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Abstract: This study aims to analyze the influence of corporate governance and
auditor industry specialization on audit delay. The independent variables in this
study are board commissioner size, independent commissioner, role duality,
institutional ownership, audit committee, and auditor industry specialization. The
dependent variable in this study is audit delay. Population of this study is the
manufacturing companies listed on Indonesia Stock Exchange from 2015-2017.
This study used purposive sampling method in determining the number of samples
used which then 62 companies were obtained as samples with total 186
observations for three years. The analysis used in this study were descriptive
statistic, classical assumption, and multiple regression. The result of this study
shows that auditor industry specialization has negative significant influence on
audit delay. Meanwhile, board commissioner size, independent commissioner, role
duality, institutional ownership, and audit committee have no significant influence
on audit delay.
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institutional ownership, audit committee, auditor industry specialization, and audit
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INTRODUCTION

Capital market has been experiencing a rapid growth comparing to the
growth of other fields of financial services. OJK recorded average daily stock
volume from 2016 to 2017 increased almost 65% with the increase in transaction
frequency up to above 80% (OJK, 2017). It also lead to the growing need of

financial report as the main sources of information in economic decision making.



In order to ensure its quality to be used as a base of economic decision making, a
financial statement must meet several characteristics. Statement of Financial
Accounting Concept (SFAC), number 8 chapter 3 mention that those characteristics

include comparability, verifiability, timeliness, and understandability.

Capital Market and Financial Institution Supervisory Agency/Badan
Pengawas Pasar Modal and Lembaga Keuangan (BAPEPAM and LK), as stipulated
and arranged in X.K.2 through decree number KEP-346 / BL / 2011, an audited
financial statement of an audited company shall be reported no later than 3 months
or as of 90 days from the date of the annual financial statements to BAPEPAM and
LK. The time difference from the date of annual financial reporting to the time of
reporting of the audited result occurs because in the completion of the audit process
an auditor does require some time. This is because an auditor also has procedures
to do before giving his opinion. Ashton et al. (1987) use the term audit delay to
describe this where they define audit delay as the length of time that occurs from a

company's fiscal year-end to the date of the auditor's report.

The need for relevant financial information requires financial statements to
be presented on time or should pay attention to aspects of timeliness of the
information provided. In Islam, it has also been explained through the Surah Al-Asr
in the holy book Al - Qur'an, that people who do not use their time well and do good

things will lose:
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Translation: “By time, (1) Indeed, mankind is in loss, (2) Except for those who have
believed and done righteous deeds and advised each other to truth and

advised each other to patience."

In fact, there are still many things that hamper and slow down the
presentation of financial statements by the auditor. In 2017, it is reported that there
were 70 companies that are late in reporting their financial statement until May

2017. Some of the companies also have not reported their 2016 audited financial



report (IDX, 2017). Investors will lose confidence in the company's performance
with the assumption that the length of time it takes to audit the company is because
the company has serious problems. Loss of confidence from the investors will also
affect the company's performance on the IDX, the loss of investor’s interest in
investing will affect the company's stock price. The research about audit delay has
been done before Aditya and Anisykurlillah (2014), Dao and Pham (2014),
Fahrezza (2016), and Primantara and Rasmini (2015).

This research is a replication of Alfraih (2016) which uses manufacturing
companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) in the year of 2015 until
2017 as samples. Manufacturing companies are considered to have assets that are
more difficult to evaluate and to be valued in which it requiring more time in
reporting its financial statements as explained by Marhayaacob and Ahmad (2012)
in Aditya and Anisykurlillah (2014). Manufacturing companies are in fact
experience significant operational variation that will take longer time to be audited.
Finally, this research will add audit committee variables as other characteristics of
corporate governance as well as the addition of auditor industry specialization as

new independent variable.
METHOD

Objects of this research were manufacturing companies listed on the
Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) year 2015 until 2017. Sampling technique used is
purposive sampling. From total 149 manufacturing companies, only 62 data that

meet the criteria with total observation of 186 for three years.

