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Abstract 

This qualitative study was conducted to investigate how large publicly listed companies in 

Sweden apply its code of conduct on external parties as well as how such application is best 

carried out. Three overarching steps (implementation, monitoring and actions) were 

developed from previous research to serve this purpose. Agency and contract theory were 

important to understand the underlying problems of application of codes of conduct on 

external parties. It was found that companies that adequately address all of the three steps 

experience a successful application of its code of conduct on external parties. Companies that 

do not address the three steps as thoroughly do not experience the same compliance with their 

code of conduct. It was further found that many companies fail to adequately address the 

emphasized areas. Extensive deficiencies put companies in a vulnerable position as external 

parties associated with a company might have a negative impact on the company’s brand and 

reputation. An outlook shows that companies are not prioritizing all of the steps sufficiently 

and it is thus suggested that they revise their plans. The project was carried out in 

cooperation with KPMG Forensic and Advokatfirman Delphi. A content analysis and a survey 

were used to collect necessary data. 

Key words: Codes of Conduct, External parties, Successfulness, Implementation, Monitoring, 

Disciplinary actions 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Companies and organizations have for quite some time realized a need to implement shared 

values and rules in order to create an organizational identity and a common perception of 

what the organization stands for and how it is supposed to act in various situations. It is also 

becoming more clear that there is a need to control and implement rules for external parties 

working in the organization’s name (such as consultants, agents, suppliers and joint venture 

partners) since unethical, criminal or other inappropriate actions might have a negative impact 

on the organization’s reputation and its brand. A contemporary example is the revelation of 

unethical working conditions in the factories of one of the clothing retailer company Hennes 

& Mauritz’s (H&M) suppliers (SvD 2012a). Critics pointed out deficiencies in H&M’s 

monitoring and mean that H&M have not established demands on minimum wages, which 

several of H&M’s competitors have. The Swedish telecom company Telia Sonera is another 

company that recently faced major criticism in public media after accusations of being 

involved in a tangle of corruption in Uzbekistan (SvD 2012b). How can companies 

communicate what is deemed acceptable and how employees are to act in everyday work 

practices to prevent activities such as bribery, corruption, child labor, harassment and 

discrimination of human rights? 

Large companies are dependent on their reputation and the society’s perception of the 

organization (Bondy, Matten & Moon 2004). As an important actor it is inevitable to be under 

constant observance regarding how business operations are carried out.  Observing parties 

could be anyone from single private persons to media (investigative journalism) with an 

interest in companies’ compliance with business ethics and social responsibility. Such a 

vigilant environment highlights the importance of properly addressing questions regarding 

norms and ethics in areas including environmental issues, human rights and fair competition.  

Implementing codes of conduct is a way to address such issues.  

Developing a code of conduct ensures that the company has made a statement regarding the 

questions concerned and it further tells the public that the company has informed its 

employees about the fundamental principles forming the organization (Kaptein & Schwartz 

2008). By further including external parties within the sphere of the code of conduct the 

company can possibly safeguard itself from unethical or inappropriate behavior of parties 
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outside the organization that can have a negative impact on the reputation of the organization. 

However, simply distributing a code of conduct does not ensure compliance among parties 

receiving the code of conduct (Sims 1991; Stevens 2009). 

Previous research regarding codes of conduct has focused mainly on its internal application. 

Research on its application on external parties is thus limited, leaving a poorly addressed area 

in the research field of codes of conduct. Research on external application should take into 

consideration the problem of non-compliance as previous research on internal application 

shows that many companies face problems in terms of compliance with its code of conduct 

(see for example Egels-Zandén 2007; Jiang 2009).  

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTION 

This study aims to contribute to the research field of codes of conduct and its application on 

external parties by examining codes among large Swedish companies on the basis of the 

agency theory and the contract theory. This includes examining the companies’ efforts 

regarding their code of conduct internally as well as in relation to external parties and how 

this relates to a successful application on external parties. The two theories provide important 

knowledge of how to overcome problems of application on external parties. 

How do companies apply its code of conduct on external parties? 

How well have the companies succeeded to apply their code of conduct on external parties? 

1.3 DISPOSITION OF THE PAPER 

A theory section portrays the phenomenon of codes of conduct, underlying problems of 

applying codes on external parties and suggested actions to cope with these issues. Findings 

of previous research are presented to provide a foundation for the study. Theoretical concepts 

are then summarized in a three step model (implementation, monitoring and disciplinary 

actions) before the methodology of the study is presented followed by results and an analysis 

of the findings. Conclusions are to be found in the end of the paper. 
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

In order to understand the core of the phenomenon ‘code of conduct’ it is important to be 

aware of its origin and why companies first started implementing such codes. Ever since 

corporations started to grow larger there has been a need for management control and 

management control systems. This concept was announced as early as in 1965 and was 

defined as “the process by which managers assure that resources are obtained and used 

effectively and efficiently in the accomplishment of the organization’s goals” (Anthony 1965, 

p. 17). Merchant & van der Stede (2007) presented a broader definition of management 

control that included all systems implemented and efforts made by managers to ensure that 

the behavior of their employees is consistent with the objectives and expectations of the 

organization.  According to Merchant & van der Stede (2007) the type of control mechanism 

chosen is dependent on what is to be controlled. Three different types of control can be 

distinguished; action control, result control and personnel and cultural control (Merchant & 

van der Stede 2007). These control focuses all share the same goal – to satisfy stakeholder 

expectations. Stakeholders such as customers, owners and investors have in recent years put 

more pressure on companies to pay greater attention to aspects such as principles, values and 

norms (Waddock, Bodwell & Graves 2002). As a consequence of higher expectations, public 

monitoring and scandals surrounding large companies the prevalence of codes is higher today 

than in previous decades as a result of companies’ efforts to influence the moral perception 

among their employees (KPMG 2008). Two of the topics that Merchant & van der Stede 

(2007) talk about, action control and personnel and cultural control, are topics that can be 

addressed through codes of conduct. 

Codes of conduct are widely used among companies and organizations around the world 

today. However, there is a big variety in how these codes are put together, which topics they 

address and what these codes are called. The problem with the lack of a clear-cut idea of what 

is a code of conduct is addressed by Kaptein & Schwartz (2008) who define codes of conduct 

in the following way: 

”A business code is a distinct and formal document containing a set of prescriptions 

developed by and for a company to guide present and future behavior on multiple issues of at 

least its managers and employees toward one another, the company, external stakeholders 

and/or social in general.” (Kaptein & Schwartz 2008, p. 113) 
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Many different terms have been used to describe the same concept. ‘Code of conduct’ (or 

simply ‘code’) will henceforward be an umbrella term for these terms, ranging from ‘code of 

ethics’ and ‘business principles’ to ‘code of practice’, ‘code of business ethics’ and ‘general 

principles’ etcetera (KPMG & Delphi 2011; Cressey & Moore 1983; Schlegelmilch & 

Houston 1989; Sen 1997; Stevens 2009; White & Montgomery 1980). The above definition 

presents the main principles of a code of conduct; a code of conduct is a tool used to 

communicate a company’s values and ethics throughout the organization to be used in 

everyday practice. These codes usually address multiple questions and clearly state the 

organizations standpoint. 

Previous research suggests many different reasons for having a code of conduct. These 

include social responsibility, positive effects on organizational efficiency and to avoid legal 

fines (Kaptein & Schwartz 2008). Some companies are even obliged to implement a code of 

conduct. The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, which applies to all companies publicly listed in 

the US and their subsidiaries as well as companies from other countries whose shares are 

traded in the US, requires that codes of conduct are developed and implemented. An 

important foundation for the Sarbanes-Oxley Act was the investigation conducted by the 

National Commission on Fraudulent Financial Activities (NCFFR). NCFFR recommended 

every public company to develop a code of conduct to “foster a strong ethical climate” within 

the organization (NCFFR 1987, p. 35). The code should have a strong support from the 

management and board of directors and encourage employees to raise concerns without the 

fear of reprisal; without routines for reporting of violations of the code and adequate 

protection there is a risk that the effectiveness of the code is undermined (NCFFR 1987). 

However, implementing codes of conduct is clearly something that is not accomplished 

overnight. Many obstacles have to be overcome before an organization can achieve a 

satisfactory level of compliance with its ethical framework. A wide variety of research 

indicates that companies face several difficulties in the process of implementing codes of 

conduct internally as well as externally (see for example Bondy et al. 2004; Egels-Zandén 

2007; Healy & Iles 2002; Jiang 2009; Oehmen et al. 2010; Sims 1991; Stevens 2009).  
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2.1 AGENCY THEORY AND CODES OF CONDUCT 

When duties are transferred between parties there is a risk of conflicting interests undermining 

the outcome of these efforts. There are many studies on this topic, known as the principal-

agent problem, and as early as in 1976 Jensen & Meckling (1976) laid an important 

foundation for future research when they developed the agency theory. The agency theory is 

concerned with the principal-agent problem and explains the problematic relationship 

between parties in different types of transactions.  

“An agency relationship [is] a contract under which one or more persons (the principal(s)) 

engage another person (the agent) to perform some service on their behalf which involves 

delegating some decision making authority to the agent.” (Jensen & Meckling 1976, p. 308) 

The problem arises as there are conflicting interests within such relationships; the parties are 

committed to maximizing their own utility (Jensen & Meckling 1976). The principal thus has 

to mitigate the loss of control over the agent by either establishing incentives for the agent to 

act in the best interest of the principal or by monitoring the agent, which induce costs for the 

principal – agency costs (Jensen & Meckling 1976). Another component of the agency cost is 

the actual “reduction in welfare experienced by the principal due to this divergence” (Jensen 

& Meckling 1976, p. 308). Jensen & Meckling (1976) point out the generality of the theory 

and its usefulness in various types of relationships involving a principal and an agent. The 

‘welfare of the principal’ is not necessarily limited to monetary welfare which makes it 

applicable to many different contexts. Welfare could, for example, be measured in terms of 

compliance instead of monetary units. 

