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Sammanfattning 

Problem: I samband med revisionsskandaler i USA så infördes ett nytt kontroll 
organ för revisorer, Public Company Accounting Oversight Board. De 
har syftet att kontrollera att revisorer som arbetar med klienter som lyder 
under Sarbanes-Oxley Act efterföljder de nya reglerna. Den svenska 
revisorsprofessionen har länge varit självreglerad men på grund av 
PCAOB möts professionen av en tydligare reglering vilket kan resultera i 
problem. Därför finns det ett behov att undersöka hur svenska revisorer 
ser på PCAOB och hur det har påverkat revisorsprofessionen.  

Syfte: Syftet med denna uppsats är att undersöka svenska revisorers åsikter om 
PCAOB och om PCAOB har förändrat den svenska 
revisorsprofessionen. Uppsatsen har också syftet att förklara orsakerna 
bakom de svenska revisorernas åsikter och varför den svenska 
revisorsprofessionen påverkas. 

Metod: Utifrån uppsatsen syfte valdes en kvalitativ ansats. Data har samlats in 
genom semistrukturerade telefonintervjuer och personlig intervju. 
Urvalet består av 4 stycken anonyma auktoriserade revisorer som alla har 
erfarenhet av Sarbanes-Oxley Act.  

Slutsatser: PCAOB har påverkat revisorsprofessionen till att bli mer professionell 
men samtidigt har formaliseringen ökat för professionen och bidragit till 
mindre tid för analytiskt arbete vilket i längden kan påverka kvaliteten på 
revisionen negativt och därmed kan PCAOB utgöra ett hot mot 
professionen. 

 Trots att revisorsprofessionen är och har varit starkt kopplad till 
självreglering så verkar regulativa förändringar från PCAOB som syftar 
till att stärka revisorernas förtroende vara viktigare än att vidhålla 
professionens självreglering. 
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Abstract 

Problem: As auditing scandals occurred in the US, a new controlling institute for 
auditors was formed, Public Company Accounting Oversight Board. It 
has the purpose to monitor auditors who are working with clients that 
have to comply with Sarbanes-Oxley Act. The Swedish auditing 
profession has for long time been self-regulated, but due to PCAOB the 
profession faces a stricter regulation which could lead to some problems. 
Hence, there exists a need to investigate how Swedish auditors look 
upon PCAOB and how it has effected the auditing profession. 

Purpose: The purpose of this thesis is to examine Swedish auditor’s opinions 
about PCAOB and if PCAOB has affected the Swedish auditing 
profession. Furthermore, this thesis aims to explain the reasons behind 
the Swedish auditor’s beliefs and why the Swedish auditing profession is 
affected. 

Method: On the basis of the purpose, a qualitative research method was chosen. 
Data has been collected through semi-structured telephone interviews 
and personal interview. The selection consists of four anonymous 
authorized public accountants who all have experience of Sarbanes-
Oxley Act. 

Conclusions: Due to PCAOB the auditing profession has become more 
professionalized but at the same time an increase in formalisation has left 
little time for actual analytical work and the quality of the audit might in 
the end be lower which constitute a major threat to the auditing 
profession. 

 Although, the tradition of the auditing profession is and has been self-
regulation it appears that PCAOB is welcomed by auditors since a 
regulative change that aim to improve auditors’ trust is more important 
than maintaining a self-regulated profession.  
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1 Introduction 

In this chapter a presentation of the background to the subject will be given which will lead 
to the problem discussion and finally the purpose of the thesis. The chapter ends with the 
outline of the thesis.  

1.1 Background 

In 2001 the world was chocked as it was revealed that some senior managers at Enron, an 
energy trading company, had embezzled a large sum of money. The Chief Financial Officer 
(CFO) had been using off-balance sheet accounts to shuffle around large amounts of 
money which eventually ended up in his own pocket (Brewster, 2003). Since off-balance 
sheet accounts were used these transactions did not appear on the financial statements and 
therefore investors had no reason to mistrust the financial health of the company. Though, 
the truth was that Enron had been completely depleted of its funds and was forced to 
declare bankruptcy in 2002 (Reinstein & McMillan, 2004). At about the same time 
WorldCom, a telecommunication company, declared bankruptcy after having revealed that 
profits had been blown up in the financial reports in previous years (Moeller, 2004; Lander, 
2004; Braun, 2005). The years of 2001-2002 came to be known as the dark years in 
American industry with Enron and WorldCom as the most prominent examples of large 
frauds. 

The scandal that received the most attention was Enron due to that the senior management 
had been helped somewhat by one of the “big five” auditing firms, Arthur Andersen, 
which led to that the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) started an investigation 
of the firm. However when SEC arrived at Andersen headquarters all documents had been 
destroyed which led to that the company was indicted for obstructing justice and all 
creditability was lost. Andersen was convicted and sentenced to pay a fine of $500 000 and 
five years probation (Moeller, 2004; Brewster, 2003). Andersen’s clients fled and the 
company seized to exist in 2002 ending a 90-year long auditing career and “the big five” 
was reduced to four.  

Prentice (2006) claims that Arthur Andersen rather assisted than prevented that these 
scandals occurred. This behaviour from a well known public auditing firm as Arthur 
Andersen has resulted in uncertainties regarding the role of auditor (Prentice, 2006; 
Öhman, Häckner, Jansson & Tschudi, 2006). The purpose of auditing is to control that 
financial statements are in line with accepted accounting principals and thereby serve in the 
interest of shareholders and the public. Prentice (2006) argues about the importance of 
accurate audit reports and claims that accurateness is required to maintain the reliability of 
financial reports. The auditor thereby has a huge responsibility that comes with his/hers 
profession to maintain that correct information is given to shareholders and others.  

These circumstances pushed the U.S. market into uncertainty and the creditability of 
auditing firms plummeted. The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
(AICPA) received most of the criticism since they were responsible for establishing 
auditing standards and controlling that the auditing firms followed these standards 
(Moeller, 2004). However, Andersen had clearly violated almost all of these standards and 
AICPA had not been able to notice this and therefore could not act accordingly. The U.S. 
Congress felt that AICPA clearly had failed in their role and argued that a radical change 
was needed to cool off the current climate and to satisfy investors. The solution was a new 
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legislation that would be the most radical change in auditing since the 1930s. The law was 
called Sarbanes Oxley Act (SOX) and was authorized by the American President George 
W. Bush on the 30th of July, 2002 (Lander, 2004). 

SOX is a law regarding internal and external accounting and corporate governance. The 
main purpose of SOX is to rebuild the public trust of companies and to prevent failure of 
inaccurate reports and frauds (Cenker & Nagy, 2004). With the implementation of SOX 
came much more strict rules about the general auditing role. Auditors are now given more 
direct responsibility for errors and are also subject to much more controls. A new 
controlling organ has been formed, Public Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB), which 
major task is to act as an controller over auditors and to make sure that the new legislation 
is followed (Moeller, 2004). Not only American auditing firms are affected by PCAOB. All 
firms, disregarding geographical location that performs audit on a company that must 
follow SOX, is submit to follow and obey PCAOB (Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002). This 
means that Swedish auditing firms who perform audits on SOX-clients must comply with 
PCAOB.  

Before the implementation of SOX, the earlier mentioned scandals brought on some self-
regulated changes. These changes were seen, by a few, as essential but most auditors were 
offended. The big firms thought that they already had good standards and the small firms 
believed these changes to be just and extra expense since these standards were not 
applicable to their work (Matthews & Pirie, 2001). Some auditors even said that the gap 
between small and big firms widened due to these standards and that they threaten the very 
existence of the profession (Mattews & Pirie, 2001). Such drastic conclusions might be 
exaggerated but an interesting fact is that Matthews and Pirie (2001) performed these 
studies before the implementation of SOX. The Act is drastically more regulated than the 
self-regulative measured that are referred to in the beginning of this century and should 
therefore, if Matthews and Pirie is correct, face massive resistance.  

1.2 Problem discussion 

Quantitative studies conducted after the implementation of SOX shows that the general 
opinion of SOX among American auditors is fairly negative. Only 31% believe that 
PCAOB should set accounting standards (Hill, McEnroe & Stevens, 2005). This study was 
performed on American auditors and shows in a simple manner the general opinion among 
auditors. However, a more interesting question is why do auditors believe this? Only about 
30% of American auditors have confidence in PCAOB and even the former Chief 
Executive Officer of Price Waterhouse, Shaun O’Malley, is critical towards PCAOB and 
claims that:  

“The board already has very little credibility with the big firms and it is very difficult to 
establish a commission to monitor one industry” (Brewster, 2003, p. 284). 

The reasons for this disbelief can probably be many but the most possible one is that the 
auditing profession has had a tradition of self-regulation and therefore finds it hard to 
adapt to regulative change. Hill et al, (2005), pointed out this problem when they stated: 

“SOX is a major disappointment for the auditing profession, which has been self-regulated 
for 110 years. That right has now been lost” (Hill et al., 2005, page 33). 

As this statement indicates, the American auditing profession is an occupation with strong 
traditions of a non-regulative environment. This is also applicable to Swedish auditors. 
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According to Öhman et al. (2006) the Swedish auditing profession has for long time been 
characterised by self-regulation. This might seem strange since auditors always have been 
regulated by law, for example are Swedish auditors regulated by “the Auditing Act” and 
“the Accounting Act”. However these laws are not a direct influence over the auditors 
work procedures. The laws have stated what the overall goal with an audit is but not how 
to get there, instead there is often a reference in the paragraphs that only stipulates that the 
audit and such work should follow general accepted accounting principles1. Such a general 
rule leaves the auditor with a lot of room for interpretation. Work procedure, manuals and 
so forth has always been up to the auditors themselves to determine. This has been done in 
direct ways, by the auditing firms themselves, or in more indirect ways such as through an 
auditing association (FAR2) but in both cases by auditors. This right, to construct there 
own work procedures, have made the profession very strong and professional.  

Although American auditors do not appreciate the new board, PCAOB, it was still founded 
when SOX was implemented and auditors must now follow more standardized patterns 
and be subjects to hard scrutinization. This is a change that Swedish auditors also must 
adapt to. 

1.3 Problem specification 

SOX differs from Swedish law and praxis since its aim to govern and regulate on a more 
specific level. One of the most dramatic changes was the formation of PCAOB which aim 
to monitor the auditing profession by for example setting auditing and accounting 
standards. Due to this, auditors need to adapt and reconsider their auditing procedures but 
also change their fundamental way of thinking. This might not be looked upon as a 
problem but the auditing profession has been characterized by self-regulation which makes 
change more difficult. There is therefore a need to investigate if and how auditor’s view of 
the auditing profession in Sweden has changed due to the formation of PCAOB. To be 
able to do this both an investigation of the characteristics of the auditing profession and 
how Swedish auditors look upon PCAOB and what the reasons for their opinions are 
necessary. 

From the above discussion the following questions have arisen: 

• How do Swedish auditors look upon the auditing profession? 

• Has PCAOB affected the auditing profession, if so, in what way? 

• What are the Swedish auditors’ opinions about PCAOB and its tasks?  

• How do Swedish auditors look upon self-regulation versus regulation of their 
profession? 

• Does PCAOB constitute a threat or an opportunity for the Swedish auditing 
profession? 

                                                 

1 In Swedish “God Redovisningssed” 

2 FAR is the professional institute for authorised public accountants, approved public accountants and other 
highly qualified professionals within the accountancy sector in Sweden (FAR, 2006) 
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Figure 1-1 Outline of the thesis 

1.4 Purpose  

The purpose of this thesis is to examine Swedish auditor’s opinions about PCAOB and if 
PCAOB has affected the Swedish auditing profession. Furthermore, this thesis aims to 
explain the reasons behind the Swedish auditor’s beliefs and why the Swedish auditing 
profession is affected. 

1.5 Outline 

Introduction: In this chapter the background of PCAOB 
is introduced. The background leads to the problem 
discussion which narrows down in a few research 
questions and the purpose of the thesis. An outline of the 
thesis is also displayed in this chapter to generate a good 
overview of the thesis for the reader. 

Frame of Reference: This chapter is divided into four 
main parts: Sarbanes Oxley Act, PCAOB, the Auditing 
Profession and Identity.  The first to chapters describe the 
new law and the new board followed by prior research 
and the current academic debate. The final two chapters 
present relevant theories to the thesis. 

Method: The method chapter describes how the process 
of gathering data has been conducted. This section starts 
with a short discussion of different method approaches 
and why the specific approach was chosen. This is 
followed by a description of how the selection of 
respondent was conducted and how the interviews were 
carried out. The chapter ends with method for analysis 
and a discussion of the possible limitations of the selected 
approach. 

Empirical Findings and Analysis: In this chapter the 
findings from the empirical investigation are presented. 
The chapter starts with a presentation of the respondents. 
Afterwards the empirical findings are presented which are 
divided into seven sections. Every section is followed by 
an analysis. This is done in order to facilitate the reader’s 
understanding and overview of the thesis.  

Conclusions: This chapter summarizes the analysis and presents the result of the study. In 
this chapter the research questions from the introduction chapter will also be answered. 
This chapter therefore follows the structure of the problem questions. 

Discussion: A discussion of the authors own thoughts on the subject is presented in this 
chapter. Critique of the study will also be presented. Finally, suggestion for further research 
is presented. 

Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Chapter 2 
Frame of 
Reference 

Chapter 3  
Method 

Chapter 6 
Discussion 

Chapter 5 
Conclusion 

Chapter 4 
Empirical 

findings and 
analysis 
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2 Frame of reference 

In this chapter the frame of reference is introduced. It begins with a brief overview of 
Sarbanes-Oxley Act, followed by a chapter of PCAOB. Thereafter, theories regarding 
auditing profession and identity will be presented. 

