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Abstract: The independence of an auditor has not exclusively been seen as a moral issue inside the 

examining proficient bodies, yet additionally it is the bedrock whereupon a fruitful review is based. The 

partners require the auditors to remain consistent with the primary confidence of the calling as a free external 

outsider to offer an input on the valid and reasonable perspective on the budget reports introduced by the 

board. The fundamental purpose of this exploration is to analyze whether stretched out review tenures can 

prompt the development of threats to auditor independence which will weaken the auditor independence at 

the auditee – Robin PvT Ltd. The reactions gotten were investigated utilizing a quantitative strategy, 

autonomous examples test measurements in SPSS, which analyzed comparable circumstances in both short 

and stretched out review tenures to uncover if there could be any relationship of auditor independence to 

broadened review tenures. The results uncoverd solid connection between the non-review administrations, 

review expenses and the effect expanded review tenures on auditor independence since tthey achieved threats 

to independence explicitly fmiiriarity threat, self-survey threat and personal responsibility threat. All in all, 

our outcomes show a relationship of auditor independence to broadened review tenures. 
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1. Background of the Study 

Independence can be defined in two ways. The first is mental independence, which is the perspective 

that allows a person to carry out a valid administration without being influenced by influences that 

compromise professional judgment, allowing a person to act with respectability and exercise 

objectivity and expert distrust. In same way, Independence in appearance is an aversion to 

circumstances that would lead a reasonable and educated outsider, who is aware of all relevant data, 

including any shields used, to reasonably believe that a firm’s or individual’s credibility, objectivity, 

or expert doubt is jeopardized (AICPA,2020). Hence, the inspector is accused of the obligation of 
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doing an individual appraisal to confirm if independence hazard can be acknowledged or notBefore 

accepting an assignment, the examiner must first recognize, investigate, appraise, and implement 

relevant measures to ensure that the danger of independence is minimized. If such an assignment is not 

completed, independence and objectivity are jeopardized; therefore, the confirmation commitment 

should be terminated. The risks of indebtednessindependence are frequently extremely critical and in 

this way subvert the inspector’s adequacy in delivering the evaluating administrations. It turns out to 

be significantly really testing when the evaluator “over-stays” with a customer, these dangers might 

sneak in progressively over the long run which thusly, can influence independence. The independence 

of an inspector exhibits neutrality and fosters trust among people who rely on his or her services. 

Because independence is so important to the examination profession, the standards that go along with 

it must be relevant, sustainable, and appropriate in any corporate setting(Eilifsen et al., 2016).  

Albeit broadened review residencies could encumber reviewer independence, I imagine that such 

expanded residencies convey alongside them other notable dangers. These dangers usually alluded to 

as dangers to inspector independence incorporate commonality, personal circumstance, self-survey, 

backing and terrorizing dangersWhen they accept another customer of any size or a counseling task, 

they must embrace an evaluation based on the independence investigation model to ensure that their 

independence is not harmed by these dangers. 

Review residency has gotten broad consideration from controllers and analysts the same. The duty of 

setting how long a review residency ought to be, lay on the controllers, who as a rule work pair with 

the public authority. Following Section 69 (6) of the ZSE Listing Rules, Issuers are needed to change 

their review accomplices at regular intervals and their review firm like clockwork. In Johnson et al. 

(2012)’s article on the relationship between review residency and review quality, they defined a long 

(drawn-out) review residency as A long residency addresses any client type that has been with the 

inspectors for more than 9 years, whereas a short residency addresses any customer type that has been 

with the inspectors for less than 3 years. When reviewers have a one-on-one interaction with 

consumers of any size, which is common when the residence is long, independence is lost..There is a 

chance that the inspectors’ psychological strength will be called into question to such an extent that the 

objectivity of their assessment will not be sufficient to ensure that all affirmations made by the board 

address a valid and reasonable perspective on the situation.As a result, there is a risk of a “over-

comfortable” relationship developing with increased residencies in office by the examiner for a 

specific customer, putting the reviewer’s independence in jeopardy. We believe that cordial ties 

between examiners and their customers of any size can exist on a regular basis, especially when they 

have increased their residences. The present point of disagreement is that these ties may be 

exaggerated or become too cozy, jeopardizing the examiner’s independence. 

