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Abstract and Summary 

 

This research considered the perspective of the auditor regarding going-concern reports 

in light of previous research questions and prior study categorizations. A deeper goal of 

the study was to find out if a qualitative method would produce a deeper understanding 

than the quantitative studies of previous research. Interviews were conducted on six 

Swedish auditors as respondents to learn about their perspectives on going-concern 

reports. To relate the auditors’ perspectives to previous research, the previous research 

inspired questions which the respondents answered in their interviews. The previous 

research inspired questions were then compared and contrasted with the current study’s 

responses from interviews. This demonstrated differences in obtained information from 

quantitative researches and a qualitative one. The previous research also offered 

categorization of the influential factors on auditors. Auditor responses were analyzed 

according to these categories to demonstrate differences between expected outcomes 

and the actual outcomes. Agent Theory was utilized in consideration of the auditor as an 

agent and used the situations and responses of respondent to its fullest without 

overstepping privacy boundaries.  

 

The research query about auditor perspectives is answered in Results wherein their main 

concerns are given as raw as possible with rewording only as necessary. Commonalities 

amongst most respondents included perspectives related to the following: liquidity, 

cash, financial distress indicators, communications and trust of those communications, 

experience, changes to key staff or customer figures, auditing standards, regulations, 

litigations, and mitigating information. The auditors showed behaviors akin to an agent 

of Agency Theory by utilizing trust risk reduction such as behavioral analysis, corporate 

culture analysis, and redundancy to check accuracy of data.  The aim to study a 

qualitative method versus a quantitative method displayed a need for both of the same 

population to achieve a complete understanding of the perspectives an auditor has for a 

going-concern report. 
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1 Introduction 
 

The Introduction chapter introduces the research to the reader with Problem Background, 

Thesis Purpose, Research Question, and Delimitations sections. The Problem 

Background gives a glimpse into the problem of lack in qualitative research in the topic 

and the topic of going-concern considerations. The Thesis Purpose, Research Question, 

and Delimitation sections each give a concise descriptor of this research’s aims, question, 

and limits, respectively. 

 

To better grasp the coming sections, there are a few key terms to introduce. These are 

expanded on in chapter two but are briefly mentioned here. An auditor can be considered 

an investigator. The audit is the investigation that the auditor conducts. The auditor uses 

financial reports, among other things, during an audit. These financial reports hold client 

information such as the client’s financial position, income, equity changes, and cash 

flows. The reports must meet applicable accounting standards and business regulations, 

which is something the auditor will look in to during an audit. (Eilifsen et al., 2014, pp. 

12-24). 

 

One of the most important issues according to Swedish law, is for the auditor to keep the 

interest of shareholders and the people in mind (Tagesson & Öhman, 2015, p. 177). 

According to Louwers (1998), the going concern opinion is one of the most important 

assumptions about a client. The going-concern opinion is the opinion that a client will 

continue to operate for at least a year into the future. When an auditor conducts their audit, 

if there are factors counter indicative to the client being able to continue as a going-

concern, the auditor must make a judgement based on those factors (Eilifsen et al., 2014, 

pp. 20-22). That going-concern related judgement is the topic here. 

 

1.1 Problem Background   
 

As stated by Humphrey (2008, p. 179), “Sadly, there is a longstanding tendency for 

qualitative-based audit research papers, in their conclusions, to talk of the potential value 

of doing case-based work as one way of extending insights of audit practice (but they 

nearly always leave it for somebody else to do) with the next paper being another 

quantitative, market-based, study.” For the purpose of expanding perspectives in audit 

research, specifically related to going concern decisions, I am that “somebody else.” 

 

Little qualitative research on the auditor’s perspective regarding a going concern report. 

This is a problem. It is a problem because it means only a piece of the puzzle, that is going 

concern reports, is visible. Adding qualitative research adds pieces to that puzzle because 

research needs to broaden its perspectives. The thought process of an auditor when 

making decisions about a going concern is complex to say the least (Eilifsen et al., 2014, 

pp. 569-572). Results of their decisions can be devastating or life giving to a company on 

the brink. Auditor results are vital for investors, companies, and many stakeholders. To 

investigate the mind of an auditor is often too difficult and complex and therefore is 

commonly left to standardized surveys with limited insight on how the auditor’s decisions 

are made. 
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In Sweden, auditors are either approved auditors or authorized auditors with authorized 

auditors being on a higher level, but even so, approved auditors can do audits as well if 

they passed the national audit exams (Revisionsinspektionen, 2019a; Sundgren & 

Svanström, 2013, p. 532). This research will expand on the qualitative research on 

auditors using interviews. This means that interviewees can be either authorized auditors 

or approved auditors who passed the national exams. Sweden has a history over a hundred 

years old of authorized auditors, providing a perceived guarantee of the auditor’s abilities 

in reviewing companies (Revisionsinspektionen, 2019b).  

 

According to information gained by Sundgren & Svanström (2013, p. 533) , “there was 

no explicit requirement to report going-concern uncertainty in Sweden” before 

Revisionsstandard (RS) 570 came into being, in 2004. RS 570, which is tied to 

International Standards of Auditing (ISA) 570 and SAS 59, is what requires the going 

concern considerations (Sundgren & Svanström, 2013, p. 533).  This may be influential 

on an auditor’s perception of what is important regarding going-concerns because these 

changes were relatively recent, and they involve guidelines related to a company’s 

continuation as a going concern. Sundgren & Svanström (2013, p. 533) discuss that RS 

570 directs auditors to “consider the appropriateness of the management’s use of the 

going-concern assumptions and evaluate whether they are material uncertainties about 

the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern.” This means the auditor critically asses, 

with evidence, the correctness of the management’s going-concern use in the financial 

statements and then makes known their assessment (Eilifsen et al., 2014, p. 569). As this 

standard is directly related to going-concerns, it is considered influential on auditor 

perceptions. 

 

1.2 Thesis Purpose  
 

The purpose is to provide a qualitative research on auditor’s perspective regarding their 

decisions related to a going concern report. This is because the current status of research 

in the field of going-concerns is overwhelmed with quantitative research that does not 

take in the nuances and deeper perspective that a qualitative research into the topic can 

via interviews. 

 

1.3 Research Question 
 

What is the perspective of the auditor regarding a going-concern report? This is a 

cumulation of several thought processes. An answer would be a summary of the most 

important, or most frequent, subjects during interviews on this question. 

 

1.4 Delimitations 
 

This thesis contains the obvious limitations of time and money. A time frame is set by 

Umeå University for conducting this thesis and is followed strictly. No payments have 

been made for interviews, meetings, or information of any kind. The only money used in 

this thesis was for the printing of copies for grading purposes. As this thesis takes on the 
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complexities of auditor considerations for going concern reports, interviews with auditors 

were conducted and, with the aforementioned time limitation, the sample size is quite 

small with only a few interviews, but this is not atypical for qualitative research. Further 

specific to this research, there choice of Sweden was taken as opposed to globally or 

another region due to access to a population framework for Sweden. I used what I had 

access to. A limiter that turned out to be strongly influential on this work was privacy of 

respondents. To maintain ethical standing and trust with respondents, their habitual 

phrases, names they used of co-workers, their own names and companies, and items that 

could identify who they are were not listed. This impacted the ability to fully delve into 

the Agency Theory as much as I would like to. 
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2 Theoretical Framework 
 

This chapter provides to the concepts of auditing and audit opinions, accounting and 

financial reporting, and their legal relationship. This is then followed by a commonly 

utilized theory for auditing, Agency Theory. The theory is given in its original formatting 

in relation to auditing, as a form of risk management. Then, the theory is turned on its 

side and explained in the perspective it will be used in this research. 

 

2.1 Auditing 
 

Auditing is an investigation of a company’s accounts. During the course of an audit, an 

auditor will scrutinize financial ratios, company accounts, financial and non-financial 

disclosure among many other factors. An auditor assesses annual accounts and 

consolidated accounts and management administration. (Eilifsen et al., 2014, pp. 12-13). 

 

The auditor makes judgements, or opinions, in an audit based on evidence, usually 

obtained from financial statements and their own calculations and observations. These 

auditor opinions are modified or unmodified with the unmodified indicating compliance 

with regulations and modified indicating an issue. The modified opinion is either (1) 

qualified, where are misstatements found but nothing important, (2) adverse, where 

misstatements are found and they are important, or (3) disclaimer of opinion, where 

misstatements are not found but suspected and the client refuses cooperation in 

relinquishing information or access to observe and test. (Revisionsinspektionen, 2018; 

Rahnert, 2017, pp. 19-21). The going-concern opinion is the focus of this thesis. A going-

concern opinion is based on, in Sweden at least, ISA 570 and SAS 59 (Sundgren & 

Svanström, 2013, p. 533). 

 

Accounting is a process where information about a business transaction is recorded in a 

systematic manner (Marriott et al., 2002, p. 15). Accountants, or bookkeepers, the people 

who perform accounting tasks, record the business transactions then report the financial 

information in formal reports. Those reports are very important for decision making 

purposes. The accountants prepare these reports and then the company publishes them. 

This public information is required for public companies (Marriott et al., 2002, p. 16).  

 

There are several different reports that an accountant makes. To account for transactions, 

various reports like the following are made: balance sheets, income statements annual 

reports, and cash flow statements (Eilifsen et al., 2014, pp. 16-77, 604). Each of the 

reports assist in different manners to the decisions and understanding of the financial 

position of the company. Since each and every report gives different information, many 

are required and reviewed by auditors. An example of one is the annual report. It usually 

contains the total recognized gains and losses the company has had, historical cost profits 

and losses, and a reconciliation of changes in shareholder accounts (Marriott et al., 2002, 

p. 311).  
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To assure quality and reduce risk, auditors are used to assure the financial reports are up 

to legal standards. For instance, in Sweden, listed companies’ financial statements must 

comply with the International Financial Reporting Standards and private limited liability 

companies’ financial statements must comply with Swedish generally accepted 

accounting principles. The Swedish legal standards are in the interest of both shareholders 

and the people of Sweden (Tagesson & Öhman, 2015, p. 177). Auditors perform an audit 

and sign off, approve, their opinion on an audit with consideration. As authorized or 

approved auditors are government regulated in Sweden, they can also be disciplined. Such 

disciplinary actions occur very rarely (Sundgren & Svanström, 2013, p. 533). 

 

2.2 Agency Theory 
 

Auditors are the middle person between a company and stakeholders, those with an 

interest in the company. As a middle person who passes along company information, 

auditors and/or their reports are subject to information asymmetry and agency theory. 

Auditors are intermediaries between investors or stakeholders, and the company. (Eilifsen 

et al., 2014, pp. 5-7).  

 

In agency theory, there is a company (principal) who hires, or contracts, a manager (agent) 

to run the company for them (perform), but both principle and agent have self-interests 

and asymmetric communication can create conflicts of interests (Jensen & Meckling, 

1976; Messier, 1997, p. 7; Messier, Glover, & Prawitt, 2008, p. 6). In relating this to 

auditing, a principle may utilize an audit to assuage trust issues made by information 

asymmetry and self-interests of both parties with a monitoring system (Messier, Glover, 

& Prawitt, 2008, p. 7). Adding an auditor to this example puts them outside of the roles 

but instead labels them as a tool, a monitoring mechanism used by the principal on the 

agent. This is a simplified version from the viewpoint of a company, a client of the audit 

firm.  

 

For this research, the perspective of the auditor is taken with regards to the going-concern 

reports made, usually those required by the government by Swedish law. It is from the 

viewpoint of the auditor and not the company. Therefore, in such a scenario, roles in 

agency theory become further complicated. Auditors are agents who perform their tasks 

with the Swedish government, the general public, stakeholders, the client being audited, 

and the auditor’s auditing firm (if they have one), as the principals. The task, an audit, 

becomes one of immense neutrality in the face of so many self-interested parties (Messier, 

1997). 

 

 In this scenario, agency costs are not the audit as with a company perspective, but in the 

auditor’s perspective agency costs could be the audit committee or the auditor firm’s 

reputation and tenure. An audit committee, which is wealth of skills that prepare 

information for and assist analyzing information with an auditor, is sort of like a 

monitoring cost. A bonding cost is more abstract in this scenario. The brand of the audit 

firm, the auditor, and the company being audited can have aligned interests via their 

reputation or over a tenure of years of working together. Even so, the end result of a 

going-concern report falls upon the auditor, just like an end result of any performance 

falls upon the agent (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). 
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Cohen, Krishnamoorthy, & Wright (2008, p. 194) mentioned that agency theory is 

overused and propose resource dependence, managerial hegemony, and institutional 

theory. They strictly follow the classical version of agency theory wherein the auditor is 

a monitoring tool (Cohen, Krishnamoorthy, & Wright, 2008, pp. 183-184). I am in 

agreement with the authors that the agency theory is overly used; however, they do not 

consider simply turning it on its side for a different perspective of the same theory. That 

is what is taken into consideration for theoretical framework in this research; agency 

theory wherein the auditor is the agent. 

 

During the course of the literature research, many times models were used in exchange 

for theory as a theoretical model. It is understood that models can be theoretical, but they 

are not necessarily always the same as theory. Often, the models were application of 

theory and, during the studies, expanded upon or modified. Even though the mathematical 

models in the selected literature are not directly translatable, they are useful in 

understanding influencers of going-concern reports. This is why agency theory was taken 

up. It helps tie the auditor perspective to the going-concern report causes from the 

research question. 
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3 Literature Review 
 

This chapter considers the literature of previous authors. Prior Studies brings to light 

factors influential on auditors in going-concern considerations from key research pieces. 

By key research, some of these researches have been influential in current educational 

studies decades later. Following this is the section Factors Affecting Auditors. This 

highlights the research commonalities from a literature review wherein categorizations 

were made. These categories assist in the understanding and analysis of this research later 

on. Finally, the Relevance section explains how the prior studies and the factor categories 

are useful and instructional for this thesis. 

 

3.1 Prior Studies 
 

Factors influencing auditors’ going-concern opinion decisions change over time as the 

settings in which they exist change. New laws are made, and new standards are set. First 

for consideration are historical influences followed by more contemporary ones.  

 

Altman & McGough (1974, p. 51), considered a problem brought up by William Casey, 

former Chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), who stated in 1972 

that auditors can have a very difficult time deciding if a business will continue as a going-

concern. To help auditors make that decision, the authors used quantitative methods to 

analyze a pre-existing weighted multivariate linear bankruptcy prediction model for the 

manufacturing industry that Altman created in 1968 (Altman & McGough, 1974, p. 52). 

Their analysis of the model for use by auditors in multiple industries with more up to date 

data (from 1970 to 1973) showed the model was useful (Altman & McGough, 1974, p. 

52-56). Their results showed a correlation between the model, bankruptcy, and firms with 

going-concern problems (Altman & McGough, 1974, p. 56).  

 

As early as 1968, the following factors were considered if importance in prediction of 

bankruptcy, and thus useful in decisions made by auditors for going-concern opinions. 

The model used involved creating a credit score based on working capital divided by total 

assets, retained earnings on the balance sheet divided by total assets, earnings before 

interest and taxes divided by total assets, market value of equity divided by book value 

of total debt, and sales divided by total assets (Altman & McGough, 1974, p. 52). What 

can be seen from these historical factors is that while they are useful, they did not give in 

depth understanding for the auditor’s opinion.  No consideration could be taken into 

account regarding other, non-numerical, information that the auditor gleans from their 

investigation into a business.  

 

About a decade later, Mutchler (1986), also wrote about the auditor’s going-concern 

opinion decision. Considering that an auditor does not hunt for problems within a 

company but rather, notices red flags (1) and then investigates further (2), Mutchler 

(1986, p. 149) uses this two-step process when understanding the decision making of 

auditors. Mutchler (1986, pp. 149-151) utilized several sources to generate a list of 

influential factors for the auditor in their going-concern opinion decision, such as 
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McKee’s work from 1976, Kida’s work from 1980 alongside her own previous research 

from 1984, as well as interviews and surveys to rank importance for these factors.  

 

This research is different from other research as it contains the qualitative aspect of 

interviews amongst the majority of the quantitative research and could therefore be called 

a mixed methods research. Of all the prior studies, this one is most closely related to the 

current study, but it is unfortunately quite dated. Factors surmised by Mutchler (1986, p. 

