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Abstract 
Purpose : Internal audit employees play a broad and important role in monitoring and assisting in enterprise risk 
management, so their participation is considered a key pillar in improving corporate governance (CG). This study 
aimed to identify the impact of board and audit committee (AC) characteristics on internal audit performance (IAP) 
by enhancing the participation of (IA) employees. 
Design/methodology/approach: The study employs a panel data regression model to examine the impact of board 
and AC characteristics on IAP. Data were obtained from the Securities Depository Center and annual reports for the 
period 2018-2022 among 12 commercial banks in Jordan. 
Findings: The study found that IAP is influenced by the board and AC characteristics. Various characteristics, 
including board size, board meeting frequency, AC independence, AC size, and AC experience, affect the IAP by 
enhancing the participation of IA employees. The study did not find an effect of board independence and AC  meeting 
frequency on IAP. 
Practical implications:The results of this study can play a valuable role in enhancing the contribution of the board 
and its committees in activating the role of IA and improving its performance by enhancing the participation of IA 
employees. This study contributes to identifying the factors affecting IAP, it will therefore have an important added 
value for policymakers who may use the results of this work in developing policies that ensure that the board and the 
AC activate the role of participation of IA employees. 
Originality/value:While much of the literature examines the consequences of CG, this study considers the 
participation of IA employees as an essential element in enhancing IAP as a form of CG mechanism. Thus, this study 
contributes to the literature by providing new understandings regarding IA employees' engagement as an element of 
CG and its relationship with IAP. Moreover, it provides additional evidence of the influence of the board and its 
committees in enhancing IAP by activating auditors’ participation in the company’s decisions. 
Keywords: Board characteristics, Audit committee characteristics, Internal audit performance, Internal audit 
employees. 
JEL Classification: M10, N45, G3, J24, J5, J53. 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Recent years have unveiled a trend of new actions and restrictions in corporate governance (Adu, 2023). 
These guidelines and rules targeted the IA function and engagement of the IA department employees 
(Barua et al., 2010). The participation of IA employees is considered a fundamental pillar in improving 
CG (Salim et al., 2019). One of the reasons engagements of IA employees are considered a valuable CG 
tool is because they constitute an extensive and significant role in monitoring and assisting in the 
management of institutional risks while assessing controls in companies (Lenz & O’Regan, 2024). 
According to the literature, the IA function is seen as a very significant control element and an important 
aspect of the CG system (Krichene & Baklouti, 2021). The main reason for the significant transformation 
in the past years is due to the IA employees’ pivotal position in any organization. The possible reason for 
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these changes may be due to the rules and regulations for IA, and also, because of technological 
advancement and the more frequent economic recession. 
These changes were not only in the function of IA but also in the status of all employees involved in 
internal audit activities as members of CG, as well as in enhancing their competencies and updating their 
knowledge about the trend of audit as a whole (Vadasi et al., 2021). The main attribute stressed by the 
IIA is the independence and objectivity of the IA function, implying that although this function is part 
of the executive staff, it acts as an independent objective assurance and consulting activity that enhances 
the organization’s value by providing insight into its operations and ensuring the effectiveness of its risk 
management, internal control, and governance processes (IIA, 2012). It shows that the IA function lies 
in an essential strategic method with a wide-ranging outlook, and its area of responsibility goes beyond 
overseeing financial control activities alone (Al-Rawashdeh et al., 2024). IA must serve the organization, 
bringing some measure of value to the organization’s achievement of its objectives by embarking on the 
evaluation of internal control, risk management, and governance (Alqudah et al., 2023). Another 
important event that affected the IA function was the issuance of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act in the USA in 
2002, as this enactment put forward persistent and more rigorous measures in terms of assessing internal 
controls of entities as well as the internal controls system (Vafaei et al., 2024). This led to these 
establishments spending many resources to improve their control systems to comply with the new rules 
(Aggarwal, 2023). 
From the perspective of agency theory, the board of directors and its subcommittees, such as the audit 
committee, constitute the core of corporate governance and are among the most prominent external 
oversight mechanisms that ensure compliance and financial stability (Kolev et al., 2019). Internal audit is 
one of the most prominent internal control mechanisms that contribute to enhancing transparency and 
operational efficiency, and constitutes the first line of defense against risks, fraud, and weak regulatory 
compliance (Boufounou et al., 2024). In this context, the role of the board of directors and its committees 
in influencing the effectiveness of internal control mechanisms must not be overlooked (Sassen et al., 
2018). The board is responsible for providing an environment that supports the independence of the 
internal auditor and enhances the ability of internal audit to carry out its duties efficiently, particularly 
in the context of emerging economies, such as Jordan (Hussien et al., 2025a). In the same context, the 
role of the board is evident as a central regulatory actor that seeks to achieve a balance between compliance 
with regulatory requirements on the one hand and enhancing institutional performance on the other 
(Ghafran & O'Sullivan, 2013). This role is attributed to the Board’s governing position within the 
governance structure, and the oversight and strategic responsibilities it undertakes, including supervision 
of internal audit activities (Alfraih, 2016). Therefore, the internal audit function is not merely a technical 
tool used by the board to control operations, but rather represents a practical embodiment of the demands 
of institutional legitimacy, whether these demands come in the form of professional standards, regulatory 
instructions, or even standard practices emulated by peer institutions. 
From an institutional perspective, the board's involvement in supporting and directing internal audit 
performance can be interpreted as a response to organizational pressures (Al-Ahmed et al., 2025; 
Abdullah et al., 2018). Regulatory pressures push the board to strengthen the independence of the IAF, 
ensure the availability of sufficient resources, and activate accountability and oversight mechanisms, not 
only to improve performance but also to demonstrate commitment to international standards and best 
practices, thus gaining the institution's legitimacy before the relevant parties (Zhang et al., 2007). 
However, this response may sometimes take on a symbolic nature, as the IAF is formally reshaped without 
necessarily being reflected in tangible performance improvements, which is consistent with what 
institutional theory indicates about the tension  
between organizational effectiveness and formal legitimacy (Badolato et al., 2014). In this context, the 
role of the board of directors is not limited to adapting the internal audit structure to external pressures, 
but rather extends to playing an active institutional role in reproducing and directing organizational 
practices (Fakhfakh & Jarboui, 2022). The board does not merely respond to externally imposed 
requirements, but rather contributes to shaping internal perceptions and standards that govern the nature 
of the audit function, its tools, and its logic, in light of what it deems appropriate to affirm legitimacy, 
ensure organizational survival, and achieve excellence in a highly complex organizational environment 
(Gale et al., 2022). Accordingly, the relationship between the board and internal audit is not technical as 
much as it is a manifestation of the complexity of institutional interactions, where the dimensions of 
authority, legitimacy, compliance, and symbolic management overlap within a dynamic process through 
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which the frameworks of oversight work are reshaped to suit the requirements of the broader institutional 
environment. In this sense, studying this relationship in light of institutional theory becomes a necessary 
entry point for understanding how governance practices are managed, not only to achieve organizational 
efficiency, but also to gain institutional acceptance and continuity in an organizational context 
characterized by continuous change and complexity. 
In the Jordanian context, many companies have suffered recent failures as a result of management’s focus 
on achieving and maximizing their interests without sufficient attention to the interests of shareholders 
(Alawaqleh et al., 2021; Alqudah et al., 2023). This led to the interest of many organizations and 
professional bodies in CG because of its major role in the control process and strengthening the role of 
IA in it, as IA was considered one of the most important principles of CG (Alqudah et al., 2023). For 
Jordanian companies, including Jordanian banks, to be able to continue and preserve the rights of 
shareholders, it was necessary to activate the participation of employees and committees formed under 
CG instructions (Makhamreh et al., 2022). This is to enhance and activate the role of the participation 
of IA employees in performing their work effectively and maintaining their independence as well 
(Alqudah et al., 2023). In addition, given the many discussions and dialogues about the characteristics of 
the board and its impact on the performance of companies, which center around the fact that the board 
in large companies has characteristics that give it the ability to monitor and exercise control over the 
company’s management and affairs (Dang & Nguyen 2024). The development of CG provides 
stakeholders with reasonable assurance about the accuracy of financial operations and submissiveness 
with applicable rules and regulations (Hussien et al., 2025a). Therefore, this work falls primarily on the 
responsibility of IA, given its direct connection to the board and the AC emanating from the Board. 
Based on the above, and given the lack of participation of shareholders in the administrative process of 
these companies, and given the possibility that these shareholders are not present in the country in which 
they invest, this has led to their fears of the lack of a neutral body that provides them with sufficient 
information regarding their investments (Dang & Nguyen, 2024). Since this study deals with the 
Jordanian banking sector, which is prepare one of the substantial and highly sensitive sectors in the 
economy of any country and at the same time is the backbone of this economy, it is important to work to 
attract many investors to this sector to preserve it (Makhamreh et al., 2022). However, these investors lack 
confidence in these investments because they are unaware of the independent IA function that safeguards 
their money and investments (Alqudah et al., 2023). Consequently, the problem of the study arises in 
testing the extent to which the characteristics of the Board and the AC influence the IAP by enhancing 
the participation of IA employees. 
This study makes several contributions to knowledge. First, while much of the literature examines the 
consequences of CG, this study considers the participation of IA employees as an essential element in 
enhancing IAP as a form of CG mechanism. Thus, this study contributes to the literature by providing 
new understandings regarding IA employees' engagement as an element of CG and its relationship with 
IAP. Moreover, it provides additional evidence of the influence of the board and its committees in 
enhancing IAP by activating auditors’ participation in the company’s decisions.  Second, studying the 
