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Committee on board: Does it matter? A study of 
Indonesian Sharia-listed firms
Fitriya Fauzi1*, Abdul Basyith2 and Dani Foo3

Abstract: The committee on board includes audit committee and nomination 
committee that currently has been questioned as to whether the firm value is also 
affected by the committees’ performance that has been the subject of attention. 
Apparently, this study is the first to attempt providing an evidence of committees’ 
role on to the extent of its contribution to firm value in the context of Indonesian 
Sharia-listed firms as the establishment of Islamic-compliance firms is currently 
experiencing an upward trend in many countries. Hence it is enticing to examine the 
impact of committee on board as part of corporate governance mechanisms on firm 
value in the Indonesian Sharia-listed firms. Using an Indonesian Sharia-listed firms 
which counts for 30 firms in the quarterly period of 2009 to 2015, this study em-
ploys a 720 balanced panel, using Generalized Least Square. The results reveal that 
the audit committee and the nomination committee have a significant impact on 
firm value (Tobin’s Q). The non-significant result for ROA suggesting that the mixed 
measured of book and market is viewed more reliable for investors as it indicates 
the overall performance measure. Meanwhile the result of the number of audit com-
mittee meeting yielded no significant impact on firm value; this may be due to no 
restrictions on the number of positions of audit committee serves in firms, therefore, 
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the auditor may be manifold in some companies which can be overlapping. Further, 
the number of audit committee only meets the regulations and yet the transpar-
ency is still far beyond.

Subjects: Finance; Corporate Finance; Corporate Governance

Keywords: committee on board; firm value; Indonesian Sharia-listed-firms

1. Introduction
The financial crisis that hit Southeast Asia in 1997 also destroyed the economic and financial system 
in Indonesia as many firms were affected and collapsed during that time. The economic slump as 
the result of that crisis has led few firms to be merged to get a bailout and cash injection. Some firms 
could recover from that crisis but some firms were closed down due to poor performance as they 
were unable to get out of bankruptcy despite having received an injection of funds. The research also 
indicated that one reason for an unsuccessful way out was due to poor management within the 
company. Most of the firms during that time were owned and controlled by the family members, 
hence, expropriation exists. In addition, corporate governance was not important in the firm’s man-
agement as it is believed that owners are rulers. Afterwards, huge concerns were raised by all parties 
including the government, private institutions, and non-government organizations, and it was con-
centrated on the improvement corporate governance conduct by issuing rules and regulations that 
were bound to all firms in the stock exchange.

Corporate governance has become an issue (topic) that is dominant in the policy in developed 
countries and countries in transition. The fundamental of corporate governance is how to deal with 
all agency problems. Jensen and Meckling (1976) affirmed that the agency problem is crucial as a 
result of the separation between ownership and management where management might not act in 
accordance with the interests of the owners of the company. For such conditions, the corporate 
governance mechanisms both internally and externally play an important role in minimizing con-
flicts between the principal (the company owner) and agent (manager).

The mechanism of corporate governance includes the ownership structure, the size of the board 
of directors, independent directors, board meetings, committees, the election of auditors and oth-
ers. Equally important, the thing that gets the attention of the corporate governance mechanism is 
how the compensation and incentives given to board members or top executives were able to mini-
mize conflict for all agency problems (Dong & Ozkan, 2008). Compensation regarded as significant 
for (1) motivating top executives to work in line with the interests of the owner of the company, (2) 
to recruit and retain high quality managers (Anderson & Bizjak, 2003).

Corporate governance is aimed at managing the firm’s conduct to be transparent, fair, responsible, 
independent and accountable, and these are referred as corporate governance principles. These prin-
ciples may affect the firm’s objective and culture as the corporate governance in the business process 
is a solid foundation for realizing the Company’s vision and mission. These principles became the 
company’s benchmark in managing the firm that aims to improve the image, efficiency, effectiveness 
and social responsibility of the firm, thus it can safeguard the interest of all stakeholders and increase 
the shareholders’ value. There are five components in the corporate governance which are board size, 
board demographic, board leaderships, board education and board evaluation (Fauzi & Locke, 2012). 
Each component has its own sub-components that should be complied, for example, in the board 
size, there are rules governing how much the number of independent directors and the number of 
committee serve on the boardroom, and if one has fewer than stipulated in the rules and regulation 
of corporate governance, then the violation of corporate governance conduct remains ambiguously.

