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Business Risk Auditing and the Auditing Profession:

Status, Identity and Fragmentation

Abstract

Pre-Enron, there was much anticipation that developments in risk-based audit methodologies
were in the process of better systemising the knowledge base of auditing and enhancing its
operational effectiveness. Post-Enron, those claims have been contested, with the accounting
profession having to defend itself from allegations made by business and regulators that audit
practice is flawed. This paper examines Business Risk Audit (henceforth BRA) as an
institutional event (Burchell et al., 1985) through which to analyse and comment upon the audit
industry and the accountancy profession in the UK. We examine BRA technique as a social
and institutional practice that auditors have to establish and negotiate with their environment
(Hopwood & Miller, 1994). In order to embed BRA technique, audit firms have to establish
legitimacy and enrol allies in the institutional environment (Latour, 1987). This in turn involves
defining or redefining a claim or claims to knowledge upon which the profession stakes its
professional status and jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988). The paper’s title signals three interrelated
dimensions of this technical-professional interface: status, identity and fragmentation. The paper
seeks to explore some of these key issues through documentary analysis and material derived
from a series of interviews held with audit partners from a number of large, mid-tier and small
audit firms with offices in Manchester and/or London, England and a limited number of former-

audit staff now working in business consulting and private equity.



Introduction

In 1999 KPMG’s US ‘Assurance and Advisory Services Center’ published the booklet The
Financial Statement Audit with the subtitle ‘Why a New Age requires an Evolving Methodology’.
The publication profiles and publicizes the ‘evolving’ audit methodology, with audit mutating to a
“risk based, strategic systems, methodology” fit for “the economy of the 21%' Century” (1999: p.
4). While the text is a minor archetype of rhetorical justification, illustrating the critical force of
language (Arrington, 1999), it also brings to the fore the problems that professional firms and
institutions confront and the linguistic strategies they enact in order to justify and promote a new
and abstract system of knowledge for a practice that few non-professionals, or lay-persons, can
assess). The new audit methodology has been heralded as the ‘audit of tomorrow’ (for
example, see Stewart, 1998; 1999a; 1999b), and a complete transformation in ‘assurance’
practices is said to be accompanying changes in the management and organization of today’s
corporations (for a review, see Lemon et al., 2000. The KPMG (and others, cf. Bell et al., 1997)
document deploys many of the key tropes and symbols of modern management discourse to
analyse a ‘situation’ and outline the favoured answers. The language of transformation is very
prominent. Much of the writing plays upon terms that both unsettle the reader and yet re-assure
him or her that while serious challenges to business survival exist, solutions are at hand. The
opening page cites the chair of the AICPA, O. Kirtley:

“People want to know more about what is going to happen tomorrow. The rules of
business and the economy are changing.” (KPMG, 1999:1)

Adjacent to the above is another quotation from Frank O. Marrs, the Partner-in-charge of
Assurance Services at KPMG suggesting that:
“Now the audit can do much more than confirm the financial statements; it can be an

important tool for helping management assess where their companies are, where they
want to be, and why they are not yet there” (KPMG, 1999:1)

The keyword is change; masses of processes are ‘developing’, ‘evolving’, usually at a more
rapid pace or with greater frequency. With change, as ‘the 20" Century draws to a close’ has
come increased ‘competition’, heightened and more frequent ‘demands’, ‘new and increasingly
complex organizations’ which in turn ‘fuel the need’ for new responses in the ‘information age’.
Metaphors of change, speed and frequency are transformed into a subliminal question for the
reader: are you being left behind? The document identifies the most important element or

consequence of this global change as being ‘risk’:



“Change translates into varied and ever-evolving risks - some that organizations may

recognize or know how to identify and manage and others that are completely new to

them” (KPMG, 1999: 2).
Of course, to define financial reporting risk is to identify a constant of the audit process, but to
understand ‘new or developing risks’ requires a new audit methodology. Accordingly, KPMG has
developed a new audit that is ‘evolving’ to meet the changes. Setting this scene of rapid change
and heightened risks for the ‘evolving’ business environment, the pamphlet outlines the contrast
between the ‘traditional’ audit, suited to a prior age, and the new methodology in which analysis
of business risk informs the assessment of audit risk, and hence the audit process and
conclusions. Traditional audit is oriented towards ‘compliance’, the evolving audit creates value,
the traditional approach is ‘transactions based’, the evolving audit is risk based (KPMG, 1999:9).
The text is mindful also to affirm the maintenance of core attributes such that, while audit
methodologies appear to have new orientations, at the same time “the auditor’s goal remains
constant: to provide an independent opinion on whether an organization’s financial statements
are fairly stated in accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles” (KPMG, 1999:4).
Audit may be evolving, but old values persist. Similarly, while the new risk based approach is
central to this evolving audit, risk analysis in audit has also existed as a ‘rudimentary approach’
since the first half of the 20™ Century.?

