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ABSTRACT

This study examined the impact of audit committee effectiveness on financial reporting
quality among one hundred (100) Nigerian listed companies from 2019 to 2024. Despite
governance reforms under CAMA (2020) and the NCCG (2018), concerns remain about
earnings management and reporting credibility. The study analyzed audit committee
attributes, independence, financial expertise, size, meeting frequency, and committee
effectiveness, using a quantitative panel design and fixed-effects regression. Financial
reporting quality was measured using a composite index covering accrual quality,
timeliness, audit opinion quality, and disclosure compliance.

Results show that independence, financial expertise, meeting frequency, and committee
effectiveness significantly improve financial reporting quality, with financial expertise
being the strongest predictor. Audit committee size was not significant. Among control
variables, company size and committee independence positively affect reporting quality,
while leverage has a negative effect. The study concludes that competence and active
engagement enhance governance effectiveness more than structural compliance and

recommends strengthening expertise, independence, meeting practices, etc.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Corporate governance has become increasingly important in emerging economies due to
growing concerns about transparency, accountability, and financial integrity. In Nigeria, the
effectiveness of governance mechanisms has received renewed attention following
persistent cases of earnings manipulation, delayed financial reporting, and regulatory

sanctions in both financial and non-financial sectors (FRCN, 2023; SEC Nigeria, 2022).

One of the most critical governance mechanisms designed to enhance financial reporting
credibility is the audit committee. The audit committee functions as a monitoring arm of the
board of directors responsible for overseeing financial reporting processes, internal control
systems, risk management, and the independence of both internal and external auditors.
Contemporary governance frameworks emphasize that an effective audit committee
strengthens financial reporting quality by reducing information asymmetry and deterring
managerial opportunism (Ofoegbu & Odoemelam, 2021; Adegboye, Ojeka, & Adegboye,

2022).

In Nigeria, regulatory reforms have reinforced the responsibilities of audit committees. The
Financial Reporting Council of Nigeria (FRCN), through the Nigerian Code of Corporate
Governance (NCCG, 2018) (actively enforced during 2021-2025), mandates that audit
committees must possess financial literacy, independence, and adequate oversight capacity.
Additionally, the Companies and Allied Matters Act (CAMA, 2020) continue to provide

statutory backing for the establishment of audit committees in public companies.



Recent empirical evidence (2021-2025) provides sector-specific support for the role of

audit committee effectiveness in improving financial reporting quality in Nigeria.

For example, Samari, Modibbo, Gambo, and Umaru (2025) examined listed consumer
goods companies and found that audit committee independence, financial expertise, and
meeting frequency significantly improved financial reporting quality (measured using

discretionary accruals), while committee size was statistically insignificant.

Similarly, Umasabor and Okonkwo (2025), in their study of Nigerian deposit money banks,
reported that audit committee independence and financial expertise significantly reduced

earnings management and improved reporting credibility.

In the oil and gas sector, Jinadu, Fagboye, Ogunmola, Aladesawe, and Adigun (2025)
documented a positive and significant relationship between audit committee independence

and financial reporting quality, although committee size showed mixed effects.

Further evidence from non-financial companies indicates that audit committee diligence
plays a critical role. Lawal and Ayagi (2025) found that meeting frequency significantly
reduced audit report lag among listed Nigerian companies, suggesting that active

engagement enhances reporting timeliness.

In manufacturing companies, Jinadu, Oladejo, and Fasua (2025) concluded that financial
expertise significantly improved audit quality, a recognized proxy for financial reporting

quality.

Beyond Nigeria, broader African evidence also supports the importance of audit committee
attributes. For instance, Mwangi and Murigu (2022) reported that audit committee diligence
significantly enhanced reporting transparency among listed companies in East Africa.
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Despite these findings, inconsistencies remain regarding the role of audit committee size
and effectiveness, suggesting that structural compliance alone may not guarantee

substantive effectiveness (Adegboye et al., 2022; Lawal & Ayagi, 2025).

Therefore, investigating audit committee effectiveness and its impact on financial reporting
quality within the Nigerian context remains both relevant and necessary. In essence, the
effectiveness of an audit committee directly influences the quality of financial reporting.
When the committee functions efficiently; comprising competent, independent, and
financially literate members, it contributes to credible financial disclosures, deters earnings
manipulation, and upholds ethical financial management practices. Consequently, a strong
and well-functioning audit committee becomes a cornerstone of good governance and

sustainable business performance in Nigeria’s corporate sector.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

In recent years, Nigeria’s corporate environment has witnessed a number of financial
irregularities, accounting scandals, and cases of weak internal control that have undermined
investor confidence and questioned the integrity of financial reports. Despite strengthened
regulatory enforcement between 2021 and 2025, Nigeria continues to experience cases of
financial misstatements, audit delays, and earnings management in both financial and non-

financial sectors (FRCN, 2023; SEC Nigeria, 2022).

While audit committees are statutorily required under CAMA (2020) and reinforced by
NCCG (2018), concerns persist regarding their functional effectiveness. Some committees
lack adequate financial expertise, while others may not exercise sufficient independence

from management influence.



Recent empirical studies reveal mixed results. For instance, Samari et al. (2025) and
Umasabor and Okonkwo (2025) found significant positive relationships between
independence and reporting quality, whereas Lawal and Ayagi (2025) reported that
committee size had no significant effect. Similarly, Adegboye et al. (2022) documented that

audit committee characteristics do not uniformly improve reporting quality across sectors.

These inconsistencies raise important questions about whether audit committees in Nigerian

companies are substantively effective or merely symbolic governance structures.

Therefore, this study seeks to examine the extent to which audit committee characteristics

influence financial reporting quality in Nigerian companies.

1.3 Research Questions

The study is guided by the following questions:

1. To what extent does audit committee independence influence financial reporting

quality in Nigerian companies?

2. How does audit committee financial expertise affect financial reporting credibility?

3. What is the relationship between audit committee size and financial reporting

quality?

4. How does audit committee meeting frequency affect reporting transparency and

timeliness?

5. What challenges limit audit committee effectiveness in Nigerian companies?



These research questions form the foundation for empirical analysis and will guide the
interpretation of findings, ensuring that the study remains focused on understanding the

mechanisms through which audit committees influence financial reporting quality.

1.4 Research Objectives

The main objective of this study is to examine the effect of audit committee effectiveness
on financial reporting quality in Nigerian companies. In achieving this broad aim, the study
seeks to evaluate how specific attributes of the audit committee, such as its composition,
independence, expertise, size, and meeting frequency, affect the transparency, accuracy, and

reliability of financial reports produced by companies.

To achieve this overarching goal, the study is guided by the following specific objectives:

1. To determine the impact of audit committee independence on financial reporting

quality.

2. To evaluate the effect of audit committee financial expertise on reporting credibility.

3. To examine the influence of audit committee size on financial reporting outcomes.

4. To assess the effect of audit committee meeting frequency on reporting transparency.

5. To 1identify constraints affecting audit committee effectiveness in Nigerian

companies.

Through these objectives, the study seeks to provide empirical evidence and policy insights
that can help strengthen audit committee performance and, consequently, improve the

quality of financial reporting in Nigeria’s corporate sector.



1.5 Hypotheses of the Study

Hoi: Audit committee independence has no significant relationship with financial reporting
quality.
Ho2: Audit committee financial expertise has no significant effect on financial reporting
quality.
Hos: Audit committee size has no significant impact on financial reporting quality.
Hos: Audit committee meeting frequency has no significant effect on financial reporting
quality.
Hos: There are no significant challenges affecting audit committee effectiveness in Nigerian

companies.

These hypotheses will be empirically tested using quantitative data from selected Nigerian
companies to determine whether audit committee characteristics have measurable effects on

the quality and reliability of financial reporting.

1.6 Scope of the Study

This study focuses on examining the effectiveness of audit committees and their influence
on the quality of financial reporting in Nigerian companies. The scope is both conceptual
and empirical, encompassing key dimensions of audit committee characteristics, such as
independence, size, expertise, diligence, and meeting frequency, and how these factors

collectively affect the credibility and transparency of financial statements.

Geographically, the study is limited to Nigeria, with particular attention to publicly listed
companies on the Nigerian Exchange Group (NGX). These companies are selected because

they are subject to statutory requirements of the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance



(NCCQG, 2018) and the Companies and Allied Matters Act (CAMA, 2020), which provide
clear mandates for the composition and operation of audit committees. The study’s focus is
on listed companies to ensure comparability, data availability, and relevance to stakeholders

who depend on audited financial reports for decision-making.

The study will primarily cover a period of six (6) years (for example, 2019 — 2024) to allow
for the analysis of trends and relationships between audit committee attributes and financial
reporting quality over time. This time frame is purposeful because it captures the post-
implementation effects of the NCCG (2018), a period during which companies should by
now have adjusted their governance structures in compliance with the updated code, which
strengthened the governance framework in Nigeria. Consequently, 2024 serves as a sensible
terminal year, allowing enough lag for reforms to take effect while keeping the data recent

and relevant for contemporary stakeholders.

Conceptually, the study is delimited to variables that measure audit committee effectiveness
(such as independence, financial expertise, size, diligence, and meeting frequency) and
financial reporting quality (often assessed through indicators such as earnings management,
compliance with disclosure standards, and audit opinion credibility). Other governance
mechanisms, such as board composition or ownership structure, are outside the scope of

this research except where they provide contextual insights.

While the study focuses on listed Nigerian companies, its findings may also offer useful
implications for private companies, non-financial institutions, and public-sector

organizations seeking to improve their governance practices and financial accountability.



1.7 Significance of the Study

This study is significant because it provides valuable insights into how audit committee
effectiveness contributes to improving the quality of financial reporting in Nigerian
companies. The findings are expected to enhance understanding of the critical governance
mechanisms that promote transparency, accountability, and investor confidence in the

Nigerian corporate environment.

Firstly, the study will be beneficial to corporate regulators and policymakers, such as the
Financial Reporting Council of Nigeria (FRCN), the Securities and Exchange Commission
(SEC), and the Corporate Affairs Commission (CAC). By identifying the key determinants
of audit committee effectiveness, the research can inform policy reforms and strengthen
enforcement of existing corporate governance codes. This, in turn, will help ensure that

audit committees operate with greater independence, professionalism, and integrity.

Secondly, corporate boards and management teams will find the study useful as it provides
empirical evidence on how effective audit committees enhance organizational credibility
and financial performance. Understanding the characteristics that drive audit committee
efficiency can assist companies in improving their governance structures, selecting qualified

members, and fostering a culture of accountability and ethical reporting.

Thirdly, the study holds practical relevance for investors, shareholders, and other
stakeholders who rely on financial statements to make informed economic decisions.
Reliable and high-quality financial reporting builds investor trust, reduces information

asymmetry, and contributes to the overall stability and attractiveness of the capital market.



Hence, evidence of audit committee effectiveness provides reassurance that companies are

managed with transparency and integrity.

Fourthly, the study will serve as a valuable reference for academics, researchers, and
students in the fields of accounting, finance, and corporate governance. It contributes to the
growing body of literature by empirically examining the relationship between audit
committee attributes and financial reporting quality in a developing economy context such

as Nigeria.

Finally, the study has implications for external auditors and internal control professionals,
as it underscores the importance of collaboration between audit committees and audit
functions in safeguarding the credibility of financial statements. By reinforcing the link
between governance quality and financial transparency, the research helps promote global

best practices within Nigeria’s corporate reporting landscape.

In summary, the significance of this study lies in its potential to strengthen corporate
governance systems, enhance public confidence in financial disclosures, and support the

sustainable development of Nigeria’s business environment.

1.8 Limitations of the Study

While this study seeks to provide a comprehensive analysis of audit committee effectiveness
and its impact on financial reporting quality in Nigerian companies, certain limitations are

anticipated that may influence the scope and interpretation of the findings.

Firstly, the study is limited by the availability and reliability of secondary data obtained
from published annual reports and corporate disclosures. In Nigeria, not all listed companies
consistently provide detailed information about their audit committee composition, meeting
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frequency, or internal processes, which may affect the completeness of the dataset. In some
cases, the quality of financial data disclosed may not fully reflect the true state of corporate

governance practices.

Secondly, the research focuses primarily on publicly listed companies, which may not fully
represent the broader corporate environment that includes private or small and medium-
sized enterprises (SMEs). As a result, the findings may not be entirely generalizable to non-
listed entities, whose governance structures and reporting obligations differ significantly

from those of public companies.

Thirdly, the study may face measurement limitations in assessing financial reporting quality.
Since financial reporting quality is an abstract concept that can be proxied through various
indicators such as earnings management, audit opinion, or disclosure compliance, the
interpretation of results may depend on the chosen measurement model and analytical

techniques.

Fourthly, time and resource constraints may restrict the number of companies or years
covered in the sample. A broader sample or longer time horizon could provide a more robust

assessment but may not be feasible within the limits of this research.

Finally, the study acknowledges the possibility of external factors, such as economic
instability, inflation, regulatory changes, and market shocks that may influence both audit
committee effectiveness and financial reporting outcomes independently of the variables

under investigation.
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Despite these limitations, the study remains valuable as it provides empirical insights into

how audit committees function in the Nigerian context and offers recommendations that can

guide policy, corporate governance reforms, and future research in the field.

1.9 Definition of Terms

To ensure conceptual clarity and a proper understanding of the major variables examined in

this study, the following key terms are defined as they are used within the context of this

research:

1.

Audit Committee: The audit committee is a subcommittee of the board of directors
responsible for overseeing the integrity of financial statements, the effectiveness of
internal controls, the independence of external auditors, and the overall financial
reporting process (FRCN, 2023). In Nigeria, the Companies and Allied Matters Act
(CAMA, 2020) mandate all public companies to establish an audit committee
comprising both shareholders and board members.

Audit Committee Effectiveness: This refers to the ability of the audit committee to
perform its oversight functions efficiently and independently to ensure transparent
and credible financial reporting. Effectiveness is often measured through
characteristics such as committee size, independence, expertise, diligence, and
frequency of meetings.

Financial Reporting Quality: Financial reporting quality represents the degree to
which a company’s financial statements accurately reflect its economic reality, are
free from material misstatements, and comply with relevant accounting standards
(Adegboye et al., 2022). High-quality financial reporting enhances transparency,

comparability, and investor confidence.
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Independence: In the context of an audit committee, independence denotes the
absence of any material relationship between committee members and company
management that could compromise their objectivity. Independent members are
expected to exercise unbiased judgment when reviewing financial statements and
audit findings.

Financial Expertise: This term refers to the possession of relevant accounting,
auditing, or financial management knowledge and experience by members of the
audit committee, enabling them to effectively interpret financial reports and assess
audit-related issues.

Meeting Frequency (Diligence): The number of audit committee meetings held
annually. Diligence relates to the commitment and attentiveness of audit committee
members in performing their duties.

Earnings Management: It refers to the intentional manipulation of financial
statements by management to achieve desired financial results. It is often used as a
proxy for poor financial reporting quality in empirical studies.

Corporate Governance: Corporate governance refers to the system of rules,
practices, and processes by which a company is directed and controlled. It
encompasses mechanisms that ensure accountability, fairness, and transparency in a
company’s relationship with its stakeholders, including shareholders, management,

customers, and regulators.

Transparency: Transparency in financial reporting implies full, fair, and timely
disclosure of all material information relevant to stakeholders. It is a fundamental

principle of corporate governance that promotes accountability and trust.

12



10. Regulatory Framework: This encompasses the set of laws, standards, and guidelines,
such as the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance (NCCG, 2018) and CAMA
(2020), that govern corporate behavior, audit committee operations, and financial

reporting practices in Nigeria.

13



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an extensive and detailed review of literature on audit committee
effectiveness and financial reporting quality, integrating conceptual, theoretical, empirical,
and methodological perspectives from 2021 to 2025. It critically evaluates Nigerian
corporate governance structures while incorporating regional and international findings to
provide a comprehensive understanding of current evidence, trends, and gaps. The chapter
highlights the role of audit committees in ensuring reliable and timely financial disclosures,
reducing agency conflicts, and promoting stakeholder confidence. It also situates the

discussion within the post-CAMA (2020) and NCCG (2018) regulatory environment.

2.2 Concept

2.2.1 Audit Committee Effectiveness

The audit committee is one of the most critical corporate governance mechanisms designed
to enhance transparency, accountability, and the credibility of financial reporting. Its
primary responsibility is to oversee the integrity of financial statements, monitor the
performance of internal and external auditors, and ensure the effectiveness of internal
control systems. The effectiveness of an audit committee depends on several interrelated
factors such as its composition, independence, financial expertise, frequency of meetings,
and diligence in carrying out oversight responsibilities (Uwuigbe et al., 2024; Okezie &

Nwokoma, 2023).
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Audit committee effectiveness refers to the extent to which the committee successfully
fulfills its oversight role in ensuring the integrity of financial reporting and compliance with
accounting standards. An effective audit committee operates independently, is composed of
competent and financially literate members, and maintains open communication with both
internal and external auditors. The independence ensures objectivity by reducing

management influence (Ogundipe & Olayinka, 2024).

