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Abstract

The aim of this study is to examine the impact of board of directors’ activity on the audit committee’s effectiveness score among manufactured listed 
companies on Saudi Stock Exchange (Tadawul) for the period 2015-2017. The final sample of this study consists of 195 firm-year observations 
that represent manufactured companies listed on Saudi Stock Exchange (Tadawul) for the years 2015-2017. The data of this study in terms of 
board of directors’ meetings, audit committee size and meetings, firm leverage, firm performance, and firm age were hand-collected from the 
annual reports of the considered companies. The Pooled OLS regression’s result indicate that audit committee’s effectiveness score is influenced 
by the board of directors’ activity. This result gives support to the agency theory prediction. This result is also consistent with the complementary 
function of corporate governance mechanisms in which board of directors’ activity complements the function of audit committee’s effectiveness 
score. The result of this study should be useful for manufacturing companies, Saudi Stock Exchange, auditors, and regulators which relates to the 
association between board of directors’ activity and audit committee’s effectiveness score. This study provides a new empirical evidence on the 
impact of board activity on the audit committee’s effectiveness score in an interesting context which is Saudi Arabia.
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2020; Klein 2002; Carcello & Neal, 2003; Habtoor, Hassan, 
& Aljaaidi, 2019; Hassan, Aljaaidi, Abidin, & Nasser, 2018). 
Auditing committees’ supervisory responsibility consists 
of overlooking auditing, financial reporting and corporate 
governance functions (Wolnizer, 1995). According to 
Kalbers and Fogarty (1995), the size of an audit committee 
determines its effectiveness. Therefore, Pincus et al. (1989) 
asserted that the expensive nature of an auditing committee 
and a monitoring mechanism implies that a larger committee 
leads to increased investments on this mechanism. 
Additionally, various studies conclude that more activities 
are associated with the ability of auditing committees to 
effectively play their role in organizations (Archambeault & 
DeZoort, 2001). 

DeZoort et al. (2002) asserted that the frequency of the 
meetings by auditing committees are primarily executed 
as a proxy for the proficiency of an auditing committee 
and the observation of various financial reporting gains 
for organizations that have well-established auditing 
committees. An active audit committee paints a positive 
picture of the quality of an organization’s accounting 
and financial information, especially in cases where the 
costs of such organizations are substantial. Additionally, 
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1.  Background of the Study

Audit committees play a part in the monitoring of 
organizations with the intent of ensuring appropriate 
financial reporting and improving corporate responsibility 
(Astuti et al., 2020; Al-Absy et al., 2020; Januarti et al., 
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it is often asserted that an effective auditing committee 
makes sure that the financial reports of an organization 
are accurate. It also puts in place functional risk controls 
and effective internal controls. An active audit committee 
can also improve transparency in security markets to 
enhance the protection of the interests of shareholders 
and improving the company’s book value (Yin et al., 
2012; McMullen & Raghunandam, 1996; DeZoort et 
al., 2002; Bagais & Aljaaidi, 2020). The frequency of 
audit committee meetings is primarily understood to be 
a more appropriate measure of the observation activities 
conducted in an organization (Greco, 2011; Collier & 
Gregory, 1999; Vafeas, 1999; Laksmana, 2008; Sharma et 
al., 2009). Frequent meetings can also be an indication that 
the audit committee members with keenness of benefiting 
stakeholders’ meetings have a chance of performing their 
roles diligently (Byrne, 1996; Lipton & Lorsch, 1992). 
The most active members of the committee, measured 
by the number of meetings attended, can improve the 
diligence of the audit committee by making sure that there 
is frequent exchange with other members (Sharma et al. 
2009; Al-Najjar, 2011). 

