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Abstract 

This paper investigates the notion that auditors from larger offices perform better and more complete audits. The 
central question is whether earnings audited by such auditors have better predictive value for either future earnings or 
for future cash flows. Evidence of a significant nonlinear relation is found for Big4 audit firms between the 
predictive value of both abnormal and normal accruals. Results suggest that the predictive value of both accrual 
components decline as office size moves from small to medium, and the predictive value increases as office size 
moves from medium to large. The decline may be attributed to a combination of capacity stress and excessive 
reputation concerns. The increase in predictive value may be related to a combination of additional independence and 
office level audit resources, both of which are in greater supply for larger offices than for smaller or medium sized 
offices.  

Keywords: Audit, Auditors, Earnings Informativeness, Earnings Management, Earnings Prediction, Auditor Office 
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1. Introduction 

Francis and Yu (2009) and Choi, Kim and Zang (2010) find that auditors from larger offices perform better quality 
audits. Specifically, clients of auditors from larger offices have lower discretionary accruals, lower probabilities of 
barely meeting or beating key earnings benchmarks, and higher probabilities of receiving a going concern modified 
audit opinion than do auditors from smaller offices. The authors use these results to suggest that auditors from larger 
offices do better work. Although the results are consistent, an alternative explanation may be that auditors from 
larger offices may be overly restrictive of management’s reporting discretion. Such a condition would allow for the 
results found in these prior studies. The question, however, remains as to whether auditors from larger offices do 
better quality work which can be used in predictive tests. 

Prior earnings management literature suggests that managers manipulate earnings for several reasons. One such 
reason is opportunistic manipulation. The literature suggests this form of discretion harms earnings quality. Another 
documented reason for earnings management, however, is to allow managers to communicate private information 
through accruals (Guay, Kothari & Watts, 1996, and Subramanyam, 1996). This type of earnings management 
produces a higher quality earnings stream. If auditors from larger offices excessively constrain earnings management 
then earnings audited by larger offices may be less informative.  

Francis and Yu (2009) further suggest that a more conservative earnings stream results in higher audit quality. The 
goal of a financial statement auditor is not just to constrain earnings management, but rather to constrain the earnings 
management that harms the earnings signal.  

The relation between auditor office size and earnings quality can be an important characteristic of high quality 
earnings, i.e., the predictive value. A first measure of earnings quality is the association between earnings and future 
cash flows. Because audit quality literature suggests that auditors have the most influence over the discretionary 
component of income, earnings can be separated into (1) discretionary accruals and (2) nondiscretionary accruals 
including cash flows from operations. Additionally, prior literature finds that accrual based earnings are better 
predictors of future cash flows than current cash flows (Dechow, 1994).  

This study examines the association between current earnings components and future earnings in an effort to 
determine the impact of auditor offices size on earnings quality. The results show that accruals both increase and 
decrease depending on the size of the auditor’s office. Discretionary and nondiscretionary accrual data appear to be 
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U-shaped in terms of the size of the auditor’s office. Auditors may become less able to differentiate between 
opportunistic and informative accruals as the size of the office increases from small to medium. Loss of auditor 
judgment may be due to a combination of the auditor’s excessive concerns about reputation loss and capacity stress 
that occurs disproportionately as office moves from small to medium sized. Auditors may also realize some 
counteracting benefits of greater access to local area audit expertise as the office size moves from medium to large. 
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section II provides an overview of the literature; Section III 
describes the tests; Section IV presents the results and Section V summarizes the conclusions.  

2. Literature Review 

DeAngelo (1981) shows that larger audit firms perform better quality work. Larger firms have greater incentives to 
maintain independence from any individual client because of the larger loss to future revenues and firm profits that 
results from the reputation damage that follows an audit failure. Thus, larger firms have greater incentives to 
maintain quality than do smaller audit firms. Several studies support this result (Becker, Jiambalvo & Subramanyam 
1998; Defond and Jiambalvo, 1991; and Palmrose, 1988). Boone, Khurana and Raman (2010) also find that the 
second tier audit firms are now sufficiently large so that they provide similar quality audits to those provided by the 
Big 4 audit firms.  

Francis and Yu (2009) and Choi et al. (2010) examine the effect of Big 4 auditor office size on audit quality. These 
authors suggest that the same economic mechanisms that drive higher quality audit work for larger audit firms (Big4 
audit firms) drive auditors from larger offices (based on number of employees per office) to be more independent. 
Both studies find that auditors who operate from larger offices constrain their audit clients to report more 
conservatively. This conclusion is supported by findings of clients having reduced discretionary accruals, reduced 
probabilities of barely meeting or beating important earnings benchmarks, and increased probabilities of receiving a 
going concern modified audit opinion when their auditors operate from larger offices.  

Prior research suggests that going concern modifications may be used to protect the auditor from litigation costs 
(Carcello and Palmrose, 1994). Another study builds upon those results and finds that the probability of a going 
concern modification is negatively related to audit quality (Buslepp and Victoravich, 2011). Thus, it’s questionable 
whether the going concern modification evidence presented in Francis and Yu (2009) supports a conclusion of a 
positive relation between auditor office size and audit quality. Other researchers suggest that high quality auditors are 
those that improve the quality of the audited information (Watkins, Hillison & Morecroft, 2004; Wallace, 1980; 
Titman and Trueman, 1986; and Davidson and Neu, 1993).  