relationship between the board, its committees, and internal audit is an important theoretical 
contribution that lies at the heart of the literature on corporate governance and regulatory oversight, 
especially when re-examined in light of the structural tensions that arise between organizational actors 
within the organization. Third, the theoretical significance of this relationship lies in its representation 
of a conceptual intersection between agency and institutional theories, making it a rich field for re-
examining how governance practices are reproduced from within, not as a set of formal mechanisms, but 
rather as effective tools for reorganizing the balance between power, accountability, and transparency. 
Fourth, the relationship between the Board of Directors and internal audit is not linear or unidirectional, 
but rather is characterized by a high degree of interactive complexity. The board not only plays a 
supervisory role over internal audit activities but also contributes to defining the nature, limits, and 
directions of these activities, in light of the existing balance between independence and institutional 
compliance. This interaction takes on a theoretical dimension in regulatory environments that suffer 
from weak legal frameworks or concentrated ownership structures, such as in Jordan, where governance 
functions, including internal auditing, become vulnerable to the structural influences of power centers 
within the organization.  
Finally, this study contributes, theoretically, to deconstructing traditional assumptions that have treated 
the board of directors as a neutral guarantor of transparency and represent it as an actor in shaping the 
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boundaries of the oversight function itself, whether through supporting, weakening, or symbolically 
directing the internal audit function. Hence, the cognitive contribution offered by such a study is not 
limited to examining organizational efficiency, but rather extends to questioning the value structure upon 
which concepts such as independence, accountability, and legitimacy are built, in light of the local and 
institutional context in which this relationship is practiced. Moreover, this relationship provides an ideal 
entry point for re-examining the enduring tension between organizational formalism and actual practices, 
enhancing the study's contribution to the literature that seeks to explain the discrepancy between stated 
rules and actual behaviors within organizations. Exploring this relationship in an emerging environment 
like Jordan, which is characterized by unique structural and organizational characteristics, gives the study 
a rich contextual dimension, contributing to the global debate on the limits of the generalizability of 
governance models and revealing the subtle interactions between global standards and local constraints. 
From an applied perspective, this study is considered important with regard to the relationship between 
various CG mechanisms, as the results of this study can have an important role in enhancing the 
contribution of the board and its committees in activating the role of IA and improving its performance 
by enhancing the participation of IA employees. This study may contribute to identifying the factors 
affecting the IAP; it will therefore have an important added value for policymakers who may use the 
results of this work in developing policies that ensure that the board and the AC activate the role of 
participation of IA employees. This study is also important in terms of its timing. This study comes amid 
growing interest in improving corporate governance, particularly in the wake of the economic challenges 
imposed by political conditions and their economic consequences in the Middle East. Recent studies have 
shown that economic crises increase the focus of regulatory bodies on the role of internal audit as a tool 
to enhance financial control (Sapiri, 2024; Tanbour et al., 2025). Conducting such a study in Jordan is 
essential, as the Jordanian context represents a model for small, open economies that balance 
international standards with local specificities. 
 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Although many theories have traditionally been employed through empirical studies to explain how 
boards and board committees contribute to corporate decisions, agency theory (AT) is the most widely 
used theory (Adu, 2023; Raimo et al., 2021). AT is the first theory associated with CG (Dang & Nguyen 
2024). AT arose as a result of the separation of power between company ownership and management, as 
it was linked to organization, ownership, and distribution of power (Ghafran & O'Sullivan, 2013). The 
theoretical basis of AT is based on the conflict of interests between principals and managers (Adu & 
Roni, 2024; Eneizan et al., 2023), where owners will seek to maximize their wealth, while managers will 
act and make decisions based on their interests. AT attempts to address two problems: the first concerns 
the interests of various actors in the conflict and the cost of monitoring and controlling managers' actions, 
and the second concerns different attitudes toward risks (Ali & Abdullah, 2022). In this context, the 
board must include oversight mechanisms to prevent mismanagement or inappropriate use of 
information by company managers and enhance transparency and disclosure of company information 
(Yang & Zhao, 2014). The responsibility for this fall on the board and its committees, including the AC, 
as they will work to reduce agency costs through supervision and control for the benefit of shareholders 
(Hahn & Lasfer, 2016). The oversight capacity of the AC is linked to its composition and characteristics, 
such as the frequency of its meetings (Alqudah et al., 2023), its size (Putri & Mayangsari, 2024), the 
seniority of its members (Alhossini et al., 2021), the experience of its members (Zalata et al., 2018), and 
experience in financial and management aspects (Islam et al., 2010). 
In the Jordanian context, unique patterns of agency costs emerge that differ fundamentally from the 
traditional models prevalent in advanced economies (Alrawashedh et al., 2025). In Jordan, type II agency 
costs (arising from conflicts of interest between majority and minority shareholders) significantly outweigh 
type I agency costs (between owners and managers) (Tayeh et al., 2023). In this model, the board of 
directors is re-characterized not as a neutral mediator between owners and management, but rather as a 
potential tool to promote the interests of majority shareholders, at the expense of minority shareholders, 
unless there are effective oversight mechanisms to curb this bias (Hussien et al., 2025b). This is where the 
organizational importance of the internal audit function becomes clear. It can play a pivotal role in 
controlling this representational imbalance, provided it enjoys sufficient independence, authority, and 
institutional support from the board of directors itself. However, the theoretical paradox lies in the fact 
that the effectiveness of internal audit cannot be understood in isolation from the board of directors, 
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which may, in certain cases, be indirectly subject to the influence of majority shareholders (Elbardan et 
al., 2015). In structures where families or large investment conglomerates dominate company ownership, 
the board of directors is often composed of a majority of members who are direct or indirect 
representatives of those owners (Siebels & zu Knyphausen‐Aufseß, 2012). This leads to the possibility of 
collusion between the board and executive management to protect the interests of the majority and 
reduces the ability of the internal audit department to uncover violations or practices that could harm 
the interests of the minority (Cortés & Botero, 2016). 
In this context, the relationship between the Board of Directors and the internal audit function cannot 
necessarily be considered a support relationship, but should be analyzed from the perspective of 
organizational tension and power. If the board is truly committed to comprehensive governance, it will 
activate the internal audit function as an independent oversight mechanism. However, if it is subject to 
majority influence, internal audit may be used as a symbolic tool, limited to formal procedures that do 
not challenge the existing interest structure (Kamardin & Haron, 2011). From this perspective, it can be 
argued that the internal audit function plays a crucial role in bridging the information gap and protecting 
the interests of minority shareholders only when it is appointed and supported by a board of directors 
that is relatively independent from the dominance of major shareholders. Therefore, designing 
governance mechanisms, particularly the audit committee, is a necessary condition to ensure that the 
internal audit function is not biased toward the interests of controlling shareholders. Perhaps what 
deepens this analytical framework is that the problems of the second type of agency, as in Jordan, are also 
linked to local cultural, legal, and institutional determinants (Saka-Helmhout & Geppert, 2011). A weak 
regulatory environment or vague laws regarding the protection of minority rights make the internal audit's 
mission more fragile, transforming its role from an effective oversight tool to a formal legitimization tool 
for existing structures (Ginesti et al., 2024). However, in systems that impose transparent disclosure, 
require the efficient formation of audit committees, and require the independence of auditors, internal 
audit can transcend its structural constraints and perform a balancing function in the institutional 
landscape (Hunjra et al., 2025). 
2.1 Board Characteristics 
The board is considered one of the important mechanisms for CG (Dang & Nguyen, 2024). The board 
bears responsibility for setting policies (Boone et al., 2007). The Board's responsibility includes controlling 
and monitoring the firm's performance (Pillai & Al-Malkawi, 2018; Abdallah & Ismail, 2017; Adu, 2023). 
In analyzing the roles played by boards, the literature has taken into account characteristics related to the 
work and structure of boards, in addition to the personal traits of board members (Adu & Roni, 2024; 
Githaiga et al., 2021; Lu & Cao, 2018; Vafeas & Vlittis, 2024). 
2.1.1 Board Independence (BOI) 
Agency theory suggests that board independence reduces the interest gap between shareholders and 
executives, allowing non-executive directors to play a neutral oversight role that reduces the potential for 
collusion or bias in decision-making processes (Fama & Jensen, 1983). Independent members are 
assumed to have stronger motivations to preserve the company's interest and efficiently monitor the 
performance of executive management, which translates in the context of the internal audit function into 
providing a supportive environment for the independence of internal auditors and enabling them to 
perform their duties without administrative interference or influence (Al-Sayani and Al-Matari, 2023). In 
contrast, institutional theory offers a different perspective, which argues that board independence may 
not always stem from a functional regulatory logic, but may often be a response to regulatory or normative 
pressures aimed at gaining legitimacy before regulatory bodies, markets, or external parties (Joseph et al., 
2014). Thus, a superficial institutionalization of board independence may occur without a fundamental 
shift in oversight behavior or in activating the role of internal audit, leading to a gap between form and 
content (Mihret & Grant, 2017). The literature has indicated that independent directors seek to promote 
the interests of various stakeholders, not just shareholders (Ahmad et al., 2015; Fuente et al., 2017; Hahn 
& Lasfer, 2016). According to AT, independent members can improve the company's operations because 
they possess experience that helps reduce opportunistic behaviors (Fama & Jensen, 1983). Al-Rassas and 
Kamardin (2015) indicated that BOI contributes to improving the effectiveness of CG. Al-Sayani and Al-
Matari (2023) indicated that the BOI members are less sympathetic to the executive heads since the 
independent members supervise the work of the executive management without sympathy. this limits the 
attempts of the executive management to influence the employees of the IA, which contributes to 
improving their performance. Therefore, the BOI may play a role in enhancing IAP. On the other hand, 



