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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to find an answehé&duestion: does the prohibition of non-audit mex affect the
audit quality and audit fees in Saudi Arabia. A sfimnaire survey was used to pick-up opinions feosample of
auditors who are working at Big-4 and non Big-4 iadidms. The results suggest that preventing joM&S and
audit services will lead to the decrease in the emof auditors who provide audit services and bemadit fees
would increase. Furthermore, auditors select NA$heraccount of audit services due to the lesstatguired and
the higher income gained. It is expected that asditvices will be carried out by small audit firm§ less
experienced and unqualified staff. Demographicaiatitors’ academic degree and experience haveeimfled the
respondent auditors’ perceptions on some of thetoques. It was found that type of audit firm hasimpact on
auditors’ perceptions, where all auditors expreshedsame views on the impact of the NAS on thetdeds and
the audit quality. It is hope that the findingstbfs study would pave the way for policy settarsfind out the
mechanisms that would help in controlling auditsfe@d ensure a high level of audit quality in tbdiamarket of
Saudi Arabia.
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1. Introduction

In the light of the major corporate scandals atttbginning of this century, the issues of audiemsfand quality and
the provision of non-audit services have attractedsiderable attention and become the focus of nuatiate.
Several countries moved swiftly to pass legislatmiurtail or eliminate many auditors provided reurdit services
and imposed compulsory auditor rotation. Such letitm has, in effect, reduced the auditor-clieglationship,
although it may potentially raise the cost to aditar of expressing an independent opinion. Assallte questions
have been raised about whether the regulatorgractivere justified, and whether a company shoulfbbezed to
replace the auditor on a regular basis, or whetteauditor should be allowed to build a long-teetationship with
the client.

Before the recent prohibition of certain types ofiraudit services, auditors could perform differgmtes of non-
audit services for their public company clientghie U.S. It had been argued that the fees for nalit-aervices had
grown substantially and were more lucrative thanfdes from audit services, thus strengtheningtiomomic bond
and substantially increasing the threat of impaaeditor independence. A number of regulatory bediethe U.S.
like the Securities and Exchange Commission (SH@),Public Oversight Board (POB) and the AICPA reke

asserted that significant high non-audit fees chresely affect auditor independence and impaiitaudecision-

making, especially when those decisions involvaulastantial amount of professional judgment. Cornseywer

auditor independence and the magnitude of non-agditices have led to the reporting of these feepiblic

companies in the U.S., beginning in 2001, althotgly had already been reported for many yearsumtci@s such
as the U.K. and Australia. Given the interests tlwedmportance of non-audit fees in terms of auditdependence,
it is not surprising that several prior papers hexamined this issue.

According to Self-Determination Theory (SDT), redsican be used to control the behavior of indivislaas long
as the individual expects to be rewarded and theands are administered in a high-pressure envirohnWe use
this finding of STD to argue that when auditors mremised rewards in the form of future NAS febgytare more
likely to agree with the client and allow earninganagement. We expect this relationship to be realient in a
high-pressured environment such as the period 88@X because according to anecdotal reports dthiagime
many audit partners were effectively pressurechkeir firm’s upper management to grow the NAS buséne

In furtherance of the requirements of Section 2Dthe Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, the Securitied BrRchange
Commission adopted final rules prohibiting, duringdit professional engagement period, both U.D. reordtU. S.
accounting firms from providing to their audit ¢lis that are SEC reporting companies ten spegifiest of non-
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audit services or any non-audit services that ingpan accountant’s independence from its audintdieThe
prohibition of specified non-audit services is gatgsed into three basic principles:

- An auditor cannot function in the role of managetnen
- An auditor cannot audit its own work; and
- An auditor cannot serve in an advocacy role foclitsnt.

It can be noted that an accountant’s independemcadibe impaired by engaging in the following ptited non-
audit services on behalf of an audit client:

— Bookkeeping or other services related to the audient's accounting records or financial
statements.

— Financial information systems design and implentéeria

— Actuarial services.

- Internal audit outsourcing.

- Management functions.

— Human resources.

— Broker-dealer, investment adviser or investmenkirgnservices.
— Legal services.

