—

LEX LOCALIS-JOURNAL OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT A :
ISSN:1581-5374 E-ISSN:1855-363X 1EX-
VOL. 23, NO. S6(2025) LOCALIS

BOARDS OF WISDOM: INTEGRATING PHILOSOPHERS INTO CORPORATE
GOVERNANCE FOR ETHICAL DECISION-MAKING AND HONESTY

Dr. Pankaj Dixit", Dr. Soma Hazra?

*Assistant Professor, Sharda School of Business Studies, Sharda University Agra, India, Email:
pdixit1989@gmail.com
2Associate Professor, Sharda School of Business Studies, Sharda University Agra, India. Email:
hazrasomal64@gmail.com

Abstract

In order to improve stakeholder trust, promote organisational honesty, and strengthen ethical decision-making, this
study presents a novel governance model that calls for the appointment of philosophers to corporate boards. The study
combines conceptual development with empirical validation, drawing on discourse ethics and virtue ethics.
Philosophers play an important role as ethical reasoners, dialogue facilitators, and integrity advocates, according to 15
expert interviews and a survey of 120 governance professionals in India, Singapore, the United Arab Emirates, and the
United Kingdom. While barriers like role ambiguity and cultural resistance were found to be manageable through policy
reform and ethics training, statistical analysis (R2 = 0.68; > 0.4) confirmed that these roles positively influence
stakeholder trust. The report suggests piloting philosopher inclusion, implementing board-level ethics programs, and
revising governance codes.By creating a structural framework for moral reasoning in decision-making and connecting
ethical theory with real-world corporate reform, this work adds to the body of literature on corporate governance and
business ethics.

Keywords Corporate Governance, Philosophers on Boards, Ethical Decision-Making, Virtue Ethics, Governance
Innovation.

1. Introduction

Over the past few decades, corporate governance has undergone substantial change, with changes
intended to strengthen board compositions, strengthen accountability systems, and increase
stakeholder trust (Aguilera et al., 2008). Corporate scandals and unethical behaviour continue to
undermine public trust in businesses and markets in spite of these structural and regulatory
advancements.High-profile cases such as Enron, Lehman Brothers, Volkswagen’s emissions fraud,
and Wells Fargo’s fraudulent account openings illustrate that mere compliance with governance
codes does not guarantee ethical decision-making or organisational honesty (Brown & Trevifio,
2006; Ferrell et al., 2019). Consequently, scholars and practitioners have called for innovative
approaches that transcend traditional board reforms to address the deeper moral dimensions of
corporate governance.

The predominant focus in corporate governance has been on ensuring structural independence, such
as appointing non-executive directors and separating the CEO and chairperson roles (Fama &
Jensen, 1983). Additionally, board diversity initiatives have aimed to enhance decision-making by
including directors with varied demographic backgrounds, experiences, and professional expertise
(Carter et al., 2010). However, while such initiatives improve cognitive diversity to an extent, they
often overlook the inclusion of directors with dedicated expertise in moral reasoning, ethical
philosophy, and critical questioning of normative assumptions underpinning strategic decisions
(Audi, 1995).

Historically, rulers across ancient civilisations recognised the value of philosophical wisdom in
governance. In ancient India, for instance, kings were often guided by pandits or sages who
provided counsel on moral, ethical, and spiritual matters to ensure that their decisions aligned with
dharma — the principle of righteous duty and welfare of the state (Sen, 2009). Similarly, in ancient
Greece, philosophers such as Plato advocated for the concept of philosopher-kings, arguing that
only those who understand justice and possess wisdom are fit to govern society effectively (Plato,
trans. 2000). Such historical precedents underscore the intrinsic value of integrating philosophical
reasoning into governance structures to achieve just and welfare-oriented administration.
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Another significant historical figure exemplifying philosophical integration in governance is Cato
the Younger, a Stoic philosopher-statesman of ancient Rome renowned for his unwavering moral
integrity, incorruptibility, and courageous opposition to tyranny (Scarre, 1978). As a senator, Cato
continuously upheld stoic ideals, putting moral obligations ahead of self-interest or political
expediency. His unwavering commitment to virtue (virtus) and justice (iustitia) served as an
example of moral public leadership for both modern and later political theorists (Barton, 1971).
Cato's life demonstrates that effective governance requires not only strategic and practical abilities
but also morally minded directors and advisors who have the guts to maintain integrity in the face
of widespread corruption or popular pressure. His legacy emphasises the continued value of virtue
ethics and philosophical knowledge in governing frameworks to guarantee that choices are
grounded in justice, honesty, and the good of society rather than merely instrumental rationality.

These customs are not unique to Greek and Indian cultures. The establishment of academic advisors
in imperial courts was one way that Confucian philosophy influenced governance in ancient China.
Confucius emphasised that in order to ensure that governance is in line with ren (humaneness) and
li (ritual propriety), rulers must be led by junzi, or morally developed scholars who embody virtue,
wisdom, and benevolence (Yao, 2000). By choosing civil servants through stringent examinations
of moral and philosophical classics, the Confucian bureaucratic system formalised this ideal and
ingrained ethical reflection at the heart of statecraft (Bell, 2008). These advisors were more than
just administrators; they were moral counsellors who advised emperors on how to govern with
honesty, fairness, and consideration for the good of society.

Similarly, Wazir-ul-Hukm, or chief advisors, supported by Islamic jurisprudence (figh) and ethical
philosophy were frequently appointed by rulers in Islamic governance traditions to direct state
decisions in conformity with Sharia’s moral precepts (Lapidus, 2014). By balancing political
expediency with justice (adl) and public welfare (maslaha), these advisors were able to interpret
difficult ethical dilemmas and ensure that decisions remained legitimate in both legal and moral and
spiritual contexts (Rahman, 1982).

The persistence of unethical behaviour in spite of these governance advancements points to a
structural flaw in the models that are in place. Corporate governance reforms, according to Aguilera
et al. (2008), frequently give preference to agency theory viewpoints and place more emphasis on
controls over managerial opportunism than on encouraging moral leadership.