Prior research suggests that earnings management can be used for opportunistic reasons. Specifically, these studies 
find that managers opportunistically manipulate earnings to improve their bonuses (Healy, 1985), look bad to 
government officials during federal investigations (Jones, 1991), to meet or beat important earnings benchmarks 
(Burgstahler and Dichev, 1997), and to improve debt ratios (Defond and Jiambalvo, 1994). However, there are also 
studies that find evidence of earnings management being used to communicate management’s private information to 
the public (Subramanyam, 1996; Guay et al., 1996; and Louis and Robinson, 2005). Therefore, it’s unclear whether 
greater conservatism in earnings leads to better earnings quality.  

Relatively few studies examine the impact of high quality auditors on earnings informativeness (Krishnan, 2003 and 
Mascarenhas, Cahan & Naiker, 2010). These studies build on prior research that finds greater earnings conservatism 
for clients of larger auditors and industry expert auditors (Becker et al., 1998 and Balsam, Krishnan & Yang, 2003). 
Krishnan (2003) and Mascarenhas et al. (2010) find that discretionary accruals for clients of industry expert auditors 
are no more highly associated with future returns than those for clients of non industry expert auditors, but the 
discretionary accruals of clients of larger audit firms are more highly associated with future returns than for clients of 
smaller audit firms. These results suggest that while larger audit firms improve the earnings quality of their clients, 
industry expert auditors may not.  

Prior research finds that auditors from larger offices constrain managers of client firms to report more conservatively 
(Francis and Yu, 2009 and Choi et al., 2010) and suggest that auditors from larger offices have more reputation to 
lose from audit failure than their smaller office counterparts do. Incentives drive auditors from larger offices towards 
greater levels of independence with the expected result of greater auditor constraint over aggressive reporting (lower 
discretionary accruals) by the aggressive clients.  

Alternatively, auditors from larger offices may be unable to differentiate between the two types of earnings 
management. Thus, auditors from larger offices may indiscriminately constrain the earnings management behavior of 
all clients resulting in earnings quality which may be lower for clients of auditors from larger offices.  
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Greater auditor incentives to avoid reputation damage results in greater independence, which ultimately results in 
greater audit quality for all clients (DeAngelo, 1981). One reason that auditors may not have similar abilities is that 
heightened incentives to avoid reputation damage may result in the auditor’s excessive concerns about aggressive 
reporting. These excessive concerns may cloud the auditor’s judgment, making her unable to separate opportunistic 
from informative earnings management. As Francis and Yu (2009) and Choi et al. (2010) suggest, incentives to 
protect auditor reputation are likely stronger for auditors from larger offices.  

Auditors from larger offices generally have access to additional office level resources. Greater demands on the 
auditor’s resources may yield less audit resources per engagement and may harm the auditor’s ability to service their 
client (Hansen, Kumar & Sullivan, 2008).  

Excessive conservatism may filter out management’s informative earnings management, which could harm the 
earnings signal. Earnings quality may decrease according to the size of the auditor’s office. The effects of auditor 
office size on the quality of earnings are an unsettled empirical question.  

Since auditors have no direct impact on earnings quality, their impact on earnings occurs through management’s 
discretion over earnings. Therefore, the components of earnings that most exhibit management’s discretion are also 
the components most affected by the auditor. Management has little discretion over the reporting of cash flows. The 
focus of this research is to examine the auditor’s influence on earnings by investigating the quality of the accruals 
component of earnings. Prior literature suggests there is a normal (nondiscretionary) component and an abnormal 
(discretionary) component of accruals (Mascarenhas et al., 2010), and management has more discretion over the 
abnormal (discretionary) component. Consequently, the abnormal (discretionary) accruals component of earnings is 
the area most expected to exhibit the auditor’s impact on the quality of earnings. On the other hand, there is the 
possibility that the auditor’s influence may be present in the normal (nondiscretionary) accruals component of 
earnings. The examination of the quality of the normal (nondiscretionary) accruals of clients audited by auditors 
from larger versus smaller offices is also included in this analysis.  

3. Data and Methodology 

FASB Concept Statement 1 suggests that high quality earnings should have predictive value (FASB SFAC 1). 
Therefore, the differential quality of the components of earnings are examined for each component’s predictive value. 
Two alternative measures of the predictive value of earnings are tested.  

Concept Statement 1 suggests that earnings contain a predictive value about future cash flows. Several studies have 
tested the predictive value of components of current earnings for future cash flows (Subramanyam, 1996 and Doyle, 
Lundholm & Soliman, 2003), and some authors have tested for differences in this form of predictive value across 
clients of different auditor types (Krishnan, 2003).  