In 2003, at the start of the twenty-first century, a reader’s reception of a text promoting Business
Risk Based Audit Methodologies is, however, likely also to be ‘evolving’. Pre-Enron, there was
much anticipation, fuelled by the Big 5 firms, that developments in risk-based audit
methodologies were in the process of better systemising the knowledge base of auditing and
enhancing its operational effectiveness. Post-Enron, those claims have been contested, with
the accounting profession, rather than setting new agendas, having to defend itself from
numerous allegations made by business, media, academics and regulators that audit practice or
regulation (or both) is flawed.

The UK accountancy bodies have attempted to define the Enron and WorldCom failures as
peculiar to the US environment and the so-called ‘cook-book’ approach of US GAAP. Yet the
swift response of US Congress in passing the Democrat inspired Sarbanes-Oxley Act in July
2002 and the desire to appoint an SEC Chairman deemed ‘tough enough’ to address corporate
governance and accountancy’s problems have not left the UK profession, and its principles-
based approaches to regulation, immune from debates proposing the banning of consulting

services, the need for compulsory auditor rotation, more detailed audit reporting and other



amendments to audit firm practices that address conceptions of the flawed independence of
audit. Alongside more wide-ranging examinations of corporate governance and the role of non-
executive directors (Higgs, 2003), the entire audit industry remains under the scrutiny of
government, corporate directors, investors and the press (DTI, 2003). To date, the impact of
Enron in the UK on audit activity has largely been reported in terms of increased insurance
premiums and possible future opportunities to increase audit fees through the need for auditors

to increase the level of audit work.

Auditing Practice as an Agent of Institutional Change in the Accounting Profession

It is now widely accepted that there is much to be gained from attempting to understand
accounting in its social context (see, for example, Burchell et al., 1980, 1985; Cooper & Sherer,
1984). Yet auditing research has remained relatively immune from the influence of this type of
theorizing, particularly in terms of empirical analysis of contemporary audit practice. Much of
the post-Enron analysis has focused on scandalous and emotive elements of the case, the
technical complexities of accounting rules and practices, the excesses and abuses of corporate
America, assessing whether such scandal(s) could happen in the UK or elsewhere, and
proposing (and implementing) a range of reforms to improve corporate governance. The
day-to-day professional and working environment of corporate external auditors and the impact
that the Enron case has had upon them and their methods/practices has not attracted that much

attention.

At this juncture intriguing possibilities arise for the study of professional change in auditing
practices and accountancy as an institution (Ackroyd, 1996). While certain writers have
suggested that late modernity holds stimulating challenges to the role of professions (Reed,
1996) and some others have developed a tradition in alternative critical studies of developments
in audit methods (e.g. see Fischer, 1996; Humphrey and Moizer, 1990; Pentland, 1993; Power,
1992; 1995) articles to date on the development of business-risk methodologies have tended to
be assertive documents promoting change (e.g. Stewart, 1998, 1999a; 1999b) or have
concentrated on the content of official, audit manuals of the large, multinational accounting firms
(e.g. see Perrin, 1998; Lemon et al., 2000; Winograd et al., 2000). There have been no studies
yet seeking to explore the way in which the implementation and application of new audit
technologies is shaped by the formal and informal processes and norms that make up the
organizational culture of an audit firm (see Anderson-Gough, Grey & Robson, 1998; 2000 for an

assessment of such factors in the making of the professional accountant).



This paper examines Business Risk Audit (henceforth BRA) as an institutional event (Burchell
et al., 1985) through which to analyse and comment upon the audit industry and the
accountancy profession in the UK. Our concern is not to offer a technical critique but to look at
the technique of BRA as a social and institutional practice that auditors have to negotiate with
their environment (Hopwood & Miller, 1994). In order to embed BRA, audit firms have to
establish legitimacy and enrol allies in the institutional environment (Latour, 1987). This in turn
involves defining or redefining a claim or claims to knowledge upon which the profession stakes
its professional status and jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988).

