Journal of Business, Economics and Communications
Volume 15, Issue 2 (May - August 2020)

el

AnudNRUSsitamssuiaanmauaeulyd anuianels msuanasudeya
warANALINANAYaLgNAT lunguAINITUBNARIAYL
Relationship between Perceived Audit Quality, Satisfaction, Information Exchange and
Retention of the Client in Non-Listed Companies
5597 quitde’, uguin andenie’ wavessoned Wsude®
b 23 Apugusmsesna umenaeidesinl
Thanwa Sunphichai', Naruanard Sarapaivanich?, Attapong Peeracheir®
122 Faculty of Business Administration, Chiang Mai University
(Received:November 11, 2019; Revised: January 24, 2020; Accepted: March 11, 2020)
UNANED
nMfeasiiliingUsvasdiitefinuia 1) ANUdNTuSIEnIaNsuIAMA AR U Buay

9
LYV

Auanelavesgnal 2) anuduiusseninennuiianelanazanuassnindvegnam 3) NansENULE
ffuresmsuanidsudeyatitiiemuduiusseninsmuiianelanazaruasdninivesgndlunga
Aamsuensaanu IuTuTndeyalasldiuudevamaingnatunguianisuenaaanudiuiu 423 4
wavihfeyailduniinszsinalagldlumaaunislassaing

HANSANYIMUIINTTUFAMA MUaeuTRilANuduiushuduindenuiianelavesgne
pgniliedAyn1eadia uaganuiianelavesgnaiinaluduindenulsininivesgnanesaivedfy
yeadAivuientu venaniinnnanisdnudmuin anunisaififinisuaniudsudoyadifinayiali

ar 1

ANUFUNUTTENINANUNIND1AVRIgNANANAR BAIINIITNANAVRIANANINATIAN LN TUNLNTT

i B

uwanasudeyaga
ArdARy: 1) MsTuinunnauasulnyd 2) Anuiianela 3) AuRsindang 4) msuwanidsudeya 5)
Aan1suenaaIANY

Abstract

The objectives of this research were to study 1) the relationship between perceived
audit quality and client’s satisfaction, 2) the relationship between client’s satisfaction and
client’ s retention, and 3) the moderating effect of information exchange on the relationship
between client’ s satisfaction and client’s retention. This research collected the data from 423
informants which are in non - listed companies group by using a questionnaire. The collected
data was analyzed by Structural Equation Model (SEM).

The results of this research disclose that perceived audit quality has significant positive
effect on client’s satisfaction and client’s satisfaction also has significant positive effect on
client’ s retention. Moreover, the results indicate that low Information exchange situation
strengthens the relationship between client’s satisfaction and client’s retention.
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v93a0ulnyd (Independence) Ao AL Tu
nansuaziilavesdaeutndlunsnenuynseu
ANVINATTATIA0U 3) AUFUTUSTENIN
dninauasutydiugna (Relationship) fie
Uszaunsalkaranudiladnuaensailiugsia

101

Journal of Business, Economics and Communications
Volume 15, Issue 2 (May - August 2020)

V9IgNAREUNIT 4) Asunnlunisliuinig
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PP. 7-24); Saxby, Ehlen and Koski (2004, PP.
75-86); Ismail et al. (2006, PP 738-756); Turk
and Avcilar (2009, PP. 36-46) fiwuin n153u3
A wuasuTydiauduiusluluinde
msanufianelavesgnén uenanilduteu
fianelavesgnAniinnuduiushugauindeniny
INANAYDIPNAT Fedonndnsiunatsauive
LU Ismail et al. (2006, PP. 738-756) way Turk
and Avcilar (2009, PP. 36-46) fiwuin A21wd#a
nelavesgnadanuduiusluilgauinseniny
windnfvesgna Teasideaduanslums 3
WaTAN 2