151) as red flags during the standard auditing process include:  entering receivership, 

entering reorganization, inability to meet interest payments, negative going-concern 

reports in previous year, being currently in liquidation, having a negative net worth, cash 

flow, and/or working capital, 3 consecutive years of loss and/or deficit, 2 consecutive 

years of losses and/or deficit, current year loss and/or deficit, and negative income from 

operations.   

 

Interestingly, this type of information is very different from the interview information, 

“The auditors interviewed stated that the most important aspect of the opinion decision 

was intimate knowledge of the client” (Mutchler, 1986, p. 151). That statement 

connotates a more qualitative knowledge rather than the quantitative type of knowledge 

listed as red flags. Mutchler (1986, pp. 153-154) used four overall factors to see if at risk 

businesses received a negative going-concern opinion: degree of financial distress, 

good/bad news items, auditor characteristics, and company size. Overall, the results 

showed that auditors abided by Statement on Auditing Standards (SAS) rule number 34 

in making decisions about a going-concern opinion. Other than being dated, another 

downside to this study is that audit reports and statements of changes in financial position 

were purchased from “Disclosure Inc.” which is an ethical and moral gray zone.  

 

Springing forward in time, Murphy (2008) wrote an article on the auditing criteria for the 

going-concern disclaimer. There was unintentional overlap in the factors influencing the 

auditor. Murphy (2008, pp. 139-140) takes into consideration information from both 

Altman & McGough (1974) and (Mutchler, 1986). Aside from this reinforcement of 

factors, other factors chosen from previous studies included operating activities net cash 

divided by total liabilities, total current assets divided by total current liabilities, total 

assets minus  total liabilities, total long-term debt, pretax income, total assets,  total 

liabilities, and net sales/turnover, total liabilities divided by total assets, bankruptcy 

probability, default or covenant violation, total inventory/stocks plus total accounts 

receivable/debtors, the number of audit clients, change in current ratio, years with the 

auditor, recurring losses, natural log of sales and/or natural log of assets (Murphy, 2008, 

pp. 139-140).  

 

These factors were compared with audit reports’ going-concern remarks to find what 

specifically predicts a going-concern disclaimer. After comparing, Murphy (2008, p. 144) 

concluded that “Two financial ratios, liabilities divided by assets and long-term debt 

divided by liabilities, were sufficient to identify 80% of the auditors’ decisions.” This 

research was highly quantitative, and the factors used were relevant to this thesis.  

 

Continuing forward in time, Haron et al. (2009, p. 2) wrote about factors influencing 

going-concern opinions and as a starting point uses the Piawai Professional Akuntan 

Awam (SPAP) rule number 340 which indicates that the auditor should look at financial 
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strength, type of evidence, and management disclosures regarding liquidity issues. Then 

the authors used factors from Altman’s model, the same one discussed earlier (Haron et 

al., 2009, p. 8).  

 

Their study gave case work to auditors to review and then analyzed the influence that 

factors built into the cases had on the auditors via the auditors’ going-concern reports. 

Results of their research indicated that financial strength, type of evidence, and 

management disclosures were indeed significant in the auditors’ going-concern opinion. 

This research admits limitations of their research include “personality of the auditor, the 

type of work performed and pressure from superiors,” which are factors more difficult to 

study quantitatively (Haron et al., 2009, p. 16).  

 

Another step forward in time takes a look at the work of Junaidi & Hartono (2010) who 

considered the non-financial factors influencing an auditor’s decisions for a going-

concern opinion. These types of factors would at first glance seem to indicate a qualitative 

study; however, the research was indeed quantitative. The factors studied included tenure 

(how long at that particular firm), auditor reputation (Big 4 or not), disclosures (level of 

disclosures according to Bepepam standards SE-02/PM/2002), and company size (via 

total assets) (Junaidi & Hartono, 2010, p. 373). The phrase ‘Big’ followed by a number 

or N indicates the auditing firm is one of the biggest ones within that selected number. 

 

Junaidi & Hartono (2010) basically quantified a quantitative question. There is nothing 

wrong with that, but it does deny qualitative methodology a chance to obtain equally 

insightful information. This study is therefore very interesting in that it poses a chance in 

an interview to ask what non-financial factors were influential to the auditor to find out 

if similar results are obtained. Results from Junaidi & Hartono (2010, p. 376) showed 

“that three non-financial variables tested were significant (tenure, reputation, and 

disclosure) and 1 non-financial variable is not significant (size).” 

 

A few years later, Sundgren & Svanström (2013) wrote about auditor-in charge (AIC) 

characteristics and going-concern reports (GCRs). They studied audit quality by using the 

likelihood to give a GCR to a company prior to its bankruptcy (Sundgren & Svanström, 

2013, p. 548). While audit quality is not the focus of this thesis, the AIC characteristics 

and GCRs makes their research useful here. According to Sundgren & Svanström (2013, 

pp. 548-549), “a negative association between the number of audit assignments and the 

likelihood of a going-concern opinion” was found.  

 

This implies that having too much work decreases the chances that a GCR is written. 

Older auditors are also unlikely to write a GCR due to varied possible reasons such as 

newness of the regulations, audit-client relations, riskier judgements, etc. (Sundgren & 

Svanström, 2013, p. 549). In the big picture, Sundgren & Svanström (2013, p. 549) 

suggest that the AIC characteristics, GCR, and audit quality are related.  

 

The model they created to test this includes factors influencing behavior to generate or 

not to generate a GCR (Sundgren & Svanström, 2013, p. 536). Their assessment is that 

the following factors influence issuance of a GCR: the number of audit assignments, age, 

client’s sales, Big4 status for firms with more than 3 certified auditors or not, how many 

auditors the firm has, audit fees compared to non-audit fees, audit report lag to balance 
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sheet  and to bankruptcy, change in auditor from previous year, if the audit is during the 

auditor busy season, age of the company being audited, likelihood of bankruptcy 

(Shumway’s estimate of Zmijewski’s model), company assets, number of approved 

auditors the firm has, and which industry the company fits in (Sundgren & Svanström, 

2013, p. 537).  

 

Tagesson & Öhman (2015, pp. 179-181) studied the probability of an auditor to write a 

going-concern warning (GCW) as it correlates to auditor competence, audit fees, and 

audit firm. While this study did not examine the “why” of going-concern opinion 

decisions, it did examine the frequency. Tagesson & Öhman (2015, p. 179) found, 

through literature review, three factors of importance to consider their frequencies. 

Auditor competence is based on their classification as authorized auditor or approved 

auditor according to Swedish regulations and as an authorized auditor with higher 

competency the expectation is made that more frequent GCWs are made (Tagesson & 

Öhman, 2015, p. 179). Audit fees were considered to represent time and effort placed into 

an audit with the implication that the greater the fees, the greater the time and 

thoroughness, the more opportunity for the auditor to find cause for a GCW.  

 

Audit firm considerations were twofold. Audit firms were a factor for size and also a 

factor of individual large Big N firm (Tagesson & Öhman, 2015, pp. 179-181). This 

means that data for audit firm was used to check if the size of the audit firm influenced 

frequency and that the data was used to check if which firm was used also influenced 

frequency. While those three correlations were the main topic of their work, there were 

other factors noticed in the variables list that were controlled for so that only the three 

factors were independent. “The variables financial distress, time span between 

endorsement and bankruptcy decision and client size were used as control variables” in 

their research (Tagesson & Öhman, 2015, p. 181).  

 

According to their quantitative research, the frequency of GCWs were higher among 

those with higher audit fees which was associated with more auditing time; competence, 

authorized vs approved auditor, did not influence GCW frequency and audit firm 

differences were influential (Tagesson & Öhman, 2015, p. 188). Both the size of the firm 

and which firm was chosen mattered, but only in the context of GCWs because audit 

firms also partially cover their liabilities with modified audit opinions, and they do utilize 

that option as well. (Tagesson & Öhman, 2015, p. 188). The choice of variables from their 

literature review is of significance to this thesis as it provides perspective of what is 

viewed as important by other researchers. 

 

Banks are special to study in regard to going-concerns because they are unlike general 

industries and yet they are an intricate part of the economy. As recently as last year, 

auditor determinants for going-concern reports (GCRs) for banks was compared to those 

for general industries in a quantitative study (Masli et al., 2018). Utilizing advice from a 

bank personnel, a bank audit specialist, and previous literature, Masli et al. (2018, p. 188) 

generated a probit regression model for the likelihood an auditor will write a GCR using 

bank specific risk factors. The results of their model were compared to general industry 

models and they found “that most are similar, but bank-specific variables capturing 

regulatory risk, loan quality, and capitalization have incremental explanatory power,” 

which indicates a very tiny improvement (Masli et al., 2018, p. 188).  



11 

 

 

Their bank specific variables consisted of: if recipient of Federal Deposit Insurance 

Corporation enforcement, capital ratio, reserve for loan divided by assets, non-performing 

assets divided by total assets, total gross loans divided by total assets, total gross loans 

divided by total deposits, if net change in deposits is negative, non-interest income 

divided by total interest and related income (Masli et al., 2018, pp. 190-197).  

 

Non-bank specific variables were: natural log of total bank assets, if operating cash flows 

is negative, net income divided by total assets, if prior year net income was negative, total 

liabilities divided by total assets, if bank issued long-term debt or sold common or 

preferred stock, natural log of number of days from fiscal year-end to audit report date, if 

Big 4 auditor, if bank previously received GCR (Masli et al., 2018, pp. 190-197). The 

overlap of influential factors for the auditor can be seen in regard to general industry 

factors with other literature. This study is important for the thesis in giving insight to how 

auditors might respond differently in interview to questions about influential factors for 

bank audits compared to general industry. During the authors’ literature review of GCRs 

for banks, they found that operating losses, low levels of capital, default/inability to pay 

creditors, and regulatory intervention were most commonly written in the reports (Masli 

et al., 2018, p. 195).  

 

3.2 Factors Affecting Auditors 
 

The prior research puts forth that their factors relate to going-concern opinions, which 

they display in various models. In this qualitative research; however, the interviews will 

not force variables to be considered and therefore are not directly the same. Interviewing 

can ascertain the perceived factors from the auditors that they believe influence them in 

their determinants of going-concern opinions. 

 

Carson et al. (2013) wrote on the different types of research made on going-concern 

opinions (GCOs). Namely, the research is usually “(1) determinants of GCOs that include 

client factors, auditor factors, auditor-client relationships, and other environmental 

factors; (2) accuracy of GCOs; and (3) consequences arising from GCOs” (Carson et al., 

2013, p. 353). Carson et al. (2013) research is an overall framework for the main types of 

research. From their summary of prior research and literature reviews, their three main 

types of researches were reached. From this, it is evident that the type of research I am 

doing falls within the first category.  

 

Its usefulness in regard to this thesis is in the details of that first category where factors 

are thoroughly explained. It gives insight into factors used by other researchers in the 

types of influencing factors for GCOs. This will be useful in understanding and analysis 

of factors that come up in interviews. As I am doing group one research, the factors 

affecting auditors will be grouped as Carson et al. (2013) described: client, auditor, 

auditor-client, and environmental factors. This will assist as an analytical tool. 

 

Regarding the formatting of the presented information herein, the bullet points, listing out 

information, were deemed the most appropriate when comparing legibility and can be 

found in other credible works as well (Altman & McGough, 1974; Haron, et al., 2009; 
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Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Junaidi & Hartono, 2010; Oberleitner, 2017). Paragraph 

formatting, tables, figures, and charts were attempted but there were unhelpful in 

presenting the information for the reader. While this formatting is not standard, it is 

permissible (USBE, 2018). The option of taking away this information and placing it in 

the appendix, reduced the overall holistic viewpoint. 

 

3.2.1 Client Factors 
 

According to Carson et al. (2013, pp. 357-360), client factors include measures of 

financial distress from and not from financial statements, financial reporting quality, 

corporate governance, book values, and liquidation values. Most researchers of audit 

utilize client factors in some fashion. With their heavy influence in research, it is expected 

that results from the interviews will include these types of factors. This section is also 

markedly larger than others. This shows a heavy reliance on client factors which makes 

sense as a going-concern opinion is on a client. Below is listed the client factors for each 

of the authors in the literature review. 

 

• Altman & McGough (1974) 

o working capital divided by total assets, retained earnings on the balance 

sheet divided by total assets, earnings before interest and taxes divided by 

total assets, market value of equity divided by book value of total debt, 

and sales divided by total assets 

 

• Mutchler (1986) 

o degree of distress influences (net worth divided by total liabilities, cash 

flow (working capital from operations) divided by total liabilities, current 

assets divided by current liabilities, total long term liabilities divided by 

total assets, total liabilities divided by total assets, net income before tax 

divided by sales.) 

o entering receivership, entering reorganization, inability to meet interest 

payments, negative going-concern reports in previous year, being 

currently in liquidation, having a negative net worth, cash flow, and/or 

working capital, currently in or 2 or 3 consecutive years of loss and/or 

deficit, and negative income from operations 

o  good and bad news items (bad news examples: default on debt, accounts 

receivable factoring, preferred dividend arrearages, federal tax lien, lost 

money on a fixed-price contract, loss of purchase discounts from 

suppliers) and (good news examples: line of credit available, increase in 

research and development expenditures, sale of common stock, issue of 

new debt, forgiveness of debt including preferred dividends, restructuring 

of debt, waivers obtained for violation of debt-covenants) 

 

• Murphy (2008) 

o operating activities net cash flow divided by total liabilities, current assets 

divided by current liabilities, total assets minus total liabilities and long 

term debt and pretax income, total assets and total liabilities and sales, 

total liabilities divided by total assets, bankruptcy probability, default or 
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covenant violation, change in current ratio, recurring losses, size as log of 

sales or assets 

o GCR common concerns: recurring losses, working capital deficit, negative 

working capital, stockholders’ deficiency, deficiency in assets, default, not 

in compliance with loan agreements, inability to obtain financing, 

significant mature debt, significant loss, no operations, no source of cash, 

lack of internal accounting controls, significant litigation, significant 

operating cash flow deficiencies, insufficient equity for contractual 

commitments 

 

• Haron et al. (2009) 

o financial strength (as determined by Altman’s model), type of 

management disclosures regarding liquidity issues (as being present or 

absent) 

 

• Junaidi & Hartono (2010) 

o disclosures (level of disclosures according to Bepepam standards SE-

02/PM/2002), and company size (via total assets) 

 

• Sundgren & Svanström (2013) 

o sales, age of the company being audited, likelihood of bankruptcy 

(Shumway’s estimate of Zmijewski’s model), company assets, and which 

industry the company fits in  

 

• Tagesson & Öhman (2015) 

o financial distress and client size 

 

• Masli et al., (2018) 

o bank specific: capital ratio, reserve for loan divided by assets, non-

performing assets divided by total assets, total gross loans divided by total 

assets, total gross loans divided by total deposits, if net change in deposits 

is negative, non-interest income divided by total interest and related 

income 

o non-bank specific: natural log of total bank assets, if operating cash flows 

is negative, net income divided by total assets, if prior year net income 

was negative, total liabilities divided by total assets, if bank issued long-

term debt or sold common or preferred stock, if bank previously received 

GCR 

o GCR common concerns: operating losses, low levels of capital, 

default/inability to pay creditors 

 

3.2.2 Auditor Factors 
 

Continuing in the factors from Carson et al. (2013, pp. 360-362) are the auditor factors. 

These include items such as auditor judgement, economic dependence, auditor size, 

industry specialization, auditors’ compensation arrangements, and auditors’ 

organizational forms. As before, the prior researches’ auditor factors are dived out by 
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author. There are fewer authors and factors in this section, indicating that fewer auditor 

factors play a role in the decisions process for going-concern opinions compared to client 

factors. 

 

• Mutchler (1986) 

o company size because big 8 usually audit bigger companies than non-big 

8. 

o auditor characteristics: perceived consequences of qualifying or not 

qualifying the opinion but as that is impossible to consider with their data, 

used difference between big 8 and non-big 8 auditing firms.  

