majority of
these were Chinese directors. Only ten Malay dirschad more than 26 years of
tenure in their companies. This implies that Chendgectors have longer tenure

than other ethnic groups on Malaysian PLCs boards.

Table 6.5: Directors who had served more than 26 ges
in their firms according to ethnic group

Ethnic groups Frequency
Malay 10
Chinese 16

Age Concerning directors’ ages, two participants exjd that a diverse age
range in directors was needed to enable Malaysia@sPto balance the

composition of their boards. It was explained bg participants in this study:

It is good to have younger directors on the bodmeicause they have high
motivation and high vision. However, it would beeovery dysfunctional if
the board was fully occupied by the new youngeedtars (Independent
Director).

We need to have senior directors to balance thedocamposition. The
senior director becomes a wise man (Chairman).

Based on participants’ points of view, they cantdbate effectively to the board.
For example, younger directors tend to be highlytivated and ambitious and,
thus, they have more desire to explore new ventisrethe future of a company.
The senior directors instead tend to serve as guaxdo oversee the company.

Therefore, both can contribute to effective boards.

In this study, it was found that the average agdireictors was 58 years with about

69 per cent being aged between 51 and 70 yearsold@ibst director was 86 years,
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the independent director of Plus Expressway Berhduile the youngest director
was 27 years, the executive director of Hong Leéimggnce Group Berhad.
Another interesting feature is that almost nine gamt of directors in this study
were aged more than 70 years (i.e. more than tleeliagt imposed by the

Malaysian Companies Act 1965 (see Table 6.6).

Table 6.6: Directors’ age groups

Age groups Frequency | Percentage

Below 40 years 18 2.7

41 to 50 years 133 19.8

51 to 60 years 266 39.5

61 years to 70 years 196 29.1
Above 70 years 60 8.9
Total 673 100
Mean 57.64

Min 27

Max 86

Note: one record not found.

In relation to ethnic group, the Malay, Chinese &mdlan directors were found to
have a similar age average, i.e. between 57 ang&% (Table 6.7). The foreign
directors, however, were found to be slightly yoemthan other ethnic groups with
an average age of 51.8 years. These results imatyatthough directors of the top
100 Malaysian PLCs had a range of ages (from 2ikytea86 years), their average

ages were found to be quite similar across ethmiaps with less than 60 years.

Table 6.7: Directors’ ages according to
ethnic group

Ethnic group Average age
Malay 59.37
Chinese 57.04
Indian 59.07
Foreigner 51.8
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Number of directorshipsTo ensure that directors of Malaysian PLCs focas o
their roles, in early 2002 the Malaysian Governmegstricted the number of
directorships of Malaysian companies’ directors.demn the KLSE Listing

Requirements, directors, individually, could hold more than 25 directorships

(10 for listed companies and 15 for limited comgeaii

In this study, some participants pointed out thaldimng multiple directorships
enables directors to obtain three advantageslolval more business experience;

business networking; and knowledge across companies

The director can get more experience and businessvanking
(Chairman).

You tend to know more about company managemengcialp the
current rules and regulations (CEO).

| am a director of three listed companies. To npgrafrom getting more
business knowledge, | can establish business neswaith other
directors (Independent Director).

Following these views, this study discovered thaltdimg multiple directorships

was quite common among Malaysian PLCs’ directoFsom the evidence in

Figure 6.3, the number of directorships held byediors in this study ranged
between one and ten positions, with an averagel®f 2More than three-quarters
of directors in this study held one to three divegiositions. Based on Fich and
Shivdasani (2006), and Liu and Chyan (2008) thgurk is considered low,

however, it prevents them from becoming too bugy, éimus, they may be more
committed to their jobs.

Although six directors in this study held ten dimcpositions, the majority of
them were directors of holding companies (e.g. YG&toup; 10l groups and
Genting Group) (see Table 6.8). Detailed informati@bout multiple

directorships, according to individual directossekhibited in Appendix |.
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450
Mean — 2.09
Max — 10
400 Min — 1

No. of directors

FRVIV}

50

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
No. of directorships

Figure 6.3. Number of directorships held by direabrs
Note — including current board
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Table 6.8: Example of cross-directorships of threbolding companies

Directors

Tan Sri Dato' Seri (Dr) Yeoh Tiong
Lay

Tan Sri Dato' (Dr.) Francis Yeoh
Sock Ping

Dato' Dr Yahya bin Ismail

Mej Jen (B) Dato' Haron bin Mohd
Taib

Tuan Syed Abdulllah b. Syed Abdu
Kadir

Dato' Yeoh Soo Min

Dato’ Yeok Seok Kian

Dato' Yeon Seok Hong

Dato' Micheal Yeon

Dato' Mark Yeok Seak

YTL Group
YTL YTL
Power | Corporation
v v
v v
v v
v v
v v
v v
v v
v v
v v
v v

Directors 101 Group
IOP Corp. [e]
Properties

Tan Sri Dato' Lee Shin v v
Cheng v v
Dato' Lee Yeow Chor v v
Dato' Yeo How v v
Chan Foo Ann

Directors Genting Group
Genting Resort Asiatic
Berhad Worlds | Developme
nt
Tan Sri Lim Kok Thay v v v
Tun Mohammed Hanif Omar v 4
Mr Quah Chek Tin v v
Gen ® Tan Sri Mohd Zaini v v
Mr Quah Chek Tin v v v
Tan Sri Dr Lin See Yan v v
Tan Sri Mohd Amin bin v v
Osman

Source: 2007 annual reports of YTL Group Berhad G@up Berhad, Genting Group Behad, Berjaya Gi®eghad, available at
http://www.bursamalaysia.com.my
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Despite the fact that all directors within thisdstthad complied with the KLSE
Listing Requirements by not holding more than témeaorships in Malaysian
listed companies, a participant suggested that reximum number of
directorships held by individual directors in Matéy should be limited and

suggested:

...... the limit should be two. In fact, the maximurtenfthat are allowed
by the Bursa Malaysia, to me is too many (Chairman)

Other participants added that holding too manyctimeships could lead to three

problems: (1) the director becomes too busy;

With the increase of legal liability and responstlas of directors, I think
being a director of three companies already makesusy (Chairman).

| do not really agree that holding many directogshican make directors
more competent because they cannot perform thbs, jas they are too
busy.... (CEO).

(2) the director becomes over-committed;

Being a director of Malaysian PLCs, | need to puta huge amount of
time to understand company business and industityink it is hard for
me to focus on my job if | sit on more than threartds (Representative of
Malaysian corporate governance organisations)

(3) they may cause conflict between companies,aisphewhen the same people

sit on the boards of different companies compefimghe same project.

It is not good having too many directorships beeaufs can create
conflicts between companies, especially when thmeespeople sit on
different boards and they are competing for theesanoject (CEO).
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Despite these issues, some participants pointed tbat holding many
directorships is not a concern if directors carabe¢ their roles or participate in

any company’s activities:

It is not a problem if they are able to manage rttigne and they can
participate in company activities (CEO).

It is not an issue if they can participate in boamd company activity, we
should not see it as a problem (Chairman).

Our chairman holds more than four directorships hatstill can manage
to do that effectively (CEO).

Furthermore, a company can use their experieneahance its operations.

It will be good especially if directors are alsaefitors of Multi national
companies. We can tap their experience (Chairman).

The results of this study demonstrate that althabghe are some advantages and
disadvantages in holding many directorships, toeffective Malaysian PLCs
directors it is suggested they should not hold ntben three directorships of
listed companies.

6.3.2 Personality characteristics and values

Many participants interviewed in this study held tipinion that good personality
characteristics and values are important compontmtghe effectiveness of

Malaysian PLCs’ boards. For example, one partidipamted out:

The board has no formal hierarchy, directors hagaa responsibility...
a good personality and values are necessary (CEO).
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In the present study, six types of personality ab@ristics and values of
directors were identified as being important congran for the effectiveness of
boards of directors. These were: commitment, opeimdedness, good

relationships with other board members, great nitieghigh achievement and

sincerity (see Figure 6.4). Nevertheless, it nmesemphasised that this study did
not employ quantitative methods, and so the mesjuently mentioned factors
are ranked according to the total number of ineare@es who spontaneously

mentioned that factor to be significant.

- Commitment | 25
% N Open minded 21
-% « Good relationship with company managemegt 118
5 and other board members
@
@ ~ Great integrity |18
<
o
S oy High motivation [ 13
Z
A © Sincere [ 11

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

No. of responses

Figure 6.4: Six types of directors’ personality cheacteristics
and values that were though to be necessary and sificant

Commitment. In relation to the importance of directors’ commétm, in this

study participants explained that committed direct@ere usually involved in all
firm performance-improvement activities includinigeading all board meetings,
giving feedback and ideas to the board and prepdonboard meetings. As one

participant explained:

A director needs to be involved in various perfong® improvements
activities of the company (Representative of Madayscorporate
governance organisation).
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Others added:

.... we need directors who not only come to the boaedtings. More
importantly, they can give feedback and ideas ¢ddibard (CEO).

..... a good director has good attitudes. He or shwilling to learn, and
always acquires more knowledge about the compadyisawell prepared
for a board meeting. Our board of directors ddestt(Chairman).

However, some participants criticised that someeatars were not fully
committed to their jobs because each of them hddferent preference when
being appointed as board members. For examplehig study participants
pointed out that some directors were attractecito jhe board because of the
remuneration offered by companies, while otheraliimes were more concerned

with sharing their experience with the boards. iBigdnts observed:

Being a company secretary for more than 20 yearkndw that some
directors join the boards because they want to g@he remuneration
(Chairman).

Some directors will ask for their allowances imnag¢ely after the board
meetings (CEO).

No doubt, some directors accept board appointmgrgsto share their
experience; but many of them are looking for remaitnen (CEO).

Based on these participants’ points of view, difficult to distinguish whether or

not directors are committed to their boards.

Open-minded.In relation to being open minded, some participgamted out
that good directors are able to initiate good waogkenvironments that provide
opportunities for sharing ideas as well as opentesiebate and criticism. For

instance:
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| always ask other board members’ opinion whendvaeed to know
something about financial aspects because | am fimaincial expert
(Chairman).

Directors, who are more open to be criticised, meesily resolve any
conflict (Representative of Malaysian corporate eoance
organisation).

These results imply that boards need directors wdro accept other members’

ideas.

Good relationshipsParticipants reported that to enable directorsetdopm their
roles effectively, they need to establish good ti@ships with other board
members, as well as with company management (edlyethe CEO). It was
stated that:

As a director, you need support from your frientdsnean other board
members, as well as the management, especiallyE@e (Chairman).

I myself cannot be a good chairman without haviogd relationships
with the board members (Chairman).

Many companies in Malaysia such as Petronas, MagbamL Group,

are successful because of one reason, they havkemgmple. The board’s
members, the managers, as well as the employeeg yod

relationships, and work toward the same goals (peatelent Director).

Great integrity. In this study, great integrity was regarded as sitpe value in
governing directors’ behaviour to do the right thin a company, even more so

than the law or code of corporate governance. Bowhbers explained:
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Transparency and integrity is everywhere. It is ooty promulgated by
standards like the Malaysian Code of Corporate Goaece or
Malaysian Companies Act. | think it is the righinthto do (Chairman).

Integrity is a personal value. If you do not perfoyour job well, there is
no integrity. Therefore, integrity is the total ual(CEO).

| think integrity is the right thing to do. If ydollow basic principles of
doing what is right, not only the letter of the lavut the spirit of the law,
which many companies do, that's going to keep yowaood stead
(Independent Director).

Another participant added that a high level of gmity is important for directors

to minimise corporate scandals, abuse of powetlt@mr@ompany problems:

Integrity becomes a public concern because of: ma@ny corporate
scandals; shareholders are complaining; the chammabuse of power;
and many other problems (Independent Director).

We have many corporate failures due to the lowgmitye of our boards.
To me corporate integrity is crucial in ensuring hagh standard of
corporate governance (Chairman).

Motivation. Being a company director who is responsible fompany
performance improvement, every director needs e laagreat deal of motivation

because this can make a company successful intine f Therefore:

Good directors have a desire to move a companyf®peance forwards,
take action and keep the board focused on futua@mihg, rather than

getting into unnecessary things (Chairman).

There is no point being a company director if yandino future vision
(CEO).

Sincerity. Finally, to be effective, an individual directarust be sincere (e.g.

perceived to be honest and genuine in the opiniloeg express). Thus, good

197



director is one who is sincere and will bring themgany into a better future
(CEO).

6.3.3 Competencies
In Malaysia the importance of having competent daaembers with certain core
knowledge, skills and experience has been statdeiMCCG (2000):

The board should at least identify the mix of skéind experience
and other qualities it requires for it to functi@mompletely and

efficiently. ...... However, depending on the companlyissiness it
is likely possible for a board to access particskilis that there will

be certain skills and experience, which are sotegii@a and

fundamental to success that they would exist athbard level

itself.... (Para 4.34, MCCG, 2000)

Three types of competencies that were thought todmessary and significant
components for board effectiveness in this studiugte: substantial experience in
business and corporate management; relevant baginesvledge and skills; and

relevant educational qualifications (see Figurg.6.5

_, Substantial experience in business ”
corporate management

™ Relevant busines knowledge and ski_ 30

™ Relevant qualification_ 25

No. of responses

Important competencies

Figure 6.5: Three types of directors’ competencies
that were thought to be necessary and significant
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Experience.It has been argued that experienced directors @natieas that are
needed by a company typically provide the most alak resources for the
company (Coulson-Thomas, 1992). Accordingly, thyaarters of the study
participants stated that Malaysian PLCs’ directsisould have substantial
experience in business and corporate managemenexample, two participants

explained the desirability of having such experemnc

All types of good characteristics of director areportant, but it depends
on each firm’s requirement. Such characteristiceqgerience in business
and corporate management are vital for every doe¢CEO).

No one can be a good director without having exgrere in corporate
business. It is not an easy job. Probably you neeble a board member
more than 10 years (Independent Director).

From the interviews, three reasons were discoveoaderning the necessity for
experience: (i) to perform their roles effectivaly a diverse and complex
business environment; (ii) to contribute effectivel boardroom discussions; and
(i) to enable directors to predict the future hanarket. Consequently, it was

remarked that:

Directors’ jobs are not easy because many Malaysiampanies are
cross-holdings business. They would not easilyrstdnd these kinds of
business within a short of time (Chairman)

If board members have some experience in the indwst business,
chairman, or probably the CEOs do not have to amsweecessary
questions in board meetings (Representative of \d&da corporate
governance organisation).

Experienced directors are not only being able teerege the firm
effectively, they are able to predict the share katirThat will be very
useful for any firm (Chairman).

However, because gaining this experience is notplsimmany participants
suggested that Malaysian PLCs’ directors shouldinwelved for at least a

minimum period in a corporate environment, in gatar, they should be
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appointed as Malaysian PLCs’ directors for at I¢lasge years. This is equivalent
to one term of a director's appointment under thalayisian Companies Act
1965.

Relevant business knowledge the case of Malaysian PLCs, three types of
knowledge were discovered to be important for dimecin this study: financial or
accounting knowledge; various types of businessagament knowledge; and

legal knowledge (see Figure 6.6).
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Figure 6.6: Level of three types of directors’ knowedge

Figure 6.6 shows that almost three quarters ofsthdy participants said that
having financial or accounting knowledge is crudiaf the effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ directors, followed by business agement and legal

knowledge.

Concerning the importance of finance or accountikigowledge, many

participants pointed out that having this knowledgerucial because nowadays
boardroom discussions are concerned with finarpmaformance. Hence, to be
able to participate effectively in discussions, ediors should have some
understanding of finance or accounting, particyladncerning the understanding
of accounting ratios, investor analysis and sensitio financial danger signals.

As participants pointed out:
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Without this knowledge, it is very difficult foryadirector to participate
actively in the board meeting (Independent Dirextor

Essentially, you have to be able to read finanstaktements. You should
not be in a corporate board if you cannot do thitlow can you
participate in the boardroom and make a good deaigi(CEQ)

To be effective, directors should have the abiityread and interpret
financial statements including financial ratiosyvéstor analysis and risk
analysis, because everything in business has lvaaslated into figures
(CEO).

It is not necessary for a person to become an é¢xbet at least he or she
should have basic financial knowledge such as peofd loss, balance
sheets, cash flow, financial analysis (CEO).

However, since not every director possesses suotvlkdge, other participants
suggested that directors should acquire this kriydeby attending training
programmes or seeking advice from other board menkéo have this

knowledge:

When | joined the board, | knew nothing about foceanl am a lawyer.
Lucky at that time | was only a director of a nastdd company. | took my
own initiative to learn this knowledge by attendimgrious training
programmes. | believe without the knowledge | woutd be able to
participate actively in the board meeting (IndepemntDirector).

| suggest anyone should acquire this knowledg&e miyself, | always ask
other board members who are expert in this area diily thing you must
be, is honest to yourself (Chairman).

These findings imply that finance or accountingWtealge is the most important

type of knowledge required by Malaysian PLCs decin this study.
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To enhance directors’ capabilities to develop arahitor short and long term

company planning, as well as to understand businessomplex situation, many

authors have asserted that a company’s directsosraed to have other types of
knowledge and skills (Katz, 1974; Forbes & Millikeh999; Letendre, 2004;

Carmeli, 2006; Jeanjean & Stolowy, 2008). Follagvthis, many participants in

this study stated that Malaysian PLCs’ directorsusth have other business
knowledge because:

Now, the focus has shifted to diverse types of letge and skills that cut
across industry sectors (Chairman).

Diversity of knowledge is a key that helps guideammaaking the ultimate
decisions for the company (CEO).

Having someone from outside the company as a diregith several
types of business background particularly stratgganning backgrounds
is extremely helpful to me and to my company (CEO).

In this study, six types of business knowledge vagseovered to be important for
Malaysian PLCs’ directors. Based on Table 6.9 cagoplanning was found to
be the most important type of business knowledgetlie effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ directors, followed by business et@sting, international

business, risk management marketing and humanreesou

Table 6.9: Six types of directors’ important busines knowledge

No Type of knowledge Total frequency
reported

1 | Corporate planning 18

2 | Business forecasting 15

3 Risk management 15

4 | Marketing 14

5 | International business 10

6 Human resources 8
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Concerning legal knowledge, in this study many ipgnts said that having
legal knowledge is becoming important to individdalectors. Especially in the
present business environment, investors are coedetimat companies should
maintain high standards of corporate governancencelea director must be

familiar with corporate laws in Malaysia. As a ritsu

Investors are concerned with company business Isecthere have been
too many corporate scandals and collapses (Chaijman

Directors must be familiar with Malaysian businessvs, regulations,
interpretative rulings and notices, and must exaalue diligence to see
that these are not violated (Independent Director).

Apart from these areas of knowledge, the majorityhe participants explained
that Malaysian PLCs’ directors should also possesse types of skills:
communication skills (speaking and listening skillanalytical thinking skills;

and technical skills.

Table 6.10: Three types of directors’ skills requied

No Type of skill Total frequency
reported
1 | Communications skills (listening and 15
speaking)
2 | Analytical thinking 12
3 | Technical 9

For example, some participants explained that tirecneed to have strong
capabilities in listening and speaking skills tooigv misunderstanding in
boardroom discussions, as well as to enable thentomvey their ideas

effectively. Two chairmen felt that:

..... the biggest thing that a director has to acpbsh is good
communication because if you do not communicatctefély, you are
going to create a situation where you will be misted (Chairman).
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In the boardroom, we do have some directors whee lgood ideas but
fail to convey their ideas just because of poor ligubpeaking skills
(Chairman).

Other participants added that directors should lsmwee technical skills that are

relevant to their companies’ business activities:

Different companies have different technical regments. For example,
our board is composed of three professional engsmesmply because our
business is construction (CEO).

Educational qualifications. Although directors’ educational qualifications wer
argued to be important to provide unique perspesti@nd innovative ideas to
boards (Cox & Blake, 1991; Hilmer, 1998; Westphal Milton, 2000), in

Malaysia there are no specific rules and regulatefyout the importance of board

members’ educational qualifications.

In this study, a number of participants pointed ting importance of directors’
educational qualifications. For example, two pgvaats explained that because
directors had to perform a variety of roles, thmmdnded a high calibre of
individuals. Thus, a company should appoint indimal$ who possess educational
qualifications that are relevant to its businestviies, as suggested in the

following:

To me a company should only choose an individuat pjossesses a
business qualification. From my experience, directavith financial
qualifications are more critical (Chairman).

In Malaysia, although no specific qualificationg fiirectors are outlined
in the Companies Act, it does not mean those whee ha proper
qualification can be a company director (CEO).
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In accordance with the above views, the majoritivlafaysian PLCs' directors in
this study were found to possess relevant qualifina. As shown in Table 6.11
the majority of directors (74.4%) possess five gypequalifications, i.e. about 22
percent of them had finance or accounting quatifices, followed by those in
economics (17.8%), engineering (12.6%), businestiest (12.3%) and law (9%).

Table 6.11: Directors’ educational qualifications

No. Qualification Frequency| Percentage
1 Finance or accounting 149 22.7
2 Engineering 83 12.6
3 Economics 117 17.8
4 Business studies 81 12.3
5 Law 59 9.0
6 Science 37 5.6
7 Commerce 15 2.3
8 Art 52 7.9
9 Agriculture 13 2.0
10 | Architecture 6 0.9
11 | Education 4 0.6
12 | Social science 15 2.3
13 | Defence studies 10 15
14 | Other 16 2.4

Total 657 100

Note: 17 records not found.

These results indicate that the majority of MalagsPLCs’ directors possess

relevant business qualifications.
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6.3.4 Networking with the Government
In the present study, many participants pointedtbat creating good networks
with the government was another important charetierof Malaysian PLCs’

directors. It was emphasised that:

Networking with the government is extremely impdria Malaysia. That
is why we need a director that has a good relatgmswith the
Government (Chairman).

Two reasons were given for the importance of fastethis networking: (i) to
secure government projects; and (ii) for administeamatters that involve the

Malaysian government agencies. As one researcitiparit stated:

In Malaysia, networking with the government is ¢élasiest way to secure a
project. From my experience, many companies segavernment projects
just because the chairman has good relationshipgh wite government
(CEO).

Another added:

Director networking with the government is nottjts get project, but to
solve administrative matters that involve governmeatepartments
(Chairman).

For these reasons, many Malaysian PLCs in thisyshatl appointed retired

government officers as their board members. Asanet by one participant:

Many Malaysian listed companies are keen to appoetired civil
servants. Probably this could be to establish neéta/avith the government
and to secure projects for the company (Represgetaif Malaysian
corporate governance organisations).

In fact, it was found that of 674 directors in tisimdy, 17.66 per cent (115) of
them were retired government officers. The majootythem were male, Malay
directors or NEDs (independent) (see Table 6.12)Yefailed profile of retired

government officers is provided in Appendix J.
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Table 6.12: Composition of retired government offiers of
top 100 Malaysian PLCs’ boards

Frequency Percentage
Retired government 115 17
officers
Position
CEO 1 1
NED 24 21
NED (ID) 67 58
Chairman 23 20
Gender
Male 105 91
Female 10 4
Ethnic group
Malay/Bumiputera 100 87
Chinese 4 3
Indian 1 1

Note: CEO = Chief Executive Officer
NED = Non executive director
ID = Independent Directors

Some participants, however, argued that retiredegowent officers could not
contribute to a board because they were not expexte enough in corporate

management. As two participants explained:

Now we have too many retired civil servants oretistompanies’ boards.
These people sometimes cannot perform their réfestvely because they
are lacking in business experience (CEO).

Many Malaysian directors are not professionally hjied to become listed
company directors. Why | say this, is because we hao many retired
government officers on the boards. Some of them tlage chairman
(Independent Director).

Other participants added that because some boartbers were appointed based
on their networking with the government they aréetnay independent, especially

in the companies controlled by the government.
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| have seen many ‘yes man’ directors, especiallshéy join the board
because of their networking with the governmerddpendent Director).

The appointments of many Malaysian PLCs' boards sile based on
personal or political networking with the governrheBecause of this
situation, some of the board members are not trilgependent
(Representative of Malaysian corporate governanmgamisation).

To avoid such problems, other participants suggetstat Malaysian PLCs should
not appoint too many retired government officersoatheir boards because they
lack experience in the corporate sector. Conselyyesthtements were made such

as:

We should reduce the number of retired governmdficecs on the
Malaysian PLCs board. From my experience, they hecome ‘public
relation officers’. To me that is not good for angqeany and for Malaysian
corporate governance (CEO).

6.3.5 Summary

These findings show that the top 100 Malaysian Pld@ectors in this research

had diverse characteristics. Some characteristiese wevealed to be more

important than others. The results indicate thafldysian PLCs’ boards need

directors who possess the following characteristics

I. appropriate demographic characteristics (e.g. naenthan 60 years old; at
least three years’ experience in business and @gpmanagement; and not
holding too many directorships in listed companie§ender (women
directors) does not seem to be very important asddy the low percentage
of women in this study. The same applies to ethlgmoups because the
directors were associated with the controlling shalders;

ii. positive personality characteristics and valuesttipdarly commitment,
open-mindedness, good relationships with othegd) imtegrity, ambition and
sincerity;
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iii. relevant competencies, including substantial expee in business and
corporate management, financial or accounting kadgé and various
business knowledge and skills, They should alscgsssrelevant educational
qualifications, particularly in finance and accangf business studies,
economics; and

Iv. good networking with the government.

6.4 Chairmen’s characteristics

It has been argued that to enable a chairman forpehis or her role effectively,
the chairman should be someone who has partichiacteristics (Coombes &
Wong, 2004) and can unite directors into an efecgroup (Bird et al., 2004).
Hence, the characteristics of the chairman subatgndliffer from those of other

directors.

In this study two participants explained that ae@fve chairman shares a number
of core qualities such as experience, particuladeeship characteristics, open-
mindedness, experience, good communication skiligrepreneurship skills and

intelligence. For instance, participants commented:

To be honest, it is easier for me to become annargli director than the
chairman because the chairman needs to have all kih leadership
characteristics. You have to be open minded, higkperienced with good
communications skills and many other traits (Chann

My chairman is a very distinguished person. He wdrin Maybank for
many years; he is also an entrepreneur, very iigielit and a smart man
(Representative of Malaysian corporate governanmgamsation).

The following sections present characteristics lidicnen that were found to be

important for an effective board in this study.
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6.4.1 Chairmen’s demographic characteristics
Table 6.13 provides a summary of the top 100 Maday$LCs’ chairmen’s
demographic characteristics. A detailed profile affairmen is exhibited in

Appendix K of this study.

Table 6.13: Chairmen’s demographic charactestics

Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Position
e Chairman 67 80.7
» Executive chairman 10 12.0
« Chairman/CEO 6 7.2
Gender
« Male 83 100
« Female 0 0
Ethnic groups
* MalaysBumiputera 53 63.9
* Chinese 26 31.3
+ Indian 0 0
« Other (foreigners) 4 4.8
Age
e < 30years 0 0
* 30to 40 years 1 1.2
« 41to 50 years 4 4.8
« 51to 60 years 28 33.7
e 61to 70 years 39 47.0
. >71vyears 11 13.3
Mean 62.1
Minimum 33
Maximum 80
Tenure
* Lessthan 3 years 11 13.3
+ 3to6years 20 24.1
« 7to10years 12 14.5
« 11to 13 years 11 13.3
14 to 16 years 8 9.6
17 to 20 years 7 8.4
* 21to 23 years g gé
* More than 23 years '
Mean 11.63
Mlnl_mum 1
Maximum 42

Note: Figures exclude redundancy data (the chaimamis holding more
than one position).
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Position. Although 100 companies are involved in this stualyly 83 chairmen
were found because 16 of the chairmen held mone d¢in@ position (see Table
6.14). Of the 83 chairmen, 80.7 per cent of themnewndependent chairmen, 12
per cent were executive chairmen, and 7.2 per beid both chairmen and
CEOQO’s positions. This implies that duality of role$s the chairman/CEO is

uncommon in Malaysia.

Table 6.14: Chairmen who held more than one posan according
to ethnic group

Chairman Ethnic group Company

1 Malay Sarawak Electricity Berhad
TA ANN Holdings Berhad

2 Malay Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad
RHB Capital Berhad

3 Malay Berjaya Land Development Berhad
Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad

4 Malay British American Tobacco (M)
IGB Corporation Berhad

5 Malay IJM Corporation Berhad
Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad

6 Chinese YTL Berhad, YTL Cement Berhad
YTL Power Berhad

7 Chinese Batu Kawan Berhad
Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad

8 Malay MMC Corporation Berhad
Tradewinds Plantation Berhad

9 Chinese IOl Corporation Berhad
101 Property Berhad

10 Malay MISC Berhad
Petronas Gas Berhad

11 Chinese Public Bank Berhad
LPI Capital Berhad

12 Chinese Genting Berhad
Resort World Berhad

13 Chinese Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad
Pakson Berhad

14 Chinese Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad
Hong Leong Bank Berhad
Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad

15 Malay Aminvestment Group Berhad
AMMB Holdings Berhad

16 Chinese STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad
YTL Power Berhad
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Of the 16 chairmen, six of them were the chairmienotding companie&® Some

examples of holding companies are shown in Taldlg.6.

Table 6.15: Examples of holding companies

No Parent company Subsidiary company | Percentage of
(s) issued capital
owned
1 IOI Corporation IOl property Berhad 70.57
3 | Genting Berhad Resort World Berhad 48.36
Asiatic Berhad 43.00
4 Batu Kawan Kuala Lumpur Kepong 45.65
Berhad Berhad
5 | UEM Group PLUS Expressway 40.21
Berhad Berhad
38.94
UEM World
6 | YTL Corporation | YTL Power Berhad 81.90
Berhad
7 | AMMB Holdings Aminvestment Group 51.00
Berhad

The result implies that holding companies in Malaysere led by the same

chairman as their companies listed on the stockaaxge.

Gender and ethnic groupAll chairmen in this study were male. The majonfy

the chairmen were Malay or Chinese, with about 64 gent and 31 per cent
respectively. Only 4.8 per cent of the chairmenenmereigners, and no Indian
chairmen were found. The majority of the Malays evére chairmen of GLCs
(e.g. Sime Darby Berhad, Tenaga Nasional Berhagpitak Berhad, and Tenaga

Nasional Berhad). In addition, a larger numberhef Malays were also chairmen

% A holdings company is a company that owns othenpamies’ outstanding stock. It usually
refers to a type of parent company that exists giignto exercise control over other firms. The
control is exercised through ownership of a majarsitthe controlled firms’ shares.
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of Chinese-owned companies (e.g. Asiatic Berhagh, Seng Plantation holdings
Berhad, KNM Group Berhad and OSK Holdings Berhad).

In contrast, the majority of the Chinese were aham of companies that were
controlled by Chinese shareholders (individual oeirtt proxies). Foreign
chairmen were the chairmen of foreign companieg. (Bigi Com Berhad,
Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad and Magnum Corporaerhad). The results
imply that the ethnicity of the chairmen was relat® the ethnicity of the

controlling shareholders.

Age. The majority of the chairmen (80.1%) were aged betw51 and 70 years
while the average age of the chairmen in this studg 62 years. The youngest
chairman was 33 years old (i.e. the executive ofeir of Mulpa International
Berhad), while the oldest chairman was 80 years(thld chairman of Asiatic
Development Berhad).

Tenure The range of chairmen’s tenure in this study feasid to be very large,
from one to 42 years. The average chairmen’s temas 11.63 years. The
majority of them (86.7%) had more than 5 yearseaite in their firms. Of this
percentage, about 48 per cent had been in theisfinore than 10 years. This
result implies that the chairmen of the top 100 afalan PLCs are considered
experienced individuals because the majority ofmleave served for more than

five years in their companies.

6.4.2 Important personality characteristics and values

Interviews with 41 participants in this study releeh eight important
characteristics of Malaysian PLCs’ chairmen. BaeadFigure 6.7, Malaysian
PLCs’ chairmen were said to need to possess a oatnion of particular
personality characteristics and values including #bility to lead the board,
commitment, being open-minded, able to maintaindg@ationships with CEOs
and board members, have former experience as etatirdigh integrity, well-

known in the corporate sector and demonstratelalbigel of vision.

213



- Ability to lead the board

8 o Commited 3
2
2 @ Open-minded 26
E -, Good relationship with the CEO and bo %
G members
E Sy Former Malaysian PLCs direct 23
S
=3 © High integrity 20
~ Wellknown in corporate secto 20
o High vision

0 5 10 15 2 25 30 3

No. of responses

Figure 6.7: Eight types of chairmen’s personality baracteristics and values
that were though to be important

Based on Figure 6.7, nearly three quarters of @paints in this study reported
that the ability to lead the board and commitmeanteathe two most important
personality characteristics and values that MadaydPLCs’ chairmen should

possess.

In reference to the ability to lead the board, mpasticipants explained that the
chairman should be someone who is able to encouaage motivate board
members, as well as have the ability to controlrtbaaeetings. They indicated
that:

The chairman must be someone who is able to dneeébard and the
company. During board meetings, he must be ablenwourage the
board members to speak and at the end, he shouldhatse the issue
that has been discussed (CEO).
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Commitment, was regarded as important because bleéntpaders of companies
chairmen are role models for other board membeese Hchairmen should pay
attention to the requirements of their positiond amust understand their duties

clearly. Therefore:

Although many chairman have some experience asamyrgirectors, to
me that is not enough if the person never paysntdie to his job
(Chairman).

A good chairman must know his job. You cannot bectiairman unless
you know what your duties are (Chairman).

In addition, more than half of the participantseiviewed in this study reported
that chairmen need to be open-minded and not ddentha board, and listen to

others:

The board fails because the chairman has alwaysirtied the board,
and does not try to listen to others (Independdntddor).

and encourage other board members to give iddasaird meetings

Consequently, a good chairman always allows anaderages the board
members to give ideas in board meetings. He makes want to
contribute (CEO).

The chairman should provide a reasonable time facubsion at the
meeting. The chairman should not attempt to limstwssion of genuine
questions. Also the practice of discouraging shaléérs from asking
questions or being dismissive of questions need$€etodiscouraged
(Chairman).

Based on participants’ points of view being opemged is important to enable

Malaysian PLCs’ chairmen to work towards reachimgeaningful conclusion.

215



In the context of a chairman’s role, other par@rifs emphasised the importance
of having good relationships between chairmen d@hdrdoard members, as well
as with the company’s managers. Such characteriggiguire chairman to have
some understanding of the personality of other |geopAs two participants

reported:

| have been working with different types of chaimmdo me a good
chairman is a very intelligent person with a gooergonality too. The
boards and the staff are happy working with him QQE

Many problems in the company, are not so much teahnthey are
human problems. So the chairman has to have a godérstanding of
people (Representative of Malaysian corporate guaece organisation).

As a chairman’s role is important to the boardwedl as the company, some
participants in this study advocated that the chair should be a former
Malaysian PLCs director. Particularly, the chairnswould have been appointed
as an ordinary director for at least three yeaherdfore, comments arose such

as:

One cannot become a good chairman unless the thdiVihas done a
good job as a non-executive director. A chairmarm \whs experience as
an ordinary director learns more about the real ingss (CEO.)

To me the most important thing is that the chairmsrould have
experience as being a director of other PLCs fdeast 3 years (CEO).

Another participant added that Malaysian PLCs’ ohan should also be well
known in the corporate sector. The reason behirgishbecause they can use
their networking and reputation to position the pamy to be more competitive.

As one person suggested:
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An ideal chairman of PLCs should be someone wheelsknown in the
corporate sector because the person brought histegutation and
networking to the company. There must be some apataracteristics
for the person to reach this stage (CEO).

Finally, the chairman must also be someone whovissn and who can ensure

the success of the company. Therefore:

The person is enthusiastic to engage with the éutwisiness (CEO).

If the chairman is passionate and interested inlibsiness, he will put in
time to ensure the success of company business)(CEO

6.4.3 Competencies

Figure 6.8 shows four types of competencies thatwevealed as important for

chairmen in this study.
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management

N Relevant knowledge and skill_ 30
™ Good listening and speaking skill_ 16

|

—

34

Knowledge and skills

< Analytical thinker 13

I

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

No. of responses

Figure 6.8: Four types of desired chairmen’s compencies
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Based on the above figure, almost three quartetieoparticipants in this study
supposed that having experience in business amobrete management were the
most important competencies of Malaysian PLCs’ rthan. For example, two

participants commented:

| have been on the board of many companies, anthémy years. From
my experience, all companies have different kifdsoard members. To
me the most important thing is that a company gshathoose an
experienced chairman (Chairman).

A good chairman is an experienced chairman becdlisechairman’s
job is not the same as that of the ordinary directo the CEO. You need
to have experience in business. Otherwise, no oiller@gpect you
(Chairman).

In addition, a large number of participants remdrlom the importance of a
chairman having relevant knowledge and skills. Mwdess, none of the
participants mentioned any specific types of knalgkethat are important for a
chairman. Instead, the majority of participantslaxyed that a chairman needs
to have a combination of knowledge that is relevarompany business and the

corporate environment. Two participants explairred:t

It is not an issue what kind of knowledge thatpbeson has. The most
important thing is the chairman should understangsibess and the
corporate environment (Chairman).

The company may not get any benefit from the claarihthe person
knows nothing about the corporate environment. Thgatwhy the
company has got to be careful when selecting themian (CEO).

In terms of skills, two types of skills were regaddas important for the chairman
including communication skills and analytical thimdg skills. ThereforeA good

chairman is a good listener and good communicaREQ).

In addition, in this study the majority of the cimén were found to possess

various useful and relevant business qualificatisash as economics, law,
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finance or accounting, and business studies. Saointee chairmen also had
skills-based qualifications including engineeriagyriculture and defence studies
(see Table 6.16). These results imply that the rotem’'s educational

qualifications in this study were a combination foinctional business and

technically-based qualifications.

Table 6.16: Type of chairmen’s educational qualifiations

No. Qualification Frequency| Percentage
(Substantial area)
1 Economics 15 18.7
2 Law 14 47.5
3 Finance or accounting 12 15.0
4 Business studies 9 11.3
5 Engineering 9 11.3
6 Arts 8 10.0
7 Science 7 8.7
8 Commerce 2 2.5
9 Defence studies 2 2.5
10 | Education 1 1.3
11 | Agriculture 1 1.3
Total 80 100.0

Note: 3 records not found

6.4.4 Networking with the government

Similar to directors’ characteristics, networkingttwthe government was also
regarded as another important characteristic fotajdsan PLCs’ chairmen,
especially in securing government projects. Fomgda, two participants said
that:

..... we can hame many companies, which get a govatmpragect just
because their chairman has strong networking whii government.
This may not happen in other countries (CEO).
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Many companies appoint retired government officass chairman

mainly because of their networking with the govesnimWhether they
can perform or not does not really matter (Représgve of

Malaysian corporate governance organisation).

6.4.5 Summary

These findings imply that to be effective, chairnstiould possess a combination
of characteristics including relevant demograptiaracteristics, good personality
characteristics and values, relevant knowledgeséiils, as well as being able to
network with the government. Such characteristes kbelp a chairman to lead

boards effectively, as well as portraying a goodgmto the entire company.

6.5 CEOs’ characteristics

Many studies have documented that there is no gkmate regarding the
characteristics of effective CEOs (Flood et al.0@0Collins, 2001; Korn/Ferry
International, 2003; Wei, 2005; Agle et al. 200, 2008). Characteristics vary
from company to company. Two participants stateat tim connection with

CEOs:

| never consider myself as a good CEO. | try tokumard, work at many
companies to gain more experience in business, latig to be more
positive in thinking, so that | become more pasasiernn my job (CEO).

It is not only the theory that says if you do navdéa good CEO you will
have a bad board. It seldom happens because a tandl twill choose the
bad CEO. If the board may, by chance, select thet G&O, it will be
detected a few months after the appointment (Intkbgr@ Director).

The following sections report the characteristit€BOs revealed in this study.
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6.5.1 CEOs’ demographic characteristics
Table 6.17 provides a summary of CEOs’ demograghiracteristics on the

CEOs. A complete profile of CEOs is provided in &pdix L.

Table 6.17: CEOs’ demographic characteristics

Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Position
« CEO 86 93.5
» Chairman/CEO 6 6.5
Gender
* Male 89 96.7
* Female 3 3.3
Ethnic group
* MalaysBumiputera 31 33.7
* Chinese 47 51.1
* Indian 2 2.2
« Other (Foreigners) 12 13.0
Age
e < 30years 0 0
» 30to 40 years 7 7.6
* 41to50years 25 27.2
« 51 to 60 years 49 53.3
« Above 60 years 11 12.0
Mean 50.25
Minimum 33
Maximum 70
Tenure
* Lessthan 5 years 50 54.3
« 51010 years 16 17.4
e 11to 15 years 12 13.0
« More than 15 years 14 15.2
Mean 6.97
Minimum 1
Maximum 32

Note: The figures exclude five redundant pieceslaih due to CEOs
who hold more than one position.
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Position. About 94 per cent of the CEOs in this study heity CEO positions,
while 6.5 per cent of them held both chairman af®Cpositions. Apparently,
they were the CEO/chairman of companies contrdilethe Chinese as the major
shareholders. This finding implies that duality rofes of CEOs/chairman was

common among the firms controlled by the Chinesth@snajor shareholders.

Gender.The majority (96.7%) of the CEOs in this study werale. Only 3.3 per
cent were women. They were the CEO of Plus Exprag®erhad, Hong Leong
Bank Berhad and TA Enterprise Berhad.

Ethnic group. The majority of the CEOs in this study were Chinasd Malay;

51 per cent and 34 per cent respectively. Only é3gent of the CEOs were
foreigners and two per cent were Indian. It wae &sind that the majority of the
Chinese were CEOs of companies controlled by thee&Sk as the major
shareholders. Whereas the majority of Malays weEO€ of GLCs, the
foreigners were CEOs of foreign companies. Theselteimply that the ethnic

background of a CEO is influenced by the contrgllsmareholders.

Age. Large percentages (80.5%) of the CEOs in thisysiuelte aged between 41
and 60 years. The average CEOs’ age was 50.25. y&aes youngest CEO was
33 years old, the CEO of Berjaya Sports and Toth&#® while the oldest CEO
was 70 years old, the CEO of Alliance Finance GrBahad. Both of them were

from Chinese ethnic groups.

Tenure. This study found the average tenure of the CEGsetseven years. 20
per cent (28%) of the CEOs had served more thalydars in a particular firm.
However, a large percentage (54%) of them had ddess than five years in a

particular company.
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6.5.2 Desired personality characteristics and values

Based on the interview data, four types of perstynaharacteristics and values
were found to be important to the CEOs of Malay$t&u€s. These included: (i)
being goal oriented, ambitious and having conshlderavision; (ii) being
hardworking and committed; (iii) maintaining goaadationships with other board
members; and (iv) being of high integrity (see F&g6.9).

— Goal oriented, ambitious, high vision

~ Hardworking & committed — 32
Has good relationship with other board memb 31
and other employees
< Highly integrity _ 29

No. of responses

Desired characteristics

Figure 6.9: Four types of CEOs’ desired personality
characteristics and values

Almost three-quarters of the participants in thisdg pointed out that CEOs
should be goal-oriented, ambitious and individuaith vision. For example, it
was mentioned that great CEOs must be constantbjtianms, be visionary and

be looking ahead towards company growth:

Great CEOs have absolute clarity in their visiom floe business. They
clearly define where the business is going to be @en ensure that
everything they do is in that direction (Chairman).

They are as much successful for what they do gsareefor what they
do not do and what do they say no to (Independéaetior).
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Not surprisingly almost three-quarters of the pgrants reported that CEOs
should be hardworking and committed to their jdbeticipants described that:

The reason many CEOs are successful is that theywardworking and
committed to their job (Representative of Malaysiaorporate
governance organisation).

A good CEO always works hard together with the mgenzent, the
employees and the board, to put the company inteetser position
(Chairman).

In addition, some participants reported that tofgeer their roles effectively,
CEOs need to have good relationships with othercowmembers, because:

The CEO who fails is the CEO who has failed to ldista a trust
relationship with the chairman and the rest of kmbamembers
(Chairman).

They also need to be a person with integrity. As dmairman stated:

| have been working with different types of CEGsnie a good CEO is a
very intelligent person, of high integrity becaube person is just the
caretaker of other people in a company. They musteha good

personality too. (Chairman).

6.5.3 Competencies

In this study, three types of competencies wereakd as being important for
Malaysian PLCs’ CEOs including lengthy experiengeinidustry and business,
possessing a high level of knowledge and skillbusiness, and demonstrating

good communication skills (see Figure 6.10).
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Figure 6.10: Three types of CEOs’ desired competeiss

Nearly all participants in this study believed that considerable level of
experience in industry business was the most impbrtharacteristic for CEOs.

As three participants explained:

Many CEOs in Malaysia are those as Dato’ Nazir, @aVahid, Tan Sri
Vincent Tan and others successful in their cardmsause of one thing,
they have high level experience in business (Claai)m

| have been working with two kinds of CEOs. Onthésfinancial expert
or professional accountant, and the other is a gssfonal engineer. To
me they are not different at all because they axpedenced CEOs
(Chairman).

A paper qualification is important, but what fof, the person has no
business experience? (Independent Director).

Concerning business knowledge, many participangorted that finance or
accounting knowledge is the most important knowdedgr CEOs to possess
because:
i. CEOs need to be able to detect and prevent acoguritaud in the
company.
ii. CEOs must monitor company management, especiadlyckief financial

officer.
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iii. CEOs can predict future business for the company.

As a consequence interviewees thought that:

The most important criterion for today’s CEO is tthiae person must be
expert in finance, probably a professional accouhtdindependent
Director).

A good CEO has good knowledge in finance. He is justt able to
monitor the management, he also attends to evagildand can detect
and prevent accounting frauds (Chairman).

A shortage of finance knowledge is a major problenrcompany growth,
because the CEO may not have the ability to pretietfuture business
(Chairman).

In accordance with the above views, the highestgmdéage of the CEOs in this
study (20.7%) possessed financial or accountingvledge. In addition, a large
percentage of the CEOs had four other types ofnlessirelated qualifications
including business administration/studies, econemiaw and commerce. The
results imply that although the CEOs of Malaysi&/C® in this study had diverse
types of educational qualifications, finance orasting qualifications appeared
to be the most important educational qualificafi@nCEQOs. Detailed information

about CEOs’ educational qualifications is showi atle 6.18.
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Table 6.18: CEOs’ educational qualifications

No Area of educational Frequency | Percentage
gualification
1 | Finance or accounting 18 20.7
2 | Business administration/studies 17 19.5
3 | Engineering 17 19.5
4 | Law 6 6.9
5 | Economics 11 12.9
6 | Agriculture 2 2.3
7 | Arts 6 6.9
8 | Commerce 2 2.3
9 | Defence studies 1 1.1
10 | Science 4 4.6
11 | Social science 3 3.4
Total 87 100

Note - five records not found

Independent directors’ characteristics

6.5.4 Summary
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characteristics and values, and relevant knowlaageskills.

In short, an effective CEO should be someone whe &Aacombination of

characteristics such as relevant demographic bagkgr good personality

Concerning the proportion of independent directdrsyas found that all the top
100 Malaysian PLCs in this study had at least taseependent directors on their
boards. The average number of independent direotmgsrved in this study was
3.64 (see Table 6.19).




Table 6.19: Number of Independent Directors of
top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Number of ID Frequency Percentage
2 11 11.0
3 43 43.0
4 22 22.0
5 19 19.0
6 5 5.0
Total 100 100.0
Note: ID - Independent director
Mean: 3.64
Min : 2
Max: 6

Notably, seven companies had between 60 and 7&p¢of independent directors
on their boards (see Table 6.20).

Table 6.20: Seven companies that had more than 6@ipcent
of independent directors on their boards

No. Company Board size ID Percentage
1 | Public Bank Berhad 8 5 63
2 | MISC Berhad 8 5 63
3 | Alliance Finance Group Berhad 9 6 67
4 | Tradewinds Corporation Berhad 7 5 71
5| Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad 5 3 60
6 | Guiness Anchor Berhad 8 6 75
7 | Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad 7 5 71

Note: ID — Independent director
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6.6.1 Independent Directors’ demographic charactestics

Table 6.21 summarises the demographic charactarisfiindependent directors

in this study. The profiles of the individual ingement directors is provided in

Appendix M.
Table 6.21: Independent directors’ demographic
characteristics
Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Gender
 Male 278 96.5
* Female 10 3.5
Ethnic groups
* MalaysBumiputera 168 56.6
* Chinese 101 35.1
¢ |ndian 19 6.6
» Other (Foreigners) 5 1.7
Age
* Less than 30 years 1 0.3
e 30-40 years 4 1.4
e 41-50 years 30 10.4
+ 51-60 years 83 28.8
* Above 60 years 170 59.0
Mean 63.16
Minimum 37
Maximum 86
Tenure
* Lessthan 5 years 128 44.4
e 5-10years 91 31.6
e 11-15years 29 10.1
« More than 15 years 40 13.9
Mean 7.49
Minimum 0.1
Maximum 43

Note: The figures exclude redundant data due tdipheil
directorships held by the independent directors
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Gender.Similar to chairman and CEOs’ characteristics,tiagority (about 97%)
of the independent directors in this study wereem@inly 3.5 per cent of them

were women, the majority of whom were retired goveent officers.

Age. The age of independent directors in this study edrfgom 37 to 86 years. A
large percentage (about 88%) of the independesetctdirs was aged over 51
years. The average age of independent directs6®gears.

Ethnic group. The ethnic majority of the independent directorshis study were

Malay and Chinese. Only a few were Indian or faneig.

Tenure. The independent directors’ tenure in this studys i@und to range

between 0.1 and 43 years, with an average tenufebgfears in their companies.
Although some of them had served more than 15 yadezge percentage (44%)
had served less than 5 years in their companies. Aighest independent
directors’ tenure was 43 years. This was Dato’ IS#y Bee, the independent

director of Oriental Holdings Berhad.

6.6.2 Desired personality characteristics and valige

The interviews also provided some interesting viewsencerning the
characteristics of independent directors in Makyd8ased on Figure 6.11, being
independent and having a high level of integrityravéound to be the most
important personality characteristics and valuesiridependent directors in this
study, followed by being economically stable, comted and having good
relationships with other board members.
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Figure 6.11: Five types of desired independent déctors’
personality characteristics and values

Concerning the importance of independence, manticgants in this study
explained that this quality was important to enableh directors to provide
independent views, to question the boards and Eimboards’ discussions.

Consequently participants commented:

Good independent directors have to speak up if tbelythat the board is
not doing the right things (Chairman).

One of my independent directors always asks ther kjuestions that need
my board to think hard to find the answer (Chairrpan

The best independent directors act as a facilitatdrey provide guidance
to the board (CEO).

Hence, another participant suggested that the ehadithe independent directors
should be undertaken systematically to enable ithe tb appoint ‘independent’

candidates. A chairman added:

It does not matter where the independent directose from. More
important is filtering the candidates. Then the pamy will get the person
that is truly independent (Chairman).
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Meanwhile, some participants emphasised the impoetaf integrity because it
relates to the main duties of independent directorsthe stewardship of the

board and the company. As pointed out by two rebgaarticipants:

Independent directors have to be able to provideckh and balances or
be whistleblowers if necessary (CEO).

Concerning the importance of independence of incoome interesting point
raised was that the independent director shoulgdmomically stable’ because

then the person can exercise independent judgrsmne ID reported:

From my experience, the independent director whe datable financial
background does not usually rely on remuneratiora a®ource of income.
Thus, the person will not become a rubber stampctiir (Independent
Director)

Some participants added that independent direbire to be committed to their
jobs, and be especially willing to spend time imegal in all company activities.

As explained by one participant:

He is always diligent in his work. He spends tinmgtimg field sites,
meeting the CEO, talking to company management gimds great
attention to detail (CEO).

Finally, another participant highlighted the im@orte of having good
relationships with other board members:

The independent directors of this company work ttaggewith the CEOs
and the rest of the board members, for the benétihe company and do
not view meetings as a place to score points (@haar).
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6.6.3 Competencies

Figure 6.12 shows three types of competency thag Yeeind to be important for

the independent directors in this study, includexperience in business and

corporate  management, financial or accounting kedgé, and analytical

thinking skills.

knowledge and skills

-, Experience in business and corpor= 33
management

N Financial or accounting expe=28

™ Analytical thinker = 27

0O 5 10 15 20 25 30 3§

No. of responses

Figure 6.12: Three types of independent directorsdesired
competencies

Concerning experience in business and corporatageament, four advantages of

having experienced, independent directors werentéiken participants’ points of

view, as follows:

iv.

th
th
th
th

ey can usually understand business issues easily
ey are always questioning the CEOs
ey are able to provide a critical view in the talvaom

ey can make good judgements

The following statements reflect the above points:

Our independent directors come from diverse indalsexperience. We
have bankers, a professional accountant and ongetcetgovernment
officer. These people are very independent and yawpiestioning the
management in the board meetings (CEO).

Outstanding independent directors do need a breafittxperience to be
able to access and comment on a full range of ss@0kairman).
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We have to be sufficiently experienced to know tooget the best out of
other people around the boardroom table (Indepeh@arector).

| would rather have an Independent Director whowsaabout business
than a retailer or ex-retailer (Chairman).

In addition, independent directors should possestevant educational
qualifications. In this study, it was found thahigh percentage of independent
directors had four types of educational qualificasi, including those in finance
or accounting (23.9%), economics (20.4%), arts9%).and law (10.2%). In
addition, substantial percentages of independeatidirs had business studies, or

engineering qualifications (see Table 6.22).

Table 6.22: Independent directors’ educational quafication

No. | Types of educational qualification| Frequency| Percentage
1 | Finance or accounting 68 23.9
2 | Business studies 20 7.0
3 | Engineering 24 8.5
4 | Law 29 10.2
5 | Economic 58 20.4
6 | Agriculture 8 2.8
7 | Art 30 10.9
8 | Commerce 7 2.5
9 | Defence studies 7 2.5
10 | Science 12 4.2
11 | Education 1 0.4
12 | Public administration 5 1.8
13 | Architecture 4 14
14 | Agribusiness 1 0.4
15 | Others (IT, urban planning) 7 2.5
16 | Social science 2 0.7

Total 284 100

Note: five records not found.
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Table 6.22 indicates that the highest percentagadapendent directors in this
study had qualifications in finance or accountik@llowing from this, many

participants explained that having financial oraeging knowledge helped the
independent directors to be more critical and daedback in the boardroom,
especially concerning the financial aspects of dcbmpany. As a result, board

members considered that:

They must be financially literate, with a strongdarstanding of business
knowledge and skills (CEO).

