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INTRODUCTION

The era of globalization, which is signed by the rapid progress in the field of
information technology, telecommunications, and transportation becomes a challenge and
risk for the survival of a company. As proof, in the last few years Nokia which had
dominated the cellular phone industry, was destroyed after the arrival of Blackberry with its
more advanced technology and then Blackberry became history with the emersion of
Samsung that introduces a more contemporary technology and no one knows how long this
condition could last. This illustrates how intense the competition in this global era. This
condition requires management to work hard to deal with risks, and take the right decisions in
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carrying out the company's operations unless the company will experience an operation
failure that will lead to bankruptcy.

Risk is an inevitable element of every business venture. Company faces financial risks
and also business risks. These business risks or economic climate change as a whole can
threaten the company's existence. Company managers need information to make decision in
order to avoid risk. One such source of information is risk reporting.

Risk reporting has serious consequences and becomes important information for
stakeholders (Balachandran and Faff, 2015) in business decision making (Dominguez and
Géamez, 2014). Barakat and Hussainey, (2013) explained that risk reporting is an important
mechanism for increasing market efficiency in various ways. Firstly, the functioning of an
external monitoring mechanism is to monitor the behavior of senior management (Eng &
Mak, 2003). Second, it reduces investor uncertainty about the company's estimated future
cash flows. Third, it supports the legitimacy and reputation of the company by maintaining
the trust of various parties (Oliveira et al. 2011).

Risk reporting has become a demand for the concerned parties (Linsley et al, 2008)
but the regulations governing the mechanism of risk reporting are not available yet, so the
presentation has so far been voluntary in various forms. The information presented is not
detailed, so many have been complained by the concerned parties (Maffei et al 2014) and the
information presented is insufficient to assess the overall risk profile of the company (Paaple
and Speklé 2012; Magnan and Markarian, 2011), and not relevant for decision making
(Beretta and Bozzolan, 2004). Specifically, in developing countries risk reporting has not
been transparent (Oliveira et al., 2011). It is recognized by practitioners that generally
companies do not provide adequate information about risks (ICAEW, 2011).

The structure of Good Corporate Governance (GCG) is a variable that has been
widely studied by previous studies such as the size of the board of commissioners (Madrigal
et al. 2015), independent commissioners (Abraham and Cox, 2007) and audit committees
(Al-Maghzom et al 2016). Lajili and Zegal, (2009) documented that the independent board of
commissioners had a significant effect on risk reporting while Ntim et al (2013) showed the
opposite.

Indonesia through the Financial Services Authority (OJK) has issued regulation no. 13
/ POJK.03 / 2015, regarding the application of risk management for Credit Banks (BPR), but
the reporting of the results of the implementation of risk management has also not been
regulated, so the existing reporting is still voluntary in various forms. The level of risk
reporting also highly depends on the good intentions of the company's management,
especially GCG. Therefore, this study will examine the role of the GCG variable as a
determinant of risk reporting in Indonesia.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Agency Theory

Jensen and Meckling pioneered the emergence of agency theory in 1976. This theory
explains the relationship between principal and agent in a contract. The contract relationship
is in the form of delegation of authority from the principal as the owner of the company to the
agent as the manager and executor of the company. The principal's desire to be able to make
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a profit is not always in line with the performance produced by the agent. Sometimes agents
have to make difficult decisions, thereby reducing company profits. These conditions can
make an agent lose the opportunity to get his personal rights in the form of compensation.
This difference in interests is referred to as agency conflict, which happens when there is a
conflict of interest between the principal and agent. Agency conflicts that occur between
owners and managers of companies can cause the emergence of information asymmetry.
Asymmetry of information occurs when the information known by the principal differs from
the agent. Presentation or disclosure of information is one way to reduce agency conflict and
reduce information asymmetry.

Agency theory assumes that managers will act opportunistically by taking personal
advantage before meeting the interests of shareholders. This agency theory arises because of
the development of modern management science that shifts the classical theory, namely the
existence of rules that separate the owner of the company (principal) with the managers of the
company (agent). As companies grow to become large, moreover shareholders are
increasingly scattered, more agency costs are incurred and owners are increasingly unable to
exercise effective control over the managers who manage the company. According to Jensen
and Meckling (1976) potential conflicts of interest can occur between related parties such as
between shareholders and company managers (agency costs of equity) or between
shareholders and creditors (agency costs of debt).

