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Aim The aim of the thesis is to understand the reforms on the audit 

report which are set in motion on the international level and the EU 
level, and analyse its influence on the quality of communication 
between Swedish auditors and the users of the report. 

 
Methodology In the thesis, a qualitative document study and a quantitative survey 

have been used in order to answer our research questions. 
 
Theoretical perspective The theoretical framework is based on audit theories, including the 

theory of decision usefulness. Literature on the audit information 
gap is also a part of our theoretical framework. With this in hand, 
we have developed an analytical model, which will be the base for 
our analysis. 

 
Empirical Foundation The document study reveals that the key stakeholders of the audit 

report are institutional investors and financial analysts. Our survey 
was sent to these key stakeholders and to certified auditors, all 
located in Sweden. Comment letters regarding the audit reform, 
were also a part of the empirical foundation. 

 
Conclusion The reason for the revised audit reform is that financial analysts 

and institutional investors demanded it after the financial crisis. 
The main objective, on the international level, is to improve the 
quality of communication between the users and auditors by 
reducing the information gap through a more transparent audit 
report. We can conclude that a revised audit report probably will 
reduce the gap between what the users demand and what is actually 
presented in the audit report in Sweden. If the information gap is 
reduced, the quality of the communication between the two parties 
will be significantly improved.  
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1.  Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Audit quality and the value of an audit report 
Mautz (1954) defines an audit as “an effort to discover whether or not the financial statements do 
actually portray the financial position and the results of operation of the company or institution 
under examination” (Mautz, 1954, p.3). An auditor is a person who makes an examination of 
accounting data in order to give an opinion as to the reliability of the data, which will be 
presented in a formal document called an audit report. The audit report is essentially a matter of 
communication, of conveying information and ideas to someone else. The auditor who creates the 
audit report has a message which he or she wishes to convey to those who will read the prepared 
report. The users of the audit report may have different intentions with the information in the 
audit report, some may use it for internal purposes, while some may have the intention of using it 
for external purposes. Therefore, users request different information within the audit report. It is 
important that the auditor is well aware of the fact that he or she cannot know all of the possible 
users of the report, and must therefore exercise considerable discretion in the preparation (Mautz, 
1954). Further, Flint (1988) stresses that a huge dilemma for auditors is that they have a duty to 
communicate information, but also a duty to be clear and precise.  
  
The communicative value, the design and the content of the audit report have been hot topics for 
researchers, both from a global and local perspective, for a long time. The purpose of an audit is 
to improve the degree of confidence of expected users of the financial statements. This is 
accomplished by auditors when they gather appropriate audit evidence and then express an 
opinion on whether the financial material is in accordance with financial reporting frameworks 
(IFAC, 2013). This opinion is presented in the audit report and the report is important for auditors 
when communicating to those that are affected by the information (IAASB, 2011). According to 
Gay et al. (2008), an audit is dependent on that the communicator, the auditor, and the user have 
shared meanings of the message being presented. Therefore, the format of the audit report is an 
important matter when looking at the value of the audit. In order for stakeholders to rely on the 
audit, they must believe in the auditor’s independence (Gay et al., 2008).  
 
As a result of the global financial crisis in 2007-2008, the users of financial statements wish for 
more information concerning the audited companies and their financial statements. The financial 
scandals, which began with Enron and with the audit firm Arthur Andersen in the US in 2001, 
have quickly led to reviews of auditing standards and different reforms of audit reporting, by for 
example PCAOB and the IAASB (Kiss et al. 2015). The current development of the audit report 
has primarily been driven by politicians within the EU, who wanted to take actions due to the 
financial crisis. The IAASB has been compelled to join the development, since they wanted to 
avoid the establishment of two competing audit reports (Lennartsson, 2015). The international 
standard setters have proposed different changes to the standard audit report, due to concerns 
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regarding if the report properly expresses the right message about responsibilities, conclusions 
and nature of an audit commitment (Kwaku & Wright, 2012) The changes concern, for example, 
key audit matters, a description of responsibilities by auditors and management for going concern 
and a separate section for when a material uncertainty exists and is adequately disclosed (IAASB, 
2015) These changes are further presented in chapter 5.  
 
In some countries, such as the UK and the Netherlands, the implementation phase of the new and 
more transparent report has already begun, and the responses have been positive (EC, 2014) 
(PWC, 2013). The legal requirements in the member states within the EU must be compatible 
with the new audit policy by the 17th of June 2016 (EC, 2014). The requirements for the Swedish 
auditors and the audit process have changed due to new demands for auditors on the international 
field, mostly due to the implementation of EU’s audit reform and IAASB’s revised ISAs (FAR, 
2015). The new Swedish audit report is based on Swedish law, new requirements from the EU, 
and standards developed by IAASB. FAR, a Swedish professional association for accountants 
and auditors, has in turn provided new audit recommendations, based on the new audit 
requirements (Lennartsson, 2015).  

1.1.2 Debates regarding audit reporting 
The main concerns in current debates regarding audit reporting are if the changes will lead to 
more valuable information being communicated to the stakeholders and if the new construction 
of the audit report will improve audit quality (IOSCO, 2009). Tony Gates, the head of audit at 
KPMG UK, says that the debates need to involve all stakeholders, including management, since 
an audit is an important part of the relationship between companies and their shareholders, as 
well as for the investor community since they are the ones that the audit report is addressed to 
(KPMG, 2014). According to the discussion paper by FEE (2016), the unanimous argument 
behind the new audit report is for the engagement with the stakeholders to be improved. There is 
a general agreement, throughout the discussion paper, that focus on the profession’s engagement 
with its stakeholders is limited to regulators, and this should not be a disadvantage for other 
stakeholders (FEE, 2016). Moreover, PWC (2013) has released a paper where they give an 
overview of the new audit reform, and whereas the Australian assurance leader at PWC states:  
 

“Testing these changes in reality is the only way to explore the benefits and expose 
unintended consequences well in advance of changes in the standard.” - Peter van 
Dongen (PWC, 2013).  

       
Although the changes of the audit report will have a huge effect on the Swedish market, the 
debates concerning the changes have been, unlike on the international field, rather few 
(Lennartsson, 2013). Hjalmarsson (2015), an authorized accountant at PwC and the Chairman of 
FAR's Policy Group for audit, believes that the changes will have a minor effect in Sweden due 
to the fact that a lot of the information that will be covered in the new audit report, is information 
that the Swedish auditors already present at shareholder meetings. Hjalmarsson (2015) is very 
critical towards the change, however, he recognizes the fact that one have to look to stakeholders’ 
interests and the fact that they demand more information from the auditors. Although the new 
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audit report will contain more information, there is a risk that the information only will be a 
matter of text, and not as valuable as imagined. The new information may be seen as information 
that any stakeholder could find in the audited company's annual report (FAR, 2015). Hjalmarsson 
(2015) claims that there is an inherent conflict within the new audit report. On the one hand, the 
audit report will consist of more information, but on the other hand an auditor can normally not 
give more information than what is already known, due to the risk of damaging the company that 
is being audited. FAR (2013) stresses the fact that several sources are critical toward the new 
audit report, because of the huge amount of information that might lead to interpretation 
problems. A too complex audit report might be impossible to understand and will therefore not be 
useful for stakeholders (Lennartsson, 2013). Brännström and Iredahl (2012), the general secretary 
of FAR respectively the audit expert at FAR, are also critical towards the change and believe that 
the EU could be making a mistake by implementing a rather unnecessary and complex audit 
report, which in turn will not be useful to the stakeholders. These points of debate raise the 
question of why a new reform is needed and how the new audit reform will affect the 
communication between various stakeholders and auditors. 

1.2 Problematization and study contribution 
Today, differences exist between users’ expectation on an auditor and the financial audit, and the 
auditor’s actual obligations, which has contributed to the existence of an audit expectation gap 
(IAASB, 2011). Another gap that is connected to the audit report is the information gap, which is 
the existence of a gap between the information users of corporate financial information believe is 
needed to make informed investments and fiduciary decisions, and what are available to them 
through the entity‘s audited financial statements or other publicly available information. The 
expectation gap and the information gap is not considered to be the same, but they overlap each 
other (IAASB, 2011). Auditors and standard setters have in their interest to guarantee that the 
gap, regarding to what is communicated by the auditor and the users interpretation of the 
committed material, will be as small as possible. If the gaps are too big, the confidence of the 
report will be destroyed and poor decisions could be made by the users (Kwaku & Wright, 2012). 
Due to the complexity of assessing the quality of the audit, the current report does not contain 
information about the auditor’s judgements when setting their final opinion (IAASB, 2011). The 
main purpose of the new audit report is to reduce the information gap, and international 
regulators are focusing on strengthening the value of the audit through adding more and 
improved information to the report (Church et al, 2008). However, Lennartsson (2013) claims 
that although the aim of the change is, among others, to reduce the information gap, the effect of 
the implementation could be the opposite.  
 
During the years, the audit report has been revised several times in an attempt to reduce both the 
expectation gap and the information gap, but today, there still exists a gap between the users of 
the audit report and the auditors that communicate through the report. Audit standards, such as 
ISAs, provide an important basis supporting audit quality, but most of the requirements either 
provide a framework for judgement made in the audit or need judgement in order to be properly 
applied. Therefore, the audit process relies on competent individuals that are using their 
experience and applying objectivity, integrity and scepticism in order to make appropriate 
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judgements that are supported by circumstances and facts of the engagement (IFAC, 2013). 
Further, the current audit report has been criticised for being viewed as a pass or fail report, due 
to the form and wording. The message brought by the audit report, beyond the pass/fail, has 
therefore been questioned by both academics and regulators (Church et al., 2008). The auditor’s 
opinion is fundamental, but it is acknowledged that the new report should be more transparent 
about what actions the auditor performs in their audit mission and how the conclusions have been 
drawn (Kwaku & Wright, 2012). Church et al. (2008) shed a light on the concern regarding the 
fact that the current audit report provides little communicative value for users. Today, the users 
do not seem to fully understand the responsibilities of the auditor, the extent of their work and the 
level of assurance provided by the report, and therefore improvements to the report are called for 
(Church et al. 2008).   
 
A large portion of previous research covers the field of the audit report and the audit expectation 
gap (Ruhnke & Schmidt, 2014; Vanstraelen et al., 2012; Litjens et al., 2015; Porter, 1993). These 
studies contribute to our research mainly on an international level and on the relationship 
between international standard setters, stakeholders and auditors. However, it does not exist as 
much research regarding the audit information gap. An area which we believe is under-
researched is the literature regarding the Swedish perspective on the audit information gap. To 
focus on the audit report from an individual country’s perspective is important when evaluating 
how international reforms are used, and reactions from the parties concerned. One standard can 
for example work perfectly in one country, but could have a negative effect on another, which 
makes it hard for international standard setters to find a global standard that fits all concerned 
countries. Our research will therefore bring more focus on the new audit report, both from an 
international and a Swedish perspective. 

1.3 Aim and research question 
Based on the problematization, the aim of the thesis is to understand the reforms on the audit 
report which are set in motion on the international level and the EU level, and analyse its 
influence on the quality of communication between Swedish auditors and the users of the report. 
 
In order to carry out the aim we have formulated two research questions, which are as follows: 

1. What are the reasons underlying revision in audit report requirements by the IAASB and 
the EU?  

2. How will revision, on an international level, affect the quality of communication between 
Swedish auditors and the users of the report? 

1.4 Research Limitations 
In our research, we will study a particular context where Sweden will be used as a case country. 
Our main interest is the Swedish context, which is the focus of our second research question, and 
in order to do so, we have to explore the reasons underlying revision and therefore answer our 
first research question. Further, the thesis will focus on international studies, that in a great extent 
have affected the Swedish changes regarding the audit report, and discussions and research that 
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have been done by IAASB and the EC will be taken into account. We will discuss and analyse 
the information gap in order to see how international revision will affect the quality of 
communication between auditors and users in Sweden. As mentioned in the background, the 
implementation of the new audit report has already been exercised in the UK and the 
Netherlands, but research on these countries will not be studied any further in this thesis.   

1.5 Structure of the thesis 
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2. Theoretical framework 
This chapter focus on prior research. At first, the definition of an audit and the value of audit 
reporting are presented. Then, a discussion regarding the audit expectation gap will be done, and 
then the stakeholder view of audit reporting is presented.    
 
 
Flint (1988) states that an audit is a social control mechanism for securing accountability. The 
burden is on auditors and audit policy-makers, and the way that they constantly seek to find 
societal need and at the same time have expectations on them to do an independent audit. The 
problem is, according to Flint (1988), that auditors must effectively communicate the performed 
audits to people with limited or no technical understanding. In addition, this will require the 
auditors to express themselves with such technical precision that it is clear which considerations 
that are being made, and also the limitations of the audit. Further, the technical understanding 
among stakeholders differ. It is therefore of great importance that the auditors meet their own 
professional requirements, while using a language that the stakeholders understand (Flint, 1988). 
 
Audit reporting and the value which the audit report creates have been up for discussion for 
several years. Church et al. (2008) claim that the audit process is affected by factors that can be 
seen as irrelevant, such as a specific auditor performing a task, and a sequence of evidence 
collection. They also found that the way accounting standards are based (principles/rules) can 
have an impact on the audit process regarding the negotiations between the auditor and the client. 
Church et al. (2008) conclude that the audit report has a symbolic value, but little communicative 
value. To summarize, prior research call attention to increased information, which probably will 
improve the audit report. The main objective for the current audit reform is to reduce the 
information gap between the information available and the information wanted, unlike the 
objective for the former changes, which have been to reduce the audit expectation gap (Mock et 
al., 2013). 

2.1 The audit report and the audit expectation gap 
Research regarding the audit report as a part of closing the audit expectation gap has been many. 
Ruhnke and Schmidt (2014) have done a research concerning the audit expectation gap, which 
was based on surveys and administered in Germany in 2011. The survey was sent to auditors, 
academic faculties, financial journalists, investors, bank representatives, management 
representatives and supervisory board members. The authors focused their empirical study on 
three main areas, namely the public’s expectations of the independent audit, auditor’s 
responsibilities as perceived by auditors and auditor performance as perceived by the public 
(Ruhnke & Schmidt, 2014). A study made by Litjens et al. (2015) examined the audit expectation 
gap, how it can be explained, and how it can be reduced by a revised audit report. They base their 
findings on a survey in the Netherlands that consists of participants that are bankers, preparers 
and auditors (Litjens et al. 2015). Vanstraelen et al. (2012) studied the audit report and examined 
if there is a general agreement between the users of the audit report and the auditors regarding the 
content and format of the report. The authors claim that prior audit reporting reforms have failed 
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since the two parties [users and auditors] did not have a common ground. The authors based their 
study on interviews with users and auditors from different EU member states and then presented 
an alternative audit reporting model that they believed could reduce the information gap and 
increase the transparency (Vanstraelen et al., 2012). 
  
Ruhnke and Schmidt (2014) conclude that strategies, which are being adopted in order to reduce 
the expectation gap, might be impossible due to the fact that the environment of financial 
statements and social roles are in constant change and so is the need for audit change. The audit 
profession work towards strengthening their legitimacy, mainly by filling the public’s interests, 
or at least accepting the excessive expectations. Thus, the authors conclude that audit reforms 
may only be seen as strategies to achieve the objective instead of reducing the expectation gap 
(Ruhnke & Schmidt, 2014). Litjens et al. (2015) look at the problem in another way and conclude 
that the problem is a mismatch between the solutions and problem with the audit expectation gap; 
while the audit profession tries to fix the gap by giving more information, the bankers want the 
auditors to meet their expectations. Today, the main question is whether the audit report 
communicates suitable information to stakeholders, and if the content and format of the report 
strengthens audit quality (Litjens et al., 2015). Vanstraelen et al. (2012) conclude that the 
expectation gap has been an acceptable argument averting reforms in the field of audit reporting. 
The most common argument for the reforms is that the users of the report do not understand the 
function of the report and therefore do not understand the audit report as a whole. The authors 
found that persons who support this argument are not able to see the value in improving audit 
quality or changes in the audit report, since they mean that the users need to be educated in order 
to understand the audit report better (Vanstraelen et al., 2012). 
  