The extant research on the context of audit committee 
has linked board activity with audit committee diligence 
resulted in contradictory and inconclusive findings. For 
instance, Maraghni and Nekhili (2014), Thiruvadi (2012), 
and Raghunandan and Rama (2007) reported a positive 
association relationship between board meetings and audit 
committee frequency. On the other hand, Braswell et al. 
(2012) reported a negative association between board 
meetings and audit committee meeting frequency. Given 
the contradictory and inconclusive results reported by the 
previous studies. According to Cai et al. (2015), the most 
favorable corporate governance mechanism combinations 
are more effective in reducing costs in an organization 
and protecting stakeholder interests because corporate 
governance effectiveness achieved through various 
channels and specific mechanism’s effectiveness is reliant 
on the effectiveness of other mechanisms. Additionally, 
Ward et al. (2009) asserted that it is more appropriate to 
consider corporate mechanisms as a set of mechanisms 
for protecting the interests of shareholders and not 
being isolated from one another because they work in a 
substitutable or complimentary manner. They also argue 
that the reason for the mixed results from previous studies 
is evaluation of the corporate mechanisms indecently 
with the focus on how each of them can solve corporate 
problems. Therefore, previous studies ignored the notion 
that the effectiveness of each of the mechanisms is reliant 
on the other mechanisms. 

Agrawal and Knoeber (1996) also argue that the 
effectiveness of a single mechanism can be misleading 

because the impact of various mechanisms on the 
performance of an organization might disappear in the 
combined model. Based on a similar line of thought, it gives 
a stronger effect of measurement during the investigation 
of the overall corporate governance mechanisms as 
compared to when examining the mechanisms individually 
(O’Sullivan et al., 2008). Therefore, this study examines the 
impact of board of directors’ activity on the audit committee’ 
effectiveness score which is a composite measure of audit 
committee size and meetings. To the best of the researcher’s 
knowledge, an empirical study examines the effect of board 
of directors’ activity on the effectiveness of audit committee 
does not exist. Thus, this study extends the previous line of 
research on audit committee context (Menon & Williams, 
1994; Méndez & García,, 2007; Raghunandan & Rama, 
2007; Sharma et al., 2009; Greco, 2011; Al-Najjar, 2011; 
Thiruvadi, 2012; Yin et al., 2012; Maraghni & Nekhili, 
2014; Braswell et al., 2012) in a new country setting which 
is Saudi Arabia.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The 
next section highlights the sample, data and model of the 
study. Third section illustrates the results, tests and analysis. 
The final section concludes the study.

2.  Sample, Data and Model

The final sample of this study consists of 195 firm-year 
observations that represent manufactured companies listed 
on Saudi Stock Exchange (Tadawul) for the years 2015-
2017. The data of this study in terms of board of directors’ 
meetings, audit committee size and meetings, firm leverage, 
firm performance, and firm age were hand-collected from 
the annual reports of the considered companies as shown in 
the following Table 1: 

We control for several variables that were empirically 
reported by the previous studies to influence the audit 
committee diligence. These variables are leverage (Yin et al., 
2012; Méndez & García, 2007), profitability (Raghunandan 
& Rama, 2007; Sharma et al., 2009; Yin et al., 2012; 
Qasim, 2020), and age (Geroski, 1995; Gregory et al., 2005; 
Stinchcombe, 1965; Evans, 1987a, 1987b).

Table 1: Sample Selection

Total 
Observations

Total observations 201
Observations discarded (outliers, 
missing and incomplete data) (6)

Final sample 195
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The following study model was developed to test the 
impact of board of directors’ activity on the effectiveness of 
audit committee using a Pooled Ordinary least square model 
OLS:

ACSCORE �= β0 + β1 BDACTIV + β2 LEV   
+ β3 ROE + β4 AGE + e� (1) 

Where:
ACSCORE = A composite score of audit committee size 

and meetings
BDACTIV = Number of meetings held during the year
LEV = Total book value of debt to total assets ratio
ROE = Return on equity
AGE = Number of years since the company is established
e = Error term.

3.  Results

3.1.  Statistics and Correlation

The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2, 
showing the mean, standard deviation, minimum and 
maximum of each variable in the sample data set.

Table 2 displays that there is a significant range of 
variation among the considered sample of this study. It is 
shown that the range of ACSCORE is from 2.00 to 8.00 with 
an average of 4.518 and a standard deviation of .956. The 
ranges of BDACTIV is from 2.00 to 22.00 with an average 
5.385 and a standard deviation 2.644. The LEV ranges from 
0.020 to 8.90 and mean of 0.445 and a standard deviation of 
0.651. The ROE ranges from 0.00 to 1 with an average of 
0.12 and a standard deviation of .115. As for the AGE, the 

mean is 28 years and it ranges from 2 to 62 and a standard 
deviation of 14.138.