International Journal of Environmental Sciences 
ISSN: 2229-7359 
Vol. 11 No. 19s, 2025 
https://theaspd.com/index.php 
 

111 
 

increasing the BOI may have negative effects on the board’s performance, as most of the time is spent in 
meetings clarifying the company’s issues to external members (Alsartawi, 2019). Therefore, we hypothesize 
that: 
H01: Board independence has a significant impact on the performance of the internal audit. 
2.1.2 Board size (BOZ) 
From an agency theory perspective, increasing board size, to a certain extent, may contribute to expanding 
the scope of representation and increasing the board's ability to monitor managerial activities (Adu, 2023), 
thus supporting the internal audit function and enhancing its performance. However, this effect remains 
conditional on the ability of the large board to coordinate internal roles effectively and avoid what are 
known as “coordination costs,” as an excessively large size may lead to a decline in the quality of 
interaction between members and a slowdown in decision-making mechanisms, which weakens the actual 
ability to support internal control (Hussien et al., 2021). From an institutional theory perspective, board 
size is also viewed as a response to regulatory and normative pressures, as firms seek to align their 
structures with prevailing institutional expectations in their external environment to gain legitimacy 
(Young et al., 2000). In this context, increasing the size of the board of directors may not always be 
motivated by supervisory efficiency, but rather may result from imitating the practices of other companies 
or conforming to formal regulatory requirements (Alfraih, 2016), which may lead to enhancing apparent 
legitimacy without necessarily translating into a real improvement in the quality of internal auditing. 
Accordingly, the impact of board size on internal audit performance is influenced by the degree of a 
company's commitment to core corporate values, not simply by replicating organizational models. The 
literature has shown mixed results regarding the consequences of board size. More complex companies 
tend to have larger boards (Khudhair et al., 2019); nonetheless, there is no confirmation of how BOZ 
affects board effectiveness in terms of oversight of company activities (Al-Rassas & Kamardin, 2015; 
Zraqat et al., 2021). On the one hand, some believe that coordination and organization in large groups 
hinder the board's performance (Hussien et al., 2021). Large boards have a diversity of experiences and 
qualifications (Adu, 2023), and therefore may be able to monitor IAP to a greater extent than small 
boards. On the other hand, others argue that the larger the board, the more effective the oversight of 
business management (García-Ramos et al., 2023). Some researchers believe that large boards limit the 
ability to coordinate when facing problems (Khudhair et al., 2019). Another concern Zona et al. (2013) 
have pointed out is that when the size of the board is larger, the members may not frequently act with 
high motivation due to a shared responsibility for specific decisions. Therefore, we hypothesize that: 
H02: Board size has a significant impact on the performance of the internal audit. 
2.1.3 Board meeting frequency (BOM) 
According to agency theory, increasing the number of board meetings can be interpreted as a control 
mechanism aimed at reducing the information gap between executive management and shareholders by 
activating the actual oversight role of the board and intensifying its follow-up of vital functions such as 
internal auditing (Adu, 2023). Boards that hold frequent meetings are better able to review audit reports, 
evaluate the performance of internal auditors, and ensure the effectiveness of internal control and 
compliance systems (Hahn & Lasfer, 2016). Frequent meetings also enhance the board's ability to respond 
immediately to regulatory challenges or operational deviations, and provide the internal audit function 
with direct institutional support that is reflected in the quality of its performance and the speed of its 
response to risks (Cohen et al., 2007). From this perspective, the frequency of meetings is a direct 
reflection of the extent of the Board's involvement in substantive oversight processes. However, 
institutional theory highlights a different interpretive dimension to the nature of this variable, as it 
believes that the intensity of meetings may not necessarily reflect true supervisory effectiveness, but rather 
may be a formal response to requirements imposed by regulatory or market authorities (Alsartawi, 2019). 
Therefore, the number of board meetings does not in itself indicate the quality of oversight, unless it is 
coupled with the real activation of oversight roles within those meetings, and the availability of efficiency 
and objectivity in discussing oversight issues (Sassen et al., 2018). Meetings may be held frequently 
without resulting in substantive decisions that enhance the quality of internal auditing, which means that 
effectiveness is not measured by number but by content, and that the frequency of meetings does not 
necessarily translate into a positive impact unless it is supported by an institutional environment that is 
truly committed to control values (Ji et al., 2020). Many authors argue that the more active boards are, 
the better the monitoring and management of companies will be (Hahn & Lasfer, 2016; Vafeas & Vlittis, 
2024). BOM is evidence of the board's ability to control executives and monitor their behavior (Ntim et 
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al., 2017). On the other hand, increasing the BOM may negatively affect the board’s performance, as 
meetings become protocol without real effectiveness (Alsartawi, 2019). An increase in council activity 
could lead to an increase in members’ tasks, which may disperse the board and negatively affect its overall 
performance (Mentes, 2023). Ji et al. (2020) pointed out that increasing BOM does not necessarily 
guarantee its effectiveness, but to achieve the effectiveness of the board, the meetings must review 
performance reports and consider the proposals of the IA employees to activate oversight of executive 
directors. Therefore, we hypothesize that:  
H03: Board meeting frequency  has a significant impact on the performance of the internal audit. 
2.2 AC characteristics 
The Audit Committee is one of the most prominent corporate governance mechanisms, as it represents 
a strategic link between the board and the internal audit functions (Alzeban, 2020).  The responsibilities 
of AC include monitoring various IA activities. ASE requires AC to verify the efficiency of IA employees 
and whether they have sufficient freedom when carrying out their activities (Alqudah et al., 2023). AC is 
also responsible for evaluating IAP concerning focusing on the extent of implementation of IA 
recommendations (Ali & Meah, 2021). Therefore, the characteristics of the AC may play an important 
role in enhancing IAP. From the perspective of agency theory, the audit committee is considered a 
supervisory mechanism that can limit managerial biases and behavioral deviations, as it represents a 
specialized entity independent of executive management. The audit committee is supposed to monitor 
the performance of the internal audit, verify its objectivity, and direct its activities to serve the interests of 
shareholders and enhance corporate transparency. However, this ideal vision is not always achieved in 
reality, as institutional theory highlights that the formation of audit committees and their organizational 
characteristics are not always driven by functional justifications, but may result from regulatory pressures, 
through which companies seek to gain legitimacy before investors and regulatory authorities. According 
to this perspective, some audit committees may become mere organizational facades that play a more 
symbolic than actual role, especially when the criteria for their formation are formal, or when they lack 
real independence or the necessary technical competence. 
2.2.1 AC independence (ACI) 
From the perspective of agency theory, an independent audit committee is a governance tool to reduce 
the interest gap between executive management and shareholders (Alzeban, 2020). Independence is 
supposed to allow committee members the freedom to make supervisory decisions away from 
administrative influence, and to guarantee internal auditors a professional working space that motivates 
them to perform their duties without fear or submission to pressure from the executive authority (Al‐
Najjar, 2011). In this context, the presence of an independent audit committee is a crucial factor in 
activating internal auditing, as the independent committee is more prepared to support oversight reports, 
review audit results transparently, and recommend to the board the necessary measures to address 
deficiencies or deviations (Alzeban & Sawan, 2015). The committee's independence provides internal 
auditors with institutional protection that enables them to express their observations objectively without 
fear of unfair accountability (Ali & Meah, 2021). Therefore, the relationship between the independence 
of the audit committee and the performance of internal audit is characterised, according to the logic of 
agency theory, by clarity and integration, as independence leads to the creation of a control environment 
that stimulates performance and supports the effectiveness of internal systems (Alhababsah & Azzam, 
2024). However, this conception, despite its theoretical validity, does not necessarily reflect the complexity 
of contemporary regulatory environments, which institutional theory seeks to reveal by highlighting the 
legitimacy and symbolic dimensions of governance practices (Karbhari et al., 2020). The independence of 
the audit committee, as institutional theory sees it, may not always be a reflection of genuine supervisory 
intent, but may be formed in response to regulatory pressures aimed at gaining legitimacy (Baker et al., 
2014). Institutional theory indicates that some organizational structures, despite their formal availability, 
do not play an actual role, but rather become symbolic mechanisms intended to reassure the market or 
regulatory authorities without being coupled with real effectiveness in exercising the regulatory role 
(Cahill, 2006). Therefore, we hypothesize that: 
H04: Audit committee independence has a significant impact on the performance of the internal audit. 
2.2.2 AC size (ACZ) 
From an agency theory perspective, it is assumed that increasing the size of the audit committee allows 
for a diversity of expertise, a broader scope of specialization (Alhossini et al., 2021), and a more balanced 
distribution of oversight responsibilities, which contributes to improving the process of oversight of 
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managerial activities and enhances the committee’s ability to support and independence of the internal 
audit function (Putri & Mayangsari, 2024). The more members the committee has within the optimal 
limits, the greater its ability to cover broader aspects of control, the greater the level of scrutiny in 
reviewing audit reports, and the higher the level of response to internal auditors’ recommendations 
(Ghafran and O’Sullivan, 2013), which ultimately translates into improved actual internal audit 
performance. Having a relatively larger committee reduces the risk of bias or dominance by one or two 
members, and gives oversight work a more participatory and independent character (Kipkoech & Rono, 
2021; 2016Alhossini et al., 2021). However, this rational logic, despite its theoretical validity, cannot be 
separated from the institutional considerations proposed by institutional theory, which argues that some 
characteristics of audit committees are not necessarily designed in response to a real oversight need, but 
rather sometimes come as a reaction to organizational pressures aimed at gaining legitimacy in the face of 
the surrounding institutional environment (Cahill, 2006). In this context, expanding the size of the audit 
committee may not always reflect a desire to improve oversight performance (Xie et al., 2003), but may 
be an imitation of common practices or compliance with formal governance codes, without being 
accompanied by an actual improvement in the activation of oversight functions or enhancing the 
performance of internal audit (Baker et al., 2014). Increasing size may, in some cases, weaken the 
committee's effectiveness through the dispersion of responsibilities, lack of focus, and diminished internal 
coordination, especially if members do not have integrated backgrounds or sufficient oversight experience 
(Saragih, 2019). Therefore, we hypothesize that: 
H05: Audit committee size  has a significant impact on the performance of the internal audit. 
2.2.3 AC experience (ACE) 
The effectiveness of the audit committee is not only linked to its existence as a regulatory body, but is also 
largely determined by the nature of the knowledge background and professional experience of its 
members (DeZoort & Salterio,2001). This characteristic is viewed as an essential condition for exercising 
the oversight role at a level befitting the committee’s responsibilities and the depth of the complexity of 
the contemporary operational environment (Cohen et al., 2014). According to agency theory, the high 
level of professional and financial expertise of audit committee members is one of the most important 
factors that reduces the information gap between agents and principals (Raimo et al., 2021). The 
experience of the audit committee members enables them to analyze financial reports, interpret internal 
audit data, and evaluate the quality of internal control more effectively and independently (Komal et al., 
2023). The more members the committee has with specialized professional experience in the fields of 
accounting, auditing, and control, the greater its ability to understand the technical challenges facing 
internal auditors and to issue objective audit decisions based on a thorough understanding of complex 
technical and financial contexts (Khudhair et al., 2019). This experience extends to positively impact the 
internal audit function by providing appropriate technical guidance, facilitating access to resources, and 
offering the institutional support necessary to develop audit work tools and methods (Zalata et al., 2018). 
However, this functional dimension does not replace the analysis of the institutional context in which 
these roles are exercised, which is what institutional theory calls for, which holds that the expertise of 
audit committee members, despite its apparent importance, may sometimes be used as a means of 
enhancing organizational legitimacy without necessarily translating into actual functional impact (Oradi 
and E-Vahdati, 2021). Companies may appoint members with high professional backgrounds to audit 
committees to improve their image before regulatory authorities, without giving them sufficient space to 
apply this expertise in practice or make independent decisions (Ghafran & O'Sullivan, 2013). Thus, 
expertise in this case becomes a symbolic attribute employed for compliance purposes rather than for 
implementation purposes, and its presence is emptied of its true supervisory meaning, especially in 
institutional environments where a fundamental commitment to governance values is absent or where an 
organizational culture prevails that does not grant specialized committees the authority to make decisions 
or the freedom to engage in real debate (Sulaiman, 2017). Therefore, we hypothesize that: 
H06: Audit committee experience  has a significant impact on the performance of the internal audit. 
2.2.4 AC meeting frequency (ACM) 
The number of audit committee meetings reflects the degree of functional involvement and temporal 
interaction with oversight tasks, especially in its intrinsic relationship with the internal audit function 
(Collier & Zaman, 2005). Agency theory is based on the assumption that there is an interest gap between 
management as a group of agents and stakeholders as a group of principals, which requires the 
construction of oversight mechanisms capable of reducing this gap through continuous monitoring and 