To this end our paper is concerned with the following connected issues: What is at stake in the
development of a new audit methodology? How are new claims to knowledge articulated? To
what constituencies are knowledge claims addressed? What were the conditions of possibility
for BRA’s emergence - to what conditions was BRA a response? In what network of
relationships was BRA established and then embedded (insofar as this has already been
achieved), and what effects have this (mere) audit methodology had upon the institutional
configuration of the profession and the organizations in which it is practiced? Are there
challenges that still or have since arisen to face the ascendance of Business Risk Auditing? We
suggest that the BRA event is not simply indicative but productively revealing of the changing
character of the accountancy profession in the UK, the status of auditing and the professional
identity of auditors - in the Big Firms, of course, but also in contrast to the professional self-

image of accountants and the norms and beliefs of auditors in small and medium sized firms.

The research is based in part upon historical research and analysis of the professional and
academic literature concerned with describing and tracing BRA. Professional and firm
documents concerned with auditing regulation, audit practice and proposed changes to
professional practices, such as education and training, have been reviewed. Interviews were
also held with audit partners and senior managers from a range of ‘Big’ 4’, ‘mid-tier’ and small
accountancy firms with offices in Manchester and London, England and with a limited number of
former auditors, now working in business consulting and private equity. The interviews
explored, among other things, perceived key attributes, abilities and professional identities of
auditors, the basic rationales underpinning current audit practice, the extent to which such
practice has changed or been under pressure to change over the last few years, the contribution
that auditing activity makes within particular firms, both in terms of income generation and its
impact on the firm’s operational culture, and the main areas where change, as it is now

perceived, will happen.



In the next section we address the first problematic, the conditions in which BRA emerged as a
response by audit firms to problems they themselves have defined. We detail the discursive
rationales and institutional emergence of BRA, and link these to the development of audit firms

and the status of audit within such firms during the 1990s. .

Business Risk Auditing, Audit Practices and Organizational Legitimation

As Alvesson has argued (1994; 1999), in certain areas of professional expertise, where
professional abilities and the quality of work are difficult to observe, and knowledge is a
‘slippery’ concept, the claim to knowledge by professions will be routinely supported by the
management of rhetoric, image and social processes in order to anchor competence within the
profession’s environment. As such, even a core professional expertise that has been embedded
in the accounting profession for decades, such as audit, is supported by processes that reaffirm
professional expertise to a ‘public’ that seeks further assurance, or, perhaps, shows an
uncomfortable propensity towards different ‘expectations’.

As our opening discussion suggested, the emergence and announcement of BRA is, perhaps, a
more than usually public event. Companies are, of course, legally required to have audits of
their accounts conducted, and competition between the professional firms for audit business has
been intense. Since the late 1980s audit clients have become much more prepared to shop
around for their audit (Greenwood & Lachman, 1996). The contest for audit clients has also
contained audit fee levels. Indeed, audit firms appear to have been keen to ‘lowball’ (Sikka &
Willmott, 1995) the bid for audit in the hope or expectation that the provision of non-audit
services will be a sufficiently lucrative and offsetting source of profitability. As such, analysis of
the market for audit labour and audit services has become an important approach to
understanding professional change (Robson et al., 1994). The growth of the international client
base has been one condition for an intense spate of mega-mergers between the large audit
firms from the Big Eight to the Big Five, and, more recently, with the collapse of Arthur
Andersen, to the Big Four, a process that seems to have been conducted in conjunction with an
ever increasing diversification in the services offered by such firms (Dezalay, 1991, p.793).
While some methodological problems with the measures remain, there is some justification for
affirming the supply of audit services market as highly concentrated (Moizer & Turley, 1989;
Pong, 1999; Tonge & Wootton, 1991).

Rarely, perhaps, has the technology or methodology of the audit itself been promoted so visibly



Other

developments in audit methodology such as risk sampling in auditing appear not to have

as a vital component of the audit's merchandising instrument (Power, 2000).

attracted the same kinds of public proclamation. The presence of texts such as The Financial
Audit Statement has signalled a highly visible marketing of the statutory audit function, and is
indicative of the radical shift in audit that some commentators (e.g. Power, 2000) have implied.
As Lemon et al. (2000) have observed, while KPMG has been a central figure in the
establishment of the BRA methodology “during the 1990’s several of the major international
accounting firms developed their methodologies on the basis of business risk analysis” (p. 1).
Accordingly, as Lemon et al’s study of business risk methodologies encompassed three
countries®, all the Big Five (as was) and two or three of the largest ‘second tier’ firms in each
country, the authors were assured in stating that while some differences of approach existed the
BRA approach in all firms

“There is good reason to view the business risk approaches as a significant innovation
to the existing model” (Lemon et al., 2000, p. 10).