The predictive value of cash flows is an especially appropriate measure of earnings quality. Doyle et al. (2003) 
suggests this metric because cash flows are not influenced by opportunistic earnings management. If accruals are 
used to communicate management’s private information, then future cash flows should be positively related to 
current accruals. If management’s private information is filtered from accruals by an overly conservative auditor, 
then the association between current accruals and future cash flows may be reduced. For these reasons, the 
association between current period’s accruals and future cash flows from operations are examined. 

It is known that the natural variation in the cash flows realization process makes cash flow a relatively poor measure 
of performance. Accruals, however, are designed to cause earnings to converge towards true economic performance. 
This convergence allows accrual based earnings to better predict future cash flows than the same period’s cash flows. 
The ability of current earnings to predict future earnings is important as noted by Subramanyam (1996) and Krishnan 
(2003). Both use the association between current period components of earnings and future profitability as a proxy 
for the predictive value of current period earnings. A second measure of the predictive value of discretionary 
accruals is the association between current discretionary accruals and future profitability.  
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Table 1. Sample Selection Criteria 

Selection Criteria Observations 

All Firm years serviced by Big4 Auditors listed on Audit Analytics and Compustat 
between 2003-2008, with necessary data available. 

 

 

16,428 

Less: Financial Institutions (SIC 6000 – 6999) and Utilities (SIC 4900 – 4999) 

 

(2,387) 

Less: Observations with missing values 

 

(7,548) 

Full sample observations 6,493 

Table 1 presents the sample reconciliation.  

Table 1 presents the sample reconciliation, which includes all firm-years with the necessary data available to 
compute test variables. Because prior literature suggests that earnings audited by larger audit firms are of higher 
quality than earnings audited by smaller audit firms, audit firm size may affect the results. To eliminate this potential 
problem, the sample focuses on just one, relatively large, homogenously sized auditor group. The sample consists of 
clients audited by the Big4 audit firms. Firm-year observations include those with fiscal years between 2003 and 
2008 (16,428). The sample period begins at 2003 to avoid problems presented by pooling observations from the 
pre-SOX and post-SOX time periods. The sample period ends at 2008 because the analyses required up to three years 
of future cash flows. To compute these variables, data are taken for each firm year in Audit Analytics and Compustat. 
Firms are eliminated if they operate primarily in the financial (SICs between 6000-6999) industry or utility (SICs 
between 4900-4999) industry because of the different reporting requirements in these industries (2,387). Firm-years 
without the necessary data to compute the variables are also eliminated (7,548). The remaining firm-years comprise 
the sample (6,493).  

Auditor office size, OFFICESIZE, is measured as the natural log of total audit fees earned by the auditor’s office and 
the natural log of clients serviced by the office. A proxy for the discretionary accruals component of earnings is used; 
the cross sectional performance adjusted Jones model (Kothari, Leone & Wasley, 2005) was chosen. This model 
regresses total accruals on the inverse of lagged total assets, current period change in sales, current period gross PPE, 
and current period income before extraordinary items and discontinued operations. Each element is scaled by lagged 
total assets. This model is estimated by fiscal year within each industry (2 digit SIC code). The nondiscretionary 
component of total accruals is the predicted value from the regression. Thus, the discretionary component of total 
accruals is the residual. This approach is defined below in equation 1 whereby the analyses is limited to 
industry-fiscal years that contain at least 6 observations.  

ACCRUALSjt=α0+α1(1/LAGASSETjt)+α2PPEjt+α3CHGSALEjt+α4ROAjt+ejt     (1) 

Where: 

ACCRUALSjt is income before extraordinary activities minus cash flow from operating activities scaled by t -1 total 
assets for firm j in year t 

LAGASSETjt is the total assets for firm j at the beginning of fiscal year t. 

PPEjt is the level of gross property, plant, and equipment for firm j at the end of fiscal year t scaled by LAGASSETjt. 

CHGSALEjt is the current period change in revenue scaled by LAGSSETjt.  

ROAjt is the current period’s income before extraordinary items scaled by LAGASSETjt.  

ejt is firm j’s residual from the cross sectional regression at fiscal year t. This is the discretionary accrual, DAjt.  

Testing the differential association between future cash flows and current discretionary accruals is similar to that in 
Subramanyam (1996) and Krishnan (2003). In order to control for the predictive value of each of the components of 
current earnings, these studies included each of the components in the regressions.  

Determining which period the predicted future cash flows will occur presents its own difficulties. Altamuro et al. 
(2005) addressed this issue by regressing the accumulations of multiple future period cash flows from operations on 
current period earnings. This approach avoids an assumption regarding which future period’s cash flow is relevant 
for the current period’s earnings to predict. Accumulations of 1, 2 and 3 year ahead cash flows from operations 
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values, FUTCF, are regressed on the components of earnings and their interactions with OFFICESIZE. Office size 
impact on the predictive value of each accruals component are investigated. Coefficients on the interactions between 
OFFICESIZE and each component of accruals provide evidence of this impact. A positive (negative) coefficient on 
these interactions suggest that auditors from larger offices properly (improperly) filter the accruals components of the 
opportunistic earnings management. Further, consistent with Doyle et al. (2003), growth in sales (GROWTH) is 
controlled for. Heteroskedasticity is also controlled for by including (not shown) fiscal year fixed effects dummies. 
The model is shown below: 

FUTCFjt+1-3= ¥0+¥1OANCFjt+¥2NDAjt+¥3DAjt+¥4OFFICESIZEjt+¥5OFFICESIZEjt*OANCFjt+ 

¥6OFFICESIZEjt*NDAjt+¥7OFFICESIZEjt*DAjt+¥8GROWTHjt+Πjt     (2) 

Where: 

FUTCFjt+1-3 is firm j’s annual Cash Flows from Operations accumulated over fiscal years t+1 to t+3, scaled by total 
assets at the end of fiscal year t+1.  