Dependent variable used in this research is audit delay. In their research,
this variable is measured from the difference of the closing date of the financial
year to the date of the audit report as referred to the research of Aditya and
Anisykurlillah (2014).

ADELAY = Number of calendar days counted from fiscal year-end until the

date of independent auditor’s report is signed



Independent variable used in this research is corporate governance
mechanisms and auditor industry specialization. Corporate mechanisms used
include board commissioner size, independent commissioner, role duality,
institutional ownership, and audit committee. Board commissioner size is measured
using the total number of an existing board member as referred to the research of
Wardhani and Raharja (2013).

BSIZE = Total number of board commissioner members of a company

Independent commissioner is measured by comparing the proportion of
independent board to the total board within the enterprise as referred to the research
of Alfraih (2016).

Number of independent commissioners

BIND = x 100

Total number of commissioners

In this research, the variable role duality will be measured using dummy
variable as referred to the research of Alfraih (2016). Number 1 will be given if the
duality situation occurs when board of commissioners at the same time also acts as
CEO or if there are family relationships between two individuals who are on the
board of directors and the board of commissioners. The number 0 will be given for

the opposite condition.

Institutional ownership will be measured using a percentage of share
ownership by other institutions as referred to the research of Surpasada and Putri
(2017).

_ Shares owned by the institution

Total outstanding shares x 100

Audit committee will be measured using the level of percentage of the proportion
of audit committees to the total existing board of commissioners as referred to the

research of Sulistya in Haryani and Wiratmaja (2014).

The total audit committee
ACOM = x100
The total commissioners board




Auditor industry specialization will be measured using a dummy variable
where number 1 will be assigned to industry specialization auditors and number 0
for auditors who do not have industry specializations. The measurement of the
auditor of industrial specialization in this study which is used to identify the auditor
of industry specialization refers to the research of Gul et al. in Rahadianto (2012)

as follows:

KAP clients in the industry Average assets of KAP clients in the industry

SPEC =

Companies listed in the industry Average assets of companies listed in the industry

Auditors who are considered to have specialties if the results obtained are
15% or more. This means that 1 will be given if the results obtained are 15% more
and O will be given if the results obtained are less than 15% (Primantara and
Rasmini, 2015).

Regression equation used in this research as follows:
ADELAY = a + 1 BSIZE + B2 BIND + B3 RD + B4 10 + B6 ACOM + B7
SPEC +e

Figure 2.1
Research Model
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RESULT AND ANALYSIS
Hypotheses in this research are:

H1: Size of board commissioner has a positive influence on audit delay

H>: Independent commissioners has a negative influence on audit delay

Hs: Role duality tend to have positive influence on audit delay

Hs: Institutional ownership has a negative influence on audit delay

Hs: Audit committee has a negative influence on audit delay

He: Auditor industry specialization tend to have negative influence on audit delay

Table 4.1
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation

ADELAY 186 60 98 80,68 6,684
BSIZE 186 2 9 3,84 1,677
BIND 186 ,167 ,667 | ,40930 ,092827
DUAL 186 0 1 31 ,464
10 186 ,020 ,994 | 67912 ,202880
ACOM 186 ,333 1,667 | ,91942 ,341925
SPEC 186 0 1 ,23 423
Valid N (listwise) | 186

Source: SPSS’ Output

Based on Table 4.1 the number of samples in the study are 186 samples for
all variables shown in column N. Variable Audit Delay (ADELAY) has a minimum
value of 60, a maximum value of 98 and an average value of 80,68 with standard
deviation 6,684. This shows that the number of auditors' time in submitting a report
is 60 days at the latest and no later than 98 days with an average time of delivering
an 80,68 day audit report. The average manufacturing company listed on the
Indonesia Stock Exchange that has reported its audited financial statements on time,
that is before 90 days, such as the regulations set by BAPEPAM and LK / OJK.
Even so, there are still companies that are late in reporting their audited financial
statements with a maximum value of 98 days.

