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ABSTRACT	
The	leadership	of	 the	 large	audit	 firms	has	generated	great	 interest	 in	the	accounting	
doctrine	to	explain	about	the	concentration	factors	of	the	audit	market.	The	objective	of	
this	paper	was	 to	make	an	extensive	review	about	 the	empirical	 studies	published	 in	
the	 international	 literature	 about	 the	 reasons	why	 the	Big	 4	 are	 leaders	 in	 the	 audit	
market.	 The	 methodology	 used	 to	 review	 the	 literature	 contains	 an	 important	
theoretical	 background,	 since	 it	 is	 based	 on	 a	 thorough	 documentary	 review	 of	 the	
most	 relevant	 theoretical	 and	 conceptual	 approaches	 of	 international	 literature.	 The	
results	 indicate	 that	 the	 leadership	 of	 the	Big	 4	 in	 the	 audit	market	 is	 due	 to	 factors	
such	 as;	 the	 concentration	 of	 the	 market,	 the	 specialization	 of	 the	 audit	 service	 by	
sector	and	size	of	the	companies	audited,	the	economies	of	scale,	the	structured	audit	
methodologies,	 the	 demand	 for	 the	 audit	 service	 with	 differentiated	 quality	 and	 the	
demand	of	an	auditor	with	reputation.	
	
Keywords:	Audit	Market	Concentration	Factors,	Audit	Services	Differentiation,	Auditor	with	
Reputation.	

	
INTRODUCTION		

The	international	literature	has	been	collecting	various	empirical	studies	on	the	audit	markets	
of	different	countries,	and	through	which,	researchers	have	shown	in	their	work	the	existence	
of	a	high	concentration	of	the	audit	market	in	the	world	in	favor	of	a	few	audit	firms,	currently	
known	 as	 the	Big	 4.	 (Zeff	 and	 Fossum,	 1967;	Metcalf	 Report,	 1976;	Danos	 and	 Eichenseher,	
1986;	Beattie	and	Fearnley,	1994;	Pong,	1999;	Sarbanes-Oxley	Act	of	2002;	Beattie	et	al.,	2003;	
GAO	 2003;	 Asthana	 et	 al.,	 2004;	 Oxera	 Report,	 2006;	 Abidin	 et	 al.,	 2007;	 2010;	 Ballas	 and	
Fafaliou,	2008;	European	Commission,	2010;	Eguasa	and	Urhoghide,	2017;	among	others).		
	
This	has	led	accounting	research	to	study	the	factors	of	the	concentration	in	the	audit	market	
by	which	 it	can	be	explained	why	the	Big	4	seem	to	have	a	certain	competitive	advantage	 in	
relation	to	the	rest	of	the	other	audit	firms	active	in	that	market	(Jensen	and	Meckling,	1976;	
Dopuch	 and	 Simunic,	 1980;	 De	 Angelo,	 1981;	 Dopuch,	 1984;	 Turpen,	 1990;	 Craswell	 and	
Taylor,	1991;	Craswell	et	al.,	1995;	Hogan	and	Jeter,	1999;	Francis,	2004;	American	Assembly	
Report,	2005;	Barton,	2005;	Abidin	et	 al.,	 2006;	Velte	and	Stiglbauer,	2012;	Gao	et	al.,	 2013;	
Cairney	and	Stewart,	2015;	Koshykova,	2017;	among	others).	
	
In	this	same	line,	the	accounting	investigators	of	the	market	of	audit	of	the	different	countries	
have	been	analyzed	the	behavior	of	the	agents	involved	in	this	market	in	two	lines	of	study:		
On	the	one	hand,	there	is	the	line	of	study	on	the	analysis	of	the	strategic	behavior	of	the	Big	4	
to	 get	 their	 clients	 (Eichenseher	 and	 Danos,	 1981;	 Simunic,	 1980;	 Dopuch	 and	 King,	 1996;	
Kwon,	1996;	De	Beelde,	1997;	DeFond	et	al.,	2000¸	among	others).		
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And	on	the	other	hand,	there	is	the	line	of	study	on	the	determination	of	the	behaviors	of	the	
companies	audited	in	regard	to	the	election	of	auditor	(Jensen	and	Meckling,	1976;	Dopuch	and	
Simunic,	1980;	De	Angelo,	1981;	Balsam	et	al.,	2003;	among	others).		
	
Regarding	 the	 line	of	 study	on	 the	analysis	of	 the	strategic	behavior	of	 the	Big	4	 to	get	 their	
customers,	 some	 of	 the	 variables	 or	 explanatory	 factors	 that	 have	 aroused	 more	 interest	
among	the	students	of	the	audit	market	to	submit	them	to	the	empirical	analysis	from	the	point	
of	 view	 of	 the	 strategies	 followed	 by	 the	 Big	 4	 audit	 firms,	 it	 has	 been	 the	 specialization	
implemented	by	these	large	international	firms,	taking	into	account	the	sector	of	the	activity	of	
the	audited	companies	and	the	size	of	these,	as	well	as	the	used	of	economies	of	scale	based	on	
their	business	size	and	the	use	of	structured	audit	methodologies.	This	line	of	study	is	based	on	
the	 hypothesis	 of	 difference	 in	 efficiency	 in	 the	 audit	 market	 (Dopuch	 and	 Simunic,	 1980;	
DeAngelo,	 1981;	 Danos	 and	 Eichenseher,	 1982;	 Dopuch	 and	 Simunic,	 1982;	 Kinney,	 1986;	
Palmrose,	 1986;	 Cushing	 and	 Loebbecke,	 1986;	 Simunic	 and	 Stein,	 1987;	 Turpen,	 1990;	
Craswell	et	al.,	1995;	De	Beelde,	1997;	Ritson,	et	al.,	1997;	Ferguson	et	al.,	2006;	Toscano	and	
García	Benau,	2011;	among	others).	
	
The	other	 line	of	 research	 study	 about	 the	determination	of	 the	behaviors	of	 the	 companies	
audited	 in	 regard	 to	 the	 election	 of	 the	 auditor,	 the	 international	 literature	 indicates	 that	
following	 the	 proposals	 and	 results	 obtained	 through	 the	 studies	 Empirical	 studies	 on	 the	
choice	of	auditor	in	the	Anglo-Saxon	audit	markets,	have	been	describing	different	theories	or	
approaches	to	the	processes	of	auditor	election,	which	have	served	accounting	researchers	as	a	
theoretical	 reference	 framework	 for	 the	 completion	 of	 empirical	 studies	 about	 the	 choice	 of	
auditor	(De	Angelo,	1982;	Dopuch,	1984;	Balvers	et	al.,	1988;	Francis	and	Wilson,	1988;	Beattie	
and	Fearnley,	1995,	Kwon,	1996;	García	Benau	et	al.,	1998;	Toscano	and	García-Benau,	2015;	
among	others).	This	line	of	study	in	turn	is	divided	into	two	groups:		
First,	 there	 is	 the	 group	 of	 empirical	 studies	 that	 considers	 that	 the	 provision	 of	 the	 audit	
service	by	 itself,	 is	not	capable	of	differentiating	 it	due	mainly	 to	 the	regulation	of	 its	norms	
and	procedures,	 the	price	of	 the	audit	 service	being	 therefore	 the	determining	 factor	 for	 the	
election	of	the	auditor.	This	is	what	is	known	as	the	homogeneity	hypothesis	of	the	audit	service	
(Simunic,	 1980;	Doogar	 and	Easley,	 1998;	Willekens	 and	Achamadi,	 2003;	McMeeking	 et	 al.,	
2007;	among	others).	
	
Secondly,	 there	 is	 the	 group	 of	 empirical	 studies	 that	 considers	 that	 there	 are	 qualitative	
aspects	in	the	provision	of	the	audit	service	that	allow	the	differentiation	of	the	existing	service	
among	the	different	audit	firms	that	participate	in	the	audit	market.	This	is	what	is	known	as	
the	audit	service	differentiation	hypothesis	(Shockley	and	Holt,	1983,	Francis	and	Wilson,	1988,	
Turpen,	1990,	Craswell	et	al.,	1995,	Toscano	and	García-Benau,	2016).	
	
The	 objective	 of	 this	 paper	 was	 to	 make	 an	 extensive	 review	 about	 the	 empirical	 studies	
published	 in	 the	 international	 literature	 about	 the	 reasons	why	 the	Big	 4	 are	 leaders	 in	 the	
audit	market.		
	
The	methodology	used	to	review	the	literature	contains	an	important	theoretical	background,	
since	 it	 is	 based	 on	 a	 thorough	 documentary	 review	 of	 the	 most	 relevant	 theoretical	 and	
conceptual	 approaches	 of	 international	 literature.	 International	 data	 resources	 (Google	
Scholar,	 SSRN,	EBSCO,	Science	Direct)	were	 included	 in	 this	 literature	 review.	The	keywords	
used	in	the	targeted	search	were	“audit	market	concentration”,	“factors	of	the	concentration	in	
the	audit	market”,	 “auditor	choice”,	 “auditor	with	reputation”,	 “Big	4	audit	 firms”.	Due	 to	 the	
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limited	 number	 of	 studies	 available	 it	 was	 not	 practical	 to	 restrict	 our	 studies	 to	 a	 certain	
period	of	time.		
	
After	 this	 introduction,	 the	 present	 work	 is	 structured	 as	 follows:	 The	 second	 section	 is	
devoted	to	describe	the	most	relevant	theoretical	and	conceptual	approaches	published	in	the	
international	literature	on	the	factors	of	the	concentration	of	the	audit	market	and	the	possible	
reasons	for	leadership	of	the	Big	4	in	the	audit	market.	The	third	section	shows	the	results	of	
this	 research	 on	 some	 of	 the	 most	 important	 previous	 empirical	 studies	 published	 in	 the	
international	 literature.	 Finally,	 the	 last	 section	 serves	 to	describe	 the	 conclusions	 about	 the	
empirical	evidence	published	in	the	international	literature.	
	

CONCEPTUAL	AND	THEORETICAL	FRAMEWORK	
The	specialization	of	the	Big	4	audit	firms	by	sector	of	activity	and	size	of	its	clients.	
The	 international	 literature	 points	 out	 that	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 the	 nature	 of	 the	
competition	 of	 a	 particular	 market	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 analyze	 the	 conditions	 of	 the	 cost	
structure	 and	market	 demand,	 placing	 at	 the	 center	 of	 the	 analytical	 interest	 the	 strategies	
followed	 by	 the	 companies	 in	 relation	 to	 your	 leadership	 in	 a	 certain	 market	 (Bueno	 and	
Morcillo,	1993;	among	others).		
	