Furthermore, Ferrell et al. (2019) argue that corporate social responsibility and ethical leadership
call for more profound institutional commitments than mere compliance. As a result, it is becoming
increasingly clear that corporate boards require ethical insight in addition to financial, legal, and
managerial know-how in order to resolve difficult moral conundrums in an honest manner.

A distinct skill set that is currently lacking from the majority of board compositions is provided by
philosophers, who have received substantial training in moral reasoning, critical thinking, and the
application of ethical theory (Audi, 1995). Board decision-making procedures can benefit from their
proficiency in evaluating moral principles, challenging presumptions, and encouraging rational
discussion based on frameworks for discourse ethics and virtue ethics. The ability to make
judgements that are sensitive to context and integrate moral principles with situational awareness in
order to accomplish ethical goals is emphasised by Aristotle's concept of phronesis, or practical
wisdom (Maclintyre, 1984).

In the meantime, Habermas' discourse ethics emphasises the value of inclusive, logical discussion
that is devoid of dominance and focused on truth and understanding between people (Habermas,
1990).

These aspects of ethical reasoning are frequently overlooked by the current governance paradigm,
which is primarily based on legal and financial rationalities. Despite their proficiency in evaluating
financial risks and legal compliance, directors may lack the ability to critically examine the wider
ethical ramifications of strategic choices, especially when they involve trade-offs between
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stakeholder interests, environmental effects, or social justice considerations (Brown & Trevifio,
2006). Recent research shows that although demographic diversity broadens perspectives and
increases board effectiveness (Carter et al., 2010), cognitive diversity that specifically takes ethical
reasoning into account is still a neglected area in governance scholarship (Maak et al., 2016).
Additionally, instrumental and utilitarian logics still dominate the normative underpinnings of
corporate governance, giving greater weight to the maximisation of shareholder value at the
expense of more general moral considerations (Stout, 2012). By incorporating virtue ethics and
discourse ethics as complementary frameworks in strategic discussions, the inclusion of
philosophers in board structures could offset this instrumental focus. Because of their education in
moral courage and ethical critique, philosophers are also better equipped to question established
power structures, groupthink, and unquestioned assumptions, which strengthens the moral
foundation of board decisions (Audi, 1995; Habermas, 1990).

This claim is supported by recent multidisciplinary business ethics research, which shows that
ethical discussion enhances stakeholder trust, decision quality, and long-term firm performance
(Ferrell et al., 2019). However, corporate boards frequently lack the institutional frameworks
necessary to formalise such discussions, instead depending on the moral convictions of individual
directors. Current governance frameworks lack the structural integration of ethical reasoning that
philosophers can offer as independent directors or official ethical advisors. This conceptual
extension is in line with new developments that support moral capital as a crucial component of
organisational legitimacy and competitive advantage (Maak et al., 2016).

Furthermore, calls to rethink corporate purpose beyond limited economic goals are in line with the
inclusion of philosophers on boards. According to Mayer (2018), moral imagination and ethical
foresight are necessary to reorient business towards generating and allocating wealth in ways that
benefit society. This reorientation can be facilitated by philosophers, who can help boards align
organisational strategies with stakeholder interests and societal values through their ability to reflect
ethically and critically. Therefore, their inclusion is a practical governance innovation to address the
moral deficiencies underlying corporate scandals and waning stakeholder trust, rather than just an
intellectual exercise.

In order to improve honesty and moral decision-making, we present a conceptual framework in this
paper for the inclusion of philosophers on corporate boards. Based on virtue ethics and discourse
ethics, we contend that philosophers foster organisational cultures based on honesty and social trust,
promote moral discourse, and contribute phronesis, or practical wisdom. After reviewing current
corporate governance frameworks and their moral constraints, the paper discusses virtue ethics and
discourse ethics as theoretical underpinnings. After presenting our model that demonstrates the
roles of philosophers in governance processes, we offer some useful takeaways for boards,
proponents of governance reform, and academics studying business ethics.

1.1 Research Objectives

This study aims to address a critical conceptual and practical gap in corporate governance literature
regarding the structural integration of philosophical wisdom and ethical reasoning within board
decision-making. Its specific objectives are as follows:

1. To conceptualise the role of philosophers within corporate boards, either as independent
directors or ethical advisors, grounded in diverse philosophical traditions including virtue ethics,
discourse ethics, Stoicism, Confucianism, and Kantian deontology.

2. To develop a theoretical model illustrating how philosophers’ critical thinking, moral courage,
and ethical reasoning complement existing financial, managerial, and legal expertise on boards.

3. To propose mechanisms through which the inclusion of philosophers can foster organisational
honesty, practical wisdom, and ethical decision-making, thereby enhancing stakeholder trust,
corporate legitimacy, and long-term governance effectiveness.
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4. To empirically explore domain experts’ perceptions regarding the feasibility, value, and
implementation challenges of integrating philosophers within corporate boards, using semi-
structured interviews and questionnaires to validate and enrich the proposed conceptual model.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Corporate Governance Evolution and Persistent Ethical Failures

Corporate governance has evolved significantly from agency theory’s emphasis on mitigating
managerial opportunism and ensuring shareholder control (Fama & Jensen, 1983) to more inclusive
stakeholder models that emphasise social responsibility (Freeman et al., 2020). Governance reforms
focusing on board independence, compliance, and demographic diversity remain insufficient in
preventing ethical failures—evident in high-profile cases like Enron, Boeing, Volkswagen, and
Wells Fargo (Tricker, 2019). These failures reflect a deeper deficit in moral reasoning and ethical
courage that reforms alone cannot address (Maak et al., 2016).

