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The Impact of Client Importance, Non-audit
Service, and Auditor Tenure on Audit Quality

Yue-Duan Guan~ Tzu-Chien Kuo™~

Abstract: Using a sample of potential financially stressed companies during 2002-2006,
this study examines the impact of client importance, non-audit services and auditor tenure
on audit quality, which is measured by possibility of auditors issuing a going-concern-
audit-opinion. After controlling for other related variables, our empirical results show that
client importance is positively correlated with a going-concern audit opinion. These
findings indicate that, after the Enron scandal, auditor’s attention shifted much more
towards safeguarding reputation rather than economic reliance on important clients.
Furthermore, our results show that, in Big 4 (non-Big 4) samples, major non-audit
services are negatively and insignificantly (significantly) correlated with going-concern
audit opinions, possibly a consequence of auditor independence being impaired due to
non-separation between non-audit service divisions and audit divisions within non-Big 4
audit firms. Finally, further analysis reveals that, after auditor mandatory rotation had
been in effect, auditor tenure is, in comparison with pre-rotation, positively but
insignificantly correlated with a going-concern-audit-opinion. The results suggest that

auditor mandatory rotation has insignificant effect in enhancing auditor’s independence.
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g sy R mi 2 (Bell and Tabor, 1991; %[ £% >2004) &5 » FHRFTAR F
?‘F“’t’ﬁ*iil— For@flo BE2RASFTE IR ST AL I EE AT 2
Léé%ig”giwﬁ“m* + %73 %’wiﬂﬁﬁgﬁﬁi%gﬁﬁ’g?

M-

q‘\

T
\\Xr \'4- fR =

¢¢Q—@‘m“'lm¥

" ALTMANZ = 1.2 (¥ B F £/8.F &)

+ 14 (g PHRIATA) F33 (s L3 PH/ATA) +
Bz @/ H) +0.999 (¥ 1&:/.@@,?&)


http://www.ceps.com.tw/ec/ecjnlSearchResult.aspx?st=a&sc=a&sk=%e8%91%89%e7%a9%8e%e8%93%89&so=t&sl=all&sat=all&sdo=all&pg_size=20&sys=&sms=&sye=&sme=&st1=&st2=&st3=&sf1=&sf2=&sf3=&sc1=&sc2=&smode=&dtype=1&sysid=1&sysl=CH
http://www.ceps.com.tw/ec/ecjnlSearchResult.aspx?st=a&sc=a&sk=%e4%bd%95%e6%99%89%e6%bb%84&so=t&sl=all&sat=all&sdo=all&pg_size=20&sys=&sms=&sye=&sme=&st1=&st2=&st3=&sf1=&sf2=&sf3=&sc1=&sc2=&smode=&dtype=1&sysid=1&sysl=CH

LEERM CAFPRBEEIFEIPHTIETEE 1

AR AR T A AR D o 1 AraE > ART p S jilogisticit fFHCY 40T

GCit = Bo+ B1IMPTit+ 2NONAUDITit + B;TENURE + B+REPORTLAGI
+BsSIZEit + BsLEVERAGEi + 87 ALTMANZit + BsDSHARE::
+B9DPLEDGEi + B10INDRATIO + B11DUALITYit + 812CHAIRCHit
+B13BOARDIt + B1sPRIORGCit + BisINDUSTRYit

+16PROCOMPit + &it

He (L2 fi

RS PRI EE R Rt g )

GC = ﬁ%%;%ﬁfm% 1> FRE 0o
IMPT = @ u] % = & faBoftidicd €3£ aa9rerd 2 5 4 eBoftic 8 3k
2_ bt } o
NONAUDIT = 22§34 JRasf * & Fr o 2t £ 14 L RT0 0 50 § ~ 0t
1 2R 50
TENURE = §¥# g3 FrhPiEdc o
REPORTLAG = # R %4 1 AP4R2 E4 P 2 % S Hic o
SIZE = 2P % F AP 4ik -
LEVERAGE = Mg % mA,g7 L
ALTMANZ = 7/ Altman (1968) 74 & 2. gk & 78 iB| A ficte M 7R o
DSHARE = % ¥ ##§ " #c/3 7 & ¢h 38 i
DPLEDGE = & % {4 % #/E £ 45 %o
INDRATIO = = Eiﬁ»i/ﬁi giifﬁfx o
DUALITY = $ 3 E£EH 5@ % 1> FR 50
CHAIRCH = 7= # % £ B & = #ic o
BOARD = % ¢ A =t °
PRIORGC = % - # A £l sy ama L5 1> 20500
INDUSTRY = F:7F+ A %5 1> 20500
PROCOMP = #5512 20500

~&$§&&%#%%

REE 22002 1
CABRTEXIEKS 0 &
'Fii? #HH O FREFIATHABFRT EFRAAR - H S0 AL ERE T
FIRE 2D 2 0 f AR AR i B O 7

2006 & LM FETEEDS P 5 G
R T

DA EHRI A= 2002
FRAETR Wwetecd 2% €35 fFlbz
B Pt A
PHFRLF BT EY R BRI e P HBEAMIEFER

AL -~
R A

1% m—

7%
4L
=

z‘_E:

SHAE (2005) #FRIBFLLBEFFEFRFETA LA M £ A
[ e L A

{EFME S AL 3@ hE 97
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PR IR B N PR = E R S

