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Abstract 

As a result of crisis and scandals, a lot of criticism has been emphasized against an auditor’s 

independence and profession. In order to re-establish confidence in financial statements, the 

European Commission introduced a Green Paper that above all included a proposal of mandatory 

audit firm rotation aiming to enhance an auditor's independence. The aim of this thesis is 

therefore to describe whether an auditor’s independence may be affected by the new law 

regarding Mandatory Audit Firm Rotation, by contributing with more information regarding audit 

firm rotation based on Swedish companies from the Swedish market.  

The study is based on a quantitative approach using a multivariate logistic regression in order to 

compile and analyze the results. Six hypotheses have been tested in order to determine whether 

chosen variables may affect an auditor's independence and their statements. Based on our results, 

we accepted four hypotheses, showing that four variables have an influence on qualified opinion, 

with rotation as a reference variable. The four variables are leverage, size, specialist and loss 

which showed a statistically significance using a 5% significance level. The results imply that 

audit firm rotation may enhance an auditor's independence.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: auditor's independence, audit firm rotation, Green paper, mandatory audit firm 

rotation and role of an auditor. 

 

Acronym: Mandatory audit firm rotation (MAFR) 



 

Acknowledgements 

We would like to thank our supervisor and seminar participants at Uppsala University for their 

valuable inputs and guidelines throughout the writing process. We would also like to thank our 

family and friends for their constant support during the writing process.  

  



 

Table of Content 

1. Introduction ................................................................................................................................ 1 

1.1 Background ............................................................................................................................ 1 

1.2 Problem discussion ................................................................................................................. 2 

1.3 Problem statement and Research question ............................................................................. 4 

1.4 Aim ......................................................................................................................................... 5 

2. Theoretical framework .............................................................................................................. 6 

2.1 Legitimacy theory .................................................................................................................. 6 

2.2 Agency theory and auditors as agents .................................................................................... 7 

2.3 Application of theories ........................................................................................................... 8 

3. Literature review ....................................................................................................................... 9 

3.1 Mandatory audit firm rotation ................................................................................................ 9 

3.2 Auditors independence ......................................................................................................... 10 

3.2.1 Threats against auditor independence............................................................................ 11 

3.3 Measuring the concept of independence with quantitative variables ................................... 12 

3.3.1 Qualified opinion ........................................................................................................... 12 

3.3.2 Rotation ......................................................................................................................... 13 

3.3.3 Reputation ...................................................................................................................... 14 

3.3.4 Leverage ........................................................................................................................ 15 

3.3.5 Size ................................................................................................................................ 15 

3.3.6 Specialist ........................................................................................................................ 16 

3.3.7 Age................................................................................................................................. 16 

3.3.8 Loss ................................................................................................................................ 17 

3.4 Concluding literature review ................................................................................................ 17 

4. Methodology ............................................................................................................................. 20 

4.1 Research method .................................................................................................................. 20 

4.2 Data collection...................................................................................................................... 21 

4.2.1 Multivariate logistic regression ..................................................................................... 21 

4.3 Population and sample selection .......................................................................................... 23 

4.4 Processing data ..................................................................................................................... 25 

4.4.1 Analytical statistic ......................................................................................................... 26 

5. Empirical results and Analyzes .............................................................................................. 27 

5.1 Descriptive statistical results ................................................................................................ 27 



 

5.2 Analyzes based on multivariate logistic regression results .................................................. 27 

5.2.1 Reputation ...................................................................................................................... 28 

5.2.2 Leverage ........................................................................................................................ 29 

5.2.3 Size ................................................................................................................................ 30 

5.2.4 Specialist ........................................................................................................................ 31 

5.2.5 Age................................................................................................................................. 32 

5.2.6 Loss ................................................................................................................................ 33 

5.2.7 Summary of hypotheses................................................................................................. 33 

5.3 The relation between a MAFR and auditors independence ................................................. 34 

6. Conclusion ................................................................................................................................ 36 

References ..................................................................................................................................... 38 

Appendix 1 – Companies 

 

  



 

Figures and tables  
 

Figure 1, Application of theories………………………………………………………………….8 

Figure 2, Summary of hypotheses………………………………………………………………..33 

 

Table 1, Descriptive statistical results…………………………………………………………....27 

Table 2, Multivariate logistic regression results………………………………………………….28 

 

 



 

1 

1. Introduction 

This chapter introduces the background of the audit profession and an auditor´s independence, 

continuing with a problem discussion explaining the relevance of mandatory audit firm rotation 

and how it is associated with an auditor's independence, which in turn leads to the problem 

statement and a research question. This first chapter ends with a formulated aim in order to 

connect the problem to the research question. 

1.1 Background  

In 1895, Sweden established a new Swedish Company Act aimed to enable shareholders to 

preserve control of their investments by a public audit review of companies’ financial 

information (Wallerstedt, 2009). The law did not require an independent position towards the 

company's Board of Directors until 1944 when a new requirement was settled. This new 

requirement demanded auditors to remain independent towards an organization’s board in order 

to review a company’s financial statements (Öhman & Wallerstedt, 2012). An auditor’s 

independence is seen as the foundation and the most central part of an audit and is defined as the 

probability that an auditor will report any crime or inaccuracies without any influence from a 

client (DeAngelo, 1981: Quick, 2012). In 1999, Sweden initiated an investigation regarding an 

auditor's independence in order to clarify and enhance rules regarding an auditor's impartiality 

and independence (Revisorsnämnden, 1999). 

An audit firm is a profit company paid by their clients in order to review the client's financial 

statements and the auditor is required to be independent due to public responsibility (PCAOB, 

2011). An auditor’s main responsibility is to establish an audit in an independent, impartial and 

objective manner in order to reassure the public that the published financial information is correct 

(Mohamed & Habib, 2013). The aim of an audit is therefore to ensure shareholders that the 

financial information is trustworthy by providing an audit report compiled by laws and 

regulations. (SFS 2005:551, 20§). However, the audit profession and its trustworthiness has been 

questioned due to several scandals such as the well-known Enron, where the company chose to 

hide some of their liabilities that should have been presented in their balance sheet (Unerman & 

O’Dwyer, 2004; Martin, 2007; Kwon et al., 2014). Enron succeeded to hide this situation during 

a period due to that their audit firm, Arthur Andersen sacrificed the concept of independence by 

establishing clean audit reports between the years of 1997-2000 although the audit firm should 
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have questioned Enron’s doubtful accounting (Cahan & Zhang, 2006; Jenkins & Vermeer, 2013). 

Arthur Andersen was one of the world’s biggest audit firms and therefore this scandal had a huge 

negative impact on the audit profession and the firm, since it was subsequently declared as 

bankrupted a short period after the scandal (Cahan & Zhang, 2006). 

As abovementioned, the well-known Enron scandal had a huge influence on audit reputation 

worldwide, and countries including Sweden chose to implement legislative changes regarding an 

auditor's independence and objectivity in order to improve audit quality (Balans, 2014; Benston 

& Hartgraves, 2002; Healy & Palepu, 2003). Today, Sweden has an Audit Act defining an 

auditor's obligation to be objective in their review and perform their duties with impartiality and 

independency (SFS 2005:551, 20§).  

1.2 Problem discussion  

In 2007, the United States triggered a global financial and economic crisis caused by credit losses 

and subprime loans which in turn burst the U.S. housing bubble (Quick, 2012). Briefly said, a 

chain of falling accommodation costs triggered a chain of uncertainty in the US financial industry 

and was quickly spread around the world including Europe (Schwartz, 2009). As a result of the 

crisis, financial institutions collapsed and criticism was emphasized against auditors’ 

independence and profession, which entailed questions concerning an auditor's work and their 

trustworthiness (Quick, 2012).  In order to prevent history repeating itself and to re-establish 

confidence in financial statements, the European Commission introduced a Green Paper that 

above all included a proposal of mandatory audit firm rotation (hereinafter as MAFR) with 

intentions to improve audit quality and policy (European Commission, 2010; Quick 2012). A 

MAFR implies that a company is obliged to change audit firm after ten years if other 

presumptions are not given (FAR, 2015). It is argued that this timeline will entail auditors to pay 

more attention on details with a skeptical approach as well as increase auditors’ independence 

(Kwon et al., 2014). According to Quick (2012), this is a way to strengthen an auditor's work in 

detecting material misstatements in financial information which will in turn result in a higher 

audit quality. 

Chi (2005) and Kwon et al. (2014) argue that an introduction of a MAFR can also lead to a new 

process for the audit firm in order to create knowledge and understanding of a new client. 

However, Mohamed and Habib (2013) argue that auditors are more capable to identify 

misstatements when they have more experience and knowledge about a client. Consequently, 
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Kwon et al. (2014) argues that there is a possibility that firm rotation will contribute to higher 

fees for initial commitments due to lack of knowledge and expertise regarding a client’s position. 

The rotation might reduce auditor's efficiency and quality of the financial statements because of 

the need to build client-specific assets and in turn develop an understanding about accounting 

irregularities (Chi, 2005; Quick, 2012). This will not only cost the client but the auditor as well 

due to potential costs (Chi, 2005; Jenkins & Vermeer, 2013). Nevertheless, one should not 

exclude the study by Jenkins and Vermeer (2013) stating that a continued relationship between 

client and auditor can affect the audit firm’s independence and impair their ability for a critical 

judgment. Although audit firm rotation aims to enhance an auditor’s independence, there are still 

some professions such as accounting regulators, experts and researchers reviewing and 

questioning this statement (PCAOB, 2011). 