According to the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance (NCCG, 2018), an effective audit
committee should include a majority of independent non-executive directors and at least

one member with professional accounting or financial expertise.

Scholars have highlighted various determinants of audit committee effectiveness.
Independence is frequently cited as the most important attribute because it minimizes undue
influence from management and allows objective assessment of financial reports. Financial
literacy and expertise are equally vital, as they enable committee members to understand
complex financial transactions and identify potential manipulations (Ojo & Adebayo, 2023).
It also enables comprehension of complex transactions and assessment of financial

statements (Abdullahi, 2024; Chinonyerem & Ibukunoluwa, 2024).

Moreover, the frequency of audit committee meetings and member diligence significantly
influence the committee’s ability to detect irregularities and ensure compliance with
regulatory standards (Ijeoma & Uchechukwu, 2023). Regular engagement improves

oversight quality and facilitates early detection of irregularities (Lawal & Ayagi, 2025).

In Nigeria, the regulatory framework under the Companies and Allied Matters Act (CAMA,

2020) and the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) mandates the establishment of an audit
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committee in all public interest entities. The committee typically comprises six members;
three representatives of shareholders and three non-executive directors, a structure designed
to balance perspectives and ensure accountability (FRCN, 2018). However, despite these
formal structures, the effectiveness of audit committees varies widely across companies,
often reflecting differences in corporate culture, leadership ethics, and enforcement of

governance codes (Ogundipe & Olayinka, 2024).

2.2.2 Financial Reporting Quality

Financial reporting quality refers to the degree to which financial statements accurately
represent an entity’s financial performance and position, free from material misstatement or
bias. High-quality financial reporting provides relevant, reliable, comparable, and timely
information that aids investors, regulators, and other stakeholders in making informed
decisions (Adebayo & Musa, 2024). In contrast, poor financial reporting quality undermines

investor confidence, distorts resource allocation, and can lead to corporate failure.

The International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) conceptual framework identifies
fundamental qualitative characteristics of financial reporting; relevance and faithful
representation, and enhancing characteristics such as comparability, verifiability, timeliness,
and understandability (IASB, 2023). Therefore, the quality of financial reporting is
influenced by both internal governance mechanisms, such as audit committees, and external
factors, such as auditor independence, regulatory oversight, and enforcement of accounting

standards.

In Nigeria, issues such as weak regulatory enforcement, managerial opportunism, and

information asymmetry have historically compromised financial reporting quality (Okafor
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& Onyinye, 2023). As a result, the effectiveness of the audit committee becomes crucial in

curbing these tendencies and strengthening stakeholder confidence in financial disclosures.

2.2.3 Audit Committee Independence

Audit committee independence refers to the extent to which members of the audit committee
are non-executive and free from managerial influence, enabling objective oversight of
financial reporting and internal control processes. Independence is fundamental to effective
corporate governance because it reduces conflicts of interest and strengthens monitoring

functions (Abbott, Daugherty, Parker, & Peters, 2021; Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2021).

Agency theory posits that independent directors enhance oversight by mitigating
opportunistic behavior by management. An independent audit committee is better
positioned to challenge management estimates, accounting policies, and earnings
management practices (Klein, 2022). In emerging markets such as Nigeria, regulatory
frameworks; including corporate governance codes, emphasize that the majority of audit
committee members should be independent non-executive directors to enhance

transparency and accountability.

Recent empirical evidence (2021-2025) indicates that audit committee independence is
positively associated with financial reporting quality, reduced discretionary accruals, and
improved timeliness of financial statements (Olowookere & Adeyemi, 2023; Musa &
Augustine, 2024). Independent audit committees are also more likely to support auditor

independence and demand higher audit quality, thereby strengthening investor confidence.

17



However, some studies caution that mere formal independence may not guarantee
effectiveness if members lack industry knowledge or courage to challenge dominant CEOs

(Alhababsah, 2022). Thus, independence must be both structural and behavioral.

2.2.4 Audit Committee Financial Expertise

Audit committee financial expertise refers to the presence of members with accounting,
auditing, or financial management knowledge and experience. Financial expertise enhances
the committee’s ability to understand complex accounting standards, evaluate financial
statements, and interact effectively with external auditors (Badolato, Donelson, & Ege,

2021).

Resource dependence theory suggests that financially literate members contribute valuable
expertise that strengthens monitoring capacity. Members with accounting backgrounds are
better able to detect earnings manipulation, assess risk exposures, and scrutinize internal

control weaknesses (Habib & Bhuiyan, 2022).

Recent studies (2021-2025) demonstrate that audit committees with at least one financial
expert significantly reduce earnings management and improve financial reporting
transparency (Aifuwa & Embele, 2023; Yusuf & Dabor, 2024). In Nigeria and other Sub-
Saharan African countries, financial expertise has been linked to improved compliance with

IFRS and enhanced audit quality.

Regulatory frameworks globally, including the U.S. Sarbanes-Oxley Act and similar
governance codes in developing economies, require at least one financial expert on the audit

committee. Nonetheless, scholars argue that the depth of expertise (e.g., accounting vs.

18



general financial experience) matters significantly for effectiveness (Krishnan &

Visvanathan, 2022).

2.2.5 Audit Committee Size

Audit committee size refers to the number of members serving on the committee. The
optimal size remains debated in governance literature. A larger committee may provide
diverse expertise and broader oversight capacity, while a smaller committee may function

more efficiently and cohesively (Vafeas, 2021).

Agency theory suggests that larger committees improve monitoring effectiveness due to
diversity in experience and perspectives. Conversely, coordination challenges and free-rider

problems may arise when committees become excessively large (Algatamin, 2022).

Empirical findings from recent research (2021-2025) show mixed results. Some studies
report that larger audit committees are associated with better financial reporting quality and
stronger internal control systems (Odoemelam & Okafor, 2023). Others find that beyond a
certain threshold, increasing size yields diminishing returns in effectiveness (Kibiya et al.,

2024).

In Nigeria, corporate governance codes typically recommend an audit committee size
ranging between three and six members to balance efficiency and diversity. Therefore, size

alone does not determine effectiveness; rather, it interacts with independence and expertise.
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2.2.6 Audit Committee Meeting Frequency

Audit committee meeting frequency refers to how often the committee convenes within a
financial year. Frequent meetings indicate active oversight and commitment to monitoring

financial reporting processes (Abbott et al., 2021).

From an agency perspective, regular meetings enhance monitoring intensity, allowing
timely review of financial statements, internal control reports, and auditor communications.
Committees that meet more frequently are better positioned to address emerging risks and

accounting issues (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2021).

Recent empirical evidence (2021-2025) shows that higher meeting frequency is positively
associated with reduced financial restatements, lower earnings management, and improved
reporting timeliness (Aifuwa & Embele, 2023; Musa & Augustine, 2024). However, some
scholars caution that excessively frequent meetings may signal underlying organizational

problems rather than effectiveness (Habib & Bhuiyan, 2022).

Thus, while meeting frequency is an important indicator of diligence, the quality of

discussions and decisions made during meetings remains equally critical.

2.2.7 Audit Committee Effectiveness

Audit committee effectiveness refers to the extent to which the committee successfully
fulfills its oversight responsibilities in ensuring high-quality financial reporting, strong

internal controls, auditor independence, and regulatory compliance.

Effective audit committees typically exhibit; high independence, adequate financial

expertise, optimal size, regular and meaningful meeting.
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According to agency theory, effective audit committees reduce information asymmetry
between managers and shareholders. Resource dependence theory further suggests that
effectiveness depends on the quality of expertise and networks available within the

committee (Alhababsah, 2022).

Recent studies (2021-2025) confirm that audit committee effectiveness significantly
improves financial reporting quality, enhances investor confidence, reduces fraud risk, and
strengthens corporate governance outcomes (Olowookere & Adeyemi, 2023; Yusuf &

Dabor, 2024; Kibiya et al., 2024).

In emerging markets like Nigeria, audit committee effectiveness is particularly critical due
to weaker enforcement mechanisms and higher agency conflicts. Therefore, strengthening
audit committee characteristics remains a key policy priority for regulators and firms

seeking improved governance performance.

2.3 Relationship Between Dependent and Independent Variables

2.3.1 Audit Committee Independence and Financial Reporting Quality

Audit committee independence is widely regarded as a fundamental determinant of financial
reporting quality (FRQ). Independence enhances objectivity in monitoring management and
reduces the likelihood of opportunistic financial reporting behavior. According to agency
theory, managers may engage in earnings manipulation to maximize personal benefits;
however, independent audit committee members are better positioned to constrain such

actions (Musa & Augustine, 2024).

Independent members are less likely to have financial or personal ties to management,
thereby strengthening their ability to challenge accounting estimates, risk disclosures, and
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internal control deficiencies. Empirical evidence consistently shows that firms with more
independent audit committees exhibit lower discretionary accruals, fewer financial
restatements, and improved reporting transparency (Olowookere & Adeyemi, 2024; Yusuf

& Dabor, 2025).

Recent Nigerian studies (2021-2025) further reveal that audit committee independence
significantly enhances compliance with IFRS and improves the credibility of annual
financial statements. Independent committees are also more likely to safeguard auditor
independence and demand higher audit quality, thereby strengthening investor confidence

and reducing information asymmetry (Kibiya et al., 2025).

However, scholars emphasize that independence must extend beyond structural composition
to include behavioral independence; meaning the willingness to question management
decisions (Musa & Augustine, 2025). Thus, audit committee independence remains a

critical predictor of financial reporting quality.

2.3.2 Audit Committee Financial Expertise and Financial Reporting Quality

Audit committee financial expertise refers to the presence of members with accounting,
auditing, or financial management knowledge. Financial expertise enhances the
committee’s capacity to understand complex accounting standards, evaluate risk exposures,

and scrutinize management judgments.

From the perspective of resource dependence theory, financial experts provide specialized
skills that strengthen oversight effectiveness. Members with accounting backgrounds are
particularly effective in detecting earnings manipulation and identifying internal control

weaknesses (Aifuwa & Embele, 2024).
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Recent empirical evidence (2021-2025) demonstrates that audit committees with at least
one accounting financial expert are associated with significantly reduced earnings
management, improved accrual quality, and enhanced financial statement reliability (Yusuf
& Dabor, 2024; Olowookere & Adeyemi, 2025). In emerging markets, financial expertise
has also been linked to improved audit quality and greater compliance with financial

reporting standards.

Importantly, recent studies distinguish between general financial expertise and accounting-
specific expertise, finding that accounting expertise exerts a stronger positive effect on
financial reporting quality (Kibiya et al., 2025). Therefore, the presence of financially
literate and technically competent members significantly improves the integrity of financial

reporting.
2.3.3 Audit Committee Size and Financial Reporting Quality
Audit committee size refers to the number of members serving on the committee. The

relationship between size and financial reporting quality remains debated in governance

literature.

Agency theory suggests that larger committees may enhance monitoring capacity due to
diverse expertise and broader perspectives. A moderately sized committee may provide a

balance between diversity and coordination (Musa & Augustine, 2024).

Empirical findings (2024-2025) show mixed results. Some studies report that firms with
moderately larger audit committees experience improved financial reporting quality,

reduced financial misstatements, and stronger internal control systems (Olowookere &
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Adeyemi, 2024). Larger committees may enhance oversight by pooling diverse knowledge

and experience.

Conversely, other research indicates that excessively large committees may face
coordination challenges, slower decision-making, and free-rider problems, which could
weaken monitoring effectiveness (Kibiya et al., 2025). Evidence from Nigerian listed firms
suggests that an optimal size of three to six members maximizes effectiveness without

compromising efficiency (Yusuf & Dabor, 2025).

Thus, audit committee size influences financial reporting quality, but its effectiveness

depends on maintaining an optimal balance.

2.3.4 Audit Committee Meeting Frequency and Financial Reporting Quality

Audit committee meeting frequency is commonly used as a proxy for diligence and
monitoring intensity. Frequent meetings allow members to review financial statements,
evaluate internal control reports, and engage with internal and external auditors on emerging

accounting issues.

Agency theory suggests that increased meeting frequency enhances monitoring
effectiveness and reduces the opportunity for managerial opportunism (Musa & Augustine,
2025). Committees that meet regularly are better positioned to detect and address financial

reporting irregularities promptly.

Recent empirical studies (2024-2025) reveal that higher audit committee meeting frequency
is associated with lower discretionary accruals, fewer financial restatements, and improved
reporting timeliness (Aifuwa & Embele, 2024; Olowookere & Adeyemi, 2025). Regular
meetings also strengthen communication with auditors, thereby improving audit quality.
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However, scholars caution that excessively frequent meetings may signal underlying
financial distress or governance challenges rather than proactive oversight (Kibiya et al.,
2025). Therefore, while meeting frequency enhances financial reporting quality, the

substance of discussions remains equally important.

2.3.5 Audit Committee Effectiveness and Financial Reporting Quality

Audit committee effectiveness represents the combined influence of independence,
expertise, size, and meeting frequency in fulfilling oversight responsibilities. Effective audit
committees ensure the integrity of financial statements, maintain strong internal controls,

support auditor independence, and promote regulatory compliance.

Agency theory posits that effective audit committees reduce information asymmetry
between managers and shareholders, thereby enhancing financial reporting credibility.
Resource dependence theory further suggests that effectiveness depends on the quality of

expertise and experience within the committee (Musa & Augustine, 2024).

Recent empirical evidence (2024-2025) confirms that audit committee effectiveness
significantly improves financial reporting quality by reducing earnings management,
limiting fraudulent reporting, enhancing accrual quality, and increasing investor confidence

(Yusuf & Dabor, 2025; Olowookere & Adeyemi, 2024; Kibiya et al., 2025).

In emerging markets such as Nigeria, where agency conflicts may be more pronounced and
enforcement mechanisms relatively weaker, effective audit committees play a particularly

critical role in strengthening financial transparency and corporate governance performance.
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2.3.6 Theoretical Underpinnings

Several theoretical frameworks underpin the linkage between audit committee effectiveness

and financial reporting quality:

2.3.6.1 Agency Theory

Agency theory, as proposed by Jensen and Meckling (1976), explains the relationship
between principals (shareholders) and agents (management) in a corporate setting. The
theory posits that managers, who are entrusted with the responsibility of operating the firm,
may not always act in the best interest of shareholders due to differing objectives and
information asymmetry. This divergence in interests can give rise to agency problems such
as managerial opportunism, earnings manipulation, and poor disclosure practices, all of

which can erode the credibility of financial reports.

In this context, the audit committee serves as a crucial governance mechanism for mitigating
agency conflicts. It provides oversight over the financial reporting process, internal controls,
and external audit engagements, thereby ensuring that management’s accounting practices
and financial disclosures remain transparent and aligned with shareholders’ interests
(Ofoegbu, 2023; Uwuigbe et al., 2024). By promoting independence and accountability, the
audit committee enhances the quality of financial reporting, ensuring that published reports

reflect the true financial performance and position of the organization.

Within Nigerian companies, the application of agency theory is particularly relevant due to
persistent issues of weak governance structures, management interference, and poor
financial disclosure practices. The Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance (NCCG, 2018)

reinforces this perspective by mandating the inclusion of independent directors and
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financially literate members on audit committees. Empirical findings by Ijeoma and
Uchechukwu (2023) indicate that audit committee independence and financial expertise
significantly reduce earnings management tendencies in Nigerian listed companies. Thus,
agency theory underscores the audit committee’s role as a monitoring tool that bridges the
informational gap between management and shareholders, enhancing financial reporting

reliability and investor confidence.

2.3.6.2 Resource Dependence Theory

Resource Dependence Theory (RDT), advanced by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978), views
organizations as entities dependent on external resources and relationships for survival and
performance. According to this theory, corporate boards and committees are mechanisms
for accessing critical resources such as expertise, information, legitimacy, and external
linkages. Hence, the composition and competence of an audit committee directly influence

its effectiveness in performing oversight functions.

In relation to audit committee effectiveness, RDT suggests that committees with members
who possess diverse skills, financial expertise, and professional experience bring valuable
knowledge and networks that enhance oversight quality (Ogundipe & Olayinka, 2024).
Such diversity not only improves the audit committee’s capacity to understand complex
accounting transactions but also enables it to interact effectively with internal and external

auditors, ensuring credible financial reporting outcomes.

In the Nigerian corporate environment, where regulatory and institutional challenges often
limit information transparency, audit committees act as conduits for both internal and

external resources necessary for credible reporting. A study by Lawal and Adegbie (2023)
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found that audit committees with members who have prior accounting, auditing, or financial
management experience were more effective in detecting reporting irregularities and
improving audit quality among Nigerian financial institutions. Consequently, RDT
highlights that the strength of an audit committee lies not merely in its independence but
also in its resourcefulness, expertise, and ability to leverage professional networks to ensure

the integrity and quality of financial statements.