Furthermore, it is widely perceived that the problems faced by large firms during the economic 
crisis and the financial crisis caused by mismanagement of the company such as the lack of trans-
parency in financial reporting, the “financial report fraud”, and the “overvalued” against the value of 
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shares and other issues. Such financial scandals damaged the investors’ trust and confidence which 
in turn hamper the growth of the economy as the investors may withdraw their investment and the 
potential investors may think twice to invest their fund in the country. Reliable information is essen-
tially a must for the investor, therefore, the financial information report should be accountable 
(Sarkar, Sarkar & Sen, 2006) and, hence a stringent monitoring is compulsory and an independent 
audit committee is required (Jemison & Oakley, 1983). It is believed that the investors’ trust and 
confidence come along with the presence of independent and qualified audit committee (Leung, 
Richardson, & Jaggi, 2014). In addition, the financial frauds occur due to the small number of inde-
pendent audit committee (Bhasin, 2013) and the minimum number of audit committee meeting 
(Yunos, Ahmad, & Sulaiman, 2014).

The rules governing the audit committee and nomination committee for listed company in 
Indonesia began in 2001 that is stipulated by the Indonesian Security Exchange Commission, and 
this rule stipulates that every firm is obligated to have audit committee, nomination committee and 
other committee, and the number of these committees in the boardroom. Furthermore, the regula-
tion also emphasized the role and task of audit committee and nomination committee. The audit 
committee should (1) assess the implementation of activities and the results of audits conducted by 
the internal audit and external auditor in order to prevent the implementation and reporting does 
not meet the standard; (2) provide recommendations regarding the improvement of enterprise 
management control systems and their implementation; (3) ensure that there have been a satisfac-
tory review procedures to the information released by the state-owned enterprises, including bro-
chures, periodic financial statements, projections/forecasts and other financial information 
submitted to the shareholders; (4) identify things that require the attention of commissioner/board 
of trustees; (5) carry out other duties assigned by the Commissioner/Board of Trustees within the 
scope of duties and responsibilities of Commissioners/Board of Trustees under the provisions of the 
legislation. The nomination committee should identify, evaluate, nominate a new director on board, 
and also facilitate the selection of new directors by shareholders.

The existence of audit committee should lessen the conflicts of interest and agency cost which in 
turn can increase the value of companies (Reddy, Locke, & Scrimgeour, 2010). Practically the imple-
mentation of corporate governance merely meets the requirement stipulated by the corporate gov-
ernance regulation without awareness of how important the corporate governance might be for the 
company’s survival. Furthermore, though the regulation about the roles and tasks of audit commit-
tee and nomination committee has been released since 2001, in practice this regulation is not fully 
implemented as it stipulated that the duty of the audit committee is to assist the commissioners in 
conducting an audit of the firm’s management. In addition, the role of nomination committee is to 
identify, evaluate, nominate a new director on board, and also facilitate the selection of new direc-
tors by shareholders. The audit committee and nomination committee appointment should be inde-
pendent of all firm’s interest in order to work effectively and objectively. Thus, this study attempts to 
examine the impact of audit committee and nomination committee on firm value as mentioned that 
the role of those two committees has been the subject of questions whether this committee exists 
only to meet the requirement stipulated by the Indonesian Security Exchange Commission or these 
committees’ existence is due to the good corporate governance awareness. Furthermore, many 
studies focusing on the relationship between corporate governance and firm value (Agrawal & 
Knoeber, 1996; Barnhart & Rosenstein, 1998; Brown & Caylor, 2006, 2009; Gompers, Ishii, & Metrick, 
2003; Yermack, 1996) and very few have focused on the role of the committees on firm value.