Corbella et al. (2015) mention numerous studies examining if there is a relation between audit 

quality, tenure and audit firm rotation in the U.S, where researchers examined whether the audit 

period is associated with reduced audit quality. Results showed that a MAFR does not necessarily 

contribute to a higher audit quality and a long audit period does not harm independence or audit 

quality. However, a long personal relationship between a client and audit firm may influence 

auditors’ independence since a client can encourage the auditor to write a clean audit report and 

some auditors may even leave out small misstatements in order to not lose the client. The 

likelihood that a company will retain the same auditor during a longer period is higher if an 

auditor provides positive estimations rather than disagreements; conversely, situations like this 

might affect an auditor's decisions and thereby contribute to lower auditor independence (Ruiz-

Barbadillo et al., 2009). This statement is also supported by Dopuch et al., (2001) study, were 

results showed that auditors who were a part of a mandatory rotating system had no intention to 

state biased opinions while auditors that were not a part of a mandatory rotating system expressed 

impartially opinions due to pressure from managers. Hence, according to Cameran et al., (2013) 

the MAFR will enhance an auditor’s independence and provide a higher audit quality. 

As a result of threats against auditors’ independence, Green paper was introduced with the aim to 

tense the European markets for audit and advisory services (European Commission, 2010; Quick, 

2012). The part of Green paper including a MAFR is already implemented by one European 

country: Italy and have earlier been implemented and removed in other countries like Austria and 

Spain. However, results from a study conducted by Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009), indicates that 

an auditor’s independence was not enhanced during the period a MAFR was implemented in 
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Spain. Continuously, Sweden is one of the countries in Europe that will implement this new 

legislation in 2016 which will lead to companies obliged to change auditor firm. Nevertheless, 

the fact that Sweden has to adapt to a new law will change some parts of their model of corporate 

governance. The discussion regarding the possible effects of introducing a MAFR diverge 

between different factors. (FAR, 2015)  In several observations by FAR (2012) negative attitudes 

have been expressed towards the EU commission’s proposal and they rejected a consultation 

response to the Ministry of Justice regarding a MAFR. FAR (2012) questioned how one may 

consider implementing a comprehensive settlement such as a MAFR at an international level 

without examining its consequences thoroughly. They referred to Italy as the only country in 

Europe with a MAFR and it was not described as a positive experience. Further, they also 

highlighted the cost aspect of implementing this new law. (FAR, 2012) 

Nevertheless, there have also been positive critiques regarding the implementation, where Peter 

Malmqvist, President and CEO of the Swedish Society of Financial Analysts, expressed his 

approval in several articles and had a positive attitude towards a MAFR. The perceptions 

regarding a MAFR are not the same and differ between different interest groups. The Swedish 

Central Bank was also one of the interest groups who approved the proposal, believing that it will 

contribute to an improvement of the audit process and strengthen an auditor’s independence 

which in turn will implicate a stronger market confidence in the audit process. (FAR, 2012) The 

MAFR is presented as an essential part of the Green Paper, since the EU Commission believes 

that an audit firm that is hired by the same company for decades is not considered to meet the 

requirements for auditors’ independence. Therefore the MAFR aims to restore the society's 

confidence in auditors and their activities, in hopes that this new law will increase an auditor's 

independence. (Harris, 2012)  

1.3 Problem statement and Research question 

A MAFR and auditors independence is the essence of this thesis and the topic is important today 

due to implementation of the new legislation that will take act in Sweden during the summer of 

2016. As abovementioned, there have been many studies in different countries with different 

results and opinions regarding a MAFR and the affect it might have on an auditor's independence. 

We have not found any similar studies in Sweden investigating the MAFR and an auditor's 

independence with a quantitative approach, however, there are several studies examining the 
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MAFR and audit quality. Since there is a research gap, our thesis will contribute to a developed 

knowledge in a Swedish context; therefore a research question has been formulated as following: 

- Does audit firm rotation in Swedish companies affect an auditor’s independence?  

1.4 Aim 

The aim of this thesis is to describe whether an auditor’s independence may be affected by the 

new law regarding a MAFR, by contributing with more information regarding a voluntary audit 

firm rotation based on Swedish companies from the Swedish market. The subject is essential 

since the main purpose of a MAFR is to enhance an auditor’s independence and by defining 

whether voluntary audit firm rotation may affect auditor’s independence we also shed light to 

new developed knowledge by reducing the existing gap in a Swedish context. The contribution of 

this study will therefore be focused on visualizing what Swedish companies can expect by the 

implementation of a MAFR and whether it will have an effect on auditor's independence. 
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2. Theoretical framework  

This chapter presents two main theories for our study. First, we present legitimacy theory in 

order to give the reader an understanding of what society considers as socially acceptable 

behavior and how audit profession should work towards legitimacy to strengthen the concept of 

independence. Further, we present agency theory and the concept of auditors as agents. This 

chapter is concluded with a summary of how we apply the theories in our analysis. 

2.1 Legitimacy theory 

Legitimacy has a great importance for a company's survival with the idea that companies shall 

establish resemblance within the limits of what society recognizes as socially acceptable behavior 

(Quick, 2012). Therefore, the audit profession should show interest and demonstrate that auditors 

apply an audit approach which results in a high quality as a strategy to legitimize that they 

perform their tasks independently. The audit can be viewed as a certificate of what is 

unknowable, but this requires a ritual practice since it is important to distinguish between who 

executed the work and who examines the work, which is the difference between an insider and an 

outsider. Even if one employee of a company performs a task in a traditional sense, the task 

cannot be legitimized before an external auditor has witnessed it in an independent context. 

(Power, 2003) The creation and execution of an audit report has a powerful significance that 

stands for a social act and creates value. This theory is applicable to our study since an audit 

report should legitimize the execution of a report and that it has been established in an 

independent -, objective - and integrated manner, with technical expertise and professional 

skepticism. One may therefore say that legitimacy goes hand in hand with an auditor's 

independence. An auditor has to perform in an independent manner in order to legitimize 

different statements within the profession, otherwise if auditors interpret dependently the 

information and statements may not be seen as legitimized and may in turn lose their 

trustworthiness. Previous study mentions that legitimation is shown in the form of planning, 

evidence gathering and reporting (Millis & Bettner, 1992). Legitimacy theory suggests society, 

politics and the economy to be inseparable when making decisions, values and norms changes 

over time depending on what stakeholders and society demands. An auditor's main task is to 

ensure that the financial statements are prepared properly which also strengthens the auditor's 

quality if everything is done independently. An audit firm can be seen as more responsible and 

strengthen its legitimacy by carrying out their work according to the profession's standards and 
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legislation. (Power, 2003) However in this case, the main weakness with this theory may be the 

way auditors interpret the word independence. It may be profitable to perform in a way by acting 

independent and aiming to legitimize financial information, however if auditors interpret the 

concept of independence differently, the whole concept of the legitimacy in this case may fall 

apart.  

2.2 Agency theory and auditors as agents 

As already stated, auditors have an important role for a company and its stakeholders. Agency 

theory is based on a contract between one or more principals (shareholders) and an agent 

(management), where the agent performs a task on behalf of the principal's request (Jensen & 

Mecking, 1976). Additionally, agent theory is based on the assumption that the agent has more 

information than the principals and thereby an information asymmetry might arise which has a 

negative impact on the principal's ability to effectively observe whether their interests are served 

properly by the agent (Adams, 1994; Jensen & Mecking, 1976). It also assumes that both parties 

act rationally and strive to maximize their own benefits. This creates situations where the actions 

of the agent is not in the best interest of capital which in turn leads to costs incurred in form of 

monitoring costs and binding expenses for the agent, representing the agent costs for the 

principal. The auditor's role is to provide independent verification and audit is a form of 

monitoring cost helping to maintain confidence in order to minimize the cost of actions taken by 

the agent that is not of interest for the principal (TICA, 2005; Watts & Zimmerman, 1983). 

In summary of the above, the principal (shareholders) do not trust that the agent (management) 

will provide reliable and relevant information, which in turn leads to hiring external resources 

(auditors) (Watts & Zimmerman, 1983). This introduces another concept for our study where an 

auditor is seen as the agent causing new concerns regarding trust, threats to the independence and 

objectivity. When auditors perform an audit, they act as agents to the principal and with this 

agreement, questions arise about the trust between the principal - agent and who should examine 

the auditor. This is where the principal-agent problem may arise. Shareholders have questioned 

auditors’ independence and their relation to the board, an audit requires close cooperation with 

the board of the company to access records and other financial events that have significance for 

their opinion. Auditors will like the management, have their own interests which may question 

their independence. (TICA, 2005) Auditor independence has enormous significance for 

shareholders and is seen as an important factor when it comes to delivering a proper audit report 
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(DeAngelo, 1981: Quick, 2012). One question that needs to be asked, however, is whether 

auditors will focus on satisfying the principals or if they will act with the purpose to fulfill their 

own interest. The principal - agent theory may in this case fall apart in situations where auditors 

act in order to not lose their clients.  

2.3 Application of theories  

This figure illustrates the two abovementioned theories regarding its function and how we apply 

them in our analysis related to the literature review presented in next chapter. 

Theory Purpose Application 

Legitimacy 

theory 

Legitimacy theory deals with the 

idea that a company should try to 

establish compliance within the 

limits of what society recognizes 

as socially acceptable behavior. 

Legitimacy theory will be applied in the 

analysis, by discussing how this concept 

may be affected by auditor's independence 

in cases of an audit firm rotation.  

Agency 

theory 

Agency theory is based on a 

contract between one or more 

principals and an agent, where the 

agent performs a task on behalf of 

the principal's request.  

Agency theory will be applied in the 

analysis of how an auditor's independence 

and rational behavior in cases of audit 

firm rotation, can affect the relationship 

between the agent and the principal, as an 

agent performs a task on behalf of the 

principal  

Figure 1, Application of theories 
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3. Literature review 

This chapter presents a thoroughly literature review by firstly explaining the concept of 

mandatory audit firm rotation. Further, we explain the definition of an auditor's independence 

the threats against the concept and how it is measured in our study. The chapter ends with a 

presentation of our hypotheses in order to conclude the literature review. 

