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 This study was aimed at examining the effect of ownership structure and 
financial information quality on corporate debt cost. Analysis on Tunisian 
context was the authors' main focus due to the following major reason. While 
Tunisian economy is widely financed by banks and other financial institutions, 
these lenders are not represented enough in corporate boards. Consequently, 
they may give importance to the governance mechanism and to the published 
financial information. It was thus anticipated that an inverse relationship exist 
between the debt cost and the efficiency of governance mechanisms and 
reporting quality. Within a sample of companies quoted over the period 2007-
2013, the correlation between the debt cost ex-post and the ownership structure, 
ownership concentration, managerial ownership and the quality of annually 
disclosed financial information were all tested. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Within a debt economy, companies are mainly financed 
by banks and other financial institutions. Yet, such a debt 
is not without cost. Anderson et al. (2003) and Zaghini et 
al. (2014) showed that agency conflicts support to the 
lenders is a double risk: the shareholders expropriation 
behavior and the misappropriation of a part of the 
investment earnings. Thus lenders are demanding a 
higher debt cost. Reinforcing the corporate governance 
mechanism should reduce these costs. King and Santor 
(2008) and Borisova et al. (2015) showed that the nature 
of ownership affects the efficiency of monitoring and 
control system exerted on managers and may reduce 
agency costs.  

Other researches showed that the quality of financial 
information have an effect on the cost of capital structure. 
Anderson et al. (2004) revealed that lenders increase the 
interest rates to compensate control lack and information 
asymmetry  costs.  Smith  and  Warner  (1979)  proposed  
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that lenders find in financial statements a useful way of 
allowing verifying the restrictive clauses and increasing 
information transparency may decrease the creditor risks.  

Others researches (Eng and Mak, 2003; Latridis, 2006; 
Brown et al., 2011; Boyd and Solarino, 2016) have shown 
that mandatory nature as a proxy may, in certain 
circumstances, influence the continuous and the quality 
of published financial information.  

This study tried to examine the effect of governance 
system efficiency and disclosure information quality on 
debt cost of listed Tunisian companies. The question is 
very important in Tunisian context because corporate’s 
investment plans are widely financed by bank debt. Or 
contrary to European system, banks and other financial 
institutions are not very engaged in corporate governance 
structures such as director boards. So they are supposed 
to pay a particular attention to financial reporting quality 
of these companies. So, according to the cost-benefit 
reasoning and assuming that investment in governance 
and information quality are costly, there should exist an 
inverse relation between debt cost, government 
mechanism efficiency and disclosed information quality. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES 
 
Several empirical researches had examined the relation 
between the cost of debt financing and the corporate 
governance system efficiency or the quality of disclosed 
information. Anderson et al. (2004) showed that the cost 
of debt financing of American companies is conversely 
connected to the independence of the board director, to 
its size, as well as to the independence of audit 
committee, to its size and the frequency of its meetings. 
They concluded that the bondholders consider board 
director characteristics and audit committee as a 
guarantee source of the disclosed accounting and 
financial information reliability.  

In the same way, using a sample bond spread from 43 
countries between 1991-2010, Borisova et al. (2015) 
found that government ownership is generally associated 
to higher cost debt. Among others, Smith and Warner 
(1979) showed that investors find in financial statements 
a useful way allowing to verify the restrictive clauses. In 
this case, manager is confronted with two choices: 

 
 Either, producing himself financial statements and 

certifying them by an independent auditor; or 
 Allowing bondholders to produce financial statements 

and supporting these costs to the company during the 
debt emission. 

 
By disclosing financial performance indicators, managers 
try to convey an impression of financial health to creditors 
and doing that, they expect lenders to reward reputable 
firms with more favorable credit conditions That is, lower 
cost of debt, defined as the interest rate on debt adjusted 
by the lender to compensate for known risks.  

However, Khoufi and Feki (2008) using a sample of 67 
listed French industrial companies over a period going 
from 2003-2005, showed that small and independents 
director boards allow a better quality of financial 
information and that the firms which spread a financial 
quality information may support a moderate debt cost.  

In Tunisia, this surveillance and reporting concern only 
bond market. That is why, the authors of this research 
propose a more complete framework supporting that the 
lender risks depends not only on financial reporting 
quality and on profit management strategy; but it is also 
connected to the strategies adopted by managers or 
shareholders to satisfy the lender requirements. 

