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УДК 657
Шульга С. В. Моделі та фактори ціноутворення в аудиті  

та неаудиторських послугах: огляд літератури
Дослідження спрямоване на аналіз витоків еволюції моделей ціноутво-
рення в аудиті та неаудиторських послугах шляхом застосування на-
ративного підходу, а також на тестування гіпотези поліваріативного 
змішаного стохастичного розвитку моделей ціноутворення в аудиті 
інструментами аналізу середовища функціонування. Основні резуль-
тати підтримують гіпотезу щодо зміщення моделей ціноутворення 
в аудиті в бік екзогенних факторів, що можна пояснити зростаючим 
тиском з боку основних зацікавлених осіб – клієнтів та регуляторів – 
шляхом контролю за етичними, якісними, соціальними та державними 
аспектами послуг. Зроблено ранжування факторів за наслідками аналі-
зу середовища функціонування на три основні групи: 1) прямого впливу 
на рішення щодо ціноутворення; 2) непрямого впливу на рішення щодо 
ціноутворення; 3) разових, епізодичних факторів впливу. З огляду на 
отримані результати додаткові дослідження мають бути спрямовані 
на виклики для країн, що розвиваються, які впливають на моделі ціно-
утворення в аудиті та неаудиторських послугах. 
Ключові слова: ціна аудиту, моделі ціноутворення, витрати на одини-
цю послуг, аудиторський ринок.
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Шульга С. В. Модели и факторы ценообразования в аудите  

и неаудиторских услугах: обзор литературы
Исследование направлено на анализ истоков эволюции моделей ценоо-
бразования в аудите и неаудиторских услугах путем применения нар-
ративного подхода, а также на тестирование гипотезы мультивари-
антности смешанного стохастического развития моделей ценообра-
зования в аудите инструментами анализа среды функционирования. 
Основные результаты подтверждают гипотезу о смещении моделей 
ценообразование в сторону экзогенных факторов, что объясняется 
нарастающим давлением со стороны основных заинтересованных 
лиц – клиентов и регуляторов – путем контроля за этическими, ка-
чественными, социальными и государственными аспектами услуг. 
Проведено ранжирование факторов по результатам анализа среды 
функционирования на три основные группы: 1) прямого воздействия 
на решение о ценообразовании; 2) косвенного воздействия на решение 
о ценообразовании; 3) разовые, эпизодические факторы воздействия. 
Полученные результаты показывают, что дальнейшие исследования 
должны быть направлены на вызовы для развивающихся стран, влия-
ющие на модели ценообразования в аудите и неаудиторских услугах.
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Audit and non-audit services (NAS) pricing has been 
a subject for public discourse for a long time. De-
spite evolution of existing models of audit pricing, 

both clients and regulators try to negotiate auditor’s fees 

and make them more relevant to the volume (and quality) 
of services supplied. While general findings in this area in 
developed countries refer to 1990s, less developed equity 
markets and stock exchanges in Ukraine seriously restricted 
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the flexibility of market performance thus imposing heavy 
consequences on main stakeholders’ interrelations: low au-
dit quality [1], vague independence of audit engagements 
(combining audit and NAS services to one client) [2] assum-
ing existing of contestable audit market [3].

Catch-up regime of the Ukrainian audit market deve-
lopment in relation to the EU posed additional pressure on 
qualified businesses being strongly undervalued with hum-
ble internal market potential resulting from highly corrupt-
ed mandatory audit schemes for public sector enterprises 
and clients’ financial constrains. Despite regular analysis of 
audit fee components in developing countries, researchers 
in Ukraine are focused on challenges with quality of services 
and ethics (see [1–4]). 

The growing complexity of markets and businesses 
impose further challenges on audit business. Evolution 
of bu siness-models within and cross countries, multi dif-
ferentiation and global supply chain design require from 
auditors to rethink their approaches to risks (both personal 
and client’s) assessment. 