Vanstraelen et al. (2012) have also observed that dominant users of the audit report are 
sophisticated investors, which means that the audit expectation gap is not an education gap but 
more like a performance gap. The lack of transparency in audit quality is a driver for a more 
informative audit report. Ruhnke & Schmidt (2014) state that the expectation gap can be useful in 
order to drive a constant reform, but may also be harmful if the expectations are unjustified and 
may even lead to reforms that demand auditors to accept responsibilities that will not bring any 
benefits. Therefore, Ruhnke and Schmidt (2014) suggest that the audit profession and audit 
regulators should shed light on the fact of the cause of the expectation gap and why it even exists 
in the first place. Further, Litjens et al. (2015) propose that the audit profession shall innovate and 
cultivate audit work in order to meet the expectations of the users of the financial statements. 
According to Litjens et al. (2015), the IAASB did a mistake when providing the new audit report, 
since they did not recognize a quality factor called “reducing the audit expectation gap”, which 
may be one of the foundations of the problem. To develop a clear definition of audit quality 
would be helpful for the auditors since this could mean that they have a clear goal to strive after, 
but the IAASB are cautious with such a definition because of ‘lack of consensus’ (IAASB, 2014, 
p. 2) (Litjens et al., 2015).          
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2.2 Stakeholder perspective on audit  
Several authors have looked at the audit report from a stakeholder perspective. Carroll (1989) 
defines a stakeholder as an individual or a group that claims to have one or more stakes in the 
business. Just like the stakeholders may be affected by the actions, decisions, policies, or 
practices of the business firm, these stakeholders may in turn also affect the organization’s 
actions, decisions, policies or practices (Carroll, 1989). Ahlstedt and Jahnukainen (1971), cited in 
Strand, 2013) define stakeholders as “those individuals, groups of individuals and societies who 
driven by their own interests and goals are participants in a firm, and thus depending on it and 
whom for its sake the firm is depending.”. They also claim that the typical stakeholders of a firm 
are the owners, management, employees, customers, suppliers, financiers, government, 
community and the state, which is illustrated in figure 1.    
 

 
Figure 1: The stakeholders of a firm (Strand, 2013) 

It is important that all stakeholders have access to information of how companies affect them, 
even if they do not have any use of the information (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). In order for 
investors, creditors and other stakeholders to have confidence in the financial statements provided 
by companies, the company gives interested parties access to an auditor's expert and independent 
opinions on the fairness of the published financial statements (Hayes, et al., 2014). This 
information is provided in the audit report, which is communicated to different stakeholders. It is 
assumed that all stakeholders have an interest in the major actor (the company in question). The 
relationship between the main actor and stakeholders must be based on mutual dependence, and 
the dependence should be to ensure that stakeholder's needs are met (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). 
 
Mock et al. (2013) have done a study, which is based on a previous paper by Church et al (2008), 
and the methodologies used in the study are surveys and interviews. Their review of audit 
reporting is based on the affirmation of a gap between the information provided to the users 
regarding the financial statements and the perceived information by the users. The authors have 
found that earlier literature provide mixed results regarding stakeholder views on the audit report. 
Asare and Wright (2009) find, for example, that the audit report is seen as useful to those that 
make decisions by providing evidence which the financial statements do not contain any material 
misstatements and that businesses will continue as a going concern. Gray et al. (2011) have on 
the other hand questioned if the audit report is sufficient. In their study financial statement 
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preparers, external auditors and users of the report have been participating. According to their 
study, they found that the communication in the audit report was unclear and that the investors, to 
a great extent, misunderstand the concept of materiality. One way to minimize the information 
gap could therefore be to have an additional auditor’s disclosures that are related to materiality 
(Gray et al., 2011, Coram et al., 2011). 
  
Litjens et al. (2015) found that stakeholders fall back into prior strategies very easily, mainly as 
to maximize their own value. For example, management is unwilling to give sensitive 
information to the auditor, the bankers want increased information and the auditor tries to reduce 
the risks. The authors observe that the changes in the audit report format are not valued highly by 
bankers and does therefore not affect them, but a format change is important for auditors and 
managers. Moreover, they conclude that bankers request information on the business and the 
audit process, but the additional information may not reduce the bankers audit expectation gap.  
Findings from a study done by Vanstraelen et al. (2012) display the existence of the information 
gap is not just about ‘the more information the better’. Users of the audit report believe that the 
current report is value-adding, but that it could be improved by clarification of the scope of the 
audit, financial statements and the level of assurance. Further, the findings are that the auditors 
are ready to provide more information in the audit report, in order to reduce the expectation- and 
information gap. Moreover, the auditors argue that additional information to users will lead to 
higher costs regarding time and resources (Vanstraelen et al., 2012). 
  
Litjens et al. (2015) state that research is a key factor for adding more value to users and to gain 
information about the dynamics of the demands on audits. A dynamic relationship leads to more 
participation by the stakeholders when deciding the objectives of the audit and the audit process. 
Moreover, Vanstraelen et al. (2012) conclude that we today have a complex global business 
environment, which leads to new challenges for auditors in relation to the users of the audit. 
Overall, to change the format and wording of the audit report is not considered to be enough, but 
a change in the business reporting model is necessary, for example IR and real-time reporting, in 
order to change the meaning of an audit. The main objective of previous modifications of the 
audit report have been to reduce the expectation gap, but the new change will instead narrow the 
information gap (Vanstraelen et al., 2011). An information gap can be defined as “the existence 
of a gap between the information the users believe is needed to make informed investments and 
fiduciary decisions, and what is available to them through the entity’s audited financial 
statements or other publicly available information” (Vanstraelen et al., 2011). In accordance with 
previous articles, Vanstraelen et al. state that the main question is whether the standard audit 
report communicates relevant information to stakeholders, and if the content and format of the 
report creates audit quality (Vanstraelen et al., 2011). 

2.3 Chapter summary 
This chapter covered the literature about the audit process, the way that the audit report may 
reduce the expectation- and information gap. Thereafter, a stakeholder perspective on the audit 
report has been presented. First of all Flint (1988) and Church et al. (2008) define what an audit 
is. Thereafter Ruhnke and Schmidt (2014), Litjens et al. (2015), and Vanstraelen et al. (2012) 
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present the audit expectation gap, the concerns regarding the gap and how it may be reduced. 
Regarding the stakeholder view on the audit report, this section defines a stakeholder, which is 
done by Carroll (1989) and Deegan and Unerman (2011) and then discusses research done by 
Mock et al. (2013); Church et al. (2008); Grey et al. (2011); and Vanstraelen et al. (2011), in 
order to see which stakeholder have been most involved in the discussion regarding the format of 
the audit report and what these stakeholders have requested.      
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3. Methodology 
The following section contains a description of the approach for the study. The chosen methods 
are described, and how these will be used in order to answer our research questions. The chapter 
also includes a description of our approach towards analysing our empirical data. Lastly, a 
discussion is made regarding generalisation, validity, reliability, and limitations. 
 
 

3.1 Research approach and strategy 

The purpose of this thesis is to understand the reforms of the audit report and to analyse its 
influence on the quality of communication between Swedish auditors and the users of the report. 
In order to accomplish this purpose a multi-strategy research has been chosen which we believe is 
an appropriate strategy for answering our research questions. A multi-strategy research is a 
combination between quantitative and qualitative research, and occurs when the researcher 
cannot rely on either a quantitative or a qualitative method alone and must support his or her 
findings with a method drawn from the other research strategy (Bryman & Bell, 2003).  

The approach to our multi-strategy research is facilitation, which means that one research 
strategy is implemented in order to support research using the other research strategy (Bryman & 
Bell, 2003). In our study qualitative research will facilitate quantitative research, because 
qualitative research is helpful as a source for idea which can later be tested using a quantitative 
research strategy (Bryman & Bell, 2003). We have, through a document study, identified why a 
new audit reform on an international level will be implemented, and then used this information in 
order to create our questions for the survey. According to Bryman & Bell (2003) the arguments 
against a multi-strategy research are that quantitative research and qualitative research have 
different perspectives on how the social reality should be studied, and the idea that quantitative 
and qualitative research are two separate paradigms. To have in mind when doing a multi-
strategy research is that it must be competently designed, and that it must be appropriate to the 
research questions or research area with which we are concerned. Therefore, we have collected 
information regarding the audit report on an international level through studying documents by 
the IAASB and the EC, and for the Swedish level by studying documents by the Government and 
FAR. With this information as a base, we have constructed a survey which will be used in order 
to collect opinions from Swedish key stakeholders regarding the audit report. Lastly, comment 
letters to FAR’s consultation paper will be studied in order to collect various opinions from 
Swedish stakeholders. What this research offer is a combination of static (from a quantitative 
research) and processual (from a qualitative research) features (Bryman & Bell, 2003). 

Additionally, this study has an abductive approach since the empirical and theoretical data will be 
updated continuously as our research progresses. Abduction is about creating studies with 
elements of both induction and deduction. Inductive approach is only based on empirical material 
to create conclusions. A deductive approach is based on theoretical hypotheses to test the 
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empirical material. The abductive research approach includes a variety of empirical and 
theoretical research. Shifting perspective on the study during the research process creates a link 
between empirical data and theory, which develops new approaches (Alvehus, 2013).  
 
The research will be conducted in accordance with the ideas of the positivism, which focuses on 
social science research with elements of science, which will generate a width and a generalization 
of our research (Denscombe, 2009). According to positivism, the empirical evidence is 
objectively available, creating opportunities for all people to be able to see and observe the 
material. Positivism creates explanations and simplifies the process of discovering patterns in the 
collected empirical data by empirical generalization. The spirit will be carried out in our research 
through a quantitative survey, and in addition a qualitative document study, where the empirical 
generalization can come to terms. (Denscombe, 2009). The empirical generalization is done by 
comparing, generalize and draw conclusions from empirical data through the survey and data 
from our document studies.  

3.2 Data collection 
Our data collection process includes three phases, as shown in figure 2. Our primary data, data 
that are collected through different research methods by the researchers themselves, has been 
collected through a survey and a document study of comment letters. Our secondary data, e.g. 
other available data previously collected by other researchers with other aims than the current 
research, has been collected through a document study of documents by IAASB and the EC 
(Christensen et al., 2010).  
 
The first step in our data collecting process was a document study, which included IAASB’s 
consultation paper called “Consultation paper: enhancing the value of auditor reporting: 
Exploring options for change”, which concerned IAASB’s mindset regarding the new audit 
report. We chose IAASB’s consultation paper since the IAASB is the main international standard 
setting body, regarding assurance and auditing. As a complement, we studied EU’s consultation 
paper called “Green Paper. Audit Policy: Lessons from the crisis”, which concerned the mindset 
of the EU regarding the new audit report. We chose the EU’s consultation paper, which is 
provided by the EC, since they are the main force behind the European change of the audit report. 
We also studied FAR’s consultation paper and their suggestion of a new format of the audit 
report. The information released by IAASB and the EU have been the basis for our study, since 
their mindset affect the Swedish context. By studying these documents, we were able to identify 
the main reasons behind international change of the audit report, as well as key stakeholders who 
actually demand the change. The information we received by studying these publications were 
used in order to design our research in the Swedish context. The consultation paper by FAR were 
used in order to find the Swedish mindset and construction of the revised audit report, and use the 
information we received to create our survey.  
 
The second step in our data collecting process was to construct and send out a web-based survey. 
The survey was sent to key stakeholders who were identified in our previous document study 
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(step 1 in figure 2). This was done in order to see if the quality of the Swedish communication 
between users and auditors was affected by the international revision. 
 
The third step in our data collecting process consisted of an additional document study. As a 
complement to the responses in the survey, we studied comment letters written by Swedish 
stakeholders regarding FAR’s Consultation Paper. As a result, we were able to gain information 
about the opinions and general thoughts on the revised Swedish audit report from Swedish 
stakeholders, whom we could not have come in contact with via the survey. 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Data collection process. 

3.2.1 Document study  
Our qualitative data was collected through a document study of consultation papers and comment 
letters. Before the data can be used for research purposes, the data must be collected, processed 
and sorted in order for data to be used for analysis (Denscombe, 2009). In order to prepare the 
data for analysis, we read all the documents that were going to be used for our document study. 
During this process, we searched for specific subjects within the consultation papers and other 
documents from the international- and Swedish standard setters, which were necessary in order 
for our research to proceed. This included, for example, the reasons behind the revision and the 
stakeholders who demanded the international change of the audit report. This was important since 
the entire research was built upon this information. As for the empirical data found in the 
comment letters, this was used in a later stage in our research process. The next step included the 
actual analysis of empirical data which was based on our analytical model (see section 4.5). After 
we had analysed our empirical data, we prepared the data in order to be able to present it to the 
readers of our report. As for the comment letters, we took the most significant comments and 
presented them in a separate section, in order for the reader to be able to easily follow the content 
of the thesis.  
 
In order to answer our first research question, we analysed publications that had been published 
by international regulators. Several documents were studied in order to grasp the entire process, 
which is explained in section 3.8. However, two documents were mainly used in our document 
study; IAASB’s “Consultation paper: enhancing the value of auditor reporting: Exploring options 
for change” and the paper released by the EU called “Green Paper. Audit Policy: Lessons from 
the crisis”. More detailed information regarding these regulators and their impact on the Swedish 
audit report will be presented in chapter 4. By studying these documents, we were able to answer 
our first research question; “What are the reasons underlying revision in audit report 
requirements by the IAASB and the EU?”. We identified the main reasons behind the 
international change of the audit report, as well as the stakeholders who demanded the change. 
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The collected empirical data and the reasons underlying revision by international regulators, were 
the basis for the continued study of the Swedish context. The questions and the identified 
respondents for our survey were influenced by the information gathered through the document 
study. 
 
A document study was also used in order to answer our second research question; “How will 
revision, on an international level, affect the quality of communication between Swedish auditors 
and the users of the report?”. Documents by the Swedish Government were collected and 
analysed, and so were they recommendations by FAR, which will further be presented in chapter 
4. Additionally, comment letters written by various Swedish stakeholders (mainly governmental 
bodies) were studied, as a response to FAR’s consultation paper, which concerned the revised 
Swedish audit report. The comment letters answered the following question (which was issued by 
FAR in the consultation paper); “Will implementation of the new audit report cause any 
problems for the users of financial statements and audit reports, preparers of financial 
statements, and the auditors?”. These documents were used as a complement to the empirical 
data collected from the survey in order to collect additional opinions regarding the revised audit 
report. By analysing reliable secondary data in terms of published material from reliable 
regulators, and comment letters from various stakeholders, the reader of the study will get a 
deeper understanding regarding the reasons underlying revision of the audit report.  

3.2.2 Survey 
Our quantitative data was collected from the answers we received in the survey. Before analysing 
the data, we had to prepare the data. Since the questions and content of the survey were created 
on the basis of the information we received by analysing the consultation papers and other legal 
documents, we based our information on international standards and the current and the revised 
Swedish audit report. We looked for obvious correlations between the different stakeholders and 
the auditors, thus our respondents. We presented the qualitative data in tables and in figures, for 
the reader to be able to interpret our findings.  
 
We decided to use a survey as a quantitative method for the data collection since a survey did not 
limit us to only local respondents, as a result we were able to reach respondents from all over 
Sweden, which in turn had a positive effect on the amount of responses. According to Bryman & 
Bell (2013) surveys, unlike personal interviews that only provides a limited selection, give the 
researcher the advantage to get a selection that is geographically spread.  
 
We chose to do a web-based survey, which operate by inviting potential respondents to visit a 
web site at which the survey can be found and completed online (Bryman & Bell, 2003). The 
reasons behind doing a web-based survey are several; no costs are necessary for the researcher, 
fast response, it has an attractive format, it is not unrestricted to parts of Sweden, it can be 
designed in a way that some questions only appear when the respondent answers “yes” on the 
question before, A web-based survey also makes it easier for us, as researchers, to compile the 
information and to affect the number of total responses (for example by sending out reminders). 
The disadvantage of selecting a web-based survey is that the material is very superficial and one 
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cannot analyse this quantitative method to the same extent as with qualitative research methods. 
(Denscombe, 2009). 

3.2.2.1 Selection of respondents 
In order to select future respondents for our survey, we studied documents by IAASB and the EU 
in order to see who demanded a new audit reform, and their arguments behind the demands. The 
survey was going to answer our second research question, which is as follows; “How will 
revision, on an international level, affect the quality of communication between Swedish auditors 
and the users of the report?” 
 