The Board of Commissioner Size (BSIZE) variable has a minimum value

of 2, a maximum value of 9 and an average value of 3,84 with a standard deviation



of 1,677. Variable Role Duality (DUAL) which was measured using a dummy
variable has a minimum value of 0, a maximum value of 1, and an average value of
0,31 with a standard deviation of 0,464. Institutional ownership (10) has a minimum
value of 0,020, a maximum value of 0,994 and an average value of 0,67912 with a
standard deviation of 0,202880. The Variable Audit Committee (ACOM) has a
minimum value of 0,333, a maximum value of 1,667 and an average value of
0,91942 with a standard deviation of 0,341925. For Auditor Industry Specialization
(SPEC) variables which are also measured using dummy variables have a minimum
value of 0, a minimum value of 1 and an average value of 0,23 with a standard
deviation of 0,423. The average value of 0,23 indicates that the use of auditor
services with industry specialization is still low.

Table 4.2
Normality Test Result
One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

Unstandardized Residual
N 186
Normal Mean
Parameters(a,b) ;0000000
Std. Deviation 6,32968658
Most Extreme Absolute
) ,056
Differences
Positive ,042
Negative -,056
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z ,768
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,597

Source: SPSS’ Output

Table 4.2 above shows that the value of Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) obtained
from the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is equal to 0,597 which is greater than the
significance level or alpha value of 5% (0,05). Then it can be concluded that the
data are normally distributed and the classical assumptions of normality have been
fulfilled.



Table 4.3
Multicollinearity Test Result

Model

Collinearity Statistics

1

(Constant)
BSIZE
BIND
DUAL

10
ACOM
SPEC

Tolerance VIF
211 4,734
,882 1,134
,890 1,123
,914 1,094
,215 4,641
,868 1,152

Source: SPSS’ Output

Table 4.3 shows that the VIF value of the BSIZE variable is 4,734 and the
Tolerance value is 0,211. The BIND variable has a VIF value of 1,134 and a
Tolerance value of 1,123. The DUAL variable has a VIF value of 1,123 and a
Tolerance value of 0,890. The 10 variable has a VIF value of 1,094 and a Tolerance
value of 0,914. The ACOM variable has a VIF value of 4,641 and a Tolerance value
of 0,215. And the VIF value of the SPEC variable is 1,152 and the Tolerance value
is 0,868. The test results show that each variable has a VIF value <10 and a
Tolerance value> 0,10. So it can be concluded that there is no multicollinearity and
the classical assumption of multicollinearity is fulfilled. This also means that there

is no relationship between one independent variable and another independent

variable.

Table 4.4
Heteroscedasticity Test Result
Park Test
Model Sig.
Std. Error
1 (Constant) 425
BSIZE ,263
BIND ,397
DUAL ,087
10 ,964
ACOM 467
SPEC ,127

Source: SPSS’ Output




Table 4.4 shows the significance values of each variable where the BSIZE
significance value is 0,263, BIND is 0,397, DUAL is 0,087, 10 is 0,964, ACOM is
0,467, and SPEC variables are 0,127. This shows that the significance value of each
variable is greater than the significance level or alpha value of 5% (0,05). Then it
can be concluded that the data in this study do not contain heteroscedasticity and
the classical assumptions of heteroscedasticity are fulfilled.

Table 4.5
Autocorrelation Test Result

Model Durbin-Watson
1 1,975
Source: SPSS’ Output

As shown in the descriptive analysis that the sample in this study were 186
with 6 independent variables. Based on this information, a dU value of 1,815 is
obtained. The Durbin Watson value obtained from the test results is 1,975 which
means that it meets the requirements of dU < DW < 4-dU which is 1,815 < 1,975 <
2,185. Then it can be concluded that the research model does not contain

autocorrelation.

