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Original Research

Introduction

This study examines the relationship between female man-
ager and corruption in SMEs (Small and Medium-sized 
Enterprises), and whether the role of female leadership in 
reducing levels of corruption can be different between family 
SMEs-household business and nonfamily SMEs. In the lit-
erature, family business can be defined as organizations that 
founding or controlling individual or families play an essen-
tial role in firms’ activities (Chua et al., 2011). To test our 
research questions, we concentrate on SMEs and household 
businesses in Vietnam. Household businesses are defined in 
Vietnamese legislation (Decree 43/2010/NĐ-CP) as a form 
of privately owned small business, with an individual who 
can stand up to be the owner or a family consisting of mem-
bers who are Vietnamese citizens, being full 18 years old, full 
of have the capacity and satisfy the requirements of civil 
acts. Thus, household businesses can be recognized as micro-
small family businesses (family SMEs) according to the 
definition in the study of Lussier and Sonfield (2015) because 
they are owned and managed by an individual or a family, 
and employing a small number of workers. With the usual 

number of employees less than 10 people, household busi-
nesses trades goods that do not require too much technology 
such as grocery store, food store, making salt, doing business 
in street vendors, and snacking. In the situation of an emerg-
ing country like Vietnam, the number of SMEs in 2018 was 
about 600,000 businesses, accounting for 97.6% of all firms, 
which contributed to approximately 50% of total employ-
ment and 40% of GDP (Phan & Archer, 2020). In SMEs, 
household businesses accounted for a large proportion, 
which contributed to approximately 80% of jobs and 31.2% 
of the GDP of the Delta areas in 2011 (Giang et al., 2016).

In recent year, because of the growing presence of women 
in top management team (TMT), many studies have focused 
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on the question whether the representation of women in TMT 
increases or reduces corruption. Previous studies argued that 
female participant in leadership positions is associated nega-
tively with the level of corruption in firms (Breen et al., 
2017; Ponomariov & Kisunko, 2018; Trentini & Malinka, 
2017). This is because women have higher ethical standards 
(Swamy et al., 2001), more trustworthy (Dollar et al., 2001), 
fewer opportunities to commit corruption (Trentini & 
Malinka, 2017), and more risk-adverse than men (Buchan 
et al., 2008; Croson & Gneezy, 2009), and therefore nega-
tively impacts the corruption degrees in businesses.

In order to disentangle the nexus between female represen-
tation and the firms’ level of corruption, and illuminating with 
light on this field, we examine this relationship in SMEs and 
evaluate whether family business status moderates the link-
age between female participant in TMT and firm corruption. 
Several researchers have suggested that the characteristic of 
female leadership in family businesses is different in nonfam-
ily firms. Family businesses are highly likely to incorporate 
women into TMTs, compared to nonfamily firms to preserve 
the interests of the family’s control (Abdullah, 2014). 
However, Chadwick and Dawson (2018) argued that the lead-
ership of women in family firms is mitigated due to its limited 
role and power in the firms, compared to men. They are often 
considered as “behind-the-scenes” emotional leader (Martinez 
Jimenez, 2009) and their role is usually underrated and less 
consideration than men’s work (Martinez Jimenez, 2009; 
Rodríguez-Ariza et al., 2017). Although an amount of litera-
ture identified a significant relationship between female par-
ticipation and a lower degree of corruption (Breen et al., 
2017; Dollar et al., 2001; Jagger & Shively, 2015; Torgler & 
Valev, 2006), limited studies in this field have investigated 
whether the nexus between female management and firm’s 
corruption is adjusted by family business status.

In Vietnam, although this country follows East Asian cul-
ture which tends to hold misconceptions about the role of 
women in society (Pham & Hoang, 2019), in recent years, 
Vietnamese women are participating more and more in lead-
ing and operating enterprises. The report, conducted by the 
General Statistics Office of Vietnam (GSO), showed that the 
proportion of female participant in TMT accounts for 
approximately 23% of all managers in the business field 
(Tran, 2020), whereas they also contribute up to 71% of 
SMEs and 23% of household businesses leaders according to 
the World Bank report in 2014 (Pham & Hoang, 2019). 
Consequently, the role of female managers in SMEs and 
household firms in Vietnam is an interesting topic that should 
be investigated.

To add to the understanding of the orientation of female 
managers toward corruption in SMEs and household busi-
nesses, we adopt the socioemotional wealth theory (SEW) 
and the upper echelon theory. The SEW perspective is 
derived from the lack of a theoretical perspective which is 
idiosyncratic to family-controlled firms. This theory sug-
gests that major strategic decisions and management behav-
ior in family-controlled firms depend on the preservation of 

“nonfinancial aspects” or “affective endowments” of family 
members (Berrone et al., 2012). As the preservation of SEW, 
family firms proactively engage to “legitimate” stakehold-
ers, including officials (Cennamo et al., 2012). Based on 
SEW theory, previous studies showed that family-controlled 
firms tend to sustain their reputation and image as well as 
being less corrupt than their nonfamily counterparts (Berrone 
et al., 2010; Dawson et al., 2020; Ding et al., 2016). To 
understand the influence of female leadership on firms’ 
activities, the upper echelons theory (UET) is used. This 
theory states that there is a correlation between business’s 
strategic decisions and managerial background characteris-
tics (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Gender of managers is one 
of managers’ observable demographic indicators that should 
be concerned.

In the context of Vietnam, a transitional economics, infor-
mal payment to the government can be considered as a 
“must-have behavior.” Indeed, Vietnam was ranked quite 
low at 107 out of 180 countries according to Transparency 
International’s Corruption Perception Index in 2017. As 
noted by Rand and Tarp (2012) and Van Vu et al. (2018), 
79% of Vietnamese firms usually make informal payment to 
tax officials. Household businesses, as well as SMEs, face 
the problem of corruption in Vietnam. About 20% of house-
hold businesses that had a relation with tax officials between 
2009 and 2010 paid an informal payment according to 
Transparency Global Corruption Barometer 2010 (Giang 
et al., 2016). The question is: whether or not small family 
businesses, operating in a corrupt environment, still perform 
better corporate reputation or being less corrupt than other 
SMEs. Thus, our study contributes to the literature by 
researching on the corrupt behavior of SMEs and household 
businesses in the situation of a highly corrupt country like 
Vietnam.

The paper makes empirical and practical contributions to 
the management literature. Our empirical results confirm the 
influence of female leadership on SMEs’ corruption level 
and this relationship is moderated by household businesses. 
First, because there is a lack of studies on small family firms 
(Bjuggren et al., 2018), this research provides evidence about 
Vietnamese household business, a type of small family firm 
and its relation with the firm’s level of corruption. Second, 
previous experimental studies suggested that gender-corrup-
tion nexus may depend on institutional and cultural contexts 
(Armantier & Boly, 2011; Frank et al., 2011). While women 
are less likely to involve in bribery in a strong institutional 
environment (Boehm, 2015), they are more likely to pay 
bribes in a weak institutional environment (Wellalage et al., 
2020). Thus, this study make some implications to the litera-
ture by providing new investigation into the nexus between 
female leadership and corruption in a highly corrupt and 
Asian cultural country like Vietnam. Third, while there are 
several studies examining how female leadership role in 
family firms’ ethical issues (Chen et al., 2018; Cruz et al., 
2019; Rodríguez-Ariza et al., 2017), we extend the literature 
by researching the relationship between female leadership 
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and corruption in family SMEs. From theoretical perspec-
tive, the study adds to SEW by finding that with the negative 
side of SEW and a good relationship with “legitimate” stake-
holder: the officials, family SMEs-household businesses 
impact negatively on the efficiency of female managers in 
reducing levels offirms’ corruption. Our finding also adds to 
the upper echelon theory that family-controlled firm can 
moderate the nexus between female leadership and firms’ 
behavior.