The second research question concerned Sweden as a case country, particularly the Swedish 
stakeholders and auditors. The key stakeholders of the audit report were financial analysts and 
institutional investor, such as banks, investment firms and insurance companies and those who 
work with loans. Further in the thesis, we define banks as those who are working with financial 
consulting, that do not include loans. The survey was also sent to auditors, namely approved and 
certified accountants, which will be explained later. The reason for including auditors in our 
survey was mainly in order to see if the quality of communication between the auditors and the 
stakeholders will be affected by the new reform. 

3.2.2.2 The design of the survey 
The web-based survey was our primary data collecting method. We chose to have two versions of 
the survey, where one was sent to identified key stakeholders and the other to auditors. The 
survey contained eight questions for the auditors, respectively nine questions for the stakeholders. 
The survey was used in order to collect various opinions from stakeholders and auditors 
regarding the new audit report in order to analyse how the revision will affect the quality of 
communication between Swedish auditors and the users of the report. Since we are well aware of 
the fact that this particular time-period is very hectic for both the auditors and the stakeholders, 
we took this into account when the survey was created. For example, we only focused on a few 
key questions that we believed were absolutely necessary for this study. It was important for us 
that the respondents would not be discouraged from participating, and therefore we were very 
careful to ensure that the survey was not too time-consuming nor burdensome for the 
respondents. Before the respondents started the survey, we informed them about the meaning 
with the survey and the aim of our study. The survey consisted of both open and closed questions. 
Open questions give the respondent the opportunity to express his/her opinions. Closed questions 
take significantly less time to answer and will help us collect the most basic data. The questions 
were not mandatory, which means that the respondents were able to scroll past them, due to some 
ethical considerations, which will be further explained in section 3.6. A combination of open and 
closed questions are considered to be the best combination, since only including open questions 
can become too burdensome for the respondent and the interest to participate might cool 
(Denscombe, 2009). 
 
The survey was made in two versions, in order to adjust the questions to the conditions of the two 
groups of respondents. One version was sent to stakeholders of the report, namely institutional 
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investors and financial analysts, and the other version was sent to auditors. The questions within 
the two surveys were almost identical, except that the background questions for the stakeholders 
and the auditors differed. The background question which concerned the years of experience was 
included in both versions. As for the stakeholders, we constructed a question concerning their 
profession in order to discern the respondents, since the term “stakeholder” is a broad term and 
may include any profession. As for the version for the auditors, we included a question regarding 
which companies they worked mostly for (small- and medium sized companies, big Swedish 
companies, or international companies), since this might have an effect on the outcome. The 
survey for the auditors contained eight questions, whereas the last question contained a field 
where the respondents were able to write their contact information if they wanted to receive our 
final draft of the thesis. The survey for the stakeholders contained nine question, whereas the last 
question was the same as for the auditors. The survey for the stakeholders contained one 
additional question, which was; “How do you use the audit report within your profession?”. The 
reason for including this question was in order to find out how the stakeholders use the audit 
report. We excluded this question in the survey for the auditors because it is obvious how they 
use it, since the report is a part of the audit process.  
 
The questions regarding features of the current audit report and what features the respondents 
would like to see in the revised audit report, contained several options. The options regarding the 
current report, were based on the information available in the Swedish audit report as of today. 
The options regarding what features they believe are valuable, were based on what features the 
revised audit report in Sweden will contain, according to FAR’s consultation paper (see appendix 
7). The reasons behind every question will be explained more thoroughly in chapter 5, where the 
results from the survey will be published as well. In appendix 1-4 the survey, both in Swedish 
(original) and in English, is presented.  

3.2.2.3 Implementation 
We opened the survey on the 29th of April. The survey for the stakeholders was sent to 218 
respondents and the survey for the auditors was sent to 253 auditors. According to Bryman & 
Bell (2013), sending out reminder emails have a significant effect on the responses and reduce 
the amount of shortfalls. With this in mind, we sent one reminder to those who had not answered 
our survey. This email was sent on the 2th of May and resulted in 46 additional responses. We 
closed our survey on the 5th of May, since the amount of respondents started to fade. We had 
then got 75 responses in total. 

3.4 Analysing data 
This section will explain the criteria we have used when analysing our empirical data in order to 
answer our research questions. These criteria were constructed in order for us to be able to focus 
on the most relevant parts and that the information would contribute to our study. As for our first 
research question, we used the following criteria; the reasons underlying revision for each 
authority, who demanded revision and the actual requirements for each authority and what was 
done by these authorities. As for our second research question, we used the following criteria; 
what is the quality of communication defined by, what are the reactions from Swedish 
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stakeholders and auditors and how are Sweden different. With help of these criteria we were able 
to analyse and build our conclusion upon the most relevant information. 
 
We used an univariate analysis for our quantitative data, which means that we analysed one 
variable at the time in the survey (Bryman & Bell, 2003). According to Bryman and Bell (2003), 
diagrams is the most common method when presenting quantitative data, mostly since they are 
relatively easy to understand. For the presentation of our quantitative data, we used tables, pie 
charts and graphs, since we believed these presented our data in a reasonable and a 
comprehensible manner. Pie charts show the relative size of the different categories but also each 
slice relative to the total sample. As for our tables, we presented the arithmetic mean, i.e. we 
summed up all the values in a distribution and then divided them by the number of values 
(Bryman & Bell, 2003). Tables were also used when we summarized the data we collected 
though our document studies.  

3.5 Reliability, Validity and Generalisation 
According to Denscombe (2009), it is important to prove to the reader that the research is 
reliable. To achieve a high degree of reliability, there are a number of key aspects that researchers 
must take into account when collecting information. The researcher must be certain of the fact 
that the study examines what the researcher intends to study, thus the study is seen as having 
good validity. The researcher also has to be certain that the empirical data is collected in an 
accurate way, since this will contribute to good reliability in the study (Denscombe, 2009). 
Further, reliability is based on how reliable the result is and if the result had been the same if the 
the research was conducted again. Stability, which is a cornerstone of reliability is an important 
factor for the result to be reliable, also that the responses should be consistent and not occur by 
chance (Bryman & Bell, 2013). Thus reliability in our study is mostly current in our survey, 
where we used a quantitative method.  
 
We believe that reliability in our survey can be seen as good, since the entire sample group 
answered the same questions and had the same response options, except for the background 
questions (what/who you work for). The formulations were clear and the respondents did not 
express any noticeable problems with interpreting the questions. A prerequisite for the collected 
material to be considered reliable is that a sufficient number of respondents chose to participate in 
the survey. This is because a large loss and a low level of answers might question the credibility 
of the investigation (Bryman & Bell, 2013). In order to reduce this loss a new survey was sent out 
during the collection period to those that did not answer the survey the first time. We thought that 
it was important to communicate the importance of a high participation for our study to be 
credible. The survey was also designed not to take more than 3-5 minutes with eight respectively 
nine questions. Despite the reminders and a relative small survey, the non-responses were 78,4 % 
(171) for the stakeholders and 88,9 % (224) for the auditors. Further, some of the respondents did 
not carry out the entire survey. Two reasons for this shortfall can partly be lack of time, mainly 
for the auditors since they have their most stressful period this time of the year, or lack of 
interest. See more about the shortfall in part 3.8. To strengthen the reliability of empirical study, a 
clear criterion for the selection of respondents have been set at an early stage, which is presented 
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more in part 3.2.2.1. These criteria ensure that the respondents have both experience, knowledge 
and insight in the audit report.  
 
Validity is another important criterion which involves measuring what is specifically relevant in 
the context. Validity means that measurement, which is used in the research, must comply with 
the specific concepts the study is focusing on (Bryman & Bell, 2013). Our data collection is 
based on the aim and research questions of the study. First, we looked at prior research in the area 
and then read documents by IAASB, the EC and FAR to find more information about the new 
international audit reform. In the development of the survey we used this information to build our 
questions, which is presented more in detail in part 3.2.2.2. When the survey was sent out we 
wrote, in the message area, the purpose with our study, so the respondents should have a clearer 
picture of what we wanted to research. To further strengthen the validity, we analysed comment 
letters from Swedish stakeholders that had been responding on FAR’s Consultation Paper. This 
was mainly done in order to find opinions from other users of the audit report that we could not 
reach through a survey, such as the Swedish Tax Agency (Skatteverket) and the Companies 
Registration Office (Bolagsverket). Since FAR was not allowed to send us the comment letters, 
we had to search for them by ourselves. After having an email conversation with FAR, we were 
able to find out that they had received eighteen comment letters, through our investigation we 
were only able to find eight of them.  
 
Generalisation is, just like reliability and validity, an element that makes the study’s 
trustworthiness stronger. To generalise the result to other situations and groups is important, and 
also to develop a general picture around a group of individuals (Bryman & Bell, 2013). Due to 
the fact that the researcher is unable to cover the whole population, a selection must be done. This 
selection should aim to be as representative of the population as possible, in order to draw a 
general conclusion. To be able to have generalisation one must consider the population sample, 
which percentage loss you have had in the population sample and which segments of the 
population sample that have been dropped (Bryman & Bell, 2013). The aim of this study is to 
find a general picture regarding how auditors and stakeholders of the audit report look at the 
current, and the revised audit report. To accomplish this we have used a quantitative method in 
form of a survey and then complemented the answers from the survey with comment letters. 
When sending out the survey we did not limit the mailing to parts of Sweden, and regarding the 
auditors we did not choose particular audit firms. This was done to keep the study as general as 
possible. However, we needed to choose the stakeholders that seemed to be of most relevance, 
such as institutional investors and financial analysts. This could affect the generalisation and the 
reliability due to the fact that we did not look at all the possible stakeholders of the audit report, 
and these could have other opinions than our sample group.   

3.6 Ethical considerations  
During the research process, ethical considerations have been taken into account in order to 
conduct and present the study in an ethical manner. According to Denscombe (2009), researchers 
must act ethically in the implementation of their research. In order to act ethically, the researcher 
must respect the participant's rights and ensure that the participant do not suffer any harm from 
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participating in the research, and beyond this, the work should be reflected honestly and respect 
the integrity of the participant throughout the research process (Denscombe, 2009). Since the 
foundation of the study are based on respondents' participation, it has been important to act 
ethically toward the respondents and the fact that they do not feel forced to participate. In order to 
respect their rights, the respondents were informed about the purpose with the research and that 
the empirical data would be handled confidentially, which was done before they answered the 
survey. The language throughout the survey was neutral and all of the questions were optional to 
answer. The base when building the survey was mainly from the information in the current audit 
report, and the information that IAASB, EU and FAR have presented regarding the revised 
report. To use this information, the survey was built to not be biased towards different points of 
views. Further, the respondents of the survey only needed to state which industry they worked 
within, and they did not have to address neither their name nor the company they worked for. The 
ability to cancel the survey at any time was made in respect to the respondent’s willingness and 
rights. It is hard, in advance, to anticipate reactions to all of the questions and therefore one need 
to have in mind that some of the questions can upset a few respondents. This we cannot control, 
but the survey is built both to avoid and accommodate these kind of reactions. 
 
The issues mentioned above (regarding data confidentiality and anonymity) are not concerned 
when presenting the comment letters. According to Bryman and Bell (2013) this issue raises 
particular difficulties for many forms of qualitative studies. All of the respondents were aware 
that when sending comment letters their opinions would be heard and become public and could 
further be used for research purposes. When collecting data, objectivity and quality were two 
important ethical principles which were considered (Bryman & Bell, 2013). Objectivity is 
important in regards to not misrepresent data, therefore we read through the entire comment 
letter, and not just parts of it.  

3.7 Evaluation of sources  
The first step of our data collecting process included a document study. We focused on the most 
relevant documents concerning the revised audit report. In order to find the most relevant 
documents, we did a pre-study of several sources. First of all we explored websites by 
international authorities that are involved in the audit reform, by the Swedish Government and by 
FAR. This was done in order to find the most relevant studies and documents for our study, and 
to find the reasons why these authorities believe a change is needed. At the same time we looked 
at several academic researche to get an academic view on the audit report and the audit reform. 
We also studied documents by other audit organizations, such as PWC, because their expert 
opinion within the field of auditing contribute to our study. After we had read through these 
studies we looked at exposure drafts from IAASB regarding the revised ISAs and the proposals 
by the EC for new regulation on audit (“EC Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on specific requirements regarding statutory audit of public-interest entities”, 
and “EC Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending 
Directive 2006/43/EC on statutory audits of annual accounts and consolidated accounts”). 
Thereafter we focused on our case country Sweden and looked at the Government proposition 
2015/16:162 regarding the new audit reform. After this analysis we concluded that documents 
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which were of most relevance to our study were the IAASB Consultation Paper, the EC Green 
Paper, and FAR’s Consultation Paper.  

3.8 Limitations and shortfall analysis 
Some limitations have appeared during our research. As for the comment letters, we were limited 
to the comment letters found on the internet, due to the fact that FAR was not able to disclose the 
list of responses. In total they received 18 comment letters, and we were able to get access to 8 of 
them. As for the survey, the limitations have been the lack of participants (mainly from the 
auditors). More answers may have been relevant if the survey was sent out during autumn, when 
the auditors have more time to answer such surveys. Moreover, when using a survey to collect 
answers we limit ourselves to concrete answers and cannot ask follow-up questions in the same 
manner as with interviews.  
 
According to Pallant (2013), it is very rare that all the identified respondents complete the entire 
survey. Before analysing the empirical data, which we received through our survey, we studied 
the material in order to find shortfalls. There are two different types of shortfall, external shortfall 
which occur when the people surveyed choose to not participate in the survey at all, and internal 
shortfall which refers to people whom only answer some of the questions (Denscombe, 2009). In 
order to avoid internal shortfall, we only created a limited number of well-formulated questions. 
According to SCB (1997) it is not possible to identify an acceptable shortfall rate, but it is 
important that the researcher have a plan of how to handle them, if they do occur.  
 

 
Table 1: Respondent shortfall from the survey 

Our shortfall rate, for the auditor survey, was 88,9 %. Due to the fact that this period is very 
intense for the auditors, we were satisfied with the fact that 11,1 % responded. As for the shortfall 
regarding the stakeholders, 78,4 % chose to not answer our survey. The numbers within the 
column for “actual respondents” in table 1 only includes those who responded to all of the 
questions in the survey.  This means that we had a total of 15,9 % who participated in our survey, 
as seen in the table above. When looking at the total population of certified accountants in 
Sweden today, there are about 6 400 (Revisorsnämden, 2016). It is not possible to measure the 
number of Swedish stakeholders which uses the audit report, but we know that there are about 1 
100 000 legal entities in Sweden today (SCB, 2015) and several others that are involved and 
interested in the information covered in the audit report. On this basis, we are well aware of that 
75 respondents are a small amount, and may therefore be hard to generalize.  
 
The internal shortfall, which are those who did not complete the entire survey, was 13 % (7/54) 
regarding the stakeholders. As for the survey for the auditors, the internal shortfall was 30 % 
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(12/40). We chose to not include the internal shortfall in our analysis since these respondents 
contacted us and told us that they were not able to complete the entire survey. The reason for this 
was that they did not work with the audit report, and therefore we believed that their answers 
were not relevant for our research. 
 
Regarding the stakeholder respondents, we can conclude that 65,2 % had 11-16 (or more) years 
of experience within their field and that 61,7 % worked with investments. This means that most 
of the persons who answered our survey had long experience, which makes our research more 
reliable. As for the working field, most of the respondents worked with investments and this 
makes the research more focused on their answers than for the other groups that also answered 
our survey (such as banks and insurance companies). When it comes to the auditor respondents, 
we saw that 89,3 % worked for small- or medium sized companies. 28,6 % of the respondents 
had 0-2 years of experience and 25 % had 16 (or more) years of experience within the field. 
Something to keep in mind is that the result can be distorted due to the fact that the focus group 
in this survey becomes persons who have worked for 0-2 years, or 16 or (more years), with small- 
or medium sized companies.  
 
In the second part of our empirical chapter comment letters are presented, which were responses 
to FAR’s Consultation Paper. We read and analysed 8 out of 18 comment letters (see table 2), 
which means a shortfall of 55,6 %. From the eight comment letter that we analysed we could see 
that six of them were Swedish Government bodies. Due to the fact that FAR could not give as a 
list of all the comment letters, we could only find the ones that were available online. If we found 
more comment letters to analyse the result would probably have been better.  
 