Table 4.6
Coefficient Determination Test Result

Model Summary(b)

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 ,321(a) ,103 ,073 6,435
Source: SPSS’ Output

Table 4.6 shows that the Adjusted R Square value is 0,073 or 7,3%. This shows

that the audit delay variable can only be explained by 7,3% by the variable size of

board commissioner, independent commissioners, role duality, institutional
ownership, audit committee, and auditor industry specialization. While the
remaining 92,7% is explained by other factors outside the research model. Other
factors that influence audit delay beyond this research can be other corporate
governance mechanisms because in this study there are only five mechanisms that

are included as variables so that they cannot explain the delay audit variable better



or cannot approach the number 1. As for other factors can be in the form of external
factors outside the corporate governance such as factors from the auditor's side or
audit firm because in this study only the factor of specialization auditors is used.

Table 4.7
F Test Result

ANOVA(b)
Sum of Mean
Model Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression 852,272 6 142,045 3,430 ,003(a)
Residual 7412,012 179 41,408
Total 8264,285 185

Source: SPSS’ Output

Based on Table 4.7 it can be seen that the calculated F value is 3,430 with a
significance level of 0,003. This means that the significance value of 0,003 is
smaller than the significance level or alpha value of 0,05 (0,003 < 0,05). Then it can
be concluded that the independent variables are board of commissioner size,
independent commissioners, role duality, institutional ownership, audit committee,
and auditor industry specialization all together or simultaneously have an influence
on the audit delay dependent variable.

Table 4.8

t Test Result
Coefficients(a)

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 82,649 5,697 14,509 ,000
BSIZE -,376 ,614 -,094 -,613 ,541
BIND 5,176 5,428 ,072 ,954 ,342
DUAL ,332 1,079 ,023 ,307 ,759
10 -2,607 2,439 -,079 -1,069 ,287
ACOM -,085 2,981 -,004 -,028 977
SPEC -3,870 1,201 -,245 -3,222 ,002

Source: SPSS’ Output




Based on Table 4.8 the regression equation can be formulated as follows:

ADELAY = 82,649 - 0,376 BSIZE + 5,176 BIND + 0,332 DUAL - 2,607 10 -
0,085 ACOM - 3,870 SPEC + e

Table 4.9 shows the test results for the model used in this study. The test

results on the hypotheses in this study can be summarized as follows:

1. Board of Commissioner Size on Audit Delay
Based on the results in Table 4.9, the Board of Commissioner Size
(BSIZE) has a regression coefficient of -0,376 with a significance value of
0,541 which is greater than the alpha value of 0,05 (0,541> 0,05). This
means that the variable Board of Commissioner Size (BSIZE) does not have
a positive significant influence on Audit Delay (ADELAY). Thus, the
hypothesis (H1) is rejected. The results of this study are supported by the
research of Kusumah and Manurung (2016), Faishal and Hadiprajitno
(2015), Alfraih (2016), Handoyo and Hasanah (2017), Setiawan and
Nahumury (2014) and Hilendri et al. (2017).
2. Independent Commissioners on Audit Delay
The results in Table 4.9 show that Independent Commissioners (BIND)
has a regression coefficient of 5,176 with a significance value of 0,342
which is greater than the alpha value of 0,05 (0,342 > 0,05). This means that
the Independent Commissioners variable (BIND) does not have a negative
significant influence on Audit Delay (ADELAY). Thus, the hypothesis (H2)
is rejected. The results of this study are supported by the research of
Kuslihaniati and Hermanto (2016), Budiasih and Saputri (2014), Wardhani
and Raharja (2013) and Anggriani and Hermanto (2017) and Soebyakto et
al. (2013).
3. Role Duality on Audit Delay
Based on the results shown in Table 4.9 that Role Duality (DUAL)
has a regression coefficient of 0,332 with a significance value of 0,759
which means that the significance value is greater than alpha value 0,05
(0,759 > 0,05). This means that Role Duality (DUAL) does not have a



tendency to influence Audit Delay (ADELAY). Thus, the hypothesis (Hzs)
is rejected. The results of this study are supported by a research conducted
by Naimi et al. (2010), Hashim and Rahman's (2012) and Kamalluarifin
(2016).
Institutional Ownership on Audit Delay

Based on the results in Table 4.9 shows that Institutional Ownership
(10) has a regression coefficient of -2,607 with a significance value of 0,287
which means that the significance value is greater than the alpha value of
0,05 (0,287 > 0,05). This means that Institutional Ownership (I10) does not
have a negative significant influence on Audit Delay (ADELAY). Thus, the
hypothesis (H4) is rejected. This study is supported by the results of the
Soebyakto et al. (2013), Anggriani and Hermanto (2017) and Budiasih and
Saputri (2014).

