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audit committee

This study is intended to explore board director/supervisor independence and if CPA firm type will

affect CPA to express going-concern qualified opinion or modified unqualified opinion. In accordance with

Statements on Auditing Standards 34-1, auditor is responsible to evaluate if critical suspected enterprise

still has going competent in a reasonable period of time, the reasonable period of time means one year after

the date on the balance sheet issued. However, CPA is allowed to judge by subjective opinion and choose

not to issue the going-concern opinion. This study evaluates the board director/supervisor independence

through external director/supervisor ratio and ultimate controller s seating arrangement control power (the

ratio of seats hold by ultimate controller, that represents the family and internalization level.); we utilized

Big 4 (Big 5) classified CPA firm types for the analysis. The results demonstrate that the higher the ratio of

external board director/supervisor, CPA will more likely to issue going-concern opinion statement for

companied with financial distress; the higher the ratio under ultimate controller s control, CPA will more

likely not to issue going-concern opinion for the companies with financial distress; if the company is

audited by big CPA firm, CPA will more likely to issue going-concern opinion for the companied with

financial distress.

Key Words: board director/supervisor independence, CPA firm, going-concern opinion, financial distress.
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(1) ( 2)

p P

OUTSIDE 5.999 0.004***

CONTROL -4.059 0.011**

AUDIT 1.831 0.052* 1.497 0.091*
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BLOCK -0.012 0.640 -0.011 0.656

FAMILY 1.166 0.131 0.931 0.213
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AUDIT OUTSIDE CONTROL AUDIT

OUTSIDE*AUDIT 1

CONTROL*AUDIT 0.176 1
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CR 0.145 -0.097 0.304*** -0.123 -0.092

LOSS -0.035 0.071 0.039 0.018 0.045
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BOSS 0.056 -0.109 0.172 -0.21 -0.028
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7 Logistic
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