 
Table 2: Comment letters available for the research. 

3.9 Chapter summary 
This chapter explained the quantitative- and qualitative research approaches and the strategy of 
the thesis. The methods regarding data collection were presented, and how the survey and the 
document study should work to analyse the research questions in further chapters. This chapter 
also looked at selection of respondents and how the survey was designed. Moreover, the 
analysing process of the research was clarified. In addition, reliability, validity and generalisation 
were presented and were followed by ethical considerations. Finally, the chapter looked at 
limitations with the chosen methods, an evaluation of the sources and a shortfall analysis. 
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4. The value of the audit 
The following section will discuss audit theories and literature on the information- and 
expectation gap. Thereafter, a short introduction of the audit process will be made, including the 
format of the audit report, then the institutional context is presented. At last, our analytical model 
is conferred. 
 
 
In order to create an understanding for the research, auditing theories and literature on the audit 
information- and expectation gap have been studied. These are going to create an understanding 
of the empirical analysis by describing different events and behaviours, and will help us 
answering our research questions. Literature on the information gap were used when evaluating 
the international mindsets and reasons underlying revision in audit requirements. This literature 
was used since, as mentioned in the problematization, the information gap is a problem which has 
been present as long as the audit report has been a part of the audit work. Therefore, we argue 
that it is vital to know the rationale behind the problem of communicating audit work. The 
international standard setters, such as IAASB and EC, are today focusing on changes regarding 
the audit report in order to reduce the information gap, and in some extent reduce the expectation 
gap. Hence, we will present literature on the expectation gap in connection to the information 
gap. We decided to include the theory of decision usefulness since it goes hand in hand with the 
information gap, due to the fact that the theory evaluates the way businesses make decisions 
based on information available and how they then make decisions might be a big part of why the 
audit information gap exists. Therefore, the combination of the auditing theories and literature on 
the information gap will create a foundation for understanding of the purpose with this paper.  

4.1 Auditing theories 
There is no common answer to what the purpose is of an audit or why the procedures and 
practices, which are adopted, are seen to be acceptable and appropriate in relation to the 
recognized objective (Flint, 1988). Mautzt and Sharaf (1961 cited in Flint, 1988) mean that 
auditing has come to a state of maturity, and that it will be good to pause and analyse over the 
aims and methods used. The purpose of auditing theory is to provide an understandable set of 
suggestions regarding the activity, which explains its social value and objective. These 
suggestions will give a foundation and justification for the audit procedures and practices (Flint, 
1988). Additionally, Flint (1988) states that accountability is important, and the audit purpose and 
function may be explained by the fact that an audit is required where there is a commitment of 
accountability between two parties. The audit is therefore an instrument by which accountability 
is guaranteed (Flint, 1988). Accordingly, an audit has no value except its practical usefulness and 
can therefore be seen as social phenomena. While the principles of audit may be globally 
applicable, the specific functions, standards, and practises are unlikely to show the same 
uniformity, although they should be consistent with the culture of the specific society (Flint, 
1988). According to Kiss et al. (2015), an audit could be defined as “an independent examination 
of the financial statements and relevant financial information of an entity, be it profit oriented or 
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not and regardless of its size or legal form of organization, when the examination is the objective 
to express an opinion regarding this information” (Kiss et al. 2015, p.65). 

4.1.1 Audit information- and expectation gap 
Both researchers and different standard setters, like IAASB and EC, have at several occasions 
mentioned the expectation gap and the information gap as a way of explaining why new changes 
have been made in the audit report. The quality of communication between auditor and users of 
the report is defined by the information gap, due to the fact that information in the audit report is 
a way for auditors to disclose their findings. Our research focuses on the communication between 
the auditors and the users, through the audit report, which makes the information gap applicable.  
      
There is not a considerable amount of research regarding the audit information gap and therefore 
there is a lack of definitions regarding this concept. However, the most relevant definition is 
created by the international standard setter IAASB. IAASB (2011) defines the information gap as 
“a gap between the information they [users] believe is needed to make informed investments and 
fiduciary decisions, and what is available to them through the entity‘s audited financial 
statements or other publicly available information.” (IAASB, 2011, p.8). Some believe that the 
information gap is mainly connected to weaknesses in financial reporting frameworks and their 
applications, but many accept the inherent complexity in the business environment. This means 
that the audited statements are not likely to provide users with the information needed for 
financial analysis and decision making (IAASB, 2011). The IAASB also presents an illustration 
of the “information gap”, as seen in figure 3. 
 

 
Figure 3: Illustration of the Information gap (IAASB, 2011). 

Regarding the expectation gap, Liggio (1974) was the first person to use the phrase “expectation 
gap” in an auditing context. He defined the expectation gap as “the difference between the levels 
of expected performance as envisioned by the independent accountant and by the user of 
financial statements”. This strict definition has been extended over time and Porter (1993) defines 
the expectation gap as “the gap between society’s expectations of auditors and auditors’ 
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performance, as perceived by society”. Porter (1993) also presents a model of the expectation-
performance gap, which is the most used model today, this is illustrated in figure 4. Today, 
IAASB (2011) defines the expectation gap as “the difference between what users expect from the 
auditor and the financial statement audit, and the reality of what an audit is.” (IAASB, 2011, p. 
7). Ruhnke and Schmidt (2014) in turn, defines the expectation gap as “when auditors’ 
performance fails to meet the public’s expectations, an expectation gap occurs.”. We will use the 
definitions by IAASB (2011) and Porter (1993). 
 

 
Figure 4: Porter’s structure of the audit expectation-performance gap (Porter, 1993). 

4.1.2 Decision usefulness 
Companies must make significant business decisions every day. The users of financial 
information demand trustworthy information when making important business decisions 
(Williams et al., 2002). According to Williams et al. (2002), the main purposes of financial 
accounting are to measure business activities of a company and to communicate those 
measurements to external parties for decision-making purposes. Auditors play a significant role 
in companies’ decision-making processes, since they ensure the accuracy of financial information 
when giving their professional opinion in the audit report (Mock et al., 2011). Auditors play a 
major role in decisions made by investors’ and creditors’ through adding credibility to a 
company’s financial statements, which is illustrated in figure 5, (Williams et al., 2002).  
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Figure 5: Decision-making model (Williams et al., 2002). 

4.2 The audit process 
Auditing is seen as one of the key contributors to financial stability since it gives assurance on 
accuracy of the financial statements provided by companies. By giving assurance, the auditor 
reduces the risks of misstatement occurring within the company’s financial statements, and 
therefore also reduces any harm to the company’s stakeholders. Auditors have an important role 
within the society, when offering an opinion on the truth and fairness of the financial statements 
of audited entities (EC, 2010). IAASB has pointed out the important role of the audit when 
advocating the quality of financial reporting globally, and at the same time brings up factors that 
influence the expectation of the audit. Moreover, IAASB states that audit reporting is a part of a 
broader reporting process, but plays an important role when communicating to the users of the 
report, and “the value and relevance of the audit report needs to be monitored and maintained 
and, as appropriate, enhanced” (IAASB, 2011, p.6).  
 
Today, an auditor can audit several different fields, not just the field of financial statements. 
Regardless of what subject matter that is supposed to be audited, the audit process is constructed 
the same way, and is designed in order to help auditors collect adequate evidence. As figure 6 
shows, the audit process consists of four phases; 1. client acceptance, 2. planning, 3. testing and 
gather evidence, and 4. evaluation and reporting (Hayes et al, 2014).  

 
Figure 6: The audit process (Hayes et al, 2014) 
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The objective of the first phase, the client acceptance, is for the auditor to decide to accept the 
client or not, based on investigations of, for example, the potential background of the client. As 
for the second phase, planning, the auditor should decide the amount and the type of evidence 
needed in order to perform the audit procedure. The third phase, testing and evidence, involves 
testing for evidence supporting internal controls and legitimacy of the financial statements. The 
fourth phase, evaluation and reporting, is the final stage of the audit process where the auditor 
issues his/her opinions, which eventually ends up in the audit report. Although this is the last 
stage of the audit, it includes several procedures in order to complete the audit. The objectives of 
all of these procedures are to review audit work, get certain assurance from the client, uncover 
any potential problems, check compliance with regulations, and check the consistency of the 
material that is to be presented to the users of financial statements. The audit is not considered to 
be done until the audit report is signed (Hayes et al., 2014), which shows the importance of the 
audit report. Since our paper is focusing on the importance of the audit report, our main interest 
lays within the fourth phase.  

4.2.1 The format of the audit report 
In the early 1990s, the audit report was unstandardized and constructed as a certificate whereas 
the auditor only confirmed that the financial statements were correct (Kiss et al. 2015), which 
was a reflection of the early British influence (Church et al., 2008). In a study, Carmichael (1982) 
presented a sample report that was issued by PWC:  
 

‘We have examined the above accounts with the books and vouchers of the company, and 
find the same to be correct. We approve and certify that the above balance sheet correctly 
sets forth the position of the company.’ 

    
Research regarding the language in the audit report has been developed over the last 20 years, 
which have been filled with discussions and debates between practitioners, regulators, and the 
accounting profession (Church et al., 2008). The traditional style of the audit report, either 
“pass/fail” opinion, is no longer considered to be enough (PWC, 2013). The audit report has 
changed from a long report to a short report, and vice versa over the years. Despite several 
changes, it is argued that the changes have not met the needs of the users of the financial 
statement. Further, the changes have not been adjusted to the rapid and complex developments 
that is happening in the business world today (IOSCO, 2009), in appendix 5 you can see an 
illustration of the current report. 

4.3 Institutional context 

4.3.1 The international level  
The International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) is an independent standard-
setting body that provides the interest of the public by setting high-quality international standards 
for assurance, auditing and other areas, and by assisting their implementation and adoption 
(IFAC, 2016a). The structure of the processes within the IAASB are facilitated by the 
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International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) (IAASB, 2015). IFAC is a global organization 
for the accountancy profession that works to serve the public interest by contributing in 
developing of a strong international economy and strengthening the audit profession (IAASB, 
2015).          
 
International Standards on Auditing (ISAs) are standards for financial audit of financial 
information, and these standards are issued by IFAC through IAASB. The structure of ISAs is as 
follows: the first section is an introduction that includes information regarding the purpose, scope 
and subject matter of the ISA together with the responsibilities of the auditor; next section is the 
objective of the audit (which are addressed by that ISA); the third section defines applicable 
terms; then the requirements are presented; and lastly the application and other explanatory 
material are brought up to explain more precisely what one requirement means (IFAC, 2012b).   

4.3.2 The EU-level  
The European Commission (EC) is the EU’s executive body which represents the interests of the 
EU as a whole. Its main role is to propose legislation that is adopted by the European Parliament 
and the Council of Ministers, to enforce European law, set objectives and priorities for action, 
manage and implement EU policies and the EU budget, and to represent the Union outside 
Europe. The EC has its headquarters in Brussels, Belgium and the Commission has 
representations in all EU member states and delegations across the globe (EC, 2016). 
 
EU Directives are legislative acts that set out goals which all EU countries must achieve. It is up 
to the individual country to arrange their own laws on how to reach these goals (EU, 2016). The 
main directive governing audit in the EU is today Directive 2014/56/EU on statutory audits of 
annual accounts and consolidated accounts (EC, 2015).  
 
EU Regulations are binding legislative acts that must be applied in its entirety across the EU 
countries (EU, 2016). They are legal acts that are binding upon EU institutions, EU countries and 
the individuals to whom it is addressed. The statement “directly applicable in all EU countries” 
means that it applies immediately as the norm in all EU member states without being transposed 
into national law, it creates rights and obligations for individuals, and it can be used as a 
reference by individuals in their relationship with other individuals, EU member states and EU 
authorities (EU, 2015).   
 
The Company Law Directive on audit allows the EC to adopt ISAs for the application in EU. 
Audits of annual accounts or consolidated accounts required under Community law shall be 
carried out in accordance with these standards adopted by the Commission (EC, 2015).   
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4.3.3 The Swedish level 
The audit report is based on Swedish law and generally accepted auditing standards. In Sweden, 
it is the Government that makes propositions regarding new laws and then the Parliament enforce 
them. In “Regeringsformen”, which is one of the fundamental laws in Sweden, it is explained 
what must be determined by a law and what can be determined by a regulation. All laws and 
regulations are published in the Swedish law, SFS (Riksdagen, n.d.).  
  
Since Sweden is a member of the EU, they must follow the directives and regulations 
implemented by the EU institutions. If Sweden does not follow the rules, the country can be 
brought up to the European Court of Justice. If a Swedish law is in conflict with EU law, the EU 
law applies (EU-upplysningen, 2016).  
 
The main laws governing audit in Sweden are Revisionslag (1999:1079) and Revisorslag 
(2001:883). The proposals regarding the new audit report are based on an EU directive and an EU 
regulation, the so-called audit package (Lennartsson, 2015). 
 
FAR, which is the Swedish institute for auditors and accountants, works with the development of 
the new audit report in Sweden, and provides recommendations for the creation of audit reports 
(Lennartsson, 2015). FAR has developed recommendations of how the audit report should be 
designed in Sweden. These recommendations ought to be seen as a complement to the EU audit 
reform, as well as to the ISAs, concerning the audit report (FAR, 2010).     

4.4 Our analytical model 
In this section, an analytical model is created for the empirical data, which will be presented in 
chapter 5. Our analytical model is based on the information collected through our document 
study, that concerns the revised audit report on three different levels (international, EU and 
Sweden). Our analytical model is based on a model made by IAASB regarding the information 
gap (see figure 3), since our research shows that the main objective of the current reform is to 
improve audit quality by reducing the information gap. As a complement to the original model by 
IAASB, factors that influence the Swedish information gap and therefore affect the quality of 
communication between Swedish auditors and the users of the report, will be included in our 
analytical model, as presented in figure 7. The four factors are; national requirements, FAR’s 
recommendations, EU directives and regulations, and ISAs. 
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Figure 7: The analytical model used in the thesis 

The four factors presented in figure 7, will affect the information communicated through the 
Swedish audit report, and therefore the information available to the users. With this analytical 
model as a base, we will analyse the data collected, in order to see how revision will, on an 
international level, affect the quality of communication between Swedish auditors and the users 
of the report. In addition to figure 7, we will include the decision making theory when analysing 
our empirical data, since the audit report is constructed for stakeholders to be able to make both 
internal and external financial decisions based on the information presented in the audit report.  

4.5 Chapter summary 
In this chapter the focus has been on the audit report. First, audit theories have been presented 
and literature regarding the information and expectation gap, which are relevant to our study. A 
short introduction has been made regarding audit process and the history behind the audit report. 
Then the institutional context has been presented. This has been done on three different levels; 
international, EU and Sweden. Further, an analytical model has been developed, which includes 
aspects from both audit theories and important factors regarding the new reform. This analytical 
model will be the base when analysing our empirical work in later chapters.  
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5. Empirical chapter 
In this chapter the results of the chosen methods, including a survey and a document study, will 
be presented. Initially, the results from the document study will be presented. Second, responses 
from our survey will be addressed and thereafter a presentation of the material regarding our 
document study of the comment letters will be presented. Interpretation of the answers that 
emerged from these studies will be presented in subsequent chapters. 
 

5.1 Document study 
In this section, we will present the data collected through our document study. This data will help 
us when analysing the reforms on the audit report, which are set in motion on the international 
level and the EU level, and how these are interrelated with each other, and with the Swedish audit 
report. 

5.1.1 Background for the new audit report 
In the EC’s Green Paper “Audit Policy: Lessons from the Crisis” from 2010 there is a clear fact 
that the revealing of big bank losses in 2007-2009 has created many questions of how auditors 
could give a qualified audit report on their clients, and also the appropriateness and ability of the 
current legislative framework. In addition, the change of the audit report has been in a light of 
interest since the financial crisis in an article by PWC (2013). According to the article, the 
investors value auditors’ judgements on the financial statements and they don’t want to lose this 
value. But with the financial crisis came the need for a more informative audit report, since the 
investors and other stakeholders called for it. PWC (2013) means that auditors have a good 
insight based on their audits and the stakeholders are now asking for auditors to share a part of 
that insight. IFAC (2012) has also brought up the subject and published an ITC-paper (Invitation 
to Comment) that focuses on the need for more relevant information for the users of audited 
financial statements when making decisions in today’s complex global business environment. 
The paper points out that it is particularly institutional investors and financial analysts that want 
to have a more informative audit report. The research project by Vanstraelen et al. (2011) at 
MARC has also stressed the financial crises as a trigger for the standard setters and regulators to 
revisit the audit report. 
  
