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Abstract 

The Companies Commission of Malaysia (SSM) has established the eXensible Business Reporting Language 

(XBRL) which is the Malaysian Business Reporting System (MBRS). This study examines the technological, 

organisational and environmental factors influencing the usage of MBRS among the practitioners. Using interview as 

the data collection among 12 respondents which are practitioners from selected Corporate Secretaries fom small 

medium practices (SMPs). Data from interview has analysed based on descriptive coding and pattern coding that 

developed by Technological, Organisational and Environmental (TOE) theory using the Atlas.ti. The findings of this 

study indicates seven (7) technological factors which are assurance for data quality, relative advantage and the 

availability of regulator’s platform and system, limited tools and software, compability of format, compatibility of 

content and how the mTool could provide ease of use to the corporate secretary. In related to organisational factors, 

There are seven (7) challenges that can be considered discovered from organisational which are challenge to face 

attitude of preparers, limited practitioners that have own sufficient skills and knowledge, limited capable resources 

and preparers to manage the MBRS. In addition, there are six (6) environmental factors which are the technical 

support from regulator, the provision of incentive that should be given to the practitioners or SMPs, the effective 

strategies for promotion and educate practitioners method of voluntary submission. However, the lack of readiness 

on the use MBRS among trading partners and other stakeholder involvement would also challenge the adoption of 

MBRS. Therefore, this TOE factors would be important to practitioners to be ready on the enforcement of MBRS.  

Keywords: MBRS, TOE, Atlas.ti, XBRL, Malaysia 

1. Introduction 

Recently, SSM has developed a system that integrated the XBRL for the purpose of business reporting that known as 

Malaysian Business Reporting System (MBRS). The purpose to develop the MBRS is to have centralised submission 

platform for Annual Return (AR), Financial Statements and Report (FS) and the Exemption Applications (EA) 

related to the FS and AR. MBRS is covered both financial and non-financial data which related with the Companies 

Act 2016, Malaysian Private Entities Reporting Standards (MPERS) and Malaysian Financial Reporting Standards 

(MFRS). Together with the implementation of MBRS, there is a need to develop the XBRL taxonomy which known 

as SSM XBRL Taxonomy (SSMxT) which is act as dictitionary that include elements of FS, AR and EA that has 

been embedded in mTool. In preparing the document, SSM has developed ready template that based on Microsoft 

Excel which is as mTool. With this ready template, companies are able to prepare the document that known as 

XBRL format whether online and offline. After prepare the XBRL format, companies need to submit through 

submission platform which is MBRS portal. Based on XBRL concept that has been embedded in MBRS, one of the 

advantage is to reduce error in data that has been key in due to validation check on the data. Based on the 

implementation of MBRS, the main role that important is Company Secretary that will act as lodger to submit the 

XBRL document. In addition, the maker of document can be Company Secretary and Company Secretary Assistant 

and they are responsible to prepare and upload the XBRL document. In relation to the maker, external users that have 

the right as a maker role could be act as a maker that associate with the lodger. In related to MBRS, the practitioners 

such as accountants or auditors could also be part of MBRS implementation as maker, while Company Secretary as 
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lodger.  

From the implementation of MBRS, the concept of XBRL has shown in order to ensure the benefits will experience 

by the regulators and users of MBRS. The XBRL is “An open standard which supports information modelling and 

the expression of semantic meaning commonly required in business reporting. XBRL is XML-based. It uses the 

XML syntax and related XML technologies”. (Hoffman, 2006, p.1). Bergeron (2003) defined XBRL is “an extension 

of Extensible Markup Language (XML), which is a language that has been extended to business reporting 

standards”. In related to business reporting, Debreceny and Gray (2001) has defined eXtensible Markup Language 

(XML)-based Web-based business reporting environment which is an XML-based specification for efficient 

automated retrieval of financial information. XBRL has tremendously developed which are in the US, Australia and 

Netherlands, UK, Japan, Denmark, Europe, Russia, Belgium,France, German, India, China and Singapore (Ilias, 

Ghani & Azhar, 2019). The development of XBRL has bring benefits which is related to produce continuous 

reporting (Weber, 2003), cost reduction (Liu, Luo, Sia, O'farrell & Teo, 2014), greater accuracy and speed when 

collecting, storing, exchanging and analyzing this information (Piechocki & Servais, 2010), reducing information 

asymmetry between market participants, reducing costs of equity, increasing market liquidity (Klimczak, 2019) and 

improves public companies’ earnings release efficiency and mitigates earnings management (Hsieh, Wang & 

Abdolmohammadi, 2019).  

There is a need to implement XBRL in Malaysia due to the development of XBRL in lots of countries which has 

shown impact on various areas such as in quality of business reporting, continuous auditing or decision making. In 

the past, studies has done in various countries to investigate the factors that impact the adoption of XBRL as in UK 

(Mousa, 2016), New Zealand (David, 2016; Cordery, Fowler & Mustafa, 2011), Australia (Troshani and Doolin, 

2007) and USA (Henderson, Sheetz & Trinkle, 2011) and Malaysia (Ilias, Ghani & Azhar, 2019). Most of the studies 

concerned on the early stage of adoption as well as the adoption process which identified drivers and challenges of 

adoption utilise the Technological, Organisational and Environmental (TOE) based on DePietro, Wiarda and 

Fleischer (1990) and DOI theory (Rogers, 1983). In recent study done by Ilias, Ghani and Azhar, (2019), the focused 

on the adoption process for four regulators in Malaysia without concerned on the other stakeholders such as 

practitioners. There are four regulators in Malaysia that have developed the system that related to XBRL which is 

Bank Negara Malaysia (BNM), Securities Commision (SC), Lembaga Hasil Dalam Negeri (LHDN) and Suruhanjaya 

Syarikat Malaysia (SSM). However, this study focus only the system developed by SSM which is known as MBRS. 

This is because MBRS is the system that operated for submission business reporting for private and public entities 

that registered with SSM. In addition, the usage of MBRS is started with practitioners particularly by Corporate 

Secretaries. Thus, Corporate Secretaries fom small medium practices (SMPs) in Malaysia has been selected to share 

their experiences in the early stage of implementation. The study done in Australia (Troshani and Doolin, 2007), 

which applied convergent interview that have understand the scenario of the XBRL implementation with the TOE 

theory. Thus, this study will focus on Corporate Secretaries from SMPs by applied TOE theory. With the problem 

statement, the study is carried to examine the factors that influence the usage of MBRS among practitioners which 

particularly to examine the technological factors (RO1a), organisational factors (RO1b) and environmental factors 

(RO1c) that influence the usage of MBRS among practitioners. The next section, Section 2 presents the literature 

review. This is followed by Section 3 that provides the research methodology and then the findings and discussion in 

Section 4. The final section, Section 5 concludes this study. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 XBRL vs MBRS 

XBRL is one of the tool that improve the limitation of traditional business reporting via the used of internet. The 

limitation that has been raised by past studies such as Janvrin, Pinsker & Mascha (2011) raised on the information in 

PDF is not indexed by search engines, while HTML as an information dissemination medium, cannot uniquely 

identify reporting data elements and effectively translate data. Due to the limitation, the existence of XBRL has 

improved the tradional reporting as mentioned To better exchange information, XBRL can facilitate the exchange of 

information over the internet (Lymer, Debreceny, Gray & Rahman, 1999). Studies have shown that XBRL can be 

more useful for decision making compared to PDF or HTML (Ghani, Laswad and Tooley, 2009). 

