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1. Introduction ®
Auditors are prof al@vho have technical competence in accounting and
independence in p audit works and reporting their opinions to the public.

They are expec to ~educe agency cost between shareholders (principle) and

management ( hen auditors receive audit fees from their audit clients as their
compensagian, a question may arise whether they compromise their independence
and work agement instead of shareholders. Besides, audit fee comes from the

negoti%tween auditors and their audit clients and there is no specific rule from
1@- ory body for quoting the audit fee. Thus, the concern that audit fee or

issy@. Auditors who receive high audit fee may want to maintain such clients in their

& rtfolio and are likely to please them. They may allow client’'s management to
manipulate firms’ earnings, override internal controls, and dominate audit process and
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opinion expression. Audit clients may ask auditors to
issue unqualified or clean auditor’s opinion because
the stakeholders will be unaware of any problems or
unsolved issues and management can maintain their
performance. On the contrary, high audit fee may
represent high audit quality because it implies that
auditors provide premium service to their clients
such as performing systematic audit procedures,
identifying weakness of internal controls, and
reporting the truth to stakeholders. When audit
clients have uncertainties and unsolved issues,
auditors have to perform additional work until they
obtain sufficient and appropriate audit evidence for
expressing their opinions. Thus, they can charge for
high audit fee to their clients in order to maintain
their audit quality and compensate with their

reputation and litigation risks.

opinion of 1,409 listed companies in Thailand frim
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misapplication of accounting standards, Iim@ f

audit scopes by either circumstance

report. Moreover, this research ct ;
evidence may differ for Big 4 and n i

because they may have different _ecoagmic bond
with audit clients. Big 4 @udi &
audit cost, reputation

Big 4 auditors so tha

ave greater
risks than non-
conservatism and more audit works when
receiving hi u @ In contrast, non-Big 4
auditors maW@eep clients who can pay high
audit fee an ely to issue clean auditor’s report
to pIeachllents. Further investigation reveals
that pounof Big 4 and non-Big 4 auditors are not

by high audit fees in expressing their

i
In other words, economic dependence does

n-Big 4 auditors.

This research examines audit fees and auditor’§ notgmpair auditor’s independence for both Big 4 and

2004 to 2008 with an attempt to provide evidence on,

the impact of economic dependence o itdOs
independence. Interestingly, the re esults

show that firms with unqualified

o}
opinion have lower audit fee
modified auditor’s opinio Modified auditor’s

opinions focus on clean opini explanation and

qualified opinion. Suchnce confirms that
auditors who charge it fees to their clients
are likely and ind ndently to issue modified

auditor’s report ts in order to protect their

reputation find\ avoid litigation risk. Another

explanatio ay come from additional audit

posing high audit costs and audit fees
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The remainder of this paper is organized as
follows. Section two reviews prior literature on audit
fees and audit opinion. Section three presents
hypothesis development. Section four reports
research design and section five provides research
results. Section six concludes the paper and

describes limitation of research.

2. Literature Review

The audit fee may reveal the audit quality
because higher auditing practices usually require
more audit time and resources and thus a higher
audit fee is charged to the audit client (Moizer,
1992). The hidden inefficiency cost and excessive
gain in audit fee proposal are debatable. If the

audited companies can pay for high audit fee and
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they found their auditors as value-for-money audit,
they still use the service from that auditor. Thus,
audit fee could be an indirect measure of audit
quality. In contrast, lower quality auditors can
propose very low audit fees in order to keep clients
and are so-called price-cutters. This is the practice
of low-balling where the auditors set the initial audit
fee at below the start-up costs in the first year of
audit work (DeAngelo 1981a, 1981b) in order to win
the bid from the potential client and gain the client-
specific quasi-rents'.

There is an inconclusive analysis for audit fees
on the reasonable or agreeable price between
auditors and audit client. Auditors have both a legal
duty and professional obligations of each audit client
and therefore their view on compensation of audit
work is rather cheap or underpriced. In reverse, audit
clients may view that their auditors have worked for
them just in a short period of time in each year.
Besides, audit fee is increasing every year. Thus,
their view on audit fee is rather expen r
overpriced. The expectation gap on a @
between auditors and audit client still - the

(o

. People always

audit market because they do not
real price of audit fee should
prefer high quality products with
and this agreement is difficul settled. One of
the main reasons apart e financial distress

(Haskins and Williams,

sonable price

290) that companies would
like to change audit e desire to get a cheaper

audit (Johnson $y1990).