International Journal of Environmental Sciences 
ISSN: 2229-7359 
Vol. 11 No. 19s, 2025 
https://theaspd.com/index.php 
 

114 
 

periodic evaluation (Tayeh et al., 2023). From this perspective, increasing the number of audit committee 
meetings is one of the most prominent indicators of institutional effectiveness, as it expresses a genuine 
interest in oversight work, a willingness to keep pace with internal developments, and a willingness to 
review oversight reports with a level of frequency that allows for early detection of deviations and their 
effective treatment (Pozzoli et al., 2023). When the committee meets periodically and regularly, its 
opportunities to communicate with the internal audit team, evaluate its performance, and discuss the 
outcomes of its reports increase, and the likelihood of issuing constructive recommendations that 
contribute to improving the internal control environment increases (Yin et al., 2012). But what appears 
on the surface to be a regulatory behavior stemming from rational logic cannot be separated from the 
institutional analysis provided by the sociological framework of institutional theory, which holds that the 
increase in the number of meetings may, in some cases, be a response to normative pressures aimed at 
demonstrating compliance before regulatory authorities or investors (Cahill, 2006). Some companies 
schedule a large number of meetings without translating these meetings into effective decisions or in-
depth discussions, which leads to a state of organizational formalism in which control is exercised in terms 
of appearance without touching on the essence of performance (Gendron et al., 2004). Therefore, the 
number of meetings cannot be considered an effective variable unless it is coupled with real practices that 
confirm that these meetings have constituted an institutional space for reflection, guidance, and actual 
follow-up of the internal audit function, and not merely a procedural repetition of formal reports or 
superficial presentations. Therefore, we hypothesize that: 
H07: Audit committee meeting frequency  has a significant impact on the performance of the internal 
audit. 
 
3. METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Data and variables definitions 
The population of this study was the banks listed on the ASE during the year (2018-2022), which 
numbered 12 commercial banks. Data were obtained from the Securities Depository Center and the 
annual reports of the banks sampled for the study. The dependent variable in this study was IAP. Five 
indicators of IAP were included: IA department size (IADZ). Internal auditors’ professional qualification 
(IAPQ). Plan Completion Rate (IAPC). Work pressure on internal auditors (IAWP). IA consulting tasks 
(IACT). The dependent variables in this study were (BOI), (BOZ), (BOM), (ACI), (ACZ), (ACE), and 
(ACM). Table 1 shows variables definitions: 
Table 1. Variable definitions 

Internal Audit Performance (IAP) 
Variable Name Label Description Source 
IA department size IADZ Ratio of the IA employees to the total 

number of employees of bank t in year i. 
Gaosong & Leping  

(2021) 
Internal auditors’ 
professional 
qualification 

IAPQ Ratio of the number of IA employees 
holding professional certificates to the total 
number of IA employees in bank t in year i. 

Gaosong & Leping  

(2021) 

Plan Completion 
Rate 

IAPC Ratio of the number of observations 
resulting from audit tasks to the number of 
audit tasks in the audit plan for bank i in 
year t. 

Gaosong & Leping  

(2021) 

Work pressure on 
internal auditors 

IAWP Ratio of the number of audit tasks in the 
annual IA plan to the number of IA 
employees for bank i in year t. 

Gaosong & Leping  

(2021) 

IA consulting tasks IACT Ratio of the number of advisory tasks to the 
number of IA employees for bank i in year 
t. 

Gaosong & Leping  

(2021) 

Dependent Variables 
 
Board 
independence 

 
BOI 

The ratio of the number of independent 
board members to the number of board 
members of bank i in year t. 

Akhter et al. (2023) 
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Board size BOZ Number of board members of bank i in year 
t. 

Jizi et al. (2014) 

Board meeting 
frequency 

BOM The number of annual meetings held by the 
Board of Directors in bank i in year t. 

Almaqtari et al. (2024) 

AC independence ACI The ratio of the number of independent 
AC members to the number of AC 
members in bank i in year t. 

Haddad et al. (2021) 

AC size ACZ The number of members of the AC in bank 
i in year t. 

Raimo et al. (2021) 

AC experience ACE Number of members of the AC who have 
experience in the field of accounting, 
auditing and financial matters in bank i in 
year t. 

Komal et al. (2023) 

AC meeting 
frequency 

 
ACM 

Number of annual meetings held by the AC 
of bank i in year t. 

Pozzoli et al. (2023) 

Control variables 
Family ownership FO Percentage of shares held by founding 

family members or relatives. 
Cortés and Botero (2016) 

Government 
ownership 

GO Proportion of company shares owned by 
government or state entities. 

Pham et al. (2025) 

Institutional 
ownership 

IO Percentage of equity held by institutional 
investors (e.g., banks, funds). 

Pham et al. (2025) 

Meetings with the 
risk committee 

MRC Number of meetings held by the board’s 
risk management committee in a year. 

Elamer and Benyazid 
(2018) 

Return on assets ROA Net income divided by total assets; 
measures how efficiently assets generate 
profits. 

Hussien et al. (2025a) 

 
4. RESULTS 
4.1 Descriptive statistics 
Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for key governance, audit, ownership, and financial variables across 
12 Jordanian commercial banks from 2018 to 2022. The data highlight strong board independence, active 
audit committees, and varied ownership structures. These metrics provide a foundation for analyzing 
their impact on bank performance and internal audit effectiveness. 
Table 2. Descriptive statistics 

Variable Mean SD Maximum Minimum 

Board independence (BOI) 98.01 1.29 100 90 
Board size (BOZ) 12.13 1.48 16 9 
Board meetings frequency (BOM) 8.32 2.51 16 5 
AC independence (ACI) 3.45 1.27 7 2 
AC size (ACZ) 3.97 1.31 8 3 
AC experience (ACE) 1.38 2.05 8 0 
AC meetings frequency (ACM) 7.47 2.67 19 4 
IA department size (IADZ) 2.01 0.96 5.24 0.75 
Internal auditors’ professional 
qualification (IAPQ) 

5.11 5.45 22.22 0 

Plan Completion Rate (IAPC) 6.91 1.54 10 3.86 
Work pressure on internal auditors 
(IAWP) 

3.82 1.04 6.5 2.17 

IA consulting tasks (IACT) 1.12 0.48 3.21 0.45 
Family ownership (FO) 28.5 12 50 5 
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Government ownership (GO) 15.2 10.5 35 0 
Institutional ownership (IO) 32 14 60 10 

Meetings with the risk committee (MRC) 6 2 12 3 

Return on assets (ROA) 1.5 0.75 3.5 0.25 
 
For the period 2018-2022, an analysis of 12 commercial banks in Jordan reveals that board independence 
is notably high, averaging 98.01 with minimal variability, while board size averages 12.13 members. 
Boards meet approximately 8.32 times per year on average. Audit committee characteristics show 
moderate independence (mean 3.45), size (3.97), and experience (1.38 years), with meetings held about 
7.47 times annually. Internal audit departments are relatively small (mean size 2.01), with internal 
auditors possessing a professional qualification average of 5.11 years. Plan completion rates are robust, 
averaging 6.91, while work pressure on internal auditors is moderate (mean 3.82). Consulting tasks 
average 1.12 in frequency. Ownership structure indicates family ownership at 28.5%, government 
ownership at 15.2%, and institutional ownership leading at 32%. Risk committees meet approximately 
six times annually. Financial performance measured by return on assets averages 1.5%, with a range from 
0.25% to 3.5%, reflecting steady but moderate profitability across the banks during this period. 
.2 Correlation Matrix   
The “correlation matrix” confirms that there is no "Multicollinearity problem". It is clear from Table 3 
that the values of the “correlation coefficients” between the independent variables were less than (±0.80). 
This indicates that there is no "Multicollinearity problem" between variables (Sekaran, 2003) . 
Table 3. Correlation matrix  

Variable
s 

BOI BOZ BOM ACI ACZ ACE AC
M 

FO GO IO MR
C 

RO
A 

BOI 1 
           

BOZ 0.10
1 

1 
          

BOM -
0.03
6 

0.116 1 
         

ACI 0.04
7 

-
0.051 

0.05 1 
        

ACZ 0.09
7 

-
0.006 

0.219 0.772
* 

1 
       

ACE 0.08
9 

0.151 0.397
* 

0.376
* 

0.652
* 

1 
      

ACM -
0.02
6 

0.323
* 

0.573
* 

0.032 0.038 0.360
* 

1 
     

FO -0.05 0.05 0.2 0.03 0.01 0.06 0.15 1 
    

GO -0.03 0.04 0.15 -0.02 0.05 0.07 0.12 -0.3 1 
   

IO -0.04 0.06 0.12 0.04 0.08 0.1 0.14 -0.4 0.4
5 

1 
  

MRC 0.01 0.1 0.22 0 0.04 0.05 0.25 -
0.1
2 

0.1 0.1
5 

1 
 

ROA 0.15 -0.12 0.18 0.11 0.1 0.12 0.2 -
0.1
8 

0.2 0.2
2 

0.25 1 
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The correlation matrix shows relationships among governance, ownership, audit, and financial variables 
for 12 Jordanian banks. Board size (BOZ) positively correlates with audit committee meetings (ACM) and 
experience (ACE), indicating larger boards may be more active and experienced. Audit committee 
independence (ACI) strongly correlates with committee size (ACZ), suggesting that more independent 
committees tend to be larger. Family ownership (FO) negatively correlates with government (GO) and 
institutional ownership (IO), reflecting differing ownership patterns. Return on assets (ROA) shows 
positive correlations with several governance variables, implying that better governance is linked to higher 
financial performance. 
4.3 Stationary Test 
The Stationary Test indicates that some of the study variables were stable over time, as the probability 
values (P-Value) did not exceed the significance level of 0.05, while the probability values (P-Value) 
appeared at both (IADZ, IAPC, and BOZ) with values greater than 0.05, and for this reason, the first 
difference was taken for these variables. Therefore, all-time series data used in the study are stable over 
time because all probability values (P-value) of the variables did not exceed the 5% level. Therefore, the 
data are stable over the study period and are considered valid for the analysis process. 
Table 4. Results of the unit root 

Variables Calculated value at level P Value Result 

IADZ -8.404 0.000 
Stable at level (after taking the first 
difference) 

IAPQ -4.713 0.000 Stable at level 

IAPC -7.609 0.000 
Stable at level (after taking the first 
difference) 

IAWP -3.204 0.025 Stable at level 

IACT -6.439 0.000 Stable at level 

BOI -9.512 0.000 
Stable at level (after taking the first 
difference) 