Theory and Hypotheses Development

The Socio-Emotional Wealth Theory (SEW) 
and Corruption in Family SMEs (Household 
Businesses)

A large and growing body of literature has investigated 
what is the difference between family firms and their non-
family counterparts. However, the field has often been in 
the shortage of a theoretical perspective which is idiosyn-
cratic to family-controlled firms because most early studies 
used theories borrowed from other fields such as agency 
theory, stewardship theory, and resource-based view (Prügl, 
2019). Furthermore, the controlling family impacts on the 
strategic decision, governance, and decision making of 
family businesses (Astrachan, 2003; Chua et al., 1999), 
which makes them become a unique organizational form 
Ding et al. (2016).

In response to this difficulty, Gómez-mejía et al. (2007) 
suggested a new theory—SEW—which states that major stra-
tegic decisions and management behavior in family-con-
trolled firms are derived from the protection of “nonfinancial 
aspects” or “affective endowments” of family members 
(Berrone et al., 2010). Gomez-mejia et al. (2011) also main-
tained that the preservation of SEW is prioritized over finan-
cial goals which conflicts with those non-economic values. In 
other words, the loss or gain of SEW is regarded as the most 
important reference point in family firms’ decision making. 
SEW approach can be a “theoretical cannon” which explains 
managerial choices, strategic decision making, corporate 
governance, the relation with stakeholder, and business ven-
tures (Berrone et al., 2010; Gomez-mejia et al., 2011; Kalm & 
Gomez-Mejia, 2016). However, scholars argued that SEW 
has a twofold outlook, referring to its dark side and bright side 
(Rodríguez-Ariza et al., 2017). Some previous studies found 
that due to SEW preservation, family businesses tend to be 
more socially responsible (engagement in CSR activities) 
than their nonfamily counterparts (Cennamo et al., 2012) but, 
regarding to the negative side, they also can prioritize family 
interests to the damage of their stakeholders in order to pre-
serve their SEW (Gedajlovic et al., 2012). To solve this con-
cern, a boarder perspective has been adopted by Berrone et al. 
(2012) who defined five dimensions of SEW, called FIBER 
consisting of “Family control and influence,” “Family mem-
bers’ identification with the firm,” “Binding social ties,” 

“Emotional attachment,” and “Renewal of family bonds to 
the firm through dynastic succession.”

In the literature review studies, comparing the ethical val-
ues of family businesses to their nonfamily counterparts, pre-
vious studies suggest that family businesses admire and 
prioritize ethical behavior or actions, compared with nonfa-
mily firms. For example, Ding and Wu (2014) addressed the 
influence of family ownership on one of ethics-related issues: 
corporate misconduct to find that family businesses have 
lower possibility to engage in corporate misconduct than 
nonfamily businesses. Regarding accounting study on family 
firm, Wang (2006) and Ali et al. (2007) argued that family 
firms tend to disclose the higher quality of accounting and 
financial information. In term of CSR (corporate social 
responsibility) study, family firms tend to pursue and commit 
CSR activities (Chalkasra et al., 2019; Labelle et al., 2018; 
Yu et al., 2015). Gils et al. (2014) also pointed out that family 
businesses pay more attention to social problem and stake-
holders than nonfamily firms. Family firms tend not to com-
mit unethical behavior (Chua et al., 1999; Litz, 2008) and 
generally receive greater ethical values (Anderson & Reeb, 
2003; Berrone et al., 2010). There are several reasons to 
explain. Most previous studies argued that SEW preservation 
is a key influence of family-controlled firms’ ethical behav-
ior (Ding et al., 2016). SEW protection is the way to preserve 
family firm’s identity, reputation, long-term growth, and sus-
tainability (Chalkasra et al., 2019; Ding et al., 2016; Labelle 
et al., 2018; Yu et al., 2015).

Corruption is one of ethical issues attracting the concern of 
many scholars and studies from different fields and disci-
plines. According to Bahoo et al. (2020, p. 2), corruption can 
be defined as “an illegal activity (bribery, fraud, financial 
crime, abuse, falsification, favoritism, nepotism, manipula-
tion, etc.) conducted through misuse of authority or power by 
public (government) or private (firms) officeholders for pri-
vate gain and benefit, financial or otherwise.” There are sev-
eral reasons to explain why firms engage in corruption. 
Although this illegal activity allows firms to surpass bureau-
cratic processes, complex regulations (Lui, 1985) and develop 
networks or social capital to exceed the challenges of entering 
a new market (Jong et al., 2012), which promotes growth and 
achieves higher financial performance (Ashyrov & Akuffo, 
2020; Williams & Kedir, 2016), firms may face reduced 
financial performance because of excessive bribe payment. 
Moreover, from previous empirical evidence, family firms 
perform a deeper concern for their image with the public and 
are not willing to engage in unethical activities (López-Pérez 
et al., 2018). Gils et al. (2014) also argued that the preserva-
tion of longevity and reputation make family firms to be more 
proactive in improving social issues and connections with 
their stakeholders than nonfamily counterparts. Household 
businesses are a type of family SMEs and thus, they maybe 
not likely to involve in corruption like bribe. .

To sum up, SEW preservation is a key characteristic of 
family-controlled organizations (Ding et al., 2016). As a 
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result, any potential damage to the firm’s image and reputa-
tion is not encouraged in family firms, as it impacts nega-
tively to SEW maintenance. Thus, we suggest the first 
hypothesis.

H1. Family SMEs (household businesses) are less corrupt 
than their nonfamily counterparts.

Upper Echelon Theory and Female Leadership

Top-level corporate managers impact on the decision to 
engage in bribes (Apergis & Apergis, 2017; Collins et al., 
2009; Hanousek et al., 2019). Upper-echelon theory argues 
that the demographic characteristics of CEOs, such as age, 
gender, and educational level, can explain a firm’s behavior 
including illegal acts (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). For exam-
ple, from the review of literature in the relationship between 
the TMT characteristics and illegal corporate activity, 
Daboub et al. (1995) suggested that the age, tenure, degree of 
functional experience, military experience, and homogeneity 
of TMT can neutralize or enhance the nexus. Troy et al. 
(2011) found that CEOs who are younger, less functionally 
experienced and do not hold business degree tend to accept 
accounting fraud. Sun et al. (2019) argued that younger, 
male, and lower educated CFOs are more likely to be associ-
ated with fraudulent financial reporting.

Drawing on the upper echelon theory, gender is one of 
managers’ demographic characteristics, which can impact on 
firms’ decision making (Bonanno & Haworth, 1998). In the 
male-dominated management team, the representation of 
women may bring numerous benefits to the firm (Krishnan 
& Park, 2005). Women have a more relational self-construal 
than men (Gabriel & Gardner, 1999), creating empathetic 
style when they take the role of manager in firms (Post, 
2015). They are more willing to learn from others’ experi-
ences as their networking strategies (Gersick et al., 2000) 
and tend to be more collaborative, empowering, and consid-
ered of other interest and opinions than male leaders (Eagly 
et al., 2003; Lauterbach & Weiner, 1996), so they can make 
higher-quality decisions, solve opportunities, and threats in 
an effective way. They are also likely to have different per-
sonal and professional experience such as marital and paren-
tal, comparing to male colleagues (Krishnan & Park, 2005; 
Post & Byron, 2015), which brings psychological benefits to 
women and advances their social and management skills 
(Ruderman et al., 2002).