2.2 Beyond Demographics: Cognitive and Moral Board Diversity

Extant diversity research emphasises demographic and occupational heterogeneity—gender,
ethnicity, profession—as key to improving decision-making and organisational performance (Post
& Byron, 2015; Bear et al., 2010). However, scholars have urged deeper cognitive diversity—
differences in problem framing, moral reasoning, and worldview—arguing that this contributes
more significantly to strategic and ethical robustness (Milliken & Martins, 1996). Maatman et al.
(2020) highlight the pressing need to operationalise moral reasoning diversity, which remains
largely neglected in research and practice.

2.3 Philosophers and Governance: Cross-Cultural Foundations

2.3.1 Classical Western Traditions

e Socrates (470-399 BCE) epitomised critical dialogue (elenchus), challenging assumptions—a
necessary tool to counteract groupthink in boards (Brickhouse & Smith, 2000).

e Plato (427-347 BCE) advocated the philosopher-king ideal, proposing that rulers must have
philosophical knowledge—justice and truth—as foundational for ethical rule (Plato, trans. 2000).

e Diogenes (412-323 BCE) modelled radical honesty and detachment, reminding boards of
authenticity and simplicity amidst complexity (Navia, 1998).

« Cato the Younger (95-46 BCE), a Roman Stoic, resisted political corruption at great personal
cost; his incorruptibility models the moral courage necessary for true board independence (Scarre,
1978).

2.3.2 Indian Mystic-Philosophical Traditions

e Kabir (1440-1518) critiqued ritual hypocrisy and emphasised inner ethical consistency across
faiths, aligning with values-based leadership (Hess & Singh, 2002).

e Ravidas (1450-1520) celebrated dignity in labour, humility, and equality—core tenets today
echoed in stakeholder governance and social equity (Ram, 2017).

« Rahim (1556-1627) emphasised gratitude, generosity, and moral restraint within leadership roles
(Prasad, 2003).

« Adi Shankaracharya (788-820), with his Advaita Vedanta, championed wisdom, detachment
from ego, and universal insight—principles applicable to ethical board oversight (Deutsch, 1973).

e« Ramanuja (1017-1137), in his qualified non-dualism, emphasised devotion harmonised with
ethical action and community welfare (Carman, 1974).

¢ Jiddu Krishnamurti (1895-1986) encouraged personal insight free from institutional erasure,
promoting mindful awareness and ethical clarity (Jayakar, 1986).

¢ Osho (1931-1990) advocated conscious awareness and inner transformation beyond formal
norms—a radical ethical paradigm (Joshi, 1982).
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2.3.3 Sufi Philosophers

« Al-Hallaj Mansoor (858-922) personified radical truth with his declaration "Ana al-Haqqg" (I am
the Truth), an act of moral daring against institutional suppression (Massignon, 1982).

2.4 Synthesised Philosophical Contributions

These thinkers offer three vital philosophical resources for corporate governance:

1. Critical Ethical Questioning (Socrates, Krishnamurti) — fosters reflective, resistance-driven
board cultures that guard against ethical blindness (Palazzo et al., 2012).

2. Practical Ethical Wisdom (Aristotle’s phronesis; Kabir’s inner virtue; Shankaracharya’s non-
dual insight) — supports morally robust, context-sensitive decision-making (Maclntyre, 1984).

3. Moral Courage and Integrity (Cato, Al-Hallaj, Diogenes, Ravidas) — models the ethical
backbone needed for robust governance.

2.5 Gaps in Governance Literature

Although board reforms address independence and diversity (Aguilera et al., 2018), structural
integration of philosophers as directors or advisors remains unexplored. Ethics committees are often
peripheral and advisory, failing to embed moral reasoning at the board level (Crane & Matten,
2016).

No studies have systematically assessed how philosophical expertise affects board decision-making,
stakeholder trust, or organisational integrity.

2.6 Towards a Conceptual Model: Philosophers on Boards

Emerging scholarship proposes:

 The concept of moral capital as a strategic governance resource (Maak et al., 2016).

« The necessity of deep-level, cognitive, and moral diversity in boards (Page, 2007).

« Embedding ethics structurally within boards, beyond advisory committees, to secure moral
legitimacy and decision quality (Hartman, 2020).

Drawing on these insights, this paper proposes a conceptual model positioning philosophers—
armed with critical dialogue, practical wisdom, and moral courage—as essential actors for
enhancing board effectiveness and societal credibility.

2.7 Literature Review Summary

This review reveals:

1. Persistent ethical crises, despite enhanced governance structures.

2. Underutilised cognitive and moral diversity in modern boards.

3. Cross-cultural philosophical contributions, from Western, Indian, and Islamic traditions,
reinforcing the rationale for philosophical inclusion.

4. A void in empirical research examining philosopher directors as structural governance
contributors.

The following sections advance this foundation by presenting a conceptual model integrating
philosophers into governance and applying empirical methods to evaluate its validity and
feasibility.

3. Research Methodology

3.1 Research Design

This research adopts a mixed-methods exploratory design suitable for addressing both conceptual
innovation and empirical validation. A two-phase approach was implemented:

e Phase 1: Qualitative in-depth interviews with governance and ethics experts, analysed through
thematic coding

e Phase 2: Quantitative survey of corporate governance professionals to statistically validate the
proposed model

This design supports triangulation of insights and ensures both theoretical depth and empirical rigor.
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3.2 Data Collection

3.2.1 Semi-Structured Expert Interviews

Participants and Sampling

Fifteen experts were selected using purposive sampling, including:

« Board Directors (5)

« Governance Professionals (4)

« Business Ethics Scholars (3)

« CSR and ESG Advisors (2)

« Policy Regulators (1)

Selection criteria required a minimum of 5 years of experience in board governance, ethical
advisory roles, or applied philosophy relevant to corporate decision-making.

Interview Protocol

Interviews focused on:

« The role of ethical reasoning in board decisions

« Perceptions of philosopher inclusion in governance structures

« Anticipated challenges and enablers for practical integration

Each interview lasted between 30—40 minutes, recorded with consent and transcribed verbatim.

3.2.2 Structured Questionnaire Survey

Purpose: The survey aimed to generalise findings and assess broader stakeholder perceptions
regarding philosopher inclusion in corporate governance.