According to them, agency costs include three things, namely monitoring costs,
bonding costs, and residual loss. Monitoring costs are expenses paid by principals to measure
observing, and controlling the agent's behavior so he does not deviate. These costs arise due
to an imbalance of information between the principal and the agent. In a certain situation,
agents make it possible to spend company resources (bonding costs) that can guarantee that
the agent will not act detrimental to the principal or to ensure that the principal will
compensate if he actually does the action. However, there can still be differences between
agency decisions and decisions that can maximize agent welfare. The value of money
equivalent to the reduction in welfare experienced by the principal is called residual loss.

Agency theory can be used as a basis for understanding risk disclosure practices.
Agents as those who know more about the condition of the company should do the practice.
This is because information about risk is an important information that influences the
principal’s consideration of the future conditions facing the company. The main purpose of
risk disclosure is to reduce the information asymmetry that occurs between agent and
principal. The Principal is in the need of information related to risk in order to improve his
judgment in decision making. In addition, the practice of risk disclosure is also able to avoid
the company from conflicts of interest between agent and principal through control by the
principal to the agent by looking at the extent to which the agent carries out the practice of
risk disclosure.

This agency theory is very difficult to apply, has many obstacles and are still
inadequate so a clearer concept is needed regarding the protection of stakeholders regarding
conflicts of interest and agency costs that will arise so that a new concept develops that takes
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into account and regulates the interests of the parties related to company ownership and
operations (stakeholders), known as the concept of corporate governance.

Stakeholder Theory

This stakeholder theory has been used extensively in disclosure studies such as
disclosure of corporate social and environmental responsibility, intellectual property, and risk
management. Based on stakeholder theory, companies that have a high level of risk, will
disclose more risk information to provide justification and explanation of what is happening
in the company. This means, the higher the level of risk of the company, the more disclosure
of risk information that must be done by the company since management needs to explain the
causes of risk, the impact caused, and how management manages company risk (Linsley and
Shrives, 2006).

Stakeholder theory is a system of stakeholder networks operating in a larger system in
a community system that provides market and legal infrastructure for company activities.
Stakeholders theory says that a company is not an entity that only operates for its own
interests, but must provide benefits for its stakeholders (shareholders, creditors, consumers,
suppliers, government, society, analysts, and other parties). Thus, the existence of a company
is strongly influenced by the support given by stakeholders to the company.

The company is not an entity that only operates for its own interests, and to get
support from stakeholders the company must provide benefits for its stakeholders.
Stakeholders are any groups or individuals who can influence or be influenced by the
achievement of organizational goals. The company must maintain relationships with its
stakeholders by accommodating the wants and needs of stakeholders, especially stakeholders
who have the power to the availability of resources used for operational activities of the
company, for example labor, markets for company products and others. One of the strategies
to maintain relationships with the company stakeholders is to carry out risk disclosure and the
GCG mechanism that allows for a check and balance mechanism to ensure the maintenance
of the balance of internal and external interests of the organization.

Risk Reporting

Company risk can be defined the loss of wealth expressed in a reduction of future
earnings, cashflows, market share or any other variables that reflects a negative impact
(Dominguez and Gamez, 2014). Risk is inherent in a business venture because the risk must
be managed so that there are no future threats. Risk management is one of the internal
controls for the company and is a fundamental element in business management. Risk
reporting is also useful for monitoring risk and detecting potential problems so that action can
be taken early so that the problem does not occur (Linsley and Shrives 2006). Risk
information is also useful for investors because it can help determine a company's risk
profile, reduce information asymmetry, estimate market value, and determine portfolio
investment decisions (Hassan 2009).
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Good Corporate Governance

Based on the Decree of the Minister of State Enterprises No. KEP-117/M-MBU/2002,
"Corporate governance is a process of structure used by SOE organs to enhance business
success and corporate accountability in order to realize shareholder value in the long term,
while still taking into account the interests of other stakeholders, based on legislation and
ethical values. " While the OECD (Organization for Economic Corporation and
Development) defines "corporate governance is a system to direct and control the company.

Corporate governance relates to how investors believe that managers will benefit
investors, believes that managers will not steal/embezzle or invest in unprofitable projects
related to funds/capital that have been invested by investors and related to how investors
control the managers.

Corporate governance has been practiced since 1600, when British companies traded
in East India. The UK trading company has 218 members and is managed by the Court of
Directors. GCG consists of: 1) Court of Proprietors is the owner who has voting rights, but
rarely conducts meetings because the number is very large, and 2) Court of Directors is the
executive body responsible for the running of the company, but the policy decisions are
approved by the Court of Proprietors.

This executive board consists of the governor, deputy governor, and 24 directors. The
structure of corporate governance in East India is slightly different from the structure in the
company today. Court of Proprietors are now common shareholders, while Court of Directors
are the classic function of the board of directors where they elect the chief executive
(Cadbury, 2002)

The development of agency theory can explain the problem of corporate governance,
which tries to explain how the parties involved in the company will behave because they
basically have different interests. Corporate governance problems arise because of the
separation between ownership and control of the company. Corporate governance is a word
that connotes wise and responsible. Governance in Latin is "governor” which means directing
and establishing balance values.

