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Effectiveness analysis of evaluation models of audit fees influencing factors

Zhuang Weiqing
(School of Management, Fujian University of Technology, Fuzhou 350118, China)

Abstract; The evaluation of audit fees influencing factors is affected by the selection of the influen-

cing factors and the construction and form of evaluation model, which may affect to some extent the

scientificness of accountancy firms in evaluating the audit fees. Several evaluation models of audit

fees influencing factors based on the data of 826 listed companies in Shanghai Stock A Market be-

tween 2012 and 2014 are constructed. Comparison is made between linear and non-linear evaluation

models. The results indicate that selecting limited influencing factors to construct a linear evaluation

model of the audit fees is of favourable fitting effect and can well reflect the practical relationship.
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Tab.1 Setting and description of variables
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Tab.2 The relativity among variables affecting audit fees( I )

fee state location subs  industries sizesort sisesort - sizesort riskER HekER - rskER opinionT opinioniT" opinienT
(=1 (-2) (- (-2) (=1 (=2)
fee -0.089™ 0.048 0.088™  0.041 -0.106" -0.094™ -0.114™ 0.046  0.042 0.041  -0.012 -0.024 -0.041
state -0.066 " 0.006 -0.009  0.100™ 0.114™ 0.133™ 0.076 " 0.089™ 0.135™ 0.181™ 0.128™ 0.136™
location 0.096™ -0.052  0.090™ 0.090" 0.105™ 0.234™ 0.217* 0.212™ 0.166™ 0.095™ 0.010
subs 0.109* -0.022  -0.037 -0.033 0.221™ 0.210™ 0.201™ 0.023 -0.045 -0.118"
industries -0.087" =0.095" -0.100 " -0.044 -0.025 -0.058" -0.100" -0.023 -0.062"
sizesort 0.931™ 0.727™ 0.251™ 0.264™ 0.294™  0.154™ -0.019 0.067 "
Sizesort(—1) 0.784™ 0.245™ 0.254™ 0.287™  0.158™ 0.029 0.068 *
Sizesort (—2) 0.288™ 0.273™ 0.311™ 0.190™ 0.063" 0.088 ™
riskER 0.798™ 0.799™  0.132™ -0.015 -0.067"
riskER(-1) 0.865™  0.119™ -0.026  -0.010
riskER(-2) 0.215™ 0.059* -0.017
opinionT 0.415™ 0.324™
opinionT( -1) 0.430™
opinionT( -2)
s 8 0.01 AR (B B RIEAASE; = 7 0.05 K- () - BEARR,
®3 HITWHEZMETEZ BEHMHEXE(2)
Tab.3 The relativity among variables affecting audit fees( II )
Net- Net- gross-  gross- acc- acc-
fee ne profit  profit B revenue revenue ROE ROE ROE assetLR assell R assetl - ace- ountsR  ountsR
profit revenue (-1) (-2) (-1)  (-2) ountsR
(=1 (-2) (=1) (-2) (-1 (-2)
fee 0.666 0.363 ™ 0.362 ™ 0.495 ™0.484 0.483 ™ 0.050 0.062" 0.066" 0.122™ 0.035 0.013 0.411™ 0.427™ 0.416™
netprofit 0.556 ™ 0.545 ™ 0.568 *0.560 *0.555* 0.077 *0.090 ™ 0.085 0.116™ 0.039  0.019 0.257™ 0.288* 0.269 **
Netprofit( —1) 0.997 ** 0.318 *0.3150.312* 0.033 0.046 0.035 -0.018 -0.014 -0.010 0.138* 0.161* 0.150 ™"
Netprofit( =2) 0.356 **0.355 **0.353 ** 0.029 0.038 0.037 -0.021 -0.015 -0.015 0.162* 0.188* 0.175*
grossrevenue 0.998°0.997 ** 0.041 0.045 0.053 0.058* 0.015 0.002 0.658* 0.739* 0.685
grossrevenue( —1) 0.999 " 0.038 0.043  0.050 0.045 0.009 -0.001 0.641* 0.729™ 0.675™
grossrevenue( —2) 0.035 0.039 0.049 0.045 0.009 -0.002 0.643™ 0.730™ 0.677
ROE 0.213™ 0.267"-0.167 -0.078 * -0.072* 0.037  0.033  0.026
ROE(-1) 0.242*-0.133* -0.075" -0.057 0.049 0.042 0.036
ROE(-2) -0.113™ -0.088 *~0.0820.061* 0.051  0.044
assetLR 0.439 ™ 0.2880.094 ** 0.078* 0.078 "
assetLR (1) 0.584*°0.022  0.017  0.018
assetLR(-2) 0.004  0.001  0.001
accountsR 0.973™ 0.972™
accountsR(—1) 0.991 ™

