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Introduction

The study at hand investigates the impact of audit firm characteristics on audit
quality using a meta-analysis approach. Given the critical role of audit quality in
ensuring reliable financial reporting, numerous studies have explored various
factors that might influence it. However, the results of these studies have often
been inconsistent and conflicting. This research aims to provide a comprehensive
synthesis of existing findings through meta-analysis, thus offering clearer insights
into how specific audit firm characteristics affect audit quality.

Literature Review

Audit quality has been a significant focus in both academic research and
professional practice due to its implications for financial reporting reliability and
market confidence. Prior studies have identified various audit firm characteristics
that may influence audit quality, including firm size, tenure, provision of non-
audit services, and industry specialization. For instance, larger audit firms are
often presumed to provide higher quality audits due to greater resources and
reputation concerns . Conversely, longer auditor tenure has been debated, with
some arguing that it enhances audit quality due to increased auditor familiarity
with the client, while others suggest it might impair independence over time . The
provision of non-audit services has also been controversial, with concerns about
compromising auditor independence versus the potential benefits of improved
knowledge about the client . Lastly, industry specialization of auditors is generally
viewed positively, as specialized knowledge can lead to more effective audits.
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The meta-analysis employed in this study follows the approach outlined by Lipsey
and Wilson (2001), combining data from 150 studies (52 domestic articles and 98
international articles from 1992 to 2022) to assess the overall effect of various
audit firm characteristics on audit quality. This method allows for the aggregation
of diverse findings and enhances the reliability of conclusions drawn . Key
statistical tests, including Cochran's Q and Egger's regression, were used to assess
the homogeneity and potential publication bias of the studies included.

Results
The meta-analysis revealed several key findings regarding the influence of audit
firm characteristics on audit quality:

1. Audit Firm Size: Larger audit firms tend to provide higher quality audits.
The analysis confirmed a positive and statistically significant relationship
between firm size and audit quality (average effect size 6 = 0.071) .

2. Audit Tenure: Longer audit tenure negatively impacts audit quality, with
the relationship being statistically significant (average effect size 6 = -
0.0449) .

3. Non-Audit Services: The provision of non-audit services has a positive
impact on audit quality. This finding suggests that auditors who provide
these services may have better client insights, which improves audit
quality (average effect size 0 = 0.0516) .

4. Industry Specialization: Contrary to expectations, auditor industry
specialization did not show a statistically significant impact on audit
quality. This suggests that while specialization may offer some benefits,
its overall effect on audit quality is not substantial (average effect size 0
= 0.0446, not significant).

Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of this study underscore the importance of certain audit firm
characteristics in enhancing audit quality. Larger audit firms and those that offer
non-audit services tend to deliver higher quality audits, likely due to greater
resources, reputation concerns, and deeper client knowledge. However, longer
auditor tenure appears to diminish audit quality, potentially due to reduced
independence over time. Surprisingly, industry specialization did not show a
significant impact, suggesting that other factors may play more crucial roles in
determining audit quality.

These insights have practical implications for both auditors and regulators. Audit
firms should consider the potential benefits and drawbacks of their service
offerings and client engagements to maintain high audit quality. Regulators might
also consider these findings when developing policies to enhance the effectiveness
of audit practices.
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In conclusion, this meta-analysis provides a comprehensive assessment of how
specific audit firm characteristics influence audit quality. By synthesizing existing
research, it offers clearer guidance for improving audit practices and ensuring
reliable financial reporting.
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Table (1) Frequency of Domestic and International Research Studies by Year of Publication
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Table (2) Frequency of Independent Variables
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Table (3) Cochran's Q Test of Heterogeneity for Determining the Meta-Analysis Model on the
Effect of Audit Firm Size
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Table (4) Estimate of Average Effect Size and 95% Confidence Interval for the First Hypothesis
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Figure (1) Cumulative Chart for the First Hypothesis
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Table (5) Egger's Test for the First Hypothesis
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Figure (2) Funnel Plot of Publication Bias Test Results for the First Hypothesis

oo 3l oyl CosS g1 Calao )3 il (ST 0,90 1093 a5
2,185 o0

ol (55 093 (59 32 Jell B (sl Lol uilyly g 5 (slaoslusl il

o b pgd s b by ladye Jelooilyd plosl (s gl uilly 5 51 (slmojlail dlone I g
e oAb ol 5 2y 4 glS (owplus CudS Ay juate 5 (e plus 25 0)9> Jiune