As models and factors of audit and NAS pricing are 
also under regular revision there is a need to find out the 
roots of their complexity. We suggest that audit market de-
sign evolved from endogenous to exogenous factors, thus 
want to test a hypothesis of multi-variable mixed stochastic 
development of audit pricing models.

The aim of our research is to trace the roots of evolu-
tion of audit and NAS pricing models, and to generalize fac-
tors influencing audit and non-audit services fees.

To address this hypothesis we will apply narrative ap-
proach to analyze shift from relatively simple endogenous 
cost-based models to complex combined cost-risk exog-
enous fee models. Additionally, using data envelopment 
analysis (DEA) to determinants of audit and NAS pricing we 
will try to range them by expected impact. The limitation of 
research is based on acceptance of results of analyzed publi-
cations. We will not provide additional econometric testing 
of obtained results.

Development of audit markets world-wide evolves 
together with firm’s business models affecting pric-
ing models. As Dan A. Simunic (1980) states: “…the 

essential interdependence of the auditee’s and auditor’s eco-
nomic interests is recognized. The model allows for audi-
tor independence in the sense that the auditor implements 
q as a complement to the internal accounting system, a. An 
auditee demands a positive quantity of auditing because 
external auditors have some advantage (relative to internal 
systems) in certain aspects of control. In the model, there-
fore, an auditor is independent in the same sense as is any 
supplier of a service who seeks competently to perform a 
task demanded by a customer. The auditee and auditor are 
not always adversaries. Although their economic interests 
may diverge in ex-post litigation, as each tries to minimize 
losses, the hypothesis regarding liability avoidance motiva-
tion implies that, at the time of the audit, there is a mutuality 
in the auditee’s and auditor’s private interests vis-à-vis the 
external world” [25; p. 188–189].

S. Whisenant et al (2003) finds that audit and non-
audit fees are related indirectly through the parameters de-

termining each fee, yet, “single-equation specifications of 
either audit or NAS suffer from a statistical misspecification 
or simultaneous-equations bias, that can make coefficient 
estimates unreliable” [30, p. 742].

Giroux & McLelland (2008) used a sample of large 
cities with the data for 1996 and five constructs to explain 
audit fees: client size, complexity of client operations, finan-
cial risks including demographic characteristics, auditing 
factors, and governance structure. The final model observed 
six factors explaining audit fees both with direct (size, com-
plexity, risks, financial variables and brand) and indirect 
(corporate governance, brand, complexity and tax share) 
effects [15].

I. Raluca (2011) finds that audit fee models are basi-
cally in form of linear regression, which quantifies the size 
through a wide range of parameters including dummy vari-
ables for qualitative factors. He identifies the need for a seg-
mental approach to the market with the following criteria: 
legal and statutory obligation and denomination as a busi-
ness segment, size of the audited entity and the criterion 
of geographical delimitation of the entity location; and de-
termines parameters to be taken into consideration for the 
future quantification models: auditor’s membership or non-
membership in BIG4, subsidiary auditor’s functioning as 
body corporate or self-employed person, existence of foreign 
subsidiaries of audited entity, auditor’s opinion, whether per-
tinent or not, existence of a clash of interests at the level of 
top management (it is possible to have the general manager 
involved by holding or not holding shares [21, p. 384]

M. Picconi and J. K. Reynolds (2013) state: “The loga-
rithmic model assumes that the elasticity of fees with re-
spect to company size is constant over the range of assets. 
We show that this assumption is not correct. To date, recog-
nition of a misspecification with regard to company size has 
been sporadic in the literature. When studies do address the 
issue, it nearly always takes the form of a robustness check 
against sample-wide inferences using a median split on as-
sets, or in rare cases, nonparametric robustness checks…” 
and “The logarithmic model also assumes that all other au-
dit fee determinants affect the magnitude of audit fees in an 
exponentially increasing manner, or with linearly increas-
ing elasticity. We demonstrate that for a number of com-
mon predictor variables neither constant nor strict linearly 
increasing elasticity holds” [20, p. 30].

Literature analysis based on sources [5-30] resulted 
in identification of 4 general audit pricing models both for 
audit and NAS services (Table 1). 

