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Abstract

This study aimed to examine the relationship between auditor’s communication effectiveness
(communication style, information provision, and social dialogues), rapport between auditors and
executives, and perceived auditing quality of small and medium enterprises registered as juristic person
in Chiang Mai province. Questionnaires were used as a tool to collect data from 171 enterprise
executives involving in an auditing process. Data obtained were, then, analyzed by using the Structural
Equation Modeling: SEM. The findings presented that the auditor’s commmunication effectiveness in
terms of communication style and information provision had statistically significant positive
relationships with rapport developed between auditors and executives and perceived auditing quality.
However, auditor’s communication effectiveness in terms of social dialogues did not have a statistically
significant relationships with rapport developed between auditors and executives. Moreover, it had
statistically significant negative relationships with perceived auditing quality. The results also pointed
out that rapport developed between auditors and executives did not have a statistically significant
relationships with perceived auditing quality.

Keywords: Communication effectiveness, Perceived audit quality, Rapport, Small and medium

enterprises
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(2019); Sarapaivanich et al, (2019) Uag Sharma & Patterson (2000) §anud 1 SUUTMsazawNTATUS A9
aunmnsliuinslddy Feshumumsdemssswinaliinsg uas3uuins lnsawzegnadsdimsy
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H2: UszAvSnmnnsdeansuesaautayd (Communication Effectiveness) Slmmsduiusiauan
fumsiuaaunmmsaeudayd (Perceived Audit Quality) 1oy
Hoa: sUMUUMsARANS (Communication Style) Hruduifusludaniunisiuianninns
doulayd (Perceived Audit Quality)
H2b: N133Am1tesa (Information Provision) Audamiusludeuiniumsiuianuninns
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Jey (Perceived Audit Quality)
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1. deyailunnuuuasuniugninniinseilagldadfidmssaun (Desciptive Statistics)
Iiun $owaz (Percentage) Anade (Mean) lumslingideyaieatulsyavsnmasieasvesjaoudad
aneduiussewinsaeudalinasiusms waenssusaanmnsaeulnd

2. yhnsaaTziesrUsznauldadugu (Confirmatory Factor Analysis: CFA) anunsaatsanla
91nA1 Factor Loading > 0.5 (Hair et al,, 2010) Iﬂﬂﬁﬁaﬁﬁmmaaaaﬁ 0.05

3. yhmsiessinniismswesiauuulun e (Model Fit)

4. deyaReriuamduiussewinaszavs iwmsdeasvesasulnd meduiussewing
HaoulnyBuaysuims SMEs uarmssuiaunmmsaeulnyd YesuimSiavtavuanaiuasvuing el
Fwriadedml thudinseilagldlunaaunisiaseeEdie (Structural Equation Model: SEM) iiievaaeu
AUUAFIU

meAmsnideya NnuuvasUmMLTIAUToyaNUINTIaRTINAnauA g suluT e
Fedval Tiiomn 1o 171 9 aunseduunmsiensiasUssananadoyaoenls 3 funeu fail

fupaud 1 thdeyafildanuuussunusmimsinssiesdusneudsdudiu (CFA) Tasiialdy
A1 Factor Loading fidnunailsdasdinmnnni 0.50 Samneenarn demanulusdiasde danuduiustu
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(Confirmatory Factor Analysis: CFA) laanuansis 1, 2 uay 3 et
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o = & P o o Factor
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Loading
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5 fasulnidemsetnsanmusiadl ieenuduliontn 081
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UstinSawnsiiessvesdaeudnyd Suunaunisdnundaya (P)
P1  daeulnlresuddvitmamauisnuinmtvenisaeutayd 0.85
P2 FasulnBliveduanaglideyantmiddisnismu 0.85
P3  daeudnddnilideyaiertumsidsuilaiiiatulunssuiunisaeudn@undimdneg 056
Y o .
Viuiaait
P4 freulndlvideyanerivinasgunstnduaengssieutedsrunineaundima 0.86
P5  Faeulniuddvidimdmauidaymitlimafnisiintulusswinmsaeulad 0.84
P6  dapudnlinsuisierivmuiiauniuasdeiianatemanudnydvestiansinuluseninems 081
Y 4 .
doulioyd

P7  Haeudamnsavhonesaldnmelusseznmiianasiuly 0.82
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o a o v o oa Factor
UseanSnwlumsieansvesaoutayd i

Loading

Ussvsnmnsaessvasaeulnd Iuunmuunaunumden

D1 Haeuln@linweneneiiuiseduy ddinerednenstiunsaeutayd 0.85
sD2  aeudnfiuastmiandmsweneiudeuiannaseansyuuN AU 083
SD3  aeudnfiuasimiandiniwenees Waynauy 0.79
D4 Haeulnduazdmidndniulaa 0.64