V\¥-¥ Ol‘@u{b‘/YO)M/Mo”.}/d)l.@qlﬁ)‘*,?debuM A

ol odelcamsay +/YEY iSTas b —/VFY Jolas 51 51 claojlal a8 amd e LS oas o)l S
Ao b efeeee) Sl 5SesS palie Sl 5 5 laejluil 1 S m (gl esslunsay il
Sad— o i |y < /oYY

ool (522 0)93 (59) 1 Skl B (sl oSS Q (Keal gl § il 56Ul o

Jsbine (Lol Blod 4y 5 (clmojl s oglis &8 A go i (5) g 3 05 &) cole b
23 Ole il Glasy il bl qelgr 53 3l ojll cul & cutls Hlasl plgi e g 039,
seiee 3y hoy A Jilio slaebl b Gilize ()bl gals ) 51 cslmojll San 4 b
S s e g pod 4y (geil ly ilow 5 Slilre plsl Lo (ol (P<0.01)
) lgs plodl 4 Bolas

oples (5355 0)93 (59, p a1 655 s sl S 5S Q (Kenl ygejl (F) g
Table (6) Cochran's Q Test of Heterogeneity for Determining the Meta-Analysis Model on Audit
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Table (7) Estimate of Average Effect Size and 95% Confidence Interval for the Second Hypothesis
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Figure (3) Cumulative Chart for the Second Hypothesis
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Figure (4) Funnel Plot of Publication Bias Test Results for the Second Hypothesis
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Table (9) Cochran's Q Test of Heterogeneity for Determining the Meta-Analysis Model on the
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Table (10) Estimate of Average Effect Size and 95% Confidence Interval for the Third Hypothesis
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Figure (5) Cumulative Chart for the Third Hypothesis

o s g Slosd 11 Jlodily8 (59, 2 ()5 Sl g

oS g0 GLi (W) Jgia )3 5T (g Sy @l izmed 9 (7) 5905 53 (A8 Jlaged JuloS
2053 A0 lizebl gdaw )3 0)lie @95 o b g ples o8 Sload Bl ol 53 Waosls @jes
O Cosl @x ol 0aiS Qb LYFR Ll ] g Sy (oybline o 315 jlolias glis
J3ges 55 518 Ll ) sl o (Sl daw 53 Wl o guls & ol ] (gline 4 (Glas
cod den |yt o)lite @iy S b Sl sbhojlul @je Cglis cul &5 w3 oo (LS J cagl
aod 5l olal (sliges (sl odd mawy W Coleg pd sl 4B S )3 ol s adlas L5l
¢ ot plosl 135) pow 409 b Lo ye Juloslyd (gl 0 3l adllas YV See slaaS 5
e 9 (Kol jlme g S laojlil sl Jloy 4 S35 @9 (o plus ClS 2 (gl
F Sl oad 5 @l degone a3 o0 (LS (98 @9 S 0 S |y plojon @i Jiles
2 ol CobsS g plun i Slos plol Cute 15U 1 e BT pgus 4 )b Sl
O Aol a o canl oy p3Y ale el g 039 20l 390 Julol)3 (lajline ol
g g0 23l p S8 s



vy ol 53,50y b o s oS 3 ol Ao slo Shag 58U o)y

Py 4555 1 g3l (1Y) S
Table (11) Egger's Test for the Third Hypothesis
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Figure (6) Funnel Plot of Publication Bias Test Results for the Third Hypothesis
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Table (12) Cochran's Q Test of Heterogeneity for Determining the Meta-Analysis Model on
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Figure (7) Cumulative Chart for the Fourth Hypothesis
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Table (14) Egger's Test for the Fourth Hypothesis
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