AE LA Fdic B A & d B A i B A
KR E 10 0.52 10 0.67 0 0.00
a&F1 ¥ 37 1.93 20 1.34 17 4.05
R 32 1.67 26 1.74 6 1.43
KR 173 9.02 117 7.81 56 13.33
* B 74 3.86 47 3.14 27 6.43
T ETE 23 1.20 21 1.40 2 0.48
[ g -4 74 3.86 52 3.47 22 5.24
PINE 14 0.73 6 0.40 8 1.90
FE R - 14 0.73 5 0.33 9 2.14
A1 ¥ 75 391 38 2.54 37 8.81
L% 13 0.68 3 0.20 10 2.38
PRz i N4 5 0.26 5 0.33 0 0.00
THL S 983 51.25 863 57.61 120 28.57
FiZ A 166 8.65 100 6.68 66 15.71
é'ﬁ%]é’r_’% 42 2.19 39 2.60 3 0.71
B F ¥ 25 1.30 21 1.40 4 0.95
FEAR 31 1.62 29 1.94 2 0.48
H 127 6.63 96 6.41 31 7.38

&3+ 1,918 100.00 1,498 100.00 420 100.00

PRENESEEYABL L ERE IR oY AeF 2 £ 4K Bl &
Bipx MLz E (Kida, 1980; Geiger and Rama, 2003) o MY
Francis (2000) £ Hunt and Lulseged (2007) " g & F & 2 f ~ZJ1 5 f & F FiE R
ENE LR TZEAEMBFIELS o Bl AR 1T E RS ¥HAoZAE
AT R LR - BA LG B 33 7] 247 REREEE L MBT AR
EEFR DA 2 PPELEE o
B1EERERS T IS BRAL(DP/E) AERF B LFRE
‘#«gé« FEFFERAE A A N5 51.25%09.02% & 8.65%-° % 1 FT
g & 3 ;go PAFRFIREE = & W 5 1,498420 BELZE - | At & B X 78%~22% »
Lg%nw~wwowmm«\ﬁa«mﬁﬂﬁfv’?ﬁ%w*ﬁ%@%
Ki¥ -1 ¥ - HB1¥oar145mX 4% 7 FERTAAQEL ~
#gﬁiﬁ;gljmkg@gaib % o
FrFHEkmRdp o BORITHEAAL SBMETHE L e (TE] Taiwan
DB)’ Efa T AR A AP ERAT RS LR LFPIRTE £ 3
EP AP SRS REFRES) PP RN T BT S

% Reynolds and

l\r

et m

=

%\mﬁw%



FERLPAFPRBEEPFAHHFPETLEE 13

EufEfR B FE S FEEA RGN FELE Rk FE LR
%3“—‘33 REGEEPP 27 IR IR MM R AR A ENE
U1 § IS T

BE-RAEBFSE T

- R TR

R R LR E LI SN 52 LS Sk
LB (ERERR - TERBIP 350 ) HEI P HERA P w4 222
B s s MR R APRLAERRE s RIS Y AR L MOt £
TA R E o mAd R ARG HEAERPRENAr X TEERT A &
ﬁ&fﬁik%%%mﬁ&ug§¥@$,gawgﬂ @gmﬂodﬁaﬂpé
e AR APFEEFRF B FE I FE LA AT RN
Ao RFFEHFRTRVFEFTT LB BKA MO e AR A o BT e
AR PR SRR T
A3FAA A Ay A RISMFLYRBL LOE A A AT
FEdRRBLLOHRA 27825 % € RBCEIEC] g3 T RE FE oL
s T FIOROC LT RE OB RABF AP RL L B
PrpEF RISy RBLL P FESFRT S TR LBy gE
% R H = gtﬁﬁk% °
04 4 P AR LT AL RS m e & B2y A 4R A & ¥ Pearson ff £ 40 B
fifico £ ¢ 0w 4 Rkt GC £ PRIORGC ~ IMPT £ SIZE *F » 3 &pfp b fhdicd 8
321 % 0.5 #4e + 4 % GC ¢ PRIORGC - LEVERAGE £ ALTMANZ # - # 4
WM ABCFHE I3 050 0t b A by A AT R EOF B BODIR T
%+ (variance inflation factor) &~ & A W] % % 2.079 7 2,166 B & f & ths A 4E -

= ~ Logistic i# Eﬁ%% £+

\\L

)
=

= £

¥

?‘_

5 G w A kA logistic 3 fFir % o H50 -~ HE S S HEN 2 R RIRIGEE R
HRRBEFEFFN LY SRR L AWFZPE e AR 55?5?2‘311}151?'5»‘*\
CELR oD N - FRE S LR (IMPT) 2 it tadic s 04613 5% M F L&
BT BRGSO RERLFPR TR FIRRERE AT L SR ETHP R
7 % - 3k (Reynolds and Francis, 2000; Hunt and Lulseged 2007 ) o Ao - 2
Wit FREFLFVRBER O MBFLTFERLZEFT IO AN A X E
ARow X RHEES Eﬁ*f”‘,%%_?ﬁﬁ"]iﬁ\@“@ EeMEAPHFLEEARRT o
o2 F 4 2g i pRir (NONAUDIT) 235 fidic -0.280 > B2 5 f o e 7 AF 2%
gL BT CYRRBE L PS> P RERFES 54002 (DeFond et al.,

T



%2 gt

A%ue by

U S I N o L&A T4 —2tp XA £ B
B R T gk e T gk L t e Wilcoxon Z &
IMPT 0.004 0.011 0.216 0.285 2152150 -30.20%**
TENURE 6.457 4.708 4.342 4.345 8.65%xx 8.7 7w
REPORTLAG 4.185 0.450 4.129 0.591 1.81%* 1.63*
SIZE 14.984 1.309 14.834 1.013 2.50%* 0.81
LEVERAGE 0.477 0.176 0.538 0.204 -5.54 %% -5.07
ALTMANZ 1.518 1.637 1.044 2.061 4 35 6.20%x
DSHARE 0.206 0.124 0.191 0.118 2.22%%x 2.43%x
DPLEDGE 0.119 0.229 0.127 0.224 -0.64 -1.27
INDRATIO 0.107 0.153 0.069 0.131 5.06%** 4,68+
CHAIRCH 0.343 0.475 0.538 0.860 -5.779%x% -5.15%x
BOARD 6.602 2.210 6.597 2.520 0.03 1.07
1 0 1 0
iR % i =% #k oA = #i B = #& B oA = #i B oA t B Wilcoxon Z &