— Expert services

- Tax services

In Saudi Arabia, providing NAS is completely proitdal, where auditors are not allowed to provide NASheir
client who is engaged in an audit process as dmtlay the Saudi Organization of Certified Publiccégntants
(SOCPA) in Article No. 5. However, while the issoEnon-audit services and its impact on audit pgsien has
been examined in previous western studies, thegladad with inconsistent results. However, to tlstbof the
author awareness, very few studies examine thedhgdahe prohibition of the NAS on audit qualitychaudit fees
in Saudi Arabia. It is believed that this study Wbsupplement the academia and literature by progidnswers to
the following research questions:

RQ1: To what extent the audit quality is affected the auditor prohibited from renders non-audit
services?

RQ2: Do preventing joint NAS and audit services ld@idfect audit fees?

The remainder of the paper is organized as foll@&estion two discusses the background of the sindydevelops
the hypotheses. The data analysis and discussifimdirfigs are outlined section three. Conclusiom$ some future
avenues for future research are presented in sefctio.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

Recent studies on whether the provision of noniasdivices impairs audit quality document mixeduhess
depending on the proxy for auditing quality uséd.general, prior research suggests two opposieg/¥iwith
respect to the effect of auditor-provided NAS odiaquality. One view is that the provision of NABuld provide
benefits for audit quality in the form of knowledgpillovers (Simunic 1984; Beck et al. 1988; Ardled Demski
1991). Specifically, NAS constitutes an importamiise of information that enriches auditor’s knodge about the
client’s operations beyond the knowledge gainedpbinthrough the audit process (Beck and Wu 2006 T
incremental knowledge gained from NAS enables tiditar to perform the audit more efficiently andeetively.
This view suggests that NAS enhances audit quality.

However, increased efficiencies due to NAS provisiwould be detrimental to audit quality if the aodi
appropriates cost savings from knowledge spillovEhis occurs because the appropriation of coshgawamounts
to higher rents associated with NAS, hence bonthiegauditor economically to the client (Beck et1#188; Levitt
2000). The economic bond enhances the risk thatatiitor will favor a client’'s financial reportinghoices
regardless of their merit in fear of losing thetserHence, NAS could impair an auditor’s indepergenvhich in
turn could negatively affect audit quality. It isrparily this perspective coupled with some aneatetidence that
is used as a basis for a regulatory ban on augitnrided NAS. For example, regulators point to ¢ixéstence of
high NAS fees paid to the auditor of Enron as thejominstigator to blame for the audit failure. $htasual
observation is the premise for the banning of NASBtained within the Sarbanes Oxley of 2002.
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Extant research has consistently failed to find@mpelling evidence that establishes a directhieteween auditor-
provided NAS and poor audit quality. A handful &fpgrs show some indirect evidence that the augimrided

NAS is associated with poor financial reporting ligyaFor example, Frankel et al. (2002) shows tfiahs that

purchase a high NAS from their auditor exhibit lgwality financial reporting as measured by accraald the
propensity to meet or beat earnings. Similarly,tekt et al. (2005), Francis and Ke (2006), andi@rirand Gul

(2007) find evidence of a negative association betwNAS and financial reporting quality or perceps of it.

However, the findings of Frankel et al. (2002) disputed in a follow-up paper by Ashbaugh et ad0@ who find

that the results are sample specific and do nat hotler various sensitivity tests. Subsequent rekemntinued to
document a “no-effect” result and for the most parbcludes that there is no evidence that NAS imspaiidit

quality (Barkess and Simentt 1994; DeFond et a022@haney and Philipich 2002; Raghunandan et G032
Ruddock et al. 2006; Habib 2009).

Eilifsen and Knivsfla (2008) examine investors’gaptions about audit quality in the post-Enron y&4103-2006 in
Norway. The results suggest that annual stock magkerns are less responsive to reported earnihgs auditors’
provision of non-audit services (NAS) to the repuagtfirms is relatively high. The negative effeat the earnings
response coefficients is moderated if the audhyis Big 4 firm. The adverse investor perceptiore driven by

observations early in the period, especially 2GD$ear with escalating scandals and severe criticithe audit

profession. The findings are consistent with therpretation that regulatory initiatives and pehagpefocus in the
audit firms in the wake of the Enron scandal westrumental in easing investors’ concerns of pionisf the NAS

to audit clients.

Causholli et al. (2010) examine whether the prospetuture lucrative NAS contracts affects audiidgment and
leads to lower audit quality. They test the asdamiabetween audit quality and future NAS fees daditors that
were under significant pressure to obtain NAS fdé® results reveal that future realized NAS faesreegatively
related to both measures of audit quality; i.e),the absolute value of performance-adjusted digarary accruals
and (2) earnings response on unexpected quartamyngs.