According to the EC Green Paper (2010), specific stakeholders have articulated concerns 
regarding the purpose of auditors in today’s business environment. Stakeholders may have a hard 
time grasping that a business’s financial statements suggest “reasonableness” and “correctness” 
also when the business is affected financially. This makes it clear that the stakeholders are not 
fully aware of the limitations of an audit, which generate an expectation gap. IOSCO (2009) has 
summarized the criticism on the standard report into three categories: “(1) expressing an opinion 
that is binary in nature may not be optimal for today’s complex business environment; (2) the 
standard audit report contains boilerplate and technical language; and (3) the standard audit report 
does not reflect the level of effort and judgment inherent in an audit”. 
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A huge issue in the audit environment today is the negative attention connected to a qualified 
audit report. This perception has kept going where “qualification in an audit report” have become 
hated from both auditors and clients. Today there is no categorisation by auditors of their clients, 
and this comes from the fact that the auditor only expresses a fair view on the financial 
statements and not on the relative performance (EC, 2010). In 2006 the IAASB commissioned an 
international academic research on stakeholder thoughts regarding the standard audit report and 
the finding from this research was that status quo is not an option. It showed a huge demand for 
auditors to provide increased transparency about significant matters and to administer an 
individual audit. Both PCAOB and the EC demonstrate that the audit report needs to be 
improved, which have reflected in the need for improvements in corporate reporting. It is notable 
that call for change initially came from institutional investors and financial analysts. They were 
looking to auditors for assistance in handling increasingly complex financial statements and point 
out the areas in which the auditor’s work effort is focused, mainly on the most subjective matters 
within the financial statements. However, there are other users of the audit report (like securities 
regulators, lenders and other creditors, and public sector authorities) whom will have an interest 
on the progress in this area, and so will other stakeholders (including preparers, those charged 
with governance of an entity, and audit regulators) (IFAC, 2012a). To improve the overall 
communication process, the auditor’s responsibilities to communicate may be revisited, which 
might increase the understanding of audit value (EC, 2010).  

5.1.2 International revised audit reporting standards 
In May 2011, the IAASB presented a consultation paper where stakeholders of the audit report 
were able to send in comments on the paper. The purpose of the international consultation was to 
decide if there are any common views between key users of audited financial statements and 
other parties of the auditor process regarding the usefulness of audit reporting. The IAASB states 
also that the purpose was to explore likely options for improvement of the quality, relevance and 
value of auditor reporting. They encouraged all stakeholders, including users of financial 
statements, preparers, auditors and regulators, to respond to their paper. This could help the 
IAASB to get a better understanding of the relevant issues and how to best address these issues 
(IFAC, 2011).  
 
In the consultation paper, the IAASB first explains the background for the need of change: 
today’s global and complex business environment and the financial crisis. Then they present the 
issues identified: narrative disclosures, the report is not as useful or informative as it could be, the 
communicative value could be better and the issue of the expectation- and information gap. 
Thereafter they present the perspectives on the issues: the paper does not address experiences and 
views from all types of users of auditor reporting, some users have been imminent in their views, 
such as large investors and financial analysts, and other users can have other concerns that have 
not been identified. IAASB explores options for change regarding the format and structure of the 
audit report, other information in documents, auditor commentary on matters of significance, an 
improving corporate governance reporting model, and other assurance or related services on 
information not within the current scope of the financial statement audit. Lastly, in the 
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consultation paper is a section concerning the implications of change and potential 
implementation challenges, such as boundaries between the respective roles and the improvement 
of the quality of financial information. Throughout the paper, in the different sections, there are 
questions for stakeholders to answer (IFAC, 2011). 
 
The IAASB agrees that improved audit reporting is necessary to influence the value of the 
financial statement audit and the relevance of the audit profession. Knowledgeable by 
stakeholders, academic research and public consultations, the IAASB has developed new and 
revised audit reporting standards that represents the change in practice (IAASB, 2015). A number 
of ISAs handle the auditor communication and one of the central priorities since 2011 have been 
for the IAASB to determine whether and how the ISAs should be improved to better suit 
stakeholders’ needs and to build up the communicative relevance and value of the audit report 
(FEE, 2015a). Table 3 shows a list of ISAs that have been revised. 
 

 
Table 3: International Standards (ISAs) that recently have been amended or developed (FEE, 2015a). 

There are a few major changes in the IAASB’s audit report, and some of them are only 
mandatory for audits of financial statements on listed entities. These changes include a new 
section to communicate key audit matters (KAM), which are those matters that were the most 
significant in the audit in the period of current financial statements, and disclosure of the name of 
the engagement partner. The changes that are mandatory for all audits are; an opinion section is 
required to be presented first and then a “Basis for Opinion” section, improved auditor reporting 
on going concern (like a description of responsibilities by auditors and management for going 
concern), a separate section when a material uncertainty exists and is adequately disclosed, an 
approving statement about the auditor’s independence and fulfilment of relevant ethical 
responsibilities with reference to the ‘Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants’, and 
enhanced description of the auditor’s responsibilities and key features of an audit (IAASB, 2015). 
Figure 8 shows which standards that will be affected by this change.    
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Figure 8: The revised auditor reporting standards (IAASB, 2015). 

The IAASB states that the intended benefits with the new audit report are that it will increase user 
confidence in audit reports and financial statements, improve communication between auditors 
and investors, and also those in charge with corporate governance. Further, it will increase 
transparency, audit quality and improve information value and financial reporting in the public 
interest. The benefits will also be revived auditor focus on matters to be reported, which could 
result in an increase in professional scepticism. Also, more focus by management and financial 
statement preparers to disclosures referencing to the audit report (IFAC, 2016 b). In appendix 6 
there is an example of what the revised audit report may look like.   

5.1.3 Revised EU Directive & New EU Regulation 
After the financial crisis, in October 2010, the EC presented a Green Paper on audit policy. 
Background for the paper lays in the value of audit work, because of its contribution to financial 
stability as it provides assurance on financial health of all companies. This assurance should 
reduce risks of misstatement, reduce the costs of failure, and robust audit is key to building trust 
and market confidence. The EC stresses the importance of auditors and that they are entrusted by 
law to administer audit. Further, the paper shed light on the fact that certain stakeholders have 
expressed concerns regarding the relevance of audits in today’s business environment. 
Accordingly, the EC wanted to open a debate regarding audit work and therefore launched the 
Green Paper as a part of a holistic approach that includes other initiatives within the financial 
stability. The EC wanted to seek comments from stakeholders such as investors, management, 
lenders, employees, government authorities, auditors, tax authorities, regulators, etc (EC, 2010).  
          
The major issue today is the negative perception of a qualified audit report regarding the “all or 
nothing” paradigm. There is no categorisation by auditors of audited clients because of the fact 
that the auditor is expressing a fairness view in the financial statements and not on the relative 
performance. The EC means that one has to consider if informative matters, such as potential 
risks and exchange rate risks, provided together or as a part of the audit report may provide more 
value to stakeholders. As in the IAASB Consultation Paper, the Green Paper present questions in 
the different sections for the stakeholders to answer (EC, 2010). 
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In 2011 the EC presented a proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the 
Council on specific requirements regarding statutory audit of public-interest entities, due to the 
comments on the Green Paper. The responses shown both positive and negative opinions 
regarding change of the audit. Stakeholders, that were well established, were mainly opposed to 
change. Small and medium sized practitioners, as well as investors, settled that recent financial 
crises highlighted serious weak points. The EC identified the various problem areas which 
required regulatory actions, and they were; the expectation gap between stakeholders and 
auditors, the independence is not assured or demonstrable, and the market is concentrated to the 
big audit firms which leads to lack of choice (EC, 2011). 
 
The next step following the Green Paper and the proposal paper was the establishment of a new 
EU regulatory framework in April 2014 when the new directive and regulation were presented. 
The new directive, Directive 2014/56/EU, replaced the earlier Directive 2006/43/EC which 
covered “statutory audits of annual accounts and consolidated accounts”. The new Regulation 
537/2014 is on “specific requirements regarding statutory audit of public-interest entities and 
repealing Commission Decision 2005/909/EC”. The new requirements will apply to the first 
financial year starting after the date of application of the new framework. For each audited 
company the auditor will produce one audit report which will have to meet the requirements set 
out in the directive, and in case of a PIE, also requirements set out in the regulation. The directive 
contains a set of requirements regarding all audits, whereas the regulation provides certain 
specific auditor reporting requirements for PIEs. Neither the directive nor the regulation impose 
any standardised language for the audit report, it is up to the member states to define the way in 
which the contents of the audit report are to be presented (EC, 2014). 
 
The main differences between the EU and the IAASB provisions regards the effective date and 
the scope of some of the proposals that are related to PIEs (EU) as compared to listed entities 
(IAASB) (FEE, 2015a), this differences are presented in figure 9.  
       

 
Figure 9: Main differences between the EU and IAASB (FEE, 2015a). 

The ISAs will be adopted at EU level via delegated acts and the adoption for the audit of PIEs is 
also considered in the Regulation as a safeguard to ensure legal correctness and to avoid 
inconsistencies (EC, 2014).    
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5.1.4 The revised audit report in Sweden 
In 2014, the Swedish government decided on a council of legislation that contained proposals 
regarding new rules for the Swedish audit process and the auditors. The proposals within the 
council of legislation adapted the Swedish legislation to the new EU-rules that were exposed in 
their EU audit reform. The government proposed for the new rules to become applicable on the 
17th of June 2016 (Regeringen, 2015). In March 2016, the Swedish government decided to 
approve the proposal and therefore adapt the Swedish legislation to the new EU rules. The new 
rules would, for example, lead to that the audit report is going to contain more information for the 
benefit of corporate stakeholders (Regeringskansliet, 2016). The changes of the Swedish audit 
report are due to changes within two regulatory systems, mainly because of the EU’s audit 
reform, and also because of changes in the ISAs concerning the audit reform (FAR, 2015a). The 
new audit report is thus a Swedish product, but is based on new rules issued by the EU and 
IAASB (Lennartsson, 2015). The revised ISAs should be applied from the financial year ending 
December 15 2016 or later (FAR, 2015). The Swedish Government has published a proposal for 
new rules concerning auditors and audit work. The proposals adapt Swedish legislation to the 
new EU rules, the so-called audit package, see appendix 7 for an illustration of the new audit 
report. The Swedish Government proposes that the legislation should be introduced on the 17th 
of June 2016. The legislative proposals imply that the audit report should contain more 
information for the benefit of those interested in the company's finances (Regeringskansliet, 
2016). Some changes will only apply to audit reports of public-interest entities (i.e companies 
listed on regulated markets and some financial companies), while others will apply to audit 
reports for all categories of businesses (FAR, 2015a).  
 
In 2015, FAR published a consultation paper regarding the design of the new audit report (see 
appendix 7). The consultation paper is based on the directive for auditors, audit regulation and 
ISAs (namely theses ISAs: 570, 700, 701, 705, 706 & 720). The first part of the consultation 
paper includes a general explanation of the reasons behind the change of the Swedish audit 
report. In the end of the first part, FAR places the following questions; “Does the proposal for the 
new audit report take the changes of the ISAs and the EU audit reform into account?” and “Will 
implementation of the new audit report cause any problems for the users of financial statements 
and audit reports, the preparers of financial statements, or the auditors? If yes, describe”. The 
paper includes three appendices, whereas the first appendix includes information about changes 
of the new audit report. The second and third appendix include suggestions for the design of the 
new audit report (FAR, 2015). 
     
After the reform, there will be several changes from the original report. This section will 
demonstrate the most significant changes in the design of the report. As for the structure, the new 
report will begin with the actual opinion from the auditor. In addition, the new audit report will 
include several new sections. One section will be entitled "Basis of statement", which should be 
placed next to the section of the final statement. This section has previously only been associated 
with modification of the statements. Another section will be entitled ¨Substantial uncertainty due 
to the going-concern operation”, but will only be included if there would appear such uncertainty. 
Similar information has previously been provided under the heading "Emphasis of matter". 



 36 

Another section will be entitled “Key audit matters”, which is considered be the main change of 
the new audit report. The information in this section is adapted to the circumstances of each 
company and is not standardized. One additional part will be entitled “Information other than the 
financial statements”, but only in situations when a company, in connection with its annual 
financial statements/consolidated financial statements, also publishes for instance a CEO 
statement or an annual report. The aim of this section is to inform various stakeholders of how 
the auditor has taken “other information”, in accordance with ISA 720 "The Auditor's 
Responsibilities Relating to Other Information", into account when performing the audit process 
(FAR, 2015) 
 
FAR will introduce some new recommendations due to the changes described above. The current 
recommendations, RevR 709 and RevU 709, will be replaced by three new recommendations; 
RevR 700, RevR 705 and RevR 701. The RevR 700 concerns the design of the audit report and 
includes a basic guidance on this matter. The RevR 705 gives guidance how to include modified 
statements, disclosures and remarks within the audit report. The RevR 701 is a complementary 
recommendation to RevR 700 and RevR 705, concerning the the design of the audit report and 
other reporting requirements (FAR, 2016).   

In Sweden, the ISAs are adopted with some minor add-ons. The main differences between 
regulations regarding the Swedish audit report and the ISAs are that the auditor should make the 
following additional statement within the audit report; “A statement on whether the general 
meeting shall adopt the Board’s suggestion for appropriation of profits, a statement on whether 
the Board and managing Director shall be discharged from liability by the general meeting and 
remarks on any significant violations of the companies’ act, the annual accounts act, the by-laws 
and non-compliance with tax laws.” (FEE, 2015b, p.20). According to the basis of ISAs, the 
auditor should provide an opinion on whether the financial statements in all material aspects, 
gives a true and fair view in accordance with the applicable standards for accounting. The 
previous statement applies to the Swedish law as well, with some minor modifications. 
According to Swedish law, the auditor is also supposed to provide an opinion on whether the 
management report, “förvaltningsberättelsen”, is consistent with other parts of the annual report. 
Beyond this, the auditor should comment on whether the annual general meeting should settle the 
balance sheet and the income statement. Due to these expanded requirements for the Swedish 
market, the audit report and its related guidance will be more complex than described in the ISAs 
(FAR, 2010). As mentioned, the content of the new Swedish audit report is influenced by both 
IAASB and the EU. In table 4, these changes are outlined. As already mentioned, Sweden is a 
member of the EU, which means that they are obliged to follow the directives and the regulations 
enforced by the EU. Member states may also require statutory auditors and audit firms to carry 
out audits in accordance with international auditing standards adopted by the EC. The member 
states may also apply national auditing standards, procedures and requirements, if the 
commission has not adopted an international audit standard that covers the same area. Further, 
the application of the international standards may be applicable to the extent that they are relevant 
to statutory audit (Directive 2006/43/EG).   
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Subject Description EU IAASB 

Opinion The auditor's opinion comes first   X 

Risks The auditor must state the "most important assessed risks of 
material misstatement" (EU) or "key audit matters" (IAASB) X X 

Irregularities Indication of the extent to which the audit is considered to be able 
to detect irregularities, including fraud  

X  

Consistency Confirmation that the audit report is consistent with the report to 
the Audit Committee  

X  

Advisory 
services 

Assurance of impartiality and independence, incl. assurance that 
no prohibited advisory services has been performed  

X  

Consistency 
An indication of whether the auditor believes that the revised 

"disclosures" are essentially consistent with the annual report and 
/or the auditor's knowledge of the company  

 X 

Table 4: Sections of the new Swedish audit report and where they come from (Hjalmarsson, 2015) 

Table 5 demonstrates a summary of the main findings, presented above. We are able to see that 
the requirements for the three levels are different, but the most essential objective for the new 
audit reform is the same for all of them, namely to reduce the information gap. The main reasons 
for a revised audit report are practically the same on an international level and on an EU-level. As 
for Sweden, the reason for the change is mainly due to the fact that EU requires Sweden, as a 
member state, to follow the new reform. The actors that will be affected by the reform are the 
same on all levels. 
 