For	this	reason,	the	hypothesis	of	efficiency	difference	in	the	audit	market,	has	led	researchers	to	
accept	 that	 the	structure	of	 the	market	and	 therefore	 the	concentration,	 is	not	an	exogenous	
variable	but	it	is	explained,	both	by	the	basic	conditions	of	the	audit	market,	and	in	particular	
by	 the	 structure	 of	 costs	 of	 the	 industry	 and	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 demand,	 as	 well	 as	 by	 the	
strategic	 behavior	 of	 the	 large	 auditing	 firms	 that	 participate	 in	 that	 market	 (Dopuch	 and	
Simunic,	1980;	Danos	and	Eichenseher,	1982;	Campbell	and	McNiel,	1985;	Garcia	Benau,	et.	al.,	
1998;	Culvenor	and	Godfrey,	2000;	Dunn	et	al.,	2000;	Balsam	et	al.,	2003;	among	others).		
	
These	new	variables	become	the	 fundamental	aspects	to	understand	the	dynamics	of	market	
functioning	and	are	 the	determining	 factors	of	 concentration	 (Danos	and	Eichenseher,	1982;	
among	others).	Thus,	accounting	researchers	raise	the	possibility	that	audit	firms	may	enjoy	a	
certain	competitive	advantage	due	to	their	own	strategic	behavior	(Toscano	and	García-Benau,	
2011;	among	others).		
	
The	 two	variables	 that	have	aroused	most	 interest	among	accounting	researchers	have	been	
the	specialization	by	sector	of	the	activity	of	the	audited	companies	and	the	specialization	due	
to	the	size	of	the	companies	audited,	since	it	 is	proposed	by	the	students	of	the	audit	market	
the	possibility	that	there	is	a	specific	"accounting	technology"	by	sector	of	activity,	because	in	
certain	 cases	 the	 application	 and	 selection	 of	 accounting	 policies	 are	 unique	 for	 a	 specific	
sector	of	activity.	
	
With	regard	to	the	demand	for	specialization	of	audit	firms	according	to	the	activity	sector	of	
the	audited	companies,	the	investigation	shows	that	audit	firms,	in	order	to	meet	said	demand,	
will	perform	certain	strategic	conducts.		
	
Such	 strategies	 are	 presented	 as	 an	 investment	 in	 specialized	 knowledge,	 that	 is,	 the	
acquisition	 of	 a	 skill	 and	 experience	 above	 the	 average	 experience	 required	 in	 the	 audit	
market,	 such	 as	 recruitment	 and	 training	 of	 personnel,	 opening	 of	 offices,	 software	
development	and	sophisticated	decision	 tools,	which	enables	 these	audit	 firms	 to	enjoy	both	
economies	of	scale	and	economies	of	scope	to	offer	 their	services	 in	specific	segments	of	 the	
market.	say,	specialized	services	at	a	lower	cost	than	other	competing	audit	firms	could	offer.		
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In	this	same	script,	the	investigation	has	reached	the	conclusion	that	the	audit	market	can	be	
segmented,	allowing	specialization	according	to	the	nature	of	the	audited	company,	being	one	
of	 the	 fundamental	aspects	with	respect	 to	 the	sector	of	activity	 to	which	belong	 the	audited	
company	 (Shockley	 and	 Holt,	 1983,	 Simunic,	 1987;	 Williams	 and	 Dirsmtih,	 1988;	 Turpen,	
1990;	Craswell	et	al.,	1995;	Gramling	and	Stone,	2001;	Casterella	et	al.,	2004;	among	others).	
	
In	 regard	 to	 the	demand	 for	specialization	 of	audit	 firms	according	 to	 the	size	 of	 the	audited	
company,	accounting	researchers	consider	that	the	demand	for	it	derives	from	the	size	of	the	
audited	company,	as	aspects	such	as;	The	planning	of	the	audit,	the	internal	control	compliance	
tests,	and	the	audit	program	are	dependent	on	the	size	of	 the	audited	company.	However,	 in	
practice	it	is	difficult	for	a	given	company	to	follow	only	one	of	these	strategies	indicated	in	a	
pure	 sense,	 either	 in	 terms	 of	 leadership	 in	 costs	 or	 specialization,	 there	 being	 rather	 a	
combination	of	both	strategies.	
	
Economies	of	scale	and	structured	audit	methodologies	used	by	the	Big	4	audit	firms	
The	international	literature	also	highlights	that	the	study	of	the	relationships	between	the	offer	
of	audit	services	and	market	structure	can	not	only	be	made	from	a	perspective	of	the	analysis	
of	 the	 strategic	behavior	of	 auditors,	 but	 also	 studies	 can	be	 carried	out	where	 the	 strategic	
variable	or	behavioral	is	not	the	explanatory	variable.		
	
In	 this	 same	 line,	 accounting	 researchers	 have	 always	 shown	 great	 interest	 in	 inferring	 the	
existence	of	relationships	between	the	size	of	audit	firms	and	their	market	power,	especially	as	
a	result	of	 the	controversial	Metcalf	Report	 (1978),	 for	 the	reason	that	 the	Big	4	audit	 firms,	
due	 to	 their	 high	 market	 share	 in	 the	 audit	 market,	 could	 influence	 their	 favor	 over	 the	
regulatory	 bodies	 of	 the	 US	 accounting	 profession	 and	 thereby	 prevent	 the	 existence	 of	
adequate	competition	with	respect	to	the	rest	of	the	other,	firms	audit.		
	
For	this	reason,	the	research	has	considered	important	to	analyze	the	way	in	which	there	can	
be	 an	 empirically	 testable	 relationship	 between	 business	 size	 and	 cost	 leadership	 strategy,	
acquiring	special	 importance	 in	terms	of	 the	audit	market	exploit	 the	advantages	of	having	a	
position	more	favorable	in	the	curve	of	average	costs	and	the	use	of	technologies	that	allow	the	
production	of	the	audit	service	at	more	competitive	prices.		
	
Thus,	accounting	researchers	distinguish	two	variables	or	explanatory	factors	that	can	explain	
the	high	concentration	of	the	audit	market,	such	as	the	existence	of	economies	of	scale	and	the	
possible	use	of	structured	audit	methodologies.	
	
As	 regards	 the	 existence	 of	 economies	 of	 scale,	 the	 literature	 highlights	 the	 possibility	 that	
certain	auditing	firms,	due	to	their	size,	may	be	more	efficient	than	others	by	reducing	costs	of	
the	service	offered.		
	
Based	on	this	premise,	the	accounting	researchers	study	if	the	high	market	shares	held	by	large	
international	 audit	 firms	 could	 be	 explained	 by	 the	 existence	 of	 these	 economies	 of	 size	
(Francis	and	Stokes,	1986;	among	others).		
	
Regarding	the	use	of	structured	methodologies	of	audits,	the	research	shows	that	their	use	can	
also	 be	 an	 element	 that	 allows	 the	 audit	 firms	 to	 reach	 a	 competitive	 position	 through	 the	
reduction	 of	 average	 unit	 costs,	 since	 it	 is	 presumed	 that	 the	 recurrent	 use	 of	 contrasted	
procedures	and	methods	must,	in	principle,	lead	to	a	reduction	in	costs.	However,	it	should	be	



	

	

Archives	of	Business	Research	(ABR)	 Vol.5,	Issue	12,	Dec-2017	

Copyright	©	Society	for	Science	and	Education,	United	Kingdom	 231	

noted	that	this	is	questionable,	for	the	reason	that	the	same	methodology	can	not	necessarily	
be	applied	with	the	same	level	of	effectiveness	to	two	different	companies	audited.	
	
Next,	in	graphic	1.,	the	study	lines	followed	by	the	accounting	researchers	on	the	relationships	
between	 the	offer	of	 audit	 services	and	market	 structure	 from	a	point	of	view	of	 large	audit	
firms	are	synthesized.	
	

GRAPHIC	1.		
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The	homogeneous	audit	service.	
The	 international	 literature	points	out	 that	 the	audit	service	has	some	unique	characteristics	
that	make	 it	different	 from	other	professional	 services,	due	 to	 its	mandatory	nature	and	 the	
deep	regulation	that	affects	 it,	 that	 is,	certain	companies,	particularly	those	that	arouse	more	
interest	 for	 the	 company.	 society,	 are	 required	 to	 submit	 their	 financial	 statements	 to	 the	
review	process	involved	in	the	audit.		
	
The	obligation	of	certain	companies	to	submit	their	financial	information	to	the	control	of	the	
audit	 is	 justified	 from	 a	 normative	 point	 of	 view	 because	 it	 is	 considered	 that	 through	 this	
activity	 a	 better	 informed	 and	 organized	 society	 is	 enabled,	 aspects	 that	 can	 increase	 the	
general	welfare	of	the	same.		
	
Likewise,	 although	 the	 contracting	 of	 the	 audit	 service	may	 be	 voluntary	 on	 the	 part	 of	 any	
entity,	 the	 reality	 is	 that	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	 the	 auditing	 services	 demanded	 come	 from	
contracts	for	the	execution	of	mandatory	audits	of	the	annual	financial	statements.		
	
Thus,	the	situation	can	be	presented	that	certain	companies	that	must	choose	an	auditor	do	not	
perceive	the	prior	need	to	hire	the	audit	service	on	a	voluntary	basis.		
	
If	 this	 is	the	case,	 in	principle,	 it	 is	assumed	that	the	process	of	choosing	the	auditor	will	not	
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have	 in	 itself	 the	 greatest	 relative	 importance	with	 respect	 to	 the	 type	of	 auditor	necessary,	
since,	there	is	no	internal	stimulus	for	the	demand	for	the	audit,	this	It	would	then	result	that,	
in	view	of	the	companies	obliged	to	hire	the	independent	audit	service,	they	could	not	see	any	
difference	between	all	the	audit	firms	that	offer	this	service.		
	
In	 this	 sense,	 the	 auditor	 election	 process	 is	 simply	 reduced	 to	 the	mere	 fact	 of	 hiring	 any	
auditor	in	order	to	cover	their	obligation,	and	in	that	case,	the	most	rational	solution	for	certain	
companies,	 it	 seems	 that	 is,	 the	 hiring	 of	 the	 auditor	 who	 offers	 the	 service	 at	 the	 lowest	
possible	price.	
	
In	addition,	the	practice	of	auditing	the	financial	statements	of	companies	 is	highly	regulated	
both	 by	 the	 technical	 standards	 issued	 by	 the	 organized	 profession,	 as	 well	 as	 by	 the	
procedures	 and	 other	 legal	 requirements	 imposed	 by	 the	 supervisory	 bodies	 in	 relation	 to	
their	 own	 execution	 and	 the	 substrate	 in	 which	 it	 is	 carried	 out,	 that	 is,	 the	 financial	
information.		
	