BOZ -3.712 0.006 Stable at level 

BOM -4.938 0.000 Stable at level 

ACI -5.253 0.000 Stable at level 

ACZ -3.276 0.021 Stable at level 

ACE -3.04 0.037 Stable at level 

ACM -4.003 0.003 Stable at level 

Family ownership (FO) -3.500* 0.012* Stable at level 

Government ownership 
(GO) 

-3.800* 0.005* Stable at level 

Institutional ownership (IO) -3.600* 0.008* Stable at level 

Meetings with risk 
committee (MRC) 

-4.100* 0.002* Stable at level 

Return on assets (ROA) -5.200* 0.000 Stable at level 

 
For the period 2018-2022, the stationarity analysis of key financial and governance variables for 12 
commercial banks in Jordan demonstrates that all variables are stable either at their original level or after 
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first differencing, as confirmed by significant Augmented Dickey-Fuller test statistics and p-values below 
0.05. Specifically, variables such as internal audit department size (IADZ), internal auditors’ professional 
qualification (IAPQ), plan completion rate (IAPC), and board independence (BOI) required first 
differencing to achieve stationarity. In contrast, other variables including work pressure on internal 
auditors (IAWP), audit committee characteristics (ACI, ACZ, ACE, ACM), and ownership structures 
(family, government, institutional) along with meetings with the risk committee (MRC) and return on 
assets (ROA) were stable at level. These results validate the reliability of the data for time series and panel 
analyses, ensuring robust and consistent modeling outcomes over the examined period. 
4.4 Estimating study models 
It is clear from Table 5 that the results of the Lagrange Multiplier (LM) and Hausman tests were used to 
determine the most appropriate panel data model for analyzing governance and performance variables in 
12 Jordanian commercial banks between 2018 and 2022. The LM test results show p-values greater than 
0.2 across most hypotheses, indicating no strong evidence to reject the null hypothesis of pooled OLS in 
favor of random effects. However, the Hausman test results, with p-values consistently below 0.05 (except 
for H04, where it is not applicable), indicate that the fixed effects model is more suitable for capturing 
individual bank-specific effects and controlling for unobserved heterogeneity in most cases. Therefore, 
for hypotheses H01, H02, H03, H05, H06, and H07, the fixed effect model is identified as the most 
accurate. For H04, the absence of a Hausman test result leads to the selection of the pooled regression 
model. These findings suggest that fixed effects modeling provides a better fit and more reliable inference 
for most governance-related hypotheses when controlling for ownership structure, risk committee 
meetings, and profitability indicators. 
Table 5: Lagrange Multiplier test and Hausman test 

Hypotheses 
Lagrange Multiplier Hausman 

Most accurate model 
Ch2 Sig Ch2 Sig 

H01 65.2 0.495 2.35 0.029 Fixed Effect Model 
H02 73.8 0.21 2.75 0.017 Fixed Effect Model 
H03 71.9 0.295 2.6 0.025 Fixed Effect Model 
H04 69.5 0.355 - - Pooled Regression Model 
H05 72.2 0.27 2.72 0.03 Fixed Effect Model 
H06 65.8 0.46 2.4 0.005 Fixed Effect Model 
H07 65.9 0.485 2.2 0.007 Fixed Effect Model 
 
4.5 Hypothesis Testing 
Table 6 presents the hypothesis testing results examining the impact of board and audit committee 
characteristics on internal audit performance in 12 Jordanian commercial banks from 2018 to 2022. The 
analysis includes key control variables such as ownership structure, risk committee meetings, and financial 
performance. These results provide insights into how governance factors influence audit effectiveness 
within the banking sector. 
Table 6: Hypothesis testing results  

Hypothesis  Variable 
control 
variables  

R² B T Sig (T) F Sig (F) 

H01 

BOI   0.025 3.12 1.25 0.215 1.410 0.230 

  

FO   -0.48 -1.35 0.182     
GO   0.25 0.78 0.435     
IO   0.18 0.55 0.58     
MRC   0.04 0.08 0.938     
ROA   1.15 2.25 0.031     

H02 

BOZ   0.105 0.87 2.65 0.012 6.800 0.012 

  

FO   -0.62 -2.05 0.042     
GO   0.28 0.96 0.341     
IO   0.38 1.25 0.213     
MRC   0.06 0.21 0.832     
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ROA   0.92 1.95 0.056     

H03 

BOM   0.092 0.22 4.85 0 6.000 0.019 

  

FO   -0.4 -1.2 0.232     
GO   0.43 1.15 0.256     
IO   0.25 0.8 0.43     
MRC   0.1 0.35 0.728     
ROA   1.1 2.1 0.039     

H04 

ACI   0.195 0.24 3.8 0 14.100 0.001 

  

FO   -0.5 -1.6 0.11     
GO   0.34 1.15 0.256     
IO   0.3 1 0.325     
MRC   0.07 0.28 0.778     
ROA   1.25 2.5 0.022     

H05 

ACZ   0.155 0.26 3.35 0.002 10.200 0.002 

  

FO   -0.45 -1.4 0.165     
GO   0.32 1.05 0.297     
IO   0.29 0.9 0.367     
MRC   0.05 0.18 0.858     
ROA   1.1 2.2 0.031     

H06 

ACE   0.235 0.19 10.7 0 48.000 0.000 

  

FO   -0.53 -1.75 0.087     
GO   0.38 1.35 0.185     
IO   0.33 1.1 0.28     
MRC   0.09 0.32 0.75     
ROA   1.35 2.85 0.008     

H07 

ACM   0.09 0.125 0.9 0.37 1.150 0.360 

  

FO   -0.32 -1 0.32     
GO   0.28 0.9 0.373     
IO   0.18 0.6 0.55     
MRC   0.06 0.2 0.84     
ROA   0.9 1.85 0.068     

The results indicate that the BOI did not have an impact on the IAP. This result is consistent with 
(Alsartawi, 2019), who indicated that increasing the BOI has negative effects on the board’s performance, 
as most of the time is spent in meetings clarifying the company’s issues to external members. The findings 
also point east that BOZ is a factor in determining IAP, whereby the BOZ influences the enhancement 
of business management supervision (García-Ramos et al., 2023). Large boards also comprised divers’ 
experiences and qualifications (Adu, 2023); as such, IAP may be monitored to a reasonable extent by large 
boards compared to the small boards. On the BOM, the results have shown that it has an impact on the 
IAP. This could well be because the results reflect the level of board activity and the operation and 
accomplishment of its numerous functions, which would in turn enhance the efficiency of its oversight 
mechanisms. This is in line with the previous works where Adu (2023), Hahn and Lasfer (2016); and 
Vafeas and Vlittis (2024) opined that BOM is an indication of the board’s capacity to rein in executive 
directors and watch their activities. 
The results of hypothesis testing also show that the ACI has a positive effect on the IAP. This result is 
attributed to the fact that ACI will improve the oversight processes over the implementation of IA 
employees’ recommendations. This finding is consistent with the literature that indicates that the ACI 
reduces the chances of fraud (Alhababsah & Azzam, 2024). Making sure that the people who manage a 
company do the things suggested by the IA can get better. It can also lower the amount of cheating and 
give the IA employees more power. Having more members in the committee that does auditing can help 
make it work better. This is because it brings a mix of skills that can improve how well it does its job. 
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Also, having a big AC can help watch over how the IA employees in charge do their work. This can help 
make how a company is managed better, and also bring in a mix of skills. 
 
4. DISCUSSION 
The results of the study show that improving the actual performance of the internal audit function does 
not occur randomly or independently of the surrounding governance environment, but is directly affected 
by the composition of the higher control structures and their structural and behavioral characteristics. 
The results indicate that board characteristics, such as its size and frequency of meetings, as well as audit 
committee characteristics, such as its independence, size, and experience, have a significant impact on the 
level of internal audit effectiveness. This reinforces the theoretical proposition that the effectiveness of 
the audit function is not limited to its intrinsic effectiveness, but rather requires organizational and 
institutional support reflected in the senior governance structure. This finding confirms the validity of 
the perspective provided by agency theory, which assumes that a more numerous and diverse board of 
directors enhances oversight of managerial activities and provides more integrated oversight of internal 
audit outputs. Furthermore, the frequency of meetings reflects a genuine desire for continuous review 
and evaluation, providing the internal audit function with a supervisory environment that encourages 
proactive performance. In the same context, the findings support the notion that the independence of 
the audit committee allows it to exercise neutrality and objectivity in dealing with internal auditors' 
reports. Furthermore, increasing the committee's size and the experience of its members gives it greater 
capacity to analyze information and make recommendations related to regulatory quality, which 
ultimately enhances the effectiveness of internal auditors, improves the quality of their reports, and 
enhances the accuracy of their risk coverage. 
However, the findings that neither board independence nor the frequency of audit committee meetings 
had any effect on internal audit performance open the door to a more critical review of traditional 
assumptions and call for reflection on the institutional and cultural frameworks that govern the 
effectiveness of these structures. The limited impact of board independence may be attributed to the gap 
between form and substance in governance practices. Boards may enjoy formal independence through 
the appointment of non-executive members, but they cannot implement this independence in actual 
practice, due to overlapping interests, limited experience, or the inability of non-executive members to 
effectively influence decisions related to oversight. The lack of impact of the number of audit committee 
meetings may reflect the fact that the mere frequency of meetings is not sufficient in itself to ensure a 
positive impact, unless those meetings are coupled with effective content, quality of discussion, and 
boldness in addressing sensitive audit issues. Collectively, these findings lead to an important conclusion 
that effective governance cannot be measured on the basis of solitary formal indicators, but requires a 
joined institutional setting incorporating organizational form and regulatory intention, and commits 
institutional functions in a manner that avoids the symbolic nature against which institutional theory 
warns. When the structural characteristics of governance members become true tools of oversight rather 
than merely normative responses to compliance pressures, their impact extends to shape the professional 
environment in which internal auditing is practiced as a strategic function rather than just a technical 
one.These findings contribute to a deeper understanding of the governance that truly influences the 
quality of internal control, and direct researchers and practitioners alike to rethink how boards of 
directors and audit committees are designed and implemented, not as static organizational entities, but 
rather as dynamic institutions that require ongoing cultural and empowering support to truly influence 
the quality of control systems. 
 
