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Abstract: the global financial crisis led to the emergence of questions aboutthe quality and scope ofthe independent audit. In 
an attempt toremedy the situation by the European Commission (EC) in 2010, aseries of proposed solutions, which offer a 
joint audit, was one ofthem. In this type of audit, two audit firms simultaneously andindividually perform the audit and the 
audit report issued a jointresponsibility for this opinions. The main aim of this study was toevaluate the effect of joint audits 
of quality, cost and market audit.This study uses theresults of previous research and the literaturehas addressed this issue. 
The results show that the empiricalevidence supporting the positive role of the joint audit on auditquality islow and 
inconsistent. The impact of joint audit on auditcosts, results showed that the joint audit requirements lead toincreased costs 
and the optional use of different results. Also, theresults showed that the audit market monopoly in countries thathave a long 
history ofusing this type of audit (including Denmarkand France) less than in other countries. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The global financial crisis led to the emergence of 
questions aboutthe quality and scope ofthe 
independent audit. The major concerns raised by the 
threat of creating a monopoly market after Enron's 
scandal and the collapse of the Arthur Anderson 
Audit Institute. In addition, requests for further 
Supervision have been made to improve the 
independence of auditorswhich its ultimate goal was 
to restore confidence in the audited financial 
statements [16].  
 
In this regard, several regulations aimed at restoring 
investors' confidence in the integrity of the face of the 
audit were laid down. One of the measures taken in 
this area is the publication of the Green Paper by the 
European Commission (EC), entitled Audit Policy, on 
how to improve the audit rules to improve the quality 
of the audit and the creation of a competitive 
market.Among the regulatory approaches in this area 
forrestoring market confidence to the independence 
of the auditor,we can point out to Joint audit, 
Auditor's rotation, emphasis on the formation of the 
audit committee and Restrictions on non-audit 
services [34]. The purpose of the joint audit is to 
strengthen the independence of independent auditors 
and improvement of the services provided by them. 
This goal is achievable if the joint auditors share 
audit work and costs in a way that each joint auditor 
to be able to perform his or her role fully and to be 
with full accountability. During the audit, the joint 
auditors mustShare the methods of auditing fairly and 
by reviewing each other's work,issue an audit report 
on the full scope of the audit. This means that there is 
only one audit report signed by the joint auditors [11]. 
 
In addition, the question arises, are two thoughts 
better than just one thought?The answer to this 
question seems simple and, as a result, common 
auditing is usually supported by two audit firms 

which commonly supported auditors often argue that 
two sets of audit evidence provide more information 
than a set of audit evidence.If two thoughts are better 
than just one thought, then a joint audit is likely to be 
common in the world.However, in many countries, 
auditing is still common.one of those countries is the 
United States. In another example we can point out to 
Denmark which After 75 years in 2005, completely 
changed his rules on joint audit engagement [15].  
 
While Advocators of this type of audit believe that a 
joint audit has potential to protect audit 
independence, opponents argue that this type of audit 
increases the cost of auditing and has little effect on 
audit quality.It seems that the issue of joint audit is 
still open for discussion.The opposition of the four 
large audit firms in response to the Green Paper 
published by the European Commission in relation to 
the mandatory joint audit and the support of small 
audit firms from this kind of audit can confirm this 
claim [34].In this regard, this study examines the 
concept of joint audit and the implications of its 
use.In addition, this article briefly refers to the 
experience of other countries in this regard. 
 
II. THE CONCEPT OF A JOINTAUDIT 
 
A joint audit is a kind of audit in which financial 
statements are audited by two independent 
auditors.This type of audit describes the coordination 
in the audit planning, joint efforts, Cross-quality 
review and control, and the issuance of a report and 
signature by the auditors who are jointly responsible 
for the work.A joint audit should be distinguished 
from a double audit (it means audit work, which has 
been done completely twice) or dual audit (In which 
two separate audit reports are published).Also, this 
type of audit is distinct from the audit in which the 
two partners of one audit institution sign an audit 
report [23].  
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III. OVERVIEW of the USE of JOINT AUDIT in 
DIFFERENTCOUNTRIES 
 
In this section, the method of applying a joint audit in 
countries that have used this type of audit is briefly 
reviewed. 
 