Much of the BRA innovation consists of the focus upon the modelling of risk in business
processes as the basis for establishing financial statement risk and, accordingly, the focus of
audit testing. The following from Bell et al., (1997, p. 50) summarizes the key differences

between traditional audit and BRA:

Figure 1

Comparison of Traditional and New Business Risk Control Paradigms

Old Paradigm New Paradigm

Risk assessment occurs periodically Risk assessment is a continuous process

Business risk identification and control

Accounting, treasury, and internal audit responsible
for identifying risks and managing controls

Fragmentation — every function behaves
independently

Control is focused on financial risk avoidance

Business risk controls policies, if established,
generally do not have the full support of upper
management or are inadequately communicated
throughout the company

Inspect and detect business risk, then react at the
source

Ineffective people are the primary source of business
risk

management are the responsibility of all members
of the organisation

Connection — Business risk assessment and
control are focused and coordinated with senior -
level oversight

Control is focused in the avoidance of
unacceptable business risk, followed closely by
management of other unavoidable business risks
to reduce them to an acceptable level

A formal business risk controls policy is approved
by management and board and communicated
throughout the company

Anticipate and prevent business risk, and monitor
business risk controls continuously

Ineffective processes are the primary source of
business risk



The process of financial statement attestation incorporate greater “added value client service”
by allowing the auditor to comment both upon business risks and the accounting implications of
those risks. Business risk audit is also widely understood to offer audit firms economies of
professional audit labour. Lemon et al., (2000) suggest that this ‘top down’ approach to auditing,
starting with the business processes and down to the financial statements, offers greater audit
effectiveness, efficiency, client service, better corporate governance and consistency at an

international level®.

In the promotion of BRA methodologies, the claims of KPMG appear to have been particularly
influential. Notwithstanding the populist presentations of ‘evolving auditing’, the 1997 publication
of Auditing through a Strategic-Systems Lens: the KPMG Business Measurement Process (Bell
et al., 1997) is widely regarded as an important formal, technical expression of the BRA

philosophy of auditing (Power, 2000)°.

The oratory of this text also bears careful scrutiny. Many of the same claims to the ‘value
creating’ or value-adding role of BRA are found here as in The Financial Statement Audit. While
some sections of Auditing through a Strategic-Systems Lens appear to have been significantly
driven by a consumer marketing orientation, most of the text aims towards more learned models
of justification that accord with the normative types of legitimacy that professionals recognise

and affirm.

The monograph opens with the following quotation:

“In our time, the confidence, maturity and promise of a science should be measured not
by its power to reduce the complex to the simple . . . but instead by its willingness to
study complexity with advanced methods under descriptions that respect the reality of
what is being studied. (David J. Depew and Bruce H. Weber, Evolution, Ethics, and the
Complexity Revolution)(Bell et al., 1997, p.1)

Initially offering a daring indication of the scientific foundation for the new auditing approach, the
monograph proceeds to establish certain academic justifications for BRA and organizational
complexity in an involved global economy. To this end, two of the authors, Ira Solomon and
Howard Thomas were respectively KPMG LLP Distinguished Professor of Accountancy at the

University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign and James F. Towey Professor of Strategic



Management also at the University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign. Moreover, while the first
named author, Timothy O. Bell, is Director of Assurance Services at KPMG LLP, he was also
previously a member of the accounting faculty at the University of Texas at Austin. The
monograph also has a preface by William Kinney, one of the most senior figures in American
auditing research over the past three decades.

The text runs through the methodological underpinnings of BRA, the relationships between
strategy, business risk and audit, but gestures towards other, quite diverse, knowledge claims to
justify the new audit. In no small way Auditing through a Strategic-Systems Lens aims towards
the status of a scientific knowledge. The first page continues:
“Accounting plays a central role in the efficient allocation of resources in market-based
economies. By adding credibility to accounting measurements and disclosures, auditing
has for centuries made it possible for accounting to play such a key role. Today's global
economy and the business organizations operating within it, however, have become so
complex and interdependent that new approaches to auditing must be developed. With
these new approaches, the auditor would embrace and master, rather than simplify, the

complexity inherent in the economic web of interrelationships of which the client
organization is a part. (Bell et al., 1997, p.1)

