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Abstract

This study examines whether nonaudit service and auditor tenure affect audit
quality and uses discretionary accruals as the proxy for audit quality. We find that
nonaudit service has a significantly positive association with the absolute-value
discretionary accruals. And it reveals that if the accountant provide nonaudit service to
their costumers. It will have a great effects on audit quality and impair auditor
independence. Besides, we find that the absolute-value discretionary accruals
significantly decrease as audit tenure extends. Therefore, the results suggest that
longer auditor tenure can constrains the earnings management through discretionary
accruals. It will not lower the quality of audit quality.

Keyword : nonaudit service, auditor tenure, audit quality
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Panel A : >34 ~ (N=5,771)
DA 0.006 -0.070 -0.010 0.058 -0.862 2.488 0.159
NAS 0.187 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.390
TENU 2.981 1.000 3.000 4.000 1.000 7.000 1.759
SIZE 6.924 6.488 6.839 7.238 4.806 9.391 0.610
BIG4 0.867 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.339
CFO 0.066 0.016 0.067 0.120 -0.968 0.692 0.096
LEV 0.080 0.000 0.035 0.129 0.000 0.919 0.107
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BIG4 0944 1000 0850 1000  0.094***  0.000%**
CFO 0073 0073 0065 0066  0.008** 0.007**
LEV 0088 0047 0078 0032  0010%*  0015***
LOSS 080 0000 0223 0000  -0.043***  0.000%**
LDA 0001  -0.014 0000 -0016 0001 0.002

Panel B : £ 72 d £ EZ# ¢ frati2 £ B ik <

£ ¥ (N=2,012)

‘2 iz dp (N=3,759)

BHRAZ LR T

% ¥ Tiafg ¢ TiEEk ¢ ik T 2 M-W & =_
|DA| 0.093 0.063 0.100 0.066 -0.007** -0.003
NAS 0.187 0.000 0.187 0.000 0.000 0.000
SIZE 6.943 6.831 6.913 6.843 0.030* -0.012
BIG4 0.872 1.000 0.865 1.000 0.007 0.000
CFO 0.065 0.064 0.067 0.068 -0.002 -0.004
LEV 0.080 0.034 0.080 0.035 0.000 -0.001
LOSS 0.214 0.000 0.215 0.000 -0.001 0.000
LDA 0.005 -0.011 -0.002 -0.018 0.007 0.007**

Fo9 e RRz RN B 4 10% ~ 5% X 1% BE ¥ K E o
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A RFPIRIE S PP EHHP AR RS HEZ BT
|DA,| = ay + a,NAS, + a,TENU, + a;SIZE, + a,BIG4, + a;CFO, + a,LEV,
+ a,LOS5,+ aglDA, + &,-

B H % # TiE VIF
¥ 0.284 14.606***
NAS 0.010 2.484** 1.018
TENU -0.002 -1.894* 1.001
SIZE -0.025 -8.890*** 1.148
BIG4 0.002 0.357 1.032
CFO -0.224 -12.417%** 1.158
LEV 0.087 5.477%** 1.131
LOSS -0.014 -3.378*** 1.149
LDA 0.054 5.763*** 1.021
Adjusted R 0.054
F-statistic 41.892***

Fo ek Lk kw4 5 1062 5% & 10% A E KR o

d %27 B 2£% 24 pR7E (NAS) %85 0.010 (TE=2.484> (g% 5 1)
2 G REEAEFIIRBLEE T NG L E LY b PG
BROHEFRTT Ao nBE BLAPTER- T g pFRELAAE S
PRAFEE S > HFF T B g3 Ed (TENU) ehikdic-0.002 (T

=189 K F S f ) A7 g AL Il Rg hFRF KGR
HEFEFTF oo T Bermypapis @ TgPpazdh ¢RTFR
FhESFLOGRE o 0 T UVIFE TS 2898l 27 5 o Ml A8
SEM o pHBEAVIFEF 420132 W7 p REFEABE LS
T RE o

BATMERP L Sl kA RERER —‘%"m{-«uriaf P E 2
FAGBOLFPMBELII TN L RFE PRI AL FF e MR
PEINFP S

g

K2 F KL LY B GRI R 2 g“ﬁ i E BT

;{f’u’z{p RALAT H- Rh AT HFEHLAF P RBE P HF
PHFHEEF M 0 223 2R (NAS) 2400 izt dicens st @ (|DA])
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TREFLAM > P AEF IR HBEFRT O FAM R NG HE (|DA])

TR F R ABBORA T DG REE AAFIRBLE ST NG
PEE IR BE IR w4a%¢gg LiF iz (TENU) e 4e > 3554
M@&&mﬁﬁm(DN)g% ﬁf’g&ﬁaﬁﬂmﬁLM@“&m
@4 (|DA|) g iz ’ww B ETEED AR AArHIERE A
%ﬁs.@gf; D ER O ERE R
R dy A G EFE A % EY

(R =
g (g and ?QELWMEEQL—UFﬁﬁﬁﬁ'_é%amuF

F) A gE o T E S PR 2 AF o £ RN
¥ B G PPRRLY AL PRI S 3 RAR NﬂmGAE L %3 Wﬁmﬁi
TOoRF S AT REBFREHERAFFIEFTAVT - F oA LA TS
;J—r,r,?rrgﬁ, AR rj’]fgj’ﬂ Aw P*"‘% j)‘&¢*;;fé7 3L j_]%;@)—l-g{, ;\5&7,{’# H s
FE>N FRPR TR 7 FARDFEYL R E- B

- AR L AR L
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