Y

Apart from audit fee, when auditors coIIec

evaluate sufficient and appropriate audit evidencss

audited financial statements are pred
all material respects in accordance wita cial
reporting framework. Thus, the auditet repQs/is the

final product of the audit progess
communicate to users of

mentioned in th monal Standard on Auditing
(ISA) 700 by tlesn0ASB (2004). Auditors will issue

an unquali port or clean report when they
consideyaan, audited financial statements fairly
preses | ordance with the financial reporting
fra However, auditors will issue modified

reports based on the following

mstances and materiality effect:

) (1) Emphasis of matter or unqualified opinion

O with explanatory language. Auditors modify the

auditor’s report when there is a material matter
arising from a going concern or uncertainty problem.
They add an emphasis of matter paragraph after the
opinion paragraph to highlight a matter affecting the
financial statements and the addition does not affect
the auditor’s opinion. In other words, clean opinion
still remains unchanged.

(2) Qualified opinion. Auditors express a
qualified opinion when they disagree with

management on the application of accounting

the expéyted quasi-rent stream (Watts and Zimmerman, 1986).
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policies and/or disclosure to financial statements, or
management or circumstances limited their audit
scope, and these matters are not so material.

(3) Disclaimer of opinion. Auditors express a
disclaimer of opinion due to a very material limitation
of audit scope either by client’'s management or by
circumstances and they could not obtain sufficient
appropriate audit evidence. Another reason of
disclaimer of opinion comes from the uncertainty of
going concern and other issues with a very material
effect on financial statements.

(4) Adverse of opinion. Auditors express an
adverse opinion when they significantly disagree with
companies’ management on the application of
accounting policies and/or disclosure to financial
statement.

DeAngelo (1981) defined audit quality as the

discover and independence to report a breach in (he
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misapplication of accounting standa@ nd

inadequate disclosure.

opinions and either total fees @
Raghunandan et al.
udit fees, fee ratios,

and total fe? h , nomic dependence does
not influenc In changing their opinions

through restt. Likewise, Reynolds and Francis
(2000) m evidence that auditors are more

relaxga

issuing going concern reports to larger
c pay high audit fees.
Co)versely, Geiger and Rama (2003) report a

agnitude of audit fees and the likelihood of

joint probability that an auditor has competence tg@ificant positive association between the

client’s accounting system. The auditor’s reporb receiving a going-concern modified audit opinion for

communicates the auditor’s findings rit
stakeholders and gives a warning sign-to users
of audited financial statements, o=1v odified

reports. Issuing modified opinionstr,

objectivity and withstand cligt’s request to issue a

clean opinion because modi pinions increase

costs to both the auditor e audit client (Kida,
1980; Mutchler, 1984’%, 2001). Modified audit
Vv

opinion can lead to erse consequences for the
client regarding Atoc
1992; Blay g4d

rice declines (Loudder et al.

eiger, 2001) and increase risk of
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stressed companies. This is consistent with prior
research that modified audit opinions require
additional audit work and lead to higher audit fees
(Barkess and Simnett, 1994; Basioudis et al., 2008;
Bell et al. 2001; Francis and Simon, 1987; Palmrose,
1986; Simunic, 1980). Similarly, Reynolds and
Francis (2000) find that auditors increase their
independence in response to greater financial
dependence. Firms, especially large firms, with
auditors having the greatest financial dependence
tend to report lower discretionary accruals. This is
because litigation reputation risks are high for large
firms. Firth (2002) reveals a positive relationship
between high non-audit service fees and clean audit

reports; however, he is unable to distinguish whether
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it is from a lack of auditor independence or clearing

up uncertainties by nonaudit services.

3. Hypothesis Development

Prior research reports mixed evidence on audit
fee and auditor’s independence. This study attempts
to answer question whether audit fee affect auditor’s
opinion. The high audit fee may impair auditor’s
independence since auditors would like to keep good
relation with their clients and are likely to issue
unqualified financial reports. Auditors who have
economic dependence with clients may allow
management to manage their earnings as reported
by Frankel et al. (2002). When auditors receive low
audit fee, they have less economic bond with clients
because audit cost may be higher than audit fee.
Thus, they are not afraid of losing such audit clients
and likely to express modified opinion to financial

statements when they found uncertainty or

audit procedures in order to resolve issues in ¢

qAD

companies. Such audit clients are likely to

H1: Audit clients with mo i

higher audit fee tha

financial reports.