The principal-agent problem is apparent in earlier studies of codes of conduct. However, most 

of the research conducted in this field until this date is concentrated to the organizational level 

(i.e. within a company or an organization). Reported findings show that there are obstacles to 

overcome for companies that try to implement a code of conduct in the organization (see for 

example Jiang 2009; Sims 1991). A study conducted by KPMG (2011) shows that half of the 

companies investigated have “encountered violations of their code” (KPMG 2011, p. 4). Jiang 

(2009) and Healy & Iles (2002) find that simply developing codes to be distributed 

throughout the organization is not enough to achieve desirable compliance. 

  



   

6 
 

Just as Jensen & Meckling (1976) point out, several other researchers find that it is important 

to consider how to implement codes of conduct within an organization and also on external 

parties (see for example Egels-Zandén 2007; Jiang 2009). The principal-agent problem can 

again provide an explanation for the potential risk for non-compliance among external parties 

where the principal is the organization distributing its code of conduct and the agent is the 

external party receiving the code of conduct. Within this relationship one can identify several 

conflicting interests that undermine the success of the principal’s efforts to apply its code of 

conduct on its agents. The agent has incentives not to comply with the code since this would 

incur additional costs (and thus decreased profits) in its business, and it is thus likely that the 

agent will not strictly follow the code received from the principal (Egels-Zandén 2007). The 

principal is interested in achieving a satisfactory level of compliance, in part because of its 

legitimizing qualities (Kaptein & Schwartz 2008). The costs induced by establishing control 

mechanisms should be put in relation to the costs associated with potential negative publicity 

due to non-compliance with the code, such as decreased sales and/or legal fines (Egels-

Zandén 2007). The principal is thus likely to accept the costs associated with implementing 

such control mechanisms. 

Jiang (2009) has an approach similar to what the agency theory depicts; to overcome the 

imperfect trade-off between two parties there should be a factor mitigating the non-

compliance problem. It is found that the market itself cannot sufficiently govern the 

compliance of agents (Jiang 2009) (market governance relies on competition to adjust such 

unethical behavior (Larson 1992)). Instead the principal has to establish routines for 

governing the behavior of the agent to mitigate these negative outcomes (Jensen & Meckling 

1976; Jiang 2009). The principal’s effort(s) to implement the code on external parties (the 

agent(s)) is/are the independent variable(s) while the level of compliance of the agent(s) is the 

dependent variable. This relationship is being mitigated by the principal’s monitoring of its 

agent’s level of compliance. Well-governed relationships tend to be characterized by a higher 

grade of commitment compared to less governed relationships, where commitment is the 

willingness to comply with the initial agreement (Jiang 2009). However, establishing 

monitoring routines and/or actions when non-compliance is revealed is not without problems. 

Previous research suggests that the principal should establish routines such as training 

programs, units in charge of the code, monitoring and adequate enforcement etcetera (Sims 

1991; NCFFR 1987).  
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2.2 IMPLEMENTING CODES OF CONDUCT ON EXTERNAL PARTIES 

Implementing codes or ethical guidelines is a complex process and it is argued that simply 

distributing a code is not an effective means to achieve desirable compliance; employees must 

be aware of the content of such codes and know how to act accordingly (Sims 1991). That 

communication is immensely important is supported by research showing that lack of 

communication contributes to code failure (Stevens 2009). Oehmen et al. (2010) argue that 

implementation is the most important part of the process as this is the “moving from theory to 

practice” (p. 674). Simply distributing a code could have negative effects on the organization 

(Ethics Resource Center [ERC] 1994). It is thus important to consider how to put into practice 

codes of conduct (Kaptein & Schwartz 2008) and previous research suggests that education or 

training should be used when implementing codes (ERC 1994; Sims 1991). Such training 

programs teach employees to embrace ethical behavior to prevent that they simply interpret 

what is accepted and what is not from the code (Sims 1991). To support the implementation 

process, Sims (1991) suggests establishing a unit (e.g. Ethics Committee) to be in charge of 

questions relating to the code and have a final saying regarding the meaning of the code. 

Employees could turn to this unit whenever uncertainties about how to interpret the code are 

encountered. To overcome the principal-agent problem, contracts should be established 

(Bolton & Dewatripont 2005).  

2.2.1 CONTRACT THEORY 

Jensen & Meckling (1976) discuss some actions that can be taken to mitigate the principal-

agent problem. However, another theory addressing the principal-agent problem has drawn 

the attention of researchers in recent years – the contract theory (Bolton & Dewatripont 

2005). Contract theory is partly concerned with the so-called hidden-information and hidden-

action problem which refers to the principal’s inability to be fully informed about the agent’s 

information and actions (Bolton & Dewatripont 2005). The hidden-information problem is 

mostly concerned with the contractual aspects of entering into relationships and how to 

protect oneself from undesirable actions of the agent. Entering into contractual agreements 

with external parties can mitigate the problem of an asymmetric information relationship. In 

theory it is possible to design a complete contract, however in reality it is nearly impossible to 

identify all possible situations ex ante (Bolton & Dewatripont 2005). Bolton & Dewatripont 

(2005) suggest designing general contracts to overcome this issue. The hidden-action problem 

can be mitigated by implementing audit processes and exposing agents to risks, which would 

serve as an incentive to comply with the initial agreement (Bolton & Dewatripont 2005). 
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Violations of the contract could thus be followed by disciplinary actions such as 

renegotiation/termination of the contract or ending the relationship. 

2.3 MONITORING OF COMPLIANCE 

The responsible Ethics Committee would also have an important role in monitoring routines. 

Monitoring routines are essential together with enforcement mechanisms (NCFFR 1987). This 

includes actively monitoring compliance as well as reporting to a higher instance (e.g. the 

Board of Directors), at least semi-annually, about its findings and actions (Sims 1991). Egels-

Zandén (2007) points out that one of the major issues with monitoring of codes today is that 

suppliers have developed systematic ways of misleading monitoring organizations, which 

further highlights the need of effective monitoring routines. This is believed to be a 

consequence of suppliers’ economic incentives for non-compliance (Egels-Zandén 2007). 

Monitoring can be carried out by an organization’s audit department as well as a separate 

third party hired to conduct such activities (NCFFR 1987). One way to ensure the possibility 

to perform audits of compliance and to take actions accordingly is to include a review clause 

in contracts with external parties. It allows the principal to either state when and by whom 

reviews are to be carried out or to perform audits whenever it appears needful. Review clauses 

can be either advisory or mandatory, setting the agent’s relation to what is depicted in the 

clause. (HM Revenue & Customs 2012) The Ethics Committee should also work actively to 

revise the code and recommend changes (Sims 1991). One important part of the monitoring 

process is to provide routines for reporting of violations of the code so that employees can, 

without facing any risk of retaliation or reprisal, raise concerns about violations of the code 

(Sims 1991). So-called “whistle-blower” systems have drawn the attention of many 

researchers and companies (Davis 1996). Effective follow-up procedures are important to 

investigate reported violations and to act accordingly when non-compliance situations are 

encountered (Kaptein & Schwartz 2008; NCFFR 1987; Sims 1991). 

2.3.1 REPORTING AND WHISTLEBLOWING 

So-called whistleblower systems refer to companies’ routines for reporting of violations of the 

code of conduct. Whistleblower systems allow individual employees to report infringes or 

criminal acts performed within the company or in the company’s name by a third party (Davis 

1996).  Whistleblower systems give information providers the opportunity to stay anonymous 

and the company can thus get access to information without harming personal relations for the 

provider. Many see this type of reporting systems as problematic in terms of creating a 
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dilemma in a divided loyalty against the constituent (Jubb 1999). Companies often practice a 

routine where employees are encouraged to report to his or her immediate superior. If this 

person is involved in the charges, employees are asked to inform the accused person’s 

superior. Reporting is referred to as “blowing the whistle”. A possible alternative to the 

previous mentioned system is to establish a certain committee, which is responsible for 

handling complaints and other issues. These committees often go under names such as Board 

of Ethics, Compliance Committee etcetera (Sims 1991). Sims (1991) further acknowledges 

that reporting routines signal that ethical behavior is expected and encouraged. Reporting 

routines such as whistleblower systems thus have a positive impact on compliance. 

2.4 DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS 

To enforce compliance with the code it is important to apply appropriate actions when non-

compliance is revealed in monitoring processes or through reports (NCFFR 1987; Sims 

1991). Exposing receivers of the code to disciplinary actions will act as an incentive to 

comply with the stipulations of the code. Over the last few decades this has also been the case, 

many companies have included descriptions of sanctions in their codes (Cressey & Moore 

1983). However, it is believed that many companies assume that receivers of the code 

naturally act as if there were sanctions associated with the code, and thus refrain from 

describing such actions (Cressey & Moore 1983). Companies that do not describe disciplinary 

actions in its code will be perceived as not upholding the values of its code (Weaver 1995). 

Describing sanctions is thus believed to enhance compliance with the code (Weaver 1995). 

Some studies also argue that sanctions can enhance receivers’ recall of the code (Weaver 

1995).  While Weaver (1995) fails to find a strong relationship between described sanctions 

and compliance with the code in his study, Trevino & Ball (1992) find that the harder the 

sanctions are described, the more serious the threats are perceived by the observers. Sanctions 

can vary in severity from simply pointing out deficiencies and demand improvements to 

termination of contracts (Bolton & Dewatripont 2005).  

They point out that the importance of describing such disciplinary actions is not solely to 

affect the behavior of those individuals being punished, but rather its effect on individuals not 

being punished. How important are the reactions of individuals already terminated from the 

organization? (Trevino & Ball 1992)  
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2.5 THREE STEPS IN APPLYING A CODE OF CONDUCT 

Three important steps can be distinguished from the above presented previous research in how 

successful a code will be in covering external parties; the implementation stage, the 

monitoring stage and the actions stage. 

 

FIGURE 1: THREE STEPS IN APPLYING A CODE OF CONDUCT ON EXTERNAL PARTIES 

The implementation stage covers companies’ efforts to apply its code of conduct on external 

partie. Simply encouraging an external party to apply the code is not the most effective way to 

ensure compliance. Companies are instead suggested to enforce compliance with the code 

through contractual agreements. Education is also believed to be important to ensure 

compliance with the code. However, as the agency theory depicts, the implementation stage 

alone cannot ensure successful application on external parties. The company must also 

mitigate the asymmetric relationship. 