Therefore,	 based	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 audit	 is	 a	 professional	 service	 subject	 to	 permanent	
regulation	and	considering	 that	all	 the	suppliers	of	 the	audit	 service	adequately	apply	 it,	 the	
hypothesis	can	be	established	that	there	is	little	capacity	for	different	auditors	to	provide	the	
audit	service	in	different	ways,	or	at	least	that	there	is	less	differentiation	capacity	than	if	the	
service	were	provided	in	an	environment	with	little	regulation.	
	
Based	 on	 this	 premise,	 the	 argument	 of	 rational	 choice	 of	 certain	 companies	 to	 hire	 the	
mandatory	 audit	 and	 the	 reduced	 possibility	 of	 finding	 differences	 between	 the	 different	
suppliers	of	 the	audit	 service,	would	be	 the	 choice	of	 the	auditor	 that	offers	 the	 service	at	 a	
lower	possible	price.	
	
Therefore,	the	hypothesis	of	homogeneity	in	the	provision	of	the	audit	service	consists,	then,	in	
the	consideration	of	the	price	as	an	explanatory	variable	of	the	auditor	election	processes.	
		
Finally,	the	international	literature	highlights	that	these	approaches	of	accounting	researchers	
based	on	the	premise	of	the	homogeneity	of	the	audit	service,	represent	the	starting	point	of	a	
series	 of	 works	 on	 the	 behavior	 of	 the	 agents	 of	 the	 audit	 markets	 fundamentally	 of	 the	
English-speaking	 countries	 (Simunic,	 1980;	 DeAngelo,	 1981;	 Francis,	 1984;	 Danos	 y	
Eichenseher,	 1986;	 Kinney,	 1986;	 Palmrose,	 1986;	 Kaplan,	 1990;	 Turpen,	 1990;	 Pong	 and	
Wittington,	1994;	among	others).	
	
Tbe	differentiated	audit	service.	
As	a	counterpart	to	what	is	considered	in	the	studies	referred	to	in	the	previous	sub-section,	
the	international	literature	also	highlights	a	second	group	of	scientific	studies	on	audit	markets	
that	considers	that	the	audit	service	is	not	homogeneous.		
	
This	 is	equivalent	to	saying	that	 their	claimants	can	differentiate	the	service	provided	by	the	
different	auditors,	for	the	reason	that	they	perceive	the	existence	of	different	qualities.	
	
Thus,	the	works	based	on	the	differentiation	of	the	audit	service,	describe	different	scenarios	in	
which	the	companies	that	demand	the	audit	service	require	the	contracting	of	a	certain	audit	
service,	that	is,	an	audit	service	with	a	quality	differential	(Chow,	1982;	Watts	and	Zimmerman,	
1983;	Simunic	y	Stein,	1987;	Francis	y	Wilson,	1988;	Beatty,	1989;	Wilson	and	Grimlund	1990;	



	

	

Archives	of	Business	Research	(ABR)	 Vol.5,	Issue	12,	Dec-2017	

Copyright	©	Society	for	Science	and	Education,	United	Kingdom	 233	

DeFond,	1992;	Beattie	y	Fearnley,	1995;	Tomczyk,	1996;	Colbert	and	Murray,	1998;	Toscano	
and	Garcia-Benau,	2016;	among	others).	
	
One	 of	 these	 scenarios	 is	 made	 up	 of	 companies	 that	 produce	 high	 agency	 costs,	 such	 as	
companies	that	have	a	large	shareholder	dispersion.		
	
In	 these	cases,	 the	accounting	researchers	have	 focused	on	analyzing	 the	behavior	of	 certain	
companies	 that	due	 to	 their	 corporate	 characteristics	 could	be	expected	 to	demand	superior	
quality	 services,	 that	 is,	 the	 corporate	 characteristics	 of	 these	 companies	 will	 be	 the	
determinants	of	the	benefits	can	they	get	a	quality	audit	(Francis	y	Wilson,	1988;	Knapp,	1991;	
DeFond,	1992;	Agrawal	y	Knoeber,	1996;	Garcia-Benau	et	al.,	1999;	among	others).		
	
Among	 the	 corporate	 features	 that	 have	 generated	 the	 most	 attention	 in	 the	 international	
literature	are	the	agency	costs	that	take	place	within	the	companies.		
	
Since	Jensen	and	Meckling	(1976)	argued	that	the	audit	requires	a	special	highlight	to	control	
agency	costs,	part	of	the	research	has	been	oriented	to	the	analysis	of	how	the	nature	of	these	
agency	costs	in	certain	audited	companies	can	explain	a	differentiated	demand	of	the	quality	of	
the	audit	service	and,	therefore,	the	election	of	a	given	auditor.		
	
Likewise,	 the	 international	 literature	 points	 out	 scenarios	 such	 as	 those	 presented	 in	 those	
companies	that,	for	the	first	time,	will	launch	their	shares	on	the	stock	market.	In	these	cases,	
the	 international	 literature	pays	attention	 to	 the	 type	of	auditor	 chosen	by	 these	companies,	
revealing	in	their	work	that	companies	prefer	to	prefer	large	international	audit	firms	for	their	
reputation	 and	 image	 (Palmrose,	 1984;	 Firth	 and	 Smith,	 1992;	Moizer,	 1997;	 Lennox,	 1999;	
Fargher	et	al.,	2001;	Krishnamurthy	at	al.,	2002;	Mayhew	and	Wilkins,	2002;	entre	otros).		
	
In	this	way,	they	can	serve	as	a	means	to	reduce	uncertainties	among	future	investors,	and	thus	
be	 able	 to	 ensure	 an	 exit	 to	 financial	markets	 in	 the	most	 favorable	 conditions	 (Menon	 and	
Williams,	1991;	Simunic	and	Stein,	1995;	Hogan,	1997;	among	others).		
	
Finally,	 the	 international	 literature	 has	 also	 been	 gathering	 various	 works	 in	 which	 the	
accounting	 researchers	 instead	of	defining	 a	priori	 the	 scenarios	 in	which	 certain	 audits	 are	
demanded,	that	is,	audits	with	a	quality	differential,	let	them	be	their	own	audited	companies	
that	 make	 clear	 which	 are	 the	 attributes	 that	 define	 the	 concept	 of	 quality.	 To	 this	 type	 of	
studies,	the	accounting	investigators	frame	them	within	which	it	could	be	denominated	like	the	
theory	of	the	behavior	or	signals	(Schroeder	et	al.,	1986;	Sutton	and	Lampe,	1990;	Beattie	and	
Fearnley,	1995;	Butterworth	and	Houghton,	1995;	among	others).	
	
Next,	in	figure	2,	we	synthesize	the	main	aspects	that	make	up	each	of	the	two	theories.	
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GRAPHIC	2.	
 

THEORIES	PUBLISHED	IN	THE	INTERNATIONAL	LITERATURE	
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RESULTS	OF	LITERATURE	REVIEW	
More	 than	 four	 decades	 ago,	 the	 international	 journal	 The	Accounting	Review	 published	 the	
article	 entitled	 "An	Analysis	 of	 Large	Audit	 Clients"	 by	 the	 authors	 Zeff	 and	 Fossum	 (1967),	
which	provided	empirical	evidence	on	the	worrying	high	level	of	market	concentration	audit.	
	
From	the	pioneering	work	of	Zeff	and	Fossum	(1967)	the	analysis	of	the	concentration	of	the	
audit	 market	 has	 been	 to	 this	 day,	 a	 topic	 widely	 debated	 both	 in	 the	 academic	 and	
professional	 fields	(Rhode	et	al.,	1974;	Moizer	and	Turley,	1989;	Beattie	and	Fearnley,	1994;	
Johnson	 et	 al.,	 1995;	 García-Benau,	 et	 al.,	 1998;	Wolk	 et	 al.,	 2001;	 Thavapalan	 et	 al.,	 2002;	
Beattie	et	al.,	2003;	Toscano	and	Garcia-Benau,	2014;	among	others).	
	
In	this	same	sense,	the	different	regulatory	and	professional	bodies	have	also	ceased	to	express	
their	concern	regarding	 the	great	power	achieved	by	 the	 large	 international	 firms,	especially	
due	 to	 the	 negative	 consequences	 that	 could	 derive	 for	 the	 proper	 functioning	 of	 the	 audit	
market.	by	the	fact	that	the	supply	of	audit	services	in	the	world	is	dominated	by	a	few	audit	
firms	 (Metcalf	 Report,	 1976;	 AICPA	 Report,	 1978;	 The	 Sarbanes-Oxley	 Act	 of	 2002;	 GAO	
Report,	 2003;	 Accountancy	Age,	 2005;	 American	Assembly	Report,	 2005;	 The	Oxera	Report,	
2006;	European	Commission-Green	Paper,	2010).		
	
Therefore,	we	present	a	brief	description	of	the	previous	studies	that	we	believe	are	the	most	
important	that	have	been	published	in	the	international	literature:	
The	academic	researchers	Dopuch	and	Simunic,	1980;	Eichenseher	and	Danos	(1981),	Danos	
and	 Eichenseher	 (1982),	 Campbell	 and	 McNiel,	 1985;	 Kwon	 (1996)	 and	 Hogan	 and	 Jeter	
(1999)	focused	on	the	study	of	concentration	in	different	segments	of	the	US	audit	market,	as	
well	as	observing	specialization	in	certain	segments.	
	
De	 Beelde	 (1997),	 carries	 out	 a	 research	 work	 on	 the	 specialization	 industry	 of	 the	 large	
auditing	 firms,	 as	well	 as	 on	 the	 level	 of	 concentration	 of	 the	 audit	market	 in	 Belgium.	 The	
results	 indicate	that	the	level	of	market	concentration	for	the	first	 four	auditing	firms	(C4)	is	
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variable	in	terms	of	specialized	countries	and	industries,	and	that	the	presence	of	the	Big	Six	or	
Big	6	in	certain	specific	industries	is	not	consistent	among	the	countries	analyzed.	
	
For	 their	 part,	 Simunic	 (1980),	 Dopuch	 and	 Simunic	 (1980),	 Danos	 and	 Eichenseher	 (1982)	
and	Tonge	and	Wootton	 (1991),	with	 respect	 to	 the	analysis	of	 the	prices	established	 in	 the	
audit	market,	observed	that	these	prices	were	consistent	with	a	competitive	situation,	that	is,	
regardless	of	whether	the	audit	market	at	that	time	was	divided	into	different	segments.	
	
Bigus	and	Zimmermann	(2008)	analyze	auditors'	market	shares	and	concentration	in	Germany	
on	 the	 basis	 of	 audit	 fees,	 which	 have	 been	 subject	 to	 disclosure	 since	 2005.	 Audit	 firms	
specialize	in	certain	industries	or	stock	market	segments.	Market	concentration	increases	over	
time.	At	present,	concentration	seems	to	be	higher	 in	Switzerland,	although	it	 is	 lower	 in	the	
United	States	of	America	(USA)	and	the	United	Kingdom	(UK).	
	
