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Decision Usefulness and Motivation of the Audit Opinion:

Research Framework and Review
LIAO Yigang

(School of Accounting, Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics, Nanchang 330013, China)

Abstract: The decision usefulness and motivation of the audit opinion has always been the core issue of the audit theory, and
the academic research in this field provides an important basis of decision making for capital market audit policy and regulatory
policy. This article put forward the research framework of the “consequences-motivation” of audit opinion, and on this basis,
reviewed the relative empirical studies of audit opinion information content and the audit opinion’s agent so as to provide guid-
ance information and research paradigm for academic research and practice in the field.
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