Many studies have considered the performance of female 
managers in the ethics-related issue. Most previous studies 
reported that firms managed by the higher percentage of 
female directors show a stronger orientation toward ethical 
issues than companies controlled by a higher percentage of 
male on board. For example, the research of Williams (2003) 
indicated that firms, having a higher proportion of women in 
their TMT, tend to involve in charitable donations to a greater 

extent than companies with a lower proportion of women on 
board. In the same vein, referring to CSR related field, stud-
ies provided evidence that the number (or proportion) of 
women directors is positively associated with CSR perfor-
mance and disclosure (Cook & Glass, 2018; Harjoto et al., 
2015; Hyun et al., 2016; Sundarasen et al., 2016; Zou et al., 
2018). The representation of women on board can also help 
mitigate the probability of fraud (Capezio & Mavisakalyan, 
2016; Cumming et al., 2015; Lenard et al., 2017).

Consequently, the question is: why female managers per-
form greater attention to ethical issues, compared with men? 
The social role theory of leadership suggests that women 
possess characteristics which relate to pay greater attention 
to ethical issues (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Eagly & Johannesen-
Schmidt, 2001). According to previous psychology research, 
they have a lower level of overconfidence, higher possibility 
of risk aversion and conservation than men to maintain their 
security (Beu et al., 2003; Byrnes et al., 1999; Charness & 
Gneezy, 2012). Moreover, they are less selfish (Eckel & 
Grossman, 1998; Swamy et al., 2001), more sensitive about 
the needs of stakeholders (Bear et al., 2010; Swamy et al., 
2001), more likely to comply with the rule, more commu-
nally and altruistically (Buchan et al., 2008), less competi-
tive and aggressive (Rosener, 2011), less deceptive (Dreber 
& Johannesson, 2008), and tend to follow a code of ethics 
rather than their male counterparts (Ibrahim et al., 2009). 
Thus, businesses, which are managed by female managers, 
are less likely to involve in decisions relating to unethical 
behavior such as securities fraud and tax avoidance for eco-
nomic goal (Chen et al., 2016; Cumming et al., 2015; Dreber 
& Johannesson, 2008; Lanis et al., 2015) and more likely to 
follow more socially responsible decisions (Alonso-almeida 
et al., 2015). Female directors are also generally more con-
cerned than men with environmental problems and are will-
ing to make decisions to reduce environmental risks 
(Diamantopoulos et al., 2003; Fukukawa et al., 2007; Liao 
et al., 2015). Ethical sensitivity and risk aversion of women 
make them less likely to choose to break securities regula-
tions or to commit fraud (Charness & Gneezy, 2012; 
Cumming et al., 2015). Furthermore, women behave more 
ethically when faced with economic constraint (Hietikko, 
2016), and are less likely to sacrifice organizational benefit 
for personal interest than man (Dollar et al., 2001).

Bribery is the ethical issue of any businesses, impacted by 
the decision of top managers which they treat the issue seri-
ously or not. Studies have shown that in business, female 
managers are associated with less corruption than their male 
counterparts in general (Breen et al., 2017; Dollar et al., 
2001; Rivas, 2013; Swamy et al., 2001; Trentini & Malinka, 
2017). To sum up, from the reasons above, we suggest the 
hypothesis that

H2: SMEs with more female managers will be less likely 
to engage in corrupt behavior.
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Female Leadership in Family Firms—Household 
Businesses

First, the difference between family and nonfamily busi-
nesses is the existence of family involvement (Chrisman 
et al., 2005). Because family impacts on firm’s strategy and 
decision-making process, the power of senior executives 
maybe diminished (Zahra, 2005). This is because upper ech-
elons theory suggests that managers tend to have less mana-
gerial discretion if their organizations do not support them to 
impact on organizational outcomes (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 
1987). In the context of family firms, the family can exercise 
their control through certain forms of corporate governance 
and use their power to impact on the decision making pro-
cess of senior managers (Carney, 2005). Thus, although, in 
general, the presence of female managers in TMTs may be 
associated with the lower level of corruption, upper echelon 
theory suggests that this positive relationship can be subdued 
in family business context because female leaders are less 
freedom and powerful under the control of the family. The 
“decline” can also be seen in other empirical studies. For 
example, regarding financial performance, Nekhili et al. 
(2018) provided evidence that the presence of female leaders 
associate with positive financial outcomes in nonfamily 
businesses rather than family firms. Similarly, according to 
the study of Chadwick and Dawson (2018), the positive 
nexus between female managers, representing in TMT and 
organization’s financial performance is weaker in family 
firms than in nonfamily firms. The reason is that, family 
firms exercise its authority through corporate governance 
mechanisms, which can reduce the managerial discretion of 
female leaders and also decrease potential advantages that 
they can bring to the firm (Montemerlo et al., 2013). 
Similarly, regarding nonfinancial performance, the study of 
Rodríguez-Ariza et al. (2017) found that the positive nexus 
between the existence of women on the board and CSR per-
formance is moderated by family ownership. To be specific, 
this relationship is much less so in family businesses than in 
nonfamily businesses.

Second, female members in family firms are usually con-
sidered to take the role of “family delegate” to maintain fam-
ily control (Abdullah, 2014; Martinez Jimenez, 2009), which 
makes them become more dependent on other family mem-
bers and align with the preferences of family business in 
decision-making process (Burke, 1997). Furthermore, their 
power have less capacity to impact on firm strategies and 
practices than their male counterparts because it depends on 
the important level of their role in the family, but they are 
usually not respected by other family members (Cole, 1997). 
From the reasons above, we suggest that the advantages that 
female managers can bring to the firm to enhance ethical 
responsibility maybe less likely in family firms due to their 
insignificant role in the family.

Third, in the context of Vietnam the role of Vietnamese 
women in families and businesses has been enhanced sub-
stantially. Gender equality is regarded as one of important 

social issues that a Communist country like Vietnam to fol-
low the aim goal of the socialist ideals of citizens’ equality 
(Knodel et al., 2005; Nguyen et al., 2015). According to the 
report of Vietnam Chamber of Commerce and Industry and 
World Bank, in 2014, around one-fourth of all businesses are 
headed by women and about 71% of SMEs have female 
directors. However, Vietnam is a country which has been 
strongly impacted by Confucian gender ideologies as other 
East Asian cultures (Pham & Hoang, 2019), and the role of 
women is usually overshadowed by man. They are also lim-
ited their work at home like doing housework and taking care 
of their children because of the preconceived notions of gen-
der prejudice from society (Pham & Hoang, 2019). Thus, 
their role in family SMEs-household businesses maybe not 
respected.

To sum up, we propose the negative nexus between female 
appearance in TMT and firm’s corruption level to be moder-
ated by the business type being a family SME-household 
business or not.

H3: The negative relationship between the percentage of 
female managers and the level of corruption is weaker in 
family-owned SMEs than in nonfamily ones.