. Audit Committee on Audit Dela

Based on the results in Table 4.9 shows that the Audit Committee
(ACOM) has a regression coefficient of -0,085 with a significance value of
0,977, which means that the significance value is greater than the alpha
value of 0,05 (0,977 > 0,05). This means that the Audit Committee (ACOM)
does not have a negative significant influence on Audit Delay (ADELAY).
Thus, the hypothesis (Hs) is rejected. The results of this study support the
research of Setiawan and Nahumury (2014), Astasari and Nugrahanti (2015)
and also Indarti (2017).

. Auditor Industry Specialization on Audit Delay

Based on the results in Table 4.9, it is pointed out that Auditor
Industry Specialization (SPEC) has a regression coefficient of -3,870 with
a significance value of 0,002 which is smaller than alpha value 0,05 (0,002
< 0,05). This means that Auditor Industry Specialization (SPEC) tend to
have negative influence on Audit Delay (ADELAY). Thus, the hypothesis
(Hs) is accepted. The results of this study support the research of Habib and
Bhuiyan (2011), Sanjaya and Suprasto (2016), Rusman and Evans (2017).



CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

This study is the replication of Alfraih’s (2016) research which aims to
determine the effect of corporate governance consisting of size of board
commissioners, independent commissioners, role duality, institutional ownership,
and audit committee on audit delay. In addition, it is also to determine the effect of
the auditor industry specialization on audit delay. This research was conducted
using manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) in
2015-2017. Based on purposive sampling there are 186 observational data that meet

the criteria.

Based on data analysis and hypothesis testing, the results of this study can

be concluded as follows:

1. Size of board commissioner has no significant positive influence on audit delay
2. Independent commissioners have no significant negative influence on audit
delay
Role duality tend to have no positive influence on audit delay

3
4. Institutional ownership has no significant negative influence on audit delay
5. Audit committee has no significant negative influence on audit delay

6

Auditor industry specialization tend to have negative influence on audit delay
Several suggestions given for similar research in the future as follows:

1. Future research can use different measurements for the variable audit delay
which is to calculate the number of days exceeding 90 days or companies that
were late according to regulation by BAPEPAM and LK in the year of 2011.

2. Future research can examine other variables that are thought to have an
influence on audit delay such as the complexity of operations and internal
control of the company. It can also examine external factors such as business
risk, industry classification or audit opinion.

3. Future research can study about corporate governance more broadly through
other mechanisms outside of this research such as board gender and other audit

committee characteristics.



4. Future research is expected to be able to compare audit delay that occurs in

more than one country through comparative studies.

REFERENCES

Aditya, A. N. and Anisykurlillah, 1., 2014, “Faktor-Faktor Yang Berpengaruh
Terhadap Audit Delay”, Accounting Analysis Journal, Vol. 3 (3), page 334-342.

Alfraih, M. M., 2016, “Corporate Governance Mechanisms and Audit Delay in a
Joint Audit Regulation”, Journal of Financial Regulation and Compliance, Vol. 24
(3), page 292-316.

Anggriani, F. and Hermanto, S. B., 2017, “Pengaruh Mekanisme Corporate
Governance dan Kinerja Keuangan Terhadap Financial Reporting Lag”, Jurnal
Ilmu dan Riset Akuntansi, Vol. 6 (1), page 102-120.

Ashton, R. H. et al., 1987, “An Empirical Analysis of Audit Delay”, Journal of
Accounting Research, Vol. 25 (2), page 275-292.