We need an independent director that is well vemsdshance because the
person has more critical understanding of the conypBinancial aspects
(Chairman).

Many experienced independent directors in Malaysave financial
backgrounds. We can name a few examples (Chairman).

However, it was argued that having experience sirtass or financial expertise
is not sufficient in itself to be for an indepenteirector because if the person
has no analytical or strategic thinking ability yhare unable to understand and
interpret various business issues. Hence, andlytazing skills were found to

be a critical competency for independent direcitothis study.

He needs to be a great judge of when to raise stfhyjen or out
of the boardroom (CEO).

Good independent directors can distil informatiamlaconcepts
quickly and have the ability to validate data aratniulate
discussions (CEO).
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6.7 Summary

This study shows that the top 100 Malaysian PL@tuded in this study had
diverse company backgrounds, particularly concerrtimeir industrial sectors,
ownership structure, and the characteristics ofdmaf director members. For
example, a large number of Malaysian PLCs were dwmethe government or
the Chinese (individual or their proxies). They iiedtly had shaped the
characteristics of the boards of directors of Msilay PLCs because of their

dominant power in board decision-making.

Concerning the characteristics of board membeis, dtudy shows that board
members of the top 100 Malaysian PLCs need to l@aeembination of four
groups of characteristics: relevant demographic kdpaeinds; particular
personality characteristics and values; relevamwkedge and skills; and good
networks with the government. However, each oflitbard members, including
all directors, chairman, CEOs and independent tirec need particular

characteristics. The results are summarised asAfsil

6.7.1 Demographic characteristics
Table 6.23 provides a summary of board members’odeaphic characteristics.
The summary shows that:

i.  The majority of the board members of the top 100ay&an PLCs in this
study, including all directors, chairmen, CEOs amtkpendent directors,
were male.

ii. Malay and Chinese were the main ethnic groups withioard
memberships of Malaysian PLCs; except for the CEl@minated by the
Chinese) other types of board members were donurgtdalays.

li.  The chairmen had the longest tenure (average ye&3) compared with
independent directors and CEOs in this study; trexaage tenure of all
directors was 7.69 years

iv.  The independent directors were found to be theosdmard members
with an average age of 63.1 years, followed byroman (62.1 years) and
the CEOs (50.25 years), average age for all direetas 57.54 years.
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Table 6.23: Summary of board members’ demographictaracteristics

No Characteristics Comparative analysis
Directors | Chairman CEO ID
1 | Gender 94% male| 100% male| 94% male 96%
6% female 6% 4%
female
2 | Ethnic groups
* Malay 48% 63.9% 33.7% | 56.6%
e Chinese 41% 31.3% 51.1% | 35.1%
« Indian 4% 0 2.2% 6.6%
3 | Tenure (mean) 7.69 11.63 6.97 7.49
years
4 | Age (mean) years 57.54 62.1 50.25 63.16

Note: CEO - Chief Executive Officer
ID — Independent director

6.7.2 Personality characteristics and values

Table 6.24 shows a summary of the personality chenatics and values that are

important to be a board member. Some of the ddtaliscan be drawn from the

table are as follows:

I.  Although each type of board member was requireloiee similar types of
personality and values, the levels of importancesch characteristic were
slightly different among board members; for exampthe most important
characteristic of chairmen found in this study wsa&l to be the ability to
lead the board, while CEOs need to be goal-orierdetbitious and have
vision. The independent directors, on the otherdhanust be seen to be
independent. Meanwhile, the most important charatie of all directors
was thought to be commitment.

ii.  Some of the characteristics that were found tonbgortant for all board
members included integrity, commitment and goodti@hships with other

board members and management.
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Table 6.24: Summary of board members’ personality ltaracteristics

and values
No Characteristics Comparative analysis (rank)
Directors | Chairman | CEO ID
1 | Open minded v (2) v (3) NA NA
2 | Integrity v (4) v(6) vid) | Y2
3 | Goal oriented, v (5) v (8) v (1) NA
ambitious, high vision
4 | Committed v (1) v (2) v(2) | v(4)
5 | Good relationships with ~ v/(3) v (4) v3) | vY(5)
other board member
6 | Former director NA v'(5) NA NA
7 | Well-known in NA v(7) NA NA
corporate sector
8 | Independent NA NA NA| v(1)
9 | Economically stable NA NA NA| v(3)
10 | Sincere v (6) NA NA NA
11 | Ability to lead the no v (1) NA NA
board

Note: CEO - Chief Executive Officer

ID - Independent director
NA - not applicable

6.7.3 Competencies

In this study, the competencies that are importantall board members were

found to be quite similar (see Table 6.25). BasedTable 6.25 it can be

summarised that:

Not surprisingly, experience in business and caomanagement and
relevant knowledge and skills were found to be thest important

competencies for all board members (all directofgirmen, CEOs and
independent directors).

In accordance with knowledge and skills, generallydirectors need to
have six types of knowledge and skills includingaficial or accounting,
business management, legal, communication, analytiinking and some
technical skills, however, finance or accountingwiedge was found to be
the most important knowledge and skill for boardwbers in this study.

All board members were found to have similar typeseducational

gualifications, however, the most important quedfions appeared to be

those associated with finance or accounting.
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Table 6.25: Summary of board members’ competencies

No Characteristics Comparative analysis
Directors | Chairman | CEO ID
1 | Experience in business v (1) v (1) v (1) v (1)
and corporate
management
2 | Relevant knowledge and  v'(2) v (2) v (2) v
skills
« Finance/accounting| ¥ v v v
* Business
management v NA v NA
. Lega| v NA NA NA
* Communication .
skills v v v NA
* Analytical thinking
skills Y Y NA v
» Some technical skills NA NA NA
3 | Types of education
gualification (top 6)
Finance accounting 22.7% 15.0% 20.7% | 23.9%
Engineering 12.6% 11.3% 19.5% | 8.5%
Economics 17.8% 18.8% 12.9% | 20.4%
Business studies 12.3% 11.3% 19.5% | 7.0%
Law 9.0% 17.5% 6.9% | 10.2%
Arts 7.9% 8.8% 6.9% | 10.2%

Note: CEO - Chief Executive Officer
ID - Independent director
NA - not applicable

6.7.4 Networking with the government

In addition to the above characteristics, this gtoelvealed that directors and
chairmen of Malaysian PLCs also need to have stroatyvorks with the
Government, particularly to secure government ptsjeAs a consequence, a
large number of Malaysian PLCs have appointedestgovernment officers to

their boards.
The characteristics of board members revealedisnstindy are discussed further

in Chapter 8, where the discussion relates thegbnfys to both theoretical and

empirical evidence from previous studies.
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CHAPTER 7
RESULTS 2
CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE BOARDS

7.1 Introduction

An increasing number of corporate frauds have ded tall for the improvement
of board effectiveness in Malaysia. This chaptgrores the characteristics of
effective boards in the context of Malaysian PLTBese characteristics were
suggested during the interviews of 41 participamthis study, and supported by
the characteristics of the top 100 Malaysian PLAtsioed from the 2007 annual
reports of these companies. The topics coveredisrchapter include:

7.2  Characteristics of effective boards

7.3  Board memberships

7.4  Board culture

7.5 Board roles

7.6  Board structure and process

7.7  Summary

7.2 Characteristics of effective boards

Prior studies have shown that board effectivenessron various aspects of
boards of directors including board compositiomudure, roles and board
dynamics (e.g. Pearce & Zahra, 1991; Leblanc, 2@)&tein & Roy, 2004;

Levrau & Van den Berghe, 2007a). More importarignnenfield (2002) argued
that boards of directors were considered effectiviaeir companies achieved

long-term success.
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Analysis of interview data in this study found thetving effective boards was
crucial for Malaysian PLCs, especially to sustairfgrmance in a global

business environment. For example, three partitspaifier associated views:

| would challenge anyone who says a good compasyahaeak board. |
am not saying that a good board is a guaranteeafgood company, but
it is one important factor that contributes to a ogo company
(Independent Director).

If you have a bad board, eventually the company fail because the
management will say, “Why do | have to work hardlevthe board is
not?” We can see many companies’ collapse becafiggoor boards
(Chairman).

An effective board of directors will seek inforroatithat goes beyond
assessing the quantitative performance of the priter and look at other
performance factors such as customer satisfacfwagduct and service
quality, market share, market reaction, environmaemerformance and
so on (Representative of Malaysian corporate gawece organisation).

Based on the above participants’ points of viedeative boards were perceived
to be the boards that focused on overall companyomeance, including

customer satisfaction, product quality and firmafigial performance.

In this study, 12 essential characteristics ofai¥e boards were ascertained in
the interviews (see Table 7.1). As these charatiesifall into specific aspects of
effective boards, in accordance with the literatfeeg. Sonnenfield, 2002;
Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Ingley & Walt, 2003; lanc, 2003; Carter &
Lorsch, 2004; Epstein & Roy, 2004; Levrau & Van derghe, 2007b) they were
classified into four categories: (i) board membgrsh (i) board culture; (iii)
board roles; and (iv) board structure and prodesgire 7.1 provides a summary

of the results, grouped and sorted by frequendestending order.
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Table 7.1: Characteristics of effective boards aceding to
participants’ points of view

No Characteristics Total Classification
response number

1 Diverse backgrounds of board 35 1
members

2 | Competent board members 30 1

3 Board has clear roles and 27 3
responsibilities

4 | Cohesive board 25 2

5 | Board has good leadership by the 23 1
chairman and the CEO

6 | Board has good relationships with 22 2
the management

7 | Separate roles of chairman and CEO 16 4

8 | Well defined committee and 15 4
working procedures

9 Board is able to convert firm’s 14 3
strategy into action

10 | Board members share the same 13 2
goals

11 | Board members show trust and 13 2
tolerance to each other

12 | Board has high achievement 11 2

Note: Data drawn from the interviews with 41 papants
1. Board memberships
2. Board culture
3. Board role
4. Board structure and process
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Figure 7.1: Characteristics of effective boards basi on
four classifications of board effectiveness

The interview results presented in Table 7.1 amgufe 7.1 show that board
memberships is the most frequently reported ddsiretiaracteristic, followed by

the right board culture. In addition, it was fouhdt effective boards should have
clear roles and responsibilities, and the rightrtostructure and processes.

Details of these characteristics are reportederfathowing sections.

7.3 Board memberships

It has been argued that effective boards are coatbosf diverse and
complementary board members’ backgrounds (Berghiee®au, 2004). This
would include a mixture of relevant skills and kndedge in business that can
assist board members to contribute to superiorsaetimaking. For example, as

stated in the following quotation:

A best-in-class board is much more than a rostgerominent
names. Truly exemplary boards are well-balancednsethat
harness the diverse experiences, skills and iatsllef their
directors to pursue the strategic objectives ofcitipanies they
serve (Heidrick & Struggles, 2007a, p. 3)
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In accordance with the above argument, many ppaints in this study explained
that membership of effective boards would includefud range of board
members’ backgrounds that match their company&esjic needs.

In this study, participants described the threeartgmt components of board
memberships to be: diverse backgrounds of board beemn competent board
members; and good leadership from both the chaienmdCEO (see Figure 7.2).

Board memberships

/\

Diverse backgrounds of

board members Good leadership of
(35 responses) chairman and
Competent board CEO
members (23 response

(30 responses)

Figure 7.2: Three desirable components of board meerships

Based on participants’ points of view, diversity time backgrounds of board
members specifically referred to diversity of boamémbers’ experience, ages
and professional backgrounds. These componentdschde complementary to

each other. As interviewees described:

A diverse board means not only a balance of numbars also has a
diversity of experience that is complementary tcheather. For example,
boards of directors of companies like Proton or €keim, come from
industry including people from technical, legal angrofessional
accounting backgrounds (Independent Director).

The board should be a combination of younger amdosepeople. Ages
40 to 50 tend to be more energetic and more rigintg whereas the
seniors will be the wise men on the board (Chairman
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My board has very distinguished board members. Theye from various
backgrounds — business people, ex-government rsffiee professional
accountant and some bankers (Representative of yiiala corporate
governance organisation).

Following this, participants gave three reasons liaving diversity in the

backgrounds of board members: (i) to provide maleas and solutions for
company decision-making; (ii) to enhance comparicigs and procedures; and
(iii) to establish business networking for the camy. It was pointed out by the

participants that:

The boards that have a mixture of people will eaghat when there is a
need to look at some issues, they have someoneiswbgpert in a

particular area. The board members can always mevjood ideas and
solutions to the problem (CEO).

..... we have directors who have working experiencethe US,

professional engineers, and professional accoustanhese people can
always bring their experience to enhance compatigypand procedures
(CEO).

Our outside directors are well known in the corperaector. They do not
just bring their experience to our board, more imtpatly they provide
good business networking too (Chairman).

Participants also emphasised that to retain thesitipns in a competitive
business environment, every director needs to bapetent in their duties.
Indeed, if the directors are no longer able to ©Gbate to the future of the
company, they should vacate their seats for a niesctdr. Now, if you are a
director of a public company and you do not perfomell, without any
instruction from your company, you should voluriyaresign from your position
(Independent Director)in other words, directors must earn their placeghan

board, and perform at optimum levels to retainrtpesitions.
However, due to the complexity of business no arelee familiar with all issues

coming before the board. Hence, some participamfsea that the requirements

for board members’ backgrounds and personalityllysdapend on a company’s
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requirements and business conditions. Furthermibrgyas found that some
Malaysian PLCs had more board members with techmiaekgrounds, while

others seem to have members with stronger finabeiekgrounds. For example,
five of 11 directors in Gamuda Berhad (Figure 7&8jechnical based company,

were technical directors.

Gamuda Berhad: Board composition: eleven direcgixsjon-executive directors

(NED) and five executive directors (ED)

The NED

* One professional engineer and former director gardmMalaysian public
works department

» Two lawyers by practice

* One professional accountant

* One former director-general of Prime Minister's Begment

The ED

* Four professional engineers

* One financial expert

Figure 7.3: Board composition at Gamuda Berhad: A ase example

Drawn from Gamuda Berhad annual report 2007, availa
at http://www.bursamalaysia.com

While these backgrounds were relevant to this coippane participant argued
that the board should not be composed entirelyitbiere technical or finance
experts. The board instead should comprise a nexatimembers’ backgrounds,
regardless of a company’s activities. This is esay important in order to

provide more critical ideas in boardroom discussiand, therefore, add to the

enhancement of board decision-making. As one pasghasised:

We do not need 100% of technical people. We havate a balanced
board like an accountant, engineer, lawyer and syor in our company.
| can expect this combination to contribute to galiscussions in board
meetings (Chairman).

It has also been argued that effective boards teebdve good leaders (Carter &
Lorsch, 2004). Indeed, many participants in thiglgtexpressed that leadership of
the chairman and CEO was important for the effectess of boards of directors.

For example, three participants indicated that:
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Good boards have good leaders. Both, the chairmmahtbe CEO, should
have good personalities, attitudes and experiemt®, can lead the board
and the company (Representative of Malaysian catgoigovernance
organisation).

The chairman must be a good leader who is ablentb@age smooth
functioning of the board, and determine boards’ imgeschedules. Over
time, we do not want a board in which only the omain speaks or
controls the other board members (Independent Dorgc

If you are the chairman of your company, you haveake risks and you
should have a vision for the future. You can hdl/¢ha input you want,
but you must lead the board successfully. (Reptases of Malaysian
corporate governance organisation).

However, many participants argued that a chairmigadership style should vary
depending on company circumstances, as well asoauonconditions. For

example, an established company might need a nnopewered leadership style,
whereas a directive leadership style is probablyremelevant to a newly

established company. As stated:

In my mind leadership is important in a variety forms. Therefore, a
company has to determine the most relevant leagerstyle for a
company’s stage and activities (CEO).

A mature company needs a more empowered leadesthip than a
directive style (Chairman).

Another participant pointed out that to deal witassive business environment,
collaborative styles of leadership were more rel¢¥aan other styles:

| think a collaborative style of leadership is ess@ today. It is impossible
for somebody with a hierarchical management stgleuhderstand all
company matters (Chairman).
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Other participants suggested that a company shaédhree criteria — flexibility,
adaptability and a global mindset — to select thst ltandidate for the CEO or
chairman positions. As they arall critical attributes of the CEO in today’s

business environment (CEO).

These findings imply that effective leadership thochairman and CEO are
vital for effective boards. However, a company dtoaiso take note that the
leadership of both the chairman and CEO should ds=d on the internal and
external contexts of the company.

Despite the above findings, it is also acknowleddfeat a balance of board
members is not always practised in Malaysia, esfigavith respect to ethnicity
and gender. In this study, participants commenteat the imbalance of
membership on Malaysian PLCs’ boards was becauseg mtalaysian PLCS’
directors were appointed based on their persortalanks, especially those with
the government. Consequentlgecause of this situation, some of the board
members are not truly independent (RepresentativdMalaysian corporate

governance organisation).

As a consequence, a large number of retired gowamhrofficers have been
appointed to Malaysian PLCs boards. Two participaargued that the retired
government officers cannot contribute to the boaetause they have no

experience in corporate management:

At the moment we get too many retired civil servamt listed companies’
boards. These people sometime cannot perform tlode effectively
because they lack business experience (CEO).

Many Malaysian directors are not professionally bfied to become
listed company directors. Why | say this is becdheees are too many ex-
civil servants on the board. Some of them are chair, even though they
do not have experience in corporate governanceefdeddent Director).
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To overcome such problems, some study participsudggested Malaysian PLCs
should give more attention to the professionalisinthe potential candidates.
Therefore:

Companies should have broad criteria to captureioas professional
people and to add value to the company (CEO).

It should not be entirely based on personal netimgrkas happens in
Malaysia nowadays (Chairman).

Following this, many participants in the presenidst suggested that Malaysian
PLCs should utilise professional bodies or regutato filter qualified directors
as implemented in developed countries. Thus, ooblified individuals should

be appointed as Malaysian PLCs’ directors. Spesifggestions were to:

Utilise a professional body like the Institute ofrdators in the UK to
screen the candidates (Representative of Malaystaporate governance
organisation).

Malaysia should establish professional instituti@n®ilar to the Institute of
Directors in the UK to compile professional infortie@ of directors. A
company can use this information to get the bestlickate to be its director
(Chairman).

A company can also utilise assisting bodies lik&€®l] MSWG or Bursa
Malaysia to screen or filter the right candidatéShairman).

This finding implies that effective boards rely tme professionalism of board
members. To ensure that Malaysian PLCs compriseigjie board members,
Malaysian PLCs should develop criteria for chanasties of board members that

are relevant to their companies’ requirements.
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7.4 Board culture

Much of the published research on corporate govema&mphasises that culture
is a central component to organisational perforraafikotter & Heskett, 1992;
Nadler, 2006; Levrau & Van den Berghe, 2007b). Hemve because every
corporation is unique individual directors shoulohprehend their company’s
culture to enable them to perform well in diversdtures. Indeed, the board has
to be sensitive to different cultures and the caltnuances of different situations.

Two participants pointed out:

In a new business environment, it is beneficial dmectors to study
company culture before he or she accepts the appemt. This is
worthwhile so that the person can easily cope with new culture
(Independent Director).

Culture, the board should understand the compastohy. The history is
the basis for every culture in the company (Chaimna

Following the above statements, many participaetgeved that having a good
culture is as important as having a set of busimeskes of conduct that can
support firm guidelines rules or procedures. Thas be used as an important

instrument of a company’s internal control. In effe

Good culture means good board practices, becauszyene in the
company has to possess good work value (CEO).

Many international companies such as General MottB#/1, Shell - or
our local company, Petronas, are successful becdheg have good
values shared by its people (Chairman).

Based on the participants’ points of view, five gaments of culture were found
to be important for building effective boards of lslgsian PLCs. They were:
cohesive boards; good relationships with companyagament; sharing the same
goals; board members were trusting and toleranteath other; and high

achievement (see Figure 7.4).
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Five components of board culture

High achievement
(11 responses)
Cohesive board
(25 responses)

sl e e A A Board members trusting
good relationship with Board members share ~ and tolerant
management the same goals of each other
(13 responses) (13 responses)

(22 responses)

Figure 7.4: Five components of good board culture

In this study, many participants recognised theartgnce of having a cohesive

board that comes to a common agreement. Two gaatits demonstrate this:

Effective boards have good people who work togedbex cohesive team.
Board members have chemistry, close relationsisipsre the same goals
and reach consensus when making decisions (Indeperector).

My board is a consensus board. All board memberstnagree in
decision-making. If some board members do not agheeboard will not
take on the issue. However, my board never facds situations because
the chairman is always able to convince the othemimers to agree
(Representative of Malaysian corporate governanmgamisation).

However, another participant emphasized that itityedeveloping a cohesive
board was not a simple task. Being a multirac@intry, characteristics of
boards of directors in Malaysia are influenced lhg tulture of the boards. The
participant added that some directors, especiabyaydirectors, had large egos
and were not open-minded. Thus, many Malaysian PlBards face some
difficulties when trying to reach consensus regagdilecision-making. As one

participant explained:
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Our board is not an open-minded board and is n@&rofo criticism. In fact,
| found that Malay directors are worse than the 1@&se directors are.
Many of them (Malay) have high egos (Independergdior).

In addition, some participants expressed thatef@EO and other board members
had divergence in understanding of their rolesy tivere unlikely to develop
close relationships. Thus, two interviewees stk Hisat:

A good board always works hand-in-hand with the CB6d the
management to ensure that the company is in a rbeitsition
(Representative of Malaysian corporate governanmgamsation).

The board needs to have good relationships withGB® and company
management, not against them. Only then can thedbosmke good
decisions (Chairman).

Another participant explained that trust among doamembers and sharing the

same goals are crucial for effective boards in Vit

I have been in this position for 20 years, and sonagor changes have
taken place. | am not talking about technology arfdrmation systems. |
am talking about trust and respect in our peoplagi@man).

Despite the above points, in short, this study shthvat good board culture is an
important component for developing effective boartiMalaysian PLCs. Hence,

no matter what the company is, establishing a dmadd culture is important for

the present and future of the company.

7.5 Board roles

Many studies have found that to ensure that a bpartbrms its role effectively
the roles of boards of directors should be clespgeeially the roles of chairman
and CEO (Cornforth, 2001; Dallas, 2001; Dalton kt 2003; David, 2006).

Likewise, many participants interviewed in thisdturaised the point that the
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board should understand its roles and respongBiliiearly to drive the company

to a better position. As explained by two partioiza

The board that has clear roles is able to put a pany in a better
position (CEO).

| believe that without a clear understanding ddittroles, the boards will
not perform effectively and they will waste compargsources
(Representative of Malaysian corporate governanmgamisation).

However, many participants emphasised that the @id®oards of directors today
should be more than just overseeing their compaMese importantly, boards of
directors should be able to add value to boardraisoussions and decision-
making processes, as well as to oversee strategies that are relevant for the
future of their respective companies. Specificalhe board needs to be able to
put company strategies into action leading to higthievement in firm

performance. When this occurs:

An effective board is able to come up with effecilanning and focuses
on the long-term agenda of the company (CEO).

A good board is always able to detect a wrong stggtwhen a company
has implemented the wrong strategy and take imreedietion to tackle
the problem (Independent Director).

The best boards enjoy serving the company. Evem Wie company is
going a through a tough time, these boards will kvband-in-hand to
improve the company (Representative of Malaysiaparate governance
organisation).

Due to the important role of the boards, it wasnfibuhat the majority of the
Malaysian PLCs in this study outlined the roleghs board and its members in
their annual reports. For example, three compariiasblic Bank Berhad,
Telekom Malaysia Berhad, and British American Tawa¢M) Berhad) (that
were ranked in the top 10 in the corporate gover@aurvey by MSWG and
Nottingham University in 2006 and 2007) had outlingve aspects of their
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boards’ roles. These included strategic planningr@aml, budget approval,
establishment of company policies and proceduregrsgght of company
activities and financial performance, and protettd the company from any risk
(see Table 7.2).

Table 7.2: An example of roles of boards of directs of
three companies

No Roles of the board Public Telekom | BAT
Bank

1 | Strategic planning approval v v v
2 | Establishment of policy and

procedures v v v
3 | Budget approval v v v
4 | Oversight of company activities

and financial performance v v v
5 | Control the company (risk

management & operational

control) v v v

Note: Drawn from 2007 annual reports of Public B&ekhad, Telekom Malaysia
Berhad and British American Tobacco (M) Berhad.

Unfortunately, many participants argued that inlirgasome boards did not
understand their roles clearly. As a consequeheg bften failed to enhance

company performance. Here are three such examptdsemqard by participants:

The company share price dropped when the boardittadnal problems
(CEO).

Many companies have a strong strategy, yet théy\Way? To me it is
simply because of bad people, especially the baacithe CEO did not
play their strategic roles (Chairman).

We can see many companies collapse or not perfet) because the
board was not accountable for their roles (IndepamdDirector).

Despite the important role of the board, colledtiveany participants pointed out
that the roles of individual board members canmotiéfined easily because all of

them have equal responsibilities to the board.
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Yes, the board roles are important, but can wengefndividual board
members’ roles. It is always mixed up (Represerdabf Malaysian
corporate governance organisation).

I know my role, but | am not making any companysit@t. All decisions
are board decisions (Independent Director).

In general, this finding shows that board membkosikl understand their roles to
ensure that they can contribute to effective boahdsaddition, boards’ roles
today should be focused on long-term strategicessather than just overseeing a

particular company.

7.6 Board structure and process

The effectiveness of boards is also buttressechély structures and procedures
(Cadbury Report, 1992). Ideally, a board’s struetahould be closely aligned
with a company’s strategy and business model sotltigaboard is able to deal
with any challenges faced by its company. Howewdras been argued that there
iIs no such thing as a universal ideal board stractobecause such structures are
constrained by various issues including companysland codes of conduct
(Heidrick & Struggles, 2007a). A particular strugtihat meets the needs of one
board might be inappropriate for others. Indeedhiperformance companies
around the world, as well as in Malaysia, are fotmdave a wide variety of
governance structures, with different leadershiplehs different board sizes and

varying committees.
In this study, several components of board strectund process were found to be

important for effective boards of Malaysian PLGx;luding leadership structure,

board committees, board remuneration and sizecobdtard.
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Leadership structureln Malaysia, the importance of having well defineaard
structures has been suggested by the MCCG (200@) oOthe suggestions is that
Malaysian PLCs should separate chairman/CEO duitegnsure a balance of
power and authority. Following this suggestion, tisgrants favoured the
separation of Malaysian PLCs chairman from CEOstidaants recognised that
the separate roles of chairman and CEO tend toneldk activities and
responsibilities clearly. Furthermore, they commednthat directors tended to be
controlled by the CEO, especially when the board taality of roles of the
chairman and CEO. Thus:

From what | observed, boards that have an executihgrman tend to be
more like "rubber stamp” boards because the chammesually controls
(Representative of Malaysian corporate governanmgamsation).

In the case of family owned firms, most chairmenaso the CEO. These
people usually dominate the board. Even thougtbtdad members are not
competent, it is not an issue because the chairimahe actual decision
maker. | think it still happens even now (IndeperidiErector).

It was argued that the tasks of running the boadiranning the company have
become more complex and differentiated and that itnlikely that one person
can possess both sets of skills. Therefore, bathchairman’s and CEO'’s roles

require clarification and negotiation.

| think that it is better to have a very independemairman. The roles of
the chairman and the CEO should be separated tadagonflicts of
interest (Representative of Malaysian corporate egoance
organisation).

In accordance with such points of view, this stddynd that the positions of
chairman and CEOs of the top 100 Malaysian PLCsewesually separated
(90%). Only 10 per cent of the companies in thiglgthad combined roles of
chairman and CEOs (see Table 7.3).
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Table 7.3: Ten companies that have duality of rokeof chairman/CEO

No Company Major shareholder

1 IOl Corporation Berhad Progressive Holdings Sdp.
Bhd*

2 101 Property Berhad 01 Corporation Berhad

3 Batu Kawan Berhad Arusha Enterprise Sdn.
Bhd**

4 Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad Batu Kawan Berhad

5 Berjaya Corporation Berhad Tan Sri Dato’ Vincent Tan

6 Top Glove Berhad Tan Sri Dr. Lim Wee-Chai

7 Genting Berhad Kien Huat Reality Sdn.
Bhd***

8 Resort World Berhad Genting Berhad

9 Pakson Berhad Excell Step Investments
Limited ****

10 | E & O Property Dev. AMMB Nominee
(Tempatan Sdn Bhd,
Aminternational (L) Ltd for
Eastern & Oriental Berhad
*kkkk

Note: data drawn from 2007 companies’ annual repréilable at
http://www.bursamalaysia.com

* |ssued Capital held by Dato’ Lee Shin Cheng aisdsbn Dato’ Lee Yeow Chor

and Lee Yeow Seng

*** 49.33 per cent of the issued capital held byedtly and indirectly by Dato Seri Lee Oi
Han

*** |ssued capital held by the family of Tan SrirhiGoh Tong (former Genting

Berhad founder)

**** |ssued capital held by Tan Sri William H.J Che

*ekx 65% of the issued capital held by Dato’ Thakka Hoon

Apparently, these ten companies were controlledhay Chinese as the major
shareholders (individual or their proxies). Sometledse companies, including
IOl Corporation and Property, Genting Berhad anddReWorld, Batu Kawan

and KL Kepong) were holding companies. This revdlaat, in Malaysia, duality
of roles of the chairman and CEOs was common angongpanies controlled by

Chinese shareholders (see Table 7.3 and Appendix N)

Board committee In Malaysia, the establishment of board committées
permitted under Article 89 of the Companies Actaltow board members to

concentrate on specific issues in more detail. €guently, the top 100
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Malaysian PLCs included in this study were foundhtwe established various
board committees including audit, remuneration, imation, Employee Stock
Option Scheme (ESOS) risk management, executivenitbee and others.

Three committees (audit committees, nomination cdtees and remuneration
committees) were found to be the most importantrodtaees in this study (see
Table 7.4). For example, all the top 100 Malay$?i€s have audit committees,
followed by nomination committees (97%) and rematien committees (96%).
This implies that Malaysian PLCs have acknowledtiedimportance of having
these committees to enhance corporate governaaoéastls, especially audit

committees.

In addition, an overwhelming number of the top 1@alaysian PLCs have
established three other committees: ESOS, risk geanent committees and
executive committees. Specifically, the financeustdy, has established other
committees that relate to financial management sashrisk management
committees, credit committees, muanfdlabmmittees and syaridhcommittees.

In conjunction with the transformation programmetio¢ GLCs set up by the
government, (Khazanah Nasional, 2006), it was fainadl the majority of GLCs

(e.g. Tenaga Malaysia Berhad, Telekom Malaysia &&dmd Malaysian Airline

System Berhad) in this study had established tendemmittees. Appendix O
shows the distribution of board committees of @100 Malaysian PLCs in this

study.

2" Civil contracts and all civil contracts can bedige Islamic banking and finance (Hassan, 2003)

8 Shariah aspects of Islamic banking and financelvevaround Shariah requirements. The
requirements include: producing and trading of unepmaterials; and producing and trading of
materials that involve no risk ‘Gharar, riba ovalve gambling (Hassan, 2003)
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Table 7.4: Board committees according to industryector

Industry sector

Types of Trading | Financg Industrial| Consumer| Construction | Infrastructure| Plantation Property Technology Total
Committee /serviceg products| products project cos.

Audit 32 15 12 9 7 5 10 9 1 100
Nomination 32 15 11 9 7 5 10 8 0 97
Remuneration 32 15 11 8 7 5 10 8 0 96
Risk 5 7 2 2 1 1 1 4 1 24
Investment 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
ESOS 7 6 3 0 4 1 3 2 0 26
CSR 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Credit 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Executive 2 3 1 1 3 1 2 3 0 16
Tender 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Disciplinary 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Muamalat 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Syariah 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Share 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
OSHA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Note: Data drawn from 2007 annual reports of the thO0 Malaysian PLCs, available at http://www.borakaysia.com
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Board meetings. To ensure the efficient functioning of boards ofedtors,
Malaysian PLCs’ boards are required to meet att léasmes in a year (KLSE
Listing Requirements, 2002). For financial indtdas, boards should convene
meetings once every three months (Bank Negaraydiala2005). In accordance
with this requirement, this study found that thejonity (98%) of boards of the
top 100 Malaysian PLCs had convened at least faegtimgs a year. However,
the average number of board meetings was sever &xe 7.5).

Table 7.5: Number of board meetings of
top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Numper of board Frequency Percentage

meetings per year
2 1 1.0
3 1 1.0
4 23 23.0
5 20 20.0
6 11 11.0
7 9 9.0
8 11 11.0
9 4 4.0
10 4 4.0
11 2 2.0
12 2 2.0
13 4 4.0
14 1 1.0
15 2 2.0
16 3 3.0
17 1 1.0
23 1 1.0

Total 100 100.0

Mean : 7.2

Min : 2

Max : 23
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The number of board meetings ranged between two 281d Although two
companies had not met the KLSE Listing Requiremetiite majority of the
boards (74 %) convened four to eight times a y®aty two per cent met less
than three times per year, 19 per cent held nirlébtmeetings in a year, and five

per cent held more than 15 meetings a year.

In accordance with BNM regulations, the majorityfimlance companies in this
study met more than 7 times a year. As shown iletéal® only three companies
(Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad, OSK Holdings Beérand TA Enterprise
Berhad) convened only four meetings. Other finacm@panies convened more
than 10 board meetings a year. This implies that rtfajority of Malaysian
financial companies fulfilled the BNM requiremeAtdetail of board meetings of

the top 100 Malaysia PLCs in this study is exhibite Appendix N.

Table 7.6: Number of board meetings for financial ompanies

No Company No. o; gwaeretlng a
1 Maybank Berhad 16
2 Public Bank Berhad 16
3 Bumiputera Commerce Holding Berhad 15
4 RHB Capital Berhad 23
5 Hong Leong Bank Berhad 10
6 AMMB Holdings Berhad 13
7 Bursa Malaysia Berhad 13
8 Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad 4
9 Aminvestment Group Berhad 11
10 | Alliance Finance Group Berhad 13
11 EON Capital Berhad 8
12 Affin Holdings Berhad 7
13 | TA Enterprise Berhad 6
14 LPI Capital Berhad 2
15 OSK Holdings Berhad 4
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Board remuneration.Board remuneration has been argued to be an inmporta
determinant of directors’ commitment (Brian, 200%¢ei, 2005). In this study, a
participant suggested that to enable board mentbecontribute effectively in
their positions, they should receive sufficientdisvof remuneration equivalent to

their level of contribution. By way of explanatione Chairman stated:

Because commitment requires time, mental and enabdtienergy, most
directors expect reciprocation. They assume thaexohange for their
commitment, they will get something of value iumet especially high
remuneration (Chairman).

However, board remunerations of the top 100 Matay$iLCs in this study were
found to vary from one company to another. As showable 7.7 and the
associated detail in Appendix N, the average beoanduneration of Malaysian
PLCs was RM5.2 Million. The majority (67%) of thempanies had a range of

remuneration of less than RM4 million.

Table 7.7: Board remuneration of the top 100 Malayian PLCs

Range of remuneration Frequency Percentage
(RM)

less than 1 million 15 15.0
1,000,000 - 2,000,000 21 21.0
2,000,001 - 3,000,000 16 16.0
3,000,001 - 4,000,000 15 15.0
4,000,001 -5,000,000 5 5.0
5,000,001 - 6,000,000 5 5.0
6,000,001 - 7,000,000 4 4.0
7,000,001 - 8,000,000 5 5.0
8,000,001 - 9,000,000 2 2.0
10,000,001 - 11,000,000 3 3.0
11,000,001 - 12,000,000 1 1.0
more than 12,000,000 8 8.0
Total 100 100.0

Mean :RM 5,264,345 Min : RM 191,441 MaRkM 44,708,000
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In fact, a huge gap was found between board remtiorrof GLCs and other
companies. As exhibited in Table 7.8 Genting Beraad its subsidiary, Resort
World Berhad, were two companies that had the lsigheard remuneration in
2007, with almost RM45 million, respectively. Thiss similar to the situation
in other companies controlled by Chinese share®lde.g. 101 Corporation
Berhad, Public Bank Berhad and PPB Group Berhadh) witotal of RM25,

297,000, RM36, 621,000 and RM14, 894,000, respelgtiv

Despite the fact that some GLCs (e.g. Sime Darbsh&k MayBank Berhad,
Tenaga Nasional Berhad and Telekom Malaysia Bervad¢ ranked top 10 (in
terms of market capitalisation), board remuneratodnthe majority of these
companies was lower than for the companies merdiabeve. For example, the
total board remuneration of four GLCs (Sime Darlartiad, Tenaga, Telekom
and MISC Berhad) was only RM14, 190,403, which Veager than one Chinese
company (e.g. 10l Corporation Berhad). This implieat board remuneration of
Malaysian PLCs that are controlled by Chinese s$twders is higher than GLCs.
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Table 7.8: Board remuneration of the top ten Malagian PLCs

Remuneration (RM)
Rank |Company Name Major shareholders Executive Non. Total
Executive
1 |Sime Darby Amanah Raya 2,011,000
Berhad Nominee (Tempatan) 1,376,000| 3,387,000
— Skim Amanah
Saham Bumiputera?
2 [lOl Progressive Holdings
Corporation Sdn. Bhd** 24,937,000 360,000 (25,297,000
Berhad
3 |Maybank Amanah Raya
Berhad Nominee (Tempatan) 4,465,000 | 3,641,000 8,106,000
— Skim Amanah
Saham Bumiputera?
4 |Tenaga Khazanah Nasional
Nasional Berhad* 1,107,280 791,301 1,898,581
Berhad
5 |Public Bank Tan Sri Dato’ Sri Dr
Berhad The Hong Piow *** | 10,778,000 |25,843,000(36,621,000
6 |[Telekom Khazanah Nasional
Malaysia Berhad* 1,771,087 | 1,410,735| 3,181,822
berhad
7 |Bumiputera Khazanah Nasional
Commerce Berhad* 9,350,000 |15,210,000|24,560,000
Holding Berhad
8 |MISC Berhad Khazanah Nasiona|
Berhad* 4,278,000 | 1,445,000| 5,723,000
9 |Genting Berhad| Kien Huat Reality
Sdn. Bhd**** 44,245,000 463,000 [44,708,000
10 |Resorts World |Genting Berhad
Berhad 44,163,000 505,000 (44,668,000

Note: Data drawn from 2007 Annual reports of tttie 100 Malaysian PLCs, available
at http://www.bursamalaysia.com

*Issued capital held by the Government of Malayieough its various investment
agencies.

** |ssued Capital held by Dato’ Lee Shin Cheng d&iglson Dato’ Lee Yeow Chor and
Lee Yeow Seng

*** The founder of Public Bank Berhad

***% |ssued capital held by the family of Tan Sriimh Goh Tong (Former Genting
Berhad Founder)
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Board size. Previous literature has documented contradictopinions
concerning the size of boards of directors (Pfefi&72; Hossain et al., 2001;
Kiel & Nicholson, 2003; Mallin, 2005). Similarlyhe size of boards of directors
of the top 100 Malaysian PLCs found in this stualyged from 5 to 15 members,
with an average of 8.57 members. The majority ofiganies (74%) had less than
10 members on their boards. The overwhelming terydemas for boards to
comprise between 7 and 9 members (64%). See TdhlelMe complete board

composition is exhibited in Appendix P.

Table 7.9: Board size of the top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Board Size | Frequency Percentage
5 4 4.0
6 8 8.0
7 20 20.0
8 25 25.0
9 18 18.0
10 8 8.0
11 6 6.0
12 5 5.0
13 4 4.0
14 1 1.0
15 1 1.0

Total 100 100.0

Mean: 8.56

Max: 15

Min: 5

In relation to the industry sector (except for ttanstruction and technology
industry) board size in other industries was qaitrilar, i.e. 8-9. Although the
average board size in the technology industry waesif cannot be assumed that
this industry had smaller boards because only ongpany was involved in this

study. Thus, the figure does not represent the ageerboard size of the
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technology industry. Table 7.10 shows a summarpazird size of the top 100
Malaysian PLCs according to industry sector.

Table 7.10: Average board size according to indust sector

No. Industry Board size
1 Trading & services 8.5
2 Finance 8.6
3 Industrial products 9.0
4 Plantation 8.0
5 Consumer products 8.5
6 Property 8.1
7 Construction 10.2
8 Infrastructure project cos 8.8
9 Technology 5.0

Although it is becoming common for Malaysian PL@gards to be smaller, it
was found that participants’ opinions on board smere contradictory. For
example, some participants said that the boardidhmumore than ten members.
The main reason given was that the more memberddheds have, the more

ideas the boards can secure. One chairman felt that

To me, the board should be more than 10 but less 15 members. Why |
say this is because getting more ideas from thedoeembers results in
better decision-making of the board (Chairman)

However, some participants commented that boam Siwuld be less than six,

because the board becomes more cohesive and tealssardle:

| would prefer to have less than six board membersbably five
members. Then it is easy to arrange and managedooaetings (CEO).
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| have seen companies that have bigger board smésthen the board
members are less cohesive, and do not know eacdtr ettry well
(Independent Director).

Although there was some disagreement about theoithe board, participants of
this study commented that the most important asge¢he board’s working

procedures. Whether the board is large or smallptiocedures have to be put in
place to help the board perform its roles effedyivespecially when meeting

current demands from various stakeholders.

7.7 Summary

This chapter reported the characteristics of dffechoards based on interview
data from the 41 participants in this study, angpsuted by data from 2007
annual reports of the top 100 Malaysian PLCs. Tésults show that the
effectiveness of boards of directors in Malaysigpet@ls on four interrelated
components, which are in descending order: (i) d&eand competent
membership, as well as good leadership of chairawash CEOs; (ii) strong
cultures; (iii) clear roles and responsibilitiespda(iv) good structures and

processes.

More importantly, two of the characteristics ofegffive boards revealed in this
study (board membership and board culture) areteikléo characteristics of
individual board members. For example, some compsna board membership
(such as diverse backgrounds and competency) asdiveoboard cultures
revealed in this study (i.e. exhibiting cohesionst and good relationships) were
also reliant on the personalities of individualedtors. Such findings imply that
characteristics of board members form the most mtapb component of effective

boards of Malaysian PLCs. These issues are distiigdber in Chapter 8.
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CHAPTER 8
DISCUSSION

8.1 Introduction

In determining the characteristics of effective fddoamembers (directors,

chairman, CEO, independent director) and effectheards of directors, and
whether the characteristics of board members anegroent with board

effectiveness, six research questions have beeelap®d (see Chapter 4).
Therefore, in order to fulfil the research objeetvof this study (see Chapter 1)
this chapter interprets, integrates and discudsesesearch results in relation to
the relevant literature. The research questionsdaeussed below in order of

their original presentation.

8.2 Question 1. What demographic characteristics ra
considered to be important for the effectiveness d#lalaysian
PLCs’ boards, and why are they important?

Demographic characteristics of boards of directoesnbers of Malaysian PLCs
discovered in this study are in line with the uppehelon theory (Hambrick &
Manson, 1984). This theory views the observableratttaristics of the top
management team (including boards of directorshasng both positive and
negative impacts on various aspects of organisatiperformance, including job
satisfaction (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992), stratedioice (Wiersema & Bantel,
1992; Schnake et al., 2005) and decision procedssafta & Panayotopoulou,
2003; Goll & Rasheed, 2005). The results discovetst board members’
demographic characteristics are important compenentfluencing the

effectiveness of boards of directors in Malaysia.
The results of the analysis of demographic backgeundicate that the average

age of board members of Malaysian PLCs in thisystuds 57 years. This is in

accordance with Ford (1992) who recommended thatagbpropriate age for
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company directors should be less than 60. Therefbeeconclusion drawn from
this thesis is that the average of 57 years is maishble for board members of
Malaysian PLCs. The argument given in this studih& board members up to
this age are both physically and mentally fit tagp new ideas (Koufopoulus et
al. 2007), maintain creativity and resilience (Q&r & Robertson, 2009) and be
open to change (Sarkar & Sarkar, 2005). Furthermsweh age met the age
requirements stipulated by the Malaysian CompaAs which aligns with the
ages of directors in ten European countfi¢sleidrick & Struggles, 2007a) and
Australia (Korn/Ferry International & Egan Assoeisit 2007). Based on these
arguments, this study suggests that Malaysian P&&suld appoint board
members who are not more than 60 years of age.

Results regarding board members’ tenure show tieafverage tenure within a
particular company is seven years. Based on prestudies (Forbes & Milliken,

1999; Goll & Rasheed, 2005) this average sevensyeftenure is considered
sufficient for board members of Malaysian PLCs tavén acquired in-depth

understanding about their companies, and estallislose relationships between
each other and their company management. Theyhesmbe more effective in

monitoring their firm, especially in preventing rmamduct in the firm’s activities

(Schnake et al., 2005).

In this project, the average number of directorspgsitions held by board
members of Malaysian PLCs was 2.16. In Fich and/d&siani’s (2004) study,
holding three or more directorships was associatgth weak corporate
governance and firm performance; the result conaitfs the view that holding
two to three directorships is also relevant toghecess of Malaysian PLCs. The
argument is that holding too many directorships oesult in board members
becoming less committed (Liu & Chyan, 2008) andeducing their focus in
decision-making (Heidrick & Struggles, 2007a). Than contribute to negative

effects on firm performance including weak corpergbvernance, lower market-

% The average directors’ age in Portugal, Spain, d®we Italy, Germany, the UK, Belgium,
Switzerland, France and the Netherlands was 50¢l¢&& Struggles, 2007a) and in Australia it
was 57 years (Korn/Ferry International & Egan Asstas, 2007).
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to-book ratio and weaker profitability (Fich & Skdiasani, 2004). Supported by
interview material, this study suggests that Maky$LCs’ board members will
be more committed to their jobs if they only holbtto three directorships.

The findings, however, failed to support the reseutependency, human capital
and social capital theories, as well as previousliss which discovered that
holding more directorships leads to board membbtaimng more experience,
knowledge, networking (Ferris et al., 2003; Onglet2003; Fich & Shivdasani,
2004; Kor & Sundaramuthy, 2006) and enhanced fiatuaes (Key & Li, 2005;
Sarkar & Sarkar, 2005).

Next, the results also indicate that only five pent of positions are held by
women on the top 100 Malaysian PLCs’ boards. Tiniglies that the majority of

Malaysian PLCs have not yet recognised the impodasf having women on

their boards. This study advocates that women shbelgiven more chance to
join Malaysian PLCs’ boards. The recommendationmade because many
studies have discovered that women directors darigito the enhancement of
firm performance (e.g. Burke, 2000; Carter et 2003; Singh & Vinnicombe,

2003; Arfken et al., 2004; Billimoria, 2006; Huse3blberg, 2006; Smith et al.,
2006; Campbell & Manguez-Vera, 2008). For instanSejith et al. (2006)

discovered that a high representation of women a@parate boards increased
firm performance and shareholders’ value. In agergnCampbell and Manguez-
Vera (2008) found that a higher percentage of wormoancorporate boards
positively affected firm value. This shows that imgvmore women on corporate
boards tends to increase firm performance. Thesgtbrs study recommends that
more women should be appointed as Malaysian PLiGsttdrs because they can

make a positive contribution to firm performance.

Concerning ethnic diversity, this thesis supporevus studies which indicated
that the representation of wider society on boafddirectors contributed more
expertise and experience to the boards functiorfpgarce & Zahra, 1991,
Carpenter & Westphal, 2001; Fairfax, 2006; Groswtl@l., 2007) and increased
firm performance (Carver, 2002; Walt & Ingley, 20@a&irfax, 2006; Grosvold et
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al., 2007; Miller & Carmen Triana, 2009). Resultsni this study show that
Malaysian PLCs’ boards are composed of diverseietgroups, particularly

Malay and Chinese. Previous studies have showh Ntaday and Chinese

directors make equal contributions to the perforceaof Malaysian companies
(Rahman & Mohamad Ali, 2006; Bhaskaran & Sukumagf®7). Therefore, this
study suggests that the representation of the vadeiety on boards of directors
Is an important and necessary component in ensthiatgooards of directors and

firm performance are effective.

Based on the above arguments, the results of thidy Sndicate that board
members’ demographic characteristics, in particalge, gender, ethnic group,
tenure and number of directorships, are importamiponents that influence the

effectiveness of boards of directors.

8.3 Question 2: What personality characteristics ath values are
considered important for the effectiveness of Malasian
PLCs’ boards, and why are they important?

The results of this study support the propositiwett board members’ personality
characteristics and values are important compondntkiencing board
effectiveness in Malaysia. Specifically, this stuglipports the upper echelons,
trait and behavioural theories’ arguments that camypeaders, including board
members, need to have a combination of relevaits taad behaviours (Ket de
Vries & Florent-Treact, 2002; Jokinen, 2005; Zacoca2007).

In this study, all board members were found to hhvee similar characteristics:
commitment, integrity and good relationships amahgmselves and with
management. In regard to the importance of dirscmmmitment, the results
are consistent with previous studies by Stiles Baglor (2002), Letendre (2004)
and Prasanna (2006). For example, in accordande Rvdasanna this study has

found that committed directors usually spend mameetinvolved in company
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activities and, therefore, have more understandirtheir companies. This study
also conforms with studies by Dulewicz and Gay {@9@nd Korn/Ferry
International, (2003), which found that integrisyan important value that board
members should possess. In the case of Malaysi&@s,PL have found that
integrity is important for preventing corporate pralctice and mismanagement,
which may result in company failures (Blake, 19B8ancis & Armstrong, 2003;
Epstein & Roy, 2004).

In addition, a good relationship between the boandl the company’s top
management is also an important component for beffedtiveness, because this
relationship can enhance the quality of commurocasind information necessary
for effective decision-making (Vafeas, 2003; W&003; Wei, 2005). Based on
the above findings, it is suggested that commitmentegrity and good
relationships among board members and managementthaee important
components influencing the effectiveness of Makay$?LCs’ boards.

Concerning the personality characteristics and eslaf chairman, CEO and
independent directors, the results indicate thattrake categories of board
members of Malaysian PLCs (chairman, CEO and I@dn® have a workable
balance. First, consistent with the research rgatib chairman’s characteristics
conducted by PricewaterhouseCoopers and KLSE (2@08)Whitehead Mann
Partnership (2005a) and Kakabadse and Kakabad$&)(20 is clear that the
ability to lead the board is the most importantrelbteristic of Malaysian PLCs’
chairmen. This study’s results support the argurttettchairmen who are able to
lead the boards can unite directors into effecgveups and lead multicultural
boards effectively (Bird et al., 2004).

Second, it was revealed that the most importantacheristic of CEOs is being
goal oriented. In agreement with Pricewaterhous@émostudy (2006), it can be
suggested that Malaysian PLCs’ CEOs who maintagh goals are able to work
within diverse cultures, share and build knowledgerture management talent
and manage dispersed value change, particulariy wdsponding to competitive

business environments. However, this result is nexent with the
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characteristics of CEOs revealed in previous studenducted by Flood et al.
(2000), Collins (2001) and Kaplan et al. (2007)r Ewample, Flood et al. (2000)
and Kaplan et al. (2007) found that the most imgadrtharacteristic of CEOs in
the UK and US was leadership related to transfaomatflexibility and
adaptability. This implies that the most importataracteristics of CEOs in
Malaysia differ from those in the UK and the US.

Finally, in this study, being independent was fouondbe the most important
characteristic for independent directors of MalagdPLCs. This result conforms
with the findings of previous studies by DulewicmaGay (1997), Hooghiemstra
and van Manen (2004) and the Whitehead Mann Pahiper(2005b), which
found that being independent enables independeattdrs to act independently
from company management. Based on Roberts €2G05], it can be concluded
that acting apart enables independent directofsetmore critical in boardroom
discussions because they can asiive questions. This can reduce corporate

fraud and malpractice (Sharma, 2004).

Based on the above arguments, it is concluded geagrally, board members of
Malaysian PLCs are required to have three impomansonality characteristics

and values: commitment, integrity and good relaiops among themselves and
the management. More importantly, chairmen musalble to lead the board,

CEOs must be goal oriented, and independent dingentast be independent from
other board members as well as the company’s mare&ge Therefore, the

results of this study indicate that three typesbofrd members’ personality
characteristics and values (i.e. integrity, comreititn openness and leadership
traits) are important components that influence ¢fffectiveness of boards of

directors.
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8.4 Question 3: What competencies are considered tbe
important for the effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’boards,
and why are they important?

Concerning board members’ competencies, the firsdiadso support the
assumptions of three theories: resource dependageyncy and human capital
theories. The resource dependency and human capiakies view board
members’ expertise (experience, knowledge ands$kalé an important resource
that enhances board decision-making (Pfeffer & i8alka 1978; Hillman et al.,
2000; Hillman & Dalzeil, 2003), while the agencyetny views board members’
experience in business as important for monitocagpany performance (Fama
& Jensen, 1989; Dalton et al., 2003; Murphy & Mghet 2007).

Generally, all board members (directors, chairm€igOs and independent
directors) involved in this project have been foundrequire similar types of
competencies, namely: experience in business angome management;
knowledge and skills related to business; and agieeducational qualifications.
Concerning the importance of board members’ expeeg findings confirm

Coulson-Thomas’s (1992) study in the UK, which caded that having

experience in business is the most important coemggt needed by board
members. Based on Coulson-Thomas (1992), this stugygests that board
members’ experience is important in enabling therddal with multicultural and

cross-holding companies in Malaysia (Singham, 20B@jthermore, since many
studies found that experienced directors were nedfective in dealing with

business challenges (Olffen & Boone, 1997; Peadéc&lillan, 1983) and board

decision-making (Westphal & Milton, 2000; Mitchelp04), it is suggested that
experienced board members can enhance the effeetiveof Malaysian PLCs’
boards, which in turn, is likely to increase thenfs value (Jie, 2008). Therefore,
it is recommended that the first considerationdientifying a potential candidate
to fill a board position is that they possess bbilsiness and corporate

management experience.
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Research results regarding board members’ knowladdeskills found that three
types of knowledge, including finance or accountibgsiness knowledge and
legal knowledge, are important for Malaysian PL8sard members. Similar to
previous studies (Vafeas, 2003; Conger & Ready42@&adin, 2004), financial
or accounting knowledge appears to be the mostrigpiotype of knowledge for
board members. For example, based on Vafeas (20@8)Conger and Ready
(2004), it is suggested that having a reasonablgenstanding of company
financial statements enables the CEOs of MalayBla®s to be more effective in

monitoring company performance.