3.1 Mandatory audit firm rotation 

The definition of the MAFR can be found in the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX) where it is explained 

as a limited period of time which a company can require the same audit firm to review their 

financial records (Harris, 2012). The MAFR is associated with achieving good audit quality, 

enhancing auditor´s independence and regaining an auditor's trust in cases of corporate scandals 

and audit failures where auditors reputation have been damaged (PCAOB, 2011). It is evident 

that an implementation of the MAFR can be seen from different aspects; however the essential 

aspect for this thesis is the view of how it may affect an auditor's independence. Ruiz-Barbadillo 

et al. (2009) and Kighir (2013) have both studied this topic from an aspect of how a MAFR may 

affect auditors’ independence. Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) conducted a study exploring whether 

the MAFR had an impact on auditors independence in Spanish firms during the years of 1988-

1994 when the Spanish audit market had an obligation to implement a MAFR. Kighir (2013) 

conducted a study in Nigeria studying the same topic and regression with listed banks as a 

population over a ten years timeframe. Both studies concluded that there were no statistically 

significance between a MAFR and auditor independence in Spain and Nigeria.  

The main rule of implementing a MAFR in EU and Sweden is to prevent companies to retain the 

same auditor for more than ten years. The new concept will imply that a company is obliged to 

change audit firm after ten years if other presumptions are not given and ten years mandate 

period starts from the date that the company is stated as a company of public interest. However, 

there is a possibility to extend this period with ten additional years provided that a tendering 

procedure has occurred within the first ten years or up to additional fourteen years if the company 

decides to further hire one more audit firm after the first ten years period. (FAR, 2015). This 

extended period may be seen as a serious weakness and one question that need to be asked then, 

is whether the law will fulfill its aim and entail an auditor's independence if companies have the 

opportunity to maintain the same audit firm after the limited timeframe. A MAFR have the aim to 

prevent companies to retain the same auditor during a longer period in order to reduce the 
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possibility of familiar relationships, however if this period is extended, auditors may still work in 

accordance to satisfy the client in order to extend their mandate period. Therefore, extending a 

period may in this case be questioned as it can be seen as a contradiction to the aim of the new 

law.  

3.2 Auditors independence  

An auditor’s independence is seen as the foundation and the most central part of an audit and is 

defined as the probability that an auditor will report any crime or inaccuracies without any 

influence from a client (DeAngelo, 1981; Quick, 2012). An auditor’s main responsibility is to 

establish an audit in an independent, impartial and objective manner in order to reassure the 

public that the published financial information is correct, which will in turn help investors make 

right financial decisions (Mohamed & Habib, 2013). We believe it is essential to draw attention 

to this, otherwise it might enhance unreliability in cases where auditors act dependent which may 

mislead investors to make wrong decisions and further lose their trust for organizations. Auditor's 

obligations are also stated in the Swedish legislation declaring that an auditor has to take on an 

objective position in its executive on fulfilling a mission and organizing an audit in order to 

ensure impartiality, independence and objectivity (SFS 2005:551, 20§). In order to create value in 

independence an auditor should always write a proper audit report, however DeAngelo (1981) 

argues that an audit analysis with lower quality do not necessary imply that the audit is 

completely useless if the auditor choose not to report every misstatement. Naturally, an audit 

report will have more value if the auditor chooses to report the whole truth and this will in turn 

increase the value of auditor’s judgment (DeAngelo, 1981).  

However it has been argued that it can be hard to define independence with concrete words: It 

has been stated that auditor independence is an elusive notion that has been difficult to reduce to 

an easily understood or precise definition (Wines, 2011:8). One limitation with the concept of 

independence is therefore that it can be seen as vague; hence we believe it is important to alert 

that the way an auditor thinks may differ from how they act from an independent standpoint. 

Independence of mind is defined when an individual is capable of receiving an opinion by 

someone and act with integrity by objectivity and skepticism in its statements without 

jeopardizing the individual's professional judgment. How an auditor should think may differ from 

how they act id est. their independence in appearance. Independence in appearance is defined as 

when an individual choose to avoid important and reasonable evidence and in turn provide an 
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opportunity for a third party to question the individual's integrity (Quick, 2012). This in turn 

creates different perceptions of the context which may result in a vague and uncertain concept of 

independence (Wines, 2011).  

3.2.1 Threats against auditor independence  

Over the years there have been concerns regarding an auditor’s independence and regulators have 

tried to alleviate the concerns that can be seen as threats to auditors’ independence (Mohamed & 

Habib, 2013; Tepalagul & Lin, 2014). For a long time, auditors have criticized the capability to 

be independent in their profession and studies have shown that there are many occasions and 

reasons behind negative impacts on an auditor's independence (Mohamed & Habib, 2013; 

PCAOB, 2011; Tepalagul & Lin, 2014). Tepalagul and Lin (2014) stated that there is a high 

possibility of auditors sacrificing their independence in situations where they are pressured by 

important big clients. According to Quick (2012), Tepalagul and Lin (2014), auditors have self-

interest and choose to review larger clients due to economic benefits and in order to not risk 

losing them, auditors might make decisions that are beneficial for the clients and not as 

independent as they should be due to their economic bonding. Further, Mohamed and Habib 

(2013) mention that it can be difficult for an auditor to remain independent if the auditor and 

client have personal relationship to each other. Thus, it may be hard for an auditor to make 

independent decisions in cases where conflicts might arise and where they might risk their 

relationship (Mohamed & Habib, 2013; Quick, 2012). These threats are highlighted because they 

can damage the very basis of audit, to report any crime or inaccuracies which can jeopardize the 

public's trust for companies. 

Apart from familiarity, auditors face other threats such as self-review which may follow when an 

auditor has to re-consider its own statement and review it twice. One of the problems that may 

arise then is that auditors might not always note their own mistakes which in turn may result in a 

bad review. (Quick, 2012) Self- review may according to Quick (2012), Mohamed and Habib 

(2013) also entail other threats such as advocacy and intimidation. These threats might arise when 

an auditor endorse an attitude or is intimidated to the point that their statement might be 

negotiated with their client and thus lose their independence (Quick, 2012). All these threats have 

an impact on independence and this might be the main reason that audit quality may deteriorate 

and prevent auditors to execute their essential responsibility to identify and report important 

mistakes (Mohamed & Habib, 2013). 
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3.3 Measuring the concept of independence with quantitative 

variables  

Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) and Kighir (2013) conducted two quantitative studies, one in Spain 

and the other one in Nigeria, measuring whether the MAFR may enhance an auditor's 

independence by looking at different variables. The researchers gathered financial information 

from companies’ annual reports as well as audit reports and conducted hypothesis tests where 

recurrent variables from both surveys were reputation, leverage, size, specialist, age and loss. 

These factors have therefore been selected and defined as relevant for this study and will be 

further presented in deep below.  

3.3.1 Qualified opinion 

Kighir (2013) used qualified opinion as the dependent variable in order to investigate whether an 

auditor's independence may be affected in different circumstances. This variable was used with 

the intent to explain other factors that may affect an auditor’s independence. A qualified opinion 

stated by auditors is not only essential today, but has also been discussed and highlighted since a 

long period back in time (Chow & Rice, 1982). A qualified opinion is defined as an unclean audit 

report implying that auditors have discovered errors, mistakes or insufficient information in a 

company's financial reports (IFAC, 2010). Kighir (2013) used qualified opinion as an indicator 

for measuring auditor independence in order to estimate the likelihood of an auditor stating a 

qualified opinion in cases where companies have rotated their auditor. According to Vanstraelen 

(2000), long-term auditor client relationships may have a huge impact on whether an auditor will 

issue a qualified or unqualified opinion. The author claims that the likelihood of stating an 

unqualified opinion is higher in cases where the auditor and client have a long-term relationship 

in compared to reversed situations. Vanstraelen (2000) also highlighted that there is a difference 

between an auditor's way of reporting during the first two years in compared to the last year of 

their mandate period claiming that it is more common to issue an unqualified audit report during 

the beginning of the mandate period (first two years) than during the last year.   

According to Antle and Nalebuff (1991), companies will retain the same auditor in cases where 

an unqualified opinion has been issued, rather than in cases where there is a qualified opinion or 

various opinions between the auditor and the client. These circumstances contribute to a 

possibility for auditors to be influenced by for instance the management if they are economically 

dependent of them (Carcello & Nagy, 2004). Hence, mentioned studies indicate that a qualified 
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opinion may be affected in cases where an auditor's independence has been sacrificed. Therefore 

it is conceivable to state that a qualified opinion may be a way of measuring the concept of an 

auditor's independence, by adding the concept of independence as a dependent variable and 

placing it in relationship to other situations as variables that are presented below (Kighir, 2013; 

Ruiz- Barbadillo et al., 2009).  

3.3.2 Rotation  

Different studies have shown that rotation may have an impact on an auditor's independence 

(Cameran et al., 2013; Harris, 2012; Mohamed & Habib, 2013; Tepalagul & Lin, 2014). Some 

auditors claim that it may enhance an auditor's independence while others believe that it will have 

a negative effect, causing an inconsistency. Therefore we have divided this variable into two 

headings with arguments against audit firm rotation and arguments supporting the concept, in 

order to clarify why this factor has a significant importance and relevance for this thesis.  