2.1 Sarbanes Oxley Act 

On the 30th of July, 2002, the American President George W. Bush signed a new law called 
Sarbanes Oxley Act which lead to some dramatic changes for companies (Hermsen, 
Niehoff & Uhrynuk, 2002). SOX was created due to the large auditing and financial 
scandals in America. These scandals lead to a complete mistrust towards large companies 
and in some part auditing firms. The congress felt that something had to be done quickly 
to restore faith and their solution was SOX (Schiller, 2006) which is the most significant 
change in legislation in American history since the great depression (Feldman, 2005). The 
law applies to all companies that are registered at SEC. Companies that issue some sort of 
security according to the American Exchange Act of 1934 are registered at SEC. In more 
simple terms this means that the law applies to all companies that are registered for trade 
on an American stock market (Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002). This definition also means 
that a lot of non-American companies are affected by the law since many, for example, 
European companies are listed on different stock exchanges in America. It is believed that 
foreign capital on American stock exchanges corresponds to $4 500 billions (Precht, 2005). 
In Sweden there are 15 companies that are directly affected by SOX since they are 
registered at SEC. However, a lot more Swedish companies will be affected due to that 
they are in some part owned by an American company registered at SEC. SOX is extensive 
in the sense that partially American-owned companies, disregarding if they are American or 
not, has to comply with the Act (Precht, 2005).  

The implementation date for companies varies but for most of the American companies it 
was the 15th November, 2004 and 15th July, 2005 for Swedish companies (Moeller, 2004). 
The date has however been pushed forward one year for Swedish companies that have a 
turn-over of less than $75 millions a year (Ernst & Young, 2006). 

2.1.1 What is Sarbanes Oxley Act? 

SOX is a new law that aims at restoring the confidence of investors towards companies but 
also towards the stock exchange as a whole (Deloitte, 2006). SOX is expected to do this by 
ensuring that the information in the financial reports is correct (Lander, 2004). In reality 
this goal will be reached by detailed and thorough legislation. For example, SOX put higher 
demand on auditing independence and internal controls. Better disclosure to the market is 
also demanded and much harsher controls on the accounting. Finally SOX has also 
radically increased the penalties for financial crimes (Sarbanes Oxley Act, 2002).  

2.1.2 An overview of Sarbanes Oxley Act 

To easier understand and interpret SOX, the Act is divided into eleven sections covering 
different issues regarding corporate accountability. The sections are given below with a 
short explanation. 
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• Title I – Public Company Accounting Oversight Board consist of nine 
different sub-sections (101-109) which consider areas as registration of auditing 
firms, independence and accounting standards, and disciplinary actions. The overall 
task of the board is to review external auditors who perform audits for companies 
who comply with SOX. 

• Title II – Auditor Independence contains of nine sub-sections (201-209) 
regulating various areas regarding the independence of the auditor as for example, 
audit partner rotation and that auditing firms are prohibit to offer both audits and 
non-audit services to a client. 

• Title III – Corporate Responsibility is divided into eight sub-sections (301-308) 
emphasizing on the importance of corporate responsibility when conducting audits. 
For example, an audit committee should be independent and the responsibility of 
management has been extended. 

• Title IV – Enhanced Financial Disclosures consist of nine sub-sections (401-
409). This part is considered to be the most extensive, which deal with internal 
control and documentation. Further, it contains a code of ethic and comprehensive 
demands of accounting and financial reports.  

• Title V – Analysts Conflicts of Interest, sub-section 501, restrains securities 
analysts and their independence towards companies aiming to provide investors 
with more accurate information.  

• Title VI – Commission Resources and Authority and Title VII – Studies and 
Reports contains the sub-sections (601-604 and 701-705) which traverse rules 
related to the violation of professional or ethical public accounting standards and 
the involvement of SEC in future studies. 

• Title VIII – Corporate and Criminal Fraud Accountability and Title IX – 
White-Collar Crime Penalty Enhancement and Title X – Corporate Tax 
Returns consists of sub-sections (801-807, 901-906 and 1001) which mainly brings 
up rules regarding forgery and destruction of documents but it also includes 
protection for employees that disclose corporate fraud. Finally, the last title, deals 
with the particular obligation of the CEO to confirm the corporate income tax 
return.  

• Title XI – Corporate Fraud and Accountability contains sub-sections 1101-
1107 which describe overall corporate responsibility for irregularities in financial 
reports. This part differs from the others since it is the company as an entity, not 
the individual that is punished when violating the rules (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, 2002; 
Moeller, 2004). 

As can be seen SOX is a large reform that covers a lot of fields regarding both companies 
and auditors. However with the purpose of the thesis in mind not all of these sections will 
be covered in this paper. Only the first section, Public Company Accounting Oversight 
Board, is of interest since that part considers more specifically the establishment of a new 
control board. Therefore the other sections will not be covered more than the very short 
introduction given above.  
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2.2 PCAOB 

Due to the discussion, that self-regulation of the auditing profession had not resulted in a 
satisfying protection for investors, a new regulatory board was founded. It was founded 
through SOX by the U.S. congress and SEC and is called Public Company Accounting 
Oversight Board (PCAOB) (Hilary & Lennox, 2005). PCAOB has major influence in rule 
making and regulatory power (Tackett, et. al, 2004; Grundfeld, 2004). Furthermore, 
PCAOB is a new non-profit board which is led by five members who are appointed by 
SEC. Three out of the five must not be auditors (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, 2002). This standard 
is stressed in SOX since one of PCAOB’s roles is to be an unbiased controller (Moeller, 
2004). The board members are instead dominated by lawyers and public interest activists.  
The first CEO of PCAOB was William McDonough, a man with no former work 
experiences from auditing but still with quite an impressing résumé. For example, before 
his assignment at PCAOB he was the president of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
(Moeller, 2004). McDonough’s view of the role of PCAOB is clear: “The function of 
PCAOB is to restore the public's confidence in the accounting profession” (Osterland, 2004, 
p. 1). Today the acting chairman is Bill Gradison (PCAOB, 2006a) 

Besides the role of controller, the board will issue ethics and conflict-of-interest standards 
and be responsible for disciplining auditors who do not comply with the standards. 
PCAOB will also conduct annual reviews of the auditing firms (Green, 2004). In short 
PCAOB is a regulative board who will control external, not internal auditors (Moeller, 
2004).  

On the 25th of April 2003, it was determined by SEC that PCAOB was sufficiently 
organized and had enough resources to carry out its tasks, and by that PCAOB was 
launched (Lander, 2004). Since then, PCAOB has been constantly growing and in 
December 2004 PCAOB employed 260 persons besides its five board members (PCAOB, 
2006a). PCAOB is an American institution but its powers stretch far beyond the US 
boarder. In Sarbanes-Oxley Act, section 106, it is clearly stated that any auditing firm, 
disregarding geographical location, that conducts an audit on a company which must 
comply with SOX is subject to PCAOB with its rules and standards (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, 
2002). This basically means that auditing firms around the world that has an interest in 
conducting audits on companies registered on SEC or are partially owned by such a 
company must comply with PCAOB.  

2.2.1 The tasks of PCAOB  

As mentioned above, the overall role of PCAOB is to control auditing firms. Indirectly, 
this means that all auditors are under control of PCAOB. To do this, more specific 
responsibilities have been given to the board. These responsibilities are stated in the nine 
sub-sections in SOX’s first section. They are mentioned below.  

Registration of the public accounting firms. PCAOB was to make sure that all public 
auditing firms register at PCAOB no later than 180 days after PCAOB was launched 
(Sarbanes-Oxley Act, 2002).  In reality this means that in the end of 2003 all public 
accounting firms in America had to be registered at PCAOB. Non-American auditing firms 
had an extra six months to register and only the firms that deals with companies who has 
to comply with SOX must register (Lander, 2004). The registration is quite complicated 
since PCAOB requires a lot of information. For example, full disclosure about fees charged 
to clients must be given (Moeller, 2004). All documents about quality standard and detailed 
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information about the auditors employed must also be given. Further, information about 
any pending law suits against any of the firm’s employees must be provided (Moeller, 
2004). The PCAOB has the right do deny any firm registration due to incomplete 
disclosure (Lander, 2004). The application is quite expensive all though it is done 
electronically. As of today there are 1646 registered auditing firms and the Swedish firms 
are: KPMG Bohlins AB, Ernst & Young AB, BDO Feinstein International AB, Deloitte & 
Touche AB and Öhrlings PricewaterhouseCoopers AB (PCAOB, 2006b). 

Establishing auditing standards. PCAOB is responsible for setting and administrating new 
standards about quality controls, ethics, independence and general auditing (Moeller, 2004). 
In the beginning these standards will look much like the old already existing ones but then 
continuously they will be replaced and developed to be more complex and detailed 
(Moeller, 2004). One example of a completely new standard from PCAOB is that all 
documents concerning an audit must be archived for seven years (PCAOB, 2006c). This 
standard is a direct response to the disaster with Arthur Andersen and the shredding 
campaign that they practised which was mentioned in the introduction chapter. 

Conduct inspections of registered auditing firms. PCAOB will conduct reviews of 
registered firms in a quality-related matter. With these inspections the board shall assess if 
the firm follows the standards and SOX in general (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, 2002). These 
reviews are one of the key tasks of the board and it is expected that the American firms 
should be checked annually and non-American every three years (Lander, 2004). The 
model for the review is based on the old peer-review program but with, hopefully, some 
enhancements. This will lead to more detailed and tougher reviews for the auditing firms 
(Moeller, 2004). For example, PCAOB did a review in 2003 of one of the major firms 
which was planned to 15 000 hours on 70 different offices (Moeller, 2004).  

Conduct investigations and disciplinary measures. PCAOB must establish rules and 
manuals for how to deal with auditing firms that fails to comply with SOX. These 
disciplinary actions must be fair and are not just applicable towards entire firms but also 
towards individuals (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, 2002) An example of such a disciplinary 
procedure would be to prohibit an auditing firm to perform audits on companies that must 
follow SOX (Moeller, 2004). Such a disciplinary reprimand would be a hard blow against 
the firm and probably lead to its bankruptcy (Moeller, 2004).  

Perform measures to enhance and inspire higher quality. This task is not directly legislated 
in SOX but indirectly PCAOB should lobby strongly for that auditors and auditing firms 
achieve higher quality and become more trustworthy (Svernlöv & B:son Blomberg, 2003). 
PCAOB are allowed to get involved in other areas that does not deal directly with auditing 
if that leads to better protection of investors and if it is in line with the public interest 
(Moeller, 2004). 

2.2.2 The new control hierarchy with the formation of PCAOB 

The formation of SOX and PCAOB has generated a quite complicated control chain. To 
increase the understanding of this complexity a simple model of the control hierarchy is 
given below. 
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Figure 2-1 The new control hierarchy with the formation of PCAOB 

SEC controls PCAOB since it has an enforcement authority over PCAOB (Lander, 2004). 
SEC also appoints all members of the PCAOB board (Moeller, 2004).  

PCAOB has authority over the auditing firms and the board controls and set standards 
(Lander, 2004). Thereby PCAOB also indirect controls all auditors since all firms must 
register at PCAOB (Moeller, 2004). 

SOX is illustrated by a raining cloud since it affects all other characters in this model, it 
rains down on them all. This is so since SOX gave SEC control over PCAOB. It was also 
SOX which created PCAOB. Finally, SOX is also important for auditing firms since they 
are only obliged to follow PCAOB if they perform audits on companies registered on SEC 
who must follow SOX (Moeller, 2004). Foreign auditing firms are also under PCAOB’s 
control if they perform audits on companies registered on SEC (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, 
2002). 

2.2.3 What changed for auditors with the formation of PCAOB?  

The most significant change for the auditor is the establishment of an independent 
controller, PCAOB. Before this board, auditors had been self-controlling for 110 years 
(Hill et al., 2005). The auditing profession set rules and standards through their 
professional organizations which are represented in America by the American Institute of 
Certified Accountants (AICPA) and in Sweden by FAR (Moeller, 2004). These 
organizations, which still exist today, consist of mostly auditors. This means that even 
though the auditors themselves, on an individual level, did not determine the rules for an 
audit, the organization that did still consisted of auditors with basically the same knowledge 
and preferences. Furthermore, auditors were also controlled by other auditors before 
PCAOB (Hill et al., 2005). The system for controlling auditors was based on peer-reviews 
performed by AICPA. In Sweden the control of auditors were done by the Supervisory 
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Board of Public Accountants (Revisorsnämnden) (A. Tagde, personal communication, 
2006-04-27). 

PCAOB has now taken over all these functions mentioned above. It is though important to 
clarify that both AICPA and FAR still exists. In Sweden only auditors performing audits on 
companies affected by SOX is subject to PCAOB’s control. All other auditors still relies on 
FAR to help and develop good auditing standards in Sweden (A. Tagde, personal 
communication, 2006-04-27). In America AICPA has the same role but AICPA is also 
involved somewhat in PCAOB’s standards setting. AICPA still has the possibility to 
suggest rules and standards to the PCAOB but they have no authority to enforce them. 
Ultimately it is the PCAOB that decides if or if not the auditing standard should be 
implemented (Moeller, 2004). 

To summarize, the PCAOB today controls functions that earlier were self-regulated.  