The questionnaire contained 5 Likert-scale items (1-5) aligned with the conceptual model:

Item Focus

Q1 Ethical Reasoning Contribution

Q2 Dialogue Facilitation

Q3 Honesty Culture Building

Q4 Barriers to Integration

Q5 Impact on Stakeholder Trust
Sampling

A total of 120 participants from four countries (India, Singapore, UAE, UK) were surveyed,
including board members, ethics officers, CSR managers, and scholars.

3.3 Data Analysis Procedures

3.3.1 Thematic Analysis

Interview transcripts were analysed using Braun & Clarke’s (2006) six-phase method:
1. Data familiarisation

2. Initial coding

3. Axial coding for pattern identification

4. Theme development

5. Theme refinement

6. Writing and synthesis

A double-coding process ensured reliability, with peer review for validation.

3.3.2 Quantitative Statistical Analysis
Descriptive Statistics
« Mean, standard deviation, and agreement rates for each survey item
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Reliability Testing

« Cronbach’s Alpha calculated for ethical role items (Q1-Q3)

e Threshold: o> 0.7 indicates internal consistency

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

« KMO Test for sampling adequacy

e Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity to confirm factorability

« Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation to extract factors
Regression Analysis

« Multiple regression to assess predictors of stakeholder trust

« Independent variables: Ethical Reasoning (Q1), Dialogue Facilitation (Q2), Honesty Culture (Q3),
Barriers (Q4)

« Dependent variable: Stakeholder Trust (Q5)

3.4 Ethical Considerations

« Informed Consent: Obtained from all participants

« Anonymity and Confidentiality: Ensured throughout data handling

« Ethical Approval: Secured from the author’s institutional review board

3.5 Methodological Rigor

« Triangulation: Combination of qualitative and quantitative data

« Reliability and Validity: Ensured through double coding, peer review, and statistical tests
e Transparency: Full documentation of coding and analysis procedures

4. Conceptual Framework

4.1 Introduction

Despite widespread reforms in board independence, gender diversity, and compliance regimes,
ethical failures persist globally. Corporate governance remains dominated by financial, legal, and
operational expertise, lacking structural mechanisms for moral reasoning, practical wisdom, and
stakeholder-centric ethical reflection.

This framework proposes “Philosophers on Boards”, integrating philosophers as independent
directors or ethical advisors to embed ethical decision-making, honesty, and moral courage within
governance.

4.2 Philosophical Foundations and Governance Linkages

4.2.1 Socrates (469-399 BCE)

By promoting interrogative discourse to challenge presumptions and arrive at moral clarity,
Socrates invented elenchus, or critical ethical questioning. Regarding boards:

« Philosophers apply elenchus to challenge cognitive biases and groupthink.

« Facilitate authentic ethical dialogues on strategic dilemmas.

« Cultivate intellectual humility necessary for moral learning.

Empirical connection: Disruptive moral questioning improves vigilance and stakeholder-
oriented decision-making for boards.

4.2.2 Plato (427-347 BCE)

Philosopher-kings, according to Plato, were ideal rulers who combined moral authority, wisdom,
and justice.

For boards:

« Philosophers bring justice-oriented perspectives beyond compliance or shareholder primacy.

« Integrate virtue ethics into strategy deliberations and policy formulations.

Research linkage: Justice-oriented decisions enhance organisational legitimacy and societal trust.
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4.2.3 Diogenes (412-323 BCE)

Diogenes criticised material greed and social hypocrisy by modelling radical honesty and fearless
truth-telling.

For boards:

« Philosophers promote transparency, moral courage, and ethical authenticity.

« Resist symbolic compliance or ethical minimalism in decisions.

Research linkage: Radical honesty fosters ethical cultures, reducing fraud and reputation risks.

4.2.4 Cato the Younger (95-46 BCE)

Cato resisted Caesar's political pressure for moral principles, embodying Stoic incorruptibility and
moral courage.

For boards:

« Philosophers uphold ethics under political, market, or internal pressures.

« Model fiduciary integrity and incorruptible leadership.

Empirical linkage: Morally courageous board members safeguard stakeholder interests in crisis

4.2.5 Aristotle (384-322 BCE)

By combining situational prudence with universal moral virtues, Aristotle created phronesis, or
practical wisdom.

. For boards:

« Philosophers as ethical reasoners navigate moral complexity with judgement.

« Balance profit, fairness, and societal wellbeing in decisions.

Research linkage: Practical wisdom enhances board judgment quality and stakeholder-aligned
strategy.

4.2.6 Confucius (551-479 BCE)
Confucius placed a strong emphasis on moral development, relational ethics (ren), and benevolent
governance, in which advisors helped rulers make moral choices.

For boards:

(1 Philosophers promote moral responsibility among all members and harmony in relationships.
Improve inclusive decision-making and stakeholder-oriented discourse.
Empirical linkage: In Asian companies, relational ethics improve board cohesion.

[

4.2.7 15th-century Kabir

Kabir promoted honesty, inner virtue, and genuine living while rejecting ritual hypocrisy.
Regarding boards:

« Philosophers counter symbolic ESG or CSR compliance, fostering authentic ethical cultures.
« Encourage humility and moral responsibility in leadership.

4.2.8 Ravidas (15th century)

Ravidas emphasised humility, dignity of labour, and social equality. For boards:

Beyond tokenistic diversity metrics, philosophers support decisions that prioritise equity, inclusion,
and dignity.

4.2.9 Rahim (16th century)
Rahim's dohas instill moral self-control, thankfulness, and generosity. Regarding boards:

« Philosophers encourage moderation in executive incentives.
« Promote gratitude-driven stakeholder engagement.
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4.2.10 Adi Shankaracharya (8th century)

He propounded Advaita Vedanta (non-duality), cultivating detachment from ego and
possessiveness. For boards:

« Philosophers challenge egocentric decision frames.

« Promote stakeholder interdependence perspectives over narrow self-interest.

