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6.1

6.2

multinomial
audit quality

Valid

Missing

Total
Subpopulation

Model
Intercept Only
Final

Case Processing Summary

fid
fld

N

21
14

15
56

61
56

Model Fitting Information

-2 Log
Likelihood  Chi-Square

117.729
106.465

11.264

df

Marginal
Percentage

10

48.2%
25.0%

26.8%
100.0%

Sig.

337

119



6.3
Pseudo R-Square
Cox and Snell 182
Nagelkerke 208
McFadden .096
6.4

Likelihood Ratio Tests

2Log
Likelihood of
Reduced

Effect Model Chi-Square df
Intercept 110.321 3.856

MS FEE 110,583 4.117
TENURE 107.134 669

EXPERT 106.625 161
FEE_MILI 110.702 4.236
CFJDPER 107.519 1.054

RO RN NP

Siq.
145
128
716
923
120
590

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model
and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed by omitting an effect from the final
model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of that effect are 0.

6.5
Classification
Predicted
\ 1
Observed
fil3 22 3
7 4
7 4
Overall Percentage 64.3% 19.6%

Percent
Correct

2 81.5%
3 28.6%
4 26.7%
16.1% 53.6%

120



6.6
multinomial
audit std.
quality(a) B Error
Intercept -158 829
MS FE 082 050
TENURE 006 076
EXPERT -.004 025
FEE_MIL! -015 552
CF OPER 000 000
Intercept 1776 1122
MS FE 016 057
TENURE -.065 100
EXPERT -011 029
FEE MI -2.603 1640
CF OPER 000 000
a The reference category is: :
6.1-6.6

Parameter Estimates

Wald

036
2.719
.006
031
001
132
2.508
083
423
158
2519
970

6.51

df

e N N N N e

53.6

Sig.

849
099
937
861
979
716
113
173
515
691
113
325

Exp(B)

20.8

1.086
1.006
996
986
1.000

1.016
937
989
074

1.000

121

90% Confidence
Interval for Exp(B)
Lower Upper
Bound Bound

1.000 1178
887 1141
956 1037
397 2444

l.oco 1.001
926 1.116
796 1.104
943 1.037
005 1.099

1.000 1.001

56
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.. 2540
6.7
Case Processing Summary
Marginal
N Percentage
multinomial filt ", 6 18.8%
audit quality fid 1 37 5%
14 43.8%
Valid 32 100.0%
Missing 4
Total 36
Subpopulation 32
6.8
Model Fitting Information
-2 Log ; .
Model Likelihood  Chi-Square df Sig.
Intercept Only 66.775
Final 40.813 25.962 10 004
6.9

Pseudo R-Square

Cox and Snell 556
Nagelkerke 634
McFadden 389
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6.10

Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log
Likelihood of

Reduced
Effect Model Chi-Square df Siq.
Intercept 53.761 12.948 2 002
MS_ ALE 48.309 7.496 2 024
TENURE 47.128 6.315 2 043
EXPERT 43546 2.733 2 255
FEE_MILI 47.665 6.852 2 033
CFJDPER 50.138 9.325 2 .009

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model
and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed b}/ omitting an effect from
the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of that effect are 0.

6.11
Classification
Predicted
fi

Observed fil Percent Correct
fit 3 1 2 50.0%

0 10 2 83.3%

1 3 10 71.4%

Overall Percentage 12.5% 43.8% 43.8% 71.9%
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12
Parameter Estimates
- 90% Confidence
multinomial Interval for Exp(B)
audit std. , Lower Upper
quality(a) B Error  Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Bound Bound
fl Intercept 3015 1966  2.351 1 1%

MS ALE 198 136 2.129 1 145 1219 975 1.523

TENURE -135 193 A87 1 485 874 636 1.201

EXPERT -008 044 030 1 863 992 924 1.066

FEE_MIU -056  1.228 .002 1 964 946 125 7131

CF OPER -002 001 3.3% 1 .065 998 996 1.000

fl Intercept 2585 13714 3542 1 .060

MS ALE 376 199 3564 1 059  1.456 1.050 2.020

TENURE -548 292 3524 1 060 578 357 934

EXPERT -.099 071 1922 1 166 906 806 1.019

FEEJ4IU -3583 1836  3.810 1 051 028 001 569

CF OPER 001 001 1.670 1 196 1.001 1.000 1.003

a The reference category is:
6.7- 6.12 32
63.4
719

6.1
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6.13
Case Processing Summary
Marginal
N Percentage
multinomial 6 18.8%
audit quality 12 5/ %
14 43.8%
valid 32 100.0%
Missing 4
Total 35
Subpopulation 32
6.14
Model Fitting Information
-2 Log . _
Model Likelihood  Chi-Square df Sig.
Intercept Only 66.775
Final 47117 19.658 10 033
6.15