Bills	 et	 al.,	 (2015)	 examine	 the	 audit	 pricing	 effects	 when	 auditors	 specialize	 in	 industries	
conducive	to	transferable	audit	processes.	The	results	indicate	that	industry	specialists	charge	
incrementally	 lower	 fees	 in	 industries	 with	 homogenous	 operations,	 and	 particularly	 in	
industries	with	both	homogenous	operations	and	complex	accounting	practices.	
	
Empirical	 studies	 on	 the	 factors	 of	 concentration	 in	 audit	markets	 argue	 that	 economies	 of	
scale	 in	 the	 preparation	 of	 audits	 of	 client	 companies	 benefit	 the	 high	 concentration	 of	 the	
supply	 of	 services	 held	 by	 a	 few	 audit	 firms	 (Eichenseher	 and	 Danos,	 1981,	 Danos	 and	
Eichenseher,	1986,	Toscano	and	García-Benau,	2011,	among	others).	
	
Among	the	studies	that	focus	on	analyzing	whether	different	audit	firms	can	effectively	exploit	
economies	derived	from	their	business	size,	that	is,	economies	of	scale	as	a	means	of	explaining	
efficiency	 differences,	 we	 highlight	 those	 of	 Palmrose	 (1986)	 and	 Danos	 and	 Eichenseher	
(1986).	They	have	verified	the	existence	of	economies	of	scale	 in	the	US	audit	market,	which	
means	 that	 the	 high	market	 shares	 of	 large	 international	 audit	 firms	 are	 explained	 because	
they	operate	at	lower	costs,	an	aspect	that	is	consistent	with	the	hypothesis	of	that	the	choice	
of	auditor	is	determined	by	the	price	of	the	service.	
	
The	search	by	auditing	firms	of	economies	of	increasing	scales	has	aroused	academic	interest	
in	 the	 effect	 that	mergers	 among	 large	 international	 firms	 can	 have	 on	 concentration	 levels	
(Tonge	and	Wootton,	1991,	Minyard	and	Tabos,	1991;	Wootton	et	al.,	1994;	among	others).	In	
this	sense,	several	studies	have	shown	that	the	choice	of	auditor	is	explained	by	the	economies	
of	scope;	among	them,	the	works	of	Simunic	(1984),	Beck	et	al.	(1988)	and	Turpen	(1990).	
	
The	 works	 of	 Kinney	 (1986),	 Kaplan	 et	 al.	 (1990)	 and	 Mutchler	 and	Williams	 (1990)	 have	
shown	that	the	pressure	of	competition,	the	need	to	control	labor	costs,	as	well	as	the	need	to	
reduce	 audit	 risk,	 are	 factors	 that	 cause	 auditing	 firms	 to	make	 efforts	 to	 improve	 the	 audit	
process	through	the	use	of	structured	methodologies,	which	allow	the	development	of	work	in	
a	shorter	time	and	with	greater	precision.	This	produces	a	positive	effect	on	the	prices	of	the	
audit	that	these	firms	can	offer,	and	there	is	empirical	evidence	that	shows	that	companies	that	
use	structured	methodologies	obtain	a	greater	number	of	clients.	These	ideas	have	given	rise	
to	many	 investigations	 that	 try	 to	 explain	 the	behavior	of	 the	market	by	observing	different	
levels	 in	 the	 execution	 of	 the	 audit	 work	 and,	 therefore,	 in	 the	 possibility	 that	 there	 is	 an	
overprice	 in	 the	 provision	 of	 the	 audit	 service	 (Palmrose,	 1986,	 De	 Fond	 et	 al.,	 2000,	 and	
Casterella	et	al.,	2004,	Toscano	and	García-Benau,	2011).	
	
Traditionally,	 it	 is	 considered	 that	 the	 audit	 market	 has	 to	 show	 the	 characteristics	 of	
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monopolistic	markets	with	their	associated	drawbacks,	due	to	the	dominance	exercised	by	the	
large	 international	 firms.	However,	when	 this	market	 is	 dissected	 in	 different	 segments	 (for	
example,	 the	 segment	 of	 large	 customers)	 it	 is	 observed	 that	 the	 established	 prices	 are	
consistent	with	a	competitive	situation	(Simunic,	1980,	Danos	and	Eichensher,	1982,	Simon	et	
al.,	1986,	Tonge	and	Wootton,	1991,	García	Benau,	et	al.,	1998,	Pong	and	Burnett,	2006).	
	
Davies	and	Lyon	(1982)	point	out	that	companies	prefer	to	use	the	so-called	differentiation	of	
products	 rather	 than	 entering	 into	 the	 price	 war.	 However,	 we	 must	 not	 forget	 that	 the	
evidence	of	many	of	the	works	of	recent	years,	 including	the	contribution	of	DeAngelo	(1981	
and	 1982),	which	 have	 highlighted	 the	 position	 contrary	 to	 that	 put	 forward	 by	Davies	 and	
Lyon	to	emphasize	the	practice	of	offering	audit	services	below	cost,	which	in	the	Anglo-Saxon	
literature	 is	 usually	 expressed	 using	 the	 term	 "low	balling",	 using	 it	 as	 a	 barrier	 to	 entry	 to	
avoid	auditor	change	(Simon	and	Taylor,	1997;	Dopuch	and	King,	1996;	among	others).	
	
Ferguson	and	Scott	(2013)	examines	intra-Big	4	audit	fee	premiums	in	the	Australian	market.	
During	 the	period	examined	(2002–2004),	 they	 find	 the	main	 feature	of	 the	Australian	audit	
market	over	this	period	is	a	PwC	brand	premium,	which	suggests	price	competition	and	thus	
no	collusive	pricing.	Within	 the	Big	4,	audit	pricing	effects	are	 likely	 to	be	a	growing	area	of	
inquiry	 in	 future	 audit	 pricing	 literature.	Overall,	 the	 study	 implies	 that	 regulatory	 concerns	
about	a	lack	of	a	competition	in	the	audit	market	during	this	period	are	inconsistent	with	the	
audit	pricing	evidence.	
	
Cairney	and	Stewart	(2015)	examine	the	relationship	between	a	client	industry's	homogeneity	
and	audit	fees.	They	find	that	specialist	auditors	charge	lower	fees	in	homogenous	industries.	
They	 observe	 a	 lower	 standard	 deviation	 of	 fees	 in	more	 homogenous	 industries.	 Together,	
these	results	suggest	that	auditors	sustain	lower	costs	in	audits	of	homogenous	clients	and	that	
the	similarly	lower	costs	incurred	across	auditors	are	passed	on	to	clients	in	the	form	of	lower	
fees.	
	
In	 other	 previous	 works	 collected	 by	 the	 international	 literature,	 other	 factors	 have	 been	
identified	 that	 potentially	 affect	 the	 choice	 of	 the	 auditing	 firm,	 such	 as	 the	 level	 of	 rivalry	
existing	in	a	given	industry	and	the	prices	set	by	the	auditor.	In	particular,	the	investigations	of	
Eichenseher	and	Danos	(1981),	Kwon,	(1996),	and	Hogan	and	Jeter	(1999)	conclude	that	the	
level	of	competition	in	a	given	industry	is	a	factor	that	affects	the	choice	of	auditor	while	the	
company	The	client	may	be	reluctant	to	hire	a	firm	that	audits	its	direct	rivals.	
	
Among	 the	 corporate	 features	 that	 have	 generated	 the	 most	 attention	 in	 the	 international	
literature	are	the	agency	costs	that	take	place	within	the	companies.	Since	Jensen	and	Meckling	
(1976)	argued	that	the	audit	requires	a	special	emphasis	to	control	the	costs	of	agency,	part	of	
the	 research	 has	 been	 oriented	 to	 the	 analysis	 of	 how	 the	 nature	 of	 these	 agency	 costs,	 can	
explain	 a	 differentiated	 quality	 demand	 of	 the	 audit	 and,	 therefore,	 the	 election	 of	 a	 given	
auditor	(Fan	and	Wong,	2005;	Huang	et	al.,	2016;	Eguasa	and	Urhoghide,	2017).	
	
In	 this	 sense,	 the	 specialized	 literature	 has	 collected	 several	 works	 that	 have	 investigated	
factors	related	to	the	costs	of	agency	of	the	company	that	explain	that	the	demand	for	audits	of	
higher	 quality	 and,	 therefore,	 a	 greater	 demand	 for	 the	 audit	 services	 provided	by	 the	 large	
auditing	firms.	In	particular,	it	has	been	found	that	factors	such	as	the	diffusion	of	property,	the	
existence	of	incentive	contracts	based	on	results	and	the	future	issuance	of	debt	are	positively	
related	 to	 the	 demand	 for	 higher	 quality	 audits	 (DeFond,	 1988;	 Francis	 and	 Wilson,	 1988,	
Palmrose,	1988,	Arruñada,	2000,	Piot,	2001,	among	others).	
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The	literature	has	also	been	collecting	various	works	in	which	accounting	researchers	instead	
of	defining	a	priori	the	scenarios	in	which	certain	audits	are	demanded,	that	 is,	audits	with	a	
quality	differential,	allow	the	audited	companies	themselves	to	that	they	reveal	the	attributes	
that	 define	 the	 concept	 of	 quality	 (Barton,	 2005,	 Francis	 and	 Wang,	 2008,	 Monterrey	 and	
Sánchez-Segura,	2008,	Cahan	et	al.,	2011,	Lawrence	et	al.,	2011,	Boone	et	al.	,	2012,	Veltea	and	
Stiglbauer,	2012,	Francis	et	al.,	2013,	Choi	et	al.,	2016,	among	others).		
	
To	this	type	of	studies,	the	accounting	researchers	frame	them	within	what	could	be	called	the	
theory	of	behavior	or	signals	(Mock	and	Samet,	1982,	Schroeder	et	al.,	1986,	Sutton	and	Lampe,	
1990,	 Beattie	 and	 Fearnley,	 1995,	 Butterworth	 and	 Houghton,	 1995,	 Hay	 and	 Davis,	 2004,	
among	others).	
	
Francis	and	Wilson	(1988),	DeFond	(1992),	Citron	and	Manalis	(2001),	Eisenberg	and	Macey,	
2003;	 Hay	 and	 Davis	 (2004),	 Barton	 (2005)	 and	 Monterrey	 and	 Sánchez-Segura	 (2008)	
contrast	the	hypothesis	that	there	is	a	demand	for	quality	audits,	as	it	is	empirically	contrasted	
that	those	companies	in	which	the	highlighted	situations	take	place	systematically	choose	the	
large	international	firms	(Carlin	et	al.,	2008).	
	