DENMARK 
In Denmark, according to the rules, since 
1930,government companieshad been required to be 
audited by two independent auditors and these 
regulations continued until 2004.While the law did 
not specify the method for conducting joint audit 
work, as well as the method of sharing audit 
costs.The result was that, in many cases, more than 
80 percent of the audit cost was charged to only one 
audit firm.In 2001 a new law was passed in the 
Danish Parliament by which from 2005 and after 75 
years,the government companies did not have to 
conduct a joint audit.The motivation for this legal 
change was to avoid unnecessary joint audit costs and 
was based on the assumption that an auditor could 
have a more comprehensive approach to auditing 
[13]. 
 
FRANCE 
The rules of auditing in France are rooted in a long 
tradition of voluntary use of multiple controls for 
large companies.However, there was not any 
obligation for such companies for conducting a joint 
audit until 1966.This law includes Stock exchange 
and non-Stock exchange companies with more than a 
certain threshold.However, after rectifying the scope 
of this law in 1984, a joint audit is compulsory for all 
companies that comprise consolidated financial 
statements.Since the 1970s, the range of criticism has 
grown from a mandatory joint audit by capital market 
participants and auditors.The accounting profession 
criticized the way in which the work was done and 
how the obligations were shared between the two 
auditors.In addition, the capital market emphasized 
that joint auditing would be costly for companiesand 
it should be optional [13]. 
  
CANADA 
Following the bankruptcy of the Canadian Central 
Bank, in 1923 a revision of the bank rules led to an 
increase in the use of a joint audit for banks with a 
two-year circulation period.In fact, banks acted in 
two ways to deal with the rotation of the audit after a 
2-year period.In the first method, they had 3 joint 
auditors with a permanent senior auditor and two 
other auditors who changed every two years.In 
another way, the banks had 3 joint auditors which in 
every two years among the three auditing company, 
two of them were rotated.Nevertheless, the law 
imposed new rules on the ban on the activities of 
audit firms in non-audit services. It seemed that the 
small auditing companies in Canada were suffering 
from such regulations. Even some of them, like 

Clarkson, decided to withdraw from a joint bank 
audit which in turn led the market to focus on large 
multinational audit firms. So that only a few large 
audit companies in Canada (Given the geographical 
dispersion of banking) were able to expand their 
activities across the country. As a result, in the late 
20th century, the number of small auditing companies 
in Canada was significantly reduced. A notable 
exception for international auditing companies was 
Montreal Bank, Canada's largest bank, audited by two 
Canadian auditing companies. The requirements for 
rotation of the joint auditor for more than 60 years 
were a key safeguard for Canadian banks, however, 
in 1985, the joint audit system failed to prevent the 
bankruptcy of the Canadian Commercial Bank. In 
1991, based on an increase in the cost of this type of 
audit, it eliminated the requirements for applying this 
law to banks, and it is now allowed to use an auditor 
without the need for a special Replacement [13]. 
 
SWEDEN 
In Sweden, the use of a joint audit by 2006 was 
mandatory for banksbut then, the authorities of the 
Financial Supervision organization in Sweden did not 
consider the use of the joint auditor to be 
mandatory.However, the right to choose a second 
auditor for auditing insurance companies and banks is 
still reserved.Nonetheless, these organizations rarely 
use their right to appoint a second auditor unless they 
are necessary [13]. 
 
IV. CONSEQUENCE OF USING A JOINT 
AUDIT 
 
This section examines the effects of a joint audit on 
audit quality, audit costs, and the audit 
market.Investigations have taken place in both 
mandatory and optional joint audit modes.In the final 
part of this section, summaries of the results of the 
most important researches have been presented in the 
form of tables’ number (1 and 2). 
 