GC 72 4.8 1,426 95.2 50 11.9 370 88.1 -4 24xx% -5.26%xx
PRIORGC 51 34 1,447 96.6 47 11.2 373 88.8 -4 84k -6.40#xx
NONAUDIT 166 11.1 1,332 88.9 12 2.9 408 97.1 7.16%% 5,13k
DUALITY 515 34.4 983 65.6 118 28.1 302 71.9 2.42%x 2.41%*
INDUSTRY 863 57.6 635 424 120 28.6 300 71.4 11.39%** 10.51 5+
PROCOMP 979 65.4 519 34.6 297 70.7 123 29.3 -2.06%* -2.05%x

CC=mf s gL Ls 1> FN5 0 NONAUDIT=2LF 3 IRasf * d F32f 22 1A SERTo R S0F 2t 5 10 BRI 05 IMPT=®%E = 3 Jeb~$tigcd
§ R ARATATE R ePoi ez £ 5 S TENURE=§ % €32 FF AP # 8 s REPORTLAG=# R % A 2 &3¢ 2 § 4 P 2 2 Il SIZE= 2 P T AP ¥
#c s LEVERAGE =34 f ff & S A 2 v 5 5 ALTMANZ=Altman (1968) 2 #L 4 77 i#]~ #ic ; DSHARE= % ¥ ## " /4 17 &t 3% dc ; DPLEDGE =% ¥ [T i/ & ¥ 4+
7 %% INDRATIO=1> $F R =/$F § A= ;DUALITY=3F £ {8525 1> FR5 0: CHAIRCH=%¥ & £ # = 4 : BOARD=%% ¢ # = : PRIORGC=
o ERfCHMFSYABALLE 1 FR A 0. INDUSTRY=FATFAE 5 1> 205 0 PROCOMP=#:F {55 1> FRIE 0o * vk s pul 7 L 10%
5%~ 1% B¥ ko




23 HEELH

s fRAC e L AL
GC=0 GC=1 GC=0vsGC=1 £ & GC=0 GC=1 GC=0vsGC=1 £ £
P H T 3o T 9% tiE Wilcoxon Z i& I 5% T t59#c tiE Wilcoxon Z i&

IMPT 0.004 0.003 237 1.83* 0.191 0.398 -3.66%** -3.67%xx
NONAUDIT 0.108 0.152 -1.01 -1.16 0.029 0.020 0.39 0.38
TENURE 6.551 4.597 3.45%%x 3,59 4.570 2.660 3. 77w 3.74%xx
REPORTLAG 4.174 4410 -3.55%kx -6.37*#x 4.100 4.347 -2.80%** -4.03 %
SIZE 15.002 14.623 2.40%* 2.33%* 14.920 14.197 4 .86+ 4,85
LEVERAGE 0.465 0.722 -12.63 %% -10.38** 0.503 0.799 -8.59%#x -8.43%xx
ALTMANZ 1.620 -0.494 15.12%% 12.62%#* 1.283 -0.727 3.76%xx 9.54 %
DSHARE 0.208 0.175 2,17 3.00%** 0.194 0.170 1.03 2.87xxx
DPLEDGE 0.106 0.372 -5.83wxx -6.12%%x 0.118 0.190 -1.52 -0.41
INDRATIO 0.111 0.026 8. 12 4.67x** 0.076 0.019 5.22%%% 2.8k
DUALITY 0.333 0.541 -3.64xxx -3.62%#x 0.267 0.380 -1.66* -1.65*
CHAIRCH 0.293 0.777 -3.88%xx -4 46%5x 0.408 1.500 -5.7 1% -6.58%*x
BOARD 6.629 6.055 2.15%%x 1.78+* 6.737 5.560 4,62+ 3.56%x*
PRIORGC 0.004 0.611 -10.47#%* -27.66%** 0.024 0.760 -11.96%** -15.46%**
INDUSTRY 0.587 0.361 3.80%xx 3,78k 0.281 0.320 -0.57 -0.57
PROCOMP 0.653 0.652 0.01 0.01 0.700 0.760 -0.87 -0.87

w A A 1,498 H P GC=0(GC=1) 2 & B#cs: 1,426 (72) -

P oty 4 AdcE 4200 H ¢ GC=0(GC=1) z L% B# 3 370 (50)

B RETE CC=FEFRBLLS 1> 305 0: NONAUDIT=23 R F % d 32 p v £ VA REFT SR S0F A 5 103085 05 IMPT=6%%
S B EF AT R S F feBoit i A3 dt & TENURE=E# g3 i 412 % ¥ s REPORTLAG=% B % & 1 A 14 4 B4 P 2 < P$#c; SIZE=
2P RF AP LEVERAGE=4§ f ¢ 55 &2+ & ; ALTMANZ = Altman (1968) 2 B4 57|~ #c ; DSHARE =% ¥ ¥ § /4 (7 & *h 3% 3 ; DPLEDGE= % ¥
T m/FE T+ 3 % INDRATIO=b> $ TR /ET §E LA DUALITY=F T £ {25525 1> Fp5 0; CHAIRCH=%% & E# =¥ ; BOARD=%% ¢ A
% ; PRIORGC=% - # A {cFI S FT¥RBA L5 1> 20 % 05 INDUSTRY=FEF 245 1> 20 % 0; PROCOMP= £ F (5% 1+ E RIS 00 % %k wxsy
AT EE 10% -~ 5% ~ 1% BEE ki o