Arguments against that a MAFR may enhance an auditor's independence 

According to Harris (2012), Mohamed and Habib (2013), rotating an audit firm may entail higher 

audit fees and costs for companies. Having the same auditor during a longer period may help an 

auditor to retain independent and develop a precise knowledge about each particular company 

which may facilitate their review. It is stated that a continually change of auditor after specific 

periods will be less efficient since it will implicate more time and money to process new client-

knowledge and this will in turn affect the audit quality as well. (Cameran et al., 2013; Harris, 

2012; Mohamed & Habib, 2013) A MAFR would decrease audit quality due to that auditors 

develop knowledge about their client which helps them act more independent in their work since 

they then are familiar with the client’s working methods. As auditors gain experience and 

knowledge about a client, they are more capable to identity misstatements because it entails 

higher knowledge and expertise about clients industry. (Mohamed & Habib, 2013)  

Arguments supporting the MAFR in enhancing an auditor's independence 

An excerpt from PCAOB (2011) contains supporting arguments for MAFR and mentions that a 

new image and understanding of a client’s financial information can be provided. Tepalagul and 

Lin (2014) argue that a long-term relationship between an auditor and a client might affect an 

auditor’s work by acting in favor of the client and this in turn will impair auditors’ independence 

and audit quality. The disquieting part with independence in this sense is the level of comfort 
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between an auditor and client. A member of Investor Advisory Group stated that several 

companies that were a part of a financial crisis had a long-term relationship with the same auditor 

and therefore there is a need for audit firm rotation. Investor Advisory Group continues their 

statement with the core stone of audit and its aim to convince a third party that an audit report is 

conducted independently, indicating that a long term relationship between auditor and client can 

jeopardize investors’ confidence and an auditor’s independence. (PCAOB, 2011) Mohamed and 

Habib (2013) argue that a long- term relationship may also limit an auditor's view due to a 

routine of reviewing the same company over again which may contribute to a lack of sharpness 

and skepticism. 

Audit firm rotation can facilitate the allegation about interactions between an auditor and client 

due to that it implies a determined mandate period of ten years. Mandatory rotation may therefore 

strengthen an auditor’s independence since the auditor will not be forced to focus as much on a 

client's opinion in order to retain a long-term client. (GAO, 2003) Auditors will be less likely to 

feel pressured from managers to state a biased judgment and thereby relieve the possibility that 

auditors will be adversely influenced in their decisions. Companies with a firm rotation may give 

auditors higher opportunity to provide audit reports with a preferable quality than companies 

without a rotation. A fixed tenure will not only enhance auditors’ independence but also develop 

a competitive market which allows small audit firms to grow and same opportunity will be 

provided for all audit firms. (Mohamed & Habib, 2013) One criticism of the mentioned literature 

on supporting this new law is that researchers do not mention the possibility to extend the 

mandate period. If companies will have the opportunity to extend a mandate period, most of the 

supporting arguments may then be seen as unconvincing.  

3.3.3 Reputation  

Previous studies have stated that an auditor's interests to secure a firm's name and reputation can 

influence an auditor's independence as well as audit quality (DeAngelo, 1981; Ruiz-Barbadillo et 

al., 2009). It is shown that clients might appeal positively to auditors and provide higher fees if 

their audits are associated with high quality (Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009). Thus, audits associated 

with lower quality might harm a firm's reputation which in turn may carry out higher costs on 

auditors due to a firm's present value of future revenue may be affected and decrease from not 

only audit services but also other counseling services (Mohamed & Habib, 2013; Ruiz-Barbadillo 

et al., 2009).  
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Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) and Kighir (2013) defined high reputation through sorting out 

whether the audit firm is a Big 4 (Deloitte, EY, KPMG and PwC) or not. There are reputation 

benefits for bigger audit firms in relation to smaller and medium firms since they are associated 

with providing audits of higher quality (DeAngelo 1981). Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) argue that 

the concerns regarding a firm’s reputation are therefore more critical for bigger firms than 

smaller due to the size of clients. In relation to smaller and medium- sized firms, big firms are 

exposed for higher costs if their reputation is reduced. Therefore, this kind of situations where 

reputation is at stake, may encourage auditors to sacrifice independence in their audit reports and 

opinions in order to not risk public disclosures of audit failures since it might affect the 

reputation, decrease future revenue and increase risks of losing clients. (Ruiz- Barbadillo et al., 

2009) One of the weaknesses with these arguments is that the researchers do not highlight the 

smaller companies’ reputation. Even if an audit firm is not one of the Big 4 audit firms, one 

should not exclude that they do not think about their reputation as well.  

3.3.4 Leverage  

Auditors have an important role for the corporate governance as they attest to the validity of the 

presented financial statements. Auditor use accounting information to assess the risk of errors and 

leverage, which represents the financial risk of a company and thereby an auditor becomes 

valuable for anyone who has an interest in a company’s financial statement. (Reynolds & Francis, 

2001) However, according to Broye and Weill (2008), there is a concern regarding the control of 

leverage and the credibility of an independent statement. Previous studies have shown that 

covenant violations have a positive association with receiving a qualified opinion, furthermore an 

auditor issue a qualified opinion more often when the financial statements suggest serious 

economic errors or leverage (Kighir, 2013; Reynolds & Francis, 2001; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 

2009).  

3.3.5 Size 

Previous studies have stated that the size of a company may have an impact on whether auditors 

state a qualified or an unqualified opinion (DeFond et al., 2002; Knechel & Vanstraelen 2007; 

Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009). DeFond et al. (2002), Knechel and Vanstraelen (2007) found that 

auditors are more probable to certify an unqualified opinion for smaller companies than larger. 

There is a possibility that economic dependence may entail auditors to sacrifice their 

independence and chose to report in favor for the company in order to retain clients that provides 
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them a higher economic benefit (Knechel & Vanstraelen, 2007). However, there is an 

inconsistency with this arguments presented by Reynolds and Francis (2001), showing that bigger 

audit firms do not report in favor for companies in order to not lose their economic benefits 

which implies that economic dependence and the size of a company do not have an impact on an 

auditor's judgment. They noticed that auditors are more cautious when they report for companies 

with a larger size since they believe that larger companies may impact on the firm's reputation 

(Reynolds & Francis, 2001). Craswell et al., (2002) support this indication and argue that larger 

companies may also entail a higher litigation risk which entails auditors to be more conservative 

in their reporting.  

3.3.6 Specialist 

Casterella et al. (2004) stated that specialization within a particular industry allows and facilities 

auditors to obtain knowledge about the company and its industry in a critical manner which may 

in turn be used as a help to evaluate companies financial reports. Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) 

and Kighir (2013) used this factor in order to measure whether level of knowledge about different 

industries may affect an auditor's opinion. In order to define an audit firm as an industry 

specialist, ten percentage of a firm's audit engagement has to involve one specific industry 

(DeFond, 1992; Kighir, 2013; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009). The results of a study conducted by 

Biggs et al. (1993) showed that it is important for auditors to be industry specialized in order to 

increase their ability to discover problems and mistakes. An auditor that possesses higher 

knowledge of an industry may have a higher possibility of issuing the going-concern opinions in 

compared to a non-industry specialist auditor.  

3.3.7 Age 

Previous studies have shown that the age of a company may have an importance since it can 

affect whether a company receives a qualified or an unqualified opinion, meaning that younger 

companies have the experience to receive qualified reports more often than older companies 

(DeFond et al., 2002; Knechel & Vanstraelen, 2007). Further, the stage of organizational 

development can have an effect on the qualified opinion and that younger companies tend to fail 

most commonly unlike older companies (DeFond et al., 2002; Knechel & Vanstraelen, 2007). 

However, Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) state that age do not have a statistical significance for the 

audit opinion and this factor do not have an impact on whether auditors issue a qualified or an 

unqualified report. This statement is also supported by a similar study conducted by Kighir 
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(2013) where the results were the same indicating no statistical significance between a company's 

age and an auditor's opinion.  

3.3.8 Loss  

Various researchers have studied the relation between an auditor's opinion and an auditor's 

independence in situations where they have reviewed companies with financial concerns 

(Craswell et al., 2002; DeFond et al., 2002; Geiger & Rama, 2003). Results have shown that 

financial information namely losses may influence on whether an auditor states a qualified or 

unqualified opinion. There is a higher possibility for auditors to issue a qualified opinion in cases 

where companies have reported accounting losses compared to financial profits; therefore a 

company's default situation may be a good way of predicting an auditor's opinion. (DeFond et al., 

2002; Reynolds & Francis, 2001) Chen and Churn (1992) stated that companies with higher loans 

may be associated with qualified opinions. Qualified opinions might also be associated with 

companies that have presented different distressed financial information (Reynolds & Francis, 

2001). However, the results of Kighir (2013) show that financial losses are not significant for an 

auditor's opinion while the results by Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) are inconsistent with these 

results, indicating that Spanish companies with financial losses are of significance for an auditor's 

opinion.  

3.4 Concluding literature review  

One can see that there is a constant development on how to strengthen the audit profession. The 

latest development is the MAFR that has been presented in the Green Paper by European 

Commission. PCAOB (2011) presented the MAFR as an association to achieve good audit 

quality, enhance auditor’s independence and regain trust. Even though there are clear reference 

frames on how an auditor should act, as in the law, the independence seems to be at stake. 

Previous studies shows that the word independence may interpret different values, be affected by 

diverse factors and there are many reasons behind negative effects on an auditor's independence. 

It is important to point out that a big part of the literature are speculation and opinions from other 

researchers’ results, therefore specific published scientific articles have been handpicked in order 

to recognize gaps. This indicates that there is still an uncertainty on whether or not the MAFR 

may be associated with an auditor's independence and this has in turn been the basis for the 

following hypotheses. 



 

18 

Studies have shown that auditor's interests to secure a firm's name and reputation can influence 

an auditor's independence (DeAngelo 1981; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009), thereby we conduct the 

first following hypothesis:  

H1: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by an audit firm's 

reputation. 

Further, studies have shown that covenant violations have a positive association with receiving a 

qualified opinion and an auditor issue a qualified opinion more often when the financial 

statements suggest serious economic errors or leverage (Kighir, 2013; Reynolds & Francis, 2001; 

Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009). Therefore we formulate the second following hypothesis:  

H2: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by the client’s 

leverage. 

As mentioned above, another variable that has been highlighted is size, where studies have shown 

that the size of a company may have an impact on whether auditors state a qualified or an 

unqualified opinion (DeFond et al., 2002; Knechel & Vanstraelen 2007; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 

2009), thereby we present our third hypothesis:  

H3: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by the size of the 

client. 