In addition, the results confirm previous studikst¢, 1974; Forbes & Milliken,
1999; Letendre, 2004; Carmeli, 2006; Jeanjean 8o%tp 2008), which revealed
that board members need to possess other typesaflédge and skills to
develop and monitor short and long-term companwypteg and to understand
complex business situations. During this projeiettypes of business knowledge
and three types of skills were found to be impdrtaomponents for the
effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards. Theseuntel corporate planning,
business forecasting, international business, mskagement, human resources
and marketing, communication skills, analyticalllskand technical skills. For
example, based on Moran and Reisenberger (199d)e&,0and Milliken (1999),
one should note that human and social skills apprant in enabling Malaysian
PLCs’ board members to work well with other peopheMalaysia, the ability to
deal with other people is crucial because the ntgjof Malaysian PLCs include
several types of ethnic background among their eyaas, necessitating diverse
ways of communication across specialties and laggmiaHence, Malaysian
PLCs’ board members require a diversity of commatin skills to enable them
to express their ideas clearly and persuasiveboth internal and external bodies

associated with their companies (Kevin, 2008).

Finally, this study has revealed that board membérnslalaysian PLCs should
possess various types of educational qualificatigrasticularly in finance or
accounting, business studies, law and economiasteTivas the caution that no

specific type of qualification is more important fesoard members in this study.
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In addition, in agreement with prior research, doarembers need to possess
high educational qualifications to encourage optimagnition (Wiersema &
Bantel, 1992) and innovation (Westphal & Milton,02) in order to enable them
to provide a rich source of ideas to develop gooticies. Therefore, it is
suggested that although there are no guidelinedifectors’ qualifications in
Malaysia, Malaysian PLCs should appoint individual® possess a high level of

educational qualification in relevant areas.

8.5 Question 4: What internal aspects of boards of dirgtors are
considered to be important for the effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards, and why are they importan®

Research results regarding board effectiveness grivtataysian PLCs indicate
that various internal aspects of boards influehedr teffectiveness. Specifically,
there are four important internal aspects of boadds directors: board
memberships; board culture; board roles; and bsttture and process. These
were found to be important for the effectivenessMaflaysian PLCs’ boards.
Such results are consistent with previous studiesMalt and Ingley (2001),
Leblanc (2003), Berghe and Levrau (2004), Levradi an den Berghe (2007hb)
and Payne et al. (2009). For instance, Berghe anaau (2004) found eight
important components for board effectiveness: bardcture, memberships,
culture, issues, information, process, remuneradioth follow-through. Payne et
al. (2009) also discovered that boards of directaeee more effective when they
had highly effective teams that included peoplé¢ theognise knowledge, power,
incentives and opportunity. These studies imply buard effectiveness relates to

the various internal components of boards.

Results in this study have demonstrated that boaethbership is the most
important component of board effectiveness. Thisulte confirms previous
research by Leblanc (2003) and Levrau and Van demgtg (2007b).
Specifically, it is indicated that three componeoitdoard memberships (diverse
backgrounds of board members, competent board medred good leadership
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of chairmen and CEOs) are important for the efiectess of Malaysian PLCs’
boards. Based on previous studies (Wiersema & B&lfi62; Carter et al., 2003;
Arfken et al., 2004) this study supports the cosiclo that diverse backgrounds of
board members lead to greater diversification cdtsgies. Broader experience
and knowledge can also bring fresh ideas and itsidlinese factors are essential
for effective board decision-making. In additiamagreement with Brian (2000),
because both chairmen and CEOs play important ralesensuring firm
performance, they need to possess strong leadectapacteristics that are
relevant to companies’ requirements. For exampleetimportant characteristics
of effective chairmen that enable them to perfohmirtrole effectively include;
flexibility, adaptability and a global mindset.

The results also discovered that five cultural comgmts (cohesive boards, good
relationships with management, sharing the samd, ggdmowing trust and
tolerance to each other and high achievement)naperitant for the effectiveness
of Malaysian PLCs’ boards. Specifically, the pobjeonfirms previous studies
(such as Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Ginevicius &itKunaite, 2006; Barton &
Wong, 2006), which indicates that cohesive boamsgyect and high trust among
board members are important components of stroreydbaulture that can
enhance communication flow. In addition, consistenth previous studies
(Kotter & Heskett, 1992; Levrau & Van den Bergh802a) it is also revealed
that having a positive culture is an important nmstent of internal control of a
company in ensuring high standards of corporatesig@mnce. Based on Barton
and Wong (2006) and Nadler (2006), | argue thairftathe above components
enables Malaysian PLCs’ board members to work blaa®mong themselves and
achieve consensus in decision-making. Therefoeectimclusion is that no matter
what type of company, establishing a strong boartlie is important for the

enhancement of a company’s future.

The results regarding the role of boards of dineci® in agreement with previous
scholars who argued that board effectiveness alsegsron the individual roles of
boards of directors (e.g. Conger & Lawler, 2001;ltvdad Ingley, 2001; Epstein
& Roy, 2004). For example, Conger and Lawler (20@igued that boards’
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abilities to perform their roles, including scampifor opportunities and threats,
providing constructive feedback and guidance to @O, extending their
networks and providing external sources of knowéedyglikely to contribute to

the enhancement of firm performance.

More importantly, this current research has fouhdt tthe roles of boards of
directors and company management need to be cleefilyed. Based on Cascio
(2004) and Carver and Oliver (2002), | argue theanty defined roles of boards
of directors and company management are requirastdim overlapping of roles.
In addition, in conjunction with stewardship theompis study reveals that
Malaysian PLCs’ boards should be focused more oategfic roles, including
establishing a firm’s strategic directions, ovensgea firm's strategies and
assessing and involving strategic implementationdg&w, 1981; Tricker, 1984;
Rindova, 1999; Carpenter & Westphal, 2001). Basethe, it is considered that
a board’s strategic role is important in dealinghwnassive transformation in a
global economy (Hillman et al., 2001; Ingley & W&003). More importantly, in
accordance with Mintzberg, Raisanghani and The{®&6), Eisenhardt and
Zbaracki (1992), Ruigrok et al. (2006) and Langtmd Robbins (2007), a
strategic role is crucial for firms’ future surviyaespecially when a firm’'s
performance declines because of economic turbulé@oedstein et al., 1994).
Based on the above, it is suggested that to beteie boards of directors’ roles

need to be defined clearly and focused on stratetgs.

Finally, this study determined that the effectivenef Malaysian PLCs’ boards
also relies on board structures and process. Notéilte components of board
structure and process are considered to be impoftanthe effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards, including separation of ichan/CEOs roles;
establishment of relevant board committees pagrbulaudit, nomination, and
remuneration committees; holding a relevant numbérboard meetings;

appropriate levels of board remuneration; and smalbards.

Research results regarding board leadership steuate consistent with previous
studies by PricewaterhouseCoopers and KLSE (20B2j)man and Haniffa

278



(2005) and Minority Shareholders Watchdog Group dhe University of
Nottingham (2006, 2007b). Almost three-quartertheftop 100 Malaysian PLCs
in this study have separate roles for chairmen @&®s. In conjunction with
previous scholars (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Finkelstdifiooney, 2003; Nadler et
al., 2006), it is thought that separation of thé&esoof chairmen and CEOs of
Malaysian PLCs is needed to avoid conflict of iastr especially when a person
holding both positions is a prominent individualirfhermore, separation of roles
enables boards to perform their monitoring role eneffectively (Sharma, 2004;
Schmid & Zimmermann, 2005; Elsayed, 2007) becawsads can reduce the
centralisation of power (Haniffa & Cooke, 2000herefore, this thesis concludes
that Malaysian PLCs should have separate chairmmh @EOs. In fact,
separation of the roles of chairmen and CEOs igestgd by MCCG (2000) to

enable Malaysian PLCs’ boards to be more independen

In addition, it has been argued that effective dsashould have well-defined
processes, including the establishment of boardntttees and that a relevant
number of board meetings are convened (Epstein § R004). In agreement
with this notion, the Malaysian PLCs included instlistudy had established
various board committees, particularly audit, namion and remuneration
committees. Based on Boulton (1996) and Colleyl.e(2805,) the results here
suggest that the establishment of board committeebles Malaysian PLCs’
boards of directors to be more effective in usimgrtexpertise and experience to
carry out board activities, as well as considespgcific issues in more detail.
For example, the establishment of an audit comeiteables a board to monitor
the financial conduct of a firm more effectivelye(airities Commission, 2007)
and to ensure the transparency of a firm’s findnm@orting process (Bank
Negara Malaysia, 2003). Therefore, to be effectivalaysian PLCs’ boards
should establish audit, remuneration and nominat@mnmittees, as well as other

relevant committees.
Concerning the number of board meetings, this sha/found that all top 100

Malaysian PLCs convened more than four board mg®tin a year, with an

average of seven meetings a year. This result @mghat all Malaysian PLCs
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included in this study fulfilled the KLSE Listingdquirements, of at least four
meetings in a year. The result is similar to thedgtby Vafeas (1999), which
found that the annual average for board meeting&®ffirms was 7.45. In
agreement with Ford (1992), this study suggests tta many board meetings
could lead to a board being over involved in firperations. Therefore, based on
the result, it is considered that seven meetings year is a suitable number of
board meetings for Malaysian PLCs.

Concerning board remuneration, previous studiegesigd that levels of board
remuneration should be determined by both the nuremuneration market and
individual directors’ performance (Brian, 2002; thA&orld Bank, 2005b).
However, in the case of Malaysia, this study argbhasneither condition applies,
because the level of board remuneration of MalayBiaCs has been found to be
quite diverse from one company to another. Fomgie, in this study the level
of board remuneration of the majority of GLCs (6sgjme Darby, Telekom and
Tenaga) was found to be quite low, despite thetfaitthese companies had high
market capitalisation. On the other hand, the nitgj@f companies owned by
Chinese shareholders (e.g. Genting Berhad, 10l &grlPublic Bank Berhad)
were found to have high levels of board remunenatithe result confirms the
findings of a previous study by the Minority Shasleler Watchdog Group and
Nottingham University (2007). It implies that legebf board remuneration of
Malaysian PLCs have not been determined by firm iadd/idual performance.
Nevertheless, to retain competent directors andacittmore professional
individuals to join boards of directors, it is reemended that levels of board
remuneration of Malaysian PLCs, particularly GLGhpuld be based on both

current market rate and firm performance.

In this study, the average size of boards of dmmscbf Malaysian PLCs was
seven. This result reflects the results of earlgudies in Malaysia
(PricewaterhouseCoopers & KLSE, 2002; MSWG & Natiam University,

2006; 2007b), which showed that the average bdaedas Malaysian PLCs is 7
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to 8. Based on previous studies (Hossein et @012Kiel & Nicholson, 2003;
Conger & Lawler, 2009; Dey & Chauhan, 2009) itvedent that a smaller board
is more effective, on the grounds that a small hagrmore cohesive, easier to
coordinate and forms effective working groups. Example, based on Dey and
Chauhan (2009), smaller boards could reduce conuation gaps and increase
group dynamics. Moreover, the average board sizendoin this study is
comparable with average board sizes in four Eunomeantries (France, Spain,
Italy and Germany; Heidrick& Struggles, 2007) amd Australia (Korn/Ferry
International & Egan Associates, 2007). Therefards concluded that to be
effective Malaysian PLCs should have smaller baards

However, this study does not support resource abpwy and agency theory,
which view larger boards as important for secunmgye resources (Dalton et al.
1999; Hillman et al., 2000; Hillman & Dalziel, 200&nd monitoring firms’
performance (Fama & Jensen, 1989; Andres & Val®l2008).

8.6 Question 5: Is board membership the most importantspect
influencing the effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ lards?

Based on the discussion in section 8.5, the eveElshows that board membership
is the most important component of effective bodrdshis study. In addition,
five cultural components discussed already (colmesimod relationships with
management, sharing the same goals, trust ancgmakerof each other and high
achievement) are related to the socio-psychologicatess of board members
(Forbes & Milliken, 1999). The results of this syudonfirm studies by Leblanc
(2003) and Levrau and Van den Berghe (2007b), whHamd that board
membership is the most important component influenehe effectiveness of

boards of directors.
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8.7 Questions 6: What external aspects of boards ofrdictors are
considered to be important for the effectiveness d¥lalaysian
PLCs’ boards, and why are they important?

Although the influence of external aspects of bsaod directors on board
effectiveness was not directly mentioned by theigpants, this research has
found that the Malaysian Government plays an ingmartole in determining high
standards of corporate governance, including tHecifeness of Malaysian
PLCs’ boards.

As reported in Chapter 3 and supported by the tesod this study, the
Government is the major shareholder of GLCs. Henlce, Government has
power to control the appointment of board memberhése companies. Prior to
the implementation of the NEP, the government agpdi more Malay directors
to GLCs’ boards to prote@umiputerainterests. As a consequence, the majority
of GLCs’ boards have more Malay directors, inclgdalarge number of retired
government officers. For example, in this studyubssantial number of retired
government officers have been appointed as boamhbmes of GLCs. This
implies that the Government is one of the majoreed components that
influence the composition of Malaysian PLCs’ boards

In addition, prior to the Asian financial crisis 097/1998, the Government
played an active role in the development of Malayscorporate governance,
including the establishment of codes of conductiaddstry best practices (such
as the amendment of the Companies Act 1965 in 1p@Malaysian Code on
Corporate Governance in 2000, the KLSE Listing Requents in 2002) and the
establishment of corporate governance institutionsassociations (such as
MCCG, MSWG, Institute of company director). Simikar other countries (the
UK, US, and Australia), the development of the MC@@l the KLSE Listing

Requirements, have significantly affected the cositpm of Malaysian PLCs’

boards of directors. For example, all Malaysian BPUbards in this study have

fulfilled the KLSE Listing Requirements to appoiahe third of independent
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directors to their boards. This result is simitathe study by Dahya et al. (2002)
who found that the percentage of NEDs in the UK hamleased significantly
since the Cadbury Report. The result implies agtiat the Malaysian
government plays an important role in enhancingetiiectiveness of Malaysian
PLCs’ boards.

8.8 Networking with the Malaysian Government

In addition to the above findings, this study hasven that board members’
networking with the Malaysian government is anotingportant component for
the effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards. Theisult supports the social
capital approach, which views board members’ eslemetworking as an
important mechanism for assessing valuable infdomaand resources for the
enhancement of firms’ performance (Westphal & Milt@000; Glaeser et al.,
2002; Kor & Sundaramuthy, 2008). For example, #gtigly has discovered that
networking is needed to secure projects from theegonent and to deal with the

Government Departments.

Recognising the importance of networking, many MsiEn PLCs have
appointed retired government officers to their ldgar For example, about 17.7
per cent of board members in this study were btigpvernment officers.
However, because they lack business experienagast often found that they
cannot contribute effectively in boardroom discassi In fact, previous studies
revealed that Malaysian companies that had pdlitc@nnections with the
government had not performed well (Johnson & Mi|tBD03; Fraser et al., 2005;
Mohamed et al., 2007) and were known for low lewdlgorporate transparency
and accountability (Gomez, 2004). Therefore, ilnse¢hat networking with the
government can lead to poor corporate governandbercountry. However, to
date, the appointment of retired government offider Malaysian PLCs’ boards
continues in Malaysia. This could be one area @bure research, especially to
answer the question of whether retired governméfitess affect Malaysian

corporate governance and company performance.

283



8.9 Summary

The above discussions provide some argumentsdantportance of members of
boards of directors’ characteristics to board effeaess within the Malaysian
context. The results are interesting because thdimited regulation surrounding
the characteristics of board members in Malays@asldm up, in addressing the
six research questions, a high level of agreemetit thie literature has been

found.

284



CHAPTER 9
CONCLUSION

9.1 Introduction

Chapters 2 and 3 presented a literature review a@ards of directors and
corporate governance in Malaysia. Following thige® the research framework
and six research questions were developed in Ghépftellowed by the research
methodology in Chapter 5. In Chapters 6 and 7,rédselts of the study were
presented. The results were discussed in Chapt@&hi8. chapter provides the
conclusion of the study and describes the coniohaf limitations and

suggestions for future research.

9.2 Conclusion of the study

Chapter 3 provides evidence that Malaysian corpdratrds have been classified
as having concentrated ownership structures (thdd/Bank, 1999; Claessens et
al., 2000; Abdul Samad, 2002). Specifically, thisdy found that both the
government and Chinese businessmen (individudiar proxies) have been the
major shareholders in the majority of Malaysian BLCTherefore, the
characteristics of boards of directors in Malaysexre found to conform with the
interests of these two controlling shareholdersng@o, 2005; On Kit & Tan,
2007). Specifically, Malay and Chinese were the &tftnic groups that dominate
the composition of Malaysian PLCs board memberss Téflects the findings of
another study, which found that the majority of fdbanembers of Malaysian
PLCs are appointed based on controlling sharehsildeterests and concluded
that they were not truly independent (Cheung & Clz&04).

Although Malaysia has well-structured rules, regatss and corporate
governance codes, there have been no guidelinesutime the characteristics of
boards of directors’ members including the chairm@tOs or independent

directors in Malaysia. Based on this knowledge dhs study was pursued to
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examine the characteristics of members of boardbreftors and the importance
of these characteristics for the effectivenesshef performance of Malaysian
PLCs’ boards. In this context, Chapter 4 discustbed conceptual framework
used in this study. Specifically, in this stud tthree characteristics of board
members explored were demographic characterigiesonality characteristics
and values, and competencies. In addition, varchesacteristics of effective
boards were explored to determine whether chaiattsr of boards of directors’
members are important components contributing te #ffectiveness of

Malaysian PLCs’ boards.

To examine the above issues, this study reliednansources of data including
interviews with 41 participants representing fououps: chairman, CEOs,
independent directors and representatives of Miaysorporate governance
organisations; and 2007 annual reports of the @ifpMalaysian PLCs. The data
in this study was analysed for content using Exspkadsheet software. The
results of this study were divided into two parfhe first part reports the
characteristics of boards of director members wigod&rectors, chairman, CEOs
and independent directors. The second part regoetsharacteristics of effective
boards.

First, this study found that three categories o#rahteristics of boards of
directors’” members — demographic characterigtiessonality characteristics and
values, and competencies — were important compsranthe effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards. However, each categoryazfrdb member (directors,
chairman, CEOs and independent directors) were dfdionrequire particular
characteristics. Some characteristics were foarimetimportant for all categories
of board members, including commitment, integrigggod relationships with
others, experience in business and corporate mareage as well as relevant
knowledge and skills. In addition, it was revealdt networking with the
Government is another important characteristic ofldyisian PLCs’ board

members.
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Second, this study also discovered that board tefeatess depends on external
and internal aspects of a board’s experience. Rhmarinternal perspective, four
components, including board membership, board ®jltooard roles and board
structure and process, were found to be the magsbrit@nt components of board
effectiveness in Malaysia. Specifically, to be effee Malaysian PLCs’ boards

should be composed of members with diverse backgiouThey should be

headed by competent chairman and CEOs. There shtsddbe a strong board
culture, focus on strategic roles, separate chaif@tOs, established relevant
board committees, particularly audit, nominatiomd aemuneration committees.
There should also be an appropriate number of boeetings, levels of board

remuneration should be according to current markkte, and there should be a

smaller board size.

From the external perspective, this study found ¢oaernment policy was also
an important component of board effectiveness italaa.

Table 9.1 presents a summary of the results irsthidy.
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Table 9.1: Summary of research propositions in rel@on to research results

Research Questions

Results and conclusions

01

Q2

What demographic characteristics are
considered to be important for the
effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’
boards, and why are they important?

What personality characteristics and
values are considered to be important
for the effectiveness of Malaysian
PLCs’ boards, and why are they
important?

Four types of observable characteristics of boaeinbers (age, tenure, ethni
groups and multiple directorships) were found tarbportant components of the
effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards. Generalypard members of
Malaysian PLCs are recommended to be aged betw®and 60 years (average
of 57 years); seven years of tenure in a particcdanpany; and not to hold more
than three directorships at the same time. In ahditt is recommended that the
number of women directors on Malaysian PLCs shbelthcreased.

Generally, board members of Malaysian PLCs nedx tcommitted, open minded
and have good relationships with other board mesltgve high integrity, and be
goal-oriented and sincere. Specifically the follogviboard members need specif
characteristics:

i.

O

D—D—D

Chairman need to have the ability to lead the baatibe committed, oper
minded, have integrity, have good relationshiphvether board members
be former PLCs’ directors, well-known in corporasectors and goal
oriented.

CEOs need to be goal-oriented, committed, have getationships with
other board members and have integrity.

Independent directors need to be independent, hanegrity, be

economically stable, be committed and have goaatiogiships with other
board members.
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Q3

Q4

What competencies are considered
important for the effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards, and why are
they important?

What internal aspects of boards of
directors are considered to be importan
for the effectiveness of Malaysian
PLCs’ boards, and why are they
important?

Effective boards need to be composed of board memfoirectors, chairman,
CEOs and independent directors) who have experienbeasiness and corporatsé
management, finance, business management andkegaledge, they need to
possess good communication and analytical skélsyell as relevant educational
qualifications, particularly finance or accounting

1%

In addition to the above findings, networking withe government was an
important characteristic of board members in Makygsarticularly for chairmen.
This assists companies in assessing projects dffgréhe government.

Four characteristics of effective boards found his tstudy include: the right
tmembership, good culture, clear roles and respiitisd, and well-defined
structures and processes. Specifically, effectiaardls have the following
characteristics:
i. composed of competent individuals, with diverse kigemunds and good
leadership from chairman and CEOs
ii. board members are cohesive, show trust and tolerem@ach other, have
good relationships with management and share the g@als
lii. roles of the board are clearly defined and the dé@cuses on strategic roles
iv. boards have separate chairman/CEO; establish réldx@ard committees,
have sufficient levels of remuneration and inclsdwller board membership
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Is board membership the most importanBoard membership and culture, are related to ttegacheristics of members o
aspect influencing the effectiveness of | boards of directors. The study results show thardonembership is more
Malaysian PLCs’ boards? important than board structure and role in deteimginthe effectiveness of
Malaysian PLCs’ boards.

What external aspects of boards o0fThe government was found to be the most importeetreal aspect that influences
directors are considered to be importanthe effectiveness of Malaysian PLCs’ boards.

for the effectiveness of Malaysian
PLCs' boards, and why are they
important?
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9.3 Contributions of the study

9.3.1 Contributions to body of knowledge

In examining the mixed results of previous studiBerghe & Levrau, 2004;
Murphy & Mcintyre, 2007; Payne et al., 2009), tlesults of this thesis contribute
to the body of knowledge in the area of corporateegnance. Specifically, this
thesis offers evidence that to be effective, boatdsuld have a competent balance
in membership, including relevant demographic bamkgds, specific personality
characteristics and values, suitable competenaesgood networking with the
Government. In addition, boards need to have stleadership from chairman and
CEOs, as well as maintain a good culture (i.e.ddeesive, have good relationships
with the management, share the same goals, shstvaind tolerance to each other,

and be high achievers).

As much of the existing board effectiveness reseagported in the literature has
focused on developed countries’ corporations aneceigance, the present study,
first, contributes to this body of knowledge by yithng evidence using primary
data from Malaysia. In doing so, the results of $tudy add to the knowledge base
for countries with developing economies. Arguabti@ie country has a high
concentration of ownership, less transparent andkere corporate governance
structures than those in developed economies ssitheaUS, UK and Australia.
Further, from a human-resources perspective, theltseof this study show that
Malaysian PLCs must prepare for future leaderskipdknowledging that existing
practices in their appointment of board memberaukshao longer rely solely on
personal networking. Instead, they need to recegiis importance of cultivating a
new set of leadership competencies in order to etenn a global economy

successfully.

Second, this study contributes to theory by prappsin integrated model of board
effectiveness (Figure 9.1) that can be empirica&bted in future research.
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Board members’ Board Firm
characteristics* attributes* performance

Board
compositiol

Demographic

characteristics
ROA
- Board culture R_OE
Personality —) Tobin's Q
characteristics and Others
values

Board structure

Board roles

Figure 9.1: Proposed conceptual model including bad members’
characteristics, board attributes and firm performance

Note: *The relationship can be tested as individoa groups of characteristics or
attributes.

This model links board members’ characteristicsarboattributes and firm
performance. Understanding these dimensions otdbeffectiveness could lead to a

better understanding of board effectiveness.
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9.3.2 Contributions to practice

From a practical perspective, this study providesdback to the Malaysian
corporate governance regulators and policy-malkegs Bursa Malaysia, Securities
Commission and MCCG) to assist in developing peéicithat support the
importance of desirable characteristics in the ctile of boards of directors’

members.

In addition, the results also contribute to theadlepment of a guideline describing
the characteristics of effective boards in Malaysspecifically, the following

results are likely to be particularly useful inney of:

I. The development of specific guidelines for thgpa@intment of directors in
Malaysia, especially in warranting that these bsartidirectors should be
composed of members exhibiting relevant demograpitaracteristics,
certain personality characteristics and appropriatenpetencies; for
example, a recommendation could be used by regsldt lay down
particular desired characteristics of Malaysian BbGard members.

. To improve the guidelines for characteristicsr feffective boards in
Malaysia, including particular aspects pertaining board memberships,
culture, structure and role, the required chargsties are as follows:

*  Memberships of the board should comprise divers¢ emmpetent
members and demonstrate good leadership of thentdraiand CEOs,
relevant to each company’s requirements.

 Board culture, should demonstrate a cohesive boand good
relationships among themselves and management.dBo@mbers
should also show trust and tolerance to each oshare the same goals

and be high achievers.
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* Board roles — all board members should have a dederstanding of
their roles and be accountable, accordingly. Thardashould also
focus on strategic roles.

* Board structure and process — there should be aatepchairman and
CEO, as well as established audit, remuneratiomimation and other
relevant committees. Board meetings should be laddrequired,;
remuneration should be appropriate to the curresntket value and to
the performance of individual directors; and siz¢he board should not

be more than ten.
9.4 Limitations of the study
In undertaking this study, two limitations have he®ted:

9.4.1 Methodological limitations

Data for the assessment of issues in this studgrdkga largely on the quality of the
data available in the annual reports, and fromi@pants’ perceptions. Hence, the
results are limited to the information obtainednrthe two data sources. However,
these provide a strong basis for future researcprbyiding specific variables that

can be explored further.
9.4.2 Participants in the study

Participants in this study were limited to 41 frdour groups (chairmen, CEOs,
independent directors and representatives of Malaysorporate governance
organisations). Therefore, issues of differenceparceptions between a limited

number of participants may limit generalisabiliytioe results.

294



9.5 Suggestions for future research

This study is a qualitative study that has examiobdracteristics of boards of

directors’ members and board effectiveness of dpel00 Malaysian PLCs. More

research needs to be conducted in this area. &@dlgif the following suggestions

for future research are provided.

The study should be replicated by expanding ftaenework used in this
study and testing more aspects that relate to liaeacteristics of members
of boards of directors and characteristics of ¢ffecboards. By doing so, it

can provide a broader understanding of such issues.

The population of the study should be expand@&this could be replicated
for any number of other companies to determine kdresimilar patterns
emerge among the board members of those companies.

The study should be replicated using otheeagsh methods. As this study
relied on a qualitative approach, perhaps a qusivet research approach or
mixed methods approach should be followed to peedhpirical results of
the relationship between characteristics of membénsoards of directors
and firm financial performance. The study may sélithe research model
(Figure 9.1) proposed in this study. By testings thmodel, future research
will enable the provision of empirical evidence ¢me importance of
characteristics of members of boards of directorthé effectiveness of the

board and the firm.

Other studies that examine corporations frommeotcountries, particularly

developing countries (Thailand, Indonesia and Kpmauld be valuable.
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9.6 Concluding statement

This chapter concludes the main findings of thesitheThis thesis adds to the
growing body of international literature on the onm@nce of having competent
board members. From a practical perspective, theept study provides feedback
to Malaysia’s corporate governance regulators asigtypmakers on the need for
guidelines that support effective characteristitsnembers of boards of directors.
The results also support the current debate onttheacteristics of effective boards.
Finally, it is hoped that the insight derived fraims study has provided useful
information to Malaysian firms specifically, andhet contexts generally, in terms

of the importance of having balanced and compdteatd members.

296



REFERENCES

Ab Razak, N. H., Ahmad, R., & Aliahmed, H. J. (2p0Bwnership structure and
corporate performance: A comparative analysis ofeédament Linked and
Non-government linked companies from Bursa Malay&lat Australasian
Finance and Banking Conferendeetrieved from
http://ssrn.com/abstract=1252072.

Abbass, F. A. (1990). Effective boards of directdws overview.Industrial
Management & Data Systems, 90(493;26.

Abdul Hadi, Z., M Fadzilah, A. S., & Md Ishak, Rq05). Corporate governance in
Malaysia. Retrieved May 21, 2007, frdrtp://www.micg.com.my

Abdul Samad, F. (2002Pwnership structure in the Malaysian corporate sect
its impact on corporate governance, financing ameestment patterns
Kuala Lumpur: Malaysian Institute of Corporate @mance.

Abdul Wahab, E. A., How, J. C. Y., & Verhoeven (B007). The impact of the
Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance: Compliansatutional
investor and stock performan@&SRN eLibraryRetrieved from
http://ssrn.com.abstract=3267281.

Abdullah, A. B. (2005). Speech on the Malaysiariitate of Directors’ Corporate
Directors Banquet: Vital to inculcate good valuesur daily lives.
Retrieved from http://www.mid.org.my/.

Abdullah, S.N.(2001). Characteristics of board ioéctors and audit committees
among Malaysian listed companies in the periodifeatb 1997 financial
crisis.Accountant National, Octobet8-21.

.(2002). Board of directors’ independenceragiisted companies in an
emerging economyJtara Management Review®(2), 27-46.

.(2004). Board composition, CEO duality aadgrmance among
Malaysian listed companieSorporate Governance International Journal
of Business in Society, 47-61

. (2006a). Board composition, audit commitiee timeline of corporate
financial reports in Malaysidournal of Corporate Ownership & Control,
4(2), 33-45.

.(2006b). Directors' remuneration, firm'dqenance and corporate

governance in Malaysia among distressed compab@porate
Governance, 6(2)162-174.

297



Abor, J.Adjasi, C.K.D. (2007). Corporate governaand the small and medium
enterprises sector: theory and implicatiddsrporate Governancd (2),
12.

Abu Hassan, N., & Hossain, N. (200F)duciary relationship between directors
and employees: Reliance or mere lip-servieaper presented at the 4th
Asian Law Institute (ASLI) Conference.

Adams, R. B., Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, M. 0@Q). The role of boards of
directors in corporate governance: A conceptuahéaork and survey.
SSRNelLibrary. Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=1299212

Adams, R. B., & Ferreira, D. (2007). A theory aefidly boardsThe Journal of
Finance, 62(1)217-250.

Afterman, A. B. (1970)Company director and controllers: Their duties e t
company and the shareholdekelbourne: The Law Book Company
Limited.

Agle, B. R., Nagarajan, N. J., Sonnenfeld, J. AS@&nivasan, D. (2006). Does
CEO charisma matter? An empirical analysis of glationships among
organisational performance, environmental uncestaand top management
team perceptions of CEO charisa@ademy of Management Journal,
49(1),161-174.

Alfonso, F. B., Jikich, B. A., & Banez, R. G. (200Reforming corporate
governance in the Philippines by engaging the peigactor. In H. K. Leong
(Ed.),Reforming Corporate Governance in Southeast fsma299-313).
Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies.

Alkhafaji, A. F. (2007). Corporate governance: Bwelution of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act and its impact on corporate Ameriéa. International Business
Journal, 17(3) 193-202.

Allan, C. A. L. (2004). The impact of corporate gowance practices on firms'
financial performancéASEAN Economic Bulletin, £3), 308-318.

Altheide, D., & Johnson, J. M. C. (1998). Critefioa assessing interpretive validity
in qualitative research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. Snkoln (Eds.)Collecting
and interpreting qualitative material§pp. 283-312). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

AMMB Holdings Berhad(2007).Annual reportRetrieved from

http://www.klse.com.my/website/bm/listed_compargesipany_ announce
ments/announcements/index.jsp.

298



Andarajah, K. (2001)Corporate Governance: A practical approa®ingapore:
Butterworth Asia.

Andres, P. d., & Vallelado, E. (2008). Corporat@gymance in banking: The role of
the board of directordournal of Banking & Finance, 822), 2570-2580.

Andrew, K.R.(1981). Corporate strategy as a vitaktion of the boarddarvard
Business Review, 59(11)74-184.

Ang, E. (2008). Where are our female corporatedestiRetrieved from
http://biz.thestar.com.my/news/story.asp?file=/28(Bbusiness/21954384
&sec=business.

Anwar, Z., & Tang, K. M. (2003). Building a framevkofor corporate transparency.
Securities Commission ArticleRetrieved from
http://lwww.sc.com.my/eng/html/resources/speech/Qate%20Transparen
cy.pdf.

Arewa, O. B. (2005). Comment: corporate governavweants: Legal rules, business
environment and corporate cultu@ase Western Reserve Law Review,
55(3), 545-550.

Arfken, D. E., Bellar, S. L., & Helms, M. M. (2004 he ultimate glass ceiling
revisited: The presence of women on corporate Isododrnal of Business
Ethics, 5@2), 177-186.

Argyropoulou, M., & Motwani, J. (2008). Top managamhteam and corporate
performance: A study of Greek firmBeam Performance Management,
14(7/8), 340-363.

Arif, A. M., Ibrahim, M. K., & Othman, R. (2007). &erminants of firm level
governance: Malaysian eviden€orporate Governance, b.

Armstrong, M. (1994)Improving organizational effectivenedondon: Kogan
Page.

Arrow, K. (1962). The economic implications of learg by doingReview of
Economic Studies, 2955-173.

Asian Development Bank (1998). Corporate governamckfinance in East Asia -
A Study of Indonesia, Republic of Korea, Malay$tjlippines, and
Thailand Volume One (A Consolidated Repoftian Development Bank.
Retrieved from
http://www.adb.org/Documents/Book/Corporate_Goveoeddefault.asp.

.(2004)Asian development outlook 20@4€ndon: Oxford University Press
Inc.

299



Asimanskien, L. (2004). The research on personalitigs of leaders and team
membersManagement of Organisations: Systematic Res€éagyh175-
187.

ASX Corporate Governance Council. (2003)inciple of good corporate
governance and best practice recommendatitetrieved from
http://www.asx.com.au.

Australian Institute of Company Directors. (2006hairman of the board: A role
in the spotlight Sydney: Australian Institute of Company Directors

Babbie, E. (2002)The basics of social researcBelmont. California: Thomson
Learning.

Bainbridge, S. M.(2002). Why a board? Group deoisiwaking in corporate
GovernanceSSRN eLibrary Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=266683.

.(2008)The new corporate governance in theory and practibdord:
Oxford University Press Inc.

Bank Negara Malaysia. (1999)he central bank and the financial system in
Malaysia Kuala Lumpur: Bank Negara Malaysia.

.(2003). Guidelines for audit committees antérnal audit department.
BNM/RH/GL/003-22Retrieved from http://www.bnm.gov.my/guidelines

. (2005). Guideline on corporate governastagdards for development
financial institutions.Bank Negara MalaysidRetrieved from
http://www.bnm.gov.my/guidelines/.

Banks, E. (2004)Corporate governance: Financial responsibility, tahand
ethics New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Bantel, K.A. (1993).Top team, environment and panfance effects on strategic
planning formality Group and Organisation Managemeh8(4) 436-58.

Bantel, K.A., Jackson, S.E. (1989). Top managerardtinnovation in banking:
does the composition of the top team make a diffsg@Strategic
Management Journal0,107-24.

Barlas, S., Knepp, J., Schwartz, M., Thompson&LWilliams, K. (2005).
Reexamine the board of directo®&rategic Finance, §80), 21-22.

Baron, A., & Armstrong, M. (2007Human capital managemeitondon:
Philadelphia Kogan Page Ltd.

300



Barsh, J. (2008).Innovative management: A conviensatith Gary Hamel and
Lowell Bryan.The McKinsey QuarterJyrebruary 15 1-10.

Barton, D., & Wong, S. C. Y. (2006). Improving bdarerformance in emerging
marketsMcKinsey Quarterly 1(1), 74-83.

Baruch, Y. (2002), No such thing as a global manaBesiness Horizongl5, 36-
42.

Bass, B. M. (1990). Bass and Stogdill's handbodkadership: Theory, research,
and managerial applications (3rd ed.). New YorleeHPress.

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1994)mproving organisational effectiveness through
transformational leadershipflhousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publication.

Baysinger, B., Butler, H. (1985). Corporate govew®and the board of governors:
Performance effects of changes in board composilmurnal of Law,
Economics and Organisatiof, 101-24.

Becker, G. S. (1993Human capital: A theoretical and empirical analygsigh
special reference to education (3rd Editio@hicago: The University of
Chicago Press.

Behan, E. A. (2006). Board composition. In D. AdMa, B. A. Behan & D. Nadler
(Eds.),Building better boards: A blueprint for effectivevgrnancgpp. 27-
45). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Beiner, S., Drobetz, W., Schmid, F., & ZimmermaHn(2004). Is board size an
independent corporate governance mechanksyifbs, 513), 327-356.

Belden, S., Fister, T., & Knapp, B. O. B. (2005)vidends and directors: Do
outsiders reduce agency cosB@ckwell-synergyRetrieved from
http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/doi/abs/10.1110045-
3609.2005.00009.x.

Belkhir, M. (2004). Board of directors' size andfpamance in bankindcSSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=604505

Berg, B. L. (2007)Qualitative research methods for the social scisn&sxth
Edition. California: Pearson.

Berghe, L. A., & Levrau, A. (2004). Evaluating bdarof directors: What
constitutes a good corporate boaBl&ckwell-synergyRetrieved from
http://lwww.blackwell-synergy.com/doi/abs/10.11114§57-
8683.2004.00387 .x.

301



Berle, A. A. J., & Means, G. C. (1932)he modern corporation and private
property. New York: MacMillan.

Berry, D. (2007). Time for corporate governancei@@dBizweek, Saturday 7 July
2007.

Bhagat, S., & Black, B. S. (2002). The uncertaiatienship between board
composition and firm performanc8SRN eLibrary Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=11417.

Bhaskaran, S., & Sukumaran, N. (2007). Nationaleca)] business culture and
management practices: Consequential relationsi@ips®s Cultural
Management: An International Journal, 14(5%-67.

Bilimoria, D. (2006). The relationship between wanudrporate directors and
women corporate officerdournal of Managerial Issues, (B, 47-61.

Bilimoria, D., & Wheeler, J. V. (2000). Women corpte directors: Current
research and future directions. In M. J. DavidsoR.&. Burke (Eds.),
Women in management: Current research isgMes 11, pp. 138-163).
London: Sage Publication.

Bird, A., Buchanan, R., & Rogers, P. (2004). Theesehabits of an effective board.
European Business Journal, (Bp, 128-132.

Blake, A. (1999)Dynamics directors. Aligning board structure fordmess
successGreat Britain: MacMillan Business.

Boivie, S., Jones, C. D., & Khanna, P. (2008). Bioe capabilities, information
processing demands and board effectiverfasademy of Management
Proceedingsl, 6.

Boone, A. L., Casares Field, L., Karpoff, J. M., Raheja, C. G. (2007). The
determinants of corporate board size and compasitién empirical
analysisJournal of Financial Economics, 85(1§6-101.

Bosch, H. (1992)Bosch on business: Essential reading for directexgcutives
and investorsMelbourne, Australia: The Business Library.

Bostrom, R. E. (2003). Corporate governance: Dgraknt and best practices one
year after Sarbanes-Oxldpternational Financial Law Review, 189-204.

Boulton, W. R. (1996). Effective board developmétite areas for concern.
Journal of Business Strategy,3%-100.

Bowen, & Williams, G. (1995). Needed: Directors mdackboneDirectors and
boards, 192), 8-11.

302



Boyatzis, R. (2008). Competencies in the 21st egnfournal of Management
Development, 1), 5-12.

Bozec, R. (2005). Boards of directors, market gigoe and firm performance
Journal of Business Finance & Accountji3g, 1921-1960. Retrieved from
http://search.ebscohost.com.

Brake, T. (1997)The Global Leader. Critical factors for creatingetivorld class
organisation.Chicago: Irwin Professional Publishing.

Brian, L. (2002) Chairman of the board: A practical guiddew Jersey: John
Wiley & Son Inc.

Brennan, N. (2006). Boards of directors and firmfgrenance: Is there an
expectations gaplorporate Governance: An International ReviewG)4
577-593.

Brookman, J., & Thistle, P. D. (2009). CEO tentine, risk of termination and firm
value.Journal of Corporate Finance, {5), 331-344.

Brountas, P. P. (2004B.0ardroom excellencé&an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Brouthers, K.D., Brouthers, L.E., Werner, S. (2000§uences on strategic
decision-making in the Dutch financial servicesusidy.Journal of
Management26(5), .863-83.

Brown, L. D., & Caylor, M. L. (2004). Corporate gawviance and firm performance.
SSRN eLibrary Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=586423.

Brown, W. A. (2007). Board development practiced emmpetent board members:
Implications for performanc@&lonprofit Management & Leadership, 17(3)
301-317.

Buchannan, B. (1974). Building organisational cotnmeint: The socialization of
managers on work organisatigkdministrative Science Quarterly, 1333
546.

Buchen, I. H. (2005). The futures agenda of thereiCEO Foresight Journgl7,
3-7. Retrieved from http://0-
www.emeraldinsight.com.library.vu.edu.au/10.11083668051059079.

Bueno, C.M., Antolin, G., & Tubbs, S.L.(2004) Idéying global leadership
competencies: An exploratory studyurnal of American Academy of
Business, Cambridg&eptember.

303



Burke, R. J. (2000). Company size, board size amdber of women corporate
directors. In R. J. Burke & M. C. Mattis (EdsS/)omen in Management:
International Challenges and Opportunitiggp. 157-167). Dordrecht:
Kluwer Academic.

Bursa Malaysia..(2002KLSE Listing RequiremerRetrieved from
http://www.klse.com.my/website/bm/rules_and_regatet/listing_requirem
ents/downloads/LR_MBSB_28Dec06.pdf.

.(2007a)lotal number of listed companies as at 26 Febr2&g7. (Data
file). Retrieved from
http://www.klse.com.my/website/bm/listed_companesg/listing_statistics
.html.

.(2007b)Kuala Lumpur Composite IndeRetrieved from
http://lwww.klse.com.my/website/bm/market_informatiodex_component
s.html

. (2008aCompany announcemeiRetrieved from
http://www.klse.com.my/website/.

.(2008b)Malaysian Public Listed Companies ranking basednamket
capitalisation as of 31 December 20®Retrieved from
http://www.klse.com.my/website/.

.(2008c). Public reprimand and fine on a frdirector of the Ayer Molek
Rubber Company Berhad: Ismail bin Ahm&dblic Enforcement on
Directors or Individuals Retrieved from
http://www.klse.com.my/website/bm/media_centrafigijsp.

.(2008dMistory of Bursa MalaysiaRetrieved from
http://www.klse.com.my/website/bm/about_us/the_arsgtion/history.html

Cadbury, A. (1992)Report on the financial aspects of corporate goaaoe
London: Gee & Co.

. (2002)Corporate governance and chairmanship: A personalwNew
York: Oxford University Press.

Cameron, K .(1986). Effectiveness as paradox: Guwuseand conflict in
conceptions of organisatioMlanagement Science (1986 - 1998)(5), 39-
53.

Cameron, K.S. & Whetten, D.A. (1983). Organisatlaféectiveness: A
comparison of multiple model. New York : Academress,.

304



Campbell, K., & Manguez-Vera, A. (2008). Gendereadsity in the boardroom and
firm financial performancelournal of Business Ethics, &}, 435-451.

Campbell, JP (1977). On the Nature of Organizali&iffectiveness. In PS
Goodman & JM Pennings (edbdlew Perspectives on Organizational
Effectivenesslossey-Bass Publishers, San Francisco, CA.

Carmeli, A. (2006). The relative importance of thp management team's
managerial skillslnternational Journal of Manpower, 27(19-36.

Carpenter, M., Sanders, W.G., Gregersen, H. (2@Mi)ding human capital with
organisational context: The impact of internaticasdignment experience
on multinational firm performance and CEO pAgademy of Management
Journal 44 (3) 493-511.

Carpenter, M. A, & Westphal, J. D. (2001). Thetggic context of external
network ties: Examining the impact of director appments on board
involvement in strategic decision makirf@5RN eLibraryRetrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=176428.

Carter, C. B., & Lorsch, J. W. (2008Back to the drawing board: Designing
corporate boards for a complex worlBoston: Harvard Business School
Press.

Carter, D. A., Simkins, B. J., & Simpson, W. G. @3). Corporate governance,
Board diversity, and firm valu&inancial Review, 38(1833-53.

Carver, J., & Oliver, C. (2002 orporate boards that create valugan Francisco:
Jossey-Bass A Wiley Company.

Carver, J. (20020n board leadershipNew York: Jossey-Bass, John Willey Inc.

Cascio, W. F. (2004). Board governance: A socisteays perspectivécademy of
Management Executive, (1§, 97-100.

Catalyst. (2004). Study of 353 Fortune 500 commao@nect corporate
performance and gender diversity. Retrieved from
http://www.catalystwomen.org/

Centre for Policy Initiative.(2007). Corporate ggudistribution: Past trends and
future policy.Centre for Policy Initiatives (CPI) Working Pap&oO.
Retrieved from http://www.cpiasia.org/.

Charette, D. E. (2006). Malaysia in the global esop. New England Journal of
Public Policy, 211), 55-78.

305



Chartered Secretaries and Administration. (20@@)ependent directors: principles
and best practiceuala Lumpur: The Malaysian Association of the
Institute of Chartered Secretaries and Adminisirati

Che Ahmad, A., Houghton, K. A., & Mohamad Yusof,Z.(2006). The Malaysian
market for audit services: ethnicity, multinatiosampanies and auditor
choice.Managerial Auditing Journal, 4T), 702-723.

Chen, R., Dyball , M. C., & Wright, S. (2009). Thek between board composition
and corporate diversification in Australian cormuayns.Corporate
Governance: An International Review,(2), 208-223.

Chen, G., Firth, M., Gao, D. N., & Rui, O. M. (200®wnership structure,
corporate governance, and fraud: Evidence from &ournal of
Corporate Finance, 1(3), 424-448.

Cheong, S. (1990 orporate groupings in the KLSPetaling Jaya: Modern Law
Publisher & Distributors.

Cheung, S. Y. L., & Chan, B. Y. (2004). Corporategrnance in AsiaAsia-
Pacific Development Journal, (4), 1-18.

Chien, A. (2008). The effect of board charactesgstin foreign ownership:
Empirical evidence from Taiwainternational Research Journal of
Finance & Economic§22), 93-105.

Choi, J.J., Park, S.W., Yoo, S.S. (2007). The valfuautside directors: Evidence
from corporate governance reform in Kor&aurnal of Financial and
Quantitative AnalysisA2(4) 941.

Clarke, D. C. (2006). The independent director mnE@se corporate governance
Delaware Journal of Corporate LawW, 125-288. Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/abstract=895588.

Cleassens, S., Djankov, S., & Lang, L. H. P. (2000 separation of ownership
and control in East Asian Corporatidournal of Financial Economics,
58(1) 81-112.

Cleassens, S., Djankov, S., & Xu, L. C. (2000).gooate performance in the East
Asian financial crisisThe World Bank Research ObserviEs, 23-46.

Claessens, S., & Fan, P. H. J. (2002). Corporatergance in Asia: A Survey.
International Review of Finance(&3, 71-103.

Claessens, J., & Djankov, S. (1999). Corporateehstin East AsiaVorld Bank
Report.Retrieved from,
http://lwww1.worldbank.org/finance/assets/imagesélaes. pdf.

306



Clifford, P., & Evans, R. (1997). Non-executiveatitors: A question of
independenceCorporate Governance: An International Revié&4), 224-
232.

Colley, J. L., Doyle, J., Dogan, G. L., & StettisjiWV. (2005)What is corporate
governanceNew York: Mc Graw Hill.

Collins, J. (2001)Good to Great: Why some companies make the |leajptineds
don't. New York: Harper Business.

Combined Codes. (2003)he combined code on corporate governahomdon:
Financial Reporting Council.

Companies Commission of Malaysia. (20(®trategic framework for the corporate
law reform programmeRetrieved from http://www.ccm.gov.my.

Conger, J. A., & Lawler, E. (2001). Building a higkrforming board: How to
choose the right membeBusiness Strategy Review(3g 11-19.

. (2009). Sharing leadership on corporatedso# critical requirement for
teamwork at the tofSSRN eLibraryRetrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=1313353.

Conger, J. A., & Ready, D. A. (2004). Rethinkingdership competencidseader
to Leader, 2004(3241-47.

Conger, J. A., Lawler lll, E. E., & Finegold, D. (2001).Corporate boards:
Strategies for adding value at the t&an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Congress of the United States. (2002). Sarbanesy@xdt. HR3765 Retrieved
from http://www.findlaw.com.

Connell, R. B. (2005)A framework for understanding factors that intergen
between positive evaluations of acquisition candisiand entry into
negotiation. University of New South Wales, New South Wales.

Connelly, J. T., & Limpaphayom, P. (2004). Boardmetteristics and firm
performance: Evidence from the Life Insurance Itiguis Thailand SSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=952453.

Coombes, P., & Wong, S. C. (2004). Chairman and €B@e job or twoBSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved from
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstracdi485#.

Cortese, C. L., & Bowrey, G. (2008). A profile ¢t non-executive directors of

Australia’s largest public compani€aculty of Commerce, University of
Wollongong - papersl9. Retrieved from http//ro.uow.au/commpapers/419

307



Coulson-Thomas, C.(1992). Developing competenttbrs and effective boards.
Journal of Management Development(1)1

.(1993)Developing directors - building an effective boaxdm team
Berkshire, England: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

.(2008). Developing directors, key questionshe training and
development communityndustrial and Commercial Training, 40), 364-
373.

Cox, T. (2001)Creating the multicultural organisation: A stratefyyr capturing
the power of diversitySan Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Cox, T., & Blake, S. (1991). Managing cultural disi¢y: Implication for
organisational competitivenegscademy of Management Executiy@)5b
45-55.

Creswell, J. W. (1998 ualitative inquiry and research design: Choosimgaang
five traditions London, New Delhi: Sage Publications, Inc.

.(2007)Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing amgdive
approachesThousand Oaks, California: Sage Publication Inc.

Dahya, J., & Travlos, N. G. (2000). Does the on& stzow pay? Theory and
evidence on the dua CEBuropean Financial Management, &-98.

Dahya, J., & McConnell, J. J. (2003). Board comimsj corporate performance,
and the Cadbury committee recommendat8BRN eLibrary Retrieved
from http://ssrn.com/paper=687429.

Dahya, J., McConnell, J.J., & Travlos (2002). TrelBury committee, corporate
performance and top management turnodeurnal of Finance57,461-83.

Daily, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (2003). Women in theardroom: A business
imperative.Journal of Business Strategy, (2% 8.

. (2004). Boardroom myths: Reconciling priegon and research guidance.
Business Strategy5-18.

Daily, C. M., Dalton, D. R., & Cannella, A. (2003}orporate governance: Decades
of dialogue and dat&cademic Management Review(38371-382.

(2003). Are director equity policies exatugiry?Business Ethics
Quarterly, 134), 415-432.

Dallas, L..L.(1996). The relational board: Theomésorporate boards of directors
The Journal of Corporation Law22, 1-22.

308



.(2001). Developments in USA board of dinecemd the multiple roles of
corporate board.aw and economic research paper

Dalton, D. R., Dalily, C. M., Certo, S. T., & Roeriiya, R. (2003). Meta-analyses
of financial performance and equity: Fusion or esdn?Academy of
Management Journal 46, 13-19.

Dalton, D. R., Daily, C. M., Johnson, J., & Ellastr A. (1999). Number of
directors and financial performance: A meta analyisi M. Ezzamel (Ed.),
Governance, directors and board$SA: Elgar Reference Collection.

Dalton, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (2005). Boards ofetitors: Utilizing empirical
evidence in developing practical prescriptiddstish Journal of
Management, 1801-97.

Daniel, K., Tanja, C. P. z. W., & Utz, S. (2007jfd€ts of top management team
characteristics on strategic decision making: Bigfattention to team
member personalities and mediating proceddasagement Decision,

45(6).

David, T. (2006). The role of the non-executiveedior: A personal view.
Corporate Governance, 6(194-68.

Davidson, W., Nemec, C., & Worrell, D. (2006). Datnants of CEO age at
successionJournal of Management & Governance, 1035-57.

Davies, A., Joyce, P., Beaver, G., & Woods, A. @00eadership boards of
directors.Strategic Change, 14), 225-233.

De Andres, P., Azofra, V., & Lopez, F. (2005). Cangte boards in OECD
Countries: size, composition, functioning and dffemessCorporate
Governance: An International Review,(28 197-210.

Debrauvais, M. (1962). The concept of human cagigdrnational Social Science
Journal, 144), 660.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1998) he landscape of qualitative research:
Theories and issuéhousand Oaks, California: Sage Publication.

.(2000)Handbook of qualitative researcihousand Oaks, California: Sage
Publication.

309



.(2003). Introduction: The discipline andgpicee of qualitative research. In
N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.)The landscape of qualitative research:
Theories and Issuépp. 1-46). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage
Publications.

Dey, D. K., & Chauhan, Y. K. (2009). Board compisitand performance in
Indian firms: A comparisoCFAI Journal of Corporate Governance, 8(2),
7-19.

Dhaliwal, D., Naiker, V., & Navissi, F. (2006). Aiiddommittee financial expertise,
corporate governance and accruals quality: An eogbianalysisSSSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/abstract=906690.

Dogan, E., & Smyth, R. (2001). Board remuneratmmpany performance, and
corporate governance: Evidence from publicly lid#alaysian companies.
Department of Economics Discussion Papers, Monashdusity, 10, 36.
Retrieved from http://arrow4.lib.monash.edu.au/ta$9/2214.

Donaldson, L., & Davis, J. H. (1991). Stewardslhigadry or agency theory: CEO
governance and shareholder returns Austratiarnal of Managemeni,6,
49-64.

