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A B S T R A C T

Standard setters and regulators have gradually changed the form and content of audit reports to enhance
their clarity and comprehensibility, aiming to reduce the expectation gap. This research investigates the
perceived usefulness of the latest expanded audit report (EAR), focusing on the evaluation of its key sections,
within the context of bank financing. Additionally, the study explores the potential impact on credit granting
decisions, particularly in relation to the accessibility, processing times and financing conditions for SMEs.
A structural equation modelling (SEM) methodology was employed to analyse the responses of 225 bank
loan officers to a self-administered online questionnaire. The results show that the perception that the
audit service is useful has a positive impact on credit granting (access, time and conditions), but it is only
influenced by the Opinion section. Basis of Opinion, Other Information and Key Audit Matters (KAM)
sections do not appear to be significant. Consequently, additional audit report extensions should be carefully
considered before making new decisions, as they are not necessarily perceived as informative.

©2025 ASEPUC. Published by EDITUM - Universidad de Murcia. This is an open access article under the
CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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El impacto del informe de auditoría ampliado en la financiación bancaria de las
Pymes

R E S U M E N

Los emisores de normas y los reguladores han cambiado gradualmente la forma y el contenido de los
informes de auditoría para mejorar su claridad y comprensibilidad, con el objetivo de reducir la brecha
de expectativas. Este trabajo investiga la utilidad percibida del último informe de auditoría ampliado,
centrándose en la evaluación de sus secciones clave, dentro del contexto de la financiación bancaria.
Además, el estudio explora el impacto potencial en las decisiones de concesión de crédito, particularmente
en relación con la accesibilidad, los tiempos de procesamiento y las condiciones de financiación para
las PYMEs. Para analizar las respuestas de 225 oficiales de crédito bancario a un cuestionario en línea
autoadministrado, se empleó una metodología basada en ecuaciones estructurales (SEM). Los resultados
muestran que la percepción de que el servicio de auditoría es útil tiene un impacto positivo en la concesión
del crédito (acceso, tiempo y condiciones), pero sólo está influenciado por el apartado de Opinión.
Las secciones Fundamento de la opinión, Otra información y Cuestiones clave de auditoría (CCA) no
parecen ser significativas. En consecuencia, las extensiones adicionales de los informes de auditoría deben
considerarse cuidadosamente antes de tomar nuevas decisiones, ya que no necesariamente se perciben
como informativas.

©2025 ASEPUC. Publicado por EDITUM - Universidad de Murcia. Este es un artículo Open Access bajo la
licencia CC BY-NC-ND (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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1. Introduction

The auditing profession has gone through various periods
of crisis of identity and social trust. This has caused users of
financial statements to increasingly demand more complete,
transparent and valuable information for decision-making
(Litjens et al., 2015). The urgency to recover and overcome
such situations has led to a notable increase in efforts to bring
the expectations of users closer to the real work of the aud-
itors. That is, to reduce the audit expectation gap. In this
regard, the standard setters and regulators worldwide have
gradually expanded the content and modified the structure
of the audit report (FRC, 2013; European Parliament and
Council of the European Union, 2014; IAASB, 2015a; PCAOB,
2017). The key purpose is to restore and enhance the confid-
ence of users in the audited financial statements.

The present work focuses, specifically, on analysing the per-
ception of the usefulness that loan officers attribute to the
audit service based on the content of the expanded audit
report (EAR)1 in its main sections and determining if this
contributes to their willingness to grant greater access to
credit, to shorten application-processing times and to apply
better financing conditions to small and medium enterprises
(SMEs).

A significant stream of research has traditionally dealt with
the relevance of external audit for decision-making and ad-
dressed how different stakeholders use and react to commu-
nications in the audit report (Vanstraelen et al., 2012). In-
deed, the last version of the EAR has gained renewed im-
portance and has become one of the key elements under
study within the audit field from the last few years (see Velte
and Issa, 2019; Pérez et al., 2021; Mashayekhi et al., 2023).
However, the existing findings to date are inconclusive and
current audit report requirements are still questioned (Kend
and Nguyen, 2020; Coram and Wang, 2021; Minutti-Meza,
2021; Nguyen and Kend, 2021; Gambetta et al., 2023; Liu et
al., 2023). Additionally, several studies have historically ex-
amined the influence of the audit service and the audit report
on the perceptions and decisions of bank loan officers, since
they are considered among the principal users of financial
information (Berry et al., 1993). Nevertheless, to the best
of our knowledge, just one (Boolaky and Quick, 2016) has
focused specifically on the banking sector and the content
of the EAR since the International Auditing and Assurance
Standards Board issued new guidelines (IAASB, 2015a). In
this sense, the introduction of the Key Audit Matters (KAM)
is one of the most significant changes to the audit reporting
model in the past 90 years, being a very important issue that
deserves further research (Kend and Nguyen, 2020; Coram
and Wang, 2021; Minutti-Meza, 2021; Seebeck and Kaya,
2023).

The first and main contribution of this study is clear:
providing additional evidence regarding the usefulness of the
EAR in the specific context of bank credit granting. Addi-
tionally, there are some important differences between our
study and previous ones that lead to several relevant contri-
butions. The first is that we ask not only about the substan-
tial change in the content of the audit report, KAM, but also
about its other three main informative sections: the Opinion,
the Basis of Opinion and the Other Information. That way,
we can jointly assess the effect of all the informative content
included in the audit report. In the same way, we inquire
not only into the probability of accessing credit, but also into

1Previous research has also referred to the “expanded audit report” as
“enhanced audit report” or “extended audit report”, sometimes with the ab-
breviation “EAR”.

the probability of doing so faster and with better conditions.
The second difference is the timing of our study, as we ana-
lyse the perceptions of bank loan officers once the latest EAR
model has already been adopted, and users are expected to
have dealt with it. The third one is the methodology, as pre-
vious research mainly used experiments or archival data, but
our study is based on a sample of credit decision-makers who
express their perceptions regarding audit reports and credit
granting for a general and real market situation. In addition,
we focus on SMEs, while others have mostly paid attention
only to large companies, for whom it is mandatory to hire the
audit service. And, finally, the geographical context, as the
majority of studies in Europe related to the EAR have been
carried out in the UK.

For our purpose, we analyse the responses of 225 bank
loan officers in Spain, which reveal that receiving the audit
report together with the annual accounts is highly valued
when assessing the creditworthiness of an SME, leading to
a greater willingness to grant access to credit, to shorten ap-
plication processing times and to apply better credit condi-
tions. However, our results show that KAM included in the
EAR do not have an impact on the perception of the useful-
ness of the service, which is in fact only determined by the
opinion expressed by the auditor about the true and fair view
of the financial statements.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In
the second section, a theoretical review of the relevant previ-
ous literature is made, justifying the proposed research hypo-
theses and establishing the research model to be tested. In
the third section, the methodology is explained. In the fourth
section, the results are reported. Finally, in the fifth section,
the most relevant conclusions drawn from the work are in-
cluded.

2. Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses

2.1. The audit expectation gap and the relevance of the audit
report

Accounting scandals in the recent past and the world eco-
nomic and financial crises have widened the audit expecta-
tion gap (Litjens et al., 2015), understood as the difference
between what users expect from the auditor’s work and the
perception that the auditors themselves have of their work
(Humphrey et al., 1993). Although it is considered practic-
ally impossible to completely eliminate the gap (Sikka et al.,
1998; Chong and Pflugrath, 2008), there is extensive liter-
ature focused on analysing its causes and proposing differ-
ent actions that can help narrow it. Specifically, two ma-
jor strategies are identified, namely lowering the public’s ex-
pectations or improving audit performance (Humphrey et
al., 1992; Koh and Woo, 1998; Gonzalo-Angulo and Garvey,
2018). As far as the first approach is concerned, authors such
as Houghton et al. (2011) emphasize the importance of mak-
ing the public aware of the objectives of the audit work and
the role and responsibilities assumed by the auditor. How-
ever, this defensive approach focused on education implies a
long-term horizon for achieving results. The second strategy
actually forks into two. On the one hand, regulators have
progressively strengthened the measures to ensure auditor’s
independence, especially through the regulation of certain
personal situations, the prohibition of the provision of other
complementary services and the mandatory rotation in pub-
lic interest entities (Ruhnke and Schmidt, 2014). However,
those measures have led to a general atmosphere of discon-
tent among professionals in the sector, who have been sub-
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jected to increasingly greater demands in carrying out their
work and experienced a reduction in their profit margins. On
the other hand, efforts to narrow the gap have been made
through the improvement of the audit reports. In fact, sev-
eral authors consider that the most interesting way to bring
positions between the profession and the recipients of the
service closer is through the audit report (Gray et al., 2011;
Vanstraelen et al., 2012; Ratzinger-Sakel and Gray, 2015), as
it is the only information publicly available for external users
(PCAOB, 2017; Goicoechea et al., 2021; Lennox et al., 2023).

In the audit report, auditors provide an independent pro-
fessional opinion on whether the financial statements give
a true and fair view of the company, which means they are
free from material misstatements and faithfully represent the
financial performance and positioning of an entity (Parte et
al., 2022; Lennox et al., 2023). However, the audit report
has been widely criticized for being strictly standardized and,
therefore, for having little useful, informative and commu-
nicative value (Church et al., 2008; Humphrey et al., 2009;
Turner et al., 2010; Gray et al., 2011; Asare and Wright,
2012; Carcello, 2012; Vanstraelen et al., 2012; Mock et al.,
2013; Simnett and Huggins, 2014; Sirois et al., 2018). Thus,
it has been observed that not only shareholders and investors,
but all other stakeholders have progressively demanded more
information from auditors with the aim of increasing trans-
parency and the trust in companies (Litjens et al., 2015),
especially regarding what were the key areas on which the
auditor focused his/her attention (Hatherly et al., 1998; Van-
straelen et al., 2012; Ratzinger-Sakel and Gray, 2015; Sirois
et al., 2018).