Audit quality_may *Q cted by types of audit
firm because Iaéer s have more knowledge

management anomic resource for developing
audit staff lel audit firms. This notion is

consisten

ith several research studies. Becker et

al. (1998 discretionary accruals in Big 6 audit

clien isim)wer than that in non-Big 6 audit clients.
imi , Gore et al. (2001) find that the provision of

no yaudit services to audit clients may impair

problematic issues in clients’ companies. However, 5uditor’s independence in case of non-Big 5 audit

the high audit fee may represent audit @Q clients. Thus, this research expects that audit fees or
ith

because auditors have to perform their war

professional skepticism and high stanrder

on risk

(Geiger and Rama, 2003). In ot2sr words, the more
uncertain issues in client’s firm, @ bre audit work

to be performed, leading ‘gher audit fees.

-,

ave increased after the

to protect their reputation and avoi

Besides, Herrmann et al.

report that auditors’
conservatism in Thaila
financial crisis due adoption of International
Standards (IFRSs) and

orporate governance system.

Financial Rep&

improvemen

economic dependence will affect auditor's opinions
in a different way for Big 4 and non-Big 4 auditors.
Big 4 auditors may increase professional skepticism
to protect their reputation and meet public
expectation when they receive high audit fee.
Therefore, Big 4 auditors will perform more audit
works for problematic clients, charge for high audit
fee, and issue modified report to compensate
litigation and reputation risks. In other words, the
more problems, the higher audit fees, and the less
problems, the lower audit fees (Barkess and Simnett,
1994; Bell et al. 2001; Francis and Simon, 1987,
Palmrose, 1986; Simunic, 1980). Thus, the second

hypothesis is formulated as follows.
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H2: Big 4 audit clients with modified financial reports
pay higher audit fee than those with unqualified

financial reports.

Conversely, non-Big 4 auditors may have more
economic dependence with audit clients when they
receive high audit fee and may be less resistant to
client’s management because they are likely to keep
clients to maintain fee income. Thus, non-Big 4
auditors may issue clean opinion when they receive
high audit fees. The third hypothesis on audit fee and

audit opinions is formulated as follows.

H3: Non-big 4 audit clients with modified financial
reports pay lower audit fee than those with

unqualified financial reports.

4. Research Design

Secondary data analysis was performed usig
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(clean opinion and group of modifi such
as unqualified with explanatiog. quaYfied, and

test will be

disclaimer of opinionsh. Bo,
conducted to find signif

5. ResearqOsnsults

Thmriptive statistics and Pearson

\ are presented in Table 2. The average
5 2.42 million Baht and the highest and

audit fe
udit fees are 24.4 million Baht and 0.065
m

mpn Baht, respectively. About 64 percent of

mple companies are audited by Big 4 firms. About

financial data of Thai listed companies from 2004 tcb 65 percent and 27 percent of sample companies

2008 obtained from Datastream. No cl
information regarding type of audito itor’s

opinion was collected from annual_financrll report
and 56-1 form from the web he Stock

Exchange Commission of iland. The missing
e variables are

excluded from the originale, leading to 1,409

firm-years as repo el

value variables and extrem

received unqualified opinion and unqualified opinion
with explanation, respectively. Audit fee has
significant positive correlation with Big 4 and
Opinion. This correlation implies that firms with Big 4
auditors pay for higher audit fee than those with non-
Big 4 auditors. Furthermore, firms with modified
auditor’s report pay for higher audit fee than those

with clean auditor’s report.