There are studies that related to study done with XBRL adoption with the business reporting which bring benefits 

such as improve the voluntary reporting (Efendi, Smith & Wong, 2011), continuous auditing and assurance (Plumlee 

& Plumlee, 2008; Alles & Gray, 2012; Shan & Troshani, 2014), reducing information asymmetry (Yoon, Zo & 

Ciganek, 2011), ease earning management (Hsieh, Wang & Abdolmohammadi, 2019), efficient forecasting (Liu, 

Wang & Yao, 2014), timely disclosure (Zhou, 2019) and effective information supply chain (Liu et al., 2014). Due to 
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the realisation of benefits, SSM has developed the MBRS that adopt the XBRL in the preparation of AR and FS. In 

Malaysia, there are few studies that discuss on the adoption of MBRS such as Ilias, Ghani and Azhar (2019), Wahab 

(2019) and Uyob, Bahador and Noh (2019). In related to MBRS, XBRL has been embedded with the system through 

the XBRL taxonomy which produce XBRL instance document. Stantial (2007, p. 2) recognised XBRL taxonomy as 

a barcode for financial statements. The taxonomies are based on accounting standards and regulatory reporting by 

national or even international standard setters as a key element of regulating national and global business activity 

(Troshani & Lymer, 2011, June). With this XBRL taxonomies, there is validation process to ensure there is less of 

errors on the data (Plumlee & Plumlee, 2008). While, XBRL instance document is the business reports that has 

formatted with XBRL tags (Troshani & Lymer, 2011, June). Therefore, SSM has developed the MBRS that 

incorporated with XBRL taxonomies that has been embedded in mTool in order to produce XBRL instance 

document (Ilias, Ghani & Azhar, 2019).  

Prior to adoption of XBRL in various countries, there are studies that related with the awareness of XBRL. There has 

seen lack of awareness (Troshani & Rao, 2007; Nel & Steenkamp, 2008; Pinsker, 2003; Cox, 2006; CFA, 2016), 

intention (Henderson, Sheetz & Trinkle, 2012) and understanding (Pinsker, 2003; Stantial, 2007; Weber, 2003; 

Dune, Helliar, Lymer & Mousa, 2009; Venkatesh & Armitage, 2012; Steenkamp & Nel, 2012) on the 

implementation of XBRL. In Malaysia, there is also shown lack of awareness (Ilias, Razak & Razak, 2015) with lack 

of adoption among companies (Ilias & Ghani 2015). However, there is also perceived impact towards the adoption of 

XBRL (Ilias, Ghani & Azhar, 2017) in Malaysia even though there is voluntary in the preparation of FS in XBRL 

format.  

2.2 Factors Towards the XBRL Adoption Based on Technological, Organisational and Environmental (TOE) Model 

The early study that investigate the factors to adopt the XBRL is done in Australia by Doolin and Troshani (2007) 

among institutional members of XBRL Australia and the local XBRL consortium. While, Cordery, Fowler and 

Mustafa (2011) has explored the factors that influence the non-adoption scenario of XBRL in NZ. Compare with the 

recent study in NZ done by David (2016) investigated the reasons of not adopting XBRL by business and 

professional organisations and the New Zealand government and the non-adoption implications for XBRL 

stakeholders. In study done in UK by Mousa (2010) had investigated an e-government adoption process of XBRL for 

two different regulators. Recently, the study done by Ilias, Ghani and Azhar (2019) has study the adoption process of 

XBRL among four regulators in financial environment in Malaysia. While, study done by Suriakumari (2018) has 

identified the internal and external factors that would drive the perceived timeline to adopt XBRL amongst Public 

Listed Companies (PLC) in Malaysia.  

Based on various studies in related to XBRL, there are mixed of factors that discovered from different studies which 

applied the TOE framework (DePietro et al., 1990) from three contexts (technology, organisation and environment) 

from an organisation’s perspective, which might influence technological adoption. Firsly, the common technological 

factors are relative advantage (Mousa, 2010; Cordery et al., 2011; David, 2016; Ilias et al., 2019) , compatibility 

(Cordery et al., 2011), complexity (Troshani and Doolin, 2005; Troshani & Rao, 2007; Henderson et al., 2012; Ilias 

et al., 2019), trialability (Doolin & Troshani, 2007; Cordery et al., 2011; David, 2016; Ilias et al., 2019), 

observability (Doolin & Troshani, 2007; Ilias et al., 2019), stability (Mousa, 2010; David, 2016), cost of software 

(Dunne et al., 2013) and cost of XBRL solutions (Troshani & Doolin, 2005), compatibility of XBRL taxonomy (Ilias 

et al., 2019), stability of XBRL taxonomy (Ilias et al., 2019), standardisation of XBRL taxonomy for internal and 

inter-organisational (Ilias et al., 2019), producing stable XBRL instance documents for intra and inter-organisational 

aspects (Ilias et al., 2019) and standardisation of XBRL submission (Ilias et al., 2019). 

Secondly, the organisational factors are related to expertise, skills and knowledge (Mousa, 2010; Steenkamp & Nel, 

2012; Henderson et al., 2012; David 2016), management support (Felden, 2011; Cordery et al., 2011; Steenkamp & 

Nel, 2012; David, 2016), organisational champion (Cordery et al., 2011; David, 2016), organisational resources 

(Troshani & Rao, 2007; Mousa, 2010; Cordery et al., 2011), organisational readiness (Doolin & Troshani, 2007) and 

change of program sponsor (David, 2016). 

The thirdly, the environmental factors are consist of of regulatory measures (Cordery et al., 2011; Henderson et al., 

2012; Steenkamp & Nel, 2012), government support (Mousa, 2010; Cordery et al., 2011; Steenkamp & Nel, 2012), 

trading partner (Henderson et al., 2012; Garner et al., 2013; David, 2016), normative pressure (Henderson et al., 

2012), critical mass (Mousa, 2010; David, 2016), global pressure (Troshani & Rao, 2007), availability of information 

(Doolin & Troshani, 2007; Mousa, 2010), accessibility to external support (Mousa, 2010), local adoption strategy 

(Troshani & Rao, 2007), success stories (Troshani & Doolin, 2005; Troshani & Rao, 2007; David, 2016), priorities 

of accounting standards (Troshani & Doolin, 2005; Troshani & Rao, 2007), security problem (David, 2016), 
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knowledge gap (David, 2016), change of laws, rules and regulations (David, 2016), work culture (David, 2016), 

economic condition (Steenkamp & Nel, 2012; David, 2016) and effective stakeholders’ involvement (David, 2016). 

By comparing with the current study, these factors are discovered from the early process to adopt XBRL among 

regulators, government agencies and potential decision makers. This current study has applied TOE theory to 

investigate the factors that existed through practitioners’ experience at the early stage of voluntary adoption of 

XBRL via MBRS. This TOE is relevant to use for individual perspective because individual experience in usage of 

MBRS would also influence the decision to continuously adopt MBRS by SMPs in Malaysia. Supported by Bakajic 

(2015), both perspectives of the individual and organisation will need to emerge in order to examine the 

organisational adoption. This is because individuals are part of decision makers that played the role in the context of 

the firm that could influence future decisions. Furthermore, Wang, Wang and Yang (2010) has also provides a good 

starting point when analyzing and considering suitable factors for understanding the innovation-adoption decision. 