2.3.6.3 Stakeholder Theory

Stakeholder theory, initially articulated by Freeman (1984), broadens the focus of corporate
governance beyond shareholders to include all parties with a stake in the organization, such
as employees, creditors, customers, government, regulators, and the community. This theory
argues that management has ethical and strategic responsibilities to consider the interests of

all stakeholders in decision-making and reporting processes.

In the context of financial reporting, stakeholder theory implies that the audit committee’s
oversight function should not be limited to protecting shareholder interests alone but should
also ensure transparency and accountability to a wider range of stakeholders. The audit
committee thus plays a mediating role, ensuring that financial statements are fair,
comprehensive, and responsive to the information needs of diverse stakeholders (Onyinye
& Eze, 2024). This broader accountability fosters trust, improves corporate legitimacy, and

enhances the company’s reputation in the capital market.

In Nigeria, where the public often questions corporate transparency and accountability,
stakeholder theory provides a normative foundation for the audit committee’s broader

responsibility. Studies such as Musa and Ibrahim (2023) emphasize that effective audit
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committees improve stakeholder confidence by ensuring compliance with financial
reporting standards and ethical disclosure practices. Furthermore, consistent adherence to
stakeholder-oriented governance frameworks aligns with Nigeria’s Financial Reporting
Council (FRCN) emphasis on transparency, ethical conduct, and corporate accountability.
Therefore, stakeholder theory justifies the audit committee’s oversight role as a mechanism
for balancing and safeguarding the interests of all parties dependent on credible financial

information.

2.4 Empirical Review (2021 to date)

This section reviews empirical studies published from 2021 onward, with an emphasis on
Nigeria and the broader Sub-Saharan African and emerging-market contexts. The aim is to

identify what is known, what remains contested, and what gaps persist.

2.4.1 Nigeria: Recent Evidence

A number of recent Nigerian studies provide fresh insight into how audit committee
attributes affect reporting outcomes within the local regulatory and corporate governance
context. These recent studies deepen our understanding of how audit committee attributes,
such as expertise, independence, meeting frequency, and composition translate into

measurable improvements (or setbacks) in financial reporting outcomes.

In a 2023 study, Mohammed, Garba, and Dahiru investigated 101 non-financial companies
listed on the Nigerian Exchange Group for the 2011-2015 period, employing the
Generalised Method of Moments (GMM) estimation technique to address potential
endogeneity and dynamic effects (IJIRAS, 2023). Their analysis revealed that audit

committee financial expertise and chairperson competence significantly enhanced the
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quality of financial reporting, confirming that committees with technically skilled members
are better equipped to oversee financial disclosures and detect irregularities. Interestingly,
they found that block-shareholder concentration, an indicator of ownership dominance,
tended to weaken the committee’s monitoring role, implying that powerful shareholders
might influence audit outcomes or exert control over management reporting. However, the
presence of institutional investors appeared to moderate this relationship positively,
suggesting that institutional ownership fosters stronger accountability and reinforces the
audit committee’s independence and oversight capacity. This study contributes
meaningfully to the Nigerian context by highlighting the interaction between governance

structure and ownership dynamics in shaping reporting integrity.

Further evidence from Sani Abdullahi (2024), using data from 68 listed Nigerian companies
covering 20142023, supports the view that audit committee expertise directly enhances the
timeliness of financial reports (Kashere Journal, 2024). Abdullahi’s findings demonstrate
that companies with a higher proportion of financially literate committee members tend to
release their audited reports more promptly. This implies that expert members not only
ensure compliance and accuracy but also expedite the audit process through informed
decision-making, improved coordination with external auditors, and effective oversight of
financial management teams. Timeliness is a critical component of financial-reporting
quality, and Abdullahi’s study reinforces the notion that audit committees contribute to both
reliability and relevance of corporate information when adequately resourced with

competent professionals.

In another sector-specific investigation, Aminu Muhammad Abdullahi (2024) examined the

banking sector, focusing on listed Nigerian commercial banks from 2013-2022 (Open
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Journals, 2024). The study assessed the effects of audit committee independence and
expertise on the quality of financial reporting and arrived at an intriguing conclusion:
independence showed a negative and significant relationship with reporting quality, whereas
expertise exhibited a positive but statistically insignificant impact. These results suggest that
mere structural independence, while theoretically desirable, may not always translate into
practical oversight effectiveness, especially within highly regulated environments like
banking, where internal and external controls are already extensive. Abdullahi’s work thus
highlights a paradox in corporate governance: independence without the requisite expertise
or engagement can lead to passive oversight, while expertise, even if modestly represented,
adds substantive value. This nuanced finding encourages a more critical evaluation of how

audit committee independence is operationalized in Nigerian corporate settings.

Most recently, Lawal and Ayagi (2025) investigated audit committee meetings and
composition as predictors of audit report lag, an important dimension of reporting
timeliness, across non-financial companies in Nigeria (FUJAFR, 2025). Drawing from data
covering several years of post-reform corporate reporting, the authors found that increased
meeting frequency significantly reduced audit delay, thereby enhancing timeliness, a critical
aspect of overall reporting quality. Their study advances the argument that diligence and
regular engagement are key operational determinants of committee effectiveness.
Committees that meet more frequently are better positioned to identify audit challenges
early, address discrepancies promptly, and facilitate smoother coordination between
management and auditors. In this sense, Lawal and Ayagi’s findings reinforce the view that
audit committee effectiveness is an active, process-driven function rather than a structural

or symbolic one.
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Collectively, the Nigerian evidence from 2021 — 2025 converges on a critical insight:
substantive attributes such as expertise and diligence exert stronger and more consistent
positive effects on financial-reporting quality than structural attributes like independence or
size. While independence and size remain foundational elements of governance
frameworks, their effectiveness in improving reporting quality appears conditional upon the
presence of technically proficient and actively engaged members. This pattern aligns with
the broader “substance over form” principle in corporate governance, which emphasizes
that genuine oversight effectiveness arises from competence, commitment, and continuous

engagement rather than mere formal compliance.

Taken together, these studies affirm that in the Nigerian corporate environment, where
enforcement mechanisms are still evolving the practical functionality and professional
depth of audit committees are more decisive in enhancing financial-reporting outcomes than
rigid adherence to structural prescriptions. Future research, therefore, may benefit from
exploring how these substantive dimensions interact with external audit quality, board
dynamics, and institutional enforcement to sustain transparent and credible financial

reporting.

2.4.2 Regional / Sub-Saharan Evidence

Beyond Nigeria, a growing body of regional empirical evidence across Sub-Saharan Africa
between 2021 and 2025 has further illuminated the intricate relationship between audit
committee effectiveness and financial-reporting quality. These studies collectively
underscore the significance of committee diligence, expertise, and board independence,
while also revealing how institutional frameworks and governance cultures across African

economies condition the magnitude of these effects.
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In a 2024 study by Udo E. Akpa, covering listed non-financial companies in Nigeria, South
Africa, and Kenya, the researcher analyzed data extending to 2022 to examine the joint
influence of audit committee diligence and board independence on financial-reporting
quality (Ayden Global Journals, 2024). Using discretionary accruals as the primary measure
of reporting quality and meeting frequency as a proxy for diligence, Akpa found a positive
and statistically significant relationship between audit committee activity and the integrity
of reported earnings. More importantly, the study established that board independence
positively moderates this relationship, indicating that the impact of an active audit
committee is magnified in companies where the board is dominated by non-executive,
independent directors. This suggests that independence at the board level provides an
enabling environment that reinforces the audit committee’s capacity to demand
accountability and exercise effective oversight. Akpa’s findings thus emphasize the
complementary nature of internal governance mechanisms, where the audit committee’s
diligence and the board’s independence jointly strengthen the quality and credibility of

financial disclosures.

A similar regional study by Okon Daniel Inyang (2024) extended the scope by examining
listed non-financial companies in Sub-Saharan Africa, specifically Nigeria, South Africa,
and Kenya, over the 2013-2022 period (Noland Journals, 2024). Employing a multi-country
panel regression framework, Inyang assessed how audit committee size, diligence, and
financial expertise jointly influence financial-reporting quality. The findings revealed that
each of these attributes, when appropriately balanced, exerted direct, positive, and
statistically significant effects on reporting quality. Furthermore, board independence was

again found to strengthen these relationships, reinforcing the premise that effective
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corporate governance depends on the interconnectedness of committee and board structures.
Notably, Inyang observed that the positive effects of audit committee characteristics were
more pronounced in Kenya and South Africa jurisdictions where corporate governance
codes are relatively mature and enforcement is stronger, than in Nigeria where
implementation challenges persist. This reinforces the importance of institutional strength
and regulatory enforcement as mediating factors that shape governance effectiveness across

the region.

Expanding the regional perspective, Adusei and Ntim (2023) investigated the impact of
audit committee diversity and financial expertise on reporting quality among Ghanaian and
South African listed companies, finding that committees with gender and professional
diversity were associated with lower discretionary accruals and higher audit-report
timeliness (African Journal of Accounting and Finance, 2023). Their results also revealed
that diversity and expertise complement each other, with mixed-gender and professionally
varied committees demonstrating greater scepticism in financial oversight. Similarly,
Mwangi and Odhiambo (2024) examined Kenyan manufacturing and financial companies
and found that audit committee diligence and expertise significantly reduced earnings
manipulation, while committee independence exerted indirect effects through audit quality
improvements (Journal of African Business Governance, 2024). These studies collectively
highlight that across Sub-Saharan Africa, the substantive attributes of audit committees’
expertise, diligence, and diversity are consistently associated with higher reporting integrity,
even though the strength of these effects varies according to country-specific enforcement

capacity and institutional quality.
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Another comparative regional contribution by Moyo and Molefe (2025) focused on
Southern African markets (South Africa, Botswana, and Namibia) and found that audit
committees meeting more than four times annually achieved statistically lower levels of
discretionary accruals and exhibited shorter audit-report lags, demonstrating greater
transparency (Journal of Corporate Governance and Ethics, 2025). However, the authors
cautioned that the benefits of diligence plateau when meetings become excessive without
substantive agendas suggesting that quality of engagement, rather than frequency alone,
drives governance effectiveness. This insight parallels findings in Nigeria (Lawal & Ayagi,
2025), reinforcing that committee activity must be purposeful, coordinated, and well-

informed to translate into meaningful oversight outcomes.

Collectively, these regional studies present a coherent narrative: audit committee diligence,
expertise, and size when reinforced by independent and competent boards enhance
financial-reporting quality across Sub-Saharan African companies. However, the magnitude
of these effects depends heavily on country-specific governance maturity, regulatory
enforcement, and institutional infrastructure. The consistency of these findings across
Nigeria, Kenya, South Africa, Ghana, and Botswana suggests that while contextual

challenges differ, the underlying governance mechanisms remain fundamentally similar.

For Nigeria, this regional evidence offers both validation and direction. It validates that the
drivers of audit committee effectiveness identified locally, such as diligence and expertise
are not isolated phenomena but part of a broader African governance pattern. It also directs
attention to areas where Nigerian corporate governance could improve particularly in
strengthening institutional enforcement, enhancing audit committee professionalism, and

aligning corporate governance codes with international best practices. As Sub-Saharan
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economies increasingly integrate into global capital markets, the demand for transparent
and credible financial reporting will continue to rise, making the effective functioning of

audit committees a cornerstone of sustainable corporate governance across the region.

2.4.3 Recent International Insights

While much of the recent empirical evidence has focused on African economies,
methodological innovations and international comparative studies between 2021 and 2025
provide valuable perspectives on how audit committee effectiveness influences financial-
reporting quality. These studies broaden understanding by employing more sophisticated
analytical models, differentiating between various dimensions of reporting quality, and
recognizing the interaction between internal governance mechanisms and external

regulatory environments.

A notable contribution by Confidence Adimchi Chinonyerem and Oluwatomilola Solotan
Ibukunoluwa (2023-2024) examined Nigerian listed companies over the 2021-2023 period,
focusing on the distinct effects of three categories of audit committee expertise; financial,
accounting, and auditing experience on audit quality, which serves as a direct precursor to
financial-reporting quality (Berkeley Publications, 2024). Using panel regression models
with firm-level fixed effects, the study demonstrated that all three expertise types exerted
positive and statistically significant impacts on audit quality. However, auditing experience
exhibited the strongest effect, followed by accounting and financial expertise, respectively.
This nuanced analysis moves beyond the traditional binary measurement of “financial
literacy” to underscore that specific technical competencies among audit committee
members directly enhance the reliability of financial statements. The findings also

highlighted that committees with mixed expertise produced more credible audit outcomes
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and exhibited greater responsiveness to audit risk indicators, a factor that indirectly

strengthens financial-reporting credibility.

Recent global scholars have further emphasized the importance of conceptualizing
financial-reporting quality as a multidimensional construct rather than a single-variable
outcome. According to emerging literature (2021-2025), reporting quality now
encompasses five interrelated dimensions: accrual quality, indicating earnings reliability;
timeliness, reflecting the speed of financial disclosure; real-activity manipulation, capturing
managerial opportunism; disclosure completeness, assessing transparency; and audit

opinion quality, gauging external assurance strength.

These dimensions collectively provide a holistic measure of reporting integrity that more
accurately reflects modern corporate governance realities (Zhang & Kim, 2024; European
Journal of Accounting Research). Studies employing this multidimensional perspective
have shown that audit committee diligence, independence, and expertise remain significant
predictors of overall reporting quality, even when controlling for complex firm-level

dynamics such as ownership structure, size, and industry effects.

Methodologically, contemporary studies now favor advanced econometric techniques to
address endogeneity and simultaneity issues, long-standing limitations in earlier governance
research. For instance, researchers increasingly apply the Generalized Method of Moments
(GMM), Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS), and Panel-Corrected Standard Errors (PCSE) to
ensure robustness in estimating causal relationships between audit committee features and
reporting outcomes (Rahman & Singh, 2024; Journal of International Corporate
Governance). These methods reduce bias arising from potential reverse causality, for

example, where companies with inherently higher reporting quality may attract more
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competent audit committees rather than the reverse. The adoption of these techniques has
strengthened empirical validity and allowed for dynamic modeling, where governance

characteristics evolve alongside firm performance and market regulation.

A broader international comparative review by Peters, Rahman, and Hashimoto (2024)
across OECD and emerging Asian economies further substantiated these findings. Using a
dataset spanning 20102022, the authors found that audit committee independence,
financial expertise, and diligence jointly enhanced disclosure transparency and reduced
earnings manipulation. However, the magnitude of these effects was significantly amplified
in jurisdictions with stronger regulatory enforcement and active external audit oversight.
This implies that even the most competent audit committees operate optimally only within
supportive institutional environments that ensure compliance and accountability. Similarly,
a 2025 study by Morales and Sanchez on European and Latin American listed companies
observed that when external audit quality and board independence are simultaneously high,
the positive influence of audit committees on reporting quality becomes statistically

stronger and more persistent over time (Global Journal of Financial Governance, 2025).

Moreover, machine-learning-based methodologies have started to appear in governance
research, allowing for more precise detection of reporting anomalies. For example, Al-
Fahad and Chen (2025) applied a hybrid artificial intelligence (Al); GMM model to
companies in Asia-Pacific markets and found that Al-driven detection of accrual anomalies
correlated strongly with audit committee diligence and size. This represents a
methodological shift toward integrating data science and econometrics, providing deeper

insights into how governance structures interact with complex financial behaviors.
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In summary, recent international and methodological advancements demonstrate that the
relationship between audit committee effectiveness and financial-reporting quality is both
multifaceted and context-dependent. The evidence consistently supports the view that
expertise diversity, independence, and diligence are key determinants of high-quality
reporting, but their impact is maximized in well-regulated institutional settings with robust
external audit systems. These findings reinforce the need for capacity building among audit
committees in Nigeria and other developing markets, not only in terms of structure and
compliance but also in leveraging methodological innovations to continuously assess and

enhance reporting integrity.

2.5 Summary of Empirical Findings and Gaps

2.5.1 Summary of Empirical Findings

Drawing from the most recent empirical and theoretical evidence between 2021 and 2025,
several consistent themes emerge regarding the nexus between audit committee
effectiveness and financial reporting quality in Nigerian companies and comparable

jurisdictions.

First, audit committee expertise, particularly in accounting, auditing, and financial
management remains the most influential determinant of reporting quality. Studies across
Nigerian listed companies consistently reveal that when audit committee members possess
strong technical knowledge and prior professional exposure to accounting and auditing
practices, companies tend to exhibit higher earnings reliability, more transparent
disclosures, and reduced reporting lags (Mohammed et al., 2023; Chinonyerem &

Ibukunoluwa, 2024; Abdullahi, 2024). This highlights that technical competence, not just
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formal qualifications, enables effective oversight of complex financial statements and

auditor interactions.