NI 1 WA Factor Loading wesianususyavsawlumsdeansvesiaeudayd niludu

Y943 UUUN3d 8815 (Communication Style) M33AM1903a (Information Provision) kagUNAUNUIMIY

& (Social Dialogue) né fifnannndn 0.50 Feriunausiidwmusly (Hair et al, 2010)

M99 2 MTAATviBsRUsEnoUsB s uss s umediuSvesEaauTiuagus s

sedunusvassaulnyduaziu3ns SMEs (Rapport) Factor Loading
definfleenuduiusvesimidniudaeudad dwdnsanduanlasmnuiulaeudad
RP1 P 0.92
ALl
RP2  faeudg@auiididuimdliidueedd 0.94
RP3 dmdidnauiglalunissamaiiugaeudaylauil 0.94
RPd  Haeudg@liarwaildludedna/dsanurerimididunisd s 081

NATN 2 WUdnAN Factor Loading vesiaulsaneduiiusvesiaeudn@uatiusms SMEs Nnda

fiAnunnndn 0.50 ssiunasiiimals (Hair et al, 2010)

M3 3 MTIATwRsRUTENRUTE S ures IS UI RN 1saeUT

msﬁ"uiqmmwmsaauﬁwﬁ (Perceived Audit Quality) Factor Loading

AQL  senuvesaeulinTuansives sy 087
AQ2  emuvewaeulnvhlitmdwazamueduimsiianudulaluunsRuedans 0.86
AQ3  TemewaeulnAvhivigou (Wu suimsivdesr) damuiulalusumsiuvesians 0.85
roa enuasUlgmuazdalausiur i nuannsasadeulid syadl i uustleninenis 088

Q YSulseu URnuimida@vesianis '
08 enuasUlgmuezdalausiuriinuannsassdeulid ayail i uuselenisenis 086

Q YSulseuf URnuvedians (wu msmuaunegl) '
AQ6  aeudnuiURanuegwiloordn 0.86

INM51 3 WA Factor Loading Wi auUsn1ssusAanmnsaeudyiivnea daminnid

0.50 @sriunasifisviunly (Hair et al, 2010)

Yumaud 2 idayaildatnuuussuauanimMnnzianuiism e uuTunws

(Model Fit)

@

4 69l

PNNMIANLNTIPTIRANLN RSV UUTUANTIN (Model Fit) anansasandlamuaisian
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MW 4 MTUATILY Structural model validity

v ko e ad e AMlARINMS  Wans
ATUTIN YrsAfviingausula - . -
AN WA
%1379 0.05 — 0.08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993: 136-162; ) .
1. RMSEA 0.08 NN
MacCallum et al., 1996: 130-149)

2. CFl 17nAI1 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1999: 1-55) 091 NAULNEU
3. CMIN/DF 1987731 3 (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985: 562-582) 2.16 NAULNEU

91191519 4 WU Adildnnsilengiauiissrsavessauuulunwsan (Model Fit) agly
inausifvnzan uandliiiuldilunavesnsnuiiienuiomsdunme

Sunoudi 3 mavassuauudgnilaglilunasunisiaseadng (Structural Equation Modeling
: SEM)

PnnEANwEnTnTeiensduiuS A nmvesmsdeans fu mediiusvesaoy
UyBuazifuivns (H1) muduiusseminaszavs amuesnisdoms fu mssudaanmwanuaoudayd (H2)
wazAnUdTuS ST ameduiusvesjaeulnuagiuims v mssuiamunmanuaeudyd (H3) aunse
wandlginunse 5 @l

M9 5 AnuduiussenineUsvAvinnveinisdeas anedunusvesiaeutnluasiusms uasn1ssui

ANNUARUURT
Path between unobserved variables ~ @uafgnd  Standardized path coefficient P Value

AMuduuS sEndIeUsERvsnmveIn1siieans iu meduiusseninedaeutnyuasduims (H1)
s — RP Hla 0.48 o
P — RP Hib 0.36 o
SD — RP Hlc 0.08 0.322

AnuduussErInsUssAnS amuesmsaaans Aiu msduiaanmauseutyd (H2)

s — AQ H2a 0.66 o
IP — AQ H2b 0.40 o
SD — AQ H2c -0.32 o
ANNEUNUS sEndIeed LS e dautnyduazu3nns du mssuinnnmeudautnyd (H3)
RP — AQ H3 0.13 0.209