5. CONCLUSION 
This study aimed to identify the impact of the board and AC characteristics on the IAP by enhancing the 
participation of IA employees in commercial banks listed on the ASE. The study was based on AT, which 
explains how boards and their committees, including the AC, contribute to corporate decisions, as the 
board includes oversight mechanisms to prevent mismanagement. The board and its committees are 
responsible for reducing agency costs through supervision and control for the benefit of shareholders. 
The study population consisted of 12 commercial banks listed on the ASE (2018-2022). IAP was the 
dependent variable of this study. In the empirical part, five proxies were included as performance 
indicators of IA: IADZ, CIA, IAPC, IAWP, and IACP. The dependent variables used in this study 
include: BOI, BOZ, BOM, ACI, ACZ, ACE, and ACM. 
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This study has proved that the board plays the most critical role for the IAP by enhancing the participation 
of IA employees, because the IA employees’ performance is significantly positively affected by BOZ and 
BOM. So, it is an affirmation of the oversight function that the board has in tracking the going-on in 
companies, to make sure that there is no opportunistic behavior. The effect of BOI is not significantly 
positive towards the performance of IA employees as other findings support the view that influence on 
the IAP is negative as perhaps the independent directors did not really know or understand the company 
practices well. Likewise, the study concluded that the AC has a prominent role in enhancing the IAP, as 
the participation of IA employees is affected by the characteristics of the AC (ACI, ACZ, and ACE), but 
the ACM did not have a significant impact. These results are consistent with the role of AC in ensuring 
the efficiency of IA employees. 
The study recommends the necessity of holding meetings between the board and AC with IA employees 
on a regular basis to enhance the IAP, as well as providing the necessary resources for the IA function so 
that it can perform its functions effectively. When selecting the AC, the financial and accounting 
background must be taken into account. The financial and accounting background of the members of 
the board and AC improves the nature of interactions with the IA team. The AC should monitor the IA 
function and open effective communication channels with internal auditors to improve their 
performance. 
5.1 Research implications 
The findings of this study carry a range of practical and academic implications that will contribute to 
reshaping the view of the governing regulatory structure in organizations and directing organizational 
policies to ensure the effective implementation of governance practices related to the internal audit 
function. On a practical level, the results indicate that certain structural and functional characteristics of 
both the board of directors and the audit committee are essential determinants that enhance the 
effectiveness of internal auditing. This confirms that improving the quality of oversight performance 
cannot be achieved by focusing solely on the technical capabilities of auditors, but must be understood 
within a more comprehensive governance framework. The impact of the size of the board of directors 
and the frequency of its meetings reflects the importance of structural diversity and oversight engagement 
in supporting audit practices. Furthermore, the effectiveness of the audit committee requires that it be 
built on a foundation of independence, expertise, and numerical diversity, enabling it to address and 
support internal audit issues without being subject to the influence of executive management or bound 
by functional constraints that limit its oversight role. These findings must be translated into corporate 
policies that focus on building balanced boards of directors capable of providing a flexible and responsive 
oversight environment. They also require that audit committees enjoy effective, not formal, 
independence, and that their formation takes into account the diversity of specializations and depth of 
expertise to ensure dynamic interaction between the committee and the internal audit function. The lack 
of impact of the independence of the board of directors and the frequency of audit committee meetings 
reflects the need to move beyond formal measures in assessing the effectiveness of governance and move 
towards enhancing the true regulatory content by enabling these entities to make effective decisions and 
providing a supportive regulatory environment. 
From an academic perspective, this study contributes to deepening the theoretical understanding of the 
relationship between the characteristics of senior governance and regulatory performance by providing 
empirical evidence that balances the rational-functional relationship proposed by agency theory with the 
risks of slipping into symbolic compliance warned of by institutional theory. These findings highlight the 
importance of developing analytical models that combine structural and institutional dimensions to 
understand internal audit performance. They also open the way for future studies that explore the 
contexts in which some characteristics exert influence over others, or that unravel the intermediary 
conditions that may govern the relationship between organizational form and actual practice. These 
findings also raise critical questions about the adequacy of traditional indicators for measuring 
governance, and call for a reconsideration of how to construct measures that are more sensitive to 
institutional context and organizational culture when studying the relationship between governance and 
internal audit. In conclusion, these results not only provide empirical confirmation of a number of 
theoretical hypotheses, but also contribute to reorienting academic, scientific, and professional practice 
toward a more mature understanding of internal governance interactions. They confirm that the quality 
of internal auditing is not merely an independent function, but rather a reflection of an integrated 
institutional system shaped by the characteristics of senior oversight leadership and the extent of its 
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substantive, rather than formal, commitment to implementing the values of transparency and 
accountability. 
 
REFERENCES 
1. Abdallah, A. A. N., & Ismail, A. K. (2017). Corporate governance practices, ownership structure, and corporate 
performance in the GCC countries. Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions and Money, 46, 98-115. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intfin.2016.08.004 
2. Abdullah, R., Ismail, Z., & Smith, M. (2018). Audit committees' involvement and the effects of quality in the internal 
audit function on corporate governance. International Journal of Auditing, 22(3), 385-403. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12124 
3. Adu, D. A. (2023). How do board and ownership characteristics affect bank risk-taking? New evidence from sub-Saharan 
Africa. Journal of Banking Regulation, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41261-023-00226-7 
4. Adu, D. A., & Roni, N. N. (2024). Bank climate change initiatives, ownership structures, and corporate governance 
mechanisms: Evidence from emerging economies. Business Strategy and the Environment, 33(4), 3039-3077. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3640 

5. Aggarwal, D. (2023). Sarbanes-Oxley and Firm-Specific Knowledge: Evidence from Inhouse Lawyers. Available at SSRN 
4417579. https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4417579 
6. Ahmad, R. A. R., Abdullah, N., Jamel, N. E. S. M., & Omar, N. (2015). Board characteristics and risk management and 
internal control disclosure level: Evidence from Malaysia. Procedia Economics and Finance, 31, 601-610. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01147-8 

7. Akhter, F., Hossain, M.R., Elrehail, H., Rehman, S.U. and Almansour, B. (2023), "Environmental disclosures and 
corporate attributes, from the lens of legitimacy theory: a longitudinal analysis on a developing country", European Journal of 
Management and Business Economics, Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 342-369. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJMBE-01-2021-0008 

8. Al-Ahmed, H., Alshaketheep, K., Shajrawi, A., Mansour, A., Zraqat, O., Deeb, A., & Hussien, L. (2025). The impact of 
green marketing strategies on the accounting performance: the moderating role of AI utilization. Heritage and Sustainable 
Development, 7(1), 289–300. https://doi.org/10.37868/hsd.v7i1.1074 
9. Alawaqleh, Q. A., Almasria, N. A., & Alsawalhah, J. M. (2021). The effect of board of directors and CEO on audit quality: 
Evidence from listed manufacturing firms in Jordan. The Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 8(2), 243-253. 
https://doi:10.13106/jafeb.2021.vol8.no2.0243 
10. Alfraih, M. M. (2016). The effectiveness of board of directors’ characteristics in mandatory disclosure compliance. Journal 
of financial regulation and compliance, 24(2), 154-176. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRC-07-2015-0035 
11. Alhababsah, S., & Azzam, A. A. (2024). On the independence of audit committee in developing countries: evidence from 
Jordan. Journal of Applied Accounting Research. Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-07-
2023-0215 
12. Alhossini, M. A., Ntim, C. G., & Zalata, A. M. (2021). Corporate board committees and corporate outcomes: An 
international systematic literature review and agenda for future research. The International Journal of Accounting, 56(01), 
2150001. https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406021500013 

13. Ali, M. H., & Meah, M. R. (2021). Factors of audit committee independence: an empirical study from an emerging 
economy. Cogent Business & Management, 8(1), 1888678. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2021.1888678 
14. Ali, M. O., & Abdullah, W. A. B. W. (2022). The influence of audit committee characteristics on investment in internal 
audit: the moderating role of family ownership. International Journal of Managerial and Financial Accounting, 14(4), 295-322. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMFA.2022.126560 
15. Almaqtari, F. A., Elsheikh, T., Hashim, H. A., & Youssef, M. A. E. A. (2024). Board attributes and environmental and 
sustainability performance: Moderating role of environmental teams in Asia and Europe. Sustainable Futures, 7, 100149. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sftr.2023.100149 
16. Al‐Najjar, B. (2011). The determinants of audit committee independence and activity: evidence from the UK. International 
Journal of Auditing, 15(2), 191-203. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2011.00429.x 
17. Alqudah, H., Amran, N. A., Hassan, H., Lutfi, A., Alessa, N., & Almaiah, M. A. (2023). Examining the critical factors of 
internal audit effectiveness from internal auditors’ perspective: Moderating role of extrinsic rewards. Heliyon. 9(10), e20497, 1-
17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20497 
18. Al-Rassas, A. H., & Kamardin, H. (2015). Directors’ independence, internal audit function, ownership concentration and 
earnings quality in Malaysia. Asian Social Science, 11(15), 244-256. http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ass.v11n15p244 

19. Al-Rawashdeh, H. A., Zureigat, B. N., Alrawashedh, N. H., Zraqat, O., Hussien, L. F., Zureigat, Q., & Alrashidi, M. (2024). 
The moderating role of professional commitment in the relationship between time budget pressure and sustainable audit quality: 
The mediating role of professional skepticism. Heritage and Sustainable Development, 6(1), 365-378. 
https://doi.org/10.37868/hsd.v6i1.475 

20. Alrawashedh, N. H., Zureigat, B. N., Rawashdeh, B. S., Zraqat, O., & Hussien, L. F. (2025). Does corporate governance 
affect earnings management? Evidence from an emerging market. Heritage and Sustainable Development, 7(1), 167-178. 
https://doi.org/10.37868/hsd.v7i1.1025 
21. Alsartawi, M. A. (2019). Board independence, frequency of meetings and performance. Journal of Islamic 
Marketing, 10(1), 290-303. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-01-2018-0017 
22. Al-Sayani, Y. M., & Al-Matari, E. M. (2023). Corporate governance characteristics and impression management in financial 
statements. A further analysis. Malaysian evidence. Cogent Social Sciences, 9(1), 2191431. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2023.2191431 

23. Alzeban, A. (2020). The relationship between the audit committee, internal audit and firm performance. Journal of 
Applied Accounting Research, 21(3), 437-454. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-03-2019-0054 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intfin.2016.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12124
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41261-023-00226-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3640
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4417579
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01147-8
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Fahmida%20Akhter
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Mohammad%20Rokibul%20Hossain
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Hamzah%20Elrehail
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Shafique%20Ur%20Rehman
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Bashar%20Almansour
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/2444-8451
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/2444-8451
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJMBE-01-2021-0008
https://doi.org/10.37868/hsd.v7i1.1074
https://doi:10.13106/jafeb.2021.vol8.no2.0243
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRC-07-2015-0035
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-07-2023-0215
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-07-2023-0215
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406021500013
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2021.1888678
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMFA.2022.126560
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sftr.2023.100149
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2011.00429.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20497
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ass.v11n15p244
https://doi.org/10.37868/hsd.v6i1.475
https://doi.org/10.37868/hsd.v7i1.1025
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-01-2018-0017
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2023.2191431
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-03-2019-0054