2.2.4 The current academic debate about PCAOB 

Tackett, Wolf and Claypool (2004) are critical towards the likelihood of PCAOB’s ability to 
reduce audit failures. According to a study that examined audit failures that have occurred 
for over 30 years in US, the conclusion was that the reason for audit failure was not 
dependent on the absence of a needed auditing rule or technique (Tackett et al., 2004). 
Instead, the major root of audit failure origin in that auditor ignored applying existing 
auditing rules and techniques. However, they further argue that the PCAOB’s ability to do 
reviews of auditing firms to secure quality control may reduce the possibilities of audit 
failures. The former procedure with peer review was very biased due to that other auditors 
in the same field performed the review (Tackett et al., 2004). A controller that has the same 
manuals and procedures that the person he/she is reviewing will probably find it very hard 
to detect any faults. Bazerman, Loewenstein and Moore (2002) called this problem the 
unconscious bias theory. With the implementation of PCAOB this problem will most likely 
disappear since the members of the board is independent and therefore should not be 
biased. This puts pressure on the auditing firms to enhance their own quality controls and 
hopefully therefore reduces audit failure (Tackett et al., 2004). Brewster (2003) concurs 
with this and further argues that PCAOB is needed to readjust the auditing procedure to 
more thorough testing in the field. The reason for this is that the global auditing firms have 
for a long time accentuated risk-based techniques of auditing in order to prompt consulting 
services (Brewster, 2003). Now, the need of more detailed auditing is being raised so that 
quality will be enhanced. Brewster further argues that the formation of PCAOB therefore 
might be able to increase the quality in auditing (Brewster, 2003).   

This optimistic view of PCAOB’s ability to enhance quality is not shared by everyone. 
Alles, Kogan, Vasarhelyi and Warren (2006) believes that PCAOB will have the same 
trouble as the old peer review groups since many of the board members are trained in the 
same way as auditors. PCAOB is independent but it is highly unlikely that they have 
developed a new inspection technique that would detect all errors (Alles et al., 2006). 
Bazerman et al. (2002) concur with this statement as they believe that PCAOB will not be 
able to change the true problem. The problem origins in that the mistakes from auditors 
are not deliberate and instead are caused by negligence and missed information. Since 
PCAOB reviewers will look at the same information the possibility for them to find and 
correct such a mistake is therefore minuscule (Bazerman et al., 2002). However, Bazerman 
et al. (2002) also argue that a purposely wrongful audits that have a part in a fraud will 
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PCAOB probably be able to detect which might be a good enough reason to establish 
PCAOB. 

Alles et al. (2006) further argue that a more appropriate approach for the PCAOB would 
be to develop and enhance the auditing process rather than detecting faults that has already 
happened. The PCAOB’s current approach presents an interesting dilemma. The key role 
of PCAOB is to restore the faith in auditing for investors and the public. By detecting the 
faults after they have happened and then publish this information will generate exactly the 
opposite. How could this happen? What did the auditors do? Such questions will then be 
the response from the public and faith towards auditor will only diminish further. 
Therefore PCAOB should try to detect faults before they happen and avoid this publicity 
(Alles et al., 2006). 

2.2.5 Auditor’s opinions towards the PCAOB, prior research 

When auditors in America had worked under SOX and PCAOB for two years they were 
asked a series of key questions. In a quantitative research, 1 200 auditors were surveyed by 
Hill, McEnroe and Stevens (2005) and their results are presented in the table below. 

 Should the PCAOB set standards? Yes No Do 
not 
know 

Quality-control standards 54% 32% 14% 

Ethics standards 66% 25% 9% 

Auditing standards 36% 56% 8% 

Accounting standards 31% 61% 8% 

Should the PCAOB conduct investigations? 73% 18% 9% 

Table 2-1, Auditors’ opinions towards PCAOB 

As can be seen in the table most of the auditors do believe that PCAOB should conduct 
investigations and set standards regarding quality and ethics. Regarding auditing standards 
however, most auditors did not believe PCAOB to be the best suited institution to do this. 
Hill et al., (2005) argues that these low figures are due to that auditors do not believe that 
more auditing standards will reduce audit failure. Hill et al., (2005) further argue that 
auditors instead thought that PCAOB should focus on investigations and disciplinary 
actions against the unethical auditors. 

Brewster (2003) also concludes in his research that the negative attitude among auditors 
towards the PCAOB is due to that the members of PCAOB are not allowed to have any 
connection with auditing firms. This makes them unable to understand the complex reality 
which the global auditing firms face (Brewster, 2003).  

These findings are very interesting to this thesis but to further understand the opinions 
behind these findings an investigation of the auditing profession and its attributes is 
needed.  
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2.3 The auditing profession 

A profession can be recognized as “occupational groups that enjoy largely unchallenged 
authority in connection with the technical aspects of the services they deliver” (West, 2003, 
p.41). Professionalism based on the body of knowledge and expertise is associated with 
enhanced power in a society (Artsberg, 2005) which in turn also enables professionals to 
demand high financial rewards, prestige and social influence (Hines, 1989). Artsberg (2005) 
claims that the auditing profession has a high degree of professionalism. In order to 
understand the connection between profession and professionalism it is relevant to 
investigate attributes that affects a profession. 

2.3.1 Attributes of the auditing profession 

Montagna (1974) discusses attributes contributing to professionalism and argues that an 
increase in these attributes results in stronger professionalisation and a decrease in these 
attributes moves towards deprofessionalisation (Montagna, 1974). This is illustrated in 
figure 2-2.  

 

Figure 2-2 Montagna’s illustration of deprofessionalisation and professionalisation  

Depending on how the attributes are shifting, a profession can move along the scale and 
Montagna (1974) argues that auditor as a profession signifies the ambition to reach higher 
levels of professionalism. Montagna (1974) has summarized ten common attributes of a 
profession which are important to acknowledge since they mutually influence the 
professionalism of a profession. These attributes are: 

• A set of values;  
• Formal educational process; 
• A common body of 

knowledge; 
• Formal testing; 
• Formal recognition; 

• Code of ethics; 
• Symbols; 
• A professional association; 
• Personal qualities and 
• Unwritten rules of behaviour 

 

The perfect profession should attain the most of each attribute, however this is impossible 
in reality (Montagna, 1974). Though, these attributes was applied by Montagna in order to 
examine the auditing profession and its professionalism. Artsberg (2005) has further 
discussed these attributes from the perspective of the Swedish auditing profession. 

A set of values refers to the belief that a profession with its knowledge is contributing to 
the society in a beneficial way (Montagna, 1974). Regarding the Swedish auditing 
profession a clear tendency of a move from mainly representing the shareholders towards a 
more neutral position is visible (Artsberg, 2005). This development can mainly be explained 
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by the fact that auditors tend to promote their independent role in the society (Artsberg, 
2005). 

The formal educational process is one of the most important attribute according to auditors 
themselves (Montagna, 1974). The required amount of academic credits has increased over 
the years and internal education among auditors has also increased as time has elapsed 
(Artsberg, 2005). It is the unique foundation of knowledge that is crucial for a profession in 
order to establish independence and the permission of self-regulation (Artsberg, 2005).  

A common body of knowledge is the most crucial attribute for defining a profession 
(Montagna, 1974; Goldstein, 1984 & Freidson, 1986 in Hines, 1989). This attribute has 
been the common goal for the profession during the 20th century. One reason for this is 
that auditors want to perceive themselves as a “professional profession” rather than 
“professional individuals” (Artsberg, 2005). One step towards this progress has been the 
development of conceptual frameworks in which essential standards are set as a starting 
point for discussion which should end up in a solution of real accounting-related problems 
(Artsberg, 2005).  

Formal testing on the body of knowledge is crucial in order to be allowed in the profession 
(Montagna, 1974). To become an approved and later authorized public accountants, 
individual has to pass examination provided by the Supervisory Board of Public 
Accountants (Revisorsnämnden). This final process is more standardized and formalized 
compared with examination of other professions as for example physicians (Artsberg, 
2005). 

Formal recognition of a profession through governmental licensing enhances the status of 
the profession in society and also tightening the access into the profession (Montagna, 
1974). In the study conducted by Montagna (1974) formal recognition was the second most 
important attribute to achieve professionalism according to auditors themselves. 

The code of ethics aim to manage both internal and external relations as co-workers and 
clients (Montagna, 1974) and it is in the interest of the profession to follow common codes 
of ethics (Artsberg, 2005). The codes of ethics are the most important attribute according 
to the auditors (Artsberg, 2005, Montagna, 1974). However, some researchers are 
questioning how it is possible to maintain good ethics and be independent towards a client 
who pays the audit fee. (Artsberg, 2005; Lilling, 2003). 

Symbols refer to logos, emblems, history, myths and jargon which are considered to be the 
least important attribute (Montagna, 1974). Artsberg (2005) claims the reason for this to be 
that the auditing profession is young. In Sweden, auditors has only been organised for 
about 100 years (Artsberg, 2005).  

Professional association refers to the possibility to have discussion and develop relations 
among members within the profession (Montagna, 1974).  Despite the fact that auditors 
find this attribute not that important most of them are members of FAR (Artsberg, 2005). 
This may depend on the rich amount of information and assistance that FAR offers 
(Artsberg, 2005). FAR frequently issues journals, newsletters and book regarding 
accounting and relating areas of knowledge and organizes discussions and conferences 
(FAR, 2006) and also offers legal support (Artsberg, 2005). 

Personal qualities refer to competences except technical skills. Self-assurance, good 
judgement and a strong commitment to the work is considered to be some examples of 
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personal qualities (Montagna, 1974). The importance of this attribute is further reflected in 
the Swedish Auditing Act, section four, where it says that an auditor should be honourable 
and overall suitable to practice auditing.  

Unwritten rules refer to the informal norms existing in a profession which is considered as 
the informal way of doing things (Montagna, 1974). They deal with for example choice of 
clothes and the individual relation to the firm (Montagna, 1974).   

To summarize this section it is obvious that the attributes differs in relevance from auditors 
perspective. The code of ethics is recognized to be the most important while symbols tend 
to be the least important. However, theory states that all attributes should be considered 
since they together measure the extent of the professionalisation of a profession. Hines 
(1989) concurs with this and states that attributes such as own control over work, 
autonomy and dedication to a code of ethics are the three factors that generate 
professionalism. In this paper it is of interest to investigate whether the PCAOB have had 
influence on these attributes since a change in the attributes will further increase or 
decrease the professionalisation of the auditing profession according to Montagna (1974). 

2.3.2 Threats to the auditing profession 

One of Montagna’s ten attributes, a common body of knowledge, functions as a foundation 
for the auditing profession. Due to this, some problems have arise which can be considered 
as a threat to the legitimacy of the auditing profession (Hines, 1989). One of these is the 
expansion and diversification of auditing work which can have a negative effect on the 
profession (Hines, 1989, Artsberg, 2005). Furthermore, Zeff (1987) argues that the auditing 
profession has evolved towards an industry which he considers to be a sign of 
deprofessionalizing. This is supported by Artsberg (2005) who discusses the fact that 
auditing firms nowadays offer non-auditing services3 which has made the auditing 
profession developed more to an industry. Furthermore has this phenomenon, now, 
occurred for such a long time that it is thought of as ordinary. A prevention of auditing 
firms to offer non-auditing services to clients is therefore something that Swedish auditors 
strongly disagree with (Öhman et al., 2006). One explanation of this might be that the 
auditing firms are dependent on the huge revenues that stems from the possibility to offer 
non-auditing services. A restriction on that possibility would certainly strike the profession 
hard (Öhman et al., 2006). When such a variety of services are performed it is hard to 
distinguish a formal “body of knowledge” of auditors according to Hines (1989). This has 
required the auditing profession to absorb knowledge from other professions which results 
in that the knowledge base of the auditor profession does not solely consist of accounting 
knowledge anymore. Hence, due to the diversified tasks offered by auditors the coherent 
“body of knowledge” to sustain the profession is questioned (Hines, 1989).  

Öhman et al. (2006) points towards another threat of the auditing profession, namely, the 
standardisation of work procedures. According to their study auditors are today focusing 
their attention on matters that they have standards and given procedures on in order to 
quickly make a satisfactory audit. This is done in the expense of matters that investors and 
stakeholder perceive as important. The increased amounts of standards and procedures 
that must be followed have made auditors more worried with their own situation than that 

                                                 

3 In the middle of the 1990s, the big four were among the ten largest consulting firms in the world (Artsberg, 
2005) 
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of their clients. ”Doing things right seems to be more important than doing the right 
things” (Öhman et al., 2006, p. 1). Hence, the unwillingness to change current practice and 
the presence of too many standards threatens the profession (Öhman et al., 2006). 

2.3.3 Profession and change 

With the establishment of PCAOB the auditing profession faced some changes, as 
discussed earlier. A profession can be characterized by change but the auditing profession 
is rather characterized by stability and similar work procedures (Matthews & Pirie, 2001). 
However a profession must react and adapt when the surrounding conditions are changing 
and according to Artsberg (2005) scandals involving auditors tend to strengthen the 
auditing profession and the requirement of extended auditing increases which has been 
notices during the 20th century. However, according to Hytti (2003) a strong profession 
tend to be less willing to accept changes and the auditing profession is considered to be a 
strong profession with a high level of professionalism according to Matthews and Pirie 
(2001). They further found that auditors see themselves as experts in their field of work 
and therefore do not appreciate when others try to force changes or rules upon them. This 
depends on the long period of time that auditors have worked in similar ways and therefore 
built up controls and manuals that they believe are completely satisfactory in terms of 
control (Matthews & Pirie, 2001). This is also confirmed by Hill et al. (2005) in their study. 
However, even though auditing is a strong profession, change is not considered bad by 
everyone. Zeff (2003) argues that the auditing profession is in some cases positive to 
change and that it even changes too quickly. He exemplifies this by pointing at the 1990s 
during which a large portion of the auditing profession changed their beliefs and became 
more concerned in making money then in doing good audits. He argues that this is a case 
of a major change in the profession that should have been taken a bit slower since much of 
the fundamental issues were lost (Zeff, 2003). The auditing profession were said to “gain 
the whole world, and lose its own soul” (Levitt, 2002 cited in Zeff, 2003, p. 278).  
However, this fundamental change in the 1990s to the auditing profession was generated 
from within the profession by auditors which could be one explanation to why auditors 
adopted easily to this change (Zeff, 2003). A more reasonable explanation is though that 
auditors were exposed to large corporate pressure but was also rewarded extensively if they 
complied argues Zeff (2003). 