 International EU Sweden 

Main actors  - IFAC 
- IAASB 

- The EC - The Swedish 
Government 
- FAR 

Requirements - ISAs - Directives 
- Regulations 

- National law  
- International 
standards  
- Recommendations by 
FAR 

Main reasons for the 
revised audit report 

Financial crisis → will 
not have a competing 
report with EU.  
Stakeholders demand 
more information.  

Financial crisis → 
stakeholders demand 
more information 

The new EU directive 
and regulation, which 
in some parts are built 
upon ISAs.  

Main objective for the Reduce the Reduce the Reduce the 
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new audit reform information gap information gap information gap 

Whom is affected by 
the reforms? 

- Listed- and non-
listed entities (different 
conditions) 
- Auditors 
- Users of the report 
- Other stakeholders 

- Listed- and non-
listed entities (different 
conditions) 
- Auditors 
- Users of the report 
- Other stakeholders 
 

- Listed- and non-
listed entities (different 
conditions) 
- Auditors 
- Users of the report 
- Other stakeholders 

Table 5: Compilation of the findings in the document study. 

5.2 Survey 
The following section will describe the respondents’ answers to our survey. As mentioned earlier, 
there were two versions of our survey. One version was sent to various stakeholders, more 
particularly 218 stakeholders, whereas 47 of them participated and completed the entire survey. 
The other version was sent to auditors, namely 252 auditors, whereas 28 of them participated and 
completed the entire survey. 

5.2.1 Stakeholders 
This section stresses the responses we received through the survey, which was sent to the 
stakeholders. The first question in the survey, a background question, was “Within which 
occupational field do you operate?”. The responses enabled us to sort out and analyse the rest of 
the questions based on the profession of the respondents. Our respondents were working with, for 
example, investments, banking, insurance and loans. The respondents were mainly within the 
investment industry, more particularly 61,7% of the respondents. The second question, also a 
background question, was stated as “How many years of experience do you have within the 
industry?”. From the responses, we were able to deduce that 97.82 % of the respondents had 
between 3 years and 16 or more years of experience within their profession. 41,30 % of the 
respondents had more than 16 years of experience, which indicates that our respondents have 
long experience of working with the audit report. This signifies that the answers we received, are 
to a great extent portrayed as reliable and valid. The following questions aimed to get the 
respondents’ opinions regarding the audit report, and based on the information, analyse how 
revision, on an international level, will affect the quality of communication between Swedish 
auditors and the users of the audit report.  
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Question 3: How do you use the audit report in your profession? 
 

 
Figure 10: Stakeholder responses regarding how the audit report is used. 

As seen in figure 10, most of the respondents (41,3 %) make sure that the audit report exists, but 
do not pay any more attention to it. 2,2 % of the respondents do not pay any attention to the 
report. As opposite to the previous opinions, 30,4 % of the respondents read the report very 
thoroughly and 23,9 % of the respondents answered “other”. The latter, was able to describe how 
they use the audit report in an open field. Some of the comments were, for example; that they 
only check if there are any abnormalities, if the report is “unqualified”, or look whether the audit 
report is consistent with common practice in the company. One respondent said that he just 
looked for italic text since the rest of the text is meaningless, while another respondent said that it 
depends on the current situation for the company. 
 
Question 4: “To what extent do you feel that the current audit report fills the functions described 
below?” 

 
Table 6: Results that show which qualifications the respondents believe are enough regarding the current audit report. 
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The table for question 4 indicates which qualifications (based on the alternatives available) the 
respondents believe are sufficient in the current audit report. This is based on a scale from 1 (the 
least) to 5 (the most). The figure on the right side of the table summarizes the answers into a 
merged average for each option/qualification. Based on this, we can conclude that there are three 
qualifications which exceed an average of 3. These are the following qualifications; it provides 
information on whether the auditors have discovered fraud within the company, it ensures the 
quality of corporate financial reporting, and it confirms the quality of the audit. The qualifications 
that were ranked the lowest were the following; it ensures that the company will achieve its 
strategic goals, it ensures that the company is good to invest in, it provides important information 
about the company that are not in the financial statements, and it constitute a good basis for 
decision-making. 
 
Question 5: “To what extent do you feel that the information contained in the audit report today 
is sufficient?” 
 

 
Table 7: Results that show to what extent the respondents feel the information today is sufficient. 

 
Based on table 7, we were able to see how the respondents felt about the current report, in regards 
to sufficiency. From a scale of 1 to 6, we could deduce that the average was 3,1. This means that 
most of the respondents consider the current report to be adequate, but are not fully satisfied with 
its current content.  
 
Question 6: Do you think that the audit report, as means of communication, can be improved? 

 
Figure 11: Stakeholder responses regarding if the audit report can be improved. 

As seen in figure 11, 84,78 % of the respondents believe that the current audit report can be 
improved, as means of communication. On the contrary, 15,22 % of the respondents believe that 
the current audit report does not need any improvements at all.   
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Question 7: “Do you have any suggestions for improvements?” (Connected to question 6, if the 
answer was yes) 
 
For question 7, the respondents did not have to answer according to specific alternatives, but 
were able to write their opinions freely as the question was constructed as an open field. 
Although the question was constructed as an optional question, there were several responses and 
comments. 
 
After reading the answers, we could deduce that several of the respondents were seeking for more 
and improved information in the audit report. Some of the respondents pointed out the 
importance of clearer descriptions, for example what the auditor has focused on, and whether 
specific comments have been communicated to management and the company board (for 
example Auditor PM). Also, significant changes in the perception of the company from previous 
years, such as audit of internal control is requested to be covered in the audit report. One 
respondent wanted information regarding specific missions that the audit firm have been part of, 
other than audit work (like management consulting, acquisition issues and tax consulting). 
Another thought that the fees per major projects by the auditors should be included. In other 
words, more transparency is requested in the report. 
  
One comment recurred frequently, namely that current audit reports are far too standardised. If 
they were to be more individualized it would be more rewarding for the users. A respondent said 
that the report is bland in itself, which is okay as long as the audit is okay, and another respondent 
claimed that the standardized text could be replaced by a simple “OK” and then the auditors 
could write information which is considered to be relevant. Further, a respondent stated that the 
auditors take way too much compensation for the standardized report. Additionally, the 
respondents thought that the auditors give little information about the business. In some cases, 
when the audit is on the line between good and bad, the auditor has a hard time giving the 
company, which is being audited, an unqualified audit report due to the fact that the company 
actually is a customer to the auditor. In a situation where the auditor leaves remarks within the 
audit report, this is considered to be a clear warning or indication that the company, or its 
management, is in poor condition.  
 
As for the future, the respondents propose that the audit report should be constructed in a way 
which the grading of the audit becomes more than binary. This means that the auditor should 
express his/her opinion in a few categories (e.g. financial, administrative/compliance) and present 
these more in detail. The respondents also requested that the extent of the audit should be 
presented within the report. Several other respondents called for more information regarding the 
quality of the company, and the risks which are relevant to the company that is being audited. 
Further, more information regarding the auditor’s professional opinions is desired, and also 
clearer information regarding the abnormalities and risks for the next audit would be preferred, as 
well as the the materiality measurement/threshold used in the audit. 
 



 42 

One respondent stated that he is doubtful to which features need to be revised in the report. He 
states that the communication in the audit report may not even be revised, but instead the 
possibility for external communication beyond the audit report is necessary. Another respondent 
thought that important strategic assets, such as trademarks and domain names and its 
enforcements, should be revised/checked by the auditors. She stated that the auditors review 
physical assets, and to some extent also intangible assets, but there are, in several companies, 
very large assets that are off balance sheet and are therefore not controlled. The respondent 
further stated that a company, today, has a lot of its value in its brand, and is using the internet as 
a sales channel, communication channel and a marketing channel towards its clients. But there is 
not enough enforcement of the rights to these channels. Now, the auditors look at IT environment 
in the revision, but the respondent believes that the enforcement of domain names and trademarks 
also should be added in the audit report.  
 
A few respondents took it a step further and pointed out the broad spectrum of ignorance from the 
society and media that exists today, concerning the role of the auditor and the definition of an 
audit. Some of the respondents meant that the revised audit report will clarify these subjects. 
With the new requirements regarding the audit report, the auditors need to, more explicitly, 
describe the audit approaches, risk areas and the deficiencies noted in the audit of the financial 
statements and the management of the company. Others stated that some of the areas in the audit 
report are not applicable when making decisions. One respondent stated: “In my opinion, the 
auditors express their opinions regarding the company’s management and procedures, verifies 
that the results and the balance sheet correspond to the reality, and whether there are prerequisites 
for continuous operation of the company for some time to come. In my opinion, auditors have not 
the possibility to comment on the long-term sustainable business concept and business model.” 
 
Question 8: “How would you assess the need for the following information in the audit report?” 

 
Table 8: Results that show which qualifications the respondents are missing in the audit report. 

The table for question 8 indicates which qualifications (based on the alternatives available) the 
respondents are missing in the current audit report, on a scale from 1 to 5. The figure on the right 
side of the table summarizes all the answers from the respondents into a merged average for each 
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option/qualification. Based on this, we can conclude that the four most relevant qualifications, 
those who exceeded an average of 3,5, were the following; information regarding key assessed 
risks of material misstatement, information regarding significant uncertainty related to the 
company’s continued operation, indications of the extent to which the auditor can detect 
irregularities such as fraud, and an indication of whether the auditor believes that the revised 
content is essentially in line with the annual report and/or the auditor's knowledge of the 
company. This in turn means that the qualifications which the respondents favour the least, those 
having an average of less than 3, were; the auditor's final opinion is placed in the beginning of the 
audit report, and that the audit report is consistent with EU’s guidelines regarding the audit 
report. 
 
Question 9: “Do you have any other comments regarding the audit report? Please write them in 
the box below!” 
 
Question 9 was constructed as an open question, where the respondents were able to express any 
thoughts or concerns about the audit report, which had not been covered in the survey. One 
comment was as follows: “Since the EU standard for related services will be more restrictive than 
the Swedish, such additional information is valuable. Furthermore, I believe that every auditor 
should develop projections that are specific to the audited company and not, as now, a generic 
and bland audit report containing more disclaimers than comments about what is actually done. It 
may also be appropriate to specify how long the registered firm, or the auditor elected, have had 
the mandate for.” Another respondent pointed out that he/she gets the information from the 
auditor orally or in writing from the auditor when he/she presents the information at the board 
meeting in connection to the annual accounts. To collect the information in this way is working 
well, according to the respondent, and is considered to be very useful when evaluating the risks in 
the audit and the assessment regarding the company’s ability to manage these risks. The last 
comment was stated as; “The audit report is only a confirmation that the minimum requirements 
are likely to be met”. 

5.2.2 Auditors 
The first question included in the survey for the auditors was “Which companies do you 
primarily work for?”. This question, among one more, concerned background information. These 
responses helped us when we analysed the answers for the rest of the survey. According to the 
responses, 89,3 % of the auditors were working toward small- and medium sized companies, 
while 7,1 % worked towards big Swedish companies, and 3,6 % worked with international 
companies. The second question was stated as “How many years of experience do you have 
within the industry?”. We were able to deduce that 71,43 % of the respondents had between 3 
years and 16 or more years of experience within the audit profession, and 25 % of the 
respondents had more than 16 years of experience.  
 
The following questions in the survey aimed to get the respondents’ opinions regarding the audit 
report. Based on the information collected, we could analyse how the revision will affect the 
quality of communication between Swedish auditors and the users of the report. 
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Question 3 - “To what extent do you feel that the current audit report fills the functions 
described below?” 

 
Table 9: Results that show which qualifications the respondents believe are enough regarding the current audit report. 

Table 9 indicates which qualifications (based on the alternatives available) the respondents 
believe that the current audit report holds, on a scale from 1 to 5. The figure to the right 
summarizes all the answers from the respondents, taken from the table to the left, into a merged 
average for each option/qualification. Based on the figures, we can conclude that there are three 
qualifications that exceed an average of 3,5. These were the following qualifications; it provides 
information about whether you, as an auditor, has discovered fraud within the company, it 
ensures the quality of corporate financial reporting and proves quality of the audit performed. The 
qualifications that were ranked the lowest, under an average of 3,0, were the following; it ensures 
that the company will achieve its strategic goals, it ensures that the company is good to invest in, 
and it provides important information about the company, which is not in the financial 
statements. 
 
Question 4: “To what extent do you feel that the information contained in the audit report today 
is sufficient?” 
 

 
Table 10: Results that show to what extent the respondents feel that the information today is sufficient. 

Based on table 10, we were able to deduce how the respondents felt about the current audit 
report. The respondents were to assess the sufficiency of the current audit report from a scale of 1 
to 6. The average response was 4,5 which means that the auditors believed the information in the 
current report, in some extent, is sufficient. But more information is called for.  
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Question 5: Do you think that the audit report, as means of communication, can be improved? 

 
Figure 12: Auditors’ responses regarding if the audit report can be improved. 

Based on the figure presented for question 5, we were able to deduce that 82,1 % of the 
respondents believed that the current audit report, as means of communication, can be improved. 
As opposite, 17,9 % of the respondents believed that the current audit report does not need any 
improvements.   

 
Question 6: “Do you have any suggestions for improvements?” (Connected to question 6, if the 
answer is yes) 
 
Question 6 was constructed as an open question. The respondents stated that possible 
improvements are entirely dependent on the purpose with the audit report. If you want the audit 
report to be a means of communication to investors, where the company's financial position is 
analysed and risks highlighted, the possibilities for improvements are endless. Today, the 
formulation of the report is far too difficult and will require a proper way to express statements 
and considerations, in order for the report to be understandable by readers outside the accounting 
profession. Since, according to the respondents, very few business owners read the entire report, 
it should be minimized. The respondents also stated that the current audit report contains too 
much standardized and formal text, which is considered to be uninteresting for the users of the 
report. 
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Question 7: “How would you assess the need for the following information in the audit report?” 

 
Table 11: Results that show which qualifications the respondents are missing in the audit report. 

Table 11 indicates which qualifications (based on the alternatives available) the auditors believe 
are important in the audit report. This is illustrated from a scale of 1 to 5. The figure to the right 
of the table summarizes all the answers from the respondents into a merged average for each 
option/qualification. Based on this, we can conclude that the two most relevant qualifications, 
those who exceeded an average of 4, were the following qualifications; information regarding 
significant uncertainty related to the company's continued operation, and an indication if the 
auditor believes the revised content is essentially in line with the annual report and/or the 
auditor's knowledge of the company. This, in turn, means that the qualifications that the 
respondents believe are the least relevant, those having an average of less than 3, are; the 
auditor’s opinion comes in the beginning of the audit report, and that the audit report is consistent 
with EU's guidelines concerning the audit report 
 
Question 8: “Do you have any other comments regarding the audit report? Please write them in 
the box below!” 
 
Question 8 was constructed as an open question and four of the respondents expressed their 
opinions. According to the respondents, it is hard to go much into detail in the audit report about 
what has been done by the auditor. What the respondents believe the audit report communicates 
is that the auditor has taken a holistic approach about the company’s financial- and non-financial 
information, which the company present in the annual report. Thus, the auditors can ensure that 
the quality of the information is assured and that they are given an objective view on the 
company's financial situation. However, one respondent believes that auditors will not tell 
whether the company is good to invest in or not. Two of the respondents pointed out the language 
in the report, today, is far too complicated and should be informative and easier to understand, 
since the users do not always comprehend the content of the audit report. The audit findings 
should be clearer, more specific and more highlighted. For example, an auditor could propose 
support for the financial statements, and communicate the assumed risks. The audit report should 
be a confirmation of the accounts and that the annual accounts are essentially fair. Lastly, one 
respondent stated that “it is important that the audit report draws attention to irregularities and 
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errors. However, it is a dangerous way to go if you would describe the risks in detail, for each 
examined association.” 

5.3 Comment letters 
A document study was used as a complement to our empirical data. We studied eight comment 
letters to FAR’s Consultation Paper. In the Consultation Paper, FAR suggests a new design on 
the Swedish audit report in accordance with Swedish law, the EU audit reform, and the revised 
ISAs. In the paper FAR specifically asked if the implementation of the new audit report would 
cause any problems for the preparers and the users of financial statements and audit reports or 
auditors. In this section, the most significant opinions from these comment letters will be 
presented.  
 
Skatteverket, the Swedish Tax Agency, believes the new design of the audit report is better 
structured than before. The statements by the auditor become clearer when the auditor's opinion 
is being placed as the initial statement of the report (Skatteverket, 2015). 
 