Hypothesis Development
1. Board of Commissioners
The board of commissioners is responsible for ensuring the implementation of
corporate strategy, accountability, and overseeing management (Appuhami and Bhuyan,
2015). The number of the board of commissioners influences control and supervision
activities. The size of the board of commissioners positively influences the disclosure of
intellectual capital (Hidalgo et al, 2010; Oba et al. 2013). In relation to risk, Elzahar and
Hussainey (2012) prove a significant positive effect on the size of the board of
commissioners on risk reporting. Based on the description above, hypothesis 5 (H%) is
H1  Board of Commissioners influences Risk Reporting

2. Independent Board of Commissioners
Agency Theory claims that the board of commissioners is one of the GCG
mechanisms that plays a role in increasing company disclosure (Al-Maghzom and
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Hussaine, 2016) and the existence of an independent commissioner will increase the
effectiveness of that role. Htay et al. (2012) proved that the high Independent Board of
Commissioners (IBC) was related and significant with disclosure of social responsibility.
Abraham and Cox, (2007) also showed that IBC had a positive effect on risk reporting.
For this reason Hypothesis 6 (H6) is as follows:

H2  Independent Board of Commissioners influences Risk Reporting

3. Audit Committee

Audit committee is a committee that assists the commissioner or supervisory
board in ensuring the effectiveness of the internal control system (Turley & Zaman, 2007)
and as a GCG mechanism, the existence of the audit committee helps improve internal
control, acts as a means of reducing agency costs, and becomes a powerful monitoring
tool to increase disclosure (Li et al. 2012). In Indonesia the number of members of the
Audit Committee (AC) consists of at least three members. One of the members is an
independent commissioner who also serves as chairman. The audit committee has a very
important and strategic role in maintaining the credibility of the financial statement
preparation process because it functions as a monitoring tool in improving the audit
verification function (Albawwat and Ali Wet, 2015). Uzliawati et al 2014 showed that
there was a positive influence of the audit committee on intellectual capital disclosure.
Based on that hypothesis 7 (H7) is as follows:

H3  Audit Committee influences risk reporting

RESEARCH METHODS
Population and Sample

The research population was companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange in
2015 and 2016. The research sample was determined based on purposive sampling with the
criteria (a) presenting financial statements for 2015 and 2016, (b) presenting financial
statements in rupiah (c) having complete data, (d) including the industrial sub sector per
banking.

Variable Operationalization
The summary of variable operationalization can be seen on Table 1 as follow:

Table 1
Measurement of Variables and Operational Variables
Variable Indicator
Risk Reporting (RR) Number of risk disclosure
Board of Commissioners | The proportion of Commissioner board
(DK) members and director board members
Board of Independent The proportion of independent
Commissioners (K1) commissioner board members and
commissioner board members
Audit Committee (KA) The number of commissioner biard
members
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Descriptive Statistical Analysis

Descriptive statistics provide a description of the data that is seen from the average
value (mean), deviation standard, variance, maximum, and minimum. Table 2 presents the
results of the descriptive statistical analysis of each study variable. The DK (Board of
Commissioners) variable has a minimum value of 3, a maximum value of 8, an average value
of 5.0294 and the deviation standard for this variable is 1.83378.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean S.td.

Deviation
DK 34 3 8 5,0294 1,83378
KA 34 0,4 0,75 0,5748 0,10132
Kl 34 2 6 3,8235 1,02899
RR 34 0,38 0,99 0,7435 0,15914

KI (Independent Commissioners) variable has a minimum value of 0.4000, a
maximum value of 1.0000, with an average value of 0.,602660, and deviation standard of
0,1437602 with observation number of 35 samples. Based on the minimum value mentioned
it can be seen that banking companies have fulfilled the minimum percentage of independent
commissioners determined by the Indonesia Stock Exchange on July 1, 2004, which is 30%.
The KA variable (Audit Committee) has a minimum value of 2, a maximum value of 6, with
an average value of 3.83, and a standard deviation of 1.014 with a total of 35 observations.
That is, the average number of audit committees in banking companies is 3 to 4 people.