Furthermore, studies have shown that it is important for auditors to be industry specialized in 

order to increase their ability to discover problems and mistakes. However, an auditor with a 

higher knowledge of an industry may issue a qualified opinion in compared to an auditor that is 

not specialized in an industry. (Biggs et al., 1993) Hence, we present our fourth hypothesis:  

H4: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected if the audit firm is 

specialized in the client’s industry. 
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The age of a company have also been highlighted in previous studies, indicating that it may have 

an importance since it can affect if the company receives a qualified or an unqualified opinion, 

meaning that younger companies have the experience to receive unqualified reports more often 

than older companies (DeFond et al., 2002; Knechel & Vanstraelen, 2007). Therefore we present 

the fifth following hypothesis: 

H5: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by the age of the 

client. 

Lastly, previous studies have shown that financial losses may affect whether an auditor states a 

qualified or unqualified opinion (Craswell et al., 2002; DeFond et al., 2002; Geiger & Rama, 

2003). Thereby the last hypothesis has been formulated as: 

H6: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected if the client presents 

financial losses.  



 

20 

4. Methodology 

The first part of the methodology chapter describes the research method in order to understand 

the concept of this thesis. Thereafter a practical method is presented including how population 

and sample has been chosen as well as a presentation of the multivariate logistic regression and 

the variables. 

4.1 Research method 

The choice of method is based on two existing academic papers conducted by Ruiz-Barbadillo et 

al. (2009) and Kighir (2013) and is established with an epistemological philosophy where 

knowledge have been created by researchers and their view of acceptable knowledge (Bryman, 

2015; Saunders et al., 2009). Social reality and all its aspects in Swedish audit have been 

considered which indicates that the study has a positivistic application. Our thesis is based on a 

deductive approach due to that there have already been several previous studies regarding MAFR 

from which this thesis has derived hypotheses to test. A Cross-sectional design was performed in 

order to find the causal effects on independent variables upon one dependent variable which in 

this case is a qualified opinion (Bryman, 2015; Saunders et al., 2009). In order to answer the 

research question, the study is performed with a quantitative strategy, which according to 

Saunders et al. (2009) is appropriate due to the relationship between theory and empiricism. In 

this case, a quantitative approach is seen as the most suitable approach to measure auditor's 

independence along with MAFR compared to a qualitative method where interviews with 

employees of chosen companies may only contribute to speculations about the topic and may not 

be trustworthy.  

As mentioned earlier, the main purpose with the audit profession is to act independent in 

statements and assure a third part that a company's financial information is correct (Mohamed & 

Habib, 2013). Therefore it may be hard to measure independence through qualitative approaches 

since the results will then only be based on personal experiences and thoughts about the subject. 

We believe that independence is a sensitive subject and the fact that it may be interpreted 

differently, makes it harder to measure the concept with a qualitative approach. Therefore in 

order to increase the validity of this thesis, we chose to conduct a quantitative study. Further, 

considering that published academic articles conducted by Ruiz- Barbadillo et al. (2009) and 

Kighir (2013) have shown that it is possible to measure independence through collecting and 

estimating different variables from annual reports, is also an indication of a higher validity for 
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this thesis. This is also a way to exclude speculations and base the results on statistically stated 

data which increases the validity. However, a problem and limitation that may arise with a 

quantitative study is that we may not achieve a deep understanding regarding other factors that 

may affect an auditor's independence instead we only investigate specific variables that will be 

introduced in deep later in this chapter. 

4.2 Data collection 

The data was collected from Retriever Business and one of the advantages with secondary data is 

that it provides us access to all registered businesses official annual reports in Sweden which also 

includes an audit report where one can read whether the audit report is clean or not. The collected 

data is considered as secondary data in form of available annual reports indicating that it has a 

high value and the financial information has not been primary conducted (Bryman 2015). 

However, the analyzed and calculated data for our variables is seen as primary data since it is 

based on calculation for each specific variable which is not presented in any annual report. In this 

case it may be important to discuss the reliability of the gathered data since it is important that the 

collected data is verified as valid in order to achieve a high level of validity. The data of this 

study is seen as reliable due to the public database providing inter alia companies’ annual reports. 

As these financial statements have been reviewed according to laws by auditors, it is possible to 

indicate that a high validity has been achieved. The data that have been gathered from annual 

reports is distinctive accounting data that we are acquainted with and there is knowledge of 

access to most of the important variables. 

4.2.1 Multivariate logistic regression 

The collected data has been analyzed through a multivariate logistic regression. As mention 

above, this choice of method is based on studies conducted by Ruiz- Barbadillo et al. (2009) and 

Kighir (2013) measuring the concept of auditors’ independence in Spain and in Nigeria. The 

multivariate logistic regression model used in this study is stated below: 

QUALIFIED = β0ROTATION + β1REPUTATION + β2LEVERAGE + β3SIZE + β4SPECIALIST + 

β5AGE + β6LOSS + ε 
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The variables are stated as:  

Dependent variable 

● QUALIFIED (qualified opinion): The dependent variable is the auditors´ qualified 

opinion. This variable is used with the intent to explain other factors that may affect an 

auditor's independence. It has been defined as a dummy variable with the value of 1 if a 

qualified opinion (an unclean audit report) is issued for the past ten years; otherwise it has 

the value of 0. The qualified opinion has in this case acted as an indicator for measuring 

auditor independence in order to compute the likelihood of an auditor stating a qualified 

opinion in the past ten years for companies in Sweden. (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz- Barbadillo et 

al., 2009) 

Independent and control variables 

● ROTATION: This variable has been presented as a reference variable and all the 

companies have the value of 1 for rotation since the sample is including companies that 

all have rotated their audit firm for the past ten years (2005–2014 inclusive). Information 

regarding the change of audit firms has been obtained from the companies' annual reports. 

(Kighir, 2013; Ruiz- Barbadillo et al., 2009) 

● REPUTATION: This variable is defined as a dummy variable that has the value of 1 if the 

audit firm is one of the Big 4 firms, otherwise the value of 0 (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz- 

Barbadillo et al., 2009). 

● LEVERAGE: The leverage variable can be measured in several ways; however in this 

thesis it has been measured according to the most frequent method which is the ratio of 

total debt to total assets (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz- Barbadillo et al., 2009).  

● SIZE: Studies show that there are two ways of measuring the size of a company, the first 

one is a company’s total assets and the second one is a firm’s revenue. Both approaches 

have advantages and disadvantages conversely, we have used the natural log of the audits 

total assets as it is seen as the most frequent approach (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz-Barbadillo et 

al., 2009).  

● SPECIALIST: This variable has been defined as a dummy variable with the value of 1 if 

the auditor is an industry specialist; otherwise the value of 0. In order to define an audit 
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firm as an industry specialist, ten percentage of a firm's audit engagement has to involve 

one specific industry. (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009) 

● AGE: The variable for age has been measured by the square root of the company's age in 

years (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz- Barbadillo et al., 2009).  

● LOSS: This variable has been defined as a dummy variable with the value of 1 if a 

company has reported a loss in the recent or previous year, otherwise it remained the 

value of 0 (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz- Barbadillo et al., 2009).  

In cases where a multivariate logistic regression is conducted with different variables, it may be 

important to discuss the term of inter- observer consistency including subjective judgments and 

how well these are consistent between different researchers (Bryman, 2015). Given that all 

observations are based on numeric data and have been computed and calculated through 

formulas, no subjective judgments have been necessary which gives us an indication of high 

reliability. Therefore, if this study were to be conducted by other researchers by using the same 

method and measuring the same companies during the mentioned time period, the results should 

retain the same. We have deliberately chosen variables based on previous research (Kighir, 2013; 

Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009), and they have shown that there is a causal connection between 

different variables. The specific variables that can have a connection with an auditor's 

independence have been selected to answer the research question, which is considered to indicate 

a relatively high internal validity as well. It is important to note that if the measurement has low 

measurement validity, it will have a systematic error and the error will remain even if more 

measurements are carried out. All measures of audit independence have some flaws and we are 

aware that there are no optimal measurements.  

4.3 Population and sample selection 

The selected population of this study consists of listed Swedish companies that have changed 

their audit firm during the period of 2005 to 2014. The legislation regarding a MAFR is new in 

Sweden and will be implemented during 2016; hence there are no Swedish companies that have 

rotated their audit firm due to obligations. Therefore in order to come as close as possible to the 

term of a MAFR, this thesis has a population including companies that have changed audit firm 

due to optional choices. The next step of processing data was to determine whether to use a 

census or a sample survey and due to that the population is of limited size and only including 
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limited Swedish companies which is representing a small population, it was not appropriate to 

carry out a sample survey, instead a census survey was carried out (Bryman, 2015). 

The database Retriever Business was used in order to compile a list of all listed Swedish 

companies where the extended search was used aiming to complete the search. The search was 

then made by choosing the term all exchange lists in the about the company- tab which resulted 

in a match of 647 companies in Sweden. The companies were exported as a list in Excel and 

companies based on the list were then searched by their names in the database to gain access to 

companies´ annual reports in order to gather information regarding the observed variables. By 

comparing companies’ annual reports for different years, it was possible to reveal if the they had 

changed their audit firm during this period. This period of time was seen as appropriate and 

suitable due to that other studies measuring auditor’s independence analyzed annual reports 

during a ten year period (Kighir, 2013; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009), and one decade is a broad 

and long period which embraces a time with different possible changes. This is also a way to 

increase the validity of this study in order to increase the probability that potential results are not 

precise for a specific year. 

All annual reports was manually reviewed to recognize each audit firm for these years and in 

cases where the audit firms for each annual report differed, there was a further research in order 

to identify whether there had been any more audit rotation and from which year. All ten years of 

annual reports were reviewed for companies that had changed their audit firm in order to reveal 

whether they had changed back to their previous audit firm later on and an average of five years 

of annual reports were reviewed for companies with the same audit firm. Overall, this implies 

that totally 4275 annual reports have been observed where a total of 212 listed companies had 

changed their audit firm. As this thesis includes a clearly described method of how the data is 

collected and analyzed, it may be argued that there is a high possibility of replicating the study at 

a later occasion, therefore it may be claimed that this thesis indicate a high mark of stability. 