Similarly, as there is consistently expanding research on review residency and independence 

separately, Innscor Africa Limited is a shone gathering of light assembling organizations which 

produce some of Zimbabwe’s famous brands in the shopper staple and strong item space. The 

gathering has been examined by Enerst and Yung for the past 18years, the organization will be my 

contextual investigation as I research the effect that this long term review residency has on the 

independence of the evaluators. Despite the fact that other researchers, for example, DeFond et al. 

(2012) investigated whether examiner independence can be undermined by non-review administration 

charges as a penchant for giving ongoing concern review sentiments; Gul et al. (2017) investigated the 

joint impacts of review residency and review Knechel and Vanstraelen (2017) explored the link 

between review residency and review quality as judged by going concerned; and non-review 
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administrations on reviewer independence in private firms in Belgium, just to specify a couple, the 

outcomes are not the equivalent. Having the aftereffect of these investigations and others at the top of 

the priority list, and perceptive of the pertinence of independence and residency in the present 

examining business just as in the exploration local area, I imagine that this examination will be 

interesting to embrace. 

 

2. Auditor Independence  

As indicated by DeAngelo’s (1981b) audit quality definition, past research perceived two crucial 

elements that choose audit quality: (1) auditor independence and (2) auditor capacity (Kraub and 

Zülch, 2018). According to Kraub and Zülch (2018), the latter is described as the likelihood that the 

legitimate auditor can recognize an enormous thwarted expectation in the money related reports and 

the accounting structure, however auditor independence is portrayed as the likelihood that the 

committed auditor truly reports that inability to outsiders in the audit report. Independence has not 

been another wonder, yet it stems directly from the past. The previous relationship of public agents in 

the United States, the American Association of Public Accountants (AAPA), set up in 1887, didn’t 

believe independence to be a significant issue and thusly rejected it in its constitution and by-laws 

(Chia-Ah and Karlsson, 2010). Expecting a name change from AAPA to the American Institute of 

Accountants (AIA) in 1916, this didn’t have a basic impact in the model’s circumstance of 

independence. The American Institute of Accountants (AIA) didn’t see the significance of 

independence until 1931, when most clerks did Certified Public Accountants (CPA) over and over and 

dependably had twofold segments of the two supervisors and auditors of a similar affiliation which 

they were wanted to be auditing (Chia-Ah and Karlsson, 2010). It is practical to see that independence 

is the foundation whereupon any amazing audit is gathered. Expecting independence is compromised, 

the audit report’s quality may suffer in this manner. It is possible that auditing a customer for a more 

broadened time period will make the auditor encourage an interest in the customer. This may grow 

auditors’ reliance on audit costs, expenses paid for giving non-audit associations, and other related 

benefits that go with giving audit associations. There is furthermore a more genuine risk of the auditor 

having a monetary interest in the customer, whether or not quick or unusual (Chia-Ah & Karlsson, 

2010). 

 

3. Determinants that Affect Auditor Independence 

As shown by DeAngelo’s (1981b) audit quality definition, past research apparent two essential 

segments that pick audit quality: (1) auditor independence and (2) auditor limit (Kraub and Zülch, 

2018). As indicated by Kraub and Zülch (2018), the last is depicted as the probability that the genuine 

auditor can perceive a massive dissatisfaction in the cash related reports and the bookkeeping 

structure, anyway auditor independence is portrayed as the probability that the moved auditor really 

reports that powerlessness to untouchables in the audit report. Independence has not been another 

miracle, yet it stems straightforwardly from the past. The past relationship of public aides in the 

United States, the American Association of Public Accountants (AAPA), set up in 1887, didn’t accept 

independence to be a huge issue and subsequently disallowed it in its constitution and by-laws (Chia-

Ah and Karlsson, 2010). Expecting a name change from AAPA to the American Institute of 

Accountants (AIA) in 1916, this didn’t have a fundamental effect in the model’s condition of 
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independence. The American Institute of Accountants (AIA) didn’t see the significance of 

independence until 1931, when most agents did Certified Public Accountants (CPA) again and again 

and constantly had twofold portions of the two bosses and auditors of a close to connection which they 

were needed to be auditing (Chia-Ah and Karlsson, 2010). It is feasible to see that independence is the 

establishment whereupon any stunning audit is assembled. Expecting independence is compromised, 

the audit report’s quality might endure subsequently. It is conceivable that auditing a client for a more 

extended time interval will cause the auditor to develop an interest in the client. This might expand 

auditors’ dependence on audit costs, charges paid for giving non-audit affiliations, and other related 

advantages that go with giving audit affiliations. There is moreover a more real danger of the auditor 

having a financial interest in the client, regardless of whether fast or misshaped (Chia-Ah & Karlsson, 

2010). 