In the aftermath of this criticism, regulators and standard
setters started seriously questioning the informative value of
the auditor’s report. Consequently, they initiated measures
to change from the traditional pass/fail model to a more
individual and valuable report, in order to meet the public
concern and the informational needs of financial statement
users (Gold and Heilmann, 2019; Minutti-Meza, 2021; Pérez
et al., 2021; Lennox et al., 2023). After years of consulta-
tion, dialogue and deliberation, the International Auditing
and Assurance Standards Board issued six revised standards
and one new one related to the auditors’ reporting (IAASB,
2015a). Those changes became effective for audits of fin-
ancial statements for periods ending on or after December
15, 2016. Before the change, the audit report described the
financial statements being audited, the respective respons-
ibilities of management and the auditor, the audit process,
and ended with the auditor’s opinion. After that date, both
the structure and the content of the audit reports were mod-
ified. With regard to the structure, the main change was
to place the audit opinion (clean, qualified, adverse or dis-
claimer) at the beginning of the report, according to the ISA
700 (Revised) – Forming an Opinion and Reporting on Finan-
cial Statements (IAASB, 2015b). Furthermore, the most sig-
nificant content change relates to the ISA 701 (New) – Com-
municating Key Audit Matters in the Independent Auditor’s
Report (IAASB, 2015c). This standard expanded the audit re-
port, including a new separate section that describes “those
matters that, in the auditor’s professional judgment, were of
most significance in the audit of the financial statements of the
current period”. In other words, the auditor is now asked
to explain the especially challenging, subjective or complex
concerns pertaining to the financial statements and the sig-
nificant events/transactions in the audit work (Pérez et al.,
2021). Kend and Nguyen (2022) also point out that KAM
disclosures are now an additional mechanism for auditors to
report back to stakeholders on management’s behaviour.

The auditor’s report is the primary means of communica-
tion between auditors and financial statement users (PCAOB,
2017; Gold and Heilmann, 2019; Goicoechea et al., 2021),
and it has different implications and usages in many areas
of the business environment. With the latest changes and
the implementation of the EAR, further evidence is claimed
about its usefulness, its value added to different stakehold-
ers and their decisions (Kend and Nguyen, 2020; Coram and
Wang, 2021; Minutti-Meza, 2021; Seebeck and Kaya, 2023).
The aim of the regulators and standard setters was to increase
the prominence of potentially valuable information of audit
reports (IAASB, 2015a). However, research to date on the
impact of KAM disclosures is inconclusive (Kend and Nguyen,
2020; Coram and Wang, 2021; Minutti-Meza, 2021; Nguyen
and Kend, 2021; Gambetta et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023).

On the one hand, some studies have found that the dis-
closure of KAM increases the communicative value of the aud-
itor’s report, making it more relevant and useful (Christensen
et al., 2014; Prasad and Chand, 2017; Altawalbeh and Al-
hajaya, 2019), especially when a Non-Big 4 firm conducts
the audit (Moroney et al., 2021) or when the investors are
professional (Köhler et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2022). For ex-
ample, Liu et al. (2023) recently found that firm-specific
KAMs, longer KAMs, more readable KAMs and more accur-
ate KAMs reduce the insider trading profitability, highlight-
ing the decision-making usefulness of KAMs for external in-
vestors. And Zhai et al. (2021) documented causal evid-
ence that KAM disclosures provide incremental firm-specific
information and reduce stock price synchronicity. Also, KAM
disclosure has been sometimes associated with better abnor-
mal accruals (Li et al., 2019; Reid et al., 2019; Kitiwong and
Sarapaivanich, 2020), improved audit quality (Botes et al.,
2020; Zeng et al., 2021; Hu et al., 2023) and shorter audit
report lag (Baatwah et al., 2022).

Meanwhile, several other studies showed that the dis-
closure of such information does not affect the expectation
gap and has more of a symbolic than an informative value
(Boolaky and Quick, 2016; Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Bédard
et al., 2019; Segal, 2019; Coram and Wang, 2021; Al-mulla
and Bradbury, 2022; Liao et al., 2022; Lennox et al., 2023;
Seebeck and Kaya, 2023), is difficult to understand (Parte et
al., 2022) or is associated with even lower perceived audit
quality (Sirois et al., 2018).

As the previous literature finds contradictory findings, we
posit our first four research hypotheses (H1–H4) following
the regulators’ expected outcome of the EAR. The IAASB
stresses that “enhanced auditor reporting is critical to influen-
cing the value of the financial statement audit” (IAASB, 2015a).
Based on that argument, we propose that the four main in-
formative sections of the latest EAR might have a positive
effect on the bank loan officers’ perceived usefulness of the
audit service.

The first one is the Opinion section, in which the auditor ex-
presses whether the financial statements show the true and
fair view of the company. The Opinion section of an audit
report serves as a conclusive statement by auditors regard-
ing the fairness of financial statements, and therefore, stake-
holders often rely on this section to make informed decisions
about the financial health of an entity. Following this reas-
oning, if the Opinion section is perceived as valuable, it is
likely to enhance bank loan officers’ confidence in the audit
process, leading to a positive impact on the overall perceived
usefulness of the audit service.

H1: The value attributed to the Opinion section of an
audit report has a positive effect on the perceived use-
fulness of the audit service.
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The second one is the Basis of Opinion section, where the
auditor explains the reasons for reporting an opinion other
than the clean one (material misstatements and/or lack of
evidence). The Basis of Opinion section provides crucial in-
formation about the foundation and justification for the aud-
itor’s opinion. That is why stakeholders may find this section
valuable in understanding the reasoning behind the auditor’s
conclusions. A positive perception of the value in this section
is expected to contribute to a deeper comprehension of the
audit report by the bank loan officers, thereby increasing the
perceived usefulness of the audit service.

H2: The value attributed to the Basis of Opinion sec-
tion of an audit report has a positive effect on the per-
ceived usefulness of the audit service.

The third one is the Other Information, focused on the
Emphasis of Matter and Other Matter paragraphs. On the
one side, Emphasis of Matter refers to specific matters that,
while not affecting the overall opinion, are deemed signific-
ant enough to warrant the attention of the users. On the
other side, the Other Matters often includes supplementary
details beyond the core financial statements. This additional
context, explanations, or warnings about certain aspects of
the financial statements may be considered by stakeholders
as valuable for gaining a more comprehensive understanding
of the audited entity’s performance and risk factors. Recog-
nizing and appreciating the value contained in that Other
Information may lead to a more informed and confident
decision-making process for bank loan officers relying on the
audit service.

H3: The value attributed to the Other Information sec-
tion of an audit report has a positive effect on the per-
ceived usefulness of the audit service.

The fourth one is the KAM section, with the detail of those
areas of significant auditor attention in performing the audit,
those areas identified as significant risks and/or those areas
in which the auditor encountered significant difficulty during
the audit. In other words, the KAM section highlights areas
that are deemed most significant in the audit process, provid-
ing insights into complex and critical aspects of the financial
statements. Stakeholders may find value in understanding
these key audit matters as it helps them focus on material is-
sues. Accordingly, a positive perception of the KAM section’s
value is expected to enhance bank loan officers’ confidence in
the audit process and consequently contribute to the overall
perceived usefulness of the audit service.

H4: The value attributed to the KAM section of an
audit report has a positive effect on the perceived use-
fulness of the audit service.

2.2. Access to bank financing by SMEs and the influence of
the audit report

SMEs are the economic engine of many countries and often
seek bank financing to develop their activity, or even survive,
since they do not usually have access to organized capital
markets. That is why financial institutions can be considered
among the principal stakeholders of these types of companies
(Palazuelos et al., 2018).

However, it is frequently difficult for lenders to determine
whether these companies have the ability and/or the willing-
ness to pay (Hyytinen and Väänänen, 2006), as they tend to
have a short history, lack formal or public records, or poor
internal control systems (Berger and Frame, 2007; Bruns et

al., 2008), any of which may lead to a situation in which the
company faces problems in both accessing credit and in ob-
taining sufficiently favourable borrowing conditions (Beck et
al., 2005).

In this context, commercial loan officers, when consider-
ing whether or not to grant financing, try to gather and
analyse information that allows them to reduce uncertainty
about the probability of repayment. Moreover, financial state-
ments play a key role in the evaluation phase of a commer-
cial loan (Danos et al., 1989; Berger and Udell, 2006; Berry
and Robertson, 2006), especially if analysed together with
the audit report (Duréndez Gómez-Guillamón, 2003; DeFond
and Zhang, 2014). De La Torre et al. (2010) point out that in
many, if not most, cases, credit risk management is not auto-
mated and is ultimately based on the judgement and percep-
tions of a loan officer, with the understanding and interpreta-
tion of the audited financial statements being a key factor in
the proper allocation of credit (Guiral-Contreras et al., 2007).

Several studies in the previous literature have addressed
the influence of external audit in credit rating processes. In
particular, there is a stream of research that finds that audited
firms, compared to those who are not audited, are more cred-
ible and reliable (Cassar, 2011; Asare and Wright, 2012), be-
nefit in the form of greater access to credit (Allee and Yohn,
2009; Palazuelos et al., 2018; Briozzo and Albanese, 2020)
and pay significantly lower interest rates (Blackwell et al.,
1998; Minnis, 2011). In addition, another group of stud-
ies has analysed the effects that the change from mandatory
audits to voluntary audits had on credit ratings. In the UK,
Lennox and Pittman (2011) and Dedman and Kausar (2012)
found that companies attract upgrades to their credit ratings
because they send a positive signal by submitting to an audit
when this is no longer legally required. In contrast, those
who chose to opt out of the audits suffered downgrades. A
similar result was found by Kim et al. (2011) in Korea, who
showed that voluntarily audited companies have a signific-
antly lower cost of debt. Huguet and Gandía (2014), how-
ever, did not find a significant association between voluntary
audits and cost of debt in Spain, but found that companies
that breach the audit requirement have a higher cost of debt
than the mandatorily audited ones. Finally, Chy et al. (2021)
found that an exogenous increase in auditor litigation risk
leads to an increase in both clients’ likelihood of receiving
bank loans and the average amount of the bank loans that
clients receive.