As well as economic reasoning, cybernetics systems methodologies are drawn upon to portray
the organization as a “complex, living” system (Bell et al., 1997: 15). Decision sciences modelled
upon cybernetics are explained in order to outline the organization as a quasi-organic body. And
New Age physicist/philosophers, such as Fritjof Capra, are cited in support of the ‘holistic’,
‘systems’ approach exemplified by BRA (1997: 14). Auditing through a Strategic-Systems Lens
is a very eclectic mix. The most important point, however, is that Bell et al further extend the
process of reconstituting the knowledge base of audit from compliance and substantive testing
towards the auditor as business risk assessor. Although the monograph is short on detail as to
the specific audit procedures and practices introduced or modified by business risk audit
methodology, its role is to delineate how ‘external’ audit is remodelled and re-crafted to address

matters of internal control, internal audit and assurance.

As others have noted (Power, 2000) one of the anticipated consequences for BRA practice is
that the requirement for substantive testing of transactions is diminished. Yet while in other
respects Auditing through a Strategic-Systems Lens lacks detail as to the nature of the new audit
practices that constitute this methodology, its significance lies in an elaboration of the bodies of
knowledge that are claimed to underpin BRA. In an industry in which client confidentiality is used
to justify the limited access granted to researchers and secrecy of methodology is justified as a

10



competitive weapon, the Bell et al., (1997) document stands out as another example of an open
public expression of the new auditing, albeit to a different, if overlapping, constituency -
knowledgeable professionals, regulators and academics (1997). Both KPMG documents, Bell et
al and The Financial Statement Audit, denote the value adding ideals of BRA as the main source
of legitimation and, in so doing, announce a revolution in audit methodologies. In legitimating
business risk audit in these terms, at the same time the profession legitimates itself by attaching
its expertise to dominant cultural values such as efficiency, rationality and science (Abbott, 1988;
Dirsmith et al., 2002).

If the language of justification has the ‘creation of added value’ for the client as its central theme,
then plainly this is all of a piece with the competitive and concentrated market environment for
audit clients previously outlined. Moreover, while the overall structure of the profession has been
marked by mergers and audit concentration, the internal organization and culture of the large
audit firms are equally relevant to the development of the new audit methodology. By shifting the
rationale of audit to encompass business advice, BRA offered auditing the potential of enhanced
standing as a practice within the large firms. The spectacle of the split between Andersen
Consulting and Arthur Andersen in 1999 was indicative of the tensions and rivalries between the
self-styled value adding activities of Professional Service Firms’ non-audit services and the
‘statutory’ practice of audit attestation. Although plainly the provision of statutory audit to a
corporation is, at the same time, a conduit to the provision of many ‘value creating’ non-audit
services (tax, management consulting) the studies that exist of audit firm culture (Anderson-
Gough et al., 1998a, 1998b, 2000; Dirsmith et al., 1997) have affirmed that audit is now
accorded low status in the hierarchy of the Big 5 professional service firm activities. Whereas ten
years ago there were less than a handful of qualitative and ethnographic studies of accountants
(Dirsmith & Covaleski, 1985; Harper, 1988, 1989), the present decade has seen something of a
proliferation of such work (for a review, see Anderson-Gough et al., 1998a, 1998b, 2000; Coffey,
1993, 1994; Dirsmith & Covaleski, 1985; Grey, 1994, 1998; Hanlon, 1994). We now know a
great deal more about how accountants live their daily lives and enact professionalism, at least
in the large public accounting firms.® Such studies of audit trainee and professional socialization
in the UK and the US large audit firms share many of the same judgments as to the constitution
of the accounting professional and the main features of professional identity amongst auditors
and trainees. Notions of being professional emerging from such work show the significance of
‘appearance’ and behaviour’. The personnel management systems of the large firms have
reinforced through appraisal forms that the notion of ‘professional’, refers trainees’ personal
aspects and conduct, especially in front of the client®. This does not mean that auditors lack

11



concern with formal accreditation as professionals - indeed, the contrary. The way in which
accreditation is conceptualised, however, appears some way removed from the traditional
picture of the profession as a repository of technical knowledge or as exemplifying a public
service ethic. Trainee accountants in the process of learning these conventions seem to
demonstrate that professional behaviour is conducted and rationalised in the name of client
demands. The client discourse is a significant factor in the organizational control of these firms
(Anderson-Gough et al., 2000).

