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manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Table 1 refers to “household head”.  Why is this terminology being used, when the sample is referring to audit committees rather than 
households? 
The dependent variable AC effectiveness should be further discussed.  How was it measured?  If respondents were asked to decide whether a 
committee is effective or otherwise, were they given any guidelines regarding how to arrive at this inference?  The dependent variable 
effectiveness is measured as a binary variable.  However, one would presume that audit committees may have various levels of effectiveness 
and therefore such binary approach may prove to be too simplistic.  These factors ought to be amended or at least discussed in detail. 
The variables EDULEV and Expertise in Table 1, could overlap.  Apart from the fact that this relates to the fact that there is no specific definition 
of expertise, it could lead to multicollinearity in the estimated models. The fact that these two variables prove statistically insignificant in the 
model, reinforces this conjecture that there could be a potential for multicollinearity.  Why not devise a way to combine these two variables into 
one? 
What are the limitations of the study?  For instance, how was “independence” of the committee member defined?  Could it be that some 
members claim that they are independent, when in fact they are not? 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The eight public authorities selected for the study are listed twice in both sections 2.1 and 2.3.  This is unnecessary repetition.   
In discussing the results for gender, the authors report that “male workers are less likely to apply the auditing ethical standards than their female 
counterparts”.  How did this self-administered questionnaire lead to such inference?  Did respondents specifically state that they / their 
colleagues applied / failed to apply the ethical standards?  
In my opinion the result may indicate that the predominance of one particular gender may lead to less / more effectiveness, but not whether 
ethical standards are being applied.  Again, this issue is related to the idea that the dependent variable – effectiveness – was not defined clearly.   
In the same paragraph, the authors mention that “women apply stricter ethical standards than men, give more importance to their monitoring 
role, and tend to be less tolerant of opportunistic behaviour”.  The authors should support this observation by referring to a prior study.   
In the conclusion, the authors report that “Our findings revealed that effective performance of audit committee is principally influenced by the age 
of the respondent, gender, independence, the number of audit committee members, audit committee expertise and the number of audit 
committee meetings.”  Why is expertise being granted the same importance as the other mentioned variables, when in fact it proved statistically 
insignificant? 
Similarly, the conclusion states: “review and monitoring of internal controls system, risk management and affiliations between internal and 
external auditors add values to the adequate performance of audit committees. Also, review of financial reports and visibility of activities increase 
financial accountability hence leading to effectiveness of audit committee.”  Relying on what was reported in the manuscript, the authors did not 
delve into such factors… eg. Risk management, financial reports, internal controls.   
Therefore they should not claim the effectiveness of ACs is dependent on these variables when they did not actually consider them.  At best, 
these aspects should be mentioned as a limitation / avenue for future research, in the sense that subsequent research may focus more 
specifically on such areas which seem to have been sidelined in this study.   
The paper should be proof-read for grammatical / syntax mistakes.   
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