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Abstract 

Purpose - The purpose of this study is to shed light on one part of the external auditor’s work by 

examining how the cooperation between external auditors and internal auditors is organized and 

if external auditors face a dilemma when cooperating with internal auditors. The focus will 

therefore be on what aspects are considered by the external auditor in the decision to cooperate 

with internal auditors (and to use their work), as well as how the external auditor safeguards the 

audit quality by maintaining an independently and professionally executed audit. 

Design/methodology/approach - This study was realized through a qualitative research method. 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with external auditors that have engagements with 

internal audit functions. All respondents are employed in the Big 4 and are operating in Sweden. 

Findings - The results of the study show that external auditors tend to use the work of internal 

auditors when they cooperate. To gain efficiency improvements is the main beneficial aspect the 

external auditors consider in the cooperation with internal auditors. The findings would suggest 

that some external auditors may act after self-interest more than others because if they start the 

cooperation and spend the time to evaluate the internal auditors’ work, they would prefer to use 

it. This would also indicate that the external auditors’ independence and professionalism can to 

some extent be compromised because there seems to be an acceptance of a certain degree of 

lower audit quality when using the work of internal auditors. 

Originality/value - The use of semi-structured interviews makes it possible to obtain deeper 

knowledge and complement prior studies concerning cooperation in the audit industry and how 

the external auditor considers different aspects in a decision-making environment. 

Keywords Auditing, Audit quality, Cooperation, External audit, Internal audit, Sweden 
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1. Introduction 
It is acknowledged that organizations possess power and have undisclosed knowledge regarding 

their business (Greenwood and Van Buren III, 2010; O’Dwyer, 2005). Since the organization’s 

stakeholders cannot fully know, or control, the business, there is a need for trust (Jahansoozi, 

2006; Swift, 2001). This trust can be established through some enforcement mechanisms aimed 

at protecting the stakeholders, even if these cannot fully control every aspect of an organization’s 

business nor prevent scandals (Greenwood and Van Buren III, 2010). 
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Large part of the literature has highlighted that trust between stakeholders and organizations is 

not only established through internal auditing (Soh and Martinov-Bennie, 2011), but can likewise 

be assured by the work executed by external auditors (EAs). The purpose of external audit is to 

protect the stakeholders by ensuring the quality of the information provided by the organization 

(Blank, Collin, Tagesson and Broberg, 2009; Tagesson and Eriksson, 2011; Öhman, Häckner, 

Jansson and Tschudi, 2006). The auditor’s signature gives the investors, and other stakeholders, 

confidence that the disclosed information (e.g. the financial statements) tells the truth (see 

Duska, 2005; Tagesson and Eriksson, 2011). The auditor’s responsibility to the public is 

particular compared to other professions, since auditors are hired by the revised organization but 

at the same time have a social responsibility (Duska, 2005). Baker and Hayes (in Duska, 2005) 

say that “their [the auditors’] responsibilities are to the legitimate users of the statements, not 

necessarily to the client” (p. 23). 

In addition, as argued by Soh and Martinow-Bennie (2011), prior corporate scandals have 

generated an increased awareness, both in practice and research, of the need for organizations’ 

internal assurance such as internal control and risk management. In this sense, internal audit is a 

function that can “contribute towards quality corporate governance, through its oversight role, its 

improvements to the control and monitoring environment and its potential to mitigate fraud risk” 

(Soh and Martinow-Bennie, 2011, p. 606). Internal audit has become more important in recent 

years as a corporate governance mechanism (Mihret, in press; Munro and Stewart, 2011; Pilcher, 

Gilchrist, Singh and Singh, 2013; Stewart and Subramaniam, 2010), and is an important part of 

the internal control system (Al-Twaijry, Gwilliam and Brierley, 2004) which evaluates and 

improves the effectiveness of risk management, control and governance processes (Munro and 

Stewart, 2011). Through internal audit the quality of the financial information can be improved 

and the risk of corporate scandals reduced (Adams, 1994; Mihret and Admassu, 2011; Soh and 

Martinov-Bennie, 2011). 

Some scholars have started to direct their attention to the cooperation between EAs and 

internal auditors (IAs) as a result of the recognized increased importance of internal audit 

(Munro and Stewart, 2011). The cooperation among these two parties is regulated in the 

International Standard of Auditing (ISA) 610, which states that the work of an internal audit 

function (IAF) can be used to obtain audit evidence and that IAs can be used as to provide direct 

assistance when the IA works under the EA’s direction, supervision and review. Even if the main 

purposes of internal and external auditing are different, the EA and IA have some interests in 

common as both can potentially benefit by a successful cooperation (Al-Twaijry et al., 2004). 

According to some studies, the cooperation between the EA and the IA generates both positive 

and negative effects. On the one hand, the cooperation could lead to efficiency improvements 

due to the avoidance of duplication of work (Morrill and Morrill, 2003; Suwaidan and Qasim, 

2010). On the other hand, EAs might evaluate the work of IAs in a negative way since it can be 

argued that the latter do not possess sufficient professionalism and independence (Al-Twaijry et 

al., 2004). This means that if the EA uses the work of IAs the external audit quality could be 

compromised, while if the EA does not use the work of IAs the goal of the efficiency 

improvement is not achieved. 

Overall, there could be cooperation between the EA and the IA, leading to the former making 

use of the work of the latter when performing the audit engagement. As mentioned above, this 

cooperation can entail both positive and negative effects for both parties. Bame-Aldred, 

Brandon, Messier, Rittenberg and Stefaniak (2013) argue that “there is a paucity of research 

concerning the effects of EAs’ reliance on IAF in terms of external audit quality” (p. 253). This 
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indicates that there is room for conducting additional research on what aspects the EA considers 

when cooperating with IAs. The EA could be facing a dilemma when making decisions 

regarding the cooperation with IAs given these decisions might have negative impact on the 

audit quality. The purpose of this study is to examine how the cooperation between EAs and IAs 

is organized and if EAs face a dilemma when cooperating with IAs. The focus will be on what 

aspects are considered by the EA in the decision to cooperate with IAs (and to use their work), as 

well as how the EA safeguards the audit quality in order to maintain an independently and 

professionally executed audit. In line with the purpose the following research question is 

formulated: What aspects are being considered by EAs when cooperating with IAs? 

An explorative study is conducted in the Swedish context to contribute with knowledge to the 

existing research gap, since according to the authors’ knowledge no prior studies have addressed 

what aspects EAs consider in the cooperation and previous research disagrees on what effects the 

cooperation entails. The Swedish context is worth investigating because, according to the 

Swedish Corporate Governance Code, listed companies in Sweden shall implement internal 

control, and if the organization chooses not to have an IAF, it must be explained why not 

(Swedish Corporate Governance Board, 2010). There is also a requirement for the financial 

institutions under supervision of the Swedish Financial Supervisory Authority to have internal 

audit (FAR, 2013). Likewise, governmental agencies, as administrative agencies that are 

positioned under the Government, must have an internal audit (SFS 2006:1228 2§). Hence, given 

the stimulation to have IAs, cooperation between EAs and IAs might exist and be worth 

investigating. 