.(1994). Board and company performance: Resehallenges the
conventional wisdom. In B. Tricker & A. Dartmonthds.),Corporate
Governance: History of Managemehbndon: Prentice Hall.

Donaldson, L.,(1990). The ethereal hand: Orgameatieconomics and
management theorfhe Academic of Management Jourridi(3), 369-381

Dowen, R. J. (1995). Board of director quality dimch performancelnternational
Journal of the Economics of Business, 21P8.

Dow, J., & Raposo, C. C. (2005). CEO Compensatibange, and corporate
strategyJournal of Finance, 60(6R701-2727.

Dulewicz, V., & Gay, K. (1997). Personal competesdor board directors: The
main dimensions and role compariso@empetencies Journal, 4(Spririg)

Dulewicz, V., & Herbert, P. (2004). Does the conipjos and practice of boards of
directors bear any relationship to the performasfd@eir companies?
Corporate Governance: An International Review(3)2263-280.

Dulewicz, V., & Higgs, M. (2003). Leadership at tiog: The need for emotional
intelligence in organisatiomnternational Journal of Organisational
Analysis 113), 193-210.

310



.(2005). Assessing leadership styles anchmafzonal contextlournal of
Managerial Psychology, ZR), 105-123.

Dulewicz, V., Macmillan, K., & Herbert, P. (1999)he development of standards
of good practice for board of directoEsxecutive development, 83-17.

Economic Planning Unit. (1971%econd Malaysia Plan 1971-19%uala Lumpur:
The National Printing Department.

.(2000)Third Outline Perspective Plat990-2005. Retrieved from
http://www.epu.gov.my.

(2002)First Outline Perspective Plan, 1970-199Retrieved from
http://www.epu.gov.my.

.(2006)The Malaysian Economy in Figures — 208&trieved from
http://lwww.epu.jpm.my.

.(2007Nine Malaysia Plan, 2006-2010Retrieved from
http://www.epu.gov.my.

.(2008)Malaysia economic indicatorsRetrieved from
http://lwww.epu.gov.my/html/themes/epu/images/comipdiiME_08_chap
t1.pdf.

. (2009press Briefing By Y.B. Tan Sri Nor Mohamed Yakb&ipister in
The Prime Minister's Department On The LiberalisatiOf Foreign
Investment Committee (FIC) Guidelin&etrieved from
http://www.epu.gov.my/web/guest/234.

Eisenhardt, K.M., & Zbaracki, M.J.(1992). Stratedecision makingStrategic
Management Journal,3(7), 17-37.

Elsayed, K. (2007). Does CEO duality really affeactporate performance?
Corporate Governance: An International Review6)51203-1214.

Epstein, M. J., & Roy, M.-J. (2004. Improving therfprmance of corporate boards:
Identifying and measuring the key drivers of suscésurnal of General
Management, 48), 1-23.

Erhardt, N. L., Werbel, J. D., & Shrader, C. B.@3D Board of director diversity
and firm financial performanc€orporate Governance: An International
Review, 1(2), 102-111.

European Corporate Governance Institute (2008gx of codesRetrieved from
http://www.ecgi.org/codes/all_codes.php.

311



Ezzamel, M., & Watson, R. (1993). Organisationairfpownership structure and
corporate performance: A contextual empirical asialpf UK companies.
British Journal of Management(3), 161.

. (2005). Boards of directors and the roleasf-executive directors in the
governance of corporations. In K. Keasy, S. Thompg&sd/A. Wright (Eds.),
Corporate governance: Accountability, enterprisel amternational
comparisongpp. 97-115). West Sussex, England: John Wileyo& Btd.

Fairchild, L., & Li, J. (2005). Director quality drfirm performance Blackwell-
synergy Retrieved from http://www.blackwell-
synergy.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1540-6288.2005.00402.

Fairfax, L. (2005). The Bottom Line on Board divigrsA cost-benefit analysis of
the business rationales for diversity on corpobai@dsUniversity of
Maryland Legal Studies Research Paper, 200(85.

Fama, E., & Jensen, M. (1983). The separation afesship and controllournal of
Law and Economics26, 301-325.

Ferris, S. P., Jagannathan, M., & Pritchard, A(2003). Too busy to mind the
business? Monitoring by directors with multiple bappointmentSSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/abstract=167288.

Fich, E. M., & Shivdasani, A. (2006). Are busy bdseffective monitors@ournal
of Finance, IXI(2). SSRN eLibraryRetrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=607364.

Fiegner, M., Nielsen, J., & Sisson, J. R. (199@ndre characteristics of outside
directors and financial performance: Results fromldanking industry.
American Business Review,(1} 89.

Finegold, D., Benson, G., & Hecht, D. (2007). Cogte boards and company
performance: Review of research in light of regefitrms.Corporate
Boards and Company Performance(3); 856-878.

Finkelstein, S., & Mooney, A. C. (2003). Not theiaksuspects: How to use board
process to make boards bet#gcademy of Management Executivg2),7
101-113.

Finkelstein, S., & D'Aveni, R. A. (1994). CEO duglas a double-edged sword:
How boards of directors balance entrenchment ancrland unity
commandAcademic of Management Journal, 3D79-1108.

Flick, U. (2004). Constructivism. In U. Flick, Eon Kardoff & I. Steinke (Eds.A
companion to qualitative resear¢pp. 88-94). London: Sage Publications.

312



Flick, U., Kardoff, E. v., & Steinke, I. (2004). Vdhis qualitative research? An
introduction to the field. In U. Flick, E. von Kaoft & I. Steinke (Eds.)A
companion to qualitative resear¢pp. 3-11). London: Sage Publications.

Flood, P. C., Hannan, E., Smith, K. G., TurnerWest, M. A., & Dawson, J.
(2000). Chief executive leadership style, consedsgssion making, and
top management team effectivendssropean Journal of Work and
Organisational Psychology(3), 401-420.

Fong, K. (2009, August 29) Special Report: GLG=thinot as well paid. Retrieved
from
http://74.125.153.132/search?g=cache:dbxvm2nP8qgi&y.theedgemalaysi
a.com/features/148327-special-report-glc-chiefs.

Forbes, D. P., & Milliken, F. J. (1999). Cognitiand corporate governance:
Understanding boards of directors as strategicsa@ctgroupsAcademic
management Review, (33, 489-505.

Ford, R. H. (1992)Boards of directors and the privately owned firngwide for
owners, officer and directordNew York Quorum Books.

Francis, R. D. (2000Ethics and corporate governance: An Australian Haoak
Sydney: University of New South Wales Press.

Francis, R., & Armstrong, A. (2003). Ethics assknmanagement strategy: The
Australian experiencdournal of Business Ethics, @8, 375-385.

Fraser, D. R., Zhang, H., & Derasit, C. (2005). i@dstructure and political
patronage: The case of Malay3@urnal of Banking and Finance&SSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved from http://papers.ssrn.com/abstr&8%971.

Federman, M .(2006Y.owards a Valence Theory of Organizatidmiversity of
Toronto.

Gabrielsson, J., & Huse, M. (2002). The venturatahgt and the board of directors
in SMEs: Roles and process¥enture Capital, &), 125-146.

Gabrielsson, J., & Winlund, H. (2000). Boards atdtors in small and medium-
sized industrial firms: Examining the effects o thoard's working style on
board task performancEntrepreneurship & Regional Development(4)2
311-330.

Gamuda Berhad (2007Annual reportRetrieved from
http://www.bursamalaysia.com.my.

313



Garratt, B. (1997)The fish rots from the head: the crisis in our bdraoms:
Developing the crucial skills of the competent clioes London: Harper
Collins Business.

.(2005). A portrait of professional directds& corporate governance in
2015.Corporate Governance: An International Review(2)3122-126.

Geddes, R., & Vinod, H. D. (1998}.EO tenure, board composition and regulation.
SSRN eLibrary Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=139266.

Gevurtz, F. A. (2002). The historical and politicaigins of the corporate board of
directors. SSRN eLibrary Retrieved from http//ssrn.com.

Ghosh, B. N., & M.Z, Abadad. (1998). The Chinesmouwnity and the growth of
ethnocentric capitalism in Malaysiduman Economics, {4), 49 - 58.

Ginevicius, R., & Vaitkunaite, V. (2006). Analysi$ organisational culture
dimensions impacting performandeurnal of Business Economics &
Management, 7(4R01-211.

Glaeser, E., Laibson, D., & Sacerdote, B. (2002) eBonomic approach to social
capital. The Economic Journal, 12, 437-458.

Goleman, D. (2000). Leadership that gets resHissvard Business Reviews (2)
78-89.

.(1998). What makes a leaddarvard Business Review6(6), 93-103.

Goll, I., & Rasheed, A. A. (2005). The relationsbigtween top management
characteristics, rational decision making, envirental munificence and
firm performanceEuropean Group for Organisational Studi@é(7) 999-
1023. Retrieved from http://www.sagepublicatiomco

Gomez, E. T. (1993Governance involvement of political parties in Mal&.
University of Malaya PhD Theses, Kuala Lumpur. Ughed.

.(2004). Governance, affirmative action aménprise development:
Ownership and control of corporate Malaysia. ITEGomez (Ed.)The
State of Malaysia: Ethnicity, equity and refo(pp. 157-193). London:
Routkedge Curzon.

.(2005). Malaysian business groups: The atatecapital development in

the post-currency crisis perio@entre for Policy Initiatives (CPI) Working
Paper, 24. Retrieved from http://www.cpiasia.org.

314



. (2007). The rise and fall of capital: Cogbe Malaysia in historical
perspectiveCentre for Policy Initiatives (CPI) Working Pap&7.
Retrieved from http://www.cpiasia.org.

Gomez, E. T., & Jomo, K. S. (199'®Malaysia's political economy: Paolitics,
patronage and profit, First EditiarlJK: Cambridge University Press.

Goodstein, J., Gautham, K., & Boeker, W.(1994). &fiects of board size,
diversity on strategic changgtrategic Management Journahb(3), 241-
250.

Government of Malaysia. (2004 ational Integrity PlanPutra Jaya: Government
of Malaysia.

Grbich, C. (2007)Qualitative data analysis: An introductiohondon: Sage
Publications.

Grosvold, J., Brammer, S., & Rayton, B. (2007). ilodiversity in the United
Kingdom and Norway: An exploratory analyd®isiness Ethics. A
European Review, 14), 344-357.

Guan, L. H. (2000). Ethnic relations in Peninsielaysia: The cultural and
economic dimension$SEAS Working Papel®/ol. Social and Cultural
Issues, p. 39): Institute of Southeast Asian Studie

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1981kffective evaluation: Improving the
usefulness of evaluation results through resporesivenaturalistic
approachesSan Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass

. (1982). Epistemological and methodolodieales of naturalistic inquiry.
Educational Communication and Technology Journa{90233-252.

.(1989) Fourth Generation Evaluation. Skigg/bury Park.

.(1994). Competing paradigms in qualitatégearch. In N. K. Denzin &
Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.)Handbook of qualitative resear¢pp. 105-117).
Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications.

Gul, F., & Tsui, J. S. L. (2004T.he Governance of East Asian corporation: Post
Asian financial crisisNew York, USA: Palgrave McMillan.
Guo-Sze, T. (20040wnership, corporate control, corporate governaaoel firm
performance in MalaysidMonash University PhD Thesis, Monash.
Unpublished.

Halikias, J., & Panayotopoulou, L. (2003). Chieéeutive personality and export
involvementManagement Decision, {4), 340-349.

315



Hambrick, D. C., & Fukutomi, G. D. S. (1991). Theasons of a CEQ's tenure.
Academy of Management Revig®, 719-742).

Hambrick, D. C., & Manson, P. A. (1984). Upper dohs: The organisation as a
reflection of its top manager&8cademy of Management Revie\2)9193-
206.

Hamilton, R. D. (2000). Corporate Governance in Ange1950-2000: Major
Changes but in certain benefil®urnal of Corporate Law, 48), 349-374.

Hampel Report. (1998Final Report London: Gee & Co.

Haniffa, R. M., & Cooke, T. E. (2002). Culture, porate governance and
disclosure in Malaysian corporatiofshacus, 363), 317-349.

Haniffa, R. M., & Hudaib, M. (2006). Corporate gonance structure and
performance of Malaysian listed compani&surnal of Business Finance
and Accounting, 33), 1034-1062.

Hansell, C. (2003alorporate governance: What directors need to knGanada
Carol Hansell.

.(2003b). The road to good corporate govesm&amagazine, December
30-33.

Harjoto, M. A., & Hoje, J. (2008). Board leadershipd firm performancelournal
of International Business & Economic$38 143-154.

Haron, R., Ibrahim, K., & Muhamad, N. (2008). Boaifdlirectors, strategic control
and corporate financial performance of Malaysiateti construction and
technology companies: An empirical analy$&FAl Journal of Corporate
Governance, (4), 18-33.

Harris, M., & Raviv, A. (2004). A theory of boardmtrol and sizeSSRN eLibrary
Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=607861.

Hassan O. A. (2003). Shariah Contracts in Islansickihg and Finance . Paper
presented @eminar and Workshop on Islamic Banking and Finance
Islamic Banking and Finance Institute Malaysia (- 29" - 30" May
2003. Retrieved from
http://74.125.153.132/search?g=cache:x7ok0C4Ujadd-dayaxislamicba
nk.net/Shariah%2520Contracts%2520%26%2520Islami@@R2&nking.ppt
+muamalat+definition&cd=5&hl=ené&ct=clnk&gl=my

Hechinger, D. S. (2005). Building better boagsundation News & Commentary,
March/April, 3.

316



Heidrick & Struggles. (2007a)l0th annual corporate board effectiveness study.
Retrieved from http://www.heidrick.com/NR/rdonlyfé23D125E-9746-
4486-829A-D49A8BAF0832B/0/HS_BoardEffectivenessSQ&07 . pdf.

Heidrick & Struggles. (2007b). Building better bdsr Retrieved from
http://lwww.heidrick.com/NR/rdonlyres/608CFAEQ0-20B01C-85D0-
10A92F16ECF1/0/HS_BetterBoards.pdf.

Heracleous, L. (1999). What is the impact of cogp@igovernance on
organisational performanc€orporate Governance: An International
Review, @), 165-173.

Hermalin, B. E. (1998). Endogenously chosen boafdkrectors and their
monitoring of the CEOAmerican Economic Revievd8,, 96-118.

. (2003). Trends in corporate governar®88RN eLibrary Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=441360.

Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, M. S. (2002). The eftfef board compositions and
direct incentive on firm performandéinancial Management, 29), 101-
112.

.(2009). Information disclosure and corpogateernanceSSRN eLibrary.
Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=1082513.

Herrmann, P., & Datta, D. K. (2002). CEO succesbaracteristics and the choice
of foreign market entry mode: An empirical studgurnal of International
Business Studies, &, 551-569.

Higgs, D. (2003)Non executive directordéondon: Government of UK.

Hillman, A. J., Keim, G. D., & Luce, R. A. (2001Board composition and
stakeholder performance: Do stakeholder direct@kena difference?
Business and Society, (@), 295-313.

Hillman, A., & Dalziel, T. (2003). Board of direa®and firm performance:
Integrating agency and resource dependency pergpedthe Academy of
Management Review, 2883-396.

Hillman, A. J., Canella, A. A., & Paetzold, R. 2000). The resource dependency
role of corporate governance directors: Stratedapation of board
composition in response to environmental chadgarnal of Management
Studies, 3@2), 0022-2380.

Hilmer, F. G. (1998)Strictly boardroom (2nd EditionMelbourne: Information
Australia.

317



Hirota, S., Kubo, K., & Miyajima, H. (2008). Doesrporate culture matter?
Evidence from JaparSSRN eLibraryRetrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=1118196.

Hitt, M., Bierman, L., Shimisu, K., & Kochhar, R2§01). Direct and moderating
effects of human capital on strategy and perforrean@rofessional service
firms: A resource based perspectivksademy of Management Journal,
44(1), 13-28.

Hofstede, G. H. (2001 ulture's consequences : Comparing values, behesjiou
institutions, and organisations across natio@glifornia: Thousand Oaks,
Sage Publications.

Hogan, R. (2004). Personality psychology for orgational researchers. In B.
Schneider & D. B. Smith (EdsPersonality and Organisatiofpp. 3-23).
New Jersey, USA: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Holloway, I. (1997)Basic concepts for qualitative researdlfictoria, Australia:
Blackwell Science.

Hooghiemstra, R., & Van Manen, J. (2004). The irhgjence paradox:
Impossibilities facing non-executive Directors e tNetherlandsSSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved fromhttp://ssrn.com/paper=557313.

Hooker, V. M. (2003)A short history of Malaysia: Linking east and weéétw
South Wales, Australia: Allen & Unwin.

Hossain, M. A., Prevost, & Roa, R. (2001). Corpemgdvernance in New Zealand:
The effect of the 1993 Companies Act on the retalietween board
composition and firm performandeacific Basin Finance Journal,, 919-
145.

Hough, A. (2006). In search of board effectivendsmprofit Management &
Leadership, 1@), 373-377.

Husain, N., Abdullah, M., Idris, F., & Sagir, R. N2001). The Malaysian total
performance excellence model: A conceptual framkwiostal Quality
Management, 1(Z), 926-931.

Huse, M. (2005). Accountability and creating acdability: A framework for

exploring behavioural perspectives of corporateegoanceBritish Journal
of Management, 1@®5-79.

.(2007)Board, governance and value creati@ambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

318



Huse, M., & Solberg, A. G. (2006). Gender-relatedrdroom dynamic: How
Scandinavian women make and can make contributioreorporate boards.
Women in Management Review(21113-130.

Imen, K. (2007). Corporate governance: Measuremedtdeterminant analysis.
Managerial Auditing Journal, 23).

Ingley, C., & Walt, N. V. (2008). Risk managementdoard effectiveness.
International Studies of Management & Organisati8&3), 43-70.

Ingley, C. B., & Walt, N. V. (2003). Board configatron: Building better boards.
Corporate Governance,(3).

Ingley, C. B., & Walt, N. V. (2001). The strategiiroard: the changing role of
directors in developing and maintaining corporatpability. Corporate
Governance: An International Review39 174-185.

International Monetary Fund. (200TMF Executive Board Concludes 2006 Article
IV Consultation with MalaysiaRetrieved from
http://www.imf.org/external/np/sec/pn/2007/pn073mh

Ismail, M., & Ibrahim, M. (2008). Barriers to cargeogression faced by women:
Evidence from a Malaysian multinational oil compa@gnder in
Management: An International Journal, (@3, 51 - 66.

Jamali, D., Safieddine, A., & Daouk, M. (2007). @orate governance and women:
An empirical study of top and middle women managetbe Lebanese
banking sectorCorporate Governance: The International Journal of
Effective Board Performance(5), 574-585.

Jeanjean, T., & Stolowy, H. (2008). Determinantbadrd members' financial
expertise: Empirical evidence from Franc8SRN eLibrary Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=1284506.

Jensen, M. C. (2001). Value maximization, stakedotdeory, and the corporate
objective functionJournal of Applied Corporate Finance, 8.

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. (1976). Theory of fhren: Managerial behaviour,
agency costs and ownership structdoairnal of Financial Economics(48),
305-360.

Jensen, M., & Zajac, E. J. (2004). Corporate elires corporate strategy: How

demographic preferences and structural positiopestize scope of the firm.
Strategic Management Journal, (8%, 507-524.

319



Jie, T. (2008). CEO selection performance: Doesderperience matter?
ProQuest digital dissertation (AAT 331113Rtrieved from http://0-
proquest.umi.com.library.vu.edu.au/pgdweb?did=128261&sid=10&Fm
t=2&clientld=20884&RQT=309&VName=PQD.

Jiraporn, P., & Kim, Y. S. (2006). Multiple directhips and corporate
diversification.SSRN eLibrary Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=112981.

Johnston, J. (2005). Reward design and CEO suocessthe UK. Applied
Economics, 3(13), 1535-1541.

Johnson, J. L., Daily, C. M., & Ellastrad, A. E9@b). Boards of directors: A
review and research agenda. Journal of Managenkettieved from
http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m4256/e3_v22/ai_18764055.

Johnson, S., & Milton, T. (2003). Cronyism and talptontrol: Evidence from
Malaysia.Journal of Finance Economic, 6351-382.

Jokinen, T. (2005). Global leadership competende®view and discussion.
Journal of European Industrial Trainin@9, 199 - 216. Retrieved from
http://0-
www.emeraldinsight.com.library.vu.edu.au/10.1108839051059108.

Joshua, A. (2007). Corporate governance and fingracisions of Ghanaian listed
firms. Corporate Governance(¥).23-32.

Kanter, R.M. & Brinkerhoff, D.(1981). Organisatidnmeerformance: Recent
developments in measuremefihinual Review of Sociology, 321-347

Kakabadse, N. K., & Kakabadse, A. P. (2007). Chairraf the board:
Demographics effects on role pursuburnal of Management Development,
26(2), 169 - 192.

Kakabadse, A.P, & Kakabadse, N.K. (2008ading the board: Six disciplines of
world-class chairmanNew York: Palgrave McMillan.

Kakabadse, N. K., Kakabdse, A.P., & Barrat, R. @0Chairman and chief
executive officer (CEO): That scared and secreittigship. Journal of
Management Development,(2h

Kakabadse, N.K., Kakabadse, K. A., & Kaouzmin, 20(q1). Board governance

and corporate performance: Any correlatio@sPporate Governance4-
30.

320



Kanagaratnam, J. T. (2007, June 18). Essentidifectors to enhance skill sets.
Retrieved from
http://biz.thestar.com.my/news/story.asp?file=/2608/business/1801717
4&sec=business.

Kaplan, S. N., Klebanov, M. M., & Sorensen, M. (ZDONhich CEO
characteristics and abilities matterSBRN eLibrary Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfim?abstract_id=972446.

Kasipillai, J. (2005). Insight into corporate gavance in Malaysia. In N.
Balasubramaniam (EdAn international perspective on corporate boards
and corporate governancé&uala Lumpur: Malaysian Insurance Institute.

Katz, R. L. (1974). Skills of effective adminisii@t. Harvard Business Review, Vol
52(September-December), 90-102.

Kaymak, T., & Bektas, E. (2008). East meets wbsttd characteristics in an
emerging market: Evidence from Turkish bar®esrporate Governance:
An International Review, 16), 550-561.

Kelly, M. (2005). Four ideas for reforming corpaaovernance after ENRON.
Retrieved from http://.corpgov.net/forums/commeyffaur%ideas.html.

Kemp, S. (2006). In the driver's seat or rubbemgta: The role of the board in
providing strategic guidance in Australian BoardansoJournal of
Management Decision, 48), 56-73.

Kesner, I. F. (1988). Directors' characteristicd aammittee membership: An
investigation of types, occupations, tenure, anmttlge Academy of
Management Journal, 81), 66-84.

Kets-de-Vries, M. F. R., & Florent-Treacy, E. (2002lobal leadership from A to
Z: Creating high commitment organisati@rganisational Dynamic295-
309.

Kevin, K. (2008).CEO: The low-down on the top jobondon: Prentice Hall.

Keys, P. Y., & Li, J. (2005). Evidence of the marfa professional directors
Journal of Financial Research, @8, 575-589.

Kiel, G. C., & Nicholson, G. J. (2003). Board comsfimn and corporate
performance: How the Australian experience infoomstrasting theories of
corporate governanc€orporate Governance: An International Review,
11(3)189-205.

.(2006). Multiple directorships and corpoaeormance in Australian

listed companieCorporate Governance: An International Review(6)4
530-546.

321



Khatri, Y., Leruth, L., & Piesse, J. (2002). Corata performance and governance
in Malaysia.IMF Working PaperWP/02/15224. Retrieved from
http//www.imf.org.

Khazanah Nasional. (20053emarking Khazanah and the GLCs — A strategic
framework Kuala Lumpur: Khazanah Nazional.

(2006)The green boaok Retrieved from http://www.khazanah.gov.my/

.(2007)Khazanah third year performance review - significarogress and
achievement recordedRetrieved from
http://lwww.khazanahnasional.com.my/.

Khoo, B. Y. (2003)Corporate governance in Malaysidetrieved from
http://www.adb.org/Publications/

Kirkpatrick, S. A., & Locke, E. A. (1991). LeadeiphDo traits matter? Academy
of Management Executive, 5, 48—60.

Kong-Hee, K., & Buchanan, R. (2008). CEO dualitgdership and firm risk-
taking propensityJournal of Applied Business Research(13427-41.

Kor, Y. Y., & Sundaramurthy, C. (2008). Experiertz@sed human capital and
social capital of outside directors. Paper preskatétlanta Competitive
Advantage Conference 2008. SSRN eLibr&gtrieved from
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract 0@B251.

Korn/Ferry International, & Egan Associates. (20@bard of director study in
Australia and New ZealandRetrieved from
http://www.kornferry.com/Publication/10003.

Korn/Ferry International. (1998Jwenty best practices to improve board
performanceRetrieved from http://www.kornferry.com/Publicat/3328.

. (2003)CEO vision: A survey in celebration of leadersiRetrieved from
http://www.kornferry.com/Publication/3347.

.(2007)33rd annual board of directors studgetrieved from
http://www.kornferry.com/Publication/7756.

.(2008)34th annual board of directors studyetrieved from
http://www.kornferry.com/Publication/9955.

Koshal, M., Gupta, A. K., & Koshal, R. (1998). Womi& management: a
Malaysian perspectiv&¥omen in Management Review(1)311 - 18.

322



Kotter, J. P., & Heskett, J. L. (199Zorporate culture and performancew
York: The Free Press.

Koufopoulus, D., Zoumbos, V., Argyropoulou, M., &tvani, J. (2007). Top
management team and corporate performance: A sfu@yeek firms.
Team Performance Managemeht(7/8) 340-363.

Kulasingham, L. T. (2002’ he new handbook on corporate governaragala
Lumpur: The Institute of Internal Auditors MalaysiaBursa Saham Kuala
Lumpur.

Kumar, P., & Sivaramakrishnan, K. (2008). Who Morstthe Monitor? The effect
of board independence on executive compensatiofirangdalue.Review of
Financial Studies. AB), 1371-1401.

Kyereboah-Coleman, A., & Biekpe, N. (2006). Thetenship between board size,
board composition, CEO duality and firm performarteeperience from
GhanaCorporate Ownership & Control,(2), 114-122.

Lang, D., & Weir, C. (1999). Corporate structurigesand corporate performance in
UK firms. Management Decision, 81), 457-464.

Langton, N., & Robbins, S.P.(2000rganisational behaviours: Concepts,
controversies, applicationg.oronto, Prentice Hall.

La Porta, R., Lopez-de-Silanes, F., & Shleifer(2¥299). Corporate ownership
around the worldJournal of Finance, LIV (2(April), 471-517.

Lawler I, E. E., Finegold, D., Benson, G., Cong&r & Spiller, P. T. (2002).
Adding value in the boardrooIT Sloan Management Review (48 92-
95.

Leblanc, R. (2003). Board of directors: An insidew. ProQuest digital
dissertation (AAT NQ8280Retrieved from http://0-
proguest.umi.com.library.vu.edu.au/pgdweb?did=76081&sid=11&Fmt
=2&clientld=20884&RQT=309&VName=PQD.

Leblanc, R., & Gillies, J. (2005)nside the board room: How boards really work
and the coming revolution in corporate governaratario Canada: John
Wiley & Son.

Lee, S.-H., & Phan, P. (2000). Competencies ofctlirs in global firms:
requirements for recruitment and evaluatiGorporate Governance
Journal, §3), 204-214.

Lee, T. H., & Md. Ali, A. (2008). Audit challenges Malaysia todayAccountants
Today 24-26. Retrieved from http://www.mia.org.my2&0810/asal.pdf.

323



Leininger, M. (1994). Evaluation criteria and aiie of qualitative research studies.
In J. M. Morse (Ed.)Critical Issues in Qualitative Research Methods
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Lester, R. H., Hillman, A., Zardkoohi, A., & Cantelr, A. A. (2008). Former
government officials as outside directors: The mflauman and social
capital. Academy of Management Journal (%) 999-1013.

Letendre, L. (2004). The dynamic of the boardro8cademic management
executive, 18), 101-104.

Levrau, A., & Van den Berghe, L. A. A. (2007a). @orate governance and board
effectiveness: Beyond Formalisi@FAI Journal of Corporate Governance,
6(4), 58-85.

.(2007Db). Identifying key determinants o&efive boards of directors
Vlerick Leuven Gent Working Pap&eries 2007/11Retrieved from
http://www,velerick.be/en/2377-vik.

Liamputtong, P., & Ezzy, D. (2005Qualitative research methods. Second Edition
London: Oxford University Press.

Liew, P. K. (2006). The perceived roles of corpergbvernance reforms in
Malaysia: The view of corporate practitionedmiversity of EssexNo. 06-
02, 25. Retrieved from http://www.essex.ac.uk.

Lim, H.-H. (2007). Ethnic representation in the Blaian bureaucracy: The
development and effects of Malay dominatibriernational Journal of
Public Administration, 3(2-14), 1503-1524.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. .(198%)aturalistic inquiry Beverly Hills,
Califfornia: Sage Publications.

.(2003). Paradigmatic controversies, corttiads, and emerging
confluences. In N. K. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Edstandbook of qualitative
research: Theories and issuggp. 253-291). Thousand Oaks, California:
Sage Publication.

Liu, J. S., & Chyan, Y. (2008). Herding of corpa&airectors in TaiwarEmerging
Markets Finance & Trade, 44), 109-123.

Lunthaus, C., Andrian, M. H., Anderson, G., & GragE. (2000)Enhancing

organizational performance: A toolkit for self assmentNew Delhi: Vikas
Publishing House.

324



Mace, M. L. G. (1971)Directors: Myth and realityBoston: Harvard Business
School Press.

. (1972). The president and the board otttirse.Harvard Business

Malaysian Companies Act 1965 (2007). Kuala LumpdbDC Group of
Companies.

Malaysian Code of Corporate Governance (2000)riéuetd from
http:///.www.micg.org.my.

Mallin, C. A. (2005).Corporate Governancd.ondon, UK: Oxford University
Press.

Mangena, M., & Pike, R. (2005). The effect of awditnmittee shareholding,
financial expertise and size on interim finandilclosure Accounting &
Business Research, @9, 327-349.

Markarian, G., & Parbonetti, A. (2007). Firm comyptg and board of directors’
composition Corporate Governance: An International ReviewmG)51224-
1243.

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2008)esigning qualitative research. Fourth
Edition: Sage Publication.

Matthews, G., Deary, I. J., & Whiteman, M. C. (2D@ersonality traits United
Kingdom: Cambridge University Press.

Maxwell, J. A. (2005)Qualitative research design: An interactive apprioac
Second EditionLondon: Sage Publication.

McBeath, G. (1990Rractical management development. Strategies for
Management Resourcing and Development in the 1€9Gsrd: Basil
Blackwell.

McCabe, M. (2008). The independent director onbiberd of company directors.
Managerial Auditing Journal, 28), 545-566

McDonagh, K. J. (2006). Hospital governing boalstudy of their effectiveness
in relation to organisational performandeurnal of Healthcare
Management, §6), 377-391.

McGee, R. W. (2008). Corporate governance in Asight case studie§Vorking
Paper School of Accounting, Florida Internationati\dersity, 38.
Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/abstract=1081954

Merriam, S. B. (1998)Case study research in education: A qualitativerapph
San Francisco Jossey-Bass.

325



Michel, J.G., Hambrick, D.C. (1992), Diversificatiposture and top management
team characteristic3he Academy of Management Jouri3al (1),9-37.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994Qualitative data analysis: An expended
sourcebook. Second Editiohhousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications.

Miller, D., & Droge, C. (1986), Psychological ardditional determinants of
structure Administrative Science Quarterly, 339-60.

Miller, T., & del Carmen Triana, M. A. (2009). Degraphic diversity in the
boardroom: Mediators of the board Diversity anthfgerformance
relationshipJournal of Management Studies(8f 755-786.

Milliken, F. J., & Martins, L. (1996). Searchingrfoommon treats: Understanding
the multiple effects of diversity in organisatiogabups Academy of
Management Review(2), 402-433.

Minority Shareholder Watchdog Groups, & Nottinghaimversity. (2006).
Corporate governance surveluala Lumpur : Minority Shareholder
Watchdog Group and the Nottinhgam University, Msia Campus.

.(2007apirectors’ remuneration survey 2007 (Top 500 pulifted
companies).Kuala Lumpur : Minority Shareholder Watchdog Group.

(2007b)Corporate governance surve¥uala Lumpur : Minority
Shareholder Watchdog Group and the Nottingham &fsity, Malaysia
Campus.

Mintzberg, H., Raisinghani, D., & Theoret, A.(1978he structure of unstructured
decision proces&dministrative Science Quarterig1(2), 246-275.

Mitchell, P. (2004). Optimal board member demogregphnd firm performance.
ProQuest digital dissertation (AAT MQ9396®Retrieved from http://0-
proquest.umi.com.library.vu.edu.au/pgdweb?did=81380&sid=17&Fmt
=2&clientld=20884&RQT=309&VName=PQD.

Mitton, T. (2002). A cross-firm analysis of the iaqt of corporate governance on
the East Asian financial crisidournal of Finance Economic, 64215-241.

Mohamad, S., T, H., & Cooke, M, C. (2006npact of political-business
relationship: Ownership patterns and corporate pemfiance in Malaysia
Paper presented at the AFA/FMA 2006 Meeting.

Mohamed, S., Hassan, T., Nasir, A., & Chen Chua(2d@07). Characteristics and
performance of political-linked firms in Malaysiaternational Journal of
Finance, 194), 4576-4603.

326



Mohd Hassan Che, H., Rashidah Abdul, R., & Sakthi(2008). Corporate
governance, transparency and performance of Maaysimpanies.
Managerial Auditing Journal, 28), 744 - 778.

Moodie, A.-M. (2001)The twenty-first century boar@ydney: The Australian
Institute of Company Directors.

Monks, R. A., & Minow, N. (1991)Corporate Governance, 1st EditioNew
York: Blackwell Publishing Company.

. (2001)Corporate governance, 2nd EditioNew York: Blackwell
Publishing Company.

Moran, R.T., Riesenberger, J.R. (1994 global challenge: Building the New
worldwide enterpriseLondon: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

Mulgrew, M., & Forker, J. (2006). Independent nome&utive directors and earning
management in the UKrish Accounting Review, {3), 35-62.

Murphy, S. A., & Mcintyre, M. L. (2007). Board ofrdctor performance: A group
dynamic perspectiveCorporate Governance Journal(Zj, 209-224.

Nadler, D. A. (2004). Building better boardiarvard Business Review, 8P02-
111.

Nadler, D. A. (2006). The role of leaders in shggmoard culture. In N. David A,
B. A. Behan & M. B. Nadler (Eds.Building better boards: A blueprint for
effective governandgp. 104-125). San Francisco: Jossey-bass.

Nadler, D. A., Behan, B. A., & Nadler, M. B. (2008uilding better boards: A
Blue Print for effective governanc8an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Nerdrum, L., & Erikson, T. (2001). Intellectual ¢ A human capital
perspectiveJournal of Intellectual Capital, (2), 127-135.

Neuman, W. L. (2003Social research methods : Qualitative and quantieat
approaches. Fifth EditiarBoston : USA: Pearson Education Inc.

Nicholson, G. J., & Kiel, G. C. (2004). A framewdik diagnosing board
effectiveness. @porate Governance: An International Review(4)2442-
460.

Nordhaung, O. (1993Human capital in organisations: Competence, tragnand
learning Oslo, Norway: Scandinavian University Press.

327



O'Brien, E., & Robertson, P. (2009). Future leakligrsompetencies: From
foresight to current practicdournal of European Industrial Trainin@3,
371 - 380. Retrieved fronttp://0-
www.emeraldinsight.com.library.vu.edu.au/10.1108839091095931.

OECD. (1999). Principle of corporate governar@eCD.Retrieved from
http://www.oecd.org.

.(2004). Principles of corporate governa@ieCD. Retrieved from
http://www.oecd.org.

.(2005). The definition and selection of keynpetencies: Executive
summaryOECD: Retrieved from
http://www.oecd.org/edu/statistics/deseco.

Offstein, E. H., & Gnyawali, D. R. (2006). A humatic perspective of firm
competitive behaviouAcademic of Management Review, 6(3&#8-261.

O'Higgins, E. (2002). Non-executive directors omias in Ireland: Co-option,
characteristics and contributior@orporate Governance Journal, (0, 19-
28.

Olffen, W. V., & Boone, C. (1997). The confusingtst of the art in top
management composition studies: A theoretical amgirgcal review.
Netherlands Institute of Business Organisation Strdtegy Research
articles NIBOR/RM/97/1133. Retrieved from
http://www.edocs.unimaas.nl/.

On Kit, T., & Tan, M. G.-S. (2007). Ownership, govance and firm performance
in Malaysia. @rporate governance: An International ReviéWs(2), 208-
222.

Ong, C.-H., Wan, D., & Ong, K.-S. (2003). An ex@ltory study on interlocking
directorates in listed firms in Singapore. 11, Z22.

O'Regan, P., O'Donnell, D., Kennedy, T., Bontis,&Cleary, P. (2005). Board
composition, non-executive directors and governaundteires in Irish ICT
firms: a CFO perspectiv€orporate Governance, 4, 56-64.

O'Reilly, C. (1989). Corporations, culture, and coitment: Motivation and social
control in organisationgalifornia Management Review, &), 9.

Paldam, M. (2000). Social capital: One or many?mdsdn and measurement,
Journal of Economic Survey44, 629-654.

328



Papadakis, V. M., & Barwise, P. (2002). How muchCi0Os and top managers
matter in strategic decision-makinB#tish Journal of Management, (13,
83.

Pass, C. (2004). Corporate governance and thefolen-executive directors in
large UK companies: An empirical studjorporate Governance Journal,
(4), 2-9.

Patton, M. Q. (2002)Qualitative evaluation and research methods: 3rdigd
Newbury Park, California: Sage Publications.

Paul, D. L. (2008). Board changes following merg€arporate Ownership &
Control, 53), 67-74.

Payne, G. T., Benson, G. S., & Finegold, D. L. @0Corporate board attributes,
team effectiveness and financial performadeelrnal of Management
Studies, 46(4)704-731.

Peace, C., & McMillan, K. (1983Rower in and around organisationslew
Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Pearce, J. A., & Zahra, S. A. (1991). The relapwever of CEOs and boards of
directors: Associations with corporate performa8tategic Management
Journal, 122), 135-153.

Pettigrew, A. M. (1992). On studying manageriaesiStrategic Management
Journal, 138), 163-182.

Pettigrew, A. M., & McNulty, T. (1999). Power antfluence in a around the
boardroomHuman Relations, 48).

Pfeffer, J. (1972). Size and composition of corpmtaards of directors: The
organisation and its environmeAdministrative Science Quarterly, 17(2)
218.

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978)he external control of organisations: A
resource dependence perspectiNew York: Harper & Row.

Pointer, D. D., & Orlifoff, J. E. (2002 he high-performance board : Principles of
nonprofit organisation governanc8an Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass.

Prasanna, P. K. (2006). Corporate governance péraient directors and financial

performance: An empirical analyssSRN eLibrary Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=877807.

329



PricewaterhouseCooper. (2006). 10th Annual CEO &l8hrvey.
PricewaterhouseCoopeRetrieved from
http://www.pwc.com/gx/eng/pubs/ceosurvey/2007/1068o_survey.pdf.

.(2007)10th annual global CEO survelricewaterhouseCooper.

. (2008)Board remuneration and practices survey of Malaygablic
listed companies 20(Kuala Lumpur: PricewaterhouseCooper.

PricewaterhouseCooper, & Kuala Lumpur Stock Excka(P98) Corporate
governance: Malaysian surveifuala Lumpur: PricewaterhouseCooper and
Kuala Lumpur Stock Exchange.

. (2002)Corporate governance: Malaysian survey of PLCs prestelent
non-executive director&uala Lumpur: PricewaterhouseCooper and Kuala
Lumpur Stock Exchange.

Price, J, L. (1968)0Organisational effectiveness: An inventory of prgipons
Homewood: Irwin

Pugliese, A., & Wenstop, P. Z. (2007). Board mermbeontribution to strategic
decision-making in small firmgournal of Management & Governance,
11(4), 383-404.

Punch, K. F. (1998)ntroduction to social science research: Quantitatand
qualitative approached.ondon: Sage Publications.

Pye, A., & Pettigrew, A. (2005). Studying board @, process and dynamics:
some challenges for the futuiritish Journal of Management®6.
Retrieved fromhttp://ssrn.com/paper=681677.

Rachagan, S., Pascoe, J., & Joshi, A. (20@2hciple company Law in Malaysia
Kuala Lumpur: Malaysian Law Journal.

Radin, R. (2003). Influence in the boardrodmoQuest digital dissertation (AAT
3123952) Retrieved from http://0-
proquest.umi.com.library.vu.edu.au/pgdweb?did=76883&sid=13&Fmt
=2&clientld=20884&RQT=309&VName=PQD.

Rahman, R. A., & Haniffa, R. M. (2005). The effe€trole duality on corporate
performance in Malaysi&orporate Ownership & Control,(2), 40-47.

Rahman, R. A., & Mohamed Ali, F. H. (2006). Boaaddit committee, culture and

earnings management: Malaysian evideManagerial Auditing Journal,
21(7), 783 - 804.

330



Redshaw, B .(2001). Evaluating Organisational EffenessMeasuring Business
Excellence5(1), 16-8.

Reed, E. J., & Wolniak, G.C. (2005). Diagnosis etedmination? Assessment
explained through human capital theory and the epihaf aptitudes.
Journal of Sociology, 1(1}14.

Reilly, S. (2003)Competency and trainingNew York: United Nations.

Renton, N. E. (1994 Company directors: Masters or servaniorth Brighton:
Wright books Pty Ltd.

Rhoades, D. L., Rechner, P. L., & Sundaramurthy{2000). Board composition
and financial performance: A meta-analysis of tifeience of outside
directors.Journal of Managerial Issues, (D), 76.

Ricart, J. E., Rodriguez, M. A., & Sanchez, P. @0Gustainability in the
boardroomCorporate Governance Journal(d, 24-41.

Rindova, V.P.(1999). What corporate boards hawtwith strategy: A cognitive
perspectiveJournal of Management Studje6(7), 953-975.

Roberts, J., McNulty, T., & Stiles, P. (2005). Bagaagency conceptions of the
work of the non-executive director: Creating acdability in the
boardroomBritish Journal of Management, 16-26.

Robinson, Gail, & Dechant, K. (1997). Building asiness case for diversity.
Academic of Management Executive(3),121-30.

Rosenstein, D. (1987). Why don't US boards get nrmu@&ved in strategyRong
Range Planning20(3), 30-34.

Rubin, H. J. & Rubin, I. S. (1995Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing
data. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ruigrok, W., Peck, S. I., & Keller, H. (2006). Bdazharacteristics and involvement
in strategic decision making: Evidence from SwissnpaniesJournal of
Management Studie$3(5), 1201-1226.

Rutherford, M. A., & Buchholtz, A. K. (2007). Invigating the relationship
between board characteristics and board informa@ionporate
Governance: An International Review,(4h 576-584.

Salleh, Z., Steward, J., & Stuard, M. (2005). Ting@act of board composition and
ethnicity on audit quality: Evidence from MalaysiRetrieved from
http://www.quensland.acc.edu.au.

331



Sarkar, J., & Sarkar, S. (2005). Multiple board@ppnents and firm performance
in emerging economies: Evidence from Indorking PaperSeries No
WP-2005-00134. Retrieved from http://ssrn.com.paper/=23341.

Saunders, M., Thornhill, A., & Lewis, M. (200Research methods for business
students, 4th EditiarHarlow, Essex, England: Pearson Prentice Hall
Financial Times.

Schaffer, B. S. (2002). Board assessment of maighgerformance: An analysis of
attribution processedournal of Managerial Psychology, @], 96-115.

Schmid, M. M., & Zimmermann, H. (2005). Should ¢haan and CEO be
separated? leadership structure and firm performan8witzerlandSSRN
eLibrary . Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/paper=696381.

Schmidt, S. L., & Brauer, M. (2006). Strategic Gmance: How to assess board
effectiveness in guiding strategy executiGorporate Governance: An
International Review, 14), 13-22.

Schnake, M. E., Fredenberger, W. B., & WilliamsJR(2005). The influence of
board characteristics on the frequency of 10-K stigations of firms in the
financial services sectayournal of Business Strategy,(2p, 101-117.

Schuller, T. (2000). Social and Human Capital: Bearch for Appropriate
Technomethodologyolicy Studies, A1), 25-35.

Schwandt, T. A. (1994). Constructive, interpretoroaches to human inquiry. In
N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.}landbook of qualitative research.
Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications.

Schwartz, M. S., Dunfee, T. W., & Kline, M. J. (B)0Tone at the top: An ethics
code for directors3ournal of Business Ethics, 883), 79-100.

Securities Commission. (2004 apital market development in Malayskuala
Lumpur: Securities Commission of Malaysia.

.(2007aMalaysian Securities CommissioRetrieved from
http://lwww.sc.com.my.

. (2007Db). Press release. Retrieved from
http://www.sc.com.my/eng/html/resources/press/p072Q.14.html.

.(2007c). Malaysian Code of Corporate Goveradrevised 2007)
Retrieved from http://www.micg.net.

332



. (2008) Legal and institutional developmerksy implementation
milestonesSecurities CommissionRetrieved from
http://lwww.sc.com.my.

Seidman, D. (2007). Beyond whistle-blowing: How tatsamust shape culture
Directorship, 36-36.

Seong, C. F. (2003). An independent non-execuiineetbr. In Malaysian Institute
of Corporate Governance (Edndependent director: Perceptions, roles
and responsibilitiesKuala Lumpur: Malaysian Securities Commission and
Malaysian Institute of Corporate Governance.

Sharma, V. D. (2004). Board of director charactess institutional ownership, and
fraud: Evidence from Australi&uditing, 232), 107-119.

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. (1997). A survey of camate governancdournal of
Finance, 52737-783.

Sibin, W., Levitas, E., & Priem, R. L. (2005). CE@nure and company invention
under differing levels of technological dynamishtademy of Management
Journal, 4§5), 859-873.

Sien, L. (1992). The transformation of Malaysiasibess group. In R. Mcvey
(Ed.),Southeast Asia Capitaligew York: Cornnel University.

Siladi, B. (2006)The role of non-executive directors in corporategmance: An
evaluation.Australia digital theses, Retrieved from
http://adt.lib.swin.edu.au./public/adt-VSWT200609Y0343

Silverman, D. (2005)Doing qualitative research. Second Editiclondon, UK:
Sage Publication

. (2006)Interpreting qualitative data: Third EditiorThousand Oaks,
California: SAGE Publication

Singh, V., & Vinnicombe, S. (2003). The 2002 fem@&kESE index and women
directors Women in Management Review(7)8349 - 358.

Singham, K. (2003). Corporate Governance in Matagind Law Review, 13),
314-334.

Smith, N., Smith, V., & Verner, M. (2006). Do womantop management affect
firm performance? A panel study of 2,500 Danishmfirinternational
Journal of Productivity and Performance Managemé&s{s), 569-593.

Sonnenfeld, J. A. (2002). What makes great boardatBarvard Business Review,
8(3).

333



Sorros, J. C., & Butchantsky, O. (199bg¢adership: Australia's top CEOs: findings
out what makes them the heSydney, Australia: Harper Business.

Spender, J. C. (1996). Making knowledge the bdasasdynamic theory of the firm.
Strategic Management Journal,,145-62.

Spreitzer, G.M., McCall, M.W. Jr, Mahoney, J. (189he early identification of
international executive potentidiournal of Applied Psycholog$2(1), 6-29.

Standard and Poor. (2009orporate governance in Malaysi&ingapore Standard
and Poor's Governance Services.

Stephens, D. (2009Qualitative research in international settingsphactical
guide New York, USA: Routledge.

Steven, T. P. (2005). Do outside independent dirsdtrengthen corporate boards?
Corporate Governance Journal($, 55 - 64.

Stewart, T. A. (1997)intellectual capital: The new wealth of organisaisoNew
York: Doubleday.

Stiles, P., & Taylor, B. (2001Board at work London: Oxford University Press.

Stone, W. S., & Tudor, T. R. (2005). The effectdurfctional background
experience, industry experience, generic executi@gragement experience
on perceived environmental uncertainty and firnfgrenance Advances in
Competitiveness Research, 13(I-B.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998asics of qualitative research: Techniques and
procedures for developing grounded thedhousand Oaks Sage
Publications.

Sulaiman, A. N. (2001PDirectors' duties and corporate governan&aiala
Lumpur: Sweet and Maxwell Asia.

Summanen, T., & Lazareva, O. (2008). Emerging oafdlirectors: Board
behaviour, functions and firm performan&SRN eLibraryRetrieved from
http://ssrn.com/paper=1102473.

Sveiby, K.-E. (1997). The intangible assets moniournal of Human Resource
Costing & Accounting, @), Spring.

Swee-Hock, S. (2007T.he population of Malaysié&ingapore: Institute of
Southeast Asian Studies.

334



Tan, M. G.-S., & Sendjaya, S. (2007). The appoimineé directors and corporate
governance in Malaysian firm€orporate Governance: An International
Review, 152), 208-222.

Taschler, D. R. (2004). Characteristics of boafddsirector members and corporate
commitment to sustainable developmétroQuest digital dissertation (AAT
3144876)Retrieved from http://0-
proquest.umi.com.library.vu.edu.au/pgdweb?did=79322 &sid=1&Fmt=
2&clientld=20884&RQT=309&VName=PQD.

Teng, L. L., Seetharaman, K. A., & Ching, P. W.@2) The sustainability of
business corporate governance: Evidence from tHaydian public-listed
companiesMonash Business School of Malaysia Seminar SeRestieved
from http://www.buseco.monash.edu.my/research/reReaw-publish.html.

Terjesen, S., & Singh, V. (2008). Female presemceooporate boards: A multi-
country study of environmental contexburnal of Business Ethics, @3,
55-63.

The Commissioner of Law Revision, Malaysia (200&w of Malaysia: Federal
Constitution. Kuala Lumpur, The authority of trevision of laws act 1968
and Percetakan Nasional Malaysia Berhad.

The Star (2008, June 1&hazanah defends top execs' pay raidetrieved from
http://biz.thestar.com.my/news/story.asp?file=26083/business/21578128
&sec=business.

The World Bank.. (1998alEast Asia: The road to recover@xford, UK: Oxford
University Press.

. (1998b). Reports o the observation ofdstats and codes (ROSC) on
Malaysia. Retrieved from http://www.worldbank.ofa/rorc_cg-
Malaysian.html.

.(1999)Corporate governance in Malaysia: An assessniéaper presented
at the Corporate Governance in Asia: A compargigmspective. Retrieved
from http://www.corporategovernanceasia.com/.

. (2005aorporate governance country assessment: Malays@oR on
the Observance of Standards and Codes (ROSC) GugppGovernance.
Report No. 38970. Retrieved from
http://www.worldbank.org/ifa/rosc_cg_html.

335



.(2005b). Malaysia firm competitiveness, staeent climate and growth
Report No. 26841-MA233. Retrieved from http://mwww-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentSeW&SP/1B/2005/11/
28/000160016_20051128085854/Rendered/PDF/2684108MA.p

Theodossiou, I., & White, M. J. (1998). Does terafifect earnings3ournal of
Economic Studies, 28), 328 - 343.

Thibadeoux, M. S., & Favila, E. (1996). organizatibeffectiveness and
committment through strategic managemérdustrial Management system
Journal, 41).

Thillainathan, R. (1999)Corporate governance and restructuring in Malaysa
review of markets, mechanisms, agents and the ilefyaktructure The
World Bank/OECD.

Thomas, T. (2002). Corporate governance and deheiiMalaysian financial crisis
of 1997-98 Centre on Regulation and Competition Working Pdpenies
Paper No. 24 Retrieved from http://wwwidpm.man.ac.uk/crc/.

Tin Yan, L., & Shu Kam, L. (2008). CEO duality afidn performance: Evidence
from Hong KongCorporate Governance(8), 299 - 316.

Tomasic, R., & Bottomley, S. (1993)irecting the top 500 : Corporate
governance and accountability in Australian companNew South Wales,
Australia: Allen & Unwin.

Tricker, R.1. (1984)Corporate governance: Practices, procedures anggran
British companies and their boards of directdtendon, Glover Press.

. (2003). Essential director. London: Therteenist.

Tricker, R. ., & Lee, K. (1997). Assessing dirastcore competencies: The case
of the mass transit railway corporation, Hong Ko@igrporate Governance:
An International Review,(3), 87.

Vafeas, N. .(1999). Board meeting frequency and fierformanceJournal of
Financial Economics, 53113-142.

.(2003). Length of board tenure and outdidkztor independencdournal
of Business Finance and Accounting(738), 1043-1064.

. (2005). Audit committees, boards and thaditywof reporting earnings.
Contemporary Accounting Research(421093-1122.

336



Vance, S. C. (1983 orporate leadership : Boards, directors, and stiggtNew
York: McGraw Hill.

Van Ees, H., van der Laan, G., & Postma, T. J. B(2@08). Effective board
behaviour in The NetherlandSuropean Management Journal, (25 84-
93.

Wallance, P., & Zinkin, J. (2005Master business in Asia: Corporate governance
Singapore: John Wiley & Sons.

Walt, N. V. & Ingley, C.B. (2001). Evaluating bakeffectiveness: The changing
context of strategic governandaurnal of Change Management4}), 313-
331.

.(2003). Board dynamic and the influencerofgssional background,
gender and ethnic diversity of directo®orporate Governance Journal, 11
3.

Walt, N. V., Ingley, C., Shergill, G. S., & Towns&rA. (2006). Board
configuration: Are diverse boards better boar@s®porate Governance
Journal, §2), 129 - 147.

Ward, R. D. (2007). The 10 things every board oéators must get right/ital
Speeches of the DayicMurry Inc, 73 40-43.

Wei, S. (2005). Improve board effectiveness: Thedrfer incentivesBritish
Journal of Management, 181-89.

Werner, M. C. (1994)The development of generic competencies in Austaald
New ZealandAdelaide: National Centre For Vocational Eduaatio
Research.

Westphal, J. D. (1999). Collaboration in the boaodn: Behavioural and
performance consequences of CEO-board socialieslemy of
Management Journal, 42), 7-24.