 

• Murphy (2008) 

o inventory plus receivables of firm and number of audit clients = audit fees 

 

• Haron et al. (2009) 

o factors considered but excluded were personality of the auditor, the type 

of work performed and pressure from superiors 

 

• Junaidi & Hartono (2010) 

o auditor reputation (Big 4 or not) 

 

• Sundgren & Svanström (2013) 

o the number of audit assignments, age, Big4 status for firms with more than 

3 certified auditors or not, how many auditors the firm has, audit fees 

compared to non-audit fees, if the audit is during the auditor busy season, 

number of approved auditors the firm has 

 

• Tagesson & Öhman (2015) 

o auditor competence, audit fees, audit firm 

 

• Masli et al., (2018) 

o non-bank specific: if Big 4 auditor 

 

3.2.3 Auditor-Client Factors 
 

The next type of factor from Carson et al. (2013, pp. 362-364) are those stemming from 

auditor-client relationships. This includes auditor switching and opinion shopping, 

auditor-client tenure, personal relationships between auditors and clients, and audit report 

lag. This is a small section; prior researchers that did mention such factors discussed it 

usually in respects to tenure and lag.  

 

• Mutchler (1986) 

o intimate knowledge of the client 

 

• Murphy (2008) 

o years with auditor 
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• Junaidi & Hartono (2010) 

o tenure (how long at that particular firm) 

 

• Sundgren & Svanström (2013) 

o audit report lag to balance sheet and to bankruptcy, change in auditor from 

previous year 

 

• Tagesson & Öhman (2015) 

o time span between endorsement and bankruptcy decision 

 

• Masli et al., (2018) 

o non-bank specific: natural log of number of days from fiscal year-end to 

audit report date 

 

3.2.4 Environmental Factors 
 

Litigation, auditing standards, regulatory oversight, market structure, and competition are 

among the environmental factors according to Carson et al. (2013, pp. 364-366). Though 

another small section, this can have a very large and public impact on company, especially 

with regards to litigations.  

 

• Mutchler (1986) 

o good and bad news items (bad news examples: inventory obsolescence, 

loss of major customer, employee strike, product obsolescence, in 

reorganization) and (good news examples: successful new product, 

obtained employee and supplier concessions) 

 

• Murphy (2008) 

o GCR common concerns: in development stage, under investigation 

 

• Haron et al. (2009) 

o type of evidence (as mitigating or contrary) 

 

• Sundgren & Svanström (2013) 

o which industry the company fits in 

 

• Masli et al., (2018) 

o bank specific: if recipient of Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 

enforcement 

o GCR common concerns: regulatory intervention 

 

3.3 Relevance 
 

The prior research mentioned above is all quantitative save for one which was quantitative 

with qualitative aspects such as interviews (Mutchler, 1986, p. 150). This thesis intends 

to look at the singularly qualitative perspective. The influential factors for auditors that 



16 

 

were considered of importance in these previous studies aid me in this study for 

comparisons’ sake. It allows for a baseline of what to expect for answers to interview 

questions as well.  

 

They also inspire questions for the interviews. Each of the above previous researches have 

their own question and aim. They also make assumptions and draw conclusions. With 

inspiration from the previous research, and a goal of stimulating responses that are 

comparable, questions from each research have been generated. 

 

• Altman & McGough (1974) 

o What is important to you when evaluating a company as a going-concern? 

 

• Mutchler (1986) 

o What red flags alert you to investigate deeper for going-concern issues? 

o What influences do you consider for the degree of financial distress a 

company may be under? 

o What might influence you to write or not to write a negative going-concern 

report if you are on the edge about it? 

o What auditor characteristics influence your going-concern opinion 

behavior? 

 

• Murphy (2008) 

o What are your auditing criteria for a going-concern disclaimer? 

o What would you say are your most common GCR concerns? 

 

• Haron et al. (2009) 

o What factors influence a GCO? 

 

• Junaidi & Hartono (2010) 

o What non-financial factors influence your decisions in a going-concern 

opinion? 

 

• Carson et al. (2013) 

o This article was used for factor grouping and information purposes and 

does not contain information useful in generating interview questions. 

 

• Sundgren & Svanström (2013) 

o What auditor in charge characteristics influence the likelihood of writing 

a going-concern report? 

 

• Tagesson & Öhman (2015) 

o What increases your likelihood of writing a GCR? 

 

• Masli et al., (2018) 

o What determinants influence a GCR for the bank industry? 
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These questions, as they currently are stated, are repetitive with miniscule differences. 

For this reason, the questions will be worked over with the goal of a set of questions that 

are relevant for multiple articles and conducive to well communicated interviews. Varied 

terminology for a going-concern opinion will also be adjusted to be the same throughout 

interviews. The completed and adjusted interview guide can be found in Appendix 2 and 

the questions will also be viewable in the results section as each question’s results are 

reported. 

 

The results will hopefully answer the research question. What is the perspective of the 

auditor regarding a going-concern report?  With respect to these factors as stated in this 

chapter, I want to see if the answers match. I want to see if I get any new or different 

information. I want to find out if this method gave rise to more in depth answers. After 

reading the literature and with the knowledge I gained from it, I suspect that the 

qualitative interview method used will result in very similar results to their quantitative 

research counterparts. As a side, I suspect that the interview will lend extra, in depth, 

information regarding the thought processes of going-concern reporting that is lacking in 

many quantitative research formats. 
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4 Methods  
 

Methods discusses several aspects of the methodology behind this thesis. These 

disclosures indicate an honest attempt to give readers as much information as possible for 

reenactment and self-assessment of the results in light of the settings within which the 

thesis takes place. The Pre-Understandings and Philosophical Points explain my personal 

and educational ties to the research as well as philosophical perspective on this type of 

study. Understandings of my previous experiences and knowledge (pre-understandings) 

are of particular interest as these are incorporated into the research through subjective and 

interpretivist methods. Prior Research Methods and Current Research Methods sections 

give the reader a grasp of what happened and what will happen while Argumentation for 

Chosen Method explains why.  

 

These sections are vital for this thesis in particular as this thesis is particularly interested 

in a qualitative rather than quantitative result.  Research Approach highlights how theory 

is utilized in this thesis as a deductive study with further information about the sampling 

for the respondents. Data Collection Methods detail the steps taken toward the interview 

as well as listing the questions utilized while Research Analysis Methods explains how 

the interview responses will be analyzed. Quality Control Methods are a summary of 

criteria for this level and type of thesis and how this thesis meets those criteria in regard 

to quality. 

 

4.1 Pre-Understandings 
 

My pre-understandings influence this study. To know about what I know, here is 

described my general knowledge on the topic at hand. I am an International Business 

Program graduate from Umeå University. Continuing my education at Umeå University, 

I earned my magister (1 year master) with a major in accounting and I am currently 

working towards my 2nd year master with an accounting major and management minor. 

Previous research that is influential upon me includes a quantitative degree project 

conducted with a co-author on the topic of gender inequality in accounting.  

 

My personal perspectives are influenced by a Western heritage. I was born in the U.S.A. 

and moved to Sweden in 2008. My native language is English, but I am fluent in Swedish 

and have an American accent when speaking Swedish. These pre-understandings and 

facts about myself influence my research in data gathering, literature reviewing, 

interviewing, and general knowledge.  

 

4.2 Philosophical Points 
 

While pre-understanding assists in knowing my perspective, the philosophical points 

further explain the stances taken in research. The ontological assumption is an expression 

of how I as a researcher see the world. Considering the context in which the study is 

taking place, wherein perspectives and opinions are considered and studied via interview 

correspondence, a subjective ontology is the best fit (Long et al., 2000, p. 190). 
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Alternatives leaning toward a more objective ontology would be ill suited because this 

research is performed on a subjective object, the perspective of the auditor. Their beliefs 

of what is true and how they experience events influences the statements made via 

interviews.  

 

With this type of information, the knowledge I gain from interviews must be interpreted. 

An epistemological assumption spans from positivist to interpretivist, with realism and 

pragmatism in the middle (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 134-137). The nature of this research 

lends itself to interpretivism by requiring that I analyze the thoughts, values, and 

subjective perspective of the auditors by assigning meaning to them via my interpretation 

of them. As one of the driving features of this research is an in depth analysis of subjective 

material, other epistemologies closer to positivism would be inappropriate. There is a lack 

of experimentation and objective observation independent of my interaction as I conduct 

interactive interviews and interpret the responses.  

 

The ethical stance taken is one of universalism. During the course of this study, neither I 

nor interview respondents in answering the questions posed, have broken any laws, moral 

codes, or ethical precepts. Informed consent was obtained, no invasion of privacy was 

committed, and no harm to participants occurred. Clear information was given prior to 

and during interviews of how data was to be utilized and the purpose and aim of the study 

was explained. Privacy was assured by encoding data; specific companies were not given; 

specific names were not used. As these attributes align with universalism, a stance which 

indicates ethical precepts never be broken, then this the best fit for this research (Bryman, 

2012, pp.133-155; Bryman & Bell, 2017, pp. 142-157).  

 

4.3 Prior Research Methods 
 

In the previous research, mostly quantitative methods to analyze data gathered from 

various sources. The type of data is heavily numerical in nature, but some have codified 

literary data. Data has come from such sources as: audit records, financial reports, 

bankruptcy statuses, databases such as the National Automated Accounting Research 

System, the Swedish Enforcement Agency (Kronofogdemyndigheten), and the Swedish 

Business Database (Affärsdata) for data to run models, questionnaires, surveys, 

experimentation and observation  (Altman & McGough, 1974; Mutchler, 1986; Murphy, 

2008; Haron et al. 2009; Junaidi & Hartono, 2010; Sundgren & Svanström, 2013; 

Tagesson & Öhman, 2015; Masli et al., 2018). 

 

Contrary to this majority, Mutchler (1986) utilized mixed methods with both the 

quantitative aspects and qualitative aspects. Quantitatively, surveys heavily supported 

their research and qualitatively, interviews helped them to understand the results they 

achieved (Mutchler, 1986, pp. 149-151). As such, with so much quantitative research, 

prior research was heavily objective with little room for subjectivity in the understanding 

of the auditor behavior. 
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4.4 Current Research Methods 
 

In this thesis, research is conducted qualitatively via interviews wherein responses are 

noted and presented in results then analyzed. Data is not taken from any database such as 

in most of the prior research. The interviews do contain questions, similar to a survey 

contains questions, but the interview questions contain more room for answering and 

questions are intentionally written to allow for room in interpretation, which is contrary 

to close-ended surveys questions. No experiments were made on interviewees. This 

research is not done in conjuncture with surveys in order to understand them better, either. 

Here, this research is a set of interviews, each one containing the same questions, 

conducted with auditors for in depth understanding of their thought processes. 

 

4.5 Argumentation for Chosen Methods 
 

The chosen methods allow for a comparison of research methodology with prior research. 

This may allow for a broader understanding of fit for in-depth, interview research, in a 

very strict, and rigorously structured field, auditing. A broader perspective in research is 

useful for future research, improving fit and appropriateness for methodology to research 

tasks. 

 

Consider this. Auditing is a form of risk management. When research is overly 

represented in quantitative perspectives, risk is found in a lack of qualitative perspectives. 

There are very few qualitative researches done and that makes this research a form of risk 

management to alleviate that danger of a one sided perspective (Humphrey, 2008, pp. 

179-181). 

 

4.6 Research Approach 
 

This study is deductive in the sense that it is not creating theory as with inductive research 

(Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010, pp. 15-16). Agency theory is the primary theory used for the 

research, but a higher focus is placed upon comparison of theoretical models. The factors 

therein are from quantitative and semi-quantitative research while this research searches 

for answers qualitatively. Because I have utilized existing theory, created an educated 

guess and not a new theory, and will make conclusions from the interviews, this research 

best falls into the category of a deductive study (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010, p. 15). 

 

To further describe the research approach, the population and sample are explained. 

People in the population are auditors of Sweden. A sampling frame, list of those to be 

sampled, was obtained from the Swedish Inspectorate of Auditors (Moore et al., 2011, p. 

153). The list contains the status of auditors as either authorized or approved, the first and 

last names, and the email addresses of 3220 individuals. The sample consists of 6 

volunteers to emails sent out requesting interviews for research. The email stipulates the 

aim of the research and the interviews reinforce required auditor status to reduce chances 

of error in coverage, such as interviewing someone who is not an auditor (Körner & 

Wahlgren, 1998, p. 13). 
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4.7 Data Collection Methods 
 

Information was gathered from multiple sources such as pre-existing knowledge, 

supervisor recommendations, books, and scientific knowledge. Literary search methods 

included utilizing search words such as: going concern, going concern report, going 

concern opinion, audit, factors, variables, and influence. Different amalgamations of 

these key words were used in the following search engines and databases: EBSCO 

Business Source Premier, RePEc Econpapers, Emerald Business, Management, and 

Economics eBooks, Emerald Insight, as well as Umeå University Library and DIVA, the 

database used by Umeå University for research papers. Where applicable, the options 

were taken to increase quality of results by choosing results published in academic 

journals or peer reviewed. 

 

Interview methodology begins before the actual interviews take place. Below are the steps 

taken. Emails were sent to the population and respondents confirming their willingness 

to volunteer were scheduled interviews Those communications can be viewed in the 

appendix (Appendix 1: First Contact). During this time, the interview questions were 

reviewed not only by the supervisor but also in a pilot study of three fellow accounting 

students. This tested the wording and construction of the questions and gave a rough 

estimate of the length of time it would likely take to complete the interview. The 

comments from those three students and the supervisor were invaluable in creating good 

questions and preparing for the interviews.  

 

The interview itself was then conducted. It consisted of open-ended questions influenced 

by prior research and reduced to removed repetition. Answers were then analyzed to 

compare with previous research and categorized by the type of influential factor. 

Questions, prior research representation, notes of repetition removal, and factor groupings 

are listed in the appendix (Appendix 2: Interview Guide and Factors). The questions 

below are listed in order as questioned the respondents. They were not influenced by the 

questions prior to the actual interview as questions were not sent out prior. This was 

intentional in order to better achieve a gut reaction to questions. Note that underlined 

words were emphasized during question phrasing in order to illicit a focused response. 

 

1. What is important to you when evaluating a company as a going-concern? 

2. What red flags alert you to investigate deeper for going-concern issues? 

3. What influences do you consider for the degree of financial distress a company 

may be under? 

4. What might influence you to write or not write a negative going-concern report if 

you are on the edge about it? 

5. What auditor characteristics influence your going-concern opinion behavior? 

6. What would you say are your most common going concern report concerns? 

7. What non-financial factors influence your decisions in a going concern opinion? 

8. What determinants influence a going concern report for the bank industry? 
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4.8 Research Analysis Methods 
 

Analysis consists of comparisons with prior research in three methods. The first analytical 

method is done by comparing answers of a respondent to the corresponding prior research 

representative questions. For example, answers to the final question “What determinants 

influence a going concern report for the bank industry?” will be compared with research 

by Masli et al., (2018). This is done with each question in the interview as each one was 

purposefully chosen to represent prior research.  

 

The second analytical method is done by categorization. Responses are considered in 

terms of the type of influential factor they are. This allows for analysis according to 

Carson et al., (2013) by client, auditor, auditor-client, and environmental factors. The 

third analysis is utilizing theory. Agency theory, wherein the auditor is the agent, is used 

as a perspective on the results as a whole. 

 

4.9 Quality Control Methods 
 

Thesis research demands high quality (Golafshani, 2003, p. 601). To meet this demand, 

certain steps are taken in line with the qualitative nature of this research. According to the 

thesis manual, possible quality criteria to analyze are “credibility (including 

intersubjectivity), transferability, dependability, confirmability, and authenticity” 

(USBE, 2018, p. 14). But even those analytics are dependent upon the qualitative research 

itself. This list of quality assurances reminds me of the one Bryman and Bell (2011, pp. 

394-401) use for qualitative studies and includes credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability. With two reputable references pushing for this type of 

quality control consideration, that is the methods I chose to use. 

 

4.9.1 Credibility 
 

A method in which this research conveys credibility, a correct depiction of reality, is by 

offering the results of interviews in a manner that does not muddle the meaning that 

respondents intended to convey. The notes from each interview were affirmed by the 

respondents to be correct, and in instances were errors were found, they were corrected. 

Another aspect of credibility is repeatability (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 394-401). The 

details of each step in the interview process was intentional as it increases repeatability 

and thus credibility. 