Endogenous type: 
1) Cost-based model – cost per unit is labor-depen-

dent with insignificant external factors; 
2) Cost plus premium model – cost-per unit accounts 

qualification of staff, thus, exogenous are generally neglected.
Exogenous type:
3) Risks-based pricing model – assignment varies due 

to observed internal and external risks of the auditor and 
the client;

4) Combined cost + risks model – complex model with 
multi-stage cost-per-unit calculation with respect to ethical, 
quality, social and public governance issues.

http://www.business-inform.net


Е
К
О
Н
О
М
ІК

А
	

	б
ух

га
л

те
рс

ьк
и

й
 о

бл
ік

 і 
ау

д
и

т

225БІЗНЕСІНФОРМ № 9 ’2016
www.business-inform.net

Table 1

Models of audit and NAS pricing

Model Author( – s) Model description

Cost – based Simunic, 1980 [25]

FEE, ASSETS = bo + biSUBS – t – biDIVERS H – bsFORGN – I – b.RECV – I – bJNV – I – bePROFIT + 
b7L0SS – I – bsSUBJ + bc, TIME + bioAUDITOR – I – u.  
ASSETS – total assets at year – end; SUBS – number of consolidated subsidiaries; DIVERS –  
number of two – digit SIC industries in which auditee operates, less than one; FORGN – 
foreign assets, total assets at year – end; RECV – accounts, loans, and notes receivable, 
total assets at year – end; INV – inventories, total assets at year – end. Control variables 
for differences in the assessed loss – sharing ratio: PROFITS – net income, total assets; 
LOSS – variable where (1) if auditee incurred loss in any of last three fiscal years SUBJ – 
variable where (1) if auditee received a "subject to" qualified opinion; Control variable for 
differences in auditor’s production functions: TIME – number of years auditee has used 
current auditor; Auditor identity:AUDITOR – variable where (1) if auditor is a Big Eight firm

Cost – premium, 
Risks – based

Whisenant et al, 
2003 [30]

LNAUDITi = α0 + α1 LNNAFi + α, DETERMINANTSi + ei, and  
LNNAFi = β0 + β1 LNAUDITi + β, DETERMINANTSi + vi,  
where i denotes firm subscripts, LNAUDIT and LNNAF are the natural logs of audit and 
non – audit fees, respectively, and DETERMINANTS is a vector of factors shown to influence 
audit and non – audit fees (up to 15 factors)

Combined

Giroux, Andrew 
McLelland, 2008 
[15]

LNFEE = β1 LNPOP + β2 FV + β3 TAXSHARE + β4 COMPUNIT + β5 CPOP + β6 BIG6 + e1, 
where LNPOP – Log of Population; FV – Financial Viability; TAXSHARE – Tax Share; 
CompUNIT – Component Units; CPOP – Change in Population; BIG6 – Big 6 Auditor

Raluca, 2011 [21] Amount = α0+ α1 * Total Assets + α2 * Turnover + α3 * Number of employees

Picconi & 
Reynolds, 2013 
[20]

LN(Audit Fees)i, t = a + β1LN(TotalAssets)i, t + β2AUDSIZEi, t + β3AUDCHGi, t + 
β4NONDECYRi, t + β5OPINLAGi, t + β6GC_OPINi, t + β7B, Mi, t + β8SOXi, t + β9IC_OPINi, t + 
+ β10QUICKi, t + β11STOCKFINi, t + β12DEBTFINi, t + β13INVARECAi, t + β14EX_DISCi, t +  
+ β15DEBTAi, t + β16ROAi, t + β17LOSSi, t + β18NUMSEGSi, t + β19FOR_PCTi, t + β20ACQi, t +  
+ β21RESTRi, t + β22RESTATEi, t + β23ZSCOREi, t + β24AGEi, t + Industry Dummies + εi, t, 
 