Data and Methododology

Data Collection

The study data were selected from the database undertaken by 
the coordination of the Development Economics Research 
Group (University of Copenhagen), United Nations 
University, Central Institute for Economic Management 
(Vietnam), and the Institute of Labour Science and Social 
Affairs (Vietnam). This database can be used and downloaded 
from UNU-WIDER. Our sample consists of non-state manu-
facturing SMEs (below 300 employees) collected in this data-
base, which we followed for a period of 3 years (2011, 2013, 
and 2015). These firms operate in nine provinces of Vietnam: 
Hanoi, Phu Tho, Hai Phong, Nghe An, Quang Nam, Khanh 
Hoa, Lam Dong, Ho Chi Minh, and Long An. The method of 
data collection bases on a survey question and face to face 
interview designed to capture information about firm and 
manager/owner background characteristics. Specifics of sam-
pling methodology can be seen from https://www.wider.unu.
edu/database/viet-nam-sme-database. Data covers to impor-
tant firm’s characteristics such as financial performance, 
sales, bribes, and manager teams’ characteristics. The study 
sample is strongly balanced (data were available for all SMEs 
for the whole research period), with 5,160 firm-year observa-
tions (1,720 firms). These firms are from various industries, 
classified by VSIC code (Vietnam economic sector system; 
Table 1). Industries that account for a large proportion of the 
sample are Food production and processing (30.06%), pro-
ducing products from prefabricated metal (17.64%), and 
Wood processing and production of products from wood, 
bamboo (10.56%).

https://www.wider.unu.edu/database/viet-nam-sme-database
https://www.wider.unu.edu/database/viet-nam-sme-database
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Regression Model

In this research, we use two regression models. The first 
model tests hypothesis 1 that family SMEs correlate signifi-
cantly and negatively to the firms’ corruption level. This 
model applies for all firms in the sample. The second model 
tests hypothesis 2 and 3 that female leadership will have a 
negative effect on the level of bribery and the difference 
between family and nonfamily SMEs. This model applies for 
family/nonfamily firms.
Model 1 for all firms (test H1):

BRIBE /BRIBE-DUMMY = + FAMCTRL

+ MSIZE + FSIZE
it it 0 1 it

2 it 3

β β
β β iit 4 it

5 it 6 it 7 it 8 it

9 it

+ REV

+ LEV + ROA + CASH + GA

+ FAGE +

β
β β β β
β   INDUSTRY + YEAR +it t itε

Model 2 for family and nonfamily firms (test H2 and H3):

BRIBE /BRIBE-DUMMY = + FEMANAGER

+ MSIZE + FSI
it it 0 1 it

2 it 3

β β
β β ZZE + REV

+ LEV + ROA + CASH + FAGE

+ GA

it 4 it

5 it 6 it 7 it 8 it

9

β
β β β β
β iit it t it+ INDUSTRY + YEAR +ε

Where:

i: the companies in the sample, t: time, : regression eitε rrror

Dependent variables. Corruption is difficult to measure 
because of its various forms (Hietikko, 2016). Most previ-
ous studies often consider bribe amount as the underlying 
phenomenon of corruption. In this study, the information of 
bribe amount is directly collected by questions in the sur-
vey. Because bribe amount varies widely between SMEs, 
the natural logarithm of bribe amount is used as a dependent 
variable (BRIBE) in this study. With the case that firms do 
not bribe, which the value of bribe amount is 0, we assign the 
value “0” to variable BRIBE (because the natural logarithm 
of 0 does not exist).

The difference between non-bribing and bribing firm 
problem is solved in robustness test with dummy variable 
(BRIBE-DUMMY; Equals 1 if the firm pay bribes and 0 oth-
erwise). Moreover, the minimum value of bribe amount by 
bribing firm is 98, which means that the natural logarithm 
value of it is 4.585. This value is still higher than 0 and also 
guarantee that after changing from bribe amount to its natu-
ral logarithm, the value of BRIBE variable of bribing firms is 
still higher than its value of non-bribing firms.

Both dependent variables BRIBE and BRIBE-DUMMY 
are used in model 1 and 2.

Independent variables. The percentage of female managers 
in TMT (FEMANAGER) is measured by the percentage of 
female managers in TMT. This is the independent variable 
of model 1

A firm is household business (family SME) or not, pre-
sented by FAMCTRL variable. It equals to 1 if the firm is 
household business and 0 otherwise. This is the independent 
variable of model 2

Control variables. As reviewed by Phan and Archer (2020), 
we choose a set of control variables consisting of assets (log.; 
ASSET) and revenue (log.; REV) in the regression model. 
Because there is a relationship between corruption and firm 
financial performance according to the study of Van Vu et al. 
(2018), we include ROA (return on asset) and leverage as 
control variables. Thakur and Kannadhasan (2019) found that 
cash holdings are positively associated to the level of corrup-
tion, so we use cash holdings as the natural logarithm of ratio 
of cash and deposits to total assets. Since corruption relates 
to informal payment paid by firms to officials, we include 
a dummy variable: government assistance (GA) to indicate 
whether a firm receive some sort of government assistance or 
not. Another control variable is the natural logarithm of the 
total number of managers in the TMT (MSIZE). The mea-
surement units of this database is 1,000 Vietnam dong. We 
use the same control variables for both model 1 and 2.

All variables used are shown in Table 2.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 displays descriptive statistics for variables. Our sam-
ple has a total of 5,160 observations including 3,440 family 
SMEs-household businesses, which 66.67% of them is con-
trolled by families, for the period 2011 to 2015. About 
41.085% of total observations illustrate that they used to pay 
bribes, whereas the mean of bribe amount is 3,341.124 (mil-
lion VND) and the mean of the natural logarithm of bribe 
amount is 3.2762. Our sample has 66.667% of total firms 
which are controlled by family. This means that household 
businesses account for approximately one third of the total 
number of observations. The percentage of women held a 
position in management board is on average 38.085%, indi-
cating that the number of male managers surpasses their 
counterparts in most SMEs. The logarithm of total manage-
ment team members is 0.3917, while the logarithm of total 
assets reaches 20.64098. In term of revenue variable, the 
mean is at 13.9192, and the range is from 8.5172 to 22.8357. 
The average value of LEV is 0.0802, with a standard devia-
tion of 0.1984. The mean of variable ROA is 0.2927, whereas 
the average CASH has a range from −15.3872 to −6.9518 in 
logs. Firm age (FAGE) ranges from 2 to 61 years with the 
mean is 16.0689 year. The mean of the dummy variable (GA) 
is 0.1143, which demonstrates that 11.434% of total firm—
year observations used to receive some types of government 
assistance (Table 3).

Table 4 presents a comparison of family SMEs and nonfa-
mily SMEs and shows that there are significant differences 
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Table 1. Sample Description.

Sector N Percentage Sector N Percentage

Food production and processing 1,551 30.06 Manufacture of electrical equipment 69 1.34
Beverage production 112 2.17 Manufacture of machinery and equipment 

not elsewhere classified
40 0.78

Manufacture of tobacco products 1 0.02 Manufacture of automobiles and other 
motor vehicles

30 0.58

Weaving 205 3.97 Manufacture of other means of transport 12 0.23
Production of costumes 231 4.48 Manufacture of beds, cabinets, tables, and 

chairs
372 7.21

Manufacture of leather and related products 100 1.94 Other processing and manufacturing 
industries

37 0.72

Wood processing and production of products 
from wood, bamboo

545 10.56 Repair, maintenance, and installation of 
machinery and equipment

16 0.31

Manufacture of paper and paper products 119 2.31 Production and distribution of electricity, 
gas, hot water, steam, and air conditioning

2 0.04

Print, copy records of all kinds 122 2.36 Specialized construction activities 1 0.02
Producing coke, refined petroleum products 20 0.39 Sale and repair of cars, motorcycles, 

motorbikes, and other motor vehicles
1 0.02

Manufacture of chemicals and chemical 
products

53 1.03 Wholesale 10 0.19

Manufacture of drugs, pharmaceutical 
chemicals, and medicinal herbs

25 0.48 Retail 6 0.12

Producing products from rubber and plastic 274 5.31 Lodging 1 0.02
Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral 

products
216 4.19 Food Service 1 0.02

Metal production 59 1.14 Rental Property 1 0.02
Producing products from prefabricated metal 910 17.64 Administrative activities 3 0.06
Manufacture of electronic products, 

computers, and optical products
10 0.19 Other personal service activities. 5 0.1

Table 2. A Summary of Variables.