The monitoring stage concerns activities conducted after the initial implementation stage to 

enforce compliance with the code. This includes routines for reporting of violations as well as 

conducting audits (own audits or hiring external party to conduct audit). Disciplinary actions 

are an important means of enforcing compliance with the code and should be communicated 

as well as applied. Such actions range from pointing out of deficiencies (and demand 

improvement) to termination of contracts. 

  

Implementation Monitoring Disciplinary 
actions 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

This cross-sectional qualitative study was conducted in cooperation with KPMG Forensic and 

the Swedish law firm Advokatfirman Delphi. The two companies have worked together in 

previous studies focusing on codes of conduct and their use within organizations, but never 

with a focus on how codes are applied on external parties. The study is built on a worldwide 

project initiated by KPMG in cooperation with RSM Erasmus University (KPMG 2008). 

Previous studies have focused on the internal use of codes of conduct while the external scope 

is still to be adopted (KPMG & Delphi 2009; KPMG & Delphi 2011). This paper uses data 

from the project suitable to answer the research question. The abductive approach employed 

in this study relied on previous research to present a framework that was later empirically 

tested to provide an understanding of how codes of conduct are to be successfully applied on 

external parties (Patel & Davidson 2003). 

Availability of relevant information will arguably be higher when focusing on large publicly 

listed companies. Furthermore these larger companies are believed to work more actively with 

business ethics questions compared to smaller companies. (Brytting 1997) The companies 

included in the study are the 50 largest publicly listed companies in Sweden according to 

market values taken from NASDAQ OMX Nordic Large Cap (see Appendix 1). The quality 

of the data provided by such large companies is believed to be considerably higher than for 

smaller companies, thus providing an important empirical foundation (Sjöberg & Wästerfors 

2008). These are all responsible to act transparently and to inform about potential factors that 

could affect the stock value to the public simultaneously through reporting regulations. Large 

companies operating in Sweden without being listed on NASDAQ OMX Nordic Stockholm 

Large Cap will not be included in the study. Objectively selecting companies for the study in 

this manner is important since no consideration is taken to current efforts regarding codes of 

conduct, thus providing a sample of companies representing large Swedish companies. Such a 

non-probability sample is appropriate and therefore employed (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 

2012). Smaller companies do not have the same responsibility or pressure to develop codes of 

conduct. This would limit the availability of relevant information.  

The analysis is based on primary data collected through both a survey and a content analysis 

of the companies’ codes of conduct. The use of two separate data-gathering methods is 

believed to minimize the risk of contamination (Sjöberg & Wästerfors 2008). The content 

analysis provide an understanding of the content of the companies’ codes of conduct and the 
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survey will provide a deeper understanding of the underlying aims and intentions of the 

companies’ efforts in applying such codes. Some relevant topics might not be covered in the 

actual code. The study aims to cover these topics in the survey.  

3.1 CONTENT ANALYSIS 

The content analysis was based on a framework consisting of 100 parameters designed by 

KPMG International in conjunction with RSM Erasmus University (KPMG & Delphi 2011). 

The framework was applied on the codes of conduct of the companies examined and was used 

as a checklist that represents the extent of the codes. Most of the parameters have been 

developed by the audit and consultancy firm KPMG in an effort to provide a framework for 

analyzing codes of conduct in a global context, but the parameters were slightly modified to 

better fit within the scope of this study. The framework is divided into a number of groups 

ranging from application of the code of conduct to report of violations of the code of conduct 

(see Appendix 2). 

In order to adjust the framework a number of parameters were modified, merged, removed or 

added to the framework. The new framework better corresponded to the variety of situations 

among companies regarding application on external parties. Added to the framework were 

parameters addressing questions such as the extent of the companies’ efforts in applying its 

code of conduct on external parties as well as how they monitor and take disciplinary actions 

when non-compliance is encountered. The original framework did not distinguish between 

companies that encourage external parties to adopt its code and companies that expressly 

apply its code on external parties (e.g. through contractual agreements). Therefore, a 

parameter covering “encouragement” was added to the framework (see Table 1). Furthermore, 

parameters covering managers’ responsibility, disciplinary actions and confidential reporting 

were developed and added to the framework (see Table 1). 

 

TABLE 1: PARAMETERS ADDED TO THE FRAMEWORK (SEE APPENDIX 2) 

New Parameters
74 Encourages external parties to comply with the code of conduct
91 Manager responsible for observance of the code of conduct
93 Sanctions for non-compliance of the code of conduct
95 Confidential reporting of violations of the code of conduct
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Consequently the interpretation of the parameter “Application on external parties” was 

adjusted to exclude situations where companies encourage external parties to comply, or 

similar formulations with the same implication (see Appendix 2).  

The study applied a restrictive definition of what a code of conduct is and therefore only such 

documents were included in the content analysis. Documents such as environmental, bribery 

and anti-trust policies were excluded due to their too specific nature. A code of conduct 

should be addressed to an entire business and cover multiple issues (Kaptein & Schwartz 

2008). Most of the codes were available on the companies’ websites, however in some cases 

the companies provided the code on inquiry (either by e-mail or telephone).  

On the basis of the framework, two individuals independent of each other analyzed the codes. 

This method prevented simple mistakes (for example omission of parameters due to the 

human factor) to influence the data used in the analysis. Any differences between the two 

individuals’ findings where subject to a follow-up discussion to investigate why these 

parameters had been omitted in the content analysis and collective reasoning (including a 

third individual) determined whether the parameter should be counted for in the content 

analysis or not. This method is believed to have a positive impact on the accuracy and 

reliability of the data used in the analysis. 

3.2 SURVEY 

A survey was developed and used to address topics that were not covered in the content 

analysis. Applying an extensive content analysis helped keeping the survey short, which 

consequently had a positive impact on the response rate. The survey was divided into two 

parts; one part addressing the companies’ efforts internally and the other part addressing the 

companies’ efforts externally (see Appendix 4). An online-software was used to distribute the 

survey to the respondents. Distributing the survey this way simplified the process of 

answering the questionnaire for the respondents and thus had a positive impact on the 

response rate (Trost 2012). Since a big majority of the codes included in the study were in 

English and most of the companies are operating globally the survey was formulated in 

English. This was also believed to limit interpretive errors. 

The survey provided data on topics that the content analysis did not cover. Such data include 

information about the code of conduct that was not included in the actual code and 

information of a ranking nature (i.e. the extent of the companies’ efforts in specific questions).  
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Edling & Hedström (2003) suggest that survey questions are based on nominal scales so that 

the answers provided by the companies represent the extent of their efforts in addressing 

specific issues. A number of questions based on such scales were used in the survey. 

The aim of the survey was partly to collect data on how companies oblige external parties to 

apply/comply with their code of conduct (i.e. the implementation stage). Do they have a 

specific code of conduct for external parties or are they covered by the company’s general 

code of conduct? Are the companies’ external parties encouraged to implement the code on a 

voluntary basis or forced to implement the code through a contractual agreement? Is the code 

relevant to subcontractors? Where companies’ external parties are not covered by the code of 

conduct it is also relevant to investigate why this is the case. The companies were also asked 

about how they ensure that external parties comply with their code of conduct (i.e. 

monitoring). Do they conduct their own audits of external parties’ compliance or do they hire 

a third party to conduct such monitoring practices? Do they have a system in place that 

enables external parties to report on violations of their code of conduct? What actions have 

the companies taken when they encounter non-compliance situations? As sanctions are 

important to mitigate the problem of non-compliance it is important to investigate whether 

companies apply disciplinary actions or not.  

Two separate pilot studies were conducted within KPMG Forensic and Advokatfirman Delphi 

to overcome problems including confusing formulations and improper formatting before a 

final version of the survey was accepted. A risk manager at KPMG also reviewed the survey 

before it was conducted in order to minimize errors. The above-mentioned procedures aimed 

to secure the quality of the survey (Bell 2005). The final survey was sent out mainly to 

individuals responsible for compliance questions within their respective companies. However, 

in some cases where the receiver felt that the survey was outside his or her area of expertise it 

was forwarded to other individuals within the company. Respondents were obliged to declare 

their position within the company to secure the quality of the answers they provided. 

Compliance officers or compliance directors remain the most common position to answer the 

survey followed by sustainability officers. The respondents were assured anonymity to 

encourage truthful answers. 

3.2.1 OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE SURVEY 

The first three questions were of a general nature and covered internal distribution of the code 

of conduct, internal education regarding the code and reasons for having a code. Questions 4-
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8 covered internal monitoring of the code of conduct in terms of reported violations, reasons 

for such violations and how violations can be reported within the company (including 

whistleblower systems) and how violations are reported to the board of directors. Disciplinary 

actions were also covered in this section. Questions 9-10 addressed revising routines 

regarding the code of conduct. The frequency of such revisions as well as which groups are 

involved were covered in this section.  

The second part of the survey covered external application of the code of conduct. It was 

examined whether companies have a specific code of conduct for external parties or if the 

general code of conduct is applicable for their external parties. Differences between suppliers, 

consultants, agents and joint venture partners were then mapped to provide an understanding 

of how these parties are covered by the code of conduct. If external parties were found not to 

be covered by their code of conduct, the companies were asked why this is the case. 

The aim of the questions 13-17 was to investigate how companies monitor their external 

parties as well as how they ensure compliance with their code of conduct. The companies 

were specifically asked about monitoring routines and whether they have a review clause 

included in contracts with external parties or not. Disciplinary actions were also covered in 

this section. Question 18 asked about what major challenges companies experience when 

hiring foreign suppliers (e.g. cultural and legal differences). Question 19 was developed to 

provide an insight in how the companies are planning to carry out future (2013) work with 

their code of conduct in relation to external parties.  

In order to increase to the quality of the survey, free-text boxes where provided after a 

majority of the questions to minimize errors in the interpretation of the answers.  

3.3 CLASSIFYING OF DATA 

The definition presented by Kaptein & Schwartz (2008) was strictly applied to ensure that the 

codes included in the study are comparable and address the concerned topics. 42 of the 50 

companies included in the study were found to have a code of conduct that fit the definition. 