Most of studies for XBRL has applied TOE theory in order to understand the adoption of XBRL among organisation 

which discovered drivers and challenges such as Troshani and Rao (2007), Henderson, Sheetz and Trinkle (2012), 

Doolin and Troshani (2007), Troshani and Doolin (2005), Cordery, Fowler and Mustafa (2011), Mousa (2010), 

David (2016) and Ilias (2019). Therefore, practitioners such as corporate secretary or auditors from the SMPs are 

relevant as individual in MBRS adoption. 

3. Research Methodology 

3.1 Respondents 

This study chose practitioners from selected SMPs to be the respondents in this study. This is because practitioners 

also play important role in the adoption of XBRL as they are also part of stakeholders (Troshani & Rao, 2007; 

David, 2016). The selection of respondents was based on purposeful sampling due to involvement that have 

experience in using mTool to prepare AR and FS as well as submission through MBRS. There are 12 respondents 

has been selected which they play their role as maker and lodger of XBRL instance document through MBRS. All 

respondents has been known by AC1, AC2, AC3, AC4, C1, L1, N1, RJ1, RJ2, RJ3,RJ4 and G1.  

3.2 Data Collection 

This study relied on semi-structured and open ended interview was done done directly with 12 respondents from 

May 2019 until November 2019. This study employed face-to-face interviews, whereby data collection was done 

directly with the respondents from SMPs. To seek permission, official letter was sent to each respondent before the 

data collection, followed by a phone call to confirm on the volunteer to participate. The questions were prepared or 

adapted when necessary, and change with any doubt, which can adapt based on stakeholders’ adoption on the use of 

mTool and MBRS.  

3.3 Data Analysis 

This study conducted data analysis as suggested by Miles et al. (2014), which consisted of both preparation and 

analysis of the data with the assistance of Atlas.ti as show in Diagram 1. The researcher read and understood each 

word and phrase in the transcription from the 12 respondents. The understanding and interpretation of researcher has 

developed based on descriptive coding as suggested by Miles, Huberman and Saldana (2014). Next, the second cycle 

coding is conducted by utilising pattern coding, which is to group the summaries into smaller number of themes. The 

pattern codes are explanatory or inferential codes that identify an emergent theme (Miles, Huberman and Saldana, 

2014). Therefore, the second cycle coding is made based on the definition for pre-determined and undetermined 

factors. The factors for technological, organisational and environmental context has been determined based on the 

past studies. 
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Diagram 1. Sample of process for Atlas.ti 

 

4. Findings and Discussion 

4.1 Technological Factors 

 

 

 

Relative Advantage 

There is a need to be aware of the relative advantage of the implementation of MBRS. This could encourage the 

understanding of why MBRS has been implemented by SSM. This could encourage the practitioners to have the 

fastest process to deal with the regulator as mentioned by respondent C1, “we want online to be fast”. Respondent 

RJ1 also mentioned on the advantage to implement MBRS, “If we do it manually, we cannot detect any errors or 

fraud. From my experience, there is one Singaporean director that uses I/C Singapore. But, MBRS reject its I/C 

immediately since it is Singapore. If the details are not completed, it will become error. We must ensure all the 

information if fully complete for it to be accepted. There will be query but I like it that it couldn’t be submitted if it is 

not complete. So, we can actually know which part is wrong. We wouldn’t know if we do it manually. When the 
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system check the errors, which is more precise”. Therefore, the relative advantage can be considered as driver to the 

adoption of MBRS seen MBRS able to provide advantage on the submission of AR and FS. 

Assurance of Data Quality 

In understanding the intention to adopt MBRS, practitioners are concern on how XBRL taxonomy that embedded in 

mTool could ensure the quality of data. This XBRL taxonomy could reduce the possibility of erroneous data that will 

be key in through mTool. This factor will ensure practitioners could benefit from the implementation of MBRS. As 

this could be seen from the respondent L1 that mentioned, “Before, if we submit over the counter the audited report, 

they will return if there are any miscalculations. Now, there will be no miscalculations because we generated the 

report using MBRS. There will be benefits which are we don’t have to make things twice. If we miscalculated in the 

Auditor’s Report, definitely you will know it because it is not balanced”. This also has been concerned by 

respondents AC1 also mentioned on the error rectification, “Because for submission of the report, if there are any 

errors, SSM will not check it since they don’t have any amendments or queries. It’ll just go straight to the system. 

That is why we need to balance the items in the balance sheet. "This assurance data quality is produced through the 

validation process that embedded from XBRL taxonomy that could reduce the burden of practitioners in preparing 

the annual return and financial statement and reports. Therefore, assurance of data quality as driver to the adoption of 

MBRS which MBRS could deliver a high quality data. 

Availability of Tools and Software 

In addition to the drivers to adopt MBRS, challenge found by practitioners that could raise to the SSM to be more 

aware of the development of MBRS. Since the adoption of XBRL through MBRS is still new in Malaysia, there are 

limited tools and software that can be used by the regulator and practitioners. Thus, there is still uncertainty in the 

availability of tools and software among practitioners at the early stage of adoption of MBRS. In SMPs, there is 

corporate secretary software that is used and it is still uncertain how XBRL can be embedded to ensure the 

preparation of XBRL instance document. Respondent C1 has raised an issue related to the software, “Because we 

have system we use I think. S2000 if I’m not mistaken. A lot of company secretary is using that. It makes our work 

much more easier. Okay from S2000, can it be integrated with MBRS tools? I think we just waiting for the software. I 

think it is easier with that”. Other than corporate secretary software, there is also audit software that could be 

possibly integrated with MBRS to produce XBRL instance document. Respondent C1 mentioned that “AXP is one of 

it. I think its CCH. I don’t know it’s ready, or workable. They show us that confirm is can. But in our practice, we 

need to fill up work. If anything go wrong, or any cut how to do and how to charge also”. But, there is a need to 

ensure the cost from the tools and software, which respondents G1 has raised on “But then for the charge, you need 

to buy the software. Because this is to make sure that the audit programme is linked to the MBRS. So, you need to 

buy the features. Actually, Mr Wong got a vendor”. Respondent RJ1 also agreed on the integration of MBRS with 

the software will need to incur a cost when they mentioned “that is why we need a software that can integrate all 

audit systems, to be integrated with MBRS. Like right now, if you want to generate the data from your system directly 

to mTools, it is quite expensive”. Practitioners would also need this due to having the fastest process to produce 

XBRL instance document that agreed by RJ2 “there should be a system like that since everyone wants a quick 

process”. Based on this finding, the limited of availability of tools and software will be challenge to practitioners due 

to lack of integration of software with the mTool prepared by regulator.  