Variables Definition Measurements

Dependent variables
 BRIBE Bribe amount The natural logarithm of bribe amount
 BRIBE-DUMMY A dummy variable indicating whether a firm pays 

bribes or not
Equals 1 if the firm pay bribes and 0 otherwise

Independent variables
 FEMANAGER (model 1) Female managers The proportion of female managers to total 

managers on the TMT
 FAMCTRL (model 2) A dummy variable indicating whether a firm is 

household business or not
Equals 1 if the firm is household business and 0 

otherwise
Control variables (for both model 1 and 2)
 MSIZE Board size Equal to the natural logarithm of the total number 

of managers on management board
 FSIZE Firm size The natural logarithm of total assets
 REV Revenue The natural logarithm of firms’ revenue
 LEV Leverage Total debt to total asset ratio
 ROA Return on asset Profit after extraordinary items to total asset ratio
 CASH Cash holding ratio The natural logarithm of the ratio of the cash and 

deposits to total assets
 FAGE Firm age The age of firm (number of years)
 GA A dummy variable indicating whether a firm receive 

some types of government assistance or not
Equals 1 if the firm receive some types of 

government assistance or not and 0 otherwise
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between them in terms of variables. For example, nonfamily 
SMEs are more likely than family SMEs to bribe (65.41% 
compared with 28.92%). Female involvement in manage-
ment is higher in nonfamily SMEs (41.41% compared with 
36.42%). On average, the natural logarithm of the TMT size 
is larger in nonfamily SMEs than family SMEs. The return 
on asset (ROA) is higher in family SMEs than nonfamily 
SMEs (0.3208 and 0.2365). Family SMEs also show a higher 
firm age than nonfamily SMEs (17.6988 and 12.8093).

In this part, we present correlations between explanatory 
variables. Table 5 shows the correlation matrix and multicol-
linearity for our key variables in the sample of family SMEs. 
The VIF of all explanatory variable is below 5, which indi-
cates the absence of multicollinearity in our regression 

models (Isidro & Sobral, 2015). Similarly, Table 6 shows the 
correlation matrix and multicollinearity for our explanatory 
variables in the sample of nonfamily SMEs. The problem of 
multicollinearity is absent because the VIF of all explanatory 
variable is below 5.

Estimation Methods

To estimate the regression models, ordinary least squares 
(OLS), random effects (RE), and fixed effects (FE) model 
were conducted in this study. In term of the first model for all 
firms. To test whether heteroscedasticity and serial correla-
tion problem exist in the model, the Breusch–Pagan/Cook–
Weisberg test and Wooldridge test (Wooldridge, 2002) were 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Variables of All Firms.

Variable M SD Minimum Maximum

Bribe amount 3,341.124 20,504.05 0 1,000,000
Dependent variables
 BRIBE 3.2762 4.0183 0 13.8155
 BRIBE-DUMMY 0.41085 0.49204 0 1
Independent variables
 FEMANAGER 0.3809 0.3824 0 1
 FAMCTRL 0.6667 0.4715 0 1
Control variables
 MSIZE 0.3917 0.5199 0 3.5264
 FSIZE 14.1148 1.7353 8.4118 20.6409
 REV 13.9192 1.6340 8.5172 22.8357
 LEV 0.0802 0.1984 0 4.3770
 ROA 0.2927 0.7203 −2.1896 18.5891
 CASH −9.8942 1.2702 −15.3872 −6.9518
 FAGE 16.0689 9.7796 2 61
 GA 0.1143 0.3183 0 1

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Variables With a t-Test of Differences for Family and Nonfamily SMEs.

Variables

Family SMEs Nonfamily SMEs

t-testM SD M SD

Dependent variables
 BRIBE 2.0978 3.3421 5.6332 4.216 32.7394***
 BRIBE−DUMMY 0.2892 0.4535 0.6541 0.4758 26.7957***
Independent variables
 FEMANAGER 0.3642 0.4135 0.4141 0.3085 4.4261***
 MSIZE 0.2016 0.3208 0.772 0.6229 43.4156***
Control variables
 FSIZE 13.4373 1.4999 15.4706 1.3339 47.5823***
 REV 13.1831 1.1493 15.3946 1.453 59.352***
 LEV 0.0518 0.1329 0.1372 0.2791 14.8917***
 ROA 0.3208 0.6616 0.2365 0.8227 −3.9687***
 CASH −9.9365 1.2762 −9.8096 1.2541 3.3786****
 FAGE 17.6988 9.9773 12.8093 8.4814 −17.4195***
 GA 0.0889 0.2847 0.1651 0.3714 8.1550***

*p = .1. **p = .05. ***p = .01.
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Table 7. Heteroscedasticity Statistics.

Breusch–Pagan/Cook–Weisberg test for heteroscedasticity
H0: Constant variance
All firms Family firms Nonfamily firms
 χ2(1) = 322.80 χ2(1) = 352.14 χ2(1) = 0.03
 Prob > χ2 = 0.0000 Prob > χ2 = 0.0000 Prob > χ2 = 0.8672

Table 8. Test Result for Autocorrelation.

Wooldridge test for autocorrelation
H0: No first-order autocorrelation
All firms Family firms Nonfamily firms
 F(1, 1671) = 6.229 F(1, 1066) = 0.181 F(1, 512) = 20.701
 Prob > F = 0.0127 Prob > F = 0.6708 Prob > F = 0.0000

used (Tables 4 and 5). The statistical results of two tests indi-
cated that the data have the heteroscedasticity problem (Ho is 
rejected at p < .01) and autocorrelation (Ho is rejected at 
p < .01). Similarly, in term of the second model for family 
and nonfamily firms, tests indicated that FE model should be 
chosen instead of RE and OLS model. The statistical results 
of Breusch–Pagan/Cook–Weisberg test and Wooldridge test 
show the problem of heteroscedasticity (family firms) and 
autocorrelation (nonfamily firms). Thus, the FE model 
applied the robust standard error to address the problem of 
heteroscedasticity and serial correlation (Tables 7 and 8).

Regarding the result from Table 9, in term of FAMCTRL 
variable, the result shows that the coefficient on this variable 
is negative and insignificant (coef = −.2609, p > .1), proving 
that family SMEs—household businesses are not less likely 
to commit corruption. Thus, the first hypothesis is rejected. 
From Table 10, the regression results show that the partici-
pant of female managers in the TMT correlated positively 
and insignificantly with corruption level (coef = .1329, 
p > .1) in family SMEs. By contrast, from Table 11, the per-
centage of female managers on management board 
(FEMANAGER) in nonfamily SMEs is significantly and 
negatively associated to the degree of corruption (p < .01), 
which supports for our second hypothesis. This finding sup-
ports that hypothesis 2: “SMEs with more female managers 
will be less likely to engage in corrupt behavior” is only 
proven to be true in nonfamily SMEs and not in family 
SMEs. Thus, the results also support H3: “The negative rela-
tionship between female manager and the degree of corrup-
tion is much less so in family businesses.” In other words, the 
negative relationship between female managers and degree 
of corruption in SMEs is only proven to be true in nonfamily 
SMEs. In family SMEs, this relationship is insignificant.