This could be seen as direct indicator of the importance of the phenomenon, since a majority 

is actually applying a specific code of conduct. (Bryman 2008) In some cases the companies 

stated that they have a code of conduct, however it did not fit the definition. Other companies 

informed that they do not have a code of conduct at all. 
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The companies included in the study were divided into three groups to analyze the 

relationship between efforts and successfulness; (1) implementation, (2) implementation and 

monitoring and (3) implementation, monitoring and actions. The first group included 

companies that met the requirements regarding implementation whereas the second and the 

third group also met the requirements for actions and/or monitoring. Companies were 

considered to meet the implementation requirements if their external parties are covered by 

either their general code of conduct or a specific code of conduct for external parties (see 

survey questions 11a and 11b) and/or either educate and/or include external parties in 

contracts regarding the code of conduct, as depicted in research question 12a (see Appendix 

4). The more requirements met, the more thorough the companies were considered to be. 

Monitoring requirements were met if companies engage in any form of audit regarding 

external parties compliance with the code, as depicted in survey question 13, and/or have a 

review clause that enables such monitoring activities, as depicted in survey question 14 (see 

Appendix 4). Disciplinary actions were covered by survey question 15b.  

The study adopted reported violations as a measure of how well companies succeed to 

establish good communication and compliance with their code of conduct among its external 

parties. This measure is based on the assumption that non-compliance situations will always 

exist within companies as well as in relation to external parties. Previous studies indicate a 

very low compliance among external parties (see for example Egels-Zandén 2007). As the 

only measure available to companies, reported violations provide a good picture of how well 

external parties understand and strive to comply with the code of conduct. The problem with 

hidden cases is in fact not a problem as these hidden cases further strengthen the quality of the 

data; no reported violations indicates less willingness to cooperate and comply with the code 

of conduct.  Furthermore, unreported violations can in itself have negative effects within the 

companies or organizations they occur (Nitsch, Baetz & Christensen Hughes 2005). 
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4. RESULTS 

Out of the 50 companies included in the study, 42 were found to have a code of conduct (84 

percent) that fit the definition used and they varied between two to 28 pages in length (with a 

average length of 13 pages). The codes included in the study were not explicitly named ‘code 

of conduct’; other terms were used to describe these documents as well. These terms include 

‘business code of practice’, ‘business ethics’, ‘group code of ethics and conduct’, ‘code of 

business conduct’, ‘business principles’, ‘code of ethics’, ‘code of business conduct and 

ethics’, ‘standard of business conduct and ethics’, ‘values and ethics’ and ‘code of business 

ethics’. However, ‘code of conduct’ is the most common way to refer to these documents (60 

percent of the 42 codes included in the study). Of the 42 companies that were found to have a 

code of conduct, two companies had a strict policy against participating in surveys. The 

survey was sent out to the remaining 40 companies which resulted in 22 received answers. 

This equals an active response rate of 55 percent. 

Most of the companies that did not have a code of conduct felt that they did not need one. A 

vast majority of these companies are operating in the financial or the real estate sector. 

Companies in these sectors are not of the same character as companies in for example the 

manufacturing or the service sector in how they carry out and structure their operations. 

Manufacturing companies generally enter into numerous contracts to exchange goods and/or 

services while financial companies have a mere financial focus and thus do not have the same 

need to directly address issues generally included in a code of conduct. The companies that 

were contacted expressed that the topics that are relevant are instead addressed through 

internal policies and/or guidelines within specific areas of interest. The same explanation 

applies to how they handle issues regarding social responsibility in their operations; these 

companies have developed internal social responsibility policies to ensure that investments 

made are characterized by socially accepted values and norms. These include (but are not 

limited to) issues such as child labor, forced labor, corruption, the environment and legal 

compliance. Moral issues cannot be entirely neglected since stakeholders naturally value 

ethical behavior and bad publicity can always have negative effects on businesses. 

Only one company was found not to have a whistleblower system. The company stated that 

they do not need such a system and instead provide non-anonymous reporting routines for 

employees as well as external parties. All of the companies thus have some kind of routines to 

enable reporting of violations. 
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4.1 GENERAL FINDINGS 

Out of the companies, 64 percent stated that all employees have received the code and only 4 

percent state that less than 50 percent of the employees have received the code. 

 

TABLE 2: SUMMARIZED RESULTS FROM CONTENT ANALYSIS (SEE APPENDIX 3) 

Summarized in Table 2 are the percentages of companies addressing at least one parameter 

under each group of parameters (see Appendix 3). The two most frequently addressed groups 

are conflict of interest and application of the code of conduct (all of the companies) followed 

by employees’ conditions (95 percent), observance of the code of conduct (91 percent) and 

report of violations of the code of conduct (88 percent). Disposition of the code was excluded 

since this group is not relevant in this context. 

When creating your code of conduct, of what importance were the following motives? 

 

FIGURE 2: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 1 (SEE APPENDIX 4) 

Figure 2 shows the companies’ motives for having a code of conduct. The answers are fairly 

homogenous and a majority of the companies consider many motives to be of high 

importance when developing a code of conduct. The most mixed results can be found 

Summary of content analysis findings
Corporate governance 33% Clients 69%
Financial reporting 64% Investors 67%
Confidential information 66% Competition 79%
Remuneration system 10% Media 26%
Conflict of interest 100% Sustainability 86%
The company's assets 43% Application of the code of conduct 100%
Economical abuse 79% Observance of the code 91%
Employees' conditions 95% Report of violations of the code of conduct 88%
Suppliers 26%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

TO IMPROVE THE COMPANY'S COMPETITIVENESS 
TO BE A SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE COMPANY 

TO INCREASE THE EMPLOYEE'S ETHICAL AWARENESS 
TO CREATE A UNITED CORPORATE CULTURE 

TO PROTECT/IMPROVE THE COMPANY'S GOODWILL 
TO COMPLY WITH STAKEHOLDERS' EXPECTATIONS 

TO AVOID EXTERNAL REGULATION 
TO SECURE THAT THE COMPANY DOES NOT BREAK THE LAW 

NOT VERY IMPORTANT MODERATELY IMPORTANT VERY IMPORTANT 
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regarding the companies’ efforts to avoid external regulation where the companies can be 

divided into three groups of similar sizes according to their answers.  

4.2 IMPLEMENTATION 

 

TABLE 3: PERCENTAGES OF COMPANIES ADDRESSING SPECIFIC PARAMETERS IN THE CONTENT 
ANALYSIS (SEE APPENDIX 3) 

 

Figures from the content analysis, as presented in Table 3, show that there are differences in 

how various categories of external parties are addressed (or covered) in the code of conduct. 

A majority of the companies encourage external parties to comply with the code of conduct 

whereas application, which is a more extensive coverage of external parties, is less frequent. 

External parties, an umbrella term for suppliers, sub suppliers, agents and joint venture 

partners, are generally also informed about responsibility to follow local laws as well as the 

code of conduct (93 and 88 percent). Suppliers are the most common external party referred 

to in the code of conducts examined (43 percent) while joint venture partners are the least 

common external party to be referred to (12 percent). About half of the companies that refer 

to suppliers also refer to sub suppliers (43 versus 19 percent). 

93 percent of the companies have a specific group in charge of the code of conduct (ethics 

committee or equivalent). Some companies have the board of directors responsible for the 

code of conduct in addition to an ethics committee (57 percent). Other types of responsible 

units are less common. 

Application of the code of conduct (CoC) Yes No
74 Encourages external parties to comply 71% 29%
75 Application on subsidiary 26% 74%
76 Application on external parties 57% 43%
77 Application on suppliers 43% 57%
78 Application on sub suppliers 19% 81%
79 Application on agents 17% 88%
80 Application on joint venture partners 12% 88%
81 Information about responsibility to follow local laws 93% 7%
82 Information about responsibility to follow the CoC 88% 12%
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To what extent are your external partners covered by your code of conduct? 

 

FIGURE 3: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 12A (SEE APPENDIX 4) 

 

There are differences in how the companies’ external parties are covered by the code of 

conduct (see Figure 3). The companies generally include their external parties in contracts 

that in some cases also include a responsibility to ensure that subcontractors follow the code. 

It is however more common that companies include external parties excluding subcontractors. 

Whereas 68 percent of the companies state that the code is embedded in some kind of 

contractual agreement with suppliers, not more than 50 percent of the companies state that 

either consultants, agents or joint venture partners are included in such contractual 

agreements.  

When asked why external partners are not covered by their code of conduct, the concerned 

companies answered that they did either (1) not have a routine for distribution of the code to 

external parties or that (2) the code was only intended to signal values in general.  

Out of the companies that have embedded the code in some kind of contractual agreement, 80 

percent have received reports of violations of the code of conduct. None of the companies that 

have not established contracts with external parties have received such reports.  
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What education do your employees go through regarding your code of conduct? 

 

FIGURE 4: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 3 (SEE APPENDIX 4) 

 

All of the companies in the study use some kind of education to inform their employees about 

their code of conduct (see Figure 4). Handing-out of documents for perusal is the most 

common routine among the companies (82 percent) followed by e-learning (73 percent) and 

seminars/workshops and information during the recruiting process (55 percent respectively). 

In addition to this, different employees get different education regarding the code as one of 

the participating company stating:  

“Of course, not everyone gets everything.  Factory workers will get far less education 

compared with sales staff and sales managers (for example).  Education is also delivered 

through the need to report KPIs [Key Performance Indicators] related to the Code“  
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Are your external parties educated in your code of conduct? 

 

FIGURE 5: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 12A (SEE APPENDIX 4) 

A minority of the companies stated that they educate their external parties in their code of 

conduct (see Figure 5). All of the companies that state that they educate their external parties 

regarding their code of conduct have received reports of violations of the code whereas the 

corresponding figure for companies that do not educate external parties is 47 percent. 