Availability of Regulator’s Platform and System 

Even though the limited availability of tools and software, SSM has prepared a platform and system that could help 

practitioners in starting to use MBRS. The MBRS has been developed together with the mTool that has a ready 

template. This could be driver to practitioners when the respondent L1 has emphasised on this matter, “It takes time 

to generate but one good thing is that when you prepare financial statement, using the tools, you don’t need to 

online. Although the data is how bad the tool is, using MBRS doesn’t require ID. If the client have the links, if the 

website is down or whatever, you cannot do it at all. For this tool, anytime is convenient to you, you can access it. It 

is downloaded”. MBRS has been developed together with a ready template and offline system which could help and 

assist all practitioners to use in order to prepare and produce XBRL instance document. Therefore, this readiness of 

plartform and system by regulator could ease the preparation of XBRL instance document for AR and FS. 

Compatibility of Format 

In related to the ready template that uses from mTool, practitioners also concerned about the compatibility of format 

and content. The challenges among practitioners when they consistently raised on how the traditional reporting 

format will compatible with the format and content of mTool. The format should be consistent with the requirement 

of SSM that could easily use and understand by practitioners. Based on respondent AC1 which concerned on the 

format that the “format is not really eye-pleasing and supported by respondent AC2, “But, the way we see it, it 

looked like it is upside down, and quite messy”. With this could be challenge to practitioners in order to smoothly 
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adopt the MBRS.  

Compatibility of Content 

In related to the content, most practitioners has provided comments on the compatibility of content that fit the 

requirement in preparing AR and FS. The content for AR could be seen as compatible with traditional format and not 

as challenging when preparing FS. As mentioned by respondent AC1, “for annual return, there is no problem in 

generating it since the items are not complicated” and respondent L1 stated that “if we use it for annual return, there 

is not much problems. Because annual return comprises more secretarial part”. 

However, the content could be a challenge to practitioners in order to ensure they could use to prepare the XBRL 

instance document. The challenges happened due to difficulty to understand with the terms used in the ready 

template from mTool. The term issue has been raised by respondent N1, “for us who rarely look at FS might not 

fully understand it. When we want to key the FS into MBRS, we need to choose which one. The words or terms used 

might be confusing to some”. Consistent with respondent AC1 when they agreed that “the terms are confusing 

especially when we wanted to key in the information”. Besides of term that used, items that need to key in by 

practitioners also related to the content. The content in FS has shown so many items which could impact the 

confusing among practitioners. The respondent AC1 and AC2 had provided their experience when they stated that 

“but for financial statements, it is tough. There is more details in details. That is what we’re stressing over”. Due to 

many items, respondent RJ1 would agree if the items should only cover the main items of FS, “I think SSM should 

only require us to do key financial items (KFIs) first. Just enter the total first”. Therefore, this factor could be 

challenge to practitioners as maker and lodger to the XBRL instance document for AR and FS.  

Ease of Use on mTool and MBRS 

With the compatibility of format and content, there is issue on how practitioners could experience of using the mTool 

and MBRS. Due to the experience to use, respondent G1 stated the complicated of mTool. They stated “I will ask for 

somebody else to do it. If those unaudited one is simpler, only then we can do it. For those audited ones, I don’t think 

we are able to do it. Those are very complicated”. With related to the choice to use, respondent L1 has told on the 

choice of use MBRS. They mentioned “I have to do it first before they do. I can do accounting analysis, I can do it. 

So, I got no choice, even with accounting basic, it is difficult”. While a new system could also bring confusing and 

unconformable to future practitioners by stated: “MBRS might cause discomfort to some because it would probably 

drag the process”. Furthermore, the format and content to be key in by practitioners would provide discomfort due to 

the tedious items and terms that used. Respondent AC2 mentioned on “some people who use the system may directly 

forward it to MBRS. But, for those who didn’t, they need to key in one by one, which is quite tedious”. It has been 

added by respondent AC4 which stated “because it is really tedious. For one item, there are many subitems”. 

Therefore, practitioner has feel challenge to use the mTool and MBRS due to format and content. 

 

4.2 Organisational Factors 

 



http://ijfr.sciedupress.com International Journal of Financial Research Vol. 11, No. 3, Special Issue; 2020 

Published by Sciedu Press                        8                           ISSN 1923-4023  E-ISSN 1923-4031 

Attitude of Preparers 

In ensure the intention to adopt MBRS among practitioners; factors influence the organisation, which is SMPs that 

responsible for preparation of AR and FS. Firstly, the attitude of practitioners on how they can fear with the new 

system that need to be followed. With the adoption MBRS, some practitioners would be afraid with any additional 

cost or penalties that will be given by regulator. The feeling of fear has actually impact the practitioners as suggested 

by respondent AC2 and AC3, because for submission of report,”if there is any errors, SSM will not check it since 

they don’t have any amendments or queries. It’ll just go straight to the system. That is why we need to balance the 

items in balance sheet. But If any error, we don’t make amendment, we’ll need to do ratification. For ratification, it 

will incur more cost. We need to re-do, make additional payment. That is why it is risky for us to truly make financial 

statements”. Basically, practitioners could have a fear of making error in providing data in FS due to any additional 

payment. Thus, the implementation of MBRS could give fear to practitioners which may affect the intention to 

adopt. Respondent N1 has also emphasised “for MBRS, we didn’t want to use it if possible. Lodgers have to use it, 

but for preparers or also known as makers, they need to be meticulous to avoid making too much mistakes. If there 

are mistakes, it is quite troublesome that we need to correct it. The compound liability is put on the shoulders of the 

makers. When the error always happen, later we might be bankrupt. So, who wants to be preparers? Many people 

didn’t want to do it”. Therefore, attitude among practitioners could be challenge to adoption of MBRS. This is due to 

attitude of change to a new system could challenge the readiness of MBRS among SMPs.  

Sufficient Expertise, Skills and Knowledge on XBRL 

This is the common issues that existed prior to the implementation of MBRS. Even though practitioners has not 

involved in developing the mTool and MBRS, practitioners has also concerned on their expertise, skills and 

knowledge in preparing the AR and FS using the ready template of mTool. From respondents perspective which 

mostly said about how corporate secretary as maker and lodger could not have enough knowledge and skills in 

preparing the submission for FS.  

The challenges on preparing the document from mTool from AR is not challenge to corporate secretary. This is 

because the data that need to key in is not related to accounting concept. This could refer to respondent C1: 

“Normally, the company secretary they do not have such knowledge in filling those information. There is a lot of 

information and details that need to be understand. Therefore, it is not easy”. As also by respondent G1: “Company 

secretary, I do not have any other accounting background. I just learned a little bit last time, accounting paper”. As 

corporate secretary, respondent L1: “For secretarial staff of mine, they do not have accounting background”. 

Furthermore, in related to the format and content of FS, it will provide more confusion as they do not have any 

sufficient knowledge as respondent RJ3: “since I did not have much knowledge about annual report, it is quite 

confusing for me”.  

However, corporate secretary as the main role in preparing the document for MBRS has limited knowledge and skills 

which giving confusion to most of them. This is because most of data required are financial audited data that need 

peoples that expert in accounting. The respondent C1 has mentioned, “We need to wait for audit part. Because a lot 

of information will be done by outside source”. Respondent G1 also support that the role of corporate secretary and 

auditor could be different in using the MBRS with limited knowledge in accounting. As stated by G1: “we didn’t do 

the details but every day we need to flip through the accounts to do the submission. We need to ensure that the 

Director’s report are signed, the date are okay, the balance sheet, the P&L and everything is in there. It looks 

familiar but somehow or rather if you believe you want to key in the details, you wouldn’t know where to put them in. 