Factor Composite  Average
Variable Loading Reliability ~ Variance
Extracted
mssuzamnMmuasuUnyd (Duff, 2009)
MeanlD  arududaszlunisufjifeuvesdaeu 0.92 0.96 0.87
Uey
MeanCO  Au3AMNaNNsnveRaeuTayd 0.94
MeanRea AMudNRUSTENINEINuasulyTiy 0.96
anen
MeanSQ  annmlunsiiuinsvesaeutayd 0.90
AnuiianalavesgnAl (Lloyd and Luk, 2011)
SAT1 Aan1sidnnelalunanisujifnuees 0.93 0.97 0.88
fautydseiiiuegnann
SAT2 Aanis3dnnelalunisdadulafonld 0.92
U%ﬂﬂﬁﬁaauﬁm%iﬂﬂﬁ
SAT3 nsmdvladendasutaydseiiiuns 0.95
#adulafigndas
SAT4 ﬁﬂmii’ﬁnﬁﬁﬁmﬁu’[.mﬁan%’aauﬁ’zy,%iwﬁ 0.95
mmamﬂﬁam"@uﬂa (Homburg, Giering and Menon, 2003)
INF1 ;Eaauﬁ'zy,%'l,l,azﬁamiﬁmmanLUt?f&J‘u 0.72 0.91 0.66
Foyaidudssloviseru
INF2 Q’aauﬁm%ua:ﬁamsﬁmmanmﬁmf’%’a:&a 0.81

atelidunienissenineiulasnss 1y
MINAAENIINSANY E-mail 1Uwusiu
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Factor Composite  Average
Variable Loading Reliability ~ Variance
Extracted

INF3 JasudyduazAanisinisuaniasy 0.83
foyaiedniinsznuremnugniesuas
ATUNUYDNUMTIW/ S8 ude Uy Y
spuinaify mndeyatuluyselewdiy
Ak

=i =

INFa ;Eaauﬁ'mml,aznamiﬁnﬁl,l,amUﬁﬂ‘u 0.83

o

& &

foya ieflimgnsainiensiudsuutas
1o q flenvdsmansenudonnuduius
syt 2 dhe
INF5 HaoutiyBuazAanmadvlefiazuaniudsu 0.87
Yoyafefusonismedad/ansgu
N3 dAddey wﬂﬂﬁagafuasa§ﬂa
auduRuS RSz 2 dhe
AMUITNANA (Jones and Taylor, 2012)
RET1 Aanisldaudidgyduaudunus 0.92 0.95 0.83
sgwisemstuaeutdsei
RET2 Aan1sdeen1siiasinwiAIuduius 0.92

-

izijﬁamiﬁ'uﬁaauﬁm%iwﬁiﬁ

RET3 Aennslaifnazueamgasuliydsody 0.88
dosunuiifaoudnydnei

RET4 AMdNTuSsEnINAanTsiudasuUnyd 0.94

578U 8AMUEIAYNAINITITADITNYI
1old

mngwe: PQ: M3suinanmaasulnyd; SAT: anuiianelavedagnan; INF: nsuaniUaeuteys; RET:
AUAITNANAVRINA

A1309 3 T19AZIBEANTIATISVALNRTIY

Path between unobserved Standardized path coefficient P Value
variables

PQ - SAT 1.01 .

SAT -2 RET 0.92 *

mnews): PQ: NM133uiamun nuasutny®; SAT: mnuianelavesgnai; RET: anuvssninivesgnen
**5 < 0,01
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NN 2 Structural Model Results

wan1sAnwnanstiiiuinsiogndlunguions
uanaannuiuilAfan e Uty Ilasy
RRREGRIRGT ﬁ%eimaiﬁ@nﬁ'nﬁﬂﬂ'mm%aﬁu
wazdfinnusiulalunisliuinisvesgasulnd
Juilvianeinenuitanelaainnisliuinisues
NeaoUUyT LLaxijaQﬂﬁ%ﬁmmmﬁawdﬂﬁﬂzﬁﬂﬁ
QnﬁhLﬁmm’mm%’nﬁ’ﬂﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁ’uuﬂ%ﬁmiﬁ’u
faeutiyiseduluadaialy

4.2 NISNAADUNANTENULTIAN
(Moderating Effect) vaanisuaniudsudeyails]
HANTENUABAMNANRUS Sz AU IWelaLaY
AINASSNANAvEIRNA

Tufuneuit 1 Hin159As1ERdae38
Moderator Regression Analysis (MRA) 3UANNI3
NAFBUIN 3 AUNT LABANNITUINZUINFILYS
AU (Puenalavesgnan) Wiovhunefunusm
(m’nmﬁﬂﬁnﬁmmqﬂﬁ?)mﬂﬂgumaauaum'ﬁﬁ 2
IGud fFuusiu uagfuusidaratu ieviunes
wUsnnal wagaunsaanenaaeuiLUTiu fuys
WINU wagNanMIENINMLUTAUNUAILUTLE
MU MNHENSVIAABUA28 Moderator Regression
Analysis (MRA) wuin anufianelavesgnauas
m‘sLLanLUﬁauﬁa;&aﬁﬁaﬁﬂﬁ'mmaﬁﬁﬁﬁ 0.01
TuvngAUFEuRLS (nteraction Term) 811119
mufianelavesgninuagnisuaniudeudeyalasl
Jod1fgn19adfii 0.05 FeanureA21311
Asuaniua sutayaliiluimiuusidaiiusening
AUNINE1IVDIRNAUALANITNANAVBIGNAN
Fauanalumsg 4
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WIIIHAINNITAATIENA 8IS Moderator
Regression Analysis (MRA) aglaifitfddgvneedi
7 0.05 wAtuneulun1siiasiziues Shama,
Durand and Gur-Arie (1981, PP. 291-300) lnaszy
THinduusidefrfuduuinadeudodae
MTAATIEN Subgroup Analysis

