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ABSTRACT

This study examines the effect of corporate governance practices on the going
concern status of listed non-financial institutionsin Nigeria. The study considers
the directional effects of corporate governance indicators on the continuous
and foreseeable existence of institutions providing non-financial services in
Nigeria but quoted in the Nigerian Stock Exchange. Ex post facto method was
used and data wer e obtained fromthe studied companies. Cor porate governance
variablesused in the study include board size, board composition, board meeting
and board tenure; these were measured to examine their relationship with the
going concern index. The result shows among others that cor porate gover nance
variables have no significant aggregate effect on going concern status of the
studied companies. The decomposed results however indicate a relationship
between two of the corporate governance indicators with going concern index
of the studied companies, howbeit not significant. The study recommends that
companies should carefully monitor all elements that indicate going concern
issues and not merely focus on corporate governance because it does not
completely isolate firms from going concern threats. Companies should equally
compose their boards based on expertise, experience and qualification rather
than gender.

Keywords: Corporate governance, going concern, board size, board tenure,
board meetings, board composition, board gender mix

INTRODUCTION

Thecomplex natureof businessestoday isregul ated by the ongoing technol ogy advancement
which hasturned theworld to aglobal village. Asaresult the success of any country is
largely dependent among others on the smooth performance of the private sector. The
organizations competitive strategy, lucidity and control structurewhich operatewithinthe
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nation’seconomy, hdp drivetheeconomy of thenation. Inlinewith Internationd Accounting
Standards (IAS 1), financial statementsof abusinessare prepared based on the going
concern convention which statesthat the operations of abusiness should betreated asif
itwill continueitstransactionsin perpetuity (Chenand Miller, 2011). Theeffectivenessor
otherwise of the corporate structure of such an enterprise would assist investors (and
other stakeholders) in determining if the going concern status of the businessenterprise,
asdepicted by certain symptomsinthefinancid satementsasprepared by the management
of the company who are also members of the board, could be sustained (Clay, 2011).

Inorder toimprovethelucidity and quality of financia statementsof companies,
theNigeriangovernmentissued aseriesof rulesand regulationsrequiring dl listed companies
to adhereto the requirements of the Code of Corporate Governance. In additiontothis,
the Securitiesand Exchange Commission (SEC) hasoutlined the dutiesand respons bility
of membersof the boardsof publicly listed companies, (Iskandar, 2011). Inall of these,
corporate governanceplaysacrucia rolein determining the continua existence of these
enterprises. Though it hasbeen argued by L eftwich, Wattsand Zimmerman (1981), that
thereisno one best principle of good corporate governance, individual companiesare
expected to design and implement strategiesin linewith theregulatory framework (i .e.
the code of corporate governanceasit relatesto different nations). Asaresult, therewill
beimproved competency, higher corporate performance and transparency which will
hel p secure sharehol dersinterest and the economy asawhole. For instance, non-current
assets (Property, Plant and Equipment etc.) of an enterprisearevalued using historica
cost concept, whichisassumed that the businesswill exist in perpetuity (going concern)
(Chenand Miller, 2011). Thiswould not have beeniif the going concern hasbeenimpaired.
Probably, the best basi s of measurement of such non-current assets of PPE would have
been theredlization or present value measurement approach (Clay, 2011).

Oneof the cardinal points of corporate governanceisto promoteaculturein
whichdirectorswill givepriority totheethicd pursuitinthebest interest of the shareholders
(Leftwichand Watts, 2006). Good corporate governance ass sts corporati onsto prevent
exploitation of investorsby the managersand prevent fraudulent or sharp practicesthat
suddenly terminatethelifespan of abusiness(Michad,1976).