accountsR(-2)

s o 7 0.01 K- (CB) b WFRE ;76 0.05 KT (H)) b B3 AH G,
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Tab.4 The relativity among variables affecting audit fees( Il )

oper- oper-

fe fixedA fixedA  fixedA ases assets assets oper- atingP atingP  nelOCK netOCF  netOCF
(=1 (=2) (=1) (=2)  atingP (=1 (-2)
(=1 (-2)
fee 0.478 ™ 0.478™ 0.477™ 0.664™ 0.667™ 0.686™ 0.683™ 0.674™ 0.680™ 0.645™ 0.556™ 0.572*"
fixedA 0.996™ 0.994™ 0.301™ 0.303™ 0.306™ 0.546™ 0.570™ 0.636™ 0.566™ 0.526™ 0.603 ™
fixedA(-1) 0.996™ 0.295™ 0.298™ 0.301™ 0.543™ 0.569™ 0.636™ 0.575™ 0.526™ 0.610™
fixedA(-2) 0.286™ 0.289™ 0.292™ 0.530™ 0.553™ 0.619™ 0.562™ 0.512" 0.594™
assels 10.000™  0.998 ™ 0.934™ 0.909™ 0.859™ 0.564™ 0.817™ 0.641™
assets(—1) 0.999™ 0.935™ 0.910™ 0.860™ 0.564™ 0.819™ 0.632™
assets(—2) 0.932™ 0.908™ 0.859™ 0.559™ 0.804™ 0.636™
operatingP 0.995™ 0.979™ 0.648™ 0.870™ 0.736™
operatingP (—1) 0.991™ 0.658™ 0.872™ 0.744™
operatingP ( =2) 0.665™ 0.848™ 0.767™
netOCF 0.691" 0.620™
netOCF(-1) 0.629 ™
netOCF(-2)
TE: = = 72 0.01 K- (B b AR SE

1.3 BEEHSH 0. 974 KT 0.6, B A pty v PR AR fb il iof 9 A B R S

HEBUE R LA PR SR AT BRAOSSCRAR SR DW (E Dy 2,003, R WIE U A7 AR
ZILEAEI T, MOCEIHES R IR 5, R S A, WY s EOE AR 1R 1Y

®5 SnLEORABERAXGITE

Tab.5 Statistical quantity of multivariate linear regression model

) R R S R FruEfl T HRS = Durbin-
E2te YA -
MR 22 RHl FEH R Sig. FHEH Watson
1 0.987* 0.974 0.973 157.886 20 0.974 744.510 39 769 0.000 2.003

Ha. PNAS I (%) : NetOCF, riskER, subs, location, assetLR, ROE(-2), sizesort(—1), state, industries, ROE(—=1), accountsR
(=2), opinionT(~-1), ROE, assetLR(-2), opinionT(-2), riskER(-2), opinionT, NetOCF(-2), assetLR(-1), assets, riskER(-1),
fixedA , sizesort, NetOCF(—1), grossrevenue( —1), sizesort(—-2) , netprofit, accountsR, fixedA(~-2), operatingP(-2), accountsR(~-1), fixe-

dA(-1), operatingP, netprofit(—1) , grossrevenue( —2) , assets(—2), netprofit( —2) , grossrevenue, operatingP (—1) ;b. FAE . fee

P N 6-3% 8 nJ A0, Z ookt [nl 45 K assets( — 1) FETE SR 5 LIS .
RIS I A 2 BB RO R, e A AR &,

R6 ZLLMEPEBBIEHR"

Tab.6 Fitting effect of multivariate linear regression model

A S5 df ¥ior F Sig.
H)E| 7.238E8 39 18 559 191.374 744.510 0.000"
1 W2z 19 169 671.799 769 24 928.052
Bt 7.430E8 808
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Tab.7 Excluded variable of model

HAMGTE
LT Beta In t Sig. i AH
Eod
1 assets(—1) -5.152* -8.135 0.000 -0.282 7.712E-5
AR 5,
*8 KERELFITE
Tab.8 Residual statistics of model
Giitas R W/ ME SONLE [z i 22 HEN
ToE -284.212 4 20 671.334 0 172.710 0 946.468 46 809
P -1227.239 01 1182.944 09 0.000 00 154.028 70 809
PRAETRL -0.483 21.658 0.000 1.000 809
Frifiesk s -7.773 7.492 0.000 0.976 809
e AR fee.,
2.1 &4
2 HitEZWTEMERAERE SR DL E AR A M AR (1) BT
B0 ST eSS BRI 7 SR Bl AR b B