The remainder of this study is structured as follows: section two presents the theoretical 

framework. In section three, the research method employed is outlined. Section four is devoted 

to the results and an analysis. Section five closes this study with conclusions and suggestions for 

further research. 

 

2. Theoretical framework 
 

2.1 The EA’s consideration of cooperation 
As mentioned in the previous section, when cooperating with IAs, the EA could face a dilemma. 

The EA must, according to ISA 610 (2013), make some judgments, in other words decisions, 

before and when cooperating with IAs. These decisions can induce both positive and negative 

effects (e.g. Al-Twaijry et al., 2004; Morrill and Morrill, 2003; Suwaidan and Qasim, 2010), and 

there could be a risk that the quality of the external audit might be compromised. Drawing upon 

different theories and prior studies a theoretical framework explaining the reasons for 

cooperation and what aspects might be taken into account by the EAs in cooperation with IAs is 

discussed below. 

In general, a decision maker shall act strategically by thinking and planning, which are two 

different thought processes (Steptoe-Warren, Howat and Hume, 2011). Drejer et al. (in Steptoe-

Warren et al., 2011) argue that the “thinking process” concerns “thinking about possible 

scenarios and strategy in a creative manner that is relatively free from existing boundaries” (p. 

239). The “planning process” is about systematically analyzing the alternatives by using 

established procedures as auxiliary tools. In addition, the strategic thinker must consider both the 

external and the internal environment, and Steptoe-Warren et al. (2011) argue that a strategy 

map, that shows what aspects or parties will be influenced by the decision, is an ideal tool for 

making good decisions. For the EA it could be of importance to identify the aspects, and the 
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involved parties and how those will be affected by cooperation, since the EA has a responsibility 

towards the society and stakeholders (see e.g. Duska, 2005; Tagesson and Eriksson, 2011). 

 

2.2 The EA’s independence and professionalism 
Consistently with the discussion presented above, EAs should always keep in mind their role. 

According to Chrystelle (2006), the EA is a link between an organization and its stakeholders, 

and O’Donovan (2002) explains it by a social contract. The role of the EA is, according to Duska 

(2005) and Tagesson and Eriksson (2011), to review the accounting and reporting in a 

professional and independent way. Duska (2005) and Jeppesen (1998) argue that independence is 

one of the most fundamental principles of auditing and the Swedish Auditors Act states that 

auditors “shall audit the business performance of their duties with impartiality and independence 

and objectivity in their decisions. The audit activity must be organized so that the impartiality, 

independence and objectivity is ensured” (SFS 2001:883 20§, our translation). If the audit is not 

independently executed it will not be valuable for the users of the audit report (Jeppesen, 1998), 

and without confidence from the public, the auditors’ viability is compromised (Arya and Gover, 

2014; Carrington, 2010; Oliver, 1997). The independence can be threatened if the auditor 

unconsciously, or consciously, favours the interest of the auditee. This means that, to win the 

users’ trust in the audit, the audit process must be professionally executed (Carrington, 2010). 

Auditors are professional people with expertise, whose “authority is based on scientific 

knowledge” (Brante, 2005, p.1, our translation) allowing them to perform their work (Grey, 

1998). According to Steptoe-Warren et al. (2011) knowledge, such as a professional’s 

knowledge, is considered being a helpful factor in making strategic decisions. Since EAs are 

exposed to both legal requirements and expectations from the users to be independent and 

professional, the EA should take this into account in the decision to cooperate with IAs. 

According to Duska (2005) the auditor’s role generates social responsibility to the public and if 

the EA endangers the existing trust, the purpose with the external audit could evanesce. 

Therefore, the EA should make decisions that are favourable for the stakeholders and the society. 

In this way, the decision made by the EA should always promote the audit quality, in terms of an 

independently and professionally executed audit, also when cooperating with IAs. 

 

2.3 Legal framework 
The increased usage of IAFs (Mihret, in press; Munro and Stewart, 2011), generates more 

opportunities for the EA to cooperate with IAs. Since their work is to some degree overlapping, 

cooperation might be considered beneficial because it could increase the efficiency of the audit 

process (Morrill and Morrill, 2003; Suwaidan and Qasim, 2010). The cooperation is regulated by 

the legal framework. ISA 610 (2013) allows cooperation among EAs and IAs, either by the EA 

using the IAF’s work as audit evidence or by using the IAs as direct assistance. To assure that 

the purpose of the external audit will not be adversely affected by the cooperation, ISA 610 

(2013) defines the requirements that the EA must take into account and apply while determining 

whether, in which areas and to what extent the work of IAs can be used. Even if the EA chooses 

to cooperate with IAs (i.e. to use the work of IAs), the EA still has the sole responsibility of the 

audit (ISA 610 11§, 2013). According to ISA 610 (2013), the EA in the decision whether to use 

the work of IAs, has to establish the overall audit strategy. There is a planning process before 

using IAs’ work. The planning includes the EAs’ evaluation regarding the IA’s work to 

determine, according to ISA 315 (2013), how relevant the internal audit is for the external audit. 

ISA 200 (2009) is also a recommendation the EA must consider since it deals with the 
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importance of executing an independent audit. Since there by regulations is a possibility to 

cooperate, the EA might choose to cooperate with IAs just because it is allowed, but the 

regulation also stresses that it is essential that the EAs consider the IA’s independence and 

professionalism to ensure audit quality. 

 

2.4 The IA’s independence and professionalism 
The arguments above indicate that the decision to cooperate and to use the work of IAs depends 

on the opinion that EAs have about the IAs’ independence and professionalism (i.e. 

competence). The IA is considered as a profession according to the Institute of Internal Auditors 

(IIA) (see IIA, 2014a, 2014b), but the IA’s professionalism and competence can be questioned. 

Al-Twaijry et al. (2004) claim that in several internal audit departments there is a lack of 

resources to maintain the level of both independence and competence that the EA requests in 

order to rely on the IAFs. Even though the IA has to be objective and independent, Arnold Sr, 

Dorminey, Neidermeyer and Neidermeyer (2013) clearly stress, like it is stated in ISA 610 

(2013), that the IA is not independent in the same way as the EA. Stewart and Subramaniam 

(2010) describe that internal audit both constitutes a corporate governance mechanism and 

consultancy services within the organization. One can question the IA’s ability to be objective 

because of this dual role. In line with this, Al-Twaijry et al. (2004) found that EAs had the 

opinion that IAs did not possess sufficient professionalism and independence towards the 

management, and therefore the quality of the internal audit might be questioned. Furthermore, 

Al-Twaijry et al. (2004) and Morrill and Morrill (2003) stress that the EA cannot in an unlimited 

extent use the internal audit, because that might compromise the quality of the external audit. 