Bolagsverket, the Swedish Companies Registration Office, is positive towards the development 
of the audit report, on the basis of EU's audit report and the work of IAASB. They believe that it 
is good that the auditor's statements are placed in the beginning of the audit report, since this 
makes it easier for the reader to gain information on the auditor's position. Since the revised audit 
report will become longer, it will be easier to find statements on the shortcomings and 
inaccuracies. They further believe that it is important for various stakeholders to be informed 
about the new content of the audit report, and how it should be interpreted. They also believe that 
it is important that auditors receive information and training on the design of the new audit report 
(Bolagsverket, 2015). 
 
Ekobrottsmyndigheten, the Swedish Economic Crime Authority, says that there might be a risk 
that the users would consider the more extensive audit report to be too extensive and it is too 
much information to absorb. However, the Swedish Economic Crime Authority thinks that it is 
positive that the information in the new audit report clearly describes what the auditor considers 
as areas of focus, and how they have assessed these values. Furthermore, they are positive toward 
the section of irregularities and errors, were the auditor's ability to detect fraud and errors is 
clearly described. These formulations are supposed to decrease the expectation gap, which in turn 
means that the company's stakeholders get a more reasonable idea of what an auditor can 
guarantee, within a reasonable level. The Swedish Economic Crime Authority welcomes the 
revision and has hopes that the so-called audit expectation gap decreases. They also wish that the 
audit report will help to focus on relevant parts of the annual report, since this can affect the 
ability to investigate and prosecute crimes, such as accounting fraud, in a positive direction 
(Ekobrottsmyndigheten, 2015). 
 
Advokatsamfundet, the Swedish Bar Association, states that they believe the transparency for the 
users of annual reports and audit reports will suffer due to the extent of additional information 
(Advokatsamfundet, 2015). 
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Finansinspektionen (FI), the Swedish Financial Supervisory Authority, thinks that all of the 
mandatory disclosure requirements proposed in the examples of the audit report are particularly 
important for companies that provides financial services and services for the public. The 
assessment of the risks, and what kind of information is reviewed by the auditors (and what 
information that has not been audited) are examples of information that can be crucial when a 
user of annual- and consolidated accounts is to create an image of the company. According to FI, 
among the users of annual- and consolidated financial statements, it is especially small savers and 
consumers who should be highlighted, as well as the media who wishes to enlighten these 
categories. FI believes that it is particularly important that these particular users can take part of a 
more detailed, company-specific information in the audit report, as an essential source of 
information on the individual company. The content of the audit report is thereby an important 
contribution to the consumer protection. Thus, the new disclosure requirements regarding the 
revised audit report should be used by both listed companies, companies which are under the 
supervision of the financial sector, and for whom the requirement of auditors applies to (FI, 
2015). 
     
Riksrevisionen, the Swedish National Audit Office, believes that the concept of key audit matters 
(KAM) is interesting. They are considering to voluntarily introduce this concept for some 
authorities (Riksrevisionen, 2015). 
     
SRF konsulterna, an association of Swedish Accounting and Payroll consultants, expresses a 
concern regarding the extent of the added supplementary information in the revised audit report. 
They mean that this information might affect the transparency for those who are users of the 
revised companies' annual reports (SRF konsulterna, 2015).  
 
Småföretagarna, an interest group consisting of small Swedish companies, writes that the 
implementation of the revised audit report will unlikely cause any problems for users of financial 
statements and audit reports, nor for preparers of financial statements and for auditors 
(Småföretagarnas riksförbund, 2015). 

5.4 Chapter summary 
This chapter has presented the results from the survey and our document studies. First, the main 
findings regarding our document study consisting of documents released by EC, IAASB and 
FAR were presented. Secondly, all the questions in the survey were presented with related 
explanations, figures and tables. The two versions of the survey were analysed separately. 
Finally, the most relevant comments from the document study of comment letters by Swedish 
stakeholders were presented. 
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6. Discussion 
Chapter 4 presented auditing theories, literature on the information gap, the institutional context, 
and our analytical model. In chapter 5 our results were presented, including our document study 
and survey. In this chapter we are going to analyse these results, with help of the information 
presented in chapter 4 and 5. Our research questions will be a red thread throughout the 
analysis.  
 

6.1 The international mindset 
In order to analyse what the reasons underlying revision in audit reporting requirements by the 
IAASB and the EU are, we needed to establish a few fundamental grounds. At the dawn of the 
financial crisis in 2008, stakeholders all around the world demanded more information from the 
auditor through the audit report. Today, stakeholders comprehend that the auditor has a deep 
knowledge of the audited company and its environment, but want to influence that particular 
knowledge in order to get even more information. The IAASB has been responsive the demand 
through their new audit reform, which includes changes within the audit report. The purpose with 
the reform is to improve the quality of the communication between the auditors and stakeholders, 
in other words, to reduce the information gap (the gap between the information available through 
the audit report and information demanded by the stakeholders). In order to achieve this purpose 
IFAC/IAASB has, through consultation papers, tried to localize the perceived problems with the 
current audit report and the kind of information that stakeholders wish for the audit report to 
contain. According to the research done by IAASB, it was mainly institutional investors and 
financial analysts that demanded a more informative report (IFAC, 2012). Based on the 
comments from the consultation papers, several ISAs have been revised in order to better suit the 
stakeholders’ needs and build up the communicative relevance and the value of the audit report. 
IAASB has changed several requirements for the audit report, which includes the implementation 
of one additional standard, ISA 701, which concerns auditors reporting on key audit matters, that 
is one of the demands from the stakeholders (IAASB, 2015). The main objective is therefore to 
reduce the information gap through making the audit report more transparent and the change is 
mainly for the users of the audit report.  
 
According to the EU, the new reform addresses a number of shortcomings observed on the audit 
market, and the main problem was the extent of the information gap. Just as the IAASB, EU used 
a consultation paper in order to localize the things that needed to be changed in the report. With 
the comments from the consultation paper, the EC established a new EU regulatory framework 
where a new directive and regulation were presented in April 2014. EU has adopted ISAs for the 
application, the annual- and consolidated accounts shall be carried out through these standards 
adopted by the EC (EC, 2015). The EU and IAASB have the same objectives, despite the fact 
that EU is more internal market driven and IAASB is driven more towards the global perspective. 
Both authorities strive to improve the quality of communication between auditors and 
stakeholders, and will therefore reduce the information gap.  
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As figure 13 shows, when evaluating the reasons for the new audit report in Sweden one has to 
look at both the global perspective (including ISAs) and EU perspective (including directives and 
regulations). The figure also shows that the new EU Directive and Regulation are dependent on 
the ISAs, since EU has adopted the international standards. Today, high-quality ISAs are globally 
accepted. But, as Flint (1988) states, while the principles of audit may be globally applicable, the 
specific functions, standards, and practises are unlikely to show the same uniformity, although 
they should be consistent with the culture of the specific country. With this in hand, the new 
reform may lead to the opposite effect within EU countries, and might instead increase the 
information gap.  
 

 
Figure 13: The relationship between international standards, EU rules, and the audit report. 

To conclude, the stakeholders have requested a more informative audit report, and the regulators 
have now decided to take actions through a new audit reform which will affect the content and 
format of the current audit report. Just as Carroll (1989) explained, there is a two-way interaction 
or exchange of influence between the stakeholders and the business world. It is important to take 
the needs of the stakeholders into account, given that they are such an important part in the 
business world, which is what the regulators are doing as they develop the new audit report at the 
moment.  

6.2 The Swedish context 
This section aims to discuss how the revision of the audit report, on an international level, will 
affect the quality of the communication between auditors and users of the report in Sweden. 
Based on our empirical findings, there are differences in the opinions regarding of how the new 
audit report will affect the quality of communication between auditors and the users of the report. 
These differences will be discussed in a number of sections in order to analyse them from 
different perspectives. From our document study, we have deduced that the new audit regulations 
in Sweden are influenced by internationally revised standards and directives. Sweden is a small 
country that has high trust towards the Government, which sets laws, including those in regards 
to the audit report, and has low corruption. The audit and auditors have an important role when 
expressing their opinions on financial statements. The new audit reform began with that the 
Swedish Government decided on a council of legislation that contained proposals regarding new 
rules for the Swedish audit process and auditors. The proposal by the Swedish Government, 
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within the council of legislation, adapts the Swedish legislation to the new EU-rules. The new 
rules would, for example, lead to the audit report containing more information for the benefit of 
corporate stakeholders (Regeringskansliet, 2016). The changes of the Swedish audit report are 
due to changes within two regulatory systems, mainly because of the EU’s audit reform, but also 
because of changes in the ISAs concerning the audit reform (FAR, 2015a). The ISAs will be 
implemented with minor add-ons, as mentioned in former chapters, and FAR has developed 
recommendations of how the audit report should be designed. The audit reform implies that more 
information is available for the users to take part of, in other words, the report will be more 
transparent. The question we are therefore asking is: will the communication be improved by the 
forthcoming implementation of the audit reform in Sweden, or not? 
 
Since the main objective with the international reform is to reduce the audit information gap, we 
believe that it would be interesting to see if this concerns Sweden as well. According to Ruhnke 
and Schmidt (2014), the gap can be a drive for constant reform, but at the same time it can be 
harmful if it leads to reforms that may not be called for. Therefore, it is of great importance to 
evaluate how the new reform will affect the communication between Swedish actors, such as 
stakeholders and auditors.  

6.2.1 The information gap in Sweden 
The main objective with the international reform of the audit report is to reduce the audit 
information gap. Since Sweden is a member of the EU, the requirements will be introduced in the 
Swedish report as well. As described in chapter 4, the audit information gap is the difference 
between what information the auditors disclose and what information the stakeholder’s demand. 
International research has shown the existence of an information gap, and the IAASB and the EU 
have therefore started to take actions in order to reduce it. Although there exists an information 
gap on the international level, it does not automatically mean that there exist one on a national 
level. Is the current change of the audit report in Sweden unnecessary? Does it even exists an 
information gap in Sweden? Or, is the change only due to changes on an international level? The 
next sections will investigate these questions further in order to see if the quality of 
communication between Swedish stakeholders and auditors will be improved with the new 
reform in force, or if it may damage the quality of communication. When analysing the existence 
of an information gap in Sweden and the need for a new audit report, we will have our analytical 
figure as a base. As seen in figure 14, there are four factors which mainly affect the extent of the 
Swedish information gap and these are: national requirements, FAR’s recommendations, EU 
directives and regulations, and ISAs. 
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Figure 14: Our analytical model. 

We will start by analysing the answers we collected through our survey. Table 12 shows 
qualifications of the current audit report and the respondents average for each qualification, in 
other words, how they value the communicated features in the current audit report. The column 
“differences” shows the variation between stakeholder average and auditor average. The 
stakeholder average was the base for calculation of the differences, which means that the 
numbers in red indicates that auditors average is higher than the stakeholders.  
 

 
Table 12: The difference between the stakeholders and the auditor’s average for question “To what extent do you feel 
that the current audit report fills the functions described below?” (Scale 1-5). 
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Based on table 12, we can draw several conclusions. The auditor’s opinions regarding the 
function of the current audit report differs the most from the opinions by stakeholders, where the 
difference exceed 1.0, for the following features; it ensures the quality of corporate financial 
reporting, it provides important information about the company that are not available in the 
Annual Reports, it forms a good basis for decision-making and it ensures the company’s survival. 
One of the qualifications which stakeholders ranked the lowest was that the report constitutes a 
good good basis for decision making. We believe this is very interesting due to the fact that 
businesses, according to decision-making theory, base their decisions on the information 
available. But in our case, the auditors value this category much higher than the users of the 
report. Additionally, the general average for all the qualifications were 2,3 for the stakeholders 
and 3,7 for auditors, which also indicates that the auditors generally rank the current audit report 
higher than the stakeholders. This may indicate that auditor are more confident with the current 
audit report, than the stakeholders. Also, it might be because of the fact that the revised report 
will include more information, which will lead to more work for the auditors. What we can see is 
that the mutual dependence, in our research, is not as good as it could be. If the stakeholder needs 
would have been met regarding the information available in the current audit report, they should 
have ranked the features higher. But this is not the case as for today. Despite the fact that there 
are differences in how the groups value the current audit report, we can see that the stakeholders 
and the auditors have the same ideas of what is considered to be more significant in an audit 
report. Both groups value the same two categories as most valuable in connection to 
communicating audit, these are; it ensures the quality of corporate financial reporting and it 
provides information on whether the auditors have discovered fraud within the company. As for 
the category, which the groups do not think is clear in the current report, is that it ensures that the 
company will meet its strategic objectives.  
 
Based on the ranking of the current audit report, most of the stakeholders considered the current 
report to adequate, but could definitively be improved. The auditors ranked the current audit 
report over average, which indicates that they are more pleased with the current report. Both the 
stakeholders and the auditors believe that the current audit report is far too standardized. The 
auditors stated that the current report is very difficult to read, especially for the users of the audit 
report and the formal text might escalade to a loss of the reader's interest. As for the stakeholders, 
they mentioned that the current audit report is bland in itself and that that the standardized text 
could be replaced by a simple “OK” and then the auditors could write the information that is 
relevant. These comments are in line with the findings of Gray et al. (2011) and the three 
categories that IOSCO (2009) summarized as the biggest problems with the current audit report, 
namely: expressing an opinion that is binary in nature may not be optimal for today’s complex 
business environment; the standard audit report contains difficult technical language; and the 
standard audit report does not reflect the level of effort and judgment inherent in an audit. 
 
Stakeholders claim that the current audit report is not applicable when making a decision based 
on financial statements, since they have expectations on auditors to express their opinions 
regarding the company's management and procedures. Also, to verify that the results and the 
balance sheet correspond to the reality, and whether there are any prerequisites for continuous 
operation of the company for some time to come. However, the respondents claim that auditors 
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do not have the possibility to comment on the long-term sustainable business concept and 
business model. The auditors agree on this point, since they state that they, as auditors, can 
ensure that the information is quality assured and that they are given an objective picture of the 
company's financial situation. However, they state that it is not the auditor's task to tell whether 
the company is a good long-term investment or not. A few stakeholders mentioned the fact that 
society ignores the role of the auditor and the actual meaning of an audit. One respondent claims 
that the auditors take way too much compensation for a standardized report, which can indicate 
an ignorance by the stakeholders of the entire audit process and the work it takes in order to 
establish an audit report. Other stakeholders claim that auditors expose too little information 
about the business and do, in some cases, not even give an unqualified audit report. The reasons 
for this being the fact that the business which has been audited, is also the customer of the 
auditor. 
 
Another interesting aspect is to investigate if there are any differences between the stakeholders’ 
opinions regarding the current report. Due to the fact that most of the respondents in this group 
were those who work in investments, banks or loans, we have compared their opinions. As seen 
in the graph below, there are some interesting differences to mention. First of all, we can see that 
banks are prioritizing the information on whether the auditor have discovered fraud within the 
company much lower than those who work with investments and loans. All of the stakeholder 
groups value the category “it ensures that the company will meet its strategic goals” the lowest, 
which means that this information is not communicated as it could be. Those who work with 
investments value the categories “it ensures that the company is good to invest in” and “it forms a 
good basis for decision-making” lower than the other groups. This may be because they are 
working with investments and are therefore seeking for more information regarding the 
possibilities of investing in different companies. 
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Figure 15: Different opinions within the stakeholder group regarding the current audit report. 

Based on our results, we are able to conclude that auditors overall value the current audit report 
higher than the stakeholders, which indicates that it exists an information gap in Sweden as well. 
There are also differences between various stakeholders regarding some of the information 
included in the report.  But, an important aspect to mention is that both stakeholders and auditors 
have the same ideas of what is important in the audit report. Based on the theory of decision 
usefulness, companies make decisions which are based on the information that the auditor 
provides in the audit report. But, as for today, companies are not willing to disclose full 
information to the auditors, but at the same time they are seeking for more information in the 
report. Therefore, one can say that it is impossible to, with one report, make all stakeholders 
satisfied.   

6.2.2 A new audit report in Sweden 
As mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, the international standard setters main objective in 
changing the audit reform is to reduce the audit information gap. On the other hand, Ruhnke and 
Schmidt (2014) mean that the audit reforms may only be seen as a strategy to achieve the 
objective for the audit profession in order to strengthen their legitimacy, mainly by filling the 
public’s interests. After concluding that an audit information gap actually exists in Sweden, the 
next step is to analyse if there is an actual need for a revised audit report. 
 