OANCFjt is firm j’s annual Cash Flows from Operations over fiscal year t, scaled by lagged total assets. 

NDAjt is firm j’s nondiscretionary accruals, scaled by lagged total assets, over fiscal year t. 

DAjt is firm j’s discretionary accruals, scaled by lagged total assets, over fiscal year t. 

OFFICESIZEjt is firm j’s auditor’s office size for fiscal year t. This is either the natural log of the office’s client 
count or the natural log of the office’s fees earned.  

GROWTHjt is firm j’s percentage growth in sales over fiscal year t.  

¥’s are coefficients to be estimated 

Πjt is the random error term for firm j over fiscal year t. 

Consistent with Altamuro, Beatty and Weber (2005), future income values (FUTNI) are accumulated over the 1, 2 
and 3 years into the future. Similar to the tests of the predictive value for future cash flows, future earnings are 
regressed on each component of current earnings and it’s interaction with OFFICESIZE. Because extraordinary 
items and discontinued operations are, by their nature, unusual, the predictable portion of earnings is that which is 
computed before these items. Therefore, the measure of future profitability, FUTNI, is the accumulation of 1, 2, or 3 
years of income before extraordinary items and discontinued operations. Similar to that in equation 2, the 
coefficients on the interactions between OFFICESIZE and each component of accruals provide evidence of the 
impact of OFFICESIZE on the predictive value of each component of accruals. A positive (negative) coefficient on 
these interactions would suggest that auditors from larger offices properly (improperly) filter the accruals 
components of the opportunistic earnings management. Growth in sales, GROWTH, is controlled for because sales 
growth also impacts future income levels. The regression model used to test this association is given as equation 3 
below: 

FUTNIjt+1-3 = Ω0+Ω1OANCFjt+Ω2NDAjt+Ω3DAjt+Ω4OFFICESIZEjt+Ω5OFFICESIZEjt*CFOjt+ 

Ω6OFFICESIZEjt*NDAjt+Ω7OFFICESIZEjt*DAjt+ Ω8GROWTHjt +Εjt    (3) 

Where: 

FUTNIjt+1-3 is firm j’s annual Income Before Extraordinary Items and Discontinued Operations, per share, 
accumulated over fiscal years t+1 to t+3.  

OANCFjt is firm j’s annual Cash Flows from Operations, scaled by lagged total assets, over fiscal year t. 

NDAjt is firm j’s nondiscretionary accruals, scaled by lagged total assets, over fiscal year t. 

DAjt is firm j’s discretionary accruals, scaled by lagged total assets, over fiscal year t. 

OFFICESIZEjt is firm j’s auditor’s office size for fiscal year t. This is either the natural log of the office’s client 
count or the natural log of the office’s fees earned.  

GROWTHjt is firm j’s percentage growth in sales over fiscal year t.   

Ω’s are coefficients to be estimated 

Εjt is the random error term for firm j over fiscal year t. 

 

 



www.sciedu.ca/afr Accounting and Finance Research Vol. 3, No. 4; 2014 

Published by Sciedu Press                          36                        ISSN 1927-5986   E-ISSN 1927-5994 

4. Results 

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics, and Table 3 presents the correlation matrix for the sample. Note that all 
variables have been winsorized at the top and bottom 1% levels. The correlation matrix presents bivariate 
correlations for all of the independent variables in the sample. OFFICESIZE1 and OFFICESIZE2 are highly 
positively correlated. The other bivariate correlations are generally as expected. One exception is the positive 
correlation between DA and OFFICESIZE1. Although this is inconsistent with expectations, this likely differs in a 
multivariate context.  

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Median Std Dev Minimum Maximum 

FUTCF3 0.207 0.280 0.520 -2.430 1.219 

FUTCF2 0.120 0.178 0.342 -1.643 0.726 

FUTCF1 0.051 0.083 0.181 -0.929 0.326 

FUTNI3 -0.004 0.132 0.599 -3.196 0.972 

FUTNI2 -0.011 0.086 0.391 -1.992 0.578 

FUTNI1 -0.013 0.042 0.212 -1.167 0.257 

OANCF 0.066 0.091 0.195 -0.869 0.500 

DA -0.084 -0.031 0.480 -2.305 1.594 

NDA 0.008 -0.032 0.494 -1.886 2.195 

OFFICESIZE1 3.499 3.584 1.372 0.000 6.781 

OFFICESIZE2 17.100 17.326 1.442 9.731 20.309 

GROWTH 17.903 10.965 41.757 -72.504 275.210 

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables in our sample. These descriptive statistics include the mean, median, 
standard deviation, minimum, and maximum values. The variables used are defined below.  