% 4 Pearsonff £ApM thdic (L EMIe A4 2T LM e LR 4)

ne

R LA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1.GC -0.02  0.03 -0.08 0.11° -0.06 0.31* -0.27* -0.05 0.24* -0.11° 024* 0.09° -0.05 0.71* -0.09° -0.00
2.IMPT 0.23° 0.10° 0.14* 0.03 0.63* 0.02 -0.02 0.11* 0.07 -0.08 006 -002 027*° -0.02 0.03 -0.07
3.NONAUDIT -0.01 -0.03 -0.07 -0.00 0.16° 0.06 0.04 003 0.03 008 003 -0.07 006 0.06 0.04 004
4. TENURE -0.14* -0.03  0.02 -0.01  021* -0.09° 0.06 -0.01 0.11° -020° 0.19° -0.02 -0.03 -0.06 -0.14* -0.19
5.REPORTLAG 0.13* 0.01 -0.04 -0.04 0.03  0.17* -0.18* -0.08° 0.13* -0.05 0.13* 0.07 -0.03 0.07 0.00 0.14*
6.SIZE -0.23*  0.13* 0.03 0.14* 0.04 0.13* 0.01 -0.02 0.19° -0.22° 0.15* -0.09° 0.29*° -0.01 -0.11* -0.06
7.LEVERAGE 0.47° 020 0.01 -0.01 0.16° -0.04 -0.48" 0.03 0.15 001 -023* -0.00 -0.00 027° -0.05 -0.00
8 ALTMANZ  -0.31° -0.15* -0.02 0.04 -0.15° 0.00 -0.52° 0.03 -0.20° 0.14* -0.07 -0.00 -0.03 -0.20° 0.05 0.02
9.DSHARE -0.06 -0.03 -0.00 0.17*° -0.12* -0.21* 0.00 0.07 -0.07 0.05 0.11° -0.09° 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
10.DPLEDGE  0.10° 0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.12° 028 023" -0.11° -0.16 -0.24° -020° -0.09° 0.02 0.25* -0.23" -0.07
11.INDRATIO -0.14* -0.01 -0.01 -0.09° -0.01 -0.25* -0.05 0.15° 0.08 -0.14° -0.07 -0.01 -0.03 -0.12* 0.33* 0.19°
12.DUALITY  0.08° 0.09° -0.04 -0.05 0.04 -0.16" 0.03 -0.10° -0.01 -0.12° -0.02 -0.00 -0.19* 0.05 0.04 0.01
13.CHAIRCH  0.41* 0.09° 0.10° -0.15* 0.07 -027° 028" -0.25" 0.04 0.06 -0.09° -0.01 0.04 0.13* -0.01 0.00
14.BOARD -0.15*  0.11° -0.01 0.10* 0.03 0.17° -0.16* 0.11° 0.16° 0.04 -0.07 -0.19° -0.03 -0.05 -0.06 -0.00
15.PRIORGC  0.75* 0.20° 0.07 -0.10° 0.05 -0.17° 043" -0.32* -0.04 0.13* -0.14* 0.09° 041° -0.15° -0.15* -0.01
16.INDUSTRY 0.02 -0.03 001 -0.13* -0.01 -0.25 0.10° -0.06 -0.02 -0.14* 029° 0.06 0.08 -0.12° -0.02 0.04

17.PROCOMP 0.04 0.02 -0.04 -0.25" 0.07 -0.20" 0.02 0.02 -0.00 -0.14" 0.16° 0.01 0.12° -0.07 -0.02 0.08°

GC=#%. +ig;;;,§,a,, 51205 0 ; NONAUDlT—zL%;Lw}% Pl FEAR L EE A RAEI RS0 A 5 1 BRI G 05 IMPT=15% % & ¥ JeB it
R AR R S eBo s 3t ¥ S TENURE= 5% 6 3 gwgumegz REPORTLAG=# & % & 3 & 13 4F é Pz X B SIZE— 2P RF A
% LEVERAGE=2f f t WF A 2 »L 1 s ALTMANZ = Altman (1968) 2. k4 %8 ip]» #ic : DSHARE=% ¥ ¥ § " #c/% (7 to*h %% #c . DPLEDGE=% ¥ F "8/ F % 4%
% %k ; INDRATIO=jp = ﬁiﬁ«k/ﬁigﬁiﬁ DUALITY=%F £ §%5@% 1> E8 5% 0; CHAIRCH=35% £ élfrv & #c ; BOARD=% % ¢ A4 = ; PRIORGC=
w—-&)‘}‘;*{t | g EaLs 1 2005 0;INDUSTRY=FATF 2 L5 1> F05 0; PROCOMP=$2% 25 1> 305 0° "~ S uld 7k 1% 5%

10%587 % -k 3 -

A%08 9



EEERY CAFVRBEEFFEYHFIETEE 1T

2002; Geiger and Rama, 2003; Hunt and Lulseged, 2007) o ¥#Z 2 c BRELEE 2
S EFRF R R A ERC LA o f’*i"r%‘ré&ﬁ*?k—%?*ﬂﬁﬁ'f' | B
magﬁ%ﬁjuhﬁ’ g FIE P e o WA Z 2 g3 (TENURE)
Bt il 01145 3% 5% BIE-KIE A7 €3 F @R S ME O MH B m
ABR Lo e it 2 B Sk Rl P N RIGE 0 B 5 2 BRI
ik *hiﬁﬂ@%éi ﬁ*ﬁ%%mﬁ1@¥éé €3 iz P%%%ﬁ
BN - TR w2 fRfRa 4 e T3% 0 b o RORRCAIC Heid 1% BRI o