Research that is more recent has sought to gageped understanding of the role of NAS in reportijoglity by
examining different types of NAS separately. Priesearch suggests that because knowledge spill@areats
economic bonding could co-exist, it might be difficto disentangle each effect separately sugggdtiat it is
important to identify conditions under which knodtge spillovers dominates economic bonding. For gtenBeck
et al. (1988) show that the effect of knowledgdiepers is greater if the auditor provides recugrilAS, because
knowledge resulting from recurring NAS decreaset4tp costs associated with an audit, hence redutie value
of the incumbency to the auditor (or increasingitudindependence). Despite the theoretical resrtpirical
results continue to be inconsistent. For examplejenKinney et al. (2004) and Gleason and Mills @2p find
evidence in support of tax services improving aqdglity, Elder et al. (2008) and Paterson andnbe(2011) find
that provision of tax services is associated wathidr audit quality.

Son (2005) differentiates “actual” audit qualitprdn “appearance” audit quality by testing possipitttat investors'
perception of audit quality may differ from actwaldit quality. Furthermore, he tests impacts ofNi#&S on audit
quality by comparing audit quality before and afarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX), which prohibits auditémsm

providing most NAS to their audit clients. If pageaf SOX does indeed improve audit quality, thesihmmteworthy
effect should be present for those firms who presip purchased large amounts of NAS. The empiresilits of
the study fail to find positive effects of NAS, ttugh knowledge spillover, on audit quality, butdfithe negative
effects of NAS as measured by both actual and appea proxies of audit quality. With regard to $efir the
effectiveness of prohibiting NAS, this study finelsnoderate result that changes in financial repgmuality, after
implementing SOX, vary depending on NAS purchasis o the Act. However, there seems to be ncedéifice in
changes of perceived audit quality between firmth werge NAS purchases and firms with small NAScpases.

On the other hand, the impact of the NAS on awsbisfwas subject to empirical research. For exakipéanan et
al. (2005), Hope and Langli (2008), Lim and TanQ@Pand Gul et al. (2010). Krishnan et al. (200B)esstigate the
association between fee-based measures of NASgmdinfee ratio, the level of non-audit fees andxgected non-
audit fees) and earnings response coefficientsr Tésults indicate negative investor perceptiohNAS, consistent
with investors perceiving large purchases of NASwggairing auditor independence. Such negativegmicns do
not, however, extend to the total fees.

Hope and Langli (2008) investigate the associahetween auditor fees, including NAS fees, and theitars’
propensity to issue a modified going concern repsimg a large sample of private Norwegian firmstfe period
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1997-2002. They find no evidence that auditors cmmise their objectivity through fee dependence.aln
supplementary analysis, they also report that ttesiult sustains using a sample of public compadisésd on the
Oslo Stock Exchange (OSE) for the period 1997-2005.

Lim and Tan (2008) posit that the effect of nonitwddes on audit quality is conditional on audiiodustry

specialization in that audit quality is less liketybe impaired in the case of industry speciaigditors providing
non-audit services. Their premise is that indusprgcialist auditors are more likely to be conceratealut reputation
losses and litigation exposure, and to benefit figrawledge spillovers from the provision of non-askrvices.
They find some evidence that audit quality (as mess$ by increased propensity to issue going-conoginion,

increased propensity to miss analysts’ forecastsyall as higher earnings-response coefficienttgss likely to be
reduced for firms that acquire non-audit servicesmf industry specialist auditors compared to noeesdist

auditors. Implications are discussed.

Gul et al. (2010) test whether high non-audit feffect auditor independence, proxied by auditoreppnsity to
issue a going concern modified audit opinions. gdihS. data from 2000 to 2007, they find a nondineegative
relationship between non-audit fees and auditorspensity to issue going concern audit opinions this
relationship only holds when audit tenure is loRgrther analysis shows that the link between natitdaes, long
tenure and the going concern audit opinion is, h@westronger for low quality auditors (proxied tgn-Big 4 and
industry non-specialist auditors). The findings awbust when controlling for unexpected fees andogeneity
among variables. They conclude that high non-algdis are likely to affect auditor independence amhen the
auditor has a long tenure with the same client liemauditor quality is poor.