Funouil 2 msnsed Subgroup Analysis
TagBuanmsudanguiidnsuaniasudeyags
waznguiiiinisuaniuasudeyana (Hih
Information Exchange and Low Information
Exchange) #4A259¢faf1nsInalsennagatios
Uszanmdesay 10-20 wisliituainuuansiag
sEWinaa 2 najulé’aa'w%’mw%u (Sharma and
Patterson, 1999, PP. 151-170) lasa1uide i
Amsuaniua au%’a;&aﬁﬁaaﬂ'ﬁﬂ 5.00 azgniaidu
ﬂ?juﬁﬁ nniLLanLﬂgau%’agaﬁﬂ (Low Information
Exchange) Fafi§rurutanun 116 Au wazAINs
waniasudeyaitannnin 5.40 avgnindunguiidl
nIskan Lﬂﬁau‘?ﬂ'ayjaqd (High Information
Exchange) 3siisuanstavun 257 Ay I@ﬂﬁwﬁqnﬁﬂ
geniiduau 50 Au FsRaludosas 12 annans
Annwinui nquiiinisuanivdsudoyanniy
lvauianelavesgnAtaviinanonuaesngng
gsninguiisimsuaniasudesags (B=0.96, 0.34
FUAFU) pEiiTed R yneadiaT 0.05 (f=12.48,
sig 0.05) Aauandlumse 5

—

o




MIANTUINIFIND iAsugmansuayn1sdeans
U7 15 atudl 2 (nguniay - A 2563)

A1519 4 HAN15IASI¥Y Moderator Regression Analysis (MRA)

Independent Variable aunsi 1 aunsi 2 aunsi 3
B t-value B tvalue B t-value
ANUanela 0.88** 38.12 0.68** 20.82 0.76** 0.00
msuanidsuteya 0.26* 7.89 036"  0.01
mmﬁﬂwa'Lﬂ*m'iLLanLﬂﬁﬂu%'a%a -0.17 0.42

mnewe: B Ae A1 Standard Coefficient, **<0.01, sMudsau laun Aaueesndng

A998 5 NAN1TILATIZI Subgroup Analysis

Moderator Low Group High Group t-
B  StdEror tvalue  sig B Std Error  t-value sig | test
pnuinela | 096  0.09 1007 000 | 034 0.09 513 000 | *
UNKRBY 116 257
Chow test F = 12.48 (p<0.05)
wanews: B #e A1 Standard Coefficient, * Sitfd Seyn9aiiad 0.05

31AUUUTI809d80IUN1TAVBINIS
wanidsudeyaiigideldviinisasnedu
2 anunsal TouA anunisaififiniswanidsu
foyagq uay anunsalitiinisuanidsudoyash
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wanasuteyage sxvirlidnnavesnauiis
wa’[waqaﬂmwuwamamwwsnmmﬂuaaaﬂm
Wity udaneansAneIndunuin i
walavesgnénfinaienmasinindiusniuly
anunsalisinisuanivdsudeyasi 1819
\losnandulvggndlunguianisuensaia
wuﬁﬂlﬂﬁmm%’mmm’fﬂw’mﬁmﬁ’m%a ¥A13
asulnyd muuﬂﬁwmaawzgwawaﬂmumi
yanouaniUdsudeyafuvosass 1du n1s
wanasudoyaduiisifuuinsgrunistnd
N3EUIUNTARUUYT MTosTUUNIIAIUANNELY
p1vdanalgnAinternunIeiinAuacdy
dnduludsdinisyaneuanidsudoyasevinety

Fagasulgdliarunsaneuteasdevioinlv

gnAaninanunlaludsiyansuaniudsuteya
fula NegvilvignAardianufianelaanas Jedema
Wianuassndnfvasgnianas
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dsduazanusena (Conclusion and Discussion)
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