Asian Corporate Governance Association, 2016, CG Watch 2016: Ecosystems
Matter, Hong Kong.

Astasari, K. G. A. and Nugrahanti, Y. W., 2015, “Pengaruh Struktur Kepemilikan,
Ukuran Komite Audit, dan Kualitas Audit Terhadap Luas Pengungkapan
Kompensasi Manajemen Kunci di Laporan Keuangan”, Jurnal Manajemen
Derema, Vol. 10 (2), page 1-24.

Budiasih, I. G. A. N. and Saputri, P. D. A., 2014, “Corporate Governance dan
Financial Distress Pada Kecepatan Publikasi Laporan Keuangan”, KINERJA, Vol.
18 (2), page 157-167.

Dao, M. and Pham, T., 2014, “Audit Tenure, Auditor Specialization and Audit
Report Lag”, Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 29 (6), page 490-512.

Fahrezza, D. A., 2016, “Pengaruh Ukuran Perusahaan, Solvabilitas, Klasifikasi
Industri, Komite Audit, Opini Dan Kualitas Auditor Terhadap Audit Delay”,
Fakultas Ekonomi dan Bisnis, Universitas Muhammadiyah Yogyakarta.

Faishal, M. and Hadiprajitno, P. B., 2015, “Pengaruh Mekanisme Good Corporate
Governance Terhadap Audit Report Lag”, Diponegoro Journal of Accounting, Vol.
4 (4), page 1-11.

Forum for Corporate Governance in Indonesia, 2001, Peranan Dewan Komisaris
dan Komite Audit dalam Pelaksanaan Corporate Governance, Seri Corporate
Governance Jilid I1, Jakarta.



Ghozali, 1., 2013, Aplikasi Analisis Multivariate dengan Program IBM SPSS 21,
Seventh Printing, Badan Penerbit Universitas Diponegoro, Semarang.

Habib, A. and Bhuiyan, M. B. U., 2011, “Audit Firm Industry Specialization and
The Audit Report Lag”, Elsevier: Journal of International Accounting, Auditing
and Taxation, Vol. 20, page 32-44.

Handoyo, S. and Hasanah, N., 2017, “Corporate Governance, Opini Going
Concern, Subsequent Event, dan Audit Report Lag”, Junal Aplikasi Bisnis, Vol. 17
(2), page 1-18.

Haryani, J. and Wiratmaja, I. D. N., 2014, “Pengaruh Ukuran Perusahaan, Komite
Audit, Penerapan International Financial Reporting Standards dan Kepemilikan
Publik Pada Audit Delay”, E-Jurnal Akuntansi Universitas Udayana, Vol. 6 (1),
page 63-78.

Hashim, U. J. B. and Rahman, R. B. A., 2012, “Internal Corporate Governance
Mechanisms and Audit Report Lag: a Study of Malaysian Listed Companies”,
Corporate Board: Role, Duties, and Composition, Vol. 8 (3), page 48-63.

Hilendri, B. A. et al., 2017, “Pengaruh Good Corporate Governance Report Lag
dengan Ketepatan Waktu Penyampaian Laporan Keuangan Sebagai Variabel
Moderasi Terhadap Audit”, Jurnal Magister Manajemen, Vol. 2 (1), page 121-144.

Indarti, A. R., 2017, “Pengaruh Opini Audit, Komite Audit, Ukuran Perusahaan,
Profitabilitas, dan Leverage Terhadap Audit Delay”, Fakultas Ekonomi dan Bisnis,
Universitas Muhammadiyah Surakarta.

Jensen, M. C. and Meckling, W. H., 1976, “Theory of the Firm: Managerial
Behavior, Agency Costs and Ownership Structure”, Journal of Financial
Economics, Vol. 3 (4), page 305-360.

Kamalluarifin, W. F. S. W., 2016, “The Influence of Corporate Governance and
Firm Characteristics on the Timeliness of Corporate Internet Reporting by Top 90
Companies in Malaysia”, 7" International Economics & Business Management
Conference.