 

4. Research Objectives  

i) To assess the association between audit tenure and auditor independence 

ii) To explore the connection between audit tenure and threats to auditor independence 

iii) To identify other determinants that affect auditor independence  

iv) To recommend measures of mitigating risks associated with extended audit tenure.  

 

5. Research Methodology 

The study adopted a quantitative research approach. Quantitative examination system remembers a 

positivistic view of information for where the innate science strategies are significant. This implies 

that it is an approach to clarify the ideas, the associations and the connection among origination and 

elements. At last, the quantitative exploration system likewise incorporates the origination that the 

social the truth is an outer and target reality (Bryman and Bell, 2015). The designated population 

consisted of Innscor executives, the Internal Audit division, the audit panel, and outside auditors. Data 

was collected using questionnners. The table below shows the sample size. 

Table1. Sample Framework Table 

  Population Sample % 

Audit committee 10 5 50 

Management 15 10 67 

InternalAuditors 6 6 100 

ExternalAuditors 5 4 80 

 Total 36 25 69 

 

6. Results  

1.6.1 Determinants of threats to auditor independence 

1.6.1.1 Non-Audit Services (NAS) 

The mean score for non-audit services comparable to auditor independence was determined. The 

researcher pointed toward examining the impact of NAS on auditor independence, and henceforth 
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remembered this for the questionnaire. The goal was to test the respondents’ viewpoint after offering 

NAS and not offering NAS to the customer on auditor independence. The reactions were arranged and 

dissected giving out the accompanying gathering measurements: 



J o u r n a l  o f  A c c o u n t i n g  a n d  M a n a g e m e n t         I S S N :  2 2 8 4  –  9 4 5 9        J A M  V o l .  1 2 ,  N o .  1  ( 2 0 2 2 )  

85 

Table 2. T-Test for NAS 

Group Statistics 

NAS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

AuditorIndependence Offering Non-

Audit 

Services 

8 9.3250 3.68617 1.30326 

Not offering 

Non-Audit 

Services 

5 5.1700 .24900 .11136 

As shown in the table, the means differ significantly, with the mean score for offering NAS in 

extended audit tenure being 9.325 compared to a mean of 5.17 for not offering NAS. The standard 

deviation for the factors is 3.69 in the case of offering NAS and 0.249 in the case of not offering NAS. 

This implies that offering NAS lessens auditor independence by an enormous deviation accordingly 

affecting auditor independence, while not offering NAS decreases auditor independence by a little 

deviation of 0.25 subsequently it smallly affects auditor independence.  

A free samples test was led to assess whether there is an effect of NAS on auditor independence. The 

outcomes are introduced in the table beneath: 

Table 3. Independent Samples Test 

Independent Samples Test 

  

Levene’s 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differenc

e 

Std. Error 

Differenc

e 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Au

dit

or 

Ind

epe

nde

nce 

Equal 

varian

ces 

assum

ed 

14.592 
.00

3 

2.47

5 
11 .031 4.15500 1.67855 .46053 

7.8494

7 

Equal 

varian

ces not 

assum

ed 

    
3.17

7 

7.10

2 
.015 4.15500 1.30801 1.07103 

7.2389

7 

Source: Own research 

The above table shows a Levene’s test at  giving which is below the  and hence 

significant; therefore the researcher interpreted the bottom row of the Independent Samples Test table. 

The bottom row shows a  of 0.015 which is lower than the . This means that the test is 

significant, offering NAS reduces auditor independence. To sum up, there is a significant relationship 

between offering NAS and reduced auditor independence.  

.    

Regardless, the findings are consistent with those of Canning and Gwilliam (2019), who discovered an 

apparent decrease in auditor independence when NAS are provided to audit customers by audit staff. 

However thought of NAS is restricted uniquely to instructing and that with respect to Canning and 



J o u r n a l  o f  A c c o u n t i n g  a n d  M a n a g e m e n t         I S S N :  2 2 8 4  –  9 4 5 9        J A M  V o l .  1 2 ,  N o .  1  ( 2 0 2 2 )  

86 

Gwilliam (2019) think about different NAS just as counseling services, nonetheless, prompting 

services likewise comprised a vital piece of NAS in the investigation of Canning and Gwilliam (2019). 