wnewen :  *p <001
g CS= gULmumiﬁami (Communication Style)
P = mﬁ@m%’ayja (Information Provision)
SD = Uviauvvedsnu (Social Dialogue)
RP = aneduiusseninslaeulnyTuaeiu3ms (Rapport)
AQ = ms%’uif@mmwmuaauﬂ’m% (Perceived Audit Quality)
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9NN 5 Ui JUkuUNMsAeans wazmsdavndeya danuduiusludaniumeduiusves
HaouUnyTuazs uTms (Rapport) wagd Auduius iun1ssus Amnmnsaeudeyd (Perceived Audit
Quality) wonand enudn unaunumadseni asduiusludauiumssudaunmwmsasusyd
(Perceived Audit Quality) Tusaug unaunumsdsaulsifiemduiusfumeduiusves)aeudyTuas
HUIMN3 (Rapport) kagdlinuanuduiusserinsneduiusvesaeutayluasiusms (Rapport) fiums
Suinanwmsasulayd (Perceived Audit Quality) TnsainnansnaaeuausAgui ldasnsauanadu
UWKUNRINTeULLIARYRINTElARI 2

UseavSnnwasnsaeans (Communication

Effectiveness)
r aediussevinegaautnyiuay
FUUUNIEES Hla| :0.48 B3 (Rapport)
¥ NUI1S (Rappo
(Communication Style) ?
— : Hib} :0.36
N139AMUBYa (Information .
Provision) S| X H2a 0.6

N

\

_ THZD 040 mstudamnmnuseutyd
UNEUMNNSAIA (Social T ) . .
H2c T (Perceived Audit Quality)

:-0.32

Dialogue) ~ [.4-- :

AN 2 LAAANIVIAFB UALNAFILNUNTBUMNAAUNTITY

FINUAUAIN 2 HANITNAABUANLAFIUNUIN N15NAGOUANUAFIUAULUUTIADILATIES 9 &
auAgIUisnsUTiaY 4 aunfign lawn aunfgnui Hla auufignui Hlb auufgiuil H2a auufgiuil H2b
TuvnigausRgIu Hic auuAgiuil H2c uae auuAgui H3 gnufias

NaN15I8

¥ X

msAnwATsldumFnwiienudiusseminwsedvsnmmsdemsvawjaeulnuaznsiud
AuN1saud Ryl vesuImslaviavnanauarrngenludwindedul lnensnaaeuauuRgu
fe Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) &snsnsnagusamsvaaeuassignilanuandunisis 6
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AN 6 NaMIVAFOUANNANTUS SEinesUsEanSnmn1sdeansvasaeulnyd aneduiusseninaaey
Unyuaeiums wasnssuiamunmmsaeulngd

AunRgIY HaMSIATIEN MIAFBUANNAZIY
Hla : jUsuumMsieansianuduiusiugsuintuaeduiug . o e e .
N Fauduiusizeun gausu
syneaeunliuaviuIms
H1b : mMsdemndeyaiianudunusludwindvaedunus e .
L . Fauduiusizeun gausu
synedaeunluaviuIms
Hic : unaunnmedsnsdlmnuduiusludsnniuaneduwus . . -
o L. L laifleudanius Ui
syneaeunliuaviuIms
H2a : 3Uuuunsd eansiianuduius ludsuandunssvd ey s .
o e e Feuduiusizeun gausu
AunMsaUUnyTvewaoulod
H2b : m3damdeyatinnudniusludiniumssuinanm ey s .
oo o Feuduiusizeun gausu
nsaeulayTvesiaeutnd
H2c : unaunumsdsauil audunusludswindunssul e -
o o e Feuduiusideau Ujies
AunMsaeUUnyivewaoulod
H3 : aneduius sewirafaeudyluaviumtianuduiusiy . -
Tiferudinius Ui

Baunnfumsiuianmmmsaeudyiivesjaeudd

anUsena

msfine S serneUsAvE mmsdeansvesaeutyTuasmsiuinanwmsaeulind
yasjusmsiamiaruanauaradenludoriadedvel ansoefunenaldsd

nHansAnyIMUINgULUUNSAeaNs (Communication Style) waznsdmmdeya (nformation
Provision) sianuduiusludsuinduaneduius senineaeutnyfuazi uSms (Rapport) d@ennavafiy
330unsuluefinves Kirchmajer & Patterson (2004) wag Dewitt & Bradly (2003) ﬁwudwgmwumi?{ a3
uazmsdavieya Wunsdemsiiaiumsiuiveqnisemmuilinde muduiusiifsswitgnadug
Tiusms Twasteioasouvegnimdamsldusmsuasiiivanalinderiasnduanlduimsdnsie