Table 1 Number 02‘\[(5\%% d Thai listed companies
@V L Number of companies
Description .
Firm-years
. T

Initial 3@2004—2008 2,270

Lee==MRing Data (855)
) ( E>)reme values (6)
%\ﬁry sample 1,409

I 4

ar

5 aliuf 13 ArAU 2552
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Table 2 Panel A: Descriptive Statistics

Audit fee (Baht) Min = 65,000 Max = 24,440,000
No. of firms by auditor type Big 4 = 901 Non-big 4 = 508
(1,409 firms) (64%) (36%)
No. of firms by opinion type Unqualified
(1,409 firms)
Unqualified with explanation Qualified
927 (65%) 382 (27%) 83 (6%)

Panel B: Pearson Correlation

Big 4

Note: Significant level at *** = 1%, ** = 5%, and * = 10%
= 1 if company is audited by Big 4 auditor, and 0 otherwise;
Opinion = type of auditor’'s report ranging from 0 to 4; where 0=

2= qualified, 3= adverse of opinion, and 4= disclaimed opinion.

Audit fee Big 4 /\
Audit fee 1.00 h
Big 4 0.254*** 1.% (?;%)j
Opinion 0.122*** -0. % 1.00

O
Table 3 Tests for Difference in Means and Medians of Audit F, Clasetied by Auditors’ Opinions (Million Bath)
. //\‘\ ' All Observations (n=1,409)
Variables {( : —
Me@ Median Standard Deviation
Panel A (t-test) (o)
1. Unqualified (clean) (n=927) ya O 2.03 1.10 2.86
2. Modified opinion (n=482) %\\‘ 3.16 1.70 3.82
t-statistics = 38.81*** f\ﬂ%\)\)
AN

Panel B (ANOVA) L%%)
1. Unqualified (clean) (n=927) />\ 2.03 1.10 2.86
2. Modified opinion (@

2.1 Unqualified with explanWSBZ) 3.20 1.70 3.92

2.2 Qualified (n=83) A\ 3.24 1.42 3.67

2.3 Disclaimer (n={x\© 1.91 1.72 1.24
F-statistics = 13.84**"[&

Y

ied audit opinion, and

Disclaimed audit opinion

Unqualified = U ied audit opinion:;
Unqualified wi anation = Unqualified audit opinion with explanatory language;

“ficant level at *** = 1%, ** = 5%, and * = 10% using the t-test and F-test

MNATIMNTWL Y



Table 3 reports difference in means and
medians of audit fees classified by types of auditor’s
opinion. The results in Table 3 panel A shows that
firms with modified opinion have higher audit fees
than those with unqualified opinion and this
difference is significant at 1 percent level. This result
supports the first hypothesis (H1). The results in
panel B describe types of modified opinion (i.e.
unqualified with explanation, qualified and disclaimer
of opinion) and compare them with unqualified
opinion using analysis of variance (ANOVA). There is
no classification for adverse of opinion due to two
reasons. First, adverse of opinion represents
disagreement between auditors and management in
accounting policy application and/or disclosure that
has a very material effect to financial statement. This
case is rare in Thailand. The second reason for

adverse of opinion comes from limitation of
management so this type of report is unacceptabl?)

by the SEC. The results present that aod
medians of audit fees for firms wi lified

auditor’s report are lower than thosewith uryualified

/\

C
audit{ au
scope incurred by circumstances and clie

Does Economic Dependence Influence Auditor's Opinions?

auditor’s report with explanation and 2%1
auditor’s report. However, firms with discldini=

other classifications. The result sh thiy

significant differences among audit each
types of auditor’s opinion; ho oes not
report which types of luenced the

Table 4 in order to magrity t

which pairs of opinio nificant difference.
Z?ﬂ ‘t% show that means of audit
significantly (O#<xthan those with unqualified opinion
with ex

mn and those with qualified opinion.
u /
e

nq ~d opinion with explanation represents
NS
erGlinties and/or going concern issues and

results. Thus, further i

The res

fees for fi unqualified opinion are

at clients have minor implications of

ors have to obtain more audit evidence until
ey satisfy. Qualified opinion signifies situations
when there is disagreement between auditor and
client’s management on accounting policy
application, disclosure, and scope limitation by either

circumstances or management. The aforementioned

Table 4 Tests for Audit Fee Diff&gnce classified by Auditors’ Opinions (Million Bath)