The quality of the work executed by the IAs is important when it is used by EAs, not least 

because of the responsibility the audit profession possesses and the fact that the external audit 

should protect the stakeholders (e.g. Chrystelle, 2006; Duska, 2005; Tagesson and Eriksson, 

2011). 

 

2.5 Effects stemming from the cooperation 
The idea behind parties working in partnership is to gain cooperative advantage (Delbufalo; 

2012; Vangen and Huxham, 2003). The included parties strive to achieve mutual benefits, which 

can be obtained by sharing resources and information (Delbufalo, 2012). The main positive 

effect stemming from an effective cooperation between the EA and IA is the reduction of audit 

fees in connection with efficiency gains (Morrill and Morrill, 2003; Suwaidan and Qasim, 2010). 

If the cooperation is effective, the EA can reduce the duplication of work which leads to 

efficiency improvements and, consequently, to audit fee reductions (Morrill and Morrill, 2003; 

Suwaidan and Qasim, 2010). This means that both the EA and IA may have an incentive to start 

a cooperation and make it work effectively. Even if the quality of the IAF can be questioned, as 

mentioned above, the EA might focus more on the possibility to reduce the audit fees, which 

may be considered as a change in focus when the issue concerning audit fee has become more 

important than the quality (Duska, 2005). However, increased efficiency is related to lower audit 

fees, which is why both the auditee and the audit firm benefit. From the auditee’s view this is 

favourable because of cost reduction regarding the audit service. For the auditing firm the 

reduced audit fee generates competitive advantages. The ever-changing environment and the 

increasing competition force audit firms to consider the market orientation, and since the 

statutory audit has been abolished in Sweden in 2010, there is a change in the professional 
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business industry, and audit firms need to gain competitive advantages (Broberg, Umans and 

Gerlofstig, 2013). 

In order to be efficient and competitive the EA could reduce the audit time by using the work 

of IAs. According to Gundry and Liyanarachchi (2007), audit firms allocate specific amount of 

hours for the execution of audit tasks, in order to control the costs of auditing. Further, Svanberg 

and Öhman (2013) stress that auditors working in the Big 4 are subjects to great working 

pressure because of the competition. Gundry and Liyanarachchi (2007) argue that “time pressure 

in general has been shown to have a detrimental impact on individuals’ decision-making 

processes” (p. 129). Auditors which are exposed to a high degree of such pressures might feel 

stressed which, in turn, impacts the audit quality negatively (Coram, Ng and Woodliff, 2003; 

Gundry and Liyanarachchi, 2007; McNamara and Liyanarachchi, 2008; Otley and Pierce, 1996: 

Svanberg and Öhman, 2013). This means that under pressures exerted by the audit firm, the 

individual EA might be more prone to use the work of IAs for time savings. 

 

2.6 How the cooperation works 
All the arguments mentioned above indicate that there are various aspects that might influence 

the EA’s decision whether to use the work of the IA or not. In addition, literature highlights that 

cooperation includes trust, understanding and lower transaction costs, and all the three factors are 

mutual (see Tomkins, 2001). Vangen and Huxham (2003) clarify that the cooperation process 

has continuously to be nurtured in order to create advantage, and here trust is shown to be of 

importance (see Bachmann and Inkpen, 2011; Tomkins, 2001). Vangen and Huxham (2003) 

argue that it is problematic to build trust and that the creation of trust is a cyclical process, where 

trust develops over time from positive outcomes of the cooperation (Vangen and Huxham, 

2003). This indicates that the frequency of interactions and type of communication in the 

cooperation between the EA and IA could result in greater use of the IAs’ work without checking 

the work thoroughly. Currall and Mayer et al. (in Bachmann and Inkpen, 2011) stress that trust is 

built on “a decision which is based on an assessment of the other party’s competence, integrity 

and benevolence” (p. 284). One can connect this statement to the task the EA has, namely to 

evaluate the objectivity and competence of the IA. If the EA assesses the IA as competent, there 

could be a higher probability for the EA’s trust in the IA. 

 

2.7 Decision whether to cooperate or not 
To sum up, there might be several possible aspects influencing the EA in the cooperation with 

IAs. Etzioni (2014) explains that the process of decision-making starts with the individual 

specifying his/her goal. A search for alternatives to achieve the goal is then accomplished and 

evaluated regarding their costs. On the one hand, the EA might make decisions in a rational way. 

This means that to maximize the value and the utility, the decision-maker seeks to maximize his 

own benefits (cf. self-interest) or considers the best alternative to be the one with the largest 

margin between the benefits and the costs (Edwards, 1954; Etzioni, 2014; Jonassen, 2012). The 

EA could decide to use the IAs’ work to gain own benefits in terms of efficiency improvements 

and in this way increase the intrinsic value. If the EA has the opinion that the cooperation has 

lack of benefits or the EA considers the costs (e.g. reduced audit quality and reduced efficiency) 

of the cooperation to exceed the benefits, he/she could make a rational decision by deflecting 

cooperation. On the other hand, there is a possibility that the EAs are not fully rational and could 

make decisions because of personal relationships including emotions, experiences and personal 

identity (Jonassen, 2012). Cooperation between EAs and IAs consists of human involvement, 
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and the EA could decide to cooperate with and use the work of IAs because of the personal 

relationship that might occur between them after prolonged and successful cooperation. In both 

cases there could be an effect on audit quality as the EA could use the work of IAs even if it is 

not appropriate. 

The description of decision-making above can be associated to problems in agency 

relationships, which can arise from that the parties may have different interests and act to 

maximize their own expected utility (Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Ross, 1973). Because of this, 

there is a risk that the agent (the EA) does not in all situations act in the best interest of the 

principal (the stakeholders and society). Bentham and Mill (in Edwards, 1954) claim that “the 

goal of human action is to seek pleasure and avoid pain” (p. 382). The agency theory assumes 

that the pleasure is achieved when the self-interest has been guaranteed. The EA could act in 

self-interest and use the work of IAs even if it is not appropriate, by considering the efficiency 

improvements rather than audit quality that is in the interest of the stakeholders and society. In 

contrast to this, the stewardship theory argues that the cost will be higher than the benefits if the 

agent acts after self-interest, therefore the agent seeks pleasure by satisfying other interests and 

receives greater level of utility that way (Caers, Du Bois, Jegers, De Gieter, Schepers and 

Pepersman, 2006). This means that the EA should prefer to satisfy the duty towards stakeholders 

and society and be less interested in audit fee reductions, because of the professionalism he/she 

possesses. 