LB EE g%r}x AR5 > - IS e B pi AT 1
Lo DFRPC(SIZE) F 5§ 0 LHFRFARL H o b TRMar A PR &5 &
#E £ L% Fenic 4 (Dopuchetal, 1987) - H =t » p4334f ¥ (LEVERAGE) %
¥FirapA 3k (ALTMANZ) ¥ 5 f > 22 Py #R- &k § | i]ﬂpm 4 fg
B g ﬁ"ﬁiﬁi s FARF o B4R EF S # & (Mutchler et al., 1997) o )
Pler g g g sm (PRIORGC) ¥ 5 ¢ ’ﬂ“%ﬁ}rﬁﬁT‘EﬁUfﬂdﬂﬁﬂii'
:—I’a"’ﬁF TS RBL L AP RINBFEFRRBT LS ﬁz—*ﬁ?%‘*%*
( Reynolds and Francis, 2000 ) » & 2 3F £ £ & ( REPORTLAG ) ~ ¥ 7 + ¥
(INDUSTRY) £2# £ % 2 % {4 (PROCOMP) % % #ici5 4 & % 32 505 Jéi“ﬁ‘ﬁ‘ YRR
Loy

INETEEMd A ST UFERES Ptk (DPLEDGE) - # % £ %““

i

NS G-
@ (DUALITY)~ 3 &£ £ &=t #ic (CHAIRCH) 328 F 3 4 ¢ 31 f7 I L e 0
Ba Lesd s 2 $Hcp A E&E%‘E;fﬁ_ﬂ% R ji%‘ﬁ’;}'ﬂ Wk B EEE A %;
19 E I RIpED 2 ;,;HF INEFEFRARBAALRREROTRE T F > 2 FF

#”$ﬁ$’ﬂmﬁ&%T&iﬂu&$mHﬁ@4ﬁ%’%?ﬁﬁﬁgfﬁmi
AFRTRL T -2 83 PP BEIFMY AR Z2PT £ v P ay
EEE PR FFEAREEIE) FEF SR RTASREFFIL AR
TERAMERAL > LAPTFHESEH T A FHEEIFFT ALDE F 0 A LT
FRAALDRE > NEZLALEF 2 BHFRE FITDOER - T3 EFE B 0 fio
fe R AR EELE 0 5 ﬁ}ﬁécy%ﬁvﬁ%égﬁﬂ"v - IR oo

% 6 5ZEw x kA logistic ® jF %k o d - FHFRES LR M (IMPT) 2
B3tk 00220 F 5% BEFRE BT XKRERE e A FEREVFHNHE
BRI 2R E 2 N E AL R REARET > REF AL L3RR
Rk Tl R B H o WV 2 & < 2% 2 PRF: (NONAUDIT) et fadic
40%*@96@%¢§’.ﬁp%*%4$émmﬁ S R N L S

P A I PREERAFART SR HAFARTEE () P FEPHE (B) EPREK
FERE I AZIRBRHAFIRFT TS0 RIRFFER 0 A A AHY er g R
DEHBAFRIRE (BEFZEFAEHBAL Ak ) RARBAFIRFT W RG> g3l
HHEEEARBL LM AN REANRDE BT KPP



%5 Logistic fF% —z < 4
st - o = BN = Wl

3 YR R adk Wald 1 B3k Wald ¥ o3t ik Wald X B3k Wald ¥
#pEIE ? 2.644 0.493 2.644 0.493 -1.873 0.248 1.003 0.061
IMPT ? 0.461%* 5.582 0.502% 6.142
NONAUDIT ? -0.280 0.155 -0.572 0.612
TENURE ? 0.114%* 4.638 -0.123%* 5.187
REPORTLAG + 0.642 1.545 0.604 1.378 0.525 1.038 0.595 1.304
SIZE - -0.72 1% 7.584 -0.488+ 4374 -0.444%+ 3.694 -0.664 5 6.519
LEVERAGE + 4876+  10.684 4.585%%x 3.617 4.236%%* 8.005 4,520 8.900
ALTMANZ - 1,107+ 22221 -1.142%¢  23.551 21,168+ 23.150 S1L151e 22,177
DSHARE . 2318 1.802 -1.932 1.222 2.325 1.765 2.556 2.061
DPLEDGE ? 2.392%xx 9.550 2.263%++ 8.746 2.38 %k 9.530 25240 10218
INDRATIO ? 2.848 1.850 2.333 1.268 -3.059 2.016 -3.580 2.597
DUALITY ? 1.41 1%+ 8.848 14115 8.902 1.591=+  10.500 1.597+  10.236
CHAIRCH + 0.791 %+ 9.082 0.777 %% 9.099 0.776%+ 3.838 0.824#xx 9.479
BOARD ? 0.017 0.021 0.034 0.082 0.011 0.008 -0.002 0.000
PRIORGC + 4.650*+  51.057 4665+  50.687 45740 49.110 4,665+  48.299
INDUSTRY ? 0.518 0.951 0.580 1219 0.419 0.604 0.326 0.355
PROCOMP ? -0.223 0.177 -0.262 0.245 -0.279 0.277 -0.339 0.394
Pseudo R? 0.735 0.730 0.738 0.744
Likelihood Ratio 401.592%%+ 399.006%+* 403,839 407.366%

GC=sfgymmLLs 1 305 0 ; NONAUDIT:?L$;’-PR§2-$’ L FPAREE AREASRSOF A 5 1 FRE 0 IMPT=0% % = § jcB$tikd

ﬁ E,W:iﬁl*ﬁ’“r)a

# ; LEVERAGE=12%§
" L #kc 5 INDRATIO=jH = ﬁiﬁ«k/%‘ig%‘iﬁi
Bk R fer Ay RBL DS

5%~ 1% B ¥ KE o

o B HHes

,%I—a«ﬁxé_vw’i

ot & TENURE= % #

PE AP E ﬁx
ALTMANZ = Altman(1968) 2 FL A& SRR A\ﬁ"x
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mREEE L D (R fadicd 23770 Wald X5 6.506 0 i 5% EEERE ) H i gk
G e PR E KB B L S22 N B Ap e B o AFAY ’ﬂwwék HEN
FOREEVIE L WO REREGVF BT O st g arriz gy