Westphal, J. D., & Fredrickson, J. W. (2001). Wirects strategic change?
Director experience, the selection of new CEOs,drahge in corporate
strategy Strategic Management Journal, 22(12113-1137.

Westphal, J. D., & Milton, L. P. (2000). How exparce and network ties affect the
influence of demographic minorities on corporatards.Administrative
Science Quarterlyb.

337



Westphal, J. D., & Stern, 1. (2007). Flattery vg#t you everywhere: How
irrigation, boardroom behaviour, and demographiearity status affect
additional board appointments at US compaesdemy of Management
Journal 50, 267-288.

Whitehead Mann Partnership. (2003&hat makes a great board chairperson?
London: Whitehead Mann Partnership. Retrieved fhdip://.whmlip.com.

.(2005b)What makes exceptional NEDisGhdon: Whitehead Mann
Partnership. Retrieved from http:///. whmllp.com.

Wiersema, M., & Bantel, K. (1992). Top managemeatt demography and
corporate strategic changscademy of Management Journ&b, 91-121.

Williams, R. J., Fadil, P. A., & Armstrong, R. \2Q05). Top management team
tenure and corporate illegal activity: The modemginfluence of board size.
Journal of Managerial Issues, ), 479-493.

Wilson, M., & Lombardi, R. (2001). Globalizationdits discontents: The arrival
of triple-bottom-line reportingnvey Business Journal, @, 69-72.

Wolfe, H. D. (2006). Board restructuring: Corporgtaernance as the path to value
creation in underperforming companidsurnal of Private Equity, 9(2p2-
56.

World Economic Forum. (2008klobal competitive index 2007-2Q08etrieved
from http://www.weforum.org/pdf/gcr/2008/rankingks.x

Xiao, Z., Jones, J., & Lymer, A. (2002). Immediands in Internet reportinghe
European Accounting Review, (2}, 245-275.

Yaacop, Mohamed N. (2004). The government's expeotof government linked
companies. Kuala Lumpur Business Club. Retrievesh f
http://www.epu.gov.my.

Yangmin, K. (2005). Board network characteristind irm performance in Korea.
corporate governance: An International Review(6);3800-808.

Yangmin, K., & Cannella Jr, A. A. (2008). Towardacial capital theory of
director selectionCorporate Governance: An International Review46
282-293.

Yeoh, M., & Fariza, |. M. R. (2006). Reinventingygonance in corporate Malaysia:
The challenges ahead. In S. Swee-Hock & K Kesawa(fas.),Malaysia:
Recent trends and challengésp. 210-229). Singapore: Institute of
Southeast Asian Studies.

338



Yermack, D. .(1996). Higher market valuation of gmnies with a small board of
directors.Journal of Financial Economics, 42), 185-211.

. (2006). Flights of fancy: Corporate jetEQCperquisites, and inferior
shareholder returndournal of Financial Economics, 80, 211-242.

Yin, R. K. (2003) Case study research: Design and methods: Thirddtdit
Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publication.

Ying-Fen, L. (2005). Corporate governance, leadprstiucture and CEO
compensation: Evidence from Taiw&orporate governance: An
International Review, 13(6824-835.

Young, G. J., Stedham, Y., & Beekun, R. |. (20@Yards of directors and the
adoption of a CEO performance evaluation procegen8y - and
institutional - theory perspective¥ournal of Management Studies(3)]
45-56.

Young, M., & Dulewicz, V. (2005). A model of comndreadership and
management competency in the British Nawsadership and
organisational Development Journal, 26(2p8-241.

Yulk, G. A. (2006).Leadership in organisations (6th edJpper Saddle River, NJ:
Pearson Prentice Hall.

Zabid, A. R., & Jo A.H. (2003). Perceptions of mess ethics in a multicultural
community: The case of Malaysikournal of Business Ethics, 485-87.

Zaccaro, S. J. (2001). The nature of executivediesiip: A conceptual and
empirical analysis of success. Washington, DC: AtaerPsychological
Association.

Zaccaro, S. J. (2007). Trait-based perspectivekadership.American
Psychologist0003066X. 62(1123-30.

Zahra, S. A., & Pearce, J. A. (1989). Board of diwes and corporate
financial performancelournal of management, 15(291-334.

Zong-Jun, W., & Xiao-Lan, D. (2006). Corporate gmance and financial distress.
Chinese Economyg9(5), 5-27.

339



Appendix A

Three largest shareholders of the top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Sime Darby
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Amanah Raya Nominee (Tempatan) — Skim Amanah Saham 32.45
Bumiputera 14.70
2 Employee Provided Fund Board 7.80
3 Permodalan Nasional Berhad
101 Corporation
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Progressive Holdings Sdn. Bhd* 39.26
2 Employee Provided Fund Board 8.44
3 JP Morgan Chase Bank 3.49

* ssued Capital held by Dato’ Lee Shin Cheng aiscsbns - Dato’ Lee Yeow Chor and
Lee Yeow Seng

Maybank
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim 40.96
Amanah Saham Bumiputera
2 Employee Provided Fund Board 8.33
3 Permodalan Nasional Berhad 6.77
Tenaga
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 37.66
2 Employee Provided Fund Board 9.90
3 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim 7.82
Amanah Saham Bumiputera
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Public Bank Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Tan Sri Dato’ Sri Dr. The Hong Piow 24.11

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 9.68

3 Consiledated The Holdings Sdn. Bhd. 7.32

Telekom Malaysian Berhad

% of Issued

No Name
Capital
1 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 36.14
2 Employee Provided Fund Board 8.65
3 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim
Amanah Saham Bumiputera
Bumiputera Commerce Holdings Berhad
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 22.06
2 Employee Provided Fund Board 9.32
3 JP Morgan Chase Bank 4.92
MISC Berhad
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 37.66
2 Employee Provided Fund Board 9.90
3 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim 7.82
Amanah Saham Bumiputera

Genting Berhad

% of Issued

No Name

Capital
1 Kien Huat Reality Sdn. Bhd 32.22
2 Golden Hope Limited 3.80
3 Harbor International Fund 3.65
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Resort World

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Genting Berhad 48.36

2 Harbor International Fund 1.80

3 JPMorgan Chase Bank National Association (USA) 1.75

Petronas Gas

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Petroleum Nasional berhad (Strategic Invest) 60.63

2 Kumpulan Wang Persaraan (Diperbadankan) 14.83

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 12.21

DIGI

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Telenor Asia Pte Ltd 50.80

2 Haikal Pasti Sdn. Bhd 6.70

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 5.66

Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Batu Kawan Berhad 45.65

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 7.61

3 Lembaga Kemajuan Tanah Persekutuan (FELDA) 4.40

PLUS Expressway Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 UEM Group Berhad 40.21

2 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 15.02

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 9.59
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

YTL Power Berhad

% of Issued

No Name

Capital
1 YTL Corporation Berhad 81.90
2 Tenaga Nasional Berhad 5.78
3 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 4.18

MMC Corporation Berhad

% of Issued

No Name

Capital
1 CIMB Group Nominee (Terminal Johor Sdn. Bhd) 17.21
2 Amanah Raya Nominee Tempatan 16.51
3 Seaport Terminal (Johore) Sdn. Bhd 9.98

YTL Corporation Berhad

% of Issued

No Name
Capital
1 Yeoh Tiong Lay & Sons Holdings Sdn. Bhd 47.04
2 Employee Provident Fund Board 9.47
3 Deutsche Bank Ag Singapore 3.56

PBB Group Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Kuok Brothers Sdn. Bhd 41.94
2 Kerry Group Limites 6.74
3 Kerry Holdings Limited 6.74
RHB Capital
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Employee Provident Fund Board 81.55
2 GMO Emerging Markets Fund 2.45
3 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim 1.46
Amanah Saham Bumiputera
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

British American Tobacco

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 British American Tobacco Holdings (Malaysia) BV 50.00
2 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim 8.46
Amanah Saham Bumiputera 4.02
3 Employe Provident Fund Board

Hong Leong Bank Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Hong Leon Financial Group Berhad 63.43

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 7.46

3 Am Trustee Berhad (ESOS HLBB) 3.33

Gamuda Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 FMR LLC & Fidelity International Limited 11.60
2 HSBC Holdings plc 8.69
3 Raja Dato’ Seri Eleena bt Raja Azlan Shah 8.02
Parkson
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Excell Step Investments Limited 99.16
2 Unifund 0.05
3 Loi Hsein Yin 0.03
AMMB
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Ancorp Group Berhad 14.55
2 ANZ Funds Pty Ltd 14.08
3 Employee Provident Fund Board 9.55
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Petronas Dagang

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Petroleum Nasional Berhad (Strategy INV) 69.86
2 Employee Provident Fund Board 3.60
3 Valucap Sdn. Bhd 3.35
UMW Holdings
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn, Bhd — Skim 37.73
Amanah Saham Bumiputera
2 Permodalan Nasional Berhad 12.38
3 Employee Provident Fund Board 11.92

Malaysian Airline System Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Penerbangan Malaysia Berhad 52.00
2 Khazanah Nasional berhad 14.33
3 Employee Provident Fund Board 11.54
KNM Group
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Intermerger Sdn. Bhd 24.34
2 Employee Provident Fund Board 3.54
3 Smallcap World Fund Inc 3.04

Bursa Malaysia

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Capital Market Development Fund 18.69

2 Minister of Finance Incorporated 14.36

3 Mellon Bank 5.39
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Tanjong Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Usaha Tegas Sdn. Bhd 17.61

2 Usaha Tegas Resources Sdn. Bhd 13.31

3 Ultimate Corporation Sdn. Bhd 7.53

IIM Corporation

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Zelan Berhad 9.67

2 JP Morgan Chase Bank 13.84

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 8.88

Berjaya Land

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Teras Mewah Sdn. Bhd 48.14

2 Juara Sejati Sdn. Bhd 8.75

3 Vincent Tan Chee Yioun 5.09

Berjaya Sport and Toto

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Berjaya Land 23.26

2 Vincent Tan Chee Yioun 3.39

3 GMO Emerging Markets Fund 1.97

Astro All Asia Network

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 21.40

2 All Asia Media Equities Ltd 20.12

3 East Asia Broadcast Network System NV 8.38
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Asiatic Development Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Genting Berhad 43.00

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 5.10

3 Lembaga Tabung Angkatan Tentera 4.90

Hong Leong Finance

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Hong Leong Company (M) Berhad 51.91
2 Guaco Assets Sdn. Bhd 25.37
3 Citygroup Global Markets Limited 1.63
Nestle
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Nestle USA 72.61
2 Employee Provident Fund Board 7.51
3 Lembaga Tabung Haji 3.07
UEM World
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 UEM Group Berhad 38.94
2 Morgan Stanley & Co Incorporated 13.13
3 Serayin Sdn. Bhd 6.65
SP setia
No Name % of Issued Capital
1 Employee Provided Fund 12.73
2 JP Morgan Chase Bank (USA) 10.68
3 Tan Sri Dato’ Sri Liew Kee Sin 9.26
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

Lafage Malaysian Cement Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Lafage Cement UK PLC 53.76

2 Associated International Cement Limited 8.44

3 Employee Provided Fund Board 5.58

Batu Kawan

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Arusha Enterprise Sdn. Bhd 43.68

2 Lembaga Kemajuan Tanah Persekutuan (FELDA) 6.33

3 Yeoh Chin Hin Investment Sdn. Bhd 3.51

Aminvestment Group

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 AMMB Holdings Berhad 51.00

2 AmcorpGroup Berhad 11.94

3 Tan Sri Dato’ Azman Hashim 7.16

Alliance Finance Group Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Vertical Theme Sdn. Bhd 29.06

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 8.45

3 RBS Coults Bank 3.99

Magnum Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad 53.76

2 Dato’ Lim Thian Kiat 6.93

3 Magnum Corporation Berhad (Share Buy-Back Account 1.34
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45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

EON Capital Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 HICOM Holdings Berhad 20.20

2 R.H Development Corporation Berhad 16.26

3 Kualapura (M) Sdn. Bhd 11.12

Berjaya Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Tan Sri Dato’ Vincent Tan Chee Yioun 32.19

2 Hotel Resort Enterprise Sdn. Bhd 25.42

3 Pasti Eksklusif Sdn. Bhd 3.50

Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Pacific Carries Limited 34.46

2 Bank Pembangunan Malaysia Berhad 18.38

3 Malayan Sugar Manufacturing Company Berhad 7.98

01 Property Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 IOl Corporation Berhad 70.57

2 Valuecap Sdn. Bhd 3.53

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 2.20

Bousted Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Lembaga Tabung Anngkatan Tentera 56.41
2 Malaysian Nominees (Tempatan) — Great Eastern Life 3.11
Insurance
3 Scotia Nominess (Tempatan) — for Che Lodin bin Wok 2.70

Kamaruddin
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50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Affin Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Lembaga Tabung Anngkatan Tentera 34..14

2 Mayban Nominee (Asing) for the Bank of East Asianlted 20.47

3 Boustead Holdings Berhad 20.29

AirAsia Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Tune Air Sdn. Bhd 30.14
2 HSBC Nominee (Asing) And. Bhd for JPMorgan ChasekB4d 7.31
3 National Association (USA)
Employee Provident Fund Board 4.98

Sarawak Electricity Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 State Financial Secretary Sarawak 64.99
2 Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad 3.18
3 Cimsec Nominee (tempatan Sdn. Bhd — for CMS Asset 2.87
Management Sdn. Bhd
Employee Provident Fund Board 2.55

Oriental Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Malaysia Nominee (tempatan Sdn. Bhd - for BoowSteln. 21.50
2 Bhd 21.50
Citigroup Nominee (tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — for Booem&&dn.
Bhd 9.26
3 Employee Provident Fund Board

Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Citigroup Nominee (Asing) Sdn. Bhd for Shell Overse 51.00
Holdings Limited
2 Employee Provident Fund Board 14.80
3 Amanah Raya Nominee (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd for Skim 6.00
Amanah Saham Bumiputera

350




55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

IGB Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Goldis Berhad 25.56

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 5.17

3 Tan Chin Nam Sdn. Bhd 3.51

Airport Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Penerbangan Malaysia 72.74

2 JPMorgan Chase Bank 4.38

3 Arisaig Asean Fund Limited 2.49

KLCC Property Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 KLCC (Hondings) Sdn. Bhd 31.73

2 Petroliam Nasional Berhad (PETRONAS) 19.27

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 5.11

Zelan Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 MMC Corporation Berhad 39.25

2 Noble Gen Sdn. Bhd 7.58

3 Novazi Sdn. Bhd 4.58

Fraser and Neave Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Fraser and Neave Limited 58.61
2 Amanah Raya Nominee (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd for Skim 16.11
Amanah Saham Bumiputera
3 Employee Provident Fund Board 3.74
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60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

WCT Engineering Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 WCT Capital Sdn. Bhd 21.20

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 11.75

3 Invesco Hong Kong Limited 6.04

United Plantation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Maximum Vista Sdn. Bhd 41.59

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 11.82

3 Perbadanan Pembangunan Pertanian Negeri Perak 6.28

Dialog Group Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Employee Provident Fund Board 14.49

2 Wide Synergy Sdn. Bhd 11.58

3 Azam Utama Sdn. Bhd 9.81

Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad 51.55

2 Innoprise Corporation Sdn. Bhd 14.99

3 Lembaga Tabung Haji 2.95

STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Huaren Holdings Sdn. Bhd 40.12

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 10.39

3 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) — Skim Amanah Saham 6.69

Bumiputera

YTL Cement Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 YTL Industries Berhad 44.88
2 DB (Malaysia) Nominee (Asing) Sdn. Bhd — DeutsclaaB 9.52
Ag Singapora PBD 5.45
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66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

3 State Secretary Pahang
Bintulu Port Berhad
No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Petroleum Nasional Berhad (Strategic Inv) 32.79
2 State Financial Secretary Sarawak 30.67
3 Kumpulan Wang Persaraan (Diperbadankan) 14.89

Media Prima Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Employee Provident Fund Board 21.64

2 Alliance Investment Management Berhad 13.85

3 JPMorgan Chase Bank, National Association U.K 3.63

Kulim Malaysia Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 OSK Noms (T) Sdn. Bhd — Koon Yew Yin 12.83

2 Mak Seng Feok 9.40

3 Johor Corporation 7.56

Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Unio Harvard Investments SRL 31.30
2 Amanah raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim 24.35
3 Amanah Saham Bumiputera 5.52
Permodalan Nasional Berhad

Sunway City Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Sungei Way Corporation Sdn. Bhd 28.66
2 Cataban Nominee (Asing) Sdn. Bhd — Government of 21.39
Singapore Investment Corporation Pte. Ltd 4.79
3 Cataban Nominee (Asing) Sdn. Bhd — State Streetralies
Fund UAJB
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71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Employee Provident Fund Board 30.27
2 HSBC Nominee (Asing) Sdn. Bhd — Merill Lynch Intationa 2.43
Investmnet Funds Emerging Markets Fund
3 HSBS Nominee (Asing) — Morgan Stanley & Co Inteiowl 2.32

PLC

Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Inter-Pacific Equity Nominees (Asing)Sdn. Bhd — il 19.56
2 Shipping Ltd 19.07
CIMB Groupd Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Casi 10.74
3 Management Sdn. Bhd

HDM Nominees (Asing) Sdn. Bhd — UOB Kay Hian Pt Lt

Kencana Petroleum Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Khasera Baru Sdn. Bhd 46.53

2 ABN Amro Bank N.V 9.21

3 Chong Hin Loon 8.28

Tradewinds Plantation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Tradewinds (M) Berhad 69.76

2 AMMB Nominees (Tempatan) — Aminternation (L) Ltd 11.60

3 Mayban Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Perspectine L 3.93

(M) Sdn. Bhd

IIM Plantation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Strobilt Sdn. Bhd 42.37

2 Desa Plus Sdn. Bhd 7.46

3 IJM Corporation Berhad 7.41
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76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Guocoland (Malaysian) Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 GGL (Malaysia) Pte Ltd 64.98

2 Dubai Ventures Limited 4.85

3 Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad - ESOS 4.43

Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Corporate Line (M) Sdn. Bhd 9.53

2 Centra Plus (M) Sdn. Bhd 8.42

3 JPMorgan Chase Bank National Association (Bermuda) 8.33

Proton Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 38.24

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 12.30

3 Petroleum Nasional Berhad 7.85

Mulpa International Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Nautical Investment Limited 23.56

2 Mackenzie Cundill Investment Management Ltd 8.40

3 Vista Power Sdn. Bhd 6.64

Top Glove Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Tan Sri Dr. Lim Wee-Chai 29.16

2 Mathews Pacific Tiger Fund 5.22

3 The Overlook Partner Fund LP 4.62
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81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Hong Leong Industries Berhad 57.82

2 Citigroup Global Markets Limited 5.35

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 5.12

Time. Com Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 30.00

2 TIME Engineering Berhad 29.35

3 Kumpulan Wang Persaraan (Diperbadankan) 9.62

Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Gamuda Berhad 41.29
2 Employee Provident Fund Board 4.69
Amanah Raya Nominess (Tempatan) — Skim Amanah Sah 2.91
3 Bumiputera

E & O Property Development Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 CitiGroup Nomine (Asing) Sdn. Bhd 23.04

2 CIMB Group Nominees (Tempatan) 0 Pacific Dana Aman 7.70

3 BHLP Trustee (Lee Chah Cheang) 6.25

AEON Co. (M) Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 | AEON Co. Ltd 51.00
2 HSBC Nominees (Asing) Sdn. Bhd — Genesis Smaller 5.84
Companies 3.99
3 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim

AManah Saham Bumiputera
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86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

Boustead Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Bousted Holdings Berhad 64.92
2 Lembaga Tabung Angkatan Tentera 7.22
Maybank Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Public
3 Aggressive Growth Fund 1.21

Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Sapura Technology Berhad 60.23

2 Delta Asia Investments Limites 7.48

3 Loo Lan Choo 1.54

TA Enterprise Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Goldman Sachs International 6.85

2 Poh Ewe Wing 2.39

3 Public Equity Fund 1.56

Wah Seong Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Wah Seong (Malaya) Trading Co. Sdn. Bhd 26.93

2 HSBC Private Bank (Suisse) S.A (Nassau Ac CL) 7.35

3 Midvest Holdings Sdn. Bhd 5.21

LPI Capital Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Selected Holdings Sdn. Bhd 14.12

2 Kepunyaan Chintamani Sdn. Bhd 12.17

3 Nipponko Insirance Co. Ltg 7.80
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91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

Guiness Anchor Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 GAPL Pte Ltd 51.00

2 Great Eastern Life Assurance (Malaysia) berhad 3.38

3 BNP Paribas Securities Services 1.62

Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital
1 Gek Poh (Holdings) Sdn. Bhd 54.5
2 Amanah Raya Nominees (Tempatan) Sdn. Bhd — Skim 7.28
Amanah Saham Bumiputera 5.34
3 OSK Asia Securities Limited

RB Land Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Road Builders (M) Holdings Berhad 69.96

2 John Lee Yow Meng 4.40

3 Employee Provident Fund Board 2.39

Tradewinds (M) Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Perspective Lane (M) Sdn. Bhd 30.04

2 Greenfell Holdings Sdn. Bhd 21.12

3 Kelana Ventures Sdn. Bhd 8.86

DRB Hicom Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Etika Strategi Sdn. Bhd 15.43

2 Employee Provident Fund Board 12.82

3 Khazanah Nasional Berhad 10.33

358




96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

OSK Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Ong Leong Huat @ Wong Joo Hwa 37.06

2 Lee Sui Hee 6.88

3 Leong Kam Chee 2.53

Tradewinds Corporation Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Perspective Lane (M) Sdn. Bhd 47.07

2 Kelana Ventures Sdn. Bhd 16.73

3 Seaport Terminal (Johor) Sdn. Bhd 7.69

Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Amsteel Sdn. Bhd 16.68

2 Cheng Heng Jem 16.46

3 Narajaya Sdn. Bhd 14.79

Banda Raya Development Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Credit Suisse 17.98

2 Ambang Sehato Sdn. Bhd 13.45

3 UOB Kay Hian Pte Ltd 9.87

TA ANN Holdings Berhad

No Name % of Issued
Capital

1 Mountex Sdn. Bhd 17.22

2 Wahab Haji Dollah 9.03

3 Upaya Rajang Sdn. Bhd 4.41
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Appendix B

Malaysia Code of Corporate Governance framework

Principle of Malaysian Code of Corporate Governance

Lead and control the company
Board balance of executive and
non-executive directors

Supply information- appropriate
quality and timely

Re-election once every three year
Appointment-formal and
transparent

Directors

PRINCIPLES

Accountability

Uy

& Audit

Ensuring a sound internal contrg
system

Relationship with auditors:
formal and transparent
Financial reporting: balanced an
understandable, assessment of {
company'’s position and prospec

he
[

360

Levels of remuneration should be
sufficient and attractive.

Link reward to performance
(executive)

Link reward to experience and lev
of responsibilities (Non-executive)
Procedure for fixing remuneration
(formal & transparency)
Disclosure details of remuneration
of each director

1%

Directors
Remuneration

.

Shareholders

Dialogue between companies arj
investors

AGM - to communicate with
private investors

d




Best practices of the code

Principle responsibilities
of the board

Reviewing and adopt strategic plan, oversee the
conduct of the business, identify principals risks,
Psuccession planning, investor relation programme,
internal control system, management information
system, compliance

Constitution an
effective board

Chairman and CEO - division of responsibilities and
pdisclosed reasons where roles are combined
Board balance

Size of non-executive
participation

Where significant shareholders, board composition to
reflect other shareholders’ interest, where largest
shareholder is not majority shareholders, board to
exercise judgement, disclose analysis of application of
Pbest practices on board balance, identify a senior
independent non-executive to whom concerns may be
conveyed, appointment to the board, annual review of
board members, assessing the effectiveness of the
board, size of boards, directors; training

The relationship
between board and
shareholders

pEffective communication policy

Board structure and
Procedures

*Regular meeting, formal schedule of matters

Audit committee

At least 3 directors, majority independent, prescribed

duties, attendees, authority and resources to
pinvestigates and obtain advise, full access to
information, meetings, disclosure of activities,

establishment of an internal audit function

Relationship of the
Board to the
Management

Develop position description for the board and CEO,
quality information, responsibility of the chairman,
waccess to  information, access to advice,
sue/appointment of company secretary, use of board
committees, remuneration committees.

Source: Malaysian Code of Corporate Governance (2000)
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Appendix C

CENTRE FOR INTERNATIONAL CORPORATE GOVERNANCE
RESEARCH
FACULTY OF BUSINESS AND LAW

CHARACTERSITICS OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND BOARD
EFFECTIVENESS: A STUDY OF MALAYSIAN PUBLIC LISTED
COMPANIES

Interview Schedule

Interview Date:

Interviewed by:

Respondent position:

This study will not attribute any comments to yargonally or to your company. |
will anonomise responses. The information gathdredh this interview will be
used for academic purposes. So, | hope this widifammfort to you.

362



Section 1: Introduction (respondent background)

1.

First, could you please spend a few minutesooteiing me about your
background - how long have you been in this pasitend how did you
come to be appointed to this position?

Section 2: Directors’ characteristics

2.

Based on your experience, what personal charstate of board members
(such as their ages, gender, tenure, multiple wirglcips, etc) help to ensure
their effectiveness as board members?

Some would say that directors must possessuskimds of competencies
such as knowledge and skills, experience and gthéwscontribute to board
effectiveness. From your experience, what typescahpetencies are
essential an individual director to perform his/hales effectively? (Probe:
why?)

The literature tells us that effective boardguieed directors to have
accounting and financial knowledge. In your expsseehow important is it
for directors to possess this knowledge?

What would be the three important forms of dwex personality
characteristics and behaviours that are esserdialah effective board?
(Probe: why)

Section 3: Characteristics of corporate leaders

6.

How would you describe the essential charatiesigsuch as backgrounds,
competencies, and behaviour) that should be pastesdy each of the
following types of Malaysian PLCs corporate lea@ers

a. The Chairman?

b. The CEO?

c. The Outside/ independent directors?
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Section 4: Characteristics of an effective board

7. The corporate governance literature tells ustibard effectiveness depends
on various characteristics. Based on your expeerwhat are the key
characteristics of effective public company boar@a® you give examples?

8. In your experience, can a company be effectiits board is not effective?
Can you give examples?

9. From your experiences how does culture (suchiabges, norms, ways of
doing things, etc) contribute to board effectivenesMalaysian PLC?

10. In what way, Malaysian board differ from boarils more developed
countries (such as USA, UK, Australia, etc)?

Section 5: Other issues

11. Generally, if you were able to enhance boaliecg¥eness in Malaysia, how
would you improve the governance of Malaysian Pliosrds of directors?

Thank you very much for your cooperation
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Appendix D : Letter(s) to participants

VICTORIA &H[.lﬂ\!
UNIVERSITY | THoucHT
PO BOX 14428, MELBOURNE
VICTORIA 8001 AUSTRALIA
PHONE +61 3 9919 4000

Fax +61 3 9689 4069
www.vu.edu.au

Date:

Dear Sir,
BOARD OF DIRECTORS SURVEY

My name is Wan Fauziah Wan Yusoff and | am a Phidesit at the Centre for
International, Victoria University, Australia. Inmaworking under the supervision of
Professor Roman Tomasic and Professor Anona Arngstro

The title of my project is‘the characteristics of boards of directors: A stug of
Malaysian Public Listed Companies”.To gain insight into this topic, | am seeking to
interview directors of Malaysian Public Listed Ccenjies.

Following the receipt of this letter, | will be negsting your consideration to give me about
30 minutes of your valuable time for an interviéhe interviews are schedule to take place
between December 2007 and March 2008.

Attached herewith is a brief description of my studf you have any inquiries, please do
not hesitate to contact me by email wanfauziah.wanyusoff@research.vu.edu@u
Roman.Tomasic@vu.edu.an Anona.Armstrong@vu.edu.au

Your participation in this research is very impottgdo as to ensure the success of this
unique study. This study will seek to offer newigiés that may lead to the improvement
of Malaysian Corporate Governance. Hopefully, thésearch will benefit Malaysian
companies generally. | will be contacting you agsliortly to set up a time for a meeting

Thank you once again for your support.

Your sincerely,

Wan Fauziah Wan Y usoff
PhD Candidate
Victoria University, Australia
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Information Form

Project Title:
The characteristics of boards of directors, boadi@rporate effectiveness: A study of Malaysian
Public Listed Companies

Researchers

1. Professor Roman Tomasic, Victoria University
2. Professor Anona Armstrong, Victoria University
3. Wan Fauziah Wan Yusoff, Victoria University

Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study is to explore variougatiristics of Malaysian Public Listed Companies
boards of directors, and the influence of theseadtaristics upon board and corporate effectiveness

Your Involvement

You are invited to participate in the interview Yiill take about 45 minutes to one hour). The
interview will asks your opinion on several quesfiorelating to the characteristics of board of
directors namely directors’ personal charactesstiirectors’ competencies (knowledge and skills);
and directors’ behaviour, and then asks some ajbestions about the characteristics of effective
boards. You are not obliged to disclose any chartics that you do not feel comfortable with.

Confidentiality

The responses you give to the questions will renw@infidential and they will be treated as
anonymous. Your responses will be used for thisaeh study only. The research will not identify
yourself or your company and your responses willb@known to other institutions or organization.

Potential Risks and Safeguards

During the interview if you feels uncomfortable do not understand something, please feel free to
ask the researcher during the interview sessioeadel be assured that the interview is strictly
confidential and that your responses will be cotgiyeanonymous.

Freedom of Consent and Withdrawal

Your participation in this research study is emyireoluntary. You have the right not to answer any
question. Your participation, or refusal, will nioffluence your present or future association with
Victoria University or any other organization osiitution.

Potential Benefits

Your participation will make an important contribart to knowledge about the characteristics of
boards of directors’ members, and board and cotpa&féectiveness. This knowledge will be used to
develop models of effective boards of directorghase may apply to Malaysian PLC boards.

Inquiries

Questions related to this project are welcome tmg. Please direct then to Professor Roman
Tomasic or Professor Anona Armstrong. If any cornmpéaor queries have not been answered to your
satisfaction, you may contact the Secretary, Viatbniversity Human Research Ethics Committee,
Victoria University, PO Box 14428, Melbourne, VIB)01 phone (03) 9919 4710

Acknowledgement
Thank you for taking the time to read this inforiroat We hope that you will find the interview is
interesting and stimulating.
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Appendix E

List of top 100 Malaysian Public Listed Companiesio 31 December 2007

31/12/2007 Stock Short Market .
. Company Name Sector Capitalisation
Ranking Name (RM '000)
1 SIME Sime Darby Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 71,509,598
2 IOICORP 101 Corporation Berhad PLANTATION 47,008,692
3 MAYBANK Maybank Berhad FINANCE 44,822,123
4 TENAGA Tenaga Nasional Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 41,594,001
5 PBBANK Public Bank Berhad FINANCE 38,806,805
6 ™ Telekom Malaysia berhad TRADING/SERVICES 38,525,868
7 COMMERZ Commerce Asset Holding Berhad FINANCE 37,115,996
8 MISC MISC Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 36,435,711
9 GENTING Genting Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 29,258,091
10 RESORTS Resorts World Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 22,619,658
11 PETGAS Petronas Gas Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 21,172,431
iy INFRASTRUCTURE
12 DIGI Digi Com Berhad PROJECT COS. 18,600,000
13 KLK Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad PLANTATION 18,574,582
14 PLUS PLUS Expressway Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 16,400,000
15 YTLPOWR YTL Power Berhad ::’,\l;ORfIESg.FLCJ(C)ZURE 14,465,606
16 MMCCORP | MMC Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 14,159,522
17 YTL YTL Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION 13,103,712
18 PPB PBB Group Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 13,040,499
19 RHBCAP RHB Capital Berhad FINANCE 12,597,827
20 BAT British American Tobacco (M) Berhad | CONSUMER PRODUCTS 11,778,113
21 HLBANK Hong Leong Bank Berhad FINANCE 10,033,680
22 GAMUDA Gamuda Berhad CONSTRUCTION 9,606,844
23 PARKSON Pakson Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9,540,811
24 AMMB AMMB Holdings Berhad FINANCE 9,421,455
25 PETDAG Petronas Dagang Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8,593,377
26 UMW UMW Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 8,387,978
27 MAS Malaysia Airline System Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8,154,440
28 KNM KNM Group Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 8,058,688
29 BURSA Bursa Malaysia Berhad FINANCE 7,488,170
30 TANJONG Tanjong Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7,460,239
31 1IM IIM Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION 7,359,168
32 BJLAND Berjaya Land Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7,218,977
33 BJTOTO Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 6,822,702
34 ASTRO Astro All Asia Networks Be TRADING/SERVICES 6,769,093
35 ASIATIC Asiatic Development Berhad PLANTATION 6,530,715
36 HLFG Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad FINANCE 6,316,607
37 NESTLE NESTLE Malaysia Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 6,155,625
38 UEMWRLD UEM World Berhad CONSTRUCTION 5,469,063
39 SPSETIA Setia Berhad PROPERTY 5,024,361
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40 LMCEMNT Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 4,970,719
41 BKAWAN Batu Kawan Berhad PLANTATION 4,969,841
42 AIGB Aminvestment Group Berhad FINANCE 4,857,600
43 AFG Alliance Finance Group Berhad FINANCE 4,768,166
44 MAGNUM Magnum Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 4,751,225
45 EONCAP EON Capital Berhad FINANCE 4,575,178
46 BJCORP Berjaya Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 4,532,917
47 MAYBULK Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 4,460,000
48 IOIPROP 101 Property Berhad PROPERTY 4,368,437
49 BSTEAD Bousted Corporation Berhad PLANTATION 4,057,303
50 AFFIN Affin Holdings Berhad FINANCE 3,851,280
51 AIRASIA Airasia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 3,793,963
52 SARAWAK Sarawak Electricity Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 3,645,479
53 ORIENT Oriental Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 3,412,200
54 | SHELL ggfk']'a'jef'”'”g Company Malaysia | |\»ysTRIAL PRODUCTS 3,390,000
55 IGB IGB Corporation Berhad PROPERTY 3,366,776
56 AIRPORT Airport Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 3,322,000
57 KLCCP KLCC Property Holdings Berhad PROPERTY 3,269,260
58 ZELAN Zelan Berhad CONSTRUCTION 3,069,783
59 F&N Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 2,834,120
60 WCT WCT Engineering Berhad CONSTRUCTION 2,729,855
61 UTDPLT United Plantations Berhad PLANTATION 2,643,305
62 DIALOG Dialog Group Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 2,557,910
63 HSPLANT HAP Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad PLANTATION 2,544,000
64 STAR STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad | TRADING/SERVICES 2,540,659
65 YTLCMT YTL Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 2,451,694
66 BIPORT Bintulu Port Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 2,440,000
67 MEDIA Media Prima Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 2,366,411
68 KULIM Kulim Malaysia Berhad PLANTATION 2,357,690
69 TITAN Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad | INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 2,348,618
70 SUNCITY Sunway C|ty Berhad PROPERTY 2,340,153
71 MRCB 'g"jr'ﬁgg'a“ Resources Corporation CONSTRUCTION 2,314,220
72 MPHB |\/|u|ti-Purpose Ho|dings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 2,214,638
73 KENCANA Kencana Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 2,193,090
74 TWSPLNT Tradewinds Plantation Berhad PLANTATION 2,106,031
75 IJMPLNT 1IM Plantation Berhad PLANTATION 2,085,953
76 GUOCO Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad PROPERTY 2,059,348
77 PUNCAK Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad Dggf;g.?gg;URE 2,055,714
78 PROTON Proton Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 2,021,104
79 MULPHA Mulpha International Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 1,957,756
80 TOPGLOV Top Glove berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 1,953,585
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81 MPI Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad TECHNOLOGY 1,951,925
82 | TIMECOM | Time.Com Berhad P RASTRUCIIRE 1,910,735
83 LITRAK Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad ::’,\l;ORﬁESg.Fgg;URE 1,908,268
84 E&OPROP E & O Property Development Berhad | PROPERTY 1,867,196
85 AEON AEON Co. (M) Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 1,860,300
86 BHIC gg;‘ﬁ;ﬁd Heavy Industry Corporation | |\ ;STRIAL PRODUCTS 1,851,009
87 SAPCRES Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 1,840,339
88 TA TA Enterprise Berhad FINANCE 1,826,523
89 WASEONG Wan Seong Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 1,691,189
90 LPI LPI Capital Berhad FINANCE 1,678,548
91 GUINESS Guiness Anchor Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 1,676,644
92 HAPSENG Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 1,668,729
93 RBLAND RB Land Holdings Berhad PROPERTY 1,647,741
94 TWS Tradewinds (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 1,615,764
95 DRBHCOM DRB Hicom Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 1,602,095
96 OSK OSK Holdings Berhad FINANCE 1,559,233
97 TWSCORP Tradewinds Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 1,548,431
98 LIONIND Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 1,533,894
99 BRDB Banda Raya Developments Berhad PROPERTY 1,514,882
100 TAANN TA ANN Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 1,502,418
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Appendix F

Typology of sampling strategies in qualitative inquiry

Types of sampling

Purpose

Maximum variation

diverse variations and identifies important common patterns

Homogeneous Focuses, reduces, simplifies, and facilitates group interviewing

Critical case Permits logical generalization and maximum application of
information to other cases

Theory based Find examples of a theoretical construct and thereby elaborate on an

examine it

Conforming and
disconfirming cases

Elaborate and initial analysis, seek exceptions, looking for variation

Snowball and chain

Identifies cases of interest from people who know people who know
what cases are information-rich

Extreme or deviant case

Learn from highly usual manifestations of the phenomenon of interest

Typical case

Highlights what is normal or average

Intensity

Information-rich cases that manifest the phenomenon intensity but
not extremely

Political important cases

Attract desired attentions or avoids attracting undesired attention

Random purposeful

Adds credibility to sample when potential purposeful sample is too
large

Stratified purposeful lllustrate subgroups and facilitates comparisons
Criterion/purposive All cases that meet some criterion; useful for quality assurance
Opportunistic Follow new leads; taking advantage of the unexpected needs

Combination or mixed

Triangulation, flexibility; meets multiple interests and needs

Convenience

Saves time, energy, money, but at the expenses of information and
credibility
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Appendix G

An example of data display for block and file eggrh: Characteristics of effective director
(Chairmen points of view)

Resp General The most important Chairman CEO ID
characteristics
1 Is a mixture of personal | think the major challenge is| To be honest, is easier for me to | Experience, hard working, Good ID want to
characteristics of individuals such asto understand diversity of become ordinary directors than the high motivation level, high bring the company's
experience in business, appropriate flexibility in business. chairman because the chairman | level of confidence performance forward
qualification, knowledge and skills | Therefore, director must have need to has all good characteristigs. make good judgment]
experience for that. You got to be open minded, highly, and decision, and
experience, calms, good keep the board
communication skills and many focused on strategic
other traits. It is not an easy job. issues.
2 Willingness to learn is an extremely Experience Number one, the chairman must | Experience in managing Experience in

important characteristics for a

director. Other characterizer which
is also important the person must 4
knowledgeable, willing to listened.

D

know his job. You can be the
chairman unless you know what
your duties are. The chairman mus
be somebody who is of his roles, h
responsibilities, he must be able tg
drive the board and the company,
Have the skills to manage the boa
especially the meeting. During the
meeting his must be able to
encourage the board to speak and
the end he able to summaries the
issues that have being discuss. Sg
of this is inside the person
leadership characteristics. Some o
those characteristics can be learne
provided the person willing to
learned.

business, goal oriented or
high achievement,
t
is

o

at

me

S

business,
independent, high
integrity, ability to
think strategically,
high analytical
thinker
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The requirement of the director's
characteristics has been changes
slightly nowadays, especially in
relation to Bursa Malaysia
requirement. The most important
characteristics is which is
particularly that add value to the
company for example good workin
with the government to secure the
job and good networking.

Good personality style
because the individual would
be easily adopt to any
environment if he/she has
good personality.

Able to draw out ideas from board
members (analytical thinker), Not
dominate the board (open minded
Able to control the board membersg
(charismatic) and experience
person.

Experience in the manageme
of company particularly the

, PLCs, Well knowledge and
skills In business, high vision
good communication skills.

ntndependent,
business experience,
economically stable,
open minded,
analytical thinker

Good personality traits such as
hardworking, easy to work with,
posses good knowledge and skills
business, experience in business

Experience in business
because being PLC directors
inthey must be well experience
in order to make good
decision.

Credible person, experience in
business, being director of PLC for
at least 3 years, good listener,
analytical thinker

Integrity, experience (relevan
to company business), hard
working, enthusiasm

Experience in
business, high
integrity,
consciousness,
independent,
analytical thinker

Highly experience people, relevant
knowledge and skills, good
personality traits such as able to
work with other, energetic.

Hard to determine which ong
is important. All are relate to
each other

Well-known person in the corporat
sector because the person bring th
name of the company. Experience
business because this person usu
equip with various knowledge and
skills in business, Charismatic

person. Open minded because he
will not dominate the board

e Experience in handling PLCs
eOpen minded, Risk taker, hig
immbitious

ally

Independent, good
hfinancial knowledge,
experience in
business,
economically

No Specific characteristics. | believ
the person should posses at least
combination of experience in
business, appropriate knowledge 4
skills and good attitudes such as
easy to work with, high integrity,
and so on.

eExperience in industry
because

nd

The chairman got to be open
minded and got to be a good
listener. The chairman has to be a
to adapt his style as well to the
circumstances.

Work hard, high integrity,
ambitious, high motivation
blvel, positive thinking

Experience in
business especially
PLC business.
Independent. High
integrity. Financially
strong. Not hold
more than 3
directorships.
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OT

7 Experience in business locally and| Experience especially at PLJ | doubt any one can become a goqdExperience in business, 'L Knowledge in
internationally, possess relevant | level because PLC business [schairman without first being a non{ hardworking, possess relevantfinance and business|
knowledge and skills, positive more complex and diverse. | executive directors of PLC, for at | knowledge and skill especially management,
attitudes such as open minded, Director would not really least 1 terms or three years. financial knowledge, independent,
positive thinking and so on. understand the PLC business Learning to be an effective non- | resourcefulness, courage, integrity, analytical

within short of time. executive director is an important | analytical thinker, risk takers | thinker
pre-requisite to become an effective
chairman

8 Experience, good personality trait§ Experience because by havirjgGood listening skills, strategic Experience in business Independent,
and appropriate formal qualification experience in business the | thinker, open minded, well management, work hard, experience in
it would be better business or person would be able to see| experience in business that is committed, high level of business, financial
finance qualification the nature of company relevant to the company motivation, high literate rate - good is

business and issues or accountability professional

problem easily and the person accountant, analytical
in fact may be able to thinkers.

enhance the company

performance

9 It is a combination of various Experience because The chairman must be someone | Experience in business, Resourcefulness,
characteristics. It is very hard to experience take time to who is well known in corporate independent, analytical strategic thinker,
determine specific characteristics. | develop. The longer the sector because he has to spend | thinker, process financial and experience - at least
But obviously directors should be | person in the business, the | much time with outside people suchlegal knowledge years as PLC
experience in business especially inmore experience the person | as the minister, political people, as director, open
regards to PLCs business., possegshas. For me director of PLC | well as other directors. It's more minded
relevant knowledge and skills. should experience in PLC likely to establish networking to

business for at least 3 years orsecure more project for the
one term of the appointment.| company.
10 At least Diploma in relevant field | Experience because no one | To me the most important thing i§ hardworking, experience in | Possess finance or

related to company business and
experience in business

can become effective director
without experience. The beag
director is the person who ha;
more than 5 years experience
being PLC director. This
simply because PLC busines
quite complex.

the chairman should experience -
t being a director of other PLC for at
5 least 3 years. Other the person
» should also - risk taker, charismati
open minded, resourcefulness
»]

business management, high
level or motivation,
enthusiasm

accounting
knowledge,
analytical thinker,
independent. Have
political network
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An example of data display for block and file eggzh: Characteristics of effective board
(Chairman points of view)

Board Effectiveness

| General Opinion

D

S

=]

Resp.
Key Characteristics Most important matter | Can company be effective if its board is Difference between How to improve
considered by not effective Malaysian and other Malaysian boards of
Malaysian PLCs board develop countries' boards directors
in achieving effective
board

1 Competent board members Board membership, their| No. Many good company internationally | Remuneration- a little bit Enforcement on corporate
(combination of various experience| role and responsibilities, | like General Motor or locally such as TM| lower, some companies like governance should be morg
knowledge and skills), clear role andrule and regulation PETRONAS, Tenaga, have good board pfGLCs are fully controlled by active. The regulator such g
responsibility. The board that enable director. The main reason because they | the government as major | SC, Bursa Malaysia and
enhance company performance determine the future of the company. shareholders, more board | CCM should work closely
(financial and social aspects) members are family in promoting high standard

members especially for on corporate governance.
family own firms.

2 Composition of the board member { Clear role and No. Many companies fail or collapse just High political interferences | The appointment of board
the mixture of skills, attitudes and | responsibilities, because the board didn't perform as theybecause the Malaysian PLCsnembers should be base o
willingness to listened. Not to competent chairman, should be. are subject to government | professionalism, not base g
dominate the board. The board that competent board agenda-bumiputera agendd, personal networking or
always contributed to the high members NEP. low remuneration, political connection.
achievement of the company even lower than Indonesia,

which can not attract more
people to become board
members.

3 Chairman must be a good leader wh@ompetent board No. It has happened to many company in Lower compensation, No

is able to smooth functioning of the
board, determining the board
meeting schedule. Overtime we dqg
not want the board which the only
chairman speak or control the othe
board members. Today yes-man
board are over. The board must hg
the members who are very objectiv
and clear role and responsibilities

members, good chairman
and well structured of the|
board

1)

Malaysia or other countries in which whegnGovernment interference fo
the board has problem, the share price of GLCs has been very high

the company drop. It is directly effect the
company. Few years ago, we still
remember what happened to KFC
Holdings Behad, when the board has
problem because of change ownership,
KFC price drop significantly.

because government is the
major shareholder, more
family company dominated
the stock exchange

=
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Competent board members, strong
independent board, balance of pow
between the chairman and CEO.
Good relationships with the
management

No. Good company usually has good
board because the board is the key driv
and decision makers of the company. If
they make wrong decision, the company
will not survive.

Less professional people a

era result too many people
become director of more
than 3 PLCs. This issue
specifically involve the
professional accountant
because each PLC has to
meet Bursa requirement.
Multiracial board because
Malaysia is multiracial
country.

sEach company has to
develop evaluation system
which enable to evaluate
individual director. More
training programme to the
board should be
implemented and types of
required training should be
clearly defined by the
regulator.

The role of the chairman and the
CEO should be separated to avoid
conflict of interest. The selection of
board members must be base on
professionalism and better quality.
Compensation of the board should
equivalent. The board members are
actively involve in company
activities not just attending board
meeting

be

Probably yes in some cases. In the casg¢
family own firm, most of the chairman is
also the CEO (executives chairman). Th
person usually dominate the board. The
board just become rubber stamp. Even
though the members of the board are no|
very competent, it is an issue because th
chairman was actually the decision
makers. | think this still happen in
Malaysian family own firms.

2 Mixture of background
especially we have

e multiracial More ex-
government officer in PLCs
board. The appointment of

[ the board members still

ebase on personal
networking.

Malaysian should establish
professional institution
similar to 10D that compile
all professional individual
information.

Competent board members with
relevant knowledge and skills. The
board members are clearly
understand their role and
responsibilities. The chairman and

the CEO should be different person.

The relationship of the board shoul
be well and cohesive so that would
be easier to make consensus
decision.

Training and
development. The board
must be well experience
in dealing with all
company matters. Quality
board members

No. But it hard for me to give specific
example especially in Malaysia because
the failure of the company not just becauy
of the board. There are other factors suc|
as economic situation for example, or
changing of political party.

More family members are
on the board because many
s&lalaysian PLCs are family
hown firm. The
appointment of the board
many company still rely on
personal networking.

No comment
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Well structure of the board-have
proper committee, proper working
procedures, separate role of chairm
and CEO, The board is clearly
understand their role and
responsibilities. The members of th
board are competent - combination
of required experience and skills by
the company.

Law- rules and regulation
company structure
an

1]

, Some time company can be effective al
without a good board. The reason I'm
saying that because it is depending of th
CEO. In Malaysia many good CEOs are
able to put their companies better
performance regardless of what types of
the board. People even recognize the
contribution of the CEO not the board.
One example | can say here is Air Asia
Berhad. The success of Air Asia | believg
result form the CEO not the board.

sdMost board still subject to
government policy - one
ewhich is very clear is
bumiputera policy.
Compensation was quite
law. Most board members
did not hold company equit
or not the shareholders.

]

Enforcement by the
regulator has to be in place|
because we have a very
good corporate regulation
but very poor enforcement.
Remuneration for directors
should be equivalent to
current market and their
accountability.

Board has clear role and
responsibility. The composition of
the board must be meet company
requirement. Separate role of
chairman and CEO. The board that
has cohesive relationships and trus|
with the management.

Rules and regulation,
remuneration, individual
backgrounds-must be
competent or professiond
background

No. One example like PETRONAS. The
success of PETRONAS has been resultg
from well planning of the board and the

| top management. PETRONAS has very
effective board with competent
memberships, good chairman, well
structured board.

We have less professional
2cdoeople on the board
especially we still lack of
professional accountant.
The appointment of the
board members is very
diverse from one company
to another. Some company
has very well structure

is very subjective.

procedures, some has not. |t

The government should
establish one centre or
organization which provide
the database of professiong
individual who can be
appointed to become
company director.

1) Clear defined role and
responsibilities between the board
and the management 2) Competen
board members - experience, high
knowledge and skills in business 3)
the board is well structured, proper
committee & procedures

The board members -
must have good
relationships, cohesive tq
each other. A good
chairman because the
chairman will lead the
board.

No. Because the board is the main
decision makers. Good board is a good
decision maker, always bring company t
the top, inspire other people in the
company.

Multiracial board. High
government involvement -
b we have certain policies.

Corporate directorship
training programme should
become compulsory to
every directors to enhances
their current knowledge in
corporate governance.
However, the content
programme should be
relevantto current needs
and situation

o

10

The board comprises of competent]
board members with mixture of
backgrounds which match to each
other. The board is well structured
and organizes. All board members
share the same vision towards for
the better future of the company.