The concept of going concern statesthat the operationsof abusinesswill continue
to exist in perpetuity (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham, 2010). That is, the
financid statementsof the enterprise showsthat the company will exist intothe predictable
future and thisis dependent on an opinion expressed by the auditors stating that the
financia statements, showsatrueandfair view of thecompany’sfinancid postion. Thisis
crucia because, so many partiesdepend on thisfinancia information to makefinancia
decisgons. Managersand directorsusethisinformation for strategic planning, shareholders
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areinterested to know how their investments are managed up and the expected returns
they will receivefor taking therisk, potentia investorsneed thisinformation to determine
if they should invest inthe company or not, creditorsneed to know if thecompany will be
ableto pay itsliability in thefuture (Famaand Jensen, 1983). Thiscan smply besaid to
mean that abusinessfinancial statementsare prepared under the assumption that the
company will continueto exist and carry onitsoperationsinto the predicablefuturewithout
any aimof winding up. If at any pointintimethebus nessstartsfacing liquidity problems
and decidesto shut downitsactivities, it therefore meansthat the going concern concept
isinapplicablein the preparation of thecompany’ sfinancia statements, and assuch, other
methodslike* break-up basis’ could be applied (Demsetz and Villa, 2001).

The going concern concept meansthat acompany will continueto existinto a
foreseeablefuture, that is, over anannual period from the day thefinancial statementsare
published or reported. However, where the board/management doubtsthe ability of the
company to continue asagoing concern, it isduty bound to report thisin thefinancial
statements. Subsequent to different possibilitiesof going concernreactions, itisessentia
to apprai se by consulting an externa auditor to determineif thecompany will continueto
exist for aperiod of twelve monthsafter the date of thefinancia statementsaudit.

Signsof Going Concern Problem

Thesignsof going concern could be categorized into financia and non-financid. Financid
symptomsare symptomsthat could be discovered through thefinancial statementsand
they includethefollowingamongst others: Adverse current ratio or trend, High gearing
ratio, Overtrading and undercapitalization, Cons stent operating losses over aperiod of
time, Cons stent default onloan interest and repayment, Arrears of statutory deductions
liketax, dividend, and so on (Clay, 2011). Non-Financial Symptomsmay not bedirectly
linked to thefinancial statementsbut other factorslike: prolonged industrial action or
labour drike, lossof key management Saff of thecompany, naturd disaster, lossof franchise
or patent right, government legidationsor government pronouncements, legal proceedings,
withdrawal/lossof key supplier or customer (Carcello and Hermanson, 2002).

M easur ement of Going Concern

A common method of judgment for eval uating acompany’sability isthrough accounting
ratios. Thisalowstheboard or management tolink information fromthefinancia statements
inorder to establish arelationship over aperiod of timethat will Sgnify the solidity of its
going concern or otherwise. Consequently, thefollowing financid ratios (Current Ratio,
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Acid-Test Ratio, Return on Capital Employed and Gearing Ratio) can be cal culated from
thefinancial statementsto test the going concern ability of the company or otherwise
(Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham, 2010).

Current Ratioisoneof the many genera teststo determine how liquid abusinessisand
itisused by most creditors, employeesand thegenerd publicto determinethe company’s
ability to settleitsshort term debtsusing current assets. It iscomputed mathematically as.

current assets
current liabilities
Thismeasuresshort term solvency and theindustry standard of thisratiois2: 1. It endangers
thebusinesswhenitislow putting it at risk of facing asituation wherethe corporation will
be unableto pay itsshort term debtssignaling alack of credit worthinesswhich hampers
the company’ scontinuity in business.

Acid-Test Ratio also called Quick Ratio it isaratio that teststhe company’ s ability of
liquid resourcesto be ableto settleits short term financial obligations; itisameasure of
instant debt paying ability of abusinessentity. Theindustry standard of theratiois1:1and
whereitislower, it signalsasymptom of going concern problem for abusinessentity.
Hence, the board must ensure that the company generates areasonable cash and cash
equivalent that will enable her to meet short term needswithout resorting to long term
borrowing to settle short term obligations. It iscomputed as.