JOINT AUDIT AND AUDIT QUALITY 
 
Various definitions of audit quality have been 
made.In professional literature, often audit quality is 
defined in relation to the extent to which the relevant 
audit standards are complied with.In contrast, 
accounting researchers have multiple dimensions for 
audit qualityand these dimensions often result in 
definitions that differ in appearance [5]. Palmers 
defined the quality of the audit as follows :Ensure of 
financial statements and probably that financial 
statements have no significant distortions [4].The 
most basic definition of audit quality was provided by 
D Angelo.He defined the quality of the audit as 
follows:Measurement and evaluation of the market 
from the auditor's ability to detect significant 
distortions and reporting discovered 
distortions.According to D Angelo's view, the 
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detecting of false cases and their reporting reflect the 
independence of the auditor.Therefore, it is possible 
to say that audit quality is an increase in the auditor's 
ability to detect accounting distortions and to assess 
the ability and independence of auditing by the 
market.In other words, the basic assumption is that 
the market recognizes the quality of the audit [2]. 
At least three arguments show that joint auditing can 
help to improve the quality of the audit and, as a 
result, validate it in financial statements.First, 
because in a joint audit, audit costs and advisory 
services are distributed between two different audit 
institutions and as a result, the two audit institutions 
may have a stronger position against the pressure of 
directors and control of the owners of the 
company,Therefore, their comments appear to be 
more independent in the audit report[34].Second, 
with the assumption that auditors do not replace, one 
of the audit firms can simultaneously acquire 
expertise from another institution,In particular, the 
client and business of the audit firm can be 
maintained by increasing its competence [17].And, 
finally, it is less likely that both large audit firms (Or 
a large institution and a non-large institution) 
simultaneously yield to the client's request for non-
reporting of discovered cases compared to an audit 
firm.In other words, the probability of increasing 
integrity in the audit reports increases [34].Other 
issues related to the impact of the joint audit on the 
quality of the audit are the lack of sufficient 
information exchange between the two audit 
institutions during the joint audit process.While 
conducting a joint audit leads to the exchange of 
information between the two auditing companies, 
competition between auditors with the aim of gaining 
more market share in the following year may result in 
less cooperation than expected by the two audit firms 
[27].In addition, in many of these studies, the 
indicators of audit quality assurance in the joint audit 
are unusual accrual, which makes it possible to look 
at the results of the research with suspicion [19].The 
empirical findings from these studies seem to be 
contradictory.Table (1) presents a summary of the 
most important research on the effects of a joint audit 
on audit quality. 
 
JOINT AUDIT AND AUDIT COSTS 
 
Another issue that is significant in using a joint audit 
is its impact on audit costs.According to a survey 
conducted by Thinggaard and Kiertznerin 2008 for 
126 non-financial firms of the Copenhagen Stock 
Exchange in 2002, which required two independent 
auditors under existing law, the results showed that if 
both independent auditors had a significant share of 
the audit, It will reduce the cost of the 
audit,Compared to the way an auditor plays a greater 
role.This applies, of course, only to large audit firms, 
because there is a competitive relationship between 
them.Other findings from the research were that the 

use of large auditors (4 large auditing companies) 
reduced audit costs compared to smaller audit 
firms.Perhaps one of the reasons for this discount is 
due to the achieving lucrative business advice in large 
companies [33]. 
In contradiction with the above findings, Holmand 
Thinggaard(2011) concluded that the setting aside of 
one of the two joint auditors reduced audit costs 
compared to previous year. (It means, a joint audit 
increases the cost of the auditing)[20].On the other 
hand, based on the research carried out by Lesage et 
al. (2012), with the disclosure and classification of 
costs to the cost of audit and non-audit services, it 
seems the joint audit does not have any effect on total 
costs.These contradictory results may be due to 
specific features of the audited companies or because 
of the fact that the joint auditors of these companies 
are not randomly selected [25].According to Deng et 
al. (2012), a joint audit can lead to less audit costs, 
especially in caseswhere the technology difference 
between the two auditing companies is low or when 
large audit firms are responsible for most of the audit 
work [14]. 
Findings across studies are contradictory.On the other 
hand, additional costs due to more coordination 
among auditors in the joint audit have been 
unavoidable and in addition, competition between 
audit firms can increase the bargaining power of 
auditing companies in negotiating audit costs.Table 
(1) presents summaries of the most important studies 
on the impact of joint audit on audit costs. 
 