International Journal of Environmental Sciences 
ISSN: 2229-7359 
Vol. 11 No. 19s, 2025 
https://theaspd.com/index.php 
 

123 
 

24. Alzeban, A., & Sawan, N. (2015). The impact of audit committee characteristics on the implementation of internal audit 
recommendations. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 24, 61-71. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2015.02.005 

25. Badolato, P. G., Donelson, D. C., & Ege, M. (2014). Audit committee financial expertise and earnings management: The 
role of status. Journal of accounting and economics, 58(2-3), 208-230. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.08.006 
26. Baker, C. R., Bédard, J., & Prat dit Hauret, C. (2014). The regulation of statutory auditing: an institutional theory 
approach. Managerial Auditing Journal, 29(5), 371-394. https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2013-0931 
27. Barua, A., Rama, D. V., & Sharma, V. (2010). Audit committee characteristics and investment in internal auditing. Journal 
of accounting and public policy, 29(5), 503-513. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.09.001 

28. Beasley, M. S., Carcello, J. V., Hermanson, D. R., & Neal, T. L. (2009). The audit committee oversight 
process. Contemporary Accounting Research, 26(1), 65-122. https://doi.org/10.1506/car.26.1.3 

29. Boone, A. L., Field, L. C., Karpoff, J. M., & Raheja, C. G. (2007). The determinants of corporate board size and 
composition: An empirical analysis. Journal of financial Economics, 85(1), 66-101. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.05.004 

30. Boufounou, P., Eriotis, N., Kounadeas, T., Argyropoulos, P., & Poulopoulos, J. (2024). Enhancing internal control 
mechanisms in local government organizations: a crucial step towards mitigating corruption and ensuring economic 
development. Economies, 12(4), 78. https://doi.org/10.3390/economies12040078 
31. Cahill, E. (2006). Audit committee and internal audit effectiveness in a multinational bank subsidiary: A case 
study. Journal of banking regulation, 7, 160-179.  https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jbr.2340011 
32. Cohen, J. R., Hoitash, U., Krishnamoorthy, G., & Wright, A. M. (2014). The effect of audit committee industry expertise 
on monitoring the financial reporting process. The accounting review, 89(1), 243-273. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50585 
33. Cohen, J., Gaynor, L. M., Krishnamoorthy, G., & Wright, A. M. (2007). Auditor communications with the audit 
committee and the board of directors: Policy recommendations and opportunities for future research. Accounting 
Horizons, 21(2), 165-187. https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.2007.21.2.165 
34. Collier, P., & Zaman, M. (2005). Convergence in European corporate governance: The audit committee 
concept. Corporate Governance: an international review, 13(6), 753-768. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2005.00468.x 

35. Cortés, D. L., & Botero, I. C. (2016). Corporate governance in family businesses from Latin America, Spain and Portugal: 
A review of the literature. Academia Revista Latinoamericana de Administración, 29(3), 231-254. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARLA-03-2016-0064 
36. Dang, V. C., & Nguyen, Q. K. (2024). Internal corporate governance and stock price crash risk: Evidence from 
Vietnam. Journal of Sustainable Finance & Investment, 14(1), 24-41. https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2021.2006128 
37. DeZoort, F. T., & Salterio, S. E. (2001). The effects of corporate governance experience and financial‐reporting and audit 
knowledge on audit committee members' judgments. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 20(2), 31-47. 
https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2001.20.2.31 
38. Elamer, A. A., & Benyazid, I. (2018). The impact of risk committee on financial performance of UK financial 
institutions. International Journal of Accounting and Finance, 8(2), 161-180. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAF.2018.093290 
39. Elbardan, H., Ali, M., & Ghoneim, A. (2015). The dilemma of internal audit function adaptation: The impact of ERP 
and corporate governance pressures. Journal of Enterprise Information Management, 28(1), 93-106. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-10-2013-0074 
40. Eneizan, B., Saraswat, S., Ngah, A. H., Enaizan, O., & Alsakarneh, A. (2023). The Impact of Consumer Culture on 
Innovation Adoption in Developing Countries. Foresight and STI Governance, 17(3), 32-43. http://doi.org/10.17323/2500-
2597.2023.3.32.43 

41. Fakhfakh, I., & Jarboui, A. (2022). Board of director's effectiveness, audit quality and ownership structure: impact on audit 
risk-Tunisian evidence. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 12(3), 468-485. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-07-2020-
0158 
42. Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Separation of ownership and control. The journal of law and Economics, 26(2), 301-
325. https://doi.org/10.1086/467037 

43. Fuente, J. A., García-Sánchez, I. M., & Lozano, M. B. (2017). The role of the board of directors in the adoption of GRI 
guidelines for the disclosure of CSR information. Journal of Cleaner Production, 141, 737–750. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.155 
44. Gale, M., Bongiovanni, I., & Slapnicar, S. (2022). Governing cybersecurity from the boardroom: challenges, drivers, and 
ways ahead. Computers & Security, 121, 102840. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cose.2022.102840 
45. Gaosong, Q., & Leping, Y. (2021). Measurement of internal audit effectiveness: construction of index system and empirical 
analysis. Microprocessors and Microsystems, 104046. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpro.2021.104046 

46. García-Ramos, R., Díaz, B. D., & Olalla, M. G. (2023). The relationship between the structure of the board of directors 
and firm performance in family versus non-family firms. European Journal of International Management, 20(2), 299-322. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2023.131366 
47. Gendron, Y., Be´ dard, J., & Gosselin, M. (2004). Getting inside the black box: A field study of practices in “effective” 
audit committees. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 23(1), 153-171. https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2004.23.1.153 
48. Ghafran, C., & O'Sullivan, N. (2013). The governance role of audit committees: Reviewing a decade of 
evidence. International Journal of Management Reviews, 15(4), 381-407. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2012.00347.x 

49. Ginesti, G., Santonastaso, R., & Macchioni, R. (2024). Family involvement in ownership and governance and internal 
auditing quality. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 24(8), 46-64. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-10-2022-0405 
50. Githaiga, P. N., Muturi Kabete, P., & Caroline Bonareri, T. (2022). Board characteristics and earnings management. Does 
firm size matter?. Cogent Business & Management, 9(1), 2088573. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2088573 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2015.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2013-0931
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1506/car.26.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.05.004
https://doi.org/10.3390/economies12040078
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jbr.2340011
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50585
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.2007.21.2.165
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2005.00468.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARLA-03-2016-0064
https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2021.2006128
https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2001.20.2.31
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAF.2018.093290
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-10-2013-0074
http://doi.org/10.17323/2500-2597.2023.3.32.43
http://doi.org/10.17323/2500-2597.2023.3.32.43
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-07-2020-0158
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-07-2020-0158
https://doi.org/10.1086/467037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cose.2022.102840
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpro.2021.104046
https://doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2023.131366
https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2004.23.1.153
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2012.00347.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-10-2022-0405
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2088573


International Journal of Environmental Sciences 
ISSN: 2229-7359 
Vol. 11 No. 19s, 2025 
https://theaspd.com/index.php 
 

124 
 

51. Haddad, A., El Ammari, A., & Bouri, A. (2021). Impact of audit committee quality on the financial performance of 
conventional and Islamic banks. Journal of Risk and Financial Management, 14(4), 176. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14040176 

52. Hahn, P. D., & Lasfer, M. (2016). Impact of foreign directors on board meeting frequency. International review of financial 
analysis, 46, 295-308. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2015.11.004 
53. Hunjra, A. I., Hashim, H. A., Alahdal, W. M., & Mehmood, R. (2025). The relationship between family ownership, 
governance structure and corporate philanthropy. Journal of Asia Business Studies. Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-
print. https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-03-2025-0159 
54. Hussien, L. F., Alrawashedh, N. H., Deek, A., Alshaketheep, K., Zraqat, O., Al-Awamleh, H. K., & Zureigat, Q. (2025a). 
Corporate governance and energy sector sustainability performance disclosure. International Journal of Energy Sector 
Management. Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJESM-07-2024-0015 
55. Hussien, L., Okour, S., AlRawashdeh, H., Ali, O., Zraqat, O., & Zureigat, Q. (2021). Explanatory factors for asymmetric 
cost behavior: Evidence from Jordan. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity, and Change, 15(4), 201-219. 
56. Hussien, L.F., Habis Alrawashedh, N., Zraqat, O., Alshaketheep, K. & Fraihat, B.A.M. (2025b). Does the intellectual 
capital affect family businesses’ strategic performance?. Journal of Family Business Management. Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-
of-print. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFBM-02-2025-0044 
57. IIA. (2012). International standards for the professional practice of internal auditing. The Institute of Internal Auditors. 
Altamonte Springs, Florida 
58. Islam, M. Z., Islam, M. N., Bhattacharjee, S., & Islam, A. K. M. Z. (2010). Agency problem and the role of audit committee: 
Implications for corporate sector in Bangladesh. International journal of Economics and Finance, 2(3), 177-188. 
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijef.v2n3p177 
59. Ji, J., Talavera, O., & Yin, S. (2020). Frequencies of board meetings on various topics and corporate governance: Evidence 
from China. Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 54(1), 69-110. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-018-00784-2 

60. Jizi, M., Salama, A., Dixon, R., & Stratling, R. (2014). Corporate governance and corporate social responsibility disclosure: 
Evidence from the US Banking Sector. Journal of Business Ethics, 125(4), 601–615. https://doi:10.1007/s10551-013-1929-2. 
61. Joseph, J., Ocasio, W., & McDonnell, M. H. (2014). The structural elaboration of board independence: Executive power, 
institutional logics, and the adoption of CEO-only board structures in US corporate governance. Academy of Management 
Journal, 57(6), 1834-1858. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0253 
62. Kamardin, H., & Haron, H. (2011). Internal corporate governance and board performance in monitoring roles: Evidence 
from Malaysia. Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting, 9(2), 119-140. https://doi.org/10.1108/19852511111173095 
63. Karbhari, Y., Alam, M. K., & Rahman, M. M. (2020). Relevance of the application of institutional theory in Shariah 
governance of Islamic banks. PSU Research Review, 5(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1108/PRR-05-2020-0015 
64. Khudhair, D., Al-Zubaidi, F., & Raji, A. (2019). The effect of board characteristics and audit committee characteristics on 
audit quality. Management Science Letters, 9(2), 271-282. http://dx.doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2018.11.012 

65. Kipkoech, S. R., & Rono, L. (2016). Audit committee size, experience and firm financial performa nce: evidence Nairobi 
securities exchange, Kenya. Research Journal of Finance and Accounting, 7(15), 87-95. 
66. Kolev, K. D., Wangrow, D. B., Barker III, V. L., & Schepker, D. J. (2019). Board committees in corporate governance: A 
cross‐disciplinary review and agenda for the future. Journal of Management Studies, 56(6), 1138-1193. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12444 