In the light of the above discussion, it can beotoded that most prior research were carried oul@weloped
countries. Hence, there is a need to examine tipadtmof the NAS on audit quality and audit feeoie of the
emerging economies; Saudi Arabia, therefore, tHeviing hypotheses are formulated:

H1: Preventing joint NAS and audit services wowdduce the audit quality.
H2: Preventing joint NAS and audit engagement wdegdl to an increase of audit fees.
3. Data Analysis and discussion of Findings

3.1. Sample of the study

The data used in this study are obtained from gkaof auditors who are practicing in audit firmsSaudi Arabia.
A total of 220 questionnaires was distributed vdthesponse rate of 27.2%, where 60 questionndis¢sate valid
for the analysis were returned. The questionnaregises three sections. Section one contains siemegraphic
information; section two includes questions on itnpact of the NAS on audit fees, and section tloemposes
questions on the impact of the NAS on audit qualithe questionnaire was revised in the light ééedback from
professionals who are working at universities anditafirms. Respondents were asked to express tipéiions on
the effects of the NAS on audit fees and qualiingis Liker Scale of five points ranging from 1rstgly disagree”
to five “strongly agree”. A test of reliability aheasurement using the Cronbach Alpha was carriedooest the
internal consistency of questions on the secondtlaadhird sections of the questionnaire. The tesfuthe tests of
consistency is 0.731, which is greater than 0.dcatthg acceptable internal consistency of meaaifrecale
reliability used in this study (Sekaran, 2000).

3.2.Demographics

Analyzing the first section of the questionnairge&s the demographic background of the respondetiish are
examined by looking at the following: (1) job titl€2) academic degree; (3) experience; (4) probesdi
qualifications; and (5) type of audit firm.

Figure 1 summarizes the job title of the responglentditors. Of the 60 auditors analyzed, eightitaus (13%) are
partners; six auditors (10%) are managers; witlréh@aining forty-six auditors (67%) who is workiag seniors in
audit firms.
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Figure 1. The job title of the respondents’ auditos

Respondents were requested to report their acaddegiee. The resulteveal that all the auditors are holding
least a bachelor's degree, where a total of 41t@sd{68.3 percent) have a bachelor's degree, @iRoas (21.€
percent) with a master's degree while 6 auditddspgrcent) holding a Doctorate degree. Auss are varied in years
of experience which are classified into three catieg for the purpose of this research; less thanylears, betwee
5to 15 years, and above 15 years of work expegiehhe results suggest that a total of 29 aud{#8s3 perent)
have less than five years audit work experienceauditors (28.3 percent) with experience betweda 55 year:
while 14 auditors (23.4 percent) have above 15syework experience

Figure 2 shows professional qualificatiorwhere the sampleuditors were asked to identify any professic
certificates they earned as Saudi Arabia CertiRedllic Accountant (SOCPA), Certified Public Accoamit (CPA),
Certified Internal Auditor (CIA), or other. As shovin Figure 2, total of 19.3 per cent ofuditors have SOCPA,
12.9 percent earned CPA, 8 percent holding CIA, thedest 59.8 per cent have other professiongficates
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Figure 2. Professional qualifications of the respatents’ auditors

Respondents auditors are affiliated with severdlt firms. The results reveal tha#?2 percent of the respondents
working with local audit firms and the remaindeB (percent) are associated with one of the-4 international
affiliated firms.

3.3. Auditors’ perceptions on impact of the prohibitioof NAS on the audit quality
The questionnaire was designed to test auditor€egptions on the impact of NAS on the audit quahtyere
preventing auditors to provide NAS jointly with auengagement would let auditors to select NAS asquires les
time and efforts and at the same time yields a highesrite in comparisons with audit engagement. | sases
qualified auditors would dismiss the audit marked she majority of audit would be carried out byadnaudit firms
will less experience aneds qualified and certified auditors, which in twauld affect the audit market and at
quality negatively.