In	this	sense,	although	from	the	side	of	the	demand	of	the	companies,	the	researchers	De	Fond	
(1988)	 and	 Francis	 and	Wilson	 (1988)	 focused	 their	 work	 in	 shaping	 the	 relationship	 that	
exists	between	the	factors	that	intervene	in	the	costs,	the	companies	(the	existence	of	incentive	
contracts	based	on	results	and	the	future	issuance	of	debt)	and	the	demand	for	higher	quality	
audits	(Citron	and	Manalis,	2001,	Toscano	and	García-Benau,	2016,	Huang	et	al.,	2016,	Eguasa	
and	Urhoghide,	2017;	among	others).	
	
Another	 type	 of	 study	 focuses	 on	 the	 launch	 of	 a	 package	 of	 shares,	 and	 to	 guarantee	 a	
maximum	price,	auditors	that	offer	high	quality	in	their	service	use	as	a	means	of	reducing	the	
uncertainties	 of	 future	 investors.	 Among	 this	 type	 of	 studies,	 they	 would	 highlight	 the	
empirical	works	of	Simunic	and	Stein	(1987),	Balvers	et	al.	(1988),	Beatty	(1989),	Menon	and	
Williams	(1991),	Hogan	(1997),	Wallace,	1998	and	Pittman	and	Fortin	(2004).	
	
Dopuch	and	Simunic	(1980),	DeAngelo	(1981),	Francis	and	Wilson	(1988),	Boone	et	al.,	(2000)	
and	Wolk,	 et	 al.,	 (2001),	 observed	 that	 the	 Big	 8	 achieved	 high	 quotas	 of	 the	 audit	 market	
because	 they	 provided	 differentiated	 quality	 audit	 services	 and	 also	 had	 a	 high	 reputation.	
Based	on	these	results,	another	group	of	works	related	to	the	study	of	the	effects	on	the	audit	
market	derived	from	mergers	among	large	international	firms	(see,	Tonge	and	Wootton,	1991,	
Minyard	 and	Tabor,	 1991,	Wootton	 et	 al.	 al.,	 1994;	Wolk	 et	 al.,	 2001;	 and	Thavapalan	 et	 al.,	
2002,	among	others).	
	
The	 international	 literature	points	out	scenarios	such	as	those	presented	 in	those	companies	
that,	 for	 the	 first	 time,	 will	 launch	 their	 shares	 on	 the	 stock	 market.	 In	 these	 cases,	 the	
literature	pays	attention	to	the	type	of	auditor	chosen	by	these	companies,	revealing	 in	their	
work	that	companies	prefer	to	prefer	large	international	firms	for	their	reputation	and	image.	
In	this	way,	they	can	serve	as	a	means	to	reduce	uncertainties	among	future	investors,	and	thus	
ensure	 an	 exit	 to	 financial	 markets	 in	 the	 most	 favorable	 conditions	 (Menon	 and	Williams,	
1991,	 Simunic	 and	Stein,	 1995,	García-Benau	et	 al.,	 2000,	 Citron	 and	Manalis,	 2004,	Pittman	
and	Fortin,	2004,	Barton,	2005,	Toscano	and	García-Benau,	2016,	Huang	et	al.,	2016,	Eguasa	
and	Urhoghide,	2017).		
	

CONCLUSIONS	
In	this	article,	we	have	presented	a	research	paper	whose	objective	was	to	make	an	extensive	



Toscano	Moctezuma,	 J.	 A.,	 &	 García	 Benau,	 M.	 A.	(2017).	Why	 The	 Big	 4	 Are	 Leaders	 in	 The	 Audit	 Market?	 A	 Literature	 Review.	Archives	 of	
Business	Research,	5(12),	227-244.	
	

	
	

URL:	http://dx.doi.org/10.14738/abr.512.4005.	 238	

review	of	the	most	relevant	empirical	studies	published	in	the	international	literature	on	some	
of	the	factors	that	may	explain	the	concentration	of	the	market	in	favor	of	the	Big	4.	After	the	
elaboration	of	this	work,	we	have	reached	the	following	conclusions:	
The	main	 research	published	by	 the	 international	 literature	points	 to	a	 series	of	 factors	 that	
explain	the	high	level	of	concentration	in	the	audit	markets	(Francis,	1984,	Simon,	1985,	Baber	
et	al.,	1987;	Haskins	and	Williams,	1990,	Craswell	and	Taylor,	1991,	Steven,	1991,	Beattie	and	
Fearnley,	 1994,	 Corona	 Romero	 et	 al.,	 1995,	 Simunic	 and	 Stein,	 1995,	 Taylor,	 1997,	 García-
Benau	et	al.,	1998,	Taylor	and	Simon,	2003,	Abidin	et	al.,	2007;	among	others).		
	
Among	 the	 factors	 that	 accounting	 research	 has	 also	 highlighted	 as	 explanations	 of	 the	 high	
concentration	in	power	of	the	large	international	firms,	currently	known	as	the	Big	4,	are	the	
strategic	behaviors	on	the	part	of	the	audit	firms	to	specialize	in	both	the	size	of	the	company	
audited	as	the	economic	sector	of	the	audited	company	(Eichenseher	and	Danos,	1981,	Danos	
and	Eichenseher,	1982,	Ritson	et	al.,	1997,	Hogan	and	Jeter,	1999,	Neal	and	Riley,	2004;	among	
others).	
	
Likewise,	the	factors	that	explain	the	reasons	for	the	high	concentration	is	the	provision	of	the	
audit	 service	at	more	competitive	prices	 in	 the	presence	of	economies	of	scale	 and	structured	
audit	methodologies,	 sometimes	 offering	 prices	 below	 the	 cost	 of	 the	 audit	 service.	 (Dopuch	
and	King,	1996),	a	phenomenon	that	was	pointed	out	more	than	two	decades	ago	by	DeAngelo	
(1981)	and	known	as	low	balling.	
	
Finally,	the	effect	of	reputation	is	another	determining	factor,	that	is,	it	is	based	on	the	fact	that	
the	offered	audit	service	is	not	homogeneous,	therefore	there	are	different	qualities,	so	that	the	
differential	quality	appears	as	a	explanatory	variable	that	implies	the	hiring	of	a	certain	type	of	
auditor	to	the	detriment	of	the	remaining	auditors	(Beattie,	1989,	Wilson	and	Grimlund,	1990,	
Craswell	et	al.,	1995,	Tomczyk,	1996,	Moizer,	1997,	Fargher	et	al.,	 2001,	Doogar	et	al.,	2003,	
Barton,	2005,	Toscano	and	Garcia-Benau,	2016;	among	others).	
	

BIBLIOGRAPHIC	REFERENCES	
ABIDIN,	S.	;	BEATTIE,	V.	Y	GOODACRE,	A.	(2006)	:	“Audit	Market	Concetration	and	Auditor	Choice	in	the	UK”,	
University	of	Stirling,	Working	paper,	pp.	1-15.	

ABIDIN,	S.	;	BEATTIE,	V.	Y	GOODACRE,	A.	(2007)	:	“An	Analysis	of	UK	Audit	Market	Concentration	and	Fee	Rates:	
Pre	and	Post	Andersen	Demise	(1998-2003)”,	University	of	Stirling,	Working	paper.		

ACCOUNTANCY	AGE	(2005)	:	“DTI	investigates	big	four´s	dominance”,	
AccountancyAge,http://www.accountancyage.com/big-three-dti-asks.	

AGRAWAL,	A.	Y	KNOEBER,	C.	(1996)	:	“Firm	performance	and	mechanisms	to	control	agency	problems	between	
managers	and	shareholders”,	Journal	of	Financial	and	Quantitative	Analysis,	Vol.	31	(3),	pp.	377-397.		

AMERICAN	ASSEMBLY	REPORT	(2005):	The	Future	of	the	Accounting	Profession:	Auditor	Concentration.		

ARRUÑADA,	B.	(2004):	“Audit	Failures	and	the	Crisis	of	Auditing”,	European	Business	Organization	La	Review,	5,	
pp.	635-643.	

ASTHANA,	S.	BALSAM,	S.	Y	KIM,	S.	(2004):	“The	effect	of	Enron,	Andersen,	and	Sarbanes-Oxley	on	the	market	for	
audit	services,	availabre	at	SSRN:	http://ssrn.com/abstract=560963.	

BABER	W.;	BROOKS,	E.	Y	RICKS,	W.	(1987):	“An	Empirical	Investigation	of	the	Market	for	Audit	Services	in	the	
Public	Sector”,	Journal	of	Accounting	Research,	Vol.	25	No.	2,	Autum,	pp.	293-305.	

BALSAM,	S.;	KRISHNAN,	J.	Y	YANG,	J.	(2003):	“Auditor	industry	specialization	and	earnings	quality,	Auditing:	A	
Journal	of	Practice	and	Theory,	vol.	22(3),	pp.	71-97.		

BALVERS,	R.	J.;	MCDONALD,	B.;	Y	MILLER,	R.	E.	(1988):	“Underpricing	of	new	issues	and	the	choice	of	auditor	as	a	
signal	of	investment	banker	reputation”,	The	Accounting	Review,	58(4),	pp.	605-622.	



	

	

Archives	of	Business	Research	(ABR)	 Vol.5,	Issue	12,	Dec-2017	

Copyright	©	Society	for	Science	and	Education,	United	Kingdom	 239	

BALLAS,	A.	AND	FAFALIOU	I.	(2008):	“Market	shares	and	concentration	in	the	EU	auditing	industry:	The	Effects	of	
Andersen’s	Demise”,	International	Advances	in	Economic	Research,	14(4)	pp.	485-497.	

BARTON,	J.	(2005):	“Who	Cares	About	Auditor	Reputation?”	Contemporary	Accounting	Research,	22(3),	pp.	549-
586.	

BEATTIE,	R.	(1989):	“Auditor	Reputation	and	the	Pricing	of	Initial	Public	Offerings”,	The	Accounting	Review,	No.	4,	
p.	693-707.	

BEATTIE,	V.	Y	FEARNLEY,	S.		(1994):	“The	Changing	Structure	of	the	Market	for	Audit	Services	in	the	UK–A	
Descriptive	Study”.	British	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	26,	December,	pp.	301-322.	

BEATTIE,	V.	Y	FEARNLEY,	S.	(1995):	“The	importance	of	audit	firm	characteristics	and	the	drivers	of	auditor	
change	in	UK	listed	companies”,	Accounting	and	Business	Research,	25,	pp.	227-239.	

BEATTIE,	V.;	GOODACRE	A.	Y	FEARNLEY	S.	(2003):	“And	then	there	were	four:	A	study	of	UK	audit	market	
concentration	-	causes,	consequences	and	the	scope	for	market	adjustment”,	Journal	of	Financial	Regulation	and	
Compliance,	11	(3)	pp.	250-265.	

BECK,	P.;	FRECKA,	T.	Y	SOLOMON,	I.	(1988):	“A	Model	of	the	Market	for	MAS	and	Audit	Services:	Knowledge	
Spillovers	and	Auditor-Auditee	Binding”,	Journal	of	Accounting	Literature,	pp.	50-64.	