Because we are not auditors. Actually, we didn’t turn up with the report by ourselves but we only look at it because 

we are the person that need to look at it”. Thus prior to the adoption of MBRS, practitioners really need to equip 

with sufficient knowledge. This is because respondent L1 mentioned on “for FS, the very first difficulties that they 

encounter is that whether their staff are equipped with adequate knowledge about accounting. Mostly, the staff is not 

well-versed with accounting terms. Not even know how to read the Auditor’s Report”. With a limited understanding 

on the accounting term, this could bring wrongly key in data and items. Respondent AC1, AC2 and AC3 has 

mentioned the issue that related to: “It might be tough for those who did not have basic in Accounting. Even the 

terms is confusing.It is more difficult since we are not well-versed in accounting knowledge”. This could be burden 

to non-accounting peoples which respondent N1 emphasised “Those with non-accounting background wouldn’t see 

anything or understand anything”. Based on the issue of lack of expertise, skills knowledge among practitioners 

would be challenged to the SMPs to adopt the MBRS.  

Capable Resources 

Due to practitioners with limited knowledge and skills, SMPs need to ensure they have enough resources that able to 
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manage the mTool and MBRS. This is important to ensure the intention to adopt MBRS among SMPs in Malaysia. 

Sufficient numbers of resources that capable to use mTool to key in data and produce the XBRL instance document 

in order to submit through MBRS. For respondent G1, that has mentioned on their employees, which stated “Right 

now it’s actually about 10. Most of them are not from Accounting background. In addition, they feel very difficult to 

key in the sheet, the details. What they think is that they do not want to do”. Besides that, SMPs need to have a team 

that capable to handle the MBRS. But due to limited knowledge and skills, this could be challenge to the SMPs. As 

mentioned by AC1 and AC2 on the related to employees, which is stated “We already decided that Ira will handle 

the financial statements, supported by the rest of us. We need to struggle. Maybe top management will think about it 

first. Because we have requested for staff with Accounting background, but we thought that he/she might not be able 

to understand the secretary jobscope. Sometime they don’t know how company secretary works”. Respondent has 

also really concerned on the employees that have sufficient knowledge in accounting which capable to manage 

mTool. This is because the difficulty is when SMPs need to find capable employees which also supported by 

respondent C1. They mentioned that “Its better to have the knowledge, but not so easy to get the staff if we’re having 

many to do the same thing. because I also have attended one, even though I have Accounting background I 

personally think that there’s a lot of thing. we have the responsibilities to submit it. We are the team that need to do 

all the things for client”. Therefore, limited capable resources in the SMPs will challenge the adoption of MBRS.  

Capability of Preparers 

Based on the implementation of MBRS, which there are two roles, that importance to manage MBRS submission. 

Corporate Secretary will be a lodger to submit XBRL instance document through MBRS. Corporate Secretary could 

also be a maker that will prepare the data and produce the XBRL instance document. Other practitioners such as 

auditors or accountants could also be part of maker to prepare XBRL instance document. But, there is uncertain of 

role on the preparer of instance document would also challenge the adoption of MBRS. As identified by respondent 

C1, “As a secretary, we just responsible to submit, and to fill in all the information”. While respondent G1 

emphasised “You know how SSM actually look into these matters? The way they do it is that it is the company 

secretary’s responsibility. No matter how we fight, at the end of the day, someone has to do it. We are the lodgers. 

Our name is actually put into the system you know. Anything about SSM will return to me, you know. We must assign 

someone to be the maker”. The role as maker and lodger could be confusion to practitioners when corporate 

secretary and auditors are having different capability and responsibility. In this case, auditors might uncertain with 

their roles in adoption MBRS. They would unsure with how they could play their role in preparing and submitting 

the XBRL instance document. As the respondent RJ2 which recognised the role of corporate secretary as they found 

“there is no push factor to encourage them choosing to be a company secretary. I think when MBRS is being 

implemented only then people will aware about company secretary”. As for the early stage of the implementation of 

MBRS, corporate secretary is one of the important role to manage the MBRS even though there is limited of 

knowledge and skills. This is because respondent AC2 has emphasised on the role which they found “Because when 

we need to create maker, which we are not sure whether it is reliable or not. So, the responsibility is on company 

secretary. Right now, they are going for implementation. That is why they wanted the company secretary to do all 

their works”. This is also supported by respondent N1 which also indicated that the role as a maker for XBRL 

instance document is still uncertain for corporate secretary. This is based on respondent N1: “At one stage, the SSM 

said that the maker is up to secretary. But the, to whom we need to pass the responsibility? No one wants to take the 

responsibility. As a maker, we have to handle everything related to it”. Therefore, the capability of makers as 

preparers for using mTool in order to prepare the XBRL instance document has shown as challenge to adopt MBRS.  

Cost of Filing 

As SMPs, they are also concerned on cost of filing which may incur to any additional cost to prepare the XBRL 

instance document. There is a cost that they need to consider when there is an additional work to prepare the 

document. The cost that incur also will impact the practitioners when they need to charge an extra additional 

expenses to the client. There is also charge that incurred due to the software license that given by the software vendor 

when the tools and software has been embedded with the XBRL. As mentioned by respondent G1, “Even for the 

license its already expensive. How they earn is by way of per submission”. This is also supported by the respondent 

C1 when the charge for cost of submission will be added additional cost. Respondent C1 mentioned that “Extra 

charge, is it? Of course, they should charge it. Because the system is not cheap. But we wouldn’t know much they 

charged us for each click. They will give one sum or range how much”. For the cost of filing, practitioners need to 

inform their future clients in order to aware with any additional cost. As highlighted by respondent AC4, “Since 

2018, we already informed them about the advantages about this system for accountants and auditors. Its just that 

for audit, we didn’t charge them yet. Because its still at the counter for now”. However, there is also reluctant of 
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implementation towards the submission using MBRS. This is due to respondent AC that mentioned “Majority of 

users do not agree with the implementation since it can be considered wasting the time. The client also curious over 

the expected increase of amount charged to them. SSM should devise an act that it is compulsory to pay to company 

secretary. At least the client will understand. If not, they asked us to do the additional task but the there is no 

increment in the payment”. This also supported by respondent N1, “But the customers, they are quite reluctant to pay 

the fee charged on them”. Due to issue discuss, the cost of filing could be challenged to the practitioners due to 

increase of cost for preparing the XBRL instance documents.  

Management Readiness 

Due to proceed with the adoption of MBRS, management of SMPs need to ensure the readiness of the organisation. 

This is also related to the resources that they have to manage the mTool and MBRS. The readiness of management 

among SMPs need to ensure practitioners in the practice is able to manage both mTool and MBRS. This is because 

practitioners have possibility to submit both the manual and XBRL instance document to the SSM until SSM has 

enforced the submission of XBRL instance document. In example from respondent C1 in preparing towards the 

implementation of MBRS. As respondent C1 explain, “We do not touch MBRS.We try to ask them to submit 

hardcopy first because sometimes it is not ready. It is not easy for us to do submission. However, I follow the audited 

one. I think it is only the matter of time that we go into system. I think we should be able to meet the requirement but 

do not know when is the final. We still need time to get ready. We do not know when the final is. Because last time we 

attend it, it is a lot amendment. Maybe they take feedbacks from us, and then we will see how to do. Because now we 

cannot worry. There is nothing to be worried over. We cannot change anything. If we do not do, we are screwed. 