Nevertheless, the existence of committee on board includes audit committee and nomination 
committee has been questioned as to whether the firm value is also affected by the committees’ 
performance or it was only a side effect of “other factors” as the company merely fills the require-
ment stated by the security exchange commission. Apparently, this study is the first to attempt 
providing an evidence of committees’ role on to the extent of its contribution to firm value in the 
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context of Indonesian Sharia-listed firms as the establishment of Islamic-compliance firms are cur-
rently experiencing an upward trend in many countries. Hence it is enticing to examine the impact 
of corporate governance on firm value in the Indonesian Sharia-listed-firms. This study solely fo-
cuses on the committee on board as part of corporate governance mechanisms.

2. Literature review
Previous studies on corporate governance and corporate value has been widely applied in various 
countries. Most examine how the relationship between the performance of the company and the 
various mechanisms of corporate governance such as the size of the board of directors, the propor-
tion of non-executive directors, the dual role of chief commissioner and ownership structure. 
Agrawal and Knoeber (1996), Yermack (1996) Barnhart and Rosenstein (1998), Gompers et al. (2003), 
and Brown and Caylor (2006, 2009) are some researchers who focus on how the corporate govern-
ance affects the value of the company in companies in the United States. Weir, Laing, and McKnight 
(2002), and Cheung, Connelly, Limpaphayom, and Zhou (2007) researched companies in Hong Kong, 
Australia and the United Kingdom.

More specific research investigation on the part of corporate governance is done by Hermalin and 
Weisbach (1991), Yermack (1996), Eisenberg, Sundgren, and Wells (1998), Mak and Kusnadi (2005), 
and Coles, Daniel, and Naveen (2008). For example, Hermalin and Weisbach (1991) investigated the 
influence of the proportion of independent directors on corporate performance, and Yermack (1996) 
examined the influence of the number of directors on corporate performance.

The mechanism of corporate governance can be defined as a set of rules, procedures and a clear 
relationship between the parties that take decisions by the parties to exercise control over the deci-
sions that will ensure and oversee the governance system work in an organization. Syakhroza (2005) 
explain that the structure of corporate governance can be defined as a way of how the activities of 
the organization are divided, organized and coordinated. Corporate governance structures are 
translated into a container which is known as the organs of the company. Organ organizations can 
be classified into two, major organs and supporting organ. The main organ consists of a general 
meeting of shareholders (AGM), the board of commissioners and directors. While supporting organ 
includes committees under the board of commissioners, such as the audit committee, nomination 
committee, and remuneration as well as the risk monitoring committee. If these two organs func-
tion well it can minimize agency problem.

As there is a separation between principal and agent in a firm, a conflict of interest is apparent and 
a moral hazard issue is involved between principal and agent relationship which leads to the agency 
cost. One of most common problem occurred is an incentive issue in which the agent might adopt 
an accounting procedure that is favourable for them. Therefore, the presence of audit committee is 
crucial as agency theory asserts that the audit committee minimize the agency problem as their 
presence can increase the quality of financial statement reporting and mitigate the financial fraud 
occurrence. Therefore, findings from this study will improve our understanding of linkage between 
committees and firm value.