Endogeneity Concerns

According to Wintoki et al. (2012), board characteristics can 
be endogenous variables because they are chosen by firms to 

adapt to their operations and business environment, which 
implies causality. Causal phenomena can be explained by 
two ways—meaning either that TMT characteristics leads to 
lower possibility of engaging to bribery, or these low—brib-
ery engaging likelihood firms are more likely to choose a 
more female manager board. To address the potential endo-
geneity of the variables TMT gender diversity and the likeli-
hood of engaging in bribery, two-stage least-square (2SLS) 
estimation was applied in the model of nonfamily firms. It 
also checks the robustness of the supporting result for 
hypothesis 2.

Endogeneous test is shown in Table 12. As performed in 
this table, because the result of the Hausman test of endoge-
neity is insignificant (p = .0234 < .05), which indicates that 
the null hypothesis: the percentage of women on manage-
ment board is exogenous explanatory variable is not rejected. 
This result indicated that FEMANAGER is an exogenous 
variable and does not have causal effect with dependent vari-
able BRIBE in the sample of nonfamily firms. It can be 
explained that the higher or lower degree of bribe amount is 
not likely lead to an increasing or decreasing of employing 
female managers or vice versa. In reality, for SMEs, these 
companies are concerned with more important issues such as 
financial outcome. Thus, bribe may not be an issue for them 
to consider when considering changes in TMT.

Robustness of Results

Additional robustness check has been conducted by taking 
variable BRIBE-DUMMY as a dummy dependent variable 
to assess the reliability of the research. Due to the logarithm 
of bribe amount chosen as a dependent variable and evidence 
in previous research (Phan & Archer, 2020), a logistic model 
is used for the robustness check. This robustness test fulfill 
the problem of natural logarithm with firms that do not bribe 
by doing logistic regression with dependent variable (bribe 
or not). The BRIBE-DUMMY variable equals to 1 if the firm 
pay bribes; otherwise, the variable equals to 0. The logistic 
regression analysis has been conducted, using clustered stan-
dard errors. Regarding H2 and H3, the results support the 
results of regressions reported in Tables 10 and 11. In term of 
H1, the result is different with the finding in Table 9, which 
supports for this hypothesis instead of rejecting. We will 
explain this contrary finding in the discussion part. Overall, 
the results in Tables 13 to 15 support or partly support our 
hypothesis 3 and 12. The summarize of findings is shown in 
Table 16.

Discussion and Implication

The main objective of this study is to investigate the perfor-
mance shown by female managers in whether or not the firm 
pay bribes, and to analyze the moderating factor of family 
SMEs-household business. More specifically, we analyze the 
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impact of board gender diversity on the possibility of SMEs’ 
involving in bribery and analyze the role of female managers 
in household and non-household businesses in SMEs’ cor-
ruption behavior, using a panel data of 1,720 SMEs, for 

3 years: 2011, 2013, and 2015. Our main contribution is that 
the negative influence of the representation of women on the 
TMT in reducing corruption commitment is less so in family 
SMEs than in nonfamily SMEs-.

Table 9. Regression Results (Model 1 for All Firms).

OLS RE FE (robust)

Dependent variable BRIBE
Independent variable
 FAMCTRL −1.3997*** (0.1527) −1.3997*** (0.1527) −0.2609 (0.4589)
Control variables
 MSIZE 0.3079** (0.1261) 0.3079** (0.1261) 0.4177* (0.2149)
 FSIZE 0.2272*** (0.0599) 0.2272*** (0.0599) −0.0242 (0.1069)
 REV 0.5504*** (0.0639) 0.5504*** (0.0639) 0.4687*** (0.1155)
 LEV 0.3774 (0.2602) 0.3774 (0.2602) 0.4098 (0.4551)
 ROA −0.2492*** (0.0799) −0.2492*** (0.0799) −0.2528** (0.1111)
 CASH 0.1056** (0.0454) 0.1056** (0.0454) 0.0265
 FAGE −0.0167*** (0.0057) −0.0167*** (0.0057) −0.0469*** (0.0163)
 GA 0.0023 (0.1561) 0.0023 (0.1561) 0.1721 (0.1984)
Constant −5.5073*** (1.7471) −5.5073*** (1.7471) −3.6792 (2.7233)
Industry Controlled Controlled Controlled
Year Controlled Controlled Controlled
Adjusted R2 .2565 .2565 .1286
LM test χ2(01) = 19.97; Prob > χ2 = 0.0000
Hausman test χ2(44) = 74.22; Prob > χ2 = 0.0029, choose FE
N 5,160 5,160 5,160

Note. Standard error is presented in parentheses.
*p = .1. **p = .05. ***p = .01.

Table 10. Regression Results (Model 2 for Family SMEs).

OLS RE FE (robust)

Dependent variable BRIBE
Independent variable  
 FEMANAGER 0.0956 (0.1439) 0.0956 (0.1439) 0.1329 (0.2081)
Control variables  
 MSIZE 0.1955 (0.1795) 0.1955 (0.1795) 0.2599 (0.2416)
 FSIZE 0.2898*** (0.0685) 0.2898*** (0.0685) 0.0336 (0.1099)
 REV 0.5506*** (0.0752) 0.5506*** (0.0752) 0.3420*** (0.1278)
 LEV 0.8019* (0.4272) 0.8019* (0.4272) 1.7083*** (0.6019)
 ROA −0.1651* −0.1651* −0.0817 (0.0989)
 CASH 0.1609** (0.0516) 0.1609** (0.0516) 0.1026 (0.0663)
 FAGE −0.0144** (0.0062) −0.0144** (0.0062) −0.0446*** (0.0167)
 GA 0.1236 (0.1903) 0.1236 (0.1903) 0.4108* (0.2336)
Constant −8.1390*** (1.7794) −8.1390*** (1.7794) −4.5616 (3.4346)
Industry Controlled Controlled Controlled
Year Controlled Controlled Controlled
Adjusted R2 .1330 .1330 .0079
LM test χ2(01) = 21.10; Prob > χ2 = 0.0000
Hausman test χ2(43) = 72.98; Prob > χ2 = 0.0029, choose Fe
N 3,440 3,440 3,440

Note. Standard error is showed in parentheses.
*p = .1. **p = .05. ***p = .01.
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Table 11. Regression Results (Model 2 for Nonfamily SMEs).

OLS RE FE (robust)

Dependent variable BRIBE
Independent variable
 FEMANAGER −0.8901*** (0.3345) −0.8901*** (0.3345) −1.1497** (0.5308)
Control variables
 MSIZE 0.7063*** (0.2077) 0.7063*** (0.2077) 0.5529 (0.3734)
 FSIZE 0.0229 (0.1239) 0.0229 (0.1239) −0.0959 (0.2409)
 REV 0.4871*** (0.1191) 0.4871*** (0.1191) 0.4468* (0.2389)
 LEV 0.2113 (0.3647) 0.2113 (0.3647) −0.2789 (0.5268)
 ROA −0.2743** (0.1362) −0.2743** (0.1362) −0.3019* (0.1745)
 CASH 0.0113 (0.0881) 0.0113 (0.0881) −0.0979 (0.1353)
 FAGE −.0204 (0.0127) −.0204 (0.0127) −0.0705 (0.0587)
 GA −0.0569 (0.2699) −0.0569 (0.2699) −0.1482 (0.3479)
Constant 0.9542 (4.3737) 0.9542 (4.3737) 1.1172 (4.5443)
Industry Controlled Controlled Controlled
Year Controlled Controlled Controlled
Adjusted R2 .1021 .1021 .0387
LM test χ2(01) = 1.17; Prob > χ2 = 0.1394, choose OLS
Hausman test χ2(38) = 33.77; Prob > χ2 = 0.6653
N 1,720 1,720 1,720

Note. Standard error is showed in parentheses.
*p = .1. **p = .05. ***p = .01.