current assets- inventory
currentliabilities

Return on Capital Employed isaprimary ratio also called Return on Investment. It
teststhe company’ s profitability which hel psto determine the essence of the company in
business. Wherethisislow or getting lower than previousyears, it isexpected that the
board or management should be proactive about it in order to avoid subsequent drop,
otherwise, the company’sgoing concern ability will beindanger. Thisratioisexpressed
&

net profit after tax net profit after tax
net total assets capital employed

Gearing Ratio can also bereferred to asdebt ratio and it teststhe rel ationship between
long term debt and equity capital. Itisameasure of long term solvency. The more debts
intothecapital structureof acompany, thecompany becomeshighly geared and it becomes
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unsafefor equity holdersasalarger chunk of profitswill be usedin paying interest onloan
whilethe bal ance becomes minimal for equity holders. To equity investors, it isexpected
that return on capital employed should be higher than interest payableonloans.

The Concept of Cor porate Governance

Therearemany definitionsof corporate governance asviewed from various perspectives.
Each researcher triesto define corporate governance asit rel atesto the anglefromwhich
it is being looked at. Generally, corporate governance can be said to be about the
ascendancy of an organization, thissimply meansthat corporate governance hasto do
with hierarchy in an organization and the responsibilities expected to beimplemented by
these authorities (L afond and Weitts, 2006). It can a so be defined asthe system by which
theaffairsof companiesaredirected and controlled by those charged with therespons bility
(Chenand Miller, 2011).

Corporate governanceisdefined asthe procedure, systemsand dealingsthrough which
the board of directors overseeswhat the executives do to achieve the objective of the
company (Dayton, 1984). According to Mudller (1981), “ governanceisconcerned with
theintring c nature, purpose, integrity and identity of theinstitution, with aprimary focus
ontheentity’srelevance, continuity and judiciary aspects. Governanceinvolvesmonitoring
and overseeing the strategic direction, socio-economic and cultural context, externdities
and congtituenciesof theingtitution”.

Corporate governance is a system through which the company’s executives
coordinate and control theactivitiesof the organizationin asystematic manner. Thisisto
ensuredivision of labour and setup aninterna control system that will providechecksand
ba anceswhichwill assure ethical pursuit to the ownersof the corporation (Clay, 2011).
It should be emphasized that thereisno acceptable method of determining the number of
directorsacompany should have, though the regulations on best corporate governance
according to the Securitiesand Exchange Commission of Nigeriarecommendsaminimum
of five (5) directorswithout maximum number. The composition of the board should
includediversified expertise and knowledge (Greco, 2011). It isnoteworthy to mention
that therearetwo (2) board structure types as practiced al over theworld (Hair et al,
2010) which arethe unitary board system and two-tier board systems. The unitary board
systemisasystem where both the executive and non-executive directors serve under the
sameboard structure. Two-tier board systemisaboard Structurewheretheresponsbilities
of theboard are shared in the category of executive (management) and non-executive
(supervisory) roles. It isthe supervisory board which monitorstheexecutive board activities
(Gul andAtalay, 2003).
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However, for the purpose of thiswork, theemphasisisonthetwo-tier board structure as
it relatesto Nigeria. Consequently, thetwo-tier board structureisdivided into executive
and non-executive boards. Executive directorsarefull-time employees of the company
and thus, have two relationships and sets of duties, oneto the board of directorsand
another to the company’semployees (Demsetz and Villa, 2001). Assuch, they work for
the company inasenior capacity, usually concerned with policy mattersor functional
bus nessareas of mgjor strategicimportance. Most of theselarge companiestend to have
executivedirectorsrespons blefor finance, information technol ogy, marketing and so on;
they aremostly engaged under fixed term contracts, oftenrolling over every 12 months
(Famaand Jensen, 1983). These directors are often times recruited by the board of
directorsand they arethe highest earnersin the company, with remuneration packages
made up partly of basic pay and fringe benefitsand partly performance-related pay (Hair
et al, 2010). Thechief executive officer (CEO) and thefinancedirector (inthe US, chief
financid officer) areawaysclassified as part of executivedirectors(Hair et al, 2010).
The Non-Executive Directors (NEDs) are not employees of the company and
arenot involved initsday-to-day running unlikethe Executive Directors. Mot at times,
they havefull-timejobse sewhere, or may sometimesbe prominent individual sfrom public
lifewho may have (or may not have) retired from activeemployment. They usually receive
aflat feefor their services, and are engaged under contract for service (civil contract,
similar to that used to hireaconsultant) (Elloumi and Gueyie, 2001). The non-executive
directorsare supposed to provide abaancing influence and hel p to minimize conflicts of
interests (Hair et al, 2010). Most of them are expected to be independent (Hair et al,