The theoretical framework presented above is depicted in figure 1. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Theoretical framework 

 

The theoretical framework indicates that various aspects may influence how the cooperation 

between the EA and IA is organized. In particular, the EAs’ decision to use the work of IAs may 

be influenced by the awareness of their role, which means that they continuously preserve their 

independence and professionalism. The legal framework affects the cooperation because of the 
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requirements it states about the evaluation of the IAF. There is also an ongoing discussion 

concerning the IAs’ independence and professionalism and the EAs might have their own 

opinion about this that could affect the decision and the continuation of the cooperation. In 

addition, the cooperation could entail both positive and negative effects. The cooperation could 

lead to efficiency gains in terms of time and costs savings but it could also compromise the 

quality of the external audit and the efficiency may be lost if the cooperation is not functioning 

optimally. How the cooperation works, which refers to frequency of interactions, type of 

communication and emergence of trust could also be considered by EAs in cooperation with IAs. 

 

3. Research method 
The research process of this study consists of five stages. In the first stage a theoretical 

framework was developed by drawing upon previous literature. The framework was explained in 

the previous section and depicted in Figure 1 which highlights some aspects that may influence 

the cooperation between EAs and IAs. It is important to point out that there might be other 

aspects that may affect EAs’ decisions, which are not included in the theoretical framework. In 

addition, during this initial stage, two interviews with IAs were conducted. These interviews 

were held before proceeding with the study as the education at Kristianstad University mostly 

focuses on EAs, while less attention is focused on internal auditing. Therefore, a better 

understanding of the IA’s role and tasks was seen as a beneficial preparation. In the second stage 

the selection of participants was determined. In order to select the respondents, some criteria 

were used. The EAs were required to have audit engagements in which IAFs were included and 

could be both the signing auditor or included in the audit team as the second-man. In the third 

stage the interview questions were formulated. The questions were formulated in order to cover 

all the elements included in the theoretical framework (see appendix 1) and the authors 

formulated the questions which means that the questions are not validated in prior studies. Since 

the respondents’ answers are not always in accordance with the reality (Thomas, 2004) the 

questions were in non-directional style to alleviate interview bias (see Soh and Martinov-Bennie, 

2011). 

The fourth stage included the execution of eight interviews. In particular, data were gathered 

through semi-structured interviews in order to explore and obtain deeper understanding of what 

aspects the EAs are considering in the cooperation with IAs. Through this qualitative method no 

generalization can be made (see Soh and Martinov-Bennie, 2011; Thomas and Magilvy, 2011). 

Denscombe (2009) argues that it is suitable to use interviews when investigating people’s 

opinions, perceptions, feelings and experiences, as well as when dealing with sensitive topics, 

which is why having interviews is a valid method in view of this study’s purpose. In line with 

Harvey (2001), each respondent was asked to answer each specific question, but was also 

allowed to speak freely and give additional opinions or explanations. This means that we were 

open to consider new aspects that were not included in the theoretical framework (see Öhman et 

al., 2006). 

The interviews were conducted between May 6th and 22nd 2014 and lasted between 25-60 

minutes. We had three face-to-face and five telephone interviews. By having telephone 

interviews we were not geographically restricted. Four of the respondents have primarily 

financial institutions as clients and the other four listed companies, which do not operate in the 

financial sector. All EAs are working in the Big 4. Both the authors attended all the interviews 

which were held in Swedish, and therefore the data used in this study was translated into English. 
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Due to the translation, some linguistic subtleties might be lost. The interviews were recorded, 

then transcribed and analyzed. 

The fifth stage was devoted to analyzing the empirical findings and writing up interpretations 

and conclusions. When the interview transcripts were analyzed, the answer given by each 

respondent to the different questions were identified and compared. From this comparison we 

acquired an overview of the respondents’ answers and identified similarities and differences. If 

something was unclear, or we wanted to confirm the answers, respondents were contacted for 

supplementary data in order to increase the validity of the data. Finally, to write interpretations 

and draw conclusions on the empirical findings, a constant reference to the theoretical 

framework has been made. Each EA has been identified by a code (EA1-EA8) in order to ensure 

their anonymity. 

 

4. Results and analysis 
All the EAs cooperate with IAs to some degree. In some cases the EA and IA cooperate by 

exchanging information, which allows the EA to have better insight in the client’s activity. In 

other cases the cooperation goes beyond the exchange of information as the EA uses the IA’s 

work when executing the external audit. The parts of the IAs’ work that is deemed as relevant for 

the external audit is used, which especially is material regarding internal control and processes. 

None of the EAs stated that they use the IAs as direct assistance, and claim that it is the task of 

the Board to give directives to the IAs. Each of the EAs also claimed that the degree of the 

cooperation depends on the client. The four respondents (EA1, 3, 5 and 8) with clients in the 

financial sector have specific rules related to this industry to follow, namely that the EA has to 

evaluate the IAF even if the work will not be used in the external audit. 

The number of clients with IAs that the respondents have varies, ranging from only one to 

almost all of their clients. The respondents stated that if the EA’s clients have an IAF there is a 

discussion among these two parties and in the audit planning, in the beginning of the financial 

year, one determines if there will be a cooperation or not. This is in accordance with ISA 610 

(2013) that states that the EA has to establish the overall audit strategy and plan before deciding 

whether to use IAs’ work. It would suggest that the EAs are strategic decision-makers in the 

sense that they are thinking and planning regarding the cooperation with IAs (see Steptoe-

Warren et al., 2011). The EAs stress that the initiative to cooperate comes mostly from the EAs, 

but it can also be a mutual agreement. When cooperating the two parties communicate by 

telephone, personal meetings and email, and the extent and the type of communication is very 

varying depending on the engagement’s size and the form of cooperation. One respondent 

stressed he never have had a personal meeting, while another claims that he prefers face-to-face 

meetings. Overall the EAs have contact with different IAs between once per year to once per 

week. Our findings suggest that there is variation in how the cooperation is organized. 

  

4.1 The purpose and effects of the cooperation 

During the interviews it was found that the purpose with cooperation is to gain advantages as 

Delbufalo (2012) and Vangen and Huxhan (2003) stated, that the idea behind parties cooperating 

is to gain benefits. “I prefer to take advantage of the IA’s work, if they make a good work, I can 

benefit from it more or less. I would say that if there is internal audit, I would like to take 

advantage of it” (EA4). 

Etzioni (2014) stressed that the decision-maker must have a goal in the beginning, and 

according to our findings the goal is to achieve efficiency improvements. Regarding the benefits 
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from cooperation with IAs, the majority of the respondents stated efficiency improvements in 

one or another way: either by the reduction of duplication of work, time savings or costs savings. 

All these efficiency improvements affect each other. If one reduces the overlapping in the work 

performance the total working time will decrease because one does not have to do everything 

alone, and this means that the costs will decrease due to the reduction in time. These findings are 

in accordance with Morrill and Morrill (2003) and Suwaidan and Qasim (2010) who state that 

the main positive effect stemming from cooperation is efficiency gains. 