With regard to the audit report, previous research has
also considered different aspects that might have an impact
on borrowing costs. On the one hand, some studies have
focused on the type of auditor, as a proxy for audit qual-
ity (Pittman and Fortin, 2004; Fortin and Pittman, 2007;
Causholli and Knechel, 2012; Kim et al., 2013; Huguet and
Gandía, 2014). On the other hand, other studies have paid
attention to the type of opinion expressed by the auditor, in
order to find evidence of whether it plays a significant role
when making lending decisions (Bamber and Stratton, 1997;
Guiral-Contreras et al., 2007; Duréndez Gómez-Guillamón
and Sánchez Vidal, 2008; Niemi and Sundgren, 2012; Liu et
al., 2020; Tian and Pan, 2022). Finally, a few studies have
investigated the impact of the format or the additional in-
formation of the audit reports on bankers’ perceptions and
decisions. For example, Elias and Johnston (2001) investig-
ated whether the explanatory paragraph about going concern
has any information content, although their results showed
that the explanatory paragraph appeared to convey no ad-
ditional information content and that loan officers did not
feel less confident when taking their decisions. Furthermore,
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Litjens et al. (2015) observed that changes to the format of
audit reports do not really reduce the audit expectation gap
of bankers, contradicting the results previously obtained by
Miller et al. (1993). More recently, and contrary to previ-
ous studies, Porumb et al. (2021) provide preliminary evid-
ence that the EAR disclosures contain relevant information
for loan contracting in the United Kingdom, resulting in re-
duced loan spread and longer maturity for loan facilities. Ad-
ditionally, Boolaky and Quick (2016) examined the impact
of the additional information that could be included in the
audit report, namely information on the assurance level, ma-
teriality levels and KAM. In that study, carried out as an ex-
periment, they only found a significantly positive impact of
the disclosure of the assurance level, while they could not
demonstrate a material effect of expanding the audit report
to include the materiality level or KAM on bank director per-
ceptions of the quality of the financial statements, the audit
and the audit report, as well as on their credit approval de-
cisions.

The next three hypotheses (H5–H7) aim to give further
evidence on the value of an external audit on credit grant-
ing decisions in the European context. As recognised by the
IAASB (2015a), “investors and other users of financial state-
ments have called for the auditor’s report to be more inform-
ative”, so the latest changes are expected to influence their
economic decisions. In our model, we measure the inform-
ative and communicative value by the perceived usefulness,
as it is usually understood as the extent to which informa-
tion facilitates decision-making or saves time in the process
(Pankoff and Virgil, 1970; Siering et al., 2018). And, in par-
ticular, we propose that the bank loan officers’ perceived use-
fulness of the audit service has a positive effect on the access
to credit, on the processing times of credit applications and
on the credit conditions applied to SMEs, following the res-
ults obtained by Liu et al. (2022) specifically for KAM and
debt contracting in China.

First, the positive effect on SMEs’ access to credit is based
on the premise that a reliable and high-quality audit can en-
hance transparency and confidence in a company’s financial
information. Lenders tend to view this transparency and
confidence positively, which could facilitate SMEs’ access to
credit by reducing lenders’ perception of risk.

H5: The perceived usefulness of audit service has a
positive effect on SMEs’ access to credit.

Second, the positive effect on the processing times of SMEs’
credit applications is justified insofar as an efficient and com-
prehensive audit can provide lenders with necessary inform-
ation promptly and accurately, thereby expediting the credit
evaluation process. As a result, SMEs may experience shorter
processing times for their credit applications.

H6: The perceived usefulness of audit service has a
positive effect on the processing times of SMEs’ credit
applications.

Third, the positive effect on the credit conditions applied
to SMEs is grounded in the idea that an audit that enhances
the quality of a company’s financial information can lead to
a more accurate assessment of its repayment capacity and
credit risk. Consequently, lenders may offer more favorable
credit conditions, such as lower interest rates or more flexible
repayment terms, to SMEs that have reliable and useful audit
reports.

H7: The perceived usefulness of audit service has
a positive effect on the credit conditions applied to
SMEs.

Figure 1 summarizes the theoretical model according to
our research hypotheses.

Figure 1. Research model

 

3. Methodology

Quantitative research was carried out to test aforemen-
tioned hypotheses. In this section, a detailed description of
the process followed to collect information is provided, re-
ferring to the design of the questionnaire used, the fieldwork
carried out through a survey, and the composition of the final
sample of loan officers participating in the study.

3.1. Measurement

The information was collected through a self-administered
online questionnaire addressed to the loan officers of a major
Spanish financial entity, listed on the Ibex-35 and established
in the international context.

The questionnaire used was structured in three differenti-
ated blocks. The variables of the model were measured using
multi-item instruments (see Appendix 1), which allowed us
to obtain evaluations of psychological variables that cannot
be quantified directly (Churchill and Iacobucci, 2002). In the
first block, the personal and professional profile of the parti-
cipants was identified. They were asked about their place of
residence, the level of responsibility of the position they cur-
rently held in the entity, their gender, age, level of education
achieved to date and years of experience in the banking sec-
tor. In the second block, using 7-point semantic differential
scales, they were asked about the importance of receiving the
audit report together with the annual accounts and, in that
regard, whether they valued the content of the report. In par-
ticular, they were asked about the degree of usefulness, value
and importance of the most relevant sections of an audit re-
port, namely: Opinion, Basis of Opinion, Other Information
(Emphasis of Matter and Other Matter paragraphs) and KAM.
Finally, in the third block, using 7-point Likert scales, the loan
officers were asked a series of questions related to the pro-
cess of credit granting to audited SMEs. Specifically, they
were asked about three different aspects: the access to credit;
the processing times of applications; and the financing con-
ditions.

In particular, the scale used to measure the ‘perceived use-
fulness’ was based on the proposed by Sussman and Siegal
(2003), which has a multidisciplinary character and has been
applied into several fields of study, such as consumer beha-
viour or technology adoption. Besides, the scale for the meas-
urement of the ‘credit access’ variable was based on the pa-
per of Wagner et al. (2011), assuming that the intention of a
buyer to establish future collaboration with a supplier is sim-
ilar to the intention of a loan officer (funder) to grant credit
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(and thus establish a relationship) to a SME (fund applic-
ant). In the scale of ‘credit conditions’, following Palazuelos
et al. (2020), the main variables that are applied in the credit
policy have been included: volume granted, interest rates,
and additional guarantees/collateral required. Finally, a new
variable regarding the processing times was included, consid-
ering the three main stages of the credit grating process: ap-
plication/formalization, evaluation and resolution (Chakrav-
arty and Yilmazer, 2009).

It is necessary to note that, in order to avoid potential prob-
lems related to common-method variance (CMV) bias, the
anonymity of the participants was guaranteed, and it was in-
dicated clearly in the introductory screen of the questionnaire
that there were no right or wrong answers. In this way, we
tried to reduce the level of fear and make respondents less
likely to edit their responses so that they were socially desir-
able or more in line with what they thought the researcher
wanted them to answer (Chang et al., 2010).

3.2. Fieldwork and sampling design

Prior to the quantitative research, the fieldwork began with
the contact with one of the heads of the Risk Analysis De-
partment of the collaborating bank. After that, several con-
versations took place and two more managers confirmed the
appropriateness of the questionnaire.

The financial entity was responsible for distributing the
link to the questionnaire internally via email to its loan of-
ficers’ population, distributed throughout the whole national
territory. In particular, the recipients were loan officers re-
sponsible for examining the credit quality of companies with
a turnover of between 2 and 50 million (euros), following
the EU definition for SMEs. All those clients receive individu-
alized treatment by the analysts. Micro-enterprises were ex-
cluded from the study as the collaborating financial entity
stated that they are assessed, in most cases, through an auto-
matic scoring procedure.

Finally, the survey was launched from May to June 2021
to a group made up of 427 loan officers, with the participa-
tion of 225 loan officers. This represents a response rate of
52.7%, which is considered very high for studies focused on
the banking sector.

Table I summarizes the main data of the sampling design.

Table I. Sampling design

Geographical scope Spain
Population Loan officers - Infinite (>100,000)
Sampling frame 427 loan officers
Information collection Online survey
Test procedure Not applicable
Sample size 225 valid responses
Sample error ±6.53%
Confidence level 95% (z=1.96) for the worst case p=q=0.5
Data treatment SPSS 21.0 and EQS 6.1

4. Results

In this section, we present the main results of the research.
First, we present the descriptive statistics related to the per-
ceptions of bank loan officers regarding the main parts of
the audited report, perceived usefulness of the audit service
and their willingness to grant greater access to credit, shorten
the application processing times and apply better financing

conditions to SMEs. Second, the research model is empir-
ically tested following the CB-SEM approach (covariance-
based structural equations model), using the software EQS
6.1. This statistical method comprises two-steps: 1) the
estimation of the measurement model (confirmatory factor
analysis – CFA) to test the psychometric properties of the
measurement scales; and 2) the estimation of the structural
model that integrates all the direct relationships proposed in
the research hypotheses. In particular, the robust maximum-
likelihood estimation procedure is used, as it minimizes po-
tential problems associated with non-normality of the data
(Byrne, 2006).