Variable Definitions: 

FUTCF3 = future cash flows from operations for fiscal years t + 1 to t + 3 scaled by t +1 total assets 

FUTCF2 = future cash flows from operations for fiscal years t + 1 to t + 2 scaled by t +1 total assets 

FUTCF1 = future cash flows from operations for fiscal years t + 1 scaled by t +1 total assets 

FUTNI3 = sum of annual income before extraordinary items for years t + 1 to t + 3 scaled by t +1 total assets 

FUTN2 = sum of annual income before extraordinary items for years t + 1 to t + 2 scaled by t +1 total assets 

FUTNI1 = sum of annual income before extraordinary items for years t + 1 scaled by t +1 total assets 

OANCF = operating activities minus net cash flow all scaled by t -1 total assets 

DA = discretionary accruals; the residual derived from the following model: 

ACCRUALSjt=α0+α1(1/LAGASSETjt)+α2PPEjt+α3SALERECjt+α4ROAjt+ejt , where  

ACCRUALSjt = income before extraordinary activities minus cash flow from operating activities scaled by t -1 total assets for firm 
j in year t 

LAGASSETjt = t - 1 assets for firm j in year t 

PPEjt = gross property, plant and equipment scaled by t - 1 assets for firm j in year t 

CHGSALEjt = year-over-year change in revenue scaled by t - 1 assets for firm j in year t 

ROAjt = return on assets for firm j in year t scaled by t -1 total assets 

NDA = non-discretionary accruals; ACCRUALS - DA 

OFFICESIZE1 = natural log of the auditor office client count 

OFFICESIZE2 = natural log of the auditor office fees earned 

GROWTH = year over year percentage growth in sales 
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Table 3. Correlation Matrix 

OANCF DA NDA OFFICESIZE1 OFFICESIZE2 GROWTH

OANCF 1 

DA -0.2886 1 

NDA 0.2887 -0.9423 1 

OFFICESIZE1 -0.0876 0.0254 -0.0292 1 

OFFICESIZE2 0.0061 -0.0037 0.0075 0.8009 1 

GROWTH -0.0034 -0.0173 -0.0036 -0.0003 -0.0174 1 

Table 3 presents the bivariate correlations between each of our sample variables. The variables are as defined in Table 2. 

Table 4 presents the results of regressing future cash flows on current earnings components. The table is divided into 
3 columns relating to the different dependent variables (1, 2, and 3 periods of accumulated future cash flows from 
operations). Each column is then further subdivided into two separate results columns, each of which presents the 
results when using one measure of OFFICESIZE or the other. The results include coefficient estimates, p-values (in 
parentheses underneath the respective coefficient estimate), and significance levels (in asterisks). Each regression 
includes (not shown, for brevity) fiscal year fixed effects indicators. 

Table 4. Regression Results for Future Cash Flows 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
FUTCFjt+1 to j+n=¥0+¥1OANCFjt+¥2DAjt+¥3NDAjt+¥4OFFICESIZEjt+¥5OFFICESIZEjt*OANCFjt 

+¥6OFFICESIZEjt*DAjt+¥7OFFICESIZEjt*NDAjt+¥8GROWTHjt+πjt 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 FUTCF3 FUTCF2 FUTCF1 
       

OANCF 2.014*** 2.520*** 1.346*** 1.565*** 0.702*** 0.733***
 (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
       

DA 0.373*** -0.081 0.224*** -0.124 0.120*** -0.054
 (0.0000) (0.7595) (0.0001) (0.4646) (0.0001) (0.5523)
       

NDA 0.390*** -0.085 0.227*** -0.119 0.119*** -0.042
 (0.0000) (0.7491) (0.0001) (0.4812) (0.0001) (0.6425)
       

OFFICESIZE1 -0.006  -0.003 -0.002  
 (0.1055)  (0.1847) (0.1999)  
       

OFFICESIZE1*OANCF -0.000  0.000 0.000  
 (0.9631)  (0.6902) (0.4900)  
       

OFFICESIZE1*DA -0.015  0.000 -0.002  
 (0.5220)  (0.9837) (0.8024)  
       

OFFICESIZE1*NDA -0.023  -0.003 -0.002  
 (0.3403)  (0.8433) (0.7780)  
       

GROWTH -0.000 -0.000 -0.000** -0.000** -0.000** -0.000**
 (0.4199) (0.4748) (0.0256) (0.0332) (0.0192) (0.0248)
       

OFFICESIZE2  0.002 0.002 0.001
  (0.5907) (0.4054) (0.4556)
       

OFFICESIZE2*OANCF  -0.030* -0.013 -0.002
  (0.0729) (0.2294) (0.7545)
       

OFFICESIZE2*DA  0.023 0.020** 0.010*
  (0.1321) (0.0395) (0.0677)
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OFFICESIZE2*NDA  0.023 0.020** 0.009*
  (0.1354) (0.0466) (0.0927)
       