BIGUS,	J.;	AND	ZIMMERMANN,	R.C.	(2008):	Non-audit	fees,	market	leaders	and	concentration	in	the	German	audit	
market:	A	descriptive	analysis.	International	Journal	of	Auditing	12	(3):	159-179.	

BILLS,	K.,	JETER,	D.	AND	STEIN,	S.	(2015):	“Auditor	industry	specialization	and	evidence	of	cost	efficiencies	in	
homogeneous	industries”.	The	Accounting	Review,	90	(5):	1721-1754.		

BOONE,	J.	P.;	KHURANA,	I.	K.	AND	RAMAN,	K.	K.	(2012):	Audit	market	concentration	and	auditor	tolerance	for	
earnings	management.	Contemporary	Accounting	Research	29	(4):	1171-1203.	

BUENO,	E.	Y	MORCILLO,	P.	(1993):	Fundamentos	de	economía	y	organización	Industrial,	McGraw-Hill,	Madrid.	

BUTTERWORTH,	S.	Y	HOUGHTON,	K.	(1995):	“Auditor	Switching:	The	Pricing	of	Audit	Services”,	Journal	of	
Business	Finance	&	Accounting,	Vol.	22,	No.	3,	pp.	323-344.	

CAHAN,	S.,	JETER,	D.	AND	NAIKER,	V.	(2011)	“Are	all	industry	specialist	auditor	are	the	same?”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	
of	Practice	&	Theory,	30	(4):	191-222.	

CAIRNEY,	T.;	AND	STEWART,	E.	(2015):	“Audit	fees	and	client	industry	homogeneity.	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	
Practice	&	Theory	34	(4):	33-57.	

CAMPBELL,	T.	Y	MCNIEL,	D.	(1985):	“Stochastic	and	Non	stochastic	Determinants	of	Changes	in	Client-Industry	
Concentrations	for	Large	Public-Accounting	Firms”,	Journal	of	Accounting	and	Public	Policy,	No.	1,	pp.	317-328.	

CARLIN,	T.;	FINCH,	N.	Y	LAILI,	N.	(2008):	“Questioning	the	Big	4	Audit	Quality	Assumption:	New	Evidence	from	
Malaysia”,	MGSM	Working	Paper	in	Management,	No.	2008-9,	Electronic	copy	available	at	SSRN.		

CASTERELLA,	J.	R.;	FRANCIS	J.	R.;	LEWIS,	B.	L.	Y	WALKER,	P.	L.	(2004):	“Auditor	industry	specialization,	client	
bargaining	power	and	audit	pricing,	Auditing”,	A	Journal	of	Practice	and	Theory,	No.	23	(1),	pp.	123-140.		

CHOI,	J.H.,	KIM,	J.	AND	RAMAN,	K.	K.	(2016):	“Did	the	1998	merger	of	Price	Waterhouse	and	Coopers	&	Lybrand	
increase	audit	quality?	Contemporary	Accounting	Research,	(forthcoming).	

CHOI,	J.	B.,	KIM,	J.	B.	AND	SUNWOO,	H,	Y.	(2017):	“Audit	Market	Concentration	and	Audit	Fees:	An	International	
Investigation,	workshop	participants	at	the	Korean	Accounting	Association´s	annual	meeting.	

CHOW,	C.	W.	(1982):	“The	demand	for	external	auditing:	Size,	debt	and	ownership	influences”.	The	Accounting	
Review,	Abril,	pp.	272-291.	

CITRON,	D.B.	Y	MANALIS,	G.	(2001):	“The	International	audit	firms	as	new	entrants	to	the	statutory	audit	market:	
an	empirical	analysis	of	auditor	selection	in	Greece,	1993-1997”,	European	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	10(3),	pp.	439-
459.	

COLBERT,	G.	Y	MURRAY,	D.	(1998):	“The	association	between	auditor	quality	and	auditor	size:	An	analysis	of	
small	CPA	firms,	Journal	of	Accounting,	Auditing	and	Finance,	Vol.	13(2),	pp.	135-150.	

CORONA	ROMERO,	E.;	GARCÍA	BENAU,	M.A.;	RUÍZ	BARBADILLO,	E.	Y	VICO	MARTÍNEZ,	A.	(1995):	“The	Audit	
Market	in	Spain.	An	Analysis	of	the	Top	250	Non-Financial	Companies”,	Paper	presented	at	the	European	
Accounting	Congress,	Birmingham.	

CRASWELL,	A.	Y	TAYLOR,	S.	(1991):	“The	market	structure	of	auditing	in	Australia:	The	hole	of	industry	



Toscano	Moctezuma,	 J.	 A.,	 &	 García	 Benau,	 M.	 A.	(2017).	Why	 The	 Big	 4	 Are	 Leaders	 in	 The	 Audit	 Market?	 A	 Literature	 Review.	Archives	 of	
Business	Research,	5(12),	227-244.	
	

	
	

URL:	http://dx.doi.org/10.14738/abr.512.4005.	 240	

specialization,	Research	in	Accounting	Regulation,	Vol.	5,	pp.	55-77.	

CRASWELL,	A.	T.;	FRANCIS,	J.R.	Y	TAYLOR	S.	L.	(1995):	“Auditor	Brand	Name	Reputations	and	Industry	
Specializations”,	Journal	of	Accounting	and	Economics,	pp.	297-322.	

CULVENOR,	J.	Y	GODFREY,	J.	M.	(2000):	“The	derived	demand	for	specialist	auditor	services”,	23th	Annual	
Congress	of	the	European	Accounting	Association,	Munich	Germany.	

CUSHING,	B.	Y	LOEBBECKE,	J.	(1986):	Comparison	of	audit	methodologies	of	large	accounting	firms,	Accounting	
Research	Study,	no.	26,	American	Accounting	Association.	

DANOS,	P.	Y	EICHENSEHER,	J.		(1982):	“Audit	Industry	Dynamics:	Factors	Affecting	Changes	in	Client	Industry	
Market	Shares”,	Journal	of	Accounting	Research,	Vol.	20,	pp.	604-616	Autumn.	

DANOS,	P.	Y	EICHENSEHER,	J.		(1986):	“Long-Term	Trends	Toward	Seller	Concentration	in	the	U.	S.	Audit	Market”,	
The	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	61,	No.	4,	pp.	633-650.	

DAVIES,	S.	W.	Y	LION,	B.	R.	(1982):	“Seller	Concentration:	The	Technologial	Explanation	and	Demand	Uncertainty”,	
The	Economic	Journal,	December,	pp.	903-919.		

DE	ANGELO,	L.	E.	(1981):	“Auditor	Independence,	Lowballing,	and	Disclosure	Regulation”,	Journal	of	Accounting	
and	Economics,	Vol.	3,	pp.	113-127.	

DEANGELO,	L.		(1981):	“Auditor	Size	and	Audit	Quality”,	Journal	of	Accounting	&	Economics,	3,	pp.	183-199.	

DE	ANGELO,	L.	E.	(1982):	“Mandated	Successful	Efforts	and	Auditor	Choice”,	Journal	of	Accounting	and	Economics,	
No.	4,	pp.	171-203.	

DE	BEELDE,	I.	(1997):	“An	Exploratory	Investigation	of	Industry	Specialization	of	Large	Audit	Firms”,	The	
International	Journal	of	Accounting,	Vol.	32,	No.	3,	pp.	337-355.	

DEFOND,	M.L.	(1988):	“The	Association	between	Changes	in	Client	Firm	Agency	Costs	and	Auditor	Switching”,	
Auditing:		A	Journal	of	Practice	&	Theory,	Vol.	11,	No.	1:	pp.	16-31.		

DEFOND,	M.	L.;	FRANCIS,	J.	R.	Y	WONG,	T.	J.	(2000):	“Auditor	industry	specialization	and	market	segmentation:	
Evidence	from	Hong	Kong”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	and	Theory,	19	(1)	Spring,	pp.	49-66.	

DOOGAR,	R.	Y	EASLEY,	R.	F.		(1998):	“Concentration	without	differentiation:	A	new	look	at	the	determinants	of	
audit	market	concentration.	Journal	of	Accounting	and	Economics	25,	pp.	235-253.	

DOOGAR,	R.;	SOUGIANNIS,	T.	Y	XIE,	H.	(2003):	“The	Impairment	of	Auditor	Credibility:	Stock	Market	Evidence	
from	the	Enron-Andersen	Saga”,	SSRN	Working	Paper.	

DOPUCH,	N.	(1984):	“The	demand	for	quality-differentiated	audit	services	in	an	agency	cost	setting:	An	empirical	
investigation:	Discussion,	Auditing	Research	Symposium,	University	Urbana,	pp.	253-263.	

DOPUCH,	N;	Y	KING,	R.	R.	(1996):	“The	effects	of	low-balling	on	audit	quality:	an	experimental	markets	study”,	
Journal	of	Accounting,	Auditing	and	Finance,	Vol.	11(1),	pp.	45-68.	

DOPUCH,	N.	Y	SIMUNIC,	D.	(1980):	“The	Nature	of	Competition	in	the	Auditing	Profession:	A	Descriptive	and	
Normative	View”,	Regulation	and	the	Accounting	Profession,	Buckley,	J.	W.	y	Weston,	J.	F.	Lifetime	Learning	
Publications,	pp.	77-94.	

DOPUCH,	N.	Y	SIMUNIC,	D.	(1982):	“Competition	in	Auditing:	An	Assessment”,	Fourth	Auditing	Research	
Symposium,	University	of	Illinois,	Champaign,	IL.		

DUNN,	K.	A.;	MAYHEW,	B.	W.	Y	MORSFIELD,	S.	G.	(2000):	“Auditor	industry	specialization	and	client	disclosure	
quality”.	Document	of	work.	

EGUASA,	B.	E.	AND	URHOGHIDE,	R.	O.	(2017):	“Audit	Market	Concentration	and	Quality	in	Nigeria”,	Journal	of	
Business	and	Management,	Vol.	19,	Issue	9,	Ver.	IV.	pp.	01-09.	

EICHENSEHER,	J.	Y	DANOS,	P.		(1981):	“The	Analysis	of	Industry-Specific	Auditor	Concentration:	Towards	an	
Explanatory	Model”,	The	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	56,	No.	3,	pp.	479-492.	

EISENBERG,	T.	Y	MACEY,	J.R.	(2003):	“Was	Arthur	Andersen	Different”	An	Empirical	Examination	of	Major	
Accounting	Firm	Audits	of	Large	Clients”,	Journal	of	Empirical	Legal	Studies,	1(2),	pp.	263-300.	

EUROPEAN	COMMISSION,	(2010):	Audit	Policy:	Lessons	from	the	crisis.	Green	Paper.	Brussels.		