However, PCAOB is not a change that comes from within the profession but instead from 
the government and therefore constitutes a regulatory change (Moeller, 2004). Such a 
change is there still a great unwillingness to conform to in Sweden according to Öhman et 
al. (2006). They further argue that there is currently a great unwillingness to change current 
practice among auditors in Sweden. The reason for this is that Swedish auditors are 
generally traditionalist and only twice in the last 25 years have external pressure succeeded 
in changing the profession and its practices. Further, it is assumed to be a very high degree 
of homogeneity in the Swedish auditing profession which means that auditors basically 
think alike (Eklöv, 2001, in Öhman et al., 2006). Such a strong tradition and high level of 
homogeneity are signs of a strong profession according to Artsberg (2005) and Öhman et 
al., (2006). However, PCAOB constitute a major change for the profession which means 
that according to theory the implementation of PCAOB will be problematic.  

The establishment of PCAOB affects the whole profession which the theoretical 
discussion has focused on. However, the auditing profession consists of individuals which 
together creates and affects the professionalism of the profession. Therefore, it is also 
important to study and understand how individuals perceive changes in their profession. 
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2.4 Identity 

In an environment with fast social and regulatory changes, individuals are forced to 
redefine themselves and thus change their perceptions of themselves (Lange & Edberg, 
1992). This is especially true for people who are part of a strong profession or social class 
which means that they have a strong identity (Olesen, 2001). However, to further 
understand what constitutes a strong identity the term identity must be defined. 

Many researchers argue that the term identity is very multifaceted and it therefore becomes 
hard to explain this concept in a single line. Lange and Edberg (1992) instead try to explain 
the identity concept in a set of questions: Who am I? Who do I think myself be? Who do 
others think I am? In other words, identity is how you perceive yourself in a social context 
(Hytti, 2003), or as Weick (1995, cited in Åkerberg, 1999, p. 4) defines it “something that is 
created by individuals interacting with their environment”. To further simplify identity it 
can be divided into two classes, objective and subjective approach. The objective approach 
deals with how others perceive the individual (Lange & Edberg, 1992). For example how 
auditors are thought of by students. The subjective approach instead deals with how the 
individuals perceive themselves (Lange & Edberg, 1992). For example how auditors look 
upon themselves as a profession. If these two approaches are combined a good measure of 
identity should be retained (Lange & Edberg, 1992). Important to clarify is also that work 
identity or profession identity is almost synonymous to identity, the difference is that work 
identity is the individual’s perceptions of his work and how he thinks of himself in that 
context (Olesen, 2001). 

The identity that individuals have about themselves is created in a social and regulatory 
context (Lange & Edberg, 1992). The importance of the identity to the individual is 
depending on how long and in which context an individual have worked or existed 
(Olesen, 2001). Professions that have a long history are often characterized by individuals 
with a high work identity. Also professions who are more complex and characterized by 
high individual responsibility tend to have a higher work identity than other professions 
(Olesen, 2001). These professions are therefore more sensitive to change since a strong 
belief of how things should be and should be done exists (Hytti, 2003).  



 Method 

17 

3 Method 

In this chapter an explanation why a qualitative method was chosen will be given. 
Further, a presentation of the selection will be given, followed by an explanation of how 
the empirical data was gathered.  

3.1 Literature studies and other studies 

In order to create a deeper knowledge about the subject and to search for a problem within 
the subject, comprehensive literature studies was made. These studies were also used to 
construct the frame of reference and the methodology part.  

The literature has mainly been collected from Högskolebiblioteket in Jönköping, but 
several external libraries, for example the library of Copenhagen Business School, have also 
been contacted in the search of appropriate literature. An example of important literature 
that was found during the research was Montagna (1974) which became a main source in 
the theoretical part of the frame of reference. However, because of the lack of written 
books on the subject and the need to find recent publish information which contained the 
current debate on the subject, scientific articles became an additional source of 
information. These articles created an understanding of the subject and were a key source 
when the problem of the thesis was identified. In order to find specific articles, scientific 
databases as Science Direct, ABI/Inform Global, and scientific journals as Accounting, 
Organization and Society and Accounting Review have been explored. An example of a key 
article for this thesis that was found is the study by Hill et al., (2005) which is to a large 
extent used since a part of this thesis aims to investigate the answers behind their results. 
Furthermore, the database FAR komplett was used which consists mainly of articles from 
Balans, a monthly newspaper from the auditors’ professional organisation FAR. When 
searching for literature, the keywords were mainly professions, identity, PCAOB and SOX.  

Finally, Internet has also been a source of information, especially when searching for 
general information about PCAOB and Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002.   

3.2 Choice of research method 

The method is a tool to generate solutions to problems and to derive new knowledge 
(Lekwall & Wahlbin, 2001). With the purpose of the thesis in mind, which was to examine 
Swedish auditor’s opinions about PCAOB and if PCAOB has affected the Swedish 
auditing profession. Furthermore, this thesis aims to explain the reasons behind the Swedish 
auditor’s beliefs and why the Swedish auditing profession is affected a discussion regarding 
which method that was best suited was conducted. 

There are two types of research approaches, the qualitative and the quantitative (Lekwall & 
Wahlbin, 2001). Both approaches generate empirical data but in different ways and with 
different attributes. The quantitative method is often used to check statistical significant 
differences since large samples are used. The qualitative approach is instead used when 
answers to more in-dept questions is wanted (Patel & Davidsson, 2003). The qualitative 
method generates more information about feelings and motivations, it can be seen as more 
soft data (Patel & Davidsson, 2003). 
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Mason (2002) argues that the qualitative method is a appropriate procedure for creating 
understanding and imaginings of the respondent. She further argues that this method is 
suitable when dealing with complex questions since qualitative research can give you much 
more specific information from a single respondent. Holme and Solvang (1997) concur 
with this statement and points out that the qualitative approach is more informal than the 
quantitative and therefore generates a deeper knowledge from each respondents. They 
further argue that the best, and most common, way to obtain qualitative information is 
through interviews. 

Based on the fact that qualitative interviews gives more information from every subject and 
that it is easier to obtain more complex information, the choice for this thesis is qualitative 
method since that was the type of information that was demanded. One reason for this is 
that prior research had reached conclusions based on quantitative research. These results 
were very interesting but needed to be explored further to be able to investigate the 
opinions behind the statistical data. Therefore, questions which require more complex 
answers were needed and such answers were only possible to obtain through a qualitative 
approach. Another reason for this choice of research method was that questions about 
how auditors perceive themselves and their profession needed to be asked in order to fulfil 
the purpose. According to Lange and Edberg (1992) it is very difficult to do research about 
individuals’ own perceptions about themselves since their answers are often limited due to 
that people can not express how they identify themselves, for example everybody can spell 
correctly but very few can actually form a grammatical rule. Therefore such questions were 
kept to a minimum but in order to obtain a usable answer to the questions that were asked 
there was a need to guide the respondent and ask probes. A quantitative study with a 
questionnaire rules out this option and was therefore not usable. Furthermore this problem 
meant that a lot of time needed to be spent on every respondent which made it difficult to 
have a larger sample. Therefore a qualitative approach was used. 

3.3 Selection 

As a result of the purpose of this thesis the selection of the respondents was fairly 
straightforward but Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001) emphasize the importance of interviewing 
correct persons in order to increase the effectiveness of the interviews. In order to obtain a 
high effectiveness three demands on the respondents were developed; 

1. All respondents must be auditors 
2. All respondents must work with SOX or have substantial knowledge about 

PCAOB and SOX 
3. All respondents must have worked with auditing long enough so that they have 

experiences from before SOX and after 
 
Since part of the purpose deals with aspects of the auditing profession and how it is 
perceived by auditors it was obvious that the respondents needed to be auditors. The 
reason for that all respondents had to work with SOX was that they then must follow 
PCAOB. This demand is crucial based on the purpose of the thesis. The last demand was 
also created due to the purpose. In order to investigate the profession and the auditors’ 
perception it was of great important that the respondents had worked within the profession 
for a considerable period of time and by that had a large understanding for these questions. 
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In order to find auditing firms in Sweden who works with SOX clients the PCAOB 
website was used. On this site a detailed list of all registered firms at PCAOB is displayed. 
Afterwards the Swedish registered firms were contacted and interviews were conducted 
with four relevant persons based on the criteria above.  

3.4 How data was retrieved 

After a qualitative method was chosen and the respondents had been selected, the work 
with collecting data began. This was done through interviews since it is a common and a 
appropriate tool to use (Smith, 2003) According to Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001) there are 
two kinds of interviews, personal interviews and telephone interviews and Andersson 
(2001) further mentions group interview as one kind. However, a group interview does not 
fit this study for at least two reasons. First, it is hard to gather all respondents at the same 
time and place. Secondly it would restrain the respondents to leave complete answers since 
some respondents tend to be more dominate than others which would reduce the amount 
of information (Andersson, 2001). Instead, the focus was on personal interview and 
interviews over telephone.  

The personal interview has the advantage that it allows a range of unlimited questions 
(Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001) and that it is performed similar to a conversation which enables 
the researcher to encourage the respondents to answer thoroughly (Andersson, 2001). 
Another advantage with the personal interview is the possibility to ask probes to the 
respondents which the researcher can apply to both deepen the conversation and to hold 
the respondent within the area of research (Andersson, 2001). However, due to limited 
resources, only one personal interview was performed in this study. That interview was 
performed in Jönköping. The other respondents were located in Stockholm and the 
interviews with these three respondents were performed over telephone.  

3.4.1 Interview structure 

There are three types of construction for interviews, structured, unstructured and semi-
structured interviews (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001). The structured interview is signified by 
that the researcher is following a questionnaire and asks identical questions to the 
respondent. However a structured interview may further restrain the ability of the 
respondent to give complete answers (Andersson, 2001). In contrast, the unstructured 
interview is characterized by an open discussion related to the area of research. Instead of a 
questionnaire, a guide with some general question supports the interview which enables the 
researcher to gather deeper information. Therefore, this kind of interview construction is 
beneficial to use in a qualitative investigation (Arksey & Knight, 1999; Andersson, 2001). 
Svensson & Starrin (2000) further agree with the benefits of this kind of interview since it 
does not guide and limit the answers of respondents and further allows the researcher to 
follow up the answers from the respondent with probes. The semi-structured interview can 
be seen as a combination between the structured and the unstructured which allows an 
interview with open questions combined with a framework that attaches the respondents to 
the area of research (Jacobsen, 1993).  

In this thesis many questions was used when gathering information since it was feared that 
the respondent would not answers satisfactory if too general questions would be asked. 
Therefore narrower questions were used which might imply that the interviews were 
structured. However, although narrow questions were used a lot of room was still given to 
the respondents to elaborate on the topics and therefore probes were used to guide the 



 Method 

20 

respondent which might imply that the interviews were unstructured. Thus it can be said 
that both these methods were used in combination and therefore the most proper 
classification of the interviews were semi-structured. 

3.4.2 Design of interview guide 

Based on the purpose and earlier discussion, open questions were used in order to receive 
comprehensive information about the research area. The frame of references functioned as 
a foundation when forming the overall questions; however the purpose and problem 
discussion influenced how the questions were asked.   

The opening question of an interview should be of general character to make the 
respondent feel that this is a conversation rather than a cross-examination (Andersson, 
2001). Thereafter, the question can apply a funnel approach, meaning that the questions 
tend to be more specific further as the interview continues (Andersson, 2001). This 
approach was applied when the guide was constructed. Probes were also used to encourage 
the respondent to leave comprehensive and deep-ranging answers in accordance with 
Svensson and Starrin (2001). Further, before the questions were asked to the respondents, 
the questions were tested on a fellow student to prevent misunderstandings and receiving 
wrong answers.  

The questions were sent by e-mail to all respondents in advance. This allowed them to be 
more comfortable when starting the interview. It further allowed them to prepare 
themselves if necessary. It also means that the respondents were aware of the subject and 
overall questions in advance and that will strengthen the credibility in their answers 
according to Svensson and Starrin (2000). However, this approach may restraint the 
respondents to leave spontaneous answers. Though, it was considered to be more 
important to retrieve thorough answers than spontaneous information. 

The interview guide in English and Swedish is attached as an appendix in the end of this 
thesis.  

3.5 Method for analysis 

When using a qualitative approach, the analysis is a process that mostly concerns 
structuring and interpretation of data collected (Smith, 2003). The work of transforming 
the collected data into an understandable text was very extensive and was carried out in 
several stages. The first stage was to transcribe all interviews. This text was then processed 
and shortened in order to complete a first draft of the empirical findings. However this text 
became very extensive and it was soon realized that if the empirical findings was presented 
in such a way the reader would have found it very hard to get a reasonable oversight of the 
data. According to Ödman (1979, in Nordqvist, 2005) the most important ambition of how 
the findings of a study are presented should be to enhance the reader’s understandings. 
Therefore the empirical findings were once again shortened and presented in a more logical 
manner. To further facilitate the reader’s interest a choice of combining empirical findings 
and analysis in one chapter was also made. According to Alvesson and Sköldberg (1994) 
this approach can generate a higher understanding and a better oversight for the reader. An 
additional reason to this approach was that it enabled the authors to conduct a more 
thorough and understandable analysis. This technique of processing data and preparing 
data for a future analysis can therefore also be looked upon as an analysis according to 
Alvesson and Sköldberg (1994). They further argue that since the findings immediately are 
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subject to the researchers’ interpretations and choices it is a form of analysis. One example 
of such a choice is which parts that are presented and which parts that are excluded. 
Another is which statements that are presented as quotations and which that are not 
(Alvesson & Sköldberg, 1994). Nordqvist (2005) has in his disputation divided his analysis 
into different levels in order to more easily explain how his analysis was conducted. 
Following that approach, the basic presentation of empirical findings in this thesis can be 
seen as a first-level-analysis. 