Not only the EAs seem to seek for efficiency gains, some of the respondents also claim that 

the auditees are cost-conscious and want a cooperation to occur for cost reduction. The 

cooperation could therefore result in a win-win situation. One respondent explicitly stated that 

“the goal is to reduce the costs” (EA2) and this statement is supported by more of the EAs. Cost 

reduction could benefit not only the auditee but also the audit firm because the firm might gain 

competitive advantages. The goal to reduce the costs could also be interpreted that the audit 

quality is overridden and that the EA might act after either self-interest or the interest of the 

auditee. Interestingly, EA4 also mentioned that time savings lead to that the EA can focus on 

other things that benefit the client. The respondent did not explain what other services he 

provides the client. One can link this statement to the ever-changing environment Broberg et al. 

(2013) discuss, namely that the audit firms need to gain competitive advantages and as Duska 

(2005) argues that there is a change in focus in the audit industry since a reduction of audit fees 

have become more important than the consideration of the audit quality. 

The fact that the EAs want to provide the clients with other services and that they want to 

reduce the time on the audit could also be because of pressure from the audit firm. As mentioned 

in the theoretical framework, audit firms allocate a certain amount of time for audit engagements 

which may result in pressure that influences how EAs perform their tasks and, in turn, 

compromise audit quality (Coram, Ng and Woodliff, 2003; Gundry and Liyanarachchi, 2007; 

Otley and Pierce, 1996; Svanberg and Öhman, 2013), but none of the EAs stressed that such a 

pressure occurs. EA4 said: 

 
The assessment that I have too many clients or that I do not have time, really has nothing to do with 

IAF, so to speak. But if I feel I do not have time and have too many engagements, then I cannot say 

‘oh, what a relief that there is an IAF, then I do not need to work as much’. It does not work, then 

something is wrong. 

 

Since none of the EAs stressed that lack of time influences the cooperation, we consider the 

respondent’s answers as contradictory because the EAs seem to seek to reduce the cost and the 

time spent on the audit. 

Overall, the purpose with the cooperation seems to gain efficiency improvements primarily in 

terms of cost reduction, but we could also interpret that half of the EAs stated arguments which 

we could relate to audit quality. EA1 said that when working with competent IAs: 

 
Many times they [IAs] are at the forefront of what is about to happen and what has happened and what 

is going on and they see risks. So it is an incredible support to the general audit of the business to have 

a competent internal audit, absolutely. 

 

This assertion can be interpreted to the possibility that the quality of the audit can increase 

through the cooperation because the IA knows more about the auditee’s activities. Additionally, 

some respondents highlighted that EAs and IAs are specialized in different areas and in this way 
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they could supplement each other. One respondent claims that he feels more comfort when 

working with experienced IAs. These findings suggest that some EAs might consider that 

cooperation could lead to higher audit quality. Even though, none of the respondents seem to 

consider the public or the society as the counterpart, which might be the case if we refer to Arya 

and Gover (2014), Carrington (2010) and Oliver (1997) as they point out that the EA’s viability 

is thanks to the trust by the public. 

The respondents draw attention to the auditee when discussing the negative effects of the 

cooperation and according to Jeppesen (1998) the EA’s independence could be endangered if 

acting in the interest of the auditee. The respondents argue that even if there is a wish to increase 

the efficiency and reduce duplication of work, there could still be some overlapping, and this is 

negative for the clients because of the cost issue. Based on this, the EAs seem to think in the 

interest of others, the clients. However, considering the discussion above regarding the positive 

effects, we know that there could be a self-interest. If the cost increases for the auditee, there 

might not be any efficiency improvements and the audit firm will not gain competitive 

advantages if they have a disgruntled client. One respondent seems to be conscious that there is a 

risk when cooperating because of pressure from the auditee. The auditee has expectations: 

 
that one should use the internal audit, and they are not that competent and you cannot really use it, it 

can become a bit tricky. [...] It will not always be effective, but still one is going to use the work that 

fundamentally cannot be properly used. Then it will be little tricky (EA8). 

 

From four of the interviews, it emerged that the initiative to cooperate might be stimulated by the 

clients (auditees) with IAFs which have expectations about the cooperation. Even though it is not 

explicitly expressed that this is an aspect that influences the EAs’ choice, maybe it could have an 

impact. Even another respondent mentioned the issue when using the IAF’s work to obtain a 

certain complementary covering even if the work is not independently performed. The EA might 

disregard the audit quality and prioritize to get a satisfied client. The same EA argued that the 

audit quality can increase if the work of the IAF is made in a good way, but it will be adversely 

affected if the work is not good. Another EA stated that he “hopes” that the audit quality 

increases, he gives an impression of uncertainty. Another answer one can interpret affects the 

audit quality negatively, and compromises the EA’s professionalism, is this statement: “If there 

are several adverse effects then it is likely that I may not use it. And the positive effects, yes that 

is what you expect from cooperation”. The choice of words is interesting, and one could argue 

that the EA does not always act in the best professional matter and self-interest could be 

underlying this statement, and if the EA uses the work even if it has several negative effects, the 

audit quality can be compromised. All these findings indicate that there could be a self-interest 

impacting in the cooperation which can be related to the agency problem, namely that the EA 

seeks to maximize his own benefit and does not consider the principal (here the public and the 

society) (see Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Ross, 1973) which in turn could adversely affect the 

quality of the external audit. 

 

4.2 The EA’s opinions on the IA’s independence and professionalism 

Most of the EAs have a positive attitude towards the establishment of IAFs within their clients. 

Some respondents highlighted that IAFs are a good corporate governance and control mechanism 

for the auditee (see Soh and Martinov-Bennie, 2011). Others emphasized that IAFs are good for 

the EA’s work. EA1 argued that the IAF is the extension of the Board and two EAs argued that 

the quality inside the organization increases if there is an IAF, which is consistent with Mihret 
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and Admassu’s (2011) and Soh and Martinov-Bennie’s (2011) studies. One EA stressed that 

even if she does not use the IAF’s work, the fact that the auditee has a good internal control 

results in the EA saving time on the audit because there is orderliness in the auditee. Otherwise, 

“the controls on the company may become worse and then we had to do more” (EA7). 

However, the respondents stated that the IA is not that controlled as the EA and does not have 

the same requirements, which means that the quality of the internal audit does not reach the same 

level as the external audit. These findings support Arnold Sr et al.’s (2013) argument that the IA 

is not as independent as the EA. Half of the respondents distinctly pointed out that the IAs are 

not independent. EA5 argued that the IA is working for only one stakeholder and another EA 

pointed out that the IA works for the Board, and therefore cannot be considered as independent. 

This is in line with what Al Twaijry et al. (2004) and Stewart and Subramaniam (2010) argue, 

that the quality of the IAs’ work is questioned since they are perceived to be not sufficiently 

independent and professional towards the management. Even if the IAs are not seen as 

independent, the occurrence of an audit committee entails EA6 and 7 to perceive them as more 

independent. 