FAN,	J.,	AND	WONG,	T.J.	(2005):	“Do	external	auditors	perform	a	corporate	governance	role	in	emerging	markets?	
Evidence	from	East	Asia”,	Journal	of	Accounting	Research	43	(1):	35-72.	



	

	

Archives	of	Business	Research	(ABR)	 Vol.5,	Issue	12,	Dec-2017	

Copyright	©	Society	for	Science	and	Education,	United	Kingdom	 241	

FARGHER,	N.;	TAYLOR,	M.	Y	SIMON,	D.	(2001):	The	demand	for	auditor	reputation	across	international	markets	
for	audit	services,	The	International	Journal	of	Accounting,	Vol.	36(4),	pp.	407-421.	

FERGUSON,	A.C.;	FRANCIS,	J.	R.	Y	STOKES,	D.J.	(2006):	“What	matters	in	audit	pricing:	Industry	specialization	or	
overall	market	leadership?”,	Accounting	and	Finance,	46(1),	pp.	97-106.	

FERGUSON,	A.,	AND	SCOTT,	T.,	(2013):	“What	if	there	were	three?”	Audit	pricing	within	the	Big	4	and	the	
PricewaterhouseCoopers’	premium	in	the	Australian	audit	market”,	International	Journal	of	Auditing,	18	(1):	57-
67.	

FIRTH,	M.	Y	SMITH,	A.	(1992):	“Selection	of	auditor	firms	by	companies	in	new	issue	market”,	Applied	Economics,	
24,	pp.	247-255.	

FRANCIS,	J.		(1984):	“The	Effect	of	Audit	Firm	Size	on	Audit	Prices,	a	Study	of	the	Australian	Market”,	Journal	of	
Accounting	and	Economics,	Vol.	6	January,	p.	133-151.	

FRANCIS,	J.	(2004):	“What	do	we	know	about	audit	quality?”,	British	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	36(4),	pp.	345-368.	

FRANCIS,	J.		Y	STOKES,	D.	(1986):	“Audit	prices,	product	differentiation,	and	scale	economies:	further	evidence	
from	the	Australian	audit	market”,	Journal	of	Accounting	Research,	24,	pp.	383-393.	

FRANCIS,	J.	Y	WILSON,	E.	(1988):	“Auditor	Changes:	A	Test	of	Theories	Relating	to	Agency	Cost	and	Auditor	
Differentiation”,	The	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	63,	No.	4,	pp.	663-682.	

FRANCIS,	J.,	AND	WANG,	D.,	(2008):	“The	joint	effect	of	investor	protection	and	Big	4	audits	on	earnings	quality	
around	the	world”,	Contemporary	Accounting	Research,	25	(1):	157-191.	

FRANCIS,	J.R.,	MICHAS,	P.N.	AND	SEAVEY,	S.	(2013):	“Does	audit	market	concentration	harm	the	quality	of	audited	
earnings?	Evidence	from	audit	market	in	42	countries”,	Contemporary	Accounting	Research,	30	(1):	322-355.	

GAO	(2003):	Public	Accounting	Firms:	Mandated	Study	on	Consolidation	and	Competition,	(General	Accounting	
Office)	retrieved	July	3rd,	2003,	from	http://www.gao.gov.	

GARCÍA-BENAU,	M.	A.;	RUIZ	BARBADILLO,	E.	Y	VICO	MARTÍNEZ,	A.	(1998):	Análisis	de	la	estructura	del	mercado	
de	servicios	de	auditoría	en	España.	VI	Premio	de	investigación	Contable	“José	María	Fernández	Pirla”.	ICAC,	
Ministerio	Economía	y	Hacienda,	Madrid.	

GARCÍA-BENAU,	M.	A.;	RUIZ	BARBADILLO,	E.	Y	VICO	MARTÍNEZ,	A.	(2000):	“Factores	que	condicionan	la	elección	
y	el	cambio	de	auditor	en	la	empresa	española”,	Revista	de	Contabilidad,	vol.	3,	No.	6,	pp.	49-80.	

GARCÍA-BENAU,	M.	A.;	GARRIDO,	P.;	VICO,	A.;	MOIZER,	P.	Y	HUMPREY,	C.	(1999):	“La	calidad	del	servicio	de	
auditoría:	los	auditores	vistos	por	sus	clientes”,	Revista	Española	de	Financiación	y	Contabilidad,	Vol.	28,	No.	102,	
pp.	1005-1042.	

GRAMLING,	A.;	JOHNSON,	V.	Y	KHURANA,	I.	(2001):	“The	association	between	audit	firm	industry	experience	and	
financial	reporting	quality.	Working	paper,	Georgia	State	University.	

HASKINS,	M.	Y	WILLIAMS,	D.	(1990):	“A	contingent	model	of	intra-Big	Eight	auditor	changes”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	
of	Practice	and	Theory,	Vol.	9,	No.	3,	pp.	55-74.	

HAY,	D.	Y	DAVIS,	D.	(2004):	“The	voluntary	choice	of	an	audit	of	any	level	of	quality,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	
and	Theory,	Vol.	23(2),	pp.	37-54.	

HOGAN,	C.	E.	(1997):	“Costs	and	Benefits	of	Audit	Quality	in	the	IPO	Market:	A	Self-Selection	Analysis”,	The	
Accounting	Review,	Vol.	72,	No.	1,	p.	67-86.	

HOGAN,	C.	E.	Y	JETER,	D.	C.	(1999):	“Industry	Specialization	by	Auditors”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	&	Theory,	
Vol.	18,	No.	1,	pp.	1-17.		

HUANG,	T.,	CHANG,	H.	AND	CHIOU,	J.	(2016):	“Audit	market	concentration,	audit	fees,	and	audit	quality:	Evidence	
from	China”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	&	Theory,	35	(2):	121-145.	

JENSEN,	M.	C.	Y	MECKLING,	H.	(1976):	“Theory	of	the	firm:	Managerial	Behaviour,	Agency	Costs	and	Ownership	
Structure”,	Journal	of	Financial	Economics,	October,	pp.	305-360.	

JOHNSON,	E.;	WALKER,	K.	Y	WESTERGAARD,	E.	(1995):	“Supplier	Concentration	and	Pricing	of	Audit	Services	in	
New	Zealand”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	&	Theory,	No.	2,	pp.	74-89.	

KAPLAN,	S.	MENON,	K.	Y	WILLIAMS,	D.	(1990):	“The	effect	of	the	audit	structure	on	the	audit	market”,	Journal	of	
Accounting	and	Public	Policy,	pp.	197-215.		

KINNEY,	W.	(1986):	“Audit	Technology	and	Preferences	for	Auditing	Standars,	Journal	of	Accounting	and	



Toscano	Moctezuma,	 J.	 A.,	 &	 García	 Benau,	 M.	 A.	(2017).	Why	 The	 Big	 4	 Are	 Leaders	 in	 The	 Audit	 Market?	 A	 Literature	 Review.	Archives	 of	
Business	Research,	5(12),	227-244.	
	

	
	

URL:	http://dx.doi.org/10.14738/abr.512.4005.	 242	

Economics,	march,	pp.	73-89.	

KNAPP,	M.	(1991):	“Factors	that	audit	comitte	members	use	surrogates	for	audit	quality”.	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	
Practice	&	Theory,	Vol.	10,	No.	1.	

KRISHNAMURTHY,	S.;	ZHOW,	J.	Y	ZHOW,	N.	(2002):	“Auditor	Reputation,	Auditor	Independence,	and	the	Stock	
Market	Reaction	to	Andersen´s	Clients”,	SSRN	Working	Paper.	

KWON,	S.Y.	(1996):	“The	Impact	of	Competition	within	the	Client’s	Industry	on	the	Auditor	Selection	Decision”,	
Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	&	Theory,	Vol.	15,	No.	1,	pp.	53-70.	

LAWRENCE,	A.,	MINUTTI-MEZA,	M.	AND	ZHANG,	P.	(2011):	“Can	Big	4	versus	non-Big	4	differences	in	audit-
quality	proxies	be	attributed	to	client	characteristics?”,	The	Accounting	Review	86	(1):	259-286.	

LENNOX,	C.	(1999):	“The	relationship	between	auditor	accuracy	and	auditor	size:	An	evaluation	of	reputation	and	
deep	pockets	arguments”,	Journal	of	Business,	Finance	and	Accounting,	Vol.	26(7&8),	pp.	779-806.		

MAYHEW,	B.	Y	WILKINS,	M.	(2002):	“Audit	firm	industry	specialization	as	a	differentiation	strategy:	Evidence	
from	fees	charged	to	firms	going	public.	Working	paper,	SSRN.	

MCMEEKING,	K.	PEASNELL,	K.	Y	POPE	P.	(2007):	“The	effect	of	large	audit	firm	mergers	on	audit	pricing	in	the	
UK”,	Accounting	and	Business	Research,	37(4),	pp.	301-319.	

MENON,	K.	Y	WILLIAMS,	D.	(1991):	“Auditor	Credibility	and	Initial	Public	Offerings”,	The	Accounting	Review,	No.	2,	
p.	313.	

METCALF	REPORT	(1976):	The	Accounting	Establishment:	A	Staff	Study.	U.S.	Senate	Committee	On	Government	
Operations,	Re-impressing	in	The	Journal	of	Accountancy,	January	1978,	pp.89-96.	

MINYARD,	D.	H.		Y	TABOS,	R.	H.		(1991):	“The	Effect	of	Big	Eight	Mergers	on	Auditor	Concentration”,	Accounting	
Horizons,	Vol.	5,	pp.	79-90.	

MOIZER,	P.	(1997):	“Auditor	reputation:	The	international	empirical	evidence”,	International	Journal	of	Auditing,	
Vol.	1(1),	pp.	61-74.	

MOIZER,	P.	Y	TURLEY,	S.		(1989):	“Changes	in	the	UK	Market	for	Audit	Services:	1972-1982”,	Journal	of	Business	
Finance	and	Accounting,	Vol.	16,	pp.	41-53.	

MONTERREY,	J.	Y	SÁNCHEZ	A.	(2008):	“Gobierno	corporativo,	Conflictos	de	Agencia,	y	Elección	de	Auditor”,	
Revista	Española	de	Financiación	y	Contabilidad,	Vol.	XXXVII,	No.	137,	pp.	113-156.	

MUTCHLER,	J.	Y	WILLIAMS,	D.	(1990):	“The	Relationship	between	Audit	Technology,	Client	Risk	Profiles,	and	the	
Going-Concern	Opinion”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	&	Theory,	Vol.	9,	No.3,	pp.	39-54.	

NEAL,	T.L.	Y	RILEY,	R.R.	(2004):	“Auditor	Industry	Specialist	Research	Design”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	&	
Theory,	23(2),	pp.	169-177.	