JOINT AUDIT AND IMPACT ON THE AUDIT 
MARKET 
 
The availability of the audit market by a small 
number of companies providing auditing services has 
become a concern for legislators and 
researchers.Increasing the monopoly of the audit 
market and the low level of competition hinders the 
selection of auditing firms freely and leads to an 
unusual rise in the rate of audit services.On the other 
hand, given the less quality of the audit and the lack 
of effort and investment required in this regard, the 
European Commission (EC) states that the current 
monopoly level of the audit market is causing 
systemic risk and because of the recent difficulties 
after the bankruptcy of international audit firms, the 
dynamics of the audit market has been significantly 
affected, Therefore, joint audit can be used to reduce 
the monopoly of the audit market [31]. 
The less concentration of the French audit market, 
compared to other European countries, is often 
viewed as a direct and desirable outcome and 
consequence of the joint audit rules and regulations 
associated with the joint audit.These statements are 
an empirical finding in this regard.According to the 
studies of Ballas and Fafaliou(2008), France's rankin 
the classification of 15 European countries in the area 
of the audit market focuses,for periods (1998-2001) 
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and (2002-2004)was 14 and 15, respectively.These 
researchers also found that since the collapse of 
Arthur Anderson, the focus of the audit market has 
dropped dramatically [10].This means that other 
auditing companies, apart from the 4 large audit 
firms, have been responsible for auditing the 
companies previously audited by Anderson company 
(as an instance Marmousez has audited a large 
number of Anderson affiliate companies).It was 
While the four large auditing institutions in other 
European countries had more clients [30].Table (2) 
presents summaries of the most important studies on 
the impact of a joint audit on the monopoly of the 
audit market. 

 
Table (1)Joint audit impact on costs and audit quality 

(reference ICAS, 2012) 
 
JOINT AUDIT, REGULATIONS FOR 
GENERALINTEREST OR 
SPECIFICECONOMICSGROUPS 
 
The theory of public interest claims that policy-
making is an issue demanded by society in response 
to a market failure.In this theory,it is assumed the 
policy-maker will create the best interests for society 
and maximize social welfare [3].One of these is the 
government's involvement in the market, in the case 