Then later, it takes time”. Furthermore, the practitioners also ensure the readiness would be developed based on the 

effort that done by the SMPs on trying to prepare the XBRL instance document. However, the SMPs still not 

showing the readiness on preparing and submission by trying to use mTool and MBRS. By respondent G1 

emphasised that there is lack of readiness to be confidence with the system. Respondent G1 show, “Right now, I 

don’t want to think too much. Let us just wait and we will see how until the implementation. I just relaxed first and 

then I will do”. But, there is a aware by the management to ready with the implementation of MBRS when 

respondent G1 stated on the journey, “Slowly. Just try and error first. That is the best that we can do. If you always 

give the same excuse that you don’t have the time to learn it, then you’ll end up gaining nothing”. Support by the 

respondent L1 which SMPs cannot refuse to learn and ready with the used of MBRS. Since MBRS will also being 

enforced by SSM towards the companies. From the respondent L1 that seen aware the need to be ready when they 

concerned on how practitioners could practice the MBRS. This is as mentioned by respondent L1, “I told my 

secretary that either way, we need to this as this is our bread and butter. This is your service then you need to know 

your client. If you didn’t do it, you will never know your ability”. Therefore, the management readiness towards the 

usage of MBRS has shown challenge to the SMPs to adopt MBRS.  

Time Usage 

Prior to the adoption of MBRS, practitioners also have a lot of task of accounting, auditing and secretarial works. 

The preparation of XBRL instance document using mTool will also impact the practitioners when they need to 

allocate sufficient time and the fastest as they can in order to prepare XBRL instance document for submitting 

through MBRS. With related to limited knowledge and skills in managing accounting, there is also impact how 

practitioners could manage the usage of mTool and MBRS. The challenge is also involved the time that need to be 

used by practitioners whether for corporate secretary or auditors. Most of the four practitioners has raised on the time 

that future practitioners would spend the time for preparing the XBRL instance document using mTool. As 

mentioned in preparing the unaudited financial statements by respondent G1, “Just for those unaudited financial 

statements, I need about 3 hours, to zip a file. I need about 2-3 hours. I tried to look into that and it took me more than 

4 hours. I think it about 5 hours. Because I incorrectly key in the data for a few times. So, they actually expect the 

company secretary to be able to do it. Even in 4 hours, that doesn’t guarantee that it can be zipped”. There is different 

usage of time to prepare whether AR or FS, which FS could have a lots of items that need to fill in using mTool. The 

challenge happened when there is a need to prepare for FS. As mentioned respondent L1 that related to practitioners, 

“Once an auditor told me, although I’m the practical auditor, when he himself wants to do FS for more than ten years, 

it took him 4 hours. Even though he is a practical auditor. How much is the data or how long it will take. It depends on 

how big the accounts you do. Previously, I talked to my team; we have that one case where we need to submit annual 

return. It is quite fast. We already know the statement; we should not search it from system to here, but from here to the 

system instead. It is try and error process”. Furthermore, the usage of time due to the knowledge that we have and able 

to utilise in preparing the FS. This is also because practitioner especially the corporate secretary have limited 

accounting knowledge and skills. As experienced by respondent AC4, which related to practitioner that have limited 
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knowledge in accounting, “It might be tough for those who did not have basic in Accounting. For active company, one 

might take one whole day to settle for one company. One company, the minimum is 4 hours. Yeah, last time I did, it took 

me for about one day. But that only for normal company which transactions does not involve millions. If the amount is 

zero, we cannot put zero. Also, there is part where we need to explain and provide evidence”. Furthermore, the other 

respondent also raised the same matter on the time that they need to use in using mTool, which key in the data in FS. 

The items for FS could be shown complicated with various items that being used. Based on the experiences by 

respondent AC2 which emphasised “the problems arise when generating the information. Failures to generate is 

common. Most of the time it is not tally. It really consumes our time”, while respondent AC1 mentioned on “As for 

accounting part, there are some amount due. For amount due, we need to copy paste put it in the Notes. If there are 

many transactions, it will require a lot of time”. In addition, respondent AC4 stressing on the time usage, “We are 

struggling so much right now, and by adding financial statements, we are literally screwed. We afraid that we have no 

time to do it” and there is a need to spend longer time to prepare for FS as also raised by respondent AC1. This is 

because AC1 also mentioned “That is why we took minimum 4 hours. For those with accounting background, it will be 

okay I think as they understand the wording”. This is also supported by respondent N1 on related to corporate secretary 

on the time that spending on the mTool. This is because corporate secretary is responsible as maker and lodger for 

XBRL instance document. Respondent N1 raised the matter that related, “Some secretaries said that they took some 

time to do for FS of an active company, the fastest they can do is minimum 3 hours. In a day, about 3 active company 

can be completed. Mostly, including me, it will take about half day. The fastest I heard from my friends is 3 hours. 

That’s because they are used to it. For us which are not really used to it, will consume much more time”. Thus, the time 

has shown challenge to the SMPs since it is related to the knowledge and skills among practitioners. Due to limited 

resources and practitioners that have sufficient knowledge and skills in accounting, there is a challenge in spending 

sufficient time to use mTool and MBRS. Therefore, the time usage is a challenge to adopt MBRS.  

4.3 Environmental Factors 

 

 

Regulator’s Technical Support 

In this study, government support is driver on practitioners’ experience in using mTool and MBRS. This is because 

the assistance from regulator has seen to be helpful to practitioners that responsible to use mTool in preparing the 

XBRL instance document, together with the submission through MBRS. This is because respondent AC2 has shared 

on the support, “It depends on the SSM officer. We can say that they are helpful”. Due to the new system, 

practitioners really need to communicate with SSM in order to ensure the data has been keyed in according to the 

requirements in order to produce high quality information. As mentioned by respondent C1 on the need to 

communicate with SSM, “Because, even if we have the system, we still need to communicate. Because wide 
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information we need to submit. Because, some controls for current report all are required. Whether the system is 

called function or whether all information are captured accordingly”. However, the numbers of companies in 

Malaysia would also affect the SSM operate and manage the way to provide technical help for MBRS. As found 

from respondent AC3, “It does take some time. Because, SSM need to entertain a large number of companies, and 

we are one of them. We can understand that”. This is because respondent AC4 has suggested that the SSM are 

responsible to concern on how corporate secretary involved in the implementation of MBRS. As mentioned by 

respondent AC4, “If the regulator can come and see how company secretary do our work, it would be better”. 

Therefore, the support from regulator is not a challenge to SMPs in order to adopt MBRS.  

Incentive Provision 

SSM should identify how the best way to attract practitioners in preparing with the usage of mTool and MBRS. This 

can be considered important to ensure practitioners are ready to use MBRS. This has been raised by practitioners that 

concerned on how to attract corporate secretary as lodger and maker for AR and FS. As mentioned by respondent 

RJ1 that raised “who fully compliant to MBRS should be given incentives”. Furthermore, other respondent RJ2 that 

they have think of the way to provide incentive to practitioners. They have mentioned to suggest to SSM “to give 

credit for those who comply to MBRS. Extra mark should be given which may be beneficial for them to renew 

license, or merit that would ease their future task. Alternatively, even free CPD marks that is quite essential”. While, 

respondent RJ1 also emphasised on the CPD marks that given by SSM to corporate secretary. As respondent RJ1 

suggest that “for company secretary who submit full set of financial statements, give them credit score or CPD point. 