 
 
The relation risk-debt capital 

 
The major difference between debt and equity capital is 
the control effectiveness by lenders. In fact, debt holders 
have no effective control on the use of the funds they 
provide. These funds can then be  used  opportunistically 
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by corporate managers to achieve  their  own  interest  or 
these of shareholders. 

The use of debts contracts (especially in Anglo-Saxon 
contexts) may reduce such behavior. The use of these 
contracts in Tunisia remains minor. Debtholder’s 
protection is largely guaranteed by securities and 
warranties mechanisms taken on the firm’s assets in 
place. As a result, one can consider that debtholder’s risk 
stems from two origins: 

 
(i) The importance of agency conflicts with the managers 

or the shareholders, that can be mitigate by a 
sufficient monitoring and control system exerted by 
the ownership; 

(ii) The quality of financial reporting, as long as the nature 
and the value of assets is taken in to consideration to 
appreciate the warranties of debt contract.  

 
So, it can be argued that corporate governance efficiency 
on one hand, and the quality of financial information 
disclosed on the other hand, are likely to mitigate 
debtholder’s risk and therefore the cost of debt capital. 

 
 
Nature of ownership structure and prevention of 
agency risk  

 
The theoretical framework of corporate governance 
shows that the monitoring effectiveness manager’s action 
stems from director board on one hand and from active 
institutional investors on the other hand. These 
mechanisms play more significant role in corporate 
management by minimizing the manager discretionary 
latitude and protecting lenders interests (Boyd and 
Solarino, 2016). 

According to Lajmi and Gana (2011), the ownership 
structure may affect the control power and monitoring 
effectiveness of manager’s action. They assume that this 
power depends on:  
 
 
Capital’s ownership concentration 
 
Demsetz (1983) and Fama and Jensen (1983) develop 
the idea that a restrict number of big shareholders could 
be a source of agency conflicts between shareholder and 
debtholder. Faccio and Stolin (2006) and Shleifer and 
Vishny (1986) affirm that majority shareholders should 
expropriate the major part of the firm’s earnings. 

Contrarily, Shleifer and Vichny (1986) affirmed that 
shareholders holding a significant block of the company’s 
capital are incited to support additional control costs 
since they will be rewarded by these monitoring benefits. 
Thus, ownership concentration may reinforce the effec-
tiveness monitoring of manager’s behavior.  
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Presence of institutional shareholder  
 
The presence of an institutional investor in a board could 
have a disciplinary role (Chen, 2010). In addition to their 
commitment in the working groups that define the best 
mechanisms of corporate governance (Reports Viénot 
and Bouton in France), institutional investors often hold a 
significant block of the company’s capital, which confers 
them a strong power on monitoring manager’s actions. 
Thus, the presence of active institutional investors in the 
capital and the pressure of financial market should 
minimize the debtholder’s risk due to manager’s oppor-
tunism (Chen et al., 2007; Gaspar et al., 2005).  
 
 
Managerial ownership 
 
The participation of managers in capital would establish a 
better confidence between all the parts. Indeed, Jensen 
and Meckling (1976) consider that when the block hold by 
managers is important, the divergence between their 
interests and those of shareholders is weak. Thus, when 
managerial ownership level is high, agency costs are 
supposed to decrease and the effective monitoring need 
would be weak (Singh and Davidson, 2003; Anderson et 
al., 2003). 

In a general way, we can suppose that ownership 
structure attenuates the debt cost financing (proposal 
1). From this proposal, three testable hypothesis can be 
allowed (H1a, H1b, H1c): 
 
H1a: There is a positive relation between capital’s 
ownership concentration and the debt cost financing. 
H1b: There is an opposite relation between the debt cost 
financing and the presence of institutional investor in 
capital.  
H1c: There is an opposite relation between debt cost 
financing and managerial ownership. 
 
 
The disclosed information quality and the debt cost  
 
The economic consequences of financial disclosures 
were frequently treated in financial literatures (Pfister and 
Schwarger, 2016; Lenz and Al, 2015; Gamariz et al. 
(2014); Martínez-Ferrero et al., 2013). Several studies 
showed a negative correlation between the financial 
disclosures and the cost of capital.  

Smith and Warner (1979) suppose that lenders find in 
financial statements a useful way allowing to verify the 
restrictive clauses. Hidden information may increases 
creditor risks that is composed of two elements: 

 
 The information risk that depends on the financial 
 reporting quality; and 

 
 
 
 

 The expropriation risk of company’s earnings by     
 managers. 
 