Classical Assumption Test
The normality test is carried out using the Kolmogorov Smirnov test. Provisions in
Kolmogorov Smirnov is data normally distributed if the probability value is greater than 0.05.
The result of the normality test with Kolmogorof Smirnov shows the number 0.967 is greater
than 0.05 (table 2) then the variable has a normal distribution.
Table 3
Kolmogorof Smirnov Test One Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

Description Unstandardized Summary
Residual
Kolmogorov- Smirnov Z 0,495 Data distributed normally
Asymp.Sig. (2- tailed) 0,967 Data distributed normally

Multicollinearity test aims to test whether in the regression model is found a
correlation between independent variables. Multicollinearity occurs if the value of Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF)> 10 and if the tolerance value < 0.10. A good and feasible regression
model used in this test should not occur multicollinearity or there is no correlation between
independent variables. Multicollinearity test results can be seen in the following table:
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Table 4
Multicollinearity Test Result
Variable Tolerance VIF Summary
DK 0,644 1,553 There is no multicollinearity
Kl 0,786 1,272 There is no multicollinearity
KA 0,800 1,251 There is no multicollinearity

Based on table 4 multicollinearity test results above, it can be seen that the VIF value
of each independent variable, namely DK shows a figure of 1.533, Kl of 1.272, and KA of
1.251. Then, the tolerance value of DK shows the number of 0.644, Kl of 0.786, and KA of
0.800. The value of VIF and tolerance can prove that there is no correlation between each
independent variable because of the value of VIF <10 and tolerance value> 0.10 from each
independent variable.

Heteroscedasticity Test

Heteroscedasticity test aims to test whether in the regression model there is an
inequality of variance from one observation to another. How to detect the presence or
absence of heteroscedasticity is by looking at a plot graph between the predicted values of the
dependent variable.

In the plot graph shown in Figure 1 above, it can be seen that there are points that
spread randomly, both above and below the number 0 on the Y axis, and they do not form a
clear pattern. This is in accordance with the basic analysis of the heteroscedasticity test so
that it can be concluded that there was no heteroscedasticity and the regression model was
appropriate to be used to assess Risk Reporting (RD) based on the input of its independent
variables.

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: RR
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Figure 1, Heteroscedasticity Test
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Autocorrelation test aims to test whether in the linear regression model there is a
correlation between the mistake of the intruder in one observation and the mistake of the
intruder in the other observation. Autocorrelation disorders can be seen using the Runs Test
normality test. Based on the Runs Test results in table 5, it is known that the Asymp.Sig
value. is 0.495. Asymp.Sig. to be free from autocorrelation is 0.05. Thus, it can be concluded
that the regression model is not affected by autocorrelation.

Table 5
Autocorrelation Test Result Runs Test

Description Unstandardized Residual
Runs Test Z -0,682
Asymp.Sig. (2-tailed) 0,495

Determination Coefficient (R?)

It is a test that determines how much the independent variable influences the
dependent variable measured by RD (Risk Reporting) and the rest is determined by the
variable explained by other factors not included in the model. The coefficient of
determination ranges from 0 < R2 < 1. The results of the determination coefficient test are as
follows:

Table 6, Determination Coefficient Test Result (R%)

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,596a 1356 1293 11254685

Table 6 is the result of the coefficient of determination test which shows the Adjusted
R Square value of 0.293 which means that the independent variables, namely DK, KI, and
KA can explain the variation of RD (Risk Reporting) of 29.3% and the remaining 70.7% is
determined by variables explained by other factors out of the model.

Hypothesis Test
The t-statistic test in regression is used to test the effect of each independent variable
individually in explaining the behavior of the dependent variable. Testing the hypothesis is
done using o (significance level) of 5% (0.05) provided that if a < 0.05, then the proposed
hypothesis is accepted and vice versa, if o> 0.05, the proposed hypothesis is rejected.
Following are the results of processing the t-statistic test:
Table 7, Hypothesis Test Result

Independent
Variable B T Sig Hyphothesis
Constant 0,293 1,937 0,062
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DK 0,057 3,933 0,000 H1 accepted
Kl 0,390 2,310 0,028 H?2 accepted
KA 0,016 -0.656 0,516 H3 rejected

The variable of DK or board of commissioners has a significance of 0.000 which
means that the level of significance <0.05 so based on that value H1 which states that there is
an influence of the board of commissioners on RD (Risk Reporting) is accepted or the board
of commissioners influences RD (Risk Reporting).

The variable of IK or independent commissioner has a significance level of 0.028
which means that the significance <0.05, then based on the significance it can be concluded
that H2 stating that there is an influence of independent commissioners on RD (Risk
Reporting) is accepted or independent commissioners influence RD (Risk Reporting).

The variable of KA or audit committee shows a significance level of 0.516 which
means that the value is > 0.05, it can be concluded that H3 is rejected or the audit committee
has no effect on RD (Risk Reporting).