4.3 MONITORING 

 

TABLE 4: PERCENTAGES OF COMPANIES ADDRESSING SPECIFIC PARAMETERS IN THE CONTENT 
ANALYSIS (SEE APPENDIX 3) 

A majority of the companies have a statement of observance of the code of conduct (see Table 

4). However, it is less common that the companies state that the code of conduct is part of 

contracts. Another finding of the content analysis is that a small amount of the companies 

state that they control the observance of the code of conduct (14 percent internally, 17 percent 

externally). About half of the companies mention a specific unit in charge of the code of 

conduct which employees and others can turn to with questions regarding the code of conduct 

and about two thirds held managers responsible for the implementation and follow-up of code 

internally. 
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Observance of the code Yes No
84 Statement of observance of the CoC 81% 19%
85 The CoC is part of contracts 10% 90%
86 The CoC is part of employment agreement 3% 97%
87 The CoC is introduced in the employment procedure 3% 97%
88 Control of employees’ observance of the CoC 14% 86%
89 Control of suppliers’ and others’ observance of the CoC 17% 83%
90 Specific unit responsible for the CoC 41% 59%
91 Manager responsibility for observance 71% 29%
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TABLE 5: PERCENTAGES OF COMPANIES ADDRESSING SPECIFIC PARAMETERS IN THE CONTENT 
ANALYSIS (SEE APPENDIX 3) 

As presented in Table 5, the content analysis shows that a majority of the companies have 

routines to handle reports of violations of the code of conduct (81 percent). Little more than 

half of the companies guarantee that reports of violations will be treated with confidentiality 

(55 percent) and a little less than half of the companies have routines for anonymous reporting 

of violations of the code of conduct (45 percent). About half of the companies also state that 

there will be no reprimands for reporting of violations. Less than half state that they 

investigate reported violations (41 percent). Regarding routines for third parties to report 

violations, as few as 5 percent of the companies state that they have such routines. 

How do you monitor that your external partners comply with your code of conduct? 

 

FIGURE 6: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 13 (SEE APPENDIX 4) 

When asked about how they ensure that external partners comply with the code, 18 percent of 

the companies stated that no audits are performed to monitor compliance (see Figure 6). Out 

of the companies that only trust external parties to comply with the code (i.e. they do not 

Report of violations of the code of conduct (CoC) Yes No
92 Routine for reports of violations of the CoC 81% 19%
95 Confidential reporting of violations of the CoC 55% 45%
96 Anonymous reporting of violations of the CoC 45% 55%
97 Informer’s rights/inviolability 55% 45%
98 Follow-up/investigation of violations of the CoC 41% 59%

100 Third party's possibility to report violation of the CoC 5% 95%
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conduct any audits), 50 percent have also received reports of violations of the code of 

conduct. 60 percent of the companies that perform audits of external parties’ compliance have 

received reports of violations of the code.  

 

Do you have a review clause/right to conduct compliance audit specified in contracts with 
external parties? 

 

FIGURE 7: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 14 (SEE APPENDIX 4) 

 

A majority of the companies do not have a clause that enables them to perform audits of 

compliance within their external parties (see Figure 7). Out of the 41 percent that have a 

review clause, 78 percent have also received reports of violations of the code of conduct. The 

corresponding figure for the companies without a review clause is 38 percent.  

91 percent of the companies stated that they, apart from a strict whistleblower system, have 

reporting routines that include immediate managers. In 59 percent of the companies, 

employees can report to the HR-department and 36 percent have external parties that 

employees (or others) can report to. Some companies also have the possibility to report to 

general counsels or to CSR-officers.  

64 percent of the companies report to the board of directors regularly about reported 

violations whereas 23 percent of the companies have no established routine. The remaining 14 

percent state that they report to the board of directors immediately when violations have been 

reported. 
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Have you received any reports of violations of your code of conduct from external parties? 

 

FIGURE 8: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 15A (SEE APPENDIX 4) 

 

A small majority of the companies stated in the survey that they have received reports of 

violations from external parties (see Figure 8). 

4.4 ACTIONS 

Which measures have your company taken due to violations of the code of conduct (external 
parties)? 

 

FIGURE 9: RESULTS OF SURVEY QUESTION 15B (SEE APPENDIX 4) 
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As seen in Figure 9, none of the companies state that they do not take measures against non-

compliance. However, a number of companies only point out deficiencies instead of actions 

such as termination of contracts.  This question only applies to companies that have received 

reports of violations, however Figure 9 is based on the all of the companies to provide an 

overview. 

 

TABLE 6: PERCENTAGES OF COMPANIES ADDRESSING SPECIFIC PARAMETERS IN THE CONTENT 
ANALYSIS (SEE APPENDIX 3) 

Sanctions for non-compliance are mentioned in about half of the codes of conduct included in 

the study (see Table 6). A very small minority have zero tolerance against violations of the 

code of conduct. 

4.5 SUMMARIZED FINDINGS 

 

FIGURE 10: PERCENTAGE OF COMPANIES IN EACH GROUP IN RELATION TO REPORTS 
VIOLATIONS RECEIEVED 

Figure 10 shows the relationship between groups and reported violations. The size of each 

group is decreased as more attributes are taken into consideration, moving from 86 percent to 

about one third of the companies. The percentage of the companies within each group that 

have received reports of violations of the code of conduct is increased (from 63 percent to just 

over two thirds and finally all of the companies).  

Report of violations of the code of conduct (CoC) Yes No
93 Sanctions for breach of the CoC 55% 45%
99 Zero tolerance of violations of the CoC 2% 98%
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When the companies were divided into groups according to their extensiveness in addressing 

each step it is revealed that the more thorough are the companies, the more reports of 

violations are received (see Table 7). 

 

TABLE 7: THOROUGHNESS IN RELATION TO RECEIVED REPORTS OF VIOLATIONS 

The reports of violations increase as the thoroughness increases (see Method), as seen in 

Table 7. This pattern is apparent in each of the three groups (implementation, monitoring and 

actions), where less extensive efforts lead to less reported violations and more extensive 

efforts lead to more reported violations.  

When asked about how they plan to improve their work with the code of conduct (in relation 

to external parties) during the following year most of the companies answered that they will 

establish more contracts (31 percent) and conduct more audits on their own (21 percent). Only 

7 percent of the companies stated that they will work more actively to ensure sanctions as 

non-compliance is encountered. The number of companies that have no plans to revise their 

work regarding their code of conduct in relation to external parties equals 17 percent of the 

companies. Education will be improved by 14 percent of the companies. 

5. ANALYSIS 

An overall observation that can be made is that there are several differences between the 

internal and the external application of codes of conduct. Almost two thirds of the companies 

stated in the survey that all of their employees receive the code of conduct, however a 

considerable number of the companies state that external parties are not covered by the code 

(agents and joint venture partners are the least common groups to be covered by the code). 

This immediately puts these companies in a position where they are vulnerable to improper or 

unethical behavior of external parties associated the company (which in this case is the 

principal), areas that the companies consider to be of utmost importance when adopting a 

code of conduct (see Figure 2). Such behavior could have a negative impact on the reputation 

Implementation Monitoring Actions
Requirements met Reports received Req. met Rep. rec. Req. met Rep. rec.

0 0% 0 33% 0 22%
1 0% 1 60% 1 100%
2 71% 2 75%
3 100%
4 100%
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of these companies and could further result in economic losses due to legal fines and/or a 

decrease in sales revenues. As the content analysis reveals that the companies generally cover 

many different areas in their code of conduct one can also argue that they also consider these 

topics to be of great importance. Making sure that also external parties associated with the 

company comply with the code of conduct should thus not be neglected.  

A majority of the companies state that their suppliers are covered in contractual agreements 

covering the code of conduct or even responsible to ensure that subcontractors comply with 

the code (68 percent). Not more than 50 percent state that agents, consultants and joint 

venture partners are contractually bound to follow the code of conduct. Only a small share 

state that they simply encourage external parties to comply with the code. However, there is a 

fair share of companies that do not cover external parties sufficiently enough to ensure 

compliance with the code of conduct. (See Figure 3) The content analysis reveals that far 

from all of the companies state (in the code of conduct) that their external parties are covered 

by their code of conduct and that they are obliged to follow what it depicts (see Table 3). 

Furthermore, little more than half of the companies describe sanctions for non-compliance 

with the code of conduct (see Table 6). These findings suggest that many companies fail to 

adequately address important steps in ensuring compliance among external parties, as 

suggested by Trevino & Ball (1992), Cressey & Moore (1985) and Weaver (1995). 80 percent 

of the companies that have their code embedded in contractual agreements with external 

parties have also received reports of violations, whereas none of the companies that have not 

established such contracts have received reports of violations. This suggests that contracts 

have the potential to mitigate the principal-agent problem, as suggested by Jensen & 

Meckling (1976) and Bolton & Dewatripont (2005). This important mitigation is further 

strengthened by including a review clause in contracts with external parties (78 percent of the 

companies with a review clause have received reports of violations whereas only 38 percent 

of the companies that do not have a review clause have received any reports of violations). 

Of the companies that state that their external parties are covered by the code of conduct, only 

a small number also educate their external parties in their code of conduct (see Figure 5). This 

should be put in relation to the relatively high percentage of companies stating that they 

educate their employees in the code of conduct, i.e. internal education (see Figure 4). Previous 

research finds that education is important when implementing business ethics in order to 

achieve a satisfactory level of compliance. This is supported by findings contributed by this 

study; all of the companies that educate external parties have received reports of violations. 
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This is due to the fact that individuals need to understand what is prescribed and how to relate 

to such prescriptions (ERC 1994; Oehmen et al. 2010; Sims 1991). If individuals within an 

organization are not familiar with the content of the code of conduct, neither can they comply 

with what it suggests. Efforts to educate employees (i.e. internally) include e-learning, 

lectures, seminars/workshops and events/theme days, tools that could also be used to educate 

external parties. To overcome the principal-agent problem, and the asymmetric relationship it 

suggests, this is an area of interest for companies striving to successfully implement its code 

of conduct on external parties. 

The companies that perform some kind of monitoring of compliance among external parties 

experience a slightly higher reporting frequency than the companies that do not conduct any 

monitoring. However, the difference between the two groups is only 10 percentage points, 

which is not a significant finding. On the other hand, as argued above, the companies that 

have a review clause have received more reports than have the companies without a review 

clause. This finding provides a stronger indication that monitoring routines (or at least a 

possibility to carry out monitoring routines) affect compliance with the code of conduct. 

Almost one third of the companies have a third party conducting monitoring of their external 

parties. This might mitigate the problem of external parties’ tendency to mislead a principal 

conducting compliance audits, as found by Egels-Zandén (2007). Yet more than two thirds of 

the companies investigated do not contract a third party to perform audits of external parties. 