4.1. Descriptive statistics

The results of the descriptive statistics corresponding to the
main variables considered in this study are important in order
to obtain a first general picture of the decision-makers’ per-
ception regarding the value of the main parts of the audited
report and its impact on the credit granting process in the
case of audited SMEs. Table II summarize the average values
and the standard deviation of the responses given to all the
items.

Table II. Descriptive statistics

Factor Item Mean St Dev

OPI1 6.36 0.89
OPI2 6.27 0.90Opinion

OPI3 6.38 0.84

BOP1 6.49 0.80
BOP2 6.42 0.81Basis of opinion

BOP3 6.51 0.76

OIN1 6.41 0.75
OIN2 6.32 0.78Other information

OIN3 6.37 0.79

KAM1 6.46 0.79
KAM2 6.41 0.83KAM

KAM3 6.44 0.80

PUS1 5.86 0.82
PUS2 5.85 0.81Perceived usefulness of audit service

PUS3 5.91 0.81

CAC1 5.02 1.08
CAC2 5.00 1.05Credit access

CAC3 4.85 1.11

CPT1 5.11 1.04
CPT2 5.16 0.99Credit processing times

CPT3 5.13 1.02

CCO1 4.78 1.02
CCO2 4.61 1.10Credit conditions

CCO3 4.40 1.11

With regard to the evaluation of the different sections of
the audit report, the results show that, on average, bank loan
officers perceive a very high helpfulness, value and import-
ance of every section (Opinion, Basis of opinion, Other in-
formation and KAM). Thus, all the items in the measurement
instruments take values over 6 in a scale from 1 (minimum)
to 7 (maximum), which evidence a general support of the
content of the EAR for the decision-makers under research.
Moreover, credit loan officers also consider that the audit ser-
vice is useful (average values over 5.5 in a scale from 1 to
7). Additionally, the decision-makers’ opinions regarding the
access to credit by audited SMEs is also positive but more
moderate. More specifically, the average values of the items
show that SMEs that present audited financial information



274 E. Palazuelos, Á. Herrero-Crespo, P. San-Martín, E. Diez-Busto / Revista de Contabilidad Spanish Accounting Review 28 (2)(2025) 268-281

may benefit from shorter processing times (average values
over 5 for all the items), more probability of getting funded
(average values between 4.85 and 5.02) and better financing
conditions (average values between 4.40 and 4.78).

4.2. Estimation of the measurement model

First, we tested the correct specification of the meas-
urement model, analysing the main goodness of-fit indices
provided by EQS 6.1 and that are widely used in the lit-
erature (Hair et al., 2010). In particular, we used the fol-
lowing indices: 1) measures of absolute fit – Bentler–Bonett
Normed Fit Index (BBNFI), Bentler–Bonett Non-Normed Fit
Index (BBNNFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approxima-
tion (RMSEA); 2) measures of incremental fit – Incremental
Fit Index (IFI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI); and 3) meas-
ures of parsimonious fit – Normed 2. The results, summar-
ized in Table III, confirm that the BBNFI, BBNNFI, IFI and
CFI statistics are above the recommended minimum value of
0.9, RMSEA is located under the maximum limit of 0.08 and
normed 2 do not exceed the recommended maximum value
of 3.0 (Hair et al., 2010).

The inner reliability of the constructs is tested through the
Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability and AVE coefficients
(Table III), which are, in every case, clearly above the re-
quired minimum values of 0.7 and 0.5, respectively (Hair et
al., 2010). The convergent validity of the scales is also con-
firmed, since all items are significant to a confidence level of
95% and their standardized lambda coefficients are higher
than 0.5 (Steenkamp and Van Trijp, 1991). The discrimin-
ant validity of the scales was tested following the procedure
proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981), which requires the
comparison of the variance extracted for each pair of con-
structs (AVE coefficient) with the squared correlation estim-
ate between these two constructs (Table IV). In all cases, the
variances extracted for each construct are greater than the
squared correlation between them.

Table III. Confirmatory factor analysis

Factor Item Stand.
Coef. R2 Cronbach’s

alpha
Composite
Reliability AVE Goodness of

fit indices

OPI1 0,87 0.75
OPI2 0,92 0.85Opinion

OPI3 0,91 0.83

0.93 0.93 0.81

BOP1 0,88 0.78
BOP2 0,94 0.89

Basis of
opinion

BOP3 0,95 0.91

0.95 0.95 0.85

OIN1 0,91 0.83
OIN2 0,96 0.92

Other
information

OIN3 0,95 0.90

0.96 0.96 0.88

KAM1 0,94 0.89
KAM2 0,97 0.95KAM

KAM3 0,98 0.95

0.97 0.98 0.93

PUS1 0,93 0.86
PUS2 0,97 0.94

Perceived
usefulness
of audit
service PUS3 0,93 0.86

0.96 0.96 0.89

CAC1 0,94 0.89
CAC2 0,95 0.91

Credit
access

CAC3 0,91 0.82

0.95 0.95 0.87

CPT1 0,97 0.94
CPT2 0,98 0.96

Credit
processing
times CPT3 0,97 0.95

0.98 0.98 0.95

CCO1 0,97 0.93
CCO2 0,88 0.77

Credit
conditions

CCO3 0,67 0.45

0.88 0.88 0.72

Normed
χ2=1.75

BBNFI=0.91
BBNNFI
=0.95

CFI=0.96
IFI=0.96

RMSEA=0.06

Table IV. Discriminant validity analysis

OPI BOP OIN KAM PUS CAC CPT CCO

OPI 0,81a

BOP 0,70 0,85a

OIN 0,32 0,34 0,88a

KAM 0,34 0,48 0,57 0,93a

PUS 0,15 0,14 0,07 0,11 0,89a

CAC 0,05 0,03 0,01 0,02 0,06 0,87a

CPT 0,05 0,04 0,03 0,04 0,11 0,44 0,95a

CCO 0,02 0,01 0,02 0,01 0,04 0,55 0,47 0,72a

a AVE Coefficient / Out of main diagonal: squared correlations among factors.

4.3. Estimation of the structural model

Once the psychometric properties of the scales were ad-
equately examined in the previous stage, the model was
estimated using the Robust Maximum Likelihood method.
Table V summarizes the results for the estimation of the pro-
posed research model.

On the one hand, the obtained results confirm that the per-
ceived usefulness of audit service is significantly determined
by the value attributed to the Opinion section (hypothesis H1
is supported). That means that it serves as a critical assess-
ment by the auditor regarding the accuracy and reliability of
the financial statements, thereby carrying significant weight
in stakeholders’ evaluation of the audit service’s usefulness.
However, contrary to initial expectations, the analysis did
not reveal any significant effects of the Basis of the Opinion,
Other Information, and Key Audit Matters (KAM) sections on
the perceived usefulness of audit service (hypotheses H2 to
H4 are not supported). According to this finding, the attribu-
tion of usefulness to the audit service by loan officers is only
determined by the general Opinion expressed by the auditor
on whether or not SMEs’ financial statements show the true
and fair view of the company. This suggests that loan officers
primarily attribute the usefulness of the audit service to the
overarching assessment provided by the auditor at the very
beginning of the audit report, rather than specific details or
disclosures contained in other sections of it.

On the other hand, the empirical findings from this re-
search corroborate the significant impact of audit usefulness,
as perceived by loan officers, on several crucial aspects of
SMEs’ credit granting process (hypotheses H5 to H7 are sup-
ported). This assertion is closely aligned with the theory
of the “expectation gap” in auditing, which underscores the
importance of enhancing the confidence and value of the
auditor’s report to address disparities between users’ expect-
ations of financial statements and auditors’ perceptions of
their work.

Firstly, the perception of audit usefulness affects the prob-
ability of SMEs gaining access to credit. This implies that
loan officers value the presence of audited financial state-
ments when assessing the creditworthiness of businesses. In
other words, the results confirm that a useful audit report
can help reduce perceived uncertainty about the reliability
of a company’s financial information, thereby potentially in-
creasing lenders’ willingness to extend credit. Secondly, the
perception of audit usefulness also influences the speed and
efficiency of the credit application process. This suggests
that loan officers may make quicker decisions when provided
with audited financial statements that offer reliable and use-
ful information about a company’s financial situation. This
relationship reflects the importance of effective communica-
tion between auditors and financial statement users. Lastly,
the perception of audit usefulness also impacts the credit
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terms offered to SMEs. This implies that loan officers may
be willing to offer more favorable credit terms, such as larger
volumes of funding, lower interest rates or lesser supporting
guarantees/collateral, to companies presenting audited fin-
ancial statements. This could be attributed to increased con-
fidence in the provided financial information, once again un-
derscoring the importance audited accounting information in
credit decision-making.

In summary, the findings of this study reinforce the notion
that the auditor’s report is not merely a technical document
but also significantly influences the financial and credit de-
cisions of SMEs. This underscores the importance of enhan-
cing the communication and informational value of the aud-
itor’s report to bridge the expectation gap in auditing and
strengthen confidence in financial statements.

According to these results, the higher the usefulness of the
audit service perceived by bank loan officers, the more oppor-
tunities for SMEs that present audited financial statements to
obtain credit and to experience shorter processing times and
better conditions.