4.2.11 11th-century Ramanuja

Ramanuja emphasised responsibility and social concern by fusing devotion with moral behaviour.
For boards, philosophers combine ethical strategy, stakeholder stewardship, and purpose-driven
leadership.

4.2.12 Krishnamurti Jiddu (20th century)

Krishnamurti promoted moral clarity by eschewing conditioning. For boards: Philosophers promote
ethical innovation by dismantling institutional biases and cognitive  lock-ins.
4.2.13 20th-century Osho

Osho placed a strong emphasis on ethical authenticity, inner freedom, and conscious awareness.
Philosophers help boards make thoughtful decisions in the face of complexity and moral ambiguity.
4.2.14 Al-Hallaj Mansoor (858-922 CE)

Mansoor boldly expressed ethical truths and personified radical moral authenticity ("I am the
Truth™). For boards:

Philosophers resist institutional pressure to compromise ethics by upholding the truth.

4.3 Conceptual Model Diagram

- Ethical Reasonmners (Socrates, Artistolte, 1.
Kabir, Shankaracharyaa) Ph-l
- Facilitators of Dialogue (Socrates, I
Confucius, Krishmnamurti, Osho)
- NMoral Culture Builders (Diogenes, Cato, Oso
Al-Hallaj, Ravidas) pher
MECHANISMS j son
- Practical Wisdom Integration Boa
- Enmnhanced Ethical Deliberation
- Cultivation of Moral Culture rds
1 Con
OUTCOMES
- Ethical Decision-Making Cept
- Organizationmnal Homesty ual
- Stakeholder Trust & Legitiirmacy
T Mo
ENABLERS
del
- Cross-training
- Regulatory Reforms
- Board Awvwareness 8 Cultural Readiness Fig
ure

1 illustrates the conceptual model proposing philosophers as board members or ethical advisors,
outlining their roles (ethical reasoners, facilitators of dialogue, moral culture builders), the
mechanisms through which they influence governance (practical wisdom integration, enhanced
ethical deliberation, cultivation of moral culture), and the expected outcomes (ethical decision-
making, organisational honesty, stakeholder trust and legitimacy). The model also highlights key
enablers required for effective implementation, including cross-training, regulatory reforms, and
board cultural readiness.
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4.4 Implementation Challenges
® Non-traditional board appointments are restricted by law.
« Board cultural resistance to perceived abstract expertise.
« Lack of pathways for philosophers’ inclusion in governance codes.
Strategies include cross-training philosophers in the fundamentals of governance, reforming the
definition of regulatory roles, and piloting inclusion projects.
Figure 3. Typology of Philosophers’ Impact on Boards.
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Philosophers ensure Philosophers depICtS
ethical alignment significantly improve
despite limited critical decision-making with four
thimking . critical thinking amnd

1 sthies. potential
board
outcomes
based on

Philosophers provide ‘ Philosophers offer Cl’itical

- - - strategic analysis
basic compliance witlh - e
L o with strong critical
minimal critical

thinking and ethics. 'eht:_ﬂ';';g Bt loner th|nk|ng
and

ethical
reasoning integration levels: (1) Ethical Alignment, (2) Enhanced Decision-Making, (3) Basic

Compliance, and (4) Strategic Analysis.

4.5 Future Applications
The framework extends to:
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Algorithmic moral hazards are addressed by Al ethics and technology boards.

« Sustainability and ESG governance, integrating long-term planetary ethics.

« Public policy and health ethics committees, ensuring justice-oriented decisions in complex societal
domains.

Positive Outcomes of Philosophers in Corporate

Governance Figure 4.

Positive
Outcom
Ethical Decision- es of
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Ethical
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and standing ProteCtiO

n, and Long-Term Sustainability.

4.6 Contribution Summary This conceptual framework provides:

Interdisciplinary theoretical innovation, integrating moral philosophy with governance structures.
Empirically validated mechanisms for ethical decision-making and stakeholder legitimacy.
A practical pathway towards boards of wisdom, fostering honest, ethical, and stakeholder-centred
governance.

5. Data Analysis: In-depth Thematic Analysis of Expert Interviews

5.1 Analytical Approach

We employed Braun & Clarke’s (2006) thematic analysis and added layers of open, axial, and
selective coding to derive deeper insights from the expert interviews. This hybrid approach
enhances analytical rigour and links qualitative patterns to the conceptual framework.

5.2 Coding Process
Step 1: Open Coding
All 15 transcripts were read multiple times to identify initial codes. Below is a sample of open
codes generated:

Interview Extract Open Code
“Boards lack ethical vocabulary; they treat ethics as an
afterthought.” (R2)

“Philosophers can question our biases before decisions are
final.” (R3)

Ethical vocabulary deficit

Bias disruption
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Interview Extract Open Code

“There’s fear of bringing in outsiders who don’t understand

corporate strategy.” (R10) Cultural resistance

. o Absence of moral
Governance has no formal space for moral imagination.” (R5) . .
deliberation
“We need someone to act as a conscience keeper.” (R14) Ethical conscience role

Step 2: Axial Coding

We clustered the open codes into categories based on relationships:

Category (Axial Code) Grouped Open Codes

Ethical vocabulary deficit, lack of structured ethical
roles

Bias disruption, questioning assumptions, fostering
moral courage

Barriers to Inclusion Cultural resistance, fear of outsider influence

Strategic Moral Deliberation Absence of moral imagination, ethics ignored in strategy
Organisational Conscience & Trust|Ethical conscience role, fostering honesty, building trust

Moral Expertise Gap

Philosophers as Catalysts

Step 3: Selective Coding
These categories were synthesized into core themes representing overarching concepts:

Core Theme Definition Axial Codes Linked
Moral Expertise Boards lack structured ethical reasoning :

.. - Moral Expertise Gap
Deficit capability
Ethical Catalysis ggllgsashers stimulate moral questioning & Philosophers as Catalysts
Resistance Factors .Organ'lsatlonal and cultural barriers inhibit Barriers to Inclusion

inclusion

Strategic Moral Ethical reflection must be central to strategic |Strategic Moral
Dialogue decision-making Deliberation
Institutionalising Philosophers foster cultures of honesty and Organisational Conscience
Honesty trust & Trust

Table 1. Summary of Thematic Coding Process: Open, Axial, and Selective Coding Leading to
Emergent Themes.