Little more than half of the companies included in the content analysis describe disciplinary 

actions in their code of conduct (see Table 6). As this is something that is encouraged in 

previous research one could argue that it is a fairly low amount of companies addressing this 

issue. However, none of the companies state that they do not take disciplinary actions when 

violations of the code are encountered (see Figure 9). In some cases the disciplinary action is 

only a pointing out of the deficiency. In other cases contracts have been terminated. This is 

believed to have a positive impact on compliance with the code of conduct as external parties 

are aware of potential disciplinary actions due to non-compliance. 

As the picture of how the companies address the three separate areas (implementation, 

monitoring and disciplinary actions) independent of each other is becoming clear, it is 

relevant see how the extensiveness of a company’s efforts relates to the successfulness of the 

code. It is found that companies that engage more thoroughly in the three steps also receive 

more reports than companies that do not engage as extensively in these steps (see Figure 10). 



   

30 
 

Companies that only fulfill the requirements for the implementation step received the least 

reports, whereas this figure increased slightly when the scope was shifted to companies that 

fulfill also the monitoring step (see Figure 10). When focusing on the companies that perform 

the most extensive efforts in terms of the three steps (i.e. the companies that fulfill also the 

requirements for the action step) it is found that all of these companies have received reports 

of violations (see Figure 10). This increase is more significant than the increase between the 

two first steps (45 percent compared to 10 percent) which suggests that the action step have a 

more significant impact on compliance or that the monitoring and the action step are 

dependent on each other to have a major positive impact on compliance. It was also found that 

the more thorough companies are, the better the results (see Table 7). This finding was based 

on the number of requirements met in relation to reported violations and it further 

strengthened the idea that the successfulness of a code is dependent on the extent to which 

companies carry out the three steps. The companies that were found not to have a successful 

application of their codes of conduct on external parties (see Figure 10) are closely linked to a 

lower number of met requirements. This finding provides an explanation to why some 

companies that carry out one or more of the steps still do not achieve desirable compliance; 

their efforts are not sufficient. Jiang (2009) is thus believed to be right in his study as he 

depicts that market governance alone cannot sufficiently mitigate the principal-agent problem 

within the code of conduct relationship. 

It is believed that these results have an explanation in how seriously the code of conduct is 

taken by external parties. What a company achieves by carrying out the three steps thoroughly 

is the signaling of how important they consider their code of conduct to be. As companies 

carefully implement, monitor and take disciplinary actions, external parties will realize the 

importance of compliance and act accordingly. A code of conduct that is less monitored and 

less enforced with disciplinary actions is likely to be taken less seriously by receivers (i.e. 

external parties). Non-compliance is believed to be more frequent in such situations both 

according to previous research and the results of this study. 

In an attempt to provide an outlook, the companies were asked about their plans regarding the 

code of conduct in relation to external parties. The main focus areas were found to be related 

to the implementation and the monitoring step. Sanctions for non-compliance were found not 

to be prioritized. Consequently, companies do not seem to be aware that they still have 

important areas to cover before they have successfully covered external parties with their code 

of conduct. 



   

31 
 

6. CONCLUSIONS 

Unlike most previous studies regarding codes of conduct this study focused on codes of 

conduct in relation to external parties. The three steps that were developed (implementation, 

monitoring and actions) were found to be suitable to describe the successfulness of 

companies’ efforts to apply its code of conduct on external parties. It is found that there is a 

relationship between the extensiveness of companies’ efforts in addressing the three steps and 

the successfulness of the code of conduct. The use of the agency theory showed that the 

problem of asymmetric relationships might have a negative impact on application on external 

parties. Furthermore, contract theory was successfully applied to investigate how companies 

can mitigate the asymmetric information relationship depicted by the agency theory. It was 

also found that the more thorough companies are when carrying out the three steps, the better 

the results. Disciplinary actions are found to have the best effect on compliance leading up to 

the conclusion that the fear of reprisal force external parties to comply. As both monitoring 

routines and disciplinary actions are in place, the highest compliance frequency is found. 

This study further found that many Swedish companies fail to sufficiently address the three 

overarching areas (or steps) emphasized, which in turn will affect how well the principal-

agent problem is mitigated. Almost nine out of ten companies met the requirements for the 

implementation step whereas less than one third of the companies met the requirements for all 

three steps. As companies of today are facing potential risks of legal fines and negative 

publicity affecting reputation and ultimately sales revenues, they seriously have to consider 

efforts to mitigate the unavoidable difficulties caused by the principal-agent problem. There is 

thus room for improvements.  

As the companies were not found to adequately plan future efforts regarding their codes of 

conduct it is suggested that they revise their plans. The action step is in many cases neglected, 

which the findings of this study suggest it should not be. It is found that companies generally 

do not provide any education regarding its code of conduct for external parties. Addressing 

this issue properly could seriously enhance understanding and thus compliance with the code 

(it is found that all of the companies that educate external parties have received reports of 

violations of their code of conduct). Furthermore, studies prior to this one (see for example 

ERC 1994) have found that implementation of codes of conduct without education can 

actually have a negative impact on the organization. As there are routines for educating 

employees internally the additional efforts needed to educate external parties should not be 
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too extensive. Far from all of the companies stated that they will increase education of 

external parties. 

7. DISCUSSION 

A higher response rate could enhance the validity of the conclusions drawn from the study. 

This study has taken into consideration the 50 largest publicly listed companies in Sweden. 

For this reason, the conclusions drawn should be treated in the context of large companies. 

Whereas the study provides important results in relation to the situation in Sweden, no 

specific conclusions should be drawn in a global context. Extending the scope of the study 

could mitigate these restrictions and allow for global conclusions. Extensive “window-

dressing” of the code of conducts by the companies could affect the results of the analysis 

conducted, however the companies are not believed to have any incentives to do so as the 

information provided was treated strictly confidential.  

Measures used in this study have been taken from earlier studies published in recognized and 

reliable scientific journals (Bryman & Bell 2007; Saunders et al. 2012). Similar but extended 

studies of a more quantitative character could apply statistical methods to ensure the quality 

and reliability of the data gathered, however this was not deemed necessary for the scope of 

this study. 

Future research could take into consideration the composition of companies to provide an 

understanding of how companies of different nature handle such issues differently. As this 

study aimed to explain the phenomenon of codes of conduct in relation to external parties 

among large publicly listed companies no such classification was used. However, for this 

reason, future studies focusing on the mere contents or focus of codes of conduct could 

exclude companies that are less dependent on implementing such codes. According to this 

study these companies generally operate within the financial or the real estate sector. 

A study of this kind could consider conducting audits of external parties’ compliance to 

provide an even more reliable dependent variable to describe successfulness of codes of 

conduct. This is however a time-consuming process and thus outside the scope of this study. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1 – LIST OF COMPANIES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 

Table of the 50 largest publicly listed companies in Sweden as of 2012-11-06 according to 

NASDAQ OMX Stockholm Large Cap. Market values have not been adjusted to include 

listings outside NASDAQ OMX Stockholm Large Cap. 

Rank Company Value MSEK Rank Company Value MSEK 
1 Hennes & Mauritz AB 326898,4 26 Skanska AB 42075,3 
2 Nordea Bank AB 244212,1 27 Industrivärden AB 37949,6 
3 Atlas Copco AB 197739,8 28 Elekta AB 35436,7 
4 Volvo AB 197517,4 29 Kinnevik AB 34706,7 
5 Ericsson AB 195510,2 30 Boliden AB 32000,8 
6 Telia Sonera AB 191563,0 31 Autoliv SDB 24323,0 
7 Svenska Handelsbanken AB 148525,8 32 Melker Schörling AB 23340,9 
8 Swedbank AB 142025,9 33 Husqvarna AB 22820,6 
9 SEB 121475,0 34 Meda AB 20174,7 

10 Sandvik AB 118664,9 35 Ratos AB 19247,3 
11 Investor AB 113088,6 36 Trelleborg AB 18217,1 
12 Scania AB 103200,0 37 Latour Investment AB 17494,5 
13 SCA AB 94132,2 38 Lundbergföretagen AB 17259,6 
14 Assa Abloy AB 79867,3 39 Hufvudstaden AB 17132,9 
15 SKF AB 71606,8 40 Securitas AB 17034,0 
16 ABB Ltd. 65186,9 41 SSAB AB 15700,5 
17 Millicom Int. Cellular SDB 55519,6 42 Castellum AB 15351,6 
18 Hexagon AB 54597,8 43 Modern Times Group AB 14273,2 
19 Electrolux AB 52232,9 44 NCC AB 13609,1 
20 Lundin Petroleum AB 51215,4 45 SAAB 13523,4 
21 Astra Zeneca PLC 51101,2 46 Axfood AB 12880,8 
22 Tele2 AB 50570,6 47 Holmen AB 12097,3 
23 Alfa Laval AB 49537,8 48 Atrium Ljungberg AB 11494,2 
24 Swedish Match AB 47441,8 49 Wallenstam AB 11265,8 
25 Getinge AB 45811,0 50 Axis AB 10766,5 
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APPENDIX 2 – PARAMETERS 

Disposition	  of	  the	  code	  	  
1	  Signaling	  of	  values	  and	  principles	  
2	  Loyalty/pride	  (acting	  as	  an	  ambassador)	  
3	  Identification	  of	  specific	  receivers	  
	  
Corporate	  governance	  
4	  Reference	  to	  the	  corporate	  governance	  
code	  	  
5	  Cooperation	  with	  government	  authorities	  
	  
Financial	  reporting	  
6	  Accounting	  principles	  
7	  Internal	  financial	  reporting	  
8	  Reporting	  to	  the	  tax	  authority	  
9	  Filing	  of	  financial	  records	  (due	  to	  legal	  
requirements)	  
	  
Confidential	  information	  (CI)	  
10	  Routine	  for	  handling	  of	  CI	  in	  general	  
11	  Routine	  for	  handling	  of	  external	  party’s	  
CI	  
	  