CONSTANT 0.131*** 0.083 0.083*** 0.043 0.024*** 0.004
 (0.0000) (0.1721) (0.0000) (0.2683) (0.0041) (0.8512)
       

Obs. 6493 6493 6493 6493 6493 6493
       

Adj. R2 0.5829 0.5830 0.6048 0.6050 0.5897 0.5898
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Table 4 presents the results of regression of future cash flows from operations, accumulated over 1, 2, or 3 fiscal years into the 
future, on current period earnings components, OFFICESIZE, and interactions between each of the earnings components and 
OFFICESIZE. Table 4 presents the results by dependent variable (1, 2, or 3 annual future cash flows from operations). Within 
each dependent variable category the results are also separated by which OFFICESIZE variable was used (OFFICESIZE1 or 
OFFICESIZE2). Variables are as defined in Table 2.  

 ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively. P-values are represented in parentheses. 

Focusing on the OFFICESIZE1 results, the coefficients on OANCF are all significantly positive, and rather large. 
This suggests that current period cash flows have strong predictive value for future cash flows. Coefficient estimates 
on both DA and NDA are significantly positive in each regression. These results suggest that DA and NDA have 
predictive value for future cash flows. The coefficients on the interaction between each of DA and OFFICESIZE1 
and NDA and OFFICESIZE1 are insignificant.  

The results of the regressions using OFFICESIZE2 present another picture. Again, the coefficients on OANCF are 
consistently positive and relatively large. However, the coefficients on DA and NDA are insignificant across each of 
the specifications. Additionally, the coefficients on the interactions between DA and OFFICESIZE2 and NDA and 
OFFICESIZE2 are significantly positive when using either FUTCF1 or FUTCF2 as the dependent variable. This 
suggests that both DA and NDA have greater levels of predictive value for cash flows from operations occurring 
within the next 2 years for clients of auditors from larger offices than for clients of auditors from smaller offices.  

In Table 5, results of regressing future income values on current period earnings components are presented and show 
significantly positive coefficients for OANCF. This suggests that current period operating cash flows have strong 
predictive value for future income levels. Further, across all specifications, there are significantly positive 
coefficients on each NDA variable and on all but one DA variable across the future income regressions. Therefore, 
both NDA and DA can have predictive value for future earnings. The coefficients on each of the accruals interactions 
(DA or NDA multiplied by either OFFICESIZE variable), across all 6 regression specifications, were all 
insignificant. Thus, using a Big 4 auditor from a larger office doesn’t necessarily cause an improvement in the 
predictive value of earnings.  

It is possible that either the mixed results found in the interaction variables in the future cash flow analyses or the 
lack of results found in the interaction variables in the future net income analyses may be caused by a nonlinear 
relation between the predictive value of current earnings components and OFFICESIZE. Such a nonlinear relation 
would not be identifiable with this type of regression. But a relationship can be identified using subsample 
regressions partitioned by OFFICESIZE quintile portfolios as noted in Tables 6 and 7.   

Tables 6 and 7 present the results of portfolio regressions of future cash flows and future earnings on current period 
earnings components, where portfolios are assembled based on the observation’s quintile of OFFICESIZE. Each 
panel presents the results partitioned by the dependent variable (1, 2, or 3 of future annual cash flows from 
operations or income values) which is further partitioned by quintile of OFFICESIZE. These results include 
coefficient estimates, their respective p-values (in parentheses below the coefficient estimate), and the significance 
level (in asterisks).  

Panel A of Table 6 presents the results of portfolio regressions of future cash flows from operations on current period 
earnings components when OFFICESIZE1 is used to determine the portfolios. The coefficient estimates on OANCF 
are again significantly positive across each of the quintiles of OFFICESIZE and across each of the dependent 
variable specifications. The coefficients appear relatively similar across the quintiles of OFFICESIZE1, and this 
appears to be the case for each of the dependent variable specifications. Additionally, each of the coefficient 
estimates on both NDA and DA is significantly positive. This suggests that current period accruals, both 
discretionary and nondiscretionary, have predictive value for future earnings. Moreover, rather than increasing 
OFFICESIZE1, as expected, the coefficients on both DA and NDA appear to decrease across the first four quintiles 
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of OFFICESIZE1 and then slightly increase in the fifth quintile of OFFICESIZE1. Although not shown here, the 
informativeness of DA and NDA for future cash flows generally appears to exhibit a slight U-shape in OFFICESIZE.  

The general decrease in the informativeness of accruals across the first 4 quintiles of OFFICESIZE1 is consistent 
with an auditor whose concern about reputation loss and capacity stress, and therefore his inability to differentiate 
between opportunistic and informative accruals, is increasing. However, the slight increase in the informativeness of 
accruals for firms with auditors from the largest offices is consistent with auditors from very large offices having 
access to greater levels of local audit expertise. This greater local area expertise is likely aiding in the auditor’s 
ability to separate the types of accruals. It’s possible that the greater local expertise cannot affect the audit until there 
is a sufficiently high amount. This may only happen when the offices are extremely large (5th quintile).  