2010). Furthermore, these directorsare expected to have high quality of integrity, probity,

accountability and ethical standards (L eftwich, Watts and Zimmerman, 1981). The

responsibilitiesof the Board of Directors, according to Davidson and Kim (2004) are:

I. To ensure proper accountability and efficient performance of the operations of
thecompany;

il. To ensure proper management of the company by overseeing the effective
performance of the management in order to ensurethat shareholders wealthis
maximized;

. To ensure good corporate governance by making surethat the operations of the
company areintandemwith relevant regulatory and legal frameworks,

V. Todefineaframework by which authority and responsibility areassigned tothe
management team.
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M easur ement of Cor por ate Gover nance

Thereare many waysto measure corporate governancein an organization. However, the
following arekey indicatorsof corporate governance asenumerated by Habbash (2010):

Board Size: Thesizeof theboard of directorsvariesfrom one company to another, and
itisdetermined by anumber of factors such asscope of the company, percentagelevel of
competencerequired and so on. However, theboard sizeshould berdativetothedimension
of the operationsof the company. The codeof corporate governancein Nigeriastipulates
aminimum number of 5 directorsasmembersof theboard of directorswithout limittoits
maximum. Itisessentid that theboard hasan optimum number insize, suchthat itsoversight
functionscould beeffectively carried out.

Board Composition: Thestructure of theboard should reflect the quality of experience
gathered over the years by memberswithout negotiating compatibility, integrity, and
independence. Hence, theboard entailsamixture of executiveand non-executivedirectors,
with majority being non-executive directorsbut at |east oneindependent director. Itis
advised that the positionsof the company’s Chairman and the CEO should not be conferred
onasingle person rather it should be split between two different individual sin order to
preserveasolidinterna control system and ensure checksand balances. Thequdification,
uprightness, core competence, knowledge on board matters, entrepreneurial skillsand
accountability of membersof theboard should play akey rolein selecting individual sfor
thesepogitions.

Board Tenure: Itistheresponsibility of the shareholdersat Annual General Meetings
(AGM) to elect directorsand approvethetermsand conditions of their directorship. As
such board tenurefor directorsvariesfrom one company to another. However, for the
purpose of good corporate governance, every director must haveaspecifiedtenureinhis
condition of servicefor appointment whilere-appointment issubject to performance.

Board Mestings: It isthe responsibility of the board as headed by the Chairman to
decide how often the meetings of the Board of Directors should be held. However, the
Codeof Corporategovernancein Nigeriaprescribesat least onceinaquarter in order to
effectively performitsoverdght functionsand monitor management’sperformance (Lafond
and Watts, 2006). Every director is expected to attend at least 67% of the meetings
except for areasonabl e excuse which must be discl osed to the sharehol dersat theannud
genera mestings. Attendance at these meetingsform part of re-nomination processfor a
director (L eftwich, Watt and Zimmerman, 1981).
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Board Gender structure: Itisequally expected for the purpose of gender equality that
areasonable mix of male and femal e should comprise the membership of the board of
directors.

Audit Committee: Thisisakey element of corporate governance asan audit committee
of at |east three non-executive directorswith written termsof referencewhich deal clearly
withitsauthority and duties must be established by the board. Thiscommittee should be
made up of independent directors.