For those who can submit full report, they must be given credit score to reflect their compliancy. The minimum you 

must submit is the KFI. KFI means the total asset, total liability, capital, reserve, revenue, COGS, total depreciation 

and appreciation. The secretary should do these first for them to get the hang of it. If not, it would be so detailed”. 

Even though SSM has ensure the available ready template and submission platform, SSM could also need to ensure 

the incentive given to the practitioners that adopt MBRS.  

Promotion and Education Strategies 

In order to ensure the implementation of MBRS will be successful, SSM could identify effective promotion 

strategies. These strategies will ensure practitioners will fully aware on how MBRS could ease the work of 

practitioners as well as the benefits. Furthermore, practitioners will be more aware the way MBRS will be 

implemented and how the preparation of AR and FS. This is because some of practitioners might be not aware on the 

implementation of MBRS due to lack involvement at the development of MBRS. In this implementation of MBRS, 

there is proven that there is not an issue on awareness of AR compared with FS. This is because respondent C1 

mentioned, “We are not fully using it for FS because only on annual return”. This is also supported by respondent 

G1 when they mentioned “its wide on annual return. There is annual return and another one is the financial 

statements. In addition, that one we have not really have the exposure to key in FS. I can tell you that not many 

company secretary has exposure”. Furthermore, promotion that done by SSM could also ensure practitioner will be 

aware with the benefit of MBRS to corporate secretary. This is due to respondent RJ1, “For us, we are still new and 

we look forward to learn new thing if anyone willing to teach us. The knowledge about the system is beneficial”. 

However, this might not being aware to auditor as also mentioned by respondent RJ2, “As far as I’m concerned, we 

don’t really expose to MBRS in here to auditors”. Even though, most of the responsibility is related to corporate 

secretary, the process to use mTool and MBRS must also be aware by practitioners. This will make it easier to 

prepare the XBRL instance document for AR and FS. The respondent AC2 has mentioned that “Because currently, 

MBRS are available for annual returns, financial statements, audited and unaudited accounts. So there are three 

things. Okay, for annual return, any company should aware and must know about its process”.  

Beside practitioners, this promotion should be done for companies. This is because companies are required to submit 

AR and FS through MBRS with the assistance of the corporate secretary. Due to the cost of filing that may increase 

when submitting through MBRS, SSM should work with SMPs to ensure companies are aware with the 

implementation of MBRS. The respondent G1 has stated their plan in ensure the readiness of MBRS, “we try to tell 

the client that this MBRS thing, the online submission of the audited accounts needed accounting will be 

implemented soon please ask your accountants to go and take classes”. This is also supported by respondent N1, “to 

educate the people, educate the directors of the companies for them to apply the acts that have been regulated. So, 

for them it is for the sake of educating the intended users. But they couldn’t see the burden that users are facing. It is 

heavy”. Furthermore, SSM has implement their programme to educate practitioners to manage the usage of MBRS. 

This has been stated by respondent C1 on the evidence of attended training. The respondent C1 has mentioned that “I 

attended last year’s training, the course was for MBRS. I think only one. Because I think the course are the same”. 
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Therefore, the promotion and education strategies done by SSM has drive the usage of MBRS based on the issues of 

awareness among practitioners.  

Voluntary Submission 

The submission of XBRL instance document has started with voluntary submission at the early stage of 

implementation of MBRS. With the voluntary submission that still allowed with the over the counter submission and 

online for FS. As mentioned by respondent C1, “Report is at the counter. For audit report, we need to make adjust 

ratifications online” and G1 raised on “Because now we can still submit over the counter. Just submit it there”. 

However, the voluntary submission also need to take some time to ensure the data is update in the system. As 

mentioned by respondent AC1 and AC3, “There are also some forms that need to be submitted by hand over the 

counter. When it is submitted over the counter, it will take some time to up to date it. there is still certain documents 

that need to be submitted over the counter. For the document, it must follow up to date. If submit online, it is 

automatically updated on the spot, but if it is submitted over the counter, it will take some time”. 

In suggestion with the voluntary submission by SSM, this could encourage willingness among practitioners to try to 

experience the mTool. However, the willingness to use mTool in preparing the AR and FS need to ensure the clear 

role of corporate secretary or other practitioners. As raised by respondent L1 that shown willingness to try with the 

MBRS as mentioned, “For me, instead you are saying that you have knowledge in accounting or not, if you dare to 

try, the first thing is you must dare to try. You must have the spirit. If you don’t, you refuse to try, just sit there and 

say “I don’t know, I’m afraid to, afraid of doing mistakes”, it will end up the same. Regardless of whether you have 

the knowledge or not. So, we must be willing to try”. Respondent AC1 has shown also the effort to use MBRS as 

mentioned by respondent AC1, “We all have tried preparing the FS, for our own preparation so that we can get the 

hang of it and understand how to do it”. But there is also possibility not to put effort in submission the FS through 

MBRS as also mentioned by AC3 and AC4, “Right now it is not mandatory yet. It already has. It should already 

start by now. But many people are reluctant to do it. As for company secretary, we won’t do it unless it is 

compulsory”. Therefore, this method of submission could encourage the usage of MBRS among practitioners. This is 

because this voluntary submission would ensure the readiness towards MBRS.  

Trading Partners’ Readiness 

In ensuring the MBRS could be accepted in the communities in Malaysia, there is a need to ensure the readiness of 

each partner that involved. In this study, there is limited readiness among trading partners since there is a proven that 

each practitioner might not ready with the responsibility towards the implementation of MBRS. Based on 

respondents’ perspective, most of them are concerned on the burden due to managing the mTool and MBRS. The 

practitioners that related to the trading partners which is involved accountant, corporate secretary as well as auditor 

in order to ensure the successful of MBRS. This is because there are two roles which is maker and lodger of XBRL 

instance document that will involve each partner. Furthermore, practitioner in this study has not ready with a new 

task that exist from MBRS. Based on respondent C1 stated “It gives us a lot of stress. Even the commitment is limited, 

but we also involved. But, in future, probably it will be a lot harder”. The issue among partners are related to the burden 

from the MBRS implementation among practitioners specifically to corporate secretary. As raised by respondent AC1, 

“the responsibility to check is given to us. The burden that company secretary have is increasing” and respondent AC2 

also raised, “we already feel the burden since they started to incorporation online. Because when we need to create 

maker, which we are not sure whether it is reliable or not. So, the responsibility is on company secretary”. There is 

burden on time usage toward the preparation of FS through mTool as mentioned by respondent AC4, “Because, for 

system, we need to check properly, deal with the client and SSM which require a lot of time. This does not include 

Financial Statement just yet. We focused more on company secretary. We need to know how to key in Asset, Liabilities 

and everything. It might be tough for those who did not have basic in Accounting”. Besides on the burden issue, there is 

also to ensure the readiness of maker to prepare the XBRL instance document from the mTool. As mentioned earlier, 

corporate secretary need to be a lodger and any other practitioner is able to be maker of XBRL instance document. But, 

the finding in this study shown from the respondent N1 which is related to the readiness to be whether lodger or maker. 