Several studies have documented a relationship between audit committee and the firm value 
(Al-Matari, Al-Swidi, Faudziah, & Al-Matari, 2012; Bauer, Eichholtz, & Kok, 2009; Bozec, 2005; 
Khanchel, 2007; Kyereboah-Coleman, 2007; Xie, Davidson, & DaDalt, 2003). It is confirmed that the 
number of audit committee (Al-Matari et al., 2012; Bauer et al., 2009; Bozec, 2005) and frequency 
meeting of audit committee (Khanchel, 2007; Kyereboah-Coleman, 2007; Xie et al., 2003) have a 
significant effect on firm value. Furthermore, an effective audit committee reduces errors in financial 
statements and it also can detect the possibility of financial fraud occurrence (Goodwin & Seow, 
2002). Further, it increases the quality and the credibility of audited annual financial statement 
(Zahirul-Islam, 2010). Additionally, the composition of audit committee and the frequency of the 
audit committee meeting led to committee’s efficiency (Menon & Deahl Williams, 1994).
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Cadbury Committee (1992) asserted that the audit committee size is relevant and should be thor-
oughly considered and is aimed at achieving a monitoring effectiveness (Lin, Li & Yang, 2006). 
Additionally, Blue Ribbon Committee (1999) affirmed that a minimum of three audit committee 
members is appropriately adapted by various corporate governance reports. Larger size of audit 
committee brings some advantages such as organizational status and authority (Braiotta, 2000; 
Kalbers & Fogarty, 1993), a broader knowledge base (Karamanou & Vafeas, 2005), sound financial 
information (Anderson & Reeb, 2004), and a more reliable internal auditing function (Turley & 
Zaman, 2004). Nevertheless, there are some drawbacks of having larger audit committee members 
as the larger the size the more process should be taken and the more dispersal of the responsibility 
should be carried out, and further it also leads to inefficient governance (Vafeas, 1999).

Furthermore, Braiotta, Louise, Gazzaway, Colson, and Ramamoorti (2010) emphasized that the 
audit committee is responsible for overseeing and monitoring of financial reporting system and in-
ternal–external audit process, and this role is substantially important as this committee should 
maintain the company’s accountability as stipulated by the corporate governance conduct. This 
committee is responsible to strengthen the quality financial reporting information and improve the 
investors’ confidence by having reliable financial information. In addition, Reddy et al. (2010) and 
Zare, Khedri, and Farzanfar (2013) affirmed that the presence of audit committee in public corporate 
entities has a positive effect on reducing agency cost and increasing firm value. Meanwhile, Arshad, 
Satar, Hussain, and Naseem (2011) found a positive effect of an audit committee on firm’s profitabil-
ity and performance.

In Indonesian context, there are some common issues regarding the committees that serve on 
boardroom, in particular, for audit committee. First, many of the audit committee members, in fact, 
have a relationship, colleague or kinship, with shareholders, commissioners and directors (Marunduri, 
2013). Second, the number of audit committee that serves on boardroom as yet meets the standard 
requirements stipulated on the corporate governance conducts and, in 2015 there are about 10 per 
cent of listed firms that have only one to two audit committees on board (Basyith, 2016). It can be 
concluded that the existence of audit committee only meets the standards of the minimum require-
ments. Similar to audit committee issues mentioned, nomination committee is not without kinship 
issue and agency problem which is apparent. Moreover, Basyith, Fauzi and Idris (2015) found a non-
significant effect of audit committee on firm performance in particular for bluechips firms-listed in 
the Indonesian Stock Exchange. Similarly, nomination committee appears to be somewhat more 
nepotistic than is desired and agency problem appears common. The situation appears far from 
ideal. An effective nomination committee needs to ensure the appointment of board members 
whose interests are aligned with those of the shareholders. Further, the nomination committee is of 
importance to ensure that the directors are well-chosen, so they can increase the value of the firm.

The hypotheses regarding the audit committee and nomination committee and firm value are:

H1: The presence of the audit committee on the board increases firm value.

H2: The presence of the nomination committee increases firm value.

Audit committee, which includes the size and the number of frequency meeting, can have either  a 
significant and positive impact on firm value (Kyereboah-Coleman, 2008; Siallagan & Machfoedz, 
2006; Yasser, 2011) or have a significant inverse relationship with financial reporting and firm value 
(Abbott & Parker, 2000; Carcello & Neal, 2003; Klein, 2002; Salloum, Azzi, & Gebrayel, 2014; Wright, 
1996). Further, it can also have no impact on firm value (Susanti, Rahmawati & Aryani, 2010).