5.3 Theme Narratives with Rich Data Integration

Theme 1: Moral Expertise Deficit

Most participants acknowledged that corporate boards are proficient in compliance and financial
governance but lack formalised ethical reasoning mechanisms.

e Quote (R2):“Boards are great at legal compliance but weak in ethical navigation. They lack the
language and frameworks to discuss morality systematically.”

« Implication:This supports the conceptual role of philosophers as ethical reasoners, bringing in
critical thinking and virtue ethics to fill this gap.

Theme 2: Philosophers as Ethical Catalysts

Participants described philosophers as critical friends who could surface hidden assumptions,
prevent groupthink, and prompt deeper reflection.

e Quote (R3):“A philosopher can play a Socratic role—asking why, probing the basis of decisions
before they become irreversible.”

» Quote (R5):“It’s not about slowing decisions but making sure they’re morally sound.”
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 Implication:Aligns with philosophers as facilitators of ethical dialogue, promoting discourse
ethics (Habermas) and practical wisdom (Aristotle).

Theme 3: Resistance Factors

Cultural and structural resistance emerged strongly. Experts noted that boards are often
conservative, resistant to including non-financial professionals.

e Quote (R10):“There will be pushback; boards fear non-business thinkers meddling in strategy.”

e Quote (R12):“Regulators don’t even have a category for ethical directors—how will they appoint
philosophers?”’

o Implication: Indicates the need for policy reforms and cross-training programs as enablers in your
model.

Theme 4: Strategic Moral Dialogue

Several experts argued that strategy discussions often sideline ethics due to lack of structured roles.
« Quote (R5):“Decisions neglect ethics because nobody owns that space in boardrooms.”

e Quote (R7):“Ethics is a governance blind spot—this could be addressed if philosophers have a
formal seat.”

« Implication: Validates the mechanism of enhanced ethical deliberation as proposed in your
framework.

Theme 5: Institutionalising Honesty & Stakeholder Trust

Participants unanimously agreed that philosophers could institutionalise honesty and rebuild
stakeholder trust in governance.

e Quote (R14):“They could institutionalise conscience within governance, making honesty part of
the process—not just a PR claim.”

e Quote (R9):“Trust is earned by the moral quality of decisions. Philosophers can safeguard that.”

« Implication: This aligns directly with the outcomes of your model—organisational honesty and
stakeholder legitimacy.

Detailed Thematic Analysis from Expert Interviews

Moral Expertise Deficit 14 5.4 .
Graphical

Summary
3
£
[})
£
*': Resistance Factors 12
g Figure 5:
g Thematic
* Analysis

Strategic Moral Dialogue 15
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Graph Interpretation and Highlights. The thematic analysis graph visually presents the frequency of
emergent themes derived from the expert interviews. Among the five core themes, Strategic Moral
Dialogue and Institutionalising Honesty & Trust were the most frequently cited, each mentioned by
15 out of 15 experts, indicating unanimous agreement on the need for structured ethical deliberation
and a formal culture of honesty within boardrooms. These findings reflect a shared perception that
current governance models lack systematic mechanisms for embedding moral reflection into
strategic decision-making, and that philosophers can play a pivotal role in fostering organisational
integrity and long-term stakeholder trust.

The theme of Moral Expertise Deficit was highlighted by 14 out of 15 experts, underscoring the
widespread view that corporate boards lack the ethical reasoning frameworks necessary for
navigating complex moral dilemmas. Experts emphasized the gap between compliance-driven
decision-making and morally grounded strategic choices, reinforcing the need for philosophers as
ethical reasoners.

Ethical Catalysts, including the role of philosophers in challenging assumptions, disrupting biases,
and facilitating reflective dialogues, were acknowledged by 13 experts. This theme aligns with the
conceptual model's emphasis on philosophers serving as facilitators of discourse ethics and critical
thinking processes.

Lastly, Resistance Factors were cited by 12 experts, pointing to practical and cultural barriers such
as board conservatism, regulatory limitations, and apprehension towards integrating non-traditional
experts. While slightly less frequently mentioned, this theme is crucial for understanding the
implementation challenges associated with philosopher integration into governance structures.

Overall, the graph corroborates the conceptual framework's validity and indicates strong empirical
support for the roles, mechanisms, and outcomes proposed, while also signalling the need for
enablers to overcome resistance and structural barriers

Interpretation:

« Organisational Honesty & Trust and Strategic Moral Deliberation were the top two cited themes
(15/15 experts).

« Moral Expertise Deficit and Ethical Catalysis were highly cited (14/15 and 13/15 respectively).

« Resistance Factors were mentioned by 12/15, highlighting practical challenges.

5.5 Integration with Conceptual Framework

Framework Empirical Alignment
Component
Ethical Reasoners \Validated (Theme 1 & 4)

Dialogue Facilitators \Validated (Theme 2)
Moral Culture Builders [Validated (Theme 5)

Mechanisms Practical wisdom, moral dialogue confirmed
Outcomes Ethical decision-making, honesty, trust supported
Barriers Structural, cultural, operational resistance highlighted

5.6 Summary of Insights

« Expert consensus affirms the proposed roles and outcomes of philosopher inclusion.

« Thematic depth provides a robust empirical foundation for policy recommendations.

« Barriers identified signal the need for enablers in future research and governance reform.
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6. Questionnaire Survey and Quantitative Analysis

6.1 Purpose of the Survey

Following the in-depth thematic analysis of expert interviews, a structured questionnaire survey was
conducted to further validate the conceptual framework. The survey extends the empirical scope by
measuring perceptions of a broader group of governance stakeholders regarding the inclusion of
philosophers in corporate boards.