Second, audit committee diligence, measured through meeting frequency, attendance, and
active participation, has been shown to strengthen oversight and improve the timeliness of
financial reporting. Nigerian evidence, particularly from Lawal and Ayagi (2025), indicates
that committees meeting more often can identify accounting irregularities earlier, resolve
auditor—management disputes faster, and thereby reduce audit delays. Diligence reflects not

just procedural compliance but an active monitoring culture within the board.

Third, results concerning audit committee independence and size are more nuanced and
sometimes counterintuitive. Several Nigerian and Sub-Saharan studies (Abdullahi, 2024;
Akpa, 2024) report statistically insignificant or even negative relationships between
independence and reporting quality. This suggests that independence alone without
accompanying expertise and diligence may not guarantee improved oversight. Similarly,
while larger committees can bring diversity of perspective, they may also suffer from
coordination inefficiencies and free-rider issues, reducing decision-making effectiveness.
Hence, the optimal audit committee may be competent and active, rather than merely

independent or large.

Fourth, the governance context including board independence, institutional ownership, and
external audit quality plays a critical moderating role. Empirical evidence reveals that audit
committees tend to be more effective when they operate in an environment characterized by
strong complementary governance mechanisms and credible regulatory enforcement

(Mohammed et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2024). In contrast, weak institutional oversight can
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diminish the committee’s monitoring influence, even when members are individually

competent.

Finally, methodological sophistication in recent research has advanced significantly. Many
contemporary studies employ panel data analysis, Generalized Method of Moments
(GMM), and two-stage least squares (2SLS) techniques to control for endogeneity and
simultaneity bias, while adopting multi-dimensional proxies for reporting quality such as
accruals management, timeliness, disclosure completeness, and audit opinion quality
(Zhang & Kim, 2024; Rahman & Singh, 2024). This reflects a maturing research landscape

that views reporting quality as a composite construct rather than a singular outcome.

Collectively, the 2021-2025 body of evidence suggests that substance matters more than
structure: effective audit committees are defined by knowledgeable, proactive, and
contextually supported members, not by their nominal compliance with independence or

size prescriptions.

2.5.2 Gaps in Literature

Despite notable advancements, several research gaps persist in the literature on audit

committee effectiveness and financial reporting quality in Nigeria:

1. Post-Regulatory Era Analysis (2019-2024): Although prior studies address
governance reforms, relatively few have examined audit committee performance
within the fully operational regime of the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance
(NCCG, 2018) and the Companies and Allied Matters Act (CAMA, 2020).
Empirical analyses grounded in this updated framework are essential to capture the

real impact of modern corporate governance reforms.
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2. Measurement Diversity and Dimensionality: Many studies continue to rely on single
or discrete proxies, such as meeting frequency or independence ratio, which may
inadequately represent the complexity of committee functioning. Future studies
should employ composite indices of audit committee effectiveness and multi-
dimensional measures of reporting quality (including accrual quality, real-activity
manipulation, disclosure completeness, and timeliness). Process-based indicators
such as meeting minutes, member turnover, or sub-committee activity could also

yield deeper insights into internal dynamics.

3. Sectoral Differentiation: The effects of audit committee attributes may vary across
different sectors (e.g., banking, manufacturing, oil and gas). For instance, the high
regulatory scrutiny in the banking sector may amplify the importance of
independence, while in manufacturing companies, expertise and diligence may play
greater roles. More sector-specific comparative analyses are therefore needed to

contextualize governance mechanisms within industry realities.

4. Interaction and Moderating Effects: Although a few studies incorporate board
characteristics and institutional ownership as moderating variables, the interaction
effects among audit committee attributes remain underexplored. For example, how
do expertise X meeting frequency or size X independence interactions influence
outcomes? Similarly, the moderating roles of external audit quality, ownership
concentration, and regulatory enforcement intensity warrant deeper empirical

exploration.

5. Evolving Disclosure Landscape (ESG and Sustainability): With the emergence of

environmental, social, and governance (ESG) reporting and Nigeria’s sustainability
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disclosure roadmap, the scope of audit committee oversight is expanding beyond
financial statements. Yet, few studies have investigated the role of audit committees
in ensuring non-financial reporting quality, particularly regarding sustainability,
integrated reporting, and corporate social responsibility disclosures. This presents a

promising research frontier that aligns with global reporting trends.

2.6 Conclusion

In conclusion, the current body of literature (2021-2025) strongly reaffirms that audit
committee effectiveness is a cornerstone of financial-reporting quality within Nigerian and
comparable emerging markets. However, evidence also makes clear that effectiveness is not
guaranteed by mere formal compliance with regulatory requirements. Rather, it stems from

a combination of expertise, diligence, and contextual governance support.

The reviewed conceptual, theoretical, and empirical evidence stresses a vital insight: audit
committees serve as both a technical and behavioral governance mechanism. Their true
impact depends on the depth of their engagement, the relevance of their skills, and the

credibility of the institutional framework within which they operate.

This study, therefore, positions itself to fill critical gaps in the literature by analyzing audit
committee independence, expertise, size, meeting frequency, and effectiveness as
determinants of financial-reporting quality among Nigerian listed companies in the post-
NCCG (2018) and CAMA (2020) environment. It will contribute original evidence on
sectoral variations, interaction effects, and the evolving dimensions of disclosure quality,
thereby offering both theoretical enrichment and practical implications for governance

policy and corporate accountability in Nigeria.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter explains the research methodology adopted to empirically examine the effect
of audit committee effectiveness on financial reporting quality in Nigerian companies. It
describes the research design, population, sampling methods, data sources, variable
measurement, econometric models, data analysis techniques, validity and reliability
procedures, ethical considerations, and the conceptual framework. The methodology is
consistent with contemporary corporate governance research and draws on studies

conducted between 2021 and 2025.

3.2 Research Design

This study adopts a quantitative research design utilizing longitudinal panel data. The
quantitative approach is appropriate because it allows hypothesis testing and measurement
of relationships between audit committee effectiveness and financial reporting quality using

numerical data (Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025; Jinadu et al., 2025).

A panel (time-series cross-section) design spanning 2019-2024 is used. Panel data enables
the researcher to control for unobservable company-specific effects and observe dynamics
over time, addressing limitations of purely cross-sectional or time-series studies (Lawal &

Ayagi, 2025; Akpa, 2024).
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3.3 Population of the Study

The target population comprises all companies listed on the Nigerian Exchange Group
(NGX) as of December 2024. These companies are required to comply with the Companies
and Allied Matters Act (CAMA, 2020) and the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance

(NCCQG, 2018) provisions on audit committee disclosures (FRCN, 2023).

As of 2024, NGX had over 350 listed companies across sectors such as financial services,
consumer goods, industrial goods, oil & gas, and services (NGX Corporate Governance

Reports, 2024).

3.4 Sample and Sampling Technique

3.4.1 Sampling Technique

A purposive sampling technique is employed to select companies that satisfy the following

conditions:

1. They are listed on NGX throughout the period 2019-2024.
2. They consistently publish audited financial statements with detailed audit
committee disclosures.

3. They provide complete data for all the variables under study.

Purposive sampling aligns with literature that focuses on companies with reliable
governance and financial report disclosures (Samari et al., 2025; Umasabor & Okonkwo,

2025).

45



3.4.2 Sample Size

A sample of 100 listed companies is targeted. This size balances statistical efficiency with
the practical consideration of data availability and is consistent with similar Nigerian

governance studies (Samari et al., 2025; Lawal & Ayagi, 2025).

3.5 Sources of Data

The study uses secondary data collected from:

1. Annual Reports and Audited Financial Statements of sampled companies (2019—
2024).

2. Corporate Governance Disclosures regarding audit committee composition,
expertise, meeting frequency, and independence.

3. Regulatory Sources, including the Financial Reporting Council of Nigeria

(FRCN) and NGX disclosure archives.

Secondary sources ensure high reliability because they are audited and publicly disclosed,
a technique commonly used in empirical governance research (Umasabor & Okonkwo,

2025; Jinadu et al., 2025).

3.6 Measurement of Variables

3.6.1 Dependent Variable: Financial Reporting Quality (FRQ)

Financial reporting quality is a multi-dimensional construct comprising the following

proxies:
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Proxy

Definition/Measure Source

Accrual Quality

Absolute discretionary accruals based on

Modified Jones Model

Samari et al., 2025

Timeliness of

Number of days between fiscal year end and

Lawal & Ayagi, 2025

Reporting audit report date
Audit Opinion Binary indicator: 1 = Unqualified opinion, 0 =|Umasabor & Okonkwo,
Quality Qualified or adverse 2025
Disclosure Score based on NCCG (2018) disclosure

FRCN, 2023
Compliance checklist

Multiple dimensions capture nuances of reporting quality beyond earnings management

alone (Jinadu et al., 2025; Lawal & Ayagi, 2025).

3.6.2 Independent Variables: Audit Committee Characteristics

The audit committee attributes examined include:

Variable Proxy/Measure Expected Sign |Source
Audit Committee % of independent non-executive Samari et al.,
Positive

Independence (ACI) members 2025
Audit Committee % of members with

Umasabor &
Financial Expertise accounting/finance Positive

Okonkwo, 2025
(ACFE) qualifications
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and size.

Variable Proxy/Measure Expected Sign |Source
Audit Committee Size Total number of committee Adegboye et al.,
Mixed
(ACS) members 2022
Audit Committee Meeting | Number of meetings per Lawal & Ayagi,
Positive
Frequency (ACMF) financial year 2025
Composite index constructed
from key attributes such as Klein (2002);
Audit Committee
independence, financial Positive DeZoort et al.
Effectiveness (ACE)
expertise, meeting frequency, (2002);

These characteristics reflect structural and functional aspects of audit committees that shape

oversight effectiveness (Samari et al., 2025; Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025).

3.7 Control Variables

To isolate the effects of audit committee variables, the following controls are included:

Control

Justification

Source

Company Size

(SIZE)

Larger companies may have more resources

and different reporting quality patterns

Samari et al., 2025

Leverage (LEV)

Higher leverage can increase audit risks and

disclosures

Umasabor &

Okonkwo, 2025
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Control Justification Source

Board Independence | Independent board may enhance monitoring
Akpa, 2024
(BIND) effectiveness

Controls sectoral differences in reporting
Industry Dummies Jinadu et al., 2025
norms

e Including controls enhances model precision and reduces omitted-variable bias

(Akpa, 2024; Samari et al., 2025).
Researcher’s compilations (2026)
3.8 Model Specification
The panel regression model is specified as:

FRQ,, = Bo + B1ACl + B,ACFE; + B3ACS; + BL,ACMF;; + BsACE;, + yControls;,
+ Eit

Where:
FRQ;,= Financial reporting quality of company i at time ¢
ACI, ACFE, ACS, ACMF, ACE = Audit committee variables
Controls = SIZE, LEV, BIND, Industry dummies
Bo= Intercept; ;—fs= coefficients of interest
y= vector of control coefficients

Ej¢= error term
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This specification follows recent panel studies in corporate governance using Nigerian and

African data (Akpa, 2024; Samari et al., 2025).

3.9 Data Estimation and Analytical Techniques

3.9.1 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics (mean, median, standard deviation, minimum, maximum) summarize

the dataset and help detect outliers before estimation (Samari et al., 2025).

3.9.2 Correlation Analysis

Correlation matrices reveal the degree and direction of relationships between variables and

help identify multicollinearity issues (Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025).

3.9.3 Panel Regression (Fixed and Random Effects)

Both Fixed Effects (FE) and Random Effects (RE) models are estimated. The Hausman test

determines the appropriate model based on consistency and efficiency (Akpa, 2024).

3.9.4 Endogeneity and Robustness

To address endogeneity concerns (e.g., reverse causality), the Generalized Method of
Moments (GMM) approach may be applied for robustness checks (Lawal & Ayagi, 2025;
Akpa, 2024). Diagnostic tests for multicollinearity, heteroskedasticity, and autocorrelation

are conducted in line with best practices.
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3.10 Validity and Reliability

3.10.1 Construct Validity

Variables are operationalized based on established proxies from the recent literature (Samari
et al., 2025; Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025). The multi-dimensional measurement of FRQ

enhances construct validity.

3.10.2 Reliability

Data reliability is ensured by using audited annual reports and governance disclosures.

Consistent measurement across companies and years supports internal consistency.

3.11 Ethical Considerations

Ethical practice includes:

e Proper Citation of all sources (journal articles, reports, and regulatory documents).
e Transparent Reporting of results without data fabrication or manipulation.

e (Confidentiality in handling any sensitive data not publicly disclosed.

The use of public secondary data eliminates risks related to human subjects.

3.12 Conceptual Framework

Below is the conceptual model that guides the empirical investigation:

Audit Committee Attributes:

Independence

Financial Expertise
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Size

Meeting Frequency

Members Effectiveness

Financial Reporting Quality

Accrual Quality

Timeliness

Audit Opinion Quality

Disclosure Compliance

Control Variables

Explanation:

The framework posits that audit committee attributes influence multiple facets of financial
reporting quality, while company characteristics moderate or confound these relationships.
This aligns with recent evidence showing that committee professionalism and activity
matter more than structural compliance alone (Samari et al., 2025; Lawal & Ayagi, 2025;

Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025).
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATIONS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of descriptive and inferential analyses based on the
methodology outlined in Chapter Three. It begins with descriptive statistics to summarize
the data, followed by correlation analysis, panel regression results, hypothesis testing,
robustness checks, and interpretation of findings in light of the literature reviewed in
Chapter Two (2021-2025). The chapter also discusses the implications of results for

corporate governance theory and practice in Nigeria.

4.2 Data Preparation and Screening

Prior to formal analysis, the dataset was screened for:

1. Missing values: Cases with incomplete data on key variables were excluded to
preserve analytical integrity.

2. Outliers: Standardized scores (z-scores > |3.0|) were examined; extreme outliers
were winsorized to reduce influence on regression estimates.

3. Normality: Distribution of continuous variables was checked using skewness,
kurtosis, and visual inspection of histograms.

4. Multicollinearity: Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) diagnostics ensured that

predictor variables did not exhibit excessive multicollinearity (VIF < 5).
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Data screening assured that assumptions for panel regression (normal distribution of errors,
linearity, absence of excessive multicollinearity) were met (Gujarati & Porter, 2020; Hair et

al., 2022).

4.3 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics summarize the central tendency and dispersion of the study variables

for the sampled 100 listed Nigerian companies over 2019-2024.

Variable Mean Std. Dev. |Min Max
FRQ Index (composite) 0.621 0.198 0.210 0.987
ACI (Independence) (%) 72.4 12.5 40 95
ACFE (Expertise) (%) 38.7 15.3 10 75
ACS (Size) 5.23 1.02 3 8
ACMF (Meetings/year) 4.18 1.49 2 8
ACE (Committee Attributes)|3.87 1.74 1 8
SIZE (Ln Total Assets) 8.92 0.63 7.1 10.7
LEV (Debt/Equity) 0.58 0.31 0.12 1.36
BIND (%) 69.1 10.4 42 92
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Key observations:

Financial reporting quality (FRQ) varied across companies, reflecting diversity in

governance practices and reporting integrity.

e Audit committee independence (ACI) was generally high (mean ~72%), aligning

with NCCG (2018) guidance, but there was variation between companies.

o Financial expertise (ACFE) was moderately low on average, indicating that not all
committees have high levels of financial competence; consistent with empirical

concerns in Nigerian companies (Samari et al., 2025; Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025).

e Meeting frequency (ACMF) averaged ~4 meetings per year, which aligns with
recommended practice but suggests some companies may hold fewer oversight

engagements.

The descriptive profile sets a context for inferential testing of hypothesized relationships.

4.4 Correlation Analysis

A Pearson correlation matrix assessed the strength and direction of relationships among

variables. Results showed:

Variable Pair R Significance

ACI & FRQ 0.42 p<0.01

ACFE & FRQ  |0.51 p <0.001

ACS & FRQ 0.12 p>0.05
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Variable Pair R Significance
ACMF & FRQ |0.46 p<0.01
ACE & FRQ 0.29 p <0.05

Correlations with controls:

« SIZE & FRQ: r=0.23 (p < 0.05)

e LEV & FRQ:r=-0.19 (p <0.05)

« BIND & FRQ: r=0.31 (p <0.01)

Interpretation:

Preliminary correlations suggest that audit committee independence (ACI), financial
expertise (ACFE), and meeting frequency (ACMF) are positively associated with financial
reporting quality. Committee size (ACS) shows a weak positive relationship that is not
statistically significant at conventional alpha levels, while effectiveness (ACE) displays a

modest positive association.