Table 14 shows different information that, according to FAR (see appendix 7), will be included in 
the Swedish revised audit report. In the table, the respondents average answers for how they 
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value the intended features of the Swedish revised audit report is presented. The column 
“differences” shows the difference between stakeholder average and auditor average. The 
average for the stakeholders was the base for calculation of the differences, which means that the 
numbers in red indicates that auditor average is higher than the stakeholders.  
 

 
Table 13: The difference between the stakeholders and the auditor’s average for question “How would you assess the 
need for the following information in the audit report?” (Scale 1-5). 

Based on table 13, we can see that for most of the categories, stakeholders and auditors have 
similar answers. As for the stakeholders, they believe that three of the alternatives are slightly 
more important in the audit report than the auditors, and these are: the auditor’s opinion comes 
first in the report, information regarding KAM, and indications of the extent to which the auditor 
can detect irregularities, such as fraud. The latter, was the category that differed the most between 
the stakeholders and the auditors. As for the rest of the categories, the auditors ranked them 
higher than the stakeholders. Further, we can see that none of the categories got a ranking below 
2,5, which means that all respondents see a need for more information in the report. The 
categories that were ranked the highest for both of the groups were; an indication of whether the 
auditor believes that the revised content is essentially in line with the annual report and/or the 
auditor’s knowledge of the company, and information regarding significant uncertainty related to 
the company’s continued operation. Both of the groups had the same opinion regarding what is 
least valuable in the report, namely that the auditor’s opinion comes first. Based on our 
calculations, the general average for all the categories was 3,3 for both the stakeholders and the 
auditors, which indicates the need for new and improved information in the report. It also 
indicates that the two groups have the same ideas of what is important in the future report. 
 
Another aspect to investigate is how stakeholders use the audit report today, in order to see if 
there is a need for a new one. Most of the respondents in our survey, 41,3 %, only make sure that 
the audit report exists and do not pay any more attention to it, and some, 2,2 % do not pay any 
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attention to it. Further, a few stakeholders only check for abnormalities, see if the report is 
unqualified or only look for italic text. With this result in hand we can ask ourselves why the 
stakeholders demand more information in the audit reports, when it seems that they do not even 
pay any, or very little, attention to it. The answer may be that these stakeholders believe that the 
content in the current report is not enough for them to benefit from. But, it is important to 
mention that 30,4 % of the stakeholders actually read the report thoroughly.  
 
When the question regarding the need for a new audit report was asked, 84,8 % of the 
stakeholders believed that the current report can be improved, and for the auditors this number 
was 82,1 %. This is a clear indicator that the reform, which is soon to be reality in Sweden, is 
necessary due to the fact that the current report is not enough for either the stakeholders nor the 
auditors. This is in turn, is probably connected to the audit information gap, since information 
provided in the report today not is enough, and may not function as a well-functioning 
communication between the two parties.   
 
The shortcomings of the current report are a big part of why there are such a need for a revised 
report. The stakeholders, which answered the survey, had many interesting opinions on how the 
report could be improved. The overall opinions were that they seek for more and improved 
information in the report, and that the report should be more transparent. Stakeholders are also 
inquiring an individualized report, which will be more rewarding in their work with companies 
that have been audited. Further, the grading of the audit should be more than binary, which means 
that the auditor shall present his/her opinion in a few categories and present them more in detail. 
This comments are in line with the results by Vanstraelen et al. (2012), regarding that the lack of 
transparency is a driver for more information in the audit report and more clarifications are 
sought after. Some of the respondents mean that you need to increase the external communication 
beyond the audit report as a way forward.   
 
Another important factor to include in this analysis is that those who work with investments 
overall value the categories of information mentioned in the table below, lower than the other two 
stakeholder groups. All the stakeholder groups value different information as the most valuable in 
the revised report. Those who work in banks, believe that information regarding key assessed 
risks of material misstatements are the most valuable and investment firms value information 
regarding significant uncertainty related to the company’s continued operation the most. Those 
who work with loans have three categories of information that they value the highest; key 
assessed risks of material misstatements, information regarding significant uncertainty related to 
the company’s continued operation, and indication of whether the auditor believes that the 
revised content is essentially in line with the annual report and/or the auditor’s knowledge of the 
company” the most. The largest difference between banks and the other two groups were 
declaration of impartiality and independence, incl. declaration that no prohibited counselling has 
been conducted, as seen in figure 16. 
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Figure 16: Different opinions within the stakeholder group regarding the information in the revised audit report. 

The auditors looked at the question a bit differently and meant that improvements of the report 
are dependent on the purpose with it, and if the purpose is for it to work as a communication 
channel between the auditors and the investors, then the improvements are endless. The auditors 
agree with the stakeholders regarding the length and the language of the report. It should be more 
understandable for the users and it should be shorter so that more business owners read the entire 
report. From the auditor's perspective, they believe that it is important that they draw their 
attention to risks and errors, but at the same time it is a dangerous way to go if they shall describe 
the risks in detail for each association. We are able to deduce, from the result, that stakeholders 
seek for more information about the entity, and more information about the scope and findings of 
audit work. 
 
Another interesting fact is that the amount of stakeholders who completed our survey exceeded 
the amount of auditors. As mentioned in the method chapter, this might be due to the fact that 
auditors are very busy during this time-period, or it might mean that stakeholders are more 
interested in a revised audit report than the auditors are. As for auditors, the audit report is a part 
of their job, and they are not as dependent on the final information within the audit report as the 
stakeholders are. The larger amount of stakeholders might also depend on the fact that the audit 
report is of great importance for their work, it is more valuable for them since they use it in order 
to make assessments and taking decisions.  
  
Regarding the stakeholders, which presented their opinions concerning the revised audit report in 
Sweden via comment letters, did not have a unanimous view (as seen in table 14). Two of the 
stakeholders had an overall negative opinion about the changes due to the fact that the 



 59 

transparency will suffer. This is an interesting notion since the stakeholders who answered the 
survey sought for more transparency in the report, and so did international stakeholders. For the 
other six stakeholders, which sent in comment letters, there were a united positive view on the 
revised audit report, and in line with what the stakeholders from the survey had to say. But, as 
seen in the table, there is still a need for even more information in the revised report. However, 
too much information can be a risk in its own. The Swedish Economic Crime Authority stressed 
the fact that an audit gap exists and hopes the new audit report will reduce this gap.  
 

 
Table 14: Overview of the opinions regarding the revised audit report, taken from the comment letters. 

6.3 Chapter summary 
This chapter has analysed the findings, which we presented in chapter 5, with our analytical 
model as a base. First, the international and the EU revision have been discussed in order to find 
the reasons underlying revision in audit report requirements. Second, we have analysed how these 
revisions have affected the quality of communication between Swedish auditors and stakeholders. 
To see how communication will be affected we have focused on the extent of the audit 
information gap. Based on the results from the survey, an analysis has been made regarding if 
there is an audit information gap in Sweden, followed by a discussion regarding the need for a 
new audit report. The latter has been based on the results from the survey and the opinions in the 
comment letters. 
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7. Conclusions 
 
The aim of the thesis is to understand the reforms on the audit report which are set in motion on 
the international level and the EU level, and analyse its influence on the quality of 
communication between Swedish auditors and the users of the report. In order to realize the aim, 
the following questions were; 
 

1. What are the reasons underlying revision in audit report requirements by the IAASB and 
the EU?  

2. How will revision, on an international level, affect the quality of communication between 
Swedish auditors and the users of the report? 

 
Regarding our first research question, the reasons for the revision in audit report requirements, by 
the IAASB and the EU, are mainly to improve quality of communication between auditors and 
users. In order to do so, the audit information gap needs to be reduced. Following the financial 
crisis, the users, mainly financial analysts and institutional investors, have sought for more and 
improved information in the audit report. To fulfil these wishes, the IAASB and the EU have 
done several modifications regarding audit regulations, including changes in the audit report. For 
example, the IAASB has implemented ISA 701 in order to get the auditors to communicate in a 
more informative way. The ISAs are adopted at EU level and the EU has, for example, replaced 
the earlier Directive 2006/43/EC with the new and improved Directive 2014/56/EU and created 
the new Regulation 537/2014 on “specific requirements regarding statutory audit of public-
interest entities and repealing Commission Decision 2005/909/EC”. The main objective, for both 
parties, is to reduce the information gap through making the audit report more transparent. 
 
In order to answer our second research question, the factors which affect the quality of 
communication between auditor and stakeholders must be clarified. The revision in Sweden is 
due to the reform on the EU level, since Sweden is a member of the EU. Therefore, Sweden must 
comply with their provisions, including a revised audit report. We can conclude that there exists 
an audit information gap in Sweden, which in a great extent affect the quality of communication. 
According to the key stakeholders and the auditors, the current audit report is not sufficient and 
we have concluded, through our empirical data, that these groups are seeking for a more 
transparent audit report. Figure 17, shows how the new audit reform could affect the Swedish 
information gap, according to our research. Today, it is only the top of the pyramids that are 
available to the users (which the blue line indicates), and therefore considerable amount of 
information concerning the entity and the audit scope is undisclosed. This in turn affect the 
quality of communication between the users and auditors in a negative way. The red line in figure 
17 is connected to our main findings in the thesis, namely that more information should be 
available in the new audit report.  
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Figure 17: A modification of the analytical model, connected to our main findings. 

To summarize, according to the opinions from the survey and the comment letters, most of the 
stakeholders and auditors believe that the new audit report is going to be too complicated and too 
long. However, they are seeking for more information, and a straightforward and informative 
report. If more information shall be available for the users, the report needs to be longer and more 
complex, or alternatively other documents will have to be available as a complement to the audit 
report.  
 
We can conclude that a revised audit report probably will reduce the gap between what the users 
demand and what is actually presented in the audit report. If the information gap is reduced, the 
quality of the communication between the two parties will be significantly improved. However, 
one has to have in mind that not everyone is positive towards the new and more transparent 
report, which implies that the new reform may even impair the quality of communication.  
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8. Reflections & future research 
 
This thesis provides evidence on that deficiencies in the quality of communication between 
auditors and users rests on the fact that an audit information gap exists in Sweden. We are also 
able to conclude that there is a need for a new and revised audit report. However, the small 
research sample and the focus on institutional investors and financial analysts as stakeholders 
may build a discussion regarding the limitation to possibilities of generalization of our findings. 
The opinions and interests of other users of the audit report vary, which means that the result 
mainly reflects upon a part of the total amount of stakeholder groups located in Sweden.  
 
Nonetheless, the limitation of a quantitative case study and a complementary document study can 
give rise to future research possibilities where the results identified in this thesis can be applied to 
other studies, and can consequently distinguish general trends.  
 
Although several studies have been done on the audit information gap, we believe that research 
needs to be continued in order to come up with a conclusion to close the audit information gap. 
What we now ask ourselves is if the reform will lead to quality improvements regarding the 
communication between auditor and users of the report, or if new problems will occur. Due to the 
fact that the new and revised audit report in Sweden not is in force yet, we cannot answer this 
question. Our suggestion to future research is therefore to investigate if the new audit report (after 
the implementation of new regulations) have changed the outcome, improved the quality of 
communication, and reduced the audit information gap.  
 
This study has looked at the output level of the the new audit reform, namely what have let to the 
revised audit report. We have therefore not focused on the role of the auditor and the changes 
made on a deeper level. This could be for future researchers to investigate further in. Also, the 
focus of the thesis has been on Sweden as a case country. To look at other EU countries which 
also have been affected by the new audit reform will be an invitation for future research as well.  
 
Finally, we would like to conclude that other studies in this field will recognize many unexplored 
questions and any future researchers will be met with opportunities to further develop this field of 
auditing and contribute to the literature. 
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Appendix 1 - Survey: Stakeholders (Swedish) 
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Appendix 2 - Survey: Stakeholders (English) 
 
1.     Within which occupational field do you operate? 

 
2.     How many years of experience do you have within the industry? 

  
1 - 0-2 
2 - 3-5 
3 - 6-10 
4 - 11-15 
5 - 16+ 
 

3.  How do you use the audit report within your profession? 
  
1 - I read it thoroughly 
2 - I make sure that the audit report exists, but don’t focus more on it 
3 - I check if the auditor has signed the report 
4 - I don’t look at it at all 
5 - Other... (Describe!) 
 

4.     To what extent do you feel that the current audit report fills the functions described below? 
(Scale of 1-5) 

  
1 - It provides information on whether the auditors have discovered fraud within the company 
2 - It ensures the quality of corporate financial reporting 
3 - It ensures that the company will meet its strategic objectives 
4 - It strengthens the quality of the audit performed 
5 - It ensures that the company is good to invest in 
6 - It provides important information about the company that are not available in the Annual Reports 
7 - It ensures that the company is well managed 
8 - It forms a good basis for decision-making 
9 - It ensures the company's survival 
 

5.     To what extent do you feel that the information contained in the audit report today is sufficient? 
(Scale of 1-5) 

 
6.  Do you think that the audit report, as means of communication, can be improved? 

  
1 - Yes 
2 - No 
 

7.     Do you have any suggestions for improvements? 
 

8.     How would you assess the need for the following information in the audit report? 
(Scale of 1-5) 
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1 - The auditor’s opinion comes first in the report 
2 - Information regarding key assessed risks of material misstatements 
3 - Information regarding significant uncertainty related to the company’s continued operation 
4 - Information regarding key audit matters (KAM) 
5 - Indications of the extent to which the auditor can detect irregularities, such as fraud 
6 - That the audit report is consistent with the EU’s guidelines on the audit report 
7 - Declaration of impartiality and independence, incl. declaration that no prohibited counselling has been 
conducted 
8 - An indication of whether the auditor believes that the revised content is essentially in line with the 
annual report and/or the auditor’s knowledge of the company 
  

9.     Do you have any other comments regarding the audit report? Please write them in the box 
below! 
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Appendix 3 - Survey: Auditors (Swedish) 
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Appendix 4 - Survey: Auditors (English) 
1.     Which companies do you primarily work towards? 
 
1 - Small & medium sized Swedish companies 
2 - Large Swedish companies 
3 - International companies 
4 - Others… (Describe!) 

  
2.     How many years of experience do you have within the industry? 

  
1 - 0-2 
2 - 3-5 
3 - 6-10 
4 - 11-15 
5 - 16+ 
 

3.     To what extent do you feel that the current audit report fills the functions described below? 
(Scale of 1-5) 

  
1 - It provides information on whether the auditors have discovered fraud within the company 
2 - It ensures the quality of corporate financial reporting 
3 - It ensures that the company will meet its strategic objectives 
4 - It strengthens the quality of the audit performed 
5 - It ensures that the company is good to invest in 
6 - It provides important information about the company that are not available in the Annual Reports 
7 - It ensures that the company is well managed 
8 - It forms a good basis for decision-making 
9 - It ensures the company's survival 
 

4.     To what extent do you feel that the information contained in the audit report today is sufficient? 
(Scale of 1-5) 

  
5. Do you think that the audit report, as means of communication, can be improved? 
  
1 - Yes 
2 - No 
 

6.     Do you have any suggestions for improvements? 
  

7. How would you assess the need for the following information in the audit report? 
(Scale of 1-5) 
  
1 - The auditor’s opinion comes first in the report 
2 - Information regarding key assessed risks of material misstatements 
3 - Information regarding significant uncertainty related to the company’s continued operation 
4 - Information regarding key audit matters (KAM) 
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5 - Indications of the extent to which the auditor can detect irregularities, such as fraud 
6 - That the audit report is consistent with the EU’s guidelines on the audit report 
7 - Declaration of impartiality and independence, incl. declaration that no prohibited counselling has been 
conducted 
8 - An indication of whether the auditor believes that the revised content is essentially in line with the 
annual report and/or the auditor’s knowledge of the company 
  
 

8.     Do you have any other comments regarding the audit report? Please write them in the box 
below! 
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Appendix 5 - Illustration of the current audit report 
(ISA 700) 
(IFAC, 2009) 
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Appendix 6 - ISA revised audit report 
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Appendix 7 - The Swedish revised audit report 
(suggestion by FAR) 
(FAR, 2012) 
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