 

4.9.2 Transferability 
 

Typically referred to as generalizability, transferability simply implies that the results are 

useful in other settings (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 394-401). Results, in this case, contains 

interviews with questions that may indeed be transferred to other research as part of case 

studies or the building of database of interview results for such questions. The questions 

themselves are quite standard and therefore relatable in other research. Without a large 

number of interviews, the generalizability of the results is reduced, but this is a qualitative 

study, not a quantitative one and therefore the transferability is closer related to the 
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usefulness rather than statistical generalizability with a large number of observations 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011). There is also a limitation to transferability due to the subjective 

nature of interpreting results in the conclusion. 

 

4.9.3 Dependability 
 

The dependability, or reliability, of research can be increased with outside input or 

consultants (Bryman & Bell, 2011). For this thesis, that included the supervisor, teachers, 

students who assisted in the pilot study, and the authorized auditors who lent their 

expertise. The oppositions also lend dependability due to the nature of their strict 

examination of the thesis and they have indeed given valuable information and thus an 

opportunity to correct errors which I have taken. 

 

4.9.4 Confirmability 
 

Confirmability, or proof, of the results are assured in the confirmation, approval, of 

interview notes by respondents via email which are viewable in the appendix (Appendix 

3: Quality Confirmation Emails by Respondents) (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 394-301). 

Each of the respondents have been given the opportunity to make edits to their interview 

notes in order to assure that their contributions to this study are fully correct. These 

corrections were made in dialogue with respondents to avoid changes that could detract 

from the valuable gut reactions some of the respondents were able to give. 

 

Another contribution to the confirmability is proper and full referencing in accordance 

with the assigned regulations for this thesis. This permits readers and opponents the 

opportunity to confirm the sources of information. The reader has the same data that I 

have in the results section with which to work an analysis. While it is not a carbon copy 

of interviews, because recordings were not made for privacy’s sake, it provides 

confirmation of the information gained from the interviews to the best available extent.  
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5 Results 
 

This chapter discusses each question in turn with each question representing previous 

studies. The responses are given in their most raw format, as allowed by privacy guards. 

This gives the reader complete access to review data as I viewed it. Results were 

generated from the notes taken during interviews and adjustments made with respondents 

afterwards. 

 

Question by question responses are given in order to enable easier association of answer 

across respondents to question. In turn, this helps the question by question analysis 

processing. There are multiple ways of handling the presentation of results from 

interviews. In looking other thesis with similar settings as this thesis,  qualitative, within 

recent years and therefore abiding by the same iteration of thesis guidelines, the same 

university, the same department, and among accounting majors; the conclusion was 

drawn that I could either best represent the results with a) going question by question or 

b) going respondent by respondent or c) mixing the results with the analysis in some way 

(Oberleitner, 2017; Hedin & Vikström, 2017; Mugwira & Nissim, 2018; Ahmed, 2012; 

Persson & Berglund, 2009; Törnqvist & Forss, 2018).   

 

In the end, the most useful method in these circumstances was chosen to allow for analysis 

to more easily flow from the results of the interview questions. Therefore, I chose a) going 

question by question and to separate analysis as much as possible into the following 

chapter. 

 

Below, the answers by the respondents have been modified using respondent, client, etc. 

instead of their actual names, firm names, and client names to shield identities. The 

underlined words were emphasized in the interview process to help direct the focus of the 

question. Not all respondents perceive reality the same, and thus, not all respondents focus 

the same part in their responses. That does not lessen the value of their answers and 

therefore they are still equally represented. The order of respondents is by when their 

interview took place, the first interviewee is thus Respondent 1 and the second 

interviewee is therefore Respondent 2, and so on and so forth. This was done to avoid 

inadvertent clustering of respondents based on answer or characteristics on my part.  

 

The natural language of conversational interviews has been altered slightly. Proper 

punctuation was added and there was a removal of repetitive filler words such as ‘um’ 

and ‘and’ that distract from the points the respondents made. As the speech patterns were 

changed to keep it private, I have presented the interviews more in a story format not in 

their words, but in my own words. Considering this, the atypical format of including 

responses inside the texts instead of referring to an appendix was used. This allows the 

reader a more fluid access to the information. There are other noteworthy cases where 

such formatting is utilized and it is not prohibited in the thesis guidelines (Hedin & 

Vikström, 2017; Mugwira & Nissim, 2018; Oberleitner, 2017; Persson, & Berglund, 

2009; USBE, 2018, pp. 6-24).  
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Respondents 1, 4, 5, and 6 are from Big 4 firms while Respondents 2 and 3 are not. 

Respondents 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 were interviewed via phone while Respondent 4 was 

interviewed via Google Hangouts call, without camera. Respondents 5 and 6 requested to 

view interview questions beforehand while Respondents 1, 2, 3, and 4 did not. All 

Respondents are authorized auditors of Sweden. All of the respondents were sent the 

results of their answers along with the questions afterwards in order to make additions, 

correct errors, etc. to increase accuracy and quality of the research. Interviews took 

between 15 and 55 minutes. More descriptive statistics on the respondents is not 

forthcoming due to privacy concerns. 

 

5.1 Question 1 Important to You Responses 
 

What is important to you when evaluating a company as a going-concern? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

Ninety-nine percent of the time it is not an issue. Startups, financial distress, those cause 

the respondent to look into them and look into the reasons why the situation is in place. 

It could be because clients are losing customers, difficulties because clients are poor at 

doing business, or a startup needing more money than anticipated. It is hard for the 

respondent to make these assumptions normally. All of the assumptions assume clients 

receive financing, if not, clients can’t continue if they can’t repay their loans. In Sweden, 

if a client has negative equity or can’t pay liabilities when due, then they are not allowed 

to continue business. This can lead to a liability for a client’s board if they do not react 

when the client is in financial distress due to lack in equity or cash.  

 

The respondent, or any auditor with that situation, would typically communicate the issue 

with the client’s board about their ability to continue business. The respondent noted that 

clients are not always publicly traded and therefore the client board and owners are often 

the same individuals. 

 

Respondent 2 

 

The respondent looks at the status of the client at today’s date and at budgets for 2019. It 

also depends a bit upon how the client looks in their reports; if it is in line with K3 or K2.  

For small and medium sized enterprises, the going concern needs to be absolutely certain. 

It is mainly about how the client presents their own status. 

 

Respondent 3 

 

Liquidity, the ability of the client to make their payments, and to manage cash flow. 

 

Respondent 4 

 

The respondent begins with their own assessment of what the client is like, who the people 

in charge are and what the board is like, what their motives and their stakes are, and what 

the daily operations are like. Usually, when the respondent has been with a client for a 
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few years, they have a feeling for who the client is and what is in it for them by being 

engaged with them. Sometimes it is not obvious because there are very different types of 

behaviors that the respondent needs to have a feeling for and sense of what is going on. 

The respondent also looks into the rationale of the client, if it makes sense, if the client 

has the prerequisites for a long term sustainable business or if capital injections will be 

required and if those are planned. Another aspect considered is the client’s ability to 

generate cash flows and to stand alone with financial stability. If the client cannot, then 

their ability to get financial capital is looked into.  

 

 

The respondent also considers the stakeholders, specifically, the financers. The financers, 

if it is a bank, their likelihood, or response, to invest more as needed, or if there have been 

breeches in covenants in the past and likelihood of it happening in the future are analyzed. 

The engagement with the client gives understanding of the management, their approach 

to the bank or financers, their possibilities of getting waivers, if banks or other financers 

will work with the client or are available to the client.  

 

There are many factors to consider and clients usually fall at various degrees of severity 

for each factor, so it is sometimes difficult. The three most important things, for the 

respondent, are who they are dealing with, sufficient cash generation capabilities inherent 

in the business model, and what will the others, providing external financing to the client, 

do? 

 

Respondent 5 

 

Lots of factors come together when thinking of going concerns.  Firstly, which stage in 

which the client is in their life cycle, so start-ups normally have don’t have the largest 

amount of equity and cash and so on as they are not in a revenue making position, yet. It 

is important to understand the type of client the respondent is looking at. If the respondent 

is looking at a client that is past the start-up phase and should be full of life, doing well 

and kicking, but it is showing signs of distress then the respondent will look further into 

why that is. For some clients, the respondent expects going concern issues. For other 

clients, it is just picking up if they are in distress or not. For the respondent, it is also 

important to understand the business plan of the client. For start-ups, the respondent 

expects certain amounts of money and equity to last for the year. If the respondent gets 

the notion that the client is under-financed, then the respondent will initiate dialogue with 

the client owners.  

 

Many times, the client shares structured plans on how they will get funding. Some clients 

can’t. If they can’t, then the client is a real going concern and the respondent and the 

client have discussions about it. In the normal way, the client would disclose this going-

concern issue in their ‘förvaltningsberättelse,’ management report. The respondent would 

ask the client to emphasize their financial distress in order to make sure that they disclose 

their distress fully. In that way, the respondent can, in their audit report, pinpoint to the 

client’s disclosures. The respondent writes a qualified report in that instance.  
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The respondent also assesses if the other items on the client’s balance sheet were valued 

differently, or should be valued differently, due to the state of the company. The 

respondent checks if the assets are of worth or value. When looking at the balance sheet 

from a different perspective, the respondent considers if the intangible assets are still 

worth what it says or if it is also different because the client is not a going concern. 

 

Respondent 6 

 

Initially, the respondent would like to see client management’s assessment of their own 

ability to continue as a going concern: if there are any doubts at all, if it is a profitable, if 

there is cash on hand, if there is a lot of debt coming due. The respondent doesn’t spend 

a lot of time on it in a client’s audit if there is no risk to going-concern status. If there is 

doubt about client ability to continue as a going-concern, then it is important that client 

management does the assessment themselves. The respondent likes to see client 

assessment of cash flow predictions for 12 to 18 months to be sure the client has done 

their homework. The respondent and their team then judge if the client has made 

reasonable estimations. The respondent assesses the client’s assessment for completeness 

and accuracy. 

 

5.2 Question 2 Investigate Deeper Responses 
 

What red flags alert you to investigate deeper for going-concern issues? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

Running out of cash 

 

Respondent 2 

 

Mainly if there are any legal issues, debts, but also liquidity and other key performance 

indicators. 

 

Respondent 3 

 

The respondent analyzes financial ratios and particularly current client ratios. For 

example, the respondent looks at current liabilities to current assets, especially cash assets 

compared to short term liabilities because if the short term liabilities exceed cash, then 

the client has a red flag indicator. Current ratios are the primary ratios that the respondent 

concentrates on. If they are negative, then the respondent proceeds with deeper 

investigation into the medium and long term financial capabilities of the client, if they 

have financial backing or resources available to them or not. If the client does not, then 

the respondent has a client with a real going concern problem and the respondent would 

likely be required to raise that concern about the client’s ability to continue business in 

the audit opinion. 
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Respondent 4 

 

In no ranking order: breech of covenants, likelihood of covenant breech, negative 

cashflow projections, property loss reports, seriously off track from plans, budgets, or 

goals, no positive reasoning for why the client is off track. With those red flags, the 

respondent usually stops procedures to discuss sustainability with the client, regarding if 

and when they will run out of cash and what they will do. When a client runs out of cash, 

for any reason, that can lead the client to stray from their plans, which then leads to the 

client’s board of directors discussing what they should do to maintain business.  

 

Some clients are consistently on the brink, but then usually get things sorted out because 

that is the type of ownership, structure, and financing that they have. However, if key 

personnel such as the CEO or CFO quits, or if board members quit, then that causes the 

respondent to question what is going on, why they are leaving, why key talents would 

leave and investigate deeper. The respondent needs to stay close with the client. When a 

client doesn’t pay suppliers and also forces client customers to pay early, that is also an 

indicator that something is wrong. The respondent must stay alert to what is going on as 

changes in behaviors in terms of cashflow management is a signal to ask questions. When 

the respondent is close to the client, has a relationship and understands the client’s plans, 

costs, etc. then the respondent can more easily spot anomalies and changes in behavior, 

trading patterns, and cash flow patterns. Things that are out of the normal, or not expected, 

cause the respondent to start asking questions.  

 

For small clients with few client customers, if one terminates a contract, then there needs 

to be a plan in place to reformat the business quickly and to adapt because otherwise the 

client could go bust and be short on cash. It is quite rare for strikes or claims to cause 

doubts on a client, but it can happen. Breech of bank covenants have serious consequences 

for public clients which is why it is a big red flag. 

 

Respondent 5 

 

It could be different things like low equity, low revenue, inventory moving really slow or 

inventory build-up, low cashflow, expensive project or investment, or need for more cash 

than the client has. There are lots of different warning signs. Sometimes a client comes 

up and tells the respondent that they are worried about their ability to remain a going-

concern. The client sometimes asks about refinancing. Most clients are quite open. Clients 

understand they can’t hide that much. The clients that aren’t open are the ones to look out 

for. There are red flags when things are not in their usual pattern on client reports. 

 

Respondent 6 

 

Usually, if a client is lacking cash, and the respondent knows the client needs a lot of cash 

to continue, that is a red flag. If the client is developing a product and needs additional 

cash to launch for example, then they need revenue. The respondent looks at the client’s 

future need of cash and cash on hand, to see if it is a reasonable amount to get out their 

product. If the client is starting to get low on cash, but still has a long way left till market 

for profit, then it is difficult situation for the client to survive.  
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Or, the client could be profitable and refinancing or has a huge loan coming due. If a 

client has large loans with covenants, which banks add covenants when hesitant about a 

client as an added assurance for the bank, then those covenants could be a problem if 

there is a triggering event leading to their implementation. The respondent looks at future 

cash generation capabilities for ability to pay off that debts. The respondent added that, if 

there is no risk of breach of covenant, then the ability to pay off the loan is not as 

important. It is more of an issue if it is uncertain that the client can comply, or are already 

in breach, and the bank is calling for the loan to be paid.  

 

The respondent further explained the bank’s covenants. Covenants issued by banks 

indicate that the bank is not fully certain about the ability for either the client to govern 

the business or to pay off the installments when due. If there aren’t any covenants written 

into the loan agreement, then this indicates to the respondent that the risk is lower. 

 

5.3 Question 3 Degree of Financial Distress 

Responses 
 

What influences do you consider for the degree of financial distress a company may be 

under? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

Lack of cash, negative cash flow, poor forecasts, client knowledge. The respondent learns 

about the client, works with the client, and knows the client’s history of ups and downs 

so an abnormality sticks out. It normally takes 3 to 5 years to turn around unless it is 

major loss such as due to a major customer dropping the client. The respondent would 

need to get the client to understand the financial risk that the client faces and what the 

client needs to do in order to turn it around. 

 

Respondent 2 

 

Mainly, the respondent would discuss it over with the client’s owners most times and find 

out how they view it. Then, the respondent will investigate deeper depending on the 

results.  

 

Respondent 3 

 

For the degree of distress, the respondent considers the client’s payments. If client 

payments to their financers or suppliers deteriorates over time, that is a bad sign. The 

respondent explained that if there are payment conditions wherein client’s customers 

must pay them within 30 days, but the average payment is received at 35 days, then there 

is a 5 day delay. Consider then, that if the same client must pay out to their suppliers 

within 30 days, then there is a 5 day deficit for the client from when they on average 

receive payments from client customers and can make payments to client suppliers. That 

time frame is an important statistic to watch to see if it worsens over time because if it 

does, then the client has a problem.  
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Monitoring payment behavior, payment time in number of days over time, and how that 

develops or changes over times is important, and a useful tool. The respondent 

recommends that a typical auditor should begin the audit with key financial ratio analysis 

on a number of key ratios and follow them over time. If the respondent has an engagement 

with a client over 3 to 4 years, then the respondent can get an idea of how they develop 

over time which is very helpful for any given year’s audit problems early on. 

 

Respondent 4 

 

Cash generation relative the business plan, if not in sync then the client has problems. 

Client size. If the client is small, they don’t have access bank loans like large clients have 

which can lead to small clients running out of cash needed to run their operations. If the 

client has covenant breeches, can get a waiver, has accumulated losses, can manage the 

client businesses within their means, and if the client has contacts and ability to approach 

shareholders for capital injections. Research clients, for example, typically have going-

concern issues but typically find financing for the next project in que to continue and 

survive. That is the type of business it is.  

 

For the respondent, industry knowledge or expertise understanding assists in this issue. 