#® TENURE > #r8 s 4 2 » FIE ¢V { I 2w TRl £a g2
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¥ A% Lr’%%“ﬁ%*’ﬁl | R F AR EA 5 A L 3% § 3 AR0T o
d % 7(B) e «ﬁﬂxTENURE&ww SR R AZEEFORE (Bl
-0.031 > Wald X’ 3 0.378) > s+ % % 274 5458w TENURE 4 81 “74 I ( 3+ ik
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% 6 Logistic i ¥ i3 % — e &

Tégrlfi 0¢

o5 - fi A Ho5N = i
Fh LA RS S Wald 1’ B3t ik Wald 1’ B3 ik Wald ¥ B3tk Wald 1

#pEIE -0.182 0.001 -0.533 0.008 0.036 0.000 -1.189 0.035
IMPT 0.022+ 5.642 0.017* 2.752
NONAUDIT -4.085%%* 7.228 -3.921%* 5.860
TENURE 0.115 1.477 -0.133 1.722
REPORTLAG 1.356%+ 5.943 1.152% 4.673 1.018# 4.018 1.430%* 5.820
SIZE -0.782%* 5.100 -0.758%+ 4.609 -0.664%+ 3.919 -0.719%* 3.889
LEVERAGE + 5,693+ 9.388 7178+ 13.514 6.322%  12.056 6.890+  10.718
ALTMANZ - -0.097 0.778 -0.122 1.265 -0.095 0.767 -0.108 0.993
DSHARE . -3.739 2.327 -5.702+%+ 4517 -4.806%* 3.692 -5.364%* 3.443
DPLEDGE ? -1.750 1.711 2.702+ 2.890 -1.824 1.768 -2.928%* 3.570
INDRATIO ? 2.922 1.045 -3.203 1.125 -3.681 1.542 2.817 0.882
DUALITY ? -0.435 0.478 -0.285 0.201 -0.297 0.218 -0.934 1.571
CHAIRCH + 0.223 0.474 0.459 1.949 0.214 0.444 0.341 1.004
BOARD ? -0.170 1.109 0.002 0.000 -0.082 0.261 -0.093 0.293
PRIORGC + 4297+  31.015 4766+  34.922 4277+ 23291 4881+  31.804
INDUSTRY ? -0.130 0.036 -0.256 0.136 -0.320 0.215 -0.500 0.460
PROCOMP ? 0.353 0.242 -0.026 0.001 0.222 0.092 -0.064 0.006
Pseudo R? 0.747 0.747 0.753 0.736
Likelihood Ratio 205,778+ 205778+ 207.870%+x 201.770%+

CC=#F g FRBL LS 1> FR 5 0 NONAUDIT=2L3 34 Raxf * d 32 £ A SEATo RS0 g2t 5 1o FRIG 05 IMPT=1B %% = Jeb-$ticd
EFEFETATE L S e Pl A & TENURE=§# ¢ 37 417 # 8 ; REPORTLAG=# R % A 1 A 144 B4 P 2 X Bk SIZE=2 P T A%
#; LEVERAGE=34 F & A F A2 1+ F ; ALTMANZ=Altman(1968)2 &t & 77 ip| » #c ; DSHARE= % ¥ 4% § " #c/3 7 t 7t 3% ¥ ; DPLEDGE= & % ' "o /& % 4%
3 % INDRATIO=j> FE R /T §FE A ;DUALITY=F £ {85 ® 5 1> 303 0: CHAIRCH=% % £ § # =t ¥ ; BOARD=% ¥ ¢ /# = ; PRIORGC=
To R SFSERBALE 1> 3P 5 0 INDUSTRY=FA T+ A% 5 1> A5 0 PROCOMP=# 3% #7155 1> FRIS 0o * kv oeipul 2 2 R 10%
5%~ 1% B¥ K -
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FpLidok 7(C) HForr o IMPTR2 S & > A F -REM 4 6 K e 2 IMPT -
Foobo qemite XA AT T g 9T 78 TENURE » 2454 7 (D)
W2 %M > TENURE 2. Z3- b2 5 f » R ¥ 2 8% » 2 L 6\ B % 4pin o 3%
T2 Ar A RAFFEVFED S GPFEIRTEN Y AT ERBILY AR
LRDFEFPF od £ 7(C) W2 7(D) H¥ 550 2w + k2 NONAUDIT &
% 615 NONAUDIT %% 4pi 398 ¥ 5 f > R R EX 2 & F 823308

B TR FEREGHGATATCERESRT A APA R 2o
oh j\ﬁﬁ’“*ﬂALTMANZ"{ﬁ:% T S N LIS SRR R %ﬁ’fﬁﬁiﬁ’f#‘

z % b4t (TCRD B~ o F b qpine Bl 2 > % ~ 2he < £ ATCRI
L@ AL 67317625 2 A ARG S Eote A HEATY RGHEB o
Bl <A A SHAw IMPTHARE SR 50 (3 %8s 0439 Wald X' 5 2.987 »
i 10% B F -k ) NONAUDIT™ 4 2% (@3- fdkc i -0.176 » Wald X’ % 0.057) -
TENURERE ¥ 42 B #33 ( 3 %#c5-0.083 > Wald X’ 5 3.090) - pLixztw < 4% 4
L 6 A IMPTHAEE 5 1 (22 ks 0019 WaldX’ 5 3.358 » i 10% & ¥ -k
# )~ NONAUDIT 88 ¥ 5 f (R2-fadkcs -3.621> Wald X’ 5 5.001 > i 5% B % -k
)~ TENURE 7 B8 % (2 tadics -0.131 > Wald X’ % 1.747) ¢

o~ gEek a4t
(— )P\ 2 "':}—FFBQE

AETLARERL VBT CNRALL  EA AR PRSP a2
H A3 i 2 A AL o & 45 DeFond etal. (2002) it > pA7RFHE 2 ’”f”‘ R
FRINSEFEFRBAL VbR A 2A2FPRBL I NETREAR] £
?t% LPRAR e L pARk R o ¥ b 5 Chow and Rice (1982) 4 IR € 317 11 & e g