Pseudo R-Square

Cox and Snell 459
Nagelkerke 524
McFadden 294
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HI

Effect
Intercept
MS_FEE
TENURE
EXPERT
FEE_MILI
CFJDPER

Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log
Likelihood of
Reduced

Model Chi-Square

59.998
48.309
51453
47.217
53.403
55.566

12.881
1192
4.336

100
6.286
8.449

df

RO PO PO O

Sig.
002
551
114
951
043
015

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model
and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed bY omitting an effect from

the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parame

6.17

Observed

Overall Percentage

Classification

2
0
2
12.5%

Predicted

1
9
3
40.6%

ers of that effect are 0.

Percent
Correct
3 33.3%
3 75.0%
9 64.3%
46.9% 62.5%
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6.18

multinomia
audit

quality(a)

" Intercept
MS_FEE

TENURE

EXPERT
FEE_MILI
CF_OPER

] Intercept
MS_FEE

TENURE

EXPERT

FEE_MIU

CFjOPER

a The reference category is:

Parameter Estimates

std.

B Error
-3.669 1819
080  .104
110 22
013 042
1534 892
-002 001
1.983 1385
057 .069
-464 314
000 033
-1.885  1.863
001 001
6.13-6.18

Wald

4,068
595
248
094

2.960

3435

2.049
680

2.187
.000

1.024

1.781

62.5

6.1

df Sig.

RN TN SN TN RN SN TIE N SN THE N S T Sy

524

044
A1
619
159
085
064
152
409
139
995
312
182

Exp(B)

1.083
896
1.013
4638
998

1.058
629
1.000
152
1.001

127

90% Confidence
Interval for Exp(B)

Lower
Bound

914
622
946
1.070
9%

945
375
948
007
1.000

Upper
Bgﬁhd

1.284
1.289
1.085
20.109
1.000

1.185
1.053
1.056
3.252
1.003

32
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6.19
Case Processing Summary
Marginal
. . N Percentage
multinomial fil ) 8.3%
audit qualit -y
fuatty P 1909
. 14 58.3%
thd 24 100.0%
Missing 4
Total 28
Subpopulation 24
6.20
Model Fitting Information
-2 Log
Model Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig.
Intercept Only 42.609
Final 27.144 15.465 10 .116
6.21

Pseudo R-Square

Cox and Snell 475
Nagelkerke 512
McFadden 363
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6.22

Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log
Likelihood of
Reduced
Effect Model Chi-Square df Sig.
Intercept 29.130 1.986 2 370
MS_SALE 30.393 3.249 2 197
TENURE 21.393 249 2 883
EXPERT 29.400 2.256 2 324
FEEJ4ILI 33.382 6.238 2 044
CRJDPER 33.463 6.319 2 042

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model
and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed b?/ omitting an effect from
the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of that effect are 0.

6.23
Classification
Predicted

fi Percent

Observed . I Correct
fl 1 0 1 50.0%
fl 0 6 2 75.0%
0 3 1 78.6%

Overall Percentage 4.2% 37.5% 58.3% 75.0%



6.24

multinomial
audit
quality(a)
fill( Intercept
MS_SALE
TENURE
EXPERT
FEE_MILI
CFJDPER
fiM Intercept
MS_SALE
TENURE
EXPERT
FEE_MILI
CF_OPER

a The reference category is:

Parameter Estimates

6.1

std.

B Error ~ Wald
-2.709 4808 318
167 206 656
-124 332 139
023 067 120
-3530 7933 198
-003 002 2120
2068 1776  1.3%
186 131 2010
-048 130 140
-060 053  1.274
5713 3527 2.624
001 001 1221

6.19-6.24
75.0

df

[EEENEEEN SE Ny HEE N S SR IS HEE N TS g HE g HEN

Sig.