Others researches [Dechow et al., 1996 and Botosan 
(1997)] argued that the hope to obtain an external 
financing with lower costs can incite managers to 
manipulate and manage their earnings. Depoers et al. 
(2000) and Latridis (2006) added that firm’s strategies 
disclosure are determined by manager’s intention to 
borrow funds with lower cost or to attract new investors 
Richardson and Welker (2001).  

So, it can be assumed that the reliability and quality of 
disclosed information may attenuate the debt cost. 
 

H2: There exists an opposite relation between the quality 
and the contents of disclosed information and the debt 
cost financing. 
 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
Sampling procedure 
 
This study was concerned with the listed industrial 
companies having an ownership structure and board 
composition published in annual reports. Companies 
listed at least once during period going from 2007 to 2013 
were concentrated on. After several eliminations, a short 
list of 28 companies were selected.  

Financial and accounting data were collected from 
financial market’s database and from the valuable index 
published by the Tunisian stock exchange. Ownership, 
governance and financial information were manually 
collected in annual reports. Final sample included about 
196 observations.  

The period selected (2007-2013) is particularly relevant 
to test the research proposition in the Tunisian context for 
three reasons. 

Firstly, this sample period coincides with a growing 
attention paid to board monitoring activities in corporate 
governance reports. Indeed, Tunisia began a reform 
program aiming to improve governance mechanism as 
solution to the transparency problems of information 
disclosed and to the debtholder’s loss reliability.  

Indeed, various reports of good behavior and 
successive rule’s amendments were established. The 
board structure, it functioning, the presence of 
independent members, the composition of audit 
committees and its role were widely discussed in the first 
guide of good behaviors and corporate governance in 
2007.  

Two years later, the second version of the guide 
underlined more the independence of the directors. It 
notably recommended (p. 13-14) that board has to be 
composed from 7 to 9 members and that has to include 
at least one third of independent directors. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
Secondly, the sample period starts two years after the 
promulgation of the financial transaction security law 
aiming to enhance the quality of company’s disclosed 
information and financial reporting. Widely inspired by the 
law Sarbanes-Oxley, it  tries  to  increase  the  manager’s 
responsibility, to reinforce the internal monitoring and to 
reduce the interest conflicts sources.  

Finally, several laws were adopted in the same period 
to better govern relationship between managers/share 
holders and to save the interests of minority share 
holders. 

 
 
Dependent variable 

 
The dependent variable is defined as the average interest 
rate on the firm’s debt. It is calculated by dividing its 
interest expense for the year by its average financial 
debt. 

 
 
The variables of interest 

 
Variable of interest are used to test the hypotheses of this 
study. Two variable types are listed. 

 
 
Ownership structure 

 
Several researches showed that the corporate 
governance efficiency is widely depending on the 
capital’s ownership structure (Pianeselli and Zaghini, 
2014; Bozec, 2008; Ashbaugh-Skaife et al., 2006; and 
Demsetz et al., 2001]. Ownership structure affects, in 
general, the monitoring effectiveness of director board 
and thus influences the quality and the extent of financial 
reporting. In this research, three variables to proxy 
ownership structure were considered: 

 
 The presence of institutional shareholder (InstShlder): 

The monitoring effectiveness is associated with the 
significant presence of institutional investors in firm’s 
equity (Klein and Zur, 2009); and  

 The presence of a shareholder blocks (ShlderBlock), 
which means the presence of a majority shareholder 
who detains more than 50% of the firm’s capital equity. 
Such a situation is captured by a dummy variable 
coded 1. It confers to the shareholder widely attribu-
tions that may weaken the board role.  

 The presence of managerial shareholders (Mgrial 
Shlder): When managers or company’s employees 
detain shares in the capital equity, participate in the 
same time in strategy elaboration, in decision-making 
and are almost present or represented in the 
management board (Fernández and Arrondo, 2005).  
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Information disclosure quality 

 
The reliability of disclosed information depends, either on 
the information quality or on extent of its diffusion. 

Several searchers used the disclosure index to 
measure these two aspects (McPeak and Zeghal, 1997; 
Eng and Mak, 2003; Wang et al., 2008). This index is 
carried out by the standardi-zation organization and is 
found on investigation’s results, on user expectations and 
their need’s nature. Consequently, these investigations 
allowed refining the information choice as well as its 
items considered reliable and useful by lenders. 

