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Abstract

Federation of Accounting Profession under The Royal Patronage of His Majesty The 

King has issued Thai Standard on Auditing 701 Communicating Key Audit Matters in the 

Independent Auditor’s Report This standard is effective for audits of financial statements for

periods ending on or after December 31, 2016 Under this standard, auditors are required to 

communicate key audit matters in the auditor’ s report This aims to reduce an information 



occurred under the former form of 

auditor’s report.  The objective of this study is to examine communication value of key audit 

matters reported in auditor’s report. The data used for an analysis was gathered from auditor’s 
reports and financial statements of companies in service industry listed on The Stock Exchange 

of Thailand during 2015- 2017, resulting in 304 observations.  Communication value was 

considered from 2 aspects which are readability and tone.  The results showed that auditor’s 
reports with key audit matters was more readable than which without key audit matters. 
However, the tone of both forms of auditorf ’s reports is not different.
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Min Max Mean S.D.

(Fog Index)x

2558 (n=98) 16.07 51.81 37.02 7.24
2559 (n=102) 18.15 49.88 23.33 4.08
2560 (n=104) 19.56 45.26 22.98 3.03

( )

2558 (n=98) -1.00 0.00 -0.67 0.25
2559 (n=102) -1.00 0.00 -0.72 0.27
2560 (n=104) -1.00 0.00 -0.71 0.28

 3  KAM 

Fog Index Fog Index  . . 2558-2560  
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 2558

(n=98)
 2559

(n=102)
 2560

(n=104)
SIZE 6.73 6.74 6.72

MB 3.52 4.19 5.07

AGE 16.13 17.07 17.88

EARN 567,190.75 567,888.39 547,547.38

GROUP 1.11 1.14 1.15
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 13.30-18.18  
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 2558
(n=98)

 2559
(n=102)

 2560
(n=104)

ACQUIS 6 6.13 14 13.73 12 11.54

SEO 27 27.56 28 27.46 25 24.04

BIGN 60 61.23 60 58.83 60 57.7 

COMBINE 87 88.78 87 85.30 90 86.54

 5  . . 2558-2560 
  Big4 

KAM  6

 6

t-stat t-stat

(Constant) 36.178 10.65 -0.576 -3.13

REPORT -13.965        -22.19** -0.062 -1.85

SIZE 0.075 0.15 -0.025 -0.89

MB -0.002 -0.03 0.002 0.58

AGE -0.031 -1.10 0.002 1.30

EARN 0.000 0.39 0.000 0.68

NBSEG -0.022 -2.13 0.000 0.23

ACQUIS -0.247 - 0.26 -0.043 -0.81

SEO -2.091 -3.103 0.006 0.16
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t-stat t-stat

BIGN -2.367 -3.760** 0.119      3.48**
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Adjusted R2       0.663      0.028
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