Table 3 confirms that since the highest correlation 
matrixes among the variables reach up to 0.698 which is 
considered less than 0.90, indicating that multicollinearity 
problem does not exist.

Table 4 shows the variance inflation factor (VIF), and the 
tolerance results. The highest VIF score obtained is 1.169 and 
the highest Tolerance score obtained is 0.977. This confirms 
the non-existence of multicollinearity problem in which the 
VIF is lower than the threshold of 10 and Tolerance is lower 
than the threshold of 1.

3.2.  Regression Results

The following Tables 5, 6 and 7 depict the estimated 
regression coefficients for the regression model.

Table 5 shows that the adjusted R2 is 0.240, indicating 
that the model has explained 24% of the variance in the audit 
committee effectiveness score. This indicates a good fit of 
the audit committee effectiveness score model. 

Table 6 illustrates that the F-value for the model is 
statistically significant at the 1% level, indicating that the 
overall model can be interpreted. 

The regression results in Table 7 show that the coefficient 
of BDACTIV has a significantly positive association with 
audit committee’s effectiveness score (p > 0.01). This result 
is consistent with the prediction of agency theory and the 
findings of the previous studies of Maraghni and Nekhili 
(2014), Thiruvadi (2012), and Raghunandan and Rama 
(2007). In addition, this result confirms the complementary 
function of both activity and audit committee effectiveness 
score as internal corporate governance mechanisms.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics

. Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
ACSCORE 2.50 8.00 4.518 .956
BDACTIV 2.00 22.00 5.385 2.644
LEV 0.02 8.90 .445 .651
ROE 0.00 1 .12 .115
AGE 2 62 28 14.138

Table 3: Correlation matrix of independent variables

BDACTIV LEV ROE AGE
BDACTIV 1
LEV .698 1
ROE .005 .093 1
AGE .013 .022 .169* 1
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4.  Conclusions

This study investigates the impact of board activity on audit 
committee’s effectiveness score among 195 manufacturing 
companies listed on the Saudi Stock Exchange (Tadawul) 
for the period 2015-2017. In consistency with the agency 
theory framework, this study documents that board activity 
is positively related to the audit committee’s effectiveness 
score. This result is in line with the findings of the extant 
research such as Maraghni and Nekhili (2014), Thiruvadi 
(2012), and Raghunandan and Rama (2007). Further, this 

study reports that board activity complements the function 
of audit committee’s effectiveness score as both are internal 
corporate governance mechanisms.

This study contributes to the current body of knowledge 
in the context of corporate governance. Specifically, this 
study provides a new empirical evidence on the impact of 
board activity on the audit committee’s effectiveness score 
in an interesting context which is Saudi Arabia. Further, 
the results of this study are subject to some limitations. 
Firstly, the study model includes the board activity, 
overlooking the other board of directors’ characteristics.   

Table 4: Multicollinearity statistics of assessing VIF and Tolerance values for the study Model

Variables
Collinearity statistics

Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF)

Tolerance Value
(1/VIF)

BDACTIV 1.073 .932
LEV 1.009 .991
ROE 1.082 .924
AGE 1.048 .954
Mean VIF and Tolerance 1.053 .950

Table 5: Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 .510a .260 .240 .82111

Table 6: ANOVA

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1
Regression 34.883 4 8.721 12.935 .000
Residual 99.110 147 .674
Total 133.993 151

Table 7: Audit committee’s effectiveness score’s regression model

Variables Expected Sign Coef. t P > |t|
Hypothesized Variable

BDACTIV + .381 5.187 .000

Control variables
LEV -.132- -1.847- .067
ROE -.203- -2.753- .007
AGE .276 3.795 .000

Bold = significance at 1%, 5% and 10% (two-tailed significance)
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Future line of research may consider extending this model 
by including other board of directors’ characteristics 
such as board size, independence and financial expertise. 
Secondly, the sample of this study comprises of 
manufacturing companies which are listed. Future line 
of research may cover other sectors. Thirdly, the audit 
committee’s effectiveness score was calculated using 
two factors, namely; audit committee size and meetings. 
Future studies may include other characteristics of audit 
committee into the score such as financial expertise, 
independence, and qualifications. Finally, this study is 
conducted in the context of Saudi Arabia. Future studies 
may replicate this model or extend it using a different 
country context such as other GCC or Arab countries. 