Respondents are requested to express their opiaioasven statements using a Li-scale of 5 points ranged frc
1 “strongly disagree” to Bstrongly agree”. This study defines any factors with the mean valip to 2.0, at least
“disagree” or “strongly disagree” upon; in the raragf 2.1 to 3.0, are “uncertain” and 3.1 or abowdidating that th
respondents either “agree” or “strongly ee” that NAS would impact the audit quality. Theuks in table 1 sho
that the average mean ranged from 2.85 to 3.37.r@$mondents express thaeventing the external auditor frc
providing NAS will lead to the failure to be fullgcquainted with te audit client’s activity and consequently |
able to specialize in the client’s acti\ (statement 4, with a mean=2. 85). Respondents sxphat rohibiting of
the external auditor to provide NAS will make iffitiult to judge the client’s internecontrol system and this mi
affect the auditor’s opiniorsfatement 5, with mean=2. 94)These results suggest that respondents’ auditeri
an early stage to express their opinions towarddrtipact of preventing NAS on the audit proceduvdsrethey
are uncertain of the likely impact on the outcorhthe audit engagemer
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Table 1 Impact of NAS on the audit quality

Descriptive ANOVA Test
Statistic:
Significant Level
Statement: Academic Experience Type
Mean STD Degree Ofd
Audit

Firm

1. Preventing the external auditors from provid 3.1¢  1.09¢ .207 .87( .91¢
NAS requires the auditor to expand the audit
scope and exert more effort ir

2. Providing NAS by the external auditor w 3.37 1.07¢ .281 75¢ .56¢
motivate him to assign a team with high
qualifications to perform the audit tasks to this
client.

3. Preventing the external auditor from provid 3.1C 1.04¢ .29¢ A1z .667
NAS will lead to the increase in the number of
work hours and the effort necessary for
performing the aud

4. Pre\enting the external auditor from providi 2.8t  .98¢ .48¢ .85¢ .06t
NAS will lead to the failure to be fully
acquainted with the audit client's activity and
consequently less able to specialize in the
client’s activity

5. Prohibiting the external auditor providing 2.9¢ 1.14: .141 A7 .26¢
NAS will make it difficult to judge the client’s
internal control system and this may affect the
auditor’s opinior

6. Preventing the external auditor from provid 3.3C  1.08¢ 721 .48¢ .07¢
NAS will lead big audit firms to dismiss the
audit market; hence small audit firms would
engage in the audit market and affect the audit
quality negatively

7. Providing NAS by the external auditor w 3.4¢ 1.17( .431 728 457
reduce the likelihood of issuing a qualified audit
report

* Significant at the 0.05 level

Furthermore, the results in table 1 suggest theiardents editors have expressed their opiniorntheimmpact of
prohibition on the joint provision of the NAS anddit services on audit quality, where the mean evalfithe rest of
the statements is exceeding 3.1. The respondentsgaeed that preventing the external auditor fpooviding NAS
will lead big audit firms to dismiss the audit markhence small audit firms would engage in thdatautarket and
impact the audit quality negatively (mean=3. 3)d groviding NAS by the external auditor will reéuthe
likelihood of issuing a qualified audit report (nme3. 48). The results suggest that a prohibitionthom joint
provision of NAS and audit services would impaa #udit quality, where auditors will have relatiavith the client
that add much pressure on his opinion, hence tigbtnprevent him from issuing a qualified report ttve believe
that this might lead to losing his client. Accorgliy) the first hypotheses is accepted where pragdi joint NAS
and audit services would reduce the audit quality.

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to detgre whether auditors’ perceptions on the impadlAS on
the audit quality were influenced by demographiarelteristics. As shown in table 1, it was founal thcademic
degree, experience and type of audit firm havenmpact on auditors’ perceptions, where all auditoqsressed the
same views on the impact of the NAS on the audiitu(all statements have p > .05).
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3.4. Auditors’ perceptions on impact of NAS on audit fee

The questionnaire was designed to test auditorsgptions on the impact of the NAS on audit feesspgondents are
requested to express their opinions on four statésnesing a Likert-scale of 5 points ranged frorfisttongly
disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. This study defiramy factors with the mean values up to 2.0,astl&disagree” or
“strongly disagree” upon; in the range of 2.1 t0, &re “uncertain” and 3.1 or above indicating tia respondents
either “agree” or “strongly agree” that NAS wouldpact audit fees. The results in table 2 show tiataverage
mean ranged from 2.74 to 3.93. The respondentssghat providing NAS by the external auditor \Whd to a
reduction in udit fees (mean=2. 74), which indicttat they are uncertain that the NAS would likeiguld reduce
the audit fees on the believe that the auditoamiliar with client activities and have accessmtinal information
that will reduce the efforts required to condu #udit process on a timely basis.