Table 12. Endogeneity Test.

Percentage of female managers on TMT (FEMANAGER)

Hausman test (endogeneity) F = 0.2259; p = .6346

Table 13. Regression Results With BRIBE-DUMMY Dependent Variable (Model 1 for All Firms).

OLS RE FE

Dependent variable BRIBE−DUMMY
Independent variable
 FAMCTRL −0.6006*** (0.0998) −0.6006*** (0.0998) −0.0641 (0.2936)
Control variables
 MSIZE 0.0184 (0.0879) 0.0184 (0.0879) 0.2126* (0.1269)
 FSIZE 0.1439*** (0.0419) 0.1439*** (0.0419) −0.0501 (0.0704)
 REV 0.3297*** (0.0454) 0.3297*** (0.0454) 0.2374*** (0.0733)
 LEV 0.2047 (0.1866) 0.2047 (0.1866) 0.1662 (0.2580)
 ROA −0.1888*** (0.0616) −0.1888*** (0.0616) −0.1395* (0.0809)
 CASH 0.0503 (0.0312) 0.0503 (0.0312) 0.0065 (0.0426)
 FAGE −0.0113*** (0.004) −0.0113*** (0.004) −0.0407 (0.0157)
 GA −0.0078 (0.1074) −0.0078 (0.1074) 0.1038 (0.1314)
Constant −5.9238*** (1.1597) −5.9238*** (1.1597)  
Industry Controlled Controlled Controlled
Year Controlled Controlled Controlled
LR test of ρ = 0 χ2(01) = 17.72; Prob ≥ χ2 = 0.000
Hausman test χ2(22) = 14.44; Prob > χ2 = 0.8852, choose RE
N 5,160 5,160 5,160

Note. Standard error is performed in parentheses.
***.01 Sig. **.05 Sig. *.1 Sig.
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Turning to family SMEs, descriptive statistics show that 
there is a difference between family and nonfamily-busi-
nesses concerning the level of bribery. By contrast with our 
prediction, the linkage between family SMEs and the degree 
of corruption is negative and insignificant. However, when 
considering the situation that firm bribe or not, our results 

support for hypothesis 1 .This contrary finding is inconsistent 
with some previous findings which support the hypothesis 
that the level of family ownership is positive associated with 
more favorable reputation and socially responsible (Cruz 
et al., 2014; Deephouse & Jaskiewicz, 2013; Dyer & Whetten, 
2006; Sageder et al., 2018) and negatively related with 

Table 14. Regression Results With BRIBE-DUMMY Dependent Variable (Model 2 for Family SMEs).

OLS RE FE

Dependent variable BRIBE−DUMMY
Independent variable
 FEMANAGER 0.0656 (0.1162) 0.0656 (0.1162) 0.1642 (0.1749)
Control variables
 MSIZE 0.0568 (0.1404) 0.0568 (0.1404) 0.1441 (0.1936)
 FSIZE 0.1985*** (0.0578) 0.1985*** (0.0578) −0.0139 (0.0943)
 REV 0.4197*** (0.0625) 0.4197*** (0.0625) 0.1959** (0.0966)
 LEV 0.7303** (0.3261) 0.7303** (0.3261) 1.3156*** (0.4636)
 ROA −0.2213* (0.1139) −0.2213* (0.1139) −0.0631 (0.1152)
 CASH 0.1068*** (0.0411) 0.1068*** (0.0411) 0.0697 (0.0584)
 FAGE −0.0111** (0.005) −0.0111** (0.005) −0.0355** (0.0164)
 GA 0.0625 (0.1490) 0.0625 (0.1490) 0.2660 (0.1843)
Constant −8.4983*** (1.4432) −8.4983*** (1.4432)  
Industry Controlled Controlled Controlled
Year Controlled Controlled Controlled
LR test of ρ = 0 χ2(01) = 13.32; Prob ≥ χ2 = 0.000
Hausman test χ2(9) = 0.38; Prob > χ2 = 1.0000, choose RE
N 3,440 3,440 3,440

Note. Standard error is showed in parentheses.
*p = .1. **p = .05. ***p = .01.

Table 15. Regression Results With BRIBE-DUMMY Dependent Variable (Model 2 for Nonfamily SMEs).

OLS RE FE

Dependent variable BRIBE−DUMMY
Independent variable
FEMANAGER −0.5074*** (0.1805) −0.5074*** (0.1805) −0.7155** (0.2955)
Control variables
MSIZE 0.3042*** (0.1173) 0.3042*** (0.1173) 0.2809 (0.1862)
FSIZE −0.0383 (0.0675) −0.0383 (0.0675) −0.0818 (0.1169)
REV 0.2004*** (0.0658) 0.2004*** (0.0658) 0.1568 (0.1253)
LEV 0.0475 (0.2059) 0.0475 (0.2059) −0.3919 (0.2979)
ROA −0.1172 (0.0719) −0.1172 (0.0719) −0.1394 (0.1292)
CASH −0.0475 (0.0487) −0.0475 (0.0487) −0.0749 (0.071)
FAGE −0.0093 (0.0068) −0.0093 (0.0068) −0.0833* (0.0467)
GA −0.0273 (0.1502) −0.0273 (0.1502) −0.1186 (0.2022)
Constant −1.0476 (1.4402) −1.0476 (1.4402)  
Industry Controlled Controlled Controlled
Year Controlled Controlled Controlled
LR test of ρ = 0 χ2(01) = 0.81; Prob ≥ χ2 = 0.184, choose OLS
Hausman test χ2(10) = 2.86; Prob > χ2 = 0.9845
N 1,720 1,720 1,720

Note. Standard error is showed in parentheses.
*p = .1. **p = .05. ***p = .01.
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misconduct (Ding et al., 2016; Ding & Wu, 2014) in general. 
We consider a possible cause maybe that although, based on 
SEW preservation theory, family firms tend to be more con-
cerned about their reputation and image than that of nonfam-
ily firms, family SMEs-household businesses operate in a 
highly corrupt country, where bribery is “must-do activity” in 
doing business and considering “legitimate” stakeholders is 
necessary. Indeed, in the study undertaken by Pasquier-
doumer et al. (2018), the experience of corruption in the form 
of bribes for officials or police was reported by Vietnamese 
household businesses at different levels. Because of adminis-
trative procedures understanding shortage and the benefit  
of convenience, they tend to engage in corruption such as 
paying bribes. Paying bribes is to gain authorization from 
administrative bodies to run the business or to replace fines 
because the firm is overdue in tax payment. Vietnam 
Provincial Competitiveness Index (PCI) also showed that 
41% of firms consider that negotiating with tax agency is a 
necessary factor to run a business, so collusion and extortion 
are well entrenched (Malesky, 2013). Consequently, regard-
ing household businesses, paying bribes to officials who are 
“legitimate stakeholder”, is fundamental to preserve the sur-
vival, growing and continuity of the businesses. Moreover, 
household firms are small firms, which usually suffers finan-
cial shortage, so they are they easily fall victim to illegal 
activities. National culture can also contribute to the degree of 
corruption (Achim, 2016). Vietnam is a culture that respect a 
high collectivistic society, being different from western coun-
tries. This type of society can involve in a higher level of cor-
ruption because people are willing to break the regulation for 
the interest of their own group, drawing from loyalty (Achim, 
2016). To sum up, we suggest that two offsetting effects of 
SEW preservation and “must to do” unethical behavior is the 
cause of this contrary finding for hypothesis 1.