Komite Nasional Kebijakan Governance, 2006, Pedoman Umum Good Corporate
Governance Indonesia, Jakarta.

Kuslihaniati, D. F. and Hermanto, S. B., 2016, “Pengaruh Praktik Corporate
Governance dan Karakteristik Perusahaan Terhadap Audit Report Lag”, Jurnal
Ilmu dan Riset Akuntansi, VVol. 5 (2), page 1-22.

Kusumah, R. W. R. and Manurung D. T. H., 2017, “Pentingkah Good Corporate
Governance Bagi Audit Report Lag?”, Jurnal Akuntansi Multiparadigma, Vol.
8(1), page 137-148.



Naimi, M. et al., 2010, “Corporate Governance and Audit Report Lag in Malaysia”,
Asian Academy of Management Journal of Accounting and Finance, Vol. 6 (2),
page 57-84.

Nazaruddin, 1. and Basuki, A. T., 2017, Analisis Statistika dengan SPSS, First
Edition, Third Printing, Dania Media, Sleman.

Peraturan Nomor X.K.2-Keputusan Ketua Bapepam-LK Nomor KEP-346/BL/2011
Tahun 2011

Peraturan Otoritas Jasa Keuangan Nomor 33 /POJK.04/2014 Tahun 2014
Peraturan Otoritas Jasa Keuangan Nomor 55 /POJK.04/2015 Tahun 2015

Primantara, I. M. D. and Rasmini, N. K., 2015, “Pengaruh Jenis Industri,
Spesialisasi Industri Auditor, dan Opini Auditor Pada Audit Delay”, E-Jurnal
Akuntansi Universitas Udayana, Vol. 13 (3), page 1001-1028.

Rahadianto, N. A., 2012, “Analisis Pengaruh Auditor Spesialisasi Industri, Dewan
Komisaris, Komite Audit, dan Penerapan Psak 50/55 (Revisi 2006) Terhadap Audit
Delay Pada Industri Perbankan”, Fakultas Ekonomi, Universitas Indonesia.

Rusman and Evans, J., 2017, “Audit Quality and Audit Report Lag: Case of
Indonesian Listed Companies”, Review of Accounting, Vol. 25 (2), page 1-30.

Sanjaya, K. and Suprasto, B., 2016, “Tingkat Spesialisasi Industri Auditor Sebagai
Pemoderasi Pengaruh Ukuran Perusahaan Pada Audit Delay”, E-jurnal Akuntansi
Universitas Udayana, Vol. 14 (3), page 2013-2040.

Setiawan, G. and Nahumury, J., 2014, “The Effect of Board of Commissioners,
Audit Committee, and Stock Ownership Concentration on Audit Report Lag of
Banking Companies in Indonesia Stock Exchange”, The Indonesian Accounting
Review, Vol. 4 (1), page 15-28.

Soebaktyo, B. B. et al., 2013, “Good Corporate Governance (GCG) Mechanism and
Audit Delay: An Empirical Study on Companies Listed on the Indonesia Stock
Exchange (IDX) in the Period of 2009-2011”, Journal of Modern Accounting and
Auditing, Vol. 9 (11), page 1454-1468.

Surpasada, N. P. Y. D. and Putri, I. A. D., 2017, “Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Reputasi
Auditor, Ukuran Perusahaan, dan Kepemilikan Institusional Terhadap Audit Delay
Pada Perusahaan Manufaktur”, E-Jurnal Akuntansi Universitas Udayana, Vol. 18
(1), January, page 60-87.

Sutedi, A., 2011, Good Corporate Governance, First Edition, First Printing, Sinar
Grafika, Jakarta.

Undang-Undang Republik Indonesia Nomor 40 Tahun 2007



Wardhani, A. P. and Raharja, S., 2013, “Analisis Pengaruh Corporate Governance

Terhadap Audit Report Lag”, Diponegoro Journal of Accountin, Vol. 2 (3), page 1-
11.

https://www.idx.co.id/



https://www.idx.co.id/