THEORIESOF CORPORATE GOVERNANCEAND GOING CONCERN

Therearebasically four models of corporate governance and going concern that are
identified by Donaldson (1994), Hawley and Williams(1996). Thesearesmplefinancia
form, the stewardship model, the stakehol der model and the political model. Thesmple
financia modd statesthat themain hitch of corporate governanceisto createregulations
and incentives schemesthat will successfully align the manager’s or stewards of the
organization'ssalf-interest with that of the ownersof the businesswithout cresting conflict
of interest. Theseregulationsare company’ sguiddinesof what isexpected asabehaviourd
pattern from managers. The stewardship model, according to Donaldson (1994), states
that managersif left ontheir ownwill act asresponsible stewardsof the asset they control.
Most theories of corporate governance use personal or self-interest asastarting point.
However, thistheory explainsthat asprofessonas, managerswill act withintegrity towards
achievingwhat isexpected of them. Thisisbecause managersareinitially guided by their
zed to achievethegod sexpected fromthemwhileexercisgng competenceand duediligence
soif left ontheir own, they will act to ensure that the businessisagoing concern.

Thestakeholders model expressesbus ness ethicsand corporations management
methodsthat address moralsand valuesin managing abusiness (Hawley and Williams,
1996). According to Mitroff (1983), traditionally, it is considered that managersof a
business owe shareholdersand ownersafiduciary duty of safeguarding theinterest of
shareholders. However, stakehol der modd arguesthat thereisawider externd framework
of theeconomy that contributesto thelegal, socio-political and economic success of the
organization that isknown as stakehol ders. Thisisderived from their ability to effect
changesinthefirms activities. Therefore, stakehol dersare asimportant asthe ownersof
the business becauseit isan enterprise duty to generate means, utilizethem by creating
valueand at the sametime maximize profitsfor the ownersof thebusiness.

Thepolitical sculptisoneof the rational choice models, which statesthat, the
individual or group of actorsin the decision-making procedure act rationally and are
tryingto achievetheir ownamswhilein competition with oneanother. It holdsthat decison-
meaking isabargaining process. Thisexplainstheability of shareholdersandtheownersof
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thebusinesstoinfluencethedecis on making processof theorganization. Akintoye (2010)
asoidentifiesthreeessentia theoriesof corporate governancewhich are: thestewardship
theory, the Agency theory and the market theory. The Stewardship theory statesthat
managersif left ontheir ownwill act asresponsible stewards of the asset they control.
Most theories of corporate governance use personal self-interest asastarting point.
However, thistheory explainsthat asprofessond's, managerswill act withintegrity towards
achieving what isexpected of them.

Agency theory onthe other hand, explainstherel ationship between an agent and
theprincipal. Thistheory statesthat the agent i s supposed to symbolizethe principa in
businesstransactionsand isexpected to act in the best interest of the principal without
paying attention to hispersona gain or salf-interest. Thissmply meansthat themanagers
and directors of acorporation make financia decisions on behalf of the owner and
shareholdersof thebusinesswith regardsto theinterest of theseindividuas. Thistheory
assumes that managersif left on their own will act in their own self-interests at the
disadvantage of shareholders(Hart, 1995).

Themarket theory holdsthat, whether directorsand managersseethemselvesas
stewardsor asagentstoinvestors, isreally of noimportance becausetheseinvestorscan
smply sdll their securitiesinthemarket to recover what they invested inthe organization
whose agentsarenot redlizing therequired returns expected by shareholdersasaresult of
poor corporate governance structure. There existsasymbiotic rel ationship between the
conceptsof corporate governance and going concern asboth are geared toward efficient
corporate performancethat will securethe investmentsof equity providersand aswell
ensure continuousexistence of thebusinessentity. Theboard of directorsisto ensurethe
continuousexistence of the businessentity by making surethat corporation objectivesare
achieved through anumber of policiesand compliancewith necessary frameworks. The
board ensuresthisisdonethrough oversight functions of the audit committee and other
committeeslikerisk management, remuneration, nomination and so on. Good corporate
governance hel psto maximize corporate val ue, enhancestransparency and efficiency by
ensuring that credible persondities are gppointed into the board, avoidsgender bias, and
putsin placesolidinternal control system through regular board meetingsand renewable
performance-rel ated tenure ensuresthe going concern of the organization.