Remuneration	  system	  
12	  Guidelines	  for	  remuneration	  system	  
	  
Conflict	  of	  interest	  
13	  Career	  opportunities/limitations	  
14	  Private	  investments	  
15	  Private	  relations	  
16	  Love	  at	  the	  workplace	  
17	  Quarantine	  regulations	  
18	  Political	  support	  
19	  Bribes	  received	  from	  external	  party	  
20	  Bribes	  offered	  to	  external	  party	  
21	  Lobbying	  
22	  External	  employment	  or	  engagement	  
	  
The	  company’s	  assets	  
23	  Handling	  of	  physical	  assets	  (material,	  
computer	  etc.)	  
24	  Private	  use	  of	  the	  company’s	  assets	  
25	  Use	  of	  company’s	  bank	  account	  and	  
private	  outlays	  
26	  Use	  of	  electronic	  communication	  
27	  Intellectual	  property	  (IP):	  the	  company	  
owns	  all	  IP	  
28	  The	  company	  owns	  all	  computer	  
stored/produced	  material	  
29	  Using	  unlicensed/unauthorized	  software	  
	  
Economical	  abuse	  
30	  Money	  laundering	  
31	  Corruption	  
32	  Fraud	  	  
	  
Employee’s	  conditions	  
33	  Fair	  wages	  

34	  Working	  hours	  (overtime	  etc.)	  
35	  Equal	  working	  conditions	  
36	  Diversity	  
37	  Harassments/bullying	  
38	  Discrimination	  in	  general	  
39	  Discrimination	  –	  age	  
40	  Discrimination	  –	  ethnical/race	  
41	  Discrimination	  –	  sex	  
42	  Discrimination	  –	  religious	  view	  
43	  Discrimination	  –	  sexual	  orientation	  
44	  Discrimination	  –	  political	  opinion	  
45	  Manifestation	  of	  religious	  opinion	  
46	  Alcohol	  and	  drug	  use	  during	  working	  
hours	  
47	  Health	  and	  safety	  in	  the	  working	  
environment	  
48	  Handling	  of	  personal	  records	  
49	  Monitoring	  of	  computer	  usage	  
50	  Monitoring	  of	  phone	  lists	  
51	  Monitoring	  of	  e-‐mails	  
52	  Control	  of	  employees’	  social	  media	  usage	  
	  
Suppliers	  
53	  Payment:	  accounts	  payables	  vs.	  Financing	  
54	  Undue	  conditions	  
55	  Selection:	  fair	  treatment,	  equal	  
opportunities	  	  
	  
Clients	  
56	  Fair	  selling	  and	  marketing	  methods	  	  
57	  Product	  quality	  and/or	  safety	  
58	  Handling	  of	  client	  information	  database	  
	  
Investors	  
59	  Disclosure	  of	  financial	  information	  
60	  Insider	  trading	  
	  
Competition	  
61	  Handling	  of	  information	  about	  
competitors	  
62	  Anti-‐trust	  	  
	  
Media	  
63	  Media	  relations	  
64	  Informer’s	  rights	  (Sw.	  Meddelarfrihet)	  
	  
Sustainability	  
65	  Responsibility	  towards	  the	  local	  
community	  
66	  Environmental	  responsibility	  
67	  Life	  cycle	  responsibility	  for	  products	  
68	  Charity	  and	  sponsorship	  
69	  Child	  labour	  
70	  Forced	  labor	  
71	  Human	  rights	  
72	  Right	  to	  be	  unionised	  
73	  Reference	  to	  the	  UN	  Global	  Compact	  

Application	  of	  the	  code	  of	  conduct	  (CoC)	  
74	  Encourages	  external	  parties	  to	  comply	  
75	  Application	  on	  subsidiary	  
76	  Application	  on	  external	  parties	  
77	  Application	  on	  suppliers	  
78	  Application	  on	  sub	  suppliers	  
79	  Application	  on	  agents	  
80	  Application	  on	  joint	  venture	  partners	  
81	  Information	  about	  responsibility	  to	  
follow	  local	  laws	  
82	  Information	  about	  responsibility	  to	  
follow	  the	  CoC	  
83	  Exemplification	  of	  norms	  in	  the	  CoC	  
	  
Observance	  of	  the	  CoC	  
84	  Statement	  of	  observance	  of	  the	  CoC	  
85	  The	  CoC	  is	  part	  of	  contracts	  
86	  The	  CoC	  is	  part	  of	  employment	  
agreement	  
87	  The	  CoC	  is	  introduced	  in	  the	  employment	  
procedure	  	  
88	  Control	  of	  employees’	  observance	  of	  the	  
CoC	  
89	  Control	  of	  suppliers’	  and	  others’	  
observance	  of	  the	  CoC	  
90	  Specific	  unit	  responsible	  for	  the	  CoC	  
91	  Manager	  responsibility	  for	  observance	  	  
	  
Report	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  code	  of	  
conduct	  
92	  Routine	  for	  reports	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  
CoC	  
93	  Sanctions	  for	  breach	  of	  the	  CoC	  
94	  Personal	  data	  act	  issues	  
95	  Confidential	  reporting	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  
CoC	  
96	  Anonymous	  reporting	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  
CoC	  
97	  Informer’s	  rights/inviolability	  
98	  Follow-‐up/investigation	  of	  violations	  of	  
the	  CoC	  
99	  Zero	  tolerance	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  CoC	  
100	  Third	  party’s	  possibility	  to	  report	  
violation	  of	  the	  CoC	  
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APPENDIX 3 – CONTENT ANALYSIS FINDINGS 

Content analysis findings as percentages for each parameter and group. 

  

Summary framwork Yes No
Disposition of the code 98%

1 Signaling	  of	  values	  and	  princples 91% 9%
2 Loyalty/Pride	  (acting	  as	  an	  ambassador) 14% 86%
3 Identification	  of	  specific	  recievers 91% 9%

Corporate governance 33%
4 Reference	  to	  the	  corporate	  governance	  code 7% 93%
5 Cooperation	  with	  government	  authorities 33% 67%

Financial reporting 64%
6 Accounting	  principles 62% 38%
7 Internal	  financial	  reporting 41% 59%
8 Reporting	  to	  the	  tax	  authority 5% 95%
9 Filing	  of	  financial	  records	  (due	  to	  legal	  requirements) 7% 93%

Confidential information (CI) 69%
10 Routine	  for	  handling	  of	  CI	  in	  general 69% 33%
11 Routine	  for	  handling	  of	  external	  party’s	  CI 43% 57%

Remuneration system 10%
12 Guidelines	  for	  remuneration	  system 10% 90%

Conflict of interest 100%
13 Career	  opportunities/limitations 43% 57%
14 Private	  investments 60% 40%
15 Private	  relations 69% 31%
16 Love	  at	  the	  workplace 2% 98%
17 Quarantine	  regulations 2% 98%
18 Political	  support 60% 40%
19 Bribes	  received	  from	  external	  party 98% 2%
20 Bribes	  offered	  to	  external	  party 95% 5%
21 Lobbying 26% 74%
22 External	  employment	  or	  engagement 57% 43%

The company's assets 43%
23 Handling	  of	  physical	  assets	  (material,	  computer	  etc.) 36% 64%
24 Private	  use	  of	  the	  company’s	  assets 31% 69%
25 Use	  of	  company’s	  bank	  account	  and	  private	  outlays 5% 95%
26 Use	  of	  electronic	  communication 24% 76%
27 Intellectual	  property	  (IP):	  the	  company	  owns	  all	  IP 12% 88%
28 The	  company	  owns	  all	  computer	  stored/produced	  material 7% 93%
29 Using	  unlicensed/unauthorized	  software 7% 93%

Economical abuse 79%
30 Money	  laundering 17% 83%
31 Corruption 98% 2%
32 Fraud 21% 79%
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Employees conditions 96%
33 Fair	  wages 57% 47%
34 Working	  hours	  (overtime	  etc.) 24% 76%
35 Equal	  working	  conditions 67% 33%
36 Diversity 50% 50%
37 Harassments/bullying 62% 48%
38 Discrimination	  in	  general 88% 12%
39 Discrimination	  –	  age 71% 29%
40 Discrimination	  –	  ethnical/race 79% 21%
41 Discrimination	  –	  sex 79% 21%
42 Discrimination	  –	  religious	  view 76% 24%
43 Discrimination	  –	  sexual	  orientation 69% 31%
44 Discrimination	  –	  political	  opinion 60% 40%
45 Manifestation	  of	  religious	  opinion 5% 95%
46 Alcohol	  and	  drug	  use	  during	  working	  hours 29% 31%
47 Health	  and	  safety	  in	  the	  working	  environment 88% 12%
48 Handling	  of	  personal	  records 33% 67%
49 Monitoring	  of	  computer	  usage 12% 88%
50 Monitoring	  of	  phone	  lists 2% 98%
51 Monitoring	  of	  e-‐mails 14% 86%
52 Control	  of	  employees’	  social	  media	  usage 12% 88%

Suppliers 26%
53 Payment:	  accounts	  payables	  vs.	  Financing 0% 100%
54 Undue	  conditions 0% 100%
55 Selection:	  fair	  treatment,	  equal	   26% 74%

Clients 69%
56 Fair	  selling	  and	  marketing	  methods	   41% 59%
57 Product	  quality	  and/or	  safety 33% 66%
58 Handling	  of	  client	  information	  database 26% 74%

Investors 67%
59 Disclosure	  of	  financial	  information 55% 45%
60 Insider	  trading 48% 52%

Competition 79%
61 Handling	  of	  information	  about	  competitors 12% 88%
62 Anti-‐trust	   79% 21%

Media 26%
63 Media	  relations 26% 74%
64 Informer’s	  rights	  (Sw.	  Meddelarfrihet) 0% 100%
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Sustainability 86%
65 Responsibility	  towards	  the	  local	  community 41% 59%
66 Environmental	  responsibility 86% 14%
67 Life	  cycle	  responsibility	  for	  products 17% 83%
68 	  Charity	  and	  sponsorship 17% 83%
69 Child	  labour 67% 33%
70 Forced	  labor 57% 47%
71 Human	  rights 67% 33%
72 Right	  to	  be	  unionised 76% 24%
73 Reference	  to	  the	  UN	  Global	  Compact 31% 69%