of monopoly and no competition, and the 
ineffectiveness of the market. It seems that according 
to this theory European Commission in 2010 
published the Green Paper as Audit policies after the 
crises of companies such as Enzon, although the 
criteria adopted in Europe and elsewhere in the first 
place seek to stabilize financial systems after the 
crisis and in this regard, the role of the 
banks,investment funds,rating agencies,supervisors 
and central bank has been emphasized.The Green 
Paper is an attempt to further address the role of the 
audit and its social mission.Regarding the 
concentration of the audit market, the European 
Commission proposed changes to the laws and 
regulations in this area, including the rules for the use 
of a joint audit, which was adopted.The European 
Commission proposal includes use of at least one 
small audit firm in a joint audit (Not a member of 4 
large auditing institutions) for auditing of large 
companies [17]. One of the arguments of the 
European Commission was the emphasis on evidence 
of the concentration in the audit market in France, 
where a joint audit is mandatory.For example, in 
2010, the share of 4 major audit firms from the 
market was about 58 percent, while in Germany, 
which has a long history of using single auditing, the 
share of 4 large companies in 2010 was 82 percent 
from its audit market [21].It seems that the European 
Commission's proposals and the anticipation of new 
regulations have sought to protect the public interest 
after the failure of the market.But in contrast to the 
theory of public interest, there is a theory of group 
interests.According to this theory, groups with more 
political power can change the legislative process for 
their own purposes. Changing the legislative process 
may be end to the detriment of a group that has less 
political power [3].Of course over a time, based on 
the interests of integrated groups(an industry or a 
specific group), this theorywas modified[21]. 
In December 2010, after the publication of the Green 
Paper of the European Commission on the approval 
of the adoption and implementation of the joint audit, 
688 responses were received, of which about 87% of 
the responses were from European countries.Among 
the groups involved in this call weregovernment 
officials, audit committees, etc., which their opinions 
and views were diverse.The auditors' opinions 
differed on the joint audit, and four major audit firms 
believed that this kind of audit would reduce audit 
quality and create coordination problems during the 
audit work.In contrast, small and medium-sized 
companies following a compulsory joint audit in 
France, point to a monopoly on the market of 
auditors.The reason and argument of many middle-
sized companies was that by implementing a joint 
audit system, more audit firms would be able to 
deliver higher quality services to a wide range of 
clients, which in turn would increase the credibility of 
these companies [17]. 
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Although investors believed that the cost of auditing 
and less accountability of auditors and the lack of 
benefits to this type of audit were for 
companies,others believed that, by existence of an 
audit committee, effective audit discussions could be 
arranged with audit institutions, andby doing so, 
while Receiving a high quality audit report, it can 
improve auditors' attitudes towards each other. 
Government officials demanded identification of two 
issues: first, responsibility in joint audit opinion and 
second, determining the specific mechanism for 
disagreement between joint audit institutions. 
Meanwhile, Committee on EU Securities 
Settings(CESR),Insurance Committee and EU 
Occupational Pension Supervisors (CEIOPS) as a 
financial supervisory authority,did not support the 
joint audit as a criteria to improve the structure of the 
audit market.In the meantime, academics supported 
an optional joint audit but they considered the 
coercion for a joint audit as a kind of 
excess.However, the majority view was that the 
benefits of a joint audit (like avoiding collusion in 
management) did not compensate its negative 
aspects, including higher audit costs.In general, the 
majority of beneficiaries believe that the European 
Commission proposal in the area of joint audit was 
predicted on the basis of public interest theory.The 
main issue in the area of the joint audit was the 
increasing audit costs, while the argument of the 
advocates of this approach is to increase the quality 
of the audit. If we look at the subject from the point 
of view of group interest, we have two groups with 
opposing goals,four large audit firms in front of 
medium and small audit firms which, respectively, 
are among the supporters and opponents in the use of 
this joint audit system.In concluding the 
abovestatements, it can be said that if the joint audit 
results in decreasing the cost of auditing and 
increasing the quality of the audit, it acts on behalf of 
the public interest,and if the answer is negative, it 
seems that it seeks to protect the interests of specific 
groups [25]. 
 
CHOOSING THE PAIR OF AUDITORS IN A 
JOINT AUDIT 
 
Factors influencing the determination of a pair of 
joint auditors in France were examined by Francis et 
al (2009).They concluded that less centralized and 
less family-owned clients tended to choose at least 
one of the four large audit firms. While Francis and 
his colleagues emphasized the ownership structure 
[18],Marmousez (2012) stated that the number of the 
client and the corporate governance mechanism of 
Zero Choice would affect one or two of the four large 
audit institutions in determining joint 
auditors.According to his findings, small firms are 
reluctant to choose two of the four large audit 
institutions.In mid-sized companies, with the Audit 
Committee in these companies, they select two of the 

four large audit firms and in large companies, they 
choose at least one of the four major audit 
firms.Studies by Audousset (2012) showed that the 
use of services of two large audit institutions, 
compared to a non-large institution and a large 
institution, led to the same costsand it makes sense 
that large and international companies are more likely 
to choose two out of the four large institutions [8].In 
addition, Benoirie et al. (2012) stated that companies 
that choose 2 out of 4 large institutions have fewer 
transactions with affiliated individuals [11].Gonthier 
and Schatt(2007) in another study stated that 
companies which use two out of four audit 
institutions have less audit costs than the size of 
company.The researchers' interpretation of the results 
was that service costs are less when joint auditors 
have the same level of experience, expertise and 
reputation [19].However, the results can be 
interpreted differently.Often, large international 
companies with more sophisticated activities are 
choosing 2 out of 4 big institutions.So when the 
number of clients increases, the audit costs of the 
companies decreases than the size of the companies 
[7]. 
 