METHOD

The study usesthe expost-facto research design and datawere obtained from thefinancia
statementsof companiesunder sudy from both manual and onlineretrieva methods. This
study focused on twenty (20) non-financid ingtitutionslisted on thefloor of the Nigerian
Stock Exchange in year 2016. The independent variables were size of the board,
composition of board, meetings and tenure on the board, whilethe dependent variable
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was going concernindex represented by the calculated Z score.
Zscore= 3o+ BSIZ+ _BCOM+ _BMEE+ ,BTNR+

Where
Z score= Firms financia condition (strong, moderate and weak)
BSZE = Boardsize
BCOM= Board composition
BMEE = Board mesting
BTNR= Board Tenure

The Z scorewas used to estimate the going concern of firmswhich isthe dependent
variable; theAltman’smode wasadopted to quantitatively measurethisvariable.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Thecorrdation matrix presentedin Table Lindicatesthat theZ scoreispostively correlated
with Board Size, Board gender and Board Meetings. However, it hasanegativecorrelaion
with Board tenure. Theregression result showsthe systemati ¢ rel ationship between the
dependent variable Z score which represents the going concern of the firmsand the
independent variables, Board Size, Board composition, Board meeting and Board Tenure.
The adjusted R square was used to show the explanatory power of the model, thisis
becausethisscorevariesonly with the addition or removal of any independent variable
that hasapredictive effect on the dependent variable. The adjusted R-squared value of
0.050 showsthat theindependent variables, Board Size, Board Composition and Board
tenure; explain only about 5% of the systematic variations in the going concern of
organisationssampled. Thisclearly indicatesthat going concernissuesof the organisations
area so affected by issuesbeyond therange of corporategovernance. The DurbinWatson
satistic of 1.424 hoversaround 2 whichisthe conventiona acceptableleve for thistest;
thisindicatesthe absence of autocorrel ation. The F-statistic of 0.746 with aprobability of
0.576 showsthat theindependent variablesarejointly insgnificant; the P-vauefdlsinthe
acceptanceregion whichisabovethesignificancelevel of 5% (0.05), hence we accept
the null hypothesisthat saystheindependent variableshave no predictive effectsonthe
dependent variable. Thisindicatesthemodel isnot ableto properly predict thereationship
betweenthevariables.

Theresultsshow at-statistic of -0.096 and aprobability of 0.925, thedecision
ruleistoreject thenull hypothesisif cal culated t-statisticisgreeter than critical valueof t-
statistic. Theresultsshow that t-statistics cal culated of -0.096 isgreater than t-statistics
critical valueof -1.729, wethereforergect the null hypothesiswhich statesthat board
size hasno significant effect on going concern of the companies. Theresultson test of
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hypothesis 2 show at-atistic of 1.341 and aprobability of 0.200. Theresult showsthat
t-statistic cal culated of 1.341 islower that t-statistic critical valueof 1.729, wetherefore
accept thenull hypothesisthat the board composition hasno significant effect onthegoing
concern of the companies.

Theresultsshowsat-statistic of 1.110with aprobability of 0.284, the positiverdationship
between the Board meetings and going concernisfound not to be significant at the 5%
significancelevel. Theresults showsthat t-statistic calculated of 1.110islower thant-
statistic critical valueof 1.729. Hence, the null hypothesisthat Board meetingshaveno
significant effect on the going concern of companiesisaccepted. Theresultsshow at-
satistic of -0.674 with aprobability of 0.511, thereisanegativeinsgnificant relationship
between the Board tenure and going concern which wasfound not to be significant at the
5% significancelevel . Theresultsshow that t-statistic cal culated of -0.674 isgreater than
t-statistic critica valueof -1.729. Therefore, the null hypothesisthat Board tenurehasno
sgnificant effect onfirms going concern of companiesisrejected.