Table V. Structural model

Construct Stand.
Coeff

t-
student

Goodness of fit
indices

Required
value

H1: Opinion→ Perceived
usefulness of audit service 0.28** 2.32 Normed χ2=

1.73 < 3.00

H2: Basis of opinion→
Perceived usefulness of
audit service

0.05 0.33 BBNFI = 0.90 > 0.90

H3: Other information→
Perceived usefulness of
audit service

-0.06 -0.62 BBNNFI = 0.95 > 0.90

H4: KAM→ Perceived
usefulness of audit service 0.17 1.40 CFI = 0.96 > 0.90

H5: Perceived usefulness of
audit service→ Credit
access

0.25** 3.62 IFI = 0.96 > 0.90

H6: Perceived usefulness of
audit service→ Credit
processing times

0.34** 4.61 RMSEA = 0.06 < 0.08

H7: Perceived usefulness of
audit service→ Credit
conditions

0.21** 2.98

** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10.

5. Conclusions

Global financial scandals have diminished public confid-
ence in the functioning of the accounting profession in so-
ciety, leading to a wave of amendments to government laws
and regulations and accounting and auditing standards to
gain back the public trust. Within the audit framework, there
were mainly two important changes introduced by the Inter-
national Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB,
2015a) in order to narrow the expectation gap and enhance
the communication and informational value of the auditor’s
report. On the one hand, there was the location of the Opin-
ion section at the beginning of the report. On the other, there
was the disclosure of KAM, designed to deliver firm-specific
information on financial reporting risks to investors and other
stakeholders.

This paper explores the perception that bank loan officers
have about the usefulness of the audit service based on
the content of the last EAR (four main informative parts).
Additionally, it analyses the effect of the external audit in
terms of the willingness to grant greater access to credit, re-
duce application-processing times and apply better financing

conditions to SMEs. For that purpose, data were collected
through an online questionnaire, and the opinions of 225
bank loan officers were obtained.

From a theoretical point of view, on the one hand, our
study contributes significantly to the ongoing debate sur-
rounding the impact of expanded audit reporting. Until
now, there have been mixed findings in the accounting lit-
erature about the effect of KAM disclosures on the financial
statements and audit report users (Kend and Nguyen, 2020;
Coram and Wang, 2021; Minutti-Meza, 2021; Nguyen and
Kend, 2021; Gambetta et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023). In
particular, our findings are consistent with prior research
showing that stakeholders do not regard auditors’ risk dis-
closures as incrementally informative and valuable (Boolaky
and Quick, 2016; Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Bédard et al., 2019;
Segal, 2019; Coram and Wang, 2021; Al-mulla and Bradbury,
2022; Liao et al., 2022; Lennox et al., 2023), as we find no
significant evidence of KAM influencing the perceived use-
fulness of the audit service among bank loan officers. That
means that our results align with the notion that the auditor’s
opinion plays a pivotal role in shaping stakeholders’ percep-
tions of the audit process, and reinforce those obtained by
previous studies that suggest that the audit Opinion alone
may signal sufficient relevant information to users (Turner
et al., 2010; Carcello, 2012; Gold et al., 2012). As with the
KAM, neither the Basis of Opinion nor the Other Information
included in the audit report appear to influence significantly
bank loan officers’ perceptions about the usefulness of the
audit service for decision-making.

On the other hand, our findings give further evidence to
previous literature focused on examining the effects of ex-
ternal audit in general and, in lending processes, in particu-
lar. We find that bank loan officers’ perceptions of the audit
report usefulness positively affect their willingness to grant
credit, to shorten processing times and to apply better finan-
cing conditions to SMEs. These results add to the consolid-
ated stream of research that finds that audited firms benefit
in the form of greater access to credit (Allee and Yohn, 2009;
Palazuelos et al., 2018; Briozzo and Albanese, 2020) and pay
significantly lower interest rates (Blackwell et al., 1998; Min-
nis, 2011). However, we do not find support, as other recent
studies do, that the EAR disclosures contain relevant inform-
ation for loan contracting (Porumb et al., 2021; Liu et al.,
2022). Although the bank loan officers in our study consider
that additional information other than the Opinion is valu-
able, helpful and important, it really doesnt’t have an impact
in their global assessment of the audit service. This finding
resonates with the conclusions drawn by Boolaky and Quick
(2016) in their experiment, where they failed to demonstrate
a substantial effect of expanding audit reports to include ma-
teriality levels or KAMs on bank directors’ perceptions of fin-
ancial statement quality, audit quality, audit reports, or credit
approval decisions.

From a practical perspective, these results may be of in-
terest to different groups, but mainly to the following three:
first, our findings should assist the regulators and standard
setters with their post-implementation review of the new
audit reporting standard. It underscores that the relevant
content of the audit report primarily centers around the aud-
itor’s opinion. Therefore, any additional extensions to the
audit report should be carefully considered before making
new decisions, as they may not substantially influence users’
decision-making processes; second, to companies, in general,
and to SMEs, more specifically, since we demonstrate that
bank loan officers are more willing to give access to credit
and to do so faster and under better conditions when the fin-
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ancial statements are received together with the audit report.
Consequently, firms that are not required to audit their fin-
ancial statements should consider that possibility if they seek
improved access to bank financing; third, to the auditors, as
a compelling argument to advocate the advantages and value
inherent in the review and verification services they provide.
Our study underscores the importance of auditing in bolster-
ing confidence among stakeholders and facilitating favorable
outcomes for audited entities.

All of this must be taken into consideration and interpreted
with due caution. Above all, it must be taken into account
that responses from bank loan officers in the questionnaire
reflect their perceptions and intentions rather than their ac-
tual behavior, although intention is widely regarded as the
best predictor of behavior (Conner and Norman, 2022). Be-
sides, another potential limitation of this study relates to the
level of understanding among loan officers regarding the con-
tents of audit reports (Zeng et al., 2021). Given that loan of-
ficers may lack expertise in accounting, their comprehension
of the audit report’s significance could be incomplete, poten-
tially influencing their responses due to a lack of awareness
regarding certain aspects of the audit. For instance, despite
the questionnaire provided brief descriptions of each section,
there is a possibility that respondents may either overestim-
ate or underestimate the depth and implications of those sec-
tions. Moreover, the data used is cross-sectional and sourced
solely from the opinions of bank loan officers within a single
Spanish financial institution. Finally, it should be noted that
the study omitted the category dedicated to going concern is-
sues, which are typically reported in a separate section of the
audit report. While this area has been subject to previous re-
search (see Geiger et al., 2021), it was not considered in our
analysis. Nevertheless, it is conceivable that it might have
had an impact on loan officers’ decision-making, suggesting
a potential avenue for future research to explore the value
of such information contained in the audit report for credit
granting purposes. In the same way, it is worthwhile to ex-
plore the usefulness of audit services in financing processes
from alternative economic agents, such as crowdfunding or
public subsidies. Additionally, there is an interesting avenue
for research in examining the value that the disclosure of non-
financial information provides to companies, especially when
reviewed and verified.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest.

Funding

This research did not receive any specific grant from fund-
ing agencies in the public, commercial or not-for-profit sec-
tors.

References

Allee, K.D., & Yohn, T.L. (2009). The demand for financial
statements in an unregulated environment: An examina-
tion of the production and use of financial statements by
privately held small businesses. The Accounting Review,
84(1), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2009.84.1.1

Al-Mulla, M., & Bradbury, M.E. (2022). Auditor, client and
investor consequences of the enhanced auditor’s report.
International Journal of Auditing, 26(2), 134-150. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12255

Altawalbeh, M., & Alhajaya, M. (2019). The investors reac-
tion to the disclosure of key audit matters: empirical evid-
ence from Jordan. International Business Research, 12(3),
50-57. https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v12n3p50

Asare, S.K., & Wright, A.M. (2012). Investors’, auditors’, and
lenders’ understanding of the message conveyed by the
standard audit report on the financial statements. Ac-
counting Horizons, 26(2), 193-217. https://doi.org/10.
2308/acch-50138

Baatwah, S.R., Almoataz, E.S., Omer, W.K., & Aljaaidi, K.S.
(2022). Does KAM disclosure make a difference in emer-
ging markets? An investigation into audit fees and re-
port lag. International Journal of Emerging Markets. https:
//doi.org/10.1108/IJOEM-10-2021-1606

Bamber, E.M., & Stratton, R.A. (1997). The information con-
tent of the uncertainty-modified audit report: Evidence
from bank loan officers. Accounting Horizons, 11(2), 1-
11.

Beck, T., Demirgüç-Kunt, A., & Maksimovic, V. (2005). Finan-
cial and legal constraints to growth: does firm size mat-
ter?. Journal of Finance, 60(1), 137-177. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2005.00727.x

Bédard, J., Gonthier-Besacier, N., & Schatt, A. (2019). Con-
sequences of expanded audit reports: Evidence from
the justifications of assessments in France. Auditing: A
Journal of Practice & Theory, 38(3), 23-45. https://doi.
org/10.2308/ajpt-52339

Berger, A.N., & Frame, W.S. (2007). Small business credit
scoring and credit availability. Journal of Small Busi-
ness Management, 45(1), 5-22. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1540-627X.2007.00195.x

Berger, A.N., & Udell, G.F. (2006). A more complete concep-
tual framework for SME finance. Journal of Banking &
Finance, 30(11), 2945-2966. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbankfin.2006.05.008

Berry, A., & Robertson, J. (2006). Overseas bankers in the UK
and their use of information for making lending decisions:
Changes from 1985. The British Accounting Review, 38(2),
175-191. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2005.10.004

Berry, A.J., Faulkner, S., Hughes, M., & Jarvis, R. (1993). Fin-
ancial information, the banker and the small business.
The British Accounting Review, 25(2), 131-150. https:
//doi.org/10.1006/bare.1993.1013

Blackwell, D.W., Noland, T.R., & Winters, D.B. (1998). The
value of auditor assurance: Evidence from loan pricing.
Journal of Accounting Research, 36(1), 57-70. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2491320

Boolaky, P.K., & Quick, R. (2016). Bank directors’ perceptions
of expanded auditor’s reports. International Journal of
Auditing, 20(2), 158-174. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.
12063

Botes, V., Low, M., & Sutton, A. (2020). Key Audit Matters
and their Implications for the Audit Environment. Inter-
national Journal of Economics and Accounting, 9(4), 374-

https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2009.84.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12255
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12255
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v12n3p50
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-50138
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-50138
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOEM-10-2021-1606
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOEM-10-2021-1606
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2005.00727.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2005.00727.x
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-52339
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-52339
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2007.00195.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2007.00195.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2006.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2006.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2005.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1006/bare.1993.1013
https://doi.org/10.1006/bare.1993.1013
https://doi.org/10.2307/2491320
https://doi.org/10.2307/2491320
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12063
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12063


E. Palazuelos, Á. Herrero-Crespo, P. San-Martín, E. Diez-Busto / Revista de Contabilidad Spanish Accounting Review 28 (2)(2025) 268-281 277

96. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEA.2020.110164
Briozzo, A., & Albanese, D. (2020). Voluntary audit, invest-

ment, and financing decisions in Latin American small
and medium enterprises. Journal of International Account-
ing, Auditing and Taxation, 38, 100302. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100302

Bruns, V., Holland, D.V., Shepherd, D.A., & Wiklund, J.
(2008). The role of human capital in loan officers’ de-
cision policies. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
32(3), 485-506. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.
2008.00237.x

Byrne, B.M. (2006). Structural Equation Modeling with
EQS: Basic Concepts, Applications, and Programming.
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Carcello, J.V. (2012). What do investors want from the stand-
ard audit report?. The CPA Journal, 82(1), 22-28.