This quantitative approach provides statistical generalisability and complements the qualitative
findings, ensuring methodological triangulation and research rigor.

6.2 Survey Instrument Design

The survey consisted of five statements aligned with the key dimensions of the conceptual model.
Participants responded using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5
Strongly Agree).

Survey ltem Conceptual Alignment

Q1: Philosophers can contribute to ethical decision-making in corporate

boards. Ethical Reasoning

Q2: Including philosophers will help facilitate more ethical dialogues in

board meetings. Dialogue Facilitation

Q3: Philosophers can help create a culture of honesty in corporate Moral Culture Building

governance.
Q4: There are structural challenges in integrating philosophers into|Barriers to
corporate boards. Implementation

Q5: Including philosophers would enhance stakeholder trust in the|Stakeholder Trust
organisation. Outcome

Table 2. Survey Questionnaire Items and Corresponding Conceptual Components.

6.3 Sampling and Respondent Profile
A total of 120 respondents were surveyed from diverse professional backgrounds:

Professional Category Number of Respondents
Board Directors 35
Corporate Governance Professionals 30
Business Ethics Academics 25
CSR & ESG Managers 15
Policy Makers and Regulators 15

Geographical Representation: Respondents were drawn from India, Singapore, UAE, and the
United Kingdom to ensure cross-cultural insights into governance practices.

6.4 Descriptive Statistical Results

Mean Standard % Agreement (4 or 5
Survey Item o
Score Deviation responses)
Q1: Ethical Reasoning 4.25 0.78 82%
Q2: Dialogue Facilitation 4.10 0.84 76%
Q3: Honesty Culture Building 14.35 0.72 85%
Q4: Barriers to Integration 3.85 0.91 68%
Q5: Stakeholder Trust 430 0.74 8306
Outcome

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Survey Responses: Means, Standard Deviations, and
Agreement Percentages.
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6.5 Reliability Analysis

To assess internal consistency for the ethical role dimensions (Q1-Q3), Cronbach’s Alpha was
computed:

e Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.87

« Interpretation: This reflects high internal reliability, confirming the consistency of the ethical role
items.

6.6 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to validate construct structure.

« Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure: 0.79 (Acceptable sampling adequacy)

« Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: ¥2(10) = 226.43, p < 0.001 (Significant)

Factor Loadings Summary:

Factor 1: Ethical Roles &

Survey Item Factor 2: Barriers

Trust
Q1: Ethical Reasoning 0.82 -
Q2: Dialogue i
Facilitation 0.79

Q3: Honesty Culture (0.85 -
Q5: Stakeholder Trust 0.76 -
Q4: Barriers - 0.71

Table 4. Exploratory Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings of Survey Items.

Interpretation: A clear two-factor solution emerged:
« Factor 1: Ethical roles and stakeholder trust items clustered together.
« Factor 2: Barriers to inclusion formed a separate factor.

6.7 Regression Analysis
To determine the predictive influence of ethical roles and barriers on stakeholder trust (Q5), a
multiple regression analysis was performed.

Independent Variable Standardized Beta (§) |p-value
Q1: Ethical Reasoning 0.41 0.002
Q2: Dialogue Facilitation 0.36 0.005
Q3: Honesty Culture Building 0.44 0.001
Q4: Barriers to Integration -0.29 0.018

Table 5. Regression Analysis Results: Predictors of Stakeholder Trust in Governance.

Model Summary:

«R2=0.68

 Adjusted R2 = 0.65

« Interpretation: The model explains 68% of the variance in stakeholder trust perceptions, indicating
strong explanatory power.

6.8 Interpretation of Findings

« Philosophers’ contributions to ethical reasoning, dialogue facilitation, and honesty culture building
are statistically significant predictors of stakeholder trust.

« Perceived barriers to philosopher inclusion have a significant negative influence on stakeholder
trust outcomes.

» The quantitative findings corroborate and extend the thematic analysis, confirming the roles and
challenges identified in the qualitative phase.
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6.9 Integration with Conceptual Framework

Framework Component Survey Validation

Ethical Reasoners Supported (f=0.41)

Dialogue Facilitators Supported (f=0.36)

Moral Culture Builders Supported (p=0.44)

Barriers Confirmed (=-0.29)

Stakeholder Trust Outcome Explained variance R?=0.68

6.10 Synthesis with Thematic Analysis

Aspect Qualitative Interviews Quantitative Survey
Ethical Roles Thematically confirmed Statistically validated
Barriers Culturally identified Measured quantitatively
Outcomes Trust & honesty discussed Trust empirically validated
Mechanisms Practical wisdom & dialogue Factor analysis confirmation

6.11 Conclusion of Quantitative Analysis

This quantitative study provides robust empirical support for the conceptual model proposed in this
research. Ethical reasoning, dialogue facilitation, and cultural honesty-building significantly predict
stakeholder trust in governance. While structural barriers present challenges, they do not negate the
potential ethical and strategic value of philosopher integration in corporate boards.

These findings position philosopher inclusion as both a theoretically grounded and empirically
supported innovation in governance, reinforcing the call for governance reform that embeds moral
reasoning and ethical integrity at the core of board decision-making.

7. Practical Implications and Policy Recommendations

7.1 Practical Implications

The empirical findings from both the qualitative interviews and the quantitative survey suggest that
integrating philosophers into corporate governance is not merely a theoretical proposition but a
practical innovation with measurable benefits. The following implications emerge:

7.1.1 Enhancing Ethical Capacity of Boards

The study affirms that formal procedures for moral foresight and ethical reasoning are frequently
absent from corporate boards. By appointing philosophers as ethical advisors or board members:

« Boards gain access to critical moral reasoning skills

« Socratic dialogue methods help surface hidden assumptions

« Ethical reflection becomes a structured, routine part of decision-making

This addresses the moral expertise gap identified by both governance experts and survey
respondents.