In term of the role of women in positions of influence in 
reducing SME’s corruption behavior, most previous scholars 
in ethics field have found that firms with a higher percentage 
of female managers are less likely to involve in fraud and 
unethical attitude like paying bribes (Lenard et al., 2017; 
Liao et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020). Our findings support the 
prediction of our hypothesis: the proportion of female man-
agers is negatively related to bribery involvement. This find-
ing maybe explained by female orientation, which is more 

ethical sensitive (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Eagly & Johannesen-
Schmidt, 2001; Hietikko, 2016; Ibrahim et al., 2009), socially 
responsible (Alonso-almeida et al., 2015), and less likely to 
engage in fraud (Charness & Gneezy, 2012; Cumming et al., 
2015) than their male counterparts. Moreover, in male domi-
nated TMTs, upper echelon theory posits that female manag-
ers are “unusual” and are likely to bring unique cognitive 
value to firms (Carpenter et al., 2004; Hambrick & Mason, 
1984). The unique value can be their empathetic, collabora-
tive, and empowering style (Eagly et al., 2003; Lauterbach & 
Weiner, 1996; Post, 2015) when they take a position of man-
ager in firms, which enhance their quality of decision mak-
ing. In addition, this finding also show that in a weak 
institutional environment like Vietnam, female managers 
still play a role in reducing corrupt behavior in business.

Nevertheless, this relationship depends on the moderator 
that represents household business. In other words, the nega-
tive relationship between female managers and the possibil-
ity of bribery engagement bases on the behavior of household 
members toward such practices. A possible explanation is 
that, first, female managers are more likely to be reliant on 
the preference of family’s firm in the decision-making pro-
cess (Burke, 1997). Second, they are invisible in family firms 
and only considered as family delegate (Abdullah, 2014; 
Martinez Jimenez, 2009). Furthermore, women’s contribu-
tions maybe not assessed appropriately and remain in the 
background due to their intermediary role for male managers 
(Hollander & Bukowitz, 1990; Mitchell, 1984). Third, based 
on upper echelon theory, because family impacts signifi-
cantly on senior executives’ decision making (Villalonga & 
Amit, 2006, 2009), their level of managerial discretion is 
weakened (Zahra, 2005). This research also confirms the 
finding of Chadwick and Dawson (2018) that upper echelon 
theory is declined in family-controlled firms because the 
degree of senior managers’ managerial independence is 
diminished. Thus, the degree of female leaders’ managerial 
independence in family firms is weaker than in nonfamily 
firms. Fourth, in the context of Vietnam where Confucian 
ideology has influenced every aspect of life, the responsibil-
ity of women is usually referred to household chores, and 
they are overshadowed by men in business and society 
(Pham & Hoang, 2019). Vietnamese women also suffer gen-
der prejudice and their career development in business is 

Table 16. The Summary of Results.

Hypotheses Results

H1:  Family SMEs (household businesses) are less corrupt than 
their nonfamily counterparts.

(Partial confirmed) Support in case the company bribes or not. Not 
support in case the company increases or decreases bribe amount

H2:  SMEs with more female managers will be less likely to 
engage in bribe activities

(Partial confirmed) Confirmed in nonfamily SMEs (negative and 
significant)

H3:  The negative relationship between the percentage of female 
managers and the level of corruption is weaker in family-
owned SMEs than in nonfamily ones.

Confirmed (positive and significant)
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much limited than men (Tu, 2017). Moreover, in Vietnamese 
families, the man is always considered to have more power 
than the woman. Hence, the managerial role of them in 
household business is weakened or obscured by men. To sum 
up, this would result in weakening the efficiency of female 
leadership in reducing corruption level in family businesses.

Conclusion and Limitation

Drawing from socioemotional wealth theory and upper ech-
elon theory, we test the relationship between household busi-
nesses, as controlled by families, as well as female leadership, 
as represented by the proportion of women in senior execu-
tive positions, and the level of firms’ corruption, as repre-
sented by paying bribes. We also examine whether household 
business moderates the influence of women managers on 
firm’s degree of corruption.

First, we found that SMEs, which are family SMEs-
household firms exhibit a negative and insignificant relation-
ship with the firm’s corruption. This finding indicate that 
based on SEW, family SMEs-household firms tend to concern 
more about reputation but, operating in a highly corrupt busi-
ness environment as Vietnam can make them become less 
ethical. We also found that the percentage of female manager 
in TMT is significantly positive with the firm’s corruption. 
This is in line with the suggestion of upper echelon theory and 
social role theory which state that the representation of 
women in management board can enhance firm’s image and 
reputation. In addition, our findings suggest that family own-
ership adjusts the influence of female managers on firm’s cor-
ruption level. According to upper echelon theory, this suggests 
that the managerial discretion of female managers in family-
controlled firms can be less powerful than nonfamily counter-
parts. This finding also supports the previous studies of 
Chadwick and Dawson (2018). There are several practical 
contributions can be taken from this study. First, regarding 
SMEs, the appearance of female managers on management 
board is necessary to diminish the risk of engaging in corrup-
tion. Second, household businesses are highly impacted by 
the influence of corrupt business environment in Vietnam, 
which require Vietnamese policymakers to consider this 
problem. Third, household firms should promote the role of 
female leadership by giving them more managerial indepen-
dence, which brings unique cognitive frames to the firms.

This study and its finding can also contribute to the study 
of corrupt behavior and female leadership in the context of 
other Asian developing countries. Similar with Vietnam, in 
these countries, the society of masculinity, more collectivis-
tic and Confucius culture can impact on the degree of corrup-
tion level and the role of women in family business. By 
contrast, developed western countries such as USA, UK, and 
Australia follow a more individualistic and gender equality 
society (Achim, 2016), which can change the findings if a 
similar study is conducted. Thus, we suggest future studies in 
developing and developed countries to check the robustness 
of this research findings.

This study also has some limitations. First, corrupt beha-
vior is a sensitive topic and some respondents may feel 
“uncomfortable” when being asked about this topic. Thus, 
although we mitigated this problem by taking the natural 
logarithm of bribe amount and keeping the confidentiality 
of respondents, incorrect information from the answer of 
them may change the findings. Future research should also 
use the Corruption Perception Index (CPI) calculated by 
Transparency International to measure the corruption to 
improve the accuracy of dependent variable. Second, regres-
sion method, applied in this study, is pooled OLS, REM, 
FEM, and 2SLS (two stages least square). However, as 
stated by Wintoki et al. (2012), the dynamic panel GMM 
estimator is the most appropriate method to solve endogene-
ity concerns in corporate governance study. We suggest that 
this econometric method should be used in future studies. 
Future research should also consider other types of female 
leadership (female CEO, female owner, female CEO-owner 
(duality)) to test the relationship. In addition, this study 
applies for SMEs in Vietnam but the findings can change 
when applying for larger and listed family firms because of 
different characteristics. Thus, we suggest that future stud-
ies should investigate the corrupt behavior of larger and 
listed family firms as well as the role of female leadership in 
the corruption level of these firms.
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