References

Abbott, L. J., Parker, S., & Peters, G. F. (2004). Audit committee 
characteristics and restatements. Auditing: A Journal of 
Practice & Theory, 23(1), 69-87.

Adams, R. B., & Ferreira, D. (2007). A theory of friendly boards. 
The Journal of Finance, 62(1), 217-250.

Adams, R. B., & Ferreira, D. (2009). Women in the boardroom 
and their impact on governance and performance. Journal of 
Financial Economics, 94(2), 291-309.

Adams, R. B., Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, M. S. (2010). The role 
of board of directors in corporate governance: A conceptual 
framework and survey. Journal of Economic Literature, 48, 
59–108.

Agrawal, A., & Knoeber, C. R. (2001). Do some outside directors 
play a political role?. The Journal of Law and Economics, 
44(1), 179-198.

Agrawal, A., & Knoeber, C. R. (1996). Firm performance and 
mechanisms to control agency problems between managers and 
shareholders. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 
31(03), 377-397.

Al-Absy, M. S. M., Ismail, K. N. I. K., Chandren, S., & 
Al-Dubai, S. A. A. (2020). Involvement of board chairmen 
in audit committees and earnings management: Evidence 
from Malaysia. Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and 
Business, 7(8), 233-246. https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.
vol7.no8.233

 Al-Daoud, K. I., Saidin, S. Z., & Abidin, S. (2016). Board meeting‏
and firm performance: Evidence from the Amman stock 
exchange. Corporate Board: Role, Duties and Composition, 
12(2), 6-11.

Aljaaidi, K. S., & Hassan, W. K. (2020). Energy Industry Performance 
in Saudi Arabia: Empirical Evidence. International Journal of 
Energy Economics and Policy, 10(4), 271-277.

Al-Najjar, B. (2012) The determinants of board meetings: Evidence 
from categorical analysis. Journal of Applied Accounting 
Research, 13, 178–90.

Archambeault, D., & DeZoort, F. (2001). Auditor opinion shopping 
and the audit committee: An analysis of suspicious auditor 
switches. International Journal of Auditing, 5(1), 33

Arel, B., Brody, R., & Pany, K. (2006). Findings on the effects of 
audit firm rotation on the audit process under varying strengths 
of corporate governance. Advances in Accounting, 22, 1-27.

Astuti, R. N., Fachrurrozie, F., Amal, M. I., & Zahra, S. F. (2020). 
Does Audit Committee Quality Mediate Determinants of 
Intellectual Capital Disclosure?. Journal of Asian Finance, 
Economics, and Business, 7(7), 199-208.‏ https://doi.
org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no7.199

Baccouche, S., Hadriche, M., & Omri, A. (2014). Multiple 
directorships and board meeting frequency: Evidence from 
France. Applied Financial Economics, 24(14), 983-992.

Bagais, O., & Aljaaidi, K. (2020). Corporate governance attributes 
and firm performance in Saudi Arabia. Accounting, 6(6), 
923-930.

Beasley, M. S. (1996). An empirical analysis of the relation between 
the board of director composition and financial statement fraud. 
Accounting Review, 443-465.

Birkett, B. (1980). Perceptions of the Role of Corporate Audit 
Committees. Doctoral Dissertation. The Louisiana State 
University.

Braswell, M., Daniels, R. B., Landis, M., & Chang, C. C. A. 
(2012). Characteristics of diligent audit committees. Journal of 
Business & Economics Research, 10(4), 191-206.

Brick, I. E., & Chidambaran, N. K. (2010). Board meetings, 
committee structure, and firm value. Journal of Corporate 
Finance, 16(4), 533-553.

Byrne, J. (1996). The National Association of Corporate 
Directors’ New Guidelines Won’t Tolerate Inattentive, Passive 
Uninformed Board Members. Business Week, 25.