Y5 R 2% % ddcH > Schwartz and Menon (1985) 45 &1 % & % & M3 FE > ¥ 47
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R @B A MBFIET R TG EY o L AR 2R AT S
WA e pRIEE o R AR RIEE G B 2 AL F R A (R eT 0 S
CHAESPEER TG ) B EEMFE YRR LT AP 2
A RS R E T3 E (2SLS) R AP FEKAZ B3 S8k 5 -
B w0 Bl E 4 2 g 2RI & (PNONAUDIT) & ¢ 347 iz 8

Tmanegaa (NM)@WTGU6$ FENFRE S HAIARA S Y R R B G
#gﬂ-7a L1108 Ak > BHEEARGE o - Ba T > 145 MAERY RGN 5657 B
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%7 FEBELSH

A%v8 2

> 4 A o & A
(A) (B) (©) (D)
EPERM-SEHEE TSz #IZE = Ik <4 AT iE g

R LH HEE Byl Wadd 0 B3 a#k waldx Gt fille WaldX i fhlic  WaldX
B FEIE ? 5.472 1.365 0.637 0.024 -3.909 0.108 -1.257 0.041
IMPT ? 2.377*x* 6.506 0.467++* 5.629 0.057 1.422 0.015 2.226
NONAUDIT ? -0.679 0.805 -0.394 0.287 -4.390%** 4.301 -3.452%x 4.781
TENURE ? -0.119** 4.862. -0.031 0.378 -0.063 0.225 -0.092 1.267
REPORTLAG + 0.487 0.911 0.665 1.626 2.608**+ 7.956 1.315%* 5.088
SIZE - -0.976x+x* 3.494 -0.707*** 7.208 -1.031 2.067 -0.655% 3.002
LEVERAGE + 4.717+*x 9.323 4,697 9.603 9.392xxx 9.025 6.468#+* 10.222
ALTMANZ - -1.103 % 19.840 -1.119%*= 22.541 -0.194 1.721 -0.094 0.750
DSHARE - -2.089 1.332 -2.291 1.696 -5.365 1.729 -5.044+ 3.224
DPLEDGE ? 2.655%** 11.105 2387 9.377 -3.361* 2.765 -2.743* 3.169
INDRATIO ? -3.739 2.785 -3.053 2.041 -0.392 0.010 -3.174 1.105
DUALITY ? 1.670%+* 11.001 1.415%=* 8.780 -1.628 1.772 -0.920 1.538
CHAIRCH + 0.81 5% 8.872 0.792%xx 8.930 0.522 1.132 0.318 0.879
BOARD ? -0.002 0.000 0.008 0.004 -0.127 0.228 -0.092 0.318
PRIORGC + 4.65] %= 48.671 4.655%x 49.109 4.789*=+ 15321 44745 27.151
INDUSTRY ? 0.328 0.364 0.489 0.840 0.315 0.133 -0.481 0.440
PROCOMP ? -0.272 0.238 -0.217 0.164 -0.419 0.166 0.091 0.014
Pseudo R? 0.750 0.735 0.750 0.766
Likelihood Ratio 410.990%** 402.13 ] **= 129.426%** 212.507***
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feif & (PTENURE) - £ #-% - F# £ #7(% PNONAUDIT 2 PTENURE B~ it #0555
& & L #5732 NONAUDIT ¢ TENURE -

T+ 223 PRI 2 %)% 2 2% DeFond et al. (2002) ¥ Geiger and Rama (2003) >
Bor 2 FTRECE 45 ROA (Ffs EAI/AT A )~ ARINV (JhictE 352 5 /8T A )~
GROWTH(# /% i )~SPECIALIST(Z ¥ % Rm %8 972 A £7 & 5 15%
b5 1 BRIAZO0)CFINANCE (AR EMFAMAL L 10 FRZ0) By
B AL

NONAUDIT = ao+aiGC + a2SIZE + asLEVERAGE + a4sROA

+asARINV +asGROWTH + a7DSHARE
+33SPECIALIST 4 89 FINANGCE 4 & wereerererererersssssssssssesesesesesesesesesenes )

TENURE = bo+ biGC +b2SIZE + bsLEVERAGE +bsROA
+hsGROWTH + b6 DSHARE +D7SPECIALIST + & «rrreeveeesssssssrrreseeeenens 3)

g HEF I eraR Y 2 - % )4 % %% Gul, Fung, and Jaggi (2009)° % #ic @ & # £
Fif o d £ 8(A) & T + A2 PNONAUDIT 2 23+ liciv ki szt s % kg
PTENURE »& % 5 § (fH3tiz#ics: 2919 Wald ¥’ % 3.859) - % 8(B) ¥ R &E T 2-
7~ #% ~2. PNONAUDIT & ¥ 5 f (m3t 2l s -3. 161> Wald X’ 3.979):PTENURE
AERFHEFARE L RPEFREL S L 6 L TR T AaORdIp A
B T % %Niﬁ”ﬁW/HWQWé%“iﬂﬂ%?waﬁég%ﬁﬁmw AT _F) %