where NONDECYR – indicator variable defined as 1 if the company has a non – December 
fiscal year end, and 0 otherwise (base on Compustat FYR); OPINLAG – number of days 
between the end of the company's fiscal year and the date on which the audit report is 
issued (from Audit Analytics); GC_OPIN  –  indicator variable defined as 1 if the company 
received a modification to its audit opinion, and 0 otherwise (from Audit Analytics);  
M, B  –  company's market to book ratio at the beginning of the fiscal year (Compustat 
PRCC_F, (CEQ,CSHO)); SOX – indicator variable defined as 1 if the company's controls 
were audited pursuant to SOX section 404, and 0 otherwise (from Audit Analytics); 
IC_OPIN  –  indicator variable defined as 1 if the company received an adverse opinion 
due to material weaknesses in internal controls during the year, and 0 otherwise (from 
Audit Analytics); QUICK  –  Quick ratio; STOCKFIN  –  indicator variable defined as 1 if the 
company engaged in any stock financing during the year, and 0 otherwise (based on 
Compustat SSTK > 0); DEBTFIN  –  indicator variable defined as 1 if the company engaged 
in any debt financing during the year, and 0 otherwise (based on Compustat DLTIS > 
0); INVARECA  –  ratio of inventory plus receivables to total assets (Compustat (RECT 
+ INVT),AT); EX_DISC  –  indicator variable defined as 1 if the company reported any 
extraordinary or discontinued items for the year, and 0 otherwise (based on Compustat XI 
> 0); DEBTA  –  ratio of debt to total assets (Compustat DLTT,AT); ROA  –  return on assets 
(Compustat EBIT,AT); LOSS  –  indicator variable defined as 1 if the company reported 
a net loss during the year, and 0 otherwise (based on Compustat NI); NUMSEGS  –  the 
square root of the number of operating segments reported (from Compustat segment 
data); FOR_PCT  –  percentage of sales from foreign operations (from Compustat 
segment data); RESTATE  –  indicator variable defined as 1 if the company was engaged 
in restatement activities during the year, 0 otherwise (from Audit Analytics); RESTR  –  
indicator variable defined as 1 if the company engaged in any restructuring activities 
during the year, and 0 otherwise (based on Compustat RCP > 0); ZSCORE  –  bankruptcy 
score from Zmijewski (1984), computed as: – 4.336  – 4.513*ROA +5.679*Leverage 
+0.004*Current Ratio. Note that a higher score indicates greater financial distress. ROA = 
(NI+TIE),AT. Leverage = LT,AT. Current Ratio = ACT, LCT

Source: author’s analysis.
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The publications analysis defines a great variety of au-
dit and NAS pricing determinants, among them we would 
like to focus on the most citable ones: 
 client, auditor size: this factor is among widely 

used in explaining audit and NAS price variance. 
Client’s size positively correlates with the number 
of audit procedures required, as each business seg-
ment and group of transactions will be addition-
ally examined, corporate governance interlinks 
the analyzed operational and fraud risks. Auditor’s 
size depicts its capacity to cope with complex is-
sues and extraordinary operations through ability 
to engage partners and additional subcontractors. 
Besides, large audit firms usually outperform their 
small vis-à-vis in internal quality control and staff 
engagement;

 auditor switching: there are opposite views on new 
auditor appointment effect on audit pricing. On 
one hand, new auditor needs more time to get full 
and comprehensive understanding of the auditee’s 
business, thus additional efforts need to be com-

pensated; on other hand – unit cost of new auditor 
is usually lower due to client’s risks underestima-
tion. So auditor switching can shift firm’s pricing 
in any direction;

 efficiency of auditor staff: large audit firms have a 
priori higher labor force utilization ratio due to 
engagement in more cases, while the staff of small 
auditors with less clients usually underperforms;

 short-term debt, financially-stressed: several stu-
dies suggest that clients with high level of short-
term debt and/or financially stressed face addi-
tional problems with going-concern principle. This 
leads to higher audit fee and risk to obtain a modi-
fied auditor opinion (Table 2); 