The actual analysis followed this initial work. In order to create an understandable analysis 
the theory and prior research was confronted with the data to start an initial discussion. 
This discussion then acted as the base for a deeper analysis were the authors try to, not 
only compare, but to connect different theories in order to generate a more thorough 
analysis. This initial confrontation can be seen as a second-level-analysis (Nordqvist, 2005).  

However, two different approaches to some of the research questions were used in order 
to investigate the effect that PCAOB has had on the auditing profession. The respondents 
were asked both direct questions concerning PCAOB but also more indirect questions 
based on a theory developed by Montagna (1974). The results based on Montagna’s (1974) 
theory were then used both too generate an initial analysis (second-level) of the profession 
but also to explain why auditors may have certain opinions about PCAOB. This additional 
use of the initial analysis therefore could be said to constitute a third-level-analysis 
(Nordqvist, 2005). 

A model of the method for analysis is presented below to further clarify how the analysis 
was conducted: 

 

Figure 3-1 Model of analysis 

3.6 Limitations of the research method 

According to Smith (2003) validity and reliability are two very important concepts that 
should be carefully thought of and discussed when doing scientific research. However, a 
debate that has been raised is that these concepts are not applicable in a qualitative research 
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and that it is only in the quantitative research with statistic values that validity and reliability 
is relevant to use (Silverman, 1997). However, Silverman (1997) further argues that this is 
not true, validity and reliability is of great importance in qualitative research as well since it 
is important that the information presented can be thought of as correct and objective. 

3.6.1 Validity 

Validity is therefore a good measure to use. It shows to which extent the research 
performed measures, observes or identifies what it set out to do (Mason, 2002; Smith, 
2003). Validity is also a measure on how well the findings can be generalized to the “real 
world” (Smith, 2003). Smith (2003) further argues that a high level of validity is generated 
through a good theoretical understanding and research.  

To achieve a high validity in this thesis, an interview guide was used. This was done so that 
all interviews would follow a simple structure in order to achieve the best answers. The 
interview guide was also used to ensure that all respondents were asked the same questions 
but more importantly so that the results can be reproduced. 

To enhance the validity furher an extensive research of the current debate was performed 
in this thesis so that relevant questions to the respondents could be asked. This was done 
so that answers to the research-questions could be reached. Further, a lot of effort was put 
into making the interview questions in order to avoid any misunderstandings.  

3.6.2 Reliability 

Reliability is another important measure. It involves the correctness of the research method 
that is chosen (Mason, 2002). In other words the reliability is a measure of the consistency, 
that the same results should be generated with the same approach under identical 
conditions (Smith, 2003). Mason (2002) argues that a good reliability measure is hard to 
obtain with a qualitative approach since almost always some form of interview is used and 
can therefore be hard to standardize. However, she further argues that almost no technique 
can be called neutral, not even the quantitative approaches, and therefore argues that 
reliability is a measure that might have limited use but still is of great importance.  

In all interviews a tape recorder was used and in the telephone interviews a speaker phone 
was used. This was done so that mistakes in interpreting the data could be kept to a 
minimum. With recorded interviews it was also possible to listen to the interviews several 
times so that no information should be lost. Afterwards the interviews were transformed to 
text and sent to the respondents so that they could check for mistakes and if any additional 
information should be added. However, no such changes were made. All these measures 
were done so that the reliability of this thesis would be as good as possible. 

3.6.3 Data collection 

There are advantages and disadvantages with every tool for gathering data. In this study 
both personal interviews and telephone interviews have been implemented. Trost (1997) 
claims that telephone interviews are not suitable for questions that demand extensive 
answers. This statement was confirmed in this thesis since the personal interview generated 
more comprehensive answers. However, this does not mean that the information received 
from the telephone interviews were insufficient. In average, the telephone interviews lasted 
about 70 minutes and contained good answers. Trost (1997) further claims that with 
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telephone interviews the possibility to observe how the respondents behave is lost. 
Andersson (2001) states that the interviewer must be good at reading signs from the 
respondent when conducting an interview. Such sign can be body language, perspiration 
and eye contact. Since these possibilities are lost in telephone interviews it can be argued 
that this method of collecting data is inadequate. However when collecting data for this 
thesis other factors then just the best approach had to be considered. Due to lack of time 
from both the researchers and the respondents, personal interviews could not be 
conducted with every respondent. The second best alternative was therefore telephone 
interviews and with this instrument all respondent could be reached with minimal time and 
cost consumption. Further is it hard for an inexperienced interviewer to read and 
understand such signs as Andersson (2001) mentioned and therefore little importance were 
given to this possibility.  

The authors are aware that the number of respondents in this study can be considered low. 
However, instead of performing shorter interviews with a larger amount of respondents, 
comprehensive interview with a limited numbers of respondents was chosen. According to 
Eklöv (2001, in Öhman et al., 2006) it is assumed that there exists a high degree of 
homogeneity in the thought patterns of Swedish auditors which allows expressing a general 
view. This is explained by that the auditing profession faces similar education and 
situations and work according to similar guidelines. Consequently, the amount of 
interviews is not crucial in this thesis. 
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4 Empirical findings and Analysis 

In this part the structure does not follow the frame of reference instead it is constructed to 
follow the initial research questions. This is done because an analysis of the profession had 
to be conducted first since it could be used to support the forthcoming analysis on the other 
subjects. This approach enables for a more interesting analysis since it makes it possible to 
not only describe but also to explain why auditors may have certain opinions. 
Furthermore, the analysis is divided and follows each section as a sub-section. 

4.1 The actors in the study 

All respondents in this study have chosen to be anonymous due to fear of that their 
opinions will be interpreted to a statement from the entire firm. Therefore the respondents 
in this study will be referred to as respondents A, B, C and D. The auditing firms that they 
work for can therefore not either be disclosed. However all the respondents have some 
common features. They are all male auditors working in large auditing firms with a long 
experience in auditing. Respondent B has worked for 12 years, respondents A and C have 
worked in auditing for 10 years and respondent D has “only” worked in the profession for 
about 6 years. 

The respondents involved all have a substantial knowledge about SOX and PCAOB. 
Respondents B and D are responsible for the education of other co-workers about SOX 
within their firms. The other two performs audits on clients who has implemented SOX 
and has therefore attended a rigorous in-house-education and works with the Act 
continuously. Respondent C also assists other local offices within his firm with questions 
related to SOX. 

4.2 Swedish auditors’ general opinions about SOX/PCAOB 

The general opinion among the respondents towards SOX is that the basic idea is very 
good. Companies might need a framework for better documentation/formalisation and 
respondent B says: “There was a need to enhance the control among companies”. Some of 
these had neglected their internal controls and SOX can therefore be considered good 
since it puts focus on a formalised and structured internal control. The respondents have 
identical opinions of PCAOB which can be summarised with respondent B’s statement:  “I 
have a great understanding towards the existence of PCAOB. We control the companies so 
of course someone independent needs to control us but the question is if it should be an 
American institution”.  

Although all respondents think that the basic idea of SOX is good, they do not think that 
the tools used to reach the goal are designed appropriately. The most negative attribute of 
SOX is, as respondent A says: “The abnormal richness of details in the law is directly 
destroying the auditing work.” SOX empowers PCAOB that uses a micromanagement 
system which focuses on details. This is something that all respondents think of as very 
negative. Respondent A further claims that the details and all the paperwork associated 
with PCAOB shifts the focus away from the important tasks of an audit and instead a lot 
of man-hours are spent on filling out forms. Respondent A adds that PCAOB is an 
American solution to something Swedes already has a solution to, however it might exist a 
need to have such an organisation. He further argues that the very existence of PCAOB 
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intimidates and forces auditors to enhance their quality-controls. Respondent D says in 
short: “It is a good institution. When a law exists, someone needs to make sure that it is 
followed.” 

Respondent C adds that some problems with SOX and PCAOB are associated with the 
totally different approach that is used in the America compared to the European system. In 
Europe the use of a framework is standard which means that auditors are given a frame of 
how things “roughly” should be and then it is up to the individual to use his/hers 
professional judgement to complete the task. However, with PCAOB this possibility is lost 
since it employs micromanagement and set rules for what is permitted and what is 
prohibited. He therefore believes that the European system is much better since it forces 
the auditor to think and analyse deeper which will in the end reduce risk. For example, a 
European auditor can alarm authorities much sooner about errors since he/she spots a 
pattern. With the American system no such prediction can be used and instead the auditor 
uses threshold values and it is first when these are crossed that the auditor can alert 
authorities. 

When the respondents were asked if they believe SOX will fulfil its goal, which is to restore 
faith among the investors, public and shareholders, the answers varied. In general the 
respondents find it very hard to give a straight answer to the question but respondent B 
believes that SOX will actually succeed with this. Internal controls and the audit reviews 
have become much harsher and more thorough. Though, he adds that a complete 
confidence can never be reached no matter how much legislation that is implemented but 
he feels more confidence in numbers and figures coming from a company that has 
implemented SOX. Respondent C has a slightly different opinion, he believes that if a 
company wants to tamper with its figures it will be able to do this regardless if they are 
controlled by SOX or not. However, he adds, SOX have put the spotlight on the accuracy 
of financial figures which means that it is now more important for the management to 
present correct figures which in the end might lead to a greater confidence. However, 
respondent A questions if there ever been a confidence crisis in Sweden and further argues 
that SOX is created for the American market and it is therefore difficult for Swedish 
investor and shareholders to see the advantages (if there are any) with SOX.  

4.2.1 Analysis 

That the general opinion among the respondents towards both SOX and PCAOB is 
positive was quite surprising. In earlier studies the attitudes have been the opposite. Both 
Brewster (2003) and Hill et al. (2005) have concluded that the general opinion among 
auditors towards PCAOB is quite negative. However, the difference in opinion might not 
be so obvious since the respondent stated that the basic idea of SOX is good which is a big 
difference from actually thinking the legislation itself is appropriate. Since the general 
purpose of SOX is to restore faith among stakeholders (Moeller, 2004) it is not difficult to 
understand why it is thought of as good by the respondents. PCAOB’s purpose is 
expressed in a similar way, to restore the public’s confidence in the auditing profession 
(Osterland, 2004). Though, since both these purposes are written in such general terms and 
emphasize benefits that are hard to dislike it is not surprising that the first general opinion 
towards SOX/PCAOB from the respondents are positive. However, when this area was 
further discussed a more negative attitude among the respondents surfaced. According to 
Moeller (2004) and Green (2004) PCAOB’s tasks are quite extensive and detailed and all 
respondent expressed a strong dislike towards the focus on details in both the law and in 
PCAOB’s standards. The most likely explanation to this dilemma is that it never have 
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existed a law built on American standards in Sweden before. Respondent C points out this 
problem and mentions the huge difference in systems used. Europe uses frameworks while 
America uses more details and fixed limits. Swedes were therefore not used to this system 
while Americans were. This argument can be further strengthen by looking at the research 
by Hill et al. (2003) and Brewster (2005) were no remarks could be found that American 
auditors found the new act too detailed. Thus, the dislike among Swedish auditors towards 
a detailed law can probably be explained by a tradition of more framework oriented views 
before. These differences between America and Sweden (Europe) are clearly interesting 
and possess a relevant and current problem. However, the focus of this thesis is not to 
explain cultural and legislative variations, thus no further attention will be given to this 
subject.  

4.3 Attributes of the profession 

All respondents were asked if they thought the different attributes had an important 
connection to their profession and if PCAOB had changed this in any way? The answers 
are given below in tables followed by a short summary of the respondent’s opinions. The 
answers given to these questions were, as said in the method, comprehensive. Therefore 
the data has been processed and reduced to the following material. This is done to facilitate 
the readers’ overview of the empirical findings regarding the auditing profession. 

Set of values Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No Unsure, leaning 
towards Yes 

Yes Yes 

To secure financial information and act as a quality controller is the main contribution to 
the entire society, and not only towards shareholders. PCAOB has increased controls on 
auditors which should lead to a higher confidence and increased benefit for society.  

 

Formal education Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No Yes, indirectly 
& No, formally 

Yes, indirectly & 
No, formally 

Yes, indirectly 
& No, formally 

To be updated with current events and to ensure a high quality of the profession is the 
main argument for the importance of this attribute. PCAOB has indirectly increased the 
amount of internal education but no formal education has been added. 

 

Common body of 
knowledge 

Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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To ensure that the quality of the audit is the same all over the world makes this attribute 
important. PCAOB has had a substantial influence on this attribute. All respondents have 
adjusted their frameworks to fit American standards and principles. 

 

Formal testing Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No No No No 

To secure the quality of audits and the competence of auditors is what makes this attribute 
important. PCAOB has had no influence since no formal tests have been added, although 
non-formal internal tests are carried out in all represented firms in this study. 

 

Formal recognition Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No No No No 

To have formal rules and titles strengthens the profession and generates higher quality and 
consequently increases the trust from the public towards the profession. PCAOB has not 
in any way influenced this attribute. 

 

Code of ethics Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No Yes Yes Yes 

The importance of this attribute is emphasized by the respondents. To establish trust 
towards clients and to maintain objectivity an ethical behaviour is crucial. PCAOB has had 
a great influence on this attribute since consulting services is now to some extent 
prohibited. PCAOB has implemented extensive rules concerning auditors’ ethical 
behaviour. However respondent A believes it to be impossible to force individuals to act 
ethical. Therefore PCAOB has not influenced this attribute according to him. 