The more frequent the audit committee meeting, the better the quality of auditing and accounting 
issues and the financial information quality provided to company’s management and shareholders, 
and thus it can reduce the possibility of financial fraud (Abbott, Parker, & Peters, 2004; Raghunandan, 
Rama, & Scarbrough, 1998) and can increase the effectiveness of firm’s management (Menon & Deahl 
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Williams, 1994) as the less frequent number of audit committee meeting may lead to earning misstate-
ments (Beasley, 1996; Beasley, Carcello, Hermanson, & Lapides, 2000). Moreover, a routine of audit 
committee meeting can reduce the agency problem and information asymmetry as the audit commit-
tee can provide a fair and timely financial information to the management, shareholders and potential 
investors (Al-Mamun, Yasser, Rahman, Wickramasinghe, & Nathan, 2014; DeZoort, Hermanson, 
Archambeault, & Reed, 2002; Mallin, 2007). Furthermore, Xie et al. (2003) found that the most frequent 
number of audit committee meeting, the lower the discretionary accruals, and hence it indicates better 
quality of financial reporting. Additionally, an audit committee having at least four times a year meet-
ing will significantly reduce the restatement of financial statement (Abbott et al., 2004). Therefore, the 
more frequent the meeting, the more reliable the financial system and information quality, and in  
the end it will affect the firm value. However, the less frequent audit committee meeting also reduces 
the additional cost incurred (Mohd Saleh, Mohd Iskandar, & Mohid Rahmat, 2007).

The hypotheses regarding the frequency of audit committee’s meeting, and firm value is:

H3: The frequency of audit committee’s meeting increases firm value.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Sample set
The data for this study were obtained from the Indonesian Stock Exchange database archive. This 
study employs a quarterly data, as using annual financial data has drawbacks, as it relies heavily on 
data that are 12 months old for the calculations, and hence one problem with interpreting data over 
time is uncertainty timing events that many data series may exhibit activities or movements that recur 
every year in the same quarter. For example, the appointment of audit committee differs for each 
company as one company can appoint the new audit committee in the beginning of the financial ac-
counting date report and other company can appoint them in the mid or the end of financial account-
ing date report. Hence, to capture specific changes in the board committee’ composition over time, 
quarterly data are more appropriate to be employed. Further, market data as the stock prices are 
employed to calculate the firm value (Tobins Q) and the stock price changes significantly every month 
and the changes may be caused by the market information, therefore, using quarterly data can cap-
ture these dynamic changes in the data series over time. Further, though the quarterly data are not 
verified by the accredited accountant, this quarterly data are audited by the internal auditor and are 
approved by the board of directors, and hence the quarterly data are also considered valid. Moreover, 
there are no differences between quarterly data and annual data in terms of financial data reported.

Using 30 Indonesian listed firms categorized as Sharia-based-firms compliance which is referred as 
Jakarta Islamic Index (JII) Firms and seven years sampling period which starts from 2009 to 2015, 
therefore 840 observations of panel data are employed in this study. Though only 30 firms were in-
cluded, the sample may do well in capturing aggregate corporate governance in the country because 
the listed firms can represent the whole industry in Indonesia. The JII index is an index created on July 
2000 in the Indonesian Stock Exchange to accommodate the market needs. This index only includes all 
listed firms (1) complying with Islamic Laws, (2) having obligation asset ratio of no more than 90%, (3) 
having highest liquidity and (4) having highest market capitalization. Therefore, it could be concluded 
that the majority firms included in this index could also be listed on the blue-chip index which is referred 
as an LQ45 index. The JII index is announced every six months per year and therefore there are 14 an-
nouncement lists of firms included in the JII index, and therefore there are more than 30 firms which are 
included in the JII index in the sampling period. Only 30 firms are included in the analysis and the criteria 
of selections are (1) the selected firms should be listed by the JII index for at least six times out of 14 
announcements, and (2) the selected firms should have all the information required for the analysis.

3.2. Variables
Variables are largely adopted from the previous study, thus, this study uses two firm value proxies 
as the dependent variables which are Tobin’s Q and ROA. The explanatory variables include audit 
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committee, nomination committee, and remuneration committee, while firm size and industry 
dummy serve as control variables.