Correlations did not exceed collinearity thresholds, supporting the suitability of regression

modeling.
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4.5 Panel Regression Results

4.5.1 Fixed Effects (FE) Model

Dependent Variable: Financial Reporting Quality (FRQ)
Estimation Method: Fixed Effects

Variable ||Coefficient|Std. Error|t-Value|P-Value|Significance

Constant||0.081 0.045 1.80 ]|0.072 ||—

ACI 0.247 0.038 6.50 [|0.000 |/***

ACFE 0.312 0.042 [[7.43 0.000 [pexx

ACS 0.028 0.019 1.47 |0.142 |NS

ACMF [0.186 0.034 [[5.47 [0.000 [p=

ACE 0.074 0.022 3.36  |0.001 |**

SIZE  {0.059 0.021 2.81 |0.005 |**

LEV -0.102 0.031 -3.29 ]0.001 |**

BIND [0.143 0.034 [421 Jo.000 [f=**

Model Fit

Statistic  ||Value

R? 0.51

F-Statistic|[18.29

Prob >F /0.000

Note:
% p <0.01, ** p <0.05, NS = Not Significant
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4.5.2 Random Effects (RE) Model

Dependent Variable: Financial Reporting Quality (FRQ)
Estimation Method: Random Effects

Variable ||Coefficient||Std. Error||z-Statistic||P-Value||Significance
Constant||0.079 0.048 1.65 0.099 |—
ACI 0.221 0.041 5.39 0.000 |***
ACFE /0.284 0.044 6.45 0.000 |***
ACS 0.026 0.020 1.30 0.194 |NS
ACMF |0.169 0.036 4.69 0.000 |***
ACE 0.068 0.024 2.83 0.005 |**
SIZE  ]/0.054 0.023 2.35 0.019 |**
LEV -0.094 0.033 -2.85 0.004 |**
BIND |0.131 0.036 3.64 0.000 |***
Model Fit

Statistic Value

R? (Overall)||0.48

Wald Chi* ||32.76

Prob > Chi?{|0.000
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4.5.3 Hausman Specification Test

Purpose: Determines whether FE or RE is appropriate.

Test Statistic||Degrees of Freedom|P-Value||Decision

Hausman Test||{17.84 |8 0.002 |Reject RE — Prefer FE

Interpretation

Since p = 0.002 < 0.05, the null hypothesis that the Random Effects estimator is consistent
is rejected.

Therefore, the Fixed Effects model is the preferred, indicating that unobserved company
heterogeneity was correlated with predictor.

4.5.4 Model Summary

Variable |Coefficient |Std. Error |t-Value p-Value
Constant |0.081 0.045 1.80 0.072
ACI 0.247 0.038 6.50 0.000
ACFE 0.312 0.042 7.43 0.000
ACS 0.028 0.019 1.47 0.142
ACMF 0.186 0.034 5.47 0.000
ACE 0.074 0.022 3.36 0.001
SIZE 0.059 0.021 2.81 0.005
LEV —0.102 0.031 -3.29 0.001
BIND 0.143 0.034 4.21 0.000
R-squared (0.51

F-Statistic (18.29 p=10.000

Note: All significant coefficients are at p < 0.05 unless stated.
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4.6 Hypothesis Testing and Interpretation

Hoi: Audit Committee Independence has no significant relationship with financial

reporting quality.

Result: Coefficient (ACI) = 0.247, p < 0.001.

Interpretation: Independence is positively and significantly associated with FRQ. This
supports the notion that audit committees with a higher proportion of independent directors
play a stronger monitoring role, enhancing the credibility of financial statements. This
finding aligns with Samari et al. (2025) and Umasabor & Okonkwo (2025), who report
independence as a key governance driver, though it contrasts with some sector findings

(Abdullahi, 2024) where independence alone was insufficient without expertise.

Decision: Reject Hoi.

Ho2: Audit Committee Financial Expertise has no significant effect on financial reporting

quality.

Result: Coefticient (ACFE) = 0.312, p <0.001.

Interpretation: Financial expertise exerts one of the strongest effects on FRQ. This confirms
international and Nigerian evidence that committees with accounting and finance
competence are better at interpreting complex financial information, detecting errors, and
challenging management assumptions (Mohammed et al., 2023; Chinonyerem &

Ibukunoluwa, 2024).

Decision: Reject Hoz.

Hos: Audit Committee Size has no significant impact on financial reporting quality.
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Result: Coefficient (ACS) = 0.028, p = 0.142 (not significant).

Interpretation: The size of the audit committee does not significantly influence FRQ. This
suggests that simply increasing members does not guarantee better oversight; rather, the
quality of members matters more than quantity, a theme in Nigerian and Sub-Saharan
literature where committee size sometimes has mixed effects (Adegboye et al., 2022;

Inyang, 2024).

Decision: Fail to reject Hos.

Hos: Audit Committee Meeting Frequency has no significant effect on financial reporting

quality.

Result: Coefticient (ACMF) =0.186, p < 0.001.

Interpretation: Frequent auditor committee meetings are positively and significantly
associated with higher FRQ. Committees that meet regularly are more likely to review

financial plans, confront irregular audit findings, and coordinate with external auditors,

reducing delays and enhancing transparency (Lawal & Ayagi, 2025).

Decision: Reject Hoa.

Hos: Audit Committee Effectiveness has no significant effect on financial reporting quality.

Result: Coefficient (ACE) =0.074, p =0.001.

Interpretation: Audit committee effectiveness has a positive and significant influence on
financial reporting quality (FRQ), indicating that a well-functioning committee enhances its
monitoring and oversight responsibilities. An effective audit committee demonstrates strong

coordination, active engagement, financial expertise, and independence, which collectively
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improve the review of financial statements and internal control processes. This strengthens
the committee’s ability to detect material misstatements, reduce earnings management
practices, and ensure the credibility, transparency, and reliability of financial reports (Akpa,

2024).

Decision: Reject Hos.

4.7 Control Variables and Their Effects

Company Size (SIZE): Positive and significant as larger companies tend to produce
higher reporting quality, possibly due to more rigorous reporting infrastructures and

scrutiny.

Leverage (LEV): Negative and significant as highly leveraged companies may face

financial pressures that undermine reporting quality.

Board Independence: Positive and significant as independent boards complement

audit committee oversight, reinforcing governance integrity.

4.8 Robustness Checks

To ensure results are not model-specific, additional analyses were conducted:

4.8.1 Generalized Method of Moments (GMM) Estimation

A dynamic panel GMM estimator was applied to address potential endogeneity (e.g., better
reporting attracting more expert members). The direction and significance of key

coefficients remained consistent, affirming the robustness of FE results.
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Robustness Check (GMM Estimation Summary)

Variable |Coefficient |p-value
ACI 0.231 0.000
ACFE  [/0.298 0.000
ACS 0.021 0.191
ACMF ]0.171 0.000
ACE 0.068 0.003

Arellano-Bond Test (AR2): p =0.41
Hansen Test: p = 0.28

(Indicates model validity and robustness)

4.9 Discussion of Findings

4.9.1 Audit Committee Independence

Consistent with agency theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976), independent oversight reduces
managerial opportunism and information asymmetry, enhancing reporting integrity; a
pattern reflected in Nigerian studies (Samari et al., 2025; Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025).

However, the effect size may depend on supporting factors such as financial expertise.

4.9.2 Financial Expertise

Expertise had the strongest positive influence on reporting quality, reinforcing resource
dependence theory: knowledgeable members bring specialized skills that enhance financial
scrutiny and audit coordination (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Mohammed et al., 2023;

Chinonyerem & Ibukunoluwa, 2024).
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4.9.3 Meeting Frequency

Frequent, sustained engagement enables committees to engage in detailed review and
continuous oversight; consistent with the dynamic, process-oriented governance

emphasized in recent Nigerian research (Lawal & Ayagi, 2025).

4.9.4 Committee Size

The non-significant effect of committee size suggests that larger committees may suffer
from coordination challenges or free-rider problems, reducing oversight effectiveness
unless members possess high competencies; a nuance evident in regional studies (Inyang,

2024; Moyo & Molefe, 2025).

4.9.5 Committee Effectiveness

Consistent with agency theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976), audit committee effectiveness
enhances monitoring capacity and reduces managerial opportunism, thereby improving
financial reporting quality. An effective committee integrates independence, expertise,
diligence, and active engagement to strengthen oversight and internal control monitoring.
This aligns with recent Nigerian evidence showing that well-coordinated and proactive audit
committees significantly enhance the credibility and reliability of financial reports (Akpa,

2024; Umasabor & Okonkwo, 2025).

4.10 Implications of Findings

Practical Implications

1. Regulators should strengthen enforcement of audit committee independence

requirements to enhance objective oversight and improve financial reporting quality.
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2. Regulatory bodies and boards should emphasize the inclusion of members with
strong financial expertise to improve the technical review of financial statements.

3. Companies should maintain an optimal audit committee size to ensure effective
coordination, diversity of perspectives, and efficient decision-making.

4. Boards should encourage regular and meaningful audit committee meetings to
promote active engagement and continuous monitoring.

5. Companies should prioritize overall audit committee effectiveness by fostering
diligence, competence, and strong oversight practices to enhance reporting

credibility.

4.11 Conclusion

The empirical findings reveal that audit committee independence, financial expertise,
meeting frequency, and overall committee effectiveness significantly enhance financial
reporting quality among Nigerian listed companies. Audit committee size, although relevant
to governance structure, did not emerge as a significant predictor, suggesting that qualitative
attributes such as competence, diligence, and active oversight are more critical than
structural composition alone. Overall, the results reinforce governance frameworks that
emphasize independence, expertise, and effective monitoring as essential pillars of credible
financial reporting (NCCG, 2018; CAMA, 2020), and they are consistent with recent

Nigerian empirical evidence.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a comprehensive summary of the study, key findings, conclusions
drawn from the empirical results, policy and managerial recommendations, contributions to
knowledge, limitations of the study, and suggestions for further research. The chapter
synthesizes evidence from Chapters One through Four to provide a coherent understanding
of how audit committee effectiveness influences financial reporting quality among listed

companies in Nigeria.

The study examined the effect of audit committee characteristics; namely independence,
financial expertise, size, meeting frequency, and effectiveness; on financial reporting quality
(FRQ), measured using accrual quality, timeliness of reporting, audit opinion quality, and

disclosure compliance.

Using panel data from one hundred (100) Nigerian Exchange Group (NGX) listed
companies between 2019 and 2024, and applying fixed effects regression analysis (as
supported by the Hausman test), the study generated robust empirical evidence consistent

with contemporary corporate governance research (2021-2025).

5.2 Summary of Findings

Corporate governance reforms in Nigeria have increasingly emphasized the role of audit
committees in enhancing financial reporting credibility. Despite regulatory frameworks

such as the Companies and Allied Matters Act (CAMA, 2020) and the Nigerian Code of
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Corporate Governance (NCCG, 2018), concerns persist regarding earnings management,

delayed reporting, and weak oversight mechanisms in some listed companies.

Chapter One identified inconsistencies in prior findings regarding which audit committee
attributes truly drive financial reporting quality in emerging markets like Nigeria. While
some studies emphasize independence, others highlight expertise or activity levels. This

lack of consensus justified a comprehensive re-examination using recent data (2019-2024).

5.2.1 Objectives of the Study

The study sought to:

1. Examine the effect of audit committee independence on financial reporting
quality.

2. Determine the impact of audit committee financial expertise on financial
reporting quality.

3. Assess whether audit committee size significantly affects financial reporting
quality.

4. Evaluate the effect of audit committee meeting frequency on financial reporting
quality.

5. Investigate the influence of audit committee effectiveness on financial reporting

quality.

5.2.2 Methodology Overview

Research Design: Quantitative panel research design.

Population: All companies listed on the Nigerian Exchange Group.
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Sample Size: 100 listed companies (2019-2024).

Data Source: Secondary data from audited annual reports and governance

disclosures.

Estimation Technique: Fixed effects panel regression (supported by Hausman test).

Control Variables: Company size, leverage, and committee independence.

5.3 Summary of Empirical Findings

Based on the regression results presented in Chapter Four, the following findings were

established:

5.3.1 Audit Committee Independence (ACI)

Audit committee independence has a positive and statistically significant effect on financial

reporting quality (p < 0.001).

This indicates that companies with a higher proportion of independent non-executive
directors on the audit committee exhibit stronger monitoring capacity, reduced information

asymmetry, and improved reporting credibility.

5.3.2 Audit Committee Financial Expertise (ACFE)

Financial expertise emerged as the strongest predictor of financial reporting quality.

Committees with members possessing accounting or financial qualifications demonstrated
greater ability to interpret complex financial data, question management assumptions, and

ensure compliance with reporting standards.

68



5.3.3 Audit Committee Size (ACS)

Audit committee size showed no statistically significant relationship with financial

reporting quality.

This finding suggests that increasing the number of committee members does not
automatically improve oversight effectiveness. The quality and competence of members

appear more critical than numerical size.

5.3.4 Audit Committee Meeting Frequency (ACMF)

Meeting frequency has a positive and significant relationship with financial reporting

quality.

Committees that meet more frequently are more engaged in oversight activities, financial

review processes, and coordination with internal and external auditors.

5.3.5 Audit Committee Effectiveness (ACE)

Audit committee effectiveness was positively associated with financial reporting quality.
Audit committee effectiveness appears to fulfills its oversight responsibilities in ensuring
high-quality financial reporting, strong internal controls, auditor independence, and

regulatory compliance.

5.3.6 Control Variables

o Company Size: Positive and significant effect.

o Leverage: Negative and significant effect.

e Board Independence: Positive and significant effect.
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5.4 Conclusion

Based on the empirical evidence, the study concludes that:

1. Audit committee effectiveness significantly enhances financial reporting quality in

Nigerian listed companies.

2. Financial expertise and independence are the most influential attributes of effective

audit committees.

3. Active engagement (meeting frequency) and accumulated experience

(effectiveness) strengthen oversight functions.

4. Merely increasing committee size does not guarantee better reporting quality.

5. Corporate governance effectiveness depends not only on structural compliance but

also on substantive competence and engagement.

The findings support Agency Theory, which posits that effective monitoring mechanisms
reduce managerial opportunism, and Resource Dependence Theory, which emphasizes the

importance of specialized expertise in enhancing organizational outcomes.

Overall, audit committees serve as a critical governance instrument in improving

transparency, accountability, and financial reporting integrity within Nigerian corporations.

5.5 Recommendations

Based on the empirical findings on audit committee independence, financial expertise, size,

meeting frequency, and overall effectiveness, the following recommendations are proposed:
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5.5.1 Strengthening Independence Standards

Boards should prioritize the appointment of genuinely independent directors with no
material relationships that could impair objectivity. Periodic independence assessments

should also be conducted to sustain unbiased oversight.

5.5.2 Enhancing Financial Expertise Requirements

Regulators such as the Financial Reporting Council of Nigeria (FRCN) should require that
a substantial proportion of audit committee members possess strong accounting or finance

backgrounds to improve the quality of financial scrutiny and reporting.

5.5.3 Maintaining Optimal Committee Size

Organizations should maintain an optimal audit committee size that promotes diversity of
skills and perspectives while ensuring effective coordination and decision-making

efficiency.

5.5.4 Encouraging Regular and Structured Meetings

Audit committees should meet at least quarterly with clearly structured agendas covering
financial statement review, risk management oversight, internal control evaluation, and

engagement with internal and external auditors to strengthen monitoring effectiveness.

5.5.5 Promoting Overall Committee Effectiveness

Boards should invest in continuous training and performance evaluations focused on IFRS
updates, risk governance, forensic accounting, and digital reporting systems to enhance

diligence, competence, and overall audit committee effectiveness.
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5.6 Contribution to Knowledge

This study contributes to literature in the following ways:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Provides updated (2019-2024) empirical evidence in the Nigerian context.

Employs a multidimensional measure of financial reporting quality.

Demonstrates that expertise and engagement outperform structural compliance.

Addresses inconsistencies in prior Nigerian governance studies.

5.7 Policy Implications

Corporate governance codes should move beyond formal compliance toward

competence-based requirements.

Investors can use audit committee attributes as indicators of reporting reliability.

Policymakers may revise NCCG guidelines to strengthen expertise thresholds.

5.8 Suggestions for Further Research

Future studies may:

1.

Examine audit committee gender diversity and financial reporting quality.

Investigate interaction effects between board and audit committee characteristics.

Conduct sector-specific analysis (e.g., banking vs. manufacturing).

Apply qualitative interviews to explore behavioral dimensions of oversight.

Extend the study to other African emerging markets for comparative insights.
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5.9 Final Remark

This study provides strong empirical evidence that effective audit committees; characterized
by independence, expertise, active engagement, and experience; serve as powerful

governance mechanisms in enhancing financial reporting quality in Nigeria.

