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Abstract

The study aimed at identifying the importance of the internal
control and its adaptation with the development of the use of information
technology and its effect on financial statements reliability in the Libyan
commercial banks. The population of the study consisted of all Libyan
commercial banks owned by the country which are (4) banks.
Questionnaires have been distributed among them where the researcher
has designed a questionnaire targeted the following categories: the
financial managers, the internal auditors, the computer sections'
employees who work at these banks, ( 122) persons have been distributed
on these categories.

The hypotheses of the study were tested using the appropriate
statistical methods, which are: Cronbach Alpha, standards deviations and
means, One Sample T-(Test).

The results showed high level of adaptation of internal control
systems with the development of the use of information technology and
its effect on financial statements reliability in the Libyan commercial

banks to face the challenges resulted from this development in use, The

J



average level of the hypothesis, which states that " the adaptation of the
internal control systems with the development of the use of information
technology in the Libyan commercial banks doesn't lead to have high
reliability financial statements", and the hypothesis " the internal control
systems don't fit in the use of information technology with the
regulations, laws, and legislation in the Libyan commercial banks". The
results showed also the average level of the hypothesis which states
" there are no difficulties for the adaptation of the internal control systems
with the use of information technology in the Libyan commercial banks.
The study recommended several recommendations including the
need to issue points of control and supervision of the Libyan banking
sector legislation or regulations committed by commercial banks Libyan,
in order to improve the reliability of financial statements issued by those

banks.
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Descriptive Statistics

(3)

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Q1 61 2.00 5.00 4.0328 .72955
Q2 61 1.00 5.00 3.8197 1.08794
Q3 61 2.00 5.00 3.7705 .88305
Q4 61 2.00 5.00 3.6721 .81079
Q5 61 1.00 5.00 3.7213 1.09744
Q6 61 1.00 5.00 3.1967 1.01357
Q7 61 1.00 5.00 3.2131 1.11228
Q8 61 1.00 5.00 3.1967 1.15209
Q9 61 2.00 5.00 3.6557 .92889
Q10 61 2.00 5.00 3.4098 .95528
Q11 61 1.00 5.00 3.6066 .88088
ml 61 2.00 4.50 3.6148 .69758
Valid N (listwise) 61
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 2.6
95% Confidence Interval Mean

of the Difference Difference Sig. (2-tailed) df t

Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower

1.1934 .8361 1.01475 \ .000 60 11.361 | ml
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Descriptive Statistics

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Q12 61 1.00 5.00 3.2787 1.14209
Q13 61 2.00 5.00 3.7377 .94695
Q14 61 2.00 5.00 4.0328 .81583
Q15 61 2.00 5.00 4.1803 .67102
Q16 61 2.00 5.00 3.8525 .85315
Q17 61 2.00 5.00 3.7705 .80402
Q18 61 2.00 5.00 4.2295 .69266
Q19 61 2.00 5.00 3.9672 .89382
Q21 61 2.00 5.00 3.5082 1.10488
Q22 61 1.00 5.00 3.6557 .91077
m2 61 2.00 5.00 3.6311 .81599
Valid N (listwise) 61
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 2.6
95% Confidence Interval Mean

of the Difference Difference Sig. (2-tailed) df t

Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower

1.2401 8222 | 1.03115 | 000 60 9.870 [ m2
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Descriptive Statistics

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Q23 61 2.00 5.00 3.6066 .84219
Q24 61 1.00 5.00 3.4426 .86650
Q25 61 2.00 5.00 3.6885 .86681
Q26 61 2.00 5.00 3.4426 .78580
Q27 61 2.00 5.00 3.6557 .83437
Q28 61 1.00 5.00 3.1311 1.04044
Q29 61 1.00 5.00 3.5082 .86839
Q30 61 2.00 5.00 3.6066 .80164
Q31 61 2.00 5.00 3.4262 .97398
Q32 61 1.00 5.00 3.1803 1.04096
Q33 61 2.00 5.00 3.0984 .94348
m3 61 2.00 5.00 3.3934 .76439

Valid N (listwise) 61

One-Sample Test
Test Value = 2.6
95% Confidence Interval Mean
of the Difference Difference Sig. (2-tailed) df t
Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower
.9892 5977 \ .79344 .000 60 8.107 | m3
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Q33 61 2.00 5.00 3.0984 .94348
Q34 61 1.00 5.00 3.8197 1.13296
Q35 61 1.00 5.00 4.0656 1.06253
Q36 61 1.00 5.00 4.1803 .97482
Q37 61 1.00 5.00 3.4754 1.07404
Q38 61 1.00 5.00 2.5574 1.29775
Q39 61 1.00 5.00 3.5902 1.02269
Q40 61 1.00 5.00 3.4590 1.20518
Q41 61 1.00 5.00 3.5902 1.10117
m4 61 2.00 5.00 3.4180 .73700
Valid N (listwise) 61
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 2.6
95% Confidence Interval Mean

of the Difference Difference Sig. (2-tailed) df t

Upper Lower ‘ Upper Lower Upper Lower

1.0068 | 6293 | 81803 000 60 8.669 | m4
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