Cassar, G. (2011). Discussion of the value of financial
statement verification in debt financing: Evidence from
private US firms. Journal of Accounting Research, 49(2),
507-528. https://www.jstor.org/stable/20869879

Causholli, M., & Knechel, W.R. (2012). Lending relation-
ships, auditor quality and debt costs. Managerial Audit-
ing Journal, 27(6), 550-572. https://doi.org/10.1108/
02686901211236391

Chakravarty, S., & Yilmazer, T. (2009). A multistage model
of loans and the role of relationships. Financial Manage-
ment, 38(4), 781-816. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-
053X.2009.01056.x

Chang, S.J., Van Witteloostuijn, A. & Eden, L. (2010). From
the editors: Common Method Variance in international
business research”, Journal of International Business Stud-
ies, 41(2), 178-184. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
030-22113-3/_20

Chong, K.M., & Pflugrath, G. (2008). Do different audit
report formats affect shareholders’ and auditors’ percep-
tions?. International Journal of Auditing, 12(3), 221-241.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2008.00381.x

Christensen, B.E., Glover, S.M., & Wolfe, C.J. (2014). Do crit-
ical audit matter paragraphs in the audit report change
nonprofessional investors’ decision to invest?. Auditing:
A Journal of Practice & Theory, 33(4), 71-93. https://doi.
org/10.2308/ajpt-50793

Church, B.K., Davis, S.M., & Mccracken, S.A. (2008). The
auditor’s reporting model: A literature overview and re-
search synthesis. Accounting Horizons, 22(19), 69-90.
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.2008.22.1.69

Churchill, G.A., & Iacobucci, D. (2002). Marketing research
methodological foundations (8th ed.). Mason: Thomson.

Chy, M., De Franco, G., & Su, B. (2021). The effect of aud-
itor litigation risk on clients’ access to bank debt: Evid-
ence from a quasi-experiment. Journal of Accounting and
Economics, 71(1), 101354. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jacceco.2020.101354

Conner, M., & Norman, P. (2022). Understanding the
intention-behavior gap: The role of intention strength.
Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 923464. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpsyg.2022.923464

Coram, P.J., & Wang, L. (2021). The effect of disclosing key
audit matters and accounting standard precision on the
audit expectation gap. International Journal of Auditing,
25(2), 270-282. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12203

Danos, P., Holt, D.L., & Imhoff, E.A. (1989). The use of ac-
counting information in bank lending decisions. Account-
ing, Organizations and Society, 14(3), 235-246. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(89)90025-1

De La Torre, A., Martínez-Pería, M.S., & Schmuckler, S.L.

(2010). Bank involvement with SMEs: beyond relation-
ship lending. Journal of Banking & Finance, 34(9), 2280-
2293. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2010.02.014

Dedman, E., & Kausar, A. (2012). The impact of voluntary
audit on credit ratings: evidence from UK private firms.
Accounting and Business Research, 42(4), 397-418. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2012.653761

Defond, M., & Zhang, J. (2014). A review of archival
auditing research. Journal of Accounting and Economics,
58(2/3), 275-326. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.
2014.09.002

Duréndez Gómez-Guillamón, A. (2003). The usefulness of
the audit report in investment and financing decisions.
Managerial Auditing Journal, 18(6/7), 549-559. https:
//doi.org/10.1108/02686900310482687

Duréndez Gómez-Guillamón, A., & Sánchez Vidal, J. (2008).
La influencia del informe de auditoría en la obtención
de financiación bancaria. Spanish Journal of Finance and
Accounting, 37(138), 255-278. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02102412.2008.10779645

Elias, R.Z., & Johnston, J.G. (2001). Is there incremental in-
formation content in the going concern explanatory para-
graph?. Advances in Accounting, 18, 105-117. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(01)18007-7

European Parliament and Council of the European Union.
(2014). Regulation of the European Parliament and of the
Council on Specific Requirements Regarding Statutory
Audit of Public-Interest Entities and Repealing Commis-
sion Decision 2005/909/EU. Brussels.

Financial Reporting Council (FRC) (2013). International
Standard on Auditing (UK and Ireland) 700. The Inde-
pendent Auditor’s Report on Financial Statements. Lon-
don.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D.F. (1981). Evaluating structural
equation models with unobservable variables and meas-
urement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39-
50. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Fortin, S., & Pittman, J. (2007). The role of auditor choice
in debt pricing in private firms. Contemporary Accounting
Research, 24(3), 859-896. https://doi.org/10.1506/car.
24.3.8

Gambetta, N., SierraGarcía, L., GarcíaBenau, M.A., &
NovejarqueCivera, J. (2023). The Informative Value of
Key Audit Matters in the Audit Report: Understanding the
Impact of the Audit Firm and KAM Type. Australian Ac-
counting Review, 104(33), 114-134. https://doi.org/10.
1111/auar.12396

Geiger, M.A., Gold, A., & Wallage, P. (2021). Auditor Going
Concern Reporting: A Review of Global Research and Fu-
ture Research Opportunities. London, U.K. and New York,
N.Y.: Routledge Press.

Goicoechea, E., Gómez-Bezares, F., & Ugarte, J.V. (2021). Im-
proving audit reports: A consensus between auditors and
users. International Journal of Financial Studies, 9(2), 25.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijfs9020025

Gold, A., Gronewold, U., & Pott, C. (2012). The ISA 700
auditor’s report and the audit expectation gap–Do ex-
planations matter?. International Journal of Auditing,
16(3), 286-307. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.
2012.00452.x

Gold, A., & Heilmann, M. (2019). The consequences of dis-
closing key audit matters (KAMs): A review of the aca-
demic literature. Maandblad voor accountancy en bedrijf-
seconomie, 93(1/2), 5-14. https://doi.org/10.5117/
mab.93.29496

Gonzalo-Angulo, J.A., & Garvey, A.M. (2018). Audit Re-

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEA.2020.110164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100302
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00237.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00237.x
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20869879
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901211236391
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901211236391
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-053X.2009.01056.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-053X.2009.01056.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-22113-3/_20
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-22113-3/_20
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2008.00381.x
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50793
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50793
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.2008.22.1.69
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2020.101354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2020.101354
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.923464
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.923464
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12203
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(89)90025-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(89)90025-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2010.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2012.653761
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2012.653761
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900310482687
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900310482687
https://doi.org/10.1080/02102412.2008.10779645
https://doi.org/10.1080/02102412.2008.10779645
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(01)18007-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(01)18007-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1506/car.24.3.8
https://doi.org/10.1506/car.24.3.8
https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12396
https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12396
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijfs9020025
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2012.00452.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-1123.2012.00452.x
https://doi.org/10.5117/mab.93.29496
https://doi.org/10.5117/mab.93.29496


278 E. Palazuelos, Á. Herrero-Crespo, P. San-Martín, E. Diez-Busto / Revista de Contabilidad Spanish Accounting Review 28 (2)(2025) 268-281

search: Some Reflections. Revista de Contabilidad-
Spanish Accounting Review, 21(2), 107-115. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.rcsar.2018.05.004

Gray, G.L., Turner, J.L., Coram, P.J., & Mock, T.J. (2011).
Perceptions and misperceptions regarding the unquali-
fied auditor’s report by financial statement preparers,
users, and auditors. Accounting Horizons, 25(4), 659-684.
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-50060

Guiral-Contreras, A., GonzaloAngulo, J.A., & Rodgers, W.
(2007). Information content and recency effect of the
audit report in loan rating decisions. Accounting & Fin-
ance, 47(2), 285-304. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
629X.2006.00208.x

Gutiérrez, E., Minutti-Meza, M., Tatum, K.W., & Vulcheva, M.
(2018). Consequences of adopting an expanded auditor’s
report in the United Kingdom. Review of Accounting Stud-
ies, 23(4), 1543-1587. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-
018-9464-0

Hair, J.F., Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.L., & Black, W.C. (2010).
Multivariate Data Analysis (7th ed.). New Jersey: Pren-
tice Hall.