Variables are defined as follow: Tobin’s Q is measured as ratio of the market value of firm’s assets 
divided by the replacement cost of the firm’s assets book value; audit committee is measured as the 
total number of audit committee serving on the board; the nomination committee is measured as 
the total number of nomination committee serving on the board; the frequency of audit committee’s 
meeting is measured as the total number of audit committee’s meeting frequency in one period; 
firm size is measured as the log of total assets.

3.3. Method
This study uses panel data, and to estimate the firm value against the board committee, this equa-
tion is the first point to begin, the model is as follows:

where μi denotes the unobservable individual effect, λt denotes the unobservable time effect, and vit 
is the remainder stochastic disturbance term. In ordinary least squares (OLSs), the constant variance 
is assumed, that is the variance of an observation is the same regardless of the values of the ex-
planatory variables associated with it, and since the explanatory variables determine the mean 
value of the observation, therefore the variance of the observation is unrelated to the mean. If un-
equal variances arises there is no guarantee that the OLS estimator is the most efficient and unbi-
ased estimator. Therefore, generalized least square (GLS) is appropriate to be employed. GLS is a 
modification of OLSs which takes into account the inequality of variance in the observations. 
According to the Breusch–Pagan test for heteroskedasticity results in 194.64 (p-value 0.000), indi-
cating that variances among the explanatory variables are not constant. The regression model is 
specified as follows:

4. Findings
Tables 1 and 2 provide descriptive statistics and regression results subsequently. As can be seen 
from Table 1, the mean value for Tobin’s’ Q is 10.0547 with a range of −1.7660 to 14.2276, suggest-
ing that most companies have good corporate value. A higher value of Tobin’s’ Q indicates that stock 
prices are rated higher than the average market value. The stock is considered overvalued which 
often happens to companies that do not have a stable income, inconsistent of return on equity and 
lower income growth when compared to the average growth of the market. The mean value of ROA 
is 0.0612 with a range of −1.7290 to 8.2510. Although the average value of ROA is relatively small, 
the value of ROA is positive, indicating that the companies in the sample can create value for share-
holders within the time period of this study. A positive value indicates that the assets of the com-
pany also have been effectively used in generating surplus revenues. Lower ROA may indicate that 
most of the companies are companies that have large assets (asset-intensive firms). If so, then the 
company needs greater funds to be invested in the business in order to generate higher revenue. 
Based on the common rule, ROA is less than 5% may indicate that the company is a company-based 
assets (asset-heavy firms), for example, manufacturing companies, telecommunications compa-
nies, transportation companies, and others; while ROA value greater than 20% indicates that the 
company is a company not based assets (asset-light firms), as an example of advertising companies, 
software companies and others. So it can be concluded that the companies used in the sample are 
mostly heavy-assets firms.

The mean value of audit committee is 2.8624 with a range of two to six suggesting that most of 
the firms have a smaller number of audit committee serves on the boardroom. The mean value of 

(1)yit = � + x�it� +⋯ + x�in�n + uit

(2)uit = �i + �t + vit i = 1, … , N; t = 1, … , T

(3)

Firm Valueit = �0 + AudComit + NomComit + Firm Sizeit + Industry Dummyit + Ownership Type Dummyit + �it
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nomination committee is 2.6866 with a range of zero to three suggesting that most of the firms have 
a relatively moderate number of three members of nomination committee. The mean value of audit 
committee meeting is 1.3484 with a range of 0 to 10 suggesting that audit committee only have one 
meeting in one-quarter. The mean value of firm size 15.184 with a range of 9.5824 to 19.350 sug-
gesting that most of the firms in the sample have relatively higher assets.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics
Variables Mean Std. dev. Min Max
Tobin’s 10.0547 2.7671 −1.7660 14.2276