For audit trainees for example, the act of qualifying as a Chartered Accountant, or, more exactly,
having the qualification, now seems to provide the overriding discursive rationale for taking
employment with a ‘Big’ audit firm. Whilst other trainee professionals may choose their
profession and begin their training with a strong sense of why the work they will be doing is
important to them and the public (and perhaps see this service ethic corroded later), trainee
accountants seem to place little value on the profession per se. As the client service ethic is
closely connected to commercial awareness (and seizing the opportunities to expand the firm’s
non-audit services), it is unsurprising that while many audit trainees consider the possibility of a
career within the large audit firms, the audit task is commonly perceived as one of the lower
prestige points of the audit firm hierarchy. As Anderson-Gough et al. (2000) concluded:
“Notwithstanding the claims of practicality and general business training that trainees
attach to their work in audit firms, one curious element of this is the low esteem in which
audit is held once qualified. Audit is no longer held to be a lucrative, challenging or

enticing career within the firms by the maijority of those who either leave or remain with
the firms in the hope of future partnership.” (p. )

Part of this erosion of status appears to be allied with audit’s declining profitability; despite the
unmistakable strategies of the large firms to treat audit as the gateway to the pursuit of the more
diverse and financially rewarding non-audit services; audit fee pressure aside audit partners
could justify the value of the audit function to the firm as a subsidised or loss leading activity.
The increasing emphasis in the firms for ‘managing’ partners through measures of fee income,
realisation rates and profitability, however, suggests that in practice that audit partners are just
as subject to the same financial targets as their senior managers and partners in other

‘commercial’ divisions of the firms (Covaleski et al., 1998).
The propensity for corporations and other third parties third parties to litigate against the global

audit firms has also impacted upon the risk and return associated with audit (Tonge & Wootton,
1991). In turn this has incentivized the large audit firms, as Covaleski et al., (2002) have

12



suggested, citing the AICPA, “to migrate up the economic value chain” and lay claim to wider
areas of management expertise and consultation. In short, the professional identity of
accountants trained within audit firms has become closely connected with the discourse of client
service and adding value to the client — to the extent that traditional audit functions, and the audit
divisions providing such services, have lost status in their own organizations. A number of our
interviewees noted that audit partners were not generally seen as major players within the firm
partnership structure (although there were some exceptions) and that audit partners were

continually under pressure to demonstrate improved recovery rates.

Seen in these terms, BRA offered an attractive re-conceptualization of the audit craft. Re-
inventing audit as a commercial practice has offered an opportunity to recapture the prestige that
the declining profitability of audit had eroded. The notion of ‘adding value’ to the client embedded
in the new audit methodology resonated closely with the identification of corporate management
as the essential audit client (for more discussion, see Anderson-Gough et al., 1998; Humphrey
and Moizer, 1990). Accordingly, BRA presented both an external legitimation to the ‘client’ and
an internal justification of audit to the seemingly higher status functions and divisions of the
modern large professional service firm. As such, perhaps the business risk audit event marks
another stage on the transition of the accountant and auditor from ‘professional expert’ to

‘businessperson’.

However, if these rationales offer a justification to the clients and the firms themselves, the
embedding of BRA has required the enactment of other processes of legitimation and
transformation. The next section explores how the professional associations of accountancy
have been enrolled to facilitate the BRA methodology.

Institutionalizing Business Risk Audit

Whilst the emergence of BRA has tried to push the market appeal of audit from a statutory
requirement towards a form of quasi-management consulting, and as such has signalled a
change in the rhetoric of audit, the embedding of BRA in the organizational field of the profession
has been an ongoing political project for the audit firms and their professional association
(Covaleski et al., 2002). The large firms’ advertising brochures and academic monographs have
been supplemented by the overlapping involvement of the professional institutions.

Covaleski et al. (2002) indicated how the re-alignment of the services provided by professional

service firms can be characterized as a ‘dramaturgy’ of exchange relations between the large
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firms and the professional associations that speak for the profession. The aspirations of the
large firms in the USA to re-define themselves as ‘global knowledge experts’ encompassed not
only themselves, but also the AICPA, the SEC and the Institute of Internal Auditors (l1A) in
debates and conflicts over the role of auditing professionals and the economic relationships
between audit firms and their clients.

In the UK, the acceptance of BRA has seen an adjustment of practices associated with the
professional institutes. Although BRA is almost exclusively assocuiated wi the largest vof the
audit firms, the professional associations in the UK have facilitated a wider ac