Hatherly, D., Brown, T., & Innes, J. (1998). Free-form re-
porting and perceptions of the audit. The British Account-
ing Review, 30(1), 23-38. https://doi.org/10.1006/bare.
1997.0057

Houghton, K.A., Jubb, C., & Kend, M. (2011). Materiality
in the context of audit: the real expectations gap. Mana-
gerial Auditing Journal, 26(6), 482-500. https://doi.org/
10.1108/02686901111142549

Hu, Z., Li, Y., Lin, B., & Kleinman, G. (2023). The impact
of key audit matter reporting on analyst forecast accur-
acy and forecast dispersion: Evidence from Chinese lis-
ted firms. Managerial Auditing Journal, 38(3), 288-313.
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-08-2021-3291

Huguet, D., & Gandía, J.L. (2014). Cost of debt capital and
audit in Spanish SMEs. Spanish Journal of Finance and
Accounting, 43(3), 266-289. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02102412.2014.942154

Humphrey, C., Moizer, P., & Turley, S. (1992). The audit
expectations gap - plus ca change, plus c’est la meme
chose?. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 3(2), 137-161.
https://doi.org/10.1016/1045-2354(92)90008-F

Humphrey, C., Moizer, P., & Turley, S. (1993). The audit
expectations gap in Britain: An empirical investigation.
Accounting and Business Research, 23, 395-411. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1993.9729907

Humphrey, C., Loft, A., & Woods, M. (2009). The global audit
profession and the international financial architecture:
Understanding regulatory relationships at a time of finan-
cial crisis. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 34(6-7),
810-825. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.06.003

Hyytinen, A., & Väänänen, L. (2006). Where do financial con-
straints originate from? An empirical analysis of adverse
selection and moral hazard in capital markets. Small Busi-
ness Economics, 27(4/5), 323-348. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11187-005-0610-2

International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board
(IAASB) (2015a). The new auditor’s report: en-
hancing auditor communications. Greater Transpar-
ency into the Financial Statement Audit. New York:
International Federation of Accountants. Available
at: https://www.ifac.org/system/files/uploads/IAASB/
Auditor-Reporting-Fact-Sheet.pdf

International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board
(IAASB) (2015b). International Standard on
Auditing (ISA) 700 (Revised): Forming an opin-

ion and reporting on financial statements. New
York: International Federation of Accountants.
Available at: https://www.ifac.org/publications-
resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-700-
revised-forming-opinion-and-reporting

International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board
(IAASB) (2015c). International Standard on Audit-
ing (ISA) 701: Communicating key audit mat-
ters in the independent auditor’s report. New
York: International Federation of Accountants.
Available at: https://www.ifac.org/publications-
resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-701-
new-communicating-key-audit-matters-i

Kend, M., & Nguyen, L.A. (2020). Investigating recent audit
reform in the Australian context: An analysis of the KAM
disclosures in audit reports 2017–2018. International
Journal of Auditing, 24(3), 412-430. https://doi.org/10.
1111/ijau.12205

Kend, M., & Nguyen, L.A. (2022). Key audit risks and audit
procedures during the initial year of the COVID-19 pan-
demic: An analysis of audit reports 2019-2020. Mana-
gerial Auditing Journal, 37(7), 798-818. https://doi.org/
10.1108/maj-07-2021-3225

Kim, J.B., Simunic, D.A., Stein, M.T., & Yi, C.H. (2011). Vol-
untary audits and the cost of debt capital for privately
held firms: Korean evidence. Contemporary Account-
ing Research, 28(2), 585-615. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1911-3846.2010.01054.x

Kim, J.B., Song, B.Y., & Tsui, J.S. (2013). Auditor size, ten-
ure, and bank loan pricing. Review of Quantitative Finance
and Accounting, 40(1), 75-99. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11156-011-0270-z

Kitiwong, W., & Sarapaivanich, N. (2020). Consequences
of the implementation of expanded audit reports with
key audit matters (KAMs) on audit quality. Managerial
Auditing Journal, 35(8), 1095-1119. https://doi.org/10.
1108/MAJ-09-2019-2410

Koh, H., & Woo, E. (1998). The expectation gap in audit-
ing. Managerial Auditing Journal, 13(3), 147-154. https:
//doi.org/10.1108/02686909810208038

Köhler, A., Ratzinger-Sakel, N., & Theis, J. (2020). The ef-
fects of key audit matters on the auditor’s report’s commu-
nicative value: Experimental evidence from investment
professionals and non-professional investors. Account-
ing in Europe, 17(2), 105-128. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17449480.2020.1726420

Lennox, C.S., & Pittman, J.A. (2011). Voluntary audits versus
mandatory audits”, The Accounting Review. 86(5), 1655-
1678. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-10098

Lennox, C.S., Schmidt, J.J., & Thompson, A.M. (2023). Why
are expanded audit reports not informative to investors?
Evidence from the United Kingdom. Review of Accounting
Studies, 28, 497-532. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-
021-09650-4

Li, H., Hay, D., & Lau, D. (2019). Assessing the impact of
the new auditor’s report. Pacific Accounting Review, 31(1),
110-132. https://doi.org/10.1108/PAR-02-2018-0011

Liao, L., Minutti-Meza, M., Zhang, Y., & Zou, Y. (2022). Con-
sequences of the adoption of the expanded auditor’s re-
port: Evidence from Hong Kong. University of Miami
Business School Research Paper, No. 3392449.

Liu, H., Cullinan, C.P., & Zhang, J. (2020). Modified
audit opinions and debt contracting: Evidence from
China. Asia-Pacific Journal of Accounting & Econom-
ics, 27(2), 218-241. https://doi.org/10.1080/16081625.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcsar.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcsar.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-50060
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-629X.2006.00208.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-629X.2006.00208.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-018-9464-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-018-9464-0
https://doi.org/10.1006/bare.1997.0057
https://doi.org/10.1006/bare.1997.0057
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901111142549
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901111142549
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-08-2021-3291
https://doi.org/10.1080/02102412.2014.942154
https://doi.org/10.1080/02102412.2014.942154
https://doi.org/10.1016/1045-2354(92)90008-F
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1993.9729907
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1993.9729907
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-005-0610-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-005-0610-2
https://www.ifac.org/system/files/uploads/IAASB/Auditor-Reporting-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www.ifac.org/system/files/uploads/IAASB/Auditor-Reporting-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-700-revised-forming-opinion-and-reporting
https://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-700-revised-forming-opinion-and-reporting
https://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-700-revised-forming-opinion-and-reporting
https://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-701-new-communicating-key-audit-matters-i
https://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-701-new-communicating-key-audit-matters-i
https://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/international-standard-auditing-isa-701-new-communicating-key-audit-matters-i
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12205
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12205
https://doi.org/10.1108/maj-07-2021-3225
https://doi.org/10.1108/maj-07-2021-3225
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1911-3846.2010.01054.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1911-3846.2010.01054.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-011-0270-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-011-0270-z
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2019-2410
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2019-2410
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686909810208038
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686909810208038
https://doi.org/10.1080/17449480.2020.1726420
https://doi.org/10.1080/17449480.2020.1726420
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-10098
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-021-09650-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-021-09650-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/PAR-02-2018-0011
https://doi.org/10.1080/16081625.2018.1517048


E. Palazuelos, Á. Herrero-Crespo, P. San-Martín, E. Diez-Busto / Revista de Contabilidad Spanish Accounting Review 28 (2)(2025) 268-281 279

2018.1517048
Liu, H., Ning, J., Zhang, Y., & Zhang, J. (2022). Key audit

matters and debt contracting: Evidence from China. Ma-
nagerial Auditing Journal, 37(6), 657-678. https://doi.
org/10.1108/MAJ-06-2021-3210

Liu, H., Chang, Y., & Zuo, M. (2023). Key Audit Matters
and Insider Trading Profitability: Evidence from China.
Journal of Contemporary Accounting & Economics, 100383.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2023.100383

Litjens, R., Van Buuren, J., & Vergoossen, R. (2015). Ad-
dressing information needs to reduce the audit expecta-
tion gap: Evidence from Dutch bankers, audited compan-
ies and auditors. International Journal of Auditing, 19(3),
267-281. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12042

Mashayekhi, B., Dolatzarei, E., Faraji, O., & Rezaee, Z.
(2023). Mapping the state of expanded audit report-
ing: a bibliometric view. Meditari Accountancy Research.
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-09-2022-1809

McEnroe, J.E., & Martens, C. (2001). Auditors’ and investors’
perceptions of the expectation gap. Accounting Horizons,
15(4), 345-358. https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.2001.15.
4.345

Miller, J.R., Reed, S. A., & Strawser, R.H. (1993). Bank loan
officers’ perceptions of the new audit report. Accounting
Horizons, 7(1), 39-52.

Minnis, M. (2011). The value of financial statement verifica-
tion in debt financing: Evidence from private US firms.
Journal of Accounting Research, 49(2), 457-506. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2011.00411.x

Minutti-Meza, M. (2021). The art of conversation: The ex-
panded audit report. Accounting and Business Research,
51(5), 548-581. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.
2021.1932264

Mock, T.J., Bédard, J., Coram, P.J., Davis, S.M., Espahbodi,
R., & Warne, R. C. (2013). The audit reporting model:
Current research synthesis and implications. Auditing: A
Journal of Practice & Theory, 32(Supplement 1), 323-351.
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50294

Moroney, R., Phang, S.Y., & Xiao, X. (2021). When do in-
vestors value key audit matters?. European Accounting Re-
view, 30(1), 63-82. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.
2020.1733040

Nguyen, L.A., & Kend, M. (2021). The perceived impact
of the KAM reforms on audit reports, audit quality and
auditor work practices: stakeholders’ perspectives. Ma-
nagerial Auditing Journal, 36(3), 437-462. https://doi.
org/10.1108/MAJ-10-2019-2445

Niemi, L., & Sundgren, S. (2012). Are modified audit opin-
ions related to the availability of credit? Evidence from
Finnish SMEs. European Accounting Review, 21(4), 767-
796. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2012.671465

Palazuelos, E., Herrero Crespo, A., & Montoya Del Corte, J.
(2018). Accounting information quality and trust as de-
terminants of credit granting to SMEs: The role of ex-
ternal audit. Small Business Economics, 51(4), 861-877.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9966-3