ROA 0.0612 0.1969 −1.7290 8.2510

AudCom 2.8624 0.9781 2.0000 6.0000

NomCom 2.6866 1.4485 0.0000 3.0000

AudCom meeting 1.3484 1.2336 0.0000 10.0000

Firm size 15.184 1.8185 9.5824 19.3501

Ind_1 0.1169 0.3223 0.0000 1.0000

Ind_2 0.1002 0.3012 0.0000 1.0000

Ind_3 0.1837 0.3884 0.0000 1.0000

Ind_4 0.0835 0.2775 0.0000 1.0000

Ind_5 0.1349 0.3402 0.0000 1.0000

Ind_6 0.0585 0.2353 0.0000 1.0000

Ind_7 0.1218 0.3242 0.0000 1.0000

Ind_9 0.2004 0.4015 0.0000 1.0000

StateOwnedEntp 0.0667 0.2373 0.0000 1.0000

PrivOwnedEntp 0.7263 0.4352 0.0000 1.0000

ForeignOwnedEntp 0.2070 0.4012 0.0000 1.0000

Table 2. Regression results
Variables Tobins Q ROA

Coef. Std. err p > |z| Coef. Std. err p > |z|
Constant 18.7141 0.8194 0.0000 −0.0784 0.0461 0.0890

AudCom 0.0656 0.0366 0.0730 0.0017 0.0046 0.7210

NomCom −0.5630 0.1600 0.0000 −0.0087 0.0111 0.4340

AudCom meeting 0.0420 0.0525 0.4240 0.0015 0.0000 0.7100

Firm size 0.7437 0.0451 0.0000 0.0062 0.0040 0.0700

Ind_1 1.9516 0.8552 0.0220 0.0040 0.0034 0.8180

Ind_2 0.8571 0.8965 0.3390 0.0096 0.0175 0.6150

Ind_3 −0.0273 0.7587 0.9710 −0.0250 0.0191 0.1310

Ind_4 0.0098 0.9547 0.9920 0.0187 0.0166 0.3400

Ind_5 3.2315 0.6846 0.0000 0.0345 0.0196 0.0430

Ind_6 −2.4988 1.0855 0.0210 −0.0075 0.0170 0.7280

Ind_7 1.6675 0.6242 0.0080 0.0301 0.0217 0.0840

Ind_9 (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) 0.0174 (omitted)

StateOwnedEntp 0.8301 0.3581 0.0200 0.0135 0.0235 0.5633

PrivOwnedEntp 0.5604 0.2662 0.0350 0.0135 0.0128 0.2920

ForeignOwnedEntp (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted)
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As can be seen in Table 2, the audit committee coefficient for Tobin’s Q is a positive and significant, 
while it is positive and non-significant for ROA, suggesting that the mixed measured of book and 
market is viewed more reliable for investors as it indicates the overall performance of accounting 
and market measure. The positive result indicates that the larger the audit committee member the 
higher the firm value as measured by Tobin’s Q. This result is consistent with Bozec (2005), Siallagan 
and Machfoedz (2006), Kyereboah-Coleman (2008), Bauer et al. (2009) and Al-Matari et al. (2012) 
which found that audit committee members have a significant effect on firm value. The existence of 
audit committee in a firm is currently seen as merely a catering tool to meet the corporate govern-
ance requirement. Thus, the number of the audit committee on board is inessential as the presence 
of audit committee has no effect on firm performance and thereby its’ presence can be considered 
as a mere embellishment. Size does not matter as far as the independency, the quality and the com-
mitment of the audit committee members to perform their duty is carried out by all means, and in 
the end, size indeed is a matter if all those three things have been met. The audit committee in 
Indonesia should comprise at least three audit committees in which two of the committees are in-
dependent, and even though this has been met, practically they choose the independent audit com-
mittees based on the collegial or kinship, and hence it can be difficult for that person to carry out the 
duty as independent as they should be. This trivial matter does not only stop in this stance as even 
though they can be independent, the independent audit committees members occupied the audit 
committee position in few firms, then they spent less time to perform their duty in those firms. 
Further, the problem does not lie only on the size of the audit committee members as the internal 
and external auditors were chosen based on the collegial and kinship and they carry out the duty 
based on the needs of firm’s management, and in the end, it frequently led to financial fraud. In 
conclusion, the audit committee size would be important if it comes along with the independency, 
the quality and the commitment of the audit committee members.