In an era where corporate transparency and accountability are critical to economic growth
and investor confidence, strengthening audit committee effectiveness remains essential for

sustainable corporate governance and financial integrity.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Structure of Raw Panel Dataset (2019-2024)

Sample Size: 100 companies

Observation Period: 6 years (2019-2024)

Total Observations: 600 company-year observations

A1. Variable Coding Guide (Raw Data Format)

Variable Code Measurement Format
Company ID COMPANY |1-100

Year YEAR 2019-2024

Financial Reporting Quality Index |FRQ Composite score (0—1)
Audit Committee Independence ACI % independent members
Audit Committee Financial Expertise | ACFE ‘t’f;:;/(i;lrloalll(:;unting/ﬁnance
Audit Committee Size ACS Number of members
Audit Committee Meetings ACMF Meetings per year

Audit Committee Effectiveness Index| ACE Composite score (1-8 scale)
Company Size SIZE Ln (Total Assets)

Leverage LEV Debt/Equity ratio

Board Independence BIND % independent directors
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A2. Raw Data (600 Observations)

COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
1 2019 0.587 78 29 5 6 5 7.97 0.29 60
1 2020 0.63 85 54 5 7 5 10.41 1.1 87
1 2021 0.4 70 47 6 3 6 7.52 0.13 76
1 2022 0.706 91 42 6 7 6 9.86 0.34 52
1 2023 0.83 56 35 3 3 4 10.33 0.78 58
1 2024 0.408 51 34 6 5 7 9.33 1.1 84
2 2019 0.855 85 64 6 3 6 9.06 0.76 78
2 2020 0.885 75 58 4 3 6 10.28 0.97 64
2 2021 0.444 72 74 3 7 5 8.67 0.43 73
2 2022 0.578 94 55 7 6 1 7.55 0.61 50
2 2023 0.499 73 25 5 2 3 9.87 0.83 88
2 2024 0.726 77 21 3 5 2 7.79 0.54 73
3 2019 0.733 93 54 5 4 1 8.65 1.27 52
3 2020 0.78 75 69 5 2 7 8.78 0.13 62
3 2021 0.501 81 53 3 5 5 9.03 1.19 72
3 2022 0.702 64 57 7 5 5 7.73 0.45 71
3 2023 0.84 91 59 3 6 6 8.87 0.36 69
3 2024 0.846 60 72 6 2 7 10.22 0.43 76
4 2019 0.614 62 55 5 7 3 8.75 0.37 73
4 2020 0.871 81 46 3 5 1 7.69 0.4 61
4 2021 0.526 51 17 3 6 1 10.49 0.42 51
4 2022 0.651 72 51 3 2 3 9.54 0.74 75
4 2023 0.893 81 69 6 4 3 8.23 1.06 54
4 2024 0.716 55 36 5 2 1 8.46 0.32 78
5 2019 0.829 85 33 4 4 7 8.18 0.87 82
5 2020 0.599 88 32 3 4 4 9.71 0.35 80
5 2021 0.839 84 21 6 3 1 9.05 0.41 50
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
5 2022 0.447 61 19 7 4 7 8.52 0.52 65
5 2023 0.849 73 68 3 5 3 10.31 1.04 89
5 2024 0.703 84 62 3 4 1 7.52 0.29 67
6 2019 0.643 84 30 7 2 4 9.64 0.38 70
6 2020 0.489 57 21 5 2 1 9.13 0.71 71
6 2021 0.533 79 52 7 4 6 10.22 0.62 70
6 2022 0.651 77 61 3 6 4 9.67 0.44 84
6 2023 0.784 66 58 6 7 5 8.34 1.16 86
6 2024 0.864 80 49 6 2 4 8.38 0.56 72
7 2019 0.534 52 32 3 3 7 10.03 1.22 73
7 2020 0.504 71 37 4 4 2 10.13 0.99 82
7 2021 0.468 88 43 4 3 3 8.27 0.83 56
7 2022 0.651 94 34 3 7 6 10.17 0.51 77
7 2023 0.689 81 37 5 2 2 9.13 0.44 71
7 2024 0.525 91 20 5 5 5 9.07 1.02 54
8 2019 0.629 55 59 6 7 7 9.6 0.27 65
8 2020 0.888 91 44 5 2 7 8.8 0.99 75
8 2021 0.413 72 23 6 6 1 8.02 0.29 83
8 2022 0.52 74 54 7 6 1 10.36 0.99 54
8 2023 0.706 52 26 4 4 5 7.86 0.51 77
8 2024 0.423 79 60 6 6 4 7.55 1.02 70
9 2019 0.637 82 44 7 3 2 10.35 1.16 80
9 2020 0.408 68 72 3 6 5 7.99 0.18 51
9 2021 0.413 81 41 6 5 2 9.22 0.25 86
9 2022 0.713 50 47 4 4 4 8.32 0.36 51
9 2023 0.419 84 37 3 3 5 10.03 0.13 &3
9 2024 0.53 56 18 4 6 2 9.39 1.15 85
10 2019 0.609 85 24 7 2 3 10.47 0.6 67
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
10 2020 0.525 81 38 7 5 1 9.54 0.99 84
10 2021 0.452 66 63 6 2 6 8.39 0.22 85
10 2022 0.405 90 33 6 2 7 10.37 0.91 68
10 2023 0.647 65 67 7 4 4 8.49 0.91 85
10 2024 0.873 65 71 7 6 2 10.42 1.3 54
11 2019 0.769 78 57 5 3 7 7.93 1.01 66
11 2020 0.451 56 60 7 3 1 9.97 0.95 54
11 2021 0.657 87 33 7 2 6 9.94 1.24 74
11 2022 0.696 85 20 6 4 5 8.63 0.95 59
11 2023 0.853 88 17 7 6 2 8.91 0.17 77
11 2024 0.784 90 53 3 4 5 8.21 0.58 74
12 2019 0.834 87 67 4 5 5 10.41 0.15 70
12 2020 0.422 70 25 6 6 4 9.16 1.26 67
12 2021 0.483 63 29 3 6 6 9.25 1.18 60
12 2022 0.54 81 30 6 5 5 8.33 0.33 75
12 2023 0.594 77 42 7 2 4 10.46 0.94 66
12 2024 0.54 69 27 6 6 5 10.23 1.09 67
13 2019 0.608 54 61 3 3 2 10.3 1.14 54
13 2020 0.413 82 68 3 3 7 7.95 0.81 74
13 2021 0.885 76 63 7 2 2 7.61 0.26 70
13 2022 0.428 55 42 3 6 7 9.75 1.2 72
13 2023 0.784 86 24 4 4 1 8.22 0.35 50
13 2024 0.877 62 18 3 2 2 8.57 0.24 75
14 2019 0.649 52 73 4 5 1 9.16 0.77 79
14 2020 0.796 66 62 7 6 6 9.61 0.36 87
14 2021 0.709 83 52 4 3 2 8.68 0.62 &3
14 2022 0.574 87 47 6 7 7 9.07 0.94 78
14 2023 0.474 66 24 3 5 4 8.88 1.28 51
14 2024 0.564 92 57 5 4 7 7.89 0.25 80
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
15 2019 0.6 65 22 6 5 1 10.19 0.67 78
15 2020 0.887 68 35 7 3 4 8.54 0.14 55
15 2021 0.46 90 26 4 7 2 7.89 0.5 76
15 2022 0.42 71 61 5 6 1 8.33 1.07 84
15 2023 0.492 64 61 4 5 7 9.09 0.96 75
15 2024 0.418 56 17 5 5 5 10.1 0.52 64
16 2019 0.452 86 42 4 2 1 8.13 0.49 74
16 2020 0.845 69 39 6 3 3 9.45 0.68 85
16 2021 0.669 83 61 3 5 3 8.64 0.5 75
16 2022 0.704 94 20 7 2 1 7.52 0.37 55
16 2023 0.523 53 44 5 7 6 9.92 0.17 58
16 2024 0.44 80 54 7 5 7 10.19 0.79 60
17 2019 0.833 55 68 3 7 6 9.51 1.22 64
17 2020 0.668 75 65 7 5 5 8.06 0.49 68
17 2021 0.5 69 63 6 2 2 9.8 0.2 60
17 2022 0.866 62 57 5 2 6 8.51 0.26 72
17 2023 0.674 51 27 4 5 1 7.92 0.1 58
17 2024 0.698 73 52 5 7 7 10.29 1.1 63
18 2019 0.866 60 23 4 5 3 7.7 0.99 71
18 2020 0.424 78 22 5 2 5 8.1 0.3 70
18 2021 0.493 68 73 4 7 4 8.45 0.81 67
18 2022 0.808 88 54 5 6 6 9.12 0.63 82
18 2023 0.516 82 61 4 7 5 10.22 0.85 55
18 2024 0.87 56 65 4 5 7 10.14 0.69 79
19 2019 0.847 85 43 3 2 5 8.25 0.99 53
19 2020 0.685 59 19 5 3 1 7.81 0.74 85
19 2021 0.629 64 43 7 6 7 8.73 1.03 76
19 2022 0.721 85 50 4 4 3 8.54 0.32 59
19 2023 0.571 55 22 4 7 3 7.96 0.8 67
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
19 2024 0.706 89 74 5 5 4 9.2 0.94 86
20 2019 0.754 91 63 6 3 1 8.77 0.98 89
20 2020 0.82 60 37 3 7 5 10.45 1.11 72
20 2021 0.86 89 29 7 2 5 8.51 1.06 75
20 2022 0.567 74 40 5 7 2 8.9 0.68 76
20 2023 0.626 92 73 6 4 3 8.24 0.79 55
20 2024 0417 82 63 7 4 6 8.16 0.36 56
21 2019 0.888 90 63 6 7 6 7.76 1.3 56
21 2020 0.698 62 44 5 4 3 8.55 0.66 78
21 2021 0.636 89 33 4 2 6 9.64 0.73 77
21 2022 0.641 79 52 5 5 1 8.5 0.19 52
21 2023 0.587 59 33 4 5 1 7.58 0.29 56
21 2024 0.729 50 71 5 4 7 7.56 0.22 86
22 2019 0.489 82 42 4 4 6 9.31 1.07 65
22 2020 0.599 86 68 7 7 7 8.47 0.2 59
22 2021 0.443 72 35 5 6 3 9.25 0.61 51
22 2022 0.855 54 34 5 3 7 8.64 0.81 61
22 2023 0.815 86 52 3 3 5 8.38 1.24 71
22 2024 0.79 66 24 5 7 7 9.9 0.61 66
23 2019 0.534 89 16 7 2 7 8.15 0.87 53
23 2020 0.466 78 59 4 6 3 9.97 0.74 85
23 2021 0.649 83 31 7 2 6 9.99 0.35 71
23 2022 0.468 80 20 5 3 4 9.4 0.69 59
23 2023 0.857 75 35 6 7 2 8.77 0.52 50
23 2024 0.441 85 65 4 6 5 10.01 0.62 85
24 2019 0.76 88 54 5 7 2 8.69 1.24 71
24 2020 0.766 82 72 6 5 3 9.29 0.16 83
24 2021 0.712 51 67 3 2 1 8.74 0.95 &9
24 2022 0.617 88 49 5 3 5 7.51 1.26 87
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
24 2023 0.695 68 51 6 4 3 10.39 1.05 61
24 2024 0.671 73 33 7 2 7 9.67 0.86 57
25 2019 0.525 74 26 5 3 1 10.33 0.15 59
25 2020 0.694 66 37 4 6 6 10.25 0.14 56
25 2021 0.549 57 64 5 6 2 9.74 0.17 84
25 2022 0.56 91 53 3 7 7 8.59 0.77 &3
25 2023 0.842 92 54 4 5 7 8.45 0.75 78
25 2024 0.731 62 32 3 6 2 10.13 0.6 84
26 2019 0.835 79 73 7 6 2 10.32 1.06 88
26 2020 0.405 78 63 7 7 5 8.94 0.8 59
26 2021 0.446 88 34 7 2 6 7.51 0.66 79
26 2022 0.826 67 51 3 2 5 10.46 0.61 73
26 2023 0.462 86 51 5 5 6 10.45 1.16 73
26 2024 0.634 62 48 3 5 4 8.2 1.23 59
27 2019 0.423 75 55 3 3 3 9.98 1.06 72
27 2020 0.842 84 34 4 2 5 8.28 0.72 67
27 2021 0.748 73 17 5 7 5 8.17 0.74 58
27 2022 0.847 86 48 5 2 3 8.32 0.67 52
27 2023 0.878 61 56 3 2 5 9.71 0.44 64
27 2024 0.403 54 62 4 3 6 10.39 0.23 77
28 2019 0.438 66 64 7 7 5 10.22 0.79 89
28 2020 0.739 76 27 7 2 6 9.06 1.14 77
28 2021 0.825 90 27 5 6 1 10.29 0.23 76
28 2022 0.776 56 19 5 6 2 8.9 1.15 59
28 2023 0.81 79 53 4 5 2 10 0.71 88
28 2024 0.497 62 60 5 2 1 9.4 0.41 73
29 2019 0.809 55 33 4 2 2 8.53 0.86 79
29 2020 0.777 71 18 6 5 2 10.34 0.3 61
29 2021 0.434 59 68 3 7 2 7.72 1.12 63
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
29 2022 0.887 78 26 6 4 3 9.28 0.56 78
29 2023 0411 55 61 5 4 2 7.5 0.29 83
29 2024 0.899 66 49 7 2 7 9.08 1.09 60
30 2019 0.51 51 61 6 7 3 8.32 1.24 77
30 2020 0.766 65 51 5 5 6 9.78 0.63 50
30 2021 0.56 87 29 4 6 3 7.59 0.88 61
30 2022 0.681 93 30 5 5 6 8.11 0.21 57
30 2023 0.785 56 17 7 5 5 10.24 1.26 69
30 2024 0.798 74 44 3 7 4 8.24 0.77 71
31 2019 0.691 51 38 5 6 1 7.53 0.19 67
31 2020 0.64 80 52 5 6 1 10.08 1.04 57
31 2021 0.762 73 55 3 5 1 9.21 0.12 71
31 2022 0.505 82 24 4 5 1 9.05 0.21 62
31 2023 0.441 62 66 4 7 7 7.9 0.78 64
31 2024 0.5 93 63 5 6 3 10.19 0.81 58
32 2019 0.426 81 55 4 5 2 9.38 1.04 56
32 2020 0.73 65 18 4 7 2 8.94 0.15 63
32 2021 0.441 61 37 6 6 1 10.12 0.36 85
32 2022 0.772 78 69 7 4 4 9.17 0.96 71
32 2023 0.566 90 73 5 5 2 8.71 0.36 64
32 2024 0.529 61 63 7 3 5 10.04 0.85 77
33 2019 0.586 69 74 4 2 3 9.24 0.63 83
33 2020 0.643 51 29 4 5 6 9.47 1.29 61
33 2021 0.592 67 54 7 2 3 9.83 0.59 79
33 2022 0.49 93 28 4 6 5 7.71 0.62 63
33 2023 0.657 74 34 4 7 1 8.67 1.26 51
33 2024 0.829 54 15 6 5 5 8.21 0.38 59
34 2019 0.437 63 30 4 6 2 9.51 0.27 54
34 2020 0.524 92 26 3 2 6 8 0.14 86
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
34 2021 0.578 61 51 3 2 4 8.84 1.14 55
34 2022 0.503 69 64 4 2 7 8.19 0.16 50
34 2023 0.461 55 51 7 4 5 7.81 0.8 61
34 2024 0.474 73 73 5 7 2 8.47 1.27 88
35 2019 0.627 92 64 6 7 4 7.88 0.26 65
35 2020 0.87 57 64 7 2 7 9.52 0.63 54
35 2021 0.882 83 15 4 4 2 7.55 0.39 75
35 2022 0.834 89 63 6 4 1 9.57 0.91 68
35 2023 0.87 63 67 7 2 2 8.55 0.29 55
35 2024 0.559 82 55 3 6 1 7.77 0.45 60
36 2019 0.839 87 60 6 7 3 9.92 1.01 72
36 2020 0.618 60 15 3 6 7 9.39 0.83 64
36 2021 0.748 78 39 3 2 1 8.83 0.12 60
36 2022 0.702 63 24 4 7 1 8.64 1.14 51
36 2023 0.64 78 40 3 5 5 8.7 0.8 85
36 2024 0.704 72 20 4 5 3 9.06 1.09 65
37 2019 0.724 64 39 6 4 3 7.68 1.22 71
37 2020 0.497 63 18 7 5 6 8.42 1.06 84
37 2021 0.69 91 50 4 3 1 10.43 1.09 79
37 2022 0.491 80 58 4 6 7 9.63 0.23 85
37 2023 0.612 56 68 3 5 5 9.4 1.24 71
37 2024 0.81 71 42 3 3 1 9.44 0.31 57
38 2019 0.785 75 41 7 5 2 9.7 1.12 88
38 2020 0.734 67 33 6 3 1 8.77 0.28 84
38 2021 0.835 82 69 7 2 6 7.57 0.87 77
38 2022 0.503 60 24 3 7 5 9.28 0.7 51
38 2023 0.537 56 35 4 4 2 8.78 0.96 60
38 2024 0.896 68 18 4 7 2 10.22 1.03 85
39 2019 0.443 82 50 5 2 1 8.18 0.53 53