 

Symbols Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? No No No No 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No No No No 

Symbols are not relevant for the profession and PCAOB has not changed this view. 
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Professional association Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Possibly Yes Possibly Possibly 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No No No No 

There exists a connection since a professional association provides the auditors with a 
possibility to discuss and affect their profession. However all respondents represents large 
firms which means that such tools exists within each firm. PCAOB has had no effect on 
this, maybe slightly negative since no such discussion can be held with PCAOB. 

 

Personal qualities Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No No No No 

Every individual represents the entire profession which means that appropriate personal 
qualities such as structured and analytical skills is very important. Thus, this attribute is 
therefore important for the profession. PCAOB has not generated any change in these 
behaviours. 

 

Unwritten rules Respondent A Respondent B Respondent C Respondent D 

Important connection? No Yes Yes No 

Has PCAOB influenced 
this? 

No No No No 

Respondent A and D believe that there is no importance at all concerning this attribute. 
However, respondent B and C state that dress code infuses a professional impression 
which strengthens the profession and thereby making this attribute slightly important. 
PCAOB has not affected this attribute. 

To conclude, code of ethics seems to be the most important attribute according to the 
respondents. This is for example stated by respondent C who says: “A code of ethics is 
crucial since it determines how professional an auditor is.” It is the shared belief of the 
respondents that symbols is the least important attribute for the auditing profession. 

4.3.1 Analysis 

Montagna (1974) and Artsberg (2005) argue that the auditing profession is characterized by 
a high level of professionalism and Montagna (1974) states that the ten attributes of a 
profession can together be used to study how strong a profession is. As can be seen in the 
above tables, most of the attributes have according to the respondents important 
connections to the auditing profession. The code of ethics was the most important while 
symbols were the least important which also Montagna (1974) concluded. Several 
researchers argue that the auditing profession is strong and Artsberg (2005) and Öhman et 
al. (2006) claim this to be true for the Swedish auditing profession as well. The respondents 
in this study clearly express opinions which can be related to that the auditing profession is 
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characterized by high professionalism and consequently a strong profession. The argument 
of Öhman et al. (2006) and Artsberg (2005) that the Swedish auditing profession is strong 
could thereby be confirmed by the respondents in this study. These findings also give 
support to the existence of a high work identity among the respondents. According to 
Olesen (2001) people who are a part of a strong profession consequently also have a strong 
identity. He also argues that a profession that is complex and characterized by a high 
individual responsibility has a strong work identity. Since the auditing profession is 
characterized by these traits it further supports the argument that the auditing profession is 
strong. From this perspective the respondents’ thoughts can be analyzed. In other words, a 
statement made by a respondent concerning another question could therefore depend on 
the respondents’ high work identity and their view that the auditing profession is strong.  

The profession is as said, recognized to be highly professional so based on the above 
discussion and empirical findings, the auditing profession would be placed quite far to the 
right on the Montagna scale below.  

 

Figure 4-1 The Swedish auditing profession and Montagna’s scale of professionalism 

After having determined that the auditing profession is originally strong and that the 
respondents give indications for this (they confirm), a more interesting analysis of how 
PCAOB has changed the profession can be carried out. Montagna (1974) argues that 
changes in the attributes will either increase or decrease the professionalisation of a 
profession. The respondents in this study claim that some attributes have been changed 
because of PCAOB while some attributes have remained the same, that is, PCAOB has not 
influenced all the attributes.  

Almost all respondents believe that PCAOB will strengthen the trust towards auditors 
which should result in that the attribute set of values is reinforced. A higher trust among 
the public means that the benefit for the public increases since the confidence in the 
reports presented is then believed to be greater. Therefore PCAOB can be said to have 
strengthen the auditors’ contribution to the society. It should according to (Montagna, 
1974) result in higher professionalisation for the auditing profession.  

It is difficult to state that PCAOB has affected the importance of formal education for the 
profession but it has certainly increased the amount of education. No demands from the 
PCAOB on tougher educational processes have been issued but the large auditing firms 
have formed additional demands on auditors who wish to work within this field. Indirectly 
it can therefore be said that PCAOB has strengthen the importance of this attribute since 
more education must be undertaken. All respondents except respondent A (who had 
nothing to add on the topic) concur with this and even though two of the respondents are 
responsible for the internal education of SOX, no specific difference in their answers on 
this question could be confirmed. Although, this attribute has not changed to the same 
amount as the set of values, it could be argued that this attribute has risen in importance to 
some extent and therefore an increase of professionalisation can be interpreted according 
to Montagna (1974). 
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PCAOB has clearly changed the common body of knowledge since according to Moeller 
(2004) PCAOB indirectly has control over all auditors working with SOX-clients. This 
means that Swedish auditors (in combination with all other countries) have been forced to 
change their frameworks in accordance with American standards. This is a necessity to be 
able to perform an audit in accordance with PCAOB standards. Therefore the common 
body of knowledge has been strengthen due to that auditors from all around the world 
now follow more standardized rules and principles which is confirmed by all respondents. 
This has resulted in a more formalised framework and thereby the body of knowledge has 
changed to be more coherent for those auditors working with SOX. Applying the theory 
by Montagna (1974) such change would result in higher professionalisation for the auditing 
profession.  

PCAOB has changed the code of ethics since they have the authority to issue ethics and 
conflict-of-interest standards and are also responsible for disciplining auditors who fail to 
follow these rules (Green, 2004). According to the majority of respondents in this study, 
the opinion is that PCAOB influences the ethical attribute. The reason for this is that the 
code of ethics has got more attention in combination with the new and enhanced rules that 
the respondents have to follow. Since the majority of the respondents believe that this 
attribute has increased its importance in combination with the formation of PCAOB it 
could be argued that this has resulted in an increase of professionalisation according to 
Montagna (1974).  

To follow the model by Montagna (1974) the increase of the above mentioned attributes 
(set of values, formal education, body of knowledge, code of ethics) would push the already 
strong auditing profession further to the right, in other words, PCAOB is influencing the 
auditing profession to become even more professionalized.  

 

Figure 4-2 The adjusted Swedish auditing profession and Montagna’s scale of professionalism 

4.4 PCAOB and auditing/accounting standards 

The general opinion among all respondents is that PCAOB should NOT set auditing and 
accounting standards. According to respondent B, the main reason for this is the 
inappropriate solution that the same institution both develops and monitors/controls 
standards. Since PCAOB also writes the documents on how to interpret the standards the 
situation becomes even more awkward and auditors then need to interpret not only the 
standards but also the interpretation which is almost impossible. He further claims that it is 
much harder to influence PCAOB when they write a standard. There is no possibility to 
discuss and influence the standards that PCAOB develop. With the old system (in Sweden 
Supervisory Board of Public Accountants) there was room for discussion and the standards 
could be developed to be easy to understand and logical. In other words this system was 
better according to respondent B. Respondent C expresses his opinion even harsher and 
claims that: “Auditors understand auditing best.” He exemplifies this by arguing that he 
does not understand the real estate business so it would be very strange for him to develop 
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their standards. He further argues that a solution might be to incorporate more auditors in 
the board and also make sure that they are up to date with the current debate in auditing. 
That PCAOB is not the correct institution to set standards since they lack proper insight in 
auditing but also since auditors know there own profession best is supported by all 
respondents in the study. Respondent C exemplifies this dilemma with difficulties in 
communication and interpretation when saying: “Auditing and what auditors are 
permitted to do are now, with PCAOB setting standards, incredibly hard to interpret. In 
my auditing firm there are currently over 100 persons employed in Chicago that solely are 
working with answering questions about SOX/PCAOB from other co-workers within the 
firm.” 

4.4.1 Analysis 

In the prior research conducted by Hill et al., (2005), there was a strong majority of 
auditors who did not believe that PCAOB is the proper institution to implement standards. 
This result could also be found in this study. All respondents clearly stated that PCAOB 
should not set auditing/accounting standards. Since earlier research displayed such a clear 
tendency among auditors to oppose this task of PCAOB it was not surprising that also the 
respondent in this report does so. However, the reasons behind this disbelief varied, Hill et 
al. (2005) concluded that the main reason is the lack of proof towards that audit failure will 
decrease while the respondents in this study emphasized that PCAOB simply is not the 
proper institution to perform this task. Hill et al., (2005) conclusions is based on 
quantitative research and they did not thoroughly give reasons for the answers in their 
research. Their quantitative research can therefore be said to be very interesting but the 
conclusions they made are insufficient. However, Brewster’s (2003) research, which used 
secondary data and a qualitative approach, generated more comprehensive answers to the 
reasons. His conclusion was that auditors do not approve of PCAOB due to the lack of 
communication and collaboration between auditors and PCAOB. This conclusion has 
support in the findings of this thesis as well. The respondents clearly state that it is 
extremely hard to influence PCAOB when they are setting standards. A direct effect of this 
is that the standards then becomes very hard to interpret and since PCAOB also issues 
documents on how to interpret the standards the communication gap becomes even 
bigger. This problem presents an interesting dilemma. In Sarbanes Oxley Act of 2002 it is 
clearly stated that the board of PCAOB must contain three non-auditors to ensure that it 
will be unbiased. Due to this auditors now feel that they have no influence on the board 
and that PCAOB therefore can not understand the complex world of auditing. This means 
that PCAOB unbiased position has come to the expense of influence and understanding 
which in the end has generated a great disbelief towards PCAOB among auditors. 

“Auditors know auditing best” says respondent C and by stating this he indicates that 
standards should be set by auditors themselves. As concluded earlier in section 4.3.1, both 
theory and the respondents point towards that the Swedish auditing profession is very 
strong. Since a strong profession is characterized by individuals with high work identity it 
means, according to Hytti (2003), that change can be difficult to implement. Further, 
Öhman et al. (2006) argue that traditions within the auditing profession are hard to change. 
The tradition in Sweden has been that auditors indirect set standards and procedures 
themselves which now, with the formation of PCAOB, has changed. Therefore this 
statement by respondent C can be seen as more proof towards the unwillingness to change 
and that the most likely explanation of this is due to a strong tradition and a strong 
profession. 
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4.5 PCAOB as a controller 

“SEC reviews companies and PCAOB reviews auditors, according to my opinion this is a 
good system”, says respondent D. However, not all respondents agree to the same extent 
but the general opinion among them is that some form of control is needed. Respondent A 
is doubtful that a governmental authority is needed but since PCAOB already exists, he 
accepts the situation. However the very existence of PCAOB forces auditors to act in a 
certain way which might be good. He further argues that it could be questionable whether 
PCAOB will increase the quality and he is therefore sceptical towards that PCAOB is the 
proper institution to conduct the reviews. 

Respondent B is also generally positive but critical towards some aspects of PCAOB and 
says: “Today we are controlled by our own national and international standards within 
our firm. We are also controlled by the Supervisory Board of Public Accountants, and by 
FAR and now finally also PCAOB. The situation can almost seem a bit ridiculous.” In 
other words the situation has not changed that much with the implementation of PCAOB 
since controls were in place long before but the system is now a bit exaggerated and in the 
end it is the society that has to pay for it. Respondent C believes the question to be very 
hard to answer, an independent control organ generates more transparency which might 
add to credibility but still it would be better if the control were kept within the profession 
since a better understanding and balance would be achieved then. However, he also accepts 
the current situation.  

Respondent C criticizes another aspect that PCAOB as a controller has presented. He 
claims that it is very hard for auditors in Sweden to know which level they must uphold 
since PCAOB is constantly changing their recommendations on how the law should be 
interpreted. He feels a great uncertainty in what is permitted and what is prohibited when it 
comes to consulting services but in the general audit this concern is not so prominent. But 
since PCAOB as a controller also can criticize auditors to be too careful and therefore 
cause to high client-fees, it is hard to know what level to uphold, “Is 1000 controls to 
much?” says respondent C. It will probably be easier after the first review that PCAOB will 
have on our Swedish firm says respondent C, but since no such review has taken place yet 
it is currently much guesswork. PCAOB has not yet had a review on any of the firms in 
Sweden according to all respondents. 

When respondents were asked if PCAOB will succeed in detecting more audit failures, the 
answers varied. Respondent C believes that they will have no greater luck than other 
institutions before them but respondent A is of the opposite opinion. He believes this 
question to be related to resources. The more resources the better the control will be and 
PCAOB has a lot of resources so they should succeed in finding errors, claims respondent 
A. Respondent B agrees with the former but doubts that PCAOB will have enough 
resources to conduct reviews on non-American firms every third year. 

4.5.1 Analysis 

According to the research of Hill et al. (2005) 73 % of auditors believed that PCAOB 
should conduct controls. When comparing their result with the answers given by the 
respondents, evidence exists that some sort of control of auditors is necessary. Although, 
not all respondents agree that PCAOB is the proper institution, it can be interpreted in 
their answers that it is acceptable that PCAOB conduct controls. An explanation to why 
auditors accept PCAOB as a controller could be, as said before in section 4.3.1, the strong 
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tradition associated with Swedish auditors. Auditors have always been subject to some level 
of control for example by the Supervisory Board of Public Accountants. Thus, even if the 
Swedish auditors are traditionalist with a high work identity and therefore would oppose 
external changes (Öhman et al., 2006; Hytti, 2003), the respondents in this study do not 
seem worried about this new change. This can be explained by the fact that PCAOB as a 
controller does not constitute a major change for the profession. Although the respondents 
accept the current situation and points towards some positive aspects of PCAOB as a 
controller there were also some negative views that surfaced. One such criticism was if 
PCAOB utilizes the proper methods for controls. An explanation towards the presented 
criticism could probably also origin in the strong auditing profession. Even if they accept 
external changes, they certainly have opinions about issues that influence them directly 
which PCAOB as a controller does. For example, respondent B believes that they already 
had adequate systems of control before the formation of PCAOB. This argument is in line 
with the findings of Matthews and Pirie (2000) which concluded that auditors are sceptical 
towards changes since the profession has for long time built up their own controls and 
manuals. This fact could also be an explanation to the uncertainty that PCAOB brought 
which respondent C pointed out. With a strong tradition and given procedures, auditors 
know how to act but with PCAOB this has changed and auditors therefore become 
uncertain. However, being controlled by PCAOB is not a problem for the respondents 
since they accept the current situation and are used to work under supervision and it has 
also presented advantages in form of increased credibility for the profession. 