That knowledge lets the respondent know if the client has shareholders with financing 

capabilities and willingness to invest for continuation of the client business. In other 

cases, the respondent knows that the client has difficulties getting and maintaining 

financial backing or may have valuation impairment issues. Valuation impairment issues 

effect equity which is very important. Good will, customer relations, know how, 

intellectual property, the value of those things are related to the client worth. If the 

projection of those are not in favor or correctly valuated, then the client might have an 

impairment charge to recognize and by doing that, have a negative equity. 

 

Respondent 5 

 

The financial strength of the client owners and the signals they send the respondent. With 

that, the respondent means that in a situation with a client under distress, the respondent 

would talk with client’s main owners about obtaining more financing. It is not uncommon 

for a client owner to commit more or invite others to commit more money to the client. 

But if the respondent understands that the client owners have invested as much as they 

feel comfortable with, that would be a signal of the state of the going concern. 

 

Respondent 6 

 

Discussions with client management. The respondent speaks to client management to get 

their feeling about the situation and to corroborate information with information sourced 

elsewhere as available. If the client is public, then usually external information is found 

in news and press releases. It is important to get the client’s view on it and how client 

management assesses the situation. If the client is private, then it is more difficult to 

corroborate information. The respondent must dig deeper into the client’s books and 

reports. This helps the respondent get a deeper understanding of root cause of financial 

distresses, see what is triggering difficulties, and what could be possible solutions to those 

financial distresses. 
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5.4 Question 4 On the Edge Responses 
 

What might influence you to write or not write a negative going-concern report if you are 

on the edge about it? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

Nowadays in Sweden, in an audit report we have special place for concerns for going 

concerns. It is not very normal that the respondent would state that the company is unable 

to have a going concern. A client’s board members would need to put the client to 

bankruptcy and there wouldn’t be a report. So, the client’s board members are aware of 

the risk they take if the client business continues, as well their obligations and their 

options of the future. The report states all the risks of not being a going concern, that the 

client might not survive 12 months unless the client makes changes or new investments 

come in or loans are granted. This is also put into the audit report to make it clear to the 

reader that there is going to be a risk. If the client does not want to put it into the report, 

then of course the report would not be in compliance with Swedish GAAP and then the 

respondent states it is incorrect if they do not comply with law. It is not often that the 

respondent and client are in opposing opinions on such.  

 

It is all about what the client is able to do when turning around the client business. To say 

that it is not a going concern, the respondent really needs to be sure about the client going 

under. If the client goes under then the client’s board needs to take the responsibilities, 

the respondent risks their reputation. The respondent would still state the high risk even 

if not sure of the bankruptcy.  

 

An example that the respondent gave is for Company 1 (note: not the respondent’s client). 

Company 1’s released audit shows financial risk because Company 1 needs to re-

negotiate loans relatively soon, but it is a possibility that Company 1 won’t be able to pull 

off the re-negotiations. The example that the respondent gave of Company 1 gives insight 

into how an auditor behaves with a going-concern. In the statements left by the auditor of 

Company 1 in the going-concern section, it is made clear that the reader should review 

certain sections of the audit that detail the auditor’s concerns. The auditor also explicitly 

states that if the resources do not play out like expected, then there are significant risks. 

It is an unmodified statement that shows the extent to which there is risk for going-

concern issues. 

 

Respondent 2 

 

It would depend on how the client’s stakeholders look. If the client has large loans, the 

respondent would say it would depend who the creditors are. If it is some big bank loans, 

then the respondent would say the risk would be higher and it would look more negatively 

on the going concern. The respondent would make a risk assessment on how client 

bankruptcy would affect the creditors if the respondent were on the fence about it. 
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Respondent 3 

 

The respondent stated that it is very circumstantial and individual such an instance and 

something that the respondent takes case by case. If the respondent has a 1st year client, 

then the respondent is more tolerant than with a 5th year client. The respondent would not 

know much about the 1st year client while there would be a longer relationship and more 

knowledge and experience to guide a more decisive decision for a 5th year client. The 

respondent would be more inclined to write a negative opinion on a client that the 

respondent knows very well because the respondent would know exactly how the client’s 

issues have developed over the years, the causes, and why it happened which creates a 

better basis for formulating the opinion.  

 

With a solid basis, the respondent is not tolerant because it is the obligation of an auditor 

to be fair and objective to the best of the respondents’ ability. With a longer relationship 

with a client, more knowledge and experience, the respondent can be more accurate and 

fairer with the client. With a shorter relationship with a client, there is less knowledge so 

the respondent must be more cautious both up and down because it is possible to not fully 

grasp all aspects. If any auditor has all the facts and a client of that auditor is not a going 

concern, then that auditor should not be tolerant and has an obligation to report it. It’s the 

rules. 

 

Respondent 4 

 

When considering it in the audit report, it is tricky because the valuation model is not 

necessarily working anymore, so the respondent has to consider what kind of situation 

the client is in. For the respondent, the difficulty varies. If there is a reasonable doubt on 

going concern, then the respondent does not write a full-blown statement. The respondent 

alerts the reader, instead.  

 

The respondent also reasons with them self, not influenced by external biases. It must be 

the respondent’s understanding, the respondent’s proof, the respondent’s judgement 

regarding the likelihood of a client getting the financing needed or valuation issues 

resolved. Not having a waiver for a covenant breech before balance sheet date, and 

especially signing off date for the audit, pushes the respondent towards a negative going-

concern report. Mitigating factors that resolve or counter an issue, such as waivers for 

breach of covenants, financing for low cash flow, etc. pushes the respondent towards a 

more lenient report where the respondent just mentions the going-concern matters.  

 

If the burn rate is too high and the client can’t do anything about it, then this causes the 

respondent to raise the concern again in the audit report. If the client has the capability 

and can decrease their losses rapidly, then the respondent might just mention that the 

client is in need of financing and the audit reader should be aware of such. But if the client 

is unlikely to get a cash injection, has emptied all opportunities, and loans need to be 

repaid then the client is a sitting duck, or at a dead end. In that scenario, the conclusion is 

that there are no possibilities available to the client and the respondent must write the 

truth of it in their report. 
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Respondent 5 

 

That depends on commitment from the client owners. If they would add more funding, 

the respondent would do their best to verify that and then a negative going concern report 

wouldn’t be needed. In the case where client owners don’t commit to add more funding, 

then the respondent would write the negative going concern report. Normally, client 

owners are eager to convince the respondent and keep the respondent from writing a 

negative going concern report. If the client owners are sufficiently supportive of the client, 

then the respondent doesn’t write a negative going-concern report. If the client owners 

can’t sufficiently support the client, then it is right for the respondent to write about it. It 

is always based on a close dialogue with client management and owners. 

 

Respondent 6 

 

It comes down to the respondent’s ability to obtain evidence needed to feel confident in 

the respondent’s gut that the client won’t screw this up if they receive money needed. If 

the client can convince the respondent that they will use the money wisely, continue to 

develop what they are developing if a start up, then the respondent will feel better in 

respondent’s gut that there is less of a risk for a going concern problem.  

 

If the client is heavily reliant on going to market in the short term, needing to make some 

money, and selling developed produce, if that is the key factor in management’s going 

concern assessment, then it is more difficult. The respondent has to assess if the market 

will appreciate the client product. Will the market buy it at the rate and quantity the client 

expects? It gets tricky in those instances. In those cases, the respondent brings in valuation 

specialists to help compare similar products and the technical aspects of it. The 

respondent checks for clerical accuracy and assumptions in client projections to consider 

if they are reasonable. In many cases the respondent brings in experts because the 

respondent’s knowledge is more general and doesn’t focus only in assessment of 

valuation every day like some of the specialists do. 

 

5.5 Question 5 Auditor Characteristics Responses 
 

What auditor characteristics influence your going-concern opinion behavior? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

The respondent’s firm does it according to the International Standards on Auditing. There 

shouldn’t be difference between firms because it is the same regulations. As individuals 

– it is based on an auditor’s professional judgement. Two individuals may make different 

judgements, but objective perspectives may not be different between firms. Ninety-eight 

percent of clients are small businesses. What people see when looking at going concerns 

are a small fraction of publicly listed clients. Out of those, few are actually going into 

bankruptcy. If they are, then the auditors didn’t do a good job.  
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It should not be out of no-where. Previous audits should indicate issues such as assets that 

don’t exist or revenue miscalculated. It is one thing if an auditor is aware of it; it is a 

major part if a big scandal. But the respondent doesn’t think an auditor would be aware 

there was an issue in most cases. Had an auditor been aware of the issue, then the 

respondent believes that the audit report would have been qualified.  

 

If an auditor issues a clean report that is wrong on a non-going concern report, then the 

auditor is too close to the client, too involved. The respondent does not think any auditor 

would do that. If the respondent is aware that there is a going concern risk with the client, 

then the respondent would protect them self as an auditor as much as possible and that 

means that the respondent qualifies their report.  

 

A client with going-concern issues normally have fraud involved, such as management 

stating the assets too high and trying to hide liabilities. If that happens, it is very hard for 

the respondent, or any auditor, to spot fraud if the fraud it is done by someone who is 

skilled. If an annual report is in all ways correct, going concern risk should be easy for a 

reader to detect. In this theoretical example, if the respondent, were to not qualify the 

report as an auditor when it is obvious that there is a risk for going concern, then the 

respondent would take on a very high risk.  

 

Auditors always have a hard time to spot if there is a fraud issue. It is in the nature of 

fraud to try and hide it from detection and the audit work is not planned in order to always 

discover if there is a fraud in a client company. Clients try to keep up the appearance of 

it not being an issue. When doing audits, they always check for this. The relationship is 

probably normally with the auditor relying too much on trust. They rely on what the client 

tells them that the received information is true.  

 

The respondent doesn’t believe an auditor will look away, because of the risk to the 

auditor. But if they have a relationship on trust, then an auditor might believe a client 

without checking. When going concern is an issue, the likelihood for fraud is higher. 

Small companies usually do the opposite, they will reduce profit, reduce packet cost. The 

respondent will then look for revenue that shouldn’t be accounted, look for assets that are 

not assets, and look into receivables. Performance of the client has deep impact on what 

the respondent does when auditing. 

 

Respondent 2 

 

If the respondent has an issue with a going concern, they always discuss it with another 

authorized auditor. Previous experiences are important, especially if it gives more 

knowledge to the sector client is in and allows for more accurate decisions. 

 

Respondent 3 

 

Many years of experience gives better audits. The respondent considers themselves to be 

at the top of their game now, after an extensive amount of time as a professional auditor, 

compared to their first five years as an auditor. The respondent’s personal work conditions 

allow them to know the client well and therefore give them the best quality audit. That, 

in turn, enables better decision making abilities due to increased experience and client 
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knowledge to decide on going-concern opinions. With the respondent’s work conditions, 

the respondent assures independence from the client, no matter how long the relationship, 

in order to retain a truly objective opinion. For the respondent, their abilities as an auditor 

are improved over time with a client so it is vital to assure objectivity every year.  

 

A client of 5 years has a better knowledge basis with the respondent to warrant receiving 

a negative opinion with no hesitancy while there might be hesitancy with a 1st year client 

if on the margin. The respondent’s abilities as an auditor have also improved over time. 

During the first 10 years, there were insecurities for the respondent that some factor was 

not included, or details were disregarded because there are so many factors to consider. 

But in the audit profession, if truly independent and healthy mentally and physically, then 

over time an auditor becomes more skillful, knowledgeable, and experienced and can 

therefore give better service with age. The respondent is more decisive and sharper with 

opinions now and writes more qualifications now than 20 years ago. 

 

Respondent 4 

 

The respondent works together with other individuals, a team, and team management. 

They observe client issues, cash generation compared to business plans, liquidity, 

problem urgency, and bank covenants. The whole team’s view is considered, not just the 

respondent’s view, on the client issues and mitigating factors. Dependent on the client, 

discussions may be held with firm CFO or CEO and client board of directors. Such 

discussions vary from monthly to weekly to biweekly, dependent on urgency and 

increases closeness with a client. If the conclusion is drawn that the going-concern issue 

is major, then additional inputs are taken, specifically if a client company is public, then 

a quality review partner and senior partners are bought in for professional guidance.  

 

The respondent commented that it is not quite working for or against a client, but rather 

working objectively with a client to participate in discussions and reasoning for the 

respondent’s report. This is due to liabilities that each party has. The respondent must 

remain objective in observing how the client behaves, how the client’s board behaves, 

and fully grasp the client’s recouping strategies, if they have any.  

 

With many people’s input, guidance, and expertise, the respondent then decides them self 

what type of report writing to write. An example includes a client with valuation issues, 

in such cases the respondent brings in evaluation specialists and accounting specialists. 

For the draft of the audit, the respondent always consults others and would never consider 

writing a going concern emphasis alone. It is out of the question. The respondent would 

consult others because there are so many views and factors to consider. Some are 

weighted heavier than others. Getting the logic correct is difficult, especially when under 

pressure. 

 

Respondent 5 

 

One characteristic could be the respondent’s own experience from working with different 

types of clients in different industries. That is, with that knowledge the respondent would 

probably assess situations differently from another auditor because each person has their 
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own unique history of experiences. Experience with current client. Pattern recognition 

with the client. Another characteristic is how public the client is.  

 

The more experienced the investors and the fewer there are, probably influences the 

respondent compared to a public traded entity with lots of smaller consumers where the 

respondent would normally be more risk averse. Experienced investor, they expect and 

know, more or less, what they are putting their money into. The respondent doesn’t want 

the ordinary people to get hurt as one of the many small investors for a public client, so 

the respondent is more risk aware for such a client. At the end of the day, the respondent’s 

main interest is to try to guard the client’s investors as it is on their behalf the respondent 

is doing the work. The respondent considers the exposure, or affect it has to ordinary 

people. 

 

Respondent 6 

 

In the respondent’s firm it is very follow-up heavy. The respondent must run these things 

through a bunch of people before the respondent can make their own decisions. When the 

respondent takes on a client, an initial assessment for going concern issues is conducted. 

If there are signs of going-concern issues, then a bunch of additional procedures regarding 

going-concern status, that aren’t normally done, are added to the audit of the client. If the 

client does find a going concern issue, then the respondent and their auditing team have 

to evaluate it and conclude how to move forward. If the conclusion is made, by respondent 

and their team, that it is indeed a going-concern problem, then the respondent gathers 

proof of it and contacts a specialist in the respondent’s firm.  

 

The specialist is an expert in modified opinions and types of difficult questions that may 

come up during an audit such as accounting treatments, legal compliances that 

management hasn’t dealt with correctly, or going-concerns, among other issues. Then 

respondent discusses the client’s going concern issue with the specialist by presenting the 

client’s case, proof, and receives in turn guidelines and advice. The specialist weighs all 

of the facts and either gives approval of the respondent’s suggested audit report or the 

specialist might want more information or advise the respondent to get closer to the matter 

and more familiar with it. If the client’s case is complicated enough, then further 

specialists are brought in. It is a sensitive issue and very judgmental. Since it is 

judgmental, and the respondent’s firm pushes the respondent hard to take to consider by 

assessment all control functions of the client. The respondent is very influenced by the 

firm. 

 

5.6 Question 6 Most Common Responses 
 

What would you say are your most common going concern report concerns? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

Negative cash flow, making a loss, low liquidity, losses in the previous year, if short term 

payables are higher than receivables. The respondent also noted that they look at the new 
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year as far as possible to see if the client will continue to make losses in the coming year. 

Then the respondent would qualify the report. 

 

 

Respondent 2 

 

Poorly presented, or not well enough presented annual reports. The issues the client has 

with financing. The most common thing is that the respondent has to tell the client to put 

more information in the annual reports themselves, to meet the legal standards. 

 

Respondent 3 

 

The client’s inability to pay, negative current ratios, and short term debt exceeding short 

term assets. 

 

Respondent 4 

 

Shortage of cash and liquidity 

 

Respondent 5 

 

Financial distress 

 

Respondent 6 

 

In most of these cases, it is usually a premarket client that has not yet launched product 

and is still developing it. Running a full company that costs them a fixed amount every 

month without generating profits leads to the client running low on cash. With no capital 

injections planned and exhausted credit facilities, then the respondent usually stops to 

make a going-concern assessment to determine if their funds are enough to last until the 

product gets out and if the client is able to recoup all of their losses. 