I

Unquali

r = Disclaimed audit opinion

gnificant level at *** = 1%, ** = 5%, and * = 10%

Unqualified with
Opinion Type Unqualified ) Qualification Disclaimer
% explanation
Unqualified @U NA
Unqualified with eXpraaas? | (1.16)* NA
Qualification (\\‘7 (1.21)" 0.04 NA
Disclaimer /\\‘\% v 0.13 1.29 1.33 NA
Unqualifie alified audit opinion:

fiedwitimexplanation = Unqualified audit opinion with explanatory language;
i @ alified audit opinion, and

using Bonferroni Test

ar

i 5 alfun 13 Awwau 2552
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situations make auditors become more careful and
they have to perform more audit procedures so that
the audit fee is higher than normal situation. This
result is consistent with prior studies of Barkess and
Simnett, 1994; Bell et al. 2001; Francis and Simon,
1987; Palmrose, 1986; Simunic, 1980. This evidence
supports the first hypothesis (H1) that audit clients
with modified financial reports pay higher audit fee
than those with unqualified financial reports. There is
no significant difference between audit fees of firms
with unqualified opinion and those with disclaimer of
opinion. Firms with disclaimer of opinion may have
sufficient and appropriate audit evidence on their
audit issues and auditors can express their opinions
without further investigation. Thus, audit fee for this
type of firm is not different from that for firm with
clean opinion. Furthermore, disclaimed opinion firms
usually have financial problems and they are unable

to pay for high audit fees.

The mean differences of audit fees among &
iYe/x

of auditor’s opinion may be influenced by s

4 auditors and firms with non-Big 4 au
result is shown in Table 5. The resultzs are~ypected
differently between both grasos

second and third hypothesi

firms with Big 4 auditors s

opinion. Firms 4

opinion with exnd qualified opinion) pay
higher audit fegs q those with unqualified opinion
for both Bi
clients’ fj
audit Jee an those with unqualified opinion. In
n-Big 4 clients’ firms with disclaimer of

report higher audit fees than those with

non-Big 4 auditors groups. Big 4

ith disclaimer of opinion show lower

alified opinion.

Table 5 Analysis of Variance for Audit Fees classif=d by ¢uditors’ Opinions and by Auditor Size (Million Bath)

@)
i

Obse @ Big 4 Observations with non-Big 4 Mean
Vi &901 ) (n=508) Difference
Me \yledian 2 Mean Median o
Oy

Unqualified (Clean) 2.57 1.30 3.36 1.10 0.81 1.20 1.47
(B=590, NB=337) />\4
Unqualified with explanation @( 2.34 4.28 1.82 1.18 2.54 2.02***
(B=261, NB=121) @@
Qualified (B=41, NB=42) 4.94 3.20 4.45 1.58 1.00 1.39 3.36"**
Disclaimer (B=9, NB=§)\ 2.36 2.29 1.19 1.41 0.71 1.15 0.95
F-statistics a N 11.03*** 6.27***
Unqualified = Unqédli udit opinion;
Unqualified wi@ation = Unqualified audit opinion with explanatory language;
Qualified = Quz audit opinion, and

laimed audit opinion

0% level
ant level at *** = 1%, ** = 5%, and * = 10% using the F-test

~ - Qs -
MTANTIUIMN LT




Further investigation is conducted to see which
pairs of auditor's opinions have significant difference
in audit fees as classified by size of auditor’s firms.
The results are presented in Table 6 for Big 4 group
and in Table 7 for non-Big 4 group. In table 6, Big 4
clients’ firms with unqualified opinion with
explanation and qualified opinion significantly pay
higher audit fees than those with unqualified opinion.
This result support the second hypothesis (H2)
indicating that Big 4 audit clients with modified
financial reports pay higher audit fee than those with
unqualified financial reports. Big 4 auditors have to
protect their reputation and avoid litigation risk so
that they perform more audit works and charge more
audit fees for problematic audit clients than for
normal audit clients.

As can be seen in Table 7, non-Big 4 clients’

firms with unqualified opinion with explanation

Does Economic Dependence Influence Auditor's Opinions?

inNO
fees in each type of opinions. R
reveal that firms with modified augiitor'ssginion pay

higher audit fees than thos
opinion. The mean erd

research question in Thailand b

o.2an auditor’s

opinion. Thisﬁ
have uncert n unresolved issues, auditors

have to perf(s xore audit works in order to obtain

suffici d appropriate audit evidence.