Cohesive board member
Law and regulations

5.Not sure - some board is not effective by
company still perform better because of
the CEO is good

t Compensation is much
lower. More male director.
Clear background for
example Chinese company
dominate by Chinese
directors, whereas GLCs
dominate by Malay directors

No comment

376



Data analysis sample: matrix

Appendix H

Directors' characteristics

Participants' responses

Chairman CEOs
34|56 |7 101112 ]3] 4 7 10 ] 11 12
Experience in business and
1 corporate management vVivI|iv]v viiviviv|v v v v v
2 Possess relevant qualificatio v v v v
Possess relevant knowledge
3 and skills v v v |Vv v
4 open minded v v
Good networking with the
5 government v v v v
6 Positive thinking v v
Good relationship with the
management and other boa
7 members VIV |V v
Ambitious, motivation,
8 energetic v v
9 Committed & hardworking v v v
10 Integrity v v v
11 humble
12 Honest, sincere, v v
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Directors' characteristics

Participants' responses

Others (Association, policy makers,

Independent Directors Regulator)
4 | 5|6 |78 10 | 11 2 13| 4 5] 6 7 18

1 Experience in business and

corporate management v | v v v iIivIv v | v
2 Possess relevant qualificatio v v | v

Possess relevant knowledge
3 and skills v v v v | v
4 open minded v v

Good networking with the
5 government
6 Positive thinking

Good relationship with the

management and other boa
7 members v v

Ambitious, motivation,
8 energetic v
9 Committed & hardworking v v v
10 Integrity v v
11 humble v
12 Honest, sincere, v v
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Profile of directors of top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Appendix |

No Name Company Position Gender Race Age Qualification Directorships Year of Note
experience
1 Tan Sri Dato' Lau Yin Pin STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad Chairman M C 58 Commerce 2 10
" YTL Power Berhad Chairman
2 Abdul farid Alias Plus Expressway Berhad NED M M 40 | Accounting 2 0.2
UEM World Berhad NED
3 Abdul Hamid Ibrahim Petronas Gas Berhad NED M M 59 | Engineering 1
4 Abdul Rahman Abdul Ghani Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID) M M 57 | Art 1
5 Abdul Rahman Ahmad Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad CEO M M 39 | Accounting 2
" Media Prima Berhad CEO
6 Ahamad Mohamad Kulim Malaysia Berhad CEO M M 55 | Economy 1 16
7 Ahmad Abu Bakar Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED (ID) M M 52 | Accounting 2 1
" Tradewinds Plantation Berhad NED (ID)
8 Ahmad Haji Hashim Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED M M 55 | Economy 2 5
9 | Ahmad Jauhari Yahya MMC Corporation Berhad CEO M M 53 | Science 3 1
10 | Ahmad Nizam Salleh Bintulu Port NED M M 52 | Business studies 1 1
11 Ahmad Riza Basir United Plantations Berhad NED (ID) M M 47 Law 5 7
12 | Alain Crouy Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad CEO M French 56 | Engineering 1 3
13 | Albert Lan Yiong EON Capital Berhad CEO M C NA NA 1 NA
14 | AlbertY. Chao Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED M M 58 | Business studies 1 9
15 | Amiruddin Abd. Aziz Time.Com Berhad NED M M 48 | Business studies 1 3
16 | Arve Johansen Digi Com Berhad Chairman M Norvein 56 | Engineering 1 7
17 | Atushi Fujimoto Oriental Holdings Berhad NED M Japanese 46 | Economy 1 1
18 | AuYong Siew Fah Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad ED M C 57 | Agriculture 1 1
19 | Awang Bennie Awang Ali Basah TA ANN Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 48 | Law 1 8
20 | Azian bt Mohd Nor Time.Com Berhad NED F M 55 Economy 1 1
21 | Azlan Abdullah Banda Raya Developments Berhad NED (ID) M M 50 | Business studies 2 6
22 | Azmilsmail Kencana Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M M 46 | Physic 1 1
23 | Bakry Hamzah Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED M M 50 | Art 2 1
" Tradewinds Plantation Berhad NED
24 | Bermard Anthony Astro All Asia Networks Be NED (ID) M | 52 | Accounting 1 4
25 | Boey Tak Kong RB Land Berhad NED (ID) M C 53 | Accounting 4 7
26 | Brian Beek Neilson United Plantations Berhad ED M Danish 50 | Physic 1 2
27 | Cezar Peralta Consing Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED (ID) M | 48 | Economy 1 1
28 | Chan Chen Leong Wan Seong Corporation Berhad CEO M C 58 | Engineering 1 5
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29 | ChanFoo Ann |0l Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M C 77 | Agriculture 4 22
30 | ChanHuaEng Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED (ID) M C 79 | Law 3 28
31 | ChanKein Sing Berjaya Corporation Berhad ED M C 51 | Accounting 5 15
" Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad ED
32 | Chan Kok Leong E & O Property Development Berhad NED M C 37 | Business studies 2 1
33 | Chan Yew Kai Dialog Group Berhad CEO M C 53 | Engineering 1 2
34 | Chang Khim Wah Setia Berhad Exec. Director M C 43 | Engineering 1 1
35 | Charles henry Ireland Guiness Anchor Berhad CEO M British 42 Business studies 1 1
36 | Charles Tan Poh Tei Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED (ID) M C 69 | Accounting 1 5
37 | Cheah Hon Kuen WCT Engineering Berhad NED (ID) M C 57 | Science 1 13
38 | Chean Tek Kuang Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED M C 60 | Economy 5 3
39 | Cheng Sin Yeng Pakson Berhad NED M C 55 | Accounting 1 6
40 | Cheng Yong Kwang Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad NED M Singaporean | 51 | Accounting 1 13
41 | Chew Eng Kar Dialog Group Berhad NED M C 48 | Accounting 1 9
42 | Chew Fook Sin KNM Group Berhad NED M C 52 | Engineering 1 4
43 | Chew Hoy Ping Mulpha International Berhad NED (ID) M C 51 | Accounting 1 1
44 | Chin Kwai Yoong Astro All Asia Networks Be NED (ID) M C 58 | Accounting 1 1
45 | Chin Yong Chong Guiness Anchor Berhad NED (ID) M C 74 | Law 1 12
46 | Choe Kai Keong WCT Engineering Berhad ED M C 57 | Engineering 1 7
47 | Chong Hin Loon Kencana Petroleum Berhad Dep. Chairman M C 59 | Business studies 1 2
48 | Choo Tak Won WCT Engineering Berhad NED (ID) M C 51 | Accounting 1 8
49 | Christopher Kok Swee Kiat TA Enterprise Berhad NED (ID) M C 40 | Law 1 1
50 | Chuah Seong Tat Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED M C 56 | Business studies 1 1
" Tradewinds Plantation Berhad NED
51 | Chuan Siow Leng WCT Engineering Berhad Exec. Director M C 58 | Accounting 1 21
52 | Chung Tze Hian Mulpha International Berhad CEO M C 57 | Commerce 3 6
53 | Conar Mc Marthy Airasia Berhad NED M Irish 46 | Engineering 1
54 | Datin Dr. Umikalsum bt Mohd. Noh | EON Capital Berhad NED F M 61 Economy 1 Retired government
officer
55 | Datin Linda Ngiam STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad ED C 52 | Art 1 1
56 | Datin Paduka Siti Sa‘adiah Sh Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED M 55 | Economy 1 2 Retired government
Bakir officer
" Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
57 | Datin Tan Kuay Fong TA Enterprise Berhad CEO F C 57 | Economy 1 17
58 | Dato' Mohad. Shukri Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED M M 53 | Economy 3 0.3
59 | Dato' Ab. Halim bin Mohyidin Digi Com Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Accounting 10 4
" KNM Group Berhad NED (ID)
60 Dato' Abd. Hamil Harun UMW Holdings Berhad CEO M M 57 Business studies 1 17
61 | Dato' Abdel Aziz Abu Bakar Airasia Berhad NED M M 55 | Agriculture 1 2
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62 Dato' Abdul Kadir Mohd Deen Media Prima Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 Art 1 1
63 Dato' Abdul Latif Abdullah Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED M M 57 International Relation 3 3
64 | Dato' Abdul Mutalib Mohamad Media Prima Berhad Chairman M M 65 | Law 1
Razak
65 | Dato' Abdul Wahid Omar Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 43 | Accounting 2 3
" Telekom Malaysia Berhad CEO
66 | Dato' Abdullah Mohd. Yusoff AEON Co. (M) Berhad Chairman M M 68 | Law 4 23 Retired government
officer
" MMC Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
" Zelan Berhad NED (ID)
67 Dato' Ahmad Fuaad Mohd. Airport Holdings Berhad NED M M 57 Art 1 2
Dahalan
68 | Dato' Ahmad Haji Hashim Proton Holdings Berhad NED M M 55 | Economy 2 1 Retired government
officer
69 | Dato' Ahmad Ibnihajar Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Economy 1
70 | Dato' Ahmad Pardas Plus Expressway Berhad Dep. Chairman M M 55 | Accounting 6
" UEM World Berhad CEO
71 | Dato' Ahmad Sufian Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad NED (ID) M M 56 | Marine Science 3 1 Retired government
officer
" WCT Engineering Berhad Chairman
72 | Dato' Ahmad Zubair @ Ahmad Sime Darby Berhad CEO M M 50 | Engineering 7 3
Zubir Haji Murshed
73 | Dato' Anthony Francis Fernandes Airasia Berhad CEO M Irish 42 | Accounting 1 6
74 | Dato Anwardin Ahmad Osman Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Art 1 2
75 Dato' Azlan Hashim AMMB Holdings Berhad NED M M 65 Accounting 6 15
76 | Dato' Azlan Meah Ahmad Mead Berjaya Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M M 51 Business studies 2 2
77 | Dato' Azman Mokhtar Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED M M 47 | Accounting 6 3
" UEM World Berhad NED
78 | Dato' Baharuddin Musa Tradewinds Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 68 | Art 4 4
79 | Dato' Bashir Ahmad Airport Holdings Berhad CEO M M 58 | Art 1 4
80 Dato' Carl Bek-Nielson United Plantations Berhad ED M Danish 37 Agriculture 1 7
81 | Dato' Chan Choon Ngai British American Tobacco (M) NED (ID) M C 52 | Engineering 1 12
82 | Dato' Che Khalib Mohamad Noh Tenaga Nasional Berhad CEO M M 42 | Accounting 3 3
83 | Dato' Cheong Keap Tai YTL Berhad NED (ID) M C 59 | Accounting 2 3
84 | Dato' Chew Kong Seng AEON Co. (M) Berhad NED (ID) M C 69 | Accounting 3 15
" Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad NED (ID)
" Petronas Dagang Berhad NED (ID)
85 | Dato' David Frederick Wilson IJM Corporation Berhad NED M British 64 | Engineering 1 1
86 | Dato' Dr. Abdul Rahim Haji Daud Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Engineering 1 9
87 | Dato' Dr. Ariff Aton Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED M M 62 | Engineering 1 Retired government
officer
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88 | Dato' Dr. Arshad Hashim Bintulu Port NED (ID) M M 59 | Art 2 2 Retired government
officer
89 | Dato' Dr. Bik Norzul Thani Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED M M 47 | Law 1 1
90 | Dato'Dr. Lee Miang Koi Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad NED M C 54 | Engineering 1 8
91 | Dato' Dr. Megat Abdul Rahman Boustead Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 66 | Commerce 6 17 Retired government
Megat Ahmad officer
" IJM Corporation Berhad NED
" Zelan Berhad NED (ID)
92 Dato' Dr. Mohamed Ishak b. Public Bank Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 Architecture 3 6
Mohamed Avriff
93 | Dato' Dr. Mohd. Aminuddin Mohd. STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Science 2 10 Retired government
Rouse officer
94 | Dato' Dr. Mohd. Munir Abdul Majid | Malaysia Airline System Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Economy 2 3 Retired government
officer
95 | Dato' Dr. Mohd. Shahar Sidek Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED M M 60 | Economy 1 4 Retired government
officer
96 | Dato' Dr. Mohd. Shahari Ahmad EON Capital Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 | Art 6 4 Retired government
officer
" Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
" Media Prima Berhad NED (ID)
97 | Dato'Dr. R. Thillainathan Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED M 63 | Economy 2 4
" Genting Berhad NED
" Petronas Dagang Berhad NED
98 | Dato'Dr. Radzuan A. Rahman Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Agriculture 2 1 Retired government
officer
99 | Dato' Dr. Rahman Ismail Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 49 | Medicine 1 2
100 | Dato' Dr. Tan Ching Siang Oriental Holdings Berhad NED M C 67 Medicine 1 12
101 | Dato'Dr. Tan Tat Wai Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M C 61 Economy 1 16
102 | Dato' Dr. Wan Abdul Aziz Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED M M 55 | Economy 3 1 Retired government
officer
" MISC NED (ID)
103 | Dato' Dr. Wan Muhamad Wan Time.Com Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Engineering 1 6 Retired government
Ibrahi, officer
104 | Dato' Dr. Yahya bin Ismai YTL Berhad NED (ID) M M 79 | Veterinary Science 4 1 Retired government
officer
" YTL Power Berhad NED (ID)
105 | Dato' Faisal Siraj RHB Capital Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Accounting 3 1
106 | Dato' Fauziah Ismail Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) F M 65 | Art 3 6 Retired government
officer
107 | Dato' Francis Ng Sooi Loh Berjaya Land Development Berhad CEO M C 51 Engineering 2 4
108 | Dato' Frits Wout Marie van Dijk NESTLE Malaysia Berhad NED M Dutch 60 | Economy 1 1
109 | Dato' Fuad Jaafar Tenaga Nasional Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Technology 1 1
110 | Dato' Ghazali Ali Boustead Corporation Berhad NED M 59 | Regional Planning 1 1
111 | Dato' Goh Chye Koon |JM Plantation Berhad NED M C 58 Engineering 1 7
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" IJM Corporation Berhad Exec. Director
112 | Dato' Haji Abdul Aziz Omar LPI Capital Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Accounting 4 6
" Public Bank Berhad NED (ID)
113 | Dato' Haji Badri Haji Masri Astro All Asia Networks Be Chairman M M 63 | Art 3 5 Retired government
officer
114 | Dato' Haji Darwis Mohd. Said UMW Holdings Berhad NED M M 67 Accounting 1 3
115 | Dato' Haji Idris Haji Buang Sarawak Electricity Berhad NED (ID) M M 54 | Law 2 7
116 | Dato' Haji Kamaruzaman Zainal Media Prima Berhad NED M M 51 Business studies 1 1 Retired government
officer
117 | Dato' Haji Zakaria Zhamsuddin 101 Property Berhad NED (ID) M M 67 | Art 1 6 Retired government
officer
118 | Dato' Halipah Binti Esa KLCC Property Holdings Berhad NED (ID) F M 57 | Economy 2 3 Retired government
officer
" MISC NED (ID)
119 | Dato' Hamzah Bakar Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED (ID) M M 56 | Marine Science 3 1 Retired government
officer
" Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad Chairman
120 | Dato Haron Siraj Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 53 | Economy 2 1
121 | Dato' Hassan Abdul Mutalip Pakson Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Police Science 1 6 Retired government
officer
122 | Dato' Hj. Abdul Rahim Haji Abdul YTL Cement Berhad NED M M 58 | Art 1 3 Retired government
officer
123 | Dato'Hj. Abdul Shukor Jaafar YTL Cement Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Defense studies 1 10 Retired government
officer
124 | Dato' Hj. Kamaruzzaman Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 77 | Public Admin. 1 26 Ex- Government Officer
Mohamed
125 | Dato'Hj. Mohd. Khamil Jamil DRB Hicom Berhad CEO M M 51 Law 4 2
126 | Dato' Hj.Md. Yusoff Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Social Science 1 2 Retired government
officer
127 | Dato' Ir Chew Swee Hock Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 64 | Engineering 1 1
128 | Dato' Ir Haji Azmi Mat Nor Gamuda Berhad NED M M 49 | Engineering 3 6 Retired government
officer
" Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED
129 | Dato' Ir Kamarul Zaman Mohd. Ali | Gamuda Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 Engineering 1 17
130 | Dato'Ir Law Keng Kok RB Land Berhad NED M C 53 Engineering 1 3
131 | Dato'Ir. Abdul Rahim UEM World Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Engineering 2 1 Retired government
officer
132 | Dato'Ir. Soam Heng Choon RB Land Berhad CEO M C 48 Engineering 2 3
133 | Dato' Iris Jala @ Idris Jala Malaysia Airline System Berhad CEO M B 49 | Social Science 1 2
134 | Dato' Ismail Baharudin IJM Corporation Berhad NED M M 56 | Economy 6 10
135 | Dato' Izham Mahmud Aminvestment Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 66 | Economy 3 4
" AMMB Holdings Berhad NED (ID)
136 | Dato' Jaafar Indot Guiness Anchor Berhad NED (ID) M M 73 | Business studies 4 26
" Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
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137 | Dato' Jaganathan Derek Steven Banda Raya Developments Berhad CEO M | 51 Finance 1 8
138 | Dato' Johari Mohamed Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Engineering 1 14 Retired government
officer
139 | Dato' Jorgan Bornhoff Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M Danish 66 | Accounting 1 1
" Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad Chairman
140 | Dato' Kalsom Abd. Rahman MISC NED (ID) F M 58 | Economy 2 3 Retired government
officer
141 | Dato' Kamaruddin bin Mohd. Petronas Dagang Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Business studies 1 5
Jamal
142 | Dato' Larry Gan Nyap @ Gan Aminvestment Group Berhad NED (ID) M C 52 | Accounting 1 13
Nyap Liow
" Tanjong Berhad NED (ID)
143 | Dato' Lee Hau Hian Batu Kawan Berhad NED M C 54 | Economy 3 14
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad NED
144 | Dato' Lee Kong Lam Public Bank Berhad Exec. Director M C 66 | Accounting 6 6
145 | Dato' Lee Soon Hian Batu Kawan Berhad NED M C 50 No Record 1 9
146 | Dato' Lee Yee Cheong UMW Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 71 Engineering 1 6
147 | Dato' Lee Yeow Chor 101 Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M C 41 Law 1 1
" 10l Property Berhad Exec. Director
148 | Dato' Leong Au Hin KLCC Property Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 60 | Economy 2 3
149 | Dato' Leong Khee Seang Airasia Berhad NED (ID) M C 69 | Engineering 3 2
150 | Dato' Lim Chee Wah Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad NED M C 68 Economy 6 19
" PPB Group Berhad Deputy
Chairman
151 | Dato'Lim Kheng Guan Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M C 64 | Accounting 1 6
152 | Dato'Lim Say Chong Mulpha International Berhad NED (ID) M C 67 | Economy 3 1
153 | Dato'Lim Su Tong Oriental Holdings Berhad NED M C 63 | Art 1 33
154 | Dato'Lin Yun Ling Gamuda Berhad CEO
" Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 52 | Engineering 2 33
155 | Dato' Ling Keak Ming Magnum Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M C 50 | No Record 1 7
156 | Dato'Loh Cheng Yean Oriental Holdings Berhad Chairman M C 64 | No Record 1 20
157 | Dato' Loh Say Bee Oriental Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 83 | NoRecord 1 43
158 | Dato' Mark Yeok Seak YTL Berhad NED M C 42 Law 3 12
" YTL Cement Berhad NED
" YTL Power Berhad NED
159 | Dato' Matlasa Hitam Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad CEO M M 68 Business studies 1 4
160 | Dato' Micheal Lim Heen Peok Proton Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 59 | Engineering 2 1
161 | Dato' Micheal Yeon YTL Berhad NED M C 47 Engineering 3 22
" YTL Cement Berhad NED
" YTL Power Berhad NED
162 | Dato' Mohamad Norza Zakaria Bintulu Port NED M M 41 | Accounting 1 2 Government Officer

384




163 | Dato' Mohamad tarmizi Mohd OSK Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 Art 1
Tahir
164 | Dato' Mohamed Abiat TA Enterprise Berhad Exec. Director M M 65 | Business studies 1 13
165 | Dato' Mohamed Idris Saman AEON Co. (M) Berhad NED (ID) M M 63 | Defense studies 1 7 Retired government
Studies officer
166 | Dato' Mohamed Khadar Merican Airasia Berhad NED (ID) M M 51 | Accounting 2 2 Retired government
officer
" Astro All Asia Networks Be NED (ID)
" RHB Capital Berhad NED (ID)
167 | Dato' Mohamed Moiz b. Ali Moiz Banda Raya Developments Berhad Chairman M M 47 | Business studies 1
168 | Dato' Mohamed Zakri Abdul Dialog Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Art 1
Rashed
169 | Dato' Mohammad Idris Mansor KNM Group Berhad Chairman M M 63 | Mining Science 2 1
170 | Dato' Mohammed Azlan Hashim Proton Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 50 | Economy 5 3
171 | Dato' Mohammed Azman Yahya Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED M M 44 | Economy 5
" Plus Expressway Berhad NED
172 | Dato' Mohammed Hussein Malayan Banking Berhad NED M M 56 | Accounting 3 6
173 | Dato' Mohd Zahid Ibrahim Tenaga Nasional Berhad NED M M 56 | Law 1
174 | Dato' Mohd. Izzadin Idris Proton Holdings Berhad NED M M 45 Commerce 1 1
175 | Dato' Mohd. Salleh Harun Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 63 | Accounting 1 3 Retired government
officer
176 | Dato' Mohzani Wahab Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 54 | Economy 1
177 | Dato' Mokhzani Mahathir Kencana Petroleum Berhad Exec. M M 46 Engineering 1
Chairman
178 | Dato' Muhamad Sulaiman Sime Darby Berhad NED (ID) M M 69 | Account 2 23
179 | Dato' Murad Mohammed Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 74 | Art 2 18 Retired government
officer
" Pakson Berhad NED (ID)
180 | Dato' Mustafa b. Mohd. Ali Affin Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 70 | Economy 1 5
" Batu Kawan Berhad NED
181 | Dato'N. Sadasivan Petronas Gas Berhad NED (ID) M | 67 | Economy 7 12
" Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID)
182 | Dato' Nazir Razak Bumiputera Commerce Holdings CEO M M 41 Science 1 11
183 | Dato' Nik Mohamed Din bin Datuk | OSK Holdings Berhad Exec. M M 64 | Law 4 15
Nik Yusoff Chairman
184 | Dato' Noorizan Shafei DRB Hicom Berhad NED F M 51 Economy 1 1 Government Officer
185 | Dato' Nordin baharuddin Sarawak Electricity Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Accounting 3 2
186 | Dato' Oh Chong Peng Alliance Finance Group Berhad Chairman M C 63 | Accounting 4
" IJM Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
" IJM Plantation Berhad NED (ID)
187 | Dato' Ong Joo Theam Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad NED M C 58 | Law 1 26
188 | Dato' Paduka Nik Hashim Nik Genting Berhad NED (ID) M M 70 | Art 2 28
Yusoff
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189 | Dato' Pahamin Rejab Airasia Berhad Chairman M M 60 Law 6 Retired government
officer
190 | Dato' Prof. Dr. Tunku Ismail bin Oriental Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 Business studies 6 Retired government
Tunku Mohammad Jewa officer
191 | Dato' Putih Rokiah Abd. Majis Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED F M 54 | Economy 1 Government Officer
" Tenaga Nasional Berhad NED
192 | Dato' Richard Ho Ung Hun Malayan Banking Berhad NED (ID) M C 80 | Law 24 Ex. Cabinet Minister
193 | Dato' Robert Chan Woot Knoon Mulpha International Berhad NED M C 69 | No Record 8
194 | Dato' Robert Cheim Dau Meng Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED M C 56 | Accounting 1
Tanjong Berhad Chairman
195 | Dato' Robin Tan Yeong Chin Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED M C 33 | Accounting 9
" Berjaya Land Development Berhad NED
" Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad CEO
196 | Dato' Ruslan Hassan Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad NED M M 52 | Law 1
197 | Dato' Saw Choo Boon Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad Chairman M C 61 | Chemistry 1
198 | Dato' Seri Ahmad Ramil Hj. Md Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad CEO M M 64 | Business studies 3
Nor
199 | Dato' Seri Hwang Sing Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M C 79 | Finance 3
200 | Dato' SeriLee Oi Han Batu Kawan Berhad Chairman/CEO M C 56 | Agriculture 22
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad Chairman/CEQO
201 | Dato' Seri Megat Najmuddin B. Dialog Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 63 | Law 5
Datuk Seri Haji Megat Khas
Tradewinds Corporation Berhad Chairman
202 | Dato' Seri Mohamad Jawhar Media Prima Berhad NED (ID) M M 63 | Art 1
203 | Dato' Shafei Salleh Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Art 1 Ex. Cabinet Minister
204 | Dato' Shaik Daud Mohd. Ismail Time.Com Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 Law 3 Retired government
officer
205 | Dato' Shamsuddin Md. Dubi RB Land Berhad Chairman M M 62 | Public Admin 7 Retired government
officer
206 | Dato' Shamsul Azhar bin Abbas Bintulu Port NED M M 55 Political Science 3
" MISC CEO
207 | Dato' Sri Ahmad Farid Ridzwan Media Prima Berhad NED M M 47 Communication 1 Retired government
officer
208 | Dato' SriLiang Kim Bang MISC NED (ID) M C 70 | Art 32
" PPB Group Berhad NED (ID)
209 | Dato' Sri Teng Ah Lek Public Bank Berhad CEO M C 47 | Accounting 10
210 | Dato' Surin Upatkoon Magnum Corporation Berhad Chairman M Thai 54 Business studies 7
" Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad CEO
211 | Dato' Syed Danial Syed Aviffin Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad CO0 M M 50 | Engineering
212 | Dato' Syed Mohamed Syed DRB Hicom Berhad NED (ID) M M 59 | Business studies
Murtaza
213 | Dato' Syed Zainal Abidin b. Syed Proton Holdings Berhad CEO M M 45 | Engineering 1
Mohamed Tahir
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214 | Dato' Tajuddin Atan Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad NED (ID) M M 56 | Agribusiness 2 1
215 | Dato' Talhat Hussain Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 53 | Political Sc. 2 1 Retired government
officer
216 | Dato' Tan Boon Seng IJM Corporation Berhad CEO M C 55 | Accounting 2 23
" IJM Plantation Berhad NED
217 | Dato' Tham Ka Hoon E & O Property Development Berhad Chairman/CEO M C 54 No record 1 8
218 | Dato' Thomas Mun Leong Lee Alliance Finance Group Berhad CEO M C 70 | Law 5 12
" UMW Holdings Berhad NED
219 | Dato' Voon Tin Yow Setia Berhad Exec. Director M C 50 | Engineering 2 12
220 | Dato' Wira Syed Abdul Jabbar MMC Corporation Berhad Chairman M M 68 | Economy 4 1
Syed Hassan
" STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
" Tradewinds Plantation Berhad Chairman
221 | Dato' Wong Kuo Hea TA ANN Holdings Berhad CEO M C 56 | No Recors 1 8
222 | Dato' Wong Lum Kong Oriental Holdings Berhad CEO M C 67 | Accounting 1 31
223 | Dato' Wong Puan Wan Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M C 60 | Economy 2 3
" Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad NED (ID)
224 | Dato' Yeo How 101 Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M C 51 | Accounting 1 16
" 10l Property Berhad Exec. Director
225 | Dato' Yeoh Chin Kee LPI Capital Berhad NED (ID) M C 65 | Finance 4 29
" Public Bank Berhad NED (ID)
226 | Dato' Yeoh Soo Min YTL Berhad NED F C 51 Accounting 2 23
" YTL Power Berhad NED
227 | Dato' Yeok Seok Kian YTL Berhad Exec. Director M C 50 | Science 3 20
" YTL Cement Berhad Deputy MD
" YTL Power Berhad ED
228 | Dato' Yeon Seok Hong YTL Berhad NED M C 48 | Engineering 3 23
" YTL Cement Berhad NED
" YTL Power Berhad NED
229 | Dato' Yeon Soo Keng YTL Cement Berhad Exec. Director F C 44 | Engineering 2 23
230 | Dato' Yogalingham YTL Cement Berhad NED (ID) M | 62 | Art 1 3
231 | Dato' Yusli Mohamad Yusoff Bursa Malaysia Berhad CEO M M 49 | Accounting 1 3
232 | Dato' Yusoff Din Boustead Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M 77 | Defense studies 1 18 Retired government
officer
233 | Dato' Zaharaah Shaari Airport Holdings Berhad NED F M 58 Art 1 8 Retired government
officer
" Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED
234 | Dato' Zainal Abidin Bin Putih Tenaga Nasional Berhad NED (ID) M M 61 | Accounting 6 4
235 | Dato' Zainal Abidin bin Putih Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED (ID) M M 62 | Accounting 5 4
236 | Dato' Zawawi Mahmud AEON Co. (M) Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Art 1 6 Retired government
officer
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237 | Datu Haji Abang Halmi lkhwan Bintulu Port NED (ID) M M 59 | Economy 1 3
238 | Datu Wilson Baya Dandot Sarawak Electricity Berhad NED M B 56 | Economy 1 1" Retired government
officer
239 | Datuk Haji Yusoff Haji Mohamed Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Economy 1 1
Kassim
240 | Datuk Abang Haji Abdul Karim TA ANN Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 61 Economy 1
241 | Datuk Abdul Habib Mansur IGB Corporation Berhad NED M M 64 | Art 1 Retired government
officer
242 | Datuk Abdul Hamed bin Sepawi Sarawak Electricity Berhad Chairman M M 59 Science 3 8 Retired government
officer
" TA ANN Holdings Berhad Chairman
243 | Datuk Abdul Rahim Hashim Petronas Gas Berhad NED M M 53 Science 1
244 | Datuk Abdul Rahman bin Mohd. DRB Hicom Berhad NED (ID) M M 70 | Accounting 5
Ramli
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad NED (ID)
" Malayan Banking Berhad NED
245 | Datuk Ahmad Zaki Zahid Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 37 | Law 1 2
246 | Datuk Ainon Marziah bt Wahi Petronas Dagang Berhad NED (ID) F M 56 | Art 1 5
247 | Datuk Alias Ali Airasia Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Economy 2 3
248 | Datuk Alias Haji Anmad Airport Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Economy 1 4 Retired government
officer
249 | Datuk Amar Haji Abdul Aziz Dato' Sarawak Electricity Berhad CEO M M 57 | Economy 2 Retired government
Haji Hussain officer
250 | Datuk Amar Wilson Baya Dandot Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID) M B 56 | Economy 1 1
251 | Datuk Amirsham A Aziz Malayan Banking Berhad CEO M M 57 | Finance 4 14
252 | Datuk Anuar bin Ahmad Petronas Dagang Berhad Chairman M M 53 Economy 1 12
253 | Datuk Azlan Zainol Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad Chairman M M 58 | Accounting 5 2 Retired government
officer
" RHB Capital Berhad Chairman
254 | Datuk Azman A. Rashed Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED M M 59 Economy 1 3
255 | Datuk Azzat Kamaludin Affin Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Law 6 16 Retired government
officer
" Boustead Corporation Berhad NED
" Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad NED
256 | Datuk Briget Lai Alliance Finance Group Berhad NED F C 53 Business studies 2 1
257 | Datuk Cheng Yong Kim Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad CEO M Singaporean | 57 | Business studies 2 1
258 | Datuk Dr. Hussein Awang Hong Leong Bank Berhad NED (ID) M M 67 | Medicine 4 13
259 | Datuk Dr. Nik Mohd Zain Nik E & O Property Development Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Art 2 4
Yusoff
260 | Datuk Dr. Syed Muhamad Syed Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED (ID) M M 61 | Business 4 1
Abdul Kadir studiesistration
261 | Datuk Faisyal Yusoff Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED M M 45 | Economy 1 3
262 | Datuk Fong Joo Chung Bintulu Port NED M C 58 | Law 3 1
" Sarawak Electricity Berhad NED
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263 | Datuk Fong Weng Phak Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED M 66 | Economy 7
264 | Datuk Haji Mohamad Morshed Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID) M 51 | Economy 0.1
Abdul Ghani
265 | Datuk Haji Mohd. Khalil b. Dato' |0l Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M 66 | Economy 6 Ex.Government Officer
Haji Mohd Nor
266 | Datuk Harun bin Din PPB Group Berhad NED (ID) M 73 | Art
267 | Datuk Hashim Ismail Bintulu Port NED (ID) M 62 | Art
268 | Datuk Henry Chin Pow Wu Magnum Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M 64 | Defense studies Retired government
officer
" Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad Dep.Chairman
269 | Datuk Ismail Mansor Said Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M 58 | Economy 12 Retired government
officer
270 | Datuk James Y. Chao Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad Chairman M 60 | Science 16
271 | Datuk Jur Jazlan Tan Sri Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M 42 | Accounting 3
Mohamed
272 | Datuk K. Ravindran Plus Expressway Berhad NED (ID) M 50 | Science
273 | Datuk Kamaruddin Meranum Airasia Berhad NED M 47 | Actuary Science
274 | Datuk Kamaruddin Mohamed YTL Cement Berhad NED M 58 | Business studies Retired government
officer
275 | Datuk Khatijah Ahmad Sime Darby Berhad NED (ID) F 67 | Economy 1
276 | Datuk Lee Teck Yuan RB Land Berhad Ex. V.Chairman M 51 Engineering 1
" IJM Corporation Berhad NED
277 | Datuk Leong Tang Chong STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED M 64 | Education 12
278 | Datuk Maizan Shaari Berjaya Land Development Berhad NED (ID) M 60 | Art 3
279 | Datuk Mohamed Nazim b. Abdul Hong Leong Bank Berhad NED (ID) M 45 | Architecture
Razak
280 | Datuk Mohd. Syed Shail Osman MMC Corporation Berhad NED M 59 | Science 4 Retired government
officer
281 | Datuk Mohd. Zain Abdul Majid Petronas Gas Berhad NED (ID) M 68 | Economy
282 | Datuk Nasaruddin Md Idrris MISC NED M 52 | Business
studiesistration
283 | Datuk Nasarudin Md Idris KLCC Property Holdings Berhad CEO M 52 | Art 3
284 | Datuk Oh Chong Peng British American Tobacco (M) NED (ID) M 63 | Accounting 20
" STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
285 | Datuk Oh Siew Nam PPB Group Berhad Chairman
286 | Datuk Panglima Mohd. Annuar Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M 57 | Economy 2 Retired government
Zaini officer
" Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID)
287 | Datuk Rajasingam all PPB Group Berhad NED (ID) M 65 | Engineering 2
Mayilvaganam
288 | Datuk Ramli Ibrahim AEON Co. (M) Berhad NED M 67 | Accounting 11
289 | Datuk Razman Md. Hashim Berjaya Land Development Berhad Chairman M 68 | Accounting 1
" Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad Chairman
" Sunway City Berhad Dep. Chairman
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290 | Datuk Robert Yong Kuen Loke Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED M C 55 | Accounting 6 13
" Berjaya Land Development Berhad NED
" Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad NED
291 | Datuk Seri Kamal Mohamad STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad Exec. Director M M 68 | No.Record 1 34
Hashim
292 | Datuk Seri Panglima Sheng Lau Sime Darby Berhad NED (ID) M C 61 | Law 1 1
Ho
293 | Datuk Shahril Shamsuddin Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad Ex. V. M M 47 | Management Sc. 2 4
Chairman
294 | Datuk Shaik Iman Abas KLCC Property Holdings Berhad NED M M 61 | Accounting 1 3
295 | Datuk Simon Shim Kong Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad NED M C 56 | Law 2 1
" Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad NED
296 | Datuk Siti Maslamah bt Osman Airport Holdings Berhad NED (ID) F M 60 | Accounting 1 4 Retired government
officer
297 | Datuk Steven Tan Kok Hiang STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad CEO M C 58 | No.Record 1 21
298 | Datuk Tian Thee Kian TA Enterprise Berhad Exec. M C 61 Science 1 17
Chairman
299 | Datuk Yahya Yaacob IJM Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 63 | Art 4
300 | Datuk Zainuddin Mohamad 10l Property Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Urban Planning 1 Retired government
officer
301 | Datuk Zainun Aishah binti Ahmad Malayan Banking Berhad NED F M 61 | Art 3 2 Retired government
officer
302 | Datuk Zaleka Hassan Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED F M 54 | Art 1 6 Retired government
officer
303 | David Edward Conley Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad CEO M British 38 | Engineering 1 14
304 | David Neil Moore Guiness Anchor Berhad NED M British 37 | Law 1 2
305 | David William Berry Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M N. Zealand 60 | Finance 1 1
306 | Donald Marion Condon Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED M American 58 | Economy 1 4
307 | Dr. Choong Tuck Yew OSK Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M 69 | Accounting 2
308 | Dr. Juned Abu Saham Dialog Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Economy 3 12 Retired government
officer
309 | Dr.Leong Chik Weng UMW Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 45 | Engineering 1 1
310 | Dr. Leslie Buckley Guiness Anchor Berhad NED M N. Zealand 46 | Business studies 1 1
311 | Dr. Ngo get Ping OSK Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 49 | Engineering 1 1
312 | Dr. Poh Soon Sim Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED M C 62 | Medicine 2 16
313 | Dr. Robert John Edgar AMMB Holdings Berhad NED M NZ 61 Economy 1 1
314 | Dr. Roslam D. Ghafar Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad NED M M 56 | Science 1 4
315 | Dr. Sarifuddin A. Hamid Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Agriculture 1 4
316 | Dr. Tiong Ik King EON Capital Berhad NED M C 57 | Medcine 2 5
317 | Edward Lee Ming Foo Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad CEO M C 51 | Art 2 2
" Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad CEO
318 | Elakumari a/p Kantial Time.Com Berhad NED F | 52 | Accounting 1 4
319 | EnPeng Meng YTL Berhad NED (ID) M C 72 | Commerce 2 4
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320 | En. Abdul Jabar Abdul Majid Proton Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Accounting 3 4
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
321 | En.HasniHarun EON Capital Berhad NED (ID) M M 50 | Accounting 6 1
322 | En. Johari Abdul Muned RHB Capital Berhad NED M M 50 | Accounting 4 2
323 | En. Mohd. Din Jusoh Asiatic Development Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Management 1 27
324 | En. Zulkifllee Hashim Hong Leong Bank Berhad NED M M 48 | Law 3 9
325 | Eshah bt Meor Suleiman Airport Holdings Berhad NED F M 53 | Economy 1 3 Government Officer
326 | EuPeng Meng YTL Cement Berhad NED (ID) M C 72 | Commerce 2 4
327 | Fakhruddin Sulaiman Tradewinds Plantation Berhad NED M C 51 Law 1 1
328 | FamLee Ee Airasia Berhad NED (ID) M C 47 | Law 1 3
329 | Feizal Ali IJM Corporation Berhad NED M M 46 | Accounting 5 6
" MMC Corporation Berhad CEO (Int)
" Zelan Berhad NED
330 | Folk Jee Yoong Pakson Berhad NED (ID) M C 46 | Accounting 1 6
331 | Freddie Pang Hock Cheng Berjaya Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M C 52 | Law 5 15
332 | Freddie Pang Hock Cheng Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad Exec. Director M C 52 | Law 5 15
333 | Gan Siew Liat KNM Group Berhad NED M C 47 | Engineering 1 4
334 | Gee Siew Yong Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M C 58 | Accounting 1 6
335 | Gen ® Tan Sri Mohd Zaini bin Haji | Affin Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Defence Studies 5 2 Retired government
Zainuddin officer
" Asiatic Development Berhad NED (ID)
" Banda Raya Developments Berhad NED (ID)
" Bintulu Port NED (ID)
" Resort World Berhad NED (ID)
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
336 | General (RTD) Tan Sri Dato' Mohd | NESTLE Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 79 | No Record 2 21 Retired government
Ghazali Seth officer
337 | George Leong Chee Fook Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 61 | Economy 1
338 | Giancarlo Maccagno Wan Seong Corporation Berhad Deputy CEO M C 45 | Economy 1
339 | Goh Chin Liong WCT Engineering Berhad Exec. Director M C 48 | Engineering 1 21
340 | Guillaume Raux Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad V. Chairman M French 48 | Business studies 1
341 | Hajah Jamilah bt Dato' Haji Airport Holdings Berhad NED F M 50 | Business studies 1 Retired government
Hashim officer
342 | Haji Mohd Hashir bin Haji Abdullah | Malayan Banking Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 | Accounting 4 1
343 | Halim Haji Din MMC Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Accounting 3 5
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
344 | Harry K Menon MISC NED (ID) M | 57 | Accounting 4 6
345 | Hasni Harun MMC Corporation Berhad CEO (Malaysia) M M 50 | Accounting 6 0.1
346 | Hassan Ja'afar Plus Expressway Berhad NED M M 61 Chemical 1 5
Engineering
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347 | Heah Sleu Lay Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad NED M C 54 | Accounting 1 6
348 | Hiroyuki Kudo Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED M Japanese 53 | Economy 1 0.3
349 | HoDua Tiam United Plantations Berhad CEO M C 67 | Agriculture 1 12
350 | HoKam Yong Dialog Group Berhad ED M C 42 | Business studies 1 1
351 | lbrahim bin Marsadi Petronas Dagang Berhad CEO M M 55 Economy 1 5
352 | Ibrahim Taib DRB Hicom Berhad NED M M 53 | Law 1 3
353 | IrHaiji Yusoff Daud Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED M M 62 | Engineering 1 12 Retired government
354 | Ir. Cher Lee Kiat Kencana Petroleum Berhad Exec. Director M C 52 | Engineering 1 2 offeer
355 | Ir.Ha Ting Tai Gamuda Berhad NED M C 53 | Engineering 1 16
356 | Ir.Lee Swee Eng KNM Group Berhad CEO M C 52 | Engineering 1 4
357 | Ir. Prabahar N.K Singam Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M | 46 | Engineering 1 6
358 | Ir. Zainal Rashed Mokhtar Kencana Petroleum Berhad CEO M M 54 | Engineering 1 2
359 | Ishak Osman Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad NED M M 61 Economy 1 9
360 | Isidoro Mirada Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED M Spanish 49 Business studies 1 1
361 | lzam Yusof Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 40 | Accounting 2 3
362 | Izlanbin Izhab Airport Holdings Berhad NED M M 62 | Law 9 2
363 | Jack Bowles British American Tobacco (M) CEO M French 44 Business studies 1 1
364 | Jacques Henceval Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad Exec. Director M Belgian 60 | No record 1 1
365 | Jamaluddin Md Ali Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 50 | Economy 1 6
366 | James Richard Sutte British American Tobacco (M) NED M British 61 Accounting 1 5
367 | JeanJacques Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED M French 48 | Law 1 2
368 | Jeremy Derek Campbell United Plantations Berhad NED (ID) M British 67 | Agriculture 1 6
369 | Jeremy Nasrul Haq Airport Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 55 | Accounting 1 1
370 | Jereny Ting Keng Fui |1JM Plantation Berhad NED M C 50 Business studies 1 13
371 | Jory Leong Kam Weng TA Enterprise Berhad NED (ID) M C 44 | Economy 1 4
372 | Joseph Benjamin YTL Cement Berhad Exec. Director M | 66 Commerce 1 21
373 | Kamaruddin Abdul Kadir Time.Com Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Engineering 1 6
374 | Kamaruzaman A. Kassim Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED M M 44 Commerce 3 1
375 | Kamil Ahmad Merican E & O Property Development Berhad NED M M 57 | Architecture 1 7
376 | Keong Choon Keat Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID) M C 63 | Accounting 6 6
377 | Khoo Khee Ming |JM Plantation Berhad NED (ID) M C 65 | Agriculture 1 3
378 | Khor Chap Jen Setia Berhad Exec. Director M C 48 | Engineering 3 5
379 | Kok Meng Chow E & O Property Development Berhad NED M C 47 | Accounting 1 4
380 | Kong Wah Seng Mulpha International Berhad NED (ID) M C 49 | Economy 1 5
381 | Kua Hwee Sim Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) F C 55 | Accounting 1 8
382 | Kuek Leng Seng Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad CEO M C 49 | Law 1 13
383 | Kung Beng Hong Alliance Finance Group Berhad NED M C 63 | Economy 8 2
384 | Kuok Khoon Kuan Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad CEO M C 60 | Art 1 12
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385 | Lau Boon Ann Top Glove Berhad NED M C 52 Business studies 1 7

386 | Lau Teong-Jin Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad NED (ID) M C 65 | Law 4 3

387 | Law Chin Wat Mulpha International Berhad Exec. Director M C 56 | Business studies 1 7

388 | Law Teng Lum Guiness Anchor Berhad Exec. Director M C 53 | Accounting 1 6

389 | Lee Cheng Leang |0l Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M C 59 Business 1 26

studiesistration
390 | Lee HuiLeong KNM Group Berhad NED M C 53 | Engineering 1
391 | Lee Seng Huat Mulpha International Berhad Exec. M C 33 Business studies 1
Chairman

392 | Lee Wee Yong Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad Dep. CEO M C 59 | Commerce 1 2

393 | Liang Kai Chong WCT Engineering Berhad Exec. Director M C 46 | Mathematics 1 3

394 | Lim Cheong Guan Top Glove Berhad Exec. Director M C 42 | Accounting 1 1

395 | Lim Hooi Sin Top Glove Berhad Exec. Director M C 45 Business studies 1 7

396 | LimKim Meow Top Glove Berhad Exec. Director M C 48 | Commerce 1 4

397 | LimPoon Thuo Pakson Berhad NED M C 53 Business studies 1 2

398 | Lim Swe Guan Sunway City Berhad NED M C 53 | Business studies 1 5

399 | Lin Chung Dien Pakson Berhad NED M C 64 | Engineering 1 17

400 | LinYuTey KNM Group Berhad NED (ID) M C 67 | Commerce 1 4

401 | Ling Ah Hong |1JM Plantation Berhad Exec. Director M C 56 Agriculture 1 2

402 | Loh Siew Kuen WCT Engineering Berhad Exec. Director M C 51 | Accounting 1 1

403 | Low Siew Moi Sunway City Berhad NED F C 57 | Accounting 2 8

404 | Lt Gen ® Dato' Abdul Ghani bin Asiatic Development Berhad NED M M 65 Defense studies 1 11 Retired government
Abdullah officer

405 | Lt Gen ® Dato' Haji Abdul Jamil Asiatic Development Berhad NED (ID) M M 79 | Defense studies 1 27 Retired government
bin Haji Ahmad officer

406 | LtGeneral ® Datuk Abdul Aziz bin | Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Social Science 2 4 Retired government
Hassan officer

407 | Martin Bek Neilson United Plantations Berhad Exec. Director M Danish 32 | Agriculture 1 7

408 | Martin Gilbert Barrow Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID) M | 64 | Science 1 6

409 | Md. Ali Md. Dewai UEM World Berhad NED (ID) M M 67 | Business studies 1 4

410 | Md. Yusoff Hussin UMW Holdings Berhad NED M M 58 | Economy 5 21

411 | Me. Chalie Espinda Oropesa Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED M American 50 | Business studies 1 1

412 | Megat Dzainuddin Megat Alliance Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Economy 1 2
Mohamed

413 | Mej Jen (B) Dato' Haron bin Mohd. | YTL Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 | Defense studies 1 1 Retired government
Taib officer

" YTL Power Berhad NED (ID)

414 | Mej. Gen Dato' Mohamed Isa Che | Affin Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 | No. Record 2 16 Retired government
kak officer

415 | Micheal Rose Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED M French 65 Business studies 1 5

416 | Micheal Wong Pakshong Sime Darby Berhad NED (ID) M C 76 | Account 1 26

417 | Mohamad Lotfy Mohamad Nor Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad NED M M 48 | Business studies 1 2
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418 | Mohamad Nasir Ab. Latif United Plantations Berhad NED (ID) M M 49 Economy 1 3
419 | Mohamad Rashedi Mohd. Ghazali | Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M M 51 | No Record 1 4
420 | Mohamed Azhar Osman Petronas Gas Berhad NED M M 51 Law 1 12
Khairuddin
421 | Mohamed Hussain Bux Pakson Berhad NED M M 55 | Economy 1
422 | Mohamed Salleh Gomu Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad NED (ID) M M 57 | Law 1 Retired government
officer
423 | Mohammad bin Abdullah Malayan Banking Berhad NED (ID) M M 66 | Accounting 2 12
" Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad NED (ID)
424 | Mohammad Medan bin Abdullah Petronas Dagang Berhad NED M M 49 | Law 1 1
425 | Mohammad Zainal Shari Proton Holdings Berhad NED M M 44 Accounting 1 3
" Tenaga Nasional Berhad NED
426 | Mohd. Adzhar Abd. Wahab Kencana Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M M 43 | Accounting 1 1
427 | Mohd. Rafik Shah Mohamad NESTLE Malaysia Berhad NED M M 57 | Accounting 1 1
428 | Mohd. Reza Shah Abd. Wahid DRB Hicom Berhad Exec. Director M M 44 Economy 3 1
429 | Mohd. Zain Ahmad Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 55 | Law 1 2
430 | Morten Lundal Digi Com Berhad CEO M Norvein 43 | Engineering 1 3
431 | MrNgKee Leen Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED M C 51 Finance 1 1
432 | MrSaw Wah Theng Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED M C 50 Accounting 3 6
433 | Mr. Ang Guan Seng PPB Group Berhad NED M C 69 | No Record 1 9
434 | Mr. Anthony Cheong Fook Seng Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED M C 53 | Accounting 1 5
435 | Mr. Chales Lew Foon RHB Capital Berhad NED (ID) M C 50 Finance 1 2
436 | Mr. Chang SiFock Zelan Berhad CEO M C 52 | Business studies 1 4
437 | Mr. Cheah Tek Kuang Aminvestment Group Berhad NED M C 60 | Economy 3 13
" AMMB Holdings Berhad CEO
438 | Mr. Chew Peng Hong Leong Bank Berhad NED (ID) M C 66 | Accounting 1 6
439 | Mr. Chin Kwai Yoong Genting Berhad NED (ID) M C 59 | Accounting 1 1
440 | Mr. Chong Yee How Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad CEO M C 51 | Economy 4 2
" Hong Leong Bank Berhad Exec. Director
441 | Mr. Christian Storm Digi Com Berhad Exec. Director M Norvein 52 | Business studies 1 3
442 | Mr. Geh Cheng Hooi Plus Expressway Berhad NED (ID) M C 73 | Accounting 6 20
443 " STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
444 | Mr. Geh Cheng Hooi STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M C 73 | Accounting 9 20
445 | Mr. Giin Heng Wan Gamuda Berhad NED M C 51 Engineering 1 29
446 | Mr.Khoo Teik Chooi Tanjong Berhad NED M C 69 | Engineering 1 2
447 | Mr. Kok Tuck Cheong Aminvestment Group Berhad CEO M C 51 Accounting 1 2
448 | Mr. Kwek Leng Hai Hong Leong Bank Berhad NED M C 54 | Law 2 13
" Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad Chairman
449 | Mr. Kwek Leng Seng Hong Leong Bank Berhad NED M C 49 | Law 1 13
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450 | Mr. Lam Kar Leong Zelan Berhad NED M C 52 Law 1 3
451 | Mr. Lawrance Lin Swee Lin Magnum Corporation Berhad NED M C 50 | Economy 2 5
453 | Mr. Lee Kong Yip Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED M C 63 | Statistic 3 7
453 | Mr. Leong Wai Hoong Tanjong Berhad NED (ID) M C 61 | Art 1 2
454 | Mr. Leslie Oswin Strays Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 70 | Economy 1 6
455 | Mr.Lim Eng Ho Magnum Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M C 62 | Business studies 1 7
456 | Mr.Lim Teong Leong Magnum Corporation Berhad CEO M C 53 | Marketing 3 7
457 | Mr. Lim Tiong Chin Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad NED M C 55 | Accounting 1 5
458 | Mr. Manharlal Ratilal KLCC Property Holdings Berhad NED M | 47 | Accounting 1 3
459 | Mr. Mark Owen Sterns Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad NED M British 51 Engineering 1 3
460 | Mr. Micheal Joseph Barret RHB Capital Berhad CEO M American 57 | Business studies 1 1
461 | Mr. Nagasama Oyama AEON Co. (M) Berhad CEO M Japanese 53 | Business studies 1 2
462 | Mr. Naruhito Kuroda AEON Co. (M) Berhad NED M Japanese 45 | English 1 1
463 | Mr. Ng Kok Cheng Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad NED M C 51 Property 1 5
Management
464 | Mr. Ngau Boon Keat Dialog Group Berhad Exec. M | 59 | Engineering 1 17
Chairman

465 | Mr. Peter John Hodgson AMMB Holdings Berhad NED M Nz 52 | Law 1 1
466 | Mr. Pragasa Moorthi KLCC Property Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M | 60 | Quantity Surveyor 1 3
467 | Mr. Quah Chek Tin Asiatic Development Berhad NED M C 56 | Economy 3

" Genting Berhad NED

" Resort World Berhad NED
468 | Mr. Quek Kok Sean Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad Exec. Director M C 27 | Economy 3 2
469 | Mr. Rangar Holmen Korsaeth Digi Com Berhad NED M Norvein 42 | Finance 1 3
470 | Mr. Rin Kei Mei EON Capital Berhad NED M C 73 Engineering 1 5

Tanjong Berhad Chairman M C 56 | Accounting 1 3

471 | Mr. Saw Wan Thing Gamuda Berhad NED M C 50 | Accounting 5 9
472 | Mr. Soo Kim Wai AMMB Holdings Berhad NED M C 46 Accounting 5
473 | Mr. Sulivan Joseph O'Carroll NESTLE Malaysia Berhad CEO M S. African 56 | Psychology 1 4
474 | Mr. Tan Ang Meng Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad CEO M C 52 | Accounting 1 6
475 | Mr. Tan Keon Yin Hong Leong Bank Berhad NED (ID) M C 63 | Economy 3 13
476 | Mr. Thoas Micheal Taylor Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad NED M British 51 Engineering 2 3
477 | Mr. Tsutomo Kajita AEON Co. (M) Berhad V. Chairman M Japanese 54 | Business studies 1 1
478 | Mr. Vijjeyarathnam Pillay Banda Raya Developments Berhad NED M | 56 | Accounting 4 6

" Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad NED
479 | Mr. Wizayaratnam Somasundram EON Capital Berhad NED (ID) M | 68 | Economy 1 5
480 | Mr. Wong Chin Yen Gamuda Berhad NED (ID) F C 47 | Law 1 14
481 | Mr. Wong Shiang Magnum Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M C 42 | Accounting 1 7
482 | Mr. Yap Kok Weng Setia Berhad Exec. Director M C 46 | Accounting 1
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483 | Mr. Yoong Nin Check Zelan Berhad NED M C 48 Economy 1 4
484 | Mr.Yvonne Chia Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED F C 54 | Economy 3 3
485 | Mrs. PusphaRajandran Aminvestment Group Berhad NED F | 49 | Accounting 1 2
486 | Ms Yvonne Chia Hong Leong Bank Berhad CEO F C 54 | Finance 2 3
487 | Muri Muhammad Petronas Gas Berhad NED (ID) M M 54 Science 1 11
488 | NgBoon Su KNM Group Berhad NED M C 50 | Economy 1 0.2
498 | NgFoo Leong Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED M C 56 | Accounting 2 13
" Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad NED
490 | NgKee Leen Gamuda Berhad NED M C 51 | Accounting 1 22
491 | Ngeow Voon Yean Sunway City Berhad NED M C 55 | Communication 1 10
492 | Ngian Siew Siang Sunway City Berhad CEO M C 53 | Engineering 1 13
493 | Noorizah Abdul Hamid Plus Expressway Berhad CEO F M 48 Business studies. 2 1
494 | Oh Kim Sun UEM World Berhad NED M C 59 | Accounting 4 4
495 | Ong Aun Kung E & O Property Development Berhad NED (ID) M C 52 | Property 1 8
Management
496 | Ong Le Cheong DRB Hicom Berhad NED (ID) M C 66 | Science 2 2
497 | Ong Leong Huat @ Wong Joo OSK Holdings Berhad CEO M C 63 | Business studies 2
Hwa
498 | Ooi Teik Huat Tradewinds Plantation Berhad NED (ID) M C 47 | Accounting 1 1
499 | Patrick Houghtok Walc Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M Danish 53 | Accounting 1 1
500 | Pauline Tan Suat Meng IGB Corporation Berhad NED F C 62 Science 2 4
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad NED
501 | Paun Sri Hong Kuan 101 Property Berhad NED F C 67 | Education 1 32
502 | Peter Leong Tuck Leng Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED M C 60 | Economy 1 3
503 | Peter Selvarajah United Plantations Berhad NED (ID) M | 68 | Accounting 1 12
504 | Peter U Chin Wei TA Enterprise Berhad NED (ID) M C 57 | Accounting 1 8
505 | Phoon Suew Heng Alliance Finance Group Berhad NED M C 44 | Economy 1 2
506 | Pn. SriTong Siew Bee Top Glove Berhad Exec. Director F C 49 Computer Sc. 1 7
507 | Poh PaiKong Tradewinds Corporation Berhad NED M C 56 | Science 1 1
508 | PuiChinJang TA ANN Holdings Berhad NED M C 65 | Commerce 1 8
509 | Quah Chin Chye Top Glove Berhad NED (ID) M C 53 | Accounting 1 6
510 | Quah Poh Keat Plus Expressway Berhad NED (ID) M C 55 | Accounting 1 0.2
511 | Quek Chee Hoon Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad NED M C 54 | Accounting 1 3
512 | Rahimah Mahmood TA Enterprise Berhad NED (ID) F M 50 | Marketing 1 1
513 | Raja Abidin Raja Shahrome 10l Property Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Business studies 1 18 Retired government
officer
514 | RajaDato' Seri Abdul Azizb. Raja | Gamuda Berhad NED (ID) M M 69 | Accounting 10 6
Salim
" PPB Group Berhad NED (ID)
515 | RajaDato' Seri Aman bin Raja Affin Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Accounting 1 16 Retired government
Ahmad officer
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516 | Raja Dato' Seri Eleena Raja Azlan Gamuda Berhad NED F M 47 Law 1 19
Shah
517 | Raja Datuk Arshad Raja Tun Uda Sime Darby Berhad NED M M 60 | Account 1 21
518 | Raja Murad Raja Bahrin Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad CEO M M 48 | Law 1 3
519 | Raja Tan Sri Muhammad Alias b Batu Kawan Berhad NED (ID) M M 76 | Art 6 28
Raja Muhd Ali
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad NED (ID)
" Malayan Banking Berhad NED (ID)
" Sime Darby Berhad NED
520 | Ralph Marshall Astro All Asia Networks Be Deputy M 55 | Accounting 3 16
Chairman
" KLCC Property Holdings Berhad NED (ID)
" Tanjong Berhad NED
521 | Ramachandran Nair IJM Plantation Berhad NED (ID) M | 69 | Agriculture 1 1
522 | Ray LimKian Chye Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad NED M C 57 | Economy 1 1
523 | Raymond Tein RB Land Berhad NED (ID) M C 47 Business studies 1 7
524 | Rayvin Tan Yeong Sheik Berjaya Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M C 28 | Accounting 2 2
" Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad NED (ID)
525 | Robert James Clark British American Tobacco (M) NED M British 40 Mathematic 1 3
526 | Robert Odendaal Astro All Asia Networks Be CEO M British 45 | Accounting 1 1
527 | Dato'Robert Cheim Dau Meng Tanjong Berhad Chairman M C 56 | Accounting 1 3
Robert Tan Chung Meng IGB Corporation Berhad CEO M C 55 | Business studies 3 12
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad Exec.
Chairman
528 | Ronnie Kok Lai Huat Time.Com Berhad NED (ID) M C 53 Business studies 1 1
529 | RosliMan Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 54 | Engineering 1 6
530 | Rozan Mohd. Sa'at Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED M M 48 | Economy 1 1
531 | Sahibudeen Abdul Kadir Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 54 | Banking Studies 1 5
532 | Salid Haiji Dollah TA ANN Holdings Berhad Exec. Director M M 46 | Engineering 1 8
533 | Saw Ewe Seng Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED (ID) M C 69 | Engineering 1 7
534 | Sekarajasekaran Arasarathnam Top Glove Berhad NED (ID) M | 79 | Engineering 1 7
535 | Shahril Ridzuan Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad CEO M M 38 | Law 2 6
" Media Prima Berhad NED (ID)
536 | Shamsuddin Miskon Petronas Gas Berhad CEO M M 46 | Engineering 1 1
537 | Sharifah Intan bt. S.M Hamed Oriental Holdings Berhad NED F M 73 Law 1 5
538 | Siti Khairon Shariff Dialog Group Berhad NED F M 53 | Economy 1 2
539 | Soo Heng Chin IJM Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M C 52 | Engineering 1 9
540 | Soon Seong Keat Hap Seng ConsoINED (ID)ated Berhad Exec. Director M C 47 | Accounting 1 1
" Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad Exec. Director
541 | Stephen Alby NESTLE Malaysia Berhad Exec. Director M French 43 | Finance 1 3
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542 | Stephen Gen Sin Alliance Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M C 52 | Accounting 1
543 | Syed Azmin Syed Nor Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED M M 44 | Management Sc. 4
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad NED
544 | TaiKaiSeng IGB Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M C 56 | Accounting 1 3
545 | Taing Kim Hua WCT Engineering Berhad CEO M C 54 | Economy 1 26
545 | Tan Boon Seng IGB Corporation Berhad Exec. Director M C 52 | Art 1 17
546 | Tan Gee Sooi PPB Group Berhad CEO M C 65 | Accounting 3 3
" Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED
547 | Tan Keok Yin Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad NED (ID) M C 63 | Economy 3 12
" Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad NED (ID)
548 | Tan Kok Guan LPI Capital Berhad NED M C 51 Science 1 1
549 | Tan Kong Han Tanjong Berhad CEO M C 48 Law 1 5
550 | Tan Seng Lee Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad Exec. Director M M 49 | Business studies 1 2
551 | Tan Siat Tee Sunway City Berhad NED (ID) M C 67 | Accounting 2 6
552 | Tan Sri A. Razak Ismail Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Public Admin 5 3 Retired government
officer
553 | Tan Sri Ab. Rahman Omar DRB Hicom Berhad NED M C 62 | Economy 4 4 Retired government
officer
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
554 | Tan Sri Abdul Halim Ali IJM Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Art 4 1 Retired government
officer
555 " Zelan Berhad Chairman
556 | Tan Sri Abdul Hamed Egon Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad NED M M 52 | Art 1
557 | Tan Sri Abdul Rashid b. Abdul Setia Berhad Chairman M M 61 Law 3 1 Retired government
Manaf officer
558 | Tan Sri Abu Talib Othman British American Tobacco (M) NED M M 68 Law 5 12 Retired government
officer
" IGB Corporation Berhad Chairman
" Sime Darby Berhad NED
559 | Tan Sri Ahmad Mohd. Dom Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 61 Economy 3 1 Retired government
officer
560 | Tan Sri Alwi Jantan Guiness Anchor Berhad NED (ID) M M 73 | Art 5 17 Retired government
officer
Resort World Berhad Exec.Director
561 | Tan Sri Clifford Francis Herbert Resort World Berhad NED (ID) M | 66 | Public Admin. 2 5 Retired government
officer
562 | Tan SriDato' (Dr.) Francis Yeoh YTL Berhad CEO M C 50 | Engineering 6 15
Sock Ping
" YTL Cement Berhad CEO
" YTL Power Berhad CEO
563 | Tan Sri Dato' Azman Hashim Aminvestment Group Berhad Chairman M M 68 Accounting 5 41
" AMMB Holdings Berhad Chairman
564 | Tan Sri Dato' Dr. Lin See Yan Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 68 | Economy 6 1
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565 | Tan SriDato' Dr. Sak Cheng Lum STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M C 63 | Medicine 6
566 | Tan SriDato' Dr. Teng Chew Ping | Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 65 | Art 7 Ex. Cabinet Minister
567 | Tan SriDato' Dr. Wan Abd. IJM Corporation Berhad Chairman M M 66 | Engineering 1 Retired government
Rahman Wan Yaacob officer
" Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad Chairman
568 | Tan SriDato' Emest Zulliger NESTLE Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M Swiss 75 | Business studies 24
569 | Tan Sri Dato' Hamad Kama Pian Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED M M 56 | Finance 9 Retired government
officer
570 | Tan SriDato' Hari Narayanan Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M | 58 | Engineering 1
" Setia Berhad NED (ID)
" Tenaga Nasional Berhad NED (ID)
571 | Tan SriDato' Ir (Dr) Wan Abdul MMC Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 66 | Civil Engineering 8 Retired government
Rahman officer
572 | Tan SriDato' Ir Muhammad Radzi | Telekom Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 65 | Engineering 8 Retired government
Haji Mansor officer
573 | Tan SriDato' Ir Taha bin Haji Gamuda Berhad Chairman M M 72 | Engineering 17 Retired government
Mohd. Hashim officer
" Sunway City Berhad NED (ID)
574 | Tan SriDato' Jaafar Abdul Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad NED (ID) M M 75 | No record 18 Retired government
officer
" Pakson Berhad NED (ID)
575 | Tan SriDato' Lau Yin Pin @ Lau Tenaga Nasional Berhad NED (ID) M C 58 | Accounting 6
Yen Beng
576 | Tan SriDato' Lee Shin Cheng |0l Corporation Berhad Chairman/CEO M C 68 Business studies 32
" 10l Property Berhad Chairman/CEOQ
577 | Tan Sri Dato' Lodin bin Wok Affin Holdings Berhad CEO M M 58 Business. Admin 21
Kamaruddin
578 " Boustead Corporation Berhad CEO
" Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad Chairman
579 | Tan Sri Dato' Md Nor Md Yusoff Bumiputera Commerce Holdings Chairman M M 60 | Commerce 1
580 | Tan SriDato' Megat Zaharuddin Malayan Banking Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Engineering 3
bin Megat Mohd Nor
581 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohamad Noordin UMW Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 68 | Economy 4 Retired government
officer
582 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohd Ramli b. Gamuda Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 Social Science 6
Kushairi
583 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohd Sheriff Mohd Plus Expressway Berhad Chairman M M 68 Economy 5
Kassim
584 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohd. Hassan MISC Chairman M M 54 | Accounting 16
Merican
" Petronas Gas Berhad Chairman
585 | Tan SriDato' Mohd. Ibrahim AMMB Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Marketing 3
586 | Tan Sri Dato' Muhammad Ali Kulim Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 61 Economy 25
Hashim
587 | Tan SriDato' Nasaruddin bin Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 69 | Art 1" Retired government
Bahari officer
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588 | Tan SriDato' Seri (Dr) Yeoh Tiong | YTL Berhad Exec. M C 77 | Engineering 3 15
Lay Chairman
" YTL Cement Berhad Exec.
Chairman
" YTL Power Berhad Exec.
Chairman
589 | Tan SriDato' Seri Syed Anwar EON Capital Berhad Chairman M M 56 | Accounting 8 11
Jamalullail
" DRB Hicom Berhad Chairman
590 | Tan SriDato' Seri Dr. Ahmad Sarji | Sime Darby Berhad Chairman M M 69 Public Administration 4 10 Ex.Government Officer
Abdul Hamid
591 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Dr. Cheah Fook | Sunway City Berhad Chairman M C 62 | Accounting 2 15
Ling
592 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Hidar Mohamed | Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED (ID) M M 68 | Law 1 6 Ex.Government Officer
Nor
593 | Tan SriDato' Seri Haji Zainul Gamuda Berhad NED (ID) M M 61 Business studies. 3 3
Avriffin
594 | Tan SriDato' Seri Khalid Ahmad Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 | Law 2 25 Retired government
officer
" IGB Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
" NESTLE Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
595 | Tan Sri Dato' Sri Dr. The Hong LPI Capital Berhad Chairman M C 76 | Finance 4 42
Piow
" Public Bank Berhad Chairman
596 | Tan Sri Dato' Sri Liew Kee Sin Setia Berhad CEO M C 49 | Economy 1 1
597 | Tan SriDato' Sri Vincent Tan Berjaya Corporation Berhad Chairman/CEO M C 55 | Business studies 4 17
" Berjaya Corporation Berhad Dep. Chairman M C 52
" Berjaya Land Development Berhad Deputy
Chairman
598 | Tan Sri Dato' Thong Yaw Hong Batu Kawan Berhad NED (ID) M C 77 | Economy 9 21 Retired government
officer
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad NED (ID)
" Public Bank Berhad NED (ID)
599 | Tan Sri Dato' Thong Yew Hong Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad Chairman M C 77 | Economy 10 21
600 | Tan Sri Dato' Wong See Wah |JM Plantation Berhad Chairman M C 61 Education 2 1
600 | Tan SriDato' Zainol Abdin Abdul Tradewinds (M) Berhad Chairman M M 61 Economy 1 1 Retired government
Rashed officer
601 | Tan Sri Datuk Abdul Rahim Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 77 | Art 1
602 | Tan Sri Datuk Amar Leo Moggie Digi Com Berhad NED (ID) M B 66 | Business 1 Ex.Cabinet Minister
" Tenaga Nasional Berhad Chairman
603 | Tan Sri Datuk Anuar Abd. Hamid Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Economy 2 6 Retired government
officer
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
604 | Tan Sri Datuk Arshad Ayub Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 79 | Agriculture 8 20 Retired government
officer
" Top Glove Berhad NED (ID)
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605 | Tan Sri Datuk Asmat Kamaluddin Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad NED (ID) M 64 | Economy 10 5 Retired government
officer
" UMW Holdings Berhad Chairman
" YTL Cement Berhad Dep/ Chairman
606 | Tan Sri Datuk Cliford Aminvestment Group Berhad NED (ID) M 65 | Public Administration 5 3 Retired government
officer
" AMMB Holdings Berhad NED (ID)
607 | Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Aris Othman Airport Holdings Berhad Chairman M 62 | Economy 5 4 Retired government
officer
" Aminvestment Group Berhad NED (ID)
" AMMB Holdings Berhad NED (ID)
" YTL Power Berhad NED (ID)
608 | Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Johari Mat United Plantations Berhad Chairman M 66 Art 1 6 Retired government
officer
609 | Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Tajuddin Ali Sime Darby Berhad NED M 59 | Engineering 5 6 Retired government
officer
" UEM World Berhad Chairman
610 | Tan Sri Datuk Mohamad Khatib UMW Holdings Berhad NED M 69 | Art 1 7 Retired government
Abd. Hamid officer
611 | Tan SriDr. Hashim Md. Ali Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M 72 | Business studies 3 15
612 | Tan SriDr. Lim Wee Chai Top Glove Berhad Chairman/CEO M 49 | Physics 1 7
614 | Tan SriDr. Lin See Yan Genting Berhad NED (ID) M 68 | Economy 6
" Resort World Berhad NED (ID)
615 | Tan SriDr. Lin See Yan Wan Seong Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M 68 | Economy 6 6
616 | Tan SriDr. Murad Mohammad Nor | IJM Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M 76 | Administration 22
617 | Tan Sri Ghazali Boustead Corporation Berhad Chairman M 77 Defense studies 3 19 Retired government
officer
618 | Tan Sri Ibrahim Menudin Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M 62 | Commerce 1 1 Retired government
officer
619 | Tan Sri Kamarul Ariffin b. British American Tobacco (M) NED (ID) M 73 | Law 1 28
Mohamed Yassin
620 | Tan SriLee Lam Thye Media Prima Berhad NED (ID) M 61 Education 3 4
" Setia Berhad NED (ID)
621 | Tan SriLim Kok Thay Genting Berhad Chaiman/CEO M 57 | Civil Engineering 3 30
" Resort World Berhad Chaiman/CEO
" Asiatic Development Berhad CEO
622 | Tan Sri Marzuki Mohd. Nor DRB Hicom Berhad NED (ID) M 59 | Art 1 1 Retired government
officer
623 | Tan Sri Mohamed Basir bin Malayan Banking Berhad Chairman M 70 | Art 4 14
Ahmad
Tan Sri Mohd Amin bin Osman Asiatic Development Berhad Chairman M 81 Defense studies 2 15 Retired government
officer
" Genting Berhad Exec.Director
624 | Tan Sri Nik Mohamad Nik Yaakob | Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad NED (ID) M 58 | Engineering 5 2

401




625 | Tan Sri Quek Leng Chan Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad Chairman M C 64 | Law 10 39
" Hong Leong Bank Berhad Chairman
" Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad Chairman
626 | Tan Sri Rozali Ismail Plus Expressway Berhad NED (ID) M M 69 | Political Science 3 18 Retired government
officer
" Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad Exec. M M 51 Law 2 7
Chairman
627 | Tan Sri Sew Huat Lye Guiness Anchor Berhad Chairman M C 73 | Economy 3 23
" Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
628 | Tan Sri Wan Sidek Wan Abdul Resort World Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 | Economy 5 10 Retired government
Rahman officer
629 | Tan Sri William Cheng Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad Chairman M C 64 Business. Admin 6 18
" Pakson Berhad Chairman/CEQO
630 | TanYewJin PPB Group Berhad NED M C 63 | Accounting 2 20
" Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED
631 | Tan Yuen Fan Alliance Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M C 63 | Accounting 1 2
630 | Tay Beng Chai Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad NED (ID) M C 46 | Law 1 4
631 | Tee Choon Yeow LPI Capital Berhad CEO M C 55 Commerce 1 16
632 | Tee Kim Chan Alliance Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M C 54 Law 3 3
633 | Teh Soon Poh Malayan Banking Berhad NED (ID) M C 71 | Law 4 10
634 | Tengku Dato' Azmil Zahruddin Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED M M 37 | Economy 1 3
Raja Abdul Aziz
635 | Tengku Dato' Rahimah Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad NED F M 41 Economy 1 1
636 | Tengku Mustafa Kamel Berjaya Land Development Berhad NED M M 39 | Hotel Management 2 5
637 | Tengku Robert Hamzah Batu Kawan Berhad NED (ID) M C 68 | Architecture 1 31
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad NED (ID)
638 | Tengku Sharif Syed Badaruddin Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 62 | Law 1 20
639 | Tengku Tan Sri Dr. Mahaleel b. NESTLE Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 61 Economy 1 4
Tengku Ariff
640 | Tenku Abdul Rahman Ibni Sultan Public Bank Berhad NED (ID) M M 47 | Business 2 23
Haji Ahmad Shah studiesistration
641 | Teo Joo Kim Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad Exec. M Singaporean | 67 | Accounting 1 12
Chairman
642 | Teo Tong How Sunway City Berhad NED (ID) M C 64 | Architecture 1 6
643 | Teow Leong Seng Setia Berhad Exec. Director M C 49 | Accounting 1 10
644 | Thomas Patrick Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad CEO M C 52 | Science 1 1
645 | Tiong Hock Seng TA ANN Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 75 | Accounting 1 6
646 | Tony Tan @ Choon Keat IGB Corporation Berhad NED M C 59 | Engineering 1 4
647 | Tuan Haji Johari Abas Boustead Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 76 | Agriculture 2 17
648 | Tuan Haji kadir Mat Kassim Proton Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 67 | Law 7 4 Retired government
officer
" Time.Com Berhad NED
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" UEM World Berhad NED (ID)
649 | Tuan Haji Nordin Abdullah Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 56 | Economy 1 4
650 | Tuan Syed Abdulllah b. Syed YTL Berhad NED M M 53 | Engineering 4 10
Abdul Kadir
" YTL Power Berhad NED
651 | Tuan Syed Zanail Syed Albar Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad NED (ID) M M 53 | Law 4 13
652 | Tun Dato' Seri Yusoff Chin Bintulu Port Chairman M M 72 | Law 1 4 Retired government
officer
653 | Tun Mohamad Dzaidin Haji Abdul Bursa Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 70 Law 1 3 Retired government
officer
654 | Tun Mohammed Hanif Omar AMMB Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 68 | Art 5 13 Retired government
officer
" Genting Berhad Deputy
Chairman
" Resort World Berhad Deputy
Chairman
655 | Tunku Imran Tunku Jaafar Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad Chairman M M 60 Law 1 28
656 | Tunku Tan Sri Dato' Seri Ahmad b. | KLCC Property Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 78 | Economy 3 29
Tunku Yahya
" Sime Darby Berhad NED (ID)
657 | Velayuthan Kien Song IJM Plantation Berhad CEO M | 53 | Business studies 1 3
658 | Vivien Cheng Chi Fan Berjaya Corporation Berhad Exec. Director F C 48 | Economy 1 2
659 | Wan Zulkiflee Wan Ariffin Petronas Gas Berhad NED M M 46 | Engineering 1 2
660 | Wong Choong Kim OSK Holdings Berhad Exec. Director M C 53 | Accounting 1
661 | Wong Seng Lee Kulim Malaysia Berhad Exec. Director M C 57 | Accounting 1 1
662 | Wong Sewe Ming WCT Engineering Berhad Exec. Director M C 60 | No Record 1 26
663 | Wong Yuen Kuai Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 54 | Law 1 1
664 | WuLong Peng Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad NED M Singaporean | 54 | Accounting 1 13
665 | Yeoh Eng Khoon Batu Kawan Berhad NED (ID) M C 60 | Economy 2 2
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad NED (ID)
666 | Yeoh Khoon Cheng Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad Exec. Director M C 49 | Accounting 1 8
667 | Yeong Chee Wan RB Land Berhad NED (ID) M C 47 | Engineering 1 6
668 | Yeow Kheng Chew Kencana Petroleum Berhad NED M C 55 Economy 1 2
669 | Yeow Teck Chai Pakson Berhad NED (ID) M C 57 | Economy 1 1
670 | YM Professor Diaja Ungku Abdul Plus Expressway Berhad NED (ID) M M 86 | Economy 1 5 Retired government
Aziz officer
671 | YM Tengku Tan Sri Dato' Seri Oriental Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 76 | Law 1 7 Ex. Cabinet Minister
Ahmad Rithauddean bin Tengku
Ismail
672 | Yong Soon Hian Banda Raya Developments Berhad NED (ID) M C 60 | Management Sc. 1 7
673 | Zainab Ahmad TA Enterprise Berhad Exec. Director F M 57 | Business studies 1 17
674 | Zainab Mohd. Salleh Dialog Group Berhad NED F M 41 Accounting 1 1
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Profile of retired government officers of in the bp 100 Malayisan PLCs

Appendix J

No Name Company Position Gender | Race | Age Qualification Directorships Year of
experience
1 Datin Dr. Umikalsum bt Mohd. Noh EON Capital Berhad NED F M 61 | Economy 1 5
2 Datin Paduka Siti Sa'adiah Sh Bakir Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED F M 55 | Economy 1 2
" Bursa Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
3 Dato' Abdullah Mohd. Yusoff AEON Co. (M) Berhad Chairman M M | 68 | Law 4 23
4 Dato' Ahmad Haji Hashim Proton Holdings Berhad NED M M 55 | Economy 2 1
5 Dato' Ahmad Sufian Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad NED (ID) M M 56 | Marine Science 3 11
" WCT Engineering Berhad Chairman
6 Dato' Dr. Ariff Aton Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED M M 62 | Engineering 1 8
7 Dato' Dr. Arshad Hashim Bintulu Port NED (ID) M M 59 | Art 2 2
" 1JM Corporation Berhad NED
" Zelan Berhad NED (ID)
8 Dato' Dr. Mohd. Aminuddin Mohd. Rouse STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Science 2 10
9 Dato' Dr. Mohd. Munir Abdul Majid Malaysia Airline System Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Economy 2 3
10 Dato' Dr. Mohd. Shahar Sidek Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad NED M M 60 | Economy 1 4
1 Dato' Dr. Mohd. Shahari Ahmad EON Capital Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 | Art 6 4
" Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad | NED (ID)
" Media Prima Berhad NED (ID)
12 Dato' Dr. Radzuan A. Rahman Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Agriculture 2 1
13 Dato' Dr. Wan Abdul Aziz Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED M M 55 | Economy 3 1
" MISC NED (ID)
14 Dato' Dr. Wan Muhamad Wan Ibrahi, Time.Com Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Engineering 1 6
15 Dato' Dr. Yahya bin Ismai YTL Berhad NED (ID) M M 79 | Veterinary Science 4 1
" YTL Power Berhad NED (ID)
16 Dato' Fauziah Ismail Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) F M 65 | Art 3 6
17 Dato' Haji Kamaruzaman Zainal Media Prima Berhad NED M M 51 | Business studies 1 1
18 Dato' Haji Zakaria Zhamsuddin 101 Property Berhad NED (ID) M M 67 | Art 1 6
19 Dato' Halipah Binti Esa KLCC Property Holdings Berhad NED (ID) F M 57 | Economy 2 3
" MISC NED (ID)
20 Dato' Hamzah Bakar Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED (ID) M M 56 | Marine Science 3 1
" Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad Chairman
21 Dato' Hassan Abdul Mutalip Pakson Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Police Science 1 6
22 Dato' Hj. Abdul Rahim Haji Abdul YTL Cement Berhad NED M M 58 | Art 1 3
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23 Dato' Hj. Abdul Shukor Jaafar YTL Cement Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Defense studies 1 10
24 Dato' Hj. Kamaruzzaman Mohamed Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 77 | Public Admin. 1 26
25 Dato' Hj.Md. Yusoff Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Social Science 1 2
26 Dato' Ir Haji Azmi Mat Nor Gamuda Berhad NED M M 49 | Engineering 3 6
" Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED
27 Dato' Ir. Abdul Rahim UEM World Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Engineering 2 1
28 Dato' Johari Mohamed Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Engineering 1 14
29 Dato' Kalsom Abd. Rahman MISC NED (ID) F M 58 | Economy 2 3
30 | Dato' Mohamed Idris Saman AEON Co. (M) Berhad NED (ID) M M | 63 gﬁjfg%sse sudes 1 7
31 Dato' Mohamed Khadar Merican Airasia Berhad NED (ID) M M 51 | Accounting 2 2
" Astro All Asia Networks Be NED (ID)
" RHB Capital Berhad NED (ID)
32 Dato' Mohd. Salleh Harun Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 63 | Accounting 1 3
33 Dato' Murad Mohammed Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 74 | At 2 18
" Pakson Berhad NED (ID)
34 Dato' Pahamin Rejab Airasia Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Law 2 6
35 Dato' Prof. Dr. Tunku Ismail bin Tunku Mohammad Jewa Oriental Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 | Business studies 1 6
36 Dato' Richard Ho Ung Hun Malayan Banking Berhad NED (ID) M C 80 | Law 2 24
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad Chairman/CEQ
37 Dato' Shafei Salleh Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Art 1 1
38 Dato' Shaik Daud Mohd. Ismail Time.Com Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 | Law 1 3
39 Dato' Shamsuddin Md. Dubi RB Land Berhad Chairman M M 62 | Public Admin 2 7
40 Dato' Talhat Hussain Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad | NED (ID) M M 53 | Political Sc. 2 1
41 Dato' Yusoff Din Boustead Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M 77 | Defense studies 1 18
42 Dato' Zaharaah Shaari Airport Holdings Berhad NED F M 58 | Art 1 8
" Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED
43 Dato' Zawawi Mahmud AEON Co. (M) Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Art 1 6
44 Datu Haji Abang Halmi Ikhwan Bintulu Port NED (ID) M M 59 | Economy 1 3
45 Datu Wilson Baya Dandot Sarawak Electricity Berhad NED M B 56 | Economy 1 1
46 Datuk Abdul Habib Mansur IGB Corporation Berhad NED M M 64 | Art 1 4
47 Datuk Abdul Hamed bin Sepawi Sarawak Electricity Berhad Chairman M M 59 | Science 3 8
" TA ANN Holdings Berhad Chairman
48 Datuk Alias Haji Ahmad Airport Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Economy 1 4
49 Datuk Amar Haji Abdul Aziz Dato' Haji Hussain Sarawak Electricity Berhad CEO M M 57 | Economy 4 2
50 Datuk Azlan Zainol Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad | Chairman M M 58 | Accounting 5 2
" RHB Capital Berhad Chairman
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51 Datuk Azzat Kamaludin Affin Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Law 6 16
" Boustead Corporation Berhad NED
Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation
" Berhad NED
52 Datuk Haji Mohd. Khalil b. Dato' Haji Mohd Nor 101 Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 66 | Economy 4 6
53 Datuk Henry Chin Pow Wu Magnum Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M C 64 | Defense studies 6 7
" Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad Dep.Chairman
54 Datuk Ismail Mansor Said Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 58 | Economy 1 12
55 Datuk Kamaruddin Mohamed YTL Cement Berhad NED M M 58 | Business studies 1 3
56 Datuk Mohd. Sidik Shail Osman MMC Corporation Berhad NED M M 59 | Science 1 4
57 Datuk Panglima Mohd. Annuar Zaini Berjaya Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 57 | Economy 4 2
" Malaysia Airline System Berhad NED (ID)
58 Datuk Siti Maslamah bt Osman Airport Holdings Berhad NED (ID) F M 60 | Accounting 1 4
59 Datuk Zainuddin Mohamad 101 Property Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Urban Planning 1 6
60 Datuk Zainun Aishah binti Ahmad Malayan Banking Berhad NED F M 61 Art 3 2
61 Datuk Zaleka Hassan Telekom Malaysia Berhad NED F M 54 | Art 1 6
62 Dr. Sarifuddin A. Hamid Tradewinds (M) Berhad NED (ID) M M | 64 | Agriculture 0 4
63 Dr. Junid Abu Saham Dialog Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Economy 3 12
64 Gen ® Tan Sri Mohd Zaini bin Haji Zainuddin Affin Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Defence Studies 5 2
" Asiatic Development Berhad NED (ID)
" Banda Raya Developments Berhad NED (ID)
" Bintulu Port NED (ID)
" Resort World Berhad NED (ID)
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
65 General (RTD) Tan Sri Dato' Mohd Ghazali Seth NESTLE Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 79 | NoRecord 2 21
66 Hajah Jamilah bt Dato' Haji Hashim Airport Holdings Berhad NED F M 50 | Business studies 1 2
67 Ir Haji Yusoff Daud Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED M M 62 | Engineering 1 12
68 , - Asiatic Development Berhad Defepse studies
Lt Gen ® Dato' Abdul Ghani bin Abdullah NED M M 65 | studies 1 11
69 o - " Asiatic Development Berhad Defgnse studies
Lt Gen ® Dato' Haji Abdul Jamil bin Haji Ahmad NED (ID) M M 79 | studies 1 27
70 Lt General ® Datuk Abdul Aziz bin Hassan Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad NED (ID) M M 60 | Social Science 2 4
Defense studies
71 Mej Jen (B) Dato' Haron bin Mohd. Taib YTL Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 | studies 1 11
" YTL Power Berhad NED (ID)
72 Mohamed Salleh Gomu Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad NED (ID) M M 57 | Law 1 8
73 Raja Abidin Raja Shahrome 101 Property Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Business studies 1 18
74 Raja Dato' Seri Aman bin Raja Ahmad Affin Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Accounting 1 16
75 Tan Sri A. Razak Ismail Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad NED (ID) M M 65 | Public Admin 5 3
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6 Tan Sri Ab. Rahman Omar DRB Hicom Berhad NED M C 62 | Economy 4 4
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
77 Tan Sri Abdul Halim Ali IJM Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Art 4 1
" Zelan Berhad Chairman
78 Tan Sri Abdul Rashid b. Abdul Manaf Setia Berhad Chairman M M 61 | Law 3 1
79 Tan Sri Abu Talib Othman British American Tobacco (M) NED M M 68 | Law 5 12
" IGB Corporation Berhad Chairman
" Sime Darby Berhad NED
80 Tan Sri Ahmad Mohd. Dom Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 61 | Economy 3 1
81 Tan Sri Alwi Jantan Guiness Anchor Berhad NED (ID) M M 73 | Art 5 17
82 Tan Sri Clifford Francis Herbert Resort World Berhad NED (ID) M | 66 | Public Admin. 2 5
83 Tan Sri Dato' Dr. Teng Chew Ping Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M C 65 | Art 5 7
84 Tan Sri Dato' Dr. Wan Abd. Rahman Wan Yaacob IJM Corporation Berhad Chairman M M 66 | Engineering 8 1
" Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad Chairman
85 Tan Sri Dato' Hamad Kama Pian Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad NED M M 56 | Finance 1 9
86 Tan Sri Dato' Ir (Dr) Wan Abdul Rahman MMC Corporation Berhad NED (ID) M M 66 | Civil Engineering 6 8
87 Tan Sri Dato' Ir Muhammad Radzi Haji Mansor Telekom Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 65 | Engineering 1 8
88 Tan Sri Dato' Ir Taha bin Haji Mohd. Hashim Gamuda Berhad Chairman M M 72 | Engineering 7 17
" Sunway City Berhad NED (ID)
89 Tan Sri Dato' Jaafar Abdul Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad NED (ID) M M 75 | No record 7 18
" Pakson Berhad NED (ID)
90 Tan Sti Dato' Mohamad Noordin UMW Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 68 | Economy 1 4
91 Tan Sri Dato' Nasaruddin bin Bahari Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 69 | Art 4 1
92 Tan Sri Dato' Seri Dr. Ahmad Sarji Abdul Hamid Sime Darby Berhad Chairman M M 69 /liztr)riliiistration 4 10
93 Tan Sri Dato' Seri Haidar Mohamed Nor Bumiputera Commerce Holdings NED (ID) M M 68 | Law 1 6
94 Tan Sri Dato' Seri Khalid Ahmad Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad NED (ID) M M 71 | Law 2 25
" IGB Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
" NESTLE Malaysia Berhad NED (ID)
95 Tan Sri Dato' Zainol Abidin Abd. Rashid Tradewinds (M) Berhad Chairman M M 61 | Economy 1 1
96 Tan Sri Datuk Amar Leo Moggie Digi Com Berhad NED (ID) M B 66 | Business studies 1 3
" Tenaga Nasional Berhad Chairman
97 Tan Sri Datuk Anuar Abd. Hamid Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Economy 2 6
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad NED (ID)
98 Tan Sri Datuk Arshad Ayub Kulim Malaysia Berhad NED (ID) M M 79 | Agriculture 8 20
" Top Glove Berhad NED (ID)
99 Tan Sri Datuk Asmat Kamaluddin Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad NED (ID) M M 64 | Economy 10 5
" UMW Holdings Berhad Chairman
" YTL Cement Berhad Dep/ Chairman
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100 Tan Sri Datuk Cliford Aminvestment Group Berhad NED (ID) M | 65 Public 3
Administration
" AMMB Holdings Berhad NED (D)
101 Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Aris Othman Airport Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 62 | Economy 4
" Aminvestment Group Berhad NED (ID)
" AMMB Holdings Berhad NED (ID)
" YTL Power Berhad NED (ID)
102 Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Johari Mat United Plantations Berhad Chairman M M 66 | Art 6
103 Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Tajuddin Ali Sime Darby Berhad NED M M 59 | Engineering 6
" UEM World Berhad Chairman
104 Tan Sri Datuk Mohamad Khatib Abd. Hamid UMW Holdings Berhad NED M M 69 | Art 7
Boustead Corporation Berhad Defense studies
105 Tan Sri Ghazali P Chairman M M 77 | studies 19
106 Tan Sri Ibrahim Menudin Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad NED (ID) M M 62 | Commerce 1
107 Tan Sri Marzuki Mohd. Nor DRB Hicom Berhad NED (ID) M M 59 | Art 1
Asiatic Development Berhad Defense studies
108 Tan Sri Mohd Amin bin Osman P Chairman M M 81 | studies 15
" Genting Berhad Exec.Director
109 Tan Sri Wan Sidek Wan Abdul Rahman Resort World Berhad NED (ID) M M 72 | Economy 10
110 Tuan Haji kadir Mat Kassim Proton Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M 67 | Law 4
" Time.Com Berhad NED
" UEM World Berhad NED (D)
111 Tun Dato' Seri Yusoff Chin Bintulu Port Chairman M M 72 | Law 4
112 Tun Mohamad Dzaidin Haji Abdul Bursa Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 70 | Law 3
113 Tun Mohammed Hanif Omar AMMB Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 68 | Art 13
Deputy
" Genting Berhad Chairman
Deputy
" Resort World Berhad Chairman
114 YM Professor Diaja Ungku Abdul Aziz Plus Expressway Berhad NED (ID) M M 86 | Economy 5
YM Tengku Tan Sri Dato' Seri Ahmad Rithauddean bin Tengku . .
115 | Ismail Oriental Holdings Berhad NED (ID) M M | 76 | Law 7
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Profile of chairman of top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Appendix K

No. Name Company Position Gender Race Age | Qualification | Directorship Yea.’ of Note
experience
1 Tan Sri Dato' Lau Yin Pin STAR Publications Chairman M C 58 | Commerce 2 3
Malaysia Berhad
2 | Arve Johansen Digi Com Berhad Chairman M Norvein 56 | Engineering 0 7
3 | Dato' Abdul Mutalib Mohamad Media Prima Berhad Chairman M M 65 | Law 1 4
Razak
4 | Dato' Abdullah Mohd. Yusoff AEON Co. (M) Berhad Chairman M M 68 | Law 4 23 Retired government
officer
5 | Dato' Ahmad Sufian WCT Engineering Berhad | Chairman M M 56 | Marine 3 1 Retired government
Science officer
6 | Dato' Dr. Mohd. Munir Abdul Malaysia Airline System Chairman M M 60 | Economy 2 3 Retired government
Majid Berhad officer
7 | Dato' Dr. Wan Muhamad Wan Time.Com Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Engineering 0 6 Retired government
Ibrahim officer
8 | Dato' Haji Badri Haji Masri Astro All Asia Networks Be | Chairman M M 63 | Art 3 5 Retired government
officer
9 | Dato' Hamzah Bakar Sapuracrest Petroleum Chairman M M 64 | Economy 3 4 Retired government
Berhad officer
10 | Dato' Jorgen Benhoft Hap Seng Consolidated Chairman M Danish 65 | Accounting 3 2
Berhad
11 | Dato' Loh Cheng Yean Oriental Holdings Berhad Chairman M C 64 | No Record 0 20
12 | Dato' Mohamed Moiz b. Ali Moiz Banda Raya Chairman M M 47 | Business 1 7
Developments Berhad Studies
13 | Dato' Mohammad Idris Mansor KNM Group Berhad Chairman M M 63 | Mining Science 2 1
14 | Dato' Mohammed Azlan Hashim Proton Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 50 | Economy 5 3
15 | Dato' Mokhzani Mahathir Kencana Petroleum Exec. M M 46 | Engineering 0 3
Berhad Chairman
16 | Dato' Nik Mohamed Din bin Datuk | OSK Holdings Berhad Exec. M M 64 | Law 4 No record
Nik Yusoff Chairman
17 | Dato' Oh Chong Peng Alliance Finance Group Chairman M C 63 | Accounting 4 1
Berhad
18 | Dato' Pahamin Rejab Airasia Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Law 2 6 Retired government
officer
19 | Dato' Robert Cheim Dau Meng Tanjong Berhad Chairman M C 56 | Accounting 0 3
20 | Dato' Saw Choo Boon Shell Refining Company Chairman M C 61 | Chemistry 0 1
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Malaysia Berhad

21 | Dato' Seri Lee OiHan Batu Kawan Berhad Chairman/CEO M C 56 | Agriculture 22
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Chairman/CEO
Berhad
22 | Dato' Seri Megat Najmuddin Tradewinds Corporation Chairman M M 63 | Law 5
Megat Khas Berhad
23 | Dato' Shamsuddin Md. Dubi RB Land Berhad Chairman M M 62 | Public Admin 7 Retired government
officer
24 | Dato' Surin Upatkoon Magnum Corporation Chairman M Thai 54 | Business 2
Berhad Studies
25 | Dato' Tham Ka Hoon E & O Property Chairman/CEO M C 54 | No record 8
Development Berhad
26 | Dato' Wira Syed Abdul Jabbar MMC Corporation Berhad | Chairman M M 68 | Economy 7
Syed Hassan
" Tradewinds Plantation Chairman
Berhad
27 | Datuk Abdul Hamed bin Sepawi Sarawak Electricity Berhad | Chairman M M 59 | Science 8 Retired government
officer
! TA ANN Holdings Berhad | Chairman
28 | Datuk Anuar bin Ahmad Petronas Dagang Berhad | Chairman M M 53 | Economy 12
29 | Datuk Azlan Zainol Malaysian Resources Chairman M M 58 | Accounting 2 Retired government
Corporation Berhad officer
! RHB Capital Berhad Chairman
30 | Datuk James Y. Chao Titan Chemicals Chairman M C 60 | Science 16
Corporation Berhad
31 | Datuk Oh Siew Nam PPB Group Berhad Chairman M C 69 | Engineering 19
32 | Datuk Razman Md. Hashim Berjaya Land Chairman M M 68 | Accounting 5
Development Berhad
! Multi-Purpose Holdings Chairman
Berhad
33 | Datuk Tian Thee Kian TA Enterprise Berhad Exec. M C 61 | Science 17
Chairman
34 | Gen ® Tan Sri Mohd Zaini bin Affin Holdings Berhad Chairman M M 60 | Defense 2 Retired government
Haji Zainuddin officer
35 | General (RTD) Tan Sri Dato' NESTLE Malaysia Berhad | Chairman M M 79 | No Record 21 Retired government
Mohd Ghazali Seth officer
36 | Lee Seng Huat Mulpha International Exec. M C 33 | Business 3
Berhad Chairman Studies
37 | Mr. Kwek Leng San Malaysian Pacific Chairman M C 52 | Engineering 17

Industries Berhad
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38 | Mr. Ngau Boon Keat Dialog Group Berhad Exec. M 59 | Engineering 17
Chairman
39 | Robert Tan Chung Meng Wan Seong Corporation Exec. M 55 | Business 12
Berhad Chairman Studies
40 | Tan Sri Abdul Halim Ali Zelan Berhad Chairman M 64 | Art 1 Retired government
officer
41 | Tan Sri Abdul Rashid b. Abdul Setia Berhad Chairman M 61 | Law 1 Retired government
Manaf officer
42 | Tan Sri Abu Talib Othman British American Tobacco | Chairman M 68 | Law 13 Retired government
(M) officer
" IGB Corporation Berhad Chairman
43 | Tan Sri Ahmad Mohd. Dom Hap Seng Plantation Chairman M 61 | Economy 1 Retired government
Holdings Berhad officer
44 | Tan Sri Dato' Azman Hashim Aminvestment Group Chairman M 68 | Accounting 41
Berhad
! AMMB Holdings Berhad Chairman
45 | Tan Sri Dato' Dr. Wan Abd. [JM Corporation Berhad Chairman M 66 | Engineering 1 Retired government
Rahman Wan Yaacob officer
! Linkaran Trans Kota Chairman
Holdings Berhad
46 | Tan SriDato' Ir Muhammad Radzi | Telekom Malaysia Berhad | Chairman M 65 | Engineering 8 Retired government
Haji Mansor officer
47 | Tan SriDato' Ir Taha bin Haji Gamuda Berhad Chairman M 72 | Engineering 16 Retired government
Mohd. Hashim officer
48 | Tan SriDato' Lee Shin Cheng |0l Corporation Berhad Chaiman/CEO M 68 | Business 32
Studies
" IOl Property Berhad Chaiman/CEO
49 | Tan Sri Dato' Lodin bin Wok Bousted Heavy Industry Chairman M 58 | Business. 2
Kamaruddin Corporation Berhad Admin
50 | Tan Sri Dato' Md Nor Md Yusoff Bumiputera Commerce Chairman M 60 | Commerce 1
Holdings
51 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohd Sheriff Mohd | Plus Expressway Berhad Chairman M 68 | Economy 5 Retired government
Kassim officer
52 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohd. Hassan MISC Berhad Chairman M 54 | Accounting 16
Merican
" Petronas Gas Berhad Chairman
53 | Tan Sri Dato' Muhammad Ali Kulim Malaysia Berhad Chairman M 61 | Economy 25

Hashim
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54 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri (Dr) Yeoh YTL Berhad Exec. M 77 | Engineering 3 15
Tiong Lay Chairman
" YTL Cement Berhad Exec.
Chairman
" YTL Power Berhad Exec.
Chairman
55 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Anwar EON Capital Berhad Chairman M 56 | Accounting 8 1
Jamalullail
56 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Dr. Ahmad Sime Darby Berhad Chairman M 69 | Public 4 10 Retired government
Sarji Abdul Hamid Administration officer
57 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Dr. Cheah Sunway City Berhad Chairman M 62 | Accounting 2 15
Fook Ling
58 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Syed Anwar DRB Hicom Berhad Chairman M 56 | Accounting 6 2
Jamalullail
59 | Tan SriDato' Sri Dr. Teh Hong Public Bank Berhad Chairman M 76 | Finance 4 42
Piow
! LPI Capital Berhad Chairman
60 | Tan SriDato' Sri Vincent Tan Berjaya Corporation Exec. M 55 | No Record 4 2
Berhad Chairman
61 | Tan Sri Dato' Thong Yew Hong Berjaya Sport & Toto Chairman M 77 | Economy 10 5 Retired government
Berhad officer
62 | Tan Sri Dato' Wong See Wah |JM Plantation Berhad Chairman M 61 | Education 2 1
63 | Tan Sri Dato' Zainol Abidin Abd. Tradewinds (M) Berhad Chairman M 61 | Economy 0 1 Retired government
Rashid officer
64 | Tan Sri Datuk Amar Leo Moggie Tenaga Nasional Berhad Chairman M 66 | Business 1 3 Ex.Cabinet Minister
Studiesistration
65 | Tan Sri Datuk Asmat Kamaluddin | UMW Holdings Berhad Chairman M 64 | Economy 10 5 Retired government
officer
66 | Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Aris Othman Airport Holdings Berhad Chairman M 62 | Economy 5 4 Retired government
officer
67 | Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Johari Mat United Plantations Berhad | Chairman M 66 | Art 0 6 Retired government
officer
68 | Tan SriDatuk Dr. Tajuddin Ali UEM World Berhad Chairman M 59 | Engineering 5 1 Retired government
officer
69 | Tan SriDr. Lim Wee Chai Top Glove Berhad Chairman/CEO M 49 | Physics 0 7
70 | Tan Sri Ghazali Boustead Corporation Chairman M 77 | Defense 3 19 Retired government
Berhad officer
71 | Tan Sri Lim Kok Thay Genting Berhad Chaiman/CEO M 57 | Engineering 2 29
" Resort World Berhad Chairman/CEO

412




72 | Tan Sri Mohamed Basir bin Malayan Banking Berhad Chairman M M 70 | Art 4 14
Ahmad
73 | Tan Sri Mohd Amin bin Osman Asiatic Development Chairman M M 80 | Defense 2 15 Retired government
Berhad officer
74 | Tan Sri Quek Leng Chan Guocoland (Malaysia) Chairman M C 64 | Law 10 17
Berhad
! Hong Leong Bank Berhad | Chairman
! Hong Leong Finance Chairman
Group Berhad
75 | Tan Sri Rozali Ismail Puncak Niaga Holdings Exec. M M 51 | Law 2 18
Berhad Chairman
76 | Tan Sri Sew Huat Lye Guiness Anchor Berhad Chairman M C 73 | Economy 3 10
77 | Tan Sri William Cheng Lion Diversified Holdings Chairman/CEO M C 64 | Business. 6 3
Berhad Admin
" Pakson Berhad Chairman/CEO
78 | Tengku Sharif Syed Badaruddin Fraser & Neave Holdings | Chairman M M 62 | Law 0 20
Berhad
79 | Teo Joo Kim Malaysian Bulk Carriers Ex. Chairman M Singaporean | 67 | Accounting 0 12
Berhad
80 | Tun Dato' Seri Yusoff Chin Bintulu Port Chairman M M 72 | Law 0 4 Retired government
officer
81 | Tun Mohamad Dzaidin Haji Abdul | Bursa Malaysia Berhad Chairman M M 70 | Law 0 3 Retired government
officer
82 | Tunku Imran Tunku Jaafar Lafarge Malayan Cement | Chairman M M 60 | Law 1 28
Berhad
83 | Tunku Tan Sri Dato' Seri Ahmad KLCC Property Holdings Chairman M M 78 | Economy 3 3
b. Tunku Yahya Berhad
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Profile of CEOs of top 100 Malaysian PLCs

Appendix L

No. CEO name Company name Designation | gender Race Age Qualification Directorships Yea!' of
experience
1 | Abdul Rahman Ahmad Media Prima Berhad CEO M M 39 | Accounting 0 6
2 Ahamad Mohamad Kulim Malaysia Berhad CEO M M 55 Economic 0 16
3 | Alain Crouy Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad CEO M French 56 | Engineering 0 3
4 | Albert Lan Yiong EON Capital Berhad CEO M C NA NA NA NA
5 | Azlan Abdullah Tradewinds (M) Berhad CEO M M 55 | Economic 0 2
6 Chan Chen Leong Wan Seong Corporation Berhad CEO M C 58 Engineering 0 5
7 | Chan Seng Fatt Tradewinds Plantation Berhad CEO M C 44 | Art 0 1
8 | Chan Yew Kai Dialog Group Berhad CEO M C 53 | Engineering 0 2
9 | Charles henry Ireland Guiness Anchor Berhad CEO M British 42 | Business Studies 0 1
10 | Cheah Tek Kuang AMMB Holdings Berhad CEO M C 60 | Economic 5 13
11 | Chung Tze Hian Mulpha Interational Berhad CEO M C 57 | Commerce 3 6
12 | Datin Tan Kuay Fong TA Enterprise Berhad CEO F C 57 | Economic 0 17
13 | Dato' Abd. Halim Harun UMW Holdings Berhad CEO M M 57 Business Studies 0 17
14 | Dato' Abdul Wahid Omar Telekom Malaysia Berhad CEO M M 43 | Accounting 2 3
15 | Dato' Ahmad Pardas UEM World Berhad CEO M M 55 | Accounting 6 3
16 | Dato' Ahmad Zubair @ Ahmad Zubir Sime Darby Berhad CEO M M 50 | Engineering 7 3
Haji Murshid
17 | Dato' Anthony Francis Fernandes AirAsia Berhad CEO M Irish 42 | Accounting 0 6
18 | Dato' Bashir Anmad Airport Holdings Berhad CEO M M 58 | Ars 0 7
19 | Dato' Che Khalib Mohamad Noh TNB Berhad CEO M M 42 | Accounting 3 3
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20 | Dato' Francis Ng Sooi Loh Berjaya Land Development Berhad CEO M C 51 | Engineering 4
21 | Dato'Hj. Mohd. Khamil Jamil DRB Hicom Berhad CEO M M 51 | Law 2
22 | Dato'Ir. Soam Heng Choon RB Land Berhad CEO M C 48 | Engineering 3
23 | Dato'Iris Jala @Idris Jala Malaysia Airline System Berhad CEO M B 49 | Social Science 2
24 | Dato' Jaganathan Derek Steven Banda Raya Developments Berhad CEO M I 51 | Finance 8
25 | Dato'Lin Yun Ling Gamuda Berhad CEO M C 52 | Engineering 24
26 | Dato' Matlasa Hitam Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad CEO M M 68 | Business Studies 4
27 | Dato' Nazir Razak Bumiputera Commerce Holdings CEO M M 41 | Science 1
28 | Dato' Robin Thong Yaw Hong Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad CEO M C 33 | Accounting 1
29 | Dato' Seri Ahmad Ramli Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad CEO M M 64 Defense Studies 2
30 | Dato' SeriLee OiHan Batu Kawan Berhad Chairman/CEO M C 56 | Agriculture 22
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad Chairman/CEO
31 | Dato' Shamsul Azhar bin Abbas MISC CEO M M 55 | Political Science NA
32 | Dato' Sri Teng Ah Lek Public Bank Berhad CEO M C 47 | Accounting 10
33 | Dato' Surin  Upatkoon Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad CEO M Thai 54 | Business Studies 7
34 | Dato' Syed Zainal Abidin b. Syed Proton Holdings Berhad CEO M M 45 | Engineering 1
Mohamed Tahir
35 | Dato' Tan Boon Seng 1JM Corporation Berhad CEO M C 55 Accounting 23
36 | Dato' Tham Ka Hon E & O Property Development Berhad Chairman/CEQ M c 54 | Business Studies 9
37 | Dato' Thomas Mun Leong Lee Alliance Finance Group Berhad CEO M C 70 | Law 2
38 | Dato' Wong Kuo Hea TA ANN Holdings Berhad CEO M C 56 | No Record 8
39 | Dato' Wong Lum Kong Oriental Holdings Berhad CEO M C 67 Accounting 31
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40 | Dato' Yusli Mohamad Yusoff Bursa Malaysia Berhad CEO M M 49 | Accounting 0 3
41 | Datuk Amar Haji Abdul Aziz Dato' Haji Sarawak Electricity Berhad CEO M M 57 | Economic 4 2
Hussain
42 | Datuk Amirsham A Aziz Maybank Berhad CEO M M 57 | Finance 4 14
43 | Datuk Cheng Yong Kim Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad CEO M Singaporean | 57 | Business Studies 2 1
44 | Datuk Nasarudin Md Idris KLCC Property Holdings Berhad CEO M M 52 | Art 2 1
45 | Datuk Shahril Shamduddin Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad CEO M M 47 | Science 3 10
46 | Datuk Steven Tan Kok Hiang STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad CEO M C 58 | No. Record 0 21
47 | David Edward Conley Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad CEO M British 38 Engineering 0 14
48 | Edward Lee Ming Foo Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad CEO M C 51 | Arts 0 2
49 | Edward Lee Ming Foo Hap Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad CEO M C 53 | Art 2 1
50 | HasniHarun MMC Corporation Berhad CEO M M 50 | Accounting 6 1
51 | HoDua Tiam United Plantations Berhad CEO M C 67 | Agriculture 0 12
52 | Ibrahim Mardisi Petronas Dagang Berhad CEO M M 55 | Economic 0 5
53 | Ir. Lee Swee Eng KNM Group Berhad CEO M C 52 | Engineering 0 4
54 | Ir. Zainal Rashid Mokhtar Kencana Petroleum Berhad CEO M M 54 | Engineering 0 2
55 | Jack Bowles British American Tobacco (M) CEO M French 44 | Business Studies 0 1
56 | Kuek Leng Seng Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad CEO M C 49 | Law 1 13
57 | Kuok Khoon Kuan Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad CEO M c 60 | Art 0 12
58 | Lim Teong Leong Magnum Corporation Berhad CEO M C 53 | Business Studies 3 7
59 | Micheal Barret RHB Capital Berhad CEO M USA 57 | Economic 2 1
60 | Mior Ahmad Baiti Mior Lus Ahmad Bintulu Port CEO M M NA NA NA NA
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61 | Morten Lundal Digi Com Berhad CEO M Norvein 43 | Engineering 0 3
62 | Mr. Chang Si Fock Zelan Berhad CEO M C 52 | Business Studies 0 4
63 | Mr.Chong Yee How Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad CEO M C 51 | Economic 4 2
64 | Mr. Kok Tuck Cheong Aminvestment Group Berhad CEO M C 51 | Accounting 0 2
65 | Mr. Nagasama Oyama AEON Co. (M) Berhad CEO M Japanese 53 | Business Studies 0 2
66 | Mr. Sulivan Joseph O'Carroll NESTLE Malaysia Berhad CEO M S. African 56 | Psychology 0 4
67 | Ms Yvonne Chia Hong Leong Bank Berhad CEO F C 54 | Finance 2 3
68 | Ngian Siew Siang Sunway City Berhad CEO M C 53 Engineering 0 13
69 | Noorizah Abdul Hamid Plus Expressway Berhad CEO F M 48 | Business Studies. 2 1
70 | Ong Leong Huat @ Wong Joo Hwa OSK Holdings Berhad CEO M C 63 | Business Studies 2 5
71 | Raja Murad Raja Bahrin Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad CEO M M 48 | Law 0 3
72 | Robert Odendaal Astro All Asia Networks Be CEO M British 45 Accounting 0 1
73 | Robert Tan Chung Meng IGB Corporation Berhad CEO M c 55 | Business Studies 3 12
74 | Sazally Saidi Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad CEO M M NA | NA NA NA
75 | Shahril Ridza Ridzuan Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad CEO M M 38 | Law 0 6
76 | Shahrul Farez Hassan Tradewinds Corporation Berhad CEO M M 38 | Economic 0 1
77 | Shamsuddin Miskon Petronas Gas Berhad CEO M M 46 | Engineering 0 1
78 | Taing Kim Hua WCT Engineering Berhad CEO M C 54 Economic 0 26
79 | Tan Ang Meng Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad CEO M C 52 Accounting 0 6
80 | Tan Gee Soi PPB Group Berhad CEO M C 65 | Accounting 3 3
81 | TanKong Han Tanjong Berhad CEO M C 48 | Law 0 5
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82 Tgn Sri Dato' (Dr.) Francis Yeoh Sock | YTL Cement Berhad CEO 50 | Engineering 15
= " YTL Power Berhad CEO
" YTL Berhad CEO
83 | Tan SriDato' Lee Shin Cheng IOl Corporation Berhad Chairman/CEO 68 | Business Studies 32
" |01 Property Berhad Chairman/CEO
85 | Tan SriDato' Lodin bin Wok Affin Holdings Berhad CEO 58 Business Studies 23
Kamaruddin
" Boustead Corporation Berhad CEO
86 | Tan Sri Dato' Sri Liew Kee Sin Setia Berhad CEO 49 | Economic 1
87 | Tan SriDato' Sri Vincent Tan Berjaya Corporation Berhad Chairman/CEO 55 | No Record 2
88 | Tan SriDr. Lim Wee Chai Top Glove Berhad Chairman/CEO 49 | Physics 7
89 | Tan SriLim Kok Thay Genting Berhad Chairman/CEO 57 | Civil Engineering 30
" Resort World Berhad Chairman/CEO
90 | Tan Sri William Cheng Pakson Berhad Chairman/CEO 64 | Business Studies 3
91 | Tee Choon Yeow LPI Capital Berhad CEO 55 | Commerce 16
92 | Thomas Patrick Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad CEO 52 | Science 1
93 | Velayuthan Kien Song 1M Plantation Berhad CEO 53 | Business Studies 3
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Profile of independent directors of top 100 Malaysin PLCs