5/.2

573
Al18
709
129
656
145
244
156
108
259
105
269

Exp(B)

1182
884
1.024
029
997

1.205
953
942
003

1.001

130

90% Confidence
Interval for Exp(B)
Lower Upper
Bound Bound

842 1.659

512 1.524

917 1.143
6.310E-08 13619.440
9% 1.000

971 1.495

770 1.179

864 1.028
9.993E-06 1.092
1.000 1.002

24



6.25

Case Processing Summary

Marginal
N Percentage
multinomial fil 2 8.3%
audit quality fil 8 23.3%
14 58.3%
Valid 24 100.0%
Missing 4
Total 28
Subpopulation 24
6.26
Model Fitting Information
-2 Log . .
Model Likelihood  Chi-Square df Sig.

Intercept Only 42.609
Final 21.520 21.089 10 020



6.27

6.28

Effect
Intercept
MS FEE
TENURE
EXPERT
FEE_MILI
CFJDPER

Pseudo R-Square

Cox and Snell 585
Nagelkerke 704
McFadden 495

Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log
Likelihood of
Reduced

Model Chi-Square df

22.678(a) 1.158
30.393 8.873
25.448 3.928
21.982 461
25.073 3,553

32432 10.912

RPN

Sig.
560
012
140
1%
169
004

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model
and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed b?/ omitting an effect from

the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parame

ers of that effect are 0.

a There is possibly a quasi-complete separation in the data. Either the maximum likelihood
estimates do not exist or some parameter estimates are infinite.

6.29

Observed
fil

Overall Percentage

Classification

Predicted
fl
fi
2 0
0 6
0 2
8.3% 33.3%

Percent

Correct
0 100.0%
2 75.0%
12 85.7%

58.3% 83.3%

132



6.30

multinomial audit 2

Interce
FE
TENUR
EXPER
FEE M
CFOPE
lit Interce
MS,FE
TENUR
EXPER
FEE MI
CF OPE

a. The reference category is:

h. Floating point overflow occurred while computing this statistic. Its value is therefore

B
1747

2.18
156.11

179
.058

.001

std.

50175.3
2041.24
9527.57
714.37
.000
40.27
1.79
064
132
033

3.30
001

Parameter

Wal
.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
095
820
076
A25

2.

01

1.20

6.25- 6.30

6.51

83.3

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

704

Sig.

992

993
996
998

995
318
365
182
515
155
273

Exp(B

3.9E+0
9.833E-
8.84
6.28E+6
769

1.05
964
979
.009

1.00

133

90% Confidence

ExpfB
Lower

.000

.000

.000
6.2809E+
1.312E-

954

776

927
3.961E-
1.00

Upper

b
*b
b

6.281E+
4.512E+

24

117
119
1.03
2.1C
1.00



6.31

audit quality

audit firm size
auditor expertise
Valid

Missing

Total
Subpopulation

6.32

Model
Intercept Only
Final

Case Processing Summary

N

26

fitJav» . 12
18

other 20
big 4 3%
other 27
expert 29
56

61
56

Model Fitting Information

-2 Log
Likelihood  Chi-Square df
.
101.390 16.337

Marginal
Percentage

46.4%
21.4%
32.1%
35.7%
64.3%
48.2%
51.8%
100.0%

Sig.
090

134



6.33
Pseudo R-Square
Cox and Snell
Nagelkerke
McFadden
6.34
Likelihood Ratio Tests
. -2 Log
Likelihood of
Reduced :
Effect Model Chi-Square
Intercept 101.390(a) 000
CF OPER 102.917 1527
FEE 105.790 4.399
TENURE 101.455 066
D AUSIZE 108.910 7.519
dlexpert 101.922 532

df

PPN N O

Sig.

466
1111
968
023
167

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model

and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed b

omitting an effect from

the final model. The null hypothesis is that all IoarameYers of that effect are 0.

a This reduced model is equivalent to the fina

model because omitting

the effect does not increase the degrees of freedom.