Cai, J., Liu, Y., Qian, Y., & Yu, M. (2015). Information asymmetry 
and corporate governance. Quarterly Journal of Finance, 
‏.1550014 ,(03)5

Carcello, J. V., Hermanson, D. R., Neal, T. L., & Riley Jr, R. A. 
(2002). Board characteristics and audit fees. Contemporary 
Accounting Research, 19(3), 365-384.

Carcello, J., & Neal, T. (2003). Audit committee characteristics 
and auditor dismissals following” new” going-concern reports. 
Accounting Review, 78(1), 95-117.

Coles, J. L., Daniel, N. D., & Naveen, L. (2008). Boards: Does one 
size fit all?. Journal of Financial Economics, 87(2), 329-356.

Collier, P., & Gregory, A. (1999). Audit committee activity and 
agency costs. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 18(4-
5), 311-332.

Conger, J. A., Finegold, D., & Lawler, E. E. (1998). Appraising 
boardroom performance. Harvard Business Review, 76, 136-
164.

Dey, A. (2008). Corporate governance and agency conflicts. 
Journal of Accounting Research, 46(5), 1143-1181.



Khaled Salmen ALJAAIDI, Omer Ali BAGAIS, Anass Hamad Elneel ADOW /   
Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 8 No 1 (2021) 179–185184

DeZoort, F. T., Dona R. H., Deborah S., Scott, A. (2002). Audit 
Committee Effectiveness: A Synthesis of the Empirical Audit 
Committee Literature

Evans, D. (1987). The Relationship between Firm Growth, Size, 
and Age: Estimates for 100 Manufacturing Industries. Journal 
of Industrial Economics, 35(4), 567-81

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Separation of ownership and 
control. The Journal of Law and Economics, 26(2), 301-325.

Ferreira, D., Ferreira, M. A., & Raposo, C. C. (2011). Board 
structure and price informativeness. Journal of Financial 
Economics, 99(3), 523-545.

Geroski, P. (1995). What do we know about entry? International 
Journal of Industrial Organization, 13(4), 421-440

Greco, G. (2011). Determinants of board and audit committee 
meeting frequency. Managerial Auditing Journal, 26(3), 208-
229

Gregory A., Liyanarachchi, M., & Milne, M. (2005). Comparing the 
investment decisions of accounting practitioners and students: 
An empirical study on the adequacy of student surrogates. 
Accounting Forum, 29(2), 121-135.

Habtoor, O., Hassan, W., & Aljaaidi, K. (2019). The relationship 
between board committees and corporate risk disclosure in 
Saudi listed companies. International Journal of Advanced and 
Applied Sciences, 6(12), 41-57.

Hahn, P. D., & Lasfer, M. (2007). Vanishing board meetings: Has 
governance doomed the board meeting. Cass Business School 
Research Paper. London, UK: Cass Business School.

Hahn, P. D., & Lasfer, M. (2016). Impact of foreign directors on 
board meeting frequency. International Review of Financial 
Analysis, 46, 295-308.

Haniffa, R., Yatim, P., Kent, P., & Clarkson, P. (2006). Governance 
structures, ethnicity, and audit fees of Malaysian listed firms. 
Managerial Auditing Journal.

Hassan, W. K., Aljaaidi, K. S., Bin Abidin, S., & Nasser, A. M. 
(2018). Internal corporate governance mechanisms and audit 
quality: Evidence from GCC region. International Journal of 
Advanced and Applied Sciences, 5(8), 72-90.

Januarti, I., Darsono, D., & Chariri, A. (2020). The Relationship 
between Audit Committee Effectiveness and Audit Fees: 
Insights from Indonesia. Journal of Asian Finance, Economics, 
and Business, 7(7), 179-185. https://doi.org/10.13106/
jafeb.2020.vol7.no7.179

Jiraporn, P., Davidson III, W. N., DaDalt, P., & Ning, Y. (2009). 
Too busy to show up? An analysis of directors’ absences. The 
Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance, 49(3), 1159-
1171.

Kalbers, L. P., & Fogarty T. J. (1995) Professionalism and its 
consequences: A study of internal auditors. Auditing, 14(1). 