The independence of the IAs depends also on the size of the IAF according to EA7. While 

EA4 is of the opinion that the size of the IAF is not important, the competence and their work are 

of greater significance. In addition, EA3 mentioned that if a company does not have sufficient 

resources for its IAF, there could be a problem, but she does not specify what problems might 

occur. We interpret that this assertion could provide support for Al-Twaijry et al.’s (2004) 

research that there could be a lack of resources in the IA’s department which can adversely affect 

the independence and competence, which in turn may affect the possibility for the EA to use the 

work of the IAs. 

From the findings discussed above, there is awareness of the limitation in the usage of the 

IAF’s work. This because the IAs are seen as not sufficiently independent and competent and 

have another focus than the EA, as they work for the Board and have other tasks that may be 

perceived as too narrow and specific of the EA to be used in the external audit (see Al-Twaijry et 

al., 2004; Arnold Sr et al., 2013). EA6 and EA7 meant that one cannot rely on the IAF’s work 

because they are either doing the wrong things or the right things wrong and therefore one cannot 

always use the IA’s work, e.g. to reduce duplication of work. One respondent stated that 

sometimes EAs have to check or control the same things already done by IAs. It happens that the 

IA stresses that he/she has already controlled that specific part, and the respondent claimed that 

the EA has to: “explain that if we are to rely on what you are doing, you must test according to 

our rules [...] And it is not always the case [...]. You are usually much more free as IA” (EA7). 

During the interviews a new influencing aspect was presented by two of the respondents, 

namely the advantages of outsourced IAFs. EA1 has a positive attitude towards outsourced IAF, 

and stated that outsourced IAs: “get more competence, and more experience and […] get more 

impressions of being in several places”. Regarding the IAs working within the auditee the same 

respondent said: “being in one place and sit at the coffee table and talk, and be on the same staff 

parties as those with whom you then sit and audit and have views on. I think that almost seems 

impossible”. The other respondent, EA5, claimed that an outsourced IAF gives more pondus than 

an IAF hired by the auditee. 

In summary, the existence of an IAF in an organization can be positive both for the auditee 

and the EA as it usually leads to that there are less inaccuracies in the organization. At the same 

time, the IAs are not perceived as independent of the EAs since they are working on behalf of the 

Board. This would mean, as Al-Twaijry et al. (2004) and Morill and Morill (2003) argue, that the 
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work of IAs cannot be used in an unlimited extent by EAs since it could have negative impact on 

the audit quality. 

 

4.3 Legal framework and evaluation of the IAF 

The fact that regulations allow cooperation could be seen as an aspect that might influence the 

EA’s decision to enter cooperation with IAs. EA4, working with listed companies, stated: 

 
I can choose to use the IA’s work, so to speak, and I can also choose not to do it and there is so to say 

no requirement that I have to or that I should. But it is up to me as an auditor to do it, how to say it, the 

professional judgment of benefits and so on. 

 

This statement indicates that the legal framework does not seem to be an aspect in itself that 

affects the EA’s decision to cooperate with IAs. Instead, the assessment of possible benefits from 

the cooperation is an influencing aspect, which would suggest that the EA is a rational decision 

maker (see Edwards, 1954; Jonassen, 2012). The EAs working with financial institutions have 

other requirements regarding the control of IAFs and must evaluate the IAF and its work. As 

EA3 said: “there must be a communication with financial companies, because it is part of my 

mission to check what the IAF does and how its function is designed”. Since this obligation 

exists, one could also think that the legal framework might have an impact on the EAs working 

with financial institutions in their decision to use the IAFs’ work. This because it might be 

tempting for the EA to make use of the work when the evaluation anyway has to be performed. 

All the EAs mentioned ISA when discussing the evaluation of the IAF and its work. EA4 and 

5, working in two different audit firms, mentioned that the firm has interpreted the regulation and 

drafted its own checklist based on ISA. This checklist has to be followed in the evaluation before 

deciding whether to use the IAs’ work. However, even if there is a regulation concerning the 

cooperation between EAs and IAs, it is the respondents’ opinion that the professional judgment 

of the EAs is of great importance. The following quote by EA4 is in line with this interpretation: 

“I might think something, while someone else can think something different. Not everything is 

black and white in this world”. The EA argued that he has to make the judgment based on his 

knowledge and experience and this statement supports Brante’s (2005) and Grey’s (1998) 

argument that professionals possess a specific knowledge that should be used to perform their 

work. EA7 argued that if using the work of IAF: 

 
One should not belittle that it makes tremendous demands. You must see that they [the IAs] are 

objective, that they are competent. If one is to rely on an IA’s work, then you need to do all that, 

control that they have done right. 

 

This indicates there are high requirements on the EA when doing the evaluation. The respondents 

highlighted the importance of the professional judgment, but regarding the EAs evaluation of the 

IAF one can question one of the respondent’s statements about the time to evaluate the work of 

IAF: 

 
I just have to take one hour to say I trust the internal audit, its work and have assessed its competence 

and quality. I can set up on what they write in their reports. And then I just write off the internal 

audit’s reports, in the section that concerns my work, and say that the internal audit considers the 

internal control as satisfactory and I consider it also to be. 
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The same EA stated that he does not have particularly good insight in the IAF’s work, and one 

can interpret that the EA’s professionalism is compromised and the audit quality is overridden. 

Regarding the EAs’ insight in the IA’s work, it varies among the respondents. For example one 

respondent thought that he does not have much insight, another said that he has the necessary 

insight in the work that is used, while one stated that she can have the insight she wants to. 

The respondents told that the evaluation regarding the IA’s independence is based on where 

the IAF is located in the organization, whom the IA reports to and if there are any incentive 

systems. EA4 admitted that it is difficult to evaluate the IA’s objectivity and reasoned that one 

can compare the IA’s situation with the EA’s to see if it looks the same. This EA also said that 

he in the evaluation of the IAF controls how the work is performed, what conclusion the IA has 

drawn and checks if he would have come to the same conclusion. Concerning the evaluation of 

the competence (i.e. professionalism), the EAs stated that this evaluation is based on the IA’s 

education and experiences. In addition to this, EA1 argued that it will be shown if the IAs are 

competent when working with them. Thus the EA seems to follow his feelings, which is in line 

with Jonassen (2012) who states that emotions and experiences could have impact on the 

decision-making. 

When asking if the evaluation results in more or less work for the EA in the audit process, 

five respondents clearly stated that the time in total will decrease if there is well working 

cooperation. However, EA3 explained that when working with financial institutions there is no 

difference in time, because the evaluation of the IAF is part of the engagement. EA4, not 

working with financial institutions, pointed out that “if we cannot use the internal audit, then it 

would be the same as if there was no internal audit”. The respondents’ answers show that if the 

IAs’ work is assessed to be useful from the evaluation, it leads to efficiency improvements for 

the EA, and if not, the EA cannot reduce the time spent on the audit. 