One of the main reasons to why PCAOB conducts controls is to prevent auditing failures. 
However, Tackett et al. (2004) and Alles et al. (2006) argue that PCAOB will probably not 
be more successful in finding audit failures. This view is also supported by Bazerman et al. 
2002. Only respondent C was of the same opinion while the other respondents in this 
study believe that finding audit failures is a matter of resources. Since PCAOB controls a 
large amount of resources the respondents therefore believe that they will, perhaps, be 
more successful. However, Tackett et al. (2004) also claims that the reason for audit failure 
depends on that auditors ignore applying existing auditing techniques. Based on the 
empirical findings of this thesis it is clear that PCAOB brings even more standards and 
techniques to the profession. If auditors before the formation of PCAOB had problems in 
applying techniques, it should also, most likely, be the case now aswell. Thus, since one of 
PCAOB’s main contributions in detecting audit failure is to issue more standards and 
techniques for auditors it would mean that (in practice) this will generate no difference in 
audit failure since auditors will have problems in applying the standards. However, PCAOB 
also controls that these standards are followed which put pressure on auditors to follow the 
techniques which then should generate a decrease in audit failures. Tackett et al. (2004) 
means that if PCAOB applies a different technique their ability to detect audit failures will 
increase. No evidence could be found to support this, instead the respondent earlier 
claimed that the existence of PCAOB pressures auditor to follow existing procedures more 
thoroughly. Thus, PCAOB will probably not detect more audit failures but its very 
existence will probably reduce mistakes made by auditors, which is in line with Brewster 
(2003) findings.  

The respondents’ short explanations on this subject can be explained by the respondents’ 
unawareness of how PCAOB will conduct controls. This unawareness probably depends 
on the fact that PCAOB has not yet performed any review on any Swedish auditing firm. 
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4.6 Swedish auditors’ perception of changes in work 
procedures due to PCAOB 

All respondents claim that in one way or another they have become more thorough when 
doing audits that PCAOB controls. According to respondent A and B, PCAOB has 
influenced “how we act”. Respondent A further admits that he controls documentation 
more thoroughly on SOX-clients but still emphasize that this in no way means that regular 
audits on Swedish companies are given less attention. Respondent D adds that due to that 
he has become increasingly aware of that PCAOB has the legal rights to perform controls 
in Sweden he is more accurate with controlling that everything is in order and that he is 
able to argue for his actions. “No individual wants to be responsible for causing another 
scandal and cause the entire firm to have to close down”, says respondent D. Respondent 
C is of the same opinion and says “The scandal with Arthur Andersen is a constant 
reminder of what can happen and nobody wants to relive that scenario again.” 

Respondent C and D also points out that PCAOB has issued a completely new set of rules 
that has to be understood. It takes a lot of work to interpret and understand the new 
legislations, which is of great importance to be able to act correctly says respondent D. For 
example must a lot of effort be made in making sure that the proper documentation is 
given on audits that PCAOB controls and therefore the administrative work has increased 
enormously. “It feels that lot of the work I do currently is just to fill out the proper 
documentation”, says respondent A, which is also concurred by the other respondents. 

4.6.1 Analysis 

It is clear that PCAOB constitutes a lot of changes for auditors regarding audit procedures. 
Audits on SOX-clients require different documentation and different controls are made 
than on regular audits. However it is not so clear that PCAOB has changed the basic 
procedures an auditor performs, in other words, it is obvious that more controls are made 
but are the controls made differently? 

Such a difference seems to exists since, according to all respondents, they are more 
thorough on audits controlled by PCAOB. One possible reason for this is fear. According 
to Moeller (2004) one of PCAOB’s responsibilities is to take disciplinary measures against 
auditors who perform wrongful audits. Although not all respondents admitted to this 
directly, it could be interpreted in some of their answers that a fear of acting wrongfully 
exists due to the fact that they might be individually disciplined for it. However, an even 
greater fear exists of jeopardizing the entire firm. Since PCAOB not only punishes the 
individual for a mistake but also the entire firm, the pressure on auditors not to make 
mistakes has increased which in turn most likely generates more thoroughness. This 
increase in thoroughness might in turn generate a higher quality in the audit which Tackett 
et al., (2004) concludes in their research. They believe that PCAOB will increase the quality 
of audits since auditing firms are forced to enhance their quality procedures. However, the 
largest change in procedures that could be identified in this research was a drastic increase 
in formalisation. An audit on a SOX-client has a very extensive formal procedure that must 
be followed in order to make sure that nothing is overlooked. However, formalisation is 
not synonymous with quality. It can not be said with accuracy that the increased 
formalisation has increased the quality. Though, the fact remains that the auditors in this 
study are more thorough on a PCAOB controlled audit which might indicate a higher 
quality even though the respondents are reluctant to confirm this. 
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4.7 Regulated or self-regulated profession? 

Concerning this question the opinions among the respondents vary quite a lot. Respondent 
A believes that the auditing profession should be self-regulated. Though, he adds that this 
is a matter that is not given much thought and that he has no problem in conforming to 
the current situation. Respondent B on the other hand believes it to be better with rules 
and regulation set by the government. “The time of self-regulation is long gone and in 
today’s society a self-regulated profession would not be considered trustworthy”, says 
respondent B. Respondent D believes since the auditor’s role is to guarantee that 
information from companies is correct it is of importance that auditors are also controlled 
so that the information is not contaminated. He further argues that the auditing profession 
would loose much credibility if it was not controlled due to the way it is structured. If there 
were only one auditing firm there would not be any need for governmental rules and 
regulation but with four major auditing firms and numerous small it is impossible to keep 
them all in order without governmental control. 

Respondent C concurs with respondent A that self-regulation is better but gives a slightly 
different explanation. According to his view the market controls this issue, when scandals 
happen more controls are demanded but when everything flows without problems controls 
are kept to a minimum. He though adds that PCAOB has noticed some areas that needed 
regulation that the profession did not detect itself which is one positive aspect of 
governmental control. In the end he though believes that self-regulation is the best 
approach and also the most awarding conditions to work under. 

4.7.1 Analysis 

As can be seen in the empirical findings no common answer was given from the 
respondents. Respondents A and C believes in self-regulation and B and D believes in 
regulation. This result was surprising since Öhman et al. (2006) argues strongly in his 
research that there exists a homogeneity in the auditing profession. Concerning this 
particular question this statement can not be said to be true. One of the reasons for the 
difference in opinions might be the fact that the auditors in the study do not give this 
matter much thought and therefore their answers are quite spontaneous with very little 
reflection. Another possible reason is the fact that respondent A and C are both auditors 
working with SOX-clients on a regular basis. They are then exposed to PCAOB’s complex 
and detailed regulation continuously which has generated a mistrust and dissatisfaction 
towards regulations. Respondents B and D on the other hand are both responsible for the 
in-house education of SOX and do therefore not work with SOX-clients to the same 
extent. Thus, they are not subject to PCAOB’s extensive regulations as frequently as the 
other two respondents and might therefore be more positive to regulation. In other words, 
they have not experienced the downside of regulation as respondents A and C and they 
therefore still believe in regulation. Although this might be a reason towards the difference 
in opinion, the fact remains that only two respondents believed in self-regulation which is 
unexpected since according to Öhman et al. (2006) the Swedish auditing profession is 
characterised by self-regulation. Both Matthews and Pirie (2000) and Hill et al. (2005) also 
concluded that the auditing profession is distinguished by self-regulation and that auditors 
oppose when other force change upon them. Parallels can also be drawn to Montagna 
(1974) and Hytti (2003) who believes that a strong profession is unwilling to accept change 
and therefore the profession should be in favour of self-regulation. It was also concluded 
earlier that the respondents in this report give indications for a strong profession in their 
answers which makes the fact that only half of the respondents prefers self-regulation even 
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more surprising. Thus, the respondents in this thesis have given quite contradictive answers 
towards what many prior researchers have found. The reasons for this might be, as said 
above, the different background of the respondents. However another reason might be 
that the accounting scandals have raised doubts about self-regulation which Öhman et al. 
(2006) argues. They states that the efficiency of self-regulation in Sweden has been 
questioned and raised issues about a need of further regulation. The respondents in this 
study indicate that regulation is needed to establish higher confidence and trustworthiness 
in the auditing work. Hence, self-regulation is traditionally preferred by some auditors but 
regulation is also needed in order to establish a credible reputation towards the public. 

4.8 PCAOB, a threat or an opportunity? 

This is a question with two answers; it will both promote the profession in certain ways but 
also diminish the profession due to the increase in legislation, respondent C argues. 
Respondent A argues that the increase in legislation within the independence field, that 
auditors are not allowed to be consultants, might promote the profession. He though adds 
that this is a difficult question since he believes that the advisory role of the auditors 
promotes and gives more joy to the profession as well. However in the long run, the 
development of that auditors now are becoming just auditors is good and it enhances the 
profession. Before it was argued that auditors were too involved in the decision making in 
companies and therefore trust was lost against the auditors. Now the regulation of PCAOB 
has prohibited such involvement which respondent A believes to be good. Respondent C 
does not completely agree with respondent A and instead he believes that PCAOB will not 
promote the profession in this matter since he did not believe that the profession was 
weakened from the consulting role in the first place. “I do not understand the argument 
that auditor will loose some of his/hers competence due to large consultants assignments”, 
says respondent C. He further argues that PCAOB might lead to an increase in 
specialization of auditors but he does not believe this to be threat towards the profession. 

Respondent B could not identify any threats with the foundation of PCAOB which 
respondent D concurs with and adds that he also believes that PCAOB will promote the 
profession but in a strictly economical way. The implementation of SOX and foundation of 
PCAOB has given auditors substantially more to do, respondent D says. Respondent C 
also believes that PCAOB will promote the profession and argues that PCAOB has 
enhanced the auditors’ role in society. He further argues that the public might feel a greater 
confidence in auditors if they are controlled. However, for the auditor themselves PCAOB 
has not promoted the profession, instead it threatens the basic foundations and takes the 
joy out of the work, respondent C believes. More hours are spent on dull documentation 
and one important and annoying factor with PCAOB is that there is a focus on not making 
mistakes instead of doing the job proper. PCAOB tends to shift focus and common sense 
is lost in the process, argue respondent C and A. 

4.8.1 Analysis 

Some researchers claim that the auditing profession is exposed to different threats which 
could have a negative influence on the profession. Hines (1989) argues that a threat to the 
profession is the diversification of tasks performed by the auditors which could confuse the 
actual role of the auditor. In addition, Zeff (1987) and Artsberg (2005) believe a threat 
exists since the auditing profession has developed to become an industry which mostly 
depends on the dramatic increase in consulting fees over the years. Restoring the role of 
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auditor and sorting out the tasks could therefore benefit the profession. This view is to 
some extent in line with the respondents’ opinion on how PCAOB will affect their 
profession. They express an understanding that a restraint of the auditing role could be 
necessary to benefit the auditing profession and reclaim the public trust. Since PCAOB 
prohibits auditing firms to provide auditing services and non-auditing services to a client 
(Lander, 2004; Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002), the auditing role will be clearer and in the 
long run it might strengthen the profession. Therefore, PCAOB can be seen as an 
opportunity.  

However, some respondents do not fully agree with this and claim that the profession has 
never been jeopardized because of the consulting services. One explanation to this could 
be that auditors have for a considerable period of time worked with both consulting and 
auditing services towards the same client and has therefore learned when the objectivity 
and independence is threatened. Though, an additional explanation to that argument could 
be the auditors’ unwillingness to approve regulatory changes (Moeller, 2004; Öhman et al., 
2006). Based on the prior analysis in section 4.3.1 the auditing profession is strong and 
should therefore be reluctant to accept a forced change. However, a more plausible 
explanation is that the auditing firms are dependent on the profits from non-auditing 
services (Öhman et al., 2006). Therefore it is not surprising that some respondents claim 
that the advisory role never constituted a threat. 

Öhman et al. (2006) made some very interesting conclusions for the auditing profession in 
their recent study. The fact that auditors tend to focus on not doing wrong instead of 
doing the right things is a strong statement. However, this statement was almost repeated 
word for word during the interviews with respondents C and A. Öhman et al. (2006) 
argues that the reason for this is due to the increased amount of standards and procedures 
which make auditors worry more about their own situation. This could also be found in 
this study since PCAOB, as previously discussed, clearly constitutes an increase in 
standards and procedures due to the demands of more documentation and the fact that the 
formalisation of procedures (for example use of threshold values) has increased. However, 
the subject becomes even more interesting since the study of Öhman et al. (2006) did not 
focus on the changes that PCAOB brought the profession, instead they simply investigated 
the ordinary audits in a normal environment. PCAOB clearly brings even more 
standardization to the auditing profession than on normal audits and therefore this study 
could create even more evidence to the conclusions of Öhman et al. (2006). All 
respondents in this study emphasized the fact that a lot of time is spent on simply filling 
out forms and that PCAOB has brought both dullness and monotonous to the auditing 
profession which is an indication that focus has shifted from doing the right things. Based 
on this it can therefore be argued that PCAOB constitutes a major threat to the auditing 
profession although not all respondents claim this. 
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5 Conclusions 

In this part, the analysis will be composed into conclusions which aim to answer the 
problem questions stated in the introduction part.  