Klein, A. (2002). Audit committee, board of director characteristics, 
and earnings management. Journal of Accounting and 
Economics, 33(3), 375-400.

Laksmana, I. (2008). Corporate board governance and voluntary 
disclosure of executive compensation practices. Contemporary 
Accounting Research, 25(4), 1147-1182.

Lin, Y. F., Yeh, Y. M. C., & Yang, F. M. (2014). Supervisory quality 
of board and firm performance: a perspective of board meeting 
attendance. Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, 
25(3-4), 264-279.

Lipton, M., & Lorsch, J. W. (1992). A modest proposal for improved 
corporate governance. The Business Lawyer, 59-77.

Maraghni, I., & Nekhili, M. (2014). Audit committee diligence in 
French companies: A question of independence or competence? 
Comptabilité-Contrôle-Audit, 20(2), 95-124.

Mautz, R., & Neumann, F. (1977). Corporate audit committees: 
Policies and practices. Cleveland, OH: Ernst & Ernst.

McMullen, D. A., & Raghunandan, K. (1996). Enhancing audit 
committee effectiveness. Journal of Accountancy, 182(2), 79.

Méndez, C. F., & García, R. A. (2007). The effects of ownership 
structure and board composition on the audit committee 
meeting frequency: Spanish evidence. Corporate Governance: 
An International Review, 15(5), 909-922.

Menon, K., & Williams, J. D. (1994). The use of audit committees 
for monitoring. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 
13(2), 121-139.

Naveen, L., Daniel, N. D., & McConnell, J. J. (2013). The advisory 
role of foreign directors in US firms. Available at SSRN 
2023420.

O’Sullivan, M., Percy, M., & Stewart, J. (2008). Australian evidence 
on corporate governance attributes and their association with 
forward-looking information in the annual report. Journal of 
Management and Governance, 12(1), 5-35.

Owens‐Jackson, L. A., Robinson, D., & Shelton, S. W. (2009). 
The association between audit committee characteristics, 
the contracting process and fraudulent financial reporting. 
American Journal of Business, 24(1).

Pincus, K., Rusbarsky, M. Wong, J. (1989). Voluntary formation of 
corporate audit committees among NASDAQ firms. Journal of 
Accounting and Public Policy, 8(4), 239-265.

Pucheta‐Martínez, M. C., & De Fuentes, C. (2007). The impact 
of audit committee characteristics on the enhancement of the 
quality of financial reporting: An empirical study in the Spanish 
context. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 
15(6), 1394-1412.

Qasim, A. (2020). Examining the Quality of Audit Committee 
Work: An Empirical Examination of the Determinants of 
Audit Committee Diligence in the UAE. Calitatea, 21(176), 
109-111.

Raghunandan, K., & Rama, D. V. (2007). Determinants of audit 
committee diligence. Accounting Horizons, 21(3), 265-279.

Ramos, R. and Olalla, M. (2011). Board characteristics and firm 
performance in public founder-and nonfounder-led family 
businesses, Journal of Family Business Strategy, 2, 220–31. 



Khaled Salmen ALJAAIDI, Omer Ali BAGAIS, Anass Hamad Elneel ADOW /   
Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 8 No 1 (2021) 179–185 185

Sharma, V., Naiker, V., & Lee, B. (2009). Determinants of audit 
committee meeting frequency: Evidence from a voluntary 
governance system. Accounting Horizons, 23(3), 245-263.

Stinchcombe, A. L. (1965). Social Structure and Organizations. 
Handbook of Organizations (pp.142-193). Chicago, IL: Rand 
McNally. 

Thiruvadi, S. (2012). Gender differences and audit committee 
diligence. Gender in Management: An International Journal, 
17, 366-379.

Vafeas, N. (1999). Board meeting frequency and firm performance. 
Journal of Financial Economics, 53(1), 113-142.

Wolnizer, P. (1995). Are audit committees red herrings. Abacus, 
31(1), 45-66.

Yin, F, Simon, G., Li, W., & Lv, H. (2012). Determinants 
of  audit  committee meeting frequency: Evidence from 
Chinese listed companies. Managerial Auditing Journal. 
27(4), 425-444.