Palazuelos, E., Herrero Crespo, A., & Montoya Del Corte, J.
(2020). Auditing and credit granting to SMEs: An in-
tegrative perceptual model. Managerial Auditing Journal,
35(1), 152-174. https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-12-2018-
2118

Pankoff, L.D., & Virgil, R.L. (1970). Some preliminary find-
ings from a laboratory experiment on the usefulness
of financial accounting information to security analysts.
Journal of Accounting Research, 8, 1-48. https://www.

jstor.org/stable/2674690
Parte, L., Camacho-Miñano, M-M., Segovia-Vargas, M.J., &

Pérez-Pérez, Y. (2022). How Difficult is to Understand
the Extended Audit Report?. Cogent Business and Manage-
ment, 9(1), 1-26. 2113494. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23311975.2022.2113494

Pérez Pérez, Y., Camacho Miñano, M.M., & Segovia-Vargas,
M.J. (2021). Risk on financial reporting in the context of
the new audit report in Spain. Revista de Contabilidad-
Spanish Accounting Review, 24(1), 48-61. https://doi.
org/10.6018/rcsar.363001

Pittman, J.A., & Fortin, S. (2004). Auditor choice and the
cost of debt capital for newly public firms. Journal of
Accounting and Economics, 37(1), 113-136. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2003.06.005

Porumb, V.A., ZenginKaraibrahimoglu, Y., Lobo, G.J.,
Hooghiemstra, R., & De Waard, D. (2021). Expanded
auditor’s report disclosures and loan contracting. Con-
temporary Accounting Research, 38(4), 3214-3253. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12697

Prasad, P., & Chand, P. (2017). The changing face of the aud-
itor’s report: Implications for suppliers and users of fin-
ancial statements. Australian Accounting Review, 27(4),
348-367. https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12137

Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB)
(2017). The auditor’s report on an audit of financial state-
ments when the auditor expresses an unqualified opinion;
and related amendments to PCAOB standards. PCAOB
Release No. 2017–001.

Ratzinger-Sakel, N.V., & Gray, G.L. (2015). Moving toward
a learned profession and purposeful integration: Quan-
tifying the gap between the academic and practice com-
munities in auditing and identifying new research oppor-
tunities. Journal of Accounting Literature, 35, 77-103.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2015.10.002

Reid, L.C., Carcello, J.V., Li, C., Neal, T.L., & Francis, J.R.
(2019). Impact of auditor report changes on financial re-
porting quality and audit costs: Evidence from the United
Kingdom. Contemporary Accounting Research, 36(3),
1501-1539. https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12486

Ruhnke, K., & Schmidt, M. (2014). The audit expectation
gap: existence, causes and the impact of changes. Ac-
counting and Business Research, 44(5), 572-601. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2014.929519

Seebeck, A., & Kaya, D. (2023). The power of words:
An empirical analysis of the communicative value of ex-
tended auditor reports. European Accounting Review,
32(5), 1185-1215. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.
2021.2021097

Segal, M. (2019). Key audit matters: Insight from audit
experts. Meditari Accountancy Research, 27(3), 472-494.
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-06-2018-0355

Siering, M., Muntermann, J., & Rajagopalan, B. (2018). Ex-
plaining and predicting online review helpfulness: The
role of content and reviewer-related signals. Decision Sup-
port Systems, 108, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.
2018.01.004

Sikka, P., Puxty, A., Willmott, H., & Cooper, C. (1998). The im-
possibility of eliminating the expectation gap: Some the-
ory and evidence. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 9(3),
299-330. https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.1997.0159

Simnett, R., & Huggins, A. (2014). Enhancing the auditor’s
report: To what extent is there support for the IAASB’s
proposed changes?. Accounting Horizons, 28(4), 719-747.
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-50791

Sirois, L.P., Bédard, J., & Bera, P. (2018). The informational

https://doi.org/10.1080/16081625.2018.1517048
https://doi.org/10.1080/16081625.2018.1517048
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-06-2021-3210
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-06-2021-3210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2023.100383
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijau.12042
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-09-2022-1809
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.2001.15.4.345
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.2001.15.4.345
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2011.00411.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2011.00411.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2021.1932264
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2021.1932264
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50294
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2020.1733040
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2020.1733040
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-10-2019-2445
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-10-2019-2445
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2012.671465
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9966-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-12-2018-2118
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-12-2018-2118
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2674690
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2674690
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2113494
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2113494
https://doi.org/10.6018/rcsar.363001
https://doi.org/10.6018/rcsar.363001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2003.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2003.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12697
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12697
https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2015.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12486
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2014.929519
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2014.929519
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2021.2021097
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2021.2021097
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-06-2018-0355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2018.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2018.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.1997.0159
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-50791


280 E. Palazuelos, Á. Herrero-Crespo, P. San-Martín, E. Diez-Busto / Revista de Contabilidad Spanish Accounting Review 28 (2)(2025) 268-281

value of key audit matters in the auditor’s report: Evid-
ence from an eye-tracking study. Accounting Horizons,
32(2), 141-162. https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-52047

Steenkamp, J.B.E., & Van Trijp, H.C. (1991). The use of
LISREL in validating marketing constructs. International
Journal of Research in Marketing, 8(4), 283-299. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(91)90027-5

Sussman, S.W., & Siegal, W.S. (2003). Informational influ-
ence in organizations: An integrated approach to know-
ledge adoption. Information Systems Research, 14(1), 47-
65. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.14.1.47.14767

Tian, Y., & Pan, X. (2022). Green finance policy, financial
risk, and audit quality: evidence from China. European
Accounting Review. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.
2022.2109707

Turner, J.L., Mock, T.J., Coram, P.J., & Gray, G.L. (2010). Im-
proving transparency and relevance of auditor commu-
nications with financial statement users. Current Issues
in Auditing, 4(1), A1-A8. https://doi.org/10.2308/ciia.
2010.4.1.A1

Vanstraelen, A., Schelleman, C., Meuwissen, R., & Hofmann,
I. (2012). The audit reporting debate: Seemingly intract-
able problems and feasible solutions. European Account-
ing Review, 21(2), 193-215. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09638180.2012.687506

Velte, P., & Issa, J. (2019). The impact of key audit mat-
ter (KAM) disclosure in audit reports on stakeholders’ re-
actions: A literature review. Problems and Perspectives
in Management, 17(3), 323-341. http://dx.doi.org/10.
21511/ppm.17(3).2019.26

Wagner, S.M., Coley, L.S., & Lindemann, E. (2011). Effects
of suppliers’ reputation on the future of buyer-supplier re-
lationships: The mediating roles of outcome fairness and
trust, Journal of Supply Chain Management, 47(2), 29-48.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2011.03225.x

Zeng, Y., Zhang, J.H., Zhang, J., & Zhang, M. (2021). Key
audit matters reports in China: Their descriptions and
implications of audit quality. Accounting Horizons, 35(2),
167-192. https://doi.org/10.2308/HORIZONS-19-189

Zhai, H., Lu, M., Shan, Y., Liu, Q., & Zhao, Y. (2021). Key
audit matters and stock price synchronicity: Evidence
from a quasi-natural experiment in China. International
Review of Financial Analysis, 75, 101747. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.irfa.2021.101747

https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-52047
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(91)90027-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(91)90027-5
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.14.1.47.14767
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2022.2109707
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2022.2109707
https://doi.org/10.2308/ciia.2010.4.1.A1
https://doi.org/10.2308/ciia.2010.4.1.A1
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2012.687506
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2012.687506
http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.17(3).2019.26
http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.17(3).2019.26
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2011.03225.x
https://doi.org/10.2308/HORIZONS-19-189
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2021.101747
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2021.101747


E. Palazuelos, Á. Herrero-Crespo, P. San-Martín, E. Diez-Busto / Revista de Contabilidad Spanish Accounting Review 28 (2)(2025) 268-281 281

Appendix (Measurement scales)

Audit Service

Perceived Usefulness: In general, I consider that receiv-
ing the audit report together with the annual accounts of a
SME is. . .

Unhelpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very helpful

Invaluable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very valuable

Unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important

Audit Report

Please, assess the degree of usefulness of the following in-
formation included in the audit report:

Opinion: The opinion reported by the auditor on the true
and fair view of the financial statements (clean, qualified, ad-
verse or disclaimer of opinion).

Unhelpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very helpful

Invaluable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very valuable

Unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important

Basis of Opinion: The explanation of the motives that
lead the auditor to report an opinion other than the clean
one.

Unhelpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very helpful

Invaluable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very valuable

Unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important

Other Information (Emphasis of Matter and Other Mat-
ters): The allusion to matters of significant importance re-
lated to the entity’s financial statements (which are disclosed
appropriately in the financial statements) and the allusion to
matters related to the audit that are relevant to users’ under-
standing of the audit.

Unhelpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very helpful

Invaluable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very valuable

Unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important

KAM: The description of those areas of significant auditor
attention in performing the audit, those areas identified as
significant risks and/or those areas in which the auditor en-
countered significant difficulty during the audit.

Unhelpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very helpful

Invaluable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very valuable

Unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important

Credit process: In general, SMEs that present their finan-
cial statements audited. . .

Credit Access

Have a high probability that the bank will make
a positive assessment of their overall position 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Have a high probability that the bank will feel
predisposed to work with them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Have a high probability of getting funding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Processing Times

Have a high probability that the application
procedures / formalization of the operation will
be fast

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Have a high probability that the evaluation
process of the operation will be agile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Have a high probability that the resolution
period of the operation will be short 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Credit Conditions

Have a high probability of accessing large
volumes of funding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Have a high probability of being charged with
low interest rates 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Have a high probability of being required to have
limited guarantees/collateral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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