 

5.7 Question 7 Non-Financial Factors Responses 
 

What non-financial factors influence your decisions in a going concern opinion? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

Non financials are not an issue. It is the financials that count. There are non-financials 

that would be a red flag. Issues for coming year could be a factor but only if they affect 

financials so it still comes back to it. If the respondent thinks the client’s management are 

not straight with the respondent, trying to make the respondent make a decision that 

shouldn’t be made, then the respondent does more auditing to not be deceived.   

 

Non financials alone don’t impact the judgement because the audit’s going concern is on 

the client as a standalone.  It is still the financials, but forecasts are also important, and if 

the person creating the forecasts is doing it correctly then that is important. But it still 
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comes back to financials. The respondent also needs to consider if the forecasts are 

reasonably correct or not. 

 

Respondent 2 

 

If the client’s key figures leave, that is important. 

 

Respondent 3 

 

The lifestyle of management, the management group’s private lifestyle, their attitudes 

towards internal control and reporting discipline, and their attitudes toward building a 

corporate culture with staff. The respondent gave some examples. When visiting a client, 

it is quickly noticed what the client’s corporate culture is like. The corporate culture may 

be well defined, motivated, with mission statements, personnel may act, speak, think 

consistently with corporate policies.  

 

Alternatively, the corporate culture may include no policies or mission statements, or if 

there is a mission statement that sits on a shelf and never followed or followed with a lax 

attitude. If they are well organized, well defined, prepared with budgets or mission 

statements and follow up reporting, tidiness, workspace layouts, and the arrangement in 

the office all give a first impression. The respondent usually knows within 1 day with a 

client because the respondent sees the reports, hears the discussions, sees the client 

workplace and personnel.  

 

That first impression sets the tone for the respondent. It helps the respondent know if they 

can rely on the reports they are given, because those reports were made by personnel 

following company procedures or not. It influences the respondent in deciding how 

substantial the audit will be, if the respondent feels comfortable trusting the information 

or if more controls need to be done to be assured of the information in the reports. These 

factors influence the trust in the client, design, effort, and time it takes for the audit. 

 

Respondent 4 

 

All of the non-financial factors become financial factors at the end of the day. Does the 

client have the cash needed or not? Non-financial factors would include who the client is, 

who the people in charge are, if they have endurance under financial duress, the client’s 

relationships with others, if they have contacts or are alone. Would need to mortgage their 

own house or could they convince shareholders to inject capital into the client company? 

It is good to know who the client is, what they need, what the community of people around 

them is like, etc.  

 

For clients with endless cash available, that is their culture and community. For others, 

the only friend is the bank which puts them in a stickier situation. Another non-financial 

factor is the client’s ability to keep up with the times as far as appropriate and popular 

business ethics and behavior goes. Clients need to be able to adapt to customer behavior, 

so client adaptability in their business model is important. A client’s sustainable business 

model for the long term.  
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The respondent gave an example that if a client does cross border sales, then they need to 

be adaptable to changes in tariffs critically affecting cash flow and commodity 

availability. Those are extraneous events that effect the client and the client must be able 

to reformat to survive. In summary, who the respondent is working with, their leadership 

or board of directors, their appetite for enduring a crisis, ability to fight for a solution or 

bail out. The respondent stated that for some clients, such situations can get personal. 

That can lead to decisions not being rational for the business, but rational for the person. 

 

Respondent 5 

 

Regulated industry, certain client sectors where it is important to follow laws and 

regulations strictly. If the client doesn’t comply, then the client’s permits and permission 

to conduct business can be revoked. That is a going-concern issue. 

 

Respondent 6 

 

The respondent looks at the market to see if there is a strong demand for the product 

enough to sell at the price and quantity the client is aiming for. 

 

5.8 Question 8 Bank Industry Responses 
 

What determinants influence a going concern report for the bank industry? 

 

Respondent 1 

 

The respondent has not worked with banks. For banks, normally a high risk for them is 

credit losses. Some are high risk, some not. If following regulation, banks shouldn’t have 

loans that are at high risk. Everyone knows that if you look at the example of Enron from 

the US, credit issues of the banks are relying on something of value but if not valued 

correctly, then it is a problem. Problems like Enron, that brought other companies down 

with them because they were so big.  

 

For auditors, it was fraud. If the auditors were or weren’t able to identify that, the public 

doesn’t know. The going concern issue wasn’t it, it was the fraud issue over a long period 

of time. If an audit firm had identified and corrected at earlier stages, then it may have 

not gone into bankruptcy.  

 

It is like the hen and the egg. Which comes first? The same could be said for if it is a 

going concern issue or if it is fraud. It is unknown which came first. The respondent gave 

an example of fraud that ended in a going-concern issue. It is the famous case of Nick 

Leeson and the collapse of Barings Bank. 

 

Respondent 2 

 

The respondent doesn’t work with banks.  
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Respondent 3 

 

The respondent stated that influences would be the same as the first question. The banking 

industry focuses on cash flow, because the bank wants to get paid by their customer for 

any credit they leant. They don’t want payments slowed. Current ratios should be 

measured extra carefully. 

 

Respondent 4 

 

To be honest, the respondent doesn’t think the bank industry influences are any different. 

This is because the bank is usually having knowledge of their situation on the inside from 

day one. They don’t need external auditors to issue an audit report six months after the 

balance sheet because they know what is going on a daily basis. The external audit report 

for the bank is just a confirmation of the issues they already know about. The bank already 

has their own analysts and contacts with financial analysts. 

 

Respondent 5 

 

Internal control environment, ability to follow precise laws and regulations for the bank-

client’s permits. There are many different permits in the banking industry and each permit 

requires different setups. The respondent goes through the different lines of defense, their 

reports, risk compliance, and internal audits. The respondent checks if the bank-client 

highlights issues from their own perspective and then the respondent makes their own 

assessment. The respondent also looks at the amount of capital the bank-client has to see 

if it is adequate for their needs and because there are rules on how much they need to keep 

based on risk exposure. Remaining in line with permit stipulations is influential. 

Compared to a non-bank-client, the respondent assesses liquidity issues more closely for 

bank-clients. This is something the respondent learned is vital during the crisis in 2008. 

 

Respondent 6 

 

The respondent doesn’t work with banks. 
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6 Analysis 
 

The Analysis chapter covers Question by Question Comparison to Prior Studies wherein 

each question’s inspiratory research results are compared to those results from the 

respondents. Also covered in this chapter is Client, Auditor, Auditor-Client, and 

Environmental Factor Groupings. This section uses the analytical tool of categorization 

to consider results from interview respondents and compares them to expected results 

from previous research. Agency Theory Analysis is utilized here to consider the situations 

of respondents with the perspective of the auditor as the agent in the theory. That section 

is followed by the last section, Research Question Results. In that section the stated 

research question is analyzed for its answer and completeness in regard to literal results 

as an answer and exercise in qualitative study as an answer. 

 

6.1 Question by Question Comparison to Prior 

Studies 
 

In this section, the answers given by respondents are compared to results in prior research. 

As each question has inspiration in prior research, that is presentation give here, question 

by question.  

 

6.1.1 Question 1 Important to You 
 

What is important to you when evaluating a company as a going-concern? This question 

is inspired by the research done by Altman & McGough (1974); however, there is 

crossover with other research (Murphy (2008) and Haron et al., (2009) that reinforced the 

use of this question. Responses varied widely in this question as gut reactions were 

anything from client information presentation to cashflow to who client board members 

are to who client financers are. The emphasis in previous research, particularly those 

inspiring this question, was placed on financial ratios indicating a company’s health.  

 

While the responses did include directly or indirectly a few of those factors, they have 

found other factors to look for as well. Respondents found lack of equity or cash, liquidity, 

cash generation and projections, and financial stability to be important for them. This is 

directly in line with indicators used by Altman & McGough (1974) and Murphy (2008) 

and Haron et al, (2009) such as assets, retained earnings, liabilities, and debt.  

 

These factors are used in multiple ways that can indicate information such as liquidity 

and financial stability when the information is available for several years. Respondents 

also indicated that client ability to pay liabilities, the information presented by the client, 

and financial history of the client as important which Murphy (2008) and Haron et al., 

(2009) pointed out as useful in evaluating a company.  

 

The previous research inspiring this question didn’t go into some factors that the 

respondents deemed important. This gave a deeper look into the respondent’s psyche 

when considering going-concerns. Those factors included issues like the rarity with which 
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going-concerns were handled, the financial backers of a client as client stakeholders, 

duplicity in client board members as owners, communication with the client and 

relationship built up, client youth as a start-up or life cycle status of the client, behavior 

and management abilities of clients and related, client business plan, the client’s own 

assessment of going-concern status, adaptability and sustainability of clients. 

 

6.1.2 Question 2 Investigate Deeper 
 

What red flags alert you to investigate deeper for going-concern issues? This question is 

one of several that were inspired by the previous work by Mutchler (1986). Mutchler 

(1986) and the respondents had many red flags in common, such as  defaulting on 

covenants and legal issues, which going into receivership would be a legal issue, and 

running out of cash or loss in cash generation, which prevents paying interests, debts, 

liabilities, loans, etc., and key performance indicators and ratios such that indicate the 

health of the client.  

 

Interview respondents 3, 4, and 5 brought up many more influences that dealt with less 

tangible matters, such as the capabilities of the client in obtaining funding or resources, 

the client’s contacts and financers, and the long term relationship with a client that lends 

experience and knowledge for spotting anomalies in client behavior, their trading, 

patterns of behavior, and trustworthiness. Sometimes, will openly seek out assistance due 

to going-concern issues and tell the respondent such, as has happened with Respondent 

5. This shows an example of just how important the communications are as a red flag for 

the respondents. By communications, I mean both that the communications are carried 

out honestly and openly and what the communications inform the respondents. 

 

6.1.3 Question 3 Degree of Financial Distress 
 

What influences do you consider for the degree of financial distress a company may be 

under? The Mutchler (1986) inspired question deals with variances in distress and issues 

such as net worth/total liabilities and cash flow/total liabilities, current assets/current 

liabilities, liabilities/assets, etc. but responses strayed quite a bit from these 

considerations. The closest that respondents came to these answers were in regard to 

financial strength of client owners, cash generation, cash flows, forecasts, the financial 

size of the client, clients’ ability to make payments, and valuation issues which effect 

equity and further financial calculations and ratios.  

 

A larger emphasis was placed on completely unrelated factors by the respondents. For 

example, Respondents 2, 5, and 6 stated that the discussions with client owners or 

management would be what the respondent considers for the degree of financial distress. 

This sentiment was not alone; however, as other respondents also espoused a need for a 

relationship between respondent and client for reasons such as increased knowledge about 

the client for spotting anomalies in client history and understanding client industry 

nuances. Industry nuances include what is normal for a particular type of client, or for a 

specific client them self, or even the specialization in client type or client created by 

respondent’s time with them.  
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Examples include knowing exactly how long a specific financial stressor takes to be 

repaired or understanding the how key ratios should change with time for a client’s 

industry or knowing the rhythm of going-concern issues normal for an industry such as 

researchers with grants. Another issue brought up was by Respondent 3 about payment 

history, while this is somewhat related to prior research, it is different in that the indicator 

is regarding the changes in average length of time there is for a deficit created by payment 

delays. This were a significant number of indicators in prior research which were 

expected, but not brought up by respondents. 

 

6.1.4 Question 4 On the Edge 
 

What might influence you to write or not write a negative going-concern report if you are 

on the edge about it? This Mutchler (1986) and Tagesson & Öhman (2015) inspired 

question raised concerns for certainty of a going-concern issue. Respondents summarily 

stated their need for being absolutely certain in their decision to write a negative going-

concern report. As such, methods of advising audit reader of the risks in a client but 

refraining from writing a negative going-concern report were brought up.  

 

This included unmodified statements, audit statements that pinpoint the reader to areas of 

the audit report where concerns are located. All respondents were fully committed to 

writing a negative report if that is what was needed; however, several pointed out that the 

newer the client was, the less experienced with the client the respondent was, the lower 

the likelihood of giving a negative going-concern report.  

 

Another consideration for an unmodified report was the commitment by client owners to 

sufficiently financial support the client. Respondent 2 added a slightly different viewpoint 

in that stakeholders were considered, with a risk assessment of how a bankruptcy by the 

client would affect the creditors, in order to solidify Respondent 2’s decision. Similarly, 

Respondent 6 considers the ‘what if’ of the client failing even if they receive the funding 

that they need. Found in both prior research and in responses were mitigating factors, like 

waivers, defaulting, client customer loss, credit or finance injections, client size in terms 

of access to funding, and risks to both client and auditor reputation (Mutchler, 1986, pp. 

149-151; Tagesson & Öhman, 2015, pp. 181-188).  

 

As perspectives on this question varied by the respondents, it is fair to say that the answers 

could cross over with the next question in particular, about auditor characteristics because 

concerns for the risk taken on by the auditor were taken up in some responses. 

Respondents mitigated their own risk with proof of incoming support in exchange for 

unmodified statements where the reader was pointed in the direction of the client risks in 

the reports instead of a negative going-concern report. 

 

6.1.5 Question 5 Auditor Characteristics 
 

What auditor characteristics influence your going-concern opinion behavior? This 

question is of particular interest in prior studies in its inspiration from Mutchler (1986), 

Junaidi & Hartono (2010), Sundgren & Svanström (2013), and Carson et al., (2013). This 

question is further analyzed below as a factor classification according to Carson et al., 
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(2013), but in a different manner. Here, the comparisons are drawn within the confines of 

the responses of this particular question to the respondents, while below the entirety of 

the respondents’ interviews are considered for all auditor related characteristics. With this 

in mind, there will likely be overlap, but they are analyzed differently.  

 

Knowledge, experience, skill, and age were common auditor characteristics mentioned 

by respondents. These compare to prior research in the form of knowledge about the client 

(Mutchler, 1986), tenure, reputation, and disclosures (Junaidi & Hartono, 2010), and in 

age and the number of auditors available (Sundgren & Svanström, 2013). Age was 

mentioned in prior research and by respondents in correlation to knowing more, having 

more experience, better skills, etc., and an increase in the number of auditors at firms 

meant the respondents had more people on hand for expertise for consultations on their 

clients’ audits. Most characteristics were in agreement with prior research, but not all.  

 

Contrary to Sundgren & Svanström (2013) where the audit firm is considered an 

influencing factor, Respondent 1 states that the firm should not make a difference as they 

are all still following the same regulations but does believe that individual auditors may 

make differing judgements but should still be objective between firms. Yet, in line with 

the previous research is Respondent 6 who stated that they are heavily influenced by their 

firm by structure, knowledge, and methodology.  

 

This brings up the company culture, history, and policies or methods as topics for reasons 

to consider Big4 status as influential in auditor behavior; however, this analysis is not to 

determine correctness of the prior studies nor of the respondent, it is meant to consider 

and compare the perspectives as both are legitimate. Respondent 1 looks at the firms as 

carrying out the same tasks while the previous researchers look at the firms as a source 

of influence upon the auditors. A different perspective comes from Respondent 5. They 

take up their concern for who the creditors are, stating a consideration for the exposure 

or effect it has on ordinary people as novice investors versus experienced, knowledgeable, 

and skilled investors. 

 

6.1.6 Question 6 Most Common 
 

What would you say are your most common going concern report concerns? This question 

is inspired by Murphy (2008) but will be compared to both the inspiration and Masli et 

al., (2018) due to the latter’s findings regarding common concerns. According to Murphy 

(2008, p. 144) the liabilities divided by assets and long-term debt divided by liabilities 

cover 80% of the concerns. This allows for a straightforward comparison with respondent 

results as these two ratios are far from 80% of the concerns.  

 

The most common concerns among these respondents are related to cash shortage, 

liquidity, and short term debts, or as Respondent 5 summarily put it, financial distress. 

Masli et al., (2018, p. 195) found that operating losses, low levels of capital, 

default/inability to pay creditors, and regulatory intervention were most commonly 

written in the going-concern reports. Comparing this to interview responses shows a large 

amount of crossover with similar and related concerns. Respondent 2 gave a new 

perspective that was noticeably different from the other respondents and prior research. 

For this respondent, their most common concern regarded legal compliance with rules for 
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what should be in an annual report. Another answer that was different from the rest, yet 

related, came from Respondent 6. For them, the most common issue was a failure, or late, 

launch of client product as this led to a trickledown effect of continuing operations 

without the revenues coming in as expected. 