Overall, EAs execute the evaluation in accordance with the main requirements asked by ISA 

610, but this guidance can be interpreted differently and is much about the EA’s professional 

judgment. It also seems like the independence is harder to evaluate than the professionalism (i.e. 

competence). This would imply that the evaluation in accordance with regulations can be 

difficult and complicated. 

 

4.4 How the cooperation works 

Half of the EAs think that communication with the IAs affects their trust in them. According to 

Bachmann and Inkpen (2011), Tomkins (2001) and Vangen and Huxham (2003), trust is part of 

cooperation, that develops over time (Vangen and Huxham, 2003) and EA3 expressed that: 

 
it depends of course on what the communication contains [...] but you can put it like that, if I in any 

way intend to rely on, in my external audit on what the IAF does, it is more likely that one do it with 

someone that you have a higher degree of cooperation and exchange with than with someone you meet 

more rare or communicate with more rarely. 

 

In contrast, EA4 meant that communication is not needed if everything is working as it should 

and EA8 saw it the opposite way, if he trusts the IAs then he communicates more with them. We 

render it as if one trusts the IA one might use its work and therefore communicate more. Even 

the length and the type of communication influence the EAs usage of the IA’s work according to 

half of the respondents. The longer there has been cooperation and the EA knows that the IAs are 

competent, the more they feel that they can rely on the IAs’ work. This finding support Currall 

and Mayer’s (in Bachmann and Inkpen, 2011) study which stresses that trust is based, among 
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other things, on the other counterpart’s competence. Other respondents were of the opposite 

opinion and claimed that the length and the type of communication do not affect the cooperation. 

“It is not as if you have been working together for three years, then suddenly you start to work 

more together” (EA3). The majority of the respondents stated that how the evaluation is done is 

not affected by the length and type of cooperation. However, three of the respondents pointed out 

that when the evaluation is once done it often can be reused the year after, if no major changes 

have occurred, for the purpose of saving time. 

In addition, emotions, experiences and personal identity can be considered when making 

decisions (Jonassen, 2012), which is why the respondents were asked whether personal 

chemistry is of importance in the cooperation with IAs. Some think it is important while others 

do not. Most of them seem to think that it makes the cooperation work more smoothly, but is not 

a crucial aspect in the decision to cooperate with IAs and to use their work. It could be noticed 

that EA5 put greater emphasis on the persons than the others, this since he several times 

mentioned that the cooperation depends much on the involved persons and his trust in them. This 

respondent said “since it is about relying on them [the IAs], intuitive, it is always so as one does 

not only judge the written report, one even assess a little when sitting and discussing what 

emerges then”. We interpret this assertion as the respondent judges also aspects connected to the 

human involvement while communicating with IAs. 

In summary, the extent and type of communication seems to influence some of the EAs’ trust 

in the IAs. From the interviews a tentative interpretation that can be done is that a long lasting 

and well working cooperation sometimes leads to a greater use of IAs’ work by EAs, in other 

words greater trust as Vangen and Huxham (2003) argue. At the same time, the EAs stated that 

they make the evaluation yearly, which would imply that the EAs try to maintain their 

professional judgment so that the audit will not be negatively affected from a long cooperation. 

The EAs do not seem to cooperate with IAs because of that it pleases them in terms of social 

matters but there is some room for emotions and experiences. 

 

4.5 The compromise of the EA’s independence and professionalism 

All the EAs emphasized that their role is characterized by great responsibilities and that an 

independent audit is fundamental to not lose the purpose with the external audit and to obtain 

trust from the public, exactly in line with prior studies (Carrington, 2010; Duska, 2005; Jeppesen, 

1998). Our findings indicate that the EAs have an outstanding responsibility and EA4 stated that 

“when talking with our lawyers at the firm they do not understand how one can be auditor, that 

one dares to be it”. When asking who the EAs are working for, the majority of the EAs consider 

themselves to primary work for the auditee’s shareholders, but all EAs also stated that they work 

for all the stakeholders. This statement is in accordance with Baker and Hayes’s (in Duska, 

2005) assertion, namely that the EA has a responsibility to the users, not only the auditee. 

Further, the EAs are aware of their role and their responsibilities towards the public when 

performing their tasks, but they do not consider this on a daily basis, since they seem to be of the 

opinion that the responsibilities are automatically included in the profession itself. According to 

Brante (2005) and Grey (1998), professionals possess specific knowledge to perform their work, 

which is in accordance with the respondents’ opinions regarding the EA’s role and responsibility. 

In addition, almost all EAs stated that their independence and professionalism are not 

compromised by the cooperation, only two respondents discussed this risk. Considering the 

discussion above concerning different aspects, we interpret that the EA’s independence and 

professionalism is in some cases compromised. 



 

16 

 

One EA argued that there is a clear regulation, and as long as the regulation is followed the 

EA’s independence and professionalism will not be affected. However, we think that there might 

be a tension between the EA’s interest to cooperate and its responsibility towards the public. 

EA4 pointed out that there theoretically could be a problem, and that it is important to make a 

good professional judgment regarding the cooperation. EA4 and 5 can see a risk in the evaluation 

of the IAs and their work, namely that the EA makes wrong conclusions and relies on the work 

of an IAF that is not sufficiently good. Further, EA8 mentioned the risk that the EA uses a poor 

work, even though one is aware of the lacking quality. This together shows that the quality of the 

external audit could be negatively affected because the compromise of the EA’s independence 

and professionalism. 

In addition, when asking if someone has opinions about that cooperation occurs, EA5 argued 

that ISA 610 exists for a reason, namely to ensure that the EA’s reliance on the IAs’ work does 

not lead to any negative opinions. One EA stated that the audit firm he is working in has 

opinions, and according to another EA there is an ongoing discussion about the EA’s cooperation 

with IAs in Norway. This might indicate that there is a problem or dilemma concerning the 

cooperation between EAs and IAs. When asking the EAs about how they see their own 

independence and professionalism when cooperating with IAs, EA1 stated that “if it is 

compromised […] nearly a third party must determine that”. In the same time two EAs argued 

that the users of the external audit might not know that there could be cooperation between EAs 

and IAs. EA4 stressed that information that cooperation exists is not disclosed in any external 

reports. EA8 also believes that the common man does not know much about auditing. One can 

interpret that EAs seek to be legitimate, and by not including the third party, namely the public, 

in the cooperation, the third party does not question the cooperation. The EAs could therefore 

continue to act in self-interest and still the external audit could be perceived to be executed in an 

independent and professional way by the users. 