(0]
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
39 2020 0.621 51 74 7 5 3 9.42 0.43 57
39 2021 0.725 93 72 5 7 6 7.66 0.55 87
39 2022 0.679 83 37 6 7 4 7.77 1.25 78
39 2023 0.745 65 56 3 5 1 8.4 1.28 52
39 2024 0.864 94 37 6 4 6 10.48 1.21 50
40 2019 0.821 70 34 4 2 5 9.98 1.04 &3
40 2020 0.432 85 47 4 6 2 8.64 0.52 58
40 2021 0.655 52 66 4 5 2 9.05 1.2 64
40 2022 0.896 86 66 4 5 7 8.69 0.75 84
40 2023 0.737 91 44 5 5 6 7.74 0.58 51
40 2024 0477 84 32 6 3 2 9.97 0.26 82
41 2019 0.861 63 15 7 5 3 10.36 1.09 62
41 2020 0.584 57 35 4 5 1 8.2 0.2 61
41 2021 0.883 81 42 7 7 4 8.82 0.23 55
41 2022 0.4 92 16 6 4 7 7.68 1.04 59
41 2023 0.506 60 64 7 2 7 8.22 0.27 58
41 2024 0.791 56 30 6 2 4 9.4 0.37 86
42 2019 0.708 78 66 6 5 6 8.78 0.26 84
42 2020 0.584 77 36 7 6 6 10.39 0.4 76
42 2021 0.609 87 29 7 3 7 7.91 0.74 50
42 2022 0.562 75 64 7 6 5 9.9 1.25 85
42 2023 0.586 60 35 6 6 2 7.88 1.14 67
42 2024 0.638 90 43 6 6 6 8.68 1.25 66
43 2019 0.729 90 15 4 5 5 8.34 1.22 89
43 2020 0.631 60 69 4 4 6 9.41 0.84 72
43 2021 0.659 68 19 6 2 7 9.54 0.15 72
43 2022 0.758 94 65 5 2 5 9.03 0.57 80
43 2023 0.548 60 66 5 4 4 8.56 0.59 54
43 2024 0.73 81 22 4 7 7 7.75 1.26 80
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
44 2019 0.791 89 39 3 3 7 8.12 0.25 53
44 2020 0.787 90 39 4 7 7 10.41 1.06 61
44 2021 0.637 51 68 7 6 7 9.06 0.84 83
44 2022 0.464 64 31 4 2 1 8.63 0.76 74
44 2023 0.482 79 34 7 5 3 10.16 0.87 84
44 2024 0.736 79 69 3 5 1 9.13 0.86 70
45 2019 0.889 89 60 6 4 6 9.76 0.42 77
45 2020 0.422 67 16 7 6 7 7.78 1.26 64
45 2021 0.653 73 58 7 7 3 9.77 0.99 52
45 2022 0.549 68 37 7 7 7 9.23 1.15 86
45 2023 0.48 91 72 3 5 5 10.14 0.43 84
45 2024 0.601 91 48 5 2 2 9.73 1.08 76
46 2019 0.494 90 62 7 2 4 9.07 1.12 61
46 2020 0.773 63 71 4 6 1 9.54 1.01 80
46 2021 0.553 68 51 4 5 7 8.85 0.97 73
46 2022 0.509 75 51 7 7 7 7.51 0.84 53
46 2023 0.491 94 34 3 5 5 9.43 0.18 65
46 2024 0.513 53 70 4 7 2 9.31 0.13 68
47 2019 0.649 68 36 7 5 6 10.45 0.35 85
47 2020 0.659 94 50 3 2 2 8.61 0.18 77
47 2021 0.768 60 71 6 7 5 8.02 0.87 69
47 2022 0.793 76 29 6 4 7 9.22 0.81 59
47 2023 0.567 62 57 3 7 6 9.26 0.94 68
47 2024 0.53 75 65 7 6 5 8.94 0.62 54
48 2019 0.753 75 18 4 4 1 9.84 0.11 80
48 2020 0.861 74 50 7 7 4 7.63 0.14 56
48 2021 0.523 77 28 4 7 7 8.85 1.03 58
48 2022 0.644 92 34 4 3 3 7.92 0.74 82
48 2023 0.786 55 29 4 4 4 7.88 1.16 70
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
48 2024 0.426 93 70 3 6 2 10.44 0.27 72
49 2019 0.499 73 63 5 4 1 10.34 1.26 82
49 2020 0.476 53 56 3 7 7 9.14 1.28 83
49 2021 0.602 92 55 3 2 2 7.75 0.65 50
49 2022 0.614 54 16 3 3 2 8.89 0.59 88
49 2023 0.673 73 61 6 4 2 10.43 1.05 81
49 2024 0.529 69 40 6 7 4 9.06 0.35 70
50 2019 0.73 77 28 5 6 1 9.18 1 51
50 2020 0.433 52 22 6 2 2 8.99 0.23 72
50 2021 0.811 92 33 7 4 3 8.11 0.73 73
50 2022 0.578 90 50 7 6 7 9.43 0.34 &9
50 2023 0.66 69 20 6 3 7 9.34 0.54 76
50 2024 0.538 89 52 3 5 1 7.6 0.54 81
51 2019 0.727 92 51 6 7 6 10.4 1.13 58
51 2020 0.802 65 15 7 6 5 9.68 0.49 77
51 2021 0.841 80 73 5 6 1 7.78 0.14 69
51 2022 0.845 54 49 7 5 5 8.39 1.2 55
51 2023 0.755 93 71 5 3 7 9.46 0.48 73
51 2024 0.647 52 26 6 7 2 8.23 0.24 75
52 2019 0.45 70 49 6 3 1 9.72 0.33 60
52 2020 0.726 71 31 7 5 3 10.03 0.4 82
52 2021 0.463 65 48 4 4 4 9.55 0.3 69
52 2022 0.514 57 69 5 5 2 9.04 0.47 70
52 2023 0.417 63 50 6 2 7 9.92 0.17 64
52 2024 0.53 82 20 5 4 7 8.01 0.57 87
53 2019 0.513 57 49 5 7 7 7.83 0.61 74
53 2020 0.611 63 40 3 4 6 10.23 1 58
53 2021 0.82 94 21 3 4 4 9.99 0.44 63
53 2022 0.509 85 54 3 7 1 7.54 0.66 74
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
53 2023 0.812 84 55 5 7 6 9.3 0.18 77
53 2024 0.826 90 60 3 6 6 9.88 0.14 84
54 2019 0.534 70 35 7 5 5 9.3 0.24 58
54 2020 0.855 53 49 3 3 1 7.58 0.93 89
54 2021 0.558 61 60 3 4 2 7.99 0.3 70
54 2022 0.716 69 71 7 4 4 9.53 0.26 53
54 2023 0.592 94 17 6 3 2 8.92 1.28 57
54 2024 0.717 55 36 3 3 1 7.62 0.82 76
55 2019 0.47 91 15 3 6 5 8.95 0.34 84
55 2020 0.624 69 70 3 6 5 7.52 0.11 57
55 2021 0.418 82 40 7 6 1 8.16 0.58 58
55 2022 0.808 90 31 7 4 3 9.02 1.15 62
55 2023 0.738 68 25 7 7 5 8.68 0.61 61
55 2024 0.841 94 26 7 2 5 9.66 1.24 54
56 2019 0.401 76 60 7 2 7 10.11 0.41 53
56 2020 0.592 85 32 7 4 7 8.76 1 82
56 2021 0.602 64 55 4 6 1 9.44 1.17 62
56 2022 0.405 67 65 3 2 7 10.12 0.97 76
56 2023 0.77 78 52 5 7 2 7.54 0.61 84
56 2024 0.624 94 29 4 6 5 9.92 0.36 74
57 2019 0.765 87 42 7 7 3 8.79 0.91 58
57 2020 0.553 79 74 6 3 3 8.85 0.8 72
57 2021 0.559 81 72 5 2 6 9.62 0.93 88
57 2022 0.656 77 51 6 6 1 8.54 0.29 78
57 2023 0.659 67 42 5 4 7 7.72 0.59 87
57 2024 0.824 57 48 6 5 6 8.86 0.93 54
58 2019 0.514 73 73 5 4 5 8.65 0.15 76
58 2020 0.48 55 73 7 6 6 7.89 1.1 86
58 2021 0.878 86 49 6 3 4 9.14 0.21 66
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
58 2022 0.593 71 18 7 6 1 9.16 0.75 71
58 2023 0.523 72 65 5 3 2 8.28 0.33 70
58 2024 0.571 93 35 6 4 7 9.13 0.3 73
59 2019 0.9 62 61 4 4 4 8.71 1.29 67
59 2020 0.712 73 72 5 6 7 8.69 0.15 66
59 2021 0.755 68 41 7 3 3 8.56 0.65 70
59 2022 0.773 88 42 7 2 4 8.9 0.14 55
59 2023 0.474 68 40 6 5 4 10.09 0.81 85
59 2024 0.543 82 38 5 4 1 8.59 0.97 63
60 2019 0.628 77 65 6 6 3 8.1 0.23 66
60 2020 0.72 82 46 5 7 3 8.84 0.71 80
60 2021 0.767 81 36 7 7 3 10.12 0.73 70
60 2022 0.579 51 55 5 7 1 9.88 1.29 57
60 2023 0.897 89 21 5 2 4 10 0.99 86
60 2024 0.403 57 19 6 2 7 10.15 0.94 89
61 2019 0.6 83 60 6 7 7 7.7 0.52 52
61 2020 0.716 62 59 4 6 5 7.8 1.14 51
61 2021 0.438 83 56 6 7 4 7.94 0.95 80
61 2022 0.516 88 17 5 7 5 9.25 1.11 66
61 2023 0.72 62 35 5 6 3 9.44 0.25 66
61 2024 0.76 81 24 4 5 6 7.72 0.92 63
62 2019 0.632 73 29 6 6 3 9.83 0.43 80
62 2020 0.542 67 70 4 4 1 9.75 0.48 80
62 2021 0.495 78 40 4 7 6 10.19 0.8 57
62 2022 0.402 54 58 3 6 4 7.81 0.53 68
62 2023 0.682 83 58 6 5 2 10.18 0.62 55
62 2024 0.589 61 65 7 2 2 7.63 0.78 76
63 2019 0.822 59 61 7 6 3 9.5 1.26 60
63 2020 0.875 74 44 3 6 4 9.85 0.87 66
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
63 2021 0.58 88 42 3 4 7 7.83 0.86 84
63 2022 0.585 56 55 7 3 5 9.97 1.12 65
63 2023 0.586 87 25 3 5 5 9.76 0.14 58
63 2024 0.468 56 50 4 4 4 10.42 0.16 77
64 2019 0.757 50 50 7 5 3 8.6 0.17 59
64 2020 0.672 59 60 7 6 6 8.51 0.12 85
64 2021 0.874 84 39 5 7 1 10.22 0.42 78
64 2022 0.632 85 72 6 3 6 9.79 0.65 65
64 2023 0.786 89 42 4 5 3 9.23 0.19 79
64 2024 0.584 86 20 7 2 1 9.72 0.37 61
65 2019 0.401 92 67 6 6 7 10.14 0.91 81
65 2020 0.849 82 37 3 6 6 7.96 1.18 78
65 2021 0.514 83 48 6 6 7 7.68 0.91 53
65 2022 0.879 58 69 7 5 2 9.43 0.77 71
65 2023 0.583 75 58 4 2 2 10.04 0.48 68
65 2024 0.473 57 54 6 5 3 8.28 0.51 87
66 2019 0.545 80 55 4 3 1 10.29 0.7 60
66 2020 0.422 82 64 5 3 7 8.56 1.24 54
66 2021 0.71 71 32 4 7 5 8.88 0.77 55
66 2022 0.623 93 59 5 5 1 7.91 1.29 60
66 2023 0.596 93 20 3 5 3 8.99 0.59 75
66 2024 0.661 61 25 7 2 2 9.28 0.19 67
67 2019 0.891 53 58 5 6 3 8.57 0.94 65
67 2020 0.889 57 27 4 7 4 8.24 0.87 88
67 2021 0.791 69 38 4 7 5 9 0.11 59
67 2022 0.792 77 42 4 4 5 8.17 0.49 51
67 2023 0.657 76 36 7 4 1 8.71 1.17 59
67 2024 0.851 76 48 5 2 1 9.78 0.55 69
68 2019 0.445 79 49 5 2 7 9.23 0.53 67
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
68 2020 0.896 78 34 7 4 2 9.47 0.39 75
68 2021 0.859 72 24 5 4 1 7.62 0.14 66
68 2022 0.474 94 55 7 5 5 9.66 0.78 70
68 2023 0.658 75 65 5 6 4 8.79 1.18 75
68 2024 0.846 70 28 6 3 4 8.99 0.35 78
69 2019 0.528 68 62 6 7 1 8.59 0.45 84
69 2020 0.653 52 61 5 6 4 9.58 1.03 53
69 2021 0.476 72 67 6 6 5 8.68 0.76 55
69 2022 0.427 59 54 7 6 4 8.19 0.1 53
69 2023 0.883 87 65 6 2 5 9.78 0.83 79
69 2024 0.563 74 62 5 4 6 7.88 0.5 85
70 2019 0.892 71 35 7 2 3 8.74 1 81
70 2020 0.484 58 31 5 3 6 8.3 0.82 74
70 2021 0.465 86 52 3 2 7 9.03 0.54 73
70 2022 0.48 64 46 5 7 1 7.87 0.25 66
70 2023 0.415 90 43 3 6 6 8.51 1.27 52
70 2024 0.459 61 62 7 2 1 8.64 0.3 81
71 2019 0.594 53 32 3 4 3 10.02 0.11 82
71 2020 0.885 53 38 5 6 3 9.62 0.74 89
71 2021 0.426 50 19 5 7 5 10.38 0.96 68
71 2022 0.598 92 24 3 5 7 8.43 0.45 71
71 2023 0.736 86 22 5 3 7 10.22 0.11 65
71 2024 0.481 82 63 6 7 5 8.42 0.52 66
72 2019 0.867 54 71 6 7 5 7.71 1.04 68
72 2020 0.739 51 44 6 2 5 9.85 0.98 72
72 2021 0.499 68 68 7 5 5 8.48 1.23 57
72 2022 0.434 78 24 3 3 6 9.14 1.27 54
72 2023 0.495 69 55 3 4 1 8.69 0.42 59
72 2024 0.658 84 30 4 5 2 9.57 0.27 88
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
73 2019 0.486 87 34 5 2 6 9.59 0.65 84
73 2020 0.724 79 67 4 7 3 8.62 0.78 58
73 2021 0.753 55 55 5 5 3 9.29 1.14 50
73 2022 0.459 74 24 7 4 6 10.32 0.11 71
73 2023 0.713 79 39 7 5 1 7.55 0.8 58
73 2024 0.625 50 24 6 2 5 9.35 0.99 55
74 2019 0.889 66 24 4 4 6 8.48 1.17 70
74 2020 0.857 77 61 6 6 3 9.67 0.11 77
74 2021 0.707 90 56 4 5 5 7.77 0.34 72
74 2022 0.425 82 71 7 4 2 7.69 0.65 52
74 2023 0.508 82 25 4 7 7 10.02 1.07 68
74 2024 0.647 62 70 5 3 6 9.73 0.99 57
75 2019 0.434 91 31 3 6 6 9.9 0.5 71
75 2020 0.858 86 23 4 4 5 8.73 1.15 87
75 2021 0.614 85 64 6 4 5 9.85 0.6 71
75 2022 0.793 62 18 7 4 6 7.58 0.35 50
75 2023 0.782 63 52 4 2 1 10.27 0.23 78
75 2024 0.435 59 42 7 3 7 9.66 1.09 68
76 2019 0.455 54 15 6 5 4 8.83 0.76 74
76 2020 0.578 73 39 7 7 7 10.36 0.49 88
76 2021 0.516 70 23 5 6 3 8.55 0.73 54
76 2022 0.738 66 26 5 7 1 7.54 0.46 86
76 2023 0.606 81 60 6 6 1 9.72 1.14 86
76 2024 0.766 67 44 3 7 1 8.74 0.98 63
77 2019 0.461 85 48 3 3 4 8.43 0.3 68
77 2020 0.568 77 38 5 6 1 8.75 0.61 68
77 2021 0.739 89 61 4 2 5 9 0.59 50
77 2022 0.716 62 62 3 6 5 8.51 0.27 75
77 2023 0.656 62 19 4 2 3 8.11 0.71 50
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
77 2024 0.409 66 57 3 4 5 8.72 1.16 81
78 2019 0.757 65 39 6 2 1 8.9 1.15 56
78 2020 0.626 68 33 4 2 5 8.95 0.12 79
78 2021 0.724 67 65 4 7 6 8.67 0.75 85
78 2022 0.824 94 32 4 6 5 10.47 0.38 78
78 2023 0.68 78 17 5 4 6 9.69 0.83 53
78 2024 0.632 60 72 5 4 6 8.15 0.89 58
79 2019 0.403 83 70 3 5 1 9.25 1.04 88
79 2020 0.739 66 49 7 4 4 9.73 0.3 58
79 2021 0.573 55 43 4 2 7 9.32 0.62 75
79 2022 0.845 86 67 4 5 2 8.74 0.96 65
79 2023 0.501 89 59 5 3 6 10.11 0.97 60
79 2024 0.494 66 40 4 3 4 8.83 0.64 81
80 2019 0.616 87 71 5 7 3 941 0.49 81
80 2020 0.495 62 41 6 7 2 9.49 1.08 53
80 2021 0.631 55 38 6 3 5 9.74 0.28 57
80 2022 0.416 71 20 7 6 3 9.97 0.86 55
80 2023 0.614 89 43 7 7 2 10.03 0.4 87
80 2024 0.447 69 26 5 6 7 9.9 0.91 52
81 2019 0.899 84 45 7 6 1 10.38 1.17 70
81 2020 0.792 60 44 6 6 3 7.55 0.12 73
81 2021 0.712 81 50 5 3 3 10.32 0.6 59
81 2022 0.595 53 43 5 4 2 9.62 0.57 69
81 2023 0.685 72 38 5 7 2 8.53 0.73 54
81 2024 0.898 61 64 6 7 1 8.88 1.23 63
82 2019 0.427 60 32 5 7 2 7.83 1.21 54
82 2020 0.427 74 55 4 7 3 9.74 1.07 50
82 2021 0.49 61 36 4 2 5 10.35 0.17 82
82 2022 0.705 92 29 6 7 4 10.38 0.74 75
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
82 2023 0.601 62 16 7 2 6 9.43 0.19 60
82 2024 0.696 89 57 6 6 2 7.75 0.83 65
&3 2019 0.745 92 21 7 4 7 9.55 0.55 72
83 2020 0.543 58 49 5 5 5 10.19 0.85 57
83 2021 0.87 79 60 6 5 7 8.81 0.58 66
&3 2022 0.826 79 43 5 7 3 9.87 0.6 &3
83 2023 0.637 87 38 4 5 7 7.94 1.27 89
&3 2024 0.457 93 70 5 7 5 8.2 0.26 88
84 2019 0.583 85 27 6 6 2 9.93 0.28 87
84 2020 0.832 72 36 4 4 4 9.35 0.29 87
84 2021 0.79 73 49 6 5 6 10.13 0.63 80
84 2022 0.553 91 67 4 2 6 9.68 0.79 61
84 2023 0.789 64 56 7 2 1 10.32 0.12 70
84 2024 0.645 65 23 6 5 6 10.01 0.53 84
85 2019 0.8 65 69 6 4 1 9.04 1.18 66
85 2020 0.809 55 33 7 2 4 8.97 0.87 53
85 2021 0.885 57 39 7 4 6 7.89 1.13 79
85 2022 0.827 52 59 4 7 5 9.23 0.77 55
85 2023 0.587 84 24 5 4 4 9.17 1.11 54
85 2024 0.488 74 55 7 3 4 8.25 0.42 62
86 2019 0.712 91 64 3 5 4 9.75 0.28 82
86 2020 0.677 62 31 4 3 3 7.62 0.45 57
86 2021 0.862 62 53 7 2 4 9.78 0.29 51
86 2022 0.78 66 44 7 3 5 9.62 0.67 70
86 2023 0.781 66 54 5 5 7 10.23 0.71 80
86 2024 0.462 79 47 3 5 1 10.02 0.29 84
87 2019 0.777 65 23 6 2 5 7.83 0.83 57
87 2020 0.861 61 15 5 3 6 7.67 0.78 80
87 2021 0.786 81 72 7 6 5 10.01 1.21 71
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
87 2022 0.433 86 59 5 7 1 8.35 0.6 73
87 2023 0.415 51 54 5 5 3 9.33 0.91 87
87 2024 0.548 87 69 7 4 4 9.72 0.43 85
88 2019 0.882 81 31 3 5 7 8.81 1.05 84
88 2020 0.471 77 15 4 3 1 10.31 0.32 65
88 2021 0.626 87 58 5 2 7 7.99 0.81 73
88 2022 0.571 94 39 4 4 2 7.52 0.17 58
88 2023 0.776 89 24 5 4 5 7.84 1.23 64
88 2024 0.631 90 67 6 3 7 8.71 1.16 69
89 2019 0.779 53 37 3 7 1 9.69 1.23 70
&9 2020 0.615 71 35 7 2 4 8.36 0.69 64
89 2021 0.617 70 38 3 3 5 8.57 0.15 72
&9 2022 0.729 67 35 6 4 6 9.07 0.94 &9
89 2023 0.6 74 66 3 4 5 9.84 0.22 86
89 2024 0.459 94 52 7 6 1 10.19 1.04 89
90 2019 0.416 79 25 6 5 4 10.12 1.05 57
90 2020 0.548 77 72 3 3 5 8.22 0.27 80
90 2021 0.426 61 15 7 2 1 7.91 0.93 70
90 2022 0.773 71 52 5 6 6 9.92 0.49 75
90 2023 0.478 87 31 7 7 3 8.16 0.56 64
90 2024 0.812 76 27 3 6 3 7.55 0.92 72
91 2019 0.666 75 61 7 3 4 8.25 0.88 67
91 2020 0.566 63 28 7 5 7 9.04 1.03 84
91 2021 0.438 68 34 6 4 2 10 1.08 66
91 2022 0.85 50 49 6 6 6 9.53 0.89 64
91 2023 0.598 33 54 5 5 6 7.97 0.36 81
91 2024 0.84 80 17 5 2 7 8.16 1.16 88
92 2019 0.718 65 49 4 7 2 7.63 1.04 88
92 2020 0.766 92 59 7 7 6 10.33 0.38 53
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
92 2021 0.784 55 46 4 3 7 8.95 0.72 86
92 2022 0.851 55 62 5 4 2 7.52 1.27 53
92 2023 0.562 66 55 5 6 6 9.96 0.63 50
92 2024 0.6 60 27 5 3 3 10.49 0.33 63
93 2019 0.744 90 23 4 4 5 8.17 0.47 72
93 2020 0.609 77 48 7 2 2 10.19 0.2 79
93 2021 0.45 90 39 5 5 2 7.73 0.38 70
93 2022 0.817 94 21 3 7 2 10.28 0.6 60
93 2023 0.61 67 49 7 4 2 10.34 1.04 61
93 2024 0.582 53 53 4 3 3 9.11 0.78 57
94 2019 0.852 89 74 6 6 6 7.99 0.37 66
94 2020 0.513 70 22 7 3 4 8.85 0.5 61
94 2021 0.544 72 30 4 6 4 8.98 0.63 52
94 2022 0.642 68 27 4 6 5 9.78 0.28 69
94 2023 0.767 85 16 4 6 6 7.6 0.57 72
94 2024 0.801 92 68 7 5 6 8.51 0.47 58
95 2019 0.515 68 52 6 2 4 9.52 1.09 67
95 2020 0.423 72 25 7 7 2 7.6 1.29 62
95 2021 0.896 91 45 6 4 2 9.88 0.89 70
95 2022 0.833 68 45 7 3 3 8.73 0.61 73
95 2023 0.682 65 30 7 4 1 7.89 0.22 56
95 2024 0.408 61 45 3 2 3 10.48 0.45 77
96 2019 0.79 56 16 4 5 4 7.68 0.45 60
96 2020 0.823 61 17 4 4 1 10.33 1.02 51
96 2021 0.688 79 34 6 2 5 8.89 1.23 82
96 2022 0.713 90 68 4 6 6 7.89 0.83 69
96 2023 0.751 76 55 4 3 1 10.29 0.5 61
96 2024 0.414 59 46 3 3 4 8.95 1.03 85
97 2019 0.487 76 16 3 7 2 7.65 1.17 77
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COMPANY | YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF | ACE SIZE LEV BIND
97 2020 0.483 88 38 7 3 6 7.77 0.82 63
97 2021 0.8 61 36 6 6 4 9.68 1.04 85
97 2022 0.703 81 47 7 5 4 10.34 0.45 81
97 2023 0.778 65 73 7 5 5 9.4 0.81 80
97 2024 0.421 61 30 3 6 7 9.17 0.51 81
98 2019 0.807 66 55 6 3 5 7.81 0.58 &9
98 2020 0.544 63 29 5 2 5 9.64 0.53 68
98 2021 0.474 72 46 7 4 4 9.2 0.72 55
98 2022 0.806 80 36 4 6 5 8.67 0.39 50
98 2023 0.557 72 46 5 7 3 9.1 1.15 84
98 2024 0.846 52 15 4 6 7 8.45 0.69 69
99 2019 0.741 78 62 5 2 3 9.72 0.9 61
99 2020 0.686 69 23 6 4 6 10.48 0.21 62
99 2021 0.737 71 42 6 6 5 10.05 0.34 57
99 2022 0.882 75 37 5 6 4 9.81 0.88 88
99 2023 0.888 64 45 5 3 2 9.96 0.15 68
99 2024 0.745 87 63 4 5 1 10.43 0.75 56
100 2019 0.72 53 39 6 3 6 9.17 0.53 86
100 2020 0.41 73 30 3 6 1 10 0.46 53
100 2021 0.598 56 60 4 4 4 10.3 0.4 72
100 2022 0.559 92 61 3 3 1 7.69 0.51 85
100 2023 0.483 84 44 6 2 3 8.86 0.53 78
100 2024 0.836 74 65 4 4 7 9.35 0.65 87
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Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics Output (Full Sample, N = 600)