Tuvaugiiguuuunsdeans (Communication Style) waymsdandiaya (information Provision) 4
eudiushudsuiniunisiuiamnmnisaeudylivesiaeulng (Perceived Audit Quality) denAdesiu
ssninsaaluefinvesunuin uazAny (2555) Wag Sharma & Patterson (2000) ﬁwudw@'ﬂszﬂaums SMEs
aunsafugamamnislius msnsaeus ad i dudesktunsruiuntsd oansseninaasu iy uay
fsznaums SMEs ilesnmsdeasvilsiiaaesinefinmudnlansetu fuifeamudemsvomsiasde
wasinaulindasefannty (Sarapaivanich et al., 2019)

uenANT SN undunuedieanl (Social Dialogue) laifimnuduius fuaeduiussyming
HaoutyTuazsuims Rapport) Bslsiaonndesiuissaunsslueiinves Kirchmajer & Patterson (2004) uaz
Dewitt & Brady (2003) Vilonaiiossnmisdeasluguuy vnaummmadony Fafumsdeaslufosu «
fliiAntedasnsaiunsasudad Jonlilifinadensmeduiusseminsfaoudaduaziiims lums
asriudsunaunuvedans (Sodial Dialogue) nduenuduiusidsauiunssuiamunimnisaeulaydves
Haoudayd (Perceived Audit Quality) @ 9filsienad saiurssaunssalusfimues Kirchmajer & Patterson

(2004) sisilo1aiflesannnisd eanstuguuuy unaunumedeay Wunisdeansludedu q Mlifedes
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Tnensatumsaeudad Genaiifuimsuesingaeulnliindede Wewnnuanaaeudadidunud
doddlaluneavBenduetrann dodleusuiiavey mslumuifedesiuitaaraugnifes 3
ffFodldusloninndoyalusunaiu dufuduinsdniugenasevigasutydesiyaaniiaiels
Undefie Jeyrdngaeutdiiynnuizedu q AhiRedertumsaeutyTnnaudull vilsimmindete
vowjaeulnlanas dwavhlvinsiuinunmmsaeulnydanasiie

MNMIANIMUTIEEFUTUS sEvI e ulnyTuasuims (Rapport) lddanuduiusiunssus
AunmmsaouTnyTvesaeutyT (Perceived Audit Quality) Fslsiaenndesiuissunsalusfinues Dewitt
& Bradly (2003) sisiienaiiiesmnnisaeutadidunuiidesdmmusuiaveu Sassuazfunans s e
mndefslumsufinu fufinaoutaduasduimseelinnuduiusiianedy uioglsfn
Juimaiuiaeudddesdasseussaluindn f8as iunans uazufoamifinungtedsdulunis
nsaeuTnd eliAnrmindefiovesunsiu dwavilimeduiusseminsaeudBuaviuimslil
PrudiusiuNsTus AN e Uty

Joleuauuz

MNEAMSANKTINUIY JULUUMSARANS (Communication Style) wazmsdnmieya (nformation
Provision) dmnadniusidsuiniuaeduiusvesiaeudaylivasiusms (Rapport) wagn1ssuiAnAImg
aeutyivesjanutiayd (Perceived Audit Quality) ungdaiauouus il

1. lesnnfuimsiavisvuenanauazvinagen liasnsaduireussiiununmnisaoudyd
¥lnemss dadufuimnsissuifmmamnisaouliinn suuuunsdeans (Communication Style) uasms
Sovioya (nformation Provision) Lilesangtuuumsieansvilvivisaesdrefimmdlatu ddudaey
ofsensiinsdeansiuduimsiuansieanuduiios ueulien fimsdoasiiUamensdunsanuazgam
windligsmmnduiioandn sufsdeunszdesetunarldlalutefaiuastetvavesuims fins
doenstuguimstiAnmmutiladeruseamsvesuims Tnsmsldnniidiladne fanuduiuies
LLazL“?J"ﬂﬁ]ﬁwizLﬁuﬁQu%miéfaqmmﬁﬂﬁmw dwaviigaeudaiuaggusmsianudilaluaudens
vosunazeea gy

2. faoudyimaudedoyaiiind ussinmsaeudgliguimsléunay siufsd eansTs

v

Fuimsldidladssidiusing q uagduushitouusamsduiunuvesians Taglangmsidsunas
nasgumstyTasngsafoudodsiuiifetewionanms Jszdmariligudmaiansiuitananm
miaauﬁzy%simmﬂﬁu’%mwm;ﬁaauﬂ’m%ﬁﬁ?J'ﬂ%u

3. dmsudeunuiiin unaunumedena (Social Dialogue) fianuduiudiBsautunmninns
aeutny (Audit Quality) Sunandlififuindaoutindfifimmansaunauy yenemmeanszuumsaeutad
sudamsyeneluisodu q AliiRerdestunsaoutnyd ereilifuimsuesingaoudydlhiindede
dlomnnussnaeuiafidunuiiseddlaluneasdendusgiunn dediamusuinveusasanuduile
o1 Hewmnidunuidedesiudeyalunmeiu SuifFeddusloninndoyatendn Fudujaeutad
ldmsmanoidedu q AliRsrdestunsaeuiyfunawiuly feonasdmwanodedu 7l
Aendesmsaeutin@itne wimsezeglureuimivanzas
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