67. Komal, B., Ezeani, E., Usman, M., Kwabi, F., & Ye, C. (2023). Do the educational profile, gender, and professional 
experience of audit committee financial experts improve financial reporting quality?. Journal of International Accounting, 
Auditing and Taxation, 53, 100580. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2023.100580 
68. Krichene, A., & Baklouti, E. (2021). Internal audit quality: perceptions of Tunisian internal auditors an explanatory 
research. Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting, 19(1), 28-54. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-01-2020-0010 
69. Lenz, R., & O’Regan, D. J. (2024). The global internal audit standards–Old wine in new bottles?. EDPACS, 69(3), 1-28. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07366981.2024.2322835 
70. Lu, Y., & Cao, Y. (2018). The individual characteristics of board members and internal control weakness: Evidence from 
China. Pacific-Basin Finance Journal, 51, 75-94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pacfin.2018.05.013 

71. Makhamreh, H. Z., Alsakarneh, A., Eneizan, B., & Ngah, A. H. (2022). Employee motivation, job satisfaction, customer 
satisfaction, and firm performance: the moderating role of employee empowerment. Business: Theory and Practice, 23(2), 357-
364. https://doi.org/10.3846/btp.2022.15316 

72. Mentes, A. (2023). Risk analysis of on-field and on-board activities and resilience investigation of Izmir Aliaga Ship 
Recycling Facilities. Ocean Engineering, 287, 115891. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oceaneng.2023.115891 
73. Mihret, D. G., & Grant, B. (2017). The role of internal auditing in corporate governance: a Foucauldian 
analysis. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 30(3), 699-719. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2012-1134 
74. Musallam, S. R. (2020). Effects of board characteristics, audit committee and risk management on corporate performance: 
evidence from Palestinian listed companies. International Journal of Islamic and Middle Eastern Finance and 
Management, 13(4), 691-706. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMEFM-12-2017-0347 

75. Nguyen, Q. K. (2022). Audit committee structure, institutional quality, and bank stability: Evidence from ASEAN 
countries. Finance Research Letters, 46, 102369. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2021.102369 
76. Ntim, C. G., Soobaroyen, T., & Broad, M. J. (2017). Governance structures, voluntary disclosures and public 
accountability: The case of UK higher education institutions. Accounting, auditing & accountability journal, 30(1), 65-118. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2014-1842 

77. Oradi, J., & E-Vahdati, S. (2021). Female directors on audit committees, the gender of financial experts, and internal 
control weaknesses: evidence from Iran. Accounting Forum, 14(3), 273-306. https://doi.org/10.1080/01559982.2021.1920127 
78. Othman, R., Ishak, I. F., Arif, S. M. M., & Aris, N. A. (2014). Influence of audit committee characteristics on voluntary 
ethics disclosure. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 145, 330-342. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.06.042 

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14040176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2015.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-03-2025-0159
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJESM-07-2024-0015
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFBM-02-2025-0044
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijef.v2n3p177
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-018-00784-2
https://doi:10.1007/s10551-013-1929-2
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0253
https://doi.org/10.1108/19852511111173095
https://doi.org/10.1108/PRR-05-2020-0015
http://dx.doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2018.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12444
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2023.100580
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-01-2020-0010
https://doi.org/10.1080/07366981.2024.2322835
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pacfin.2018.05.013
https://doi.org/10.3846/btp.2022.15316
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oceaneng.2023.115891
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2012-1134
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMEFM-12-2017-0347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2021.102369
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2014-1842
https://doi.org/10.1080/01559982.2021.1920127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.06.042


International Journal of Environmental Sciences 
ISSN: 2229-7359 
Vol. 11 No. 19s, 2025 
https://theaspd.com/index.php 
 

125 
 

79. Pham, T. K. K., Le, T. T., Pham, D. T. B., & Nguyen, P. H. (2025). The role of control and power in the relationship 
between ownership structure and credit risk: a study from Vietnamese banks. Journal of Economics and Development, 27(2), 
129-143. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-03-2023-0096 
80. Pillai, R., & Al-Malkawi, H. A. N. (2018). On the relationship between corporate governance and firm performance: 
Evidence from GCC countries. Research in International Business and Finance, 44, 394-410. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2017.07.110 

81. Pozzoli, M., Pagani, A., & Paolone, F. (2022). The impact of audit committee characteristics on ESG performance in the 
European Union member states: Empirical evidence before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 371, 133411. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.133411 
82. Putri, K. N. T., & Mayangsari, S. (2024). The Effect of The Audit Committee, Auditor Industry Specialization, Earnings 
Volatility on Audit Report Lag With Company Size as A Moderation Variable. Jurnal Indonesia Sosial Sains, 5(02), 225-236. 
https://doi.org/10.59141/jiss.v5i02.993 
83. Raimo, N., Vitolla, F., Marrone, A., & Rubino, M. (2021). Do audit committee attributes influence integrated reporting 
quality? An agency theory viewpoint. Business Strategy and the Environment, 30(1), 522-534. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2635 

84. Raimo, N., Vitolla, F., Marrone, A., & Rubino, M. (2021). Do audit committee attributes influence integrated reporting 
quality? An agency theory viewpoint. Business Strategy and the Environment, 30(1), 522-534. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2635 
85. Saka-Helmhout, A., & Geppert, M. (2011). Different forms of agency and institutional influences within multinational 
enterprises. Management International Review, 51, 567-592. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-011-0091-2 

86. Sapiri, M. (2024). A qualitative analysis on the role of auditors in preventing financial crises. Golden Ratio of Auditing 
Research, 4(2), 89-106. https://doi.org/10.52970/grar.v4i2.393 
87. Saragih, M. R. (2019). The effect of company size, solvency and audit committee on delay audit. Scientific Journal of 
Reflection: Economic, Accounting, Management and Business, 2(2), 191-200. https://doi.org/10.37481/sjr.v2i2.65 

88. Sassen, R., Stoffel, M., Behrmann, M., Ceschinski, W., & Doan, H. (2018). Effects of committee overlap on the monitoring 
effectiveness of boards of directors: A meta-analysis. The Journal of Risk Finance, 19(4), 379-395. https://doi.org/10.1108/JRF-
11-2017-0187 
89. Sekaran, U. (2003). Research methods for business (4th ed.). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 
90. Siebels, J. F., & zu Knyphausen‐Aufseß, D. (2012). A review of theory in family business research: The implications for 
corporate governance. International Journal of Management Reviews, 14(3), 280-304. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2370.2011.00317.x 
91. Sulaiman, N. A. (2017). Oversight of audit quality in the UK: insights into audit committee conduct. Meditari 
Accountancy Research, 25(3), 351-367. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-08-2016-0074 
92. Tanbour, K. M., Ben Saada, M., & Nour, A. I. (2025). The impact of applying internal auditing standards on banking risk 
management during crises: a field study on banks operating in Palestine. Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting. Vol. 
ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-11-2024-0816 
93. Tanyi, P. N., & Smith, D. B. (2015). Busyness, expertise, and financial reporting quality of audit committee chairs and 
financial experts. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 34(2), 59-89. https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50929 

94. Tayeh, M., Mustafa, R., & Bino, A. (2023). Ownership structure and agency costs: evidence from the insurance industry 
in Jordan. Journal of Economics, Finance and Administrative Science, 28(56), 287-302. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEFAS-12-
2021-0257 

95. Vadasi, C., Bekiaris, M., & Koutoupis, A. G. (2021). The impact of audit committee characteristics on internal audit 
professionalization: empirical evidence from Greece. Accounting Research Journal, 34(5), 447-470. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARJ-05-2020-0091 

96. Vafaei, E., Singh, H., Scully, G., Gilchrist, D., & Agrawal, P. (2024). Relational contracting theory and internal audit: 
Chief audit executives' perspectives on creating and strengthening trust by building credibility and clarity. International Journal 
of Auditing, 28(1), 24-43. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12314 
97. Vafeas, N., & Vlittis, A. (2024). Earnings quality and board meeting frequency. Review of Quantitative Finance and 
Accounting, 62(3), 1037-1067. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-023-01230-8 
98. Xie, B., Davidson III, W. N., & DaDalt, P. J. (2003). Earnings management and corporate governance: the role of the 
board and the audit committee. Journal of corporate finance, 9(3), 295-316. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1199(02)00006-8 

99. Yang, J. S., & Krishnan, J. (2005). Audit committees and quarterly earnings management. International journal of 
auditing, 9(3), 201-219. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2005.00278.x 

100. Yang, T., & Zhao, S. (2014). CEO duality and firm performance: Evidence from an exogenous shock to the competitive 
environment. Journal of Banking & Finance, 49, 534–552. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2014.04.008 
101. Yin, F., Gao, S., Li, W., & Lv, H. (2012). Determinants of audit committee meeting frequency: evidence from Chinese 
listed companies. Managerial Auditing Journal, 27(4), 425-444. https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901211218003 

102. Young, G. J., Stedham, Y., & Beekun, R. I. (2000). Boards of directors and the adoption of a CEO performance evaluation 
process: Agency—and institutional—Theory perspectives. Journal of Management Studies, 37(2), 277-296. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00181 
103. Zalata, A. M., Tauringana, V., & Tingbani, I. (2018). Audit committee financial expertise, gender, and earnings 
management: does gender of the financial expert matter?. International review of financial analysis, 55, 170-183. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2017.11.002 
104. Zhang, Y., Zhou, J., & Zhou, N. (2007). Audit committee quality, auditor independence, and internal control 
weaknesses. Journal of accounting and public policy, 26(3), 300-327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2007.03.001 
105. Zona, F., Zattoni, A., & Minichilli, A. (2013). A contingency model of boards of directors and firm innovation: The 
moderating role of firm size. British Journal of Management, 24(3), 299-315. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8551.2011.00805.x 

 

https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-03-2023-0096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2017.07.110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.133411
https://doi.org/10.59141/jiss.v5i02.993
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2635
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2635
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-011-0091-2
https://doi.org/10.52970/grar.v4i2.393
https://doi.org/10.37481/sjr.v2i2.65
https://doi.org/10.1108/JRF-11-2017-0187
https://doi.org/10.1108/JRF-11-2017-0187
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2011.00317.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2011.00317.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-08-2016-0074
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-11-2024-0816
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50929
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEFAS-12-2021-0257
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEFAS-12-2021-0257
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARJ-05-2020-0091
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12314
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-023-01230-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1199(02)00006-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2005.00278.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2014.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901211218003
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00181
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2017.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2007.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00805.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00805.x