 NAS provision: many publications before SOX 
(Sarbanes-Oxley Act) stressed on high dependence 
between audit and NAS pricing. After their regu-
latory decoupling impact of non-audit services on 
audit pricing can not be tracked, thus, revenue 
from NAS remains to be one of the main sources 
of business profits;

Table 2 

Factors of audit and non-audit services pricing 

Factor 

Author

Cl
ie
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n
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N
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Br
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d 
se

le
ct

iv
ity

IF
RS

 a
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en
t, 

ta
x 

sh
ar

e

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Abdulmalik & Ahmad, 2016 [5] +

Basioudis et al, 2006 [6] + + +

Barkess & Simnett, 1994 [7] +

Beattie & Fearnley, 2002 [8] + + +

Bedard & Johnstone, 2004 [9] + +

Butterworth&Houghton, 1995 [10] +

Carson & Fargher, 2007 [11] + +

Chung & Lindsay, 2010 [12] + +

Dopuch et al, 2003 [13] +

Fields,Fraser & Wilkins, 2004 [14] + + + + +

Giroux & McLelland, 2008 [15] + + + + +

Gul & Goodwin, 2010 [16] +

Ireland & Lennox, 2002 [17] ± - +

Lima Castro et al, 2016 [18] + + + + + + +

Pong & Whittington, 1994 [19] + +

Picconi & Reynolds, 2013 [20] +

Raluca, 2011 [21] + + + +

Riadska, 2014 [22] + +

Mohrmann, Riepe & Stefani, 2013 [23] + +
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 earnings manipulation risks: companies with high 
earnings manipulation risks require additional 
counterfeit procedures thus hiking unit cost; 

 corporate governance risks, internal control: ef-
ficient corporate governance and internal control 
system lower auditor’s risks and the contract price;

 type of audit: mandatory and voluntary audit gen-
erate different motivation of clients. Usually man-
datory audit is forced by regulators and is unde-
sirable by corporate governance boards (especially 
in public sector where efficiency of resource uti-
lization is relatively lower compared with private 
entities). Voluntary audit is a part of larger trans-
actions (e.g. IPO, M&A), although it shows the 
owner, governance board initiative and provides 
additional transparency to business;

 assets & sales, their structure: complexity of busi-
ness operations is revealed in balance sheet and 
PL form – company operating in different prod-
uct and service markets under several jurisdictions 
with many subsidiaries is likely to have more fraud, 
manipulation and misstatement risks. So the unit 
cost and volume of services for such businesses 
will be higher;

 brand selectivity: auditor affiliation to BIG4 or 
second tier firms usually corresponds with higher 
quality, internal audit control, sector experience, 
sustainability and investor trust;

 IFRS adjustment, tax share: companies IFRS ad-
justment and/or tax planning also influence audi-
tor’s risks and need additional procedures for as-
sessment.

Based on results from Table 2 we can range the deter-
minants of audit and NAS pricing in the following groups:

1) direct factors, influencing pricing decision: auditor, 
client size, corporate governance risks; efficiency of internal 
control system; structure of assets & sales;

2) indirect factors, influencing pricing decision: in-
dustry specialization; brand selectivity; earnings manipula-
tion risks; NAS provision;

3) one-off, episode factors needed to be taken into ac-
count: auditor switching; efficiency of auditor staff; short-
term debt, financial stresses; type of audit, IFRS adjustment; 
tax share.

CONCLUSIONS
The main findings support the hypothesis of pricing 

models shift to exogenous factors that can be explained by 
the growing pressure of main stakeholders – clients and reg-
ulators – by the control of ethical, quality, social and public 
governance issues. The DEA ranging helped to generalize  
3 groups of factors, influencing pricing decision: direct, in-
direct and one-off ones. Thus, we observe prevailing impor-
tance for audit and NAS pricing of such factors as company 
size, corporate governance risks, internal control system ef-
ficiency, structure of assets & sales, auditor brand and indus-
try specialization. With regard to the obtained results, addi-
tional research should be focused on challenges in develop-
ing countries, affecting audit and NAS pricing models.       
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