TEOLT AEXF D) #EAT A, AR AT IR 9 Fi,

In(fee) = a, X state + a, X subs + a; X sizesort + a, X sizesort( — 1) + ay X sizesort( — 2) +
ag X In(netprofit) + a; X In(netprofit( = 1)) + ay X In(netprofit( = 2)) +
ay X In(grossrevenue) + a,, X In(grossrevenue( - 1)) + a,, X In(grossrevenue( —2)) +
a, XROE(=1) +a,; Xx ROE(=2) + a,, X assetLR + a,; X In(accountsR) +
a,, X In(accountsR( — 1)) + a,; X In(accountsR( = 2)) + a,, X In(fixedA) +
a,, X In(fixedA( = 1)) + a,, X In(fixedA(=2)) + a,, X In(assets) +
ay, X In(assets( = 2)) + a,; X In(operatingP) + a,, X In(operatingP( - 1)) +
a,; X In(operatingP( = 2)) + ay X In(netOCF) + a,; X In(netOCF(—-1)) +
@y X In(netOCF(-2)) +6 (1)

®9 [ORARBER

Tab.9 Result of regression model

HAR 5 fee

iin
K
i
:

FRHY 1 iR 2 iRl 3 Y 4 AL 5 Al 6 FRH 7 AL 8
-0.088" ** -0.044™  -0.044™ -0.034"
state (1:-3.302) (1:-2.248) (1:-2.259) (t.-1.656)
(p:0.001) (p:0.025) (p:0.024)  (p:0.098)
0.313""*  0.180" " 0.243""" 0.177"**  0.180***
subs (t:10.777) (1.8.035)  (1:9.258) (t:7.961)  (t:8.100)

(p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000)
sizesort
-0.079""" -0.107"""
sizesort(—1) (t:-4.077) (t:-4.536)
(p:0.000) (p:0.000)
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PAE L fee
e
B 1 B 2 B 3 Bl 4 B 5 B 6 B 7 i 8
-0.101""" -0.108" " -0.111""" -0.121""" -0.050" -0.122"""
sizesort(=2) (t:-3.853) (t:=5.644) (t.-5.781) (t:-6.052) (t.-1.827) (t:-6.124)
(p:0.000) (p:0.000)  (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.068) (p:0.000)
0.142" "~
netprofit (t:4.327)
(p:0.000)
0.052" 0.041" 0.042"
netprofit(~1) (1:1.736) (1:1.746) (1:1.793)
(p:0.083) (p:0.081) (p:0.073)
0.066™
netprofit( —2) (t:2.378)
(p:0.018)
0.125™ 0.459" " 0.109™ 0.114™ 0.163" " 0.167" "
grossrevenue (t:2.532) (1:12.673) (1:2.246)  (1:2.303) (1:3.194) (t:3.288)
(p:0.012)  (p:0.000) (p:0.025) (p:0.022)  (p:0.001) (p:0.001)
grossrevenue
(=1)
grossrevenue
(-2)
ROE(~1)
ROE( -2)
0.200" "~
assetLR (t:7.436)
(p:0.000)
-0.130™
accountsR (t:-1.991)
(p:0.047)
0.244" " 0.098" " * 0.265" " 0.084" "~ 0.089" " " 0.112" "~ 0.116" "~
accountsR(-1)  (t:8.637)  (t:4.223)  (t:4.085) (t:3.591)  (t:3.836) (t:4.685) (t:4.887)
(p:0.000)  (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000)
0.113" "~
accountsR(-2) (t:3.458)
(p:0.000)
~0.222" ~0.224°°7 -0.097°  -0.163""" ~0.167° "
fixedA (t:=2.549) (t:=2.611) (t:-1.726)  (t:-2.828) (t:-2.902)
(p:0.011) (p:0.009) (p:0.085)  (p:0.005) (p:0.004)
0.238" " " 0.240" "
fixedA(~1) (1:2.840) (1:2.878)
(p:0.005) (p:0.004)
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AL fee
Bz &
BiAd 1 BiAd 2 Bl 3 AL 4 Al 5 Bl 6 A 7 i 8
0.112™ 0.132* 0.138" "~
fixedA(-2) (1:2.195)  (1:2.487) (1:2.613)
(p:0.028) (p:0.013) (p:0.009)
0.581" "~ 0.585""" 0.642"°" " 0.641"""
assets (t:12.283)  (t:12.451) (t:13.292 (t:13.255)
(p:0.000)  (p:0.000) (p:0.000) (p:0.000)
assets(—1)
0.451" "~
assets( —2) (t:11.997)
(p:0.000)
-0.041" -0.047" -0.050"
operatingP (t:—-1.851) (t.—-1.815) (t:-1.927)
(p:0.065) (p:0.070) (p:0.054)
-0.059"
operatingP (1) (t:—1.883)
(p:0.060)
0.266" "~ -0.046™ 0.066 "
operatingP (=2) (1:9.330) (t:-1.976) (t:1.900)
(p:0.000) (p:0.048) (p:0.058)
netOCF
0.063 "
netOCF(-1) (t:2.143)
(p:0.032)
netOCF(-2)
R-square 0.479 0.715 0.590 0.723 0.722 0.700 0.452 0.699
Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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SEFERYENE B | 4R BEA b AR B A
PR B AR A AT AR RN |
WIAFBE B 2678 B4 I e v S TR 32, LA T ) o
(R HE T2 TR e PR 3R PP A AL R 1 2 06 &R D
A DA % 8 3 2 D] 2 0 B 31 2% 60 EL A 5 i
FREE