Another argument supporting this statement is that the data have been collected from companies’ 

annual reports which are public documents whose structure and content will remain the same 

over time. This implies that there is a high possibility to collect the same data if another 

researcher would intend to reiterate this study and thereby obtain the same results if they were to 

investigate the same time period.  

However, one drawback of this approach is that, one may question and discuss whether the 

results would remain the same if the study were to be conducted during another timeframe. It is 
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important to note that the timeframe of this study includes different years with different financial 

stability, including the financial crisis that occurred 2008 which may have affected the results 

therefore it is not possible to state that the results would be completely same. Fundamental 

differences may occur and affect the results during other circumstances. Another essential matter 

is the variation, namely random error that may occur in the measurement process if this study 

were to be repeated with the same instruments at a later time. In order to increase the reliability of 

this study, we had the goal to obtain as little random variation as possible (Saunders et al., 2009), 

therefore samples from the data were randomly selected and controlled twice in order to verify it. 

We believe that possible risks of small random errors should not have affected the final results 

since deviating result have been controlled to a large extent. However, the main limitation is that 

our results are based on companies that have not rotated their audit firms due to obligations; 

instead rotation has occurred due to optional choices. Therefore, it is possible that the results will 

be different if companies rotate their audit firms out of obligation. 

4.3.1 Statistical rejection  

The census survey includes 212 companies that have changed audit firm/-s between the reviewed 

time period, however 4 out of 212 have been a part of a statistical rejection and have not been 

included in the results due to missing audit reports and different presentations of currencies over 

the years. We believed that the differences in currencies over the years could mislead the 

numbers and the result of this thesis since the value of currencies have not been the same for all 

the ten years and if we had counted it to Swedish Krona by the value it has today, it would not 

have presented a fair picture of the numbers. Therefore, in order to increase the validity we chose 

to eliminate these companies. 

4.4 Processing data 

The data have been prepared and coded in Excel with the aim to perform statistical tests in order 

to create the basis for the study´s conclusions regarding the impact on auditors’ independence in 

conjunction with audit firm rotation. Further, the data have been processed in MATLAB. Data in 

this study were analyzed through both descriptive and analytical data due to that the changes in 

the population have been studied descriptively. On the other hand the data have been 

complemented with hypotheses tests in order to investigate whether there is a significant 

difference in changes of the respective hypothesis which includes analytical statistics.  
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4.4.1 Analytical statistic 

The hypotheses tests have been conducted in order to reveal if there is a significant difference 

based on each variable average. A regression is performed in order to compare the average value 

of two variables at a time. Kighir (2013) and Ruiz- Barbadillo et al. (2009) conducted this 

regression with a 5% significant level and therefore we used the same level as it is seen as the 

most common and appropriate level. Using a 5% significance level implies a 95% possibility that 

the right decisions have been taken if the hypotheses are rejected. In order to reject a hypothesis, 

it is required that the p-value is below the chosen level of significance and this chosen 

significance level is the probability of rejecting a hypothesis incorrectly (Bryman, 2015). 

Rejecting a hypothesis implies that statistical significance has been reached which entails that the 

observed differences are depending on factors that may not only be explained through a random 

variation. However, this study implies a census research which entails that the results are valid 

for the whole population and enhances the validity; therefore the significance level in this case is 

less important. Thus, the significance level is very important to consider if conclusions are drawn 

beyond the studies´ population.  
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5. Empirical results and Analyzes 

This chapter presents and analyzes the results of the thesis´ empirical study. The results have 

been reconnected and compared with the literature review. The empirical data and analysis are 

reported in the same chapter in order to facilitate and give the reader a clearer overview of the 

results. This chapter also presents a summary of whether the hypotheses have been rejected or 

accepted.  

5.1 Descriptive statistical results 

Variables Mean Median Minimum Maximum Observations 

Qualified 0,74038462 1 0 1 208 

Rotation 1 1 1 1 208 

Reputation 0,692307692 1 0 1 208 

Leverage 0,0445 0,03575 0,000802 0,556508987 208 

Size 18,28565 18,00274 4,465457 26,05149 208 

Specialist 0,634615385 1 0 1 208 

Age 4,96956 4,472136 3 12,12436 208 

Loss 0,394231 0 0 1 208 

Table 1, Descriptive statistical result for 208 observed companies 

Descriptive statistics has been used as a method to present and summarize our data in an 

informative way. Table 1 describes descriptive statistics for the census survey. The table shows 

that there is a high history (0,74038462) of Qualified opinions for the companies during this 

specific timeframe. It is also possible to see that there is a high variation of Leverage showing 

that different companies are included in the census survey, both companies with a high leverage 

(maximum: 0,556508987) as well as companies with lower leverage (minimum: 0,000802). 

Another evident variation is Age and Size where the census survey includes both older and newly 

established companies as well as larger and smaller companies. 

5.2 Analyzes based on multivariate logistic regression results 

The definition of auditor´s independence is a broad concept and can be interpreted from different 

point of views depending on the situation. We have analyzed six different variables in order to 

determine if they may affect auditors’ independence. Previous research have stated that a higher 
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value of independence will be achieved if an auditor establish a proper audit report, but this does 

not necessary mean that an audit report with a lower quality is useless if the auditor chooses to 

not report every misstatement (DeAngelo, 1981). The measured concept of independence is 

analyzed through the variables and results presented in the table below: 

VARIABLES β P SE T-TEST 

REPUTATION 0.4754 0.0734 0.2655 1.7905 

LEVERAGE -2.1710 0.0009 0,6517 -3.3315 

SIZE 0.8535 0.0006 0.2490 3.4278 

SPECIALIST 3.7387 0.0000 0.2110 17.7204 

AGE 0.3909 0.1477 0.2700 1.4478 

LOSS 2.4557 0.0000 0.2173 11.3022 

REPUTATION :1 if Big 4 auditor, and 0 otherwise 

LEVERAGE: total debt divided by total assets 

SIZE: natural log of total asset 

SPECIALIST: 1 if the auditor is an industry specialist, and 0 otherwise  

AGE: the square root of the company's age in years 

LOSS: 1 if reported loss in any of past two years, and 0 otherwise 

Table 2, Multivariate logistic regression results 

Results from the multivariate logistic regressions are presented in Table 2. Β0Rotation is a 

reference variable, which is rotation equals qualified if all the observed variables would be zero 

at a hypothesis testing in the model coefficients (β). Since we have a 5% significance level, all p-

values below 0,005 will be seen as significant for this study, entailing a 95% possibility that the 

right decisions have been taken. Based on our results, four β values are significant for the model, 

while the variables REPUTATION and AGE are not statistically significant (p > 0,005). Standard 

error refers to a measure of the average deviation from the mean in a range of observation values, 

the greater the standard deviation, the larger will the dispersion of observed values be. Viewing at 

Table 2 one can see how the different values are clustered near each other, except for leverage, 

which indicates a low standard deviation. All the variables will be discussed in deep below. 

5.2.1 Reputation  

The β value of REPUTATION variable is positive however it is not significant for the model (β1 = 

0,4754, p = 0,0734), indicating that an auditor’s qualified opinion will not be affected whether it 
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is a high-reputational audit firm (Big 4 firms) or an audit firm with a lower reputation. DeAngelo 

(1981) mentioned that there are reputation benefits for bigger audit firms in relation to smaller 

and medium sized since they are associated with providing audits of higher quality. It is therefore 

stated that the concerns regarding a firm’s reputation are more critical for bigger firms than 

smaller due to the size of clients (Ruiz- Barbadillo et al., 2009). However, our study is not in line 

with these studies, since our results indicate that an audit firm's reputation is not significant for 

the model and do not have an influence on whether auditors will state a qualified opinion or not. 

Earlier researchers have argued if big firms are exposed to bad reputation, they might be exposed 

for higher costs as well, and this might be a reason to not act independent. However based on our 

results, this statement will be rejected since there are no indications of auditors stating qualified 

opinions in order to protect their reputation and prevent higher costs. Therefore we reject our first 

hypothesis: 

H1: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by an audit firm's 

reputation. 

5.2.2 Leverage 

The β value of LEVERAGE is the only coefficient with a negative affect (β = - 2,1710), however 

it is still significant in the model (p = 0,0009). Studies have shown that a company's leverage may 

be a positive indicator in cases of stating a qualified opinion. In our literature review we 

presented that according to different researchers, covenant violations have a positive connection 

with receiving a qualified opinion, continuingly an auditor issue a qualified opinion more often 

when the financial statements suggest serious economic errors or leverage (Reynolds & Francis, 

2001; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 2009; Kighir, 2013). However, results of our study indicate that 

leverage might have a negative impact on whether an auditor will state a qualified opinion. The 

higher a company's leverage is, the lower is the possibility for auditors to state a qualified 

opinion, which increases the possibility of receiving an unqualified opinion. Therefore we argue 

that higher leverage may also reduce auditors’ process to legitimize financial information towards 

stakeholders and we reflect on whether a high leverage may alert auditors to review some 

financial information more negligently. In this case an auditor's independence may be negatively 

affected which in turn may also increase the information asymmetry between the principal and 

agent. On the other hand, there is a possibility that auditors state a proper opinion indicating that 

auditors believe a higher leverage may be an implication of a truly picture of a company's debts 
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and leverage. Therefore it is important to be critical and be aware of possible reasons behind 

auditors stating a qualified opinion.  