Application of the code of conduct (CoC) 100%
74 Encourages	  external	  parties	  to	  comply 71% 29%
75 Application	  on	  subsidiary 26% 74%
76 Application	  on	  external	  parties 57% 43%
77 Application	  on	  suppliers 43% 57%
78 Application	  on	  sub	  suppliers 19% 81%
79 Application	  on	  agents 17% 88%
80 Application	  on	  joint	  venture	  partners 12% 88%
81 Information	  about	  responsibility	  to	  follow	  local	  laws 93% 7%
82 Information	  about	  responsibility	  to	  follow	  the	  CoC 88% 12%
83 Exemplification	  of	  norms	  in	  the	  CoC 21% 79%

Observance of the code 91%
84 Statement	  of	  observance	  of	  the	  CoC 81% 19%
85 The	  CoC	  is	  part	  of	  contracts 10% 90%
86 The	  CoC	  is	  part	  of	  employment	  agreement 3% 97%
87 The	  CoC	  is	  introduced	  in	  the	  employment	  procedure	   3% 97%
88 Control	  of	  employees’	  observance	  of	  the	  CoC 14% 86%
89 Control	  of	  suppliers’	  and	  others’	  observance	  of	  the	  CoC 17% 83%
90 Specific	  unit	  responsible	  for	  the	  CoC 41% 59%
91 Manager	  responsibility	  for	  observance 71% 29%

Report of violations of the code of conduct (CoC) 88%
92 Routine	  for	  reports	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  CoC 81% 19%
93 Sanctions	  for	  breach	  of	  the	  CoC 55% 45%
94 Personal	  data	  act	  issues 0% 100%
95 Confidential	  reporting	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  CoC 55% 45%
96 Anonymous	  reporting	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  CoC 45% 55%

97 Informer’s	  rights/inviolability 55% 45%
98 Follow-‐up/investigation	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  CoC 41% 59%
99 Zero	  tolerance	  of	  violations	  of	  the	  CoC 2% 98%
100 Third	  party's	  possibility	  to	  report	  violation	  of	  the	  CoC 5% 95%
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APPENDIX 4 – SURVEY 

PART 1 – Codes of Conduct 
1) When creating your code of conduct, of what importance were the following motives:
      

 Not very 
important 

Moderately 
important 

 
Very 
important 

To improve the company’s competitiveness    
 

To be a socially responsible company     
 

To increase the emloyees’ ethical awareness     
 

To create a united corporate culture     
 

To protect/improve the company’s goodwill     
 

To comply with stakeholders’ expectations     
 

To avoid external regulation     
 

To secure that the company does not break the law      
 

 
2a) How many of your employees have received your code of conduct? 
⃞ None   ⃞ Up to 25%    ⃞ Up to 50%    ⃞ Up to 75%    ⃞ Up to 99%   ⃞ All of our employees 
 
2b) If all of your employees have not received the code of conduct, what is the reason? (Please 
mark one or more alternatives)  
⃞ The code is only relevant for some employees  
⃞ There is no established routine for distribution  
⃞ The code is not intended to serve as a practical working document  
⃞ The code is mainly intended to communicate values externally 
⃞ There is no specific reason 
⃞ Other reason, namely (please specify):     

 
3) What kind of education do your employees go through regarding the code of conduct? 
(Please mark one or more alternatives) 
⃞ Receive documents for perusal (physically or electronically) 
⃞ Lectures 
⃞ E-learning 
⃞ Seminar/workshop  
⃞ Event/theme day 
⃞ Information during the recruiting process 
⃞ They do not go through any education 
⃞ Other education, namely:      
 
 
4) Have you received any reports of violations of the code of conduct during 2012? 
⃞ Yes ⃞ No 
 
5) Reasons for reported violations during 2012: (Please mark one or more alternatives) 
⃞ Bribery (corruption) 
⃞ Discrimination 
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⃞ Use of company’s assets 
⃞ Financial reporting  
⃞ Competition infringement   
⃞ Conflict of interest 
⃞ Handling of confidential information 
⃞ Other violation, namely:      
 
 
6) Which measures has your company taken due to violations of the code of conduct during 
2012? (Please mark one or more alternatives) 
⃞ No measures   
⃞ Reprimand   
⃞ Warning    
⃞ Displacement   
⃞ Suspension 
⃞ Dismissal 
⃞ Report to the police 
⃞ Other measure, namely:   ____ 
 
 
 7) What channels are available to report violations from the code of conduct? (Please mark one 
or more alternatives) 
⃞ Immediate manager 
⃞ HR-department 
⃞ Management 
⃞ External party 
⃞ Whistleblower-system* 
⃞ Other channel, namely:   ____ 
 
*A whistleblower-system refers to a system/routine where employees can report (also anonymously) 
violations of the code of conduct 
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8) How often is the board of directors informed of violations of the code of conduct? 
⃞ Regularly 
⃞ When violations are reported 
⃞ There is no established routine  
 
9) How often do you revise your code of conduct? 
⃞ When necessary  
⃞ On a yearly basis  
⃞ With 2-5 year intervals 
⃞ Less often than every 5 years 
⃞ We see no future needs to neither revise or update our code of conduct 
 
10) Which group/groups is/are involved when you revise your code of conduct?  
(Please mark one or more alternatives) 
⃞ Owners 
⃞ The board of directors 
⃞ A defined group within the company (e.g. board of ethics committee) in charge of the code of 
conduct 
⃞ Department managers and/or equivalent ranking managers 
⃞ Employees 
⃞ Other defined group/groups _________________________________ 
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PART 2 – External parties 
11a) Are your external parties covered by your general code of conduct? (Suppliers, consultants, 
agents, joint venture partners) 
⃞ Yes  ⃞ No 
11b) Do you have a specific code of conduct for external parties?  
⃞ Yes  ⃞ No 
12a) To what extent are your external parties covered by your code of conduct (general as well 
as specific)? (Please mark one or more alternatives per group) 

 
 
12b) If external parties are not covered by your code of conduct, what is/are the reason(s)?  

(Please answer this question for the groups that are "not informed about your code" in the previous 
question)  

 

 
 
 
  

  

They are 
not 

informed 
about the 

code 

 
They are 
informed 
about the 

code 
 

 
They are 

encouraged 
to implement 

the code 
 

They are 
educated in 

our code 

The code is 
embedded in a 

contractual 
agreement 

They are by 
contract 

responsible to 
ensure that also 
subcontractors 
follow the code 

 
Suppliers 

     

  

 
Consultants     

  

 
Agents      

  

Joint 
Venture 
Partners 

    

  

 

The code 
is not 

relevant 
to group 

No established 
routine for 

distribution of 
the code to 

group 

The code is not intented 
to serve as a practical 
working document for 

group 

The code is 
mainly 

intended to 
communicate 

values 
generally 

No 
specific 
reason 

Suppliers      
  

Consultants       
  

Agents      
  

Joint Venture 
Partners       
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13) How do you monitor that external parties comply with your code of conduct?  
(Please mark one or more options) 

⃞ We trust that external parties comply with our code of conduct 
⃞ We trust that external parties will report violations of our code of conduct 
⃞ We conduct some audits of external parties’ compliance with our code of conduct 
⃞ We conduct routine and thorough audits of external parties’ compliance with our code of conduct 
⃞ Audits include visits to external parties 
⃞ Audits include interviews with employees of external parties 
⃞ Audits include subcontractors 
⃞ We hire an external party to conduct the audit 
⃞ We do not conduct any audits 
⃞ Other, namely:        
 
14) Do you have a review clause/right to conduct compliance audit specified in contracts with 
external parties?  
⃞ Yes  ⃞ No 
 
15a) Have you received any reports of violations of the code of conduct from external parties? 
⃞ Yes  ⃞ No 
 
15b) Which measures has your company taken due to violations of the code of conduct within 

external parties? (Please mark one or more alternatives) 
⃞ No measures 
⃞ Deficiencies were pointed out 
⃞ Contracts were not renewed 
⃞ Sanctions according to contract 
⃞ Termination of contract 
⃞ Production/work (of contractor) was stopped  
⃞ Report to the police 
⃞ Other, namely:       

 
16) Do you regulate that external parties do not create business in your favor in an undue 
manner? (Please mark one or more alternatives)  
⃞ Yes, we have a general policy regarding gifts, rewards and other benefits 
⃞ Yes, we have a specific policy for external parties regarding gifts, rewards and other benefits 
⃞ Yes, we follow the Swedish Anti-Corruption Institute’s (Sw. Institutet Mot Mutor, IMM) business 
code (which has replaced the institute’s guiding ethics) 
⃞ Yes, through contractual agreements with agents and/or business partners 
⃞ No  
17) In what way(s) do you ensure that your agents and other business partners do not create 
business in your favor in an undue manner? (Please mark one or more alternatives) 
⃞ We conduct audits of the compliance of our agents and business partners 

⃞ We conduct our own audits ⃞ We hire external parties to conduct the audits  
⃞ We conduct extra audits of agents and business partners acting in countries where there is a high 
risk of corruption 
⃞ We have a compliance program  
⃞ We have a compliance officer 
⃞ We do not have any agents or business partners who create business in our favor 
⃞ We do not ensure the above in any specific way 
⃞ Other, namely: ______________________________________________________ 
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18) What major challenges have you experienced when hiring foreign suppliers?  
(Please mark 3 alternatives)  
⃞ Educational difficulties 
⃞ Monitoring difficulties 
⃞ Language barriers 
⃞ Geographical differences 
⃞ Cultural differences 
⃞ Legal differences 
⃞ Other, namely:       
⃞ We do not hire foreign suppliers 

 
Outlook 2013  
19) Of the following, what is consistent with your plans regarding your code of conduct in 

relation to external parties for 2013? (Please mark one or more alternatives)  
⃞ We will apply our code of conduct on external parties through further education 
⃞ We will further regulate the compliance with our code of conduct through contractual agreements 
⃞ We will conduct our own audits to a larger extent than before  
⃞ We will hire independent external parties to conduct audits to a larger extent than before 
⃞ We will establish clearer sanctions for contractual breaches regarding our code of conduct 
⃞ We do not plan to change anything regarding external parties’ relation to our code of conduct 
⃞ Other, namely:       

 
 
Other comments regarding the topics concerned or comments on the survey in general: 
      
      
      
      
       
 

 