ALFHA > L R ER VA AL I R EETLEE
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Aﬁ'a‘;\? AGETRMIRT O § 3R R AT TR b S R B I P A A 4 02002
E10 2R 0B FFOTHB L L 2B RIAN F 2 £3F 22003 (2004) E A=
FWMAEFT APt d -2 (- 2) AR EFF AP REL SRF 7207
FRTFROE I R E I 02004 & 6 7 HEF 0 £ F 4R
EEBETF O FHEEFFEBRFVEEfRT AR vd Aoz 2R E
Fr o ¥ 7900 3~ o

BT ER @REPN F354 pcd AL H > %45 Duh et al. (2007) 2. F % % % B o7
BEELFAR A 3P AR RPFREARIIRBIT § LHFLEE PR HR
Btk 2_ 4% 7| o Chen etal. (2010) 7% AL F 4 3k e kB e L 16 (2 2000 & 3
AR P REREEVIFHELE b’%#kiﬁi%ﬁ’?%%#%@%§ﬁ%%
FlFERBRgdhksd Fled wEEETEFA 2% Fp PR 2
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T BT (MilRT )
(A) (B) ©)
R e %A r 4B A sr %A
B3 fo 3+ ik Wald 1 o3t ik Wald fo 3+ ik Wald ¥ Rl 3 Wald ¥

# T 4.041 2.123 2.693 0.425 4772 1.223 -0.104 0.001
PNONAUDIT -1.540 0.270 3,161 3.979

PTENURE 2.919% 3.859 -0.983 1.266

IMPT 0.223%+ 3.698 0.011%* 4.589 0.508*+ 5.438 0.051** 4.907
IMPT x PROCOMP 0.034 0.354 0.042 2.599
NONAUDIT -0.918 0.736 -3.276%* 3.820
NONAUDIT x PROCOMP 0.066 0.169 0.039 2.612
TENURE -0.199%+ 4.329 -0.026 0.025
TENURE x PROCOMP 0.019 2.692 0.896 2285
REPORTLAG 0.164 0.375 0.786%+ 7.433 0.418 0.538 1.316 4.486
SIZE -0.038 0.024 0447 5.632 -0.486* 3.098 -0.829%+ 4.870
LEVERAGE 0.551 0.203 2.329+ 2.835 2.153 0.682 6.465% 4.125
ALTMANZ 20.443%=  10.096 -0.124 0.332 -1.65%x 22.785 -0.042 0.014
DSHARE 0.585 0.199 -0.785 0.287 -1.996 1.263 -4.833 2.470
DPLEDGE 1404+ 11911 -0.740 1.017 2,758 11.224 3.011 2.834
INDRATIO -1.388 1.661 -1.418 1.054 3.162 2.063 4117 1.563
DUALITY 0.775%%* 9.704 -0.184 0.367 1.673#=  10.720 -0.645 0.835
CHAIRCH 0.41 7% 9.218 0.071 0.176 0827 9.688 0.362 1.022
BOARD -0.002 0.001 -0.059 0.606 0.049 0.174 -0.131 0.512
PRIORGC 2503+  57.178 2.308*  39.808 4,883+ 57221 4.636*=  28.466
INDUSTRY 0.117 0.177 -0.188 0.296 0.095 0.028 -0.544 0.512
PROCOMP 0.118 0.188 0.083 0.067 -1.448 1.685 2.557 2.378
Pseudo R? (Likelihood Ratio) 0.762 (430.480%+x) 0.719 (188.3080%**) 0.742 (397.645%%) 0.757 (195.161+*%)
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T EFEEEFA 2005 ok 2RI R F K WM 2 F BT
TP LA $13 8% 18075106

FEREHA R 020050 P I AR Y R a2 MR PA Y 0 R 24
L% 48 103-126

FaEAR S FE FERICE 02003 0 LB RIS B K Rt MR 0 £355E
W %378 1130

2 REMIT 020040 FPE LR PO PAEIE D 0T < FAATEN L REE
o 3% % 384 1 59-80 -
ZaER s MiFc ¥ 8 3 fcE > 2003 H’i#ﬁ B RGP g
EMFEYARAP AL BT F R g 545528 11912210
ERPERET 2005 EFFERTLAEEHE AP ETEIAST MG
FREFH 658 1023600

Bk 020020 2R s AR — %4 (Enron) FAIE > g3 7 7 70 %
195 8 : 16-20 -

MATSEH A S 2004 PS8 TCRI 2 2B it 3 8 0 [ BRE Y 25
% 46 #p 1 25-40 -

A EARE ML > 2005 0 B A R €3 EF R A R« Enron R A
T AFRusnk ? 630 ¥ 404 3168 -

PUAST 5520060 %~ €& EEAFIRBLEFPE ST 2 Enron {4

PR 3% % 438 1 27-61 -
FlET 2004 BEEEHFFECRBLFTHETT 0 €% ¥ 398 12553
ﬂ%gﬁi#%’m%’gﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁf S wgwpﬂ BRI % 27

5% 448 1128
Az 2004 EEke gL 3T P A 5 2254 12835
HBSLEEAE52003 ¢ A € FFEaor S g AFO €377 1 T % 208 # 145-50-
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Altman, E. I. 1968. Financial ratios, discriminate analysis and the prediction of corporate
bankruptcy. Journal of Finance 23 (4): 589-609.
Ashbaugh, H., R. LaFond, and B. W. Mayhew. 2003. Do nonaudit services compromise
auditor independence? Further evidence. The Accounting Review 78 (3): 611-639.
Beck, P. J. 1988. Empirical analysis of the relationship between MAS involvement and
auditor tenure: Implications for auditor independence. Journal of Accounting
Literature 7 (1): 65-84.
Beck, P. J., T. J. Frecka, and 1. Solomon. 1988. Model of the market for MAS: Knowledge
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