F Test (Model Feasibility Test)

The statistical test F was carried out to show whether the regression model was the
right and feasible model. The feasibility test of the model has a provision if the significance >
0.05, then H1 is accepted and if the significance <0.05, then H1 is rejected. Then compare
between the value of F table and F count with a probability level of 5% or 0.05. If Fcount>
Ftable, then H1 is rejected. Conversely, if Fcount <Ftable, then H1 is accepted. The following
is a table of the model feasibility test results:

Table 8
F Test Result
F Sig
5,702 0,003
1. Dependent Variable: RD
2. Predictors: (Constant), DK, KA, KI.

Based on the f test table (the model feasibility test) table 4.11 shows the Fcount of
5.702, the Ftable is seen with the degree of freedom (dfl = k-1) (df2 = n - k) of 2.87 so
Fcount > Ftable with a significance < 0.05, then H1 is rejected so it can be concluded that the
regression model used is an appropriate and feasible model to explain the influence of the
variable board of commissioners, independent commissioners, and audit committee on RD
(Risk Reporting).

CONCLUSION AND SUGESTION

Based on the test results of multiple linear regression analysis in table 4.5 the
regression coefficient for independent variables of the board of commissioners is 0.057 and
shows the direction of a positive relationship between the size of the board of commissioners
with Risk Reporting. This means that the increase in the board of commissioners will be
followed by an increase in Risk Reporting, while based on the results of the t test in table 4.5
the significance value for the board of directors is 0,000 which means that a significance
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value <0.05 so that H1 is accepted. This shows that partially the size of the board of
commissioners influences Risk Reporting.

These results are consistent with research conducted by Aryane (2011) which states
that the board of commissioners influences Risk Reporting. The results of the study are not
consistent with research conducted by Baskoro (2015) which states that the board of
commissioners has no effect on Risk Reporting. The board of commissioners influences the
Risk Reporting due to the increasing number of members of the board of commissioners in a
company will provide more optimal supervision of the process of implementing corporate
governance so that the company will disclose company risk better, more fully, and more
informatively. The large number of board of commissioners will bring a combination of skills
among its members which will further increase the accuracy of supervision and control of
company management. The greater the size of the board of commissioners means the more
people think about the risks faced by the company, the greater the company's ability to
overcome the threats from these risks (Suhardjanto and Dewi, 2011).

Based on the results of the multiple linear regression analysis test in table 4.5, the
value of the regression coefficient for the independent variable of commissioners is 0.390 and
shows the direction of a positive relationship between the independent commissioners and
Risk Reporting. This means that any increase in the percentage of independent directors will
be followed by an increase in Risk Reporting, while the t test results in table 4.5 are
significant for independent commissioners of 0.028 (a <0.05) so that H2 is accepted or
partially the independent commissioner influences Risk Reporting. The results of this study
are consistent with those conducted by Wardhana (2013) which states that independent
commissioners influence Risk Reporting. Meanwhile, this research is inconsistent by Aryane
(2011) and Chariri (2014), which states that independent commissioners have no effect on
Risk Reporting.

Independent commissioner has the duty to oversee and control the activities carried out
by the company's executive director, but this will pose a higher level of risk because the
independent commissioner will act as an external party of the company and usually has little
involvement in the implementation of company management. The company is deemed
necessary to provide information regarding the proportion of independent commissioners.
Companies with a high proportion of independent directors will usually get demands to
provide more information in order to balance the risk level of their personal reputation so it is
expected that companies with a high proportion of independent directors will make higher
risk disclosures (Wardhana, 2013)

Based on the results of the multiple linear regression analysis test in table 4.5, the
significance value for the audit committee variable is 0.516 (o> 0.05) so that H3 is rejected or
the audit committee variable has no effect on Risk Reporting. The results of the study are in
line with the results of research conducted by Aryane (2011) and Wardhana (2013) which
shows that the audit committee has no effect on Risk Reporting. While this study is not
consistent with Saidah (2014) that states the audit committee influences Risk Reporting. The
audit committee has no influence on Risk Reporting because the audit committee's duties and
responsibilities have not been implemented properly and the audit committee's role is less
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optimal in carrying out its supervisory and control on company management, so that the
number of audit committees is considered unable to guarantee the effectiveness of the audit
committee's performance in overseeing Risk Reporting (Dewi, 2011).