:Moving forward, if we view at this situation where auditors is seen as the agent and the 

shareholders are principals, another aspect of the situation arises, where reduced independence in 

this case may imply that auditors are not following laws and do not perform in an objective 

manner instead they follow the management's opinions. In this case we believe that auditors may 

fail to satisfy the shareholders interest, by convincing financial information as correct and 

reviewed independently. Thereby we believe that an interest problem between the agent and the 

principal may arise and as an auditor's independence may be affected negatively by this variable, 

we therefore accept the stated hypothesis below, due to that leverage may affect an auditor's 

opinion. 

H2: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by the client’s 

leverage. 

 5.2.3 Size 

The β value of SIZE is positive and significant for the model (β = 0,8535, p = 0,0006) which 

indicates that the size of a company has an effect on auditors in cases of certifying a qualified 

opinion. Earlier studies indicates that auditors are more probable to certify a qualified opinion for 

larger companies (DeFond et al., 2002; Knechel and Vanstraelen, 2007; Ruiz-Barbadillo et al., 

2009). As shown in Table 2, our results are inconsistent with the arguments presented by 

Reynolds and Francis (2001) arguing that economic dependence and the size of a company do not 

have an impact on an auditor's judgment. Also, they noticed that auditors are more cautious when 

they report for companies with a larger size (Reynolds & Francis, 2001) while Craswell et al. 

(2002) discussed that auditor in these cases have to be more conservative in their reporting. 

Compared to the statements above, our results indicates that size do have an impact on auditors 

independence and it may be possible that economic dependence might entail auditors to sacrifice 

their independence since we cannot assure that auditors are conservative in an independent 

manner. Auditors might chose to report in favor for the company in order to retain larger clients 

that will give them high economic benefits and based on our results the size of a companies do 

have an influence on auditor's qualified opinion.   
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Discussing the size-variable based on the agency theory, we believe there is a higher possibility 

for principals (shareholders) from smaller companies to be unsatisfied than larger. The results 

indicate that there is a higher possibility that auditors who review smaller companies may 

sacrifice their independence, which indicates that the principals may not always be satisfied when 

the auditor is the agent. The principal (shareholders) demands auditors to act independently and 

to be objective, however if auditors act rationally and place their interest ahead of the principal’s 

interest, an agency problem might arise which will create unnecessary costs for principal and also 

question auditors’ independence. As mentioned earlier, independency may go hand in hand with 

legitimacy, therefore based on this perspective, we may assert that larger companies financial 

reports might be more legitimized than smaller companies. Quick (2012), Tepalagul  and Lin 

(2014) argued that economic benefits have an impact on auditors and in order to not risk losing 

larger clients, auditors might make decisions that are beneficial for the clients and resulting in 

sacrificing their independence. However, the results obtained from our research are inconvenient 

with this argument as the indicate that the larger the company is the higher possibility of 

receiving an qualified opinion, therefore we state that size have an impact on auditor's qualified 

opinion and we accept our third hypothesis below:  

H3: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by the size of the 

client. 

5.2.4 Specialist 

The β value of SPECIALIST is positive and significant (β = 3,7387, p = 0,0000), indicating that a 

professional knowledge in a special field has an effect on a qualified opinion. Earlier studies have 

stated that an audit firm's knowledge in different industries is of importance and may influence 

whether the auditor will state a qualified opinion or not. As stated, specialization within an 

industry allows auditors to obtain knowledge about the client and its industry and have an 

advantaged position where they can review the financial reports with expertize. Therefore one 

may believe that the more specialized auditors are in a specific industry, the higher possibility 

will it be for them to detect errors and misstatements as well as state a qualified opinion. Based 

on agency theory, principals might have higher expectations on specialized agents (auditors) and 

may believe that they state a proper opinion due to expertize within the industry. We believe that 

a specialized knowledge enables the auditor to stay independent and not be influenced by others 

opinion due to their specialized expertize within the client’s industry. Our result for this variable 

is therefore inconsistent with the result of Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) who stated that the 
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specialist variable is not significant. Further, we analyze that the more knowledge an auditor has 

about an industry the higher possibility of legitimizing a company's financial information. An 

audit report should legitimize the execution of a report based on an independent -, objective - and 

integrated manner, with technical expertise and professional skepticism. In this case we 

emphasizes technical expertise, as an auditor is more knowledgeable within an area they might 

find it easier to plan and execute analyzes with skeptical judgment and it might be more likely 

that they can establish a proper opinion compared to someone without a expertize.  

Moving forward, a specialized audit firm might satisfy principals (shareholders) more than an 

unspecialized, indicating that an audit report has been performed with an enhanced independence 

and auditors have been able to detect errors in a more objective way than unspecialized auditors. 

An enhanced independence stands for a social act and creates value which may be a way to 

satisfy the shareholders. Therefore we believe that higher knowledge also contributes to a wider 

view of the financial information which increases the possibility of stating a proper audit opinion. 

The results of our study shows that this variable may affect an auditor's independence and a broad 

knowledge about company’s industry may affect the qualified report positively which guides us 

to accept the fourth following hypothesis: 

H4: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected if the audit firm is 

specialized in the client’s industry. 

5.2.5 Age 

The β value of AGE variable is positive and not significant in the model (β5 = 0,3909, p = 

0,1477). Previous researches have shown that the stage of organizational development can have 

an effect on the qualified opinion and that younger companies tend to fail more commonly unlike 

older companies (DeFond et al., 2002; Knechel & Vanstraelen, 2007). However, our results are 

not convenient with these earlier researchers, since our results indicate that the stage of 

organizational developments do not necessary have an impact on the qualified opinion. Our 

results are consistent with the findings of Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) and Kighir (2013), stating 

that age is not significant for the audit opinion and this variable do not have an impact on whether 

auditors issue a qualified or an unqualified opinion. Further, these results lead us to reject our 

fifth hypothesis stated below: 
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H5: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected by the age of the 

client. 

5.2.6 Loss  

The β value of LOSS is positive and significant (β = 2,4557, p = 0,0000). The result of our study 

is accurate with arguments of previous studies, namely that there is a higher possibility for 

auditors to issue a qualified opinion in cases where companies have reported accounting losses 

(DeFond et al., 2002; Reynolds & Francis, 2001). Reynolds and Francis (2001) associated 

qualified opinion with distressed financial information which in turn also may be confirmed by 

our results. In this case, when an auditor state a qualified opinion an auditor's skeptical judgment 

will be strengthened. Based on the agency theory, the principal will hire an auditor in order to 

reduce the information asymmetry between the principal and agent by examining the agent’s 

work which requires a skeptical judgment. An auditor’s skeptical judgment is a part of the 

legitimacy process, based on our results we indicate that an auditor act with integrity when 

reviewing a company’s loss. Our results are consistent with prior study by Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. 

(2009), implying that financial losses have a significance for an auditor’s opinions, and 

inconsistent with the results by Kighir (2013) who showed that financial losses are not significant 

for an auditor's opinion. Therefore, we accept our sixth following hypothesis:  

H6: Qualified opinion, with rotation as reference variable, is affected if the client presents 

financial losses. 

5.2.7 Summary of hypotheses 

 

VARIABLES  ACCEPTED REJECTED 

REPUTATION  Rejected 

LEVERAGE Accepted  

SIZE Accepted  

SPECIALIST Accepted  

AGE  Rejected 

LOSS Accepted  

Figure 2, Summary of hypotheses 
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5.3 The relation between a MAFR and auditors independence  

As presented in our literature review, having the same auditor during a longer period can help an 

auditor to retain independent and develop a precise knowledge about each particular company 

which may facilitate their review (Cameran et al., 2013; Harris, 2012; Mohamed & Habib, 2013). 

Based on our results, we have an open mind regarding this statement since only one variable 

indicated that an auditor's independence is negatively affected by audit firm rotation. However, 

Tepalagul and Lin (2014) argued that a MAFR may strengthen an auditor’s independence since 

the auditor will not be forced to focus as much on a client's opinion in order to retain a long-term 

client. Our results are in line with this statement that audit firm rotation may contribute to a 

higher independence since three variables show that an auditor's independence is positively 

affected. However, once again it is important to consider that all the measured companies in this 

study, have not changed their audit firm due to obligations, rather due to own decision to rotate 

which might have an effect on the results. We are aware of the possibility that an auditor may act 

different if cases where they know that there is a law indicating that they will be replaced by 

another audit firm after a couple of years, in compared to situations where there is no strict law of 

a MAFR. As stated by Mohamed and Habib (2013), a certain audit period and a MAFR might 

make auditors feel less pressured from managers to state a biased judgment. Based on our results 

it is possible to believe that this statement is true, on the other hand it is important to be critical to 

this statement as well since two variables indicates that there is no statistical significant and one 

indicates that auditors independence might be negatively affected. Thereby it is not completely 

conceivable to state that auditors are less pressured to state biased judgments in cases where audit 

firm rotation has occurred.  