As a result, relating discoveries to those of Canning and Gwilliam (2019) does not expose the 

relationship of the two examinations to any errors. This is because Canning and Gwilliam (2019) 

investigated NAS and auditor independence, with auditor independence being the focal point of 

interest, allowing us to easily relate the outcomes. 

1.6.1.2 Audit Fees 

The mean score for audit fees according to auditor independence was determined. The researcher 

pointed toward examining the impact of audit fees on auditor independence, and consequently 

remembered this for the questionnaire. The goal was to test the respondents’ point of view upon 

settled up audit fees and neglected audit fees to the customer on auditor independence. The reactions 

were arranged and dissected giving out the accompanying gathering measurements: 

Table 4. T-Test for Audit Fees 

Group Statistics 

AuditFees N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

AuditorIndependence Paid-up Audit Fees 7 11.3000 3.35857 1.26942 

Unpaid Audit Fees 6 7.8583 .20595 .08408 

Source: Own Research 

As shown in the table above, the means differ significantly, with the mean score settled up fees in 

expanded audit tenure being 11.3 versus 7.86 for neglected audit fees. The factors’ standard deviations 

are 3.36 for settled up fees and 0.21 for neglected audit fees.This implies that settled up fees 

diminishes auditor independence by an enormous deviation along these lines affecting auditor 

independence, while neglected audit fees lessens auditor independence by a little deviation of 0.21 

henceforth it smallly affects auditor independence.  

A free samples test was conducted to determine whether audit fees have an effect on auditor 

independence. The results are presented in the table below: 

Table 5. Independent Samples Tests for audit fees 

Independent Samples Test 

  

Levene’s Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed

) 

Mean 

Differenc

e 

Std. 

Error 

Differenc

e 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lowe

r Upper 

Audito

rIndepe

ndence 

Equal variances 

assumed 

14.5

19 
.003 2.490 11 .030 3.44167 1.38217 

.3995

4 

6.4837

9 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
    2.705 

6.05

3 
.035 3.44167 1.27220 

.3352

5 

6.5480

8 

Source: Own research 

The above table shows a Levene’s test at  giving which is below the  and hence 

significant; therefore the researcher interpreted the bottom row of the Independent Samples Test table. 
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The bottom row shows a  of 0.035 which is lower than the . This means that the test is 

significant, paid-up audit fees reduces auditor independence. To sum up, there is a significant 

relationship between audit fees and reduced auditor independence.  

.    

As distinguished by Eilifisen et al. (2016), acting in self-interest and as a promoter for prosecution 

cases or questions for the benefit of the customer, and selling or endorsing portions of a customer 

undermines the auditor independence. An auditor is considered to be probable influenced without 

anyone else interest dangers when audit fees are both paid and neglected, subsequently may direct 

amateurishly for the reasons for finance. 

1.6.1.3 Audit Tenure 

The mean score for audit tenure corresponding to auditor independence was determined. The 

researcher pointed toward exploring the impact of expanded audit tenures on auditor independence, 

and consequently remembered this for the questionnaire. The goal was to test the respondents’ point of 

view upon short audit tenure and long audit tenures to the customer on auditor independence. The 

reactions were organized and dissected giving out the accompanying gathering insights: 

Table 6. T-Test for Audit Fees 

Group Statistics 

Audit Tenure N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Auditor 

Independence 

Short Tenure 7 5.8571 2.90336 1.09737 

Long Tenure 6 2.6333 1.39236 0.56843 

As shown in the table, the means differ significantly, with the mean score for long/extended audit 

tenure being 2.9 and the mean score for short tenure being 0.57. The variables’ standard deviations are 

1.1 for long tenures and 0.57 for short tenures. This means that long audit tenures reduces auditor 

independence by a large deviation thus having a strong negative influence on auditor independence, 

whereas short audit tenures reduces auditor independence by a small deviation of 0.57 hence it has a 

small impact on auditor independence.  