REFERENCE

Abid, A., A, Shaiq, M. 2015. Study of Risk Reportings in the Annual Reports of Pakistani
Companies: A Content Analysis. Research Journal of Finance and Accounting. VVol.6,
No.11, pp: 14-24

Abraham, S. and Cox, P. 2007. Analyzing the determinants of narrative risk information in
UKFTSE 100 annual reports. British Accounting Review. Vol. 39, No. 3, pp: 227-248

Abraham, S., Shrives, P.J. 2014. Improving the relevance of risk factor disclosure in
corporate annual reports. The British Accounting Review. Vol. 46, pp: 91-107

Adamu, M.U. 2013. Risk Reporting: A Study of Risk Reportings in the Annual Reports of
Listed Companies in Nigeria. Research Journal of Finance and Accounting. Vol.4,
No.16, pp:140-147

Albawwat, A.H., Ali basah, M.Y. 2015. Corporate Governance and Voluntary Disclosure of
Interim Financial Reporting in Jordan. Journal of Public Administration and
Governance. Vol. 5, No. 2, pp 100-127

Albitar, K. 2015. Firm Characteristics, Governance Attributes and Corporate Voluntary
Disclosure: A Study of Jordanian Listed Companies. International Business
Research. Vol. 8, No. 3,pp 1-10

Ali, M.M, Taylor, D. 2014. Corporate Risk Reporting in Malaysia: The Influence of
Predispositions of Chief Executive Officers and Chairs of Audit Committee. Research
Journal of Finance and Accounting. VVol.5, No.2, pp: 92-106

Al-Maghzom, A., Hussaine, K., Aly, D. 2016. Corporate Governance and Risk Reporting:
Evidence From Saudi Arabia. Corporate Ownership and Control Journal.Vol, 13,
No.2, pp: 143-166

Al-Shammari, A. 2014. Kuwait Corporate Characteristics And Level of Risk Reporting: A
Content Analysis Approach. Journal of Contemporary Issues in Business Research.
Vol. 3, No. 3, pp: 128-153

Amran, A., Abdul Manaf Rosli Bin dan Bin Che Haat Mohd Hassan. 2009. Risk Reporting
An Explanatory Study on Risk management Disclosure in Malaysian Annual Reports.
Managerial Auditing Journal. Vol 24. No.1. PP. 39-57

Atan, R., Maruhun, E.N.S., Kadir, W.H.H.A., Jusoff, K. 2010.Annual risk reporting of listed
companies in Malaysia. Journal of Modern Accounting and Auditing. VVol.6, No.8,
pp:26-37

Balachandran, B., Faff, R. 2015. Corporate governance, firm value and risk: Past, present,
and future. Pacific-Basin Finance Journal. Vol. 35, pp : 1-12

Barakat, A., Hussainey, K. 2013. Bank governance, regulation, supervision, and risk
reporting: Evidence from operational Risk Reportings in European banks.
International Review of Financial Analysis. Vol. 30, pp: 254-273

Available Online: https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA Page 248




Volume 1, Issue 2, May 2020 E-ISSN : 2721-303X, P-ISSN : 2721-3021

Behbahani, S., Faramarzi, M., and Zare, R. 2013. Examining the firm features influencing
nonfinancial information disclosure quality. Interdisciplinary Journal of
Contemporary Research in Business, 5 (1), 361- 369.

Beretta, S., & Bozzolan, S. 2004. A framework for the analysis of firm risk communication.
The International Journal of Accounting. Vol. 39. No. 1, pp: 265-288.

Bhatia, M., Agarwal, A. 2015 Intellectual Capital Disclosures In Ipo Prospectuses of Indian
Companies. International Journal of Social Sciences and Management. Vol-2(1)
January, 2015

Buckby, S., Gallery, T., Ma, J. 2015. An analysis of risk management disclosures:
Australian evidence. Managerial Auditing Journal, 30(8/9), pp. 812-869.

Bukair, A.A., Rahman,A.A. 2015. The Effect of the Board of Directors’ Characteristics on
Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure by Islamic Banks. Journal of Management
Research. Vol. 7, No. 2

Deumes, R. 2008. Corporate risk reporting: A content analysis of narrative Risk Reportings
in prospectuses. The Journal of Business Communication, 45/2, 120-157.

Dewi, K., Young, M., Sundari, R. 2014. Firm characteristics and intellectual capital
disclosure on service companies listed in Indonesia stock exchange period 2008-2012.
Merit Research Journal of Accounting, Auditing, Economics and Finance. Vol. 2, No.
2 pp: 22-35

Dobler, M., Lajili, K., Zéghal, D. 2011. Attributes of corporate Risk Reporting. An
international investigation in the manufacturing sector. Journal of International
Accounting Research. VVo. 10, No. 2, pp: 1-22.