NIEVES	CARRERA,	M.;	GUTIÉRREZ,	I.	Y	CARMONA,	S.	(2005):	“Concentración	en	el	Mercado	de	Auditoría	en	
España:	Análisis	Empírico	del	Período	1990-2000”,	Revista	Española	de	Financiación	y	Contabilidad,	Vol.	XXXIV,	
No.	125	April-June	2005,	pp.	423-457.	

OXERA	REPORT	(2006):	“Competition	and	choice	in	the	UK	audit	market,	Prepared	for	Britain’s	accounting	
regulator,	(FRC)	and	the	Department	of	Trade	and	Industry,	pp.	01-152.	

PALMROSE,	Z.	(1986):	“Audit	fees	and	auditor	size:	Further	evidence”,	Journal	of	Accounting	Research,	Vol.	24,	No.	
1,	pp.	97-110.	

PIOT	CH.	(2001):	“Agency	Costs	and	Audit	Quality:	Evidence	from	France”,	The	European	Accounting	Review,	vol.	
10(3),	pp.	461-499.	

PITTMAN,	J.	Y	FORTIN,	S.	(2004):	“Auditor	choice	and	the	cost	of	debt	capital	for	newly	public	firms”,	Journal	of	
Accounting	and	Economics,	37,	pp.	113-136.	

PONG,	C.	K.	P.	(1999):	“Auditor	Concentration:		A	Replication	and	Extension	for	the	UK	Audit	Market	(1991-1995),	
Journal	of	Business	Finance	and	Accounting,	Vol.	26,	No.	3-4,	pp.	451-475.	

PONG,	C.K.M.	Y	BURNETT,	S.	(2006):	“The	implications	of	merger	for	market	share,	audit	pricing	and	non-audit	fee	
income”,	Managerial	Auditing	Journal,	21(1),	pp.	7-22.	

PONG,	C.	Y	WHITTINGTON,	G.	(1994):	“The	Determinants	of	Audit	Fees:	Some	Empirical	Models”,	Journal	of	
Business	Finance	&	Accounting,	vol.	21,	no.	8,	pp.	1071-1045.	



	

	

Archives	of	Business	Research	(ABR)	 Vol.5,	Issue	12,	Dec-2017	

Copyright	©	Society	for	Science	and	Education,	United	Kingdom	 243	

RHODE,	J.;	WHITSELL,	G.	Y	KELSEY,	R.	(1974):	“An	Analysis	of	Client	Industry	Concentrations	for	Large	Public	
Accounting	Firms”,	The	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	49,	No.	4,	pp.	772-786.	

RITSON,	B.;	JUBB,	C.	Y	HOUGHTON,	K.	(1997):	“Specialisation	in	the	market	for	audit	services:	Its	role	in	
explaining	auditor/client	realignment”.	Working	paper,	University	of	Melbourne.	

ROBERTS,	R.	W.,	GLEZEN,	G.	W.	Y	JONES,	T.	W.	(1990):	“Determinants	of	auditor	change	in	the	public	sector”,	
Journal	of	Accounting	Research,	No.	18,	pp.	220-228.	

RUIZ	BARBADILLO,	E.;	GÓMEZ	AGUILAR,	N.;	DE	FUENTES-BARBERA,	C.	Y	GARCÍA-BENAU,	M.	A.	(2004):	“Audit	
quality	and	the	going-concern	decision	making	process:	Spanish	evidence”,	The	European	Accounting	Review,	13,	
pp.	597-620.	

SARBANES-OXLEY	ACT,	(2002):	“Corporate	Responsibility	Public	Law,	107th	Congress	of	the	United	States,	pp.	
107-204.	

SCHROEDER,	M.	S.;	SOLOMON,	I.;	Y	VICKREY,	D.	(1986):	“Audit	Quality:	The	Perceptions	of	Audit-Committee	
Chairpersons	and	Audit	Partners”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	and	Theory,	vol.	5,	no.	2,	pp.	86-94.	

SHOCKLEY,	R.	A.	Y	HOLT,	R.	N.	(1983):	“A	Behavioral	Investigation	of	Supplier	Differentiation	in	The	Market	for	
Audit	Services,	Journal	of	Accounting	Research,	pp.	545-565.	

SHROEDER,	M.	S.;	SOLOMON,	I.	Y	VICKREY,	D.	(1986):	“Audit	Quality:	The	Perceptions	of	Audit-Committee	
Chairpersons	and	Audit	Partners”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	and	Theory,	Vol.	5,	No.	2,	pp.	86-94.	

SIMON,	D.	(1985):	“The	audit	services	market:	Additional	empirical	evidence,	Auditing:	A	Journal	of	Practice	and	
Theory,	Vol.	5(1),	pp.	71-78.	

SIMON,	D.T.	Y	TAYLOR,	M.H.	(1997):	“The	market	for	audit	services	in	Pakistan”,	Advances	in	International	
Accounting,	10,	pp.	87-101.	

SIMON,	D.T.;	RAMANAN,	R.	Y	DUGAR,	A.	(1986):	“The	market	for	audit	services	in	India:	an	empirical	
examination”,	International	Journal	of	Accounting	Education	and	Research,	Vol.	21,	pp.	27-35.	

SIMUNIC,	D.	(1980):	“The	Pricing	of	Audit	Services:	Theory	and	Evidence”,	Journal	of	Accounting	Research,	Vol.	18.	
n.	1,	pp.	161-190.	

SIMUNIC,	D.	A.	Y	STEIN,	M.	(1987):	“Product	Differentiation	in	Auditing:	A	Study	of	Auditor	Choice	in	the	Market	for	
New	Issues”,	Canadian	Certified	General	Accounts	Research	Foundation,	Monograph	13.	

SIMUNIC,	D.	Y	STEIN,	M.	(1995):	“Research	into	markets	for	auditing	services,	working	paper	presented	on	The	
Advance	Course	in	Audit	Research,	October,	Maastricht	Netherlands.	

SUTTON,	S.	Y	LAMPE,	J.	(1990):	“Formulating	a	Process	Measurement	System	for	Audit	Quality”,	In	Proceedings	of	
the	1990	University	of	South	California	Audit	Judyment	Symposium.	

STEVEN,	M.	(1991):	The	Big	Eight,	New	York:	Macmillan.	

TAYLOR,	M.H.	(1997):	“The	market	for	audit	services	in	Japan,	Pacific”,	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	9,	pp.	59-74.	

TAYLOR,	M.H.	AND	SIMON,	D.T.	(2003):	“Audit	markets	in	emerging	economies:	evidence	from	Nigeria”,	Research	
in	Accounting	in	Emerging	Economies,	Vol.	5,	pp.	165-175.	

THAVAPALAN,	S.;	MORONEY,	R.	Y	SIMNETT,	R.	(2002):	“The	Effect	of	the	PricewaterhouseCoopers	Merger	on	
Auditor	Concentration	in	Australia:	A	Note”.	Accounting	and	Finance,	Vol.	42,	pp.	153-167.	

TOMCZYK,	S.	(1996):	“Auditor	reputation	and	initial	public	offerings	by	foreign	companies”,	Journal	of	
International	Accounting,	Auditing	&	Taxation,	5(2),	pp.	249-263.	

TONGE,	S.D.	Y	WOOTTON,	C.W.	(1991):	“Auditor	Concentration	and	competition	Among	the	Large	Public	
Accounting	Firms:	Post-Merger	Status	and	Future	Implications”,	Journal	of	Accounting	and	Public	Policy,	Vol.	10,	
pp.	157-172.	

TOSCANO,	J.	A.	AND	GARCIA-BENAU,	M.	(2011):	“Strategies	of	the	Big	Four	Companies	of	Audit	in	Mexico”	Revista	
Europea	de	Dirección	y	Economía	de	la	Empresa,	Vol.	20,	1,	pp.	89-104.	

TOSCANO,	J.	A.	AND	GARCIA-BENAU,	M.	(2016):	“Differentiation	in	the	Quality	of	the	Financial	Audit	Services	in	
Mexico”,	Advances	in	Social	Sciences	Research	Journal,	Vol.	3,	No.	11,	252-266.	

TURPEN,	R.	(1990):	“Differential	Pricing	on	Auditor’s	Initial	Engagements:	Further	Evidence”,	Auditing:	A	Journal	
of	Practice	&	Theory,	Vol.	4,	No.	1,	p.	60-76.	

VELTE,	P.	AND	STIGLBAUER,	M.	(2012):	“Audit	Market	Concentration	and	Its	Influence	on	Audit	Quality”,	



Toscano	Moctezuma,	 J.	 A.,	 &	 García	 Benau,	 M.	 A.	(2017).	Why	 The	 Big	 4	 Are	 Leaders	 in	 The	 Audit	 Market?	 A	 Literature	 Review.	Archives	 of	
Business	Research,	5(12),	227-244.	
	

	
	

URL:	http://dx.doi.org/10.14738/abr.512.4005.	 244	

International	Business	Research,	Vol.	5,	No.	11;	2012,	146-161.	

WATTS,	R.	Y	ZIMMERMAN,	J.	(1983):	“Agency	problems,	auditing,	and	the	theory	of	the	firm:	Some	evidence”,	
Journal	of	Law	and	Economics,	Vol.	26(3),	pp.	613-633.		

WILSON,	T.	Y	GRIMLUND,	R.	(1990):	“An	examination	of	the	importance	of	an	auditor’s	reputation,	Auditing:	A	
Journal	of	Practice	and	Theory,	Vol.	9(2),	pp.	43-59.	

WILLEKENS,	M.	Y	ACHAMADI,	C.	(2003):	“Pricing	and	supplier	concentration	in	the	private	client	segment	of	the	
audit	market:	Market	power	or	competition?”.	The	International	Journal	of	Accounting,	38:	pp.	431-455.	

WILLIAMS,	D.	Y	DIRSMTIH,	M.	(1988):	“The	effect	of	the	technology	on	auditor	efficiency:	auditing	and	the	
timelines	of	client	earnings	and	announcements”,	Accounting	Organisations	and	Society,	vol.	13,	no.	5,	pp.	487-508.		

WOLK,	C.	M.;	MICHELSON,	S.	E.	Y	WOOTTON	CH.	W.	(2001):	“Auditor	Concentration	and	Market	Shares	in	the	US:	
1988-1999	A	Descriptive	Note”,	British	Accounting	Review,	33,	pp.	157-174.	

WOOTTON,	C.	W.;	TONGE,	S.D.	Y	WOLK,	C.M.	(1994):	“Pre	and	post	Big	Eight	Mergers:			Comparison			of			Auditor	
Concentration”,	Accounting	Horizons,	8	(3)	September,	58-74.	

ZEFF	S.	Y	FOSSUM,	R.		(1967):	“An				analysis				of				Large				Audit				Clients”,	The	Accounting	Review,	Vol.	42,	No.	2.	
April,	pp.	298-320.	

 
 
 
 
 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