7.1.2 Improving Stakeholder Trust and Organisational Honesty

Philosophers help create stakeholder alignment, honesty, and integrity cultures, which results in:

« Enhanced public trust in corporate governance

« Stronger alignment between organisational actions and societal expectations

« Reduction in corporate scandals and ethical lapses due to proactive moral checks

The ethical legitimacy of decisions turns into a competitive advantage as stakeholder capitalism
gains traction.

7.1.3 Diversifying Board Competencies
Corporate boards have historically given priority to knowledge in:
« Finance
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o Law

 Operations

« Compliance

According to this study, incorporating philosophical knowledge broadens cognitive diversity and
promotes:

« Better decision quality

« Reduced groupthink

« Balanced focus on profits, people, and planet

7.2 Policy Recommendations

A number of practical policy suggestions are put forth in order to facilitate this governance
innovation:

7.2.1 Amend Corporate Governance Codes

To clearly acknowledge ethical competence as a board-level requirement, national and international
corporate governance codes should be revised.

At the board level, introduce policy provisions for chief ethics advisors, ethics directors, or
philosophers.

7.2.2 Develop Ethical Governance Training Programs

Create interdisciplinary training programs where directors receive ethics immersion workshops and
philosophers learn the fundamentals of governance.

Urge executive education programs and business schools to establish "Board Ethics Fellowships."
7.2.3 Regulatory and Compliance Reforms

Require boards with philosophical oversight to oversee ethics audits in addition to financial audits.
Establish rules governing the inclusion of philosophers in risk assessment panels and ESG
(Environmental, Social, Governance) committees.

7.2.4 Pilot Programs and Case Studies

Launch pilot projects in a few public sector boards or companies to include philosophers and record
their contributions.

Measure changes in stakeholder perceptions, cultural shifts, and the quality of ethical decisions
using longitudinal studies.

7.2.5 Promote Philosophers in Governance Networks

To assist with corporate appointments, establish a professional network of applied philosophers,
ethicists, and governance specialists.

To build a talent pipeline, collaborate with corporate governance organisations, philosophy
departments, and ethics think tanks.

7.3 Implementation Roadmap

Phase  |Action Stakeholders

Phase 1 [Policy Reforms Regulators, Stock Exchanges
Phase 2  [Cross-Training Universities, Governance Institutes
Phase 3 [Board Inclusion Pilots Corporates, NGOs

Phase 4 |[Evaluation and Scaling Ethics Committees, Consultants

7.4 Risks and Mitigation

Potential Risk  [Mitigation Strategy

Board Resistance [Conduct awareness programs, show case studies of success

Role Ambiguity [Clearly define philosopher role as ethical advisor, not decision maker
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Potential Risk  |[Mitigation Strategy
Tokenism Ensure meaningful participation through voting rights or advisory power

7.5 Global Implications

This model can be scaled globally. It is pertinent to:

« Public sector boards for ethical policy design

e Tech ethics boards for Al governance

« Sustainability boards for climate-related decision-making

« Family businesses seeking to professionalise governance with values-centric leadership

8. Conclusion and Future Research Directions

8.1 Conclusion

By including philosophers on corporate boards, this study promotes a new governance innovation
that will improve moral decision-making, foster organisational integrity, and increase stakeholder
trust. The study suggests a structural change in corporate governance that goes beyond conventional
financial knowledge, drawing on a rich philosophical tradition that includes Socrates' critical
inquiry and Confucius' relational ethics.

The research integrates:

« A conceptual framework rooted in virtue ethics and discourse ethics

« Qualitative thematic analysis from expert interviews

« Quantitative validation through a structured stakeholder survey

Key Findings:

Within governance structures, philosophers can serve as moral argumentators, ethical reasoning
experts, and integrity culture builders.

The inclusion of philosophers improves stakeholder trust and governance legitimacy, according to
both qualitative and quantitative data.

Although there are obstacles, such as regulatory gaps and cultural resistance, these can be overcome
with the help of pilot programs, cross-disciplinary training, and policy changes.

8.2 Theoretical Contributions

This study contributes to the fields of:

A new aspect of enhancing boards' ethical capacity is presented by corporate governance theory.
Business Ethics: Operationalising philosophical wisdom into actionable governance mechanisms.
Stakeholder Theory: Using moral consideration to strengthen the alignment between business
choices and societal norms.

8.3 Practical Contributions

The research offers:

« A governance innovation model for real-world implementation

« Evidence-based guidelines for regulators, boards, and corporate leaders
« Policy blueprints for integrating ethics as a board-level function

8.4 Limitations

While the findings are robust, the study acknowledges certain limitations:

« The survey sample, although diverse, may not capture all regional governance dynamics.

« Philosophical integration remains underexplored in practice; real-world case studies are limited.
« The research relies on perceptual data; behavioural outcomes require longitudinal tracking.

8.5 Future Research Directions
To build on this foundational work, future research could explore:
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8.5.1 Longitudinal Impact Studies

Track organisations that adopt philosopher inclusion to measure:
« Ethical decision quality

« Stakeholder trust trajectories

« Organisational performance over time

8.5.2 Sector-Specific Applications

Apply this model in:

« Technology governance (Al ethics boards)

« Sustainability governance (climate ethics panels)

« Public sector policy boards for justice and equity-oriented decisions

8.5.3 Experimental Research
Design experimental board simulations to observe decision-making with and without philosophical
advisors, measuring ethical outcomes.

8.5.4 Cross-Cultural Governance Studies

Investigate how cultural contexts affect the acceptance and efficacy of philosophers in corporate
governance in different regions and industries.

This research positions philosophical wisdom as a structural safeguard for ethical governance. By
expanding board diversity to include moral reasoning, organisations can better navigate complex
societal expectations and rebuild trust in the corporate sector.

As businesses face ethical challenges unprecedented in scope and scale, the integration of
philosophers into governance is not just desirable—it is increasingly necessary for a sustainable,
just, and stakeholder-aligned corporate future.
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