Dominguez, L.R., Gdmez, L.C.N 2014. Corporate reporting on risks: Evidence from Spanish
companies. Spanish Accounting Review. Vol. 17, No. 2, pp: 116-129

Elsakit, O.M., Worthingto, A.C. 2014. The Impact of Corporate Characteristics and
Corporate Governance on Corporate Social and Environmental Disclosure: A
Literature Review. International Journal of Business and Management. VVol. 9, No. 9,
pp: 1-15

Elzahar, H., & Hussainey, K. 2012. Determinants of narrative Risk Reportings in UK interim
reports. Journal of Risk Finance. Vol. 13. No. 2, pp: 133-147.

Eng, L.L., Mak, Y.T., 2003. Corporate governance and voluntary disclosure. Journal
Accounting Public Policy. Vol. 22, pp: 325-345.

Gul FA, Leung S. 2004. Board leadership, outside directors’ expertise and voluntary
corporate disclosure. Journal Accounting Public Policy. 23: 351-379

Hidalgo, R.L., a-Meca, E.G., Marti'nez, 1. 2011. Corporate Governance and Intellectual
Capital Disclosure. Journal of Business Ethics. VVol. 100, pp: 483495

Hill, P. and Short, H. 2009. Risk Reportings on the second tier markets of the London Stock
Exchange. Journal of Accounting and Finance, 49/, 753780

Ho, S. M. S., & Wong, K. R. 2001. A study of the relationship between corporate governance
structures and the extent of voluntary disclosure’. Journal of International
Accounting, Auditing, and Taxation, 10(2), 139-156.

Available Online: https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA Page 249




Volume 1, Issue 2, May 2020 E-ISSN : 2721-303X, P-ISSN : 2721-3021

Htay SNN, Rashid H.M.A, Adnan MA, Meera, A.K.M. 2012. Impact of corporate
governance on social and environmental information disclosure of Malaysian listed
banks: Panel data analysis. Asian J Fin & Acc. Vol. 4(1): 1-24.

latridis, G., 2008. Accounting disclosure and corporations’ financial attributes: evidence from
the UK stock market. Int. Rev.Financ. Anal. 17 (2), 219-241.

ICAEW. 1999 No surprises: Risk reporting: The case for better risk reporting. London’:
Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales.

Jensen, M. and Meckling, W. 1976. Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs
and Ownership Structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3/4, 305-360

Kateb, I .2014.The determinants of intellectual capital disclosure: Evidence from French
stock exchange. International Journal of Accounting and Financial Reporting. 2014,
Vol. 4, No. 2

Konishi, N. and Mohobbot, A. 2007. Risk reporting of Japanese companies and its association
with corporate characteristics. International Journal of Accounting, Auditing and
Performance Evaluation, 4 (3): 263 - 285.

Kuranchie-Pong, L, Godfred Alufa Bokpin Charles Andoh, 2016. Empirical evidence on
disclosure and risktaking of banks in Ghana", Journal of Financial Regulation and
Compliance, Vol. 24 Iss 2 pp. 16-28

Lajili, K.,  Zeghal, D. 2005. A Content Analysis of Risk Management Disclosure in
Canadian Annual Report. Canadian Journal of Administrative Science. Vol. 22. No.
2. PP. 125-142.

Lajili, K., 2009. Corporate Risk Reporting and corporate governance. J. Risk Financ.
Manage. 2, 94-117.

Li, J., Mangena, M., & Pike, R. 2012. The effect of audit committee characteristics on
intellectual capital disclosure. The British Accounting Review, 44(2), 98-110.

Linsley, M Philip dan Michael J. Lawrence. 2007. Risk Reporting by The Largest UK
Companies: Readability and Lack of Obfuscation. Accounting, Auditing and
Accountability Journal. VVol.20. No.4. pp: 620-627.

Linsley, P. M., and Shrives, P. J. 2006. Risk reporting: a study of Risk Reportings in the
annual reports of UK companies. British Accounting Review, 38/, 387—404.

Linsley, P. M., Shrives, P. J. and Crumpton, I. 2006. Risk Reporting: An exploratory study of
UK and Canadian banks. Journal of Banking Regulation, Vol. 7/%., 268-282.

Linsley, P., Shrives, P. and Kajuter, P. 2008. Risk reporting: development, regulation and
current practice”, in Woods, M., Kaju ter, P. and Linsley, P. (Eds), International Risk
Management: Systems, Internal Control and Corporate Governance, Elsevier,
London, pp. 185-207

Linsley, P.M. and Shrives, P.J. 2005.Disclosure of risk information in the banking
sectors”,Journal of Finance Regulation and Compliance, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 205-14.