Table 5. Regression Results for Future Net Income 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
FUTNIjt+1 to j+n=¥0+¥1OANCFjt+¥2DAjt+¥3NDAjt+¥4OFFICESIZEjt+¥5OFFICESIZEjt*OANCFjt 

+¥6OFFICESIZEjt*DAjt+¥7OFFICESIZEjt*NDAjt+¥8GROWTHjt+πjt 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 FUTNI3 FUTNI2 FUTNI1 
       

OANCF 2.204*** 2.305*** 1.467*** 1.425*** 0.773*** 0.668*** 
 (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) 
       

DA 0.649*** 0.764** 0.426*** 0.489** 0.211*** 0.176 
 (0.0000) (0.0159) (0.0000) (0.0160) (0.0000) (0.1190) 
       

NDA 0.685*** 0.806** 0.443*** 0.520** 0.218*** 0.229** 
 (0.0000) (0.0107) (0.0000) (0.0101) (0.0000) (0.0425) 
       

OFFICESIZE1 -0.005  -0.004  -0.002  
 (0.2358)  (0.1573)  (0.1526)  
       

OFFICESIZE1*OANCF 0.000  0.000**  0.000***  
 (0.2444)  (0.0408)  (0.0046)  
       

OFFICESIZE1*DA -0.017  -0.010  -0.000  
 (0.5560)  (0.5841)  (0.9982)  
       

OFFICESIZE1*NDA -0.026  -0.015  -0.002  
 (0.3637)  (0.4024)  (0.8539)  
       

GROWTH -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000** -0.000** 
 (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0102) (0.0124) 
       

OFFICESIZE2  0.000  -0.000  -0.001 
  (0.9460)  (0.9251)  (0.6735) 
       

OFFICESIZE2*OANCF  -0.006  0.003  0.006 
  (0.7687)  (0.8352)  (0.3687) 
       

OFFICESIZE2*DA  -0.010  -0.006  0.002 
  (0.5724)  (0.6218)  (0.7620) 
       

OFFICESIZE2*NDA  -0.012  -0.008  -0.001 
  (0.4979)  (0.5159)  (0.8833) 
       

CONSTANT -0.138*** -0.160** -0.130*** -0.139*** -0.094*** -0.092*** 
 (0.0000) (0.0278) (0.0000) (0.0027) (0.0000) (0.0004) 
       

Obs. 6493 6493 6493 6493 6493 6493 
       

Adj. R2 0.5516 0.5513 0.5709 0.5705 0.5465 0.5458 
__________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 5 presents the results of regressions of future income values, accumulated over 1, 2, or 3 fiscal years into the future,  

on current period earnings components, OFFICESIZE, and interactions between each of the earnings components and 

OFFICESIZE.  

Table 5 presents the results by dependent variable (1, 2, or 3 annual future income values). Within each dependent  

variable category the results are also separated by which OFFICESIZE variable was used (OFFICESIZE1 or OFFICESIZE2).  

Variables are as defined in Table 2.  

 ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively. P-values are represented in parentheses. 

 

Table 6. Partitioned Regressions for Future Cash Flows 

FUTCFjt+1 to j+n=¥0+¥1OANCFjt+¥2DAjt+¥3NDAjt+¥4OFFICESIZEjt+¥8GROWTHjt+Πjt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6 presents the results of regressions of future cash flows from operations, accumulated over 1, 2, or 3 fiscal years into the 
future,  

on current period earnings components, by OFFICESIZE portfolio. The portfolios are assembled based on an observation’s 
quintile of OFFICESIZE.  

Table 6 presents the results by dependent variable (1, 2, or 3 annual future cash flows from operations). Within each dependent  

variable category the results are also separated by OFFICESIZE portfolio. Panel A presents the results when using 
OFFICESIZE1 as the proxy for OFFICESIZE. 

Panel B presents the results when using OFFICESIZE2 as the proxy for OFFICESIZE.  

Variables are as defined in Table 2.  

 ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively. P-values are represented in parentheses. 
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Panel B of Table 6 presents the results when OFFICESIZE2 is used to determine the portfolio subsamples. Again, 
the coefficients on OANCF, DA, and NDA are significantly positive across all quintiles of OFFICESIZE2 and across 
all dependent variable specifications. The relationship between future cash flow from operations and both current 
DA and current NDA appear to be U-shaped in OFFICESIZE2. This relation is more clearly shown when 
partitioning the sample on OFFICESIZE2 than when using OFFICESIZE1. In each dependent variable specification 
there is a monotonic decline in the coefficients on DA and NDA as one moves from the first to the third quintile of 
OFFICESIZE2. There is also a monotonic increase in the coefficient on DA and NDA as one moves from the third 
quintile to the fifth quintile of OFFICESIZE2. In untabulated tests, the significance is tested for both the decline in 
coefficient values on DA and NDA from quintile 1 to quintile 3, and the increase in coefficient values on DA and 
NDA from quintile 3 to quintile 5. In each case both the declines and the increases were significant at the 5% level or 
better.  