As mentioned by N1 which is “A lodger only lodge it, but as a maker, to do all those things, its just too much because 

no one’s ready to take the responsibility. Everyone is busy. Another thing is that we already have too much tasks on 

hand, to add another requirement, it will require a lot more time from us. For MBRS, we are already burdened by the 

existing workload, if there is another responsibility we need to bear, the burden is heavier. No one wants to be the 

maker”. In addition, the other practitioners could need to be ready with the MBRS. This is because to ensure the XBRL 

communities in Malaysia will be ready in the market. There is issue that raised on the accounting perspective that 

respondent AC1, “Accounting people already have their own tasks, if we ask for their help, for sure it is not free. Even 
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if we ask auditor’s help to generate it, they will charge the client” and respondent AC3 also mentioned that “I think 

there is no problem when it comes to corporate secretary part since we can seek advice from our own team. But, for 

external auditors, it will be quite difficult”. Therefore, the lack of readiness among partners that involved in the 

implementation of MBRS could be challenges to the SMPs in adopting MBRS.  

Stakeholder Involvement 

In this study, auditors and accountants are important together with the involvement of corporate secretary. Corporate 

secretary is a lodger of XBRL instance document to be submitted through MBRS. Auditors and accountants are 

really important in order to ensure they will be part of maker of AR and FS by using mTool. As mentioned by 

respondent RJ3 which related how auditor are important, “If we create financial statement from MBRS, we need 

information from both sides. Company secretary must get information from auditor, and vice versa. And then we’ll 

find a solution for that data”. 

However, their involvement as stakeholder in this communities of XBRL could be important in order to reduce the 

burden of corporate secretary. As mentioned by respondent RJ2 which is “we have simply discussed about whether 

the auditor or the company secretary that would need to key in the data. But, so far there is no in-depth discussion 

about this, and right it is done by company secretary”. This is also supported by respondent AC1, “I think if the 

company’s auditor can do this instead of company secretary, I think it would be better”. Furthermore, the challenge 

could happened when auditors are refuse to involve in the implementation of MBRS. As mentioned by auditors from 

the SMPs as stated by respondent N1, “When I ask the statutory auditors, the auditors here are different. All 

company secretaries said, you are the auditor so you need to bear this responsibility. It’s not that they doesn’t want 

to be strict, but it’s just hard”. Based on the issues discuss on the involvement of stakeholder which is auditor 

involvement, this could be challenge to the usage of MBRS.  

5. Conclusion, Limitation and Future Study 

Based on the TOE theory, there are 20 factors that discovered from the technological, organisational and 

environmental context that related to adoption of MBRS among practitioners particularly corporate secretary. In 

related to technological context, there are three factors that drive the continuous of adoption for MBRS. They are 

confident on how XBRL could provide assurance for data quality, relative advantage and the availability of 

regulator’s platform and system. Therefore, RO1a has shown three technological factors as drivers to the adoption of 

MBRS. However, they are worried on limited tools and software, compability of format, compatibility of content and 

how the mTool could provide ease of use to the corporate secretary as maker and lodger. By comparing to past 

studies, relative advantage has seen to be common to most of the studies done with regulators (Mousa, 2010; 

Henderson et al., 2012) as well as assurance of data quality (Ilias, Ghani & Azhar, 2019). While, the availability of 

tools and software (Troshani & Doolin, 2005; Troshani & Rao, 2007; David, 2016) is commonly as challenge to the 

adoption of XBRL. With comparison with the compatibility (Cordery, Fowler & Mustafa, 2011), this current study 

has discovered two different compatible for both format and content that produce from the use of mTool. Therefore, 

RO1a has shown four technological factors that seen to challenge to the adoption of MBRS.  

In this study, there are organisational factors that influence the adoption of MBRS. From the perspective of SMPs 

which they need to ensure the readiness amomg practitioners towards the enforcement of MBRS in future. There are 

seven challenges that can be considered discovered from organisational which are challenge to face attitude of 

preparers, limited practitioners that have own sufficient skills and knowledge, limited capable resources and 

preparers to manage the mTool. There is also concerned on the change of cost of filing that SMPs would need to be 

ready which is also related to their clients. Besides that, SMPs need to also ensure the readiness of their firms and 

also the time that they need to use mTool to produce XBRL instance document for AR and FS. Based on the past 

studies, the factor that related to knowledge (Troshani & Doolin, 2005; Henderson, Sheetz & Trinkle, 2012), skills 

and resources (Mousa, 2010; David, 2016), management readiness (Doolin & Troshani, 2007) are the common 

factors. Since this current study concerned on the corporate secretaries’ perspective, the attitude and capability with 

the time of usage of preparers are one of their major concern in order to continuously adopt MBRS. Therefore, RO1b 

has shown seven factors that contributed to the adoption of MBRS which factors are considered as challenges to the 

SMPs. 

Together with the technological and organisational, factors of environmental context would also played important 

role in order to ensure the readiness to adopt MBRS among the communities. In order to ensure the adoption among 

SMPs in Malaysia, the technical support from regulator is considered important and SSM could also need to consider 

on the provision of incentive that should be given to the practitioners or SMPs. Besides that, the effective strategies 

for promotion and educate practitioners that has seen to show actively done by SSM would encourage the adoption 
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of MBRS. With this, SSM need to ensure the method that they decided to use would attract practitioners to start with 

the voluntary submission. Therefore, RO1c has shown four environmental factors has drive to attract the adoption of 

MBRS among practitioners for the SMPs. However, the lack of readiness on the use of mTool and MBRS among 

trading partners and other stakeholder involvement would also challenge the adoption of MBRS. This current study 

has shown similar factors on promotion and education strategies and stakeholder involvement as suggested by David 

(2016). Most of the studies are concern on the trading partners (Henderson et al., 2012; Garner et al., 2013; David, 

2016), which ensure the adoption of XBRL, however this currents study has focus on their lack of readiness would 

challenge the adoption of MBRS. This current study has contributed to the factors that related to incentive provision, 

regulator’s technical support and voluntary submission method which can attract the adoption among practitioners. 

Therefore, RO1c has shown two environmental factors that challenge the SMPs to ensure the adoption of MBRS. In 

generally, this study is able to contribute to the research of XBRL from the perspective of practitioners which is 

focused on corporate secretary as the main role of MBRS implementation in Malaysia. By comparing to the past 

studies that mostly concerned on the regualators’ perspective (Ilias, Ghani & Azhar, 2019; Mousa, 2010). This will 

show that there is different of view on the factors of adoption of MBRS from both regulator and practitioners. This is 

important to ensure both parties will be ready on the adoption prior to the enforcement of mandatory submission.  

This study is conducted with limitations due to the selected respondents that comprises of only 12 corporate 

secretaries as practitioners from SMPs. This study only concerned on the corporate secretaries as the main role of the 

implementation of MBRS in Malaysia in sharing their experiences in the adoption of MBRS. Thus, the current study 

did not capture the other practitioners’ experience of XBRL due to limited experience to use MBRS. Future studies 

should be carried out in post-implementation to identify how MBRS will give impact to the other practitioners from 

SMPs such as auditors, tax agents and accountants.  
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