Linsmeir, T.J., Thornton, D.B., Venkatachaam, M. and Welker, M. 2002. The effect of
mandated market Risk Reportings on trading volume sensitivity to interest rate,
exchange rate and commodity price movement. Accounting Review. Vol. 77 No. 2,
pp: 343-77

Available Online: https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA Page 250




Volume 1, Issue 2, May 2020 E-ISSN : 2721-303X, P-ISSN : 2721-3021

Lopes, P., Rodrigues, L.L., 2007. Accounting for financial instruments: An analysis of the
determinants of disclosure in the Portuguese stock exchange. International Journal of
Accounting, vol. 42, No.1, pp: 25-56.

Madrigala, M.H., Guzménb, B.A.,Guzméanb, C.A.. 2015. Determinants ofcorporate Risk
Reporting in largeSpanish companies: a snapshot. Contaduria y Administracion. Vol
60, PP: 757-775

Maffei, M., Aria, M., Fiondella, C., Spano, R., Zagaria, C. 2014. (Un)useful Risk
Reporting: explanations from the Italian banks. Managerial Auditing Journal. Vol.
29. No. 7 pp. 621 — 648

Mokhtar, E.S., and Mellett, H. 2013. Competition, corporate governance, ownership structure
and risk reporting. Managerial Auditing Journal, VVol. 28 No. 9, pp. 838-865.

Ntim, C.G,, Lindop, S., b, Thomas, D.A. 2013. Corporate governance and risk reporting in
South Africa: A study of corporate Risk Reportings in the pre and post 2007/2008
global financial crisis periods. International Review of Financial Analysis. Vol. 30,
pp: 363-383

Oba, V.C., Ibikunle, J., Damagum, Y.M. . 2013. The Impact of Board Mechanisms on
Intellectual Capital Disclosures in Nigeria. Jurnal of Accounting and Management.
Vol. 3. No. 1, pp: 66-80

Oliveira, J. Rodrigues, L. M. and Craig, R. 2011. Risk-related disclosure practices in the
annual reports of Portuguese credit institutions: An exploratory study. Journal of
Banking Regulation,12/2, 100-118

Oliveira, J., Rodrigues, L.L., Craig, C. 2013. Technical Note: Company Risk-related
Disclosures in a Code Law Country: A Synopsis. Australasian Accounting, Business
and Finance Journal. Vol. 7. No. 1, pp: 123-130

Oliveira, J., Rodrigues, L.L., Craig, R. 201la. Voluntary risk reporting to enhance
institutional and organizational legitimacy. Journal of Financial Regulation and
Compliance. Vol. 19, No. 3: pp. 271 - 289

Oliveira, L., Rodrigues, L. L. and Craig, R. 2011. Risk-related disclosures by non-finance
companies: Portuguese practices and disclosure characteristics. Managerial Auditing
Journal, 26 (9): 817-839.

Othman, R., Ameer, R. 2009. Market Risk Reporting: evidence from Malaysian listed firms.
Journal of Financial Regulation and Compliance. Vol. 17 Iss 1 pp. 57 — 69

Probohudono, A., N., Tower, G., Rusmin, R. 2013. Risk Reporting during the global
financial crisis”, Social Responsibility Journal, VVol. 9 Iss 1 pp. 124 — 137

Rajab, B. and Handley-Schachler, M. 2009. Corporate Risk Reporting by UK firms: Trends
and determinants. World Review of Entrepreneurship Management and Sustainable
Development, 5/3, 224-243.

Shehata, A. 2014. Theories and Determinants of Voluntary Disclosure. Accounting and
Finance Research. Vol. 3, No. 1, pp:18-26

Sherif El-Halabya and Khaled Hussaineyb. 2015. The Determinants of Social Accountability
Disclosure: Evidence from Islamic Banks around the World. International Journal of
Business. Vo.l. 20, No. 3, pp: 202-223

Available Online: https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA Page 251




Volume 1, Issue 2, May 2020 E-ISSN : 2721-303X, P-ISSN : 2721-3021

Taylor, G.; Tower, G. and Neilson, J. 2010. Corporate Communication of Financial Risk.
Accounting and Finance, 50 (4): 417-446.

Turley, S., & Zaman, M. 2007. Audit committee effectiveness: Informal processes and
behavioural effects. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 20(5), 765788

Uddin, Md. H., Hassan, M.K., 2011. Corporate Risk Information In Annual Reports And
Stock Price Behavior In The United Arab Emirates. Academy of Accounting and
Financial Studies Journal. Vol. 15, No. 1, pp: 59-84

Uzliawati, L., Suhardjanto , D., Djati, K. 2014. The Characteristics of Audit Committee and
Intellectual Capital Disclosure in Indonesia Banking Industry. GSTF Journal on
Business Review (GBR). Vol.3 No.2, pp: 18-24

Available Online: https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA Page 252