LACK OF ADEQUATERESEARCH 
 
The first important issue, from a macro perspective, is 
the lack of literature related to the subject of joint 
audit.There are a few countries that have made the 
joint audit compulsory.In Europe, France is the only 
country with legal requirements for joint auditing.In 
addition, non-European countries that use a joint 
audit system are developing countries (such as India) 
or countries with unstable political conditions (such 
as Congo).moreover,there is limited access to 
important data.In addition to above statements, the 
experience of using a joint audit in France is also 
problematic.Because there is no use of unit audits in 
France to be used as a comparison benchmarkand any 
company that wants to prepare consolidated financial 
statements requires at least two auditors.Therefore, it 
seems that the problems and benefits of using a joint 
audit can be done comparatively with other countries. 
Empirical research on countries that are optionally 
using joint audits is based on the assumption that the 
number of optional joint audits is high enough and 
will provide enough information in this regard.While 
studies in countries such as Greece and Germany 
show that the number of joint audits carried out in 
these countries is very low.In 2005, for example, only 
4 non-financial companies used this type of audit in 
the form of an optional joint audit in Germany, and in 
Greece, this includes five companies [32]. 
 
AUDITOR'S REPLACEMENT AND 
AUDITINGTIME IN A JOINTAUDIT 
 
The continuity of audit knowledge can be maintained 
in a joint audit setting if auditors' replacement occurs 
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over the years.For example, in an optional joint 
auditing setting, such as South Africa, if more than 
one auditor is appointed for company auditing, it 
should replace its auditors every 5 years,and on the 
other hand, all the auditors do not leave the company 
together.In other words, the law emphasizes the lack 
of simultaneous replacement of the two auditors.In 
France, the minimum duration of the use of audit 
services is 6 years.In fact, in France, the auditors' 
replacement occurs simultaneously and 
asynchronously.Based on the proposal and 
supervision of the European Commission, it is 
recommended that the minimum time for 
appointment of auditors is 2 years and the auditors' 
replacement after 6 years, with the possibility of 
maintaining auditors for 9 years if the auditor is used 
in more than one audit firm.However, the relationship 
among the joint audit system, the length of the 
auditor's engagement for more than a year, and the 
replacement of the audit after a maximum period is 
an important issue that is still ambiguous about that. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Following the emergence of global financial crises, 
after the Enron scandal and the bankruptcy of the 
Arthur Anderson Institute, there were questions about 
the quality of the audit, as well as concerns about the 
creation of a monopoly market.In this regard, several 
regulations aimed at restoring investors' confidence 
toward the proper functioning of the audit were set 
up.Among the actions taken in this area was the 
adoption and recommending the use of a joint audit to 
strengthen the independence of independent auditors 
and improve the services provided to institutions and 
auditing institutions along with raising the quality of 
auditing and creating a competitive market.A joint 
audit describes coordination in planning, 
collaborative efforts, examining and controlling 
cross-compliance, and issuing a report and signing it 
by auditors who are jointly responsible for the 
work.The purpose of the literature review is to 
identify and evaluate evidence supporting the use of 
joint audits.Based on the studies and analysis of the 
research carried out in this area, the following points 
can be considered.  
1. There are Limited empirical supports (based on 

research findings) for the fact that joint audits 
lead to increased auditing quality.Rare 
evidences are contradictory and, on the other 
hand, there is no established relationship 
between the quality of audit and joint audit in a 
mandatory joint audit setting. But also some 
researches showed that optional joint audit lead 
to real audits and a better understanding of audit 
quality. 

2. The results of the research show that a joint 
audit leads to additional costs.While optional 
joint audits have different outcomes, some 

surveys show higher fees for joint audits, and 
others reflect lower audit fees. 

3. The concentration of the joint audit market in 
the French and Danish is lower than elsewhere. 
In other words, the results showed that in 
countries that use a joint audit, the monopoly of 
the audit market is less. 

4. The key point is that joint audits should be 
conducted within a wider institutional 
framework and should not overlook other 
influential factors(Their impact on the three 
components).The literature review of the 
subject shows that various features of a country 
can play a role in this regard.Finally, it should 
be noted that many of the consequences of the 
joint audit regulation are still unknown in detail, 
and this somewhat can be dueto methodological 
and also limited data access. 
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