Appendix M

No Name ID position in the company Gender race Age Qualification Directorships Years of Note
experience

1 Tan SriDato' Lau Yin Pin YTL Power Berhad M C 58 | Commerce 2 10

2 Abdul Rahman Abdul Ghani Malaysia Airline System Berhad M M 57 | Arts 1 6

3 Ahmad A. Bakar Tradewinds (M) Berhad M M 52 | Accounting 2 1

" Tradewinds Plantation Berhad

4 Ahmad Riza Basir United Plantations Berhad M M 47 | Law 5 7

5 Awang Bennie Awang Ali Basah Banda Raya Developments Berhad M M 48 | Law 0 8

6 Azlan Abdullah Banda Raya Developments Berhad M M 50 | Business Studies 2 6

7 Azmi Ismail Kencana Petroleum Berhad M M 46 | Physic 0 1

8 Bernard Anthony Astro All Asia Networks Be M I 52 | Accounting 0 4

9 Boey Tak Kong RB Land Berhad M C 53 | Accounting 4 7

10 | Cezar Peralta Consing Bumiputera Commerce Asset M I 48 | Economy 0 1

Holdings Berhad

11 | Chan Foo Ann IOl Corporation Berhad M C 77 | Agriculture 4 22

12 | Chan Hua Eng Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad M C 79 | Law 3 28

13 | Charles Tan Poh Tei Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad M C 69 | Accounting 1 5

14 | Cheah Hon Kuen WCT Engineering Berhad M C 57 | Science 0 13

15 | Chew Hoy Ping Mulpha International Berhad M C 51 | Accounting 0 1

16 | Chin Kwai Yoong Astro All Asia Networks Be M C 58 | Accounting 1 1

15 | Chin Yong Chong Guiness Anchor Berhad M C 74 | Law 1 12

18 | Choo Tak Won WCT Engineering Berhad M C 51 | Accounting 0 8

19 | Christopher Kok Swee Kiat TA Enterprise Berhad M C 40 | Law 0 1

20 | Datin Paduka Siti Sa'adiah Sheikh Bakar Bursa Malaysia Berhad F M 65 | Economy 1 3 Rf?tired government

officer
21 Dato' Ab. Halim bin Mohyiddin Digi Com Berhad M M 62 | Accounting 10 2
" KNM Group Berhad
22 | Dato' Abdul Kadir Mohd Deen Media Prima Berhad M M 64 | Art 0 1 Retired government
officer
23 | Dato' Abdul Wahid Omar Bursa Malaysia Berhad M M 43 | Accounting 2 3
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24 | Dato' Abdullah Mohd. Yusoff MMC Corporation Berhad M M 68 Law 4 5
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad
" Zelan Berhad
25 | Dato' Ahmad Ibnihajar Malaysian Resources Corporation M M 58 Economy 1 7
Berhad
26 | Dato' Ahmad Sufian Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad M M 56 Marine Science 3 1
27 | Dato Anwardin Ahmad Osman Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad M M 64 | Art 0 2 Retired government
officer
28 | Dato' Baharuddin Musa Tradewinds Corporation Berhad M M 68 Art 4 4
29 | Dato' Chan Choon Ngai RHB Capital Berhad M C 52 Engineering 0 12
30 | Dato' Cheong Keap Tai YTL Berhad M C 59 | Accounting 2 3
31 | Dato' Chew Kong Seng AEON Co. (M) Berhad M C 69 | Accounting 3 15
" Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad
" Petronas Dagang Berhad
32 | Dato' Dr. Abdul Rahim Haji Daud Telekom Malaysia Berhad M M 58 Engineering 0 9
33 | Dato' Dr. Arshad Hashim Bintulu Port M M 59 Art 2 2 Retired government
officer
34 | Dato' Dr. Megat Abdul Rahman Megat Boustead Corporation Berhad 66 Commerce 6 5 Retired government
Ahmad officer
" Zelan Berhad M M 66 Commerce 6 17
35 | Dato' Dr. Mohamed Ishak b. Mohamed Ariff | Public Bank Berhad M M 72 | Architecture 3 6
36 | Dato' Dr. Mohd. Aminuddin Mohd. Rouse STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad M M 62 Science 2 10 Retired government
officer
37 | Dato' Dr. Mohd. Shahari Ahmad EON Capital Berhad M M 7 Art 6 1 Retired government
officer
" Malaysian Resources Corporation
Berhad
" Media Prima Berhad
38 | Dato'Dr. Radzuan A. Rahman Kulim Malaysia Berhad M M 64 | Agriculture 2 1 Retired government
officer
39 | Dato' Dr. Rahman Ismail Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad M M 49 Medicine 0 2 Retired government
officer
40 | Dato' Dr. Tan Tat Wai Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad M C 61 Economic 0 16
41 Dato' Dr. Wan Abdul Aziz MISC Berhad M M 62 Art Retired government
officer
42 | Dato' Dr. Yahya bin Ismai YTL Berhad M M 79 | Veterinary Science 4 " Retired government
officer
" YTL Power Berhad
43 | Dato' Faisal Siraj RHB Capital Berhad M M 62 | Accounting 3 1
44 | Dato' Fauziah Ismail Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad F M 65 Art 3 6 Retired government
officer
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45 | Dato' Fuad Jaafar Tenaga Nasional berhad M M 64 Technology 0 1
46 | Dato' Haji Abdul Aziz Omar LPI Capital Berhad M M 60 Accounting 4 6
Public Bank Berhad
47 | Dato' Haji Idris Haji Buang Sarawak Electricity Berhad M M 54 Law 2 7
48 | Dato' Haji Zakaria Zhamsuddin IOl Property Berhad M M 67 | Arts 0 6 Retired government
officer
49 | Dato' Halipah Binti Esa KLCC Property Holdings Berhad F M 57 Economy 2 1 Retired government
officer
" MISC Berhad
50 | Dato' Hamzah Bakar Bumiputera Commerce Asset M M 64 Economy 3 1
Holdings Berhad
51 Dato Haron Siraj Kulim Malaysia Berhad M M 53 Economy 2 1 Retired government
officer
52 | Dato' Hassan Abdul Mutalip Pakson Berhad M M 62 Police Science 0 6 Retired government
officer
53 Dato' Hj. Abdul Shukor Jaafar YTL Cement Berhad M M 65 Defense 0 10 Retired government
officer
54 | Dato' Hj. Kamaruzzaman Mohamed Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad M M 7 Public Admin. 1 26 Retired government
officer
55 | Dato' Hj.Md. Yusoff Berjaya Corporation Berhad M M 60 Social Science 0 2
56 | Dato' Ir Chew Swee Hock Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad M C 64 Engineering 1 1
57 | Dato' Ir Kamarul Zaman Mohd. Ali Gamuda Berhad M M 71 Engineering 1 17
58 | Dato'Ir. Abdul Rahim UEM World Berhad M M 62 Engineering 2 1 Retired government
officer
59 | Dato'lzham Mahmud Aminvestment Group Berhad M M 66 Economy 3 4
" AMMB Holdings Berhad
60 | Dato' Jaafar Indot Guiness Anchor Berhad M M 73 Business Studies 4 26
" Shell Refining Company Malaysia
Berhad
61 | Dato' Johari Mohamed Kulim Malaysia Berhad M M 58 | Engineering 1 14 Retired government
officer
62 | Dato' Jorgan Bornhoff Hap Seng Plantation Holdings M Danish 66 | Accounting 0 1
Berhad
63 | Dato' Kalsom Abd. Rahman MISC Berhad F M 58 | Economy 2 3 Retired government
officer
64 | Dato' Kamaruddin bin Mohd. Jamal Petronas Dagang Berhad M M 64 Business Studies 0 5
65 | Dato' Larry Gan Nyap @ Gan Nyap Liow Aminvestment Group Berhad M C 52 Accounting 0 13
" Tanjong Berhad
66 | Dato'Lee Yee Cheong UMW Holdings Berhad M C 7 Engineering 0 6 Retired government
officer
67 | Dato'Leong Au Hin KLCC Property Holdings Berhad M C 60 Economy 2 3
68 | Dato' Leong Khee Seang Airasia Berhad M C 69 Engineering 3 2
69 | Dato' Lim Kheng Guan Telekom Malaysia Berhad M C 64 Accounting 0 6
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70 | Dato'Lim Say Chong Mulpha International Berhad M C 67 Economic 3 1
71 Dato' Lin Yun Ling Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad M C 51 Engineering 1 26
72 | Dato' Ling Keak Ming Magnum Corporation Berhad M C 50 No Record 0 7
73 | Dato' Loh Say Bee Oriental Holdings Berhad M C 83 No Record 1 43
74 | Dato' Micheal Lim Heen Peok Proton Holdings Berhad M C 59 | Engineering 2 1 th;tired government
officer
75 | Dato' Mohamad tarmizi Mohd Tahir OSK Holdings Berhad M 4l Arts 0
76 | Dato' Mohamed Idris Saman AEON Co. (M) Berhad M 63 | Defense Studies 0 7 Rf?tired government
officer
77 | Dato' Mohamed Khadar Merican Airasia Berhad M M 51 Accounting 2 4 Rf?tired government
ofricer
" Astro All Asia Networks Be
" RHB Capital Berhad
78 | Dato' Mohamed Zakri Abdul Rashid Dialog Group Berhad M M 65 Arts 0 8
79 | Dato' Mohd. Salleh Harun Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad M M 63 | Accounting 0 3 th;tired government
officer
80 | Dato' Mohzani Wahab Shell Refining Company Malaysia M M 54 Economy 0 6
Berhad
81 Dato' Muhamad Sulaiman Sime Darby Berhad M M 69 Account 2 23
82 Dato' Murad Mohammed Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad M M 74 Art 2 18 Rf?tired government
officer
" Pakson Berhad
83 | Dato' Mustafa b. Mohd. Ali Affin Holdings Berhad M C 70 Economy 1 5
84 | Dato'N. Sadasivan Petronas Gas Berhad M | 67 Economy 7 12
" Malaysia Airline System Berhad
85 | Dato' Nordin baharuddin Sarawak Electricity Berhad M M 58 Accounting 3
86 | Dato' Oh Chong Peng IJM Corporation Berhad M C 63 | Accounting 4
" [JM Plantation Berhad
87 | Dato' Paduka Nik Hashim Nik Yusoff Genting Berhad M M 70 Arts 2 28
88 | Dato' Prof. Dr. Tunku Ismail bin Tunku Oriental Holdings Berhad M M 71 Business Studies 1 6 Retired government
Mohammad Jewa officer
89 | Dato'Richard Ho Ung Hun Maybank Berhad M C 80 Law 2 24 Ex. Cabinet Minister
90 | Dato' Seri Hwang Sing Bursa Malaysia Berhad M C 79 Finance 3 3
91 | Dato' Seri Megat Najmuddin B. Datuk Seri | Dialog Group Berhad M M 63 Law 4 5
Haji Megat Khas
92 | Dato' Seri Mohamad Jawhar Media Prima Berhad M M 63 Art 0 1 Ef%tci:jd government
93 | Dato' Shafei Salleh Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad M M 62 Art 0 1 Ex. Cabinet Minister
94 | Dato' Shaik Daud Mohd. Ismail Time.Com Berhad M M 72 Law 1 3 Rf?tired government
officer
95 | Dato' SriLiang Kim Bang MISC Berhad M C 70 | Art 5 32
" PPB Group Berhad
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96 | Dato' Syed Mohamed Syed Murtaza DRB Hicom Berhad M M 59 Business Studies 2
97 | Dato' Tajuddin Atan Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad M M 56 Agribusiness 1 Month
98 | Dato' Talhat Hussain Shell Refining Company Malaysia M M 53 Political Sc. 1 Retired government
Berhad officer
99 | Dato' Wira Syed Abdul Jabbar Syed STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad M M 68 Economy 1
Hassan
100 | Dato' Wong Puan Wan Bursa Malaysia Berhad M C 60 Economy 1
" Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad
101 | Dato' Yeoh Chin Kee LPI Capital Berhad M C 65 Finance 29
" Public Bank Berhad
102 | Dato' Yogalingham YTL Cement Berhad M I 62 Art 3 Retired government
officer
103 | Dato' Yusoff Din Boustead Corporation Berhad M M 7 Defense 18 Retired government
officer
104 | Dato' Zainal Abidin Bin Putih Tenaga Nasional berhad M M 61 Accounting 4
" Bumiputera Commerce Asset
Holdings Berhad
105 | Dato' Zawawi Mahmud AEON Co. (M) Berhad M M 62 Art 6 Retired government
officer
106 | Datu Haji Abang Halmi lkhwan Bintulu Port M M 59 Economy 3 Retired government
officer
107 | Datuk Haji Yusoff Haji Mohamed Kassim Malaysia Airline System Berhad M M 58 Economy 1 Retired government
officer
108 | Datuk Abang Haji Abdul Karim Banda Raya Developments Berhad M M 61 Economy 8
109 | Datuk Abdul Rahman bin Mohd. Ramli DRB Hicom Berhad M M 70 Accounting 8
Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad
110 | Datuk Ahmad Zaki Zahid Malaysian Resources Corporation M M 37 Law 2
Berhad
111 | Datuk Ainon Marziah bt Wahi Petronas Dagang Berhad F M 56 Art 5 Retired government
officer
112 | Datuk Alias Haji Ahmad Airasia Berhad M M 60 Economy 3
" Airport Holdings Berhad Retired government
officer
113 | Datuk Amar Wilson Baya Dandot Malaysia Airline System Berhad M B 56 Economy 0.2 Retired government
officer
114 | Datuk Azzat Kamaludin Affin Holdings Berhad M M 62 Law 16 Retired government
officer
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115 | Datuk Dr. Hussein Awang Hong Leong Bank Berhad M M 67 Medicine 4 13
116 | Datuk Dr. Nik Mohd Zain Nik Yusoff E & O Property Development Berhad M M 60 Art 2 4
117 | Datuk Dr. Syed Muhamad Syed Abdul Bumiputera Commerce Asset M M 61 Business 4 1
Kadir Holdings Berhad Studiesistration
118 | Datuk Haji Mohamad Morshido Abdul Malaysia Airline System Berhad M M 51 Economy 0 0.1
Ghani
119 | Datuk Haji Mohd. Khalil b. Dato' Haji Mohd | IOl Corporation Berhad M M 66 Economy 4 6 Ex.Government
Nor Officer
120 | Datuk Harun bin Din PPB Group Berhad M M 73 Art 0 2
121 | Datuk Hashim Ismail Bintulu Port M M 62 Art 0 2 Retired
government officer
122 | Datuk Henry Chin Pow Wu Magnum Corporation Berhad M C 64 Defense 6 7 Retired
government officer
123 | Datuk Ismail Mansor Said Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad M M 58 Economy 1 12 Retired
government officer
124 | Datuk Jur Jazlan Tan Sri Mohamed Telekom Malaysia Berhad M M 42 Accounting 5 3
125 | Datuk K. Ravindran Plus Expressway Berhad M | 50 Science 0 5
126 | Datuk Khatijah Ahmad Sime Darby Berhad F M 67 Economy 3 1
127 | Datuk Maizan Shaari Berjaya Land Development Berhad M M 60 Arts 1 3
128 | Datuk Mohamed Nazim b. Abdul Razak Hong Leong Bank Berhad M M 45 Architecture 3 4
129 | Datuk Mohd. Zain Abdul Majid Petronas Gas Berhad M M 68 Economy 0 5
130 | Datuk Oh Chong Peng RHB Capital Berhad M C 63 Accounting 0 19
131 | Datuk Panglima Mohd. Annuar Zaini Berjaya Corporation Berhad M M 57 Economy 4 2 Retired
government officer
" Malaysia Airline System Berhad
132 | Datuk Rajasingam a/l Mayilvaganam PPB Group Berhad M [ 65 Engineering 0 2
133 | Datuk Razman Md. Hashim Berjaya Land Development Berhad M M 68 Accounting 7 1
134 | Datuk Seri Panglima Sheng Lau Ho Sime Darby Berhad M C 61 Law 0 1 Retired
government officer
135 | Datuk Siti Maslamah bt Osman Airport Holdings Berhad F M 60 Accounting 0 4 Retired
government officer
136 | Datuk Yahya Yaacob IJM Corporation Berhad M M 63 Art 4 8
137 | Datuk Zainuddin Mohamad |0l Property Berhad M M 62 Urban Planning 1 6 Retired
government officer
138 | David William Berry Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation M N. 60 Finance 0 1
Berhad Zealand
139 | Dr. Choong Tuck Yew OSK Holdings Berhad M C 69 | Accounting 2 0
140 | Dr. Junid Abu Saham Dialog Group Berhad M M 65 Economy 3 12 Retired
government officer
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141 | Dr. Leong Chik Weng UMW Holdings Berhad M C 45 Engineering 1 1
142 | Dr. Ngo get Ping OSK Holdings Berhad M C 49 Engineering 1 0
143 | Dr. Sarifuddin A. Hamid Tradewinds (M) Berhad M M 64 Agriculture 0 4 Retired
government officer
144 | En Peng Meng YTL Berhad M C 72 Commerce 2 4
145 | En. Abdul Jabar Abdul Majid Proton Holdings Berhad M M 62 Accounting 3 4
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad
146 | En. Hasni Harun EON Capital Berhad M M 50 Accounting 6 1
147 | En. Mohd. Din Jusoh Asiatic Development Berhad M M 64 Business studies 1 27
148 | Eu Peng Meng YTL Cement Berhad M C 72 Commerce 2 4
149 | Fam Lee Ee Airasia Berhad M C 47 Law 0 3
150 | Folk Jee Yoong Pakson Berhad M C 46 Accounting 0 6
151 | Gee Siew Yong Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad M C 58 Accounting 0 6
152 | Gen ® Tan Sri Mohd Zaini bin Haji Asiatic Development Berhad M M 60 Defence 5 6 Retired
Zainuddin government officer
" Banda Raya Developments Berhad
" Resort World Berhad
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad
1563 | George Leong Chee Fook Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad M C 61 Economy 0 6
154 | Haji Mohd Hashir bin Haji Abdullah Maybank Berhad M M 71 Accounting 4 1
155 | Halim Haji Din MMC Corporation Berhad M M 62 | Accounting 3 5
156 | Halim Haji Din Wan Seong Corporation Berhad M M 62 Accounting 3 5
157 | Harry K Menon MISC Berhad M I 57 | Accounting 4 6
158 | Ibrahim bin Marsadi Petronas Dagang Berhad M M 55 Economy 0 5
159 | Ir. Prabahar N.K Singam Telekom Malaysia Berhad M I 46 Engineering 0 6
160 | Izam Yusof Bursa Malaysia Berhad M M 40 Accounting 2 3
161 | Jeremy Derek Campbell United Plantations Berhad M British 67 Agriculture 0 6
162 | Jeremy Nasrul Hag Airport Holdings Berhad M M 55 Accounting 0 1
163 | Jory Leong Kam Weng TA Enterprise Berhad M C 44 Economic 0 4
164 | Kamaruddin Abdul Kadir Time.Com Berhad M M 65 Engineering 0 6
165 | Keong Choon Keat Malaysia Airline System Berhad M C 63 | Accounting 6 6
166 | Khoo Khee Ming [JM Plantation Berhad M C 65 Agriculture 0 3
167 | Kong Wah Seng Mulpha International Berhad M C 49 Economy 0 5
168 | Kua Hwee Sim Kulim Malaysia Berhad F C 55 Accounting 0 8
169 | Lau Teong-Jin Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad M C 65 Law 4 3
170 | Lin Yu Tey KNM Group Berhad M C 67 Commerce 0 4
171 | Lt Gen ® Dato' Haji Abdul Jamil bin Haji Asiatic Development Berhad M M 79 Defense 1 27 Retired
Ahmad government officer
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172 | Lt General ® Datuk Abdul Aziz bin Hassan | Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad M M 60 Social Science 2 4 Retired
government officer

173 | Martin Gilbert Barrow Malaysia Airline System Berhad M I 64 Science 0 6

174 | Md. Ali Md. Dewai UEM World Berhad M M 67 Business studies 0 4

175 | Megat Dzainuddin Megat Mohamed Alliance Finance Group Berhad M M 62 Economic 0 2

176 | Mej Jen (B) Dato' Haron bin Mohd. Taib YTL Berhad M M 72 Defense 1 1 Retired
government officer

" YTL Power Berhad

177 | Mej. Gen Dato' Mohamed Isa Che kak Affin Holdings Berhad M M 72 No. Record 2 16 Retired
government officer

178 | Micheal Wong Pakshong Sime Darby Berhad M C 76 | Account 0 26 )

179 | Mohamad Nasir Ab. Latif United Plantations Berhad M M 49 Economic 0 3

180 | Mohamad Rashidi Mohd. Ghazali Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad M M 51 No Record 1 4

181 | Mohamed Salleh Gomu Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad M M 57 Law 1 8 Retired
government officer

182 | Mohammad bin Abdullah Maybank Berhad M M 66 Accounting 2 12

" Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad M M 67 Accounting 2 4

183 | Mohd. Adzhar Abd. Wahab Kencana Petroleum Berhad M M 43 Accounting 0 1

184 | Mohd. Zain Ahmad Berjaya Corporation Berhad M M 55 Law 0 2 Retired
government officer

185 | Mr. Chales Lew Foon RHB Capital Berhad M C 50 Finance 1 2

186 | Mr. Chew Peng Hong Leong Bank Berhad M C 66 | Accounting 0 6

187 | Mr. Chin Kwai Yoong Genting Berhad M C 59 | Accounting 1 1

188 | Mr. Geh Cheng Hooi Plus Expressway Berhad M C 73 Accounting 6 20

189 | Mr. Geh Cheng Hooi STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad M C 73 Accounting 9 5

190 | Mr. Leong Wai Hoong Tanjong Berhad M C 61 Arts 0 2

191 | Mr. Leslie Oswin Strays Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad M C 70 Economic 0 6

192 | Mr.Lim Eng Ho Magnum Corporation Berhad M C 62 Business studies 0 7

193 | Mr. Pragasa Moorthi KLCC Property Holdings Berhad M I 60 Quantity Surveyor 1 3

194 | Mr. Tan Keon Yin Hong Leong Bank Berhad M C 63 Economic 3 13

195 | Mr. Wizayaratnam Somasundram EON Capital Berhad M I 68 Economic 1 5

196 | Mr. Wong Chin Yen Gamuda Berhad F C 47 Law 1 14

197 | Mr. Wong Shiang Magnum Corporation Berhad M C 42 Accounting 0 7

198 | Muri Muhammad Petronas Gas Berhad M M 54 Science 0 1

199 | Ong Aun Kung E & O Property Development Berhad M C 52 Property 0 8

Management
200 | OngLe Cheong DRB Hicom Berhad M C 66 Science 2 2
201 | Ooi Teik Huat Tradewinds Plantation Berhad M C 47 Accounting 0 1
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202 | Patrick Houghtok Walc Hap Seng Plantation Holdings M Danish 53 1
Berhad
203 | Peter Selvarajah United Plantations Berhad M I 68 Accounting 0 12
204 | Peter U Chin Wei TA Enterprise Berhad M C 57 | Accounting 0 8
205 | Quah Chin Chye Top Glove Berhad M C 53 | Accounting 0 6 Retired
government officer
206 | Quah Poh Keat Plus Expressway Berhad M C 55 Accounting 0 0.2
207 | Rahimah Mahmood TA Enterprise Berhad F M 50 Business studies 0 1
208 | Raja Abidin Raja Shahrome IOl Property Berhad M M 62 Business studies 0 18
209 | Raja Dato' Seri Abdul Aziz b. Raja Salim Gamuda Berhad M M 69 | Accounting 10 6
" PPB Group Berhad
210 | Raja Dato' Seri Aman bin Raja Ahmad Affin Holdings Berhad M M 62 Accounting 0 16 Retired
government officer
211 | Raja Tan Sri Muhammad Alias b Raja Batu Kawan Berhad M M 76 Arts 6 28
Muhd Ali
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad
" Maybank Berhad
212 | Ralph Marshall KLCC Property Holdings Berhad M [ 55 Accounting 3 2
213 | Ramachandran Nair [JM Plantation Berhad M | 69 Agriculture 0 1
214 | Raymond Tein RB Land Berhad M C 47 Business studies 1 7
215 | Rayvin Tan Yeong Sheik Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad M C 28 | Accounting 0 1
216 | Ronnie Kok Lai Huat Time.Com Berhad M C 53 Business studies 0 1
217 | Rosli Man Telekom Malaysia Berhad M M 54 Engineering 0 6
218 | Sahibudeen Abdul Kadir Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad M M 54 Business studies 1 5
219 | Saw Ewe Seng Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad M C 69 Engineering 0 7
220 | Sekarajasekaran Arasarathnam Top Glove Berhad M I 79 Engineering 0 7
221 | Shahril Ridza Ridzuan Media Prima Berhad M M 38 Law 0 6
222 | Stephen Gen Sin Alliance Finance Group Berhad M C 52 Accounting 0 3
223 | TaiKai Seng IGB Corporation Berhad M C 56 | Accounting 0 3
224 | TanKeok Yin Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad M C 63 Economic 3 6
" Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad
225 | Tan Siat Tee Sunway City Berhad M C 67 Accounting 2 6
226 | Tan Sri A. Razak Ismail Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad M M 65 Public Admin 5 3 Retired
government officer
227 | Tan Sri Ab. Rahman Omar Wan Seong Corporation Berhad M C 62 Economic 4 4
228 | Tan Sri Abdul Halim Ali IJM Corporation Berhad M M 64 Arts 4 1 Retired
government officer
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229 | Tan Sri Alwi Jantan Guiness Anchor Berhad M M 73 Arts 13 Retired
government officer
230 | Tan Sri Clifford Francis Herbert Resort World Berhad M I 66 Public Admin. 5 Retired
government officer
231 | Tan SriDato' Dr. Lin See Yan Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad M C 68 Economic 1
232 | Tan SriDato' Dr. Sak Cheng Lum STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad M C 63 Medicine 6 Retired
government officer
233 | Tan SriDato' Dr. Teng Chew Ping Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad M C 65 Art 7
234 | Tan SriDato' Emest Zulliger NESTLE Malaysia Berhad M Swiss 75 Business studies 24
235 | Tan Sri Dato' Hari Narayanan Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad M I 57 Engineering 12
" Setia Berhad
" Tenaga Nasional berhad
236 | Tan SriDato' Ir (Dr) Wan Abdul Rahman MMC Corporation Berhad M M 66 Civil Engineering 8 Retired
government officer
237 | Tan SriDato' Ir Taha bin Haji Mohd. Sunway City Berhad M M 72 Engineering 17
Hashim
238 | Tan Sri Dato' Jaafar Abdul Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad M M 75 No record 18 Retired
government officer
" Pakson Berhad
239 | Tan SriDato' Lau Yin Pin @ Lau Yen Beng | Tenaga Nasional berhad M C 58 | Accounting 6
240 | Tan Sri Dato' Megat Zaharuddin bin Megat | Maybank Berhad M M 58 Engineering 3
Mohd Nor
241 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohamad Noordin UMW Holdings Berhad M M 68 Economic 4
242 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohd Ramli b. Kushairi Gamuda Berhad M M 7 Social Science 6
243 | Tan Sri Dato' Mohd. Ibrahim AMMB Holdings Berhad M M 64 Business studies 3 Retired
government officer
244 | Tan Sri Dato' Nasaruddin bin Bahari Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad M M 69 Art 1 Retired
government officer
245 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Haidar Mohamed Nor Bumiputera Commerce Asset M M 68 Law 1
Holdings Berhad
246 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Haji Zainul Ariffin Gamuda Berhad M M 61 Business Studies. 3
247 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Khalid Ahmad Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad M M 4l Law 25 Retired
government officer
" IGB Corporation Berhad
248 | Tan Sri Dato' Seri Syed Anwar Jamalullail NESTLE Malaysia Berhad M M 56 Accounting 5
249 | Tan SriDato' Thong Yaw Hong Batu Kawan Berhad M C 7 Economic 12 Retired
government officer
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad M C 7 Economic 20
" Public Bank Berhad M C 77 Economic 21
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250 | Tan Sri Datuk Abdul Rahim Berjaya Corporation Berhad M M 7 Arts 0 2 Retired
government officer
251 | Tan Sri Datuk Amar Leo Moggie Digi Com Berhad M B 66 Business 1 2 Ex.Cabinet
Minister
252 | Tan Sri Datuk Anuar Abd. Hamid Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad M M 62 Economic 1 4 Retired
government officer
" Tradewinds Corporation Berhad M M 62 Economic 1 6
253 | Tan Sri Datuk Arshad Ayub Kulim Malaysia Berhad M M 79 Agriculture 8 20 Retired
government officer
" Top Glove Berhad
254 | Tan Sri Datuk Asmat Kamaluddin Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad M M 64 Economic 10 5 Retired
government officer
255 | Tan Sri Datuk Cliford Aminvestment Group Berhad M I 65 Public 5 2 Retired
Administration government officer
" AMMB Holdings Berhad M I 65 Public 5 3
Administration
256 | Tan Sri Datuk Dr. Aris Othman Aminvestment Group Berhad M M 62 Economic 5 3 Retired
government officer
" AMMB Holdings Berhad
" YTL Power Berhad
257 | Tan SriDr. Hashim Md. Ali Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad M M 72 Business Studies 3 15
258 | Tan SriDr. Lin See Yan Genting Berhad M C 68 Economic 6 6
" Resort World Berhad
" Wan Seong Corporation Berhad
259 | Tan SriDr. Murad Mohammad Nor [JM Corporation Berhad M M 76 Administration 22 Retired
government officer
260 | Tan Sri lbrahim Menudin Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad M M 62 Commerce 0 1 Retired
government officer
261 | Tan Sri Kamarul Ariffin b. Mohamed Yassin | RHB Capital Berhad M M 73 Law 1 28
262 | Tan SriLee Lam Thye Media Prima Berhad M C 61 Education 3 4
" Setia Berhad
263 | Tan Sri Marzuki Mohd. Nor DRB Hicom Berhad M M 59 Art 1 1 Retired
government officer
264 | Tan Sri Nik Mohamad Nik Yaakob Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad M M 58 Engineering 5 2
265 | Tan Sri Razali Ismail Plus Expressway Berhad M M 69 Political Science 3 5 Retired
government officer
266 | Tan Sri Sew Huat Lye Shell Refining Company Malaysia M C 73 Economic 3 23
Berhad
267 | Tan Sri Wan Sidek Wan Abdul Rahman Resort World Berhad M M 72 Economic 5 10 Retired
government officer
268 | Tan Yuen Fan Alliance Finance Group Berhad M C 63 Accounting 0 2
269 | Tay Beng Chai Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad M C 46 Law 0 4
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270 | Tee Kim Chan Alliance Finance Group Berhad M C 54 Law 3 3
271 | Teh Soon Poh Maybank Berhad M C 7 Law 4 10
272 | Tengku Robert Hamzah Batu Kawan Berhad M C 68 Architecture 1 31
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad
273 | Tengku Tan Sri Dr. Mahaleel b. Tengku NESTLE Malaysia Berhad M M 61 Economic 1 4
Avriff
274 | Tenku Abdul Rahman Ibni Sultan Haji Public Bank Berhad M M 47 Business Studies 2 23
Ahmad Shah
275 | Teo Tong How Sunway City Berhad M C 64 | Architecture 0 6
276 | Tiong Hock Seng Banda Raya Developments Berhad M C 75 Accounting 0 6
277 | Tuan Haji Johari Abas Boustead Corporation Berhad M M 76 Agriculture 2 17
278 | Tuan Haji kadir Mat Kassim Proton Holdings Berhad M M 67 Law 7 4 Retired
government officer
" UEM World Berhad
279 | Tuan Haji Nordin Abdullah Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation M M 56 Economic 0 1
Berhad
280 | Tuan Syed Zaid Syed Albar Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad M M 53 Law 4 13
281 | Tunku Tan Sri Dato' Seri Ahmad b. Tunku Sime Darby Berhad M M 78 Economic 3 29
Yahya
282 Wor?/g Yuen Kuai Hap Seng Plantation Holdings M C 54 Law 0 1
Berhad
283 | Yeoh Eng Khoon Batu Kawan Berhad M C 60 Economic 2 2
" Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad
284 | Yeong Chee Wan RB Land Berhad M C 47 Engineering 1 6 Retired
government officer
285 | Yeow Teck Chai Pakson Berhad M C 57 Economic 0 1
286 | YM Professor Diaja Ungku Abdul Aziz Plus Expressway Berhad M M 86 Economic 0 5 Retired
government officer
287 | YM Tengku Tan Sri Dato' Seri Ahmad Oriental Holdings Berhad M M 76 Law 0 7 Ex. Cabinet
Rithauddean bin Tengku Ismail Minister
288 | Yong Soon Hian Banda Raya Developments Berhad M C 60 Management Sc. 0 7
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Structure of top 100 Malaysian PLCs' boards

Appendix N

31/12/2007 Remuneration (RM)
Current Company Name Sector Leadership Meetinglyear . Non
Ranking Executive Executive Total
1 Sime Darby Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 14 2,011,000 1,376,000 3,387,000
2 IOl Corporation Berhad PLANTATION Dual 8 24,937,000 360,000 25,297,000
3 Maybank Berhad FINANCE Separate 16 4,465,000 3,641,000 8,106,000
4 Tenaga Nasional Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 17 1,107,280 791,301 1,898,581
5 Public Bank Berhad FINANCE Separate 16 10,778,000 25,843,000 36,621,000
6 Telekom Malaysia berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 12 1,771,087 1,410,735 3,181,822
7 Bumiputera Commerce Holding Berhad FINANCE Separate 15 9,350,000 15,210,000 24,560,000
8 MISC Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 7 4,278,000 1,445,000 5,723,000
9 Genting Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Dual 4 44,245,000 463,000 44,708,000
10 Resorts World Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Dual 8 44,163,000 505,000 44,668,000
11 Petronas Gas Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 4 - 346,207 346,207
12 Digi Com Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT COS. Separate 4 - 244,000 244,000
13 Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad PLANTATION Dual 4 2,126,000 799,000 2,925,000
14 PLUS Expressway Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 8 1,014,000 705,000 1,719,000
15 YTL Power Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT COS. Separate 5 7,469,000 227,000 7,696,000
16 MMC Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 7 1,656,622 700,021 2,356,643
17 YTL Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION Separate 5 10,073,000 113,000 10,186,000
18 PBB Group Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 5 11,006,000 3,888,000 14,894,000
19 RHB Capital Berhad FINANCE Separate 23 517,000 2,162,000 2,679,000
20 British American Tobacco (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 8 7,607,645 517,556 8,125,201
21 Hong Leong Bank Berhad FINANCE Separate 10 2,859,335 945,404 3,804,739
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22 Gamuda Berhad CONSTRUCTION Separate 4 4,963,000 5,360,000 10,323,000
23 Pakson Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Dual 5 130,000 175,000 305,000
24 AMMB Holdings Berhad FINANCE Separate 13 2,866,000 3,647,000 6,513,000
25 Petronas Dagang Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 6 - 274,000 274,000
26 UMW Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 10 1,546,000 673,000 2,219,000
27 Malaysia Airline System Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 11 3,110,000 754,000 3,864,000
28 KNM Group Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 5 2,187,380 222,035 2,409,415
29 Bursa Malaysia Berhad FINANCE Separate 13 1,968,000 1,981,000 3,949,000
30 Tanjong Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 8 230,000 1,195,000 1,425,000
31 |JM Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION Separate 5 4,685,000 394,000 5,079,000
32 Berjaya Land Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 5 1,136,000 107,000 1,243,000
33 Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 4 6,140,000 524,000 6,664,000
34 Astro All Asia Networks Be TRADING/SERVICES Separate 6 3,367,899 1,216,626 4,584,525
35 Asiatic Development Berhad PLANTATION Separate 4 1,509,000 1,005,000 2,514,000
36 Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad FINANCE Separate 4 4,102,688 3,185,700 7,288,388
37 NESTLE Malaysia Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 4 2,929,000 169,000 3,098,000
38 UEM World Berhad CONSTRUCTION Separate 9 156,000 633,000 789,000
39 Setia Berhad PROPERTY Separate 5 15,223,000 2,247,000 17,470,000
40 Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 6 1,882,114 280,000 2,162,114
41 Batu Kawan Berhad PLANTATION Dual 4 1,247,000 653,000 1,900,000
42 Aminvestment Group Berhad FINANCE Separate 11 - 6,885,000 6,885,000
43 Alliance Finance Group Berhad FINANCE Separate 13 - 663,000 663,000
44 Magnum Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 8 1,067,156 783,620 1,850,776
45 EON Capital Berhad FINANCE Separate 8 - 2,389,000 2,389,000
46 Berjaya Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Dual 5 35,000 87,000 1,122,000

47 Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 230,750 364,250 595,000
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48 IOl Property Berhad PROPERTY Dual 7 7,002,000 192,000 7,194,000
49 Bousted Corporation Berhad PLANTATION Separate 4 2,662,000 656,000 3,318,000
50 Affin Holdings Berhad FINANCE Separate 7 459,500 606,150 1,065,650
51 Airasia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 4 3,090,000 696,000 3,786,000
52 Sarawak Electricity Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 5 851,010 365,650 1,216,660
53 Oriental Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 7 7,175,000 529,000 7,704,000
54 Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 5 881,000 165,300 1,046,300
55 IGB Corporation Berhad PROPERTY Separate 4 2,609,357 399,690 3,009,047
56 Airport Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 16 683,041 517,100 1,200,141
57 KLCC Property Holdings Berhad PROPERTY Separate 4 236,500 236,500
58 Zelan Berhad CONSTRUCTION Separate 9 ,531,000 41,000 3,072,000
59 Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 7 ,792,000 64,000 2,556,000
60 WCT Engineering Berhad CONSTRUCTION Separate 4 6,018,316 1,107,919 7,126,235
61 United Plantations Berhad PLANTATION Separate 5 3,221,083 404,000 3,625,083
62 Dialog Group Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 6 1,796,000 136,500 1,932,500
63 HAP Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad PLANTATION Separate 3 672,000 98,000 770,000
64 STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 5 0,789,226 658,489 11,447,715
65 YTL Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 6 /459,000 38,000 3,897,000
66 Bintulu Port Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 6 1,492,382 789,800 2,282,182
67 Media Prima Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 9 3,712,237 954,501 4,666,738
68 Kulim Malaysia Berhad PLANTATION Separate 5 2,102,958 543,668 2,646,626
69 Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 6 4,320,615 745,500 5,066,115
70 Sunway City Berhad PROPERTY Separate 5 5,924,171 132,000 6,056,171
71 Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION Separate 8 1,162,000 413,000 1,575,000
72 Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 7 14,337,000 1,320,000 15,657,000
73 Kencana Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 2 2,469,000 62,000 2,531,000
74 Tradewinds Plantation Berhad PLANTATION Separate 10 49,000 549,000
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75 IJM Plantation Berhad PLANTATION Separate 4 ,257,000 68,000 1,425,000
76 Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad PROPERTY Separate 4 ,131,206 56,013 1,387,219
7 Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT COS. Separate 0,489,291 17,000 10,806,291
78 Proton Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 15 229,278 ,569,118 2,798,396
79 Mulpha International Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 4 2,146,000 10,000 2,256,000
80 Top Glove berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Dual 4 ,930,000 36,000 3,066,000
81 Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad TECHNOLOGY Separate 4 ,716,481 65,000 2,881,481
82 Time.Com Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT COS. Separate 9 1,143,176 1,143,176
83 Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT COS. Separate 5 126,000 56,100 582,100
84 E & O Property Development Berhad PROPERTY Dual 5 ,601,000 204,000 5,805,000
85 AEON Co. (M) Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 7 855,494 92,400 1,747,894
86 Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 6 8,000 64,441 192,441
87 Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 8 ,165,000 44,000 1,909,000
88 TA Enterprise Berhad FINANCE Separate 6 3,699,000 7,000 3,766,000
89 Wan Seong Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 5 ,863,000 24,000 4,187,000
90 LPI Capital Berhad FINANCE Separate 12 ,874,000 31,000 2,505,000
91 Guiness Anchor Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 5 ,078,000 59,000 4,337,000
92 Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 6 ,749,000 72,000 3,121,000
93 RB Land Holdings Berhad PROPERTY Separate 4 ,213,680 0,500 1,254,180
94 Tradewinds (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS Separate 7 64,000 964,000
95 DRB Hicom Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 8 ,151,561 ,848,920 5,000,481
96 OSK Holdings Berhad FINANCE Separate 4 06,816 87,500 694,316
97 Tradewinds Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES Separate 13 32,518 932,518
98 Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 8 99,500 88,000 1,187,500
99 Banda Raya Developments Berhad PROPERTY Separate 10 ,013,000 09,000 1,722,000
100 TA ANN Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS Separate 5 4,060,260 67,246 4,827,506
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Top 100 Malaysian PLCs' boards’ committees

Appendix O

31/12/2007
Ranking Company Name Sector Audit Nomination Remuneration Risk Investment ESOS CSR
1 Sime Darby Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v v v
|0l Corporation Berhad PLANTATION v
3 Maybank Berhad FINANCE v v v v v
4 Tenaga Nasional Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v v
5 Public Bank Berhad FINANCE v v v v
6 Telekom Malaysia berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v v
7 Bumiputera Commerce Holding FINANCE v v v v
8 MISC Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
9 Genting Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
10 Resorts World Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
1 Petronas Gas Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
12 Digi Com Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT v v v
13 Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad SI?I;SNTATION v v v
14 PLUS Expressway Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v v
15 YTL Power Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT v v v
16 MMC Corporation Berhad ?Ig/’\sblNG/SERVICES v v v
17 YTL Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION v v v
18 PBB Group Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v v v
19 RHB Capital Berhad FINANCE v v v
20 British American Tobacco (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v v v
21 Hong Leong Bank Berhad FINANCE v v v
22 Gamuda Berhad CONSTRUCTION v v v
23 Pakson Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
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24 AMMB Holdings Berhad FINANCE v v v
25 Petronas Dagang Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
26 UMW Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v v
27 Malaysia Airline System Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
28 KNM Group Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
29 Bursa Malaysia Berhad FINANCE v v v
30 Tanjong Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
31 |JM Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION v v v
32 Berjaya Land Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
33 Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
34 Astro All Asia Networks Behad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
35 Asiatic Development Berhad PLANTATION v v v
36 Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad FINANCE v v v
37 NESTLE Malaysia Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v v
38 UEM World Berhad CONSTRUCTION v v v
39 Setia Berhad PROPERTY v v v
40 Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
41 Batu Kawan Berhad PLANTATION v v v
42 Aminvestment Group Berhad FINANCE v v v
43 Alliance Finance Group Berhad FINANCE v v v
44 Magnum Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
45 EON Capital Berhad FINANCE v v v
46 Berjaya Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
47 Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
48 |0l Property Berhad PROPERTY v v v
49 Bousted Corporation Berhad PLANTATION v v v
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50 Affin Holdings Berhad FINANCE v v v
51 Airasia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
52 Sarawak Electricity Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
53 Oriental Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v v
54 Shell Refining Company Malaysia INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
55 IGB Corporation Berhad PROPERTY v v v
56 Airport Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
57 KLCC Property Holdings Berhad PROPERTY 4 v v
58 Zelan Berhad CONSTRUCTION v v v
59 Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v v
60 WCT Engineering Berhad CONSTRUCTION v v v
61 United Plantations Berhad PLANTATION v v v
62 Dialog Group Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
63 HAP Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad | PLANTATION v v v
64 STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
65 YTL Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 4

66 Bintulu Port Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
67 Media Prima Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
68 Kulim Malaysia Berhad PLANTATION v v v
69 Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
70 Sunway City Berhad PROPERTY v v v
71 Malaysian Resources Corporation CONSTRUCTION v v v
72 Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
73 Kencana Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
74 Tradewinds Plantation Berhad PLANTATION v v v
75 |JM Plantation Berhad PLANTATION v v v
76 Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad PROPERTY v v v
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77 Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad Ié\lggASTRUCTURE PROJECT v v v
78 Proton Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v

79 Mulpha International Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v

80 Top Glove berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v

81 Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad TECHNOLOGY 4

82 Time.Com Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT v v v
83 Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad I?\IC;EASTRUCTURE PROJECT v v v
84 E & O Property Development SSSFERTY v v v
85 AEON Co. (M) Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
86 Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
87 Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v

88 TA Enterprise Berhad FINANCE v v v
89 Wan Seong Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
90 LPI Capital Berhad FINANCE v v v
91 Guiness Anchor Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 4 v v
92 Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
93 RB Land Holdings Berhad PROPERTY v

94 Tradewinds (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v v v
95 DRB Hicom Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
96 OSK Holdings Berhad FINANCE v v v
97 Tradewinds Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v v
98 Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
99 Banda Raya Developments Berhad PROPERTY v v v
100 TA ANN Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v v v
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Top 100 Malaysian PLCs boards’ committees (continue)

31/12/2007
Company Name Sector Credit | Executive | Tender | Disciplinary | Muamalat | Syariah | Share OSHA
Ranking
1 Sime Darby Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v
|0l Corporation Berhad PLANTATION
3 Maybank Berhad FINANCE v
4 Tenaga Nasional Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v v
5 Public Bank Berhad FINANCE v
6 Telekom Malaysia berhad TRADING/SERVICES v
7 Bumiputera Commerce Holding FINANCE
8 MISC Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
9 Genting Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
10 Resorts World Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
1 Petronas Gas Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS
12 Digi Com Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE
PROJECT COS.
13 Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad PLANTATION
14 PLUS Expressway Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
15 YTL Power Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE
PROJECT COS.
16 MMC Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES v
17 YTL Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION
18 PBB Group Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS
19 RHB Capital Berhad FINANCE v v
20 British American Tobacco (M) CONSUMER PRODUCTS
21 Hong Leong Bank Berhad FINANCE v v
22 Gamuda Berhad CONSTRUCTION
23 Pakson Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
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24 AMMB Holdings Berhad FINANCE
25 Petronas Dagang Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
26 UMW Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS
27 Malaysia Airline System Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
28 KNM Group Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS
29 Bursa Malaysia Berhad FINANCE
30 Tanjong Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
31 [JM Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION v
32 Berjaya Land Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
33 Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
34 Astro All Asia Networks Be TRADING/SERVICES
35 Asiatic Development Berhad PLANTATION
36 Hong Leong Finance Group FINANCE
Berhad
37 NESTLE Malaysia Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS
38 UEM World Berhad CONSTRUCTION
39 Setia Berhad PROPERTY v
40 Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS
41 Batu Kawan Berhad PLANTATION
42 Aminvestment Group Berhad FINANCE
43 Alliance Finance Group Berhad FINANCE
44 Magnum Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
45 EON Capital Berhad FINANCE
46 Berjaya Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
47 Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
48 IOl Property Berhad PROPERTY
49 Bousted Corporation Berhad PLANTATION
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50 Affin Holdings Berhad FINANCE
51 Airasia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
52 Sarawak Electricity Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
53 Oriental Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS
54 Shell Refining Company Malaysia | INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS
Berhad
55 IGB Corporation Berhad PROPERTY v
56 Airport Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
57 KLCC Property Holdings Berhad PROPERTY
58 Zelan Berhad CONSTRUCTION v
59 Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad | CONSUMER PRODUCTS
60 WCT Engineering Berhad CONSTRUCTION
61 United Plantations Berhad PLANTATION v
62 Dialog Group Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
63 HAP Seng Plantation Holdings PLANTATION
64 STAR Publications Malaysia TRADING/SERVICES
65 YTL Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS
66 Bintulu Port Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
67 Media Prima Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
68 Kulim Malaysia Berhad PLANTATION
69 Titan Chemicals Corporation INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS
70 Sunway City Berhad PROPERTY
71 Malaysian Resources Corporation | CONSTRUCTION
72 Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
73 Kencana Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES
74 Tradewinds Plantation Berhad PLANTATION v
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75 [JM Plantation Berhad PLANTATION

76 Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad PROPERTY

77 Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE
PROJECT COS.

78 Proton Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS v

79 Mulpha International Berhad TRADING/SERVICES

80 Top Glove berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS

81 Malaysian Pacific Industries TECHNOLOGY

82 Time.Com Berhad INFRASTRUCTURE v
PROJECT COS.

83 Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings INFRASTRUCTURE

Berhad PROJECT COS.

84 E & O Property Development PROPERTY

85 AEON Co. (M) Berhad TRADING/SERVICES

86 Bousted Heavy Industry INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS

Corporation Berhad

87 Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES

88 TA Enterprise Berhad FINANCE v

89 Wan Seong Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS

90 LPI Capital Berhad FINANCE

91 Guiness Anchor Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS

92 Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad TRADING/SERVICES

93 RB Land Holdings Berhad PROPERTY

94 Tradewinds (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS

95 DRB Hicom Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS v

96 OSK Holdings Berhad FINANCE

97 Tradewinds Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES

98 Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS

99 Banda Raya Developments PROPERTY

100 TA ANN Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS
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Composition of top 100 Malaysian PLCs’ Boards

Appendix P

31112/2007 Board Total
Ranking Company Name Sector Soiig ingﬁzirjrint
1 Sime Darby Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 11 6
2 IOl Corporation Berhad PLANTATION 6 2
3 Maybank Berhad FINANCE 11 6
4 Tenaga Nasional Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 10 3
5 Public Bank Berhad FINANCE 8 5
6 Telekom Malaysia berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9 5
7 Bumiputera Commerce Holding Berhad | FINANCE 10 5
8 MISC Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8 5
9 Genting Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8 3
10 Resorts World Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8 4
11 Petronas Gas Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 9 3
12 Digi Com Berhad g\lggASTRUCTURE PROJECT 5 2
13 Kuala Lumpur Kepong Berhad PLANTATION 8 4
14 PLUS Expressway Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 11 5
15 YTL Power Berhad CESASTRUCTURE PROJECT | 43 4
16 MMC Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8 2
17 YTL Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION 13 4
18 PBB Group Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 9 4
19 RHB Capital Berhad FINANCE 7 4
20 British American Tobacco (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 7 3
21 Hong Leong Bank Berhad FINANCE 11 4
22 Gamuda Berhad CONSTRUCTION 13 5
23 Pakson Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9 5
24 AMMB Holdings Berhad FINANCE 11 5
25 Petronas Dagang Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 3
26 UMW Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 9 3
27 Malaysia Airline System Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 12 6
28 KNM Group Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 8 3
29 Bursa Malaysia Berhad FINANCE 13 5
30 Tanjong Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 6 3
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31 IJM Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION 12 5
32 Berjaya Land Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 2
33 Berjaya Sport & Toto Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9 2
34 Astro All Asia Networks Be TRADING/SERVICES 6 3
35 Asiatic Development Berhad PLANTATION 7 4
36 Hong Leong Finance Group Berhad FINANCE 9 3
37 NESTLE Malaysia Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 8 3
38 UEM World Berhad CONSTRUCTION 8 3
39 Setia Berhad PROPERTY 12 4
40 Lafarge Malayan Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 12 5
41 Batu Kawan Berhad PLANTATION 8 4
42 Aminvestment Group Berhad FINANCE 8 4
43 Alliance Finance Group Berhad FINANCE 9 6
44 Magnum Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 4
45 EON Capital Berhad FINANCE 7 4
46 Berjaya Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 14 5
a7 Malaysian Bulk Carriers Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9 3
48 101 Property Berhad PROPERTY 7 2
49 Bousted Corporation Berhad PLANTATION 7 3
50 Affin Holdings Berhad FINANCE 6 3
51 Airasia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8 4
52 Sarawak Electricity Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 6 3
53 Oriental Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 9 3
54 Shell Refining Company Malaysia Berhad| INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 8 3
55 IGB Corporation Berhad PROPERTY 8 4
56 Airport Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 10 3
57 KLCC Property Holdings Berhad PROPERTY 9 5
58 Zelan Berhad CONSTRUCTION 7 3
59 Fraser & Neave Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 11 4
60 WCT Engineering Berhad CONSTRUCTION 10 3
61 United Plantations Berhad PLANTATION 9 4
62 Dialog Group Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9 3
63 HAP Seng Plantation Holdings Berhad PLANTATION 9 3
64 STAR Publications Malaysia Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 10 4
65 YTL Cement Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 15 5
66 Bintulu Port Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9 3
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67 Media Prima Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 9 5
68 Kulim Malaysia Berhad PLANTATION 12 5
69 Titan Chemicals Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 9 3
70 Sunway City Berhad PROPERTY 10 3
71 Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad CONSTRUCTION 8 3
72 Multi-Purpose Holdings Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 3
73 Kencana Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 2
74 Tradewinds Plantation Berhad PLANTATION 6 2
75 IJM Plantation Berhad PLANTATION 8 4
76 Guocoland (Malaysia) Berhad PROPERTY 7 3
77 Puncak Niaga Holdings Berhad g\'ggASTRUCTURE PROJECT 10 3
78 Proton Holdings Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 8 4
79 Mulpha International Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 3
80 Top Glove berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 9 3
81 Malaysian Pacific Industries Berhad TECHNOLOGY 5 3
82 Time.Com Berhad IC’:\‘('):SR.ASTRUCTURE PROJECT 8 4
83 Linkaran Trans Kota Holdings Berhad g\lcl):SR.ASTRUCTURE PROJECT 8 3
84 E & O Property Development Berhad PROPERTY 7 2
85 AEON Co. (M) Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8 3
86 Bousted Heavy Industry Corporation Berh{ INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 6 1
87 Sapuracrest Petroleum Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 5
88 TA Enterprise Berhad FINANCE 8 4
89 Wan Seong Corporation Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 8 3
90 LPI Capital Berhad FINANCE 5 2
91 Guiness Anchor Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 8 6
92 Hap Seng Consolidated Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 8 3
93 RB Land Holdings Berhad PROPERTY 1 3
94 Tradewinds (M) Berhad CONSUMER PRODUCTS 8 3
95 DRB Hicom Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 10 5
96 OSK Holdings Berhad FINANCE 7 3
97 Tradewinds Corporation Berhad TRADING/SERVICES 7 5
98 Lion Diversified Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 7 3
99 Banda Raya Developments Berhad PROPERTY 6 3
100 TA ANN Holdings Berhad INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 7 3
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