Based on both prior research and empirical findings there exist strong evidence that the 
auditing profession is considered very strong and possesses a high degree of 
professionalisation. Although, with the use of a model developed by Montagna (1974) 
evidence exists towards that PCAOB has made the auditing profession even stronger than 
it was originally. The reason for this is the increase in importance that certain attributes of 
the profession has gained through PCAOB. However there is also evidence that PCAOB 
has weakened the profession. Due to more formalisation and more documentation the 
work has become increasingly dull and little room is left for analytical work. Hence, due to 
PCAOB the auditing profession has become more professionalized although it does not 
mean that it is beneficial for auditors.  

There is no evidence towards that an overall opinion about the entire PCAOB exists. Some 
parts are considered needed while other parts face quite a lot of resistance. The monitoring 
and controlling part of PCAOB is welcomed by auditors since a belief that the profession 
must be subject to control in order to uphold credibility exists. The other task of PCAOB, 
to establish standards, is however not appreciated by auditors since it is hard to influence 
an external institution and the belief that the board lacks proper insight of auditing. The 
reason behind these different opinions most likely depends on the strong profession and 
high traditionalism of auditors. Auditors have always been controlled in some way but 
never before has anyone outside the profession established procedures and standards. 
Therefore a strong profession might be the explanation behind many of the opinions 
concerning PCAOB. From that perspective self-regulation would be favoured by a strong 
profession. However, no such interpretation could be made in this study. Although, the 
tradition of the auditing profession is self-regulation it seems that regulative changes that 
aim to improve auditors’ trust appears to be more important than maintaining a self-
regulated profession. 

Since PCAOB has limited the auditors’ involvement with clients a clearer auditing role is 
visible. Even if stricter rules can be seen as negative, this limitation is beneficial to the 
profession according to both theory and empirical findings since an opportunity to reclaim 
public trust exists. Although PCAOB has increased the professionalism of the profession it 
also presents a dangerous threat to the profession. PCAOB utilizes an approach that 
focuses on details and formalisations in combination with controls that focuses on the 
existence of proper documentation. This has led to that auditors now focus more on not 
doing wrong than on doing the right things. With a high level of standardization common 
sense is lost and abilities to detect errors might decrease instead of increase. Although a 
more thorough audit is conducted on a SOX-client much of the focus is on providing the 
proper documentation and to make sure that all procedures are followed. Hence, little time 
is left for actual analytical work and the quality of the audit might in the end be lower 
which constitute a major threat to the auditing profession due to PCAOB. 
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6 Discussion 

In this chapter, the authors’ own reflections will be given. The chapter ends with critique of 
the study and suggestions for further studies. 

6.1 Authors’ own reflections 

One interesting aspect of PCAOB that has not been covered in this study is the actual 
benefit that society will gain. The process of performing audits on SOX-clients is very 
extensive and the hours spent on such audits are numerous which increases the cost. This 
cost will be charged to the clients which in turn will affect the society. The board itself also 
has to be funded in some way. Currently it is the accounting firms that pay an annual fee to 
PCAOB that should cover their expenses. Due to this cost, accounting firms most likely 
has to charge higher fees towards clients and in the end this also affects the society. Thus, 
the cost for society is quite large and the relevant question therefore becomes; is it worth 
it? Based on the benefit for society and that SOX/PCAOB can not guarantee to detect all 
audit failures it is reasonable to question the very existence of SOX/PCAOB. In fact the 
current discussion is if the legislations will generate any benefits at all. In prior research the 
benefit for companies have been scrutinized and the general belief is that the benefits of 
SOX are very small in comparison to the cost of implementation for the companies. In fact 
the current trend is that companies leave the American stock exchange in order to avoid 
the SOX legislation (an example of such a company is TeliaSonera AB). Hence, companies 
believed the benefit of SOX to be very little and therefore it would be surprising to find 
that the benefit that PCAOB brings to the society is any larger.  

Another fact that might not have surfaced in the report is how large the mistrust in Sweden 
against PCAOB actually is. In this study only auditors that work with SOX and 
consequently PCAOB was interviewed. These individuals therefore have a bigger 
understanding towards the Act and the board than Swedish auditors generally have. Due to 
the fact that these legislations aims to control and standardize the auditing profession it is 
very likely that an auditor with a low knowledge about SOX/PCAOB is more negative 
then one that actually knows the benefits. Hence, the mistrust against PCAOB should be 
even greater than what this study has been able to show which makes the relevance of this 
subject even greater. 

6.2 Critique of the study 

During the work of this study a lot of choices has been made, the majority of these choices 
are believed to have been made correctly but a few have been more problematic. One such 
choice was how to investigate identity. According to Lange & Edberg appropriate research 
on this subject is very hard to obtain because individuals find it hard to answer questions 
concerning themselves. Therefore some criticism of this thesis is that the conclusions are 
to a large extent only built upon a subjective approach and not on both a subjective and 
objective approach which according to Lange & Edberg (1992) is more appropriate. A 
subjective approach means that researchers study how individuals perceive themselves. In 
this study, investigations have been made on how auditors look upon their profession and 
the respondents have been forced to analyze themselves as auditors to give comprehensive 
answers. The weakness in this study is therefore that it only shows one side of the coin. 
Lange & Edberg (1992) argues that a combination of a subjective and objective approach 
would result in a more satisfying result. However, since the authors were aware of this 
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dilemma a choice of analyzing the respondents’ opinion in two different ways was chosen. 
The respondents were both asked directly what they thought about a subject and also asked 
indirectly through a model developed by Montagna about the same subject. This approach 
would compensate for the lack in objective identity. Furthermore, the thesis still actualizes 
a current problem which has resulted in some interesting conclusions even though the 
thesis might have limitations in that only auditors were interviewed. 

Another critique that could be identified after completion of this study is that it was 
assumed in the method that a large homogeneity in thoughts among auditors exists. 
However, the respondents in this study have not always left identical answers which could 
imply that a larger sample might have been needed. 

6.3 Suggestions for further research 

Several interesting areas of further research have been identified when writing this thesis. 
These are presented below: 

• Hill et al. (2005) did their quantitative research in America two years after the 
formation of PCAOB. Since PCAOB has not yet conduct any reviews of Swedish 
auditing firms, a relevant research would be to investigate the opinions towards 
PCAOB after such a review is done. Such research could then also be compared to 
the results in this thesis and generate interesting changes. 

• Different auditing approaches exist in America and Sweden which clearly is an 
interesting and relevant problem to do further research about. To which extent do 
the different approaches and cultural differences explain attitudes towards a new 
legislation? 

• Another suggestion would be to do a research about the profession were other 
respondents except auditors are involved, for example interviewing PCAOB 
members, FAR members etc. This could then generate more comprehensive 
findings and might therefore give interesting results. 

• A final suggestion for further research is a quantitative research which aims to 
investigate if there exists mistrust against Swedish auditors to the same extent as it 
does in America. 
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Appendix 1 - Interview guide 

Telephone interview/personal interview 

 

Date:    Firm:   Respondent: 

Presentation: We are two guys studying the last semester on International Business 
Administration program at International Business School in Jönköping and writing the 
master thesis together. The purpose of this thesis is to examine Swedish auditor’s opinions 
about PCAOB and if PCAOB has affected the Swedish auditing profession. Furthermore, 
this thesis aims to explain the reasons behind the Swedish auditor’s beliefs and why the 
Swedish auditing profession is affected. 

1. Opening questions: 

• Name of the respondent and position within the firm. Anonymous?  

• How many years have you been in this industry? 

• Why do you work as an auditor? (Probe: Do you only work with SOX-
clients?) 

• How did you look upon the auditing profession before you began your 
career within auditing?  

2. Sarbanes-Oxley Act  

• What is your opinion of SOX?  

• Do you believe that SOX will fulfil the purpose of restoring the faith of 
companies’ shareholders? 

3. PCAOB 

• What do you know about PCAOB? 

• What is your opinion of PCAOB? 

• What is your opinion regarding that PCAOB sets auditing and 
accounting standards? Is it the most appropriate authority to do this? 
Why? Why not? (Probe: Compare with the situation where FAR sets 
standards). 

• How do you look upon PCAOB as a controlling institute? 

• Do you think that PCAOB is the correct authority to conduct controls? 
Why? Why not? (Probe: Compare with the situation where RN 
conducts controls). 

• What is your opinion that the control function has moved from the 
auditing profession itself to a governmental institute as PCAOB? 
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• Do you believe that PCAOB will be more successful in detecting 
weakness in the auditing profession and thereby decrease the numbers 
of”audit failures”? Why? Why not? 

4. The auditing profession 

• How do you look upon the auditing profession?  

i. How important is the connection between a set of values and the 
profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB changes this 
connection?) 

ii. How important is the connection between formal educational 
process and the profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB 
changes this connection?) 

iii. How important is the connection between a common body of 
knowledge and the profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB 
changes this connection?) 

iv. How important is the connection between formal testing and the 
profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB changes this 
connection?) 

v. How important is the connection between formal recognition and the 
profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB changes this 
connection?) 

vi. How important is the connection between a code of ethics and the 
profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB changes this 
connection?) 

vii. How important is the connection between symbols and the 
profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB changes this 
connection?) 

viii. How important is the connection between a professional association 
and the profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB changes this 
connection?) 

ix. How important is the connection between personal qualities and the 
profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB changes this 
connection?) 

x. How important is the connection between unwritten rules of 
behaviour and the profession? (Probe: Do you believe that PCAOB 
changes this connection?) 

(Probe: Which of the above is the most important attribute for the 
profession?) 

5. Changes 

• How has PCAOB changed your opinion of your profession in a 
concrete way? 
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• Which changes have you noticed in connection with PCAOB? 

• What is you opinion about regulation versus self-regulation of a 
profession? 

• How do look upon the auditing profession today? (Probe: do you feel 
any pride in relation to your work today?) 

6. Threats? 

• Do you believe that the institution of SOX/PCAOB threatening or 
promotes the auditing profession?  

7. Other questions 

• Is there something additional about PCAOB or the auditing profession 
that you want to add? 

Concluding words: Thank you for participating! 
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Appendix 2 - Intervjuguide 

Telefonintervju/Personlig intervju 

Datum:     Företag:    Svarandes namn: 

Presentation: Vi är två killar som studerar sista året på internationella ekonomprogrammet 
vid Jönköping International Business School och denna termin skriver vi magister uppsats 
tillsammans. Denna uppsats har syftet att undersöka svenska revisorers åsikter om PCAOB 
och om PCAOB har förändrat den svenska revisorsprofessionen. Uppsatsen har också 
syftet att förklara orsakerna bakom de svenska revisorernas åsikter och varför den svenska 
revisorsprofessionen påverkas. 

8. Inledande frågor: 

• Den intervjuades namn och position (arbetsområde). Anonymitiet? 

• Antal år i branschen 

• Varför arbetar du som revisor? (följdfråga: Arbetar du endast med 
SOX-klienter?) 

• Hur såg du på revisorsyrket innan du började arbeta som revisor?  

9. Sarbanes-Oxley Act  

• Vad är din inställning till SOX?  

• Tror du SOX kommer att uppnå målet med att återföra förtroende till 
företagens intressenter? 

10. PCAOB 

• Vad vet du om PCAOB? 

• Vad är din inställning till PCAOB? 

• Hur ser du på att PCAOB etablerar revisions/redovisnings standards 
och är det rätt instans att göra detta? (följdfråga: Varför? Varför inte? 
Jämför hur det var förr med FAR?). 

• Hur ser du på PCAOB som ett kontroll organ? 

• Tycker du PCAOB är rätt instans för att utföra kontroller? (följdfråga: 
Varför?, varför inte?, Jämför med hur det var förr med RN?) 

• Hur ser du på att kontrollfunktionen har flyttats från revisorerna till 
staten (PCAOB)? 

• Tror du att PCAOB kommer lyckas bättre i att hitta fel och på så sätt 
minska ”audit failure”? (följdfråga: Varför, varför inte?) 

11. Revisors professionen 
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• Hur ser du på revisors professionen ?  

xi. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan samhälliga värderingar och 
professionen? (Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar 
detta?) 

xii. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan en formaliserad utbildningsprocess 
och professionen? (Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB 
påverkar/förändrar detta?) 

xiii. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan gemensam kunskapsbas och 
professionen? (Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar 
detta?) 

xiv. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan formell testning och professionen? 
(Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar detta?) 

xv. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan statlig licensiering och 
professionen? (Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar 
detta?) 

xvi. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan etikregler och professionen? 
(Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar detta?) 

xvii. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan symboler och professionen? 
(Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar detta?) 

xviii. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan föreningstillhörighet (t.ex FAR) 
och professionen? (Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB 
påverkar/förändrar detta?) 

xix. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan personliga kvalifikationer och 
professionen? (Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar 
detta?) 

xx. Hur ser du på kopplingen mellan oskrivna handlingsnormer och 
professionen? (Följdfråga: Anser du att PCAOB påverkar/förändrar 
detta?) 

• Vilka av dessa anser du vara viktigast för professionen? 

12. Förändring 

• Hur har PCAOB konkret förändrat uppfattningen på din profession? 

• Vilka förändringar har du upplevt i samband med PCAOB 

• Hur ser du på reglering vs. självreglering av en profession? 

• Hur ser du på revisorsyrket nu? (följfråga: känner du någon stolthet till 
ditt yrke idag?) 

13. Hot? 

• Anser du att instiftandet av SOX/PCAOB hotar/främjar revisorsyrket?  
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14. Övrigt 

• Är det något ytterligare om PCAOB eller professionen som du vill 
tillägga? 

Avslutning: Tack för ert deltagande! 