Auditors express that the prohibiting of providiNfAS by the external auditor will lead to the absemd any
allowed discount for providing more than one sexat the time (mean=3.24). Furthermore, preventiegexternal
auditor from NAS will lead to the decrease in thuer of auditors who provide audit services antthewill lead
to higher audit fees (mean=3.40), where auditorthen market should make the choice between proyidindit
services or NAS, consequently, the audit fees avetfikely to be increased in the audit market. gjeeslents
express their opinions and agree that NAS yieldsatgr income in comparison with audit services (m82), this
might be justified on the ground that NAS requiless time and efforts as auditors may carry ouersg\services
within a certain period of time that is requiredctarry out an audit engagement. The results ¢é tatsuggest that
the second hypothesis to be accepted, where pieggoint NAS and audit engagement would lead tarenease
of audit fees.

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to detiere whether auditors’ perceptions of the impact of
NAS on the audit fees was influenced by demographaracteristics. As shown in table 2, academgreie
has an impact on auditors’ perceptions, where, 8achk, Masters, and Doctorate holders have sigmfig
different views on only one statement (statementith p < .05). It was found also that experience ha
significant impact on auditors’ perceptions on sastetement related to the impact of the NAS onatheit
fees at p <.05 (statements 1 and 2). Furthernttones found that type of audit firm has no impactauditors’
perceptions, where all auditors expressed the s@wes on the impact of the NAS on the audit fees

Table 2 Impact of NAS on the audit fees

Descriptive ANOVA Test
Statistict
Significant Level

Statement: Academic Experience Type
Mean STD  Degree of

Audit
Firm
Providing NAS by the external auditor will lead2.74 1.159 .80t .049* .564
to a reduction in audit fee
Preventing the external auditor from NAS will3.40 0.896 .367 .027* .268
lead to the decrease in the number of auditors
who provide audit services and hence will
lead to higher audit fee
NAS vyields greater income in comparison with3.9z  1.03¢ 292 .981 .481
audit service:
Prohibiting providing NAS by the external 3.24 1.051 .022* 947 .92¢

auditor will lead to the absence of any
allowed discount for providing more than
one service at the time.

* Significant at the 0.05 level
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4. Conclusion and Directions for Further Research

This study investigates whether the prohibitiotN&S in Saudi Arabia would affect the Audit qualégd audit fees.
The small number of prior studies carried out ireeging markets especially the Saudi Arabia motivaiés study.
Based on a survey questionnaire for a sample atasdvho are working at Big-4 and Non-Big4 auditrfs, the

results suggest that auditors are able to defiagntipact of the prohibition of the NAS on audit fityaand audit

fees. Article No. 5 of the SOCPA has affected thefgssion significantly. It is expected that actaedit firms in

Saudi Arabia are trying to find a way to violatelsyrohibition, for example, audit firms might sgltclients among
them. Alternatively, the audit firm will choose twovide NAS and dismiss the audit engagements, avhS

requires shorter times and less effort, at the samme, they gained more income. If this choice wjgiead among
audit firms, the audit processes would be carrigidby smaller firms with limited audit quality. Gitwise, big audit
firms, who prefer to be specialized in the audibgess with high quality, would ask for high feeaawsver, the
empirical results suggest that preventing joint N&®l audit services will lead to the decrease enrtamber of
auditors who provide audit services and hence ded# would increase. Furthermore, the NAS woufdchfthe

audit quality. Demographics of respondents’ audits auditors’ academic degree and experienceihBivenced

the auditors’ perceptions but the type of audiimfihas no impact on auditors’ perceptions, whereaatlitors

expressed the same views on the impact of the NAtB@ audit fees and the audit quality. The megsbns driven
from this study is that the SOCPA should give dttento Article NO.5, where such prohibition of NAS Saudi

Arabia does not exist across many countries abl8ehe UK, Canada, Australia, or other GCC as &twnited

Arab Emirates and Qatar, which have a similar entas, political and cultural environment.

However, the findings of this study contribute lte titerature of the impact of NAS in emerging emmines, where it
covers a new ground and provide some thought tlgtitract as a vehicle to develop Article No. 5 @@&PA and
help policy setters to maintain good rules thatrgotee better quality of audit services and noritaetvices at a
fair fee and maintain audit independence.

Further research is required to examine the impgétrticle No. 5 on the audit profession with empisaon client
firms, to see the consequences of this prohibition (i) the audit fees, (ii) the audit quality,iXiand the auditor
independence. Consideration of industry type arditapecialization would enrich the outcomes oftline of
research and pave the way for the developmenteddtidit profession in Saudi Arabia.
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