Consgauantly, auditors are likely to issue modified
pinion to avoid reputation and litigation
charge high audit fees to their clients to

ensate with their additional costs. In other

and\ co
with qualified opinion also pay higher audit fees tords, high audit fee may represent high audit

n
those with unqualified opinion. The results are,
significant at 1 and 10 percent, respect aod
rejects the third hypothesis (H3) stating @Big
'rts pay
lower audit fee than those with ullqG:
reports. Thus, non-Big 4 allitors also quote high
audit fees for firms that hai@ertainties and/or

going concern problems. T

4 audit clients with modified finan

gonomic dependence
does not affect auditq dependence for both of

Big 4 and non-Big artors. However, there is no

significant dif@e in audit fees between
unqualified optai d disclaimer of opinion.

i 5 alfun 13 Awwau 2552

quality since auditors work harder in audit
engagement with uncertainties and unsolved issues.
When considering the difference in audit fee by
opinion types and by size of audit firms, the result is
qualitatively similar to the first finding. Big 4 and
non-Big 4 clients with modified opinion pay higher
audit fees than those with unqualified opinion. Big 4
and non-Big 4 audit clients pay significant higher
audit fees for clean opinion with explanation and
qualified opinions than for clean opinion. The result
shows that economic dependence or high audit fee
does not impair auditor's independence for both of
Big 4 and non-Big4 auditors in expressing modified
opinions. Besides, high audit fee may represent
greater audit effort and more audit quality. Audit fee

for disclaimer of opinion is similar to that for clean
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Table 6 Tests for Audit Fee Difference classified by Auditors’ Opinions (Big 4) (Million Bath)

Opinion Type Unqualified Unqualifiec! with Qualification
explanation
Unqualified NA
Unqualified with explanation (1.27)*** NA
Qualification (2.37)** (1.11)* NA
Disclaimer 0.21 1.48 2.59*

Unqualified = Unqualified audit opinion;

Qualified = Qualified audit opinion, and

Disclaimer = Disclaimed audit opinion

Unqualified with explanation = Unqualified audit opinion with explanatory language;

Note: Significant level at *** = 1%, ** = 5%, and * = 10% using the Bonferroni 1)

N

Table 7 Tests for Audit Fee Difference classified by Auditors’ Opinions (non-'n Bath)

. . oo Unqualified wit @ e L
Opinion Type Unqualified . Qualification Disclaimer
explanatior)) 1
Unqualified NA (@ \
Unqualified with explanation (0.72)*** % O
Qualification (0.49)* 024 (© NA
Disclaimer (0.31) m 0.17 NA

Unqualified = Unqualified audit opinion;

Qualified = Qualified audit opinion, and

Disclaimer = Disclaimed audit opinion

O
Unqualified with explanation = Unqualified audit opinion with explanatory language;

©

Note: Significant level at *** = 1%, ** = S%K@\*\)@m using the Bonferroni Test

opinion because auditors may ha >4r audit

evidence to justify the uncerf{aiaty and/or going

concern issues. Besides, au ients in this

category are usually facing fi problem so they
are unable to pay hig es. Therefore, audit

fees for disclaimer of opiaion are not significantly
different from thos clesan opinion.

This rese may suffer from two major

limitations, A=irst;® clean auditor’s opinion may
represg firms without any issues or may

or low audit fee and expect for future quasi-rents as
explained by low-balling practice so that they are
likely to issue clean opinion to please their clients.
However, this research is unable to answer this
question. Second, the exclusion of some specific
firms and non-listed companies previously
mentioned might reduce the statistical inference of
this study to the auditing research in Thailand, since
the research lacked a comprehensive view of audit
fee and auditor’s opinion in the country as a whole.
To overcome these limitations may be an avenue for

future research.

~a ~ Qs ~
MTANTIU MWL



Does Economic Dependence Influence Auditor's Opinions?

References Francis, J., and D. Simon. 1987. A test of au??’ i

Barkess, L., and R. Simnet. 1994. The provision of other in the small-client segment of the U.S/z

Quality on Earnings Management. Contemporary

services by auditors: independence and pricing market. The Accounting Review (Januar
issues. Accounting and Business Research 157. C@
(Spring): 99-108. Frankel, R., M. Johnson; and K. Nelsor:32002. The
00000000000Basioudis, I. G., E. Papakonstantinou, M. relation between auditors’ nonaudit
A. Geirger. 2008. Audit fees, non-audit fees and services and earnings ' 2 Accounting
auditor going-concern reporting decisions in the Review. 77(supplem
United Kingdom. Abacus. 44, 3: 284. Geiger, M. A., K. Raghunangdn d D. V. Rama. 1998.
Becker, C.L., Defond, M.L., Jiambalvo, J. and Costs associatet) with gbing-concern modified
Subramanyam, K.R. 1998. The Effect of Audit audit opip S-lysis of auditor changes,
ﬁ?ﬂs, and client failures. Advances

Accounting Research. Vol.15 (Spring), pp.1-24.
Bell, T.B., W.R. Landsman, and D. A. Shackelford.