 

6.1.7 Question 7 Non-Financial Factors 
 

What non-financial factors influence your decisions in a going concern opinion? This 

question is inspired by Junaidi & Hartono (2010). For some respondents, non-financials 

were not important at all while for others it was very important. Auditor-client 

relationship in terms of trust or deception, key figures such as board members or 

important client customers leaving the client, client’s corporate culture, client’s 

management lifestyle, attitude, and discipline, who the client is and the client’s skill, 

endurance, ability, and access to gain funding, client adaptability, market demand for 

client product, and legal compliance with permits. Those are what respondents consider 

as non-financial factors.  

 

Junaidi & Hartono (2010, pp. 373-376) considered how long a client had been with an 

auditing firm, auditing firm reputation as Big 4 or not, and levels of disclosures to be 

important. These factors barely cross each other with responses with tenure being the 

exception. With tenure, the auditor and client can build a relationship, good or bad, with 

great trust or distrust. Either way, the auditor builds their knowledge about the client with 

increased experience from the client tenure with them. In this sense, the non-financial 

factors overlap on tenure, but they do not interact on Junaidi & Hartono’s (2010) other 

factors, levels of disclosures and reputation as Big 4 or not. When respondents mentioned 

the disclosure of financial information in this question, it was about whether they trusted 

it, not about the type or level of disclosure the information was. 

 

6.1.8 Question 8 Bank Industry 
 

What determinants influence a going concern report for the bank industry? Inspired by 

Masli et al., (2018), this question treats the bank industry as separate from general 

industries. However, respondents did not agree that the bank industry’s influential factors 

are so different. Respondents stated extra care should be taken on credit losses, capital on 

hand, fraud, cash flow, current ratios, and internal controls, but those were the same tools 

used for non-bank industries as well. This shows a difference of perspectives for the 

respondents versus the research done by Masli et al., (2018).  

 

Several of the respondents had not worked with the bank industry. The few that had, used 

similar tools and simply focused more heavily on some, but the tools for identifying 

going-concern risks were the same. While Masli et al., (2018, pp. 190-197) does go into 

factors that are viable for general industries, those researchers try to pinpoint tools that 

are specific to the bank industry such as reserve for loan divided by assets, total gross 

loans divided by total assets, total gross loans divided by total deposits, and many others.  

 

Most of the respondents did not give any factors that were only for the bank industry, just 

some that were more useful for the bank industry. One of the respondents did mention 



46 

 

that banks need their loans or interests paid on time, which does relate to Masli et al., 

(2018, pp. 190-197) where those researchers mention the interest and non-interest income 

for a bank. Another more heavily bank oriented factor by a respondent was the client’s 

ability to follow the complicated regulations of the various permits a bank must have. 

This is still a factor for general industries, but it is perhaps considered by Respondent 5 

to be more complex than general industries and therefore worth mentioning. 

 

6.2 Client, Auditor, Auditor-Client, and 

Environmental Factor Groupings 
 

Here, the factors discussed in interviews are divided amongst the four factor groupings, 

client, auditor, auditor-client, and environmental. Each section has a small reminder of 

what the factor grouping is about, then summarizes factors given by each respondent that 

fall within that grouping. Analysis continues with a comparison between Carson et al., 

(2013) work groupings and those of prior research. 

 

6.2.1 Client Factors 
 

According to Carson et al. (2013, pp. 357-360), client factors include measures of 

financial distress from and not from financial statements, financial reporting quality, 

corporate governance, book values, and liquidation values.  

 

Respondent 1: start-up (as related to funding), lack of cash, client is poor at doing 

business, poor forecasts from their financial statements, client history, client ability to 

obtain financing, fraud, client performance, financial ratios/indicators, client accuracy in 

their reports 

 

Respondent 2: client annual reports, financial reporting quality, debts, liquidity, key 

performance indicators, client stakeholders and creditors likelihood of financing, meeting 

legal standards in annual reports 

 

Respondent 3: client liquidity, ability to pay, cash flows, financial ratios, financers, 

payment history, client management, client corporate culture 

 

Respondent 4: who the client is, client management, client motives and rationale, 

financial ratios, financial sustainability, cash flow, client financers, financial projections, 

client business structure, ability to pay, client size, client valuation issues, client ability 

to obtain financing, cash, liquidity, client networks, client adaptability, client’s internal 

expertise 

 

Respondent 5: start-up (as related to funding), equity, cash on hand, cash generation, 

client ability to obtain financing, balance sheet information, assets accurately valued, 

intangible assets values, client’s business plan, revenues, inventory movement, financial 

strength, client owner commitment, type of client investors, client’s own going-concern 

assessment 
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Respondent 6: client’s own going-concern assessments, profitability, cash on hand, short-

term debt, cash flow predictions, public or private client 

 

The respondents overwhelmingly named liquidity and cash as vital client factors. The key 

ratios or financial indicators stemming from financial statements that indicate the 

financial distress of the client were also common amongst the respondents. While there 

were many smaller factors, there weren’t any factors that stood out from the respondents 

as definitely a client factor but not within the bounds of client factors as explained by 

Carson et al., (2013). This is probably because the very broad inclusion of all financial 

distress factors both from and not from the financial statements. That covers quite a bit. 

 

The majority of respondents discussed client factors heavily and some indicated the 

heaviest weight of their decisions belonged to client factors. This is similar to the prior 

research as well. Of the prior research, most also heavily relied on client factors. The 

reliance on them could also be stated to be the most important factors since the prior 

research builds upon client factors as it branched out into other types of factors. An 

example being the client factor of size as it branches out into environmental factors. The 

industry regulations and auditing standards are at times dependent on client size.  
 

6.2.2 Auditor Factors 
 

Continuing in the factors from Carson et al. (2013, pp. 360-362) are the auditor factors. 

These include items such as auditor judgement, economic dependence, auditor size, 

industry specialization, auditors’ compensation arrangements, and auditors’ 

organizational forms. 

 

Respondent 1: firm reputation for abiding regulatory bodies, auditor judgement, auditor 

skill, auditor objectivity, auditor adherence to regulations, auditor’s skepticism, risk to 

auditor reputation 

 

Respondent 2: auditor experience, specializations, auditor’s organizational forms (team 

audits) 

 

Respondent 3: auditor expertise, auditor objectivity, auditor judgement, age, economic 

dependence (auditor’s choice of client) 

 

Respondent 4: auditor knowledge, auditor specialization, auditor judgement, auditor 

objectivity, auditor’s organizational form (team audits) 

 

Respondent 5: auditor judgement, auditor knowledge, auditor experience, auditor 

industry knowledge, auditor’s skill in pattern anomaly recognition, auditor’s aim to 

safeguard investors 

 

Respondent 6: auditor judgement, auditor’s ability to corroborate client information, 

auditor’s organizational forms (team audits), auditor expertise, auditor knowledge,  

 

The experience, knowledge, objectivity, and judgement were overwhelmingly popular 

auditor factors. Age, when taken as an indicator of knowledge would fall into that group 
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as well. There were only a few that took up the auditor’s organizational form. Those were 

both mentioned in context of utilizing the audit format wherein specialized teams are 

created for the client’s audit.  

 

The compensation arrangements an auditor has with their clients was brought up by 

Carson et al. (2013) but not directly mentioned by any of the respondents. The closest a 

respondent came to that was their economic (in)dependence from a client in their ability 

to choose to audit or not to audit the client during initial contact with them. This could be 

because the respondents did not find that factor to be of importance like the previous 

researchers did. This could also be because it is considered private or too personal. 

Alternatively, not all of the respondents may know with exactness the compensation 

agreements between audit firm and client if they were not part of those discussions 

themselves. The reason why this factor was not brought up by respondents is unknown.  

 

In previous research, if the audit firm was big 4 (or big 8), it was considered influential. 

Being among that elite group was considered to accompany certain characteristics such 

as to influence the auditor behavior. This could be due to similar corporate cultures, 

organizational structure or an unknown reason. The size of the audit firm is related to the 

big 4 status and increased size. Similarly, with large size comes more people and therefore 

more influencers upon the auditor. Comparatively, the respondents who brought up 

consulting (and thus influenced) with a team, also were members of the big 4. 

 

This factor category tied in quite closely to the auditor-client factors with regards to 

auditor experience, knowledge, and specialization. These bonuses to the auditor’s skillset 

were often obtained through the time with various clients and studying other auditors’ 

work with clients. This makes it overlap a bit, but as the auditor carries these improved 

skills with them to each new client, they are still classified as characteristics of auditor. 

 

6.2.3 Auditor-Client Factors 
 

The next type of factor from Carson et al. (2013, pp. 362-364) are those stemming from 

auditor-client relationships. This includes auditor switching and opinion shopping, 

auditor-client tenure, personal relationships between auditors and clients, and audit report 

lag. 

 

Respondent 1: tenure, relationship (learns about and works with the client over time, 

communication), personal relationship with client, trust between auditor and client 

 

Respondent 2: communications with client 

 

Respondent 3: tenure, relationship, trust between auditor and client 

 

Respondent 4: tenure, relationship, intimate knowledge of the client business, 

communications with client 

 

Respondent 5: communications with client, trust between auditor and client, relationship 

with the client, tenure 
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Respondent 6: communications with the client, tenure 

 

Respondents and Carson et al., (2013) had in common relationships factors such as tenure, 

communication, and trust from positively reinforced experiences in the tenures. These 

prior researchers had other factors that were audit-client oriented that the other did not 

mention. Audit switching or opinion shopping and audit report lag were never brought up 

in any manner by the respondents for any of the questions.  

 

The questions related to auditor factors, for general factors, and for non-financial factors 

were the most likely to induce consideration from the respondent to consider auditor-

client factors. That audit switching or opinion shopping was not mentioned is not a 

surprising result as the questions in interviews directed respondents to consider that they 

were considering going-concern matters which is quite far from matters related to auditor 

firm and client firm matching. Only one of the respondents would have been in a work 

situation they themselves must consider refusing working with a client and that 

respondent did not take it up. It is interesting that the respondents did not take up audit 

report lag as important in relation to going-concerns as this was mentioned in the previous 

research. 

 

6.2.4 Environmental Factors 
 

Litigation, auditing standards, regulatory oversight, market structure, and competition are 

among the environmental factors according to Carson et al. (2013, pp. 364-366). 

 

Respondent 1: market change (client customer loss), start up (as related to competition), 

auditing standards and regulatory oversight (Swedish regulations on audits & obligations 

of client boards to comply), client re-negotiation of loans, strict adherence to regulatory 

bodies 

 

Respondent 2: legal issues, effects on client stakeholders and financers, market change 

and industry competition (client loses key figures either customers or staff) 

 

Respondent 3: auditing standards, rules 

 

Respondent 4: litigation (historic or current breach of contract or covenant, and likelihood 

of doing so), client industry (industry regulations), client loss of key figures (customer or 

staff), strikes or claims 

 

Respondent 5:  start up (as related to competition), auditing standards, industry 

regulations, permit stipulations 

 

Respondent 6: litigation (breach of covenant), market structure, audit standards 

 

There was full representation of all of factors considered by Carson et al., (2013) in the 

environmental factors’ category. A few were issues that certainly seem environmental but 

are aren’t exactly according to Carson et al., (2013, pp. 364-366). These includes the 

popular answer regarding key figures. Key figures, as used by respondents in interviews, 

regarded both client personnel and client customers. I placed the factor of key figures as 
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environmental based on both market and competition influences on the factor. For 

example, the key figure of a major client customer may swap to a competitor for an 

advantage. The key figure of a CFO leaving the client could be due to the structure of the 

market or to competition where the CFO either doesn’t represent the client as the client 

wishes or has moved on to another company or possibly retirement.  

 

In the previous research, the environmental factors were fewer and more varied, legal 

investigation and mitigating information were most common which aligned with this 

research’s interview responses as well.  

 

6.3 Agency Theory Analysis  
 

In this research, I have turned the Agency Theory on its side. Here, auditors are agents 

who perform their tasks with the Swedish government, the general public, stakeholders, 

the client being audited, and the auditor’s auditing firm (if they have one), as the 

principals. With that in mind, the respondents’ circumstances are considered to the fullest 

extent available without disclosing information that would break their trust or privacy. 

 

Respondents 1, 4, 5, and 6 are from Big 4 firms while Respondents 2 and 3 are not. All 

Respondents are authorized auditors of Sweden. Few of the respondents were of high 

enough power and or influence in their work situations to pick and choose which client 

they take and only one respondent has solitary control over such matters. Across the 

board, all respondents showed concern for their clients, stakeholders, and the Swedish 

government as principals. Agents want to appease the principals to the extent that they 

can, but to everyone’s own best interests.  

 

That being said, the Swedish government could easily be stated as the highest ranked 

principal as all respondents espoused auditor objectivity and duty to report according to 

regulations, which they must follow under Swedish law with their authorized auditor 

status. A few respondents showed interest for a wider range of principals such as the 

client’s industry and client financers, considering what would happen them if the client 

went bankrupt.  

 

When thinking of auditors as individuals, or audit firms, with self-interests, an example 

from Results come to mind. Respondent 1 considered in question 4 the risk to themselves 

as an auditor. Other respondents also indicated a similar concern by declaring a need for 

reassurances, proof, in order to give unqualified reports instead of a qualified report as to 

not have that proof was risky.  

 

Examples of asymmetric communications were brought forth by all of the respondents. 

Some took up the quality of the reports, others the skill or ability of those writing the 

reports, and others the legal adherence of the reports made by clients. These reports are 

one of the important way clients communicate with auditors because they leave a paper 

trail. Another communication mentioned by several respondents were discussions and 

meetings with clients. Those communications were also analyzed for their correctness 

and fullness.  
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If the accuracy was not to the respondents’ standards, then further investigation was 

needed. These indicate both self-interest for an auditor and asymmetric communications 

between auditor and client, both of which are indicative of an agent in the Agency Theory 

(Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Messier, 1997, p. 7; Messier, Glover, & Prawitt, 2008, p. 6). 

While in the original view of Agency Theory the principle uses an auditor as a tool for 

trust risk reduction, in this perspective, the auditor as an agent uses analytical tools for 

trust risk reduction (Messier, Glover, & Prawitt, 2008, p. 7). Respondents utilized 

behavioral analysis, corporate culture analysis, and redundancy to check accuracy of data. 

The use of these methods by auditors illustrates their status as an agent in Agency Theory 

where trust must be proven.  

 

6.4 Research Question Results 
 

What is the perspective of the auditor regarding a going-concern report? This was the 

question this research hoped to answer. Respondents gave their perspectives on various 

questions about going-concern reports. In that sense, the question is answered by the 

Results. Commonalities amongst most respondents included perspectives related to the 

following: liquidity, cash, financial distress indicators, communications and trust of those 

communications, experience, changes to key staff or customer figures, auditing standards, 

regulations, litigations, and mitigating information. The auditors showed behaviors akin 

to an agent of Agency Theory by utilizing trust risk reduction such as behavioral analysis, 

corporate culture analysis, and redundancy to check accuracy of data. The deeper 

quandary about methodology, where I pondered if qualitative interviews would give more 

in depth answers, has a murkier answer. Yes, there were some questions that gave more 

depth than prior research, but there were also occasions where prior research gave factors 

that respondents did not even brush upon. With a mixture of both worlds, qualitative and 

quantitative, perhaps the fullest, most encompassing of results can be achieved to better 

understand the thought processes of auditors regarding a going-concern report. 
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7 Conclusion 
 

The Conclusion chapter discusses a Summary of the thesis wherein a brief account of 

vital information pieces is given. Following this is the Contribution and Implications 

section explains the application of this research and placement among contemporary 

research in the same field. Limitations follow this section and it explains the boundaries 

of this research as viewed from my perspective at the end of the research process. Finally, 

the Recommendations section advises on future research opportunities gleaned from the 

process of this research and from the results of this research.  

 

7.1 Summary 
 

This research considered the perspective of the auditor regarding going-concern reports 

in light of previous research questions and prior study categorizations. A deeper goal of 

the study was to find out if a qualitative method would produce a deeper understanding 

than the quantitative studies of previous research. Interviews were conducted on six 

respondents to learn about their perspectives on going-concern reports. To relate the 

auditors’ perspectives to previous research, the previous research inspired questions 

which the respondents answered in their interviews. The previous research inspired 

questions were then compared and contrasted with the current study’s responses from 

interviews. This demonstrated differences in obtained information from quantitative 

researches and a qualitative one.  