In this study, an index which composed of 17 items 
structured were consider as follows: A strategic 
information (7 items), financial information (6 items) and 
other non-financial (4 items). Thus, the score is the sum 
of the points obtained by the items published in annual 
report.  

The real score was calculated first by evaluating the 
diffusion of each item in the annual report (binary 
evaluation 0/1). Then, the point granted to each item is 
calculated by its ponderation. A binary reading follows 
precise rules allowing the valuation of each item. The 
score is calculated as follow:  
 

 
 

Where:  
STi, the total score of firm I;  
n, the number of items in the index;  
Sj, the score of item j is equal to 1 if item is published and 
0 if not. 
 
 

Control variables 
 

The control variables refer to various surrogates of 
debtholder’s risk and form characteristics identified in the 
literature, which are likely to influence the interest rate of 
loan agreements needed by lenders.  
 

 Firm performance: Bhojraj and Sengupta (2003) and 
Piot (2007) document that firm having a weak 
profitability support a high default risk. Thus, leverage 
debt may increase debt’s agency costs and reduce 
firm’s value. The profitability is measured by the Return 
on Assets Ratio (ROA).  

 Bankruptcy risk: Boubakri and Ghouma (2007) assert 
that large firms are more diversified and are less 
exposed to bankruptcy risk than small firms. According 
to empirical results, large firms support a low debt 
costs. So, the risk depends on firm size (LnAssets) 
which is measured by neperian logarithm of the total 
credits (Qiu and Yu, 2009). 

 Capital profitability: several authors show that invested 
capital profitability constitutes a positive signal to attract



 

 

Bacha and Attia          113 
 
 
 

Table 1. List of variables and their specification. 
 

Name Definition Expected sign 

Dépendant variable   

DebtCost Interest expenses divided by the average financial debt over the fiscal year.  

   
Variables of interest    

MgrialShlder Part of capital equity detained by employees or managers  (-) 

Shlderblock Dummy coded 1 if identified shareholders hold more than 50 % of common stocks  (+) 

InstShlder Presence of institutional shareholders (-) 

DisclosIndx Real Score / score théorique (-) 

   
Control variable   

LnAsset Firm size is represented by the natural log of total assets (-) 

ROA Return of total assets: net income / total assets (-) 

ROE Net income/equity (-) 

 
 
 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics. 
 

 Mean Max Min Std. Div. Skewness Kurtosis 

DebtCost 0.0814787 0.1627463 0.0014397 0.0498345 -0.2111476 1.946563 

Disclosindx 0.482446 0.7222222 0.2142857 0.1339269 -0.2239395 1.963432 

LnAsset 17.8793 20.43246 0.000126 1.666915 -6.60135 69.32254 

ROA 0.1373635 1.073439 0.0000145 0.232514 3.099604 11.91516 

ROE 0.0752266 0.3326894 -3.605567 0.2997088 -9.680932 117.6711 

MgrialShlder 0.5228732 0.912 0.02 0.2376379 -0.7172006 2.530149 

InsShlder 0.2282204 0.8768 0.0226 0.2050667 1.466622 4.857001 

ShlderBlock 0.4476446 0.7657 0.0836 0.1933749 0.1723356 1.647104 

 
 
 
a new investor or funds (Bouri and Bouaziz, 2007; Brown 
and Caylor, 2004; Lehman and Weigand, 2000). 
Consequently, indebtedness of companies with strong 
profitability increases their value and attenuates the risk 
prime. 

Table 1 summarizes the variables and their expected 
association with debt cost financing. Table 2 exhibits 
descriptive statistics (period sample 2007-2013).  

Univariate analysis shows that the debt cost reach an 
average of 8.15% with a maximum value of 16% and 
minimal of 0.14%. Also the standard deviation of this 
variable displays a value of 4.9%. These values are 
consistent with those reported by Feki and Khoufi (2008). 
Basing on a sample of French companies, they found 
that debt cost varies between 3 and 16.6% with an 
average cost of 9.19%.  

We can note that the average score of sample’s 
disclosure index is about 48.24%, with a rather important 
standard deviation (13.39%). The part of managers in 
capital ownership structure is 52.28%  which  reflects  the 

significant role played by them in decision taking. 
Institutional shareholders are far less represented (only 
22.082%) compared with the presence of a majority 
shareholder having all the powers (44.76%). 
 