 

5. Conclusions and further research 
This study was aimed to shed light on the cooperation between EAs and IAs, by focusing on the 

EA’s perspective, and to identify what aspects influence the way in which Swedish EAs use the 

work of IAs. We find that the EAs make strategic decisions (see Steptoe-Warren et al., 2011) 

when cooperating with IAs and that the effects from the cooperation in form of efficiency 

improvements is an aspect all respondents seem to consider. This aspect is considered being 

beneficial not only for the EA but also for the auditee, even if some EAs seem to set their self-

interest in the first place (see Etzioni, 2014) rather than the interests of the auditee and the 

stakeholders. Since the EAs seem to act in self-interest (see Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Ross, 

1973), there is a risk that the EAs do not consider the responsibility and duty of their role. None 

of the EAs mentioned the stakeholders or the society regarding the cooperation. This is not in 

line with the stewardship theory because the EAs do not seek pleasure by satisfying others 

interests (see Caers et al., 2006). The misalignment between the EA’s role and responsibility 

might imply that there is an agency problem involved in the cooperation (between the EA and 

IA) and a tendency that there is a change in focus in the audit industry (see Duska, 2005). 

In addition, the EAs stated that they do not experience time pressure from the audit firm, but 

since they seek to increase the efficiency and save time, they could be under pressure. Likewise, 

the EA’s own independence and professionalism are fundamental in their role as auditors, and 

the most of the EAs do not think that their ability to keep their objectivity and professional 

judgment are compromised in cooperation with IAs. Despite this, the findings suggest that there 
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could be an acceptance of a certain degree of lower audit quality among EAs when cooperating 

with IAs. From the interviews, the EAs did not seem to perceive themselves to be in any major 

dilemma regarding the cooperation. However, some EAs mentioned that there could be a risk 

regarding the audit quality, that cooperation could lead to a lower audit quality if the EA relies 

on the IAF’s work to an extent that is not appropriate. The EAs also put emphasis on the IAs 

independence and professionalism which is related to the quality of their work, even if the EAs 

do not perceive the IAs as objective and competent as themselves. 

A new aspect that emerged from the interviews is that there could be a pressure from the 

auditee to cooperate, that there is an expectation that cooperation will take place. Even if the EAs 

seem to consider the interest of the auditee, they point out that the evaluation of the objectivity, 

competence and the quality of the IAs is another important aspect. Another new aspect is the 

difference between outsourced IAFs and IAFs hired in the auditee. Some EAs consider 

outsourced IAFs as more independent and competent. 

The type and length of cooperation including communication, trust and personal chemistry as 

well as the legal framework did not seem to be any major aspects that influences or are taken into 

account by the EAs. This would suggest that the EAs seem to be quite rational (see Edwards, 

1954; Jonassen, 2012) in their decision-making when cooperating with IAs. This because our 

interpretation of the results is that the EAs consider benefits in terms of the possible effects and 

the IA’s independence and professionalism, rather than emotions, experiences and personal 

identity, in terms of  type of cooperation, namely communication, trust and personal relationship. 

There are some limitations in this study, and the primary limitation regards the 

generalizability because of the qualitative research method and the limited number of 

participants. However, semi-structured interviews are considered appropriate when 

supplementing prior research with deep insight in sensitive and practical issues (Denscombe, 

2009). Another limitation is the limited number of aspects that could be considered by the EA. 

Still, the respondents were given the chance to speak freely and their point of views was 

considered in the analysis even if not strictly connected to the theoretical framework developed 

in the second section. Further, this study does not investigate the audit quality. Audit quality is a 

broad concept, and in this study we mean an independent and professional executed audit. The 

findings are useful for regulators and standard setters, since the study shed light on a dilemma in 

the EA’s profession, which is a debated topic because of its social responsibility. The findings 

are also useful for EAs in their consideration of different aspects to remind them of the 

profession’s responsibility. 

As highlighted in the method section, this study relies on the answers provided by EAs 

working in Big 4 and focused on the cooperation from the EA’s perspective. Future research may 

consider other audit firms than Big 4, or a comparison between Big 4 and the other audit firms, 

in order to investigate if there is a difference in the risk propensity concerning the audit quality. 

A research from another perspective, such as the IA’s, the auditee’s or the stakeholder’s, could 

supplement this study’s findings. This study’s findings indicate that EAs in their work might act 

in self-interest, and it would be intresting to investigate if there is a difference in the degree of 

self-interest depending on gender. Future research may also investigate the EA’s considerations 

with a quantitative research to obtain a greater generalizability. The aspects discussed in this 

research could be used as variables for a survey. 
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Appendix. Interview guide (translated into English) 
1. Is it ok that we are making an audio recording of the interview? 

2. Do you and/or the auditing firm want to remain anonymous? 

3. Tell us about yourself (name, profession, place of work, experience, education) 

4. Describe briefly how you as an auditor see your role and your responsibilities 

o How important is it to perform the audit with independence? Why? 

o As an auditor, who do you consider yourself to work for, the client or stakeholders and 

society? 

o Do you think of the importance of your role for the wider society when performing your 

tasks? Why? 

5. How many of your clients have an internal audit function? (Number and proportion of the 

total number of clients) 

○ With how many of these do you have cooperation? 

6. How/when is a cooperation established? 

○ Is the decision to cooperate spontaneous or planned? 

○ Where is the initiative coming from (from you as the external auditor, the audit firm you 

work for, the internal auditors, the auditees or ISA)? 

○ Do you experience that the number of clients/time pressure affects your decision to 

cooperate? 

7. How often do you have contact with the internal auditors? 

○ How do you communicate (face-to-face meetings, phone calls, e-mails, exchange of 

documents)? 

o Does the extent and type of the communication affect your trust in the internal auditors? 

8. What is your opinion about internal audit? 

o What insight do you have in the internal auditors’ work? 

o Do the internal auditors perform any work under guidance of you as external auditor? 

9. Do you think that the information/the work by the internal auditor is useful? 

○ How do you use the information/their work? 

o Is the length or type of cooperation influencing how you use the internal auditor’s work? In 

which way? 
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10. Are there any guidelines/regulations for how you as an auditor shall consider the internal 

auditing (formal/informal, from the accounting firm or established between you and the 

internal auditors)? 

o How are you evaluating the internal auditor’s objectivity and competence? 

o The evaluation of the internal audit function and the internal auditors, does it lead to more or 

less work for you in the audit process? 

o Is the length or type of cooperation influencing how you evaluate the internal auditor’s 

work? In which way? 

11. How important is personal chemistry when cooperating with internal auditors? Why? 

12. Overall, what positive effects do you think the cooperation between you and internal 

auditors entails? 

13. Overall, what negative effects do you think the cooperation between you and internal 

auditors entails? 

14. Do you consider the positive and negative aspects of the cooperation when deciding how to 

perform your audit tasks? 

○ Does the cooperation result in any effect on the audit fee and audit quality? How do you 

consider these effects? 

15. When cooperating with internal auditors and making use of their work, how do you consider 

your professional judgment and independence? Are they compromised? How? 

16. Do you have any idea if there is anyone who has opinions regarding cooperation between 

external and internal auditors? 

17. Is there anything you would like to add about what we have talked about? 