Table 7 presents the results of portfolio regressions of accumulated future income values on current period earnings 
components. Panel A presents the results when OFFICESIZE1 is used to partition the sample. Each of the 
coefficients on OANCF, DA, and NDA is significantly positive across each of the quintiles of OFFICESIZE1 and 
across each of the dependent variable specifications. Further, the coefficients on both DA and NDA appear to 
demonstrate a slightly right-shifted U-shaped relation with OFFICESIZE1. It appears the relations between future 
cash flow from operations and both DA and NDA are declining in OFFICESIZE between quintile 1 and quintile 4, 
and the relation increases from quintile 4 to quintile 5. This appears to be the case for all specifications for NDA and 
all but one specification for DA. Additionally, the significance was tested on the decline in coefficient values for DA 
and NDA from quintile 1 to quintile 4 and the increase in coefficient values from quintile 4 to quintile 5. The 
coefficient decreases were all significant at the 1% level. However, none of the coefficient increases were significant 
at the 10% or better level.  

Panel B of Table 7 presents the results when OFFICESIZE2 is used. Again, the coefficients on OANCF, DA, and 
NDA are significantly positive across all quintiles of OFFICESIZE2 and across all dependent variable specifications. 
The relations between future income values and both current DA and current NDA appear to be U-shaped in 
OFFICESIZE2. These relations demonstrate the same familiar U-shaped pattern observed in the previous Panels. 
Again, the decline in coefficient values were tested on DA and NDA from quintile 1 to quintile 3. The declines were 
significant at the 1% levels in all cases. However, the increases were significant at the 10% level or higher for only 
those specifications using either FUTNI1 and FUTNI3.  

5. Conclusions 

This study examines the differential informativeness of components of current earnings between clients using 
auditors from small versus large offices within the Big 4. Prior literature finds that auditors from larger offices 
exhibit more constraint on client earnings management than do their smaller office counterparts. These prior studies 
did not investigate the differential earnings informativeness that results from clients utilizing an auditor from a larger 
versus a smaller office. Some evidence is found that the informativeness of current period accruals (both 
discretionary and nondiscretionary components) is U-shaped in the size of the auditor’s office. That is, the 
informativeness of accruals declines in the size of the auditor’s office, to a point, and then makes a slight 
improvement as ones move from medium to large sized offices.  

Such evidence is consistent with both costs and benefits of an auditor’s office size affecting the informativeness of 
earnings. The primary costs are the excessive concern about reputation loss and the capacity stress. These costs likely 
impair the auditor’s judgments regarding whether earnings management is done for opportunistic or informative 
reasons. Without the ability to separate the two types of earnings management, the auditor likely becomes overly 
cautious about accruals, encouraging management to exclude both informative and opportunistic accruals. These 
costs to auditor judgment are likely increasing in the size of the auditor’s office. The benefit of using an auditor from 
a larger office, however, is their access to greater levels of local area audit expertise. This improved access is likely 
to allow auditors to better differentiate between opportunistic and informative accruals, thus allowing management 
the ability to report using informative accruals while constraining opportunistic accruals. This benefit is also likely to 
increase in the size of the auditor’s office.  
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Table 7. Partitioned Regressions for Future Net Income 

FUTNIjt+1 to j+n=¥0+¥1OANCFjt+¥2DAjt+¥3NDAjt+¥4OFFICESIZEjt+¥8GROWTHjt+πjt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7 presents the results of regressions of future income values, accumulated over 1, 2, or 3 fiscal years into the future,  

on current period earnings components, by OFFICESIZE portfolio. The portfolios are assembled based on an observation’s 
quintile of OFFICESIZE.  

Table 7 presents the results by dependent variable (1, 2, or 3 annual future income values). Within each dependent  

variable category the results are also separated by OFFICESIZE portfolio. Panel A presents the results when using 
OFFICESIZE1 as the proxy for OFFICESIZE. 

Panel B presents the results when using OFFICESIZE2 as the proxy for OFFICESIZE.  

Variables are as defined in Table 2.  

***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively. P-values are represented in parentheses. 

The U-shaped relation between the informativeness of accruals and the size of the auditor’s office can be interpreted 
as evidence of the competing influence on the informativeness of accruals between the costs and the benefits of 
auditor office size. It appears that, at least initially, the impact of the auditor’s concerns about reputation damage and 
auditor capacity stress increase rapidly in the size of the auditor’s office. The impact of a change in the availability of 
local area audit expertise, however, may be small until the auditor’s office is sufficiently large. This may be because 
either there is little difference in local area audit expertise between auditors from small and medium sized offices or 
because the impact of an additional unit of local area audit expertise is smaller than the impact of an additional unit 
of auditor reputation concern and capacity stress when the auditor’s office is small to medium sized. Either condition 
would explain the U-shaped relation found in this study.  
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These results are useful to several groups. First, academics may be interested in these findings because they extend 
prior audit quality literature. Second, regulators, such as the PCAOB, may find value in these results because it is 
their job to ensure audits yield earnings that are beneficial to investors and other users of financial statements. Lastly, 
investors may be interested in these conclusions because investors are the end users of financial statements, and 
indicators of higher quality financial statements can better guide their pricing and investment decisions.  
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