2001. Auditors’ perceived business risk and audit omedit fees, and auditor reporting on stressed
fees: analysis and evidence. Journal of Accounting ies. Auditing: a journal of practice & theory.
Research (June): 35-43. V@22, No.2: 53-69.

Blay, A. D., and M. A. Geiger. 2001. Mark Gowy, P., P. Pope., and A. Singh. 2001. Non-audit
expectations for first-time going-concern recipiem services, auditor independence and earnings
Journal of Accounting, Auditing & Financey management. Working paper, Lancaster University.
(Summer): 209-226. (@) Haskins, M.E. and Williams, D. D. 1990. A Contingent

@ow Model of Intra-Big Eight Auditor Changes. Auditing:

DeAngelo, L.E. 1981a. Auditor Inder&-I
Balling, and Disclosure Regula‘:n. Journal of A Journal of Practice and Theory, 9 (Fall): 55-74.

Accounting and Economics. 3: Hermann, D. R., S. Pornupatham., and T. Vichitsarawong.

— 1981b. Auditor &3e and Audit Quality. 2008. The impact of the Asian financial crisis on
Journal of Accounting and ics. 3: 183-199. auditors’ conservatism. Journal of international

DeFond, M. L., K. Ra ndan, and K. R. accounting research. Vol. 7, No. 2: 43-63.
Subramanyam 20 non-audit service fees International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board
impair auditor in ence? Evidence from going (IAASB). 2004. The Auditor’s Report on Financial
concern a @ions. Journal of Accounting Statements. ISA 700. New York: IFAC.
Researc 40, No. 4: 1247-1274. Johnson, W. and Lys, T. 1990. The Market for Audit

Firth, M. 2002 Auditor-provided consultancy services Services: Evidence from Voluntary Auditor
-.. associations with audit fees and audit Changes. Journal of Accounting and Economics,

ons. Journal of Business Finance & January: 281-308.
ounting: 29(5)&(6), June/July.

o

i 5 alfun 13 Aswau 2552 107



UNAMUIY

Kida, T. 1980. An investigation into auditors’ continuity
and related qualification judgments. Journal of
Accounting Research (Autumn): 506-523.

Loudder, M. L., I. K. Khurana, R. B. Sawyers, C.
Cordery, C. Johnson, J. Lowe, and R. Wunderle.
1992. The information content of audit
qualifications. Auditing: A Journal of Practice &
Theory (Spring): 69-82.

Moizer, P. 1992. State of the Art in Audit Market
Research. European Accounting Review. Vol.1:
333-348.

Mutchler, J. F. 1984. Auditors’ perceptions of the going-
concern opinion decision. Auditing: A Journal of
Practices & Theory (Spring): 17-29.

Palmrose, Z-V. 1986. The effect of non-audit services
on the pricing of audit services: Further evidence.
Journal of Accounting Research (Autumn): 405-
411.

Porter, B., Simon, J., and Hatherly, D. 2003. Principles
of External Auditing (Second Edition). England:

John Wiley & Sons.

Raghunandan, K., W. J. Read, and J. S. Whise&
2003. Initial evidence on the association betwei

The influence of large clients on office-lexy

reporting decisions. Jouwtnal
Economics 30: 375-40

Simunic, D. 1980. The pricing

and evidence. Jourf\al of A

(Spring): 16?0. \
Watts, R.L., an Mman, J.L. 1986. Positive

. International Editions. Prentice-

counting Research

Accounting

Hall: NMy.

Weil, J. 2560\“Going concerns”: Did accountants fail to
flzg p )
(
@)
(@)

ms at dot-com casualities? Wall Street

February 9): C1.

& A o

>
\@6;@
X4

O

108

MIATIMNTNL Y