 

The previous research also offered categorization of the influential factors on auditors. 

Auditor responses were analyzed according to these categories to demonstrate differences 

between expected outcomes and the actual outcomes. Agent Theory was utilized in 

consideration of the auditor as an agent and used the situations and responses of 

respondent to its fullest without overstepping privacy boundaries. The research query 

about auditor perspectives is answered in Results wherein their main concerns are given 

as raw as possible with rewording only as necessary. Commonalities amongst most 

respondents included perspectives related to the following: liquidity, cash, financial 

distress indicators, communications and trust of those communications, experience, 

changes to key staff or customer figures, auditing standards, regulations, litigations, and 

mitigating information. The auditors showed behaviors akin to an agent of Agency 

Theory by utilizing trust risk reduction such as behavioral analysis, corporate culture 

analysis, and redundancy to check accuracy of data. The aim to study a qualitative method 

versus a quantitative method displayed a need for both of the same population sample to 

achieve a complete understanding of the perspectives an auditor has for a going-concern 

report. 

 

7.2 Contribution and Implications 
 

This research contributes to the few qualitative, compared to quantitative, researches done 

on auditors regarding going-concern opinion decisions. It offers comparison to previous 

research as well as theoretical application. This research lends to practical contributions 
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with the wider understanding that it takes both qualitative and quantitative methods to 

obtain a full picture of the auditor’s perspective. Another practical contribution is the 

factors of likelihood of financial injection and cashflow ratio acceptable by auditors. 

These were factors found useful by respondents but not included in previous models as 

they still need to be made into quantifiable formulae.  

 

Societal contributions include expanse in knowledge for the academic community and for 

those interested in how the auditor views going-concern considerations. Interested parties 

include future auditors, current auditors, auditing firms, and clients of auditors. A deeper 

understanding of the thought process lets interested parties better communicate needs, 

better prepare, and accommodate appropriately for going-concern determinations.  

 

7.3 Limitations 
 

This research contains the same limitations as other second year Masters’ thesis in the 

Umeå School of Business and Economics at Umeå University for the second half of the 

spring term. The timing of the thesis course influences availability of respondents due to 

the nature of high and low times of business for auditors. The timing of the thesis course 

also influences the length of time authors have available to them for writing the thesis as 

it is influenced by holiday season during the course time. Another resource constraint was 

refusal to purchase data or reference sources, and refusal to pay for interviews in any 

manner. As it is, the requirements of this course require printing the thesis and since that 

is not free, it is the only monetary involvement with this research.  

 

Limitations of the research also included only considering Sweden as that is the only 

official population framework of auditors that I have access to. Obtaining access to other 

country’s auditor populations required time I could not allocate to that and money that I 

chose not to allocate to that. Another limitation can be drawn from the implementation of 

interviews. Notes were taken and offered to respondents for approval; however, the 

interviews themselves were never conducted with face to face visuals nor in person. This 

limits my ability to pick up on physical ques, hand gestures, and facial expressions during 

interviews that would have helped in interpretation.  

 

Another aspect of limitations related to Sweden include the prior research. The prior 

research is not limited to Sweden, in fact, it comes from around the world with the 

majority being mostly Western. Because the previous research is not all Swedish with 

outcomes strictly Swedish for comparisons, there is not a perfect one to one comparison 

available there. That would require an exact repeat study of an existing study. Even 

though a reliance on mostly Western perspectives is utilized to maintain a sense of 

similarity, the differences in settings may have created a situation of comparing apples to 

oranges where the Swedish auditors who respondents are compared to results from too 

different of a setting. This could be a cause of auditor priorities being different from each 

other. 
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7.4 Recommendations 
 

The findings and analysis led to the conclusion that qualitative and quantitative methods 

should be implemented on the same population sample to obtain a holistic view of 

auditor’s perspectives regarding going-concern opinion decisions. With the knowledge 

that some factors were missing from previous quantitative research that the respondents 

stated in this qualitative research and vice versa, that leads to the following 

recommendation. Perspectives of auditors regarding their decisions on going-concerns 

should be studied using both qualitative and quantitative methods upon a statistically 

large population sample. This would require a significant amount of resources and time 

to accomplish but I recommend it because I believe it would give the most complete 

understanding of the topic. 

 

The results of interviews did strike curiosity for other research as well. As previously 

stated, cash flow was important to a majority of respondents. Further analysis on the ratio 

of cash flow considered acceptable by auditors when considering a client for going-

concern purposes would be interesting to further comprehend for investors and client 

management to make quick determinants of client financial health. Another aspect of that, 

which is related, is interest by many respondents in likelihood for receiving financial 

investments. This could be by client owners, investors, banks, or otherwise.  

 

The likelihood of investment is what I believe would be interesting to further research. A 

greater understanding and exactness of how likely a client is to receive investment would 

assist in auditor assessments greatly. That type of research would require information 

from all sorts of investors over a long time frame; however, would probably not be 

something to research at bachelor or master level unless the data is outsourced. 

 

Considering a cashflow ratio acceptable by auditors and a likelihood of financial injection 

acceptable by auditors would enhance auditor investigations, then it logically follows that 

these components may improve quantitative studies’ models as well. Research would be 

needed to create a model, or formulae, sufficiently and accurately representative of each 

of these aspects, which could then be combined with existing speculative models on 

likelihood of going-concern status. These factors could then improve accurateness and be 

implemented practically as well for auditors. 
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Appendix 1: First Contact 
 

Please take a minute to consider an interview! 

 

I am a student from the School of Economics at Umeå University who is 

currently writing a second year master’s thesis during spring of 2019. The aim of this 

research is to qualitatively study determinants of going-concern opinions that include 

client factors, auditor factors, auditor-client relationships, and other environmental 

factors. 

 

Your responses, clients, and company will be treated respectfully. Interviewees are named 

Person 1, Person 2, etc. and clients will be named according to industry and size. Auditing 

firms will be named as Big 4 or not and according to their size. I want to assure you that 

you, your clients, auditing company, and responses will be treated confidentially with 

privacy with encoded names. [Person 1, Person 2, etc. were later changed to Respondent 

1, Respondent 2, etc. in the thesis for better clarification. Industry and size were never 

shared regarding clients of the respondents and therefore were not specified.] 

 

The more volunteers for interviews, the more representative this case study and 

information will be. Therefore, your participation is highly appreciated. 

 

It is possible to respond and volunteer for an interview until the 27th of April 2019. [This 

was later revised in the reminder to state that interviewing could take place until the 13th 

of May 2019 so as not to confuse anyone] 

 

Thank you for your consideration and time! 

 

Lacey Näsman  

(lale0016@student.umu.se)  
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Appendix 2: Interview Guide & Factors 
 

Prior Studies Oriented Questions: 

• Altman & McGough (1974) 

o What is important to you when evaluating a company as a going-concern?  

• Mutchler (1986) 

o What red flags alert you to investigate deeper for going-concern issues?  

o What influences do you consider for the degree of financial distress a 

company may be under?  

o What might influence you to write or not to write a negative going-concern 

report if you are on the edge about it?  

o What auditor characteristics influence your going-concern opinion 

behavior?  

• Murphy (2008) 

o What are your auditing criteria for a going-concern disclaimer? (removed 

for repetition) 

o What would you say are your most common going concern report 

concerns?  

• Haron et al. (2009) 

o What factors influence a GCO? (removed for repetition) 

• Junaidi & Hartono (2010) 

o What non-financial factors influence your decisions in a going-concern 

opinion?  

• Sundgren & Svanström (2013) 

o What auditor in charge characteristics influence the likelihood of writing 

a going-concern report? (removed for repetition) 

• Tagesson & Öhman (2015) 

o What increases your likelihood of writing a GCR? (removed for repetition) 

• Masli et al., (2018) 

o What determinants influence a going concern report for the bank industry?  

 

 

Carson et al. (2013): 

• Client Factors 

o According to Carson et al. (2013, pp. 357-360), client factors include 

measures of financial distress from and not from financial statements, 

financial reporting quality, corporate governance, book values, and 

liquidation values. 

• Auditor Factors 

o Continuing in the factors from Carson et al. (2013, pp. 360-362) are the 

auditor factors. These include items such as auditor judgement, economic 

dependence, auditor size, industry specialization, auditors’ compensation 

arrangements, and auditors’ organizational forms. 

• Auditor-Client Factors 

o The next type of factor from Carson et al. (2013, pp. 362-364) are those 

stemming from auditor-client relationships. This includes auditor 
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switching and opinion shopping, auditor-client tenure, personal 

relationships between auditors and clients, and audit report lag. 

• Environmental Factors 

o Litigation, auditing standards, regulatory oversight, market structure, and 

competition are among the environmental factors according to Carson et 

al. (2013, pp. 364-366).  
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Appendix 3: Quality Confirmation 

Emails by Respondents 
 

Respondent 1 

 

From: [REDACTED] 

Sent: Monday, May 6, 2019 9:37 AM 

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman 

Subject: SV: Correcting Interviews for Accuracy 

 

Looks ok.  

 

Med vänliga hälsningar/Kind Regards, 

[REDACTED]  

 

Från: Lacey Leathers Näsman <lale0016@student.umu.se>   

Skickat: den 4 maj 2019 18:29  

Till: [REDACTED]  

Ämne: RE: Correcting Interviews for Accuracy 

 

Good Evening! 

 

Thank you so very much for your input. I have made some corrections and would like to 

know if you approve of this final version? 

 

Kind regards, 

Lacey Näsman 

Attachment 

 

From: [REDACTED]   

Sent: Friday, May 3, 2019 9:52 AM  

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman <lale0016@student.umu.se>  

Subject: SV: Correcting Interviews for Accuracy 

 

Hi Lacey 

 

I did a few changes (track changes so that you can see what I wrote). I have also attached 

an annual report for [REDACTED] that I think you could have use of. The auditor have 

pointed out the risk for going concern. It is in Swedish but I hope that will not be an issue. 

I think it shows how an auditor needs to act when there is an obvious risk for going 

concern. Cash is low at the end of the year and if you look at the balance there is questions 

regarding short terms receivables and its value. High risk that the value is stated to high 

and that they will not be received when the short term liabilities is to be paid… I think it 

is a good example of a company with challenge for the auditor to judge the going concern 

risk.  
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Med vänliga hälsningar/Kind Regards, 

[REDACTED]  

 

Från: Lacey Leathers Näsman <lale0016@student.umu.se>   

Skickat: den 3 maj 2019 06:38  

Till: [REDACTED]  

Ämne: Correcting Interviews for Accuracy 

 

Good Morning! 

 

In order to increase the quality of data from the interviews, I am attaching the notes taken 

from the interviews along with the questions. Please review them and feel free to make 

any comments, concerns, ideas, corrections, or additions as you deem suitable. I wish to 

put forth the most accurate representation of your answers as possible. 

 

Kind regards, 

Lacey Näsman 

Attachment 

 

Respondent 2 

From: [REDACTED] 

Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2019 5:34 PM 

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman 

Subject: SV: Correcting Interview Notes for Accuracy 

 

Hi Lacey, 

 

Apologies for not responding to your previous e-mail. I am fine with the answers you 

have written. 

 

Med vänlig hälsning 

 

[REDACTED] 

 

Från: Lacey Leathers Näsman [mailto:lale0016@student.umu.se]   

Skickat: den 14 maj 2019 10:37  

Till: [REDACTED]  

Ämne: Correcting Interview Notes for Accuracy 

 

Good Morning! 

  

In order to increase the accuracy of data from the interviews, I am attaching the notes 

taken from the interview along with the questions. Please review them and feel free to 

make any comments, concerns, ideas, corrections, or additions as you deem suitable. I 

wish to put forth the most accurate representation of your answers as possible. 

  

Kind regards, 
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Lacey Näsman 

Attachment 

 

Respondent 3 

From: [REDACTED] 

Sent: Monday, May 6, 2019 5:58 AM 

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman 

Subject: Re: Correcting Interviews for Accuracy 

 

Good morning! I have read your report and I believe it accurately states my responses to 

your questions.  

Very truly yours, [REDACTED]  

  

[REDACTED] 

  

On 06 May 2019, at 01:10, Lacey Leathers Näsman <lale0016@student.umu.se> wrote: 

Good Morning! 

  

In order to increase the quality of data from the interviews, I am attaching the notes  

taken from the interview along with the questions. Please review them and feel free to  

make any comments, concerns, ideas, corrections, or additions as you deem suitable. I  

wish to put forth the most accurate representation of your answers as possible. 

  

Kind regards, 

Lacey Näsman 

Attachment 

  

<Respondent3.docx> 

 

Respondent 4 

 

From: [REDACTED] 

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 4:10 PM 

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman 

Subject: Re: Accuracy confirmation of interview 

 

Looks fine Lacey. 

Good luck. 

  

 

Med vänlig hälsning, 

 

[REDACTED] 

 

On Fri, May 17, 2019 at 10:43 AM Lacey Leathers Näsman <lale0016@student.umu.se> 

wrote: 

 

Good morning! 
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I will be turning in the final version of my thesis to my supervisor on Tuesday. To check 

for accuracy, please look over and edit as needed the attached document of your interview 

notes. Please let me knoe, are you satisfied with the notes? 

 

Kind regards and many thanks, 

Lacey Näsman 

  

[REDACTED] 

 

Respondent 5 

 

From: [REDACTED] 

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 12:27 PM 

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman 

Subject: RE: Confirmation of Interview Accuracy 

 

Yes 

  

Med vänlig hälsning 

  

[REDACTED] 

  

From: Lacey Leathers Näsman [mailto:lale0016@student.umu.se]   

Sent: den 17 maj 2019 12:10  

To: [REDACTED]  

Subject: Re: Confirmation of Interview Accuracy 

  

Thank you so much for the quick response! I have made the two corrections in the notes 

and thesis. Other than those two changes, are you satisfied with the notes? 

 

Kind regards, 

Lacey Näsman  

Attachment 

  

From: [REDACTED]  

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 11:05:24 AM  

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman  

Subject: RE: Confirmation of Interview Accuracy  

  

Please see trck chgs 

  

Have a nice weekend 

  

[REDACTED] 

  

From: Lacey Leathers Näsman [mailto:lale0016@student.umu.se]   

Sent: den 17 maj 2019 10:45  
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To: [REDACTED]  

Subject: Confirmation of Interview Accuracy 

  

Good morning! 

  

I will be turning in the final version of my thesis to my supervisor on Tuesday. To check 

for accuracy, please look over and edit as needed the attached document of your interview 

notes. Please let me know, are you satisfied with the notes?  

 

Kind regards and many thanks,  

Lacey Näsman  

  

[REDACTED] 

 

Respondent 6 

 

From: [REDACTED] 

Sent: Friday, May 10, 2019 4:54 PM 

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman 

Subject: Re: Correcting Interviews for Accuracy 

 

Thank you Lacey, 

 

I will read during next week and revert back to you. 

 

 [REDACTED] 

  

From: Lacey Leathers Näsman <lale0016@student.umu.se>  

Date: 10 May 2019 at 16:36:06 EEST  

To: [REDACTED]  

Subject: Correcting Interviews for Accuracy 

 

Good Evening! 

  

In order to increase the quality of data from the interviews, I am attaching the notes 

taken from the interview along with the questions. Please review them and feel free to 

make any comments, concerns, ideas, corrections, or additions as you deem suitable. I 

wish to put forth the most accurate representation of your answers as possible. 

  

Kind regards, 

Lacey Näsman 

Attachment 

  

[REDACTED] 

 

From: Lacey Leathers Näsman 

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 10:32 PM 

To: [REDACTED] 
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Subject: RE: Respondent6.docx 

Attachments: Respondent6.docx 

 

Good evening! 

 

I have made quite a few updates to the notes.  

 

Please give it a look over and let me know if you approve. 

 

Thank you very much! 

Lacey Näsman 

 

From: [REDACTED]   

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 12:41 PM  

To: Lacey Leathers Näsman <lale0016@student.umu.se>  

Subject: Respondent6.docx 

 

Please find attached my comments 

 

[REDACTED] 

 

NOTE: NO FURTHER RESPONSE FROM RESPONDENT 6 
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