2 A 12 ORI A A 42 A ol A o
TR By s 3 B S b — 4wl AR
JE I 2 IS 55 Tk A 0%, HEA By iy 255
HATH DR . H5 A4 55 B e ook,
KU E2RSH i L5 2ok E
8 5 Al AR AT JBE 1 RSO s b o T 9 L
(Rl b4 38 kb 9 A 14 7 WSO e A |
THB T 5 A b AR B2 A ] 7 B e/ T2
JHEZS R Al b — A 2 i A 4 2 Y [ B
MDD AR E AR
AP AR S B PARRE A E A
58P R A IE A TG BRI Sh, 31t 2%
A5 TR FRC ARARRE | B4R AL AR R



610

514 4%

FE AR BE A5 SO AR A BE Y B 7 1 Ao
BB EPRAR SR OR K AR RE
AR B A T E B AR LR b AR BE Y b T
O RVRIARE | A BE %) 2808 IR 4 Tk R Y A A A A
TERA,
2.2 HHZEEH

T I e AU G BRI i RS 4 X RER 4
Wy EEEE S H I HOCR, FRiE— P i &)
Mro i B A8 & netprofit ( — 1) . grossrevenue
accountsR( —1) .fixedA .fixedA (—1) ,assets , operat-
ingP (—1) AT 25 - a0 °F

ME 10 KFE, FHit s S b1 4R p A
T ASAEFE BN S OA | B 1 AR B
AAERER b 1A BERY [ E B AR BT A T
FURE B 1 AFBE 98l R 1 OC FR 440 ) 5 B2k
P RSSO R TS S 1 AR

O R ) G R AR T LA R L EBOE X, HEm)
EETTZ 0L 1 28 T s,

o

EOM
10.00 &k
he
8.00

6.00

4.00¢=>

In(e i3 )/ 73 76

2.00

0.00:
0.00

1000 15.00 20,00
In(_ b 14EFE)/ 75 70
E1 HItTZEASE—FESFEMNBEEXR
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Tab.10 Model summary and parameter estimation

NGl . AN L SR THA
A B I R F df dr Sig. W b1 b2 b3
s 0.136  129.377 1 824 0.000 3.742 0.104
f;?tflf) ~W) 0213 111.357 2 823 0.000 4.083  -0.111 0.018
=W 0.216 75.361 3 822 0.000 4105 -0.222 0.038  -0.001
&h 0713 2050.661 1 824 0.000 0.209 0.358
EONT ke 0715 1032864 2 823 0.000 0413 0307  0.003
T =k 0ae 881.104 3 822 0.000 0.041 0.982  -0.094 0.004
&k 0.207  205.288 1 787 0.000 2.923 0.178
accoun-  FIE  0.022 17.589 1 787 0.000 4.828  -1.596
tsR(-1)  —&k 0271  145.907 2 786 0.000 4.852 -0.283 0.026
=W 0285 104.247 3 785 0.000 3.734 0.230  -0.041 0.003
. &tk 0565  1071.675 1 824 0.000 1.197 0.308
ﬁ’:d ~W) 0.568 541.110 2 823 0.000 0.946 0373 -0.004
=W 0.643 493.017 3 822 0.000 0.332 1.1499  -0.121  0.005
) &P 0.569  1088.784 1 824 0.000 1.138 0.315
A{zx_ef) —k 0571 548.220 2 823 0.000 0.922 0372 -0.003
=W 0.644 495.325 3 822 0.000 0.319 1.154  -0.122  0.005
&M 0763 2656.168 1 824 0.000 -0.261 0.374
assets K 0.769 1 372.046 2 823 0.000 0.100 0.286 0.004
=% 0773 933.135 3 822 0.000 0.021 0.476  -0.021 0.001
ghE 0166 164.536 1 824 0.000 3.913 0.093
1in(:rl)3€(r€i-l) W 0344 215.825 2 823 0.000 4173  -0222  0.027
° =W 0349 147.059 3 822 0.000 4159  -0.048  -0.005 0.001
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