 
EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
 
Bivariate tests 
 
Table 3 presents the correlation between independent 
variables as well as multicolinearity measurement. The 
results show that there is no critical correlation between 
the independent variables and there is no serious  
problem of multicolinearity.  

As expected, there is a positive correlation between 
firm’s performance (ROA) and the presence of 
managerial shareholder (MgrialShlder) and active 
institutional shareholder (InsShlder). A powerful board 
can prevent non-optimal  investment  decisions,  regulate 
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Table 3. Correlations matrix. 
 

 Disclosindxx LnAsset ROA ROE MgrialShlder InShlder ShlderBlock 

Disclosindx 1       

LnAsset 0.1309 1      

P 0.0675***       

ROA -0.1814 0.1126 1     

P 0.0110** 0.1162      

ROE -0.0825 0.0943 0.0890 1    

P 0.2505 0.1885 0.2146     

MgrialShlder -0.3265 -0.1667 0.0677 0.1362 1   

P 0.0000* 0.0195** 0.3460 0.0569***    

InstShlder 0.3119 0.2954 0.4536 -0.0031 -0.2622 1  

P 0.0000* 0.0000* 0.0000* 0.9652 0.0002*   

ShlderBlock -0.1133 -0.0607 -0.3490 -0.0148 0.2081 -0.1025 1 

p 0.1138 0.3904 0.0000* 0.8363 0.0034* 0.1035  
 

*, ** and *** significance respectively at 1, 5 and 10% level. 
 
 
 

Table 4. Regression table. 
 

Variables Coefficient Probability t-Student 

DisclosIndx 1.350997 0.001 (3.28) 

LnAsset 0.0062639 0.401 (0.84) 

ROA 0.0365958 0.649 (0.46) 

ROE 0.0013654 0.969 (0.04) 

MgrialShlder -0.3763515 0.026 (-2.25) 

Instshlder 1.144353 0.004 (2.88) 

ShlderBlock 0.0219813 0.902 (0.12) 

Constance -0.623388 0.022 (-2.32) 

N 196 

Probability Fisher Prob> F =  0.0059 

The value of Fisher F(7,161)   =  2.97 

The probability chi2 Prob> chi2 = 0.8112 

The value of Wald chi2 Wald chi2(7) = 3.72 

Probability Test Hausman Prob> chi2 = 0.0030 

 
 
 
the significant decisions of managers and create added 
value to shareholders.  

Interestingly, the presence of big shareholder holding 
more than 50% of equity (Shlderblock) is negatively 
related to performance and positively to debt. This result 
confirms theoretical frameworks which document that  the 
existence of a restrict number of big shareholders could 
be a source of agency conflicts. 
 
 
Multivariate analysis 
 
In this study, we favour a multivariate analysis and, use 
linear regression  to  test  what  are  the  factors  likely  to 

affect the cost of debt. For this purpose, the following 
model, which considers at the same time the individual 
dimension (i) representing the company and the temporal 
dimension (t) marking the period of the considered study, 
is tested empirically: 
 

 

                       

                       
 

Because of the error’s properties, we use the test of 
Breusch-Pagan to test the heteroscedasticity. We obtain 
a significant statistic Fischer (prob> F=0,000)  that  allows 
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us to reject the null hypothesis.  

As well as the error’s auto correlation, the Wooldrigde 
test of intra-individual’s auto correlation (2002) allow 
accepting null hypothesis (prob> F superior to 0.05) and 
confirming thus the absence of auto correlation problem. 

Contrary to expected result, Table 4 relates that the 
presence of institutional investors in capital has a positive 
and significant effect on debt cost financing. The debt 
cost increases when the block hold by institutional 
investors is high. Charreaux and Pitol-Belin’s academic 
researches (1990) showed that institutional investors do 
not have enough information on firm’s financial situation 
and use public information that carry them to make poor 
decision for the company. Thus, contrary to expected 
result, the presence of institutional shareholder does not 
reduce debt cost financing, even though the Tunisian firm 
financing is weakly depending on stock market and banks 
as their principle lenders.  

As for the ownership concentration, the presence of 
shareholder holding a significant block does not have any 
effect on debt cost. About the managerial shareholders, 
we notice that this variable has a negative and significant 
effect on the debt cost. Thus, we reject the hypothesis 
stipulating that presence of managers-shareholders 
should reduce the debt cost. This result joined those 
found by Anderson et al. (2003) and Kim and Sorenson 
(1986), who explain that the presence of managers in 
capital reduces agency conflicts and reinforce monitoring 
system effectiveness.  