An independent samples test was performed to determine whether audit tenure has an effect on auditor 

independence. The outcomes are shown in the table below: 
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Table 7. Independent Samples Tests for Audit Tenure 

Source: Own research 

The above table shows a Levene’s test at  giving which is above the  and hence 

significant; therefore the researcher interpreted the top row of the Independent Samples Test table. The 

top row shows a  of 0.031 which is lower than the . This means that the test is significant, 

extended audit tenures reduce auditor independence. To sum up, there is a significant relationship 

between audit tenure and reduced auditor independence.  

.    

The results show that survey residency has no effect on shared trait perils, which is consistent with the 

findings of Knechel and Vanstraelen (2017) and Carcello and Nagy (2014), among others, implying 

that audit tenure is not an impediment in and of itself. Furthermore, we can relate the results to the 

security of the independence dangers in the same way. A couple of comments claim that the survey’s 

commonality dangers are actually renouncing the ethical rules that govern the auditing calling. This 

suggests that the shields created are convincing and that the evaluators are adhering to the established 

rules. 

 

7. Major Findings and Discussion  

7.1. The Effects of s Non-Audit Services on Auditor Independence  

The researcher discovered from the questionnaires and autonomous samples test that offering NAS 

decreases auditor independence by a huge deviation subsequently affecting auditor independence, 

though not offering NAS diminishes auditor independence by a little deviation of 0.25 thus it smallly 

affects auditor independence. This is because of the radiation of dangers to independence that spring 

up as the auditor offers NAS to a customer like self-interest dangers, commonality and self-survey 

Independent Samples Test 

  

Levene’s Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed

) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

AuditorI

ndepende

nce 

Equal 

Variance

s 

assumed 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

 
3.759 0.079 2.476 11 0.031 3.22381 1.30228 0.35752 6.0901 

 

    2.609 8.884 0.029 3.22381 1.23585 0.42256 
6.0250

6 
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danger. From the questionnaires the respondents showed this worry by endeavoring questions 1 to 5 

with reactions going from 4-5 (consent to emphatically concur). 

 

7.2 Impact of Audit Fees on Auditor Independence  

The discoveries showed that settled up fees lessens auditor independence by a huge deviation in this 

manner affecting auditor independence, though neglected audit fees decreases auditor independence 

by a little deviation of 0.21 consequently it smallly affects auditor independence. This is most likely 

because of self-interest dangers that become present when audit fees are settled up or owing, hence 

making the auditor survey in inclination (Lys, 2010). As distinguished by Eilifisen et al. (2016), acting 

in self-interest and as a backer for prosecution cases or questions for the benefit of the customer, and 

selling or endorsing portions of a customer compromises the auditor independence. An auditor is 

considered to be reasonable influenced without anyone else interest dangers when audit fees are both 

paid and neglected, consequently may lead amateurishly for the motivations behind finance. 

 

7.3 The Effects of Audit Tenure on Auditor Independence  

The researcher discovered long audit tenures decreases auditor independence by an enormous 

deviation along these lines affecting auditor independence, while short audit tenures lessens auditor 

independence by a little deviation of 0.57 consequently it smallly affects auditor independence. As 

demonstrated in the results that shared trait risks isn’t impacted by survey residency, this is consistent 

with the findings of Knechel and Vanstraelen (2017) and Carcello and Nagy (2014), among others, 

indicating that audit tenure is not an impediment in and of itself. This can also be identified by the 

outcomes of the independence dangers’ shields. A couple of comments that the survey’s commonality 

dangers are unquestionably violating the ethical rules that guide the auditing calling.This proposes that 

the protections made are to be sure convincing and that the evaluators are keeping the rules set out. 

 

8. Conclusion  

The purpose of this study was to find out if auditor independence could be hampered when audit 

tenures were extended. The researchers used sub-factors related to audit tenure and looked for dangers 

to auditor independence to assess the hindrance of auditor independence considering extended audit 

tenures as a wellspring of the increased likelihood of more danger to independence. The results 

conclude that there is a link between auditor independence and longer audit tenures. The measurable 

results demonstrated that there is an effect on auditor independence when they have extended audit 

tenures and are confronted with threats to auditor independence. The researchers believe that both 

extended audit tenures and short audit tenures can be a hotspot for the rise of threats to auditor 

independence, with the risk being significantly higher when auditors have short audit tenures.While 

some risks may increase with longer audit tenures, others, as our findings show, are unaffected by the 

length of tenure. The reasons for this could very well be based on the safeguards that have been put in 

place. 
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