6.35

Observed

!
f

Overall Percentage

Classification

| Predicted
! |
22 1 3
5 4 3
9 4 5
64.3% 16.1% 19.6%

Percent
Correct

84.6%
33.3%
21.8%
55.4%

135



6.36

multinomial
audit quality

i Intercept
CF_OPER
FEE
TENURE
[D_AUSIZE=0]
[dlausize=i|
[dl expert=0]
[d! expert=i]
fill Intercept
CFJDPER
fel
TENURE
[ _AUSIZE=0]
[d!ausize=i]
[dl expert=0]
[d! expert=i]

a The reference category is:

Parameter Estimates

std.
Error

746
.000
567
079
182

674

1.359
.000
1.899
103
872

843

Wald

1.581
004
028
.000

4.807

012

569
1.288
2.922

054

091

483

b This parameter s set o zero because it is redundant.

6.31-6.36

6.51

554

28.8

209
951
867
999
028

915

450
256
087
817
763

487

Exp(B)

909
1.000
180

1.075
1.000
039
976
1.301

1.796

136

90% Confidence
Interval for Exp(B)
Lower Upper
Bound Bound

999 1.001

299 2.762

856 1.168

039 834

287 402
1.000 1.001

.001 1.610

798 1.195

235 7.195

344 9.375

56
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6.37
Case Processing Summary
Unweighted Cases3 , . N Percent
Selected Cases  Included in Analysis 56 91.8
Missing Cases 5 8.2
Total 61 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 0
Total 61 100.0
a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total
number of cases.
6.38
Dependent Variable Encoding
Original Value Internal Value
other 0
going concern 1
6.39
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-square df Siq.
Step1 Step 20.868 5 001
Block 20.868 5 001

Model 20,868 5 001

137



6.40
Model Summary
-21og  Cox & Snell  Nagelkerke R
Step likelihood R Square quare
1 47.885 311 440
6.41 l

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step  Chi-square df Siq.
1 5.065 7 652

6.42
Classification Table 3
Predicted
binary audit quality
Observed other going concem
Step 1 binary audit quality ~ other 17 9
going concemn 3 21

Overall Percentage
a. The cut value is .500

138

Percentage
Correct
65.4
90.0
78.5
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6.43
Variables in the
90.0% C.l.for EXP(B)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper

ep AUSIZE -225 072 9.690 1 002 798 709 899
1 TENURE -030 077 149 1 700 971 855 1.102
EXPERT 028 029 923 1 337 1.028 981 1.078
FEE 2.359 978 5.814 1 016 10.579 2117 52.879
CF_OPER -001 .000 3.965 1 046 999 998 1.000

Constant 1771 908 3.802 1 051 5.879

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: AUSIZE, TENURE, EXPERT, FEE, CFJDPER.

6.37- 6.43 56

44.0
8.5
6.01
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6.44
Case Processing Summary
Unweighted Cases3 _ . N Percent
Selected Cases Included in Analysis 56 91.8
Missing Cases 5 8.2
Total 61 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 0
Total 61 100.0
a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total
number of cases.
6.45
Dependent Variable Encoding
Original Value  Internal Value
other 0
going concem 1
6.46

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square df Sig.
Step 1 Step 24.215 5 .000
Block 24.215 5 000

Model 24.215 5 .000

140



6.47
Model Summary
-2Log  Cox & Snell  Nagelkerke R
Step  likelihood R Square quare
1 44537 351 497
6.48
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step ~ Chi-square df Siq.
1 1.900 7 965
6.49
Classification
Predicted
binary audit quality
Observed other going concern
Step 1 binary audit quality  other 19 7

going concern 5 25
Overall Percentage

a. The cut value is .500

141

Percentage
Correct
73.1
83.3
78.5
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6.50
Variables in the Equation

90.0% C.l.for EXP(B)

B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Sipp D _AUSIZE -3.798 1.809 4.406 1 036 022 001 440
1 dl eXPERT -.945 180 1470 1 225 389 108 1401
DCF -1.693 861 3.869 1 049 184 045 158
LOGJTENU 1.400 1.106 1.604 1 205 4,055 658 24.990
FEE -529 256 4.277 1 039 589 387 897

Constant 5.294 1.965 1.263 1 007 199.178

a Variable”) entered on step 1: D_AUSIZE, D_EXPERT, D_CF, LOG_TENU, FEE.

6.44 - 6.50 56

49.7
8.5
6.51
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6.51
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( Unqualified Opinion )

( Qualified Opinion )

(Adverse Opinion )
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