About disclosure index, we note that our results counter 
the theoretical proposition associating negatively the 
costs with firm’s financial information. The more 
disclosure index is high, the more the debt cost 
increases. This unexpected result can be explained by 
the fact that Tunisian companies do not allow importance 
to disclosed information. Having no more trust in 
companies, investor and banks don not bring out these 
information when claiming interest rates.  

Among the control variables, we notice that the ROA 
and the firm size have no effect on debt cost. We can 
explain this result by two ways. First, the information 
reliability has been dropped. Indeed, several work 
showed that Tunisian companies grant less interest to 
internal audit committees and try always to escape 
monitoring mechanism on their management method 
(Bacha, 2014). The weakness of exerted controls let 
lenders to discredit those information and do not bring out 
them when claiming interest rates.  

The second reason is much more fanciful. During the 
last 10 years, Tunisian economic was marked by investor 
rarity, by subjective criteria dominance in granting credit 
such as owner fame or his relational network and, finally, 
by the loss of stakeholder’s credibility (State, external 
auditors, etc.).  

So, in a weak competitive context based essentially on 
bank financing, it is difficult for companies to  enforce  the  

 
 
 
 
rate proportionality’s rule to their financial situation. The 
interventionism and the member board passivity of many 
lenders (especially public one) allow not successful and 
heavily indebted firms to support a lower debt cost than 
healthy one. 

The intervention of an influential personality can decide 
on granted rates. At the same time, and because of 
competition’s lack, a successful firm could accept high 
rates to finance their development programs. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
This study have examined empirically the effect of 
capital’s ownership structure and disclosed information 
quality on debt cost of Tunisian listed companies. 

Although Tunisian companies operate in a debt 
financing system, banks and the other financial 
institutions are not very implied in corporate governance 
structure. Thus, they might pay attention to the overall 
quality of monitoring tools as well as to the quality of 
financial reporting.  

According to risk-aversion properties, when the risk of 
debtholders is higher, larger risk premium is demanded 
and in the same time the cost of debt financing. Specially, 
we posit that debtholder’s risk has two main parts: (1) 
agency/expropriation risk and (2) informative risk. The 
first part is the possibilities of wealth transfers by the 
managers or shareholders at the expense of debtholders, 
while the second depends on the quality of financial 
reports disclosed by the firm. Therefore, we may expect 
an inverse relation between the cost of debt and the 
quality of corporate governance and auditing structures of 
public companies.  

Using a pooled sample composed of non-financial 
listed companies over the years 2007 to 2013, we test 
whether the ex-post cost of debt is correlated with 
surrogates of capital’s ownership structure and disclosed 
information quality. Empirical findings reveal that 
managerial shareholder have a significant reducing effect 
on the cost of debt. The presence of managers in capital 
may reinforce the monitoring mechanisms effectiveness 
and will better reassuring the lenders.  

Besides, we observe that two governance traits present 
a significant increasing effect on debt cost: (1) the 
disclosure index, (2) the presence of institutional 
shareholders in capital. However, only one variable does 
not affect the debt cost: the presence of shareholder 
holding a block of capital. Contrary to prior studies, 
control variables proxying for debtholders’s risk (ROA, 
firm size) are not correlated with the cost of debt.  

In conclusion, our findings globally support reinforcing 
monitoring function as strongly recommended in Tunisia. 
They stress the important role of an effective board of 
directors when minimizing the cost of debt financing. 
They show  capital’s  ownership  structure  importance  in 



 

 

 
 
 
 
supervising the manager’s opportunist behavior and in 
reducing risks. However, they also suggest that financial 
reporting and accounting number’s quality are not of 
prime interest to debt holders in the Tunisian setting. This 
can  be  explained  by  the  culturally  less  important  use 
accounting-based monitoring devices such as debt 
contracts in the Tunisian debt contracts. Indeed, 
contractual guarantees taken on assets in place (mort 
gages or equivalents) have long been a sufficient mean 
to secure banker’s investments in corporate financing.  

However, as economic assets become more and more 
intangible and illiquid, and as the Tunisian setting 
became uncertain after the 2011’s revolution, one can 
notice that audit quality considerations will gain 
importance soon. 
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