Theresult showsthat Board sizesignificantly affectsthegoing concernof firms. It
isgeneraly theresponsibility of the board to ensure continuous existence and smooth
functioning of theorganizations activities. Thes zeof theboard becomesinconsequential
wherethediversity or experience of the membersof the board doesnot yield positive
returnsto ensure survival. Theresults may beindicative of thisphenomenon among the
sample selected. The policiesenacted and implemented by the board ismoreinfluential
than mereboard size. Theresultsa so show that Board composition doesnot significantly
affect thegoing concern of firms. A desirable mix of expertiseand experienceisadvised
for appointment into board membership.

Policiesof high quality and effectiveimplementation of such cangoalongaway to
ensurethat the going concern of thefirmisnot threatened. Theboard compositionfor this
study was measured by gender composition rather than qualification and experiencein
relevant sectors. Theresultsalso show that Board meetingshave no significant effect on
firmsgoing concern. Thisisexplaned by thefact that meetingswithout enacting meaningful
and businessinfluencing policiesmay have done nothing to protect and ensure going
concern for the business. Board meeting is one of the core elements of corporate
governance becauseit givesboard membersthe opportunity to monitor theimplementation
of approved policiesand deliberate onissuesasthey emerge. Thelength of stay in office
of theboard membershavenot accounted for much differenceinthegoing concern position
of thestudied firms,
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Table1: Corrdation Matrix

ZSCORE BSIZ BCOM BMEE BTNR
ZSCORE 1.00 0.079 0.286 0.215 -0.038
BSZ 0.079 1.00 0.428 -0.149 0.61
BCOM 0.286 0.428 1.00 -0.087 0.224
BMEE 0.215 -0.149 -0.087 1.00 0.156
BTNR -0.038 0.61 0.156 0.156 1.00

Source: Computaton using SPSS 20

Table 2: Regression Results
Dependent Variable: Z score
Method: Least Squares
Sample: 20
Included observations: 20
Unstandardized Coefficient Standardized

Variables Coefficient Std. Error  Coefficient t-Statistic  Prob.
C 0.768 2,009 0.382 0.708
BSZ -0.015 0152 -0.025 -0.0% 0.925
BCOM 0.165 0123 0.361 1341 0.200
BMEE 0.275 0.247 0.269 1.110 0.284
BTNURE -0.034 0124 -0.167 -0.674 0511
R-squared 0.166 Durbin-Watson stat 1424
Adjusted R-squared 0.050

F-statistic 0.746

Prob. (F-statistic) 0576
Source: Computaton using SPSS 20

CONCLUSIONAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Generally, corporate governance is important in guarding the interests of different
stakehol dersbut it doesnot ensure survivability by completely eradicating going concern
problems as evidenced by the results obtained from the samples used for this study.
Based onthefindings, companiesshould carefully monitor al ementsthat indicategoing
concern issues and not merely focus on corporate governance because it does not
completely isolatefirmsfrom going concernthrests. Inaddition, companiesshould compose
their board based on expertise, experienceand qudiification rather than gender. Companies
should a so ensureimprovement on board meeting agenda such that the resol utions of
suchmesetingswill bring forth positive policiesthat will grow companies profitsand assets.
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APPENDI X

DATA OBTAINED

Zscore Board  Board Board Audit Board
size Meetings Gender Committee Independence

3.3 1" 5 10 6 4.5

1.7 10 5 0 6 9

1 8 4 1.666667 6 1.666667

2.0 7 9 25 6 25

55 9 8 35 6 8

2.2 9 8 35 6 8

17 14 4 13 6 13

11 12 6 5 6 3

12 15 4 6.5 6 2

11 8 5 7 6 3

2 8 5 0 6 7

31 6 4 5 6 5

6 12 4 0 6 3

25 10 4 15 6 4

4.7 8 4 7 6 3

1.8 6 4 0 6 5

5.0 15 5 6.5 6 15

4.4 1" 5 2.666667 6 1.2

2.3 9 4 35 6 2

20 8 4 3 6 1.666667

Source: Nigerian Stock Exchange, 2016.
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