In our literature review we mentioned that the concept of independence is seen as vague therefore 

it is important to emphasize an auditor’s mindset and actions. The concept is seen as vague since 

independence of mind differs from independence of appearance. Auditors should act with 

integrity without jeopardizing their professional statement; we reflect this statement based on 

agency theory stating that an agent has a rational behavior and may choose to exclude some 

reasonable information in favor for self-interest. We believe that self-interest might be one of the 

biggest problems which can harm auditors’ independence. Establishing a biased opinion can in 

turn have a negative influence on legitimacy and this in turn may not be a behavior within the 

limits of what society considers as socially acceptable behavior. Acting dependent will also 

contribute to unsatisfied principals (shareholders) which may embrace an agency problem and in 
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turn also affect the legitimacy process negatively. Every step goes hand in hand and therefore it is 

important that auditors remain independent in their statements.  
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6. Conclusion 

The aim of this thesis was to describe whether an auditor’s independence may be affected by the 

new law regarding a MAFR, by contributing with more information regarding audit firm rotation 

based on Swedish companies from the Swedish market. A MAFR will be introduced in Sweden 

during the summer of 2016, with the aim to strengthen an auditor’s independence by enforcing 

companies to rotate their audit firm in order to reduce the ability of sacrificing auditors’ 

independence. Based on our results, we accepted four hypotheses, indicating that four variables, 

namely leverage, size, specialist and loss were significant and had an influence on qualified 

opinion, with rotation as a reference variable. Whereas two hypotheses have been rejected, 

namely reputation’s - and age’s effect on qualified opinion. Therefore, in order to answer our 

research question “Does audit firm rotation in Swedish companies affect an auditor’s 

independence?”, our results indicates that audit firm rotation have an effect on an auditor's 

independence. Three variables, size, specialist and loss show that an auditor's independence is 

enhanced in cases where audit firm rotation have occurred, the leverage variable show that 

independence is negatively affected and the reputation- and age variables are not significant, 

indicating that they are not affected by audit firm rotation. Therefore, we are inconsistent with the 

results of studies by Ruiz-Barbadillo et al. (2009) and Kighir (2013), stating that there is no 

significant statistical evidence and we argue that a MAFR may enhance an auditor's 

independence. For now, we believe that there is a possibility that the implementation of a MAFR 

may fulfill its aim, however due to that three variables indicates that it enhances an auditor's 

independence and the other three indicate an negatively affect or no effect on auditor's 

independence at all, our results may not completely confirm that the aim of a MAFR will be 

fulfilled after the implementation. There is therefore a need for further research regarding this 

topic.  

Overall, we are aware of our biggest limitation with this study namely that our results are based 

on companies that have not rotated their audit firms due to obligations; instead rotation has 

occurred due to optional choices. Hence, it is possible that the results will be different if 

companies rotate their audit firms out of obligation. Therefore, our suggestion for further research 

is to investigate the same companies in a few years when it is mandatory for companies to change 

audit firm in order to analyze whether there will be any differences in the results. Further we 

believe it might be interesting to compare if an auditor's independence is seen as higher in cases 

where rotation have not occurred, which leads us to another suggestion for future research, 
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namely to compare our sample of companies that have rotated their audit firms, with other 

companies that have not rotated their audit firms during the same period. In this case it may be 

possible to state whether an auditor's independence is more affected by rotating audit firms or by 

having the same audit firm for a longer period.  
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Appendix 1 – Companies 

Company Qualified Company Qualified 

TeliaSonera Aktiebolag 0 AB Traction 0 

Atlas Copco Aktiebolag 0 Image Systems AB 0 

Investor Aktiebolag 0 Dome Energy AB (publ) 0 

Aktiebolaget SKF 0 Bactiguard AB 0 

NCC Aktiebolag 0 Petrosibir AB 0 

SAS AB 0 Guideline Geo AB (publ) 1 

Boliden AB 0 Avensia AB (publ) 0 

Husqvarna Aktiebolag 0 Generic Sweden AB (publ) 0 

Ratos AB 0 Mangold AB 0 

Getinge AB 0 Cavotec Sverige Aktiebolag 0 

SAAB Aktiebolag 0 A-Com AB 0 

Investment AB Kinnevik 0 Empire AB 1 

BillerudKorsnäs Aktiebolag 

(publ) 0 Maxkompetens Sverige AB 0 

NIBE Industrier AB 0 hubbr AB 0 

Elekta AB (publ) 0 ALLGON AB (publ) 0 

ÅF AB 0 Xvivo Perfusion Aktiebolag 0 

Clas Ohlson Aktiebolag 0 RW Bostad AB (publ) 0 

Nobina AB (publ) 0 Stille AB 0 

Lindab International AB 0 Insplanet AB (publ) 0 

Lifco AB (publ) 0 Nordic Camping & Resort AB 0 

Mekonomen Aktiebolag 0 MVV Holding AB (publ) 0 

Fastighets AB Balder 1 OraSolv AB 0 

Gunnebo Aktiebolag 0 United Media Group Nordic AB 0 

Intrum Justitia AB 0 Confidence International Aktiebolag 1 

eWork Scandinavia AB 0 JLT Mobile Computers AB (publ) 0 

KappAhl AB (publ) 0 West International Aktiebolag (publ) 0 

Nolato Aktiebolag 0 Genesis IT AB 0 

BE Group AB (publ) 0 TagMaster Aktiebolag 0 

Proffice Aktiebolag 0 Gotlandsbolaget AB 0 

Elanders AB 0 Verisec AB 1 

Wallenstam AB 1 MSC Group AB 0 

Viking Supply Ships AB 1 BioInvent International Aktiebolag 0 

Betsson AB 1 C-Rad Positioning AB 0 

Nederman Holding Aktiebolag 0 Lovisagruvan AB (publ) 1 

Semcon Aktiebolag 0 PolyPlank Aktiebolag (publ) 1 

AQ Group AB 0 Novus Group International AB 0 

Proact IT Group AB 0 Glycorex Transplantation AB (publ) 0 

Atrium Ljungberg AB 1 ScandiDos AB 0 

Scanfil Sweden AB 0 NeuroVive Pharmaceutical AB 0 



 

 

Gränges Sweden AB 0 EasyFill AB (publ) 1 

SkiStar Aktiebolag 0 

Moretime Professional Services AB 

(publ) 1 

TradeDoubler Aktiebolag 0 Wifog Holding AB (publ) 0 

Rejlers AB (publ) 0 Medirox Aktiebolag 0 

Hoist Finance AB (publ) 1 Sivers IMA Holding AB 0 

Rottneros AB 0 Paynova AB 0 

Bure Equity AB 0 Havsfrun Investment AB 0 

Mycronic AB (publ) 0 

AlphaHelix Molecular Diagnostics AB 

(publ) 0 

Opus Group AB (publ) 0 Challenger Mobile AB (publ) 1 

Catella AB 1 Ellen Aktiebolag 0 

DistIT AB 1 Sensori AB (publ) 0 

DORO AB 0 Abelco Nordic AB 0 

CYBERCOM GROUP AB 0 Online Brands Nordic AB 1 

Uniflex AB 0 True Heading AB (publ) 0 

Misen Energy AB (publ) 1 Forwood Aktiebolag 0 

Hemtex Aktiebolag 1 Concentric Skånes Fagerhult AB 1 

NOTE AB (publ) 0 LC-Tec Holding AB 0 

Investment AB Öresund 1 Betting Promotion Teknik Malmö AB 0 

Midsona AB 0 Genovis Aktiebolag 0 

Caperio Holding AB 0 Koggbron Fastigheter AB 0 

Collector AB 0 Klick Data Aktiebolag 0 

ALM Equity AB 0 Trigon Management Aktiebolag 0 

Munksjö Paper AB 0 

Xtranet Gruppen i Stockholm AB 

(publ) 0 

NetEnt AB (publ) 1 Agora Gifthouse AB 0 

Nordic Service Partners 

Holding AB 0 Scandinavian Enviro Systems AB 0 

Avanza Bank Holding AB 0 Vindico Group AB (publ) 1 

ProfilGruppen AB 0 Phase Holographic Imaging PHI AB 0 

Hexatronic Group AB 0 Ortoma AB 0 

Corem Property Group AB 1 Dextech Medical AB 0 

D. Carnegie & Co Aktiebolag 1 Nanologica AB (publ) 1 

Vitec Software Group AB 

(publ) 0 Biotech-igG AB 0 

Vitrolife AB 1 ECOMB AB (publ) 0 

Bahnhof AB (publ) 1 Alteco Medical AB 0 

Duroc Aktiebolag 0 Jojka Communications AB 0 

NGS Group Aktiebolag 1 EcoRub AB 1 

Hifab Group AB 0 Lundin Mining AB 1 

Christian Berner Invest 

Aktiebolag 0 LifeAssays AB (publ) 0 

Nilörngruppen Aktiebolag 0 Cell Impact AB (publ) 0 

Avega Group AB 0 Redsense Medical AB (publ) 1 



 

 

Catena AB 0 Oden Control AB 0 

Enea Aktiebolag 1 VibroSense Dynamics AB 0 

Unlimited Travel Group UTG 

AB (publ) 1 Cortus Energy AB 0 

Elverket Vallentuna AB 0 

Community Entertainment Svenska 

Aktiebolag 1 

Elos Medtech AB 0 U.S. Energy Group AB (publ) 0 

Heba Fastighets Aktiebolag 1 Diamyd Medical Aktiebolag 1 

Arcam Aktiebolag (publ) 1 European Institute of Science AB 0 

Cherry AB (publ) 0 Real Point Investment AB (publ) 1 

Arise AB 0 DEFLAMO AB (publ) 1 

Boule Diagnostics AB 1 Wiking Mineral AB 1 

RaySearch Laboratories AB 

(publ) 0 Aktiebolaget Fastator (publ) 1 

Bredband2 AB 1 

CWS Comfort Window System 

Aktiebolag 1 

HomeMaid AB (publ) 0 IMMUNICUM Aktiebolag 1 

Oniva Online Group Europe AB 1 Nischer Aktiebolag (publ) 1 

I.A.R. Systems Group AB 0 Arctic Gold AB (Publ) 1 

SBC Sveriges 

BostadsrättsCentrum AB 0 Yield Life Science AB (publ) 0 

Svolder Aktiebolag 1 SwitchCore Intellectual Property AB 0 

G5 Entertainment AB (publ) 0 MedicPen Aktiebolag (publ) 0 

Oboya Horticulture Industries 

AB 1 HQ AB 1 

Micro Systemation AB (publ) 0 LIDDS AB 0 

Sensys Gatso Group AB 0 CombiGene AB 0 

Anoto Group AB 1 SwitchCore AB (publ) 0 

Precomp Solutions Aktiebolag 

(publ) 1 AroCell AB (publ) 0 

Storytel AB (publ) 1 Interfox Resources AB (publ) 0 

PROBI Aktiebolag 1 Mertiva Aktiebolag 0 

Amasten Holding AB (publ) 0 RusForest AB 0 
 