The nomination committee coefficient for Tobin’s Q is negative and significant while it is negative 
and non-significant for ROA. The negative result indicates that the higher the number of nomination 
committee the lower the firm value. The role of nomination committee in Indonesia is to assist the 
board management in determining the selection criteria of directors’ candidacy, to evaluate and 
nominate the prospective candidates, and also to facilitate the selection of new directors by share-
holders. The nomination committee members comprise at least three nomination committees in 
which two of the members are independent committees. The independency of nomination commit-
tee members is aimed at ensuring that the directors can perform the selection process effectively. 
However, in fact there are few firms that still have no nomination committee in the board manage-
ment. Though there is nomination committees member in the company, it gives no guarantee that 
the selection process of the directors’ candidacy would be based on the independency and fairness 
as we are unable to deny the culture lies in our society in particular for family firms that the collegial 
and kinship play the role. Therefore, the negative results may be due to the fact that this nomination 
committee is a burden as it adds additional cost to the company since the role is not performed well.

The audit committee meeting coefficient for Tobin’s Q and ROA is positive and non-significant, 
suggesting the more frequent the meeting the higher the firm value. As can be seen in Table 1 that 
the mean of audit committee meeting is 1 with a range of 0 to 10, suggesting that firms have a low 
frequency of audit committee meeting, and it is truly startling that few firms have no audit commit-
tee meeting, this may be the cause of the non-significant result. It seems possible due to the fact 
that most audit committees occupied the position in few firms and hence they have less time to 
perform their duty. The function of audit committee is to oversee the financial statement reporting 
process and external auditing, to oversee the risk management and corporate governance practices 
in the company, therefore the frequency of the meeting should be taken at least once in a quarter 
as stipulated in the corporate governance regulation. However, it practically depends on the firm’s 
need and the company’s policy and regulation of the corporate governance practice.

The firm size coefficient for total debt is positive and significant for Tobin’s Q and ROA, suggesting 
that larger firms with higher assets’ tangibility have higher firm value with the higher number of 
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audit committee members. Apart from Industry 2, 3 and 4, all industries exhibit a positive and sig-
nificant result for Tobin’s Q, while for ROA only Industry 5 and Industry 7 exhibit a positive and sig-
nificant result. For ownership status, all type ownership (state-owned enterprise, privately owned 
enterprise, foreign-owned enterprise) yield a positive and significant result for Tobin’s Q while it 
yields non-significant results for ROA.

5. Conclusions
In the last few decades, there has been a considerable theoretical emphasis on the committees 
serve on the boardroom. This paper is an attempt to empirically test for the role of committee for 
firm value in the Indonesian context in which this study examines a recent data-set of Indonesian 
Sharia-based firms Index. Using GLS, the results revealed that the audit committee and the nomina-
tion committee have a significant impact on firm value (Tobin’s Q). The non-significant result for ROA 
suggesting that the mixed measured of book and market is viewed more reliable for investors as it 
indicates the overall performance of accounting and market measure. Meanwhile the result of the 
number of audit committee meeting yielded no significant impact on firm value; this may be due to 
no restrictions on the number of positions of audit committee serves in firms, therefore, the auditor 
may be manifold in some companies which can be overlapping. Further, the number of audit com-
mittee only meets the regulations and yet the transparency is still beyond far. In addition, there is 
no clear rule and criteria regarding the process of audit committee selection since it is carried out in 
accord with the management preferences so that the corporate governance conduct have not been 
implemented to the fullest. Moreover, the absence of clear sanctions for companies that do not im-
plement the full corporate governance, such as the number of audit committee and nomination 
committee that is below standard, there are even some companies that do not have a nomination 
committee, causing no effective implementation of corporate governance.
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