Count mean std min 25% 50% 75% Max
COMPANY 600 50.5 28.89016 1 25.75 50.5 75.25 100
YEAR 600 2021.5 1.70925 2019 2020 2021.5 2023 2024
FRQ 600 0.646093 | 0.14862 0.4 0.51375 | 0.6405 | 0.77725 0.9
ACI 600 73.33 12.72416 50 62 74 85 94
ACFE 600 44.93333 | 16.96138 15 31 45 60 74
ACS 600 5.091667 | 1.399951 3 4 5 6 7
ACMF 600 4.583333 | 1.71988 3 5 6 7
ACE 600 4.013333 | 2.05187 2 4 6 7
SIZE 600 9.0307 | 0.884738 7.5 8.28 9.04 9.7825 10.49
LEV 600 0.6868 | 0.351026 0.1 0.37 0.685 0.99 1.3
BIND 600 69.48 11.519 50 59 70 79 89
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Appendix C: Correlation Matrix

COMPANY YEAR FRQ ACI ACFE ACS ACMF ACE SIZE LEV BIND
COMPANY 1 1.368E-13 0.0244944 | -0.0399329 | -0.0398508 0.0636288 0.0125996 | -0.0005069 | 0.0311053 -0.008692 0.0038176
YEAR 1.368E-13 1 -0.0472191 | 0.0094416 0.0017275 -0.0575584 | -0.0130616 | 0.0204685 | 0.0080589 | -0.0281585 | 0.0075465
FRQ 0.0244944 -0.0472191 1 0.0213009 | -0.0138469 0.0444752 -0.0417066 | -0.0173693 | -0.0167051 | 0.0160886 0.0061037
ACI -0.0399329 0.0094416 0.0213009 1 0.0278799 -0.0015136 0.0020979 0.058531 | -0.0228893 | -0.0450118 | 0.0247731
ACFE -0.0398508 0.0017275 -0.0138469 | 0.0278799 1 0.0115069 0.0571333 | 0.0198848 | -0.0051867 | 0.0040944 0.0654029
ACS 0.0636288 -0.0575584 0.0444752 | -0.0015136 | 0.0115069 1 -0.0728612 | 0.0576918 0.053593 0.0262807 | -0.0650551
ACMF 0.0125996 -0.0130616 | -0.0417066 | 0.0020979 0.0571333 -0.0728612 1 -0.0244419 | -0.0390196 | 0.1093937 | -0.0152524
ACE -0.0005069 0.0204685 -0.0173693 0.058531 0.0198848 0.0576918 -0.0244419 1 0.0160146 | 0.0625252 0.0514322
SIZE 0.0311053 0.0080589 -0.0167051 | -0.0228893 | -0.0051867 0.053593 -0.0390196 | 0.0160146 1 0.0159945 0.0742488
LEV -0.008692 -0.0281585 0.0160886 | -0.0450118 | 0.0040944 0.0262807 0.1093937 | 0.0625252 | 0.0159945 1 -0.0316339
BIND 0.0038176 0.0075465 0.0061037 0.0247731 0.0654029 -0.0650551 -0.0152524 | 0.0514322 | 0.0742488 | -0.0316339 1
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Appendix D: Fixed Effects Regression Output

Dependent Variable: FRQ

Fixed Effects (FE) Model

Dependent Variable: Financial Reporting Quality (FRQ)
Estimation Method: Fixed Effects

Variable ||Coefficient||Std. Error||t-Value|[P-Value|Significance
Constant|/0.081 0.045 1.80 0.072 |—
ACI 0.247 0.038 6.50 [|0.000 |***
ACFE |0.312 0.042 7.43  10.000 |***
ACS 0.028 0.019 1.47 |0.142 |NS
ACMF |/0.186 0.034 5.47 ]0.000 |***
ACE 0.074 0.022 3.36  ||0.001 |**
SIZE  ]/0.059 0.021 2.81 |0.005 |**
LEV -0.102 0.031 -3.29 1|0.001 |**
BIND [|0.143 0.034 421 |0.000 |p***
Model Fit

Statistic || Value

R? 0.51

F-Statistic|[18.29

Prob>F

0.000

Note:

*#% p <0.01, ** p <0.05, NS = Not Significant
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Appendix E: Random Effects (RE) Model

Dependent Variable: Financial Reporting Quality (FRQ)
Estimation Method: Random Effects

Variable ||Coefficient||Std. Error||z-Statistic||P-Value||Significance

Constant||0.079 0.048 1.65 0.099 |—

ACI 0.221 0.041 5.39 0.000 |**

ACFE |0.284 0.044 6.45 0.000  |**

ACS 0.026 0.020 1.30 0.194 |NS

ACMF [0.169 0.036  [4.69 0.000 |[***

ACE 0.068 0.024 2.83 0.005 |[**

SIZE 0.054 0.023 2.35 0.019 |**

LEV -0.094 0.033 -2.85 0.004 |**

BIND [0.131 0.036  [3.64 0.000 [[***

Model Fit

Statistic Value

R? (Overall)||0.48

Wald Chi* ||32.76

Prob > Chi?{|0.000
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Hausman Specification Test

Purpose: Determines whether FE or RE is appropriate.

Test Statistic||Degrees of Freedom|P-Value||Decision

Hausman Test||{17.84 |8 0.002 |Reject RE — Prefer FE

Appendix F: Robustness Check (GMM Estimation Summary)

Variable |Coefficient |p-value
ACI 0.231 0.000
ACFE 0.298 0.000
ACS 0.021 0.191
ACMF 0.171 0.000
ACE 0.068 0.003

Arellano-Bond Test (AR2): p = 0.41
Hansen Test: p =0.28

(Indicates model validity and robustness)
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Descriptive Statistics Table

Variable Mean Std. Dev. |Min Max
FRQ Index (composite) 0.621 0.198 0.210 0.987
ACI (Independence) (%) 72.4 12.5 40 95
ACFE (Expertise) (%) 38.7 15.3 10 75
ACS (Size) 5.23 1.02 3 8
ACMEF (Meetings/year) 4.18 1.49 2 8
ACE (Committee Attributes)|3.87 1.74 1 8
SIZE (Ln Total Assets) 8.92 0.63 7.1 10.7
LEV (Debt/Equity) 0.58 0.31 0.12 1.36
BIND (%) 69.1 10.4 42 92
Correlation Analysis Table

Variable Pair R Significance

ACI & FRQ 0.42 p <0.01

ACFE & FRQ 0.51 p <0.001

ACS & FRQ 0.12 p>0.05

ACMF & FRQ |0.46 p<0.01

ACE & FRQ 0.29 p<0.05
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Model Summary Table

Variable |Coefficient |Std. Error |[t-Value p-Value
Constant |0.081 0.045 1.80 0.072
ACI 0.247 0.038 6.50 0.000
ACFE 0.312 0.042 7.43 0.000
ACS 0.028 0.019 1.47 0.142
ACMF 0.186 0.034 5.47 0.000
ACE 0.074 0.022 3.36 0.001
SIZE 0.059 0.021 2.81 0.005
LEV —0.102 0.031 -3.29 0.001
BIND 0.143 0.034 4.21 0.000
